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SERIES PREFACE

n the Elssentials of Psychological Assessment seties, we have attempted to provide the

reader with books that will deliver key practical information in the most efficient

and accessible style. The series features instruments in a variety of domains, such
as cognition, personality, education, and neuropsychology. For the experienced clin-
ician, books in the series will offer a concise yet thorough way to master utilization
of the continuously evolving supply of new and revised instruments, as well as a
convenient method for keeping up to date on the tried-and-true measures. The
novice will find here a prioritized assembly of all the information and techniques
that must be at one’s fingertips to begin the complicated process of individual psy-
chological diagnosis.

Wherever feasible, visual shortcuts to highlight key points are utilized alongside
systematic, step-by-step guidelines. Chapters are focused and succinct. Topics are
targeted for an easy understanding of the essentials of administration, scoring, in-
terpretation, and clinical application. Theory and research are continually woven
into the fabric of each book but always to enhance clinical inference, never to side-
track or overwhelm. We have long been advocates of what has been called “intel-
ligent” testing—the notion that a profile of test scores is meaningless unless it is
brought to life by the clinical observations and astute detective work of knowl-
edgeable examiners. Test profiles must be used to make a difference in the child’s
or adult’s life, or why bother to test? We want this series to help our readers be-
come the best intelligent testers they can be.

In Essentials of WLAT ®-1I and KTEA-II Assessment, the authors have attempted
to provide readers with succinct, straightforward, theory-based methods for
competent clinical interpretation and application of the second editions of two
widely used tests of individual achievement. Both the WIAT-1I and KTEA-II are
normed for children, adolescents, and adults from Pre-Kindergarten through
college. This book helps ease the transition of examiners who have been longtime
users of the first editions of these tests, and provides a solid foundation for new
examiners, who are first discovering the abundance of information that can be

Xi
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gathered from these two individual assessment instruments. Both of these tests
of achievement tap the important domains of academic ability required for as-
sessment of learning disabilities. This book thoroughly integrates theory, re-
search, clinical history, and clinical inference, with sets of guidelines that enable
the examiner to give, and then systematically interpret and apply, these thor-
oughly revised and restandardized instruments.

Alan S. Kanfiman, PhD, and Nadeen L. Kaufman, EdD, Series Editors
Yale University School of Medicine



One

OVERVIEW

ver the past few years there have been many changes affecting those

who administer standardized achievement tests. New, individually ad-

ministered tests of achievement have been developed and older instru-
ments have been revised or renormed. The academic assessment of individuals
from preschool to post high school has increased over the past years due to re-
quirements set forth by states for determining eligibility for services for learning
disabilities. Individual achievement tests once used to be primarily norm-based
comparisons with peers, but now serve the purpose of analyzing academic
strengths and weaknesses via comparisons with conormed (or linked) individual
tests of ability. In addition, the focus of academic assessment has been broadened
to include not only reading decoding, spelling, and arithmetic, but also reading
comprehension, arithmetic reasoning, arithmetic computation, listening com-
prehension, oral expression, and written expression (Smith, 2001).

These changes in the field of individual academic assessment have led pro-
fessionals to search for resources that would help them remain current on the
most recent instruments. Resources covering topics such as how to administer,
score, and interpret frequently used tests of achievement, and how to apply these
tests’ data in clinical situations, need to frequently be updated. Thus, in 2001,
Douglas K. Smith published a book in the Elssentials seties titled Essentials of
Individual Achievement Assessment, which devoted chapters to four widely used, in-
dividually administered tests of achievement.! Smith’s volume was the inspiration
for writing this book, which focuses on the recent second editions of two of the
instruments written about in Elssentials of Individual Achievement Assessment: the
Wechsler Individual Achievement Test (WIAT) and Kaufman Test of Educa-
tional Achievement (K-TEA). Because both of these instruments are widely used

! Another widely used achievement test, the Woodcock Johnson—Third Edition (W]
I1I) is the topic of its own book in the Essentials seties, Essentials of W] 11 Tests of Achieve-
ment Assessment (Mather, Wendling, & Woodcock, 2001).
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achievement tests in school psychology and related fields, the second editions of
the WIAT and of the K-TEA are deserving of a complete, up-to-date book de-
voted to their administration, scoring, interpretation, and to the clinical applica-
tions of the tests. Essentials of WLAT-II and KTEA-1I Assessment provides that up-
to-date information and includes rich information beyond what is available in
the tests’ manuals. An entire chapter is devoted to illustrative case reports, to ex-
emplify how the results of the WIAT-II and KTEA-II can be integrated with an
entire battery of tests to yield a thorough understanding of a student’s academic
functioning. In a chapter devoted to clinical applications of the tests, the follow-
ing topics are discussed: the integration of KTEA-II and WIAT-II with their re-
spective conormed tests of cognitive ability, focusing on the conceptual and the-
oretical links between tests, and the assessment of special populations, including
specific learning disabilities and Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder
(ADHD).

PURPOSES AND USES OF ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

The WIAT-II and KTEA-II are used for many reasons, including diagnosing
achievement, identifying processing, analyzing errors, program planning, mea-
suring academic progress, evaluating interventions or programs, making place-
ment decisions, and research. Some pertinent applications of these tests are de-
scribed in the following pages.

Diagnosing Achievement

The WIAT-1I and KTEA-II provide an analysis of a student’s academic strengths
and weaknesses in reading, mathematics, written language, and oral language. In
addition, the reading-related subtests of these tests allow for the investigation of
related factors that may affect reading achievement, such as Phonological Aware-
ness and Naming Facility (Rapid Automatized Naming, or RAN) on the KTEA-
IT and the phonemic/phonological awareness and automaticity sections of Word

Reading on the WIAT-II.

Identifying Processes

Pairwise comparisons of subtests on both the WIAT-II and KTEA-II allow ex-
aminers to better understand how students take in information (Reading Com-
prehension versus Listening Comprehension) and express their ideas (Written
Expression versus Oral Expression).
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Analyzing Errors

The KTEA-II provides a detailed quantitative summary of the types ot patterns
of errors a student makes on subtests in each of the achievement domains (Read-
ing, Math, Written Language, and Oral Language), as well as for Phonological
Awareness and Nonsense Word Decoding. Tracking error patterns can help ex-
aminers plan appropriate remedial instruction specifically targeting the difficul-
ties a student displays, and the KTEA-II ASSIST softwate offers instructional
strategies to help examiners design appropriate interventions based on a stu-
dent’s error pattern.

The WIAT-II provides a way to qualitatively examine a student’s errors, called
skills analysis. Each subtest includes sets of items that measure a specific skill or
set of skills. The information yielded from analyzing the student’s errors through
the skills analysis can then be used in the design of an instructional plan or specific
intervention for a student. The WIAT-II Scoring Assistant provides a summary by
subtest of a student’s performance at the individual as well as aggregate skill levels.

Program Planning

The norm-referenced scores, along with the error and skills analysis information,
indicate a student’s approximate instructional level. These results can help facili-
tate decisions regarding appropriate educational placement as well as appropriate
accommodations or curricular adjustments. The information can also assistin the
development of an Individualized Education Program (IEP) based on a student’s
needs. For young adults, the results can help inform decisions regarding appro-
priate vocational training or General Equivalency Diploma (GED) preparation.

Measuring Academic Progress

The two parallel forms of the KTEA-II allow an examiner to measure a student’s
academic progress while ensuring that changes in performance are not due to the
student’s familiarity with the battery content. Academic progress can also be
measured on the WIAT-II with a retest, taking into consideration any potential
practice effect.

Evaluating Interventions or Programs

The WIAT-II and KTEA-II can provide information about the effectiveness of
specific academic interventions or programs. For example, administering one or
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more of the composites could demonstrate the effectiveness of a new reading
program within a classroom or examine the relative performance levels between
classrooms using different math programs.

Making Placement Decisions

The WIAT-II and KTEA-II can provide normative data to aid in placement deci-
sions regarding new student admissions or transfers from other educational settings.

Research

The WIAT-II and the KTEA-II Comprehensive Form are reliable, valid mea-
sures of academic achievement suitable for use in many research designs. Indeed,
a brief search of the literature via PsycInfo yielded hundreds of articles that uti-
lized the WIAT and the K-TEA. The two parallel forms of the KTEA-II make it
an ideal instrument for longitudinal studies or research on intervention effec-
tiveness using pre- and post test designs.

The WIAT-II Abbteviated form and KTEA-II Brief Form are also reliable,
valid measures of academic achievement that are ideal for research designs that
call for a screening measure of achievement. The brevity of the WIAT-II Abbre-
viated Form and KTEA-II Brief Form make them useful in estimating the edu-
cational achievement of large numbers of prisonets, patients in hospitals, military
recruits, applicants to industry training programs, or juvenile delinquents await-
ing court hearings, where administering long tests may be impractical.

Screening

The WIAT-IT Abbreviated Form and the KTEA-II Brief Form are intended for
screening examinees on their global skills in mathematics, reading, and written
language. The results of the screening may be used to determine the need for
follow-up testing.

SELECTING AN ACHIEVEMENT TEST

Selecting the appropriate achievement test to use in a specific situation depends
on a number of factors.” The test should be reliable, valid, and used only for the

2Portions of this section were adapted from Chapter One of Essentials of Individual
Achievement Assessment (Smith, 2001).
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purposes for which it was developed. The Code of Fair Testing Practices in Edu-
cation (Joint Committee on Testing Practices, 1988) outlines the responsibilities
of both test developers and test users. Key components of the Code are outlined
in Rapid Reference 1.1.

The first factor to consider in selecting an achievement test is the purpose of
the testing. Discern whether a comprehensive measure (covering the areas of
achievement specified in the Individuals with Disabilities Improvement Act
of 2004 (P.L. 108-446)) is needed or whether a less specific screening measure
is appropriate. Another issue is whether an ability-achievement disctepancy will
need to be examined. Although PL. 108-446 recently removed the requirement
of demonstrating an achievement-ability discrepancy from determining eligibil-
ity for learning disabilities services, states still have the option to include this dis-
crepancy if they choose. For this purpose, using achievement tests with co-
normed or linked ability tests is best. To gather diagnostic information and
information about level of skill development, you should use a test with skills
analysis procedures.

The second factor to consider in selecting an achievement test is whether a
particular test can answer the specific questions asked in the referral concerns.
The specificity of the referral questions will help guide the test selection. For ex-
ample, if the referral concern is about a child’s reading fluency, the test you select
should have a subtest ot subtests that directly assess that domain.

The third factor to consider in selecting an achievement test is how familiar an
examiner is with a certain test. Familiarity with a test and experience scoring and
interpreting it is ethically necessary to utilize it in an assessment. If you plan to use
a new test in an assessment, you should ensure that you have enough time to get
proper training and experience with the instrument before using it.

The fourth factor to consider in selecting an achievement test is whether the
test’s standardization is appropriate. Consider how recent the test’s norms ate.
Most recent major tests of academic achievement are well standardized, but you
should still review the manual to evaluate the normative group. See if students
with disabilities were included in the standardization sample (which is important
when assessing a student suspected of having a learning disability). Ensure that
approptiate stratification variables were used in the standardization sample.

The fifth factor to consider in selecting an achievement test is the strength of
the psychometric properties of a test. Consider whether the test’s data have ade-
quately demonstrated its reliability and validity. A test’s internal consistency, test-
retest reliability, correlations with other achievement tests and tests of cognitive
ability should all be examined. Additionally consider the floor and ceiling of a test
across age levels. Some tests have poor floors at the youngest age levels for the
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Excerpts from the Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education

Selecting Appropriate Tests

[ First define the purpose for testing and the population to be tested. Then, se-
lect a test for that purpose and that population based on a thorough review of
the available information.

2. Investigate potentially useful sources of information, in addition to test scores,
to corroborate the information provided by tests.

3. Read the materials provided by test developers and avoid using tests for which
unclear or incomplete information is provided.

4. Become familiar with how and when the test was developed and tried out.

5. Read independent evaluations of a test and of possible alternative measures.
Look for evidence required to support the claims of test developers.

6. Examine specimen sets, disclosed tests or samples of questions, directions, an-
swer sheets, manuals, and score reports before selecting a test.

7. Ascertain whether the test content and norms group(s) or comparison
group(s) are appropriate for the intended test takers.

8. Select and use only those tests for which the skills needed to administer the
test and interpret scores correctly are available.

Interpreting Scores

[. Obtain information about the scale used for reporting scores, the characteris-
tics of any norms or comparison group(s), and the limitations of the scores.

2. Interpret scores taking into account any major differences between the norms
or comparison groups and the actual test takers. Also take into account any
differences in test administration practices or familiarity with the specific ques-
tions in the test.

3. Avoid using tests for purposes not specifically recommended by the test devel-
oper unless evidence is obtained to support the intended use.

4. Explain how any passing scores were set and gather evidence to support the
appropriateness of the scores.

5. Obtain evidence to help show that the test is meeting its intended purpose(s).

Striving for Fairness

|. Evaluate the procedures used by test developers to avoid potentially insensi-
tive content or language.

2. Review the performance of test takers of different races, gender; and ethnic
backgrounds when samples of sufficient size are available. Evaluate the extent
to which performance differences may have been caused by inappropriate
characteristics of the test.
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3. When necessary and feasible, use appropriately modified forms of tests or ad-
ministration procedures for test takers with handicapping conditions. Interpret
standard norms with care in the light of the modifications that were made.

Informing Test Takers

I. Provide test takers or their parents/guardians with information about rights
test takers may have to obtain copies of tests and completed answer sheets,
retake tests, have tests rescored, or cancel scores.

2. Tell test takers or their parents/guardians how long scores will be kept on file
and indicate to whom and under what circumstances test scores will or will
not be released.

3. Describe the procedures that test takers or their parents/guardians may use to
register complaints and have problems resolved.

Note. The Code was developed in 1988 by the Joint Committee of Testing Practices, a cooperative
effort of several professional organizations that has as its aim the advancement, in the public in-
terest, of the quality of testing practices.The Joint Committee was initiated by the American Edu-
cational Research Association (AERA), the American Psychological Association (APA), and the
National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME). In addition to these three groups, the
American Association for Counseling and Development/Association for Measurement and Eval-
uation in Counseling and Development, and the American Speech-Language-Hearing Associa-
tion also now sponsor the Joint Committee.

children with the lowest skills and other tests have poor ceilings at the oldest age
levels for the children with the highest skill levels. You can judge the adequacy of
the floors and ceilings by examining the standard score range of the subtests and
composites for the age range of the student you are assessing,

In chapters 2 and 3 of this book we review what we feel are the strengths and
weaknesses of the WIAT-1I and KTEA-II, respectively. We encourage examiners
to carefully review the test they select to administer, whether WIAT-1I, KTEA-
II, or another achievement test, to ensure that it can adequately assess the unique
concerns of the student for whom the evaluation is being conducted. Rapid Ref-
erence 1.2 summarizes the key points to consider in test selection.

ADMINISTERING STANDARDIZED ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

The WIAT-II and KTEA-II are standardized tests, meaning that they measure a
student’s performance on tasks that are administered and scored under known
conditions that remain constant from time to time and person to person. Stan-
dardized testing allows examiners to directly compare the performance of one
student to the performance of many other students of the same age who were
tested in the same way. Strict adherence to the rules allows examiners to know
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Summary of Key Points to Consider in Test Selection
Consider the purpose of the assessment and what type of test(s) it
demands
» Comprehensive assessment
 Screening assessment
* Ability-achievement discrepancy analysis
* Skills analysis

Consider your experience with the assessment instrument you are
planning to administer

» Administration (extensive, some, or no experience)
* Scoring (extensive, some, or no experience)
* Interpretation (extensive, some, or no experience)

Consider the adequacy of the test’s standardization
* Are norms recent?

* Was the standardization sample appropriate?

* Were students with learning disabilities included?

* Was the norm sample appropriately stratified according to age, gender, geo-
graphic region, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status?

Consider the psychometric qualities of the test
* Is the test's reliability adequate (internal consistency and test-retest reliability)?

* |s the test’s validity adequate (correlations with other achievement tests, corre-
lations with ability tests)?

* Does the test have an adequate floor for the age of the student you are assess-
ing?

* Does the test have an adequate ceiling for the age of the student you are as-
sessing?

that the scores obtained from the child they tested are comparable to those ob-
tained from the normative group. Violating the rules of standardized administra-
tion renders norms of limited value. Being completely familiar with the test, its
materials, and the administration procedures allows examiners to conduct a valid
assessment in a manner that feels natural, comfortable, and personal, not me-
chanical. The specific administration procedures for the WIAT-II are discussed
in Chapter 2 and those for the KTEA-II are discussed in Chapter 3.
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Testing Environment

Achievement testing, like most standardized testing, should take place in a quiet
room that is free of distractions. The table and chairs that are used during the as-
sessment should be of appropriate size for the student being assessed. That is, if
you are assessing a preschooler, the table and chairs used should ideally be simi-
lar to those that you would find in a preschool classtoom. However, if you are as-
sessing an adolescent, adult-size table and chairs are appropriate. The seating
arrangement should allow the examiner to see both sides of the easel and to write
responses and scores discretely on the record form (out of plain view of the ex-
aminee). Many examiners find the best seating arrangement is to be at a right
angle from the examinee, but others prefer to sit directly across from the exami-
nee. The test’s stimulus easel can be used to shield the record form from the stu-
dent’s view, but if you prefer you can use a clipboard to keep the record form out
of view. Most importantly, you should sit wherever it is most comfortable for you
and that allows you easy access to all of the components of the assessment in-
strument.

Establishing Rapport

In order to ensure that the most valid results are yielded from a testing, you need
to create the best possible environment for the examinee. Perhaps more impor-
tant than the physical aspects of the testing environment discussed previously is
the relationship between the examiner and the student. In many cases the exam-
iner will be a virtual stranger to the student being assessed. Thus, the process of
establishing rapportis a key component in setting the stage for an optimal assess-
ment.

Rapport can be defined as a relationship of mutual trust and/or emotional
affinity. Such a relationship typically takes time to develop. To foster the devel-
opment of positive rapport, you need to plan on a few minutes of relaxed time
with the student before diving into the assessment procedures. Some individuals
are “slow to warm up” to new acquaintances, whereas others are friendly and
comfortable with new people from the get-go. Assume that most students you
meet will need time before being able to comfortably relate to you.

You can help a student feel more comfortable through your style of speech
and your topics of conversation. Adapt your language (vocabulary and style) to
the student’s age and ability level (i.e., don’t talk to a 4-year-old like you would a
teenager, and vice versa). Use a friendly tone of voice and show genuine personal
interest and responsiveness. For shy children, rather than opening up immedi-
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ately with conversation, try an ice-breaking activity such as drawing a picture or
playing with an age-appropriate toy. This quiet interaction with concrete materi-
als may provide an opening to elicit conversation about them.

In most instances it is best not to have a parent, teacher, or other person be
present during the assessment, as it can affect the test results in unknown ways.
However, when a child is having extreme difficulty separating, it can be useful to
permit another adult’s presence in the initial rapport-building phase of the as-
sessment, to help the child ease into the testing situation. Once the child’s anxi-
ety has decreased, or at least once the child has become interested in playing or
drawing with you, encourage the student to begin the assessment without the
adult present.

Maintaining rapport requires diligent effort throughout an assessment. Watch
students for signs of fatigue, disinterest, and frustration. These signs are clues
that you need to increase your feedback, give a break, or suggest a reward for
completing tasks. Using good eye contact will help you show interest and enthu-
siasm for the student’s efforts. Use your clinical judgment about how much en-
couragement a child needs for their efforts. Some children will need more pats on
the back than others. Always praise students for their efforts, not the correctness
of their responses.

SUMMARY INFORMATION ABOUT THE TESTS AND
THEIR PUBLISHERS

The WIAT-II and the WIAT-II Abbreviated are published by Harcourt Assess-
ment, Inc. under the brand of PsychCorp. The KTEA-II Comprehensive Form
and KTEA-II Brief Form are published by American Guidance Service (AGS).
In Rapid References 1.3 and 1.4, we provide a summary of important informa-
tion about both the WIAT-1I, WIAT-1I Abbreviated, KTEA-II Comprehensive
Form, and KTEA-II Brief Form. These Rapid References provide information
on the following topics: test author, publisher, publication date, what the test
measures, age range covered by the test, administration time, qualification of ex-
aminers, and test price.
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Wechsler Individual Achievement Test—Second Edition

Author

Publication date

What the test
measures

Age range
Administration time

Qualification of
examiners

Publisher

Price (retrieved from

harcourtassessment.com
in January 2005)

WIAT-Il: The Psychological Corporation
WIAT-II Abbreviated: The Psychological Corporation
2001

WIAT-II measures the following achievement do-
mains: Reading, Mathematics, Written Language,
and Oral Language

WIAT-II Abbreviated measures the following
achievement skills: Spelling, Word Reading, and Nu-
merical Operations

4-85 years

PreK—Kindergarten 45 min
Grades -6 90 min

Grades 7—16  90—120 min
WIAT-II Abbreviated: |0—20 min

Examiners must have a master's degree in
psychology, education, or a related field, with rele-
vant training in assessment or certification by a pro-
fessional organization recognized by the publisher

Harcourt Assessment, Inc.
19500 Bulverde Road

San Antonio, TX 78259
800-211-8378
http://harcourtassessment.com

WIAT-II Kit: $399

Includes Stimulus Book |, Stimulus Book 2, Record
Form (pkg. of 25), Response Booklet (pkg. of 25),
Examiner’s Manual, Scoring Normative Supplement
for Grades PreK—12, Scoring and Normative Sup-
plement for College Students and Adults, Word
Cards, audiotape, and bag.

WIAT-II Abbreviated Kit: $ 165

Includes Manual, 25 Combination Record Forms/
Response Booklets, and 2 Word Cards in a bag.
WIAT-II Scoring Assistant Software: $199
CD-ROM Windows or Macintosh
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Kaufman Test of Educational Achievement—Second Edition

Authors
Publication date

What the test
measures
Age range

Administration time

Qualification of
examiners

Publisher

Price (retrieved from
www.agsnet.com in
January 2005)

Alan S. Kaufman and Nadeen L. Kaufman
KTEA-Il Comprehensive Form: 2004
KTEA-II Brief Form: 2005

The following achievement domains are measured
in both the Comprehensive and Brief Forms: Read-
ing, Mathematics, and Written Language. The Com-
prehensive Form measures an additional fourth do-
main: Oral Language

4:6-25 (Comprehensive Form)
4:6-90+ (Brief Form)

Comprehensive Form— (PreK—K) 25 min; (Grades
[=2) 50 min; (Grades 3+) 70 min;

Brief Form—(4:6-90 years) 20—30 min

Examiner must have completed graduate

training in measurement, guidance, individual psy-
chological assessment, or special appraisal methods
appropriate for an individual achievement test

AGS Publishing

4201 Woodland Road
Circle Pines, MN
55014-1796
800-328-2560
http://www.agsnet.com

KTEA-Il Comprehensive Form A or B Kit: $299.99
Includes 2 Easels, Manual, Norms Book, Form A
Record Forms (25), Form A Student Response
Booklets (25), Form A Error Analysis Booklets (25),
2 each of 3 Form A WE Booklets, all necessary
stimulus materials, Form A Administration CD, pup-
pet, and tote bag

KTEA-Il Comprehensive Computer ASSIST™:
$99.99
CD-ROM Macintosh and Windows

KTEA-II Brief Form Kit: $149.99
Includes | easel, | manual, 25 record forms, 25 re-
sponse booklets
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WIAT-II

DESCRIPTION OF THE WIAT-1I

The Wechsler Individual Achievement Test—Second Edition (WIAT-1I; The Psy-
chological Corporation, 2002) consists of two forms: the comprehensive battery
and the WIAT-II abbreviated form. The comprehensive battery, consisting of
nine subtests and requiring 60 to 90 minutes to administer, is the focus of this
chapter. The WIAT-II Abbreviated (WIAT-II-A; The Psychological Corpora-
tion, 2001) consists of three subtests (Word Reading, Spelling, and Numerical
Operations) that are taken directly from the comprehensive battery. The abbre-
viated battery, which takes approximately 10 to 15 minutes to administer, can be
given alone or administered as a screener to show when a more comprehensive
assessment is indicated. The WIAT-II-A is also designed to be a brief assessment
of targeted skills for providing a second or alternate measure of achievement, or
for monitoring academic progress as a result of intervention. In addition to
scores for each of the three subtests, the abbreviated form also yields a compos-
ite score as a general indicator of academic achievement. Normative data were de-
rived using the WIAT-II standardization sample. If the two tests are given close
in time the three subtests do not need to be readministered, and scores can be in-
corporated into the comprehensive battery report. The comprehensive form of
the WIAT-II covers the age range 4:0 to 85 years and prekindergarten (PreK) to
grade 16, and results can be reported using either age- or grade-based scores. The
abbreviated form offers similar scores but covers the age range 6 to 85 years and
kindergarten through grade 16.

History and Development

The first edition of the WIAT was published in 1992 (WIAT; The Psychological
Corporation, 1992) as a measure of academic achievement of students in grades
kindergarten through 12, and aged 5:0 years to 19:11 years, and was the only in-

I3
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dividually administered achievement test directly linked with the Wechsler intelli-
gence scales (e.g., Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence—Revised
[WPPSI-R], Wechsler Intelligence Scales for Children—Third Edition [WISC-
IIT], and Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale—Revised [ WAIS-R]). The WIAT
provided comprehensive coverage of the areas of learning disability specified in
the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (PL. 94-142): oral ex-
pression, listening comprehension, written expression, basic reading skill, reading
comprehension, mathematics calculation, and mathematics reasoning. Because
of the link between the WIAT and the Wechsler intelligence scales, clinicians
wete able to identify when a student demonstrated a discrepancy between achieve-
ment and ability.

Changes from WIAT to WIAT-1I

Although the basic structure of the revision retains specific features from the first
edition of the WIAT, including domain coverage and linkage with the most cur-
rent editions of the Wechsler intelligence scales, the WIAT-II incorporates sev-
eral modifications. These include: the addition of a new subtest (Pseudoword
Decoding), the revision of content in all subtests, the extension of the age range
down to age 4:0 years and up to age 85 years, improved scoring capabilities, in-
cluding the computerized WIAT-II Scoring Assistant, and the expansion of the
ability-achievement discrepancy tables. A significant change from WIAT to
WIAT-II occurred through the strengthening of the link between assessment and
instruction/intervention. The unique skill analysis feature of the WIAT was ex-
panded by including an evaluation of both product (e.g., writing sample) and pro-
cess (e.g., word fluency), qualitative observation checklists, the inclusion of vari-
ous scoting options (e.g., word reading automaticity), and a quick inventory of a
student’s skills produced by the WIAT-II Scoring Assistant. Rapid Reference 2.1
illustrates major subtest differences between the WIAT and the WIAT-II.

The comprehensive battery is composed of the following subtests: Word
Reading, Pseudoword Decoding, Reading Comprehension, Numerical Opera-
tions, Math Reasoning, Spelling, Written Expression, Listening Comprehension,
and Oral Expression. The subtests yield four composite scores—Reading, Math-
ematics, Written Language, and Oral Language—along with a Total Achieve-
ment score. For children aged 4:0 to 4:11, or in PreK, subtest scores are reported
only for Word Reading, Math Reasoning, Listening Comprehension, and Oral Ex-
pression, and the only composite score is for Oral Language. For children aged 5:0
to 5:11, or in kindergarten, all of the subtest scores are reported except Pseudo-
word Decoding, Reading Comptehension, and Written Expression; thetrefore,
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composite scores are only available for Mathematics and Oral Language. Stan-
dard scores with a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15 ate reported for
each subtest and composite and are detrived from both age- and grade-based
norms. Other derived scores include normal curve equivalents (NCEs), stanines,
percentile ranks, quartile-based scores, decile-based scores, grade equivalents,
and age equivalents. Each of the Mathematics, Written Language, and Oral Lan-
guage composite scores is based on the two subtests comprising the composite.
The Reading composite is based on three contributing subtests. The composition
of the composites is found in Rapid Reference 2.2, and a desctiption of the
WIAT-II subtests, task demands, and optional measures is provided in Rapid Ref-
erence 2.3.

STANDARDIZATION AND PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF
THE WIAT-lI

Standardization

The WIAT-II standardization sample consisted of the age-based sample of stu-
dents aged 4 to 19 (/V = 2,950), the grade-based sample of students from grades
PreK to 12 (IV = 3,600), and the college and adult sample representing grades 13
to 16 (/N = 707) that was drawn from both 2- and 4-year colleges, and ages 17 to
89 years (/N = 500). Of the 3,600 participants in the grade-based sample for PreK

= Ropid Reference 27

Subtests Comprising the WIAT-II Composites

Composites Subtests

Reading Word Reading
Pseudoword Decoding
Reading Comprehension

Mathematics Numerical Operations
Math Reasoning

Oral Language Listening Comprehension
Oral Expression

Written Language Spelling
Written Expression
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through twelfth grade, 2,171 individuals were also included in the age-based
sample. Data were collected during the 1999-2000 and 2000—-2001 school years
and are representative of the U.S. population as reported in the October 1998
census. In order to obtain continuous grade-based normative data, students in
PreK through eighth grade were further divided into Fall and Spring sampling
groups. A stratified random sampling plan included representative proportions
of individuals in each sampling group according to the demographic variables
of grade, age, sex, race/ethnicity, geographic region, and parent/self education
level. Grades PreK to 12 students enrolled in both private and public schools
were included. Students who treceived special education services in school set-
tings were not excluded from participation. As a result, 8 to 10 percent of the
standardization sample at each grade and age level consists of students classified
by their schools as having a learning disability, a speech or language impairment,
an emotional disturbance, mild mental impairment, an Attention-Deficit Dis-
order, or a mild hearing impairment. In addition, approximately 3 percent of the
sample at each grade level consisted of students in gifted and talented programs.
The college sample was drawn from participants enrolled in public or private
school settings. Participants who received disability services were not excluded
from participation. As a result, 5 percent of the college standardization sample
consisted of students classified as having a learning disability or an Attention-
Deficit Disorder.

The match between the two school-age samples and the U.S. population is
quite close, especially for the grades PreK to 8 and the ages 5 to 14 groups. The
greatest disparity is on the geographic region variable, with the West and South
slightly overrepresented and the Northeast slightly underrepresented. Detailed
information on the standardization sample is presented in the administration
manual. The match for college students and adults was also close in regard to age
and race/ethnicity. The adult sample was also matched closely on geographic re-
gion and self education level. The college sample had slight overrepresentation of
Hispanics, and the adult sample had a slight underrepresentation of individuals
from the Northeast region. A small amount of case weighting was used to pro-
duce an adult standardization sample that was more closely representative of the
U.S. population. The weighted sample was used solely to detive adult demo-
graphic and normative information. The college and adult samples are described
in detail in the Supplement for College Students and Adults.

The WIAT-II linking samples were originally developed from a subset of stan-
dardization participants who were administered one of three Wechsler intelli-
gence scales: WPPSI-R, WISC-111, or the WAIS-III. With the revision of the
WPPSI and the WISC, new linking studies were conducted. The final linking
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samples consisted of 1,116 participants, including 208 aged 4:0 to 7:3 children
who were given the WPPSI-III, 550 children aged 6:0 to 16:11, who were given
the WISC-IV, and 358 participants aged 16 to 85, who were administered the
WAIS-III. A description of the WPPSI-III linking sample is found on pages 99
to 101 of the WPPSI-III Téchnical and Interpretive Manual (The Psychological Cor-
poration, 2002), and the updated ability-achievement discrepancy tables are re-
ported in Appendix C. Standardization of the new WISC-IV included a linking
sample of 550 children aged 6 to 16, which is described on pages 61 and 69 to 70
of the WISC-IV" Technical and Interpretive Manual (The Psychological Cotporation,
2003), and updated ability-achievement discrepancy tables are found in Appen-
dix B of the Manual.

Reliability

Split-half reliability coefficient procedures, as used with the Wechsler intelligence
scales, were used for the WIAT-II as a measure of internal consistency. PreK to
grade 12 mean split-half reliability coefficients for the subtests range from .80
(Listening Comprehension) to .97 (Word Reading, Pseudoword Decoding), and
for the composites from .89 (Oral Language) to .98 (Reading). The Total Com-
posite mean coefficient was .98. The Reading subtest and composite reliability
coefficients are significantly higher than on the original WIAT.

Mean test-retest correlations for the subtests for ages 6 to 19 range from .85
(Written Expression) to .98 (Word Reading), while correlations for the compos-
ites range from .92 (Oral Language) to .97 (Reading). The Total Composite mean
coefficient was .98. With the exception of the Listening Comprehension subtest,
very small practice effects were observed, with test-retest scores differing by 2 to
3 standard-score points. Reliability coefficients for the WIAT and WIAT-1I age-
based samples are compared in Rapid Reference 2.4. Rapid Reference 2.5 reports
the average reliability coefficients for the college and adult sample.

The Reading Comprehension, Written Expression, and Oral Language sub-
tests are somewhat subjective to score, so interscorer agreement was evaluated.
High levels of agreement in scoring responses were reported, with average inter-
scorer reliability coefficients of .94 on Reading Comprehension, .85 on Written
Expression, and .96 for Oral Expression.

Validity

Several studies were conducted to provide evidence of construct-, content-, and
criterion-related validity. Content representativeness of the WIAT-II subtests
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Average Age-Based Reliability Coefficients of the WIAT and
WIAT-II Composites for Student Sample Ages 4-19

WIAT Split- Test- WIAT-I Split- Test-
Composites Half Retest Composites Half Retest
Reading 95 93 Reading 98 97
Mathematics 92 9l Mathematics 95 95
Writing 90 94 Written Language 94 94
Language 90 .78 Oral Language .89 92
Total

Composite 97 96 Total Composite 98 98

Note: Data are from Tables 5.1 and 5.1 | of the WIAT Manual (The Psychological Corporation,
1992) and Tables 6.1 and 6.9 of the WIAT-II Administration Manual (The Psychological Corpora-
tion, 2002).

= Rgprd Reference 2.5

Average Reliability Coefficients of the WIAT-II Composites for
Adults Ages 17-85

WIAT-1Il Composites Split-Half Test-Retest
Reading 98 93
Mathematics 96 95
Written Language 92 75
Oral Language .88 .84
Total Composite 98 96

Note: Data are fromTables 2.1 and 2.5 of the WIATI Supplement for College Students and Adults
(The Psychological Corporation, 2002).

was examined continuously during test development by aligning test items to cut-
riculum objectives as specified in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
Amendments of 1997 (IDEA). These curriculum objectives, in turn, defined the
scope of the subtests, and were evaluated by comparison with school textbooks,
other achievement tests and diagnostic instruments, emerging curricular trends,
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various state standards, opinions of nationally recognized experts and teacher
surveys. Details of the process used for selecting and developing each subtest and
its items are presented in Chapter 5 of the WIAT-II administration manual.

Evidence for construct validity was obtained through analysis of WIAT-II
subtest intercorrelation scores and correlations between WIAT-IT and the 1Q
scores of the Wechsler intelligence scales. The patterns of correlations confirm
the expected relations between subtests and the domains they comprise. For ex-
ample, the updated correlation studies reported in Table 5.15 of the WISC-/1”
Technical and Interpretive Manual show that the highest composite correlations are
between FSIQ and Reading and Mathematics on WIAT-II, and the lowest com-
posite correlation is between the PSI (Processing Speed Index) on WISC-IV and
the WIAT-II Oral Expression. The correlation studies indicate that the Math
Reasoning, Listening Comprehension, and Reading Comprehension subtests re-
quire a higher level of cognitive skill than the other WIAT-II subtests.

Criterion-related validity studies include correlation studies with other indi-
vidually administered achievement tests: the WIAT, the Process Assessment of
the Learner-Test Battery for Reading and Writing (PAL-RW; Berninger, 2001),
the Wide Range Achievement Test—Third Edition (WRAT3; Wilkinson, 1993),
the Differential Ability Scales (DAS; Elliott, 1990), and the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test—Third Edition (PPVT-1II; Dunn & Dunn, 1997). For college
students, a correlation study with the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational
Battery—Revised, Tests of Achievement (W]-R; Woodcock & Johnson, 1989) is
reported in Table 2.6 of the college and adult manual. Studies also compared
WIAT-II to group-administered achievement tests, school grades, and the Acad-
emic Competence Evaluation Scales (ACES: DiPerna & Elliott, 2000). Results
are reported in the administration manual and indicate that the WIAT-11 is a valid
measure of achievement.

Test performance by individuals belonging to special groups also provided ev-
idence of the validity of the WIAT-II. Clinical studies, which are reported in the
administration manual, included students in gifted programs (/N = 123), as well
as individuals with mental retardation (IV = 39), with emotional disturbance (/V
= 85), with learning disabilities in reading (/N = 162), with learning disabilities not
specific to reading (/N = 81), with ADHD (V= 178), with comorbid ADHD and
LD (V= 51), with mild hearing impairments (V= 31), and with speech and/or
language impairment (/N = 49). Study data with clinical groups show expected
patterns of mean standard scores and illustrate that the WIAT-II subtests are ef-
fective in the identification process for large percentages of individuals with these
disabilities.
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HOW TO ADMINISTER THE WIAT-II

As with any other standardized test, the WIAT-II examiner should follow closely
the test administration instructions contained in the administration manual and
within the stimulus booklets. Although the test is relatively easy to administer, it
is imperative that the examiner become familiar with test directions prior to ad-
ministration. Deviation from the standard procedures could reduce the reliabil-
ity and validity of test results (American Psychological Association, 1999). In or-
der to obtain a Total Achievement score, all subtests must be administered;
however, WIAT-II was designed in such a way that individual subtests can be se-
lected for administration to assess an identified area of need, to identify specific
achievement deficits, or to answer specific referral questions. The Don’t Forget
insert lists the order of subtest administration. Chapter 3 of the administration
manual describes a number of testing considerations, including suitability of the
test, administration time, and materials needed. Information is also provided
about the appropriate physical setting, ways to establish and maintain rapport,
and issues related to testing examinees with physical or language impairments.
The WIAT-II uses an easel format, with items presented on the student’s side of
the easel and administration instructions, items, and in some cases, scoring infor-
mation on the examinet’s side. In general, subtests should be administered in the
sequence indicated by the stimulus booklet and the record form, because this is
the order used in the standardization of the test. When giving only selected sub-
tests, the sequence should also follow the prescribed order.
Test materials consist of two easel-
bound stimulus booklets, an admin-

DOK’T FORGET istration manual, a Scoring and Not-

................................... mative Supplement for grades PreK

Otrder of to 12 (scoring manual), a record
Subtest Administration form, a response booklet, a Pseudo-
Word Reading word card, a Word Reading card, and

Numerical Operations a Pseudoword audiotape, which

Reading Comprehension
Spelling

should only be used by the examiner
for scoring purposes. When testing
Pseudoword Decoding couege students and adults, the ex-
aminer would use the Supplement for

College Students and Adults for ad-
ministration and scoring (college and

Math Reasoning

Written Expression
Listening Comprehension
Oral Expression

O 0 N oy AW N —

adult manual). In addition, the exam-
iner must supply blank white paper
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(for the math subtests) and a pencil without an eraser (for the Math Reasoning,
Spelling, Numerical Operations, and Written Expression subtests). If testing
children in grades K or 1, you will need eight pennies for the Numerical Opera-
tions subtest. Some items require timing using a stopwatch or a clock that has a
second hand. It is recommended that the examiner use a clipboard to hold the
record form open to the appropriate section when recording responses. A tape
recorder may also be used to facilitate recording and scoring the verbatim re-
sponses for Oral Expression and Pseudoword Decoding,

Prior to beginning administration, you should complete the demographic in-
formation on the front of the record form. Care should be taken when calculat-
ing the chronological age of the examinee. Space is provided to record general
behavioral observations once testing is complete; however, subtest-specific
behavioral observations—called Qualitative Observations—ate recorded fol-
lowing the administration of the Word Reading, Numerical Operations, Reading
Comprehension, Spelling, and Math Reasoning subtests.

Starting, Reversing, Discontinuing, and Stopping

The administration rules are listed by subtest. To facilitate administration, the
start points, reverse rules, discontinue rules, and stop points of each subtest are
provided using the icons in the record form and on the examiner’s page of the
stimulus booklets (see Figure 2.1). Because of the unique administration rules
for Reading Comprehension, start points, reverse rule, discontinue rule, and
stop points will be discussed for this subtest in the subtest administration sec-

O <O

Discontinue Rule Stop Point

tion.

Start Point Reverse Rule

Figure 2.1 Icons for WIAT-II discontinue rule, stop point, start point,and
reverse rule
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Start Point

The start point is determined by the examinee’s current grade level. If you are
testing a student who has completed a grade but not yet started the next, start at
the level of the completed grade. If you are testing an adult, start at the grade level
of the last grade completed. If you have reason to believe that the examinee’s
skills are significantly below grade level, with the exception of Reading Compre-
hension and Written Expression, you may begin at the start point for the previ-
ous grade.

Reverse Rule

Reverse rules help ensure that the most appropriate items are administered to an
examinee. Seven of the WIAT-II subtests have a basal requirement: Word Read-
ing, Numerical Operations, Reading Comprehension, Spelling, Math Reasoning,
Listening Comprehension (where there are actually three separate basal require-
ments), and the Sentence Repetition section of Oral Expression. If the examinee
establishes basal by correctly responding to the first three items following the
start point, award 1 point for each preceding, unadministered item. For example,
a 5th-grade student would start with item 81 on Word Reading. If correct re-
sponses were given for items 81, 82, and 83, then credit would be awarded for
items 1 to 80. The reverse rule for all of these subtests, except Reading Compre-
hension, requires that if the examinee scores 0 points on any of the first three
items administered, you proceed backward from the start point (i.e., teverse ot-
der) until you can establish the basal level with three consecutive, correct re-
sponses. Once a basal is established, award 1 point for each preceding, unadmin-
istered item and proceed forward with the subtest items until the discontinue
criterion is met. On occasion, an examinee may not be able to establish a basal
level. In this case, once the discontinue criteria is met, credit is given for correctly
answered, administered items.

Discontinue Rule

Subtest administration is stopped when the discontinue criterion is met. Discon-
tinue rules apply to items administered in forward or reverse order. The criterion
applies when the examinee scores 0 on a specified number of consecutive items.
If you ate unsure how to score a response and cannot determine quickly whether
to discontinue, administer additional items until you are certain that the discon-
tinue rule has been met. Once testing is completed and items have been scored,
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apply the discontinue rule. In other words, if a correct response was given on an
item that would not have been administered had the discontinue rule been ap-
plied immediately, no credit is given.

Stop Point

Only two WIAT-II subtests have stop points rather than a discontinue rule: Read-
ing Comprehension and Written Expression. These subtests are stopped when all
of the items for a grade level have been administered. All other subtests end when
the discontinue criterion has been met. Rapid Reference 2.6 summarizes the start
points, reverse rules, discontinue rules, and stop points for the subtests.

Recording Responses

You will be able to score responses during administration for Word Reading, Nu-
merical Operations, Math Reasoning, and Listening Comprehension; however, it
is still important to record responses for error analysis. Reading Comprehension,
Pseudoword Decoding, and Oral Expression require recording of responses ver-
batim for scoring once administration is completed. Writing responses on the
record form can be supplemented or replaced by tape recording responses.
Recorded responses should be preserved or transcribed to the record form. Ex-
aminees respond in the response booklet for the Spelling and Written Expression
subtests. In order to conduct error analysis, a pencil without an eraser should be
provided. Qualitative behavioral observations are recorded on the record form
after each subtest is administered.

DON’T FORGET

Timing

Exact timing requirements occur on When to Use a Stopwatch
many sections of Written Expression:

a 15-second limit on Alphabet Writ-
ing (PreK to 2), a 1-minute limit on
Word Fluency (grades 3 to 16), a 10-
minute limit on Paragraph Writing

Written Expression

* |5-second limit on Alphabet Writ-
ing

* |-minute limit on Word Fluency

. o * |O-minute limit on Paragraph Writ-
(grades 3 to 6), and a 15-minute limit ing

on Essay Writing (grades 7 to 16). Ex- * |5-minute limit on Essay Writing

act timing is also required on the .
g g Oral Expression

Word Fluency section (all grades) of + I-minute limit on Word Fluency

Oral Expression. Word Reading has
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an optional timing element, where responses that take more than 3 seconds are
marked to indicate lack of automaticity. Reading Comprehension has an optional
reading speed component that requites the recording of elapsed time when the
examinee is silently reading passages.

Repeating, Prompting, Querying

Except where specifically prohibited, directions and questions can be repeated
following an examinee request or when the examinee does not seem to under-
stand. Requests for repetition should be noted on the record form, and frequent
requests should be recorded next to Behavioral Observations on the first page.
Prompts can also be provided when an examinee hesitates or does not provide
a response. An appropriate prompt would be Just try it once more, or Try it a little
longer. 1f an examinee requests help in providing a response, say / want to see how
well you can do it yourself. Queties such as 1e// me more abont that are appropriate
when an examinee provides an incomplete or ambiguous response. Do not
query a clearly incorrect response. If after a query is provided, a response im-
proves from a 1-point to a 2-point, or from a 0-point to a 1-point, the higher
score should be awarded. Prompts (P) and queries (QQ) should be recorded on
the record form.

Subtest-by-Subtest Rules of Administration

Word Reading

The first 47 items of Word Reading, which are typically administered to children
in grades PreK to 2, measure emerging literacy skills of phonological and phone-
mic awareness and require the use of Stimulus Booklet 1. Examinees are asked to
name all of the letters of the alphabet, identify and generate rhyming words, iden-
tify beginning and ending sounds of words, blend sounds into words, and match
sounds to letters. Correct responses can be scored on the record form during ad-
ministration. Incorrect responses should be recorded verbatim. Item responses
are scored correct (1) or incorrect (0).

Beginning with Item 48, examinees are asked to read aloud words from a sep-
arate word card. To assist you in monitoring the frequency of self-corrections or
delayed responses, space is provided to place a check mark beside the item in col-
umns on the record form marked SC (self-corrections) and >3”. In some cases,
both columns may be marked. A box is provided on the record form at the end
of the subtest to record the total number of checkmarks, and the information can
be used to rate the frequency of the behaviors using the Word Reading Qualita-
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Key Administration Points for Word Reading

Materials: Stimulus Booklet |, Word Card, Record Form

I. Begin at the grade-determined start point. If you have reason to believe that
the examinee's word reading skills are significantly below grade placement
level, you may start at the previous grade level.

2. Direct the examinee to read across the word card. Establish a basal with 3
consecutive correct responses. Remember to give credit for previous, un-
administered items.

3. Record incorrect responses verbatim. Use some form of notation to indicate
how the examinee pronounced the word.

4. The circled letters on the word card indicate start points, as identified on the
record form.

5. Measuring automaticity of word reading is strongly recommended. Do not use
a stopwatch to determine if the 3-second limit was met. Use your watch or a
clock with a second hand or count, one, one thousand, two, one thousand, three,
one thousand.

6. Discontinue after seven consecutive scores of 0.

7. You may ‘“test the limits" for examinees who have a very low score by adminis-
tering items in reverse order, beginning with Item 47, to identify prereading
skills. Performance will not change the score for the subtest, but can provide
useful information for instructional planning.

8. After administration of the subtest, complete the Qualitative Observations
checklist by rating the frequency of target behaviors.

tive Observations. Credit is awarded when a word is read correctly even if pro-
nunciation did not occur within 3 seconds. (See Rapid Reference 2.7.)

Numerical Operations

This subtest evaluates the ability to identify and write numbers, to count, using
1:1 correspondence, and to solve written calculation problems and simple equa-
tions involving the basic operations of addition, subtraction, multiplication, and
division. Items include the use of fractions, decimals, exponents, negative inte-
gerts, square root, basic algebraic equations, and basic geometry. Administration
is straightforward, but the examinee’s work must be monitored unobtrusively to
determine whether basal and discontinue rules have been met. Some individuals
may be distressed because they are not provided a pencil with an eraser. When
this occurs, you may say / would like you to show all of your work. If you make a mistake
or change your mind, mark throungh it, and continue on. If the requirement creates a sig-
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Key Administration Points for Numerical Operations

Materials: Stimulus Booklet |, Record Form, Response Booklet, blank paper; pencil
without eraser, 8 pennies (Grades K—I only)

|. Begin at the grade-determined start point. The letters A-D on the response
booklet indicate start points. If you have reason to believe that the examinee's
calculation skills are significantly below grade placement level, you may start at
the previous grade level.

2. Monitor examinee responses so you can apply the basal and discontinue rules.
Establish a basal with 3 consecutive correct responses. Remember to give
credit for previous, unadministered items.

3. Provide a pencil without an eraser.

4. If an examinee is spending an inordinate amount of time on a single item, en-
courage moving on to the next problem.

5. Discontinue after six consecutive scores of 0.

6. If you cannot read a response, you may ask the examinee to read the response
aloud. Write the response and circle it on the booklet next to the examinee’s
written response to remind you that an oral response was given.

7. Do not penalize when a fraction is correct but not expressed in simplest or
lowest terms. Fractions that are expressed in correct decimal form also receive
credit.

8. After administration of the subtest, complete the Quialitative Observations
checklist by rating the frequency of target behaviors.

nificant problem for the examinee, provide an eraser, but carefully observe how
calculations are done. Item responses are scored correct (1) or incorrect (0).

Note that the record form includes the skill that is measured next to each item.
This information, along with the Qualitative Observations that you complete af-
ter subtest administration, will be used when interpreting test results. (See Rapid
Reference 2.8.)

Reading Comprehension

The Reading Comprehension subtest measures the ability to understand what
has been read and to respond by verbally answering questions about the passage.
The specific comprehension skills are listed in Table 7.2 in the WIAT-1I adminis-
tration manual. This subtest may be initially difficult to administer because of its
complexity. Unlike all of the other subtests, Reading Comprehension is divided
into grade-specific item sets and scores are determined by the level of difficulty
of items (using item response theory [IRT] methodology) within a set. There is
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considerable overlap between item sets; sets include items that are below the as-
signed grade reading level, items on level, and items that are above the assigned
grade reading level. As a result, when the reverse rule must be applied, it is pos-
sible to measure a broad range of reading levels relatively quickly. Items are com-
posed of sentences that must be read aloud by the examinee and passages that
can be read aloud or silently. The optional reading speed score, however, is based
only on silent reading of passages. After each sentence or passage is read, com-
prehension questions are asked. Questions assigned to a passage ate not in order
of difficulty. Responses are scored 2, 1, or 0, depending on the quality of the
response, and guidelines for scoring are included in Stimulus Booklet 1 and the
scoring manual. Responses that require a query are marked with (Q). Target
words, which are printed in bold type on the record form, are embedded in the
sentence items. Oral reading of the sentence items provides an added opportu-
nity to informally assess reading fluency, and the reading aloud of target words,
where contextis provided, can be compared to reading words from alist on Word
Reading, The Target Word items are shaded on the record form as a reminder that
the score is not included when calculating the Reading Comprehension subtest
raw score.

In order to be representative of the types of reading materials used in the class-
room, passages are narrative, informational, or functional. Comprehension ques-
tions measure both lower- and higher-order critical thinking skills, such as sum-
marizing the main idea, recognizing stated detail, understanding both stated and
implied cause and effect, and using context to determine meaning. Reading speed
can only be obtained for students who stay within their grade-appropriate item
set, and this optional score should be calculated only if the examinee is actively
engaged in reading the passage. The reading speed score will be used in conjunc-
tion with the reading accuracy score to describe Reading Rate, using the Reading
Rate graph on the record form.

Reading Comprebension Start and Stop Points  The start points for Reading Compre-
hension are determined by the grade level of the examinee. If the examinee is
known to be reading significantly below grade placement, the reverse rule can be
applied immediately. Once the appropriate item set has been identified, adminis-
ter all of the items within that item set. Do not continue on to the next item set
even if the examinee is performing well. A full range of standard scores, from ap-
proximately 40 to 160, is available for each item set.

Reading Comprehension Reverse Rule  The purpose of the reverse rule is to quickly
route the examinee to the appropriate set of items. The grade-specific basal items
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Grade O Making Gobbledeeglue
59.
80,
61.
b2.
63.
64,

Figure 2.2 Icon for WIAT-Il Reading Comprehension reverse items

for each item set are noted on the record form with a reverse icon in the left mar-
gin (see Figure 2.2).

If the examinee scores 0 points on all the grade-specific basal items, apply the
reverse rule. The reverse rule states that administration of the grade-assigned
item setis discontinued and testing resumes with the item set that is 3 start points
lower. When the reverse rule is applied, administer items in forward sequence, be-
ginning with the first item of the new item set, until the stop point for the new
item set is reached. See the Don’t Forget box for start points, basal items, and re-
versal item sets for Reading Comprehension.

On rare occasions an examinee may be able to answer one of the easiet items

DOK’T FORGET

Reverse Points for Reading Comprehension

Basal Items

Grade-Specific Item with Scores Reverse to

Set Start Points of 0 New Item Set

Grade 2:ltem 10 [tems 10—14 Grade |: Administer ltems 1-27
Grade 3:tem 20 ltems 20-25 Grade |: Administer ltems |-27
Grade 4: Item 34 ltems 34—39 Grade |: Administer ltems |27
Grade 5: Item 55 ltems 55-58 Grade 2: Administer ltems 10—44
Grade 6: ltem 59 [tems 59—64 Grade 3: Administer ltems 2054
Grade 7:ltem 75 [tems 75—80 Grade 4: Administer ltems 34-69
Grade 8:ltem 75 ltems 75-80 Grade 4: Administer ltems 34—-69
Grades 9—12: ltem 94 ltems 94-98 Administer ltems 75—1 14

Grades |3—16:ltem 108 ltems 108112 Administer ltems 94—127
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correctly while scoring 0 points on all of the other basal items. You may use your
clinical judgment to determine if the reverse rule should still be applied. In the
case of examinees who are reading 4 or more years below grade placement, the
basal requitement for the reversed item set may not be met. When this occurs,
continue administering items in the new item set until you are certain that the ex-
aminee is unable to read sentences or passages in the set. The reverse rule can
only be applied once. You cannot reverse a second time, even if the basal re-
quirement is unmet. In this case, the score for the subtest will be very low but ap-
propriate as a comparison of the examinee’s abilities to age or grade peers.

The grade 1 item set begins with reading readiness items that are appropriate
for students in that grade; however, for students in grade 3 or grade 4 who must
reverse to the grade 1 item set, adequate performance on those items may result
in an overestimation of their reading comprebension skills. In these cases, especially
if performance on the Word Reading subtest was adequate, use your clinical judg-
ment to determine whether administering the grade 2 item set will provide a more
adequate measure of the examinee’s reading comprehension skills.

Three total raw scores can be calculated in the space provided following each
item set on the record form. Credit is not given for previous item sefs. The Reading
Comprehension total raw score, which is based on the total correct responses on
comprehension items, must be converted to a weighted raw score before a stan-
dard score can be obtained. Use Table B.1 (grade-based) or Table E.1 (age-based)
in the scoring manual to convert the total raw score to the weighted raw score.
This is the point at which items are assigned different weights, based on level of
difficulty for an examinee in that grade or at that age. The optional Target Words
total raw score is based on the total correctly read target words in the item set. The
optional Reading Speed total raw score is determined by adding together the
clapsed time for reading all of the passages within the item set. These two scores
should be converted to quartile-based scores by using the Supplemental Score
Conversion Worksheet at the end of the record form. Target Words and Reading
Speed scores cannot be obtained if the reverse rule was applied during adminis-
tration. The Qualitative Observations checklist can be completed after subtest
administration. (See Figures 2.3 and 2.4, and Rapid Reference 2.9.)

Spelling

The Spelling subtest measures the ability to spell dictated letters, letter blends, and
words. Scoringis dichotomous. The inclusion of homonyms, which appear in bold
type on the record form, requires that the examinee use context clues, provided
in dictated sentences, to spell the appropriate form of the word. Errors on
homonyms are more frequent in examinees identified with learning disabilities.
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)

Reading Speed Total Raw Score + o+ o+

Reading Comprehension Total Raw Score

Target Words Total Raw Score

max = 60

max =25

Figure 2.3 Sample of the WIAT-1l Grade 3 Reading Comprehension scoring

box

Source: Wechsler Individual Achievement Test—Second Edition. Copyright © 2002 by Harcourt Assess-

ment, Inc. Reproduced with permission. All rights reserved.

Supplemental Score Conversion Worksheet

5 Weighted Standard
Reading Raw Score Score
Reading Comprehension
Total
Raw Score
Target Words*
Reading Speed*

*If the reverse rule was applied, do not calculate the Target Words
and Reading Speed supplemental scores.

) . Total
Written Expression Raw Score Quartile
Alphabet Writing
PreK-K only
Word Fluency
Word Count
Converted
Oral Expression Score Quartile
Word Fluency l S R2=

Quartile

Quartile

Decile

'

. Transfer the weighted raw score and total raw scores

to the appropriate spaces. Transfer the Written
Expression Word Fluency quartile and the Oral
Expression converted score from the subtest pages
to the appropriate spaces.

. Use Appendix B (grade-based) or E (age-based)

to obtain the supplemental scores.

. Reading Comprehension only: For examinees in

Grades 1-12 or college, use Table C.1 to convert
the weighted raw score to a grade-based standard
score. Use Table B.2 to convert the standard
score to a quartile. Use Tables B.3 and B.4 to
convert the Target Words and Reading Speed
total raw scores to quartiles. Record the scores
in the appropriate spaces.

For adulr examinees, use Table F.1 to convert
the weighted raw score to an age-based standard
score. Use Table E.2 to convert the standard score
to a quartile. Use Tables E.3 and E.4 to convert
the Target Words and Reading Speed total raw
scores to quartiles. Record the scores in the
appropriate spaces.

. Oral Expression only: Divide the converted score

by 2 and record the score in the appropriate space.

. Transfer the supplemental scores to the Summary

Report on the front of this record form.

Figure 2.4 Sample of the WIAT-1l Supplemental Score Conversion

Worksheet

Source: Wechsler Individual Achievement Test—Second Edition. Copyright © 2002 by Harcourt Assess-

ment, Inc. Reproduced with permission. All rights reserved.
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Key Administration Points for Reading Comprehension

Materials: Stimulus Booklet |, Record Form, stopwatch

I. The examinee's grade level determines which item set is administered. All of
the items in the item set must be administered.

2. Do not give credit for previous, unadministered item sets. The subtest raw
score is based only on performance on the items in the administered item
set.

3. A basal must be established for an item set. If the examinee scores O points on
all of the basal items, discontinue administration of that item set and reverse to
the item set that is 3 start points lower. When the reverse rule is applied, ad-
minister items in forward sequence, beginning with the first item of the new
item set, until the stop point for the new item set is reached.

4. The reverse rule can only be applied once. If the examinee is unable to estab-
lish basal on the reverse item set, continue administration of items until it is
clear that the examinee cannot read either the sentences or the passages. Use
your professional judgment to discontinue when appropriate. If the subtest is
discontinued prematurely, assign a score of (0) to the balance of the items
within the item set.

5. The raw score forTarget Words is calculated by adding together the total
number of target words read correctly in the item set. The Target Word items
are shaded on the record form.The raw score is converted to a quartile-based
score using the Supplemental Score Conversion Worksheet on the record
form and Appendix B (grade-based) or Appendix E (age-based) in the scoring
manual.

6. For examinees who read the passages silently, note elapsed time for each pas-
sage on the record form.The cumulative elapsed time for all the passages
within an item set will determine the optional Reading Speed score.The raw
score for speed is converted to a quartile-based score using the Supplemental
Score Conversion Worksheet on the record form and Appendix B (grade-
based) or Appendix E (age-based) in the scoring manual.

7. The Reading Speed quartile-based score is used to calculate Reading Rate by
comparing it to the quartile-based score for Reading Comprehension, which
represents reading accuracy. Use Appendix B (grade-based) or Appendix E
(age-based) of the scoring manual to convert the Reading Comprehension
score to a quartile-based score, then plot the two quartile-based scores on
the Reading Rate graph that is provided on the record form. If you are using
the Scoring Assistant, the graph will be created for you once the scores are
calculated.



40 ESSENTIALS OF WIAT-Il AND KTEA-II ASSESSMENT )

= fgpid Reterence 2, /0

Key Administration Points for Spelling

Materials: Stimulus Booklet |, Record Form, Response Booklet, pencil without
eraser

|. Begin at the grade-determined start point. If you have reason to believe that
the examinee’s spelling skills are significantly below grade placement level, you
may start at the previous grade level.

2. Monitor examinee responses so you can apply the basal and discontinue rules.
Establish a basal with 3 consecutive correct responses. Remember to give
credit for previous, unadministered items.

3. Spelling words and sentences can be repeated upon request. If the examinee
does not begin writing after about |10 seconds, repeat the item. After another
|0 seconds, go on to the next item if no response is written.

4. Provide a pencil without an eraser.
5. Discontinue after six consecutive scores of 0.

6. If you cannot read a response, you may ask the examinee to rewrite or spell
the response aloud. Write the response and circle it on the booklet next to
the examinee's written response to remind you that an oral response was
given. Credit is given for correct oral responses.

7. Correct placement of the apostrophe is required for credit on contractions.

8. Homonyms are noted in bold type on the record form to assist with error
analysis, completing the Qualitative Observation checklist, and the interpreta-
tion of subtest results.

Words and sentences can be repeated at the request of the examinee or when
aresponse is not forthcoming after about 10 seconds. Although federal law does
not identify spelling as one of the seven areas of a learning disability, perfor-
mance on this subtest is important in the diagnosis of a reading and /or writing
disability, specifically, dyslexia and/or dysgraphia. The Qualitative Observations
checklist should be completed after subtest administration. (See Rapid Refer-
ence 2.10.)

Pseudoword Decoding

Pseudoword Decoding assesses the ability to apply phonetic decoding skills to
nonwords. Nonsense words are a purer measure of decoding because previous
experience or exposure to a word is limited. They are designed to be representa-
tive of the phonetic structure of words in the English language. Because this sub-
test requires that the examiner know the correct pronunciation of the nonsense
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Key Administration Points for Pseudoword Decoding

Materials: Stimulus Booklet |, Record Form, Pseudoword card, Pseudoword
audiotape (for examiner’s use only)

|. Before you administer this subtest, listen carefully to the Pseudoword audio-
tape to familiarize yourself with the correct pronunciation of the nonsense
words.

2. Everyone begins with the first item, so there is no basal to establish. The words
are listed in order of difficulty, but it is not unusual to see uneven performance,
with incorrect responses interspersed with correct ones.

3. Be sure that the examinee understands that words are read going across
rather than down the card.

4. If a response is not given in about 5 seconds, direct the examinee to go on to
the next word.

5. Record incorrect responses verbatim. Use some form of notation to indicate
how the examinee pronounced the word. Some examiners find it helpful, es-
pecially when words are read quickly, to use a tape recorder.

6. Discontinue after seven consecutive scores of 0.

7. A Pseudoword Decoding Qualitative Observations checklist is not included on
the record form. Note when the examinee laboriously sounds out words, self-
corrects errors, loses his or her place when reading words, makes accent er-
rors, or adds, omits, or transposes syllables when reading words.

words, an audiotape is provided. The tape is not used in subtest administration.
Incorrect responses should be recorded verbatim so that error analysis can be
conducted, and you may use a tape recorder. The examinee will read from a sep-
arate word card. If an immediate response is not given after about 5 seconds, di-
rect the examinee to the next word. Once you become familiar with the correct
pronunciations, you will be able to score this subtest during administration. In-
correct responses are scored 0 points; correct responses earn 1 point. (See Rapid
Reference 2.11.)

Math Reasoning

In Stimulus Booklet 2, the Math Reasoning subtest presents a series of visual
and /or verbal prompts that evaluate the ability to reason mathematically. Items
include asking the examinee to count, identify geometric shapes, and solve single-
and multi-step word problems. Items relate to telling time, using money, and
measuring; solving problems with whole numbers, fractions, and decimals; and
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interpreting charts and graphs, identifying mathematical patterns, and using sta-

tistics and probability. Blank paper and a pencil without an eraser should be pro-
vided. Correct responses ate scored (1), incorrect responses are scored (0). If the
examinee is not actively engaged in solving a problem, move on to the next item

after about 1 minute. Items can be repeated upon examinee request. Charts and

graphs are read to the student as part of the item to control for reading problems.

Closely observe the strategies the examinee uses when solving problems to assist
with the completion of the Qualitative Observations checklist. (See Rapid Refer-
ence 2.12.)

= Ropid Reterence 2 /2

Key Administration Points for Math Reasoning

Materials: Stimulus Booklet 2, Record Form, blank paper, pencil without eraser

Begin at the grade-determined start point. If you have reason to believe that
the examinee’s math reasoning skills are significantly below grade placement
level, you may start at the previous grade level.

. Establish a basal with 3 consecutive correct responses. Remember to give

credit for previous, unadministered items.

. Inform the examinee that the blank paper may be used for calculation. Save

the paper for error analysis.

4. Provide a pencil without an eraser.

. Allow the examinee about | minute to respond after an item is read. Unless

he or she is actively working on the item, go on to the next item. ltems can
be repeated upon request.

. For those items that require the examinee to point to a response, sit so that

you can see which picture is selected.

. Alternate correct responses are listed on the record form and in the stimulus

booklet. The examinee is not penalized if fractions are not expressed in sim-
plest or lowest terms.

. Discontinue after six consecutive scores of 0.
. After administration of the subtest, complete the Qualitative Observations

checklist by rating the frequency of target behaviors.

. You may “test the limits" after standardized administration for an examinee

when you observe that an incorrect response is based on a calculation or a
procedural error. Provide a calculator, and determine if the examinee can cor-
rect the response. Another approach is to ask the examinee to work through
a problem or problems aloud. This can help identify where the solution pro-
cess is breaking down. Performance will not change the score for the subtest,
but can provide useful information for instructional planning.



< WAIT-Il 43

Written Expression

The Written Expression subtest on the WIAT-1I evaluates the process of writing,
not just the product. There are several advantages to this approach. First, this ap-
proach is more likely to produce some kind of writing to evaluate from individu-
als who are reluctant to write. Second, it allows for the evaluation of writing at all
levels of language (i.e., subword, word, and text levels) for the purposes of iden-
tifying where the writing process breaks down, so as to target instruction for stu-
dents with writing difficulties. This approach also allows for the assessment of
writing in developmentally appropriate ways. As a result, the Written Expression
subtest can be used to assess individuals in pre-kindergarten through college.
There are five sections to this subtest: Alphabet Writing, Word Fluency, Sen-
tences, Paragraph, and Essay. Specific sections and items are administered, based
on the grade of the examinee, and all sections except Sentences have a timing re-
quirement. Refer to the Don’t Forget insert for a listing of items by grade level.
Children in PreK—Kindergarten will be administered a single item, timed alpha-
bet writing, which will yield a decile-based score. Performance on this item, al-
though highly predictive of whether a child is at risk for developing a writing dis-
order, should not be used as the sole critetia for the disorder. Examinees will write
responses in the response booklet using a pencil without an eraser. Some exami-
nees will prefer a mechanical pencil that maintains a sharp point for the writing

DOE’T FORGET

Items Administered by Grade Level for Written Expression

Grade Items Administered
PreK—K [tem |. Alphabet Writing
Grade | ltem |. Alphabet Writing

[tem 2. Word Fluency
ltems 3-5. Sentences
Grade 2 ltem |. Alphabet Writing
[tem 2. Word Fluency
[tems 3—7. Sentences

Grades 3—6 [tem 2. Word Fluency
[tems 3-8. Sentences
ltem 9. Paragraph

Grades 7-16 [tem 0. Word Fluency
[tems | [—I5. Sentences
[tem 16 or |7.Essay
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tasks. An alternate prompt is available for the Paragraph and the Essay sections.
Use Prompt B if Prompt A is spoiled or if you are conducting a reevaluation. The
Paragraph and the Essay items can be scored analytically, by using the scoring
rubric on the record form, or holistically, by following the directions in the scor-
ing manual. Less time is required for holistic scoring, but you will not be able to
get a standard score for the subtest. When testing an individual whose writing
abilities are very significantly below grade placement, you must first administer
the grade-appropriate items in order to obtain a standard score for the subtest.
Then, you can “test the limits” by administeting the paragraph item, following the
scoring rules and evaluating performance qualitatively for purposes of guiding in-
struction/intervention. For students in grade 6 who are older than 12 years of age
you must use grade-based norms, as there is no age-based normative data for out-
of-age-range individuals. (See Rapid Reference 2.13.)

Listening Comprehension

This subtest evaluates the ability to listen for details in order to identify a word or
sentence and to generate words that match pictures paired with a verbal descrip-
tion. It is divided into three sections: Receptive Vocabulary, Sentence Compre-
hension, and Expressive Vocabulary; the Total Raw Score is based on the sum of
the scores for the sections. Each section has its own start point, reverse rule, and
discontinue rule. Allow about 10 seconds for the examinee to respond before
moving to the next item. Any prompt can be repeated once at the examinee’s re-
quest. Receptive Vocabulary requires a single word response. You should record
responses verbatim on the Expressive Vocabulary section. Items are scored cor-
rect (1) or incorrect (0), and you should be able to score items during administra-
tion. (See Rapid Reference 2.14.)

Oral Expression

This subtest was designed to screen for individuals who may have underlying lan-
guage-based deficits that require more comprehensive language assessment. Oral
Expression measures the general ability to use oral language to communicate ef-
fectively. There are four sections: Sentence Repetition, Word Fluency, Visual Pas-
sage Retell, and Giving Directions, and you must record verbatim or tape record
and transcribe each response for scoring, With the exception of Sentence Repe-
tition, which is administered only to PrelK-3, all sections are administered to all
examinees. For students who are 9 years of age and in grade 3, there are separate,
age-based norms tables on pages 244—245 of the scoring manual that should be
used to calculate the Oral Expression standard score. For the Sentence Repetition
section, a sentence can only be presented once. If the examinee does not respond
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Key Administration Points for Written Expression

Materials: Stimulus Booklet 2, Record Form, Response Booklet, blank paper; pencil
without eraser; stopwatch

The examinee’s grade determines which items are administered. If you do not
administer the correct item set, you will not obtain a standard score for the
subtest. There is no discontinue rule; rather; all of the items for the specified
grade level must be administered.

. On Alphabet Writing, you may need to show the examinee what you mean

G

by lowercase letters by pointing to the sample lowercase “a” on the response
booklet. If necessary, you may substitute another term that may be more famil-
iar to the student.

. If an examinee is actively engaged in writing the alphabet, you can record the

exact place he or she is working when |5 seconds have elapsed, and then let
the examinee continue writing. The Alphabet Writing score is based on per-
formance within the time limit; however, useful instructional information may
be provided by “testing the limits.” Emphasize in your instructions that letters
should be written as quickly and as carefully as you can. If the examinee is not
working quickly, you can prompt with Remember to work as quickly and as care-
fully as you can.

. Children in PreK—K will not have a standard score for Written Expression nor

a composite score for Written Language. They will receive a decile-based
score that compares their performance to age- or grade-mates.

. Word Fluency requires exact timing with a stopwatch. Because this is a fluency

task, if an examinee begins writing “‘pizza,” prompt with Write a different word
than pizza, or include that instruction in your directions. Credit is not given for
“pizza.’

. Adictionary or spelling tool cannot be used. If the examinee asks for help with

spelling, respond with Spell the word the best you can. At examinee’s request,
you can read unfamiliar words in the stimulus book.

after about 10 seconds, go to the next item. Do not emphasize individual words

ot phrases, and read at a normal rate. The Word Fluency section is timed using a
stopwatch. The idea behind Visual Passage Retell is to determine if the examinee

can use visual cues to reproduce a sequential, meaningful story. Begin this section

by modeling storytelling through the sample story. Use your voice to make the

story interesting. The Giving Directions section asks the examinee to provide a

step-by-step explanation of how to do specific tasks. The first item provides vi-

sual cues; the second does not. (See Rapid Reference 2.15.)
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Key Administration Points for Listening Comprehension

Materials: Stimulus Booklet 2, Record Form

|. Each of the 3 sections has its own start point, reverse rule, and discontinue
rule. If you believe that an examinee's vocabulary is below grade level, you may
begin with the first item in each section.

2. Begin the Receptive Vocabulary section at the grade-specific start point. Posi-
tion yourself where you can see where the examinee points. If no response is
provided after about |0 seconds, proceed to the next item.

3. Prompts may be repeated once at the examinee's request.

4. Continue administration with the Sentence Comprehension and Expressive
Vocabulary sections.

5. Incorrect responses for Expressive Vocabulary should be recorded verbatim. If
the examinee answers with more than one word, remind him or her of the
one-word requirement. Responses that require a query are noted in the Stim-
ulus Booklet.

6. Correct responses for Expressive Vocabulary items are listed in the Stimulus
Booklet.

= Roprd Reference 2. /5

Key Administration Points for Oral Expression

Materials: Stimulus Booklet 2, Record Form

[. Administer Sentence Repetition items only to children in grades PreK—3 where
they are developmentally appropriate. Note the different grade level start
points and the reverse rule.

2. All examinees take all of the Word Fluency, Visual Passage Retell, and the Giv-
ing Directions items.You present the items forVisual Passage Retell and the
first item for Giving Directions by showing the examinee a picture in Stimulus
Booklet 2.

3. Allow about |0 seconds for the examinee to begin responding, then go on to
the next item or section. Instructions and items can be repeated upon exami-
nee request on all sections except Sentence Repetition.

4. If the examinee includes verbatim the Word Fluency sample items bear or
goat, or the sample items run or ride in a car, in his or her response, do not
provide correction or credit. Record responses for later scoring. For Word Flu-
ency B, a variation of the prompt (e.g. ride a horse) can be credited.
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HOW TO SCORE THE WIAT-1I

Because of their straightforward, dichotomous nature, many subtests ot parts of
subtests can be scored during administration. Typically, correct responses are
summed to calculate the subtest raw score, which is then converted to a standard
score using the C.1 Tables (grade-based) and the F.1 Tables (age-based) from the
WIAT-1I scoring manual. For Written Expression and Oral Expression, sections
of the subtest are converted to a quartile-based score prior to calculating the sub-
test raw score. For Reading Comprehension, the sum of correct responses is con-
verted to a weighted raw score prior to being converted to a standard score. To
make this process easier, a Total Raw Score Conversion Worksheet is provided at
the end of the record form (see Figure 2.5). After each subtest total raw score is
obtained, transfer the number to the worksheet. At the same time, provide the
data for the Supplemental Score Conversion Worksheet. By using the work-
sheets, you can convert all of the subtest raw scotes to derived scores in a single
step. A variety of scores are reported for WIAT-II (these scores are listed and de-
fined in Rapid Reference 2.16). Generally the standard score will be used when
comparing performance on one subtest to another, one composite to another,
and in comparing WIAT-II results to another test (e.g;, the Wechsler intelligence
scales). We assume that achievement is distributed on a normal curve with the
majority of individuals scoring within + /-1 standard deviation (SD) of the mean.

Total Raw Score Conversion Worksheet

Total Weighted Standard
Raw Score Raw Score Score

- 1. Determine whether you will use grade-based or
Word Reading age-based scores.

2. Transfer the total raw scores for each subtest to
the Total Raw Score column.

Numerical Operations

Reading Comprehension 3. Reading Comprehension only: Use Table B.1 or
E.1 to convert the total raw score to a weighted

Spelling raw score. To obrain the weighted raw score, find
the total raw score and read across the table to the

Pseudoword Decoding column for the appropriate item set administered.
Record the score in the appropriate space.

Math Reasoning 4. Use Appendix C (grade-based) or F (age-based)

to obrain the standard scores for each total
raw score and weighted raw score. Refer to the
examinee’s age or grade to locate the appropriate
Listening Comprehension page of Table C.1 or E1. Record the scores in
the Standard Score column.

Written Expression
Grades 1-16 only

Oral Expression

5. Transfer the standard scores to the Summary Report
on the front of this record form.

Figure 2.5 Total raw score conversion worksheet from WIAT-1l Record Form

Source: Wechsler Individual Achievement Test—Second Edition. Copyright © 2002 by Harcourt Assess-
ment, Inc. Reproduced with permission. All rights reserved.
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Types of Scores Yielded from the WIAT-II
Type of Score Use in WIAT-II

Raw score The sum of points awarded for each individual subtest (raw
score) is converted to a norm-referenced score (e.g, stan-
dard score, quartile score, decile score). Raw scores should
never be used to compare performance across subtests or
composites, or between tests.

Weighted raw The raw score on Reading Comprehension is converted to a

score weighted raw score prior to conversion to a standard score.
This score assigns different weights to items based on the age
or grade of the examinee and the level of difficulty of the
items for that group.

Standard score A normalized transformation of a distribution of raw scores
with a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of |5, used to
compare an individual's performance to others. Scores range
from 40 to 160.Use Tables C.| (grade-based) and .| (age-
based) to convert raw scores to standard scores. Grade-
based standard scores are reported for Fall, Winter, and
Spring for Grades PreK—8. Age-based standard scores are re-
ported in 4-month intervals for ages 4:0—13:1 |, and in annual
intervals for ages 14—19, and by 5 age bands for adults: ages
| 7—19, ages 2025, ages 2635, ages 36-50, and ages 51-85.
Standard scores are also used to directly compare WIAT-II
performance to scores on the Wechsler intelligence scales.

Decile-based The derived decile-based score on Alphabet Writing (WL),

score which represents the distribution of percentile ranks divided
into |0 equal parts, is calculated using Tables B.5 (grade-
based) or E.5 (age-based).The lowest decile-based score is
|0, and includes scores between 0% and 10%; the highest
decile-based score is 100, and includes scores between 90%

and 100%.
Quartile-based Derived quartile-based scores are calculated using Appendix
score B (grade-based) or E (age-based) forTarget Words (RC),

Reading Speed (RC), Word Fluency (WE), Paragraph Word
Count (WE), Paragraph Spelling Errors (WE), Paragraph
Punctuation Errors (WE), Essay Word Count (WE), Essay
Spelling Errors (WE), Essay Punctuation Errors (WE), and
Word Fluency (OE), and for converting the Reading Com-
prehension standard score to a quartile score when calculat-
ing Reading Rate. Quartile scores represent the distribution
of percentile ranks divided into 4 equal parts (e.g, the lower
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Type of Score

Use in WIAT-II

Quiartile-based
score (continued)

25% corresponds to a quartile score of I). For Word Fluency
(WE and OE) and Paragraph Spelling and Punctuation Errors
(WE) and Essay Spelling and Punctuation Errors (WE) a
quartile score of 0 is provided to identify the lowest 5% of
scores.

Percentile rank

Indicates the percentage of individuals in the standardization
sample at a given age or grade who obtained scores less than
or equal to a given raw score. Percentile ranks range from |
to 99. Caution should be used when comparing student per-
formance using percentile rank, because they do not form an
equal-increment scale and tend to cluster near the median of
50.Use Table D.3 (grade-based) orTable G.3 (age-based) to
convert WIAT-II standard scores to percentile ranks.

Normal curve
equivalents

NCEs typically are used to quantify the academic progress of
groups of children. Scores range from | to 99, with a mean of
50 and a standard deviation of 21.06, and express equally
spaced units along the normal curve. WIAT-Il standard scores
can be converted to grade-based NCE scores using Table D.3
or to age-based NCE scores using Table G.3.

Stanine

A stanine (“standard nine”) is the score that results from
conversion of an age-based or a grade-based standard score
to a 9-point scale. Stanines are normalized scores ranging
from | to 9 with a mean of 5 and a standard deviation of 2.
The use of stanines can help prevent overinterpretation of
small differences in scores. Use Table D.3 (grade-based) or
Table G.3 (age-based).

Grade equivalent

A grade equivalent indicates the school grade and month of
that grade for which a given total raw score is average or typ-
ical. Grade equivalent scores have significant limitations for in-
terpretation and should not be used to compare perfor-
mance across subtests or to demonstrate student progress.
Table D4 presents the WIAT-II grade equivalents.

Age equivalent

An age equivalent indicates the age, in years and months, at
which a given raw score is average or typical. These scores
have the same limitations as grade equivalents and should be
used very cautiously. Table G.4 reports the age equivalent
scores.

Note: Adapted from the WIAT-I Administration Manual (The Psychological Corporation, 2002). Al
tables referenced in this Rapid Reference box refer to tables in the WIATI Scoring Manudl.
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Thus, about 66 percent of examinees will score in the range of 85 to 115. Less
than 3 percent will score below 70 or above 130.

Written Expression and Oral Expression Scoring Keys

Scoring is more complex for two subtests: Written Expression and Oral Expres-
sion, because examinees in different grades take different sections, and individ-
ual sections scores ate converted prior to calculating the total raw score. The
Don’t Forget box lists the Written Expression items that should be administered
according to grade level and the sections that contribute to the total raw score.

Scoring the Alphabet Writing Section of Written Expression

The Alphabet Writing score is based on the number of correctly formed and
sequenced letters that are written in 15 seconds. Refer to Appendix A.2 of the
WIAT-1I scoting manual for comprehensive scoring guidelines and examples of
scored responses. The accompanying Don’t Forget insert provides a scoring
sample for Alphabet Writing. It is common for examiners to be too lenient when
scoring this item, so follow the scoring rules carefully. Sequencing is scored so
that the examinee will receive the most possible credit for correctly formed let-
ters. For grades PreK-K, the raw score for Alphabet Writing is transferred to the
Supplemental Score Conversion Worksheet where it is converted to a decile-
based score. For grades 1 to 2, the raw score is written in the Item 1 box beside
Alphabet Writing on the record form. The maximum raw score is 25 because
credit is not given for writing the letter a.

Scoring the Word Fluency Section of Written Expression

The scoring criteria for both Word Fluency items are described and illustrated in
Appendix A.2 of the WIAT-II scoring manual. To be correct, a response must
meet the specified category and be a distinct object or action—not variations of
an object or action. A score of 2 points is given for a correct, multisyllable word,
and 1 point is awarded for a single-syllable word. A response is not penalized for
spelling as long as the word can be determined. Since these items evaluate fluency,
credit is not given when the examinee writes the sample provided (e.g., pizza).

Scoring the Sentences Section of Written Expression

Each item in the Sentences section is scored 2, 1, or 0, depending on the quality
of the response. Appendix A.2 in the scoring manual provides numerous samples
to guide your scoring, Only those errors that are specified are scored. If a re-
sponse is not represented in the scoring samples, determine the appropriate score
by choosing the most comparable example. A 2-point response typically is one
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DON’T FORGET

Scoring Alphabet Writing

The examinee printed the letters g, b, d, ¢, f e, g A score of 4 is based on:

I. The last letter completed at the |5-second limit was the letter g. Scoring will
be based on all 7 of the letters written.

2. No credit is given for the letter a.

3. The letter b receives credit because it is both written correctly and in the cor-
rect sequence.

4. The letter d does not receive credit because it is formed incorrectly. If it had
been formed correctly, it still would not receive credit because it is out of se-
quence.

5. The letter c restores the sequence and is correctly formed and receives credit.

6. The letter f receives credit because it follows ¢ in sequence (in this way the ex-
aminee is not penalized twice for the sequence error) and is correctly formed.

7. The letter e does not receive credit because it is formed incorrectly. If it had
been formed correctly, it still would not receive credit because it is out of se-
quence.

8. The letter g receives credit because it restores the sequence and is formed
correctly.

Written Expression

O GHADES ProK~2 START HERE

L s e

a a ovc I'sg
J

Alphabet Writing @Rscamansseconus Score Prek-K  Gradel  Grade2

M Q 2
" @ 1. Letter written at 15 seconds 4

Grades
Prok-K

Raw Score

that is well-written, maintains the meaning of the original sentences, follows spe-
cific item directions (i.e., write a sentence about this picture), and does not con-
tain the specified spelling, capitalization, or punctuation errors. A response may
be awarded 1 point when no more than one of each type of the listed errors oc-
curs, or when some information is missing but the original meaning does not
change. A sentence fragment or a sentence that significantly alters the original
meaning is scored 0. After the sentence items are scored, the points are totaled
and recorded by grade in the Item 2 box provided on the record form.
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Scoring the Paragraph Section of Written Expression

Individuals in grades 3 to 6 will write a paragraph in response to a verbal prompt.
The writing sample can be scored holistically by following the scoring criteria in
Table 4.1 of the administration manual and by consulting the examples in Ap-
pendix A.2 of the scoring manual, but the holistic score cannot be used to obtain
a standard score for the Written Expression subtest. The rubric for analytic scor-
ing is in the record form, and guidelines for scoring, with examples, are provided
in Appendix A.2 of the scoring manual. The scoring rubric includes three evalu-
ation categories: Mechanics, which includes spelling and punctuation; Organiza-
tion, which addresses sentence structure and content; and Vocabulary. Subtotal
scores for each category are recorded on the record form. The subtotal scores
from all of the administered sections will be summed for the total raw score for
the subtest. All paragraph writing samples are scored, but samples with six or
fewer words are penalized through the Mechanics score by recording a quartile
score of 0 instead of counting spelling errors, and then recording another quat-
tile score of 0 instead of counting punctuation errors. The Multiple Spellings
score is obtained; the Mechanics subtotal score is the sum of the two quartile
scores, which is zero, and the Multiple Spellings score. If the paragraph contains
seven or more words, then those spelling and punctuation errors that are speci-
fied on pages 37-39 in the scoring manual are counted, and the totals are con-
verted to quartile-based scores using Table B.8 (grade-based) or Table E.8 (age-
based). Not all types of punctuation errors are penalized, because only those
errors that were most discriminating between students with and students without
writing disorders in the standardization clinical studies are included. Because sub-
jectivity is involved in scoring, you are encouraged to follow the scoring guide-
lines carefully and refer to the paragraph samples on pages 41-56 of the WIAT-

11 scoring manual for guidance.

Scoring the Essay Section of Written Expression

Examinees in grades 7 to 16 and all adults will write a persuasive essay that will be
scored on mechanics, organization, theme development, and vocabulary. There
is a minimum word count of at least 24 wozrds; the score on Mechanics is penal-
ized in the same way as on Paragraph writing when the requirement is unmet. The
mechanics rules for the essay differ from those on the paragraph and are de-
scribed on pages 57—62 of the scoring manual. Examples of scored essays follow
on pages 64—86. Additional samples of adult writing are found on pages 65—82
of the college and adult manual. The sum of the quartile-based scores for spelling
errors and for punctuation errors along with the multiple spellings score will pro-
vide the Mechanics subtotal score. The total raw score for the essay will be com-
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posed of the subtotal scores from Mechanics, Organization, Theme Develop-
ment, and Vocabulary. If other types of errors, other than those specified and
scored, occur in the essay writing, you can include the information qualitatively
when describing the student’s writing abilities. To obtain the Written Expression
total raw score, add together the scores from the grade-specific sections. (See
Figure 2.6.)

Scoring Oral Expression

The Oral Expression subtest is similar to Written Expression in scoring because
the total raw score for the subtest is comprised of subtotal scores from grade-
specific sections. For children in grades PreK to 3, scores will be awarded di-
chotomously for Sentence Repetition. For all other grades, the first section to ad-
minister and score is Word Fluency. The scoring rules and examples are in
Appendix A.3 of the WIAT-II scoring manual and are similar to those on Written
Expression Word Fluency. Add the total number of points earned for Word Flu-
ency A and Word Fluency B, and record the sum in the space provided on the
record form. Use Table B.13 (grade-based) or Table E.12 (age-based) in the
WIAT-II scoring manual to convert the Word Fluency score. The purpose of the
converted score is to assign the appropriate weight to Word Fluency when calcu-
lating the Oral Expression total raw score. The Visual Passage Retell section is
scored using the rubric on the record form. Scoring rules and examples can be
found on pages 88—100 in the scoring manual. In similar fashion, the Giving Di-
rection section is scored using the rubric on the record form by following the
scoring rules and examples on pages 101-114 in the scoring manual. The Oral
Expression total raw score is composed of the Sentence Repetition subtotal raw
score (only for grades PreK to 3), the Visual Passage Retell subtotal raw score, the
Word Fluency converted score, and the Giving Directions subtotal raw score.
When compating petformance on the Oral Expression Word Fluency to the
Written Expression Word Fluency, use the quartile-based scores that are calcu-
lated on the Supplemental Score Conversion Worksheet.

Computer Scoring Procedures

Several software configurations are available for the optional computer scoring
of WIAT-IIL. The Scoring Assistant can be used alone or in combination with
WPPSI-III, WISC-1V, or WAIS-III. The software platform is the same for all of
the Wechsler scales, so once an individual’s file is set up, you will only add new test
data. Provision is made for comparing ability and achievement, and results from
both the WIAT-II and a Wechsler IQ test can be included in a single report. Raw
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Paragraph Stop at 10 minutes
B Scoring Rubric
Mechanics

[] Word count<6

A

B.

C.

If checked, Quartiles for AandB=0

Spelling Errors

No. of Errors_ >

Punctuation Errors Y

Use Tabie 8352

Multiple Spellings 0 1

Organization

A

B. Paragraph has at least two sentences
C. Paragraph uses linking expressions

D.
E
F

. Paragraph is unified. It does not veer from the topic

Sentence Structure

Paragraph has examples

o O o o o
—
N NN

. The sentences follow in a logical order, 01

one idea links to another

Vocahulary

A

Grades @ B.
36

Words are varied 0123

Any unusual expressions that capture the reader’s 012
interest and add spark to the writing

Word Count for Paragraph Holistic Score
(optional) {optional)

Figure 2.6 Scoring rubric for Written Expression paragraph from WIAT-11

Record Form
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score data is entered using the Assessments button on the far left side of the screen
and the Raw Scores tab at the top of the screen. (See Figure 2.7.)

Enter the raw score for each section of subtests. The most common exam-
iner error occurs when quartile scores are entered rather than raw scores. Use
the pull-down menu to identify the item set administered for Reading Compre-
hension. You will receive an alert message if the reversal rule was applied and
the administered item set does not match the grade level of the examinee, and
quartile scores will not be calculated for Reading Comprehension, Target
Words, and Reading Speed. A standatrd score for the subtest will still be re-
ported. If the word count for the Written Expression paragraph or essay does
not meet the minimum requirement, enter the number of words that were pro-
duced next to Essay/Paragraph Word Count. The program will automatically
score the Mechanics section correctly, even if you have entered the number of
spelling and punctuation errors. One of the most valuable features of the com-
puter scoring is the Error Analysis. The information in the Don’t Forget insert
will guide you through the process of computer-scored error analysis. Another

Administrative Information Faw Scores l Error Analysis [Optional) ] Gualitative Observations [Dptional]]

Raw Score Raw Score
Written Expression continued...

Word Reading ,T HOTE: Enter Raw Scores, HOT Quartile Scores
EszzayParagraph Speling Errors (mechanics) l—
Humerical Operations l— Es=ay/Paragraph Punctuation Errors (mechanics) l—
. - EssayParagraph Multiple Spelings (mechanics) r—
Reading Coenprehenslon Essay/Paragraph Organization subtotal '—
ftem Set | :_J | Essay/Paragraph Yocabulary subtotal '—
Target Words Total (optional) l— Es=ay Theme Development subtotal [—
Reading Speed Total (optional) l— Essay/Paragraph Word Count * '——
T Essay/Paragraph Holistic Score (optional) l—
Pt ,— Listening Comprehension
Pseudoword Decoding l_ Receptive Yocabulary subtotal '—
Sentence Comprehension subtotal [—
LT HER ST ] [ Expressive Yocabulary subtotal [
Written Expression il Expression. .
i hacet AN ,— Sn'errtence Repetition subtatal [—
Word Fluency subtotal l— hudTessans hetel '—
Sentences subtotal l— V\{'D-rd FIL.Jen-:-v ~thioe '—
Giving Directions [—

* Required if Paragraph Word Count is <=6 or Essay Word Count <=23

Figure 2.7 Screen for reporting raw scores using Scoring Assistant

Source: Wechsler Individual Achievement Test=Second Edition. Copyright © 2003 by Harcourt Assess-
ment, Inc. Reproduced with permission. All rights reserved.




56 ESSENTIALS OF WIAT-Il AND KTEA-II ASSESSMENT )

DON’T FORGET

Steps to Follow for the Computer-Scored Error Analysis

I. Click on the Error Andlysis tab.

2. Use the pull-down menu to select a subtest.
3. Fill the Beginning Item # and the Ending ltem # boxes to indicate the items that

were administered.
4. Click the button for Create Set.

5. The item numbers administered will immediately appear in the box below Ad-
ministered Items. Use the cursor to highlight the number for any missed item.

6. Click on the > symbol and the numbers for the missed items will appear in the
box below Zero Scored Items. You can correct your entry by using the < or the

« buttons and reentering information.

7. Return to the pull-down menu and select the next subtest for analysis. Repeat
the process for any subtest where you wish to have error analysis data.

feature of the WIAT-II Scoring Assistant is the computer scoring for the Qual-
itative Observations checklists (the accompanying Don’t Forget box explains
how to enter data for the Qualitative Observations).

DON’T FORGET

Steps to Follow for the
Computer-Scored
Qualitative Observations

|. Click on the Qualitative Observa-
tions tab.

2. Use the pull-down menu to select
a subtest.

3. The observations specific to the
selected subtest will appear. Use
the pull-down menu beside each
observation to select and highlight
your frequency rating.

4. Return to the pull-down menu for
selecting a subtest and repeat the
process for all subtests with Quali-
tative Observation information.

Once the assessment data are en-
tered, select the Reports button. Select
the examinee, check the box next to
WIAT-II under the_Assessment Tjpe col-
umn, then select Nexz. On the WIAT-
II Options page, you will determine
the content of your report. If you want
to include the Error Analysis and
Qualitative Observations, you must
place a checkmark under_4dditional Re-
port Information. The Ability Score Tjpe
section provides the space to enter 1Q
information if you have selected the
Parent/ Client Summary reportt type. Se-
lect Preview at the bottom of the screen
and you will be taken to the actual re-
port. The report can be printed by us-
ing your [ menu and selecting Print.
Figure 2.8 shows a sample WIAT-II
Scoring report.
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Wochsler Individual Achiovement Tost®
Second

Edifian
Examinee: Casey W.
Grade: 8 Sex: Male

Examiner: John Jones
Summary Report

Individual Performance Summary Report

Date Tested: 11/20/2004

Date of Birth: 1/5/1990

Age: 14 years 10 months
Age Based Scores

Standard Composite  Confidence : Age Grade Other
VLA St Score Standard Interval Bercentic Equivalent  Equivalent NCE
Score 95% C|
Reading
Word Reading 88 81-95 21 12:0 6:8 33
Reading Comprehension 65 59-71 1 9:0 3:5 1
Pseudoword Decoding 85 79-91 16 9:4 3:2 29
Composite Score
(Sum of Sul $S) 238 77 73-81 6 18
Mathematics
Numerical Operations 102 96- 108 55 14:0 9:4 53
Math Reasoning 87 79- 95 19 12:0 6:8 32
Composite Score
(Sum of Subtest SS) 189 23 88-98 32 40
Written Language
Spelling 89 82- 96 23 11:8 6:5 35
‘Written Expression 83 72- 94 13 10:8 5:5 26
Composite Score
(Sum of Sul ) 172 85 78-92 16 29
Oral Language
Listening Comprehension 101 88- 114 53 14:0 8:8 51
Oral Expression 115 104- 126 84 >19:11 >12:9 71
Composite Score
(Sum of Subtest SS) 216 109 99- 119 73 63
Total Composite Score
(Sum of All Subtest Standard Scores) 86 82-90 18 30
N -
Supplemental Scores Raw Score Quartile Decile Reading Rate
Reading 5 =
Reading Comprehension 65* ]H* %} o
Target Words 23 ¥ 5
5
Reading Speed 615 1% £
Written Expression -
Alphabet Writing
Word Fluency 16 3 1 ¢ 3 4
Word Count 62 1 Speed
Holistic Score (Paragraph 1 - Far below average to below average
or Essay) 2 - Below average to average
Oral Expression 3 - Average to above average
Word Fluency 38 4 4 - Above average to far above average

*Represents standard score. **Represents quartile scores using grade based normative data.

Copyright © 2001 by The

@

AHarcourt Asevomant Company

Figure 2.8 Sample WIAT-II scoring report

Cor

poration, a Harcourt
Al rights reserved. Printed in the United States of America.

1t Company. Page 1 of 5
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- .
Wa -
Wochslr Individuol A;zhiuvmm Tost®

Secend Edifian

Word Reading Subtest
Error Analysis

Individual Performance Summary Report

54,55, 56, 57, 58, 59,
60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65,
66, 67, 68, 69,70, 71,
72,73,74,75,76,77,
78,79, 80, 81, 82, 83,
84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89,
90,91, 92,93, 94, 95,
96, 97, 98, 99, 100,
101, 102, 103, 104,
105, 106, 107, 108,
109, 110, 111, 112,
113, 114, 115, 116,
117, 118, 119, 120,
121, 122, 123, 124,
125, 126, 127, 128,
129, 130, 131

Skill Item Numbers Errors % Correct
Matching Alphabet Letters 1,2,3 100%
Identifying Alphabet Letters 4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11, 100%
12,13, 14, 15, 16, 17,
18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23,
24,25, 26,27, 28, 29
Identifying Rhyming Words 30, 31, 32,33 100%
Identifying Beginning Sounds 34, 35, 36 100%
Identifying Ending Sounds 37,38 100%
Blending Phonemes into Words 39, 40, 41 100%
Matching sound to symbol 42,43, 44, 45, 46,47 100%
Recognizing words 48,49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 98, 100, 105, 106, 75%

107, 111, 112, 113,
114, 115, 118, 119,
120, 123, 124, 126,
127, 128, 129, 130,
131

Observations
On the Word Reading subtest:

Often Pronounces words automatically

Self-corrects errors

Seldom Laboriously "sounds out" words

Makes accent errors

Adds, omits, or transposes syllables when reading words

Reading Comprehension Subtest
Error Analysis

Skill Item Numbers Errors % Correct

Recognizing Stated Detail 75,77, 89, 100, 103, 89, 107 75%
107,109, 111

Recognizing Implied Detail 98,102, 106, 114 102, 106, 114 25%

Predicting Events and Outcomes 110, 112 110, 112 0%

Drawing Conclusions 76, 92,97 76, 92 33%

Using Context to Determine Word Meaning 80, 83, 85, 88, 93, 94, 93, 108 75%
104, 108

Recognizing Stated Cause and Effect 87,90 90 50%

Recognizing Implied Cause and Effect 82,105 105 50%

Identifying Main Idea 91 91 0%

Making Inferences 78,79, 95, 96 79, 95, 96 25%

@M‘- Copyright © 2001 by The P ion, a Harcourt Company. Page 2 of 5

AHarcourt Assesomant {ompany

Figure 2.8 (continued)

ical C
All rights reserved. Printed in the United States of America.
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wa " ‘ ‘ Individual Performance Summary Report

Wochsler Individual Achisvement Tost®
Second

Edifian
Observations
On the Reading Comprehension subtest:
Always Reads passage silently when given a choice
Often Makes self-corrections when reading

Uses context clues when decoding unknown words
Uses phonetic decoding skills when decoding unknown words

Seldom Refers back to reading passage in order to answer questions
Reads sentences fluently
Never Reads passage aloud when given a choice

Math Reasoning Subtest
Error Analysis

Skill Item Numbers Errors % Correct
Count with 1:1 correspondence and use sum to compare 1,2,3,8,11 100%
quantities
Order numbers 12, 14, 15,19, 32 100%
Identify, compare and contrast shapes, solids, lines, angles 4,5 100%
Identify the results of rotations and reflections 45, 51 51 50%
Recall and apply basic addition and subtraction facts and 9, 13,26, 31,35 35 80%
procedures
Recall and apply basic multiplication and division facts and 38, 39,48, 49, 58 58 80%
procedures
Use fraction words to name parts of a whole object or set 29, 40, 46, 53 40 75%
Compare and order fractions 47 47 0%
Relate fractions to decimals 57 57 0%
Solve addition and subtraction problems using fractions and 43,55 43,55 0%
decimals
Extend pictorial patterns 17,18 100%
Use patterns to make predictions or generalizations 50 100%
Use patterns to skip count 23,37 100%
Use attributes such as length, weight, or capacity to compare 16 100%
and order objects
Select and use appropriate formulas to solve problems 41 100%
involving length, area, capacity, and weight
Tell time and use time to compare and order events 22,28, 52 100%
Use calendar to compare and order events 21,33 100%
Multi-step problems 26, 35, 39, 44, 49, 54, 35,54,58 57%

58
Use grids and graphs to make comparisons, draw conclusions, 6,7, 10, 24,25, 36,42, 59 88%
or answer questions 59
Use words and numbers to describe the values of individual 20,27 100%
coins
Determine the value of a collection of coins 30 100%
Apply calculation skills using decimals to solve problems 44,54 54 50%
involving money
Use theoretical and experimental probability to draw 34,56 56 50%
conclusions, answer questions, and make predictions
Observations
On the Math Reasoning subtest:

Always Disregards component(s) of word-problem that is not required for solution
Often Uses paper and pencil to complete problem

Organizes work on scratch paper to facilitate problem-solving
Breaks multi-step problem into smaller units to obtain solution
Uses correct operation(s) to compute solution

Copyright © 2001 by The P: ¢ 1, a Harcourt Company. Page 3 of 5
All rights reserved. Printed in the United States of America.

@

AHarcourt Asevomant Company

Figure 2.8 (continued)
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wa -

Wochsler Individual Achievement Test®
Second Edifian
Observations

On the Math Reasoning subtest:

Individual Performance Summary Report

Often Employs use of an effective strategy (i.e., working backwards, drawing pictures, systematic guessing, or making
a
Never Uses concrete aids (e.g., fingers) for computation

Uses repeated addition as a substitute for multiplication when problem-solving

Uses repeated subtraction as a substitute for division when problem-solving

Numerical Operations Subtest
Error Analysis

Skill Item Numbers Errors % Correct

Number discrimination 1,2 100%
Identifying missing number in rote counting 3 100%
Writing single and double digit numbers 4,5 100%
Counting to 8 by rote 6 100%
Writing number to correspond with rote counting 7 100%
Addition - basic facts 8,9,11 100%
Subtraction - basic facts 10, 12 100%
Addition - multi-digits - no renamin; 13 100%
Subtraction - multi-digits - no regrouping 14 100%
Addition - multi-digits - with renaming 15,17,27 100%
Subtraction - multi-digits - with regrouping 16,18, 19 100%
Subtraction - with regrouping using decimals 20,31 100%
Multiplication - basic facts 21,22 100%
Multiplication - multi-digit and single digit 23 100%
Division - basic facts 24 100%
Division - using single digit divisor - no regrouping 25 100%
Division - using single digit divisor - with regrouping 26 100%
Addition - using single digit decimals 28 100%
Subtraction of simple fractions with common denominators 29 100%
Subtraction of simple fractions with different denominators 30 100%
Multiplication - multi-digits 32 100%
Multiplication - simple fractions 33 100%
Division - using multi-digits - with regrouping 34 100%
Calculating with exponents 35,36 100%
Multiplication - using decimals 37 100%
Calculating square root 38 38 0%
Addition of negative integers 39 100%
Calculating percent 40 40 0%
Division - using simple fractions 41 41 0%
Solving simple algebraic equations 42,43 42,43 0%
Multiplication of simple fractions and whole numbers 45 45 0%
Calculation of pi 44 44 0%

Observations

On the Numerical Operations subtest:
Always Uses place value correctly during calculation so as to avoid "spatial" errors
Often Demonstrates automatized math facts when completing computations
Seldom Makes sequential errors in procedures for multi-step calculation
Never Writes incorrectly formed or reversed numerals

Uses fingers/aids for counting or calculating
Follows sequential procedures correctly, but makes math fact errors
® Copyright © 2001 by The Psychological Corporation, a Harcourt Assessment Company. Page 4 of 5

Al rights reserved. Printed in the United States of America.

AHarcourt Assevomnt Company

Figure 2.8 (continued)
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wa L.- ‘ l Individual Performance Summary Report

Wochsler Individual Achievement Tost®
Second Edifian

Listening Comprehension Subtest
Error Analysis

Skill Item Numbers Errors % Correct
Receptive Vocabulary 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 12, 14, 15, 16 75%
10, 11,12, 13, 14, 15,
16
Sentence Comprehension 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23,25 80%
23, 24, 25, 26
Expressive Vocabulary 27,28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 39, 40, 41 80%
33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38,
39,40, 41
Spelling Subtest
Error Analysis
Skill Item Numbers Errors % Correct
Initial single consonant sound 2,4,5 100%
Ending single consonant sound 6 100%
Initial single vowel sound 3 100%
Initial consonant blend 7,8 100%
Ending blend/digraph 10, 12, 33 100%
Diphthong 11 100%
Combination of phonemes in word 9 100%
High frequency words 13, 14, 15,16,17,19 100%
"y" ending as "long ¢" sound 18 100%
Contractions 27 100%
Silent letter at onset of word 24 100%
Silent letter in medial position of word 21,31, 32, 34, 35, 36 35,36 67%
"soft ¢ or g followed by e" spelling rule 23,37, 39 37,39 33%
Homonyms 19,21, 24, 30, 37, 38, 37,38,39 57%
39
"gh" sounding like "f" sound 28 100%
Sight words 20,26 100%
"ed" suffix 22,32 100%
"less" suffix 25 100%
"ing" suffix 29 100%
"ment" suffix 40 40 0%
Observations
On the Spelling subtest:
Often ‘Writes the incorrect homonym (words shown in bold type)

Makes spelling errors in medial position of words

Spells phonetically
Seldom Makes spelling errors at the ending of words

Writes and rewrites a word several ways to determine which "looks" right

Self-corrects errors

Omits suffixes that mark tense or part of speech markers (i.e., -ed, -ing, -ly)
Never Has difficulty with single consonant letter/sound relationships

Makes spelling errors on contractions

Has difficulty with consonant letter cluster/sound relationships

Makes spelling errors at the beginning of words

@

AHarcourt Asevomant Company
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HOW TO INTERPRET THE WIAT-II
Introduction to Interpretation

Both quantitative and qualitative information should be considered when inter-
preting test results. The norm-referenced scores obtained on the WIAT-II repre-
sent the individual’s performance in comparison to others of the same age or in
the same grade. It is recommended that when achievement is compared to ability
(e, 1Q), age-based norms should be used to quantify student performance on
the achievement measure. However, with WIAT-II as well as other measutes of
academic achievement, there are times when age-based scores can be misleading,
For example, when a student has been retained in a grade, comparing him or her
to age mates assumes that the equivalent instructional opportunity has been pro-
vided. In such a case, the individual might have lower scores because some skills
have not been taught. For this reason, it is important to review both age-based
and grade-based scores for students with a history of grade retention. When talk-
ing with teachers, it also makes more sense to discuss where a student performs
in relation to others in the same grade. It is also recommended that you use the
confidence interval information for each subtest and composite found in the
WIAT-1I scoring manual (Tables D.1 or G.1 for subtest standard scores and in
Tables D.2 or G.2 for composites). A 90 percent or 95 percentlevel of confidence
can be selected. A confidence interval allows you to report a score within a range.
For example, if the confidence interval is =4 at the 90 percent level, then an
achieved standard score of 92 would fall within a range of 88 to 96.

Subtest Score Comparisons

One of the first steps in interpreting test results is to compate scores and behav-
iors across the subtests that contribute to a composite. This step is especially im-
portant in the area of reading, because differences and similarities in scores for
the three subtests, which measure different sets of reading skills, can be diagnos-
tic of distinct types of reading disorders, can help determine the degree of inter-
vention needed, and can provide critical information to direct instruction. Not all
reading problems have the same etiology, respond to the same treatment, or have
the same prognosis (Berninger, 2005). A pervasive problem across the reading
subtests, for example, could be indicative of dyslexia. The International Dyslexia
Association (IDA) defines dyslexia as a specific learning disability characterized
by unexpected difficulty in accuracy and rate of decoding, word reading, text
reading, and in spelling (Lyon, Shaywitz, & Shaywitz, 2003). Further, the reading
subtests were designed to measure both low-level and high-level skills at all lev-
els of language (subword, word, and text), as recommended by Virginia Berninger
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from the University of Washington (Berninger, 1998). Low-level skills must be
learned to a level of automaticity to free up mental energy and effort to work on
higher-level skills. According to Samuels (1988), the goal for fluency in reading
must be “beyond accuracy to automaticity” In other words, the goal of an effi-
cient reader is to spend as little energy as possible on the low-level skill of read-
ing words accurately so that whatever is left over can be spent on comprehension
(high-level skill). Another strong influence on the development of the reading
subtests was the report of the National Reading Panel (2000). A more in-depth
discussion is found in Chapter 2 of the administration manual. A brief summary
of using reading subtest results to inform decisionmaking related to diagnosis
and intervention planning is presented in Rapid Reference 2.17.

Comparing an individual’s performance on the Numerical Operations and the
Math Reasoning subtests helps identify whether difficulties in math are specific
to calculation or to using math skills to solve real problems. Items on these sub-
tests closely align with state standards and were significantly influenced by the
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (2000).

Performance on the Spelling subtest should be compared to performance on
the Mechanics section of the Paragraph or Essay writing in Written Expression
to determine if spelling skills can be generalized to a writing activity. It is impot-
tant to compare Spelling performance to the Word Reading and Pseudoword
Decoding subtests, as individuals with certain types of reading disorders,
dyslexia, for example, by definition have trouble with both encoding (spelling)
and decoding (Lyon, Shaywitz, & Shaywitz, 2003). Spelling performance should
also be viewed in light of handwriting performance. Berninger and colleagues
report (1998) that children with dual disabilities in handwriting and spelling are
more impaired than those with either spelling or handwriting problems, and
respond morte slowly to early intervention. Finally, compare Listening Compre-
hension performance to that on Oral Expression to investigate if language dif-
ficulties are specific to certain tasks (i.e., expressive vocabulary but not receptive
vocabulary), and to identify if the individual understands what has been said, but
may not possess the expressive language skills to communicate effectively with
others.

Comparing Subtest Scores

One way to develop a profile of an individual’s academic strengths and weak-
nesses is to compare performance across subtests. This can be accomplished by
comparing pairs of subtests to each other or by comparing a specific subtest to
the mean of a group of subtests. Making the comparison is not as simple as de-
termining that one score is greater than the other. Rather, two conditions must be
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met before a difference between two scores can be called a discrepancy. The fol-
lowing steps guide you through the process of comparing subtests.

Step 1. Calculate the standard scores for the selected subtests by using
Tables C.1 (grade-based) or F.1 (age-based) in the WIAT-II scoring
manual.

Step 2. To determine if a difference between the standard scores of any 2
subtests is statistically significant consult Tables K.9, K.10 (grade-based)
or Table K.11 (age-based) in the WIAT-II scoring manual. (See page
149 of the administration manual for a discussion of statistical signifi-
cance.) First, determine the level of significance you will use. The
shaded area of the table reports scores at the .15 level of significance,
and the unshaded area reports scores at the .05 level. To compare two
subtests, select the column for one subtest and the row for the other
subtest on the chart. The number found at the intersection of the col-
umn and the row is the difference required for statistical significance.
The number should be rounded off. For example, in order for the dif-
ference between Word Reading and Reading Comprehension to be sta-
tistically significant at the .05 level of significance, there must be a 9.76
(round to 10) point difference. In this example, if the difference is less
than 10, there is no discrepancy between the two scores. If the differ-
ence is 10 or greater, then the second condition must be met.

Step 3. A difference can be statistically significant but common. In order
to establish that a discrepancy exists between two scores, you must also
determine that the difference is unusual or rare. Use Table K.12 (the
Base Rate table) in the WIAT-1I scoring manual to find the percentage
of individuals in the standardization sample with a difference of that
magnitude. Notice that the standardization samples are divided into
grade and age groupings. Identify the score for the difference between
the two subtests in the Scatter column, then read across the table until
you find the column for the group you want to use from standardiza-
tion. The number that appears at the intersection is the base rate or the
frequency rate. In our example, the 10-point difference that was statis-
tically significant for Word Reading and Reading Comprehension oc-
curred in 99.8 percent of the grades 1 to 12 fall standardization sample
(see Table K.9 at the .05 level of significance). The difference is not un-
usual—in fact, it is quite common. Generally speaking, a difference is
considered rare when it occurs in no more than 10 to 15 percent of the
population. In this case the difference was statistically significant but it
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was not unusual; therefore, it is not a discrepancy. Once you have es-
tablished that a discrepancy exists between two subtests possible ex-
planations for the discrepancy should be considered. Rapid Reference
2.3 can be helpful in explaining discrepancies.

Subtest scatter is another way to identify intraindividual differences. In the
WIAT-II scoring manual, Tables K.6 and K.7 (grade-based) and Table K.8 (age-
based) identify the required size of the difference between a subtest and the mean
of either all nine subtests, or the selected six subtests, or the selected four subtests
at the .05 and .15 significance levels. The cumulative percentage of individuals in
the selected standardization sample with a difference of the identified magnitude
is also provided, in order to establish whether the difference is unusual. To illus-
trate, you have a difference of 15 points between the standard score on Math Rea-
soning and the mean of the scores on all nine of the subtests. At the .15 level of
significance, the difference must be at least 9.75 (round to 10 points) in order to
be statistically significant. By reading across the table, you note that 10 percent of
the standardization sample had a difference of 14.78 (round to 15) points. The
difference is both statistically significant and unusual; therefore, it represents a
discrepancy. Itis also important to consider if there is restricted range with any of
the subtests. Rapid Reference 2.18 reports by age the lowest possible score for
each subtest, based on a raw score of 0. Rapid Reference 2.19 reports by age the
highest possible score, based on the maximum raw score for each subtest. When
discrepancies occur between the subtests that contribute to a composite score,
the individual subtest scores should be used instead of the composite to calculate
an ability-achievement discrepancy because the individual’s deficits could be hid-
den if using only the composite.

Composite Score Comparisons

The same procedure is followed when comparing one composite score to an-
other. Remember that the difference between two composite standard scores
must be both statistically significant and unusual in order to be a discrepancy. In
the WIAT-1I scoring manual, Tables K.1 and K.2 (grade-based) and Table K.3
(age-based) present the data for the different standardization samples. You can
select the data by a specific grade or age or you can use the average of all grades
(the last row on the tables) or the average of all ages. For most cases, the average
values are sufficient for the purpose of assessing the significance of differences
between composite scores. Base rates for composite score differences are found

in Table K.4 (grade-based) and Table K.5 (age-based).
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= gt Rererence 2, /8

Effective Range of Subtest Scores by Age
(Based on Raw score of 0)*

Age WR NO RC SP PD MR WE LC OE
4:0-4:3 84 — - = = 70 — 70 72
2 82 — — —  — 68 — 68 69
4:8—4:11 80 — - = = 66 = 66 66
5:0-5:3 77 69 — 8 — 63 — 63 64
5:4-5.7 75 65 — 8l — 6l — 6l 6l
5:8-5:11 69 61 = 77 = 59 — 58 59
6:0-6:3 64 58 64 73 90 56 76 55 56
6:4-67 58 54 6l 69 88 54 74 52 54
6:8-6:1 | 53 49 58 65 86 50 72 49 51
7:0-7:3 47 45 56 60 84 46 71 47 48
7:4=77 42 40 53 56 82 42 69 44 45
7:8-7:11 41 40 50 52 80 41 67 43 43
8:0-8:3 41 40 46 48 77 41 65 41 42
8:4-87 40 40 43 44 75 40 63 40 40
8:8-8:1 | 40 40 42 43 73 40 60 40 40
9:0-9:3 40 40 41 41 71 40 58 40 48/40°
9:4-97 40 40 40 40 69 40 55 40 48/40°
9:8-9:11 40 40 40 40 68 40 54 40 48/40°
10:0-10:3 40 40 40 40 67 40 52 40 47
[0:4-10:7 40 40 40 40 66 40 51 40 47
[0:8—10:1 | 40 40 40 40 65 40 50 40 47
[1:0-11:3 40 40 40 40 63 40 48 40 46
[1:4=11:7 40 40 40 40 62 40 47 40 46
[1:8=1 111 40 40 40 40 6l 40 46 40 45
12:0-12:3 40 40 40 40 6l 40 46 40 45
[2:4-12:7 40 40 40 40 60 40 45 40 44
[2:8—12:1'1 40 40 40 40 59 40 44 40 44
[3:0-13:3 40 40 40 40 59 40 44 40 44
[3:4—13:7 40 40 40 40 58 40 43 40 44
[3:8—13:1'| 40 40 40 40 57 40 42 40 43
[4:0—14:11 40 40 40 40 56 40 41 40 42
[5:0—15:11 40 40 40 40 53 40 40 40 40
[6:0—-l6:l | 40 40 40 40 53 40 40 40 40
[7:0-17:11 40 40 40 40 50 40 40 40 40

Source: Data are fromTable F.| of the WIATI Scoring Manual (The Psychological Corporation, 2002).
Note: WR = Word Reading; NO = Numerical Operations; RC = Reading Comprehension; SP =
Spelling; PD = Pseudoword Decoding; MR = Math Reasoning; WE = Written Expression; LC =

Listening Comprehension; OE = Oral Expression.

2Shaded cells indicate standard scores that are 2 standard deviations or more below the mean.

®Score for 9-year-old examinee in grade 3.
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= Rgpid Reference 2. /9
Effective Range of Subtest Scores by Age
(Based on Maximum Score for Subtest)?
Age WR NO RC SP PD MR WE LC OE
4:0—4:3 160 — — — — 160 — 160 160
4:4-4:7 160 — — — = 160 = 160 160
4:8-4:1 | 160 — — — — 160 = 160 160
5:0-5:3 160 160 — 160 — 160 — 160 160
5:4-57 160 160 — 160 — 160 = 160 160
5:8-5:11 160 160 — 160 — 160 - 160 160
6:0-6:3 160 160 160 160 154 160 160 160 160
6:4-6:7 160 160 160 160 150 160 160 160 160
6:8-6:1 | 159 160 160 160 146 160 160 160 160
7:0-7:3 159 160 160 160 143 160 160 160 160
7477 158 160 160 160 139 160 160 160 160
7:8-7:11 154 160 160 160 137 160 160 159 160
8:0-8:3 149 160 160 160 134 160 160 158 160
8:4-8:7 145 160 160 160 132 160 160 157 160
8:8-8:11 |44 160 160 159 130 160 160 I55 160
9:.0-9:3 143 160 160 158 129 160 160 153 160
9:4-9:7 142 160 160 157 127 160 160 I51 160
9:8-9:11 141 160 160 154 126 158 160 149 160
10:0-10:3 [41 60 160 152 125 157 160 148 160
[0:4-10:7 140 160 160 149 124  I55 160 146 160
10:8—10:1'| 139 160 160 148 123 152 160 144 160
[1:0-11:3 137 60 160 147 123 149 160 143 160
[ 1:4=11:7 136 160 160 146 122 146 160 14l 160
[1:8=1 111 135 57 159 144 122 143 160 139 160
12:0-12:3 134 I55 157 143 121 140 160 138 160
[2:4-12:7 133 152 156 139 12| 137 160 136 160
12:8—12:11 133 148 55 140 12| I35 160 I35 160
13:0-13:3 132 143 154 138 121 132 160 133 160
[3:4-13:7 132 139 153 137 121 130 160 132 160
[3:8-13:11 131 137 152 136 12I 129 159 131 160
[4:0—14:11 128 132 152 133 120 128 135 130 160
[5:0—-15:11 126 30 51 133 |19 128 156 127 160
[6:0—-l6:l | 120 128 150 132 119 126 152 125 160
[7:0-17:11 120 24 147 130 118 124 148 123 160

Source: Data are fromTable F.| of the WIATI Scoring Manual (The Psychological Corporation, 2002).
Note: WR = Word Reading; NO = Numerical Operations; RC = Reading Comprehension; SP =
Spelling; PD = Pseudoword Decoding; MR = Math Reasoning; WE = Written Expression; LC =
Listening Comprehension; OE = Oral Expression.
2Shaded cells indicate standard scores that are 2 standard deviations or more below the mean.
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In response to requests from test users, the publisher of the WIAT-II pro-
duced Basic Reading Composite Standard Scores in 2002. This composite is com-
prised of the Word Reading and Pseudoword Decoding subtests. Caution should
be used when interpreting any composite score, as discrepancies between con-
tributing subtests and the skills they measure could be masked. The Pseudoword
Decoding subtest has a natural floor for young students that can affect the Basic
Reading composite below grade 3. Decoding skills in the eatly grades develop at
different rates, depending in part on instruction received. The lowest scores on
decoding (raw scores of 0 to 1) can produce standard scotes as high as 86 in grade
1, whereas similar raw scores at grade 3 yield standard scores of 72 to 73. Conse-
quently, the Basic Reading composite score may overestimate reading achieve-
ment for students in grades 1 to 2 who perform pootly on the Pseudoword
Decoding subtest. Rapid Reference 2.20 reports the Basic Reading Composite
scores.

Moving Beyond the Scores

Subtest and composite scores by themselves provide limited information about
intervention. To develop an appropriate IEP for a student, more detailed infor-
mation is necessary. For example:

1. Which skills or sets of skills have been learned and which have not?

2. What strategies did the student employ to demonstrate the skill?

3. Under what conditions was success achieved? Under what conditions
did failure occur? At what level of independence was the student able
to perform?

The Role of Qualitative Data

Qualitative information can be obtained by recording general behavioral obser-
vations during testing and through the use of the Qualitative Observations check-
lists and error and skills analyses. A qualitative analysis helps clarify why an indi-
vidual might achieve a set of scores. Investigate whether test behaviors are typical
of the individual’s performance by talking with teachers, parents, or others who
are familiar with the examinee. Determine if there are mitigating circumstances
such as illness or anxiety that might have affected test performance. Note if test
behaviors are consistent from one subtest to another. Pay close attention to com-
ments that an examinee may make regarding his or her academic interests,
strengths, and weaknesses. Record the use of problem-solving strategies. For
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example, an examinee that uses subvocalization when writing a spelling word is
probably using a different strategy than an examinee who writes a word with var-
ious spellings and comments that “that doesn’t look right”” Observations ate im-
portant because they provide information that can serve as a cross-check on the
validity of the examinee’s scores (Glutting, Oakland, & Konold, 1994).

Skills Analysis

Skills analysis is particularly useful when developing an instructional or interven-
tion plan. WIAT-1I subtests have been grouped into academic domains to mea-
sure various components of a construct. Each subtest measures a unique set of
skills, and within subtests there are more specific skill sets. The quickest way to
conduct a skills analysis is by using the Scoring Assistant, but Chapter 7 of the
WIAT-II administration manual includes several tables that delineate the skills or
sets of skills matched to items within a subtest. Table 7.1 lists the Word Reading
skills, and Table 7.2 identifies the skills for Reading Comprehension. The Nu-
merical Operations skills, found in Table 7.3, and the Math Reasoning skills, lo-
cated in Table 7.4, also appear beside the items on the record form. You may no-
tice that Table 7.4 for Math Reasoning has several item numbers printed in bold
type. The items that require multistep solution are singled out because many stu-
dents with math disabilities perform differently, depending on the requirement
for multistep solution. You can use

the skills tables to identify specific

skill deficits ot to develop a profile of CAUTION

individual strengths and weaknesses.
The Skills Analysis evaluates skills with

. a small number of items; thus, findings
number of items, one way to double- must be confirmed with other data.

Since skills are evaluated by a small

check your findings is to go over Such data may include teacher's re-
ports, performance on school tests,
performance on homework, or per-
formance on other standardized tests.

them with the examinee’s teacher
prior to including them in an inter-
vention plan (see Caution box).

Error Analysis

Two sources of information will be helpful when conducting error analysis.
First, you must pay close attention to student performance by watching the ex-
aminee as unobtrusively as possible during subtests such as Numerical Opera-
tions, Spelling, and Written Expression. Observe how the examinee approaches
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the task. Is an error the result of carelessness, inattentiveness, or lack of effort?
Does the examinee use self-monitoring by checking his or her work, by reread-
ing what has been written, or by rechecking a passage ptior to answering a com-
prehension question? Does frustration set in once errors begin to occur? Does
the examinee seek out your encouragement and approval? You should also re-
view responses to determine where the problemsolving process may break
down. Because examinees are required to write their responses with a pencil
without an eraser you can more easily identify how errors were made on written
responses. Additional insight can be gained through testing the limits by asking
the examinee to work a problem or spell a word aloud after the subtest has been
administered following standardized procedure. Special attention should be
paid to how the examinee decodes unfamiliar words when reading from a list
on Word Reading and Pseudoword Decoding, in comparison to reading words
in the context of a sentence on Reading Comprehension. Are errors more likely
to occur with the decoding of vowels in general or only vowels with the long
sound? Do errors occur primarily when decoding or spelling irregular words?
On Oral Expression, is the individual able to provide step-by-step directions
when a visual prompt is provided but not when one is missing? By understand-
ing why an error occurs or under what conditions an individual achieves suc-
cess, an individualized intervention plan can be developed. Knowing that a stu-
dent’s spelling problem is related to morphology (i.e., word form, such as root
word, suffix, prefix) rather than phonology (sound-symbol relationship) can
direct the teacher to provide explicit, systematic instruction in that area.
Berninger developed an error coding scheme for the WIAT-1I Spelling subtest
with links to research-based intervention. Eight error types are described in
Rapid Reference 2.21. Just as early identification and intervention for reading
problems are more likely to produce favorable outcomes for students, eatly in-
tervention for at-risk spellers is more likely than later intervention to result in
improved spelling (Berninger et al., 1998). In other words, error analysis is an
effective way to link assessment results to instructional planning. To guide you
in this process, Rapid Reference 2.22 provides sample error types with examples
for Math. Two excellent resources to help you identify intervention/instruc-
tional strategies based on error types are Zeaching Mathematics to the Learned Dis-
abled (Bley & Thornton, 1989) and Spelling Development, Disability, and Instruction
(Moats, 1995). The SPELL (Spelling Performance Evaluation for Language & Liter-
acy) is a software program (Masterson, Apel, & Wasowicz, 2002) that provides
more in-depth analysis of spelling errors and yields customized learning objec-
tives.
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Coding Spelling Errors with Links to Intervention

Error Type |: Phonological Processing Problems

These errors indicate that the student does not have precise phonological repre-
sentation of all the phonemes in a spoken word that is being translated into its
written form. Mixed phonological errors are the most indicative of serious
phonological processing problems.

Examples: deleted phonemes (pinsiss for princess), added phonemes (abpsent
for absent), transposed phonemes (rust for ruts), substituted phonemes (bug for
dug), and mixed phonological errors (vamlee for family).

Intervention: phonological awareness training with feedback.?

Error Type 2: Phonological-Orthographic Processing Problems

These errors may be implausible given the conventional phoneme-spelling corre-
spondences and their alternations in English.

Examples: fich (fish), lorchj (large), ridn (riding), sithed (sight).

Intervention: teach the alphabet principle and its alternations in the direction of
phonemes to one- or two-letter spelling units.?

Error Type 3: Word-Specific Orthographic Processing Problems

These errors occur when a spelling is plausible for a conventional phoneme-
spelling correspondence in English, but not appropriate for a specific word con-
text. Errors include spelling a schwa and silent letters (which can only be spelled
correctly by memorizing for a specific word context).

Examples: cairful (careful), monkee (monkey), briet (bright), seperately (separately),
sentance (sentence), and anser (answer)

Intervention: combine teaching alphabet principle and its alternations in the direc-
tion of phonemes to one- or two-letter spelling unit with word-specific training
by spelling target word in dictated sentence.?

Error Type 4: Morphological Processing Problems

These include errors in inflectional suffixes or stem changes in tense, errors with
prefixes, derivational suffixes, and not maintaining the stem morpheme.

Examples: adcite (excite), inpolite (impolite), and religous (religious), nashunal (na-
tional) and bomming (bombing).

Intervention: combine morphological awareness training with word-specific train-
ing by spelling target word in dictated sentence.?
Error Type 5:Spelling Conventions (Rules)

Errors related to doubling final consonant of closed syllables, changing y to i when
adding morpheme, forming a contraction, twinning for |, s, or fin final position,
and final e for soft c or soft g

(continued)
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Examples: acomodate (accommodate), begining (beginning), and busyer (busier)
and woulden't (wouldn't), and kised (kissed), and dans (dance).

Intervention: systematically and explicitly teach spelling rules® (see Masterson,
Apel, & Wasowicz, 2002, for strategies).

Error Type 6: Phonological/Orthographic/Morphological Confusions
Errors in spelling a homonym or homograph.

Examples: too (two), him (hymn) and He red (read) the book.

Intervention: spelling targeted words in dictated sentences so that sentence con-
text must be taken into account.

Error Type 7: Prealphabetic Principle State of Spelling Development
Errors that occur in early development of representing speech in writing.
Examples: utody (train), bz (bees).

Intervention: phonological awareness and alphabetic principle training?

Error Type 8: Letter Production Errors

Errors including letter reversals, letter inversions, and letter transpositions.
Examples: mag (map), me (we), tow (two).

Intervention: combine Handwriting Lessons and alphabetic principle training?

“Intervention data adapted from Berninger, V. (1998). Process assessment of the learner (PAL):
Guides for Intervention. San Antonio, TXX: Psychological Corporation.

USING WIAT-Il WITH THE WECHSLER INTELLIGENCE SCALES

Assessment of both achievement and ability for the purposes of documenting
discrepancies was a cornerstone in the Education for All Handicapped Children
Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142) and in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) Amendments of 1997. Even though IDEA 2004 no longer requires an
ability-achievement discrepancy as the sole criteria for a learning disability, this
does not mean that conducting the analysis is a waste of time. An ability-
achievement discrepancy is still relevant; it’s just not diagnostic. It is important to
know whether a gap exists between reasonable expectations for the student and
actual skill acquisition. However, there are causes of an ability-achievement gap
other than a learning disability, and some students with a learning disability will
not show a gap between the two. In other words, an ability-achievement gap can
be useful is describing a student’s performance rather than in diagnosing LD.
When conducting an ability-achievement discrepancy analysis using WIAT-II,
the following steps should be followed.

Step 1: 1t is recommended that an achievement test should be used with a
conormed or linked ability test for purposes of an ability-achievement discrep-
ancy analysis. WIAT-11is linked to WPPSI-III, WISC-1V, and WAIS-III. For each
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Sample Error Types with Examples for Math Subtests

Error Type Examples
Computational error related to basic 8x5=45
facts. 4+5+6=14

Computational error related to the
process of continually switching direc-
tion in space that is required for paper
and pencil calculation.

Computation error related to the se-
quential steps required for multistep
problem solution.

Computational error related to inatten-
tion to the sign.

Selects an incorrect process (add, sub-
tract, multiply, divide) for problem solu-
tion (may be related to inability to
translate math vocabulary into math
process).

Includes irrelevant information when
setting up the problem prior to cal-
culation.

Calculation error due to misalignment
of digits when solving multi digit prob-
lems (generally in multiplication and
division problems).

Difficulty drawing conclusions, which
may appear as inability to continue
patterns.

Student works bottom to top on sub-
traction problem. Student works multi-
plication problem from left to right.

Johnny spent a quarter, a dime, and a
nickel on a toy. How much change would
he receive from $1.00? Student adds
.25+ .10 + .05 but fails to subtract the
total from [.00.

8056 =136

19%x5=24

How many would be left? Which is more?
What is the average score?

Susie went to the library 4 times this
month. On the first trip she checked out
2 books, on the second trip she checked
out 3 books, on the third trip she re-
turned 2 books, and on the fourth trip
she checked out 4 books. How many
books did she check out from the library
this month? Student adds 2 + 3 + 4,
then, subtracts 2 from the total.

19
x22
38
_ 38
76

Finish this pattern: 2, 4, 6, . Student
responds with 2.
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of the pairings, a linking sample was collected during standardization, so that a
stratified sample representing the appropriate ages would be administered in
both tests. The linking samples, which are described in the ability scale manuals,
are nationally representative in terms of age, sex, ethnicity, geographic region,
and parent or self education level. Based on another linking study, discrepancy in-
formation is available for comparing WIAT-II to the Differential Ability Scales
(DAS; Elliott, 1990). Those tables can be obtained by contacting PsychCorp. Al-
ternate ability measures that are not statistically linked to WIAT-II should be used
with extreme caution. Formulas for their use are found on pages 154—157 of the
WIAT-1I administration manual.

Step 2: Determine which ability score will be used in the discrepancy analysis.
In most cases, the full-scale IQ is the best overall representation of an individual’s
general intellectual abilities. There are times, however, when a different score may
be more appropriate. In January 2005 PsychCorp posted the WISC-IV Technical
Report #4: General Abilities Index, which contains GAI scores and information
about their use on their website (www.PsychCorp.com). In general, the use of the
GAI should be reserved for those cases where working memory performance is
discrepant from verbal comprehension performance and/or processing speed
performance is discrepant from perceptual reasoning performance (remember
that the differences must be both statistically significant and unusual). It is also
approptiate to compare FSIQ to GAIL This comparison can be helpful in inter-
vention planning. Tables 2 and 3 of the technical report provide the necessary
data to determine if a discrepancy exists between the two composite scores.

Step 3: Next, you must determine the method for the discrepancy analysis. The
two most common methods are the models for simple-difference and the predi-
cated-achievement. The simple-difference method requires that a WIAT-II stan-
dard score (either subtest or composite) be subtracted from the selected ability or
1Q scote. This method is easy to use and widely employed but, as Braden and
Weiss (1988) showed, the correlation between the two scores is ignored, and can
thereby result in errors of classification (see Caution insert). The accuracy of dis-
crepancy analysis is enhanced when the correlation between ability and achieve-
ment is taken into account. In the predicted-achievement model the ability score
is used in a regression equation to predict the expected achievement score. To be
more specific, the IQ score is used to predict an achievement score; then, the ac-
tual achievement score is subtracted from the predicted score. A discussion of the
two methods is found on pages 154—157 of the WIAT-II administration manual.
The tables in the WIAT-II scoring manual compare performance using WISC-
I11. For comparisons between WIAT-II and WISC-1V, consult Appendix B of the
WISC-IV 1echnical and Interpretive Manual (use Tables B.4 and B.5 for statistical sig-
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nificance, and Tables B.6 to B.8 for } - :
the base rates when using the pre- CAUTION

dicted-achievement method; use Ta- . . .
e T The predicted-achievement model is
bles B.9 and B.10 for statistical signif- preferred over the simple-difference

icance, and Tables B.11 to B.13 for method in comparing scores from
ability and achievement tests, as it is a

the base rates when using the simple- :
when using p more psychometrically sound method.

difference method). With the recent
revision of IDEA (P.L. 108-440), the
doot is open to other ways of identifying individuals with a learning disability
other than sole use of an ability-achievement discrepancy (a more in-depth dis-
cussion of this topic is provided in Chapter 4 of this book, which discusses Clin-
ical Applications). Use of the WIAT-II continues to be appropriate for the follow-
ing reasons:

1. Using WIAT-II with WISC-IV as part of a process-focused assessment
battery supportts the identification of hallmark processing deficits (e.g.,
verbal working memory) paired with low reading and spelling achieve-
ment, which many researchers (Berninger, 2005) believe are necessary
to the diagnosis of reading disability.

2. Using WIAT-1I with the new WISC-IV Integrated supports a broades-
based process approach to assessment. The use of the Qualitative Obset-
vations, skills analysis, and error analysis on the WIAT-II will have
even greater value within this model of evaluation.

3. WIAT-IT is recommended as a useful instrument in an alternative
three-tier assessment model as described in Berninger, Stage, Smith,
and Hildebrand (2001) and outlined in “Research-Supported Differen-
tial Diagnosis of Specific Learning Disabilities,” a chapter in WZSC-/1”
Clinical Use and Interpretation (Prifitera, Saklofske, Weiss, & Rolfhus,
2005).

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE WIAT-1I

Rapid Reference 2.23 lists strengths and weaknesses of the WIAT-II in the fol-
lowing areas: test development, administration and scoring, reliability and va-
lidity, standardization, and interpretation. Overall, the test development, stan-
dardization, and psychometric properties of the WIAT-II are excellent. The
administration and scoring procedures for the majority of the subtests are
straightforward—however, the Reading Comprehension and Written Expression
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Strengths and Weaknesses of the WIAT-II

Test Development

Strengths

Weaknesses

[tem development based on current
research, state standards, use of cur-
riculum consultants, and disability
experts

Large number of items for very
young children in preschool and
kindergarten that measure emerging
literacy, numeracy, writing, and oral
language

Engaging, full-color artwork and
graphics

Addition of the Pseudoword De-
coding subtest as a purer measure of
word attack/decoding

Numerous optional scores can be
obtained

Updated linkage with WPPSI-II,
WISC-IV, and WAIS-II|

Basic Reading composite score com-
bines Word Reading and Pseudo-
word Decoding as a measure of
word level

* Limited ceiling at higher age and
grade levels for gifted individuals for
some subtests

* Restricted range of scores for
Pseudoword Decoding subtest

Standardization

Strengths

Weaknesses

Size of PreK—12 standardization
sample (300 per grade level except
for grades PreK, 9—12

Inclusion of students receiving spe-
cial education services at every
grade level (8%—10%). Inclusion of
gifted individuals at every grade level
(3%)

Demographic details provided on
the linking samples with ability mea-
sures

Linked to Process Assessment of the
LearnerTest Battery for Reading and
Writing (Berninger, 2001)

* Small adult sample size (N = 707 for
college sample; N = 515 for adult
ages |7-85 sample)

» Use of case-weighting procedures
for the WAIS-IIl linking sample to
adjust the standard deviation
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Reliability and Validity

Strengths

Weaknesses

High split-half reliabilities for com-
posites (range from .89 to .98 with a
total achievement reliability of .98)
and for subtests (range from .80 to

97)

High test-retest coefficients for
composites (range from .92 to .97
with a total achievement coefficient
of .98) and for subtests (range from
.85 to .98)

High interrater reliability coefficients
across ages for Reading Compre-
hension (overall .94), Written Ex-
pression (overall .85), and Oral
Expression (overall .96) subtests

Strong evidence for face validity
based on use of state standards, cur-
riculum guides, and advisory panels

Correlation studies with measures
of ability, group achievement tests,
other achievement tests, and grades
show evidence of construct validity

Large number of clinical studies with
special groups (study groups in-
cluded gifted students and individu-
als with mental retardation, with
emotional disturbance, with learning
disabilities in reading, with learning
disabilities not specific to reading,
with ADHD, with comorbid ADHD
and LD, with hearing impairments,
and with speech and/or language im-
pairments).

Standard Errors of Measurement
(SEM) high for Oral Language com-
posite (5.01) as well as for some
ages for some subtests

Limited number of students in test-
retest reliability study (children
younger than 6 were not included
and N = 76 for college and adult
sample)

Small sample sizes on some validity
studies (N = 36 on WIAT-II/WRAT-
II; N =27 on WIAT-Il/ DAS)

Small sample sizes for clinical group
studies (N = 39 for group with MR;
N = 31 for group with Hearing Im-
pairment)

Limited number of correlation stud-
ies with other individually adminis-
tered achievement tests (included
WIAT, PAL-RW, WRAT-II, DAS,
PPVT-IIl, and WIJ-R (college and
adult sample only). Studies using
WIJ-lIl and K-TEA and studies with
language measures such as CELF 4
and PLS-4 would be helpful.

(continued)

subtests are more complex to administer and to score. The addition of the
Pseudoword Decoding subtest, the extension of the age range to include both
younger and older individuals, and the provision for a user-friendly Scoring As-
sistant that can facilitate the skills and error analysis process make the WIAT-II a
useful tool in the comprehensive evaluation of academic achievement.
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Administration and Scoring

Strengths

Weaknesses

Directions for administration in-
cluded in the Stimulus Booklets

Userfriendly layout of record form

Clearly marked start and stop points
based on grade

Consistent reverse rule on majority
of subtests

Dichotomous scoring of most sub-
tests

Option of an easy-to-use scoring as-
sistant for calculation of scores, skills
analysis, and discrepancy analysis

Large number of Written Expres-
sion scoring examples provided in
the scoring manual

Large number of Oral Expression
scoring examples provided in the
scoring manual

Both age and grade norms provided
with fall, winter, spring norms for
grades PreK—8

Complex administration procedures
for Reading Comprehension

Complex scoring procedures for
Written Expression requires prac-
tice

There are no age-based norms for
students |3 years of age and older
for Paragraph Writing

Oral Expression norms table for 9-
year-olds is easy to miss in the scor-
ing manual (on pages 244-245).
The quartile and decile scores are
less familiar to many examiners than
standard scores (Mean = 100;SD =
I5) and percentile ranks. Therefore,
examiners, parents, and teachers
may have more difficulty meaning-
fully interpreting the quartile and
decile scores.
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Interpretation

Strengths

Weaknesses

Optional scores provide additional
information on some subtests

Skills analysis procedures provide
the opportunity for a more in-depth
level of interpretation

Error analysis procedures facilitate
linking results to intervention plan-
ning

Linkage to Wechsler scales allows
ability-achievement discrepancy
analysis across age groups

WIAT-II Administration manual in-
cludes chapter on interpretation
process and suggestions for inter-
vention planning

Insufficient ceiling for high-scoring
[ 3—19-year-olds for some subtests
(see Rapid Reference 2.20)

Optional scores for Reading Com-
prehension cannot be calculated if
the reverse rule was applied

Skills analysis is time consuming to
complete without the WIAT-II Scor-
ing Assistant

Results of skills analysis offer only
percent of items correct but no nor-
mative comparisons are available.
Thus, it is difficult to judge whether
earning a particular percent correct
in a skill area is an “Average,”"‘Below
Average,” or“Above Average” level
of skill compared to a student’s
peers.

Some skills in the Skills Analysis are
only measured by one or two items
(e.g., some skills measured by Nu-
merical Operations subtest and by
Math Reasoning subtest), making it
difficult to draw hypotheses about a
particular skill.
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Z#n TEST YOURSELF .

. WIAT-Il composite scores must be used to identify a discrepancy be-

tween achievement and ability. True or False?

. Which of the following should be followed in order to determine the cor-

rect start point for Reading Comprehension?

(a) Students who have been retained in a grade should start at the grade
level immediately preceding their assigned grade level.

(b) Students who score O points on all of the basal items at their assigned
grade level must reverse to the previous grade start point.

(c) Students who score O points on all of the basal items at their assigned
grade level must reverse to the item set 3 start points lower.

(d) The examiner can select the start point based on the examinee’s perfor-
mance on Word Reading.

. The WIAT:l is linked to the WPPSI-III, the WISC-1V, and the WAIS-III.

True or False?

. The Oral Expression subtest was designed to identify individuals with

language disorders. True or False?

. What is the purpose of the Qualitative Observations checklists that fol-

low subtest administration?

(@) They provide additional information about how an examinee performs a
task that can be helpful when designing effective intervention/instruction
plans.

(b) They identify problem-solving strategies employed by the examinee.

(c) They compare an individual's performance to others of the same age or
at the same grade level with a standard score.

(d) aandb
(e) a,b,andc

. In order for the difference between two composite scores to be a dis-

crepancy, the difference must be statistically significant and unusual. True
or False?

. The timed alphabet writing task on Written Expression is only adminis-

tered to children in PreK to kindergarten. True or False?

. Which of the following subtests have timing elements that require the

use of a stopwatch?

(@) Word Reading

(b) Numerical Operations
(c) Oral Expression

(d) Pseudoword Decoding

. If the examinee chooses to read the Reading Comprehension passages

aloud, the reading speed score cannot be calculated. True or False?
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10. Quartile-based scores can be used to

(@) compare an individual's performance on the Written Expression Word
Fluency task to the Oral Expression Word Fluency task.

(b) identify preschool children who are at risk for developing a writing dis-
order.

(c) identify a discrepancy between achievement and ability.

(d) determine if the discontinue criterion has been met.

Answers: |. False, both subtest and composite scores can be used to identify a discrepancy; 2. ¢; 3.
True; 4. False, it was designed to screen for possible language disorders and to identify those indi-
viduals who should be referred for more comprehensive assessment; 5. d; 6. True; 7. False; it is ad-
ministered to Grades PreK to 2;8.¢;9.True; 10.a



Three

KTEA-II

DESCRIPTION OF THE KTEA-II

The Kaufman Test of Educational Achievement—Second Edition (KTEA-IL;
Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004) was developed to assess the academic achievement
of children and adolescents ages 4:6 through 25. The KTEA-II has two versions:
the Brief Form and the Comprehensive Form (the Comprehensive Form is com-
posed of two independent, parallel forms, A and B). The Brief Form assesses
three academic domains (reading, math, and written expression), and the Com-
prehensive Form assesses an additional fourth domain (oral language). Although
the Brief and Comprehensive Forms tap three of the same academic domains,
there is no overlap in items between the two forms of the test. This chapter re-
views the content of the KTEA-II Comprehensive and Brief Forms.

History and Development

Over a 4-year period, beginning in 1981, Drs. Alan and Nadeen Kaufman devel-
oped the first edition of the Kaufman Test of Educational Achievement (K-
TEA). During those years, items were developed and tried outin 1981, 1982, and
1983. The K-TEA was standardized in both the spring and fall of 1983. The nor-
mative groups wete composed of 1,409 students in the spring and 1,067 students
in the fall. Upon completion of the standardization, the K-TEA was published
in 1985. Then in the mid-1990s, American Guidance Service, publisher of the
K-TEA, restandardized the original K-TEA to match the 1994 U.S. Bureau of
the Census estimates of the population. No changes were made to the items and
scales of the K-TEA during the restandardization, but the norms were thot-
oughly updated. The renorming project involved four achievement batteries:
the K-TEA, the Peabody Individual Achievement Test—Revised (PIAT-R), Key-
Math—Revised (KeyMath-R), and the Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests—Revised
(WRMT-R). The instruments all measured one or more domains of academic

88
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achievement. During the renorming, each student was administered one of the
primary batteries along with subtests from the other instruments. Thus, each of
the primary batteries was administered to approximately one-fifth of the stan-
dardization sample (with 3,429 total participants in the Age-Norm sample and
3,184 total participants in Grade-Norm sample). The renorming of the K-TEA
was finalized with the publication of the K-TEA/Normative Update (K-TEA/
NU) by Drs. Kaufman in 1997.

Because professionals in school psychology and related fields used the K-TEA
and K-TEA/NU so frequently, the test authors decided to revise the test, begin-
ning in 1995. Indeed, studies of test usage have shown that both the K-TEA and
the K-TEA/NU are used frequently in educational and clinical settings (Archer,
Maruish, Imhof, & Piotrowski, 1991; Hammill, Fowler, Bryant, & Dunn, 1992;
Hutton, Dubes, & Muir, 1992; Laurent & Swerdlik, 1992; Stinnett, Havey, &
Ochler-Stinnett, 1994; Wilson & Reschley, 1996). To ensure that the KTEA-II
provided the most useful and practical information to clinicians, the Kaufmans
developed their plan for the second edition based on current research and clini-
cal practice. Four main goals were identified for the revision of the K-TEA, which
are outlined in Rapid Reference 3.1.

Chapter 5 of the KIEA-II Comprebensive Form Mannal (Kaufman & Kaufman,
2004a) discusses the content development for each subtest in depth. Generally,
the first step in the development of each subtest was to define at a conceptual
level which skills should be measured
for a particular academic domain.

= Rgpid Reference 5/

Both literature reviews and expert

opinion were used to determine what

should be measured within each aca-
demic domain. The original K-TEA
items were reviewed to determine
which item formats should be re-
tained and which should be modified.
Since four new achievement areas
were added in the KTEA-II, expert
advisors contributed suggestions for
content and item formats for written
expression, oral expression, listening
comprehension, and reading-related
skills. Part of the content develop-
ment of the subtests involved making
sure that certain skills were systemat-

Goals of the KTEA-II
Revision

Improve the measurement of the
achievement domains measured by
the original K-TEA

Add content that is appropriate for
preschool and college-age students

Add subtests to assess written and
oral expression, listening compre-
hension, and reading-related skills

Make error analysis more informa-
tive through the systematic repre-
sentation of skills and, on some sub-
tests, a more fine-grained approach
to classifying errors
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ically represented. Developing subtests in this manner helped to make error anal-
ysis more informative and also allowed a more fine-grained approach to classify-
ing errors on some subtests.

Changes from K-TEA to KTEA-II

The Comprehensive Form of the K-TEA was modified in a number of ways to
create the KTEA-II: The age range assessed was increased from 6:0 to 18:11 on
the K-TEA to 4:6 to 25:11 on the KTEA-II, the number of academic domains

DOK’T FORGET

Changes from the K-TEA to the KTEA-II
Comprehensive Form

Increased Age Range

KTEA Age Range: KTEA-II Age Range:
6:0to 18:11 4:6 to 25:1 |

Increased Number of Academic Domains Measured

K-TEA Composites: KTEA-Il Composites:

Reading Domain Composites

Mathematics Reading
Mathematics

Written Language

Oral Language
Reading-Related Composites

Sound-Symbol

Decoding

Oral Fluency

Reading Fluency

Modified Existing Subtests and Added New Subtests

Number of K-TEA Subtests: Number of KTEA-II Subtests:
5 |4

Note: Subtests of the K-TEA and KTEA-I| are listed in Rapid Reference 3.2.
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assessed increased from two on the K-TEA to eight on the KTEA-II, and several
new subtests were added to assess abilities related to learning disabilities (five K-
TEA subtests were retained and modified and nine new subtests were added to
the KTEA-II Comprehensive Form). The Don’t Forget box reminds readers of
these changes from the K-TEA to the KTEA-II and Rapid Reference 3.2 de-
scribes the KTEA-II subtests that were retained from the K-TEA, as well as
those that are new to the KTEA-II.

Like the Comprehensive Form, the KTEA-II Brief Form has also been mod-
ified from its original structure. The changes mainly involved modifying subtests
to integrate several types of items, so as to provide more thorough skill coverage.
The KTEA-II Brief Form Mannal (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2005) lists the following
as the key changes in the subtests.

* The Whriting subtest replaces the Spelling subtest, providing a much
broader measure of the examinee’s skill in written expression (including
spelling, sentence structure, grammar, capitalization, and punctuation).
The K-TEA NU Spelling subtest and KTEA-II Writing subtest corre-
late .68, reflecting the moderate differences in what these subtests mea-
sure.

* The Reading subtest has been expanded into two distinct parts: Recogni-
tion and Comprehension. The Recognition part retains letter and word
recognition, which were part of the original K-TEA Brief, but the
Comprehension part presents passage comprehension items along with
the “following directions” item type. The K-TEA NU and KTEA-II
Reading subtests correlate .81, which demonstrates the similarities be-
tween the original and revised versions of this subtest.

* The Math subtest includes the same types of items as the original ver-
sion, but computation and application items atre interspersed through-
out the subtest, and new, colored illustrations replace the original ones.
The K-TEA NU and KTEA-II Math subtests correlate .88, which
demonstrates the strong similarities between the original and revised
versions of this subtest.

Despite the many changes in the revision of the K-TEA Comprehensive
Form, the original version correlates very highly with the KTEA-II Comprehen-
sive Form. For example, in a sample of 68 children in grades 2 to 6, the K-TEA
Battery Composite and the KTEA-II Comprehensive Achievement Composite
correlated .94, and the correlation between these two composites for 62 seventh-
through eleventh-grade children was .88. These correlations are quite strong,
despite the fact that the KTEA-II Comprehensive Achievement Composite
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contains subtests that were not part of the K-TEA Battery Composite (i.e., Writ-
ten Expression and Listening Comprehension).

The two K-TEA composites also correlated very highly with their like-named
composites on the KTEA-II Comprehensive. For example, the correlations be-
tween the K-TEA and KTEA-II Reading Composites were .88 and .86 for grades
2to 6 and grades 7 to 11, respectively. The correlations between the K-TEA and
KTEA-II Mathematics Composites were .85 and .93 for grades 2 to 6 and grades
7 to 11, respectively. Similar to the relationships found between the composites,
the five K-TEA subtests correlated strongly with their KTEA-II counterparts.
For grades 2 to 6 the correlations between K-TEA and KTEA-II Comprehen-
sive Form subtests ranged from .77 for Reading Comprehension and Math Com-
putations to .85 for Spelling. For grades 7 to 11, correlations between K-TEA and
KTEA-II subtests ranged from .68 for Reading Comprehension to .91 for Math
Computation. Rapid Reference 3.3 provides the correlations between K-TEA
and KTEA-II subtests of the same name.

= fgprd Rererence 5.5

Correlations between K-TEA and KTEA-II Comprehensive
Form Subtests of the Same Name and
Composites of the Same Name

Adjusted r
Grades 2-6 Grades 7-11
Subtest or Composite (N = 68) (N=62)
Letter & Word Recognition .84 87
Reading Comprehension 77 .68
Math Concepts and Applications .83 .82
Math Computation 77 91
Spelling .85 86
Reading Composite .88 .86
Mathematics Composite .85 93
Comprehensive Achievement Composite 94 .88

Note: All values are corrected for the variability of the norm group, based on the standard devia-
tion obtained on the KTEA-I, using the variability correction of Cohen, J., Cohen, P, West, S. G,

& Alken, L. S. (2003, p. 58). Coefficients are from Tables 7.15 and 7.16 of the KTEA-Il Comprehen-
sive Form Manual (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a).
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Scales and Composites of the KTEA-II

The KTEA-II Comprehensive Form has 14 subtests, which are grouped into
four domain composites and four Reading-Related composites. The four KTEA-
1T Comprehensive domain composites are Reading, Mathematics, Written Lan-
guage, and Oral Language, and the four Reading-Related composites are Sound-
Symbol, Decoding, Oral Fluency, and Reading Fluency. The composition of the
KTEA-II Comprehensive varies slightly according to grade level (or age). For ex-
ample, for grade 1 through age 25, six of the eight subtests contribute to the Com-
prehensive Achievement Composite, but for ages 4:6 through kindergarten, four
of the eight subtests come together to yield the Comprehensive Achievement
Composite (Figure 3.1 details which subtests contribute to the Comprehensive
Achievement Composite and which to the domain composites).

For children in Pre-Kindergarten (Pre-K is defined as children who have not
yet begun kindergarten), the KTEA-II Comprehensive yields two domain com-
posites: Written Language and Oral Language. Although no math domain com-
posite is calculated at the Pre-K level, Math Concepts and Applications (a math
subtest) is administered to these children. In addition, three reading-related sub-
tests are administered to Pre-K children: Letter and Word Recognition, Asso-
ciational Fluency, and Naming Facility. One Reading-Related Composite may be
calculated for Pre-K children: Oral Fluency. Seven total subtests can be ad-
ministered to children at the Pre-K level.

For kindergarteners, the KTEA-II Comprehensive yields three domain com-
posites: Math, Written Language, and Oral Language. No Reading domain com-
posite is obtained for kindergarteners, but three reading-related subtests are ad-
ministered: Letter and Word Recognition, Associational Fluency, and Naming
Facility. Similar to Pre-K children, one Reading-Related Composite may be cal-
culated for kindergarteners: Oral Fluency. At the kindergarten level, eight sub-
tests can be administered in total.

For children and adolescents in grades 1 through 12 and above, the four afore-
mentioned domain composites are calculated based upon scores yielded from
eight KTEA-II Comprehensive subtests. From grade 1 to 12+, two of the read-
ing-related composites are calculated for the entire age range: Decoding and Oral
Fluency. However, Sound Symbol is calculated only from grades 1 through 6, and
Reading Fluency is calculated only from grades 3 through 12 and above. Rapid
Reference 3.4 lists which of the reading-related subtests contribute to the four
reading-related composites.

The KTEA-II Brief Form offers three subtests for children, adolescents, and
adults, spanning the age range from 4:6 to 90. Although these subtests are paral-
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lel to those in the Comprehensive Form, the Brief Form contains a completely
different set of items than the Comprehensive Form. One global score is yielded
from the Brief Form subtests: the Brief Achievement Composite. For Pre-K chil-
dren that composite is comprised of only the Reading and Math subtests, but for
children in kindergarten through those in grade 12 and above, the Brief Achieve-
ment Composite is derived from all three subtests. The Brief Form subtests are
described in the section on subtests that follows.

Subtests
The KTEA-II Comprehensive and Brief Forms provide much flexibility for ex-
aminers. If only one particular domain of academic functioning is of concern, ex-
aminers may choose to administer a single subtest or any combination of subtests
in that domain in order to assess a student’s academic achievement. If multiple
domains need to be measured, then all of the age-appropriate subtests can be ad-
ministered to obtain the desired composite score(s). Brief descriptions of each
of the KTEA-II Comprehensive Form subtests ate given in Rapid Reference
3.2, which is organized by content area. The age range for each subtest varies, so
the table indicates the age and grade range at which each subtest may be adminis-
tered. Regardless of whether grade or age norms are being used, examiners
should use student’s grade level to guide selection of subtests.

The subtests of the KTEA-II Brief Form cover content that is similar to that
of the Comprehensive Form, but the item sets are different. Descriptions of each
of the three Brief Form subtests follow:

1. Reading. Part 1 contains 27 recognition items. In these items the exami-
nee identifies letters and pronounces words of gradually increasing dif-
ficulty. Most words are irregular, to ensure that the subtest measures
word recognition (reading vocabulaty) more than decoding ability. Part
2 contains 46 comprehension items. Some of these items require an
examinee to read a simple instruction and then do what the instruction
says. Other items require examinees to read passages of increasing dif-
ficulty and answer a literal or inferential question about them.

2. Math. In the 67 Math items, examinees respond orally to items that fo-
cus on the application of mathematical principles to real-life situations.
The examinee is also required to work on computation items by writ-
ing solutions to math problems printed in the Response Booklet. A va-
riety of mathematical skills are assessed from addition and subtraction
to higher level skills, such as square roots, exponents, and algebra.

3. Writing. The 46 writing items vary according to age. Children who are
kindergarten and younger are required to copy letters and write letters
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from dictation. Students or adults from grade 1 on complete writing
tasks in the context of an age-appropriate newsletter format. Tasks at
those levels involve adding punctuation and capitalization, filling in
missing words, completing sentences, combining sentences, and writ-
ing complex sentences. The examinees also spell regular and irregular
words dictated by the examiner.

STANDARDIZATION AND PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF
THE KTEA-II

This section of the chapter describes the standardization samples of the KTEA-
1T Comprehensive and Brief Forms and reliability and validity information about
the tests.

Standardization

The KTEA-II Comprehensive Form was standardized with an age-norm sample
of 3,000 examinees ages 4:6 through 25, and a grade-norm sample of 2,400 stu-
dents in kindergarten through grade 12. For each grade level, the sample size
ranged from 140 to 220 students (with more examinees contributing to the ear-
lier grades). For each age level, the sample sizes ranged from 100 to 220 students
(with the exception of age 19, which had a sample of only 80 examinees). The
KTEA-II Comprehensive Form contains two parallel forms, so approximately
half of the norm sample was administered Form A and the other half was admin-
istered Form B. The standardization sample was chosen to closely match the U.S.
population. Thus, on the variables of gender, ethnicity, parental education, geo-
graphic region, and special education or gifted placement the standardization
sample closely corresponded to data from the 2001 Current Population Survey
of the Bureau of the Census.

Similar to the Comprehensive Form, the KTEA-II Brief Form was standard-
ized on a large representative sample that closely corresponded to the 2001 Cuz-
rent Population Survey of the Bureau of the Census. The Brief Form normative
sample matched the U.S. population on the variables of gender, education level
of examinee or parent, race/ethnicity, and geographic region. The grade-norm
sample consisted of 1,645 students from kindergarten through grade 12. The
number of students sampled from each grade ranged from 75 to 90 for grades
9to 12, to 110 to 125 for grades 3 to 8, and 210 students were sampled for grades
1 and 2. The size of the Brief Form total age sample (/V = 2,495) was larger than
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that of the grade sample. At each age, for children under age 15, the samples in-
cluded 100 to 210 children. For ages 15 to 25, the samples included 75 to 150 chil-
dren, and the adult samples over age 25 (to age 90) included 50 to 60 individuals
for each age group.

Reliability

The internal-consistency teliability of the KTEA-II Comprehensive is strong for
both Forms A and B. The average internal-consistency reliability value across
grades and forms for the Comprehensive Achievement Composite was .97. The
averages for the Reading, Math, and Decoding composites were .96, .96, and
.97, respectively. The average reliability value for the Written Language Composite
and Sound-Symbol Composite was .93. For Oral Language and Oral Fluency
composites, the average reliabilities were .87 and .85, respectively. Reliability val-
ues based on age groups wete very similar to what was reported for the reliability
values found with the grade-level samples. Table 3.1 presents the internal consis-
tency reliability values of the KTEA-II Comprehensive Form subtests and com-
posites averaged across forms.

The KTEA-II Brief Form also had strong average internal-reliability values.
For the individual subtests scored via Grade Norms (grades K to 12) the average
reliability values were .94, .90, and .86 for the Reading, Math, and Writing sub-
tests, respectively. For the individual subtests scored via Age Norms (ages 4:6 to
90) the values were .95, .91, and .90 for the Reading, Math, and Writing subtests,
respectively. The split-half reliability value for the Brief Achievement Composite
was .96 for both the Grade and Age norms.

Alternate-form reliability values were calculated by administering the two
forms of the KTEA-II Comprehensive to a sample of 221 children. The forms
were administered approximately 3/ to 4 weeks apart, on average. Similar to the
internal-consistency reliability values, the values for the alternate-form reliability
were also high. The Comprehensive Achievement Composites showed very high
consistency across time and forms (low to mid .90s). The Reading, Math, Written
Language, Decoding, and Reading Fluency composites have alternate-form reli-
abilities in the high .80s to mid .90s. These strong values indicate that the alter-
nate forms of the KTEA-II will be useful for reducing practice effects when the
test is administered more than once. Table 3.2 shows the alternate form reliabil-
ity values.

For the KTEA-II Brief Form, test-retest reliability was examined by adminis-
tering the test twice within a 2 to 8 week period (mean interval 3.7 weeks) to 327
students. Across the Grade-Norm and Age-Norm samples, the average adjusted
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Table 3.1 Average Split-Half Reliability Coefficients for KTEA-II
Comprehensive Form and Brief Form Subtests and Composites

Mean Grade-Level

Mean Age-Level

KTEA-II Subtest/Composite Reliability Reliability
Letter & Word Recognition .96 .97
Reading Comprehension 93 .93
Reading Composite .96 .97
Math Concepts & Applications 92 93
Math Computation 93 94
Mathematics Composite .96 .96
Written Expression .85 .87
Spelling 93 .94
Written Language Composite .93 .94
Listening Comprehension .85 .85
Oral Expression 78 .79
Oral Language Composite .87 .87
Phonological Awareness .86 .88
Nonsense Word Decoding .94 .94
Sound-Symbol Composite .93 .93
Decoding Composite 97 97
Associational Fluency 73 72
Naming Facility (RAN) .89 .89
Oral Fluency Composite .85 .87
Comprehensive Achievement .97 .97
Reading (Brief Form) .94 95
Math (Brief Form) .90 91
Writing (Brief Form) .86 .90
Brief Achievement Composite .96 .96

Note: From Tables 7.1 and 7.2 of the K1 EA-II Comprebensive Form Manual (Kaufman &
Kaufman, 2004a), and Tables 6.1 and 6.2 of the K7EA-11 Brief Form Manual (Kaufman &
Kaufman, 2005). All reliabilities are based on the standard deviation of scores for both
forms combined. Reliabilities of composites were computed using the formula provided

by Nunnally (1978). Mean grade-level values and mean age-level values were calculated

using Fisher’s g transformation.
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Table 3.2 Alternate-Form Reliability Coefficients for Subtests
and Composites

Pre-
Kindergarten Grade 2 to Grade 7 to
to Grade | Grade 6 Grade 12

KTEA-II Subtest/Composite N re N ra N re
Letter & Word Recognition 62 97 83 .85 79 .89
Reading Comprehension 27 .88 83 .76 79 .80
Reading Composite 27 94 83 .87 79 .89
Math Concepts & Applications 62 .84 80 .84 79 .89
Math Computation 45 .86 80 .87 79 .90
Mathematics Composite 45 .87 80 .90 79 94
Weritten Expression 62 79 83 .82 79 79
Spelling 27 .87 80 91 79 .88
Written Language Composite 27 .85 80 .90 79 .90
Listening Comprehension 62 .50 80 .56 79 73
Oral Expression 62 .62 80 .54 79 .58
Oral Language Composite 62 .64 80 .68 79 .81
Phonological Awareness 60 77 83 .58
Nonsense Word Decoding 27 .74 83 .90 79 .89
Sound-Symbol Composite 27 .84 83 .80
Word Recognition Fluency 61 .89 79 .87
Decoding Fluency 63 92 78 .88
Reading Fluency 61 .95 78 91
Decoding Composite 27 .90 83 .92 79 .93
Associational Fluency 61 47 80 .55 73 .64
Naming Facility (RAN) 54 .65 75 .76 71 .76
Oral Fluency Composite 54 .59 75 .67 70 .78
Comprehensive Achievement 62 92 80 94 79 .95

Note: From Table 7.5 of the KTEA-II Comprebensive Form Mannal (Kaufman & Kaufman,
2004a). KTEA-II scores are based on age norms.

*All reliability coefficients were corrected for the variability of the norm group, based on

the standard deviation obtained on the first testing, using the variability correction of

Cohen et al. (2003).
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test-retest reliabilities were as follows: Reading = .93, Math = .90, Writing = .81,
and Brief Achievement Composite = .94.

Validity

The validity of the KTEA-II was demonstrated via multiple methods. Intercor-
relations between the subtests and composites were calculated to show the rela-
tionships between the academic domains. Factor analyses were conducted to
show that the structute of the test was empirically grounded. Correlations with
other instruments were also conducted to evaluate the construct validity of the
test. Finally, special population studies were conducted to show the efficacy of
applying the KTEA-II to the assessment of children with learning disabilities,
mental retardation, Attention/Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder, and of children
with other special qualities such as deafness or giftedness. The results of these
special studies are detailed in the chapter in this book on Clinical Applications.

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to investigate the relationships
between the KTEA-IT Comprehensive Form subtests and composites in a sys-
tematic manner. The factor analysis proceeded in a stepwise fashion, with the
eight primary subtests yielding a final model composed of four factors. The final
model had good fit statistics and all subtests had high loadings on their factors.
The results of the factor analysis are shown in Figure 3.2.

The KTEA-II Comprehensive and Brief forms were administered along with
other tests of achievement and cognitive ability during standardization. In addi-
tion to the results of the correlational data already reported with the original
K-TEA (see Rapid Reference 3.4), correlations were calculated between the
KTEA-II Comprehensive and Brief Forms. In a sample of 1,318 students ad-
ministered both the Comprehensive and Brief Forms, the correlations were
.85, .86, .78, and .89 for Reading, Math, Writing, and Achievement Composite,
respectively. Further correlations were calculated between the KTEA-II Com-
prehensive Form and the following achievement tests: WIAT-II, Woodcock-
Johnson Tests of Achievement, Third Edition (W] III ACH; Woodcock, Mc-
Grew, & Maher, 2001), the Peabody Individual Achievement Test—Revised,
Normative Update (PIAT-R /NU; Markwardt, 1998), and the Oral and Written
Language Scales (OWLS; Carrow-Woolfolk, 1996). A summary of the KTEA-II
Comprehensive Form correlational studies with the WIAT-II and W] III are pro-
vided in Table 3.3 (for grades 1 to 5 and grades 6 to 11). The results of the stud-
ies with the WIAT-II and W] III are very similar to those found with the original
K-TEA. That is, most correlations between like-named composites were in the
mid- to high-.80s, and correlations between most of the total achievement scores
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Table 3.3 Correlations of KTEA-Il Composites with Like-Named
Composites of Other Achievement Tests

WIAT-I wj i

KTEA-II Composite Grades 1-5 Grades 6-11 Grades 1-5 Grades 610
Reading Composite .85 .85 .82 .76
Mathematics Composite .82 .87 .87 .87
Written Language Composite .87 .87 92 .84
Oral Language Composite .52 .70 71 74
Comprehensive Achievement

Composite .89 .90 .84 .89

Note: Data are from Tables 7.17, 7.18, 7.19, and 7.20 of the KTEA-II Comprebhensive Form
Mannal (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a). All correlations were corrected for the variability
of the norm group, based on the standard deviation obtained on the KTEA-II using the
variability correction of Cohen et al. (2003). Sample sizes for grades 1-5 were NV = 82 for
the WIAT-II study and /V = 33 for the W] III study. Sample sizes for grades 6—11 were
N = 89 for the WIAT-II study and /N = 47 for the W] III study.

hovered around .90. The correlations with the PIAT-R/NU overall composite
score were .86 for both grades K to 5 and grades 6 to 9. For domain composites,
the PIAT-R /NU’s highest correlations were for reading, ranging from .89 to .78;
lower correlations were found for mathematics and spelling (ranging from .67 to
.70). The OWLS has three subtests; the highest correlation with the KTEA-II
was between the tests of Written Expression (.75); the instruments’ measures of
Oral Expression and Listening Comprehension correlated only at a modest level
(in the .40s).

Cortrelations between the KTEA-II Brief Form and other achievement tests
were also examined (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2005). Specifically, the Woodcock-
Johnson—Third Edition Tests of Achievement (W] III ACH; Mather & Wood-
cock, 2001) and the Wide Range Achievement Test—Third Edition (WRAT3;
Wilkinson, 1993) were administered together with the KTEA-II Brief Form to
samples of 25 and 80 students, respectively. (Table 3.4 details these correlations.)
Correlations between the W] III ACH and KTEA-II Brief Form subtests ranged
from .74 to .79, with the correlation between the Brief Achievement Composite
and W] III Academic Skills composite being slightly higher (.89). When compar-
ing the WRAT3 to the KTEA-II Brief, the strongest correlation was between
Reading subtests of the two measures (.84); the weakest was between the Writing
subtest of the KTEA-II Brief and the Spelling subtest of the WRAT3 (.64). As the
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Table 3.4 Correlations of KTEA-II Brief Form with Other Achievement
Test Composites

KTEA-II Brief Subtests/Composite WRAT3 WJ III ACH
Reading .84 .78
Mathematics .75 74
Writing 642 .79
Brief Achievement Composite .89

Note: Data are from Tables 6.19 and 6.15 of the K7EA-1I Brief Form Mannal (Kaufman &
Kaufman, 2005). All correlations were corrected for the variability of the norm group,
based on the standard deviation obtained on the KTEA-II using the variability correction
of Cohen et al. (2003). Sample sizes were IV = 80 for the WRAT3 study and /V = 25 for
the WJ IIT ACH study. Data on the WRAT3 are for ages 7-19 and data for the WJ III ACH
are for ages 7-16. WJ III correlations are based on the following: Broad Reading, Broad
Math, Broad Written Language, and Academic Skills.

*This is the correlation between WRAT3 Spelling and KTEA-II Brief Writing,

KTEA-II Brief Writing subtest measures more than simply spelling ability, the
lower correlation is not surprising,

In addition to the correlational data showing the relationships between the
KTEA-II and other tests of academic achievement, the K7FE.A-II Comprebensive
Form Mannal provides data showing the correlations between the KTEA-II
and three tests of cognitive ability: the KABC-1I, Wechsler Intelligence Scale for
Children—Third Edition (WISC-11I; Wechsler, 1991) and the Woodcock-
Johnson Tests of Cognitive Abilities, Third Edition (W] III COG; Woodcock,
McGrew, & Mather, 2001). A very large sample (/V = 2,520) was used in the study
with the KABC-II, as this test was conormed with the KTEA-II. Sample sizes
were 97 and 51 for the studies with the WISC-I1I1 and W] I1I COG, respectively.

The KTEA-II Comprehensive Achievement Composite correlates .79 with
the KABC-1I Fluid Crystallized Index (FCI), .74 with the KABC-1I Mental Pro-
cessing Index (MPI), and .69 with the KABC-1I Nonverbal Index (NVI) for the
total sample. Very similar correlations were found between the Comprehensive
Achievement Composite and global cognitive scores on the WISC-III and W] 111
COG. The Comprehensive Achievement Composite correlated .79 with the
WISC-III Full Scale 1Q (FSIQ) and .82 with the W] III COG General Intellec-
tual Ability (GIA). For all three tests of cognitive ability, the KTEA-II’s Reading
Composite and Mathematics Composites had the strongest relationship to ovet-
all cognitive ability. Correlations with the Reading Composite were .74, .69, and
.72 for the KABC-II FCI, WISC-III FSIQ, and W] III GIA, respectively. Corre-
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lations with the Mathematics Composite were .71, .65, and .76 for the KABC-II
FCI, WISC-II1 FSIQ, and W] III GIA, respectively. The other academic domains
measured by the KTEA-II did not correlate as strongly with overall cognitive
ability. For example, Written Language and Oral Language correlated .66 and .67,
respectively, with the KABC-II FCI. A summary of KTEA-II and KABC-II cor-
relations is provided in Table 3.5.

Correlational data were also analyzed for KTEA-II Brief Form and three mea-

Table 3.5 KTEA-Il Composites Correlations with KABC-Il Global Scales
(ages 4/2~18 years)

KABC-II Global Scale

KTEA-II Composite FCI MPI NVI
Reading

Ages 4/—6 .67 .68 .57

Ages 7-18 74 .68 .61

Total sample 74 .69 .61
Math

Ages 4/—6 .70 71 .65

Ages 7-18 71 .68 .67

Total sample 71 .68 .67
Written Language

Ages 4/5—6 .67 .70 .56

Ages 7-18 .66 .62 .56

Total sample .66 .63 .56
Oral Language

Ages 4/—6 .62 .57 .52

Ages 7-18 .67 .61 .56

Total sample .67 .60 .55
Comprehensive Achievement

Ages 4/—6 75 73 .65

Ages 7-18 .80 74 .70

Total sample 79 74 .69

Note: FCI = Fluid Crystallized Index; MPI = Mental Processing Index; NVI = Nonverbal
Index. All correlations were corrected for the variability of the norm group, based on the
standard deviation obtained on the KTEA-II, using the variability correction of Cohen et
al. (2003). Data are adapted from Table 7.25 and Appendix | of the KTEA-II Compreben-
sive Form Mannal (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a).
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Table 3.6 KTEA-II Brief Form Correlations with Measures of Global
Cognitive Ability

KTEA-II Brief Form

Brief
Measure of Global Achievement
Cognitive Ability N Reading Math Writing Composite
KABC-II FCI 1,266 .65 .63 .60 .70
KABC-II MPI 1,266 .61 .63 .60 .70
KBIT-2 IQ Composite 747 74 71 .54 .78
WASI Full Scale 1Q-4 142 73 .65 48 71

Note: FCI = Fluid Crystallized Index; MPI = Mental Processing Index. Data are from
Tables 6.20—06.31 of the KIEA-II Brief Form Mannal (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2005). All
correlations wete corrected for the variability of the norm group, based on the standard
deviation obtained on the KTEA-II using the variability correction of Cohen etal. (2003).
The WASI FSIQ is based on 4 subtests: Vocabulary, Block Design, Similarities, and Ma-

trix Reasoning,

sures of cognitive ability: the KABC-1I, the Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test—
Second Edition (KBIT-2; Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004c), and the Wechsler Ab-
breviated Scale of Intelligence (WASI; The Psychological Corporation, 1999).
Patterns of correlation between the KTEA-II Brief Form and the measures of
cognitive ability were similar to what was found on the Comprehensive Form.
That is, the KTEA-II Brief Form Reading and Math subtests correlated more
strongly with global cognitive ability than did the Writing subtest (see Table 3.06).
The Brief Achievement Composite correlated most strongly with the KBIT-2 1Q
Composite (r = .78) and correlated about equally with the WASI FSIQ (.71) and
the KABC-II FCI (.70).

HOW TO ADMINISTER THE KTEA-II

As with any standardized test, when administering the KTEA-II you should fol-
low closely the test administration instructions contained in the test manual and
casels. Chapter 2 of both the K7EA-II Comprebensive Form Manual (Kaufman &
Kaufman, 2004a) and the K7EA-II Brief Form Manual (Kaufman & Kaufman,
2005) review the general administration procedures and the test easels list specific
administration directions.

The KTEA-II Comprehensive Form offers much flexibility to examiners in
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CAUTION

If you depart from the suggested sub-
test administration sequence, you
must always:

[. Administer Letter and Word
Recognition before Reading Com-
prehension.

2. Administer Word Recognition Flu-
ency and Nonsense Word Decod-
ing before Decoding Fluency.

CAUTION
Remember that the last subtests listed
in the Record Form, Associational
Fluency, and Naming Facility (RAN)
must be administered intermittently
throughout the battery. Thus, do not
wait until the end of the battery to
administer them (see Rapid Reference
3.5 for a suggested administration or-
der).

terms of the subtests that can be ad-
ministered and the order in which
they are administered. The entire bat-
tery may be administered or you may
choose to administer only select
composites or subtests. Once you
have decided whether the KTEA-II
Brief Form battery or a complete or
partial KTEA-II Comprehensive
Form battery will be administered,
then you need to determine the se-
quence of the subtests. The easels
and record form provide the sug-
gested administration ordet, but you
may select a different administration
order if you prefer (see Caution in-
sert). For the KTEA-II Comprehen-
sive, if you choose to follow the se-
quence of subtests presented in the
record form and easels, you must
plan to administer two subtests out of

easel order: Associational Fluency
(13th subtest) and Naming Facility (14th subtest). These two subtests are admin-
istered together in four separate “task pairs,” which include one Fluency task and
one Naming Facility task as a pair. You should administer each pair intermittently
among the other subtests. A suggested order for interspersing these task pairs
with the other subtests is presented in Rapid Reference 3.5. The accompanying
Caution box reminds you not to wait until the end of the battery to administer the
Associational Fluency and Naming Facility tasks.

Starting and Discontinuing Subtests

Like most standardized tests of individual achievement, the KTEA-II items are
ordered by difficulty, with the easiest items first. Grade-based starting points are
listed in the record form and on the first page of a subtest’s directions in the easel.
If you have knowledge or suspicion based on clinical judgment that the child you
are testing will benefit from an earlier or later start point, you may select a differ-
ent start point.

If you have started administering a subtest from a starting point other than
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= fgpid Rererence 5.5

Suggested Subtest Administration Order When Administering
Associational Fluency and Naming Facility

Subtest Grade Range for
Number Subtest Administration
| Phonological Awareness K—6
2 Letter and Word Recognition PreK—12+
13& 14 Associational Fluency and Naming Facility

(RAN):Task Pair | PreK—12+
3 Math Concepts and Applications PreK—12+
13& 14 Associational Fluency and Naming Facility

(RAN):Task Pair 2 PreK—12+
4 Nonsense Word Decoding [—12+
5 Math Computation K—12+
13& 14 Associational Fluency and Naming Facility

(RAN):Task Pair 3 [—12+
6 Reading Comprehension [—12+
7 Written Expression Pre-K—12+
[4 Associational Fluency:Task 4 [—12+
8 Spelling [—12+
9 Listening Comprehension Pre-K—12+
10 Oral Expression Pre-K—12+
Il Word Recognition Fluency 3—12+
12 Decoding Fluency 3-12+

Note: Associational Fluency and Naming Facility (RAN) Task Pairs must be given out of easel or-
der, and should be administered intermittently among other subtests. Subtests may be adminis-
tered in alternative orders as well."PreK" refers to children aged 4.6 or older who have not yet
entered kindergarten."Grade |2+ indicates that the subtests can be administered up to the top
of the age range (age 25:11).

item 1, you must make sure that the examinee is able to achieve a basal. That is,
the examinee must demonstrate proficiency on the task by getting the first few
items correct in order to achieve the basal. If the examinee does not meet the
basal criterion, then you must drop back to the preceding start point. The basal
rules are listed in the record form as well as on the first page of the directions for
asubtestin the easel. Some subtests on the KTEA-II do not have traditional basal
rules because the items are grouped into item sets (see Figure 3.3). These Com-
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DOR'T

FORGET

Start Points, Basal Rules, and Discontinue Rules for Reading
Comprehension, Listening Comprehension, and

Oral Expression
Subtest Start Point Basal Discontinue
Reading Determined by If start point is Set

Comprehension

raw score on
Letter and Word
Recognition (see
Start Point Table
on record form or
easel)

B, examinee must
pass first 3 items. If
start point is Set C
or above, examinee
must pass 2 items
in the first passage
administered.

Listening
Comprehension

Determined by
grade (see Start
Point Table on re-
cord form or easel)

Must pass at least 2
items in the first
passage adminis-
tered

Oral
Expression

Determined by
grade (see Start
Point Table on rec-
ord form or easel)

At least four prelim-
inary scores of | in
the first set

Discontinue at a
stop point for a
set IF there are at
least four failures
and four passes in
a set or pair of
sets OR if there
are five consecu-
tive failures.

prehensive Form subtests with item sets include Reading Comprehension, Lis-
tening Comprehension, and Oral Expression. The Writing subtest on the KTEA-
11 Brief Form also is administered with item sets. The Don’t Forget box describes
the administration procedures for these subtests that do not have traditional basal
rules. Figure 3.4 exemplifies the basal and discontinue rules for a student admin-
istered Reading Comprehension.

Sample and Teaching Items

Unlike many cognitive tests, such as the KABC-II, very few KTEA-II subtests in-
clude sample or teaching items. These items are intended to communicate the na-
ture of the task by allowing the examiner to give feedback and explain the task fur-
ther in order to teach the task. Three KTEA-II Comprehensive Form subtests
include either sample or teaching items: Phonological Awareness, Nonsense
Word Decoding, and Oral Expression. Sample items or teaching items are indi-
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cated on the record form by an apple icon. Each of the five sections of Phono-
logical Awareness has one ot two sets of sample items. The first two scored items
on Nonsense Word Decoding are teaching items and the third and sixth items on
Oral Expression are teaching items.

Recording Responses

Accurately recording responses during administration of KTEA-II subtests is
very important—especially if you intend to conduct error analysis after scoring
the subtests is complete. On 3 of the 14 Comprehensive Form subtests, the ex-
aminees write their responses themselves (i.e., Written Expression, Spelling, and
Math Computation), requiring no recording on the examiner’s part until scoring
is conducted. Phonological Awareness and Math Concepts and Applications re-
quire simple recording of either a zero for incorrect or a one for correct, or
recording a one-wotrd response. Reading Comprehension and Listening Com-
prehension require that the gist of the examinee’s responses are recorded with as
much detail as possible, but Oral Expression and Associational Fluency require
that an examinee’s responses are recorded verbatim (and may be recorded via a
tape recorder). Letter and Word Recognition and Nonsense Word Decoding re-
quire careful listening in order to correctly record the child’s responses. Mis-
pronunciations on these two subtests should be recorded using the phoneme key
provided on the record form, or write the student’s response phonetically. Re-
cording responses either by the phonetic key or by phonetically spelling the child’s
response takes some practice. Chapter 4 of the KTEA-II Comprebensive Form
Mannal (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a) describes in more detail how to record re-
sponses for use with the error analysis system.

Timing

Most subtests on the KTEA-II are not timed. However, four of the Reading-
Related subtests do require timing. Specifically, for Word Recognition Fluency,
Decoding Fluency, and Associational Fluency, the student’s performance within

the specific time is the basis of the score. For Naming Facility (RAN), the time
taken by the student to complete each trial is converted to a point score.

Querying

Occasionally, examinees’ responses may be missing an essential detail or qualifier
to be 100 percent correct. These instances will most commonly occur during
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Reading Comprehension and Listening Comprehension, and will require you to
query the examinee to clarify his or her response. Specific queries are listed right
in the easel, and when querying is done, a notation should be made on the record
form (e.g., “Q”). Occasionally students give multiple responses and it is unclear
which response is the final answer. In such instances you should ask the exami-
nee which is the intended response.

Subtest-by-Subtest Notes on Administration

This section highlights pertinent information for administering each of the
KTEA-II subtests, and points out common errors in administration. Subtests are
listed in the order in which they appear in the KTEA-II Comprehensive Form
easels. Because administrative procedures for the Brief Form are very similar to
those of the Comprehensive Form, we review notes on administration of the
Brief Form subtests under the sections on the related Comprehensive Form sub-
tests to reduce redundancy. The Don’t Forget box reminds you whete to look for
administrative information on the Brief Form subtests.

Phonological Awareness
Phonological Awareness has five sections: (1) Rhyming, (2) Sound Matching, (3)
Blending, (4) Segmenting, and (5) Deleting Sounds. All five sections are adminis-

DON’T FORGET

Where in This Chapter to Look for Administrative Information
on KTEA-II Brief Form Subtests

Look under the following subsection in
“Subtest-by-Subtest Notes on

Brief Form Subtest Administration”
Reading (Part I) Letter and Word Recognition
Reading (Part 2) Reading Comprehension

Math (concepts and Math Concepts and Applications
applications items)

Math (computation items) Math Computation

Writing Written Expression

Note: Although the KTEA-II Brief and Comprehensive Forms are similar in general content and
administrative procedures, they do not have overlapping items.
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tered to children in kindergarten, but only Sections 1, 4, and 5 are administered
to children in first through sixth grades. Beginning in Section 3, this subtest re-
quires use of Pepper, the dog puppet, as well as the KTEA-II Easel 1 for admin-
istration. The CD that accompanies this subtest is very useful for ensuring that
you understand how to properly administer Section 3 (Blending) and Section 5
(Deleting Sounds). Most children find Pepper quite engaging, but some are dis-
tracted and seem to more easily go off task when it is their turn to make Pepper
talk. With such children, remind them to stay on task, but suggest that they can
have a few minutes to “play with Pepper” after the task is over (a nice, built-in re-
ward of the task). Occasionally children may struggle with trying to make Pep-
per’s mouth move. Encourage these children to focus on segmenting the word
properly and worry less about getting Pepper to move his mouth.

Since this task is purely auditory (except for Section 2, which has pictorial
stimuli, too), ensure that the child is paying attention prior to beginning an item.
If necessary, you may repeat an item during the task.

Letter and Word Recognition

The key to properly administering Letter and Word Recognition from the Com-
prehensive Form and Reading Part 1 from the Brief Form is having knowledge of
the proper pronunciation of all the stimulus words. If you are unsure of how a
word should be pronounced, you will undoubtedly struggle with whether an ex-
aminee correctly pronounced it, and will therefore not know whether to con-
tinue. This problem is less of an issue when testing younger children, but when
assessing older children and adolescents, they may be administered the highest
levels of words, which are quite challenging. Thus, before administering the sub-
test, listen to the CD provided with the test kit to hear the correct pronunciations
of the most difficult words.

Most of the stimulus words ate presented six to a page, and examinees should
be allowed to attempt to pronounce all words on a page, even if they have met the
discontinue rule before reaching the sixth word on a page. Such administration
methods will continue to foster good rapport. Sometimes children will pro-
nounce words in disconnected pieces, but to receive credit, a child must pro-
nounce words as a connected, relatively smooth whole. Thus, they should be in-
structed to “Say it all togethet” if they pronounce a word in disconnected pieces
and then stop.

Math Concepts and Applications

On the Comprehensive Form, an entire subtest is devoted to assessing mathe-
matical concepts and applications; on the Brief Form, items measuring math con-
cepts and applications are interspersed among computation items in a single sub-
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test. Regardless of whether you are administering the Comprehensive or Brief
Form, you will find that some children require more concrete ways to process the
problems in Math Concepts and Applications, and such children will more often
count with their fingers or use the pictures to aid them in coming up with a re-
sponse. Fingers are an acceptable tool for problem solving during math compu-
tation and application items, but calculators are not. On the Brief Form, paper
and pencil are allowed for all Math subtest items. However, prior to item 34 on
the Comprehensive Form subtest, children are not allowed to use paper and pen-
cil; however, beginning with item 34 children should be offered paper and pencil
should they wish to use them. In the latter half of the subtest there ate several
word problems; although the word problems are printed on the easel for the ex-
aminee to see, you should read each of these problems aloud to the examinee.

Nonsense Word Decoding

Similar to Letter and Word Recognition, the key to propetly administering Non-
sense Word Decoding is having knowledge of the proper pronunciation of all the
stimulus words. Thus, it is crucial to listen to the CD provided with the test kit
that demonstrates how the words should be pronounced. Most of the stimulus
words are presented six on an easel page. To maintain rapport and minimize frus-
tration for children, it is best to administer an entire easel page (all six words),
even if a child has discontinued before reading the sixth word. However, only the
words read before the discontinue rule was met should be counted toward the fi-
nal raw score. As the nonsense words become more challenging, some children
will get stuck on a particular word with which they are struggling. In such cases,
you should encourage children to try the next one so that the test continues with-
out multiple, lengthy delays.

Nonsense Word Decoding is one of the few KTEA-II subtests that allows
teaching of the task. On items 1 and 2, you are to tell the student the correct an-
swer if they respond incorrectly (you are reminded that they are teaching items,
with the apple icons on the record form). Before you administer this subtest, it is
advisable to practice how to record children’s responses (whether you choose to
do so using the phonemic key on the record form or another method). At times
children will rapidly read the words, requiring you to inctease your pace for
recording their responses. In addition to recording the responses to specific
items, you may record what the student’s general approach to pronouncing the
nonsense words was by marking one of three boxes at the bottom of the record
form (letter-by-letter, chunking, or whole word). However, if a child doesn’t use
the same general approach to most of the items, checking these “Response Style”
boxes will not be that useful.
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Math Computation

The Student Response Booklet and a pencil with an eraser are needed to admin-
ister the Math Computation subtest on the Comprehensive Form and the com-
putation items of the Brief Form’s Math subtest. The Student Response Booklet
should be folded so that the examinee can only see the page that he or she is cur-
rently working on. Some children will impulsively turn the page to see what
comes next, but encourage such children not to worry about the next problems,
and rather just focus on finishing the page in front of them. Children may work
out problems by counting on their fingers or by writing notes on the papet, but
may not use calculators. If necessary, remind children that it is okay to erase. Chil-
dren with disabilities that cause difficulty with writing should be allowed to re-
spond orally.

It is important to observe children closely as they solve the problems. Some
children with fill the entire square with scratch notes, and it may be unclear which
number is their final response. If you are uncertain about which number the child
intended as their final answer, ask the child to citcle his or her final response be-
fore the next item has been started. As you are observing the child work out the
problems make notes about repeated erasures, verbal mediation of the problems,
or other notable behaviors.

Reading Comprehension

To determine the starting point on the Comprehensive Form’s Reading Compre-
hension subtest, you must first administer Letter and Word Recognition, then en-
ter the child’s raw score on that subtest into the “Start Point Table” on page 12 of
the KTEA-II record form or on the first page of the Reading Comprehension
subtest in the easel. Items 1 to 5 require that examinees point to a picture of a
word that they read, and items 6 to 12 requite the examinee to read a command
and do what it says (e.g;, “Stand up”). On items 6 to 12, some examinees may re-
quire you to encourage them to pretend or make believe in response to the com-
mand that they read (The first six items of Reading Part 2 of the Brief Form are
also “command” items). Items 13 to 87 of Reading Comprehension and Items 7
to 25 of the Brief Form’s Reading Part 2 subtest require the examinee to read a
paragraph and answer questions about what he or she read. Examinees may read
the paragraphs and questions silently or aloud, but are not penalized if they make
mistakes while they read aloud. However, such mistakes while reading aloud are
noteworthy, especially if they are made frequently. In the remaining few items of
Reading Comprehension on the Comprehensive Form, examinees must read a
series of sentences and decide the correct order of the sentences (items 88 and
90). Examinees are allowed to use paper and pencil to organize the sentence
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numbers for these two items if they wish. While reading the paragraphs or ques-
tions, examinees sometimes ask for clarification of a term or help to read a pat-
ticular word. In such cases, you should not give them help, but rather encourage
them to just try their best.

Some of the passage questions are multiple choice and require only recording
a letter response (e.g, a, b, ¢, d). However, other questions are open-ended—in
such cases, the examinee’s responses should be recorded verbatim. Generally,
querying is not necessary for most responses, but if the examinee provides mul-
tiple responses and you are unsure which is their intended final response, ask for
clarification.

Written Expression
Although there are many similarities in the skills tapped in the Comprehensive
Form’s Written Expression subtest and the Brief Form’s Writing subtest, there
are some important differences in administration, so we discuss each subtest in
turn in this section. For the Comprehensive Form, examinees’ responses to items
on the Written Expression subtest are recorded in the appropriate Written Ex-
pression Booklet (grades 1 to 12) or in the Student Response Booklet (Pre-K and
kindergarten). The first easel page of Written Expression lists which of the book-
lets examinees should use, based upon their grade level. (The Caution box re-
minds examiners of an important point for administering to students in grade 1.)
The booklets, Panz and Don’s Adventure, The Little Duck’s Friend, Kyra’s Dragon, 1he
Amazing Scrapbook, A Day on the Set, and The News at Six each tell a story, with the
goal of engaging the student in the writing tasks. Thus, when presenting the sub-
test, the examiner’s directions written in the easel emphasize the fact that the
booklets atre stories. Before adminis-
tering any level of Written Expres-

CAUTION sion, you should familiarize yourself
................................... with the response booklet so that you
If administering Written Expression know where to point to the words as

to children in the spring of grade |,

Booklet 2 must be tentatively scored o
at the m|dpo|nt (after‘ item 23 in Form where the student should write his or
A and item 24 in Form B) in order to her response to each item (indicated
decide whether the student should

continue to the end. If you are uncer- . .
tain about whether the preliminary The last item for each of the stories

you read them and so that you know

by numbers printed in small boxes).

score is adequate to necessitate ad- requires the examinee to write a sum-
ministration of the rest of Level 2, it is
best to err on the side of caution and
continue with the test.

mary of the story (items 30, 49, and
60 in Form A, and items 31, 48, and
58 in Form B). For cach of these
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items the examinees are given 5 to 10

minutes to write their summary; thus, DON’T FORGET

you will need a watch or clock to time Sl et seered i i Capre.

these final items. hensive Form’s Written Expression
In Written Expression on the subtest. Therefore you are allowed to
tell an examinee how to spell a word

C hensive F l-
omprehensive Form you are a e of che aske,

lowed to repeat story segments or

item instructions if necessary. As

noted in the Don’t Forget insert, you may also tell a student how to spell a word,
if they ask (spelling is not scored in this subtest). However, you should not spon-
taneously correct a child’s spelling or offer similar assistance unless asked by the
examinee.

To administer the Brief Form’s Writing subtest, you need the response book-
let, a pencil, and the KTEA-II Brief Easel. Students are administered an item set
based on their grade. After a student has completed a set, if they have earned 4 or
more scores of 0, stop testing, butif they have earned 3 or fewer scores of 0, then
continue until the next stop point. In the Writing subtest, spelling items are in-
terspersed among items that demand skills such as capitalization, punctuation,
and word form. Because spelling is an important component of the Brief Form’s
Writing subtest, you may not help students spell words during the subtest (which
is unlike the rules of administration for the Comprehensive Form’s Written Ex-
pression subtest).

Spelling
Spelling is administered to children in first grade and beyond. Examinees write
their responses in the Student Response Booklet using a pencil with an eraser (it
is a good idea to have extras on hand, in case of broken pencil points). The first
four items require examinees to write a letter to complete a word, but the re-
maining items require the spelling of complete words. Watch the child on each
item to make sure that he or she is writing the response on the correct line. You
should ask the child to clarify what he or she wrote if the child’s handwriting is
unclear, or if you suspect he or she has reversed a letter (e.g., writing & for d ot p
for g). Children will not be penalized for such reversals if they say the correct let-
ter. Children are allowed to erase and correct a response if they want. If a child
does not respond immediately after you have said a word, or if the child asks you
to repeat something, you may repeat the word or sentence.

If the child you are testing has a motor disability or an inability to write for any
other reason, you may permit the child to respond orally. If a child responds
orally, then write the response on the record form as he or she spells it. However,
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this alternative procedure for responding should only be used after every attempt
is made to have the student give a written response.

Listening Comprehension

Listening Comprehension is administered via a CD player. In an emergency, or if
you experience technical problems with your CD player, you can read the sub-
test’s passages aloud, as they are written in the test easel. Similar to Reading Com-
prehension, Listening Comprehension items are grouped into item sets, and the
child’s grade level determines whete to begin. Prior to beginning this subtest you
should check the volume on your CD player, to ensure that the examinee will be
able to hear adequately, and cue the CD to the proper track. Before playing each
passage, be sure that the child is ready to listen, because examinees are not al-
lowed to hear the passage more than once. Immediately after the passage has
been played, pause the CD player and ask the questions about the story. Although
the passage itself may not be replayed, you may repeat a test question at the stu-
dent’s request. The Don’t Forget insert reminds you of important points about
administering Listening Comprehension.

DON’T FORGET

Reminders for Administering Listening Comprehension

Introduce the test before beginning the first passage.

Say, “You are going to hear a short story. Listen carefully, and then | will ask you
some questions about the story. Ready? Listen.”

Read the response choices for multiple-choice questions twice.

When administering multiple-choice questions, say the letter as well as the text of
each answer choice, and then pause slightly after each choice. After completing
the list of choices, say the list a second time.

Prompt examinees for a second answer on questions with two-part answers.

If a question asks for a two-part answer and the student only gives one part, then
say:"'Yes, and what else?”

Play the passage only one time.

You may play the passage only once and may not answer any questions that the
student asks about the story.

Test questions may be repeated.

You may repeat a test question if a child asks for repetition or if you suspect that
the student did not hear the question the first time.
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Oral Expression

Oral Expression is administered in item sets and begins with the set determined
by the child’s grade (these starting points are listed in the easel). During adminis-
tration, you may repeat an item if the child requests or if you believe that he or she
did not hear it. Some items require examinees to start their response with a par-
ticular word. If a child does not start with the requested word, then you should
give the child a second trial and give credit if he or she responds correctly upon
the second administration of the item.

Word Recognition Fluency

Prior to administering Word Recognition Fluency make sure that you have the
Word Recognition Fluency Card and a stopwatch in hand. Some of the words in
this subtest are quite challenging, and it is recommended that you review the pro-
nunciation of these words on the CD prior to administering the subtest. The
starting point for Word Recognition Fluency is based on a child’s performance on
Letter and Word Recognition. Children who reached item 84 on Letter and Word
Recognition start Word Recognition Fluency at item 31; all other children begin
Word Recognition Fluency at item 1.

Introduce the test with the text printed in the easel (also on the record form).
Once you say “Go,” begin timing, After 60 seconds, say, “Stop,” and draw a line
in the record form after the last word attempted. Some children may complete the
task before 60 seconds have elapsed—if so, record their completion time on the
record form. During administration of this subtest, children may hesitate or get
stuck on a word. When such a pause occurs, encourage the examinee to keep go-
ing and move on to the next word. As children read the words, record any words
that they misread or skip by putting a slash through the appropriate word on the
record form. However, do not penalize examinees for articulation errors or vari-
ations due to regional speech patterns.

Decoding Fluency

Administration of Decoding Fluency is very similar to administration of Word
Recognition Fluency. For administration, you need the Decoding Fluency Card
and a stopwatch or watch that shows seconds. Prior to administration, you should
listen to the CD to hear examples of how to pronounce the nonsense words. To
begin administration, you should introduce the subtest with the instructions
printed in the manual and the record form. After you say, “Go,” immediately be-
gin timing the examinee, and after 60 seconds, instruct the examinee to stop.
Make a slash on the record form after the last word that the examinee read. If an
examinee pauses ot hesitates during the task, encourage him or her to keep going
or move on to the next one. As the examinee is reading the words, make a slash
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through any of the words that are mispronounced or skipped. If a child completes
the Decoding Fluency Card before 60 seconds have elapsed, record the comple-
tion time in seconds.

Assoctational Fluency and Naming Facility

As mentioned eatlier in this chapter, Associational Fluency and Naming Facility
are administered together in task pairs (one Associational Fluency task with one
Naming Facility task). Although these are the final tests listed in the easel and in
the record form, they must be administered throughout the test battery, and each
of the four task pairs should be separated by other subtests. In Rapid Reference
3.5 we provide a suggested order for subtests administration when these two
tasks are included in the battery.

The specific directions to administer each of the task pairs are listed in the
record form. Generally, on the Associational Fluency tasks (two semantic fluency
tasks, such as naming foods, noisy objects, animals, and toys, and two phonemic
fluency tasks), you give the child 30 seconds to say as many of the words in a cat-
egory that he or she can think of. If children stop or say that they cannot think of
more, you should encourage them to try to say more if they have more time left.
Children under grade 1 are administered only the first two Associational Fluency
tasks which include semantic fluency from Task Pair 1 and 2 but not phonemic
fluency from Task Pair 3. You should attempt to record the examinee’s words ver-
batim, but sometimes a child responds so rapidly that such recording is difficult.
In those instances, you should simply make a checkmark on a line of the record
form to indicate that the child gave a correct response.

For the Naming Facility tasks, you first need to determine that the examinee
knows the names of the objects, colors, and letters. If the examinee uses a differ-
ent name for one of the objects, tell him or her the correct name to use. However,
on the color and letter-naming tasks, if the student does not name a color or let-
ter correctly, then do not administer that task (see the accompanying Caution).

Students in PreK and kindergarten

CAUTION should only be administered the first
................................... two Namiﬁg Fg_cﬂity (RAN) tasks
Priorto administering Naming Facility (not letter naming). As the examinee

(RAN), check to make sure that the

student knows the names of the objects, )
colors, and letters.You may tell them the the record form any stimulus that he

is responding, you should mark on

correct name of an object if they use a or she names incorrectly. When the
different term.However, do not admin-
ister the task if the student does not
correctly name a color or letter:

child completes naming all of the
stimuli on the card, you should re-
cord the child’s completion time.
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HOW TO SCORE THE KTEA-II

The KTEA-II yields several types of scores: raw scores, standard scores (subtests,
domain composites, and the Comprehensive Achievement Composite or Brief
Achievement Composite), grade equivalents, age equivalents, and percentile
ranks. Raw scores reflect the number for points earned by the student on each
subtest. These scores, by themselves, are meaningless, because they are not norm-
based. When they are converted to standard scores, which are norm-based, they
then allow the student’s petformance to be compared to that of others. The
KTEA-II standard scores have a mean of 100 and a SD of 15. The range of stan-
dard scores for the subtests and composites is 40 to 160. We assume that achieve-
ment-test performance is distributed on a normal curve, with the majority of stu-
dents scoring within =1 SD of the mean. Thus, about two-thirds (68 percent) of
students score in the range of 85 to 115. Less than 3 percent of students score
above 130 or below 70.

Types of Scores
Each type of the KTEA-II’s scores is described in the following pages.

Raw Scores

Subtest raw scores are calculated in a variety of ways. Five of the KTEA-II Com-
prehensive Form subtests’ raw scores are calculated by subtracting the number of
errors from the ceiling item (i.e., Letter and Word Recognition, Math Concepts
and Applications, Math Computation, Nonsense Word Decoding, and Spelling).
Phonological Awareness and Associational Fluency require examiners to sum the
scores from various sections to determine the raw scores. Similarly, the raw scores
for the Math and Reading subtests of the Brief Form are calculated by subtract-
ing the total number of errors from the ceiling number. Some subtests require
examiners to use a table to convert the total number of points in a section to the
final raw score (i.e., Reading Comprehension, Written Expression, Listening
Comprehension, Oral Expression, and the Writing subtest of the Brief Form).
Three tasks that are timed (Word Recognition Fluency, Decoding Fluency, and
Naming Facility) require examiners to use a chart to convert an examinee’s com-
pletion time to a point value, which is then part of the calculation of the raw score.

Standard Scores

To be meaningfully interpreted, the raw scores of the KTEA-II must be con-
verted to standard scores. When converting from raw to standard scores, you
must first decide whether to use age-based or grade-based norms. This decision



CAUTION

Why Differences Occur When Basing Standard Scores
on Age versus Grade

QUESTION:

| recently administered the KTEA-II to a child age 8:1 | who just completed third
grade. | looked up her standard scores according to age norms (as is typically my
practice), but then, out of curiosity, | looked up her scores according to grade
norms, too. The scores were quite different in some cases (e.g., both Reading
Comprehension and Math Computation were 9 points lower when calculated ac-
cording to the Grade Norms). Could you tell me why Age and Grade norms may
yield different scores and give me your opinion about when each type of norm is
most useful?

ANSWER:

The explanation of the difference is pretty simple. Assuming that children start
kindergarten when they are 5 years old, then children start grade 3 when they
are 8 years old.Therefore, virtually all children aged 8:1 | are in grade 3. Children
turn 8:1 | at a steady rate throughout the grade 3 school year—some turn 8:1 | in
September; others in June. Therefore, about half of the students turn 8:1 | in the
fall, and about half in the spring. Thus, the norm sample for age 8:1 | contains stu-
dents from the beginning through the end of grade 3.That sample performs
lower, as a group, than the norm sample for the spring of grade 3.

Thus, for a student who turns 8:1 | in the spring, the age norms will give higher
standard scores than the grade norms.The reverse is true for a student who turns
8:1'1 in the fall. (The direction of the difference by time of year can't be general-
ized: it depends on what the month of age is. For a student aged 8:3 in the fall,
age-based scores are higher than grade-based scores, because some students
who turn 8:3 in the fall are in grade 2.)

In principle, there is no good, practical solution for taking curriculum exposure
into account in age norms, and all of the achievement batteries have this problem.
The ideal might be to have age-by-grade norm tables (e.g., age 8:6 in the fall of
grade 3, age 8:6 in the spring of grade 3, age 8:6 in the spring of grade 2), but that
is too complex. Simply subdividing age norms into fall and spring, as we used to
do, is flawed because at most months of age a student could be in either of two
grades, which would be an even greater distortion for some students.

The bottom line is that the situation is complicated—the deeper you look into it,
the messier it becomes. In these days, when grade retention is rare, there might
be a good argument to be made for using grade norms rather than age norms for
clinical evaluations.The concern used to be that grade norms would make a stu-
dent who had repeated a grade or two look “too good. These days, there would
seem to be a better argument that age norms are problematic because they mix
students with different amounts of curriculum exposure. However, examiners
must follow requirements set forth by their state and school district based on
IDEA Reauthorized, so for some that will mean using age norms for special-ed
classification and for others that will require using grade norms. Examiners should
just be aware that occasionally differences do occur between them.

Note: The “Answer’ is based on a personal communication from Mark Daniel (7/13/2004), Exec-
utive Director of Assessment Development and Director of the KABC-II/KTEA-II Project at AGS.
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depends on whether you want to compare the student’s test performance with
that of the same-age peers or same-grade peers. In most cases, the resulting stan-
dard scores will be similar. However, important differences can occur if the stu-
dent has been retained or has received an accelerated grade placement, or if the
student began school earlier or later in the year than is typical. In these cases, the
age-based norms are probably more relevant. However, if you are planning on
comparing performance on the KTEA-II with performance on an ability mea-
sure such as the KABC-1I, always use age-based norms, because they are the ba-
sis for the standard scores on ability measures. The Caution box provides further
information about the differences between age-based and grade-based standard
scofes.

When selecting grade-norms to convert raw scores to standard scores, you
must select from one of two sets: Fall (indicating that a child was assessed in Au-
gust—January), or Spring (indicating that a child was assessed in February—July).
The front of the record form has a box that you can check to indicate whether you
have used the Fall or Spring grade norms or the age-norms. In addition to sepa-
rating each of the grade norms into Fall and Spring, the K77A-11 Comprebensive
Form Norms Book also has two columns for each subtest (one for Form A and one
for Form B). Carefully select the correct column and the correct page of the
norms book when you are determining the standard scores. The Don’t Forget
box reminds examiners about which tables to use to find various standard scores.

Because scotes have error associated with them, it is wise to report standard
scores with a band of error or within a confidence interval. The KTEA-IT allows
you to choose from 85 percent, 90 percent, or 95 percent confidence levels (the

DOK’T FORGET

Where to Find Standard Scores

Fall Grade Spring Grade Age-Based

Norms Norms Norms
Subtest Standard Scores Table N.1 Table N.2 Table N4
Domain Composites Table N.3 Table N.5
Comprehensive Table N.3 Table N.5

Achievement Composite

Note: Tables referenced in this Don't Forget are from the KTEA-Il Comprehensive Form Norms
Book. Table N.1 is found on pages 2-53, Table N.2 is found on pages 54—105, Table N.3 is on
pages |07—115,Table N.4 is on pages | [6-283, and Table N.5 is on pages 284-299.
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record form directs you to circle which level of confidence you are reporting).
Tables N.6 and N.7 in the KTEA-II Comprebensive Form Norms Book provide the
bands of etror for age-based standard scores and grade-based standard scores.

Grade and Age Equivalents

Grade and age equivalents may be found in Tables N.9 and N.10, respectively, in
the KIEA-II Comprebensive Form Norms Book (similar tables are also available in
the Brief Form manual). However, we recommend that they be reported with
caution, as they are frequently misunderstood. They are not precise, as are stan-
dard scores or percentile ranks, and they often suggest large differences in per-
formance, when the differences are actually insignificant. For example, a raw
score of 71 on Reading Comprehension yields an age equivalent of 14:8 and earn-
ing just two more points for a raw score of 73 corresponds to an age equivalent
0f 16:6. On the same subtest, an examinee age 15:5 would earn an age-based stan-
dard score of 99 (for a raw score of 71) and an age-based standard score of 101
(for a raw score of 73). Thus, this 2-point standard score difference appeatrs much
smaller than the nearly 2-year-difference in age-equivalents, when comparing
scores based on the same raw scores.

Percentile Ranks

Percentile ranks are an excellent metric to communicate results to parents,
teachers, and other nonpsychologists. They are often readily understood and
interpreted. Regardless of whether age-based standard scores or grade-based
standard scores are used, the percentile rank has the same meaning: it is the
percentage of individuals that the student outperformed at his or her age (age
norms) or grade level (grade norms). For example, a 12-year-old who scored at
the 75th percentile on Nonsense Word Decoding performed better than 75 pet-

CAUTION

Age-equivalents and grade-equivalents are not as precise as standard scores, and
may make small differences appear larger than they actually are, as shown in the
example that follows:

Reading Comprehension Age Standard
Raw Score Equivalent Score
71 14:8 99
73 16:6 101

Difference: Nearly 2 years 2 standard score points
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cent of 12-year-olds on that subtest.
A first grader who scored at the 5th
percentile on Phonological Aware-
ness scored better than only 5 pet-
cent of first graders. Each standard
score can be converted to a per-

centile rank by using Table N.8 of the

CAUTION

Percentile Ranks are not
Percent Correct

Clearly communicate to parents that a
percentile rank is the percent of chil-

dren that an examinee scored better
than. A percentile rank is not the per-
centage of items answered correctly.

KTEA-II Comprebensive Form Norms
Book or Table C.9 in the KTEA-II
Brief Form Manual.

Descriptive Categories

Rapid Reference 3.6 presents the descriptive categories that the test authors se-
lected for KTEA-II subtests and composites. These verbal descriptions corre-
spond to commonly used standard score ranges. The categories shown in this
table are intended to reflect in words the approximate distance of each range of
scores from the group mean—a verbal translation of the normal curve. This sys-
tem differs from the system used for the original K-TEA and from many other
classification systems, such as Wechsler’s (2002a, 2003).

The KTEA-II system depends on a standard deviation of 15 to define its cat-
egories, with the Average range of 85 to 115 corresponding to + 1 standard devi-
ation (SD) from the mean (100 * 15); Below Average is defined as 1 to 2 SDs be-
low the mean (70 to 84), and so forth. You should use these categories to describe
standard scores on the global scales and scale indexes. This system avoids the nar-
row 10-point categories (e.g., 70 to 79, 110 to 119) that appear frequently in other

= Ropid Rererence 5.6

Descriptive Category System for the KTEA-II Comprehensive
and Brief Forms

Range of Standard Scores Name of Category SDs from Mean

[31-160 Upper Extreme +2to +4
[16—130 Above Average +| to +2
85—115 Average Range —| to +1
70-84 Below Average —| to -2
40-69 Lower Extreme —2to—+4
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systems (including the one used for the original K-TEA). One problem with 10-
point categories is that when confidence intervals are used to provide a reason-
able band of error, it is common for the confidence interval to span three differ-
ent categories. That broad span of ability levels can be confusing, for example,
when explaining a child’s test performance to a parent.

It is inappropriate to overwhelm readers of a case report by providing de-
scriptive categories for each standard score. These labels serve best when they ei-
ther summarize an individual’s performance on all scales via a composite score or
highlight significant discrepancies among the scales. Generally, the use of de-
scriptive labels with subtests should be reserved for standard scores that are sig-
nificantly above or below the child’s own mean values, or for standard scores that
are high or low relative to other children of the same age.

Subtest-by-Subtest Scoring Keys

Most of the items on the KTEA-II have a simple, dichotomous scoring system,
requiring examiners to circle either a 1 (for correct) or a 0 (for incorrect) on the
record form. However, there are differences in how raw scores are calculated
across the subtests. Regardless of how the raw score is calculated, you need to
score the items (atleastin a preliminary fashion) as you are testing. This score-as-
you-go procedure is necessaty, so that you know when to discontinue a subtest or
when you need to drop back to an earlier start point. We recommend that you
double-check the accuracy of each item’s score when you are completely done
with the test administration, prior to calculating the raw score. The Caution box

CAUTION

Common Errors in Scoring

* Calculating the raw score incorrectly
* Transferring the raw score to the front page of the record form incorrectly

* Adding the subtest standard scores incorrectly when calculating the sum for
the composite scores

» Using the wrong tables for standard score conversions

* Misreading the norms tables—for example, using the wrong line or wrong
column

* Subtraction errors in comparing composites and subtest scores

* Errors in conducting the error analysis—for example, totaling the error col-
umns incorrectly



DON’T FORGET

Scoring Keys for the Brief Form Subtests

Brief Form
Subtest Scoring Keys
Reading Part | ¢ Each correctly pronounced word is awarded | point.

* To be correct, the word must be said as a connected, rela-
tively smooth whole, with accent properly placed.

Multiple pronunciations are not penalized as long as the final
pronunciation is correct.

* Be aware that some words have multiple correct pronuncia-
tions.

Although there is no error analysis in the Brief Form, examin-
ers should still carefully record incorrect responses as part of
their qualitative observations.

Reading Part 2+ Each correct response is awarded | point.

* Parts of some responses may be optional and not required
to earn credit (i.e., responses shown in parentheses in the
manual).

Refer to the complete scoring rules on the easel when scor-
ing.

* Mispronunciations due to regional speech patterns are not
penalized.

Total Reading score is based on the sum of correct scores for
Parts | and 2 for children in [—12th grades, but only includes
Part | for children under first grade.

Math * Each correct response is awarded | point.
» Credit can be given even if a response is not reduced to the
lowest terms.
* Units of measurement are not required to credit a correct
response.
» Total score is based on the total number of correct items

(any nonadministered items before the basal are also given
credit).

Writing * Items are scored | point for each scoring criteria correctly
met (i.e., some items have more than one scoring criteria,
such as “correctly spelled” and “no punctuation errors.”

* Specific scoring criteria are listed in the easel and in the
record form.

Calculate the raw score by totaling the number of points
earned in the item set and using the table on page 8 of the
record form to convert that point total to the raw score.
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lists some common errors in scoring. Scoring keys for each of the Comprehen-
sive Form subtests are listed in the following pages, and scoring keys for the Brief
Form subtests are listed in the Don’t Forget insert.

Phonological Awareness

Children should not be penalized for articulation errors or for variations in
speech due to regional speech patterns. In Sample A and items 1 through 4, chil-
dren’s responses should be scored as correct if they rhyme with the stimulus
word, even if they are nonsense words (e.g;, if a child says “jook thymes with
book”). The Phonological Awateness total raw score is the sum of scores from
sections 1 through 6 (the Long form) for kindergartners, but is the sum for only
sections 1, 4, and 5 (the Short form) for children in first grade and above. How-
ever, the Long form can also be administered and scored for students in first
grade and above if deemed clinically necessary.

Letter and Word Recognition

Similar to proper administration of this subtest, the key to properly scoring Letter
and Word Recognition is having knowledge of the proper pronunciation of all the
stimulus words. You need to be proficient in recording a response phonetically (ei-
ther with the phonetic key or sound-by-sound). A bright child or adolescent may
rapidly read the six words listed on a stimulus page, and if you struggle with how
to record what they say, you will undoubtedly run into trouble with scoring,

Note that some words have multiple correct pronunciations (e.g., items 72, 74,
85, 88, and 95 of Form A), and the various pronunciations are listed on both
the record form and the easel. Sometimes examinees will sound out a2 word two
or three times (perhaps incorrectly) before they read it smoothly as their final
response. Give credit to children for their final response if it is correctly pro-
nounced in a relatively smooth manner, with the accent propetly placed. How-
ever, if a child’s regional speech pattern leads to a different pronunciation, give
credit for an item if it is the region’s common pronunciation. For example, read-
ing “car” with a Bostonian accent of “caw”” To calculate the raw score, subtract
the number of errors (0 scores) from the ceiling item. An error analysis may be
conducted after the test is administered.

Math Concepts and Applications

Some Math Concepts and Applications items have multiple questions, and to give
credit, examinees must answer all parts of the question correctly (e.g., items 27 and
28 on Form A). Some items have multiple ways that the child can correctly respond
(e.g, 3/5 or 60% or 0.6). Note that the record form only lists one of the correct re-
sponses, but the manual lists all the possible correct ways of responding. Some
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items are problems requiring calculations with units of measure (e.g,., inches, feet,
pounds). In most instances, children are not required to include the unit of mea-
surement in their response. For such items, the fact that the unit of measurement
is optional is indicated on the record form by being printed in parentheses. To cal-
culate the raw score, subtract the number of errors (0 scores) from the ceiling item.
An error analysis may be conducted after the test is administered.

Nonsense Word Decoding

Scoring for this subtest is very similar to that of Letter and Word Recognition.
Correct recording of the examinee’s responses is crucial if you intend to complete
a detailed error analysis. Each item is scored 1 point for a correct response and 0
points for an incorrect response. Six of the 50 items have more than one correct
pronunciation, and all of these correct pronunciations are listed on both the
record form and in the easel. Children should not be penalized for misplacing the
accent of a word or if they have articulation errors. Correct responses are those
in which the child pronounces the word in a connected, relatively smooth whole
(even if they must make several attempts before being able to finally pronounce
the word in that manner). To calculate the raw score, subtract the number of er-
rors (0 scores) from the ceilingitem. An error analysis may be conducted after the
test is administered.

Math Computation

Binary scoring is used for Math Computation, with 1 point given for correct re-
sponses and 0 points for incorrect responses. You should score examinees’ re-
sponses as they finish each problem so that you know when to discontinue the
subtest. As mentioned in the section of this text on administration, it is impot-
tant to watch examinees as they write their responses, to ensure that you know
which number is their final response and also to ensure that you can read their
handwriting. When handwriting is unclear, you should ask examinees what their
final written response is. Some items allow different versions of a number as a
correct response. For example, a response reduced to the lowest terms is correct
(e.g., 1'2), but also an equivalent improper fraction is correct (3/2), or an equiv-
alent decimal (1.5). Acceptable versions of a response are printed in the record
form. To calculate the raw score, subtract the number of errors (0 scores) from
the ceiling item. An error analysis may be conducted after the test is adminis-
tered.

Reading Comprehension
Reading Comprehension is one of the few KTEA-II subtests that requires a bit
of judgment in scoring. The first few items, which requite a pointing response or
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have examinees follow a specific command, are easy to score as correct or not
correct. Of the remaining items, just over one quarter are multiple-choice ques-
tions, which are also straightforward to score. The passage items that have open-
ended questions generally are not difficult to score, as the easel has examples of
correct and incorrect answers and the general criteria that is necessary for an
item to be scored correctly. In most cases, the reasons behind the decisions re-
garding correct and incorrect responses are implicitly clear. However, for nine
Reading Comprehension items, additional information is provided in Appen-
dix C of the KTEA-II Comprebensive Form Manual regarding the explanation for
scoring decisions. Additional examples of correct and incorrect responses are
also provided in Appendix C of the KTE.A-II Comprebensive Form Manual for these
nine items.

To calculate the total raw score for Reading Comprehension, first compute the
number of points obtained on the set (or last pair of adjacent sets) that the ex-
aminee took. Then you must use the conversion table on pages 12 and 13 of the
record form to convert this point total to the raw score (see figure 3.5 for an ex-

ample).

Written Expression

Thorough scoring must be completed after the test is administered. Detailed,
item-by-item Written Expression scoring instructions are provided in Appendix
E of the KTEA-II Comprebensive Form Mannal (pp. 159-222). The one exception
to scoring at the end of the test is for first grade students in the Spring: For these
children, Level 2 must be preliminarily scored after item 23 to determine whether
the rest of Level 2 should be administered. Each item of this subtest has one or
more scoring categories, which is scored 1 or 0. The most common categories in-
clude task, sentence structure, capitalization, punctuation, grammar, and other
mechanical errors. In addition to the specific error categoties, you should famil-
iarize yourself with the general scoring guidelines for Written Expression (see the
Don’t Forget box for a review of these).

Once you have scored each of the categories 1 or 0, then sum the total num-
ber of points obtained within the item set administered. This total number of
points is then converted to a raw score, using a conversion table. The table that
converts the total points earned at a particular level of the Written Expression
subtest to the raw score is provided on pages 223—224 of the KIFEA-II Compre-
bensive Form Mannal. Some children will end up taking more than two sets of items;
in such cases, use the last two sets administered for scoring purposes. An error
analysis may be conducted after the test is administered.
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DON’T FORGET

General Scoring Guidelines for Written Expression

Error categories are independent.

Score each error category independent of the others.Try not to let poor perfor-
mance in one category influence the scores for other categories in that item.

Structure and grammar errors should be obvious.

Score O for sentence structure and word form (grammar) only if the error is obvi-
ous and would stand out in semiformal writing, such as a class paper.

Use judgment to choose best-fitting category.

Sometimes a response is clearly erroneous, but it is not immediately evident
which category should be scored 0. In those instances, choose the category
that in your judgment best fits the error The overall subtest score will not be
affected.

Most often, ignore extra writing.

If the task criterion specifies a limited product (e.g., one word or one sentence)
and the student produces a response which partly satisfied this criterion, ignore
any additional material the student has written when scoring the task criterion.
However, if the task criterion is open-ended (e.g., “one or more sentences”),
score according to the entire response. For the sentence structure criterion, scor-
ing usually is based on the student’s entire response, except when the scoring rule
for an item specifies otherwise.

Give no credit for incomprehensible responses or no response.

If a student doesn't respond to an item, or if the response is incomprehensible
(the meaning cannot be understood), score O on all categories for that item.
Give no credit for task criterion and sentence structure for misplaced
sentence parts.

On later items, misplacement of a part of the sentence can cause failure on both
the task criterion (because the sentence does not make sense or says something
false) and the sentence structure criterion (because of the misplacement). In such
cases, score O for both criteria.

If a word is recognizable it is phonetically readable.

“Phonetically readable,” a term used in Level 2 and 3 scoring, is not a technical
term; it means that the word is recognizable.

Try not to penalize for poor handwriting or poor spelling.

If a response is difficult to read due to poor spelling or poor handwriting, score as
much of it as possible.

Note: From Appendix E of KTEA-Il Comprehensive Form Manual (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a).
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Spelling

Scoring for spelling is straightforward: score 1 for correctly spelled words and 0
for misspelled words. Poorly formed letters, capitalization, and mixing printing
with handwriting are not penalized. The key to scoring Spelling is making sure
that you know what the child intended to write during administration. Thus, as
mentioned in the administration section, you must carefully watch children write
their responses and ask them to name any letters that are unclear or ambiguous.
To calculate the raw score, subtract the number of errors (0 scores) from the ceil-
ing item. An error analysis may be conducted after the test is administered.

Listening Comprehension

The record form lists correct responses (that is, the most common correct re-
sponses). However, other correct responses are listed in the easel. For some
items, specific criteria that a response must satisfy in order to be scored correct
are listed (along with examples). Some responses have optional portions, which
are shown in parentheses in the easel. When scoring, you should not penalize stu-
dents for immature speech or articulation errors.

The total number of points for Listening Comprehension is based on the
scores from administration of a complete item set or pair of adjacent tests. You
should base the final score on the last two item sets administered. Once you have
calculated the total points, use the conversion table on pages 20 and 21 of the
record form to convert the point total to the raw score.

Oral Expression
Similar to Written Expression, the KTEA-II Comprebensive Form Manual provides
detailed, item-by-item scoring instructions, which should be applied after the
subtest is administered. However, you must give a preliminary score while the
subtest is being administered to determine if the basal or discontinue rules have
been met (preliminary scores are listed on the left side of the record form, just be-
side the item number). When you are unsure whether a preliminary item score
should be 0 or 1, you should err on the side of caution and give the child credit.
This procedure is less likely to lead you to prematurely discontinue the subtest.
The item-by-item scoring categories listed in Appendix F of the manual
(pp. 225-257) are four-fold: task (pragmatics), sentence structure (syntax), word
meaning (semantics), and word form (grammar). These categories are explained
in depth and exemplified in the manual. General scoring guidelines are also pro-
vided and are summarized in the Don’t Forget insert. Once scoring is completed,
total the points in the item set (or last pair of adjacent item sets) taken by the ex-
aminee. Then use the conversion table on pages 258-259 of the K7EA-1I Com-
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DON’T FORGET

General Scoring Guidelines for Oral Expression

Error categories are independent.

Score each error category independently of the others.Try not to let poor per-
formance in one category influence the scores for other categories in that item.

Base scoring on commonly heard speech.

Score 0 for sentence structure, word meaning, and word form (grammar) only if
the error is obvious and would stand out in semiformal speech, such as speaking
to the class.

Use judgment to choose best-fitting category.

Sometimes a response is clearly erroneous, but it is not immediately evident
which category should be scored 0. In those instances, choose the category that
in your judgment best fits the error The overall subtest score will not be affected.

Give no credit for incomprehensible responses or no response.

If a student doesn't respond to an item, or if the response is incomprehensible
(the meaning cannot be understood), score O on all categories for that item.
Do not penalize false starts, self-corrections, or interjections.

For example, give credit if a child says:"Before she went home—I want to go
home—she went to the grocery store with her mom.”

Most often, ignore extraneous words or sentences.

If the student says something that is not related to the task, but gives a correct re-
sponse, ignore anything else he or she says.

Give no credit for task criterion and sentence structure for misplaced
sentence parts.

On later items, misplacement of a part of the sentence can cause failure on both
the task criterion (because the sentence does not make sense or says something
false) and the sentence structure criterion (because of the misplacement). In such
cases, score O for both criteria.

Do not penalize for articulation errors.
Note: From Appendix F of KTEA-Il Comprehensive Form Manual (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a).

prebensive Form Mannal to determine the raw score, based upon the total points in
the set.

Word Recognition Fluency

Scoring for this subtest involves calculating the number of correct items read
within the time limit. The scores are calculated in a slightly different manner for
children who start with item 31, in contrast to those who start with item 1 (see the
accompanying Don’t Forget box). Children who reach the end of the card in less
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than 1 minute and have a total raw score of 83 or greater will have extra points
added to their total raw score at the end.

Decoding Fluency

The total raw score for Decoding Fluency is calculated by subtracting the num-
ber of errors (which includes the number of words skipped) from the number of
the last item reached. However, if an examinee finishes reading all of the words
in less than 60 seconds and has a total raw score of 45 or greater, add extra points
to his or her score. The number of extra points to add is determined by referring
to the Completion Time chart in the record form, which states how many extra
points are awarded for various completion times. There are a maximum of 13
possible extra points for the fastest responses.

Assoctational Fluency

Scoring for the four associational fluency tasks (foods, noisy, /d/, /t/ or animals,
toys, /k/, /m/) is based on the number of different responses spoken by the ex-
aminee in 30 seconds that meet the task demand. Appendix G of the K7FEA-17
Comprebensive Form Manual (pp. 261-263) lists the specific requirements for each
of the Associational Fluency tasks. For all tasks, credit is not given for made-up
words or words that were given as examples. Although words that are repetitions
are not credited, you may give a child credit if he or she uses a homophone (words
that sound the same but have different meanings, e.g., too, two, to; seem, seam).
Total raw scores for children in Pre-K and kindergarten is based only on the sum
of the two semantic fluency tasks, but the total raw scores for children in first
grade and above are based on the sum of the two semantic fluency tasks plus the
two phonemic fluency tasks.

Naming Facility

The raw score for each of the three Naming Facility tasks is based on the exami-
nee’s completion time as well as the number of errors that he or she makes. If an
examinee makes more than three errors on a task, then you should not score that
task. If a child makes two or fewer errors, then you should convert the examinee’s
completion time to a point score, using the table on the record form. The total
raw score for Naming Facility for children in Pre-K and kindergarten is based
only on the first two Naming Facility tasks; the total raw score for children in
grades one and above is based on the sum of all three Naming Facility tasks.

Computer Scoring Procedures

The KTEA-II ASSIST computer scoring program offers an alternative to hand
scoring the test. Raw scores can quickly be converted to detived scores with the
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KTEA-II ASSIST. The software contains both Macintosh and Windows pro-
grams on one CD-ROM. The printout from the KTEA-II ASSIST includes a
summary of student performance by composite or subtest, comparisons of skill
areas ot subtests for easy interpretation of results, achievement/ability compat-
isons, and error analysis for all standard subtests. It also offers additional infor-
mation, including best practices instructional suggestions for designing Individ-
ualized Education Program (IEP) goals that match students’ score information
with remediation strategies, and lists of math problems or reading or spelling
words similar to those that were difficult for the student. The KTEA-IT ASSIST
works on the same platform as the KABC-II ASSIST, so examinee information
(e.g., name, date of birth, dates of testing) will be saved and can transfer from one
program to the next.

HOW TO INTERPRET THE KTEA-II

Once you have completed administration and scoring you may begin a systematic
system of interpreting the scores yielded from the KTEA-II. Because the KTEA-
1T Comprehensive Form yields so much information (14 possible subtest scores,
four domain composites, four reading-related composites, and a Comprehensive
Achievement Composite), examiners need to methodically employ an efficient
process of interpretation to glean the most from the data. In this section of the
book, we provide readers with such a systematic method.

Introduction to Interpretation

A child’s or adolescent’s reason for referral typically dictates the battery of tests
administered during an assessment. In the case of the KTEA-II, either the full
battery may be administered or a partial battery may be administered to answer a
question about a particular area of academic functioning, We present an approach
to interpreting the comprehensive battery of the KTEA-II as well as an alterna-
tive approach if only part of the KTEA-II Comprehensive Form is administered.
The interpretive approaches advocated in this book begin at the global level, by
looking at the Comprehensive Achievement Composite (CAC) and domain com-
posites, then moving to subtests, and finally looking at specific patterns of errors.
One goal of KTEA-II interpretation is to identify and promote understanding of
the student’s strong and weak areas of academic functioning, from both a norma-
tive (age-based or grade-based) and jpsative (person-based) perspective. Similar to
interpretive approaches presented for various cognitive instruments, such as the
KABC-II (Kaufman, Lichtenberger, Fletcher-Janzen, & Kaufman, 2005) and the
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WISC-1V (Flanagan & Kaufman, 2004), we support the notion of backing inter-
pretive hypotheses with multiple pieces of supportive data. Such supportive data
may be in the form of multiple test scores, behavioral observations, teacher re-
ports, school records, or patent reports. In other words, test scores are not intet-
preted in isolation.

Interpretation of the complete KTEA-II Comprehensive Form involves five
steps:

1. Interpret the Comprehensive Achievement Composite.
Interpret domain composites and subtest scores.
Identify domain composite strengths and weaknesses.
Identify subtest strengths and weaknesses.

AR

Determine the significance and unusualness of planned comparisons.

When you administer only portions of the KTEA-II Comprehensive Form,
you may conduct an abbreviated interpretation, as the CAC and some domain
composites will not be available for the interpretive analyses. In the abbreviated
interpretation of a partial battery you will conduct only two of the steps listed ear-
lier.

2. Interpret the domain composite scores and subtest scores obtained.
5. Determine the significance and unusualness of planned comparisons.

Interpretation of the KTEA-II Brief Form is analogous to what we describe
for interpreting a partial KTEA-IT Comprehensive Form battery. The KTEA-II
Brief Form was designed to be a screening instrument that can determine when
further, more comprehensive assessment is necessary; therefore, the level of in-
terpretation is not as in-depth as it is with the Comprehensive form (i.e., no error
analysis is available on the KTEA-II Brief Form). There are two steps to inter-
preting the Brief Form: (1) interpret the Brief Achievement Composite, and (2)
compare subtest standard scores. Readers are directed to Step 1 for interpreting
the Achievement Composite for both the Brief and Comprehensive forms. For
information on how to conduct a comparison of subtest scores in the Brief Form,
readers are directed to Step 5, following,

The data and calculations needed to conduct each of the interpretive steps out-
lined in this chapter are recorded on the KTEA-II record form. For the Com-
prehensive Form, the data for Steps 1 and 2 are recorded on pages 1 and 3 of the
record form. The data for Steps 3 and 4 are recorded on page 3 of the record
form, and the data for Step 5 are recorded on the back page of the record form.
All data for the Brief Form are recorded on the front cover of the record form.

After either the interpretation of the complete or partial KTEA-II Compre-



< KTEA-II 143

hensive Form battery, examiners may wish to obtain more detailed information
by analyzing an examinee’s errors. The final section on interpretation details a
process of error analysis for each KTEA-II subtest.

Step |.Interpret the Comprehensive Achievement Composite (CAC)

The CAC is composed of four subtests for preschoolers and kindergarteners and
six subtests for students in grades 1 and above. The CAC subtests for these two
groups are shown earlier in this chapter in Figure 3.1. If a partial KTEA-II bat-
tery is administered, and all four or six of the subtests that comprise the CAC are
not obtained, then the CAC cannot be calculated, and this interpretive step can
be skipped. The function of the CAC and the Brief Achievement Composite
(BAC) on the Brief Form is to provide a global overview of a student’s academic
achievement across four domains: reading, math, written language, and oral lan-
guage. The CAC standard scote is also used in later interpretive steps, as it repre-
sents a student’s average academic ability or the midpoint of all their academic
skills. Thus, in the later interpretive steps, the CAC is the basis of comparison for
determining the student’s relatively strong and weak areas of achievement.

When interpreting the CAC or BAC in written reports, you should report the
CAC or BAC standard score, the confidence interval, percentile rank, and de-
scriptive category. If the BAC’s or CAC’s confidence interval spans more than
one descriptive category, we suggest reporting the descriptive category as a range
(e.g.,if the confidence intervalis 111 to 119, then write in the report: “Eliza’s CAC
was in the Average to Above Average range of academic functioning.”’).

In addition to reporting the CAC standard score, the confidence interval, pet-
centile rank, and descriptive category, you should report whether the CAC is a
Normative Strength or Normative Weakness. A Normative Strength (/NS#) is de-
fined as a standard score that is greater than 115 and a Normative Weakness
(NWk) is defined as a standard score that is lower than 85. Thus, Normative
Strengths and Weaknesses are those scores that fall outside of the Average range
of academic functioning. Page 3 of the KTEA-II Comprehensive Record Form
has a place to record whether the CAC is a Normative Strength or Normative
Weakness by circling the appropriate abbreviation (See Figure 3.6).

Some children’s CAC (or BAC) standard scores are composed of scores that
vary widely across the four academic domains. In such cases, the CAC should be
interpreted with an appropriate explanation. For example:

Tomas earned Reading Comprehension and Letter Word Recognition stan-
dard scores of 74 and 75, respectively, but also earned much higher Math
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Composite Analysis

85% 90% 95% Normative Weakness (NWk)
(circle one) or NormativeStrength (NStr)
Standard Confidence
Score Interval Composite <85 >115
I:I - Comprehensive Achievement (CAC) NWk NStr

Figure 3.6 Analysis of Comprehensive Achievement Composite

Note: Excerpt from p. 3 of the KTEA-Il Comprehensive Form Record Form that can be used to record
data for interpretive Step |.

Computation and Math Concepts and Applications standard scores of 124
and 125, respectively. His CAC standard score was 100, which represents
the midpoint of very diverse abilities. Because of the variability in the scores
that comprise Tomas’ CAC score, a more meaningful understanding of his
diverse academic abilities can be obtained by examining his performance
on the separate academic domain composites.

Thus, the examinet’s written report will communicate that although Tomas
earned a CAC in the Average range, his academic skills are highly variable, rang-
ing from Below Average to Above Average. The report will then go on to focus
on those separate academic domains, as the Average CAC does not provide as
much useful and meaningful information as does his scores on the separate aca-
demic domains.

Step 2. Interpret the Domain Composite Scores and Subtest Scores

In the second interpretive step, a procedure similar to that of Step 1 is followed
for interpreting the domain composite scores and the subtest scores. Step 2 is
conducted whether a complete or partial KTEA-II battery was administered. For
whichever subtests were administered, report the standard score, the confidence
interval, and percentile rank. We do not recommend reporting the descriptive
categories for each of the subtests, as that amount of information (scores plus de-
scriptive categories) is a bit overwhelming and unnecessary. However, we do rec-
ommend reporting the descriptive categories for the four domain composites
and four reading-related composites, in addition to the standard scores, the con-
fidence intervals, and percentile ranks.

The final part of Step 2 for each composite and subtest is to determine
whether each is a Normative Strength or Normative Weakness. Like interpreta-
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tion of the CAC, you can circle NWk (scores < 85) and NStr (scores > 115) on
page 3 of the record form, to indicate the Normative Weaknesses and Strengths
(see Figure 3.7).

Step 3. Identify Domain Composite Strengths and Weaknesses

In Steps 1 and 2 you compare the examinee’s abilities to that of the normative
group (i.e., determining Normative Strengths and Weaknesses), but in Step 3 you
compare the examinee’s abilities to his or her own average level of academic per-
formance (i.e., determining Personal Strengths and Weaknesses). The CAC stan-
dard score is used as the value that represents a student’s average level of perfor-
mance, which is compared to the student’s performance on the separate domain
composites (Rapid Reference 3.7 gives the rationale for using the CAC to repre-
sent the student’s average level of performance). Thus, for each of the four do-
main composites (Reading, Math, Written Language, and Oral Language) and the
four reading-related composites (Sound Symbol, Oral Fluency, Decoding, and
Reading Fluency), subtract the domain composite standard score from the CAC
standard score. Then record this difference on page 3 of the record form in the
column labeled “Diff. from CAC.” A student’s domain composite that is signifi-
cantly higher than the CAC is labeled a Personal Strength (PS#) and a domain
composite that is significantly lower than the CAC is labeled a Personal Weakness
(PWk). Tables in the KTTEA-II Comprebensive Form Mannal provide the specific dif-
ference values necessary to be considered significant at the .05 level (refer to the
“Significance” column of Table I.1 for grade norms or Table 1.3 for age norms).
If the difference between the CAC and a domain composite is equal to or greater
than the value indicated in the table then that composite is deemed significantly
different. A significant difference in which the domain composite is greater than
the CAC is a Personal Strength and a significant difference in which the domain
composite is less than the CAC is a Personal Weakness.

After determining which composites are Personal Strengths and Personal
Weaknesses, you must determine how usual the difference is in the norm sample.
If the value of the difference is unusually large (occurring in fewer than 10 per-
cent of the norm sample cases), then you should check the box in the column la-
beled “Infrequent” on page 3 of the record form. To determine whether a dis-
crepancy is unusually large, refer to the “Frequency” column of Table I.1 or Table
1.3 of the KIEA-II Comprebensive Form Manual.

Personal Strengths or Weaknesses that are also “Infrequent” and a Norma-
tive Strength or Weakness are especially noteworthy and demand special atten-
tion when translating scores for diagnostic and educational considerations. Per-
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Rationale for Using CAC as Student’s Average Level
of Performance

Interpretive Steps 3 and 4 suggest using the CAC as the midpoint or average level
of student’s academic performance when conducting comparisons with specific
academic skill areas. This procedure is slightly different than that suggested in the
previous version of the K-TEA, which compared subtest scores to the mean
score on all subtests. By using the CAC rather than the mean of the subtests ad-
ministered, examiners are not burdened with having to calculate the mean com-
posite or mean subtest scores. The CAC includes one or two subtests from each
of the academic domains, and it serves as an appropriate reference point for eval-
uating a broad range of individual composites and subtests.

Note: This explanation is adapted from pages 3031 of the KTEA-Il Comprehensive Form Manual
(Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a). Further detail regarding the technical procedures used in the inter-
pretive procedures can also be found on pages 30-3 1| of the manual.

sonal Strengths and Weaknesses, by definition, are scores that are significantly
different from a student’s CAC; that is, the differences are very unlikely to have
occurred by chance. Some significant differences may be quite common in the
population. Thus, these significant differences, in and of themselves, may not be
of particular clinical interest. However, if a difference is so large that it rarely
occurs in the population (i.e., it is “Infrequent”), then it is usually worth investi-
gating further.

Step 4. ldentify Subtest Strengths and Weaknesses

Step 4 is similar to Step 3 in that you are comparing a student’s performance to
his or her own average level of performance. However, Step 3 determined Per-
sonal Strengths and Weaknesses for domain composites—Step 4 determines
them for subtest scores. To identify subtest strengths and weaknesses, follow the
same procedure outlined in Step 3: Subtract each subtest standard score from the
CAC standard score. Record the absolute difference between the scores on page
3 of the record form in the appropriate blank under “Diff. from CAC. Then re-
fer to Table 1.2 (grade norms) or 1.4 (age norms) in Appendix I of the K7TFEA-I1
Comprebensive Form Mannal to determine whether each difference is statistically
significant at the .05 level. If a difference is large enough to be considered signif-
icantand the subtest score is higher than the CAC score, then that subtestis a Pet-
sonal Strength (citcle PS#r on the record form). If a difference is large enough to



48 ESSENTIALS OF WIAT-Il AND KTEA-II ASSESSMENT )

be considered significant and the subtest score is lower than the CAC score, then
that subtest is a Personal Weakness (circle PIV& on the record form).

If a difference is statistically significant (deeming a subtest a Personal Strength
ot Personal Weakness), then determine how unusual it is in the norm sample. Re-
fer to the columns labeled “Frequency” in Table 1.2 (grade norms) or Table 1.4
(age norms) in Appendix I of the KT EA-II Comprebensive Form Manual. 1f the value
of the difference occurs in fewer than 10 percent of the norm sample cases, put a
checkmark on page 3 of the record form in the “Infrequent” column. The sub-
tests that are both a Personal Strength or Weakness and are labeled “Infrequent”
are worthy of further investigation, as they may provide useful diagnostic infot-
mation or information related to educational considerations.

Step 5. Determine the Significance and Unusualness of
Planned Comparisons

Step 5 is useful for evaluating hypotheses about specific strong and weak areas of
achievement or for evaluating a comparison between particular academic or read-
ing-related skills. At times, specific planned comparisons of composites or sub-
tests may provide useful information for diagnosis or instructional planning;

On the Comprehensive Form, there are numerous planned comparisons that
can be made depending on the examiners needs. However, the test authors rec-
ommend routinely making atleast two comparisons in the Comprehensive Form:

DON’T FORGET

What Can be Learned from the Expression and
Comprehension Comparisons?

Oral Expression vs.
Written Expression

Reading Comprehension vs.
Listening Comprehension

These two expression subtests both
require students to use expressive
language in realistic situations. Both
subtests are scored along similar
dimensions: task (pragmatics), sentence
structure (syntax), and word form
(grammar).Thus, the comparison be-
tween these tasks may point to a par-
ticular difficulty in either written or
spoken expression.

These two comprehension tasks both
assess the literal and inferential
comprehension of connected text
(particularly the passage-reading tasks
of Reading Comprehension and Listen-
ing Comprehension).Thus, the com-
parison between these subtests may
help identify a problem specific to
reading (that is distinct from a more
general language problem).
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(1) Oral Expression subtest with Written Expression subtest, and (2) Reading
Comprehension subtest with Listening Comprehension subtest. The Don’t For-
get box reminds readers what can be learned from these expression and compre-
hension compatrisons.

On the KTEA-II Brief Form, there are three subtest comparisons to make:
(1) Reading versus Math, (2) Reading versus Writing, and (3) Math versus Writ-
ing. These three comparisons should be routinely made to discover if there are
any relative academic strengths or weaknesses.

The methods for evaluating planned comparisons between composites or
subtests is very similar to those employed in Steps 3 and 4. Once you have detet-
mined which comparisons you would like to make, follow the substeps of Step 5
as outlined in Rapid Reference 3.8. Calculate the difference between the scores,
then determine the significance and frequency of that difference. The back page
of the KTEA-II Comprehensive Form record form and the front page of the
KTEA-II Brief Form have places to tecord the data for these planned compat-

isons.

= Rgpid Reterence 5.8

Substeps of Interpretive Step 5

A. Record the standard scores for the two composites or subtests of each com-
parison in the appropriate boxes of the back page of the KTEA-Il Compre-
hensive Record Form or the front page of the KTEA-II Brief Form Record
Form.

B. Record the absolute value of the difference between them in the space be-
tween the boxes.

C. Determine whether the difference is statistically significant by referring to the
appropriate table (1.5 through 1.8 in Appendix | of the KTEA-Il Comprehensive
Form Manual, orTables C.14 and C.15 of the KTEA-II Brief Form Manual). Find
the column for the smallest significance level in which the observed difference
computed in Step B is equal to or greater than the value in the table, and
circle the appropriate number (.05 or.01) on the record form.Then draw a
circle around the name of the composite or subtest having the higher score.

D. If the difference is statistically significant, refer again to the appropriate table in
the manual (Table I.5, 1.6, 1.7 or I.8 in Appendix | of the KTEA-Il Comprehensive
Form Manual orTable C.16 and C.17 of the KTEA-II Brief Form Manual) to see
whether the difference is also unusually large, meaning that it occurred infre-
quently in the norm sample. Find the column for the smallest percentage fre-
quency in which the observed difference (computed in Step B) is equal to or
greater than the value in the table, and circle the appropriate number (15%,
| 0%, or 5%) on the record form.
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Clinical Analysis of Errors

The KTEA-II authors believe that understanding test performance by studying
students’ incorrect responses is a profitable method of helping students’ pro-
gress, and that efforts to objectify and substantiate the value of various error anal-
ysis methods should be intensified (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a). Many good
teachers intuitively apply error analysis skills in their everyday teaching. In today’s
schools, however, where psychologists, educational diagnosticians, special edu-
cators, and classroom teachers exchange information about students, a more
formal, systematic approach to error analysis, using a common language, is nec-
essary for effective communication of information about students’ academic
functioning and teachers’ instructional strategies (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a).

During development of the original K-TEA Comprehensive Form and its re-
vision, the KTEA-II, the authors were aided by curriculum experts in reading,
mathematics, spelling, writing, and oral language in defining the specific skills
making up each subtest and examining the types of errors students are likely to
make on subtest items. Based on the recommendations of these experts, a review
of the literature on instructional theory and practice, discussions with many prac-
ticing school psychologists and educational diagnosticians, and the actual errors
made by students participating in the standardization programs, the KTEA-II er-
ror analysis method was developed (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a). It is built on
the method used with the original K-TEA, but for some subtests it has been en-
hanced to provide a greater amount of detail. This procedure uses information
documented on the record form during KTEA-II administration to identify spe-
cific areas in which the student demonstrates strong, weak, or average skill de-
velopment as defined by the performance of the standardization sample.

The error analysis procedures provide examiners with more specific informa-
tion about a student’s performance than can be obtained from composite or sub-
test standard scores or comparisons. Some uses for the error analysis data are de-
scribed by Kaufman and Kaufman (2004a) as follows:

* Obtaining a more precise level of diagnostic information than subtest
standard scores.

* Determining the concentration of skill problems.

* Determining the location of weak skills on a skill continuum.

* Gauging the severity of skill deficiencies.

* Identifying common sources of difficulty underlying several skill areas.

* Integrating results from multiple subtests, to help substantiate hypothe-
ses about the sources of skill difficulties.

* Error analyses are a valuable part of the interpretive process.
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Thus, the KTEA-II Comprehensive Form offers detailed information beyond
the examinee’s subtest and composite scores that can provide important and spe-
cificinformation that becomes a basis for intervention. The details about a child’s
skills come from a system for analyzing specific errors made on 10 of the KTEA-
IT’s 14 subtests. The system of error analysis determines both strong and weak
skill areas across global skills (such as reading and math) and more specific skills
(such as Math Computation and Math Concepts and Applications).

The KTEA-II Comprehensive Form error analysis uses norm-referenced
methodology to determine a child’s relative mastery of specific skills, which can
then lead to effective remediation of skill deficiencies. Each student’s petfor-

2 <«

mance on certain skills is labeled “strong,” “average,” or ““weak,” compared with
other students in the same grade level. The Don’t Forget box explains how each
of these levels of skill status are defined and what the implications are for each.

There are two basic types of error classification methods: item-level error clas-

DON’T FORGET

Skill Status Defined According to Average Number of Errors

Skill Status Implications for Obtaining
Category Definition Each Level of Skill Status
Strong Average number of errors A student’s skill acquisition is
made by the top 25 percent  considerably above that of typical
of the national grade-level students at that grade level. These
reference group. areas require less instructional at-
tention and may be used to
teach to the student's strengths.
Average Average number of errors The student has demonstrated
made by middle 50 percent  acquisition of that skill to a de-
of the national grade-level gree typical for pupils at that
reference group (i.e., those grade level. These areas require
between the 25th and 75th less instructional attention and
percentiles). may be used to teach to the stu-
dent's strengths.
Weak Average number of errors The student has a possible defi-

made by the bottom 25 per-
cent of the national grade-
level reference group.

ciency in that skill area and fur-
ther diagnostic evaluation is war-
ranted. Appropriate remediation
strategies may be needed to help
the student with the deficiency.
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sification and within-item classification. In the item-level error classification, each
item is classified according to the process, concept, or skill that it assesses. If an
item is incorrect, the error type is automatically assigned. For example, each of the
Reading Comprehension and Listening Comprehension items are classified as ei-
ther literal or inferential. Thus, if a student’s response to Reading Comprehension
item 13 is incorrect, it is automatically classified as a literal error, whereas an in-
correct response to item 15 is automatically counted as an inferential error. Other
item-level classifications ate conducted on Written Expression items, which are
classified in the following categories: task, structure, word form, capitalization,
and punctuation. Oral Expression items are classified along similar categories:
task, sentence structure, word meaning, and word form. In contrast to item-level
classification’s automatic error assignment, within-item classification requires
judgment on the part of the examiner to determine the error type. That is, the spe-
cific details of the student’s response will lead examiners to select which of many
types of errors the examinee made. For example, on Letter and Word Decoding,
examiners must examine the incorrect pronunciation of a word to determine if an

DOK’T FORGET

Types of Error Analysis Methods for KTEA-II Subtests

Subtests Using Item-Level Subtests Using Within-ltem?
Error Classification Error Classification
Reading Comprehension Math Computation
Listening Comprehension Letter and Word Recognition
Written Expression Nonsense Word Decoding
Oral Expression Spelling

Phonological Awareness
Math Concepts and Applications
Math Computation

Note: Subtests with errors categorized according to item-level error classifications are automati-
cally assigned an error category when an item is incorrect. Subtests with errors categorized ac-
cording to within-item error classification are assigned an error category or categories according
to the examiner’s qualitative analysis of the student's incorrect response.

*Because within-item error analysis has a large number of error categories, the grids for classifying
and counting errors on these four subtests are too large to be included in the record form.Thus,
a separate Error Analysis Booklet contains the worksheets for tabulation errors on these sub-
tests.
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error was made in categories such as:

CAUTION short vowel, long vowel, silent letter,
................................... brefix, suffix, and so forth. Multiple.
When to Conduct error categories may be marked in the

Error Analyses within-item classification. The Don’t

Error analysis should be done after Forget insert lists the types of error
the entire assessment is complete. analysis that are used for the KTEA-

1T subtests.

General Procedures for Using the Error Analysis System

The error analysis system differs according to whether the subtest is being ana-
lyzed by item-level classification or by within-item classification. However, there
are some general procedures that should be followed in any of the error analysis
methods. Rapid Reference 3.9 lists the general procedures for conducting error
analysis. The Caution box reminds examiners about when the appropriate time is
to conduct the error analysis. In the next several Rapid References (3.10-3.15),
specific information about conducting error analysis for each of the subtests is
outlined. These Rapid References are grouped according to subtests which have
similar error analysis procedures.

Error Analysis in Reading Comprehension and Listening Comprehension
Reading comprehension can be defined as the process of deriving meaning from
text by reflecting on what is read. On the KTEA-II, items from Reading Com-
prehension and Listening Comprehension are divided into literal and inferential
comprehension. Literal comprehension requires recognizing or recalling ideas,
information, or events that are explicitly stated in an oral or written text. In con-
trast, inferential comprehension requires the generation of new ideas from those
stated in the text. Students derive inferences from relating different concepts pre-
sented in the text or by combining information with previously acquired knowl-
edge. Sometimes inferences require students to evaluate the writer’s or speaker’s
viewpoint. Literal questions do not require the student to go beyond the view-
points of the writer or speaker, and are usually paraphrased portions of the text.
The questions asked on the KTEA-II Reading Comprehension subtest (except
for the simple command items) and the Listening Comprehension subtest either
demand literal comprehension or inferential comprehension, and errors on the
items are categorized accordingly.

Error Analysis in Written Expression and Oral Expression
Students are required to communicate their ideas in words for both KTEA-II’s
Written Expression and Oral Expression subtests. The skills needed to commu-
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General Procedures for Using the Error Analysis System

| After test administration, place one or more check marks in the appropriate
error category column for each item answered incorrectly.

a. For item-level error analysis, make a mark in every column with an open (un-
shaded) box if an item was incorrectly answered.

b. For within-level error analysis, make a mark in the open (unshaded) boxes in
columns that apply to the student’s incorrect responses.

2. After error categories have been checked for all failed items, sum the number
of checks in each column, and record the total number for each category.

3. Transfer the error totals for the ten subtests to pages 28 and 29 of the KTEA-/|
Comprehensive Record Form under the column labeled “Student’s # of Errors.”

4. Refer to the error analysis norm tables in Appendix K of the KTEA-Il Compre-
hensive Form Manual and record the following on the record form:

a. The number of items that the examinee attempted. Calculate this number
by counting the number of white boxes in the column between item | and
the discontinue point, even if the examinee was not administered all of the
earliest items.

b. The “Average Number of Errors” for each error category made by students
in the norm sample, who are in the same grade and who attempted the
same item.?

c. Ifthe examinee made more than the “Average Number of Errors” then
mark that error category as a weakness (circle W) on the record form.

d. If the examinee made fewer than the “Average Number of Errors” then
mark that error category as a strength (circle S) on the record form.

e. If the number of errors made by the examinee was equal to or within the
range of the “Average Number of Errors” then mark that error category as
average (circle A) on the record form.

Note: The four subtests analyzed by within-level error categorizations are Letter and Word
Recognition, Nonsense Word Decoding, Math Computation, and Spelling.

?In the norms tables, the “average” is defined as the number of errors made by the middle 50%
of students.

nicate orally are similar to those needed to communicate in written form. How-
ever, oral communication is typically motre spontaneous and natural, whereas
writing is more deliberate and structured. Difficulty in both oral and written com-
munication can be caused by a variety of errors, which the error analysis proce-
dures attempt to quantify.

To quantify students’ communication ability, the error analysis examines sev-
eral aspects of communication.
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Using the Error Analysis System for Reading Comprehension
and Listening Comprehension

Reading
Comprehension

Listening
Comprehension

Where error
analysis is recorded

Record form pp. [2—13
and summarized on
p.28

Record form pp.20-21
and summarized on
p.28

Types of errors
recorded

Either literal or inferential

Items for which
errors are recorded

Error analysis is based on the set, or pair of adjacent
sets, used for scoring the case
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Using the Error Analysis System for Written Expression and

Oral Expression

Written Expression Oral Expression

Where error
analysis is recorded

Record form pp. [4—18
and summarized on

Record form pp. 22-25
and summarized on

p. 29 p. 29
Types of errors Task
recorded Structure
Word Form

Capitalization (Written only)
Punctuation (Written only)
Word Meaning (Oral only)

Items for which
errors are recorded

Error analysis is based on
a level (or booklet)
administered

Error analysis is based on
the set, or pair of adja-
cent sets, used for scor-
ing the case
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* How well the writing or speech adheres to the task demands, to com-
municate in a comprehensible and functional manner (pragmatics)

* How well-constructed the student’s sentences are (syntax)

* Appropriateness of the word forms (grammar)

* Correct use of words (semantics)

* Mechanics (capitalization and punctuation for written expression)

When contrasting the errors made in Written Expression with those from
Oral Expression, examiners can differentiate language structure problems from
writing problems. Some children have deficits in their basic knowledge of lan-
guage (which will likely be evident in errors on both tests), but some children with
intact Oral language skills may have strong language structure, yet have deficits in
their Written Expression.

Error Analysis in Phonological Awareness

The particular aspects of sound awareness and manipulation that a student has or
has not mastered will be evident in the errors that are made on the Phonological
Awareness subtest. The development of skills tapped in this subtest (thyming,
sound matching, blending, segmenting, and deleting sounds) are important pre-
cursors to reading. Teachers can use information about deficits in certain areas of
phonological awareness when trying to teach eatly reading skills.

Phonological Awareness involves skills that allow students to manipulate
phonemes heard in spoken language. Children with poor phonological awateness
may be unable to identify sounds in words, manipulate sounds in words, perceive
a word as a sequence of sounds, or isolate beginning, medial, or final sounds.
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Using the Error Analysis System for Phonological Awareness

Phonological Awareness

Where error analysis Record form p. 5 and summarized on p. 29
is recorded

Types of errors recorded | Rhyming, sound matching, blending, segmenting,
and deleting sounds

Items for which errors Error analysis is based on the sections admin-
are recorded istered (sections |5 for kindergarten and sec-
tions |, 4, and 5 for Grades | +)
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These subskills are assessed by the error analysis, which is divided into either
three or five skills, depending on the child’s grade. Error analysis of the kinder-
garten form of Phonological Awareness (the long form) contains five task cate-
gories: thyming, sound matching, blending, segmenting, and deleting sounds. For
grades 1 through 6, errors are analyzed for a short form, containing rhyming, seg-
menting, and deleting sounds.

Error Analysis in Math Concepts and Applications

This subtest contains two related sets of abilities: concepts and applications.
Concepts are the basic ideas and relationships on which the system of mathe-
matics is built. Acquisition of math concepts is hierarchical, which requires stu-
dents to master basic concepts before more advanced concepts can be learned.
Applications involve using these concepts and skills to solve actual and hypo-
thetical problems (e.g;, reading graphs, balancing a checkbook). If a child has not
yet mastered a certain concept or skill, he or she will not be able to apply that con-
cept to solve an actual or hypothetical problem.

Each Math Concepts and Applications item is associated with one primary
skill. Thus, if a child responds incorrectly to an item, in the error analysis that item
is marked as an error in one of 15 categories. However, the final skill category
(Word Problems) will be marked as an additional error along with one other er-
ror category. That is, on the six items that are word problems, children who re-
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Using the Error Analysis System for Math Concepts
and Applications

Math Concepts and Applications

Where error analysis is Record form pp. 8-9 and summarized on
recorded p. 29
Types of errors recorded Number concepts, addition, subtraction,

multiplication, division, tables and graphs,
time and money, geometry, measurement,
fractions, decimals and percents, data in-
vestigation, advanced operations, multi-
step problems, word problems

Items for which errors are Error analysis is based on all administered
recorded items until the ceiling is reached
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spond incorrectly will have an error in Word Problems as well as one of the other
14 skill categories (such as addition, multiplication, division, etc.).

Error Analysis in Math Computation

The error analysis system for Math Computation gives information about nine
skill areas (such as addition, multiplication, fractions) and about 10 specific pro-
cesses (such as regrouping, converting to common denominators, ot placing dec-
imal points) in which the student has made errors. Useful information is gleaned
from understanding a student’s skill deficits, but even more instructionally rele-
vant information may be revealed from the process errors that students make.
Understanding the reason that a child missed an item (e.g., because they added
when they should have subtracted or because they made an error when regroup-
ing) can help determine how and where to provide additional remedial instruc-
tion for a child.

The first two error categories of the specific processes (listed under Within-
Item Errors) are Wrong Operation and Fact or Computation Error. These two error
categories can be applied to all items. However, if an error is better described by
another type of error category, then the Wrong Operation category should not be
marked. For example, if the child solves a problem involving division by a frac-
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Using the Error Analysis System for Math Computation

Math Computation

Where error analysis is Error Analysis booklet pp. 6—7 and sum-
recorded marized on Record Form p. 29
Types of errors recorded Item-level errors: addition, subtraction, mul-

tiplication, division, fraction, decimal, expo-
nent or root, algebra

Within-item errors: wrong operation, fact
or computation regrouping addition, re-
grouping subtraction, subtract smaller
from larger, add or subtract numerator
and denominator; equivalent fraction/com-
mon denominator, multiply/divide fraction,
mixed number; incorrect sign

Items for which errors are Error analysis is based on all administered
recorded items until the ceiling is reached
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tion by dividing the numerators and denominators instead of inverting and mul-
tiplying, then you should employ the Multiply/ Divide Fraction category instead of
the Wrong Operation category. Pages 4445 of the KIEA-II Comprebensive Form

Manunal define and give examples of the within-item errors.

Error Analysis in Letter and Word Recognition, Nonsense Word Decoding,

and Spelling

The decoding of words requires that students connect speech sounds to letter
patterns. Three subtests tap this skill in slightly different ways. Letter and Word
Recognition taps a student’s ability to read words with unpredictable letter pat-
terns. Nonsense Word Decoding assesses a students’ ability to apply decoding
and structural analysis skills to typically occurring letter patterns. Spelling re-
quires students to relate speech sounds that they hear to letter patterns that they
write.

The error analysis system for Letter and Word Recognition, Nonsense Word
Decoding, and Spelling is made up of “categories corresponding to letters and
letter combinations that have a predictable relationship to their sound. Errors in-
volving unpredictable letter-sound relationships are qualitatively different from
the other error categories, because by definition those errors are not generaliz-
able to other words” (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a, p. 40). A separate error cat-
egory is provided for words with unpredictable patterns, which gives a clearer in-
dication of the student’s problem areas in the decoding or spelling of predictable
patterns.

The error analysis system is set up in such a way that words are divided into
parts based on orthographically predictable patterns. The Don’t Forget insert ex-
plains how words are divided with this system. Other error categories include
those such as: incorrect initial or final sound or letter, wrong vowel, omitted or
incorrectly inserted syllables, or, in Spelling, a nonphonetic misspelling, In the
KTEA-II Comprebensive Form Mannal, definitions and examples of the error cate-
gories for these three subtests are outlined, in Table 4.2 (Kaufman & Kaufman,
2004a, p. 48). Although the categories are very similar for Letter and Word
Recognition, Nonsense Word Decoding, and Spelling, some differences do exist,
which ate articulated in the Caution box.

The last category in Letter and Word Recognition, Nonsense Word Decoding,
and Spelling is Whole Word Error. Generally, if an examinee’s response is signifi-
cantly different from the stimulus word, it is usually better to mark the item as a
Whole Word E'rror rather than trying to identify numerous, specific errors. There
are several times when it is best to mark a student’s response in the Whole Word
Error category (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a, p. 50).
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1. If the response contains more than four incorrect parts, don’t try to
identify them, but write ULV (unclassifiable) in the Whole Word Error
box.

2. If the response is a different word or a read word that approximates
the stimulus word or nonsense word, use the word-parts error analysis
grid for those errors that can be easily identified, and write W5 (word
substitution) in the Whole Word Error box. 1f the response contains
more than four identifiable errors, follow guideline 1 above.

3. In Letter and Word Recognition, if the mispronunciation contains a
misplaced accent, write MPA (misplaced accent) in the Whole Word
E'rrorbox.
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Using the Error Analysis System for Letter and Word
Recognition, Nonsense Word Decoding, and Spelling

Letter and Word Nonsense
Recognition Word Decoding Spelling
Where error | Error Analysis booklet  Error Analysis Error Analysis
analysis is pp.2-3 and summa-  booklet pp.4-5 booklet p. 8 and
recorded rized on Record Form  and summarized summarized on
p.28 on Record Form  Record Form
p.28 p.28
Types of Single/double consonant, initial blend, consonant blend, medial/
€errors final blend, consonant digraph, wrong vowel, short vowel, long
recorded?® vowel, vowel team/diphthong, r~controlled vowel, silent letter,
prefix/word beginning, suffix/inflection, prefix/word beginning
and suffix inflection/hard or soft C, G, S, unpredictable pattern,
initial/final sound, insertion/omission, nonphonetic, misordered
sounds
Items for Error analysis is based on all administered items until the ceiling
which errors | is reached
are recorded

2Errors for these subtests are defined and exemplified on page 48 of the KTEA-Il Comprehensive
Form Manual. Some error categories are not scored for each of these subtests. Specifically, non-
phonetic errors are only scored for the Spelling subtest, errors due to an unpredictable pattern
are scored only for Letter and Word Recognition and Spelling only. Errors due to a wrong vowel
and initial or final sounds are only scored in Letter and Word Recognition and Nonsense Word

Decoding.
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DON’T FORGET

Dividing Words into Parts Based on Orthographically
Predictable Patterns for Error Analysis

Number of How Words
Syllables Are Divided Example
One-syllable Divided into vowel and what is divided into:
words consonant parts wh (consonant digraph)
a (short vowel)
t (single consonant)
Multisyllabic Divided into words with roasted is divided into:
words roots and affixes, with the r (single consonant)
affixes as whole words and  oa (vowel team)
the roots further divided st (medial/final consonant
into vowel and consonant blend)
parts ed (suffixes and inflections)
CAUTION

Differences between Skill Categories for Letter and Word
Recognition, Nonsense Word Decoding, and Spelling

* All three subtests include a category for Consonant Blends, but in Nonsense
Word Decoding and Spelling this category is divided into Initial and Medial/Final
consonant blends because these subtests include a large number of instances
of each subtype.

* Because the pseudowords in Nonsense Word Decoding were created to be
decodable based on predictable patterns, error analysis for this subtest does
not include the Unpredictable Pattern category.

* Spelling error analysis does not contain the Wrong Vowel category. Writing a
wrong vowel is categorized as a short or a long vowel error.
 All three subtests include Prefixes and Word Beginnings and Suffixes and Inflec-

tions categories. They are merged into one category in Nonsense Word De-
coding because that subtest has few prefixes.

* In Spelling, if a student inserts a grapheme (smaller than a syllable) that is not in
the sound of the word, count this as a silent letter error.

Note: This information is adapted from the KTEA-Il Comprehensive Form Manual (Kaufman & Kauf-
man, 2004a, p. 47).
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4. If the student doesn’t know or doesn’t respond, write VR (no response)
in the Whole Word Errorbox. If a student stops before finishing a set of
items on the easel page, fill in the remaining items for that set with /VR.

As we stressed in the administration and scoring sections, recording a stu-
dent’s exact responses is crucial for these subtests. In addition to being familiar
with how to record student’s responses phonetically, you should be familiar with
the error categories before testing, as this will aid you during the error analysis.

USING THE KTEA-11 COMPREHENSIVE FORM WITH THE KABC-II

Earlier in this chapter we described the relationship between the KTEA-II Com-
prehensive Form and the KABC-II that was revealed by the psychometric data.
These data (see Table 3.5 in the section on validity) showed that moderate relation-
ships between the two measures (KTEA-II CAC correlations of .74 to .80 with the
KABC-II’s global scores—the Fluid-Crystallized Index [FCI] and Mental Processing
Index [MPI]), which are indicative of the concurrent validity of the tests. In practi-
cal terms, these data mean that you can interpret the two test batteries together and
be confident that they relate to each other very well. In addition to examining
correlational data, another quantitative method of understanding the relationship
between the KABC-1I and the KTEA-II can be gained by examining significant
differences between standard scores on both batteries. One of the benefits of
conorming an achievement battery with a measure of cognitive abilities is that it
provides a basis for more accurate comparisons between achievement and ability.
Currently, many states and school districts require that a discrepancy between
achievement and ability be documented in order to qualify for the diagnosis of a
specific learning disability under the Education for All Handicapped Children
Act of 1975 (PL. 94-142) and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) Amendments of 1997. However, changes are on the horizon for how
learning disabilities are identified. On December 3, 2004, President Bush signed
into law new IDEA reforms under the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act, making it officially known as PL. 108-446. The signing
marked the end of a 3-year IDEA reauthorization process and represented the
first update to the nation’s special education law in 7 years. The ramifications for
P.L. 108-446 on learning disability identification, including the elimination of the
1Q-achievement discrepancy requirement, are discussed in the Clinical Appli-
cations chapter of this book. Although the new law does not require the 1Q-
achievement discrepancy, it does not prohibit its use as a mechanism to identify
children for services. States, in collaboration with local education agencies, will
determine the criteria for determining a specific learning disability. Bearing these
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forthcoming changes in mind, in the following section we present the procedures
for determining whether significant discrepancies exist between global cognitive
ability and achievement for examiners who desire to use them.!

Calculating Significant Differences between KTEA-Il and KABC-Il Scores

The two primary methods of comparing ability with achievement are the simple-
difference method and the regression (or predicted-score) method. In the for-
mer, a standard score from an ability test is compatred with achievement standard
scores, and the differences may be evaluated for statistical significance or unusu-
alness. In the regression method, the correlation in the population between abil-
ity and achievement scores is used to calculate the expected (average) achieve-
ment standard score for students having a given ability score, and the individual
student’s actual achievement score is compared with this predicted value (Rapid
Reference 3.16 outlines the steps for using the regression method). Both the
simple-difference method and the regression method require that the achieve-
ment test be scored using age norms, because ability tests typically do not provide
grade norms. Interpretive tables for both methods are provided in the K7E.A-17
Comprebensive Form Mannal (Appendix I, Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a), although
we prefer the regression approach to the simple difference method because it has
a stronger psychometric rationale.

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE KTEA-II

The KTEA-II has several major strengths: it has an extended age range, from 4:6
to age 25; it has two parallel, independent forms; it measures achievement in the
seven specific learning disability areas identified in IDEA (IDEA, 1997) and P.L.
108-4406; and its content was developed with the help of curriculum experts, so
that the errors on the test reveal direction for instructional intervention. The em-
phasis on reading, with four new reading-related composites, allows examiners to
adequately assess one of the top referral concerns for students, and the extensive,
norm-based error analysis system provides insight into numerous, specific skill

! Typically, achievement-ability discrepancy analyses are not conducted when admin-
istering a screening measure like the KTEA-II Brief Form. Such analyses are more ap-
propriate when conducting a comprehensive assessment with the KTEA-II Comprehen-
sive Form. However, examiners may administer a brief test of cognitive ability along with
the KTEA-II, such as the conormed Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test—Second Edition
(KBIT2; Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004c) in order to have an understanding of a person’s

general level of cognitive functioning.



64 ESSENTIALS OF WIAT-Il AND KTEA-Il ASSESSMENT )

= Rgpid Reference 5. /6

Steps for Using the Regression Model in Ability-Achievement
Discrepancy Analysis

I. Record the student's KABC-Il standard score (either FCI, MPI, or NVI) and the
KTEA-II standard score in the designated boxes on the back page of the KTEA-
Il Comprehensive Record Form.

2. RefertoTable 1.9 in Appendix | of the KTEA-Il Comprehensive Form Manual to
find the correlation between the KABC-II ability scale and the achievement
composite or subtest.

3. Using that correlation value, refer toTable I.10 in Appendix | of the KTEA-II
Comprehensive Form Manual to obtain the predicted achievement score corre-
sponding to the ability score, and write the predicted achievement score in the
designated box on the KTEA-Il Comprehensive Record Form.

4. If the actual achievement score is lower than the predicted score, compute the

difference between the predicted and actual achievement scores, and write it
on the designated line of the KTEA-II Comprehensive Record Form.

5. RefertoTable I.I'l in Appendix | of the KTEA-Il Comprehensive Form Manual to
find the values of the difference required for statistical significance. Find the col-
umn for the smallest significance level in which the observed difference (com-
puted in step 4) is equal to or greater than the values in the table, and circle the
appropriate number (.05 or.01) on the KTEA-Il Comprehensive Record Form.

6. If the difference between the predicted and actual achievement scores is statis-
tically significant, refer again toTable I.| | to determine whether the difference
is unusual. Find the column for the smallest percentage frequency in which the
observed difference (computed in step 4) is equal to or greater than the value
in the table, and circle the appropriate number (10%, 5%, 2%, or %) on the
record form.The frequencies inTable .| | are one-tailed, meaning that they
represent the percentage of the population having an actual achievement
score that is lower than the predicted achievement score by the specified
amount or more.

Note: Steps are adapted from p. 32 of the KTEA-Il Comprehensive Form Manual (Kaufman & Kauf-
man, 2004a).

deficits and strengths for each student. Additionally, the KTEA-II was conormed
with an individually administered test of cognitive ability, the KABC-II, allowing
rich information to be gleaned about how academic strengths and weaknesses
may reflect strengths and weaknesses in processing and reasoning;

We feel that the KTEA-II has no major weaknesses. However, there are a few
minor weaknesses, which we list in Rapid Reference 3.17 alongside the many
strengths of the test. We separate strengths and weaknesses of the test into the
following areas: test development, administration and scoring, reliability and va-
lidity, standardization, and interpretation.
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Strengths and Weaknesses of the KTEA-II

Test Development

Strengths Weaknesses

* The rationale for item selection, us- » Limited ceiling for some subtests for

ing curriculum consultants, and bas-
ing item selection on content of
widely used textbooks

Includes subtests that measure
achievement in all seven specific
learning disability areas identified in
the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act Amendments of 997
(IDEA, 1997)

Extensive tryout data using samples
with approximate proportional rep-
resentation by sex and ethnicity

Easel format for presenting subtest
items

More reading-related subtests were
added, yielding four reading-related
composites

Innovative item types, especially in
Reading Comprehension, Written
Expression, and Phonemic Aware-
ness

Use of extensive item analysis pro-
cedures to eliminate biased items
(gender or race) and items with
poor psychometric properties

Error analysis procedures were ex-
panded

It is conormed with the KABC-II to
allow for understanding of the stu-
dent's academic strengths and weak-
nesses within the context of the stu-
dent’s cognitive abilities

Novel and stimulating artwork is
used throughout the test

the oldest students in the Above
Average range. (See Table 3.7 for
specific data on highest possible sub-
test and composite scores for ages
21-25 and grade 12.) Although
most subtests have a ceiling that is at
least 2 SD above the mean, the ceil-
ings for Spelling, Associational Flu-
ency, and Naming Facility range from
[22—129. At the highest age range,
|2 of the 14 subtests have ceilings <
144

Limited floor for some subtests for
the youngest students with the low-
est ability levels. For students
younger than age 6, raw scores of 0
correspond to standard scores rang-
ing from 67-82 for Letter and Word
Recognition, from 72-81 for Math
Computation, from 67—77 for Lis-
tening Comprehension, from 6977
for Phonological Awareness, from
64—72 for Associational Fluency, and
from 71-83 for Naming Facility. (See
Table 3.8 for specific data.)

Error-analysis procedures may be
difficult for examiners lacking a back-
ground in curriculum

(continued)
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Standardization

Strengths

Weaknesses

The standardization sample is well
stratified to match the U.S. popula-
tion

Two separate representative nation-
wide standardizations were con-
ducted, one in the fall and one in the
spring, yielding a large normative
group (N = 3,000 for the age-norm
sample and N = 2,400 for the grade-
norm sample) for the KTEA-Il Com-
prehensive Form

The standardization sample included
students receiving special education
services

Very detailed information on stan-
dardization procedures and sample
are included in the manual

Expanded age range down to 4:6
years for both the Comprehensive
and Brief Forms and up to 25 years
for the Comprehensive form and up
to 90 years for the Brief Form

* The age-norm sample has smaller
adult norm samples than for the
younger age samples. From ages 5—
|4 the samples range in size from
200-225; for 15—17 the samples are
[40—145.The |8-year-old sample is
N =100, age |9 sample is N = 80,
and for the sample age 2022, N =
125, as well as for the age 23-25
sample
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Reliability and Validity

Strengths

Weaknesses

High mean split-half reliabilities of
subtests and composites (CAC =
.97; other composites range from
93 to .97, with the exception of
Oral Language and Oral Fluency,
which range from .85 to .87)

Two alternate forms are available for
the KTEA-II Comprehensive, result-
ing in reduced practice effects for
children who are assessed more
than once

Alternate form reliability coefficients
(adjusted for the variability of the
norm group) are very strong, rang-
ing from .92 to .95 for the CAC.
Most composite’s alternate form re-
liability coefficients range from .85—
.94. Oral Fluency and Oral Language
are the weakest, ranging from .59—
8l

KTEA-Il Comprehensive Form Man-
ual offers correlational data with
four other tests of academic
achievement and the original K-TEA

Moderate to strong correlations be-
tween KTEA-Il and other measures
of achievement for concurrent valid-
ity (:86—90)

KTEA-II CAC correlates approxi-
mately .80 with the global scores of
cognitive ability batteries (e.g.,
KABC-Il and WISC-III)

Strong face validity based on use of
textbook content and skill develop-
ment in reading and mathematics

Construct validity indicated by in-
creasing scores across grades and
ages

* The Oral Language Composite has
variable correlations with similar
measures on other achievement in-
struments. However, this may be

due to the very different approaches

taken by different test batteries in
measuring and defining oral expres-
sion and listening comprehension

* Standard Errors of Measurement
(SEM) are high for the age-norm
sample for Oral Language (ranging
from 4.45-6.96) and Oral Fluency
(ranging from 4.25—10.28)

(continued)
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Administration and Scoring

Strengths

Weaknesses

The test protocol has a user-friendly
layout

Easel format simplifies administra-
tion

Starting points and discontinue rules
are clearly labeled on the record
form and easels for all subtests

Children find Pepper the puppet
very engaging in Phonemic Aware-
ness

Students find the storybook format
of Written Expression much less te-
dious than a more traditionally for-
matted test of written expression

Most test items are scored in a di-
chotomous manner

A large number of Written Expres-
sion scoring examples are provided
in the manual

A large number of Oral Expression
scoring examples are provided in
the manual

Both age and grade norms are avail-
able

New descriptive categories reflect a
simpler system of categorizing ability
level, based on the test's SD of |5

A separate error analysis booklet is
provided for the subtests that have
large numbers of skill categories,
thereby making the main record
form less cumbersome

Need to write oral responses pho-
netically to use error analysis for Let-
ter and Word Recognition and
Nonsense Word Decoding, which
can be especially challenging when
testing students who respond very
quickly

Need to remember to use conver-
sion table to convert points earned
in a set to the raw score for Reading
Comprehension, Written Expres-
sion, Listening Comprehension, and
Oral Expression

When Associational Fluency and
Naming Facility are administered,
they must be given out of easel or-
der, which may be confusing for
some examiners

The new descriptive categories are
different from those from the origi-
nal K-TEA as well as many other
achievement and ability measures,
which may be confusing to those fa-
miliar with the old categories

(continued)
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Strengths

Weaknesses

Both composites and subtests can be
interpreted due to high reliability data

Error analysis procedures pinpoint
specific skill deficits

The composites and error analysis
yield much diagnostic information
directly relevant to instructional re-
mediation

Subtest and battery composite in-
tercorrelations are presented by age
and grade in the KTEA-Il Comprehen-
sive Form Manual

Interpretive procedures were simpli-
fied by comparing composites and
subtests to CAC rather than to the
mean of all composites

Integrated normative and ipsative
comparisons are included in the in-
terpretive process

Pairs of KTEA-Il Comprehensive
subtests (i.e., Reading Comprehen-
sion and Listening Comprehension,
and Written Expression and Oral
Expression) were developed to have
similar formats, to enable useful
comparisons that can help the ex-
aminer distinguish specific problems
in reading or writing from more gen-
eral language problems

Growth Scale Values (GSV) are pro-
vided to provide a mechanism by
which a student's absolute (rather
than relative) level of performance
can be measured

The manual encourages examiners
to verify hypotheses with other data

The KTEA-II Record Form provides
a place to record the basic analysis
of the scale composites, including
strengths and weaknesses, compos-
ite comparisons, subtest compar-
isons, and ability-achievement dis-
crepancies

Because it is conormed with the
KABC-II, the KTEA-II is easily inter-
preted within the CHC theoretical
framework

» Caution needs to be taken when in-
terpreting the scores with a nonop-
timal ceiling for ages 21-25 (see
Table 3.7) or a nonoptimal floor for
children under age 6 (see Table 3.8).

* Ifall of the CAC subtests are not ad-
ministered, then the Composite
Analysis and Subtest Analysis cannot
be completed because the CAC is
used in all of these comparisons.
However, pairwise composite com-
parisons or pairwise subtest com-
parisons are still possible

* Little information is provided in the
KTEA-Il Comprehensive Form Manual
on how to utilize the growth scale
values (GSV)
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Table 3.7 Ceiling for Students Age 21:0-25:11 and Grade 12: Highest

Possible Subtest and Composite Scores

Age 21:0-25:11 Grade 122
KTEA-II Subtest/Composite Form A Form B Form A Form B
Letter and Word Recognition 139 136 140 135
Reading Comprehension 135 131 144 139
Reading Composite 160 160 160 160
Math Concepts & Applications 138 138 160 160
Math Computation 136 136 148 148
Mathematics Composite 153 153 147 147
Weritten Expression 160 160 160 160
Spelling 129 122 143 133
Written Language Composite 160 160 160 160
Listening Comprehension 134 134 131 131
Oral Expression 140 131 136 130
Oral Language Composite 160 160 160 160
Phonological Awareness
Nonsense Word Decoding 134 134 136 136
Sound-Symbol Composite
Word Recognition Fluency 144 144 160 160
Decoding Fluency 137 137 140 140
Reading Fluency 160 160 160 160
Decoding Composite 160 160 160 160
Associational Fluency 123 123 135 135
Naming Facility (RAN) 122 122 127 127
Oral Fluency Composite 160 160 160 160
Comprehensive Achievement 160 160 160 160

Note: From Tables N.2, N.3, N.4, and N.5 of the KTEA-I1 Comprehensive Form Norms Book
(Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004b). The maximum standard score on all subtests is 160.
Scores = 130 (+2 SD) are in the Upper Extreme and scores ranging from 116 to 130 (+1
to +2 SD) are in the Above Average range.

*Spring grade norms are reported here. The values for the Fall grade norms (available in
Table N.1 of the KTEA-II Comprehensive Form Norms Book) for 12th grade students are very

similar to those reported here.
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Z#n TEST YOURSELF .

. In addition to Reading, Mathematics, Written Language, and Oral Lan-
guage composite standard scores, the KTEA-II offers four Reading-
Related composites. True or False?

. Which two domain composites does the KTEA-II yield for children who
have not yet begun kindergarten?

(@) Reading and Mathematics

(b) Mathematics and Written Language
(c) Oral Language and Reading

(d) Written Language and Oral Language

. Knowledge of proper pronunciation of all the stimulus words is key to
administering which KTEA-II subtests?

. Students are not penalized for misspelled words on the Written Expres-
sion subtest. True or False?

. All KTEA-II subtests offer an error analysis. True or False?

6. What value is used to represent a student’s overall average level of per-

formance on the KTEA-II during the interpretive process?
(@) The mean of all domain composites

(b) The Comprehensive Achievement Composite (CAC)

(c) The mean of only Reading and Math Composites

(d) The mean of Reading, Math, and Writing Composites

. The suggested KTEA-II interpretive steps base academic strengths on
normative comparisons as well as ipsative (person-based) comparisons.
True or False?

. Of the two primary methods of comparing ability with achievement,
the simple-difference method and the regression method, which has a
stronger psychometric rationale (and is therefore the preferred ap-
proach)?

(a) Regression method
(b) Simple-difference method

. Pairs of KTEA-Il Comprehensive subtests (i.e., Reading Comprehension

and Listening Comprehension, and Written Expression and Oral Expres-
sion) were developed specifically to have similar formats to enable useful
comparisons that can help the examiner distinguish specific problems in

reading or writing from more general language problems. True or False?

(continued)
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10. Which one of the four academic domains measured in the KTEA-Il Com-
prehensive Form is not measured by the KTEA-II Brief Form?

() Reading

(b) Mathematics

(c) Written Language
(d) Oral Language

Answers: | True; 2. d; 3. Letter and Word Recognition, Nonsense Word Decoding, Word Recog-
nition Fluency, and Decoding Fluency; 4.True; 5. False; 6. b; 7. True; 8. a; 9. True; 10.d



Four

CLINICAL APPLICATIONS

KTEA-II In the first half of this chapter we discuss topics related to utilizing

the relationship between measures of achievement and intelligence. Both the
WIAT-II and KTEA-II were conormed with tests of cognitive ability and were
designed to work in tandem with these cognitive instruments to identify skill
deficits as well as potential process deficits. When the KTEA-II is used with the
KABC-II, or the WIAT-II is used together with other Wechsler instruments (e.g.,
WPPSI-III, WISC-1V) and specialized instruments such as the Process Assess-
ment of the Learner: Test Battery for Reading and Writing (Berninger, 2001) ex-

I n this chapter we focus on some key clinical applications of the WIAT-II and

aminers can develop a more comprehensive understanding of the reasons for un-
derachievement. (At the same time, WIAT-1T and KTEA-II are widely used in the
assessment of children for placement in accelerated or gifted programs, and use
of these instruments with individuals of varying levels of achievement is dis-
cussed later in this chapter.)

The linking of these achievement measures with other assessment measures
provides for efficient collection of in-depth data that can help the examiner to
test hypotheses, to formulate a diagnosis, to make decisions related to eligibility,
and most importantly, to bridge the gap between assessment and intervention.
Although an ability-achievement discrepancy is no longer required to identify
learning disabilities, it still can serve an important role in understanding all of the
issues that place a student at risk for academic failure. In chapters 2 and 3 we dis-
cussed the procedures for determining achievement-ability discrepancies. How-
ever, here we provide information on the conceptual and theoretical relationships
between achievement and ability as measured by the WIAT-1I and WISC-1V and
the KTEA-IT and KABC-I1.

In the second half of this chapter we review some of the data on the clinical
application of the WIAT-1I and KTEA-II in special populations, including read-
ing, math, and writing disabilities, as well as Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Dis-
order. Based on these special population studies, we attempt to draw inferences

175
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about the relationships between WIAT-II-WISC-IV and KTEA-II-KABC-II,
to provide useful information for clinicians who assess such children and strive
to develop the best possible interventions for them.

WIAT-Il AND THE WECHSLER INTELLIGENCE SCALES

David Wechsler based his original Wechsler—Bellevue on the premise that intelli-
gence is a global entity because it characterizes the individual’s behavior as a whole,
and it is also specificbecause it is composed of elements or abilities that are distinct
from each other. Wechsler developed subtests that highlighted the cognitive as-
pects of intelligence: verbal comprehension, abstract reasoning, perceptual orga-
nization, quantitative reasoning, memory, and processing speed. All of these
areas have been confirmed as important in more contemporary theories and
measures of intelligence (Carroll, 1993, 1997; Horn, 1991). A significant change
in the Wechsler scales occurred with the publication of the WISC-IV, in that in-
stead of reporting scores within two domains, Verbal and Performance, empha-
sis was placed on the measure of more discrete domains of cognitive functioning
(e.g., verbal comprehension, perceptual reasoning, processing speed, working
memory), while continuing to provide a measure of global intelligence (FSIQ).
The new four-factor structure of the cognitive measure is appropriate for several
reasons. First of all, cognitive functions are interrelated, functionally and neuro-
logically, making it difficult to measure a pure domain. Various aspects of cogni-
tion are required to perform the tasks used to measure a domain. For example, a
measure of processing speed, such as the WISC-IV’s Coding subtest, requires vi-
sual scanning and discrimination of information, short-term memory, paired-
associative learning, and a grapho-motor response. Second, including subtests
that require the use of multiple cognitive abilities is ecologically valid in that cog-
nitive tasks are rarely performed in isolation. As Wechsler (1975) observed:

... the attributes and factors of intelligence, like the elementary particles in
physics, have at once collective and individual properties, that is, they ap-
pear to behave differently when alone from what they do when operating
in concert. (p. 138)

The measurement of general intelligence (g) is supported by its strong ecological
validity in predicting such things as academic achievement, job performance, and
overall psychological well-being, Measures of more discrete domains do not show
the same degree of predictive ability (Gottfredson, 1998). Measuring psychome-
trically pure factors of discrete domains may be useful to research, but it does
not necessarily result in information that is useful for real-world application
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(Zachary, 1990). Because it is unreasonable to expect any single measure of in-
telligence to adequately test all domains of cognitive functioning in a meaning-
ful and practical way (Carroll, 1997), Wechsler selected measures that sampled a
wide variety of domains (e.g., verbal comprehension, perceptual organization,
memory), which have since proven to be important aspects of cognitive func-
tioning. He also acknowledged the possibility of obtaining invalid results when
examiners or examinees become fatigued. As a result, he selected a sufficient
number of subtests to provide clinically meaningful information about an indi-
vidual’s cognitive functioning in a reasonable time period. Wechsler believed that
other related factors, such as achievement, executive functioning, and motor
skills, which could impact performance on an intelligence test, should be assessed
by tests specifically designed to measure those abilities. Finally, Wechsler recog-
nized that performance on measures of cognitive ability reflects only a portion of
what comprises intelligence. He defined intelligence as the “capacity of the indi-
vidual to act purposefully, to think rationally, and to deal effectively with his en-
vironment” (p. 3, 1975). He avoided defining intelligence in purely cognitive
terms because he believed that these factors only comprised a portion of intelli-
gence. He proposed that attributes such as planning and goal awareness, enthu-
siasm, field dependence and independence, impulsiveness, anxiety, and pet-
sistence, which are not directly tapped by standard measures of intelligence,
influence a person’s performance on these measures, as well as his or her func-
tioning in the real world (Wechsler, 1975). Assessing an individual’s intelligence
involves more than simply obtaining a score on an intelligence test. As Wechsler

(1975) noted:

What we measure with tests is not what tests measure—not information,
not spatial perception, not reasoning ability. These ate only a means to an
end. What intelligence tests measure is something much more important;
the capacity of the individual to understand the world about him and his re-
sourcefulness to cope with its challenges. (p. 139)

The WIAT-II was designed to be used with the three age-specific Wechsler
scales as the foundation of the psychoeducational assessment. Consequently,
subsets of the WIAT-II standardization sample were administered the appropri-
ate cognitive measure according to age. The data related to the linking sample of
WIAT-II and WAIS-III were published with the achievement test in 2002. New
linking studies were conducted as part of the standardizations of the WPPSI-III
(2002) and the WISC-IV (2003). As a result, WIAT-II can be used with any of
the Wechsler scales to identify ability-achievement discrepancies and to explore
the relationship between higher-order cognitive ability domains and acquired
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achievement skills. Special attention will be placed on using WIAT-II with WISC-
IV in this section, as this is the predominant pairing of the tests for school-age
children.

Description of the WISC-IV

Because the WISC-IV and WIAT-II were designed to be used together, it is im-
portant to understand the structure of the WISC-IV and the WISC-IV Integrated
(2004), and to identify the cognitive abilities measured by each index. Correla-
tional studies between the WISC-IV and the WIAT-II and the WISC-IV Inte-
grated and the WIAT-II are discussed. Clinical studies, which are addressed later
in this chapter, reveal unique patterns of performance between the WIAT-II and
the WISC-1V and the WISC-1V Integrated.

Rapid Reference 4.1 presents the four-factor structure of the WISC-IV. Its
subtests were designed to measure a broad range of cognitive abilities. The new
framework of the WISC-IV is based on theory and is supported by clinical re-
search and factor-analytic results (see a discussion in Chapter 5 of the WISC-/1”
Technical and Interpretive Mannal [2004]). The framework is similar to that of the
WAIS-III, which was published in 1997. Subtests are either core (required for cal-
culation of the index scores and FSIQ) or supplemental (intended to substitute for

= fgpid Rererence 4/

Structure of the WISC-IV

VCI PRI
Similarities

Block Design

Vocabulary Picture Concepts
Information Matrix Reasoning
Word Reasoning Picture Completion

WMI FSIQ PSI
Digit Span
Lette=Number

Sequencing
Arithmetic

Symbol Search
Cancellation

Note: Supplemental subtests are shown in italics.



< CLINICAL APPLICATIONS 179

a core under certain conditions, or to extend the range of cognitive skills mea-
sured by the core), and an individual’s performance can be evaluated using the in-
dex scores— Verbal Comptehension Index (VCI), Perceptual Reasoning Index
(PRI), Working Memory Index (WMI), Processing Speed Index (PSI), the com-
posite Full Scale IQ (FSIQ), and an alternate General Ability Index (GAI, which
is a composite of VCI and PRI). Each subtest yields a scaled score (mean [M] =
10; SD = 3) and each index produces a derived standard score (M = 100; SD =
15). In addition to the WISC-IV subtest and composite scores, seven process
scores (Block Design No Time Bonus, Digit Span Forward, Digit Span Back-
ward, Longest Digit Span Forward, Longest Digit Span Backward, Cancellation
Random, and Cancellation Structured) can be obtained for the purpose of pro-
viding more in-depth information about an examinee’s performance.

The WISC-IV introduced new subtests to improve the measurement of fluid
reasoning, working memory, and processing speed. The importance of fluid rea-
soning is emphasized in many theories of cognitive functioning (Carroll, 1997;
Cattell, 1943, 1963; Cattell & Horn, 1978; Sternberg, 1995). Tasks that require
[fluid reasoning involve the process of “manipulating abstractions, rules, generaliza-
tions, and logical relationships™ (Carroll, 1993, p. 583). The measurement of fluid
reasoning is incorporated in the new subtests: Matrix Reasoning, Picture Con-
cepts, and Word Reasoning. The first two appear on the PRI index, whereas the
latter is a VCI supplemental subtest. Working memoryis the ability to actively main-
tain information in conscious awareness, perform some operation or manipula-
tion with it, and produce a result. Working memory is an essential component of
fluid reasoning and other higher-order cognitive processes, and is closely related
to achievement (Fry & Hale, 1996; Petlow, Jattuso, & Moore, 1997; Swanson,
1996). Working memory is assessed with Digit Span the new Letter-Number Se-
quencing subtest and by the reworking of the former Arithmetic subtest to in-
crease working memory demands. Because research indicates that greater de-
mands on working memory occur for Digit Span Backward than Digit Span
Forward, separate process scores were developed for this subtest. Speed of pro-
cessing is dynamically related to mental capacity (Kail & Salthouse, 1994), read-
ing performance (Berninger, 2001), reasoning, and the efficient use of working
memory for higher-order fluid reasoning tasks (Fry & Hale, 1996). Processing
speed is also sensitive to such neurological conditions as epilepsy, ADHD, and
traumatic brain injury (Donders, 1997). In children, more rapid processing of in-
formation may reduce demands on working memory and facilitate reasoning,
The new Cancellation subtest was developed for the WISC-1V as a supplemental
measure of processing speed. By comparing performance on Cancellation when
stimulus materials are structured (Cancellation Structured [CAS]) as opposed to
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when they are random (Cancellation Random [CAR]), additional information re-
lated to visual selective attention, visual neglect, response inhibition, and motor
perseveration is acquired.

Description of the WISC-IV Integrated

Rapid Reference 4.2 shows the structure of the WISC-IV Integrated (2004)
which adds 16 process subtests to the WISC-IV battery. Seven of the process sub-
tests ate adaptations of the core and supplemental subtests of the WISC-IV (Sim-
ilarities Multiple Choice, Vocabulary Multiple Choice, Picture Vocabulary Mul-
tiple Choice, Comprehension Multiple Choice, Information Multiple Choice,
Arithmetic Process Approach, and Written Arithmetic). These subtests include
the same item content as their corresponding core or supplemental subtests, but
also contain modifications to the mode of presentation or response format. Six
of the process subtests are variations of the core and supplemental subtests (Block
Design Multiple Choice, Block Design Process Approach, Visual Digit Span,
Spatial Span, Letter Span, and Letter-Number Sequencing Process Approach).
The variations include new item content and modifications to the mode of pre-
sentation or response format. Three process subtests are designed to expand the
scope of construct coverage (i.e., Elithorn Mazes) ot to provide information that
can be used to better understand a child’s performance on other subtests (i.e.,
Coding Recall and Coding Copy). The process subtests provide additional mea-
sures of cognitive abilities and may be used to test specific hypotheses regarding
underlying cognitive processes and test-taking behaviors that contribute to per-
formance on the core and supplemental subtests. On occasion, a process subtest
may not measure the same construct as the core and supplemental subtest within
a cognitive domain. For example, if a child performs pootly on Coding B (a mea-
sure of processing speed), the examiner may elect to administer Coding Recall (a
measure of incidental learning) to see if the child remembers the pairings of num-
bers and symbols on Coding B. Although it is not a measure of processing speed,
Coding Recall is included in the Processing Speed domain because it provides ad-
ditional information about the cognitive processes contributing to performance
on Coding B.

One of the primary benefits of adding select subtests from the WISC-1V In-
tegrated to a psychoeducational battery that includes WIAT-II is to delve more
deeply into the role played by executive functions, working memory, and pro-
cessing speed in learning. For example, empirical data gathered from clinical
populations suggests that working memory may be affected differentially by neu-
rodevelopmental problems or brain injury. Studies have identified distinct neu-
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Structure of the WISC-IV Integrated

Perceptual Domain

Core Subtests

* Block Design

* Picture Concepts

» Matrix Reasoning
Supplemental Subtests
* Picture Completion
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* Block Design Multiple Choice
* Block Design Process Approach

* Elithorn Mazes

Verbal Domain

Core Subtests

* Similarities

* Vocabulary

» Comprehension
Supplemental Subtests
¢ Information

* Word Reasoning

Process Subtests

Similarities Multiple Choice
Vocabulary Multiple Choice
Picture Vocabulary Multiple Choice
Comprehension Multiple Choice
Information Multiple Choice

Working Memory Domain

Core Subtests
* Digit Span

Process Subtests

* Lette~Number Sequencing J

Supplemental Subtests
* Arithmetic

Visual Digit Span
Spatial Span
Letter Span

Letter~Number Sequencing Process
Approach

Arithmetic Process Approach
Written Arithmetic

Processing Speed Domain

Core Subtests

* Coding

* Symbol Search
Supplemental Subtests
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Coding Recall
Coding Copy
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roanatomical locations for verbal, visuospatial, and executive working memory
functions (Gathercole, Pickering, Armbridge, & Wearing, 2004). The WISC-IV
Integrated measures both the auditory-verbal (i.e., Digit-Span and Lettet-
Number Sequencing Process Approach) and the visuo-spatial (i.e., Visual Digit
Span and Spatial Span) components. Further, several of the subtests (e.g;,, Block
Design and Block Design No Time Bonus, Arithmetic and Arithmetic With Time
Bonus) provide scaled scores that are derived from total raw scores with and with-
out time-bonus points. This type of information is especially helpful when mak-
ing recommendations for instruction and accommodations in the classroom.

Integrating the WIAT-Il and WISC-IV—Quantitative Analyses

When comparing ability, as measured by the WISC-IV, to achievement measured
by WIAT-II, FSIQ or GAI and individual achievement subtest standard scores or
composites are typically used. With some achievement tests it is necessary to use
the composite scotes to identify ability-achievement discrepancies, because of
the lower reliability scores on the individual achievement subtests. This is not the
case with the WIAT-II because subtest reliabilities across ages fall in the same
range as the composite reliabilities. In fact, there are times when a discrepancy
among subtests contributing to a composite exists; individual subtest scores
should then be used, because the composite scote could mask important deficits
and be misleading,

Coefficients of correlation between WIAT-II scores and WISC-IV scores
demonstrate the strong relationship between the Wechsler tests of cognitive abil-
ity and achievement. The WISC-IV and the WIAT-II were administered to 550
children aged 6 to 16 with a testing interval of 0 to 39 days (M = 12 days). The
correlations between the two tests are highest at the composite level, ranging
from .49 (for PSI and Oral Language) to .87 (for FSIQ and Total Achievement).
The VCI was moderately to highly correlated with all of the WIAT-II composites
(range of .67 for Written Language to .75 for Oral Language). VCI correlated
highest (.80) with Total Achievement. The moderate correlations between PRI
and the WIAT-1I composites range from alow of .61 with Written Language to a
high of .67 with Mathematics, with a .71 correlation between PRI and Total
Achievement. WMI correlates highest with the Reading composite (.66) and low-
est with the Oral Language composite (.57). The correlation between Total
Achievement and WMI is .71. The PSI correlates highest with Written Language
(.55) and lowest with Oral Language (.49). The correlation between PSI and To-
tal Achievement is .58. At the subtest level, the strongest relationships are found
between WISC-1IV Arithmetic and Math Reasoning (.77), Vocabulary and Lis-



< CLINICAL APPLICATIONS 183

tening Comprehension (.75), Information and Listening Comprehension (.74),
Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension (.70), and Similarities and Listening
Comprehension (.70). The Cancellation subtest correlated minimally with any of
the WIAT-II subtests (range of .10 to .18). See Table 5.15 in the WISC-/1" Techni-
cal and Interpretive Mannal (2003) for the complete correlation data.

Conceptually and psychometrically, the WISC-IV and WISC-IV Integrated
paired with the WIAT-II have enhanced clinical utility, especially in the assess-
ment of children with various types of learning disabilities, children with ADHD,
children with language disorders, children with open or closed head injury, chil-
dren with Autistic Disorder, and children with Asperger’s Disorder. Later in this
chapter, information related to some of these clinical groups will be presented.

WIAT-11 AND PROCESS ASSESSMENT OF THE LEARNER (PAL)

The Process Assessment of the Learner: Test Battery for Reading and Writing
(PAL-RW) was designed as a companion to the WIAT-II, and provides in-depth
assessment of the processing skills that are necessary for the development of the
academic skills measured by the WIAT-II reading and writing subtests (i.e., Word
Reading, Pseudoword Decoding, Reading Comprehension, Spelling, and Written
Expression). The PAL-RW is a norm-referenced tool, designed for assessing the
development of reading and writing processes in children in kindergarten
through grade 6. One of its primary functions is to be used in diagnosing the #a-
ture of reading- or writing-related processing problems in students who have ex-
hibited a discrepancy between ability and achievement or have other indicators of
a possible learning disability. Preliminary research has also indicated that the
PAL-RW process measures can be used to identify processing problems in older
students with average or better intelligence who are functioning at developmen-
tal levels below grade placement. The PAL-RW does not target all reading- or
writing-related processes; rather, it provides measures of many of the processes
that have been shown to be the best predictors of reading and writing achieve-
ment. A description of the PAL-RW subtests is found in Rapid Reference 4.3.
Rapid Reference 4.4 presents a model of how the PAL-RW subtests can be used
to better understand performance on the WIAT-II subtests by focusing on the
processing skills required to perform the reading or writing tasks. The PAL-RW
is designed to be used as a follow-up assessment when deficits in reading and/or
writing are identified using WIAT-IIL. The purpose of the follow-up testing is to
identify those processing deficits that require remediation, as part of an inter-
vention plan. Once a process deficit is identified, the PAL-RW is directly linked
to research-based interventions (i.e., AL Guides for Intervention, Berninger, 1998,;
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190 ESSENTIALS OF WIAT-Il AND KTEA-Il ASSESSMENT >

PAL Research-Based Reading and Writing Lessons, Berninger & Abbott, 2003) that
target instruction at the processes specific to reading and writing;

To further explore the relationship between the two instruments, the WIAT-
II and the PAL-Test Battery for Reading and Writing (PAL-RW) were adminis-
tered to a sample of 101 children aged 5 to 12 (Mean = 8 years) in grades K to 6.
The correlation coefficients by grade groupings are reported in Rapid Reference
4.5. The WIAT-II subtests that evaluate reading skills are moderately correlated
with PAL-RW subtests that measure the processing skills of orthographic and
phonological coding (e.g., Receptive Coding, Expressive Coding, Rhyming, Syl-
lables, Phonemes, and Rimes). The PAL-RW tasks that require orthographic
awareness—Receptive Coding, Expressive Coding, Word Choice, and RAN-
Letters—correlate most highly with the WIAT-II Spelling subtest. Low to mod-
erate correlations are reported for all PAL-RW subtests and the WIAT-II math
subtests; moderate correlations may be the result of the language component,
particularly present in the Math Reasoning subtest.

Additional testing using the PAL-RW is not warranted for every examinee;
however, for those students referred for possible reading and /or writing disabil-
ities, the use of PAL-RW with WIAT-II can provide both diagnostic data and in-
structional guidance for improving learning outcomes.

INTEGRATION OF THE KTEA-Il AND THE KABC-Il WITH
CHC THEORY

The KTEA-II and the KABC-II are designed to fit hand-in-glove.! The advan-
tages of conorming the two batteries are numerous: the theoretical basis for the
ability test and the achievement tests are similar and cohesive; administration and
interpretive systems are similar in design; more accurate comparisons can be
made between achievement and ability; each test can enhance the diagnostic
reach of the other; and the combination of tests conveniently provides a cohesive
and substantial portion of a comprehensive assessment.

This section introduces the reader to the design and make-up of the KABC-11
and to the Cattell-Horn-Carroll (CHC) broad and narrow abilities, which both
the KTEA-IT and KABC-1I wete designed to assess. Different aspects of the
integration of the KTEA-II and the KABC-II are explored by examining

! The section titled “Integration of the KTEA-II and KABC-II with CHC Theory” is
adapted with permission from Chapter 6 of Essentials of KABC-II Assessment (Kaufman,
Lichtenberger, Fletcher-Janzen, & Kaufman, 2005).
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theoretical, quantitative, clinical, qualitative, and procedural points of view. It
should be noted that the formal integration of the KTEA-II and the KABC-1I
is in its infancy, because the batteries have just been published. There are limits
to the amount of prepublication research that can be performed. We look for-
ward to the future field research that will explore and define the boundaries of
KTEA-II/KABC-II integration.

Description of the KABC-II

The KABC-II is a measure of the processing and cognitive abilities of children
and adolescents between the ages of 3:0 and 18:11. The KABC-II is founded on
two theoretical models: Luria’s (1966, 1970, 1973) neuropsychological model,
featuring three Blocks, and the Cattell-Horn-Carroll (CHC) approach to catego-
rizing specific cognitive abilities (Carroll, 1997; Flanagan, McGrew, & Ortiz,
2000). The KABC-II yields a separate global scote for each of these two theoret-
ical models: the global score measuring general mental processing ability from
the Luria perspective is the Mental Processing Index (MPI), and the global score
measuring general cognitive ability from the Cattell-Horn-Carroll perspective is
the Fluid-Crystallized Index (FCI). The key difference between these two global
scores is that the MPI (Luria’s theory) exc/udes measures of acquired knowledge,
whereas the FCI (CHC theoty) inciudes measures of acquired knowledge. Only
one of these two global scores is computed for any examinee. Prior to testing a
client, examiners choose the interpretive system (i.e., Luria or CHC) that best fits
with both their personal orientation and the reason for referral.

In addition to the MPI and FCI, the KABC-II offers from one to five scales,
depending on the age level of the child and the interpretive approach that the
clinician chooses to take. At age 3, thete is only one scale, a global measure of
ability, composed of cither five subtests (Mental Processing Index—MPI) or
seven subtests (Fluid-Crystallized Index—FCI). For ages 4 to 6, subtests are or-
ganized into either three scales (Luria model) or four scales (CHC model): Se-
quential/Gsm, Simultaneous/ G, and Learning/Glr are in both models, and
Verbal/Gris only in the CHC model. For ages 7 to 18, four scales (Luria) or five
scales (CHC) are available, with the Planning/Gf scale joining the aforemen-
tioned KABC-II scales. The KABC-II scales for each age level are shown in
Rapid Reference 4.6.

From the Luria perspective, the KABC-II scales correspond to learning abil-
ity, sequential processing, simultaneous processing, and planning ability. From
the vantage point of the CHC model, as applied to the KABC-II, the scales mea-
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= fgpid Reference 46

Number of KABC-II Scales at Each Age Level

Age 3 Age 4-6 Age 7-18
MPI, FCI, or NVI MPI, FCl, or NVI MPI, FCl, or NVI
(no additional Learning/Glr Learning/Glr
scales are obtained Sequential/Gsm Sequential/Gsm
at age 3) Simultaneous/Gv Simultaneous/Gv
Knowledge/Gc Planning/Gf
Knowledge/Gc

Note: MPI from the Luria system excludes Knowledge/Gc subtests (age 3) and scale (ages 4—18).
The FCI of the CHC system includes the Knowledge/Gc subtests (age 3) and scale (ages 4—18).

sure the following Broad Abilities: Short-term memory, visualization, long-term
memory, fluid reasoning, and crystallized ability (Rapid Reference 4.7 describes
how the scales are conceptualized by each theoretical perspective). The names of
the KABC-II scales reflect both the Luria process it is believed to measure and its
CHC Broad Ability, as indicated in Rapid Reference 4.7: Learning/G/r, Sequen-
tial / Gz, Simultaneous/ Gy, and Planning/ Gf. However, the Verbal /Grscale that
measures crystallized ability reflects only CHC theory, as it is specifically excluded
from the Luria system.

In addition to the MPI and FCI and the five scales, the KABC-II has a Non-
verbal Scale, composed of subtests that may be administered in pantomime and
responded to motorically. The Nonverbal Scale permits valid assessment of chil-
dren who are hearing impaired, have Limited English Proficiency, or have mod-
erate to severe speech or language impairments or other disabilities that make the
Core Battery unsuitable. This special scale comprises a mixture of Core and sup-
plementary subtests for all age groups. The interested reader can find more in-
formation about this scale in Elssentials of KABC-II Assessment (Kaufman, Licht-
enberger, Fletcher-Janzen, and Kaufman, 2005).

The KABC-II includes 18 subtests (described in Rapid Reference 4.8), which
comprise a Core battery and an Expanded battery. The Expanded battery offers
supplementary subtests to increase the breadth of the constructs that are mea-
sured by the Core battery, to follow up hypotheses, and to provide a comparison
of the child’s initial learning and delayed recall of new learning. The scale struc-
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ture for each age group varies slightly, and is described in detail in the KABC-1/
Mannal (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004b).

Integrating the KTEA-Il and KABC-Il—Quantitative Analyses

Coefficients of correlation between KTEA-II global scores and scores on cogni-
tive tests were presented and discussed in the validity section of Chapter 3 in this
book. Overall, the KABC-II FCI and MPI correlated substantially (mean »=.74—
.79) with the KTEA-II CAC. The KTEA-II Comprehensive Form Reading and
Math Composites also strongly correlated with the KABC-II FCI and MPI (rang-
ing from .68 to .74). KTEA-II Written Language and Oral Language had slightly
lower correlations with the KABC-II (i.e., ranging from .60 to .67).

To further examine the cognitive-achievement relationships we can study how
each KABC-II scale index correlates with major KTEA-II composites. Rapid
Reference 4.9 and 4.10 show these correlations; asterisks are used to indicate the
KABC-II index that cortelates highest (**) and second-highest (*) with each
KTEA-II composite.

= gt Rererence 4 9

KABC-II Scale Index Correlations with KT EA-II Composites
(Ages 7-18 Years)

KTEA-Il Composite

Written Oral
KABC-Il Scale Total Reading Math Language Language

Learning/Glr .58 .55 49 53%* A48
Sequential/Gsm .50 48 Al At 44
Simultaneous/Gv 54 47 53 40 43
Planning/Gf 63%* S6%* 59% Sl SI#*
Knowledge/Gc Vo o |I55 B S9H* 68%*

**Highest correlate of each KTEA-Il Achievement Composite.
*Second-highest correlate of each KTEA-II Achievement Composite.

Note: Total = Comprehensive Achievement Composite. N = 2,025. All correlations were cor-
rected for the variability of the norm group, based on the standard deviation obtained on the
KTEA-II, using the variability correction of Cohen et al. (2003, p. 58). Data are adapted from Kauf-
man and Kaufman (2004b).
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= fgpid Rererence 4/0

KABC-II Scale Index Correlations with KTEA-IT Composites
(Ages 4:6—6 Years)

KTEA-Il Composite

Written Oral
KABC-Il Scale Total Reading Math Language Language
Learning/Glr 54 S8H* 52 b2H* 42
Sequential/Gsm 59 S7* S7* .58 49
Simultaneous/Gv H5H* S7* 65%* 59% 50%
Knowledge/Gc 60* 49 49 47 H2%*

**Highest correlate of each KTEA-Il Achievement Composite.
*Second-highest correlate of each KTEA-II Achievement Composite.

Note: Total = Comprehensive Achievement Composite. N = 491 forTotal and Oral Language;

N = 301 for Math; N = 122—124 for Written Language. All correlations were corrected for the
variability of the norm group, based on the standard deviation obtained on the KTEA-II, using the
variability correction of Cohen et al. (2003, p. 58). Data are adapted from Kaufman and Kaufman
(2004b).

For the older children, ages 7 to 18, the Knowledge/ Gr scale was the strongest
correlate of all areas of achievement (Rapid Reference 4.9). For this age group,
the Knowledge/GrIndex correlated .75 with KTEA-II Comprehensive Achieve-
ment, about .70 with Reading and Oral Language, and about .60 with Math and
Written Language. The second-best correlate for ages 7 to 18 was typically Plan-
ning/Gf (r’s of .51 to .63), although Learning/ G/rwas the second-best correlate
of Written Language (.53). The poorest relationships with all areas of academic
achievement for ages 7 to 18 tended to be analogs of the original KABC-II pro-
cessing scales—Sequential / Gi» and Simultaneous/Gv (r’s of .40 to .54).

Given that the KABC-II’s Knowledge/Gr Index is designed to measure the
depth and breadth of knowledge acquired from one’s culture (including school-
ing), the strong relationship between it and all areas of achievement for school-
age children and adolescents was not surprising. The good correlations with
achievement for the new KABC-II scales—Planning/Gfand Learning/ G/r—at-
test to the importance in the classroom of the ability to solve problems and learn
new material during a clinical evaluation of general cognitive ability.

Intriguingly, the patterns of relationship between ability and achievement ob-
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served for school-age children and adolescents differed quite a bit from the pat-
terns seen at ages 4:6 to 6 years (Rapid Reference 4.10), when academic abilities
are first emerging. Despite its obvious link to vocabulary and acquisition of facts,
the Knowledge/ Gr Index was ot the highest correlate of achievement for young
children. That distinction went to the Simultaneous/Gr Index (» = .65 with
KTEA-II Comprehensive Achievement) with Knowledge/Ge (.60) and Sequen-
tial/ G (.59) in a virtual deadlock for second best. So, contrary to ages 7 to 18,
the KABC-II Sequential/Gi» and Simultaneous/Gv Indexes were among the
best correlates of achievement for ages 4:6 to 6 years. In addition, rather than the
Knowledge/ Gt scale emerging as the automatic best predictor of each area of
achievement, the highest correlates for young children varied by area. Simultane-
ous/ G was the highest correlate of Math (.65), Learning/G/r was best for Writ-
ten Language (.62), and Knowledge/ G was best for Oral Language (.62). Three
of the four Indexes (all exvepr Knowledge/Gr) were about equal as predictors of
Reading (.57 to .58).

Thus, for ages 7 to 18, mental processes such as reasoning and planning were
important for academic achievement, but not as important as a child’s previously
acquired knowledge. For ages 4:6 to 6, the roles were reversed. During the stage
when school skills are emerging, the amount of knowledge a child has already ac-
quired is secondary to the cognitive processes that are needed to learn to read,
write, compute, and speak. Indeed, the one aspect of achievement for which
Knowledge/ Gt was easily the best predictor was Oral Language—undoubtedly
relating to the fact that both subtests for this age group (Riddles and Expressive
Vocabulary) emphasize children’s oral language skills.

The increase in the Knowledge/Gr scale’s importance from ages 4:6 to 6 to 7
to 18 probably reflects the increased experience with language and academic in-
formation as age increases. Also, the strong correlations at ages 4:6 to 6 between
Simultaneous/Gp and achievement most likely relates to the fact that this scale
measures both Visual Processing (G?) and Fluid Reasoning (Gf) for young chil-
dren, because a separate Planning/Gfscale does not emerge until age 7.

Further examination of Rapid References 4.9 and 4.10 indicates that coeffi-
cients between KABC-II scale indexes and the five major KTEA-II composites
ranged from .40 to .75, with median values of .53 (ages 7 to 18) and .57 (4:6 to 0).
Most values (about 70%) were in the .50 to .75 range, indicating an acceptable
level of relationship between the individual scales of the KABC-II and the major
KTEA-II composites. If the majority of values were below this moderate range
then there would be a concern that there would not be a reasonable level of asso-
ciation between the two tests. On the other hand, individual scales indicating
much higher levels would raise the issue of redundancy and the possibility that the
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tests measure the same constructs. Even the highest correlation—.75 between
Knowledge/Gr and total KTEA-II achievement for ages 7 to 18—denotes an
overlap of 56 percent, indicating that each test has its own uniqueness. Therefore,
the fact that the majority of coefficients fall in this moderate to strong area indi-
cates an acceptable level of relationship between the two tests.

The KABC-II scales that correlate most highly with the Comprehensive
Achievement scale of the KTEA-II differ, again, by age level. The Knowledge
scale, as expected, has the highest correlation coefficients with the Comprehen-
sive Achievement scale across all age levels except ages 4:6 and grade 1. The lat-
ter groups have highest coefficients on the Simultaneous and Sequential scales,
respectively, rather than the Knowledge scale. This is another way of reflecting
the makeup of the FCI, MCI, and Comprehensive Achievement relationship. The
increase in Knowledge scale importance probably reflects the increased experi-
ence with language and academic information as age increases.

Integrating the KTEA-Il and KABC-Il—Theory

The integration of the KTEA-II and KABC-II was designed to sample the spec-
trum of broad and narrow abilities defined by the Cattell-Horn-Carroll (CHC)
model. The CHC model includes 10 broad abilities and about 70 narrow abilities
(Flanagan & Ortiz, 2001). The KABC-II addresses five of the CHC broad abili-
ties: Short-Term Memory (Gs#), Visual Processing (Gv), Long-Term Storage and
Retrieval (G/); Fluid Reasoning (Gf); and Crystallized Ability (Gr). The KTEA-
1T Comprehensive Form measures three additional broad abilities: Auditory Pro-
cessing (Ga), Reading and Writing (Grw), and Quantitative Knowledge/ Gy abil-
ity. It also measures G/r narrow abilities, which increase the breadth of the G/r
narrow abilities measured by the KABC-1I when the two batteries are adminis-
tered together. The KABC-II also indirectly measures one of the Gg narrow abil-
ities (i.e., Mathematics Achievement, by virtue of the fact that Rover and Block
Counting each require the child to count).

There are two broad abilities of the CHC model that are not measured by ei-
ther the KABC-II or the KTEA-II: Processing Speed (G), and Decision Speed/
Reaction Time (G#). These two broad abilities are not measured by either battery
because they are only concerned with speed, not quality, of processing; they lack
the requisite complexity for inclusion; and they are weak measures of gin Carroll’s
(1993) factor-analytic survey (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004b). Measures of gs ate
readily available in other tests, most notably the W] III and WISC-IV, but G?7is
not measured by any major test battery.

Figure 4.1 displays the alignment of narrow abilities measured by the KABC-
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1T and KTEA-II, grouped by the pertinent broad ability. Alone, the KTEA-II
measures 19 narrow abilities and six broad abilities. For the KABC-II, the 14 nat-
row abilities ate measured, including two ot mote associated with each of five
broad abilities. The total of 33 is just under half of the 70 or so narrow abilities
hypothesized, and often documented empirically, by Carroll (1993).

Rapid References 4.11 through 4.18 provide specific information regarding
the precise KABC-1I and KTEA-II subtests that are believed to measure each of
the 34 narrow abilities. The Rapid References are organized by broad ability (e.g.,
Rapid Reference 4.11 covers the subtests that measure G/rnarrow abilities, Rapid
Reference 4.12 is confined to Gim narrow abilities, and so forth). The broad abil-
ities measured by the KABC-II were defined earlier in Rapid Reference 4.7. The
remaining three broad abilities, which are measured only by the KTEA-II, are de-
fined as follows (Flanagan, McGrew, & Ortiz, 2000).

Quantitative Knowledge (G¢): The Gy store of acquired knowledge rep-
resents the ability to use quantitative information and manipulate numeric
symbols.

Reading/ Writing Ability (Grw): The Grw ability is an acquired store of
knowledge that includes basic reading and writing skills required for the
comprehension of written language and the expression of thought via writ-
ing. It includes both basic (e.g, reading decoding, spelling) and complex
abilities (e.g., reading comprehension and the ability to write a story).
Auditory Processing (Ga): Auditory processing is the ability to perceive,
analyze, and synthesize patterns among auditory stimuli, and to discrimi-
nate subtle nuances in patterns of sound and speech when presented under
distorted conditions. Gz subsumes most of those abilities referred to as
phonological awareness/processing,

One of the most important expectations that you may have about using the
KABC-II and the KTEA-II together is that there is a cohesive theoretical design
that acts like an umbrella over the two tests. This expectation is met in that there
are no redundancies between the tests, which would result in a waste of time. (No
examiner has time to waste duplicating subtests!) The definition of cognitive pro-
cessing and achievement on the KABC-II and KTEA-II is theoretically based
and evidence-based; the results of combining the two tests will give the examiner
a comprehensive and fruitful examination of the child’s cognitive abilities and
how they translate into academic skills.

That is not to say that the two batteries do not overlap in broad or narrow abil-
ities; as is evident from Figure 4.1 and Rapid References 4.11 to 4.18, there is
some overlap. However, there is no redundancy. For example, both batteries mea-
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sure G/rand Gr narrow abilities, but each measures a separate set. When they do
measure the same narrow ability, they do it in quite different ways: Mathematical
Achievement is a minor aspect of two KABC-II subtests, but this Gy ability is the
major thrust of Mathematics Computation; in contrast, the Gf narrow ability of
Induction is a key component of the KABC-II Planning/Gf subtests.

Flanagan and Ortiz (2001) suggest that you need atleast two different, primary
narrow ability measures to adequately measure a broad ability from a cross-
battery perspective. Examiners who integrate the KABC-II with the KTEA-II
should easily be able to achieve adequate measurement of seven broad abilities:
G, Gf, G, Glr, Gsm, Grw, and Gg. However, assessment of Ga depends on a single
KTEA-II subtest (Phonological Awareness) that is only normed from age 4:6 to
grade 6.

Of course, no one battery can cover the CHC model in its entirety, but the
KABC-II and the KTEA-II—Iike the W] III Cognitive and Achievement Bat-
teries—provide a substantially positive start for the clinician to examine a child’s
performance from a CHC perspective. The KTEA-II can be supplemented via
cross-battery assessment, using CHC theory as its foundation. For more in-depth
study of the theory and assessment approach as it pertains to other instruments
(such as the original K-ABC and Wechsler scales), consult publications by Flana-
gan and her colleagues (Flanagan & Kaufman, 2004; Flanagan, McGrew, & Ox-
tiz, 2000; Flanagan & Ortiz, 2001; Flanagan, Ortiz, Alfonso, & Mascolo, 2002;
McGrew & Flanagan, 1998).

Long-Term Storage & Retrieval (Glt)
Examiners can obtain a rich measurement of G/r by administering a variety of
KTEA-II subtests. Listening Comprehension, Associational Fluency, and Nam-
ing Facility/RAN all relate to the CHC requitement of the child engaging in
activities that measure the efficiency of how well information is stored and
retrieved. The KABC-II Core Battery measures a single G/r narrow ability
(Associative Memory); an additional narrow ability is assessed when examiners
administer the supplementary Delayed Recall scale (Atlantis Delayed and Rebus
Delayed each measure both Associative Memory and Learning Abilities).
KTEA-II Listening Comprehension demands that the child listen to and en-
code a story and then manipulate the information to answer questions about the
story. Although “long-term storage and retrieval” implies that there is a long time
between encoding and retrieval, this is not necessarily the case, because the in-
formation has to be retrieved by association for whatever time interval has lapsed.
The CHC model calls the narrow ability measured by Listening Comprehension
“Meaningful Memory.”
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CHC Analysis: Long-Term Storage and Retrieval (G/7) Narrow
Abilities Measured by KTEA-IT and KABC-II Subtests

GIr Narrow Ability

Associative Memory Associational Fluency
KABC-II Atlantis KTEA-Il Associational Fluency (cat-
KABC-II Rebus egory items, e.g,, foods, animals)
KABC-II Atlantis Delayed
PACCA g“ ISD Ie a)’de Word Fluency
ebus Lelaye KTEA-Il Associational Fluency (cat-
Learning Abilities egory items, e.g., words that start
KABC-II Atlantis Delayed with the /d/ sound)
KABC-Il Rebus Delayed Meaningful Memory
Naming Facility KTEA-II Listening Comprehension

KTEA-II Naming Facility/RAN

The Naming Facility/RAN subtest was given its label based both on the CHC
narrow ability that it measures (Naming Facility) and on the popular neuropsy-
chological subtest that inspired it (Rapid Automatized Naming, or RAN). The
Associational Fluency subtest is also named after a CHC narrow ability, but in ac-
tuality this subtest measures two different narrow abilities. The category items
(e.g., name as many kinds of toys as you can) measure Associational Fluency,
whereas the items that focus on naming as many words as possible that start with
a specific sound (such as /k/) measure Word Fluency. For purposes of reliability,
these two narrow abilities are subsumed by a single standard score. Inferences
about the separate narrow abilities are only possible if the child performs at no-
tably different levels on the two kinds of items (e.g., a child who can reel off a
string of words that begin with particular sounds, but is stymied and hesitant
when retrieving categorical words). See Rapid Reference 4.11 for an outline of the
Long-Term Storage & Retrieval (G/#) narrow abilities.

Short-Term Memory (Gsm)
The primary subtest that measures auditory short-term memory on the KABC-II
is Number Recall. The CHC model mostly mentions auditory short-term memory
tests for G, but visual and haptic activities such as Hand Movements also mea-
sure Gim. The three subtests together measure different modalities of short-term
memory, and also how short-term memory can evolve into working memory.

All three KABC-II Gz subtests (Number Recall, Word Otder, and Hand
Movements) measure Memory Span. In addition, Word Order has a color intet-
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CHC Analysis: Short-Term Memory (Gsm) Narrow Abilities
Measured by KABC-II
(KTEA-II Subtests Do Not Measure Any Gsm Narrow Abilities)

Gsm Narrow Ability

Memory Span Working Memory
KABC-Il Word Order (without color KABC-Il Word Order (with color
interference) interference)

KABC-II Number Recall
KABC-Il Hand Movements

Note: Success on KTEA-Il Phonological Awareness and Listening Comprehension
is also dependent, to some extent, on Gsm.

ference task that definitely requires the narrow ability of Working Memory. Con-
sequently, for young children (ages 3 to 5 or 6), who are not likely to reach the
color interference items in Word Order, the KABC-II measures only a single
CHC narrow ability—Memory Span. However, for children 6 to 7 or older, the
KABC-II measures both Memory Span and Working Memory. See Rapid Refer-
ence 4.12 for an outline of the Short-Term Memory (Giz) narrow abilities.

Visual Processing (Gv)

The KABC-II provides rich measurement of five Gv narrow abilities, although ex-
aminers need to administer supplementary subtests such as Gestalt Closure (Clo-
sure Speed) and Hand Movements (Visual Memory) to measure all five. See Rapid
Reference 4.13 for an outline of the Visual Processing (G») narrow abilities.

Fluid Reasoning (Gf )

Fluid reasoning is specifically measured by the subtests that constitute the
KABC-II Planning/ Gf'scale (Pattern Reasoning, Story Completion), and also by
subtests on the Simultaneous/Gv scale (Rover, Conceptual Thinking) and the
Knowledge/Gr scale (Riddles). KTEA-II Mathematics Concepts and Applica-
tions is primarily a Gy task, but it also requires considerable Gffor success, specif-
ically the narrow ability Quantitative Reasoning, On the Planning/Gf'scale, Pat-
tern Reasoning primarily measures the narrow ability of Induction, whereas Story
Completion measures both Induction (figuring out what the story is about) and
General Sequential Reasoning, or deduction (selecting and sequencing the cot-
rect pictures). See Rapid Reference 4.14 for an outline of the Fluid Reasoning
(Gf) narrow abilities.
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CHC Analysis: Visual Processing (Gv) Narrow Abilities
Measured by KABC-II
(KTEA-II Subtests Do Not Measure Any Gv Narrow Abilities)

Gv Narrow Ability

Visual Memory Spatial Scanning
KABC-Il Face Recognition KABC-II Rover
KABC-Il Hand Movements Closure Speed

Spatial Relations KABC-II Gestalt Closure
KABC-lI Triangles

Visualization

KABC-II Triangles

KABC-II Conceptual Thinking
KABC-II Block Counting
KABC-II Pattern Reasoning
KABC-II Story Completion

Note: Success on KTEA-Il Written Expression is also dependent, to some extent, on Visual Pro-
cessing.

Crystallized Ability (Ge)

The narrow ability of Lexical Knowledge is measured by all three KABC-II
Knowledge/Gr subtests, with Riddles (Language Development) and Verbal
Knowledge (General Information) each measuring an additional G¢ narrow abil-
ity as well. When the KABC-II and KTEA-II are administered together, the mea-
surement of G narrow abilities expands to six, indicating breadth of coverage of
this broad ability. See Rapid Reference 4.15 for an outline of Crystallized Ability
(Gv) narrow abilities.

Auditory Processing (Ga)

Ga “requires the perception, analysis, and synthesis of patterns among auditory
stimuli as well as the discrimination of subtle differences in patterns of sound”
(Flanagan & Ortiz, 2001, p. 18). It is assessed on the KTEA-II by the supple-
mentary Phonological Awareness, and measures both the analytic and synthetic
narrow abilities associated with the Gz broad ability. However, the KTEA-II sub-
test is of appropriate difficulty primarily for young children (PreK to grade 2),
and is only standardized through grade 6. In addition, it yields an overall score
rather than separate scores for its two narrow abilities. Nonetheless, the KTEA-
II Error Analysis procedure for Phonological Awareness permits examiners to
determine whether the child performed at a “Strong,” “Average,” or “Weak” level
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CHC Analysis: Fluid Reasoning (Gf') Narrow Abilities

Induction

Measured by KTEA-II and KABC-II Subtests

Gf Narrow Ability
Quantitative Reasoning
KTEA-Il Mathematics Concepts and

KABC-II Conceptual Thinking
KABC-II Pattern Reasoning Applications
KABC-II Story Completion
General Sequential Reasoning
KABC-II Story Completion
KABC-II Rover

KABC-II Riddles
Note: Success on KABC-II Rebus and four KTEA-II subtests (Reading Comprehension, Listening

Comprehension, Oral Expression, and Written Expression) is also dependent, to some extent

on

Fluid Reasoning.

=R Reference £/5

CHC Analysis: Crystallized Ability (Gc¢) Narrow Abilities
Measured by KTEA-II and KABC-II Subtests

Gc Narrow Ability
General Information Listening Ability
KABC-II Verbal Knowledge (items that KTEA-II Listening Comprehension
measure general information) Oral Production and Fluency
KTEA-Il Oral Expression

KABC-II Story Completion
Language Development Grammatical Sensitivity
KABC-I Riddles KTEA-Il Oral Expression
Lexical Knowledge KTEA-Il Written Expression
KABC-Il Riddles

KABC-II Verbal Knowledge (items that

measure vocabulary)
KABC-II Expressive Vocabulary

Note: Success on KABC-II Rebus is also dependent, to some extent, on Grammatical Sensitivity.
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CHC Analysis: Auditory Processing (Ga) Narrow Abilities
Measured by KTEA-II
(KABC-II Subtests Do Not Measure Any Ga Narrow Abilities)

Ga Narrow Ability

Phonetic Coding—Synthesis
KTEA-Il Phonological Awareness
(Section 3—Blending)

Phonetic Coding—Analysis
KTEA-Il Phonological Awareness
(Section |—Rhyming; Section 2—
Sound Matching; Section 4—Seg-
menting; Section 5—Deleting Sounds)

Note: Deficits in certain Ga narrow abilities, such as Speech Sound Discrimination (US), may im-
pact performance negatively on such tests as KABC-Il Riddles, Word Order; and Number Recall,

and KTEA-II Listening Comprehension.

on the sepatate sections of the subtest (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a). Hence, the

error analysis allows examiners to compare the child’s ability on the two Gu nat-

row abilities that it measures. See Rapid Reference 4.16 for an outline of Auditory

Processing (Ga) narrow abilities.

Quantitative Knowledge (Gq)

Gg measures the individual’s store of accumulated mathematical knowledge
(Flanagan & Ortiz, 2001). It is different from the Gfnarrow ability of Quantita-

= Rgprd Reference 4./7

CHC Analysis: Quantitative
Knowledge (Gg) Narrow
Abilities Measured by
KTEA-II and KABC-II
Subtests

Gq Narrow Ability

Mathematical Knowledge
KTEA-Il Mathematics Concepts and
Applications

Mathematical Achievement
KTEA-II Mathematics Computation
KABC-II Rover
KABC-II Block Counting

tive Reasoning because Gg is more
about what the child knows than how
the child reasons with quantitative in-
formation. Math Concepts and Ap-
plications measures  quantitative
Reasoning to some extent, but that
subtest is primarily a measure of
Gy, as is Mathematics Computation.
Taken together, both KTEA-II sub-
tests that make up the Math Com-
posite measure the two Gy narrow
abilities, providing thorough mea-
surement of the Gg broad ability. See
Rapid Reference 4.17 for an outline
of Quantitative Knowledge (Gg) nar-

row abilities.
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CHC Analysis: Reading and Writing (Grw) Narrow Abilities
Measured by KTEA-II
(KABC-II Subtests Do Not Measure Any Grw Narrow Abilities)

Grw Narrow Ability

Reading Decoding Spelling Ability
KTEA-II Letter and Word Reading KTEA-II Spelling
KTEA-Il Nonsense Word Decoding Writing Ability
Reading Comprehension KTEA-Il Written Expression
KTEA-II Reading Comprehension English Usage Knowledge
(paragraph items) KTEA-Il Written Expression
Verbal (Printed) Language Comprehension Reading Speed
KTEA-Il Reading Comprehension KTEA-Il Word Recognition Fluency

(items requiring student to do what a KTEA-Il Decoding Fluency
sentence tells them to do)

Reading and Writing (Grw)

Grw is measured by achievement tests (Flanagan & Ortiz, 2001). The KTEA-II
provides thorough measurement of five key Grw narrow abilities: Reading De-
coding, Reading Comprehension, Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading
Speed. It also measures two additional Gr abilities to some extent— Verbal
(Printed) Language Comprehension and English Usage Knowledge. Several of
the new subtests added to the KTEA-II Comprehensive Form (Nonsense Word
Decoding, Written Expression, Word Recognition Fluency, and Decoding Flu-
ency) greatly enriched the measurement of Grw narrow abilities relative to the
original K-TEA. See Rapid Reference 4.18 for an outline of Reading and Writing
(Grw) narrow abilities.

Clinical Analysis of the Integration of the KABC-Il and KTEA-II

CHC theory and quantitative analyses (especially correlational) provide valuable
ways of integrating the KABC-II and KTEA-II, but it is important to remember
that (1) the KABC-II is built on a dual theoretical foundation (Luria’s neuro-
psychological approach as well as CHC psychometric theory), and (2) both the
KABC-II and KTEA-II are individually administered, clinical instruments that
afford examiners rich opportunities for qualitative observations. We cannot en-
vision the examiner obtaining the full benefit of an analysis of the KABC-II and
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KTEA-II without including the important process and qualitative information.
This information comes from observing a child in a standardized setting that
minimizes unnecessary interactions (e.g., wording in instructions) and maximizes
opportunities to actively engage learning processes (e.g., dynamic subtests like
Atlantis and Rebus) with the child.

This section on clinical analysis fully takes into account the neuropsychologi-
cal processing model developed by Luria, and addresses brain functions/pro-
cesses involved in cognitive and achievement tests. For example, the Phonologi-
cal Awareness test on the KTEA-II is a subtest that requires the child to
remember and manipulate sounds and words. This subtest is not only a wondet-
ful measure of auditory skills (Ga), but also of working memory and cognitive se-
quencing. These latter skills are specifically measured by the Sequential/ G
scale, indicating that a complete understanding of the young child’s performance
on KTEA-II Phonological Awareness requires examiners to compare that pet-
formance to the child’s success (or lack of it) on KABC-II Sequential/ G sub-
tests.

It is not a coincidence that these kinds of tasks reflect years of research on
auditory/sequential skills and the phonemic awareness skills needed for read-
ing (e.g.,, Hooper & Hynd, 1985; Kamphaus & Reynolds, 1987; Lichtenberger,
Broadbooks, & Kaufman, 2000; Lichtenberger, 2001) and associated with left-
hemispheric processing (James & Selz, 1997; Lyon, Fletcher, & Barnes, 2003;
Reynolds, Kamphaus, Rosenthal & Hiemenz, 1997).

For each section that follows, discussion emphasizes functional processing
abilities that will hopefully help examiners with construct and skill analyses. Both
the CHC and Luria theoretical approaches reflect an aspect of comprehensive as-
sessment that needs to be buttressed by qualitative/process information. Fur-
thermore, all cognitive test and achievement test data must be interpreted in the
context of other important information such as history, medical status, medica-
tions, family involvement, quality of teaching, developmental stage, social and
emotional functioning, visual-motor functioning, and responses to prior inter-
ventions.

Phonological Awareness, Sequential Processing, Short-Term Memory, and

Listening Comprehension

As indicated in Rapid Reference 4.12, we believe that the KTEA-II Phonological

Awareness and Listening Comprehension are each dependent, to some extent, on

the CHC Gl broad ability. The process rationale for each subtest follows.
Process rationale for Phonological Awareness: 1t is important to understand both the

Lurian and CHC ways of interpreting the Sequential /G scale because there is a
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great deal of research literature that combines sequential processing and auditory
short-term memory with the type of phonological processing skills that are mea-
sured by the KTEA-II Phonological Awareness subtest (Siegal, 1997; Teeter,
1997). The combination of this KTEA-II subtest and the KABC-II Sequential /
Gism subtests provides a large window of opportunity for evaluating reading
problems and the more phonologically based subtypes of learning disabilities (see
the section of this chapter on “Identifying Learning Disabilities”).

As a primary measure of auditory short-term memory, the Sequential/ Gz
Core subtests help the examiner evaluate the critical listening skills that children
need in the classtoom. The Phonological Awateness subtest measutres sound-
symbol connections, but because of the way it is set up, it also measures auditory
short-term memory and sequencing skills. This is an interactive subtest where the
child has to listen very closely to the examiner and then reproduce sounds and
manipulate word syllables and sounds. In the last part of Phonemic Awateness,
the child also has to hold a multisyllable word in working memory and then re-
move a syllable to form a new word.

A skilled examiner can retrieve a lot of information by assessing behavioral
clues about how well the child can remember sounds and use working memory.
Does the child attempt to reproduce the sound? Does the child miss the exam-
inet’s cues and ask for repetitions? Is the child shy and too embarrassed to ver-
balize? Does the child get the sounds right but in the wrong order? When you
move to the part of Phonological Awareness that needs working memory, does
the child’s behavior shift dramatically? Does the child pay attention or do you
have to cue each item?

The reading research literature indicates that many early reading problems
stem from a learning disability subtype called “auditory-linguistic or phonologi-
cal form of dyslexia” (Spreen, 2001; Teeter, 1997). This is not to say that visual
and other processing deficits are not important subtypes of reading problems,
but for the moment, let us explore the relationship between the processing and
production of phonology in young readers.

Phonological processing is basically the ability to understand and use the
sound components of language. The KTEA-II Phonological Awareness subtest
comptrises five different activities that correspond to Adams’ (1990) five levels of
phonemic awareness tasks, in ascending order of difficulty: rhyming, sound
matching, blending, segmenting, and manipulating phonemes.

Phonological processing is closely related to problems in speech perception,
naming and vocabulary ability, and auditory short-term memory with sounds.
When phonological awareness deficits are present reading comprehension suf-
fers, because the cognitive processes that are required for comprehension are tied
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up in decoding and word recognition (Stanovich, 1992). This leaves the child with
a myopic focus on the elements of the text and little resources for fluid reading
and comprehension.

Young children who have reading problems can be helped by evaluating their
ability to understand the phonetic/linguistic parts of reading, If we know which
parts are problematic, then we will be able to better describe interventions that
are targeted to the child’s specific deficit. There is evidence to support interven-
tions in phonemic awateness with young elementary-aged children, not only
from an academic outcome perspective, but also from neuropsychological
growth perspective in that neural networks that support reading can be enhanced
with the appropriate instruction (Lyon et al., 2003).

As indicated, the KABC-II scale that has an important part in the assessment
of phonological awareness skills, especially in younger readers, is the Sequential /
Gim scale. The primary task of the Sequential/ G scale is to measure how the
child processes information in a lineat, step-by-step fashion. How a child pet-
forms on the Sequential/ Gz scale can illuminate whether the child has the pre-
requisite auditory sequencing and short-term memory skills to be able to put
sounds together with symbols while he or she is decoding a word (Das, Naglieri,
& Kirby, 1994; Kirby & Williams, 1991; Naglieri, 2001).

Process Rationale for Listening Comprebension: The Listening Comprehension sub-
test on the KTEA-II also supports the Sequential /G scale because it straddles
auditory short-term memory, auditory working memory, and auditory long-term
encoding. The tasks are presented in a purely auditory form and therefore should
be compared with Phonological Awareness and the Sequential/Gsz Core sub-
tests. Does the child remember well on Phonological Awareness with small,
short-term auditory segments and then do very pootly on Listening Compre-
hension, which requires a much higher auditory memory load? Or, the opposite;
the child does not do well with small, purely auditory segments, but when the task
is put in story form on Listening Comprehension he or she performs quite well?
Answers to these types of processing questions will help with differential diag-
nosis later on.

The Simultaneous/Gv Scale and Written Expression

You may wish to compare performance on the Simultaneous,/ G scale with Writ-
ten Expression, to examine the visual-motor aspects of written expression activ-
ities and how they relate to some of the visual-motor activities on the KABC-II
subtests such as Rover or Triangles. These comparisons may help you figure out
why a child has poor handwriting, or poor visual organization on writing tasks.
Remember when you were administering the Written Expression test to the child.
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Did you observe the child having trouble holding the pencil? Did the child lose
his or her place alot? Did the child write a lot of words or letters in a reversed way?
Were there multiple erasures? Did the child have trouble figuring out where he or
she should write the responses, even though you wete pointing to the correct
starting point?

If you do suspect that poor achievement in writing is partly due to visual-
motor issues then it would be appropriate to pursue this hypothesis further, by
administering tests designed specifically for assessing visual-motor problems. We
believe that KTEA-II Written Expression is dependent, to some extent, on the
CHC GV broad ability (see Rapid Reference 4.13).

Planning, Reasoning, and Executive Functions: How They Apply to Rover
and Rebus and to Several KTEA-II Subtests

Rapid Reference 4.13 indicates that KABC-II's Rover measures the Gf narrow
ability of General Sequential Reasoning (deduction). Other subtests (Rebus and
four KTEA-II tasks) are mentioned in the Note to that Rapid Reference as being
dependent, to some extent, on the Gf broad ability. The process rationale for each
of these subtests follows.

Process Rationale for Rover. Rover was designed to explore the child’s ability to
create numerous ways to solve a problem and then to choose the best plan. Like
the game of chess, however, Rover also has a visual-spatial component that is just
as essential as planning ability in order to efficiently navigate the game board.
When Rover was initially developed, it was intended as a measure of Planning/
Gf. However, confirmatory factor analyses of National Tryout clearly pinpointed
Rover as a measure of simultaneous and visual processing. Because the child has
to look for different ways a dog can get to a bone on a map-like game board con-
taining rocks, weeds, and grass, it is ultimately the child’s visual mapping ability
that plays the most important part in solving the problems.

Nonetheless, Rover was included in the KABC-II because, regardless of its
scale membership, the task presented an interesting challenge to children and
adolescents, measures both Gfand G narrow abilities, and demands intact exec-
utive functions for success. If a child has poor planning or executive functions,
performance on this subtest is severely impacted. Even though the child’s visual-
spatial mapping abilities lead the way, he or she still has to figure out several plans,
hold them in working memory, and then determine the value of the best plan. The
latter is, most definitely, an executive functioning task.

Indeed, in a KABC-II study of 56 children with Attention Deficit/Hyper-
activity Disorder (ADHD), a group that is noteworthy for having deficits in exec-
utive functions (Barkley, 2003), the children had significantly lower scores (p <
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.001) on Rover than their non-ADHD peers (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a).
They also had significantly lower scores on more pure measures of executive
functions, such as the Planning/GfPattern Reasoning and Story Completion sub-
tests (p <.01).

When you are evaluating the Planning/Gfscale, therefore, consider the child’s
performance on Rover. Was the child organized? Did he or she take the time to
look for all of the possible solutions, or did he or she just blurt out the first an-
swer? Also look at the style of processing. Did the child take time and think about
the routes, and then count out the final plan (reflective style), or did he or she
charge right in and then have to self-correct later (impulsive style)? Rover can
supplement the Planning/Gfscale by helping you look at the differences in sub-
test scores, including the processing and qualitative aspects of how the child ob-
tained the scores. If you note executive function-type deficits during Rover, see if
these deficits were also evident on Pattern Reasoning and Story Completion.
Also, examine your qualitative obsetvations of the child’s strategy generation and
then administer other tests of executive functions to test your hypotheses.

Process Rationale for Rebus. The CHC model places Rebus safely in the narrow
ability category of Associative Memory (MA); the examinee is required to learn
the word associated with a particular rebus drawing and then read phrases and
sentences composed of these drawings. Although Rebus primarily measures a G/
narrow ability it still requires a great deal of organization, not just retrieval.

Rebus also measures the process of how a child responds to the teaching/
learning situation. Unlike other subtests (except Atlantis), the child has to learn
more and more information and then apply the information. It is similar to a
classroom situation except that it is strictly controlled and measurable, because
the examiner gives standardized teaching prompts. This is a subtest where the ex-
aminer feeds information and rehearsal to the child step-by-step. The examiner
is constrained by only being able to teach in a standardized fashion; however, this
constraint also frees the examiner to look at how the child responds to teaching,
This is a dynamic and controlled process and provides key qualitative data to the
KABC-II examiner.

The reason that Rebus is considered to depend on Gfto some extent is because
during administration the test demands executive functions to be at maximum alert.
Many researchers (e.g,, Goldberg & Bougakov, 2000) liken the executive functions
to an orchestra conductor. The first and second functional areas of the brain, if you
will, are the actual musicians in the orchestra—all designed to play certain instru-
ments at certain times. The orchestra conductor is the third functional area of the
brain (frontal lobe area), which has to direct complex cognitive functions that re-
quire input, processing, prioritizing, organizing, planning, and output.



< CLINICAL APPLICATIONS 217

Rebus taxes the orchestra conductor, because there are many first and second
functional unit tasks, such as paying attention to each tiny word/picture, pro-
cessing the visual information, processing the auditory information, melding the
symbol and sound, only learning exactly what the examiner is teaching at paced
intervals, organizing the reading of symbols and their sounds into coherent and
meaningful sentences, and checking for mistakes and comprehension. It takes
quite a conductor to direct the Rebus symphony!

There are many qualitative or behavioral indicators present during the appli-
cation of Rebus that can give the examiner clues as to problems with attention or
executive functions. Many young children performing Rebus will try very hard to
learn the words and their matching symbols and then be completely oblivious to
the fact that they are reading meaningful sentences. Therefore, if they make a mis-
take on a word and the meaning of the sentence disappears they do not mentally
register the lack of meaning—they simply just continue to read isolated symbols.
On the other hand, children who do have developing executive or metacognitive
functions will notice the break in comprehension, skip back to whete they think
they went wrong, and try to figure out the mistaken symbol. This behavior is cor-
relative of the orchestra conductor checking where lower functions went wrong,
and it also makes for a difference in scores, because the child self-corrects.

An alert examiner will know by the presence or absence of self-corrective be-
haviors if the child has problems with organization. A low score on Rebus could
mean that there is a problem with transferring information from short/recent
memory to long-term memory (as the G/rclassification implies), but a low score
could also mean that there is trouble with planning/executive functions. Hence,
a comparison with the strong planning subtests like Pattern Reasoning and Story
Completion is appropriate. Therefore, while Rebus factorially belongs on the
Glr/Learning Scale of the KABC-II, it can also assist in the exploration of the
child’s fluid reasoning ability, measured on the Planning/Gf'scale.

Process Rationale for KITEA-IT Written Expression, Reading Comprehension, Math Ap-
plications, Oral Expression, and Listening Comprebension. There are four subtests on
the KTEA-II that require not only academic knowledge, but also organizational,
deductive, inductive, and planning skills. Written Expression, Reading Compre-
hension, Oral Expression, and Listening Comprehension all requitre higher levels
of cognition (Sattler, 2001), cognitive load (Raney, 1993), or higher-complex abil-
ities (Mather, Wendling, & Woodcock, 2001). Sattler, and Mather et al. describe
primary academic tasks in a hierarchy, ranging from ones requiring low levels of
cognition, such as letter identification, to those that require higher levels, such as
reading comprehension and the construction of written text. Figure 4.2 illustrates
the hierarchical relationship among achievement areas and subtests on the



218 ESSENTIALS OF WIAT-Il AND KTEA-II ASSESSMENT >

Achievement Areas
Assessed by KTEA-II

Receptive Expressive
Language Language

Reading Math Writing

Higher-Level
Processing Reading Math Written Listening Oral
Demand KTEA-II Comprehension Applications Expression Comprehension Expression

Subtests

Lower-Level

Processing Math Spellin Phonemic apid
Demand KTEA-II Computation el Awareness Automatic
Subtests Word Reading Naming

Figure 4.2 KTEA-II Hierarchy of Cognitive Processing Load by Achievement
Area, Higher Level Processing Subtests, and Lower Level Processing Subtests

KTEA-II Comprehensive Form with respect to their level of cognitive pro-
cessing,

Informally interpreting these subtest scores alongside the subtests that truly
measure Gf narrow abilities acknowledges that the more sophisticated skills
needed for these upper-level academic tasks should be assessed in a cognitive-
processing manner. Again, the skilled and observant examiner watches how the
child takes these achievement tests and looks for behavioral clues to see if the
child has the organization and planning skills to do a good job.

During Reading Comprehension, for example, the child has to pick the best of
several responses to answer the question about comprehension correctly. Watch
for processing style here. Does the child read the passage quickly and impulsively
pick an answer (impulsive, inattentive style), or does the child read the passage
and then spend quite a bit of time reading the possible answers and deliberating
on the correctness of a response (reflective style)? Does the child have so many
problems decoding the reading passage that he or she misses the overall story?
Observe the child’s eye movements. Does the child read from left to right, with
occasional loops back to check for comprehension (fluid movements), or does
the child’s eyes flicker back and forth, lose place, skip lines, or other nonfluid
movements (poot eye tracking/nonfluid movements)? These types of observa-
tions can give valuable clues as to what factors bring about a low scote on read-
ing comprehension.
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Comparing these kinds of observations with other subtests that require orga-
nization, executive functions, and fluid reasoning may give the examiner some
keys as to why reading comprehension performance is problematic for a child.
Perhaps the problem is not that the child does not know math facts; perhaps it is
because he or she cannot organize the math facts to be able to apply them to a
problem. If the child does have problems with organization and other Gfsubtests,
then the remediation plan calls for including prescriptions about organization
(not necessarily drilling of math facts).

Similar observations about Written Expression, Oral Expression, and Listen-
ing Comprehension need to be made by the examiner, because all of these sub-
tests require the child to have good Gf skills. The beauty of comparing these
scores with subtests on the Planning/Gf scale is that the process of how a child
utilizes upper-level cognitive skills to perform academic tasks is being compared,
not just the concrete details that the teacher probably already knows about (e.g.,
reading and math levels).

There is also a quantitative method for examining the child’s reasoning ability
on the KTEA-II, via its Error Analysis procedure. Reading Comprehension and
Listening Comprehension deliberately include items that measure inferential
thinking (Gf) as well as literal recall of facts. The items on each subtest have been
preclassified as either “Literal” or “Inferential” and the KTEA-II Error Analysis
determines whether the child performed at a “Strong,” “Average,” or “Weak”
level on each type of item (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004b). Hence, if the child’s
category on the Inferential items of Reading Comprehension, Listening Com-
prehension (or both) is classified as “Weak” or “Strong,” that classification can be
used to corroborate other quantitative and qualitative data about the child’s rea-
soning ability.

From a process point of view, information and data gleaned from the KTEA-
1T high-level subtests can help the examiner look at how well the “orchestra con-
ductor” organizes complex tasks and large bodies of information. If you do sus-
pect that the child might have executive function deficits then it is appropriate to
test further, with tests that are specifically designed to measure this area. If you
do not feel comfortable incorporating measures of executive functions into the
Comprehensive Assessment then a referral to a colleague who is familiar with
these measures is an appropriate course of action.

Auditory Processing (Ga) and Several Auditory Tasks on the KABC-11

and KTEA-II

KTEA-II Listening Comprehension and three KABC-1I subtests (Riddles, Num-
ber Recall, Word Order) are dependent, to some extent, on the CHC Gu broad
ability (see Rapid Reference 4.15). The process rationale for these subtests follows.
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Process Rationale for Listening Comprebension, Riddles, Number Recall, and Word Or-
der. These subtests do not measure the CHC-defined auditory processing/Gu be-
cause they are more concerned with auditory memory and maintaining auditory
inputlong enough to come up with an answer. The primary subtests that measure
Ga—rtor example, KTEA-II Phonological Awareness—are more concerned
with the discrimination of sounds and with phonemic analysis and synthesis.
Nonetheless, Listening Comprehension and the three KABC-II subtests still all
use auditory input as the main processing vehicle, and that, by nature, is serial and
sequential. Because most of these auditory processes take place in similar places
in the brain, and have resultant brain-behavior similarities (e.g., language prob-
lems, reading problems) the examiner should make an effort to distinguish audi-
tory memory from auditory discrimination. Both processes require different in-
tervention strategies and have different influences on academic performance.

Listening Comprehension, in particular, is a supportive subtest for Ga because
it measures the kind of listening comprehension that students must do in
school—that is, comprehension of relatively formal speech, rather than casual or
naturalistic speech. This would serve the purpose of enhancing the relevance of
the test score to a school-based evaluation. The Listening Comprehension sub-
test also has a second, important design objective; to parallel the passage items of
the Reading Comprehension subtest. The primary difference between the two
subtests is that Listening Comprehension requires the student to listen to the pas-
sages on a CD, and then answer questions spoken by the examiner. Because stu-
dents perform similar tasks in Listening Comprehension and Reading Compre-
hension, a significantly lower score on the latter subtest may suggest the presence
of a reading problem rather than a more general deficit in language development
(Stanovich, 1992).

Integrating the KABC-Il and KTEA-Il—Qualitative/Behavioral Analyses

By comparing Qualitative Indicators (QIs) on the KTEA-II and the KABC-II,
you can see how a child behaviorally responds to different types of tests. (For
more detailed information about QIs, the reader is directed to the KABC-II and
the KTEA-IT manuals.) Examine the following scenarios to determine if there are
any differences on performance for each battery.

Look for Differences with Affect and Motivation

Does the child enjoy the novel, game-like activities on the KABC-II, but then be-
comes quiet, sullen, or bored on the KTEA-II? Ot vice versa? Does he or she act
nervous and unsure on the KABC-II, but cheers up with familiar tasks on the
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KTEA-II? Look for changes in behavior going from novel process tasks to fa-
miliar academic tasks.

Look for Differences with Self-Confidence

Does the child try hard on the KABC-II subtests, and knows when she ot he per-
formed well? Does the child verbalize self confidence with statements like: “I’'m
good at this!” “This is easy!” Do these self-confident statements reach over into
the KTEA-II test performance? Or does she or he falter, make self-deprecating
statements, or act unsure? Look for changes in behavior (verbalization about the
self) when tasks change from process otiented to academic.

Look for Differences between Modalities

Some children have specific and significant processing styles. Many times their
behavior will reflect these visual, auditory, haptic, or verbal strengths and weak-
nesses. Look for changes in behavior when the modality of the task changes.
Does the child pay attention better when he or she has tasks that are visual, and
gets fidgety when the tasks are auditory, with no visual stimulus? Does he or she
chatter on verbal subtests and act unsure on visual-spatial tasks?

Look for Differences in Behavior with Cognitive Load

The KABC-II changes cognitive load from subtest to subtest and especially from
basal to ceiling items on each subtest. The KTEA-II has four specific subtests
that have a higher cognitive load, because they require complex skills (see Figure
4.2). Look for changes in behavior when the load level changes or items go from
easy to difficult. Does the child do well on simple tasks and then get confused on
ones where she or he has to organize? What strategies does the child employ on
both batteries when she or he starts to approach ceiling items? Gives up? Gets
impulsive? Acts like it is an enjoyable challenge? Gets frustrated, angty, or oppo-
sitional?

Look for How the Child Responds When You Teach on the Learning Scale of
the KABC-II and Interactive Subtests on the KTEA-II
Note any changes in behavior when you administer the Atlantis and Rebus sub-
tests on the KABC-II. These subtests are different from the other subtests be-
cause they are interactive; the examiner basically teaches the child each item and
then requests retrieval of the information. It is important to note how a child re-
sponds to the interactive and regimented pace. Atlantis and Rebus are dynamic
subtests, where there is a more intense social dependency between the examiner
and the examinee; the behaviors and social strategies that the child uses in this
type of teaching/learning arrangement are valuable information.

You may also want to compare the QlIs from Atlantis and Rebus with the Writ-
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ten Expression, Phonological Awareness, Listening Comprehension, and Oral
Expression subtests from the KTEA-II. They also are interactive subtests wherein
the examiner engages the child throughout the test. Does the child enjoy engaging
with you? Is the child nervous about being so interactive with you? Does the child
act dependent and need you to lead them? O, is the child defiant, impatient, or
oppositional? It would be interesting to mention these types of behaviors to the
child’s teacher and see if the child’s responses are similar in the classroom.

Qualitative observations need to be supported by other data. If you observe
behaviors that you believe are disruptive and that hurt the child’s performance on
the KABC-II or the KTEA-II, check your observations out with staff and teach-
ers to see if these QlIs are present in other settings and not just the testing situa-
tion. Also, look at the scores for these subtests. If you believe that the QIs low-
ered the child’s scores, then interventions for those behaviors may well help the
child perform better in the classroom. Remember, QIs are not just about nega-
tive behaviors. QlIs can provide us with valuable information about how a child
gets around a disability or weakness. Watching how a child naturally compensates
for learning or behavioral deficits is very valuable information, and should be in-
cluded in any prescriptive recommendations.

Integrating the KABC-Il and KTEA-Il—Procedural Options

There are many ways to integrate the results of the KABC-1I and the KTEA-IL. At
this point in time there is no definitive method of integrating the results of the two
batteries, because it may take years of research to determine the best approach.
Even then, no single approach will match the needs of all examiners. Each exam-
iner brings a wealth of experience, “internal norms,” and beliefs to the use of these
tests. Additionally, every examiner has areas of diagnostic specialties and special
populations with whom he or she works, with different needs and wants.

The approaches described for integrating the results of the KABC-II and the
KTEA-II in this chapter are varied in their theoretical foundations, procedural
complexity, and utility. It is a good idea for you to look over the different meth-
ods that have been offered and decide which work best for you. It is important,
and best practice, to incorporate different interpretative systems for different cit-
cumstances.

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES

To introduce this section on specific learning disabilities, we give a brief sum-
mary of the controversy that has surrounded the use of achievement-ability dis-
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crepancies in the diagnosis of learning disabilities, and discuss how that contro-
versy has lead to recent legislation changing the requirements for diagnosis (i.e.,
P.L. 108-446). This section also reviews the available research on the WIAT-II
and KTEA-II in samples of children with specific learning disabilities (SLD).
We specifically examine three types of disability: Reading, Math, and Written
Expression.

Controversy Surrounding Cognitive-Achievement Differences in the
Diagnosis of Specific Learning Disabilities

The WIAT-II and KTEA-II are frequently used in the process of diagnosing
learning disabilities—to examine individual achievement, and to compare
achievement with cognitive ability. The requirements for diagnosing SLD have
been hotly debated in recent years (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2001). Many re-
searchers and clinicians have put forth strong arguments against the use of
achievement-ability discrepancies as criteria for determining SLD (Berninger,
Dunn, & Alper, 2005; Flanagan, et al., 2002; Siegel, 1999; Stanovich, 1999; Vel-
lutino, Scanlon, & Lyon, 2000). Now, (as has been mentioned throughout this
book), 2004 changes to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (i.e., P.L.
108-446) have formerly eliminated an achievement-ability discrepancy as a nec-
essaty part of determining SLD (Rapid Reference 4.19 lists where more infor-
mation can be found on P.L. 108-4406). Thus, assessment professionals (depend-
ing on how state and local educational authorities decide to implement P.L.
108-446) will no longer need to utilize a rigid discrepancy formula, including
scores from tests such as the WIAT-II and KTEA-II in conjunction with 1Q
scores. Rather, WIAT-II and KTEA-II scores may be used as a mechanism to de-
termine interindividual academic abilities, and to evaluate how academic deficits
are related to or caused by deficits in basic cognitive processes. Procedutes for di-
agnosing SLD without using an achievement-ability discrepancy have been artic-
ulated by Berninger and colleagues (Berninger, Dunn, & Alper, 2005; Berninger
& O’Donnell, 2005) and Flanagan and colleagues (Flanagan, Ortiz, Alfonso, &
Mascolo, 2002).

In the following sections, we describe research on specific learning disabilities
in the areas of reading, mathematics, and written expression that utilizes the
WIAT-II and the KTEA-II and their conormed tests. For the research described
in the following, the subjects were diagnosed with learning disabilities based on a
severe discrepancy between performance on an achievement measure and a mea-
sure of intellectual ability (the most prevalent definition of a learning disability at
the time that the research took place).
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Resources for the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act of 2004 (P.L. 108-446)

National Association of School Psychologists
http://www.nasponline.org/advocacy/IDEAinformation.html

National Center for Learning Disabilities
http://www.ld.org/advocacy/IDEAwatch.cfm

Council for Exceptional Children (CEC): Public Policy and Legislative
Information
http://www.cec.sped.org/pp/

Learning Disabilities Association of America
http://www.ldanatl.org/

Council for Exceptional Children (CEC): Summary of Significant
Issues in the New IDEA
http://www.cec.sped.org/pp/IDEA_120204.pdf

National Association of State Directors of Special Education
(NASDSE) IDEA Side-by-Side: A comparison of current law to the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004.
Available for purchase.

http://www.nasdse.org/

Wrights Law: IDEA 2004 Changes in Key Statutes
http://www.wrightslaw.com/law/idea/index.htm

Read the final IDEA bill posted on the website of the Committee for
Education and the Workforce:

http://edworkforce.house.gov/issues/ | 08th/education/idea/conferencereport/
confrept.htm

Reading Disability

KTEA-II Study

A sample of 134 students (ages 6 to 18) with learning disabilities in reading were
administered the KTEA-II Comprehensive Form (mean age 13:1) (Kaufman &
Kaufman, 2004a). The scores of these students were compared to those of a non-
clinical reference group that was matched on gender, ethnicity, and parent edu-
cation. Compared to the nonclinical reference group, scores on all KTEA-II
subtests and composites were significantly lower (p < .001) for the sample with
Reading Disabilities. The KTEA-II domain composite scores ranged from highs
of 87.1 and 85.0 on the Oral Fluency Composite and Oral Language Composite,
respectively, to lows of 76.7 and 76.9 on the Decoding Composite and the Read-
ing Composite, respectively. The mean scores for Written Language, Sound-
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Symbol, and Reading Fluency Composite were at a level comparable (i.e., about
one point different) to the low scores on the Reading Composite and Decoding
Composite. Thus, predictably, those scores directly measuring reading skill and
those related to the fluency of reading as well as phonological awareness (e.g.,
Sound-Symbol) show the most impairment in the Reading Disability sample. In
contrast, scores in the Average range of academic ability on the Oral Language
and Oral Fluency Composite (albeit in the lower end of Average), indicate that
oral language skills were an area of relative integrity for the Reading Disability
sample. Rapid Reference 4.20 shows the scores for this sample on all KTEA-II
subtests and composites (as well as other SLD samples).

KABC-1I Study

How does the pattern of scores on the KTEA-II compare with those from the
conormed KABC-II for children with Reading Disabilities? A sample of 141 stu-
dents ages 6 to 18 (M = 13:2 years) with documented Reading Disabilities were
administered the KABC-II, and the data were compared to a matched, nonclini-
cal reference group (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004b). Similar to the results on the
KTEA-II, scores on all KABC-II subtests and composites were significantly
lower for children with Reading Disabilities than for the nonclinical reference
group (all differences were p < .001). The Reading Disability sample’s mean
scores on the Sequential/Gim, Learning/Glr, and Knowledge/Gr scales bot-
dered between the Below Average and Average classifications (see Rapid Refer-
ence 4.21). The largest difference between the nonclinical group and the reading
disability group was found on the Learning/G/rscale (with a 1 SD difference be-
tween the mean scores). Kaufman, Lichtenberger, Fletcher-Janzen, and Kauf-
man (2005) provide an explanation for this low score in SLD samples:

The Learning/Glr scale is a demanding scale because it requires that all of
the cognitive processes work together. Children must use sequential abili-
ties to listen and organize information in a serial manner and learn in a step-
by-step fashion; they must use simultaneous processing to look, organize,
and remember visual information; and they must use planning abilities to
prioritize information processing. The whole process utilized for the
Learning/Glrscale is very much like a functional symphony where the first
and second functional units of the brain (measured by the Sequential / Gz
and Simultaneous/Gv scales) must interact and take direction and sustain
interest from the third functional unit (measured by the Planning/Gfscale).
A disability in any of these areas can affect scores on the respective scales,
but may also affect the performance on the Learning/G/rscale where it all
has to come together. (pp. 213-214)
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KTEA-II Scores for Students with Specific Learning Disabilities

Reading Math Writing
KTEA-II Disability Disability Disability
Subtest or Mean Mean Mean
Composite (N=134) (N=93) (N=119)
Letter & Word Recognition 76.8 76.8 772
Reading Comprehension 80.4 79.7 80.8
Reading Composite 76.9 76.8 77.4
Math Concepts and Applications 82.3 78.1 82.5
Math Computation 82.9 79.1 82.3
Mathematics Composite 81.2 77.2 8l1.1
Written Expression 80.2 78.8 80.0
Spelling 76.9 774 769
Written Language Composite 77.5 77.2 77.5
Listening Comprehension 89.1 86.4 88.7
Oral Expression 85.2 83.5 85.0
Oral Language Composite 85.0 82.6 84.7
Phonological Awareness 82.8 81.7 824
Nonsense Word Decoding 789 78.8 79.3
Sound-Symbol Composite 77.9 77.9 78.5
Word Recognition Fluency 77.1 77.1 77.2
Decoding Fluency 78.0 78.5 78.1
Reading Fluency Composite 77.4 71.7 77.5
Decoding Composite 76.7 76.8 773
Associational Fluency 90.3 88.0 91.0
Naming Facility (RAN) 88.3 87.8 89.4
Oral Fluency Composite 87.1 85.7 88.2
Comprehensive Achievement 78.4 76.1 78.3

Note: All KTEA-II data on Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD) are from the KTEA-Il Comprehensive Form
Manual (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004a): Reading Disability data are from Table 7.29, Math Disability data
are fromTable 7.30, and Writing Disability data are fromTable 7.3 1. All scores from the groups with SLD
are significantly lower (p < .001) than those of the nonclinical reference comparison groups.
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WIAT-1I Study B

A sample of 162 individuals, aged 7 to g/?ﬂp// /? 5/6-’/'5’/7(5 % Z /
18 (M = 12 years), diagnosed with  geEEEEE
learning disability in reading (LLD-R) Mean KABC-II Index
were administered the WIAT-II (The Scores for Children with
Psychological Corporation, 2002). Reading Disabilities
Their performance was compared to Reading
a non-LD control group matched on Disability
age and grade, gender, race/ethnicity, Mean
and patent education level. Rapid LUl il L= el
Reference 4.22 reports the mean per- Sequential/Gsm 854
formance of the two groups. The Simultaneous/Gy 88, |
LD-R group scored significantly Learning/Glr 843
lower than the control group (p<.01) Planning/Gf 868

on every subtest and composite. The Knowledge/Gc 848
lowest mean scores for the LD-R MP 826
group were on the reading subtests FCl 822

<i'e" M=73.49 on Word Reading; M Note: Adapted from Kaufman and Kaufman

= 78.55 on Reading Comprehension; (2004a).

and M = 75.87 on Pseudoword De-

coding). The highest scores for the

LD-R group wete on Oral Expression (M = 91.79) and Listening Comprehen-
sion (M = 88.17). At the composite level, the low score for the LD-R group was
in reading— (M = 72.10), compared to the non-LD sample (M = 99.61). The
next-lowest composite score for the LD-R group was Written Language (M =
75.01) in compatison to the control sample (M = 97.81). This is not surprising,
given the age of the LD-R group and the fact that many reading-disabled students
have undiagnosed writing disorders that may not be identified until the interme-
diate or middle school grades. Both groups were studied to determine the per-
centage of students with a standard score that is two or more standard deviations
below the mean (£ 70) on the WIAT-II subtests and composites. For the LD-R
group, 31 percent of the sample had a standard score of < 70 on Word Reading
(in comparison to 2 percent of the control group); 22 percent had a score of <70
on Reading Comprehension (none of the control group had a score thatlow); and
27 percent had a score of <70 on Pseudoword Decoding (in comparison to 1 per-
cent of the control group). At the composite level, 19 percent of the LD-R group
had a Reading score < 70, whereas none of the control group scored that low. At
the same time, only 5 percent of the LD-R group had Oral Expression scores <
70 (in comparison to 1 percent of the control group), and only 10 percent of the



228 ESSENTIALS OF WIAT-Il AND KTEA-II ASSESSMENT )

= Rgpid Reference 427

WIAT-II Mean Performance of Children Aged 7-18 with
Learning Disabilities in Reading and the

Matched Control Group
Learning Disabilities Matched Control
in Reading Group
% With % With
Score Score

Mean SD <70 Mean SD <70

Subtests

Word Reading 7349 10.69 31 99.21 14.06 2
Numerical Operations 8227 1434 17 (0143 13.86 3
Reading Comprehension 7855 13.32 22 100.69 12.40 0
Spelling 7728 935 20 99.38 1342 |
Pseudoword Decoding 7587 10.06 27 [O1.17 13.16 |
Math Reasoning 8297 1356 I5 100.17 14.30 2
Written Expression 7776 11.70 23 97.02 1527 7
Listening Comprehension  88.17 [4.76 [0 99.77 148l 3
Oral Expression 9179 13.68 5 9843 1356 |
Composites

Reading 73.10 10.65 19 99.61 1246 0
Mathematics 80.72 13.86 19 [00.61 1455 2
Written Language 7501 10.54 23 9781 14.67 4
Oral Language 8756 1459 9 98.09 14.25 3
Total 77.19  9.09 Il 99.06 1270 |
Note: N = [62.

Source: Adapted fromTable 6.2 | of WIAT-l Manual (Wechsler, 2001).

clinical group had a Listening Comprehension score < 70 (in comparison to 3
percent of the non-LD group). Individuals with reading disorders presented a
distinct pattern of scores and overall performance on WIAT-II. Qualitatively,
the LD-R group demonstrated more problems with automaticity, more self-
corrections when reading real words, and slower silent reading speed.

WIAT-1I was also administered to a sample of 41 adults in college (M = grade
14) diagnosed with a specific learning disability in reading. Rapid Reference 4.23
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WIAT-II Mean Performance of Adults in College with Learning
Disabilities in Reading and the Matched Control Group

Learning
Disabilities in Matched
Reading Control Group
Mean SD Mean SD
Subtests
Word Reading 77.62 19.81 105.44 9.05
Numerical Operations 103.58 9.69 107.10 141
Reading Comprehension 89.60 |6.84 [00.13 [4.25
Spelling 82.14 14.78 101.59 10.60
Pseudoword Decoding 73.57 777 103.36 [2.18
Math Reasoning 97.68 ['1.45 103.95 1247
Written Expression 90.51 12.39 100.76 14.54
Listening Comprehension 92.02 15.40 100.95 9.77
Oral Expression 96.71 [4.14 99.20 12.32
Composites
Reading 74.14 I'1.77 103.19 10.79
Mathematics 99.84 9.89 105.53 [1.83
Written Language 85.97 1241 100.05 [1.95
Oral Language 93.85 [3.15 99.30 10.48
Total 82.79 9.83 102.94 10.28
Note: N = 41.

presents the means and standard deviations for the subtest and composite stan-
dard scores for the adult clinical group and the matched control group. Signifi-
cant differences (at < .01 level) are noted between means for the two groups for
Word Reading (77.62 for LD-R group; 105.44 for control group); and for
Pseudoword Decoding (73.57 for LD-R group; 103.36 for control group). For
the Reading Comprehension subtest differences were noted at the <.05 level be-
tween a mean of 89.60 for the LD-R group and a mean of 100.13 for the matched
controls. The Reading Composite mean score was 74.14 for the LD-R sample and
103.19 for the control group (p = <.01). Itis likely that the smaller difference be-
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tween the two groups in Reading Comprehension occurs because at the college
level the LD-R students have developed compensatory strategies that assist them
in comprehension in spite of decoding deficits. One observation of intetest in
this study was the typically slow reading speed for many of the reading disabled
sample. This may be where decoding deficits affect reading text. Additional time
for comprehending reading materials (i.e., on exams) can be an essential accom-
modation for students who present this profile.

WISC-1V Study

The WISC-1V was administered to 56 children ages 7 to 13 who were identified
as LD-R according to DSM-/1"-1R criteria. Rapid Reference 4.24 (from Table
5.25 of the WISC IV Integrated Technical and Interpretive Manual [2004]) reports the
means and standard deviations of the WISC-IV subtest, process, and composite
scores for the LD-R and a matched control group. When compared to the con-
trol group, children with LD-R obtained significantly lower mean scores for all
composites, with large effect sizes for the VCI, WML, and FSIQ. The largest ef-
fect size was for WMI. This finding is consistent with research that indicates a
relationship between reading achievement and working memory (Swanson &
Howell, 2001).

In the WIAT-II LD-R and the WISC-IV LD-R studies, students identified
with learning disabilities in reading showed a pattern of lower Working Memory
Index and FSIQ scotres on the cognitive measure, and lower Word Reading,
Pseudoword Decoding, and Reading Comprehension scores on the WIAT-II
when compared to their matching control groups. Further, the WISC-IV study
reports significantly lower scores (with large effect sizes) on the Vocabulary, In-
formation, Arithmetic, and Letter-Number Sequencing subtests for the LD-R
sample. The lower scores on Vocabulary and Information may reflect, in part, a
deficiency in the general fund of information that is usually acquired through
reading. The lower scores on Arithmetic and Letter-Number Sequencing suggest
the role working memory may play in reading disorders.

The WISC-1V Integrated and the WIAT-1I were administered to 102 children
aged 7 to 13 who were diagnosed with Reading Disorder according to DSM-/1-
TR criteria. Students with concurrent diagnosis of other learning disorders (i.e.,
Math LD or Writing LD) were not excluded from the study. Mean scores on the
WISC-IV for students with Reading Disorder ranged from 94.7 on the Percep-
tual Reasoning Index to 88.1 on the Working Memory Index. This Reading Dis-
order sample’s pattern of WIAT-II scores was similar to that reported in the
WIAT-II Manual (discussed previously). The four lowest mean scores for the
WIAT-1I were Word Reading (79.5), Spelling (81.7), Pseudoword Decoding
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(82.8), and Reading Comprehension (83.4). The highest subtest score was a 95.2
on Listening Comprehension. Rapid Reference 4.25 and 4.26 highlight important
correlation coefficients for this study. Relative to other index scores, the VCI
showed higher correlations with the WIAT-II reading scores (Reading Compre-
hension .43; Word Reading .41; and Pseudoword Decoding .34). The WMI cor-
related at the same magnitude as VCI, with Reading Comprehension (.43), while
there was minimal correlation between WMI and Word Reading (.16) and WMI
and Pseudoword Decoding (.13). The PSI showed almost no correlation with
WIAT-II reading subtests. One factor that should be considered in light of the
low correlation between PSI and the reading subtests is that reading speed and
automaticity are not reflected in the subtest scores of the WIAT-II. Instead they
are reported in the qualitative observations that should be referenced when a low
PSI score is reported. Correlations between the scaled process scores and the
WIAT-1I composites are higher in the Verbal domain than in the Perceptual and
Processing Speed domains. Several of the scaled process scores in the Working
Memory domain correlated with Reading Comprehension, including Digit Span
Backward, Spatial Span Backward, and the process scores for the arithmetic sub-
tests. These results are consistent with research that suggests children with Read-
ing Disorder have difficulty on verbally-mediated tasks and measures of working
memory (Stanovich & Siegel, 1994; Wolf & Bowers, 1999).

= fgprd Reference 425

Correlations between WIAT-II and WISC-IV Integrated
Composite Scores for a Reading Disorder Group

WIAT-1l Composite

WISC-IV Written Oral Total
Composite Reading Mathematics Language Language Achievement
VCl 47 Sl 37 44 Sl
PRI 29 40 27 26 .38
WMI .30 35 A5 23 3l
PSI 22 35 16 24 29
FSIQ A48 61 37 4l 56

Note: Adapted fromTable G.| of the WISC-IV Integrated Technical and Interpretive Manual (Wech-
sler; 2004).VCI = Verbal Comprehension Index; PRI = Perceptual Reasoning Index; WMI =
Working Memory Index; FSIQ = Full Scale IQ.N = 102.
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= Rgpid Reference 426

Correlations between WIAT-II Subtests and WISC-IV
Integrated Composite Scores for a Reading Disorder Group

WISC-IV Integrated Composite

WIAT-1I Subtest VCi PRI WMI PSI FSIQ
Word Reading Al 16 16 A2 34
Reading Comprehension 43 32 43 25 S
Pseudoword Decoding 34 22 A3 A4 33
Math Reasoning 57 40 36 28 62
Numerical Operations .38 34 29 38 52
Spelling 26 A7 06 .08 25
Written Expression .39 28 21 21 40
Listening Comprehension 49 42 A9 23 A48
Oral Expression 27 .08 20 19 26

Note: Adapted fromTable G.| of the WISC-IV Integrated Technical and Interpretive Manual (Wech-
sler; 2004).VCI =Verbal Comprehension Index; PRI = Perceptual Reasoning Index; WMI = Work-
ing Memory Index; FSIQ = Full Scale IQ.N = 102 except Written Expression where N = 96.

PAL Study

WIAT-1I was found to be an effective diagnostic tool when paired with the Pro-
cess Assessment of the Learner Test Battery for Reading and Writing (PAL-RW;
Berninger, 2001) for the identification of students at risk for a reading disorder,
for instructional diagnosis, and for evaluating which students were treatment re-
sponders (Berninger, Dunn, & Alper, 2005). A group of 101 children aged 5 to
12 (M = 8 years) in grades K—6 was administered WIAT-II and the PAL-RW;, an
in-depth assessment of the processing skills related to reading and writing. The
WIAT-1I reading subtests were found to be moderately correlated with the PAL-
RW subtests that measure the processing skills of orthographic and phonologi-
cal coding (e.g, Receptive Coding, Expressive Coding, Rhyming, Syllables,
Phonemes, and Rimes). To learn more about how WIAT-II and PAL-RW are be-
ing used to screen children, make instructional diagnosis, and monitor effective-
ness of intervention in low-achieving schools with many at-risk students, includ-
ing a number of English-learning students from low-income families, see the
article “Partnership and problem solving to promote eatly intervention in liter-
acy: Using the PAL” (Dunn, 2002), and the followup article “Los Angeles Uni-
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fied School District (LAUSD) school psychology project bridging special and

general education” (Dunn, in press).

Math Disability

KTEA-II Study

A sample of 93 students ages 6 to 18 with learning disabilities in math were
administered the KTEA-II Comprehensive Form (mean age 13:6; Kaufman &
Kaufman, 2004a). Similar to the KTEA-II studies on other SLD, the scores of
these students were compared to those of a nonclinical reference group that was
controlled for gender, ethnicity, and parent education. Compared to the nonclin-
ical reference group, scores on all KTEA-II subtests and composites were signif-
icantly lower ( p <.001) for the sample with Math Disabilities. An important char-
acteristic to note about this Math Disability sample was that 81 percent had
comorbid Reading Disabilities, which contributed to deficits in achievement do-
mains such as reading and writing. Thus, the overall pattern of KTEA-II scores
for the Math Disability sample was similar to that of the Reading Disability
Sample, with a notably lower score on the Mathematics Composite for the Math
Disability sample (see Rapid Reference 4.20). The lowest average KTEA-II do-
main composite scores for the Math Disability sample were on the Decoding and
Reading Composites (both 76.8), and the Mathematics and Written Language
Composites (both 77.2). These low scores were closely followed by standard
scores for the Reading Fluency (77.7) and Sound-Symbol (77.9) Composites. In
the Average range of academic ability was the Oral Fluency Composite (85.7).
Rapid Reference 4.20 lists the Math Disability sample’s average KTEA-II scores.

KABC-II Study

How do scotes on the KTEA-II of children with mathematics disabilities com-
pare with conormed measures of cognitive ability? A sample of 96 students ages
6 to 18 (M = 13:7 years) with learning disabilities in mathematics were adminis-
tered the KABC-II. Similar to the Reading Disability sample, all scales were sig-
nificantly lower for the group with mathematics disabilities than in the matched
control group. The nonclinical reference group’s average standard score for all
scales was about 1 SD higher than that of the Mathematics Disability group. The
greatest standard score difference between the Mathematics Disability group and
the clinical reference group (about 16 points) was on the Planning/Gf'scale (see
Rapid Reference 4.27). Other studies have found that children with mathematics
disabilities can be helped by implementing remediation strategies related to plan-
ning and fluid reasoning. Examples of such interventions include using metacog-
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nitive approaches, teaching problem-

= Raprd Reference 42/ solving rules, and planning solutions

................................... to mathematical problems with step-
Mean KABC-II Index Scores by-step problem solving (Rourke,

for Children with 1989; Teeter & Semrud-Clikeman,
Mathematics Disorders 1998).
Math WIAT-II Study
Disability

WIAT-II was administered to a

KABC-II Scale Mean (N = 96) o
sample of 81 individuals aged 7 to 18

Sequential/Gsm 83.7 (M = 12 years) diagnosed with learn-
Simultaneous/Gv 84.6 ing disabilities not specific to reading,
Learning/Glr 83.7 Many of these students had been di-
Planning/Gf 82.7 agnosed with a learning disability
Knowledge/Gc 82.0 specifically in math. Performance
MPI 79.8 was compared to a matched control
FCl 793 group (based on gender, age and
Note: Adapted from Kaufman and Kaufman grade, ethnicity/race, and parent ed-
(2008 ucation level). On the WIAT-II math

subtests, the LD group showed sig-
nificantly (< .01) lower scores for Numerical Operations (M = 75.76 for LD
group, and M = 98.41 for non-LD group) and for Math Reasoning (M = 74.86 for
LD group, and M = 97.05 for non-LD group). About a third (30 percent) of the
LD group had a standard score < 70 on Numerical Operations, in comparison to
6 percent of the control group, and 33 percent of the LD group had a standard
score < 70 on Math Reasoning in comparison to 2 petcent of the control group.
A similar study was conducted with a sample of 22 college students (M = grade
14) diagnosed with learning disabilities not specific to reading, and matched con-
trols. Several students with Math Disorder were included in the study. Although
the sample is small and this is not a homogeneous group, mean scores on Numer-
ical Operation, Math Reasoning, and Written Expression were significantly differ-
ent (p = <.01) for the two groups. At the composite level, the LD-M group mean
was 87.77,in comparison to the control group mean of 107.52 (p = <.01). Results
of these two studies suggest that the WIAT-1I may be useful in identifying achieve-
ment deficits among individuals with more generalized learning disabilities.

WISC-1V Study

WISC-1V Integrated and WIAT-II were administered to 28 children aged 8 to 13,
who were diagnosed with Mathematics Disorder according to DSM-I1"-TR crite-
ria. Means, standard deviations, and correlation coefficients are reported in Table
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G.2 of the WISC-IV Integrated Technical and Interpretive Manunal (Wechsler et al.,
2004). Among the WISC-1V Integrated index scores, the VCI and PSI exhibited
the highest correlations with the WIAT-II Mathematics composite (.50 and .56,
respectively), as expected. A number of moderate to high correlations are found
between WIAT-II math subtest scores and the Arithmetic process scores of the
WISC-IV Integrated. The highest correlations are reported between Written
Arithmetic and Numerical Operations (.60) and between Written Arithmetic and
Mathematics composite (.60). Given the small sample size of this study, addi-
tional research with children diagnosed with learning disability in math is war-
ranted.

Writing Disability

KTEA-II Study

A sample of 119 students ages 6 to 18 (M = 13:3) with Written Expression Dis-
abilities were administered the KTEA-II, along with a matched sample of stu-
dents with no noted disability. All KTEA-II scores for the sample with Written
Expression Disabilities were significantly lower (p < .001) than the nonclinical
reference group. Most scores were in the Below Average range, with the lowest
scores for the Written Expression Disability sample on the Written Language,
Decoding, Reading, Reading Fluency, and Sound-Symbol Composites (all stan-
dard scores between 77 and 78). Though slightly higher, the Mathematics Com-
posite was also in the Below Average range (81.1). Similar to the Reading Dis-
ability and Math Disability samples, the oral language skills of this sample with
Written Expression Disabilities appeared to be the least affected of all the do-
mains, with average standard scores ranging from 84.7 on the Oral Language
Composite to 88.2 on the Oral Fluency Composite.

KABC-II Study

How do scores on the KTEA-II of children with writing disabilities compare
with conormed measures of cognitive ability? A sample of 122 students ages 6 to
18 (M = 13:3 years) with disorders in the area of written expression were admin-
istered the KABC-II. The results of this study were very similar to the results of
the sample with Reading Disabilities, which is not surprising, given that about one
third of the students with Written Expression Disabilities also had Reading Dis-
abilities. On all KABC-II scales, the group with writing disabilities scored signif-
icantly worse than the nonclinical reference group (which was a sample matched
on gender, race, and parent education). The range of mean scores across the
KABC-II scales was small (only about 4 points). The lowest index for the writing
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disability sample was on the Learning/ G/rscale (see Rapid Reference 4.28). Kauf-
man, Lichtenberger, Fletcher-Janzen, and Kaufman (2005) provide some insight

on why this score may be depressed in children with writing disabilities:

Written expression does place a large [cognitive] demand on examinees, not

only in terms of integrating all levels of information, but also in terms of

rapidly changing thoughts and ideas as the material develops. This type of

activity stretches every cognitive functional system, and perhaps the Learn-

ing/ Glr scale suffers the most when a child has problems with overall se-

quential, simultaneous, and planning activities. Indeed, it follows that the

evidence-based intervention techniques that work best for children with

written expression deficits are those that are based on cognitive and

metacognitive strategies (Kaufman et al., 1997). (p. 219)

WIAT-II Study

Included in the WIAT-II study of children diagnosed with learning disabilities
not specific to reading (/N = 81, aged 7 to 18, M = 12 years) were several students

identified with writing disorders. Performance was compared to a matched con-

trol group (based on gender, age and grade, ethnicity/race, and parent education

= fgprd Reference 428

Mean KABC-II Index Scotres
for Children with Writing

Disabilities
Writing
Disability
KABC-Il Scale Mean (N =122)
Sequential/Gsm 84.6
Simultaneous/Gv 87.7
Learning/Glr 83.9
Planning/Gf 86.8
Knowledge/Gc 85.2
MPI 82.1
FCl 82.0

Note: Adapted from Kaufman and Kaufman
(2004a).

level). Performance of the LD group
was significantly different (< .01)
from the matched control group on
the Spelling and Written Expression
subtests as well as on the Written
Language Composite. Specifically,
the mean score on Spelling for the
LD group was 79.08, compared to a
mean of 101.05 in the control group.
For the Written Expression subtest,
the mean of the LD group was 79.85,
compared to a mean of 96.24 in the
control group. Whereas 21 percent of
the LD group had standard scores <
70 on Spelling, no one in the control
group scored that low. Similatly, 21
percent of the LD group had stan-
dard scores < 70 on Written Expres-
sion, but 6 percent of the control
group had scores in that range. The
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Written Language Composite score for the LD group (M = 76.77) was signifi-
cantly lower than for the non-LD group (M = 99.13).

Conclusions from WIAT-Il and KTEA-II SLD Studies

The profile WIAT-II and KTEA-II scores for the three types of SLD reviewed
here are similar to what would be expected, based on the skill deficits commonly
present in students with SLD. In all of these SLD samples, deficits wetre seen
across the board in the domains of reading, decoding, reading fluency, and writ-
ten language. In contrast, oral language was an area of relative integrity for all
samples with SLD. There were no discrete patterns of performance on the WIAT-
1T or KTEA-II that appeared to distinguish the groups of Reading, Mathematics,
and Writing Disorders from one another. However, readers must be cautious for
several reasons in generalizing from the data that we have summarized from the
test manuals. Most of these SLD samples were not homogenous groups; they in-
cluded students that had disabilities in more than one area (e.g,, the KTEA-II
sample with Mathematics Disabilities also had many students with comorbid
Reading Disorders, and the WIAT-II samples with Mathematics and Writing
Disorders also had other comorbid disorders). The students were not randomly
selected for the studies and typically, independent clinicians were responsible for
determining whether students fit SLD criteria. Finally, these data are group data,
and may not be representative of all individuals in a diagnostic class. Therefore,
the data, summarized from the manuals of the tests, should be considered a pre-
liminary estimate of how SLD samples perform on the measures. More research
would be a2 welcome edition to the literature on the new editions of these achieve-
mentinstruments, using well-defined populations with SLD who are assessed us-
ing multiple measures.

Achievement Testing in Children with
Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder

Children with Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) have tremen-
dous difficulty in their academic performance and achievement. These difficul-
ties include both their work productivity in the classtoom and the level of diffi-
culty they have in mastering the expected academic material (Barkley, 1998).
Given these difficulties, it is not surprising that ADHD is one of the most com-
mon referrals to school psychologists and mental health providers (Demaray,
Schaefer, & Delong, 2003). Typically, children who are referred to a clinic for
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ADHD are doing pootly at school and are underperforming relative to their
known levels of ability as determined by intelligence and academic tests. Their
poor performance is likely related to their inattentive, impulsive, and restless be-
havior in the classroom. On standardized tests of academic achievement, chil-
dren with ADHD typically score 10 to 30 standard score points lower than their
peers in reading, spelling, math, and reading comprehension (Barkley, Dupaul, &
McMurry, 1990; Brock & Knapp, 1996; Casey, Rourke, & Del Dotto, 1996).
“Consequently, it is not surprising to find that as many as 56% of ADHD chil-
dren may requite academic tutoring, approximately 30% may repeat a grade in
school, and 30—40% may be placed in one or more special education programs
... [and] 10-35% may drop out [of school] entirely” (Barkley, 1998, p. 99).

Specificlearning disabilities are often comorbid with ADHD. Estimates of the
rates of learning disabilities coexisting with ADHD reveal that 8 to 39 percent of
children with ADHD have a reading disability, 12 to 30 percent have a math dis-
ability, and 12 to 27 percent have a spelling disorder (Frick et al., 1991; Faraone,
Biederman, Lehman, & Spencer, 1993; Barkley, 1990). Standatdized achievement
tests administered along with a comprehensive battery (including tests of cogni-
tive ability, behavioral and emotional functioning) can help differentially diag-
nose ADHD from other learning and psychiatric disorders, and help determine
the existence of comorbid disorders.

While achievement tests such as the WIAT-IT and KTEA-II and intelligence
tests such as the WISC-IV and KABC-II do not, and never were intended to, di-
agnose ADHD, they are of significant importance in the assessment of children
with ADHD. Having knowledge of their specific areas of academic skill deficits,
coupled with awareness of a child with ADHD’s cognitive processing abilities, is
a great benefit in planning behavioral and educational programming;

WIAT-II Study

Given what previous research on children with ADHD has shown, we would pre-
dict that children with ADHD who are tested on the WIAT-II would have signif-
icantareas of academic deficit compared to those without ADHD. To test this as-
sumption, the WIAT-II was administered to a group of 178 individuals, ages 5 to
18 (M = 13 years), diagnosed with ADHD as defined in the DSM-/1/ and a con-
trol group matched on age and grade, gender, ethnicity/race, and parent educa-
tion level. Significant differences (p < .01) occurred between the two groups
across all subtests except Oral Expression, with actual differences in mean scores
ranging from 2.05 (Oral Expression) to 8.17 (Numerical Operations). Despite
these significant differences, additional evidence indicates that the clinical group
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does not differ appreciably from the matched controls; 82 percent of the ADHD
group had all subtest scores above 70, whereas 91.6 percent of the matched con-
trols had similar results. In a second study that included 51 children, aged 7 to 18
(M =12 years), diagnosed with both ADHD and learning disabilities, a very dif-
ferent profile emerged. The differences between mean scores for the ADHD-LD
and the control groups are significantly large (ranging from 8.78 for Oral Ex-
pression to 25.67 on Spelling). Further, 22 percent of the ADHD-LD group had
scores <70 on Pseudoword Decoding, 16 percent had scores <70 on Word Read-
ing, and 16 percent had Numerical Operations scores < 70. The lowest compos-
ite for the ADHD-LD group was on Written Language, where sustained atten-
tion and effort, planning, organizing, and self-monitoring are required. For the
clinical group, the highest scores were on Listening Comprehension and Oral Ex-
pression. This pattern of stronger Oral Language skills was consistent across all
of the clinical groups except the group with Speech and/or Language Impair-
ment, where it was lower than every composite except Reading;

KTEA-II Study

A sample of 51 students, ages 5 to 18 (mean age 12:11), with ADHD were ad-
ministered the KTEA-II, along with a matched sample of students with no noted
disability. All KTEA-II composite scores for the ADHD sample were signifi-
cantly lower at the p <.001 level than the nonclinical reference group, except for
the Oral Fluency Composite (p < .05). Unlike the SLD samples, whose compos-
ite scores were frequently more than 1 SD below the normative mean, the ADHD
sample’s KTEA-II composite scores ranged from 3 to 12 points below the not-
mative mean of 100. The mean composite scores for Reading (89.5), Mathemat-
ics (88.1), and Written Language (87.7) were not highly variable, as they differed
only by about 2 points. The mean Oral Language Composite was higher at 94.5,
and is clearly an area of integrity within the academic profile. The strongest pet-
formance for the ADHD group was on the Oral Fluency Composite (97.0), lend-
ing further support to the strength of this sample’s oral communication skills.
Thus, the overall findings from the ADHD sample tested on the KTEA-II do
support previous research that found depressed academic functioning for such
children. However, this sample was not as impaired as samples of children with
SLD, with most of the ADHD sample’s mean scores being classified within the
Average range of ability. Future research administering the KTEA-II together
with the KABC-II (and the WIAT-II together with the WISC-IV) to samples of
children with ADHD and samples of children with comorbid ADHD and SLD
will provide useful information to clinicians who work with such children.
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Z#w TEST YOURSELF .

. More accurate comparisons can be made between achievement and abil-

ity when utilizing conormed tests such as the KABC-Il and KTEA-II or
the WIAT-Il and WISC-IV. True or False?

. Of the 4 index scores of the WISC-1V, which has the highest correlation

with Total Achievement on WIAT-II?
(@) Verbal Comprehension

(b) Perceptual Reasoning

(¢) Working Memory

(d) Processing Speed

. In the WIAT-Il LD-Reading and the WISC-IV LD-Reading studies dis-

cussed in this chapter, students identified with learning disabilities in
reading showed which pattern of scores?

(@) VCl was the lowest index scores on the WISC-IV, and Reading Compre-
hension was the lowest subtest score on the WIAT-II.

(b) WMI and PSI were the highest index scores on the WISC-IV, and Word
Reading and Pseudoword Decoding were the lowest subtest scores on
the WIAT-II.

(c) WMl was the lowest index score on the WISC-IV and Word Reading,
and Pseudoword Decoding and Reading Comprehension were the low-
est subtest scores on the WIAT-II.

(d) The lowest WISC-IV index score was PRI, and Word Reading and
Pseudoword Decoding were the lowest WIAT-II subtest scores.

. Why might a student with a learning disability in reading have a lower

score on the Arithmetic subtest of the WISC-IV?

. For students ages 7 to 18,the KTEA-Il Comprehensive Achievement

Composite correlated most strongly with the Knowledge/Gc Index, which
is not surprising given this index’s link to vocabulary and acquisition of
facts. Contrary to this finding for 7- to 18-year-olds, which two of the
KABC-II scales were among the best correlates of achievement for ages
4:6 to 6 years?

(@) Sequential/Gsm
(b) Simultaneous/Gv
(c) Learning/GlIr
(d) a&b
(e) a&c
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. Administration of which of the following process subtests from the

WISC-IV Integrated can be especially important when evaluating a stu-
dent with a possible language-based learning disorder?

(@) Written Arithmetic, Vocabulary, Visual Digit Span
(b) Block Design No Time Bonus, Digit Span Forward, Digit Span Backward
(c) Longest Digit Span Forward, Longest Digit Span Backward, Cancellation

(d) Vocabulary Multiple Choice, Similarities Multiple Choice, and Compre-
hension Multiple Choice

. In addition to five CHC broad abilities measured by the KABC-II, the

KTEA-Il Comprehensive Form measures which three additional broad
abilities:

(@) Auditory Processing (Ga)

(b) Processing Speed (Gs)

(c) Reading and Writing (Grw)

(d) Quantitative Knowledge (Gq)

(e) Speed/ReactionTime (Gt)

. The 2004 changes to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (P.L.

108-446) have formally eliminated an achievement-ability discrepancy as
a necessary part of determining SLD. However, examining WIAT-11 and
KTEA-II scores alongside their conormed tests of cognitive ability may
help to determine interindividual academic abilities and help to evaluate
how academic deficits are related to or caused by deficits in basic cogni-
tive processes. True or False?

. Although the samples of students with reading, mathematics, and writing

disabilities reported in this chapter were not homogeneous groups, the
results from the WIAT-1l and KTEA-II studies showed that very distinct
patterns of academic achievement clearly distinguish the SLD samples
from one another. True or False?

. In samples of children with reading disorders, on which achievement

domain did these samples consistently score the highest for both the
WIAT-1l and KTEA-II?

Answers: |.True; 2. a; 3. ¢;4.The Arithmetic subtest is a measure of working memory and research
demonstrates that there is a close relationship between working memory and the acquisition of
reading skills. 5.d; 6.d;7.a, ¢, & d; 8.True; 9. False; 10. Oral Language
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ILLUSTRATIVE CASE REPORTS

psychoeducational evaluation. Each child was administered a complete
battery of tests; two include the KTEA-II and the other two the WIAT-
II. The first case report is of Keenan E, age 9, who was referred for a psycho-

This chapter presents case studies of four children who were referred for

educational evaluation because of his difficulties in reading and spelling. Kee-
nan’s test battery includes the KTEA-II and KABC-II, as well as supplemental
measures of his memory ability. The second case report is of Ryan P, age 12, who
was referred for an assessment to evaluate concerns regarding his attentional dif-
ficulties, along with his receptive and expressive language problems. Ryan’s test
battery includes the KTEA-II and KABC-II, as well as measures of his neuro-
psychological and behavioral functioning, The third case reportis of Eduardo R.,
age 8, whose parents requested an evaluation in order to determine if Eduardo
has an underlying cognitive or emotional difficulty that may be contributing to his
academic and attentional difficulties. Eduardo’s test battery includes the WIAT-
IT and WISC-1V, as well as other measures of his neuropsychological and emo-
tional functioning. The final case report is of Johnny S., a 14-year-old previously
diagnosed with ADHD. Johnny’s parents requested his evaluation due to their
concerns regarding his learning problems in school. His test battery includes the
WIAT-1I and WISC-IV-Integrated, as well as supplemental measures of his be-
havioral functioning.

The goals of this chapter are to bring all other facets of this book together to
demonstrate how the WIAT-II and KTEA-II may be used as part of a compre-
hensive battery, and to demonstrate the cross-validation of hypotheses with be-
havioral observations, background information, and supplemental test scores.
The basic outline for each reportincludes the following: reason for referral, back-
ground information, appearance of client and behavioral observations, tests ad-
ministered, test results and interpretation, summary diagnostic impression, and
recommendations. All of the test data are presented in a psychometric summary
at the end of each report.

244
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As in all illustrative cases presented throughout this book, the identifying data
of the clients have been changed to protect their confidentiality.

CASE REPORT |

Name: Keenan F
Age: 9:2
Grade: 3rd

Referral and Background Information

Keenan, a 9-year-old boy, was referred for evaluation by his parents, Mr. and Mrs.
F, to better understand their son’s difficulty with reading and spelling at school.
Furthermore, they are concerned that his current school may not be the most ap-
propriate school environment for him. Mr. and Mrs. F described Keenan as a
“hard worker with a positive outlook about school, even though he has difficulty
with assignments involving reading.”

Keenan is an only child who lives at home with his father, who is a banker, and
his mother, who is currently a homemaker. Mr. and Mrs. F. have been married for
15 years. Mrs. F. had a normal pregnancy and birth with Keenan, who was born
weighing approximately 6 pounds, 6 ounces. Mr. and Mrs. F. described their son’s
developmental history as unremarkable, with the exception of some difficulties
with articulation requiring speech therapy. He attended speech therapy for 18
months from ages 5:6 to 7 years. Currently, his parents stated that his articulation
is quite good.

Keenan’s academic history began when he was 2 years old with his first atten-
dance at preschool 2 days a week. Reportedly, Keenan enjoyed his preschool ex-
perience and attended until he was 5 years old, when he entered kindergarten. Mr.
and Mrs. I said they first noticed Keenan’s problem with reading in kindergarten.
He could not recognize words. He has been seeing a tutor twice a week for the
past year to help with his reading. His tutor and the program director at the tu-
toring center were interviewed. They stated that his current areas of most diffi-
culty include word attack skills, irregular vowels, vocabulary and comprehension,
and reading directions independently. They also said that Keenan guesses or mis-
reads sight words. They reported that Keenan is currently reading at the begin-
ning 3rd grade level, and that the reading done at his school is too difficult for
him. His tutor mentioned that Keenan finds writing difficult and that if he can say
his response orally, he can often answer questions correctly. His tutor stated that
Keenan’s confidence is increasing, which is important in helping him to do his
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work independently. Currently, he needs a lot of structure to complete assign-
ments with her. His tutor also stated that Keenan “is a pleasure to work with.”

Keenan is a third grader at a local private elementaty school where he is receiv-
ing grades of mostly C’s. Additionally, results of the most recent group of stan-
dardized testing (Iowa Tests of Basic Skills) conducted in the beginning of the cur-
rent school year at his school placed Keenan in the average to low average range.
Specifically, he showed a personal weakness in reading comprehension (15th per-
centile), and personal strengths in problem solving and data interpretation (60th
percentile) and science (48th percentile). His current teacher was interviewed and
stated that Keenan doesn’t read questions properly and that he decodes words in-
correctly. He is good about asking for help if he doesn’t know words, but he for-
gets what the teacher says by the time he returns to his seat. She stated that Keenan
has problems in reading, spelling, and math (with directions). His teacher reported
that Keenan does not appear to have attention problems; rather, he pays attention
well. She said that he sits in front and knows that she will call on him, so he pays
attention. His teacher described Keenan as very concerned with making mistakes,
and that he seems “afraid to do something wrong.” She also described Keenan’s
strengths as being helpful, a great friend, and having a positive attitude.

When Keenan was asked about his experience at school he reported that his
favorite subjects are recess, science, computers, PE, and math. He said his least
favorite subject is Spanish. He said he liked his current teacher and seemed to
have a positive view of his school. When asked about friends at school, Keenan
reported that his best friend is Kyle and that they like to play kick ball.

When not in school, Keenan has participated in many sports, including
lacrosse, soccer, basketball, swimming, and surfing. He said his favorite sport is
lacrosse. Keenan also loves to ride his go-ped and to go on his dirt bike with his
dad. Keenan said he has a close friend in the neighborhood, James, with whom
he likes to play video games. Socially, Keenan’s parents described him as getting
along well with others, both peers and teachers. In fact, they stated that he easily
makes friends and has always succeeded in the social realm.

Keenan’s parents stated that he is in good health and has no significant history
of illnesses, injuries, or hospitalizations. They said he does have 20/35 vision and
astigmatism, but does not wear corrective lenses. There is no significant family
history of academic, behavioral, or medical problems.

Behavioral Observations

Keenan is a cute boy with short brown hair who was dressed casually, wearing a
T-shirt and long shorts or pants during each session of the evaluation. Keenan
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made good eye contact with the examiner and appeared quite comfortable con-
versing with the examiner, making rapport easy to establish and maintain. In fact,
he noticed things around the room, such as a conch shell and a scenic painting,
and used them to initiate conversation and engage the examiner, showing his
adept social skills.

From the start, Keenan appeared motivated to perform well. He was con-
cerned with his testing performance, asking if his responses were correct and
sometimes asking if younger children could do some of the items he was doing.
He also seemed to want to please the examiner, as evidenced by his helping the
examiner put away test materials as well as his willingness to guess on items he did
not know only after the examiner encouraged him to do so. Keenan frequently
asked for clarification about directions, indicating his desire for structure and his
difficulty understanding complex verbal instructions. For example, on a task in
which he was to move a toy dog to a bone on a checkerboard-like grid containing
obstacles, and to find the “quickest” path (the fewest number of moves), he asked
many questions about the stated rules, such as “can you jump over all of them?”
He also counted his starting point repeatedly, and had to be reminded several
times not to do so. Furthermore, when reading passages and answering questions
about the passages, he continually asked questions, trying to obtain more specific
information about how to answer the questions. On a test of written expression
in which he was to write a story that he had heard and about which he had an-
swered questions, he responded by saying, “I don’t get it. The whole story? All the
details?”

Keenan was cooperative throughout the evaluation and showed a good toler-
ance for frustration. For those tasks that were increasingly difficult and frustrat-
ing for him, such as a task in which he was to count the exact number of blocks
in various pictures of stacks of blocks, some of which are hidden, or a task in
which the examiner teaches the child the nonsense names for fanciful pictures of
fish, plants, and shells, Keenan would ask if we were done yet, or how many more
items there were. He would also ask for a snack break or even try to start a con-
versation during the task to stall the testing. However, despite his noted frustra-
tion with certain tasks, he was easily brought back to the task at hand with mini-
mal verbal encouragement. It should also be noted that Keenan appeared to tire
easily. On all three testing sessions, Keenan would rub his eyes and yawn as the
testing progressed, and even state that he was tired.

Keenan exhibited some fidgety behaviors and distractibility. For instance,
Keenan would notice outside noises during the evaluation, such as a car spinning
out, a siren, and a dog batrking. He would look up and comment on the noise,
sometimes using it to avoid the task at hand. However, Keenan’s level of dis-



248 ESSENTIALS OF WIAT-Il AND KTEA-II ASSESSMENT >

tractibility was normal for a child his age. His fidgety behaviors consisted mainly
of taking his watch on and off and playing with the buckle during verbal tasks or
in between items of nonverbal tasks. His behavior was not disruptive to the test-
ing and was indicative of mild anxiety to the testing situation, as he only exhibited
this fidgety behavior in the first of the three testing sessions.

Keenan struggled with writing tasks. When asked to fill in missing words, com-
plete sentences, add punctuation and capitalization, and combine sentences, he
worked very slowly. He erased frequently, changing his answers several times. He
made an abundance of spelling errors and the examiner had to ask him what he
had intended to write with many of his misspelled words. Howevet, he was told
that spelling did not matter on that task. Additionally, Keenan tended to misspell
the same words in different ways throughout his work. For instance, in writing the
word “king,” he spelled it “king” and “kin” and in writing the word “dragon,” he
spelled it “dragn,” “dragen,” “dargen,” “dagn,” and “dargun,” even when the
word was written on the page in another section.

Keenan used several different types of strategies to help him solve problems.
On a task in which he was to fill in the missing pictures of an incomplete story, he
talked his way through the stories, indicating his use of verbal mediation. Addi-
tionally, he demonstrated a reflective problem-solving style in that he looked
carefully at each picture in the story and in the picture set before placing the pic-
tures. He was also reflective on other nonverbal tasks (e.g., when assembling col-
ored triangles to match an abstract picture and when completing a pattern by se-
lecting the correct picture stimulus from an array of options) as well as on verbal
tasks (e.g., when told several characteristics of a concept and asked to name the
concept, and when selecting from an array of pictures the one that corresponds
to a vocabulary word or information question). His slower approach also carried
over into his reading, in which he tended to read very slowly, and into his writing
(as mentioned above). However, when he heard a story and was asked to repeat
the story verbally, he spoke quickly and without much hesitation, indicating it is
easier for him to express himself orally than in writing,

As was stated previously, Keenan appeared to put forth great effort and he was
cooperative. Thus, the results of this assessment are deemed a valid reflection of
his current cognitive and academic abilities.

Assessment Procedures

* Children’s Memory Scale—selected subtests
* Clinical Interview with Keenan’s parents
* Clinical Interview with schoolteacher
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* Clinical Interview with tutor and program director of tutoring center

* Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children, Second Edition (KABC-II)

* Kaufman Test of Educational Achievement, Second Edition (KTEA-
IT), Comprehensive Form A

Test Results and Interpretation

Assessment of Cognitive Abilities

Keenan was administered the KABC-II to obtain a comprehensive picture of his
mental processing and cognitive abilities. The KABC-II is based on a double the-
oretical foundation—Luria’s neuropsychological model and the CHC psycho-
metric theory. It offers five scales, each given a label that reflects both theoretical
models: Sequential/Gim, Simultaneous/Gy, Learning/Glr, Planning/Gf, and
Knowledge/Gr. (From the perspective of CHC theory, Gz = short-term mem-
ory; Gr = visual processing; G/r = long-term storage and retrieval; Gf = fluid rea-
soning; and Gr = crystallized ability.)

Examiners are given the option of selecting either the Luria model or the CHC
model of the KABC-II, based on the child’s background and the reason for re-
ferral. (Knowledge/ Gt is excluded from the Luria model because measures of
language ability and acquired knowledge may not provide fair assessment of some
children’s cognitive abilities—e.g., those from bilingual or nonmainstream back-
grounds.) Keenan’s primary language is English. This fact, coupled with Keenan’s
referral reason (that he may have a reading disability) led the examiner to select
the CHC model of the KABC-II, which yields the Fluid Crystallized Index (FCI)
as the global measure of general cognitive ability.

Keenan earned a KABC-II FCI of 87, ranking him at the 19th percentile and
classifying his overall mental processing ability as falling within the Average to
Below Average range. The chances are 90 percent that his true FCI is between 82
and 92. However, he displayed considerable variability in his standard scores on
the five theory-based scales that compose the FCI, with indexes ranging from 108
on Knowledge/ Gt to 77 on Sequential/Gsm. This 31-point discrepancy renders
his FCI meaningless as an estimate of global ability; it is merely the midpoint of
greatly varying abilities. Unlike the FCI, four out of five of Keenan’s scale indexes
were interpretable, as he performed consistently on the tasks that compose each
separate scale (with the exception of Simultaneous,/GY).

Keenan functions consistently within the Average to slightly Below Average
range in his ability to learn new material and to solve novel problems using fluid
reasoning. These abilities were noted in his scores on the Learning/Glr scale
(standard score = 806; 18th percentile) and the Planning/Gfscale (standard score
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= 90; 25th percentile). Keenan’s performance on the Supplementary Delayed Re-
call scale (16th percentile) was consistent with his initial performance, indicating
that he was able to retain the newly learned paired associates (taught by the ex-
aminer during the administration of the Learning/G/r subtests) after an interval
of about 20 minutes—despite participating in other cognitive tasks and without
advance warning that he would be retested.

Although most of Keenan’s abilities fall within the Average to Below Average
range, he did show a significant weakness in his short-term memory, as measured
by his score on the Sequential / G scale (standard score = 77; 6th percentile). In
fact, his short-term memory is both a normative weakness (compated to other
children his age) and a personal weakness for him. Keenan appeared to do better
with meaningful versus abstract stimuli, but meaningfulness appeared more im-
portant for Keenan in remembering verbal information than visual stimuli. To
further assess Keenan’s memory, his visual and auditory memory was assessed us-
ing selected subtests of the Children’s Memory Scale. Keenan’s memory skills did
not appear to be dependent on whether the modality was visual versus auditory
nor whether the stimuli were meaningful or abstract. Within the visual memory
domain, he showed a strong ability to process, learn, and recall the spatial loca-
tion of a dot pattern (84th percentile); however, he did poorly in his ability to re-
call human faces presented in a sequential format (2nd percentile). Conversely,
within the verbal domain, he did well in his ability to process and recall verbally
presented stories (63rd percentile), but less well in his associative memory (his
ability to process, learn, and recall a list of word pairs; 16th percentile). His per-
formance on the paired word associative memory task is consistent with his per-
formance on the task of associative memory from the KABC-II, indicating that
even though the latter task has contextual clues (the student can “read” the sym-
bols as a sentence), Keenan did not use these clues. Itis important to mention that
Keenan noticed when the symbols were combined they formed sentences, as he
said “Oh, like a sentence,” although he still did not use this information to help
him correctly identify the symbols.

Keenan’s acquired knowledge of words and facts (crystallized ability) is a rela-
tive strength for him. Although his score on the Knowledge/Gr Index of 108
(70th petcentile) is in the Average range compared to children his age, he pet-
formed significantly better on this index than his overall level of cognitive pet-
formance. During the administration of the Knowledge/Gr subtests, Keenan’s
reflective problem-solving style was observed. He took his time to look at all the
options when he was to select from an array of pictures. He even willingly
guessed, with the examinet’s encouragement, often in an educated manner in that
he would cross out with his fingers the choices that he knew were not correct.



< ILLUSTRATIVE CASE REPORTS 251

Furthermore, on a task in which he was only given verbal information, he appro-
priately asked on several occasions for the question to be repeated. Of particular
interestis the fact that Keenan showed significantly stronger performance on the
Knowledge/ Gt index than on his Learning/Glr index, indicating that despite it
being more difficult for him to learn new material, he is learning verbal facts and
concepts over time at home and in school. One reason for his weaker perfor-
mance on the Learning/G/rindex may be related to his difficulties with memory.
However, Keenan’s positive attitude combined with the additional effort he puts
into his work likely contributes to his relative area of strength.

Keenan’s Simultaneous/Gr Index of 90 (Average range) was not interpretable
due to the variability he showed in his performance on both the two core tasks
that comprise this scale and the two supplementary tasks. His performance
ranged from the 84th percentile on a visualization task requiring him to count
blocks, including those that ate hidden from view, to the 9th percentile on a task
in which he was to mentally fill in the gaps of an incomplete inkblot drawing to
determine the object. In addition, he performed at the 5th percentile on a task in
which he was to assemble foam triangles to match an abstract picture. However,
his slow speed of problem solving negatively impacted his score, as evidenced
by the fact that he assembled harder items correctly, but not within the time lim-
its. The variability in Keenan’s performance on these tasks demonstrates that
Keenan’s reasoning and problem-solving skills that depend on spatial visualiza-
tion and simultaneous processing of information fluctuate without any discern-
ible pattern.

Assessment of Academic Abilities

To assess Keenan’s academic achievement in reading, math, written language and
oral language, he was administered the KTEA-II Comprehensive Form, which is
an individually administered set of academic achievement measures. Keenan’s
standard scores on the main KTEA-II Comprehensive Form Composites (based
on grade norms) were all within the Average to Below Average range: Reading (98
t 4; 45th percentile), Mathematics (102 £ 4; 55th percentile), Oral Language (97
1 9; 42nd percentile), and Written Language (88 % 6; 21st percentile), Compre-
hensive Achievement (96 £ 4; 39th percentile).

Keenan’s reading skills were mostly in the Average range compared to other
children his age, whether he was reading words (32nd percentile on Letter and
Word Recognition), sounding out nonsense words using phonics skills (21st per-
centile on Nonsense Word Decoding), or demonstrating understanding of what
he reads (61st percentile on Reading Comprehension). However, when asked to
rapidly decode real words and nonsense words, his performance was in the Be-
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low Average range (Reading Fluency Composite = 84 £ 6; 14th percentile), indi-
cating his speed of isolated word recognition and decoding is slower than that of
his peers.

When reading real words, Keenan appeared to use a whole word approach,
rarely phonetically sounding out the words, unless he clearly did not recognize the
word. Using the whole word or sight approach, he often did not notice small dif-
ferences in a word and would incorrectly identify it. For example, he said “quite”
for “quiet,” “blossom” for “blossomed,” “meat” for “meant,” and “swamp” for
“swap.” When he did not recognize the word by sight, he tried to sound it out
phonetically, but had much difficulty, and often sounded it out by chunkingitinto
smaller pieces, such as “el ee ven” for “eleven” or “untild” for “united.” In read-
ing nonsense words, Keenan often left out or changed a letter, which made him
mispronounce the word, such as saying “plex” for “plux,” “fape” for “fap,” and
“skreet” for “shreed.” His performance on these reading tasks is consistent with
his teachet’s report that Keenan “doesn’t decode propetly and comes up with
something different” During Reading Comprehension, he read the passages
aloud, even though he was told he could read them silently. He read very slowly
and with numerous whole word mistakes that changed the meaning of the pas-
sage. In fact, for the last passage, he said “worse” for “world,” “Israel” for “Inca,”
“rings” for “ruins,” and “experienced” for “entered.” Despite his misreading sev-
eral of the words, when asked questions about the passage he was able to use the
questions to help correct himself and review the passage to find the answer.

Keenan’s responses on several KTEA-II subtests were further examined by
error analysis to identify specific areas of academic skill strength or weakness. He
showed a significant number of specific skill weaknesses across academic areas
related to reading. Keenan demonstrated difficulties with short vowels, as evi-
denced by his pronunciation of the word “eleven,” which he pronounced “el ee
ven”; for the nonsense word “mab” he said “made.” Keenan also had difficulty
spelling silent letters, writing “hom” for “home” and “whent” for “went”” How-
ever, of particular interest is his pattern of fluctuating performance or making
different kinds of errors throughout. Thus, he showed a significant number of
whole word errors in that he either misread some or most of the word by omit-
ting or inserting letters in the middle or end of the word. The absence of a pattern
to Keenan’s errors is consistent with what his reading tutor describes, in that
Keenan often misreads sight words, but he will also sometimes skip letters, other
times substitute letters, and yet other times he guesses.

Because one of Keenan’s presenting concerns was his difficulties with spelling,
his written language was assessed. Keenan earned a Written Language Compos-
ite standard score of 88 (21st percentile), indicating his ability to express his ideas
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in writing and his spelling (standard scores of 89 on each; 23rd percentile) are
both in the Average to Low Average range. On the Written Expression subtest,
error analysis revealed weaknesses for Keenan in capitalization and punctuation.
It should be noted that Keenan was not penalized for misspelling on the Written
Expression subtest, but Keenan misspelled so many words, often the same word
in several different ways, that it made it difficult to discern what he was trying to
communicate. However, Keenan’s teacher said that despite his misspelling, she
usually understands what he is trying to say.

Keenan’s oral expression was also assessed, so that a comparison of his ability
to understand information via reading versus listening could be made. On the
Oral Language composite, Keenan performed in the Average range (standard
score of 97; 42nd percentile). He performed equally well in his listening compre-
hension (37th percentile) as he did in his oral expression (53rd percentile). Fur-
thermore, his ability to comprehend information from reading did not differ
from his listening comprehension.

Keenan’s performance in mathematics reveals consistently Average function-
ing in the basic skills of computation (42nd percentile) and the application of
mathematical principles to solve word problems (68th percentile). Thus, his
Mathematics Composite standard score of 102 (55th percentile) provides a good
overview of his mathematics skills. Error analysis revealed no specific strengths
or weaknesses in Keenan’s math skills. However, he did exhibit a significant weak-
ness in careless types of errors, such as using the wrong operation (adding when
he was supposed to subtract), subtracting the smaller number from the larger
number, and computational errors. In solving math problems, Keenan asked if he
could use his fingers rather than using scratch paper. Also, he pointed to division
problems and stated that he did not know how to do them.

Integration of Ability and Achievement

In evaluating the consistency of Keenan’s cognitive and achievement scores, it is
clear that cognitively his overall functioning is in the Average to slightly Below
Average range in most areas, with significant weaknesses in his short-term mem-
ory span. His academic achievement is consistently in the Average range, with the
exception of his reading fluency, which is Below Average. Thus, Keenan is cut-
rently achieving at his ability level. In fact, despite his specific skill weaknesses in
decoding fluency and phonetic decoding of certain irregular patterns, his reading
is still in the average range when compared to children of the same grade. Given
that there are no significant discrepancies between Keenan’s ability and what he
is achieving, he does not meet the criteria necessary to diagnose any specific
learning disordets.
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Summary and Diagnostic Impressions

Keenan is a 9-year-old boy who was referred for an evaluation to determine if his
difficulties in reading and spelling are indicative of a learning disability and to de-
termine the best educational environment for him.

Keenan was friendly and responsive to the examiner throughout the testing.
His positive attitude and social adeptness were evident from the start and made
it a pleasure to work with him. He did show some mild distractibility and fidgety
behavior; nothing of clinical significance, but it will be discussed in the recom-
mendations.

Although Keenan does not have a learning disability, reading is an enormous
struggle for him. He has vague short-term memory deficits that likely impact his
ability to process and encode verbal information that has no prior meaning to
him (such as single words, phonics rules). Furthermore, his reading fluency is
very slow. Thus, even when he does tecognize words accurately, he does so at a
rate of speed that adversely affects his comprehension. This slow reading fluency,
coupled with difficulties with phonetic decoding, prevent Keenan’s reading pro-
cess from becoming automatic. Because Keenan’s decoding is not automatic, he
has to devote more attention to decoding the words than to the meaning of what
is being read. Itis likely that Keenan will have similar difficulties with spelling and
writing as he does with decoding and reading comprehension because spelling
ability contributes to writing ability in a similar way. Good spelling ability reduces
the amount of effort the student must devote to producing individual words.
Keenan’s attention to detail fluctuates such that he makes careless errors in his
work (such as adding when he is supposed to be subtracting, or omitting or add-
ing letters when reading words). Thus, he shows no true pattern to his errors.

As was stated by Keenan’s parents, his strengths are in the social domain.
Keenan’s teacher, his tutor, and this examiner all experience Keenan as a hard
worker who is eager to please and is sincerely a pleasure to work with. This posi-
tive attitude and work ethic, coupled with his ability to endear himself to others,
will help him greatly in his academic environment, because he makes teachers and
tutors want to help him succeed. Furthermore, they see him making an extra ef-
fort and they, in turn, are willing to give him additional support.

Recommendations

* Keenan does not meet the criteria for any specific learning disabilities.
Thus, if he attends public school he will not be eligible for any special
education services. However, the decision about where Keenan should
attend school remains important. Keenan’s cutrent private school func-
tions at an accelerated level for all of its students. Specifically in reading,



< ILLUSTRATIVE CASE REPORTS 255

the “open court” style of reading appears to be ovetrly difficult for
Keenan, in that he cannot complete the work without help from his tu-
tor or parents. If his school and teacher are open to making accommo-
dations for Keenan for his in-class and homework assignments, he may
benefit from the challenge. However, Keenan’s parents should discuss
with his teacher how the curriculum will change and increase in diffi-
culty for following years, to determine if this accelerated program will be
such a struggle that it will impact his self-esteem and positive attitude.
Furthermore, they should meet with school officials at the public school
that Keenan would attend and find out how the cutriculum may differ.

* Keenan should continue to work with his tutor in word attack skills (de-
coding), vocabulary, and comprehension. Often the phonics programs
for reading decoding will focus on the same set of word skills that is
needed for spelling, This will be helpful as writing becomes increasingly
important in Keenan’s academic workload.

* Keenan has difficulty performing tasks quickly under pressure. The
emphasis on his work should be on accuracy rather than speed. There-
fore, he should be provided with ample time to complete his work or
his assignments should be shortened so that they can be accomplished
within the period. When he is allowed extra time, do so in a way that
does not bring negative attention to him.

¢ If Keenan’s homework is taking him an excessive amount of time, re-
duce the amount of homework he is required to do in each area so that
he can complete his assignment in approximately the same amount of
time as other students. Examples of modified assignments are: solving
the odd-numbered math problems instead of all the items, studying 10
spelling words instead of 20, and writing a half-page report instead of a
whole page.

* Given that Keenan showed signs of distractibility and that it takes him
longer to complete his work, Keenan should have a place free from dis-
tractions to do his homework (in his bedroom at a desk, rather than at
the kitchen table while dinner is being made or the television is on). Ad-
ditionally, if he has difficulty sustaining his attention, he should work in
short intervals, with planned short breaks (e.g,, work for 20 or 30 min-
utes, then break for 5 minutes). Also, his seating placement in the front
of the classroom near the teacher is an excellent place to maximize his
attention and minimize distraction from other students.

* Because Keenan has difficulty with tasks involving memory, reduce the
amount of information that he is required to memorize.

* Provide intensive repetition, practice, and review in learning activities.
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To promote retention, provide activities to reinforce the skills or con-
tent at frequent and regular intervals, gradually increasing the intervals
to less frequent and intermittent. Additionally, when teaching Keenan
new information, provide facts in small increments so that he doesn’t
get lost, and be sure to relate new information to information he al-
ready knows in a meaningful way.

* Ensure that Keenan understands the concept underlying any new infor-
mation or skill, as well as how each aspect of the new information is re-
lated to every other part. To this end, as much as possible, present all
types of verbal information accompanied by visual stimuli that clearly
illustrate the concept being taught. Examples are: pictures, charts,
graphs, semantic maps, and videotapes.

* Directions for homework assignments should be concisely written
down for Keenan, using easy vocabulary words and pictures to help.

¢ Keenan tends to make cateless errors in his work—for instance, not
noticing the computation symbols for math problems. Therefore, he
should highlight the process signs. Help him decide on colors for each
of the four signs and consistently highlight each in its own color.

* After completing math problems, Keenan should use a calculator to
check calculations and then rework any incorrect solutions.

* Keenan should be encouraged to continue to ask questions about his
in-class assignments as they arise, as he does better with increased
structure as to what is expected of him. To this end, it would be helpful
if he could have written instructions, using easy vocabulary words and
even pictorial stimuli to convey the directions. When Keenan asks ques-
tions about his assignments, the teacher should write down her answer
for him so he can refer to the instructions while completing his assign-
ment.

* The following books will provide useful suggestions for educational in-
terventions that will take into account Keenan’s weakness in short-term
memory and speed of processing: (1) J. A. Naglieri and E. B. Pickering,
2003, Helping Children Learn: Intervention Handouts for Use in School and
Homse, Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes, and (2) N. Mather and L. Jaffe, 2002,
Waoodcock-Johnson I11: Recommendations, Reports, and Strategies, New York:
Wiley.

Debra Y. Broadbooks, PhD
Clinical Psychologist
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Psychometric Summary for Keenan F.

Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children—Second Edition (KABC-II),
CHC Model

90%
Standard Score Confidence  Percentile
Scale/Subtest (mean = 100; SD = 15) Interval Rank
Sequential/Gsm 77 70-86 6
Number Recall 6 9
Word Order 6 9
Simultaneous/Gv 90 82-100 25
Rover 12 75
Triangles 5 5
Gestalt Closure
Block Counting 13 84
Learning/Glr 86 80-94 18
Atlantis 8 25
Rebus 7 16
Planning/Gf 90 83-97 25
Story Completion 10 50
Pattern Reasoning 7 16
Knowledge/Gc 108 101-115 70
Verbal Knowledge 12 75
Riddles 11 63
Fluid-Crystallized Index (FCI) 87 82-92 19
Supplementary Scale
Delayed Recall 85 16
Atlantis Delayed 10 50
Rebus Delayed 5 5

Note: Ttalicized subtests are Supplementary and not included in the calculation of the in-
dexes.
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Psychometric Summary for Keenan F. (Continued)

Kaufman Test of Educational Achievement—Second Edition (KTEA-II)
Comprehensive Form (Form A)

90%
Standard Score Confidence Percentile
Composite/Subtest (grade-based) Interval Rank
Reading Composite 98 94-102 45
Letter and Word Recognition 93 88-98 32
Reading Comprehension 104 98-110 61
Decoding Composite® 91 87-95 27
Nonsense Word Decoding 88 82-94 21
Mathematics Composite 102 96-108 55
Math Concepts and Applications 107 99-115 68
Math Computation 97 89-105 42
Oral Language Composite 97 88-106 42
Listening Comprehension 95 85-105 37
Oral Expression 101 89-113 53
Written Language Composite 88 82-94 21
Written Expression 89 80-98 23
Spelling 89 84-94 23
Reading Fluency Composite 84 78-90 14
Waord Recognition Fluency 89 81-97 23
Decoding Fluency 80 73-87 9
Comprehensive Achievement Composite 96 92-100 39

Note: Ttalicized subtests are Supplementary.

“The Decoding Composite includes Nonsense Word Decoding and Letter and Word
Recognition.
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Psychometric Summary for Keenan F. (Continued)

Children’s Memory Scale—selected subtests

Index/Subtest Standard Score Percentile Rank

Dot Locations

Learning 11 63

Total Score 13 84
Stories

Immediate 11 63
Faces

Immediate 4 2
Word Pairs

Learning 6 9

Total Score 7 16
Visual Immediate 91+13 27
Verbal Immediate 94t9 34
Learning 91+ 11 27

Note: Mean of index standard scores = 100 (SD = 15); mean of subtest scaled scores = 10
(SD =3).

KTEA-Il ERROR ANALYSIS

Keenan’s responses on several KTEA-II Comprehensive Form subtests were
further examined to identify possible specific strengths and weaknesses. First, his
errors on each subtest were totaled according to skill categories. Then the num-
ber of errors Keenan made in each skill category was compared to the average
number of errors made by the standardization sample students, similar in age,
who attempted the same items. As a result, Keenan’s performance in each skill
category could be rated as strong, average, or weak. Keenan exhibited no strong
areas of skill compared to his peers, but did have several skills that were rated in
the average level or that were determined to be weak. The diagnostic information
obtained from Keenan’s error analysis follows (only his weak skill areas are sum-
marized):
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CASE REPORT 2

Name: Ryan P.
Age: 12:2
Grade: 6th

Reason For Evaluation

Ryan P. is a 12-year-old boy who attends the Hillside Elementary School. Ryan
lives at home with his parents, his 10-year-old brother, and his 8-year-old sister.
This evaluation was initiated at his parents’ request due to their concerns regard-
ing Ryan’s attentional difficulties, along with some receptive and expressive lan-
guage problems identified on speech and language testing. Ryan has had some
partial assessments done in the past; however, he has never had a full, compre-
hensive neuropsychological evaluation. He has been diagnosed with a Mood
Disorder and he is currently on Trileptal and Seroquel. His parents ate eager for
information regarding any specific neurocognitive deficit that Ryan may be dis-
playing, and what can be done to help him in this regard. This assessment will
evaluate Ryan’s cognitive status as well as assess any specific academic and emo-
tional difficulties.

Background Information

Developmental History and Health

According to Mr. and Ms. P, Ryan is the product of a normal, full-term preg-
nancy, and a normal labor and delivery. He weighed 8 1bs. 11 oz. at birth. Ryan was
described as a very fussy, colicky baby who did not eat or sleep well, and who
suffered from “stomach problems.” His mother indicated that he was nursed for
6 months. Ryan suffered from frequent ear infections until age two. No other
health problems or behavior difficulties were noted as an infant. According to
Ryan’s parents, he reached all his developmental milestones on time. No signifi-
cant deficits in self-help skills or adaptive behavior were reported.

As noted above, Ryan is currently on Trileptal and Seroquel, which were pre-
scribed for his Mood Disorder. He has had no head injuries or concussions. Ryan
complains of frequent stomachaches, nausea, and frequent bowel movements.
His parents indicated that these complaints are related to anxiety. Ryan’s parents
indicated that he displays irregular sleeping patterns, and he has asked his mother
for Benadryl to help him fall asleep at night. Although he has difficulty falling
asleep at night, once he is asleep, he sleeps deeply. However, he has trouble stay-
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ing awake in the classroom, and constantly falls asleep during class. His parents
voiced concerns about Ryan’s difficulty following auditory instruction, although
they do not suspect a hearingloss, and his hearing was recently checked at school.
Ryan displays a moderate impairment in articulation.

Ryan’s parents described him as a talented athlete with good gross and fine co-
ordination skills. He participates in several sports, including soccer, football, and
skating, and he excels in these areas. Ryan demonstrates some significant sensory
sensitivities. He cannot tolerate tags in his clothes, and he insists on wearing a
specific type of sock. He also displays some motor tics, including twitching his
shoulder and eye blinking,

Ryan’s family history has notable instances of psychological problems. His
mother reported that she is currently medicated for depression as well as possible
ADHD. She also indicated that Ryan’s maternal grandmother has a history of de-
pression and suicide attempts. Ryan’s father reported symptoms of high anxiety,
some inattention, as well as processing problems. He noted that Ryan’s paternal
grandfather suffered from mood swings and anger control difficulties.

Academic History

Ryan began preschool at age 3:6 and kindergarten at age 5. He reportedly had
some mild difficulty learning his letters and numbers, but his teachers reported
that he was functioning at appropriate levels for his age. Ryan began attending
Hillside Elementary School at first grade. His parents noted that no behavior dif-
ficulties were reported, aside from some overactivity in the lunch line and a ten-
dency to blurt out answers in class. Through second grade he reportedly did well
academically, and his grades were consistently As and Bs.

However, in third grade, Ryan’s parents noted the demands of his very perfor-
mance-oriented school increased, and they indicated that Ryan demonstrated
some academic difficulty and organizational problems. He forgot his assign-
ments, he did not complete homework, and he appeared to cover up his embar-
rassment about not understanding the work by hiding assignments in his desk.
Ryan expressed significant anxiety to his parents in relation to the statewide
group standardized tests, although his overall results were average for his age. His
fourth grade teacher told Mr. and Ms. P. that movement and sounds in the class-
room easily distracted Ryan, and that “even things on the wall distract him.” As a
result, Ryan was tested by the school district at the beginning of fifth grade. These
results indicated that Ryan’s intellectual functioning was in the Low Average
range (Full Scale IQ = 83), and receptive language difficulties and articulation
problems were reported. As a result of this testing, Ryan received speech pathol-
ogy services at school until the end of the school year.
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Ryan apparently has done better academically during his sixth-grade year.
However, his parents reported that he continues to struggle to complete his
homework assignments, and that he is extremely disorganized. He typically does
his homework at the kitchen table, where there are numerous distractions from
his younger sister. His father noted that there are many unnecessary materials on
the table at this time, and thatitis a very disorganized environment. Ms. P. voiced
her concern about both Ryan and her own organizational difficulties, and she ex-
pressed eagerness for any assistance in this regard. In an interview with Ryan’s
sixth-grade teacher, she noted that her greatest concerns about Ryan were his in-
ability to focus, his poor study and organizational skills, and his sleepiness. She
noted that he is unable to stay awake between 9 a.M. to 10:30 a.m. when the class
is working on reading, and that she finds it very unusual for a student to be sleepy
at this time. She indicated that Ryan “is wired” after lunch and is fidgety and more
distractible. She reported that Ryan is strong in math and spelling skills, but that
he is “overwhelmed” by writing tasks, and is unable to complete these tasks in the
classroom. She described Ryan as having a pleasant and sweet personality, a good
sense of humor, and a willingness to participate in new things, and she noted that
he is very popular among his peers. According to his teacher, Ryan is never un-
cooperative or defiant in class, and aside from some aggressive behavior on the
playground, she has not noted any inappropriate conduct from him.

Inaninterview with Ryan, he expressed an acute awareness about his difficulty
remaining awake at school. He noted: “If I read, I won’t fall asleep, butif they read
I get tired”” When asked if he can anticipate himself falling asleep, he indicated
that “I kind of know . . . I stay up and listen to it . . . my eyes are closed, I am half
asleep, I can hear what is going on, I usually know what is going on.” He also in-
dicated thatin the past he had experienced significant memory problems, but that
“it is better now for a few weeks or months.”” He was unable to express what had
changed to improve his memory abilities.

Currently, his parents described Ryan as extremely distractible and displaying
poor sustained attention. However, his attention span is better if he is interested in
the subject matter. His father indicated that when Ryan focuses, “he completes his
work and tasks amazingly,” but that he is rarely focused. His processing speed is
reported to be inconsistent. His parents indicated that he has adequate problem-
solving skills and intact visual-spatial ability. His expressive language is reported to
be variable and deficits in his receptive language have been noted. His parents are
unsure whether this reflects inattention, auditory processing difficulties, or an un-
detected hearing deficit. According to Mr. and Ms. P.,, Ryan demonstrates very
concrete thought processes; he does not display the capacity for abstract reason-
ing, and he is very literal in his interpretation of events and expressions.
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Emotional and Social Development

Mzr. and Ms. P. reported that Ryan has always been a very irritable child who would
lose control over small details, such as his trousers being too pressed, or the sun
being in his eyes. In 3rd grade, Ryan apparently began displaying more intense
temper outbursts, mood instability, and volatility. He also began having extreme
difficulty with transitions. His parents indicated that at this time the family was
experiencing a high level of stress due to moving home, building and selling an-
other home, and living with Ryan’s grandparents. Ryan was apparently displaying
significant anger problems that were “creating rifts in the family”” He was also
extremely anxious, and he had significant difficulty getting organized in the
morning,

Ryan began psychiatric treatment at this time. His psychiatrist recommended
that a course of Trileptal and Seroquel be prescribed as his medication regime.
The medication appeared to have a positive effect.

From a social point of view, Ryan is reported to be very popular and has sev-
eral good friends. His mother described him as having a “very loving heart,” and
she reported that he likes to take care of the elderly, as well as a Down syndrome
child at his school. His father noted that he is “very considerate, willing to please,
quick witted, and funny.” Ryan apparently gets along well with his brother, al-
though there is reported to be some competition and friction between them at
times. His parents noted that he used to “adore” his sister and was very respon-
sible with her. However, he now tends to antagonize his sister as well as the fam-
ily dog, and that he can be very aggressive in this regard. His parents wondered
whether this could be a means for Ryan to release his frustration after a day at
school.

Behavioral Observations

Ryan presented himself as a cute and friendly 12-year-old boy. Rapport was eas-
ily established and Ryan cooperated and worked diligently. He made no com-
plaints about the length of testing, and he did not request additional breaks be-
yond those suggested by the examiner. However, on the first day of testing Ryan
reported being very tired when he arrived, which he attributed to having had a late
night the evening before. On this day he was noted to be faitly fidgety, and he fre-
quently played with his watch, which he reported was new and needed to be re-
set. However, these behaviors were not evident during the second testing session.
In general, Ryan’s performances were extremely slow. He did not appear to rush
through any task or to feel pressured on timed tests.

During the first day of testing, although Ryan gave the appearance of being
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attentive on many tasks, he demonstrated some significant difficulty remaining
alert. On several occasions he would become completely unresponsive while
completing a task, and he would sit staring ahead and blinking repetitively. On
one occasion Ryan appeared to fall asleep right after this episode. He was unable
to explain what he had been experiencing, merely stating that he was unable to
think of any further responses to the task at hand. He did not appear to be con-
fused and he was alert immediately after the episode. Although he was unable to
complete the task he had been working on, he was able to respond to a new task.
This was most noticeable on language-based tasks, and on tasks that did not re-
quire him to make extensive vetbal or motor responses, but rather to focus on
verbal information presented by the examiner. These episodes lasted a few sec-
onds to a minute. With the exception of these incidents, Ryan did appear to be at-
tentive and focused during the testing. In contrast, Ryan appeared to be com-
pletely alert during the second day of testing, and none of the episodes described
eatlier wete observed. It should be noted that Ryan did not take his dose of
Trileptal on the second day, and his dose of Seroquel had been increased at that
time. In addition, he reported going to sleep earlier the night before, and he cer-
tainly appeared more vigilant and attentive. In addition, Ryan chewed gum dur-
ing his second day of testing, and he reported that this helped him remain alert.

Ryan appeared to put forward his best effort at all times. On the basis of these
behavioral observations, this assessment appears to be a valid measure of Ryan’s
neuropsychological functioning at this time.

Assessment Procedures and Tests Administered

* Clinical interview with Mr. and Ms. P.

* Clinical interview with Ryan

* Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children—Second Edition
(KABC-II)

* A Developmental Neuropsychological Assessment (NEPSY): Selected
Subtests

» Kaufman Test of Educational Achievement—Second Edition
(KTEA-IT)

* IVA Continuous Performance Test (IVA)

* Children’s Depression Inventory (CDI)

* Piers-Harris Children’s Self-Concept Scale 2 (PHSCS2)

* Revised Children’s Manifest Anxiety Scale (RCMAS)

* Rorschach

* Sensory Profile
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* Achenbach Child Behavior Checklist/6—-18 (CBCL)

* Achenbach Teacher’s Report Form /6-18 (TRF)

* Conners’ Parent Rating Scale—Revised: Long Version

* Conners’ Teacher Rating Scale—Revised: Long Version

Test Results

Intellectual Abilities

In order to assess Ryan’s intellectual ability, he was administered the Kaufman As-
sessment Battery for Children, Second Edition (KABC-II) which is an individu-
ally administered test of a child’s intellectual ability and cognitive strengths and
weaknesses. One of the objectives of this testis to provide a more fair assessment
of the processing abilities of children with receptive language disorders. There are
four scales that are administered to such children: Sequential /Short-term Mem-
ory (Gsm), Simultaneous/ Visual Processing (G?), Learning/Long-term Retrieval
(Gr), and Planning/Fluid Reasoning (Gf). The Mental Processing Index (MPI)
is the global scale thatis considered the most representative estimate of global in-
tellectual functioning when administered to children with language processing
problems. Ryan’s general cognitive ability is within the Average range of intellec-
tual functioning, as measured by an MPI of 89 (90 percent confidence interval =
84-94). His overall thinking and reasoning abilities exceed those of approxi-
mately 23 petrcent of children his age. This score is consistent with the results of
the assessment conducted 2 years ago, which yielded a WISC-III Full Scale 1Q of
83 (90 percent confidence interval = 79—88). In addition, additional subtests of
the KABC-II were administered in order to calculate a Nonverbal Index (NVI).
He scored a global 1Q score of 80 on this scale (9th percentile), which is in the
Low Average range. Therefore, even with the minimization of language factors
on the KABC-II, Ryan’s intellectual functioning is consistently in the Low Aver-
age to Average range.

Ryan’s sequential processing abilities, as measured by the Sequential/Gi
scale, are in the Average range, at the 50th percentile (Standard Score = 100). This
scale is designed to measure the ability to process information in a serial or tem-
poral ordet, to hold information in immediate awareness, and then use that in-
formation before it is forgotten. Ryan’s scores on the subtests contributing to the
Sequential/ Gim scale are extremely variable. His performance was intact when
required to repeat a series of numbers in the same sequence as the examiner said
them (63rd percentile), as well as on a subtest assessing his ability to touch a se-
ries of silhouettes in the same order as the examiner said their names (37th pet-
centile). He had significantly more difficulty on a task requiring him to copy a se-
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quence of hand movements made by the examiner (5th percentile). Although no
overt signs of inattention were evident on this subtest, Ryan had great difficulty
remembering the examiner’s hand movements, and he was only able to complete
some very basic items on this subtest. This reflects notable problems with se-
quential processing and short-term memory in the visual-motor channel.

Ryan’s simultaneous processing abilities as measured by the Simultaneous/Gv
scale are in the Average range, at the 16th percentile (Standard Score = 85). This
scale is designed to measure the visual processing of information, spatial manip-
ulation of visual stimuli, and nonverbal reasoning. Ryan had no difficulty on a task
of spatial scanning that assessed his ability to plan the quickest route for a dog to
take to get to a bone (50th percentile). However, he struggled on a measure of
spatial visualization in which he was required to assemble several triangles to-
gether to match a picture of an abstract design (5th percentile). His responses on
this task appeared to be somewhat random, and he displayed considerable diffi-
culty manipulating the triangles and matching the colots on the triangles with the
target design. He had further difficulty on another subtest of visual orientation
with regard to spatial relationships, in which he was required to count the num-
ber of blocks in a stack in which some blocks were hidden from view (5th per-
centile). This reflects problems with the spatial management of visual stimuli,
difficulties mentally organizing visual information presented spatially, and
difficulties analyzing part-whole relationships within spatial information.

Ryan demonstrated a significant weakness on the Learning/G/r Scale (Stan-
dard Score = 84, 14th percentile). He struggled on a task measuring his ability to
learn nonsense names for pictures of fish, plants, and shells (16th percentile). He
had similar difficulty on a task assessing his ability to learn words associated with
particular drawings, and to read aloud sentences composed of these drawings
(16th percentile). His recall of these names and words after a delay was also im-
paired (16th and 5th percentiles, respectively). This is indicative of considerable
problems storing information in long-term memory and retrieving this informa-
tion in an efficient manner, both after an initial presentation of the information
as well as after a delay.

On the Planning/Gf'scale, Ryan demonstrated an intact ability to solve novel
problems with flexibility, to draw inferences and understand implications, to ap-
ply inductive or deductive reasoning, and to plan his course of action (Standard
Score = 99, 47th percentile). He displayed Average ability on a subset requiring
him to select, from a set of pictures, those that are needed to complete a story, and
to place the missing pictures in their correct locations (37th percentile). His per-
formance was also intact on a subtest of abstract categorical reasoning ability re-
quiring him to complete a pattern by selecting the correct stimulus from an array
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(63rd percentile). He worked slowly on these tasks, he did not display any impul-
sivity, and he appeared to plan his responses carefully.

Attention and Executive Functions

In order to assess his attention, Ryan was administered selected subtests from
the NEPSY and the Delis-Kaplan Executive Function System (D-KEFS). Ryan
demonstrated variable performances on these subtests of attention and executive
functioning. His performance was Average (50th percentile) on a subtest assess-
ing his nonverbal planning and problem-solving abilities. On this task, Ryan was
required to move three colored balls to target positions on three pegs in a pre-
scribed number of moves. He was able to complete some very difficult problems
on this subtest, yet he struggled on some easier ones.

On a NEPSY subtest of selective auditory attention, Ryan’s performance was
also in the Average range (63rd percentile). This task required Ryan to maintain
selective auditory attention and to regulate his responses to conflicting stimuli.
The first phase of this task required him to maintain auditory vigilance to words
presented on a tape and then place the target object in a box when its name was
called out. On the next phase, he had to do the same, but with three target objects.
In addition, on two of the three objects, Ryan was required to do the opposite of
what he was told (i.e., put the red chip in the box to the command “yellow”). Ryan
demonstrated a very strong performance on the initial phase of this task, and he
was attentive and focused throughout this phase. He had slightly more difficulty
on the second phase of the task, although his performance was still within the Av-
erage range. His performance on this subtest reflected no problems with inatten-
tion or impulsivity, as evident by his very low number of omission and commis-
sion errors.

In contrast to these strong performances, Ryan demonstrated great difficulty
on a test of selective visual attention assessing his ability to attend to a visual stim-
ulus and locate target pictures quickly in an array (9th percentile). Although Ryan
worked accurately both when required to detect one target stimulus and when
searching for two target stimuli, his speed was much slower than expected. Ryan’s
slow processing speed was noted consistently throughout the testing.

Ryan’s motor inhibition was Average as evident by his performance on a sub-
test assessing self-regulation and inhibition (26—75th percentile). His impulse
control and inhibition were Low Average (11-25th percentile) on a subtest as-
sessing his ability to sustain a position over a 75-second interval. Ryan displayed
some difficulty inhibiting the impulse to respond to auditory distraction on this
task.

On the D-KEFS, Ryan demonstrated some significant problems with cogni-
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tive flexibility. This is indicative of some rigid and concrete thinking, and was
identified by Ms. P. when she noted that Ryan tends to be very literal and to lack
the capacity for abstract thinking. This was noted particularly on sequencing trail-
making tasks, but was also evident on an executive functions test of verbal intet-
ference assessing inhibition of verbal response and cognitive flexibility. Despite
his difficulties, Ryan demonstrated the ability to monitor and modify his behav-
iors in order to produce correct responses. He did not demonstrate an impulsive
response style or any visual scanning difficulties, and there were no problems
noted in maintaining cognitive set.

Ryan’s performance was extremely impaired on the IVA Continuous Perfor-
mance Test (IVA). This task is intended to be mildly boring and demanding of
sustained attention over a 13-minute period of time. On this task Ryan was re-
quired to respond to target stimuli (the number 1 presented either auditorily or
visually on the computer) and refrain from responding to nontarget stimuli (the
number 2 presented in the same formats). During the administration of this test,
Ryan’s back was to the examiner, and she was therefore unable to determine his
level of alertness throughout the task. A diagnosis of Attention-Deficit/
Hyperactivity Disorder, Combined Type was indicated by his performance on the
IVA. Ryan was unable to validly respond to visual stimuli, and therefore his re-
sponse pattern to visual stimuli could not be analyzed or interpreted. This reflects
significant problems with Ryan’s visual attention span. Ryan also displayed prob-
lems with his general auditory attentional functioning, and he demonstrated an
impaired ability to accurately and quickly respond in a reliable manner to auditory
stimuli. He had significant difficulty remaining vigilant to auditory stimuli, and he
also demonstrated problems with impulse control in response to auditory stim-
uli. This indicates that Ryan most likely is overreactive to and distracted by audi-
tory stimuli in his environment. His pattern of responding indicates that Ryan ex-
periences periods of random, idiopathic, impulsive responses to nontarget
auditory stimuli. The impact of this deficit is likely to be significant, manifesting
as impulsive responses to auditory stimuli in his home and school environments.
He also demonstrated poor Fine Motor Regulation, indicating problems with
self-control. Ryan demonstrated some lapses in his auditory attention, along with
very poor auditory processing speed. His performance on this task indicates a
tendency to make unusual, careless errors, problems remembering rules, and
a likelihood that he engages in behaviors that are distracting and annoying to
others.

Further measures of Ryan’s attentional functioning were obtained by the Con-
ners’ Parent Rating Scale—Revised, the Conners’ Teacher Rating Scale—Revised,
the Achenbach Child Behavior Checklist/6-18 (CBCL), and the Achenbach
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Teacher’s Report Form/6-18 (TRF). On the Conners’ Parent Rating Scale—Re-
vised, the profiles generated by Mr. and Ms. P’s reports were almost identical, re-
flecting a high level of consistency in the way in which they view Ryan. Both par-
ents expressed concerns regarding Ryan’s level of inattention, organizational
problems, and difficulty completing tasks. They also reported a significant level of
hyperactivity, restlessness, and impulsiveness, and they identified Ryan as meeting
the diagnostic criteria for ADHD, Combined Type. These concerns were also
noted on the CBCL. Ryan’s teacher was asked to complete the Conners’ Teacher
Rating Scale—Revised and the TRE The profile generated by his teacher on the
Conners’ scale was indicative of some inattention and a significant level of rest-
lessness and impulsiveness. She identified Ryan as being “at risk” for ADHD,
Combined Type. These Conners’ profiles were compared to the Conners’ profiles
generated by Ryan’s mother and his third grade teacher from a previous assess-
ment. The profiles were extremely consistent, although it appears that Ms. P. is cur-
rently noting more significant problems with hyperactivity than she did a year ago.

Overall, Ryan’s attention span on structured neuropsychological tests is ex-
tremely variable. Although his behaviors were not indicative of a high level of
inattention or impulsivity, he clearly demonstrated variable ability to stay on task,
due to significant problems remaining alert. It is very likely that his level of alert-
ness impacts his performances and confounds the diagnosis of attention diffi-
culties. Itis essential to determine whether any neurological or medical factors are
responsible for the level of inattention noted by Ryan’s parents, as well as the vari-
ability in his test results.

Language

Ryan’s language skills have been previously identified as an area of weakness. On
the NEPSY he had some significant difficulties in these areas. His comprehen-
sion of verbal instructions was significantly impaired on a subtest assessing his
ability to process and respond quickly to verbal instructions of increasing com-
plexity (2nd percentile). Ryan was only able to complete some very basic items on
this subtest. On multistep instructions, Ryan was able to follow the first part of
the instruction, but he was unable to complete the entire sequence of instruc-
tions. As the instructions became more complex, Ryan failed to make any re-
sponse at all. He had somewhat less difficulty, performing in the Low Average
range, on a subtest of phonological processing (25th percentile), as well as on a
subtest assessing his ability to access and produce familiar words in alternative
patterns rapidly (16th percentile). Although he was able to name the words accu-
rately with little difficulty, his performance was fairly slow, which is indicative of
his slow processing speed.
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Sensorimotor

Ryan’s performances were Low Average to Average on most subtests of sensori-
motor functioning. He demonstrated some problems on measures of finger dex-
terity and on measures requiring him to imitate hand and finger positions (25th
percentile on both). He had even greater difficulty on a subtest assessing his abil-
ity to imitate a series of rhythmic movement sequences using one or both hands
(3—10th percentile). In contrast, his performance was Average on a task requiring
him to remain inside a curved track while drawing a line between these tracks
(50th percentile). His speed was surprisingly fast on this subtest, although he had
some difficulty remaining inside the lines as the track became more narrow.
Overall, these results are consistent with Ryan’s Low Average to Average cogni-
tive abilities, and do not appear to reflect significant problems with fine-motor
coordination or difficulty monitoring motor output.

In order to further examine Ryan’s sensory processing abilities, his mother was
asked to complete the Short Sensory Profile. Results indicated that Ryan demon-
strates a high number of sensation-seeking behaviors. He frequently seeks to add
sensory input in his daily experiences, which may reflect an overreactive neural
system that may make Ryan aware of every stimulus that is available, along with
an inability to habituate to these stimuli. Results further indicated some inconsis-
tencies in Ryan’s ability to screen out sounds in daily life. While his mother indi-
cated a high sensitivity to sounds, she also noted some hyporesponsiveness to
sounds, reflecting a difficulty in paying attention to relevant auditory input.

Visuospatial

Ryan consistently demonstrated relative difficulties on measures of his visuospa-
tial functions. He scored at the 9th percentile on a task requiring him to copy two-
dimensional geometric figures of increasing complexity, and at the 25th per-
centile on a task assessing his ability to judge line orientation. His difficulties in
these areas were further noted previously on the KABC-II, on which he had great
difficulty mentally organizing visual information presented spatially. It should be
noted that the KABC-II subtests were presented on the first testing session, dur-
ing which Ryan had great difficulty remaining alert. However, even during the
second day of testing, Ryan consistently struggled on tests of visuospatial skills,
reflecting some relative difficulties in these areas.

Memory

Ryan demonstrated impaired memory functions in all areas with the exception of
recognition memory. While he excelled on a task assessing his memory for faces
(75th percentile), he had significant difficulties on subtests measuring his mem-
ory for names (16th percentile), narrative memory (5th percentile), and verbal
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memory span (16th and 5th percentiles). His performances indicate a poor recall
of verbal labels, difficulties in his ability to organize and retrieve details from
prose, impaired auditory short-term memory for language, and an impaired abil-
ity to learn over a series of trials. However, Ryan consistently demonstrated a sig-
nificantly stronger performance on delayed memory than initial memory. This
was noted on tasks of recognition memory as well as verbal recall, and is a very
unusual memory pattern. This appears to indicate that Ryan has some significant
difficulties encoding new information.

Assessment of Academic Abilities

Ryan was administered the Kaufman Test of Academic Achievement—Second
Edition (KTEA-II) in order to assess his academic skills. He demonstrated a sig-
nificant discrepancy between his performance on KTEA-II tests of Oral Ex-
pression and his cognitive ability, as measured by his KABC-I1I MPI of 89. This is
indicative of an Expressive Language Disorder. He also demonstrated significant
difficulties on tasks of Listening Comprehension, reflecting signs of a Mixed Re-
ceptive-Expressive Language Disorder. Although Ryan’s performances on other
subtests of academic achievement did not differ significantly from his ability,
Ryan’s performances were frequently below grade expectancy.

Reading

Ryan’s performances on all subtests of reading were consistent with his cognitive
ability. He performed comparably on tasks that required him to correctly read a
series of printed words (47th percentile), read sentences and paragraphs and an-
swer questions about what was read (39th percentile), and correctly apply pho-
netic decoding rules when reading a series of nonsense words (47th percentile).
However, he demonstrated a need for frequent repetition of questions on the
reading comprehension task, and he had great difficulty remaining alert during
this subtest. His passage reading speed was significantly below expected levels.

Mathematics

Ryan’s skills in mathematics are diverse and may not be adequately summarized
by a single number. He performed much better on tasks that evaluated his ability
to add and subtract one- to three-digit numbers and multiply and divide two-digit
numbers (86th percentile) than on tasks that required him to understand number,
consumer math concepts, geometric measurement, basic graphs, or solve one-
step word problems (34th percentile). His skills in the area of mathematical cal-
culations are a personal strength for him, and a normative strength compared to
other children his age. However, it is clear that Ryan resists performing calcula-
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tions with a paper and pencil; he prefers to do mental math. As a result, he is not
always accurate and he makes careless errors. Ryan’s lower score on the Math
Concepts and Applications subtest resulted from his difficulty comprehending
auditorally presented word problems, and he requested frequent repetition of
these items. This is consistent with his problems with receptive language pro-
cessing,

Oral Language

Ryan performed in the Below Average to Lower Extreme range in overall lan-
guage skills, and his skills in this area exceed those of only 2 percent of students
his age. He struggled on tasks assessing his expressive and receptive vocabulary,
and he had great difficulty on a subtest of sentence comprehension requiring him
to identify the picture that best represents an orally presented descriptor. His
overall performance on these tests of Listening Comprehension was in the Low
Average range (10th percentile). In addition, his performance was significantly
impaired on expressive language tasks requiring him to generate words within a
category, describe scenes, and give directions, and he was unable to complete sev-
eral of these tasks (1st percentile). In addition, Ryan was observed to display
problems remaining alert on these tasks, and his behavior was extremely con-
cerning. As indicated earlier, Ryan’s performance on the Oral Expression subtest
differed significantly from his cognitive ability; this was a normative weakness, a
personal weakness, and was indicative of a learning disability in this area.

Written Language

Ryan’s performances on tasks of Written Expression that required him to gener-
ate sentences to describe visual cues, combine sentences, and compose an orga-
nized paragraph were in the Low Average range (12th percentile). His sentences
and paragraph were not well written, several punctuation errors were noted, he
omitted some essential information in his writing, and he frequently changed the
meaning of the sentences when combining them to create a new sentence. His
writing was pootly organized, and his use of vocabulary words was extremely
elementary. Ryan was noted as having difficulty remaining alert on this subtest,
particularly on a test of written word fluency. In comparison, he was alert and at-
tentive on the Spelling subtest, and scored within the Average range (34th percen-
tile).

Emotional Functioning

Ryan completed the Rorschach, the Piers-Harris Children’s Self-concept Scale 2,
the Revised Children’s Manifest Anxiety Scale, and the Children’s Depression In-
ventory. His patrents each completed the Conners’ and the Achenbach Child
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Behavior Checklist. His teacher completed the Conners’ and the Achenbach
Teacher Report Form.

As noted previously, on the CBCL and the Conners’ Ryan was rated by his par-
ents as displaying a significant level of inattention and hyperactivity, and as meet-
ing the diagnostic criteria for ADHD, Combined Type. His parents also reported
some significant concerns about Ryan’s high level of rule-breaking behaviors and
aggression at home. They further noted that Ryan displays a high level of anxiety,
frequent somatic complaints, and some social problems. In contrast, his teacher
did not report noting significant oppositional behaviors, and she also did not re-
port social concerns or anxiety to be relevant issues on the TRE. However, on the
Conners’ she did rate Ryan as displaying a moderate level of anxiety, character-
ized by a sensitivity to criticism and a high level of emotionality.

On measures of emotional functioning, Ryan demonstrated a moderate level
of situational guardedness and a reluctance to be forthcoming. He appears to be
purposefully avoiding self-focusing, and he is fairly unwilling to process emo-
tional stimulation or to become engaged in affectively charged situations. He also
displays some evidence of oppositional tendencies, which are likely to be associ-
ated with transient irritation and situational reactions to his responsibilities and
obligations.

Although Ryan certainly does not avoid interpersonal relationships, his rela-
tionships with others tend to be distant and detached rather than close and inti-
mate. He may avoid more involved relationships out of concern that they will
make more demands on him than he can handle. Testing was also indicative of
some impairment in his reality testing capacity, whereby Ryan tends to misper-
ceive events and to form mistaken impressions of people and the significance of
their actions. This adaptive liability may result in poor judgment, in which Ryan
fails to anticipate the consequences of his actions and misconstrues what consti-
tutes approptiate behavior. He demonstrates some confusion in separating real-
ity from fantasy. This results in some inappropriate behaviors, which may lead to
chronic and pervasive adjustment difficulties in life. In addition, it is evident that
many of his breakdowns in reality testing are prompted by feelings of anger or re-
sentment. Therefore, it is likely that when anger clouds his judgment, Ryan may
demonstrate some confusion in sepatating reality from fantasy. On petsonality
testing, Ryan tended to respond in a socially desirable direction. His responses are
indicative of a lack of realistic self-appraisal and of a strong need to be viewed by
others in a positive manner. He denied any problematic behaviors, he expressed
confidence in his intellectual and academic abilities, he expressed a high level of
satisfaction with his physical appearance, and he indicated a high level of pet-
ceived popularity. He also denied experiencing any anxiety or depression. How-



276 ESSENTIALS OF WIAT-Il AND KTEA-II ASSESSMENT >

ever, as indicated eatlier, his self-reports reflected a defensive denial of behavior
problems, in order to mask real difficulties and a high need for social acceptance.

Summary and Recommendations

Ryan is a 12-year-old boy who was referred for an evaluation of his neuropsy-
chological and emotional status. A primatry aim of this evaluation was to deter-
mine if his Low Average intellectual ability, as determined by a previous assess-
ment, is an accurate assessment of his cognitive functioning, or if receptive and
expressive language difficulties impacted his performance on earlier testing. Ryan
is being treated by a pediatric psychiatrist for a Mood Disorder. He is currently
on Seroquel and Trileptal. During the first day of the evaluation Ryan demon-
strated significant difficulty remaining alert and oriented to the testing. On nu-
merous occasions he sat blinking, staring straight ahead blankly, and was unre-
sponsive to questions. After a few seconds, he was able to resume testing. On one
occasion Ryan appeared to fall asleep right after this episode. However, these be-
haviors were not noticeable during the second testing session, during which Ryan
was attentive and alert. There had been a change to his medication regime before
this second testing session, and Ryan also indicated that he had had more sleep
the night before. He also chewed gum during this session, which he indicated in-
creased his alertness.

The results of this assessment indicate that Ryan’s intellectual ability is consis-
tently in the Low Average to Average range, even when tested with instruments
designed to minimize the impact of language abilities. His KABC-1I MPI of 89
does not differ significantly from his previously measured WISC-111 FSIQ of 83,
indicating other factors, aside from language, impact his performance on cogni-
tive testing. Ryan demonstrated significant difficulty organizing visual informa-
tion presented spatially. He also had struggled on measutes of learning ability and
memory. In fact, Ryan’s short-term memory in the visual-motor and verbal chan-
nels was consistently impaired. However, his recognition memory was intact, and
his delayed memory was an area of relative strength. Ryan displayed intact plan-
ning ability, although some deficits were noted in his cognitive flexibility. He
demonstrated variability on measures of attention that appeared to be highly de-
pendent on his level of alertness at the time of testing, rather than on an incon-
sistent attention span. Further difficulties were noted on measures of receptive
and expressive language ability. Ryan meets the criteria for an Expressive Lan-
guage Disorder and displays numerous indications of a Mixed Receptive-
Expressive Language Disorder. No other learning disabilities were noted in any
academic area; his written expression ability was in the Below Average range.
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On personality testing, Ryan tended to display a high level of situational guard-
edness and to deny any problematic behaviors. He demonstrated a reluctance to
process emotional content, and he also displayed evidence of some situational-
based oppositional tendencies. Testing also indicated some reality testing dif-
ficulties, whereby Ryan forms mistaken impressions of others. This is more ap-
parent in situations that trigger Ryan’s anger or oppositionality, and appears to
significantly impact his coping skills.

Recommendations
On the basis of these findings, the following recommendations are made.

Neurological and Medical Evaluation

It is imperative that Ryan’s neurological status be thoroughly evaluated to deter-
mine whether his current functioning is being impacted by any undetected neu-
rological factors. His difficulties remaining alert are extremely unusual and are of
concern to his parents, his teacher, and to the examiner. It is recommended that
Mr. and Ms. P. contact a neurologist who would be able to rule out any con-
tributing neurological condition. In addition, it is essential that his parents ensure
that the vision and hearing assessments conducted by his school adequately as-
sess any difficulties in this regard. A thorough medical evaluation is strongly rec-
ommended to rule out any possibility of sleep apnea.

Ongoing Psychotherapy

Ongoing psychotherapy sessions are strongly recommended. Intervention fo-
cused on anger resolution may play an important role in improving Ryan’s reality
testing. In addition, the development of coping skills and stress management may
be extremely beneficial.

Ongoing Pharmacological Intervention

Ryan appears to be benefiting from his current medication regime. However, it is
essential to determine whether these medications could be impacting his level of
alertness, creating further difficulties for him in the classroom. It is strongly rec-
ommended that his psychiatrist be informed about the results of any neurologi-
cal evaluation and that she continue to modify and monitor Ryan’s medications
as needed.

Biofeedback

Biofeedback training may be useful for Ryan in teaching him effective ways to
control his difficulties remaining alert and attentive. EEG biofeedback is a way to
train those areas of the brain involved in arousal and focus. In EEG biofeedback
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training, Ryan will develop an understanding about the connection between what
is happening in his cortex and what is recorded on the EEG. He will then learn
how to gain control over his brain waves and therefore to regulate his behavior.
A psychologist specializing in biofeedback will be able to further assist Ryan in
this regard should it be determined that this intervention is appropriate after as-
sessing his neurological status.

Educational Therapy

Ryan would benefit from ongoing assistance with his organizational and study
skills. He needs help to meaningfully organize his study time, study materials, and
the information that s to be learned. An educational therapist would be useful in
helping Ryan learn to maintain his planner to keep track of his assignments and
to schedule daily study periods. Assistance with memory strategies would also be
extremely beneficial. His teacher has indicated that there is an educational thera-
pist at Ryan’s school whose services are available for an additional charge. Alter-
natively, there are a number of educational therapists who would be appropriate
to work with Ryan in this regard, several of whom can meet with Ryan at his home
or school. I would be happy to make this referral at the request of Mr. and Ms. P.

Speech Pathology Services

Itis recommended that Mr. and Ms. P. consult with Ryan’s speech pathologist, to
determine recommendations on oral language development and effective teach-
ing approaches for Ryan. Based on his test results, it appears that he would ben-
efit from ongoing language therapy, and the speech pathologist may be able to of-
fer further advice to his teacher regarding classroom modifications for language
disabled students.

Classroom Recommendations

Ryan’s Expressive Language Disability qualifies him for special educational set-
vices. In addition, his significant difficulties remaining alert, his inconsistent at-
tentional abilities, his impaired short-term memory, and his extremely slow pro-
cessing speed will make it particularly difficult for him to keep up with the pace
of information being presented in a normal classroom setting, Children with
Ryan’s learning difficulties usually benefit from a learning environment that is
carefully planned and consistently implemented in terms of the physical arrange-
ment, schedule of activities, and expected behaviors. Consequently, it is recom-
mended that Ryan receive classroom accommodations that include the following;

* Placement in a small classroom setting where he can receive more im-
mediate and individual attention and consistent monitoring of his be-
havior is strongly recommended.
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He will learn much more effectively in a slower-paced classroom, which
will allow him to acquire knowledge in a much more repetitive and less
pressured environment.

Ryan will benefit from preferential seating in the front of the classroom
where his teacher can monitor him.

Whenever possible, minimize distractions in Ryan’s study area. For ex-
ample, place Ryan’s desk near the teacher, facing a wall, or in an area
with minimal classroom traffic.

His teacher should be informed about the nature of Ryan’s language
difficulties and how it affects his academic functioning. She should be
encouraged to provide Ryan with both written and oral instruction
whenever possible. He may often need to have instructions repeated.
Thus, encourage Ryan to ask for such repetition if he initially has diffi-
culty understanding. In instances of more elaborate instruction, allow
Ryan to record the information to permit relistening at a later stage.
Nonverbal input and visual reinforcement such as gestures, drawings,
and modeling is essential. When giving directions, make frequent eye
contact and stop at various points to ensure that Ryan understands. It
would be useful to discuss task requirements with Ryan to ensure that
he has an accurate interpretation of what is expected of him. Make sure
that Ryan feels comfortable to ask for clarification and repetition of in-
structions. Provide him with visual guidelines such as checklists to help
him understand the specific steps he must take to complete assign-
ments and other classroom tasks. Ryan will benefit from having most
books on tape as well as recordings from more lecture-oriented
courses. Ryan could also be provided with a copy of the notes of a stu-
dent who is a good note taker to supplement his own notes.

Due to Ryan’s slow processing speed, he certainly would benefit from
untimed or extended time on tests. He would also benefit from having
his assignments reduced in length so that he can complete his work in
class rather than taking assignments home.

Ryan would benefit from being taught strategies to improve his mem-
ory functioning. Discuss with him what strategies he uses to recall in-
formation and help him identify and learn other strategies to enhance
recall. Teach him a strategy for active listening by having him learn to
attend to keywords that signal that important information is about to
be given, such as “first,” “most important,” or “in summary.” When
Ryan is required to learn information for a test, direct his attention to
the information to be remembered, and indicate the importance of this
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information. Discuss with him ways in which he would be most likely to
learn and remember this information. Do not requite a rapid recall of
facts until Ryan understands and is able to demonstrate the underlying
concepts. Before teaching new information, review previous informa-
tion from the last lesson and check for mastery. When teaching Ryan
factual information, provide as much review and repetition as possible,
and provide frequent opportunities for practice.

* Continue consistent contact between teachers and parents via a home-
book. Encourage Ryan to highlight important material (e.g., key words,
instructions, main ideas) in texts or handouts. Help him establish a reg-
ular time for him to do homework. During this time family members
should be available to provide assistance while limiting distracting be-
haviofs.

* Ryan’s impaired visuospatial abilities will interfere with his ability to
learn more complex, nonverbal ideas, such as geometry. Also, he may
have difficulty reading nonverbal communication cues, such as body
language and vocal intonation, resulting in his failing to respond to
salient social cues in his environment. He may therefore require addi-
tional assistance in this regard.

Michelle Lurie, PsyD
Clinical Psychologist
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Psychometric Summary for Ryan P.

Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children—Second Edition (KABC-II)

90%
Standard  Confidence  Percentile Descriptive
Scale /Subtest Score Interval Rank Category
Sequential/Gsm 100 92-108 50 Average
Number Recall 11 63
Word Order 9 37
Hand Movements 5 5
Simultaneous/Gv 85 78-94 16 Average
Rover 10 50
Triangles
Block Counting
Learning/Glr 84 78-92 14 Below Average
Atlantis 7 16
Rebus 7 16
Atlantis Delayed 7 16
Rebus Delayed 5 5
Planning/Gf 99 90-108 47 Average
Story Completion 9 37
Pattern Reasoning 11 63

Mental Processing Index 89 84-94 23 Average
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Psychometric Summary for Ryan P. (Continued)

Kaufman Test of Educational Achievement—Second Edition (KTEA-II),
Comprehensive Form (Form A)

Standard 90%
Score Confidence Percentile
Composite/Subtest (Age-Based) Interval Rank
Reading 96 91-101 39
Letter and Word Recognition 99 93-105 47
Reading Comprehension 96 89-103 39
Decoding® 99 95-103 47
Nonsense Word Decoding 99 94-104 47
Math 104 99-109 61
Math Computation 116 110-122 86
Math Concepts and Applications 94 87-101 34
Written Language 87 81-93 19
Spelling 94 87-101 34
Written Expression 82 74-90 12
Oral Language 70 60-80 2
Listening Comprehension 81 70-92 10
Oral Expression 67 55-79 1
Comprehensive Achievement
Composite 92 88-96 30

“The Decoding composite includes Nonsense Word Decoding and Letter and Word
Recognition.
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Psychometric Summary for Ryan P. (Continued)

A Developmental Neuropsychological Assessment (NEPSY)

Subtest Standard Score Percentile Rank
Attention/Executive
Tower 10 50
Auditory Attention and Response Set 11 63
Visual Attention 6 9
Statue 11-25
Knock and Tap 26-75
Language
Phonological Processing 8 25
Speeded Naming 7 16
Comprehension of Instructions 4 2
Sensorimotor
Fingertip Tapping 8 25
Imitating Hand Positions 8 25
Visuomotor Precision 10 50
Manual Motor Sequences 3-10
Visuospatial
Design Copying 6 9
Arrows 8 25
Memory
Memory for Faces 12 75
Memory for Names 7 16
Narrative Memory 5 5
Sentence Repetition 7 16
List Learning 5 5
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Psychometric Summary for Ryan P. (Continued)

Delis-Kaplan Executive Function System (D-KEFS)

Trail Making Test: Primary Measure

Scaled Score

Condition 1: Visual Scanning
Condition 2: Number Sequencing
Condition 3: Letter Sequencing
Condition 4: Number-Letter Switching
Condition 5: Motor Speed

Color-Word Interference Test: Primary Measures

Scaled Score

Condition 1: Color Naming
Condition 2: Word Reading
Condition 3: Inhibition

Condition 4: Inhibition/Switching

~N & o




< ILLUSTRATIVE CASE REPORTS 285

CASE REPORT 3

Name: Eduardo R.
Age: 8:6
Grade: 2nd

Reason For Evaluation

Eduardo R. is an 8-year-old boy who lives with his mother, stepfather, and 12-
year-old sister. His parents are divorced and his mother is the primary custodial
parent. His mother recently remarried and is pregnant. Eduardo’s father also re-
cently remarried and Eduardo, together with his sister, visits his father and step-
mother every alternate weekend and every alternate Thursday night. Eduardo’s
mother is 2 homemaker and his father is a chemist.

Eduardo attends the Georgetown Elementary School. This evaluation was ini-
tiated at his parents’ request due to their concerns regarding Eduardo’s difficulties
at school. Specifically, Eduardo has great difficulty focusing in class, he struggles
to remain seated, and he appears unable to follow rules. He is reported by his fa-
ther to be extremely fidgety, and he does not participate appropriately in the class-
room. His mother indicated that Eduardo is disruptive in class and that he is some-
what immature. However, both parents noted that Eduardo is a very creative and
talented child who has some real strengths. Dr. R. and Ms. R. therefore requested
this evaluation in order to determine if Eduardo has some underlying cognitive or
emotional difficulty that may be contributing to these problems, in order to ensure
that Eduardo has the opportunity to reach his potential in all areas.

Background Information

Developmental History and Health

According to Dr. and Ms. R., Eduardo is the product of a normal pregnancy and
an uncomplicated vaginal delivery. He weighed 7 Ibs. 10 oz. at birth. No health
problems or behavior difficulties were noted as an infant. According to Ed-
uardo’s parents, he was somewhat delayed in reaching his developmental mile-
stones. He walked slightly late, and his speech was extremely delayed. His parents
reported that only by age 3 was Eduardo able to put words together to make a
brief sentence. Eduardo also had some difficulty with toilet training; he was fully
toilet trained by age 4:6. However, his parents indicate that he demonstrates some
bladder control problems, which his mother reported have exacerbated recently.
No significant deficits in self-help skills or adaptive behavior were reported.
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Eduardo has always been a healthy child and he has had no surgeries, head in-
juries, or concussions. However, he is short in stature and his mother reported
that “he hasn’t grown in years.” He does not eat large meals, preferring to “graze”
throughout the day. His parents indicated that Eduardo does not need too much
sleep and that he has some difficulty falling asleep at night. Eduardo’s vision and
hearing are intact. His fine-motor coordination is reported to be normal, al-
though he has some difficulty with his gross motor skills, and his father reported
that “Eduardo’s ability to run, throw, catch are way below average”’

There is no family history of any educational problems or learning disabilities.
His mother reported that she has suffered from anxiety and panic attacks since age
20. No other psychological difficulties were reported in Eduardo’s family history.

Academic History

Eduardo attended a part-time child care program at age 2. According to his
mother, Eduardo enjoyed this program, although he did display some separation
anxiety. Eduardo was not ready to attend kindergarten at age 5. His parents indi-
cated that he did not know his ABCs and he was unable to correctly recognize
colors at this age, and he was therefore enrolled in a pre-K program. Eduardo did
extremely well in this environment, and his mother noted that the small class size
and the consistency of this five-day program were very beneficial for him. By the
end of the school year, Eduardo had developed appropriate skills to begin kinder-
garten. His parents noted that he started off his kindergarten year with difficul-
ties; however, as the school year progressed he began to do better and was able to
remain in his seat and follow instructions.

Eduardo began first grade at Georgetown Elementary School. His parents in-
dicated thathis first grade teacher was a very experienced teacher who worked ex-
tremely well with him, and he apparently thrived on the one-on-one attention that
she lavished on him. In an interview with his first grade teacher, she reported that
Eduardo initially had difficulty transitioning to first grade, and that he would need
to be close to her or “have a hug”” She noted that Eduardo appeared split between
his parents’ two homes, and that “he wanted to be in two places at the same
time. . . . When he was with his mom he missed his dad and when he was with his
dad, he missed his mom . .. he always spoke about his baby brother”” She indi-
cated that her primary concerns regarding Eduardo were his problems staying
seated, his tendency to talk at inappropriate times, his lack of awareness of ap-
propriate physical boundaries and body space, and his difficulty completing his
work and handing it in. She noted that she created a behavior plan to work on
these issues, and that she would find positive reinforcement, such as stickers or
reading aloud to the class, to be very effective in this regard. His teacher indicated
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that she had some concern about a possibly large split between Eduardo’s math
skills and his excellent reading skills. She further noted that only when Eduardo
had a book was he able to control his tendency to fidget, and that he was totally
attentive when reading. She reported that although Eduardo made “funny
noises” or sang aloud at inappropriate times, the other children “were surprised
by him but never made fun of him,” and he made some friends as the year pro-
gressed. When questioned about Eduardo’s learning style, she indicated that he
tended to learn by doing, and that he is “hands on.”” She noted that Eduardo did
have some difficulty understanding directions, and that he often needed instruc-
tions to be repeated or rephrased differently. He did better in a small group than
a large class, where he tended to tap his pencil, stare off into space, or yell out an-
swers. In this first grade classroom, Eduardo was seated away from other chil-
dren, but close to his teacher. She indicated that he always needed to be near an
adult, and that this seemed to give him comfort and reassurance. She described
Eduardo as “emotionally way beyond his years” and indicated that “music and art
and theatrical areas seemed to be a way for him to express himself best.”

Eduardo is having great difficulties in second grade. In particular, he is re-
ported to be disruptive and talkative in class, and he demonstrates a great deal of
fidgetiness and restlessness. He often forgets to bring his homework home and
he also does not turn in his homework assignments. His parents noted that they
have concerns about the manner in which his current teacher deals with his be-
haviors. They reported that Eduardo has been seated facing the wall in school,
and that he has been “beat down” by his teacher. In an interview with his current
teacher, she indicated that she viewed Eduardo as being extremely defiant, and
that she believed his behaviors to be intentional. She indicated that he “smirks
and is a smart-aleck” and that he does not follow instructions. She gave an ex-
ample of how he would do thtee out of six problems correctly, but then do the
last three incorrectly, and she indicated that she felt that this was intentional.
However, when the examiner shared some of Eduardo’s test results with her, she
expressed great concern and surprise regarding his difficulties, as well as a will-
ingness to attempt to accommodate his needs in the classroom.

Eduardo has always demonstrated exceptionally strong reading decoding and
reading comprehension skills. His teachers have allowed him to read to the class
as a reward for good behavior, and he apparently reads with a great deal of drama-
tization and expression and is sensitive to emotional nuances in the written ma-
terial. He also demonstrates strong spelling skills; however, his math skills are re-
ported to be weaker than his language skills.

His mother described Eduardo currently as having a good attention span only
if he is interested in the subject matter, and she reported that he is not noted to be
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distractible. However, Dr. R. indicated that Eduardo is extremely distractible and
fidgety, not only when working on schoolwork but even when watching a video.
He indicated that “he drives everyone crazy” with his excess body movement and
that he is unable to remain seated during dinner or during a family game. His in-
formation-processing speed is reported to be intact, as is his long-term and short-
term memory functioning. His parents reported that Eduardo has difficulty fol-
lowing multiple instructions. His expressive language skills are reported to be
excellent. Eduardo apparently has no interest in any activities which rely on his
visuospatial abilities, although no problems were reported in this regard.

Emotional and Soctal Development

Eduardo’s parents divorced when Eduardo was 3:6 years old. He has stated to his
parents that he feels cheated, since he does not remember his parents together as
a family. He is extremely close to his sister and apparently shares a room with her
by choice, and frequently sleeps in her bed. According to Eduardo’s parents, he
has had a great deal of difficulty transitioning to his fathet’s home during desig-
nated visiting days, and has demonstrated significant separation anxiety regard-
ing his mother. His parents also indicated that Eduardo used to express intense
fear that something would happen to his mother, and he worried about her when
he was away from her home. However, these difficulties have apparently declined,
and Eduardo is able to better transition between the two homes. In addition, his
mother noted that since she remarried and became pregnant, he has demon-
strated less need to protect her, and he is at times even slightly distanced from her.
He is reported to be very attached to his half-brother and his parents agreed that
he “gets along well with everyone” in both families.

From a social point of view, Eduardo has few friends, and he tends to isolate
those he has. He tends to be friendly with children much younger or older than
himself. His parents describe him as an extremely empathic child, but indicate
that he is very immature. At age 5, Eduardo indicated to his parents that “he
wished he was born a girl,” and up until the age of 6, Eduardo was reported by
his parents to demonstrate “effeminate behaviors” which included dressing up in
cheerleading clothes and doing cheers, dressing up in female clothes, and playing
with “girl toys”” He was obsessed with Britney Spears and is now infatuated with
Cher. Eduardo reported to the examiner that “I used to like Britney Spears, I like
Cher now. . . . I've known Cher since 3 years or so.” Ms. R. indicated that she be-
lieved Eduardo to be strongly influenced by the females in his life, including her-
self, her daughter, and a nanny. His parents expressed concern about the social
implications of these behaviors, and Dr. R. indicated that he fears that Eduardo
will be ridiculed by others due to these nontraditional behaviors. As a result of
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these concerns regarding Eduardo’s atypical behaviors, Eduardo’s parents had
him assessed by a psychologist. The psychologist did not express concern re-
garding Eduardo’s behaviors, and his parents have continued to address these be-
haviors by encouraging him to wear boy’s clothes and to learn to modify his be-
haviors in situations that would attract negative attention.

Eduardo was reported by his parents to be an extremely talented actor with a
love for singing and drama. He easily memorizes scripts from movies and enjoys
acting them out. He does not always know, however, when it is appropriate to dis-
play these behaviors, and he can be very distuptive to those around him.

From an emotional point of view, Dt. R. described Eduardo as somewhat
anxious and “very cautious” and he expressed concerns about Eduardo’s self-
esteem. His mother noted that she sees him as being preoccupied in his own
world, but did not report noting any anxiety or depression. Both parents agreed
that “he is just different.”

Behavioral Observations

Eduardo presented himself as a very cute, small-statured 8-year-old boy with dark
hair and brown eyes. He reported to the examiner that he was “nervous” at the
beginning of the assessment; however, rapport was easily established and Ed-
uardo appeared comfortable in the testing environment, and very eager to return
on the second day of testing. He was willing to discuss his academic and social
concerns with the examiner honestly and openly. Eduardo became extremely dis-
traught when discussing his relationship with his current 2nd grade teacher. His
eyes filled with tears when he described his classroom circumstances, and he
sobbed when discussing his sense of failure and isolation in this environment.

Initially, Eduardo appeared to display a good focus of attention—he made ex-
cellent eye contact with the examiner and did not display excessive motor activ-
ity. However, as the testing progressed, Eduardo demonstrated significant dis-
tractibility, fidgetiness, hyperactivity, and inattention. He constantly swung in his
chair, he did not always look at the relevant testing materials, he guessed at an-
swers, and he had to be redirected on numerous occasions during both days of
testing. He also made some slight complaints about the length of testing, and he
cleatly had great difficulty maintaining a consistent effort throughout the assess-
ment. At times he acted silly, and his behavior was immature for his age. How-
ever, at no time was Eduardo defiant or uncooperative.

Eduardo demonstrated some significant difficulty following instructions. He
did not always respond appropriately to task requirements, and only with repeti-
tion or demonstration from the examiner was he able to attempt some tasks. At
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times his difficulty was completely unexpected, given the ease with which he was
able to tackle some tasks. However, when faced with even seemingly simple di-
rections, it was evident that Eduardo was frequently unaware of what informa-
tion was important, and had no idea of how to respond on many occasions. At
these times, his responses were alarmingly inappropriate to the context and to-
tally unrelated to the task at hand.

Despite these difficulties, Eduardo appeared to put forward adequate effort,
and on the basis of these behavior observations, this assessment appears to be a
valid measure of Eduardo’s functioning at this time.

Tests Administered and Assessment Procedures

* Clinical interview with Dr. and Ms. R.

* Clinical interview with Eduardo

* Clinical interview with Eduardo’s teachers and Assistant Principal

* Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children—Fourth Edition (WISC-IV)

* A Developmental Neuropsychological Assessment (NEPSY): Selected
Subtests

* Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Cognitive Ability—Third Edition (W]-11I
COG): Selected Subtests

* Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Achievement—Third Edition (W]-111
ACH): Selected Subtests

* Wechsler Individual Achievement Test—Second Edition (WIAT-II)

* IVA Continuous Performance Test (IVA)

* Children’s Apperception Test (CAT)

* Thematic Apperception Test (TAT)

* Child Depression Inventory (CDI)

* Piers-Harris Children’s Self-Concept Scale 2 (PHSCS2)

* Revised Children’s Manifest Anxiety Scale (RCMAS)

* Achenbach Child Behavior Checklist/6—18 (CBCL)

* Achenbach Teacher’s Report Form /6-18 (TRF)

* Conners’ Parent Rating Scale—Revised: Long Version

* Conners’ Teacher Rating Scale—Revised: Long Version

Test Results:

Intellectual Abilities
In order to assess Eduardo’s intellectual ability, he was administered the Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children—Fourth Edition (WISC-1V) which is an individu-
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ally administered test of a child’s intellectual ability and cognitive strengths and
weaknesses. This test has five composite scotres: Verbal Comprehension Index,
Perceptual Reasoning Index, Working Memory Index, Processing Speed Index,
and Full Scale IQ. Although the Full Scale 1Q (FSIQ) is generally considered the
most representative estimate of global intellectual functioning, Eduardo’s unique
set of thinking and reasoning abilities make his overall intellectual functioning
difficult to summarize by a single score on the WISC-IV. His verbal reasoning
abilities are much better developed than his nonverbal reasoning abilities. This
means that making sense of complex verbal information and using verbal abili-
ties to solve novel problems are a strength for Eduardo, whereas processing com-
plex visual information by forming spatial images of part-whole relationships
and/or by manipulating the parts to solve novel problems without using words is
a weakness. Thus, his FSIQ of 84 (14th percentile) does not meaningfully repre-
sent his overall level of cognitive ability; rather, it reflects an average of some ex-
tremely diverse abilities. Therefore, Eduardo’s intelligence is best understood by
his performance on the separate WISC-1V indexes, namely, Verbal Comprehen-
sion, Perceptual Reasoning, Working Memory, and Processing Speed.

Eduardo’s verbal reasoning abilities as measured by the Verbal Comprehen-
sion Index are in the Average range (VCI = 102; 55th percentile). The Verbal
Comprehension Index is designed to measure verbal reasoning and concept for-
mation. Eduardo’s performance on the verbal subtests presents a diverse set of
verbal abilities, performing much better on some verbal skills than others. Ed-
uardo demonstrated a strong ability to abstract meaningful concepts and rela-
tionships from verbally presented material (63rd percentile), and he also dis-
played good comprehension of social situations and knowledge of conventional
standards of social behavior (84th percentile). Eduardo had more difficulty on a
subtest assessing his knowledge of vocabulary words (25th percentile). On this
subtest he demonstrated a great deal of variability in his performance. He was
able to define some higher-level words, yet struggled on some easier ones. The
degree of inter- and intra-subtest variability is unusual for a child his age and may
be noticeable to adults who know him well.

In contrast to Eduardo’s Average verbal abilities, his nonverbal reasoning abil-
ities as measured by the Perceptual Reasoning Index are in the Bordetline range
(PRI = 79; 8th percentile). The Perceptual Reasoning Index is designed to mea-
sure fluid reasoning in the perceptual domain, with tasks that primarily assess
nonverbal fluid reasoning and perceptual organization abilities. Eduardo’s per-
formance on the perceptual reasoning subtests contributing to the PRI is some-
what variable. He achieved his best performance among the nonverbal reasoning
tasks on a measure of abstract categorical reasoning ability (37th percentile). He
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demonstrated excellent attention on this task, and no excess motor movement
was noted. On this subtest, Eduardo was able to use his strong verbal reasoning
skills to solve the problems, and this cleatly strengthened his performance. He
had significantly more difficulty on a subtest that required him to use two-color
cubes to construct replicas of two-dimensional, geometric patterns. Eduardo’s
performance on this subtest was below that of most children his age (5th per-
centile). This reflects a weakness in Eduardo’s ability to analyze part-whole rela-
tionships when information is presented spatially. His responses were very un-
usual; for example, when asked to copy a design using four blocks to make a
square, he made an L-shaped design that had no resemblance to the original de-
sign. This indicates significant problems with visual-spatial perception, fine mo-
tor coordination, and planning ability.

Eduardo’s ability to sustain attention, concentrate, and exert mental control is
in the Low Average range (Working Memory Index = 83; 13th percentile). His
performances on this index indicate that his attentional functioning is a weakness
relative to his verbal reasoning abilities. This may make the processing of complex
information more time-consuming for Eduardo, draining his mental energies
more quickly as compared to other children his age, and resulting in more frequent
errors. He demonstrated Low Average performances on a task requiring him to re-
peat digits forward and backward, as well as on a task in which he was required to
sequence a series of digits and numbers as stated by the examiner (16th percentile
on both). This reflects a difficulty in his ability to hold information in immediate
awareness while performing a mental operation on the information. Eduardo
seemed to be aware of his difficulty in this regard, and covered his eyes with his
hand in an attempt to increase his focus of attention. Eduardo’s performance on
the Letter-Number Sequence Subtest was so impaired and inconsistent that it ap-
peated that he may never really have understood the task requirements.

Eduardo’s skill in processing simple or routine visual material without making
errors is in the Low Average range when compared to his peers (Processing
Speed Index = 80; 9th percentile). His performance on the subtests that comprise
the PSI is quite variable; therefore, the PSI score should be interpreted with cau-
tion. Eduardo’s performance was intact on a visual scanning task which is de-
manding of attention to detail and mental control (37th percentile). He had more
difficulty on a visual-motor task of copying simple symbols and pairing them with
numbers (2nd percentile), which is demanding of fine-motor skills, short-term
memory, and learning. Therefore, this apparent weakness in processing speed ap-
pears to reflect a deficit in Eduardo’s visual-motor abilities, rather than the ra-
pidity with which Eduardo can mentally process simple or routine information
without making errors.
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Attention Testing

In order to assess his attention, Eduardo was administered selected subtests from
the NEPSY. Eduardo demonstrated significant variability in his performances on
these subtests of attention and executive functioning, with his greatest difficulty
noted on tests of self-monitoring and impulse control. On a subtest assessing Ed-
uardo’s nonverbal planning and problem-solving abilities, his performance was ex-
tremely impaired (2nd percentile). On this task, Eduardo was required to move
three colored balls to target positions on three pegs in a prescribed number of
moves. He demonstrated significant difficulty remembering the rules of this task,
and he displayed ongoing rule violations, despite being constantly reminded of
these rules. He was unable to complete some very basic problems, and his perfor-
mance was indicative of a considerable impairment in his problem-solving abilities.
This reflects a significant weakness in Eduardo’s capacity to speculate and generate
new solutions to problems, and to plan and self-monitor his performance.

Eduardo’s performance was Low Average on a subtest of selective auditory at-
tention (25th percentile). This task required Eduardo to maintain selective audi-
tory attention and to regulate his responses to conflicting stimuli. The first phase
of this task required him to maintain auditory vigilance to words presented on a
tape and then place the target object in a box when its name was called out. Ed-
uardo scored in the Average range on this first phase and he appeared to display
intact attention overall. On the next phase, he had to do the same, but with three
target objects. In addition, on two of the three objects, Eduardo was required to
do the opposite of what he was told (e.g., put the red chip in the box to the com-
mand “yellow”). Eduardo had significantly more difficulty on this phase of the
task, and he scored in the Borderline range. He made a high number of omission
errors (failing to respond to target stimuli) as well as commission errors (re-
sponding inappropriately to non-target stimuli), reflecting both inattention and
impulsivity. These scotes are consistent with those obtained on the WMI of the
WISC-1V, and indicate problems in shifting and maintaining a complex set in
working memory.

Eduardo demonstrated Average performance on a test of selective visual at-
tention (50th percentile) which assessed his ability to attend to a visual stimulus
and locate target pictutes quickly in an array. Eduardo’s speed on this task was in-
tact; however, he demonstrated a high level of impulsivity, making numerous
commission errors.

Eduardo’s motor inhibition was Borderline, as evident by his performance on
a subtest of the NEPSY (11-25th percentile). He demonstrated an impaired abil-
ity to self-regulate and monitor his behaviors and to inhibit his responses on this
task. This is consistent with the high level of impulsivity noted earlier.
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Eduardo’s attention and executive functioning was further assessed with sub-
tests of the WJ-111. He performed in the Average range (43rd percentile) ona WJ-
III COG subtest assessing his selective auditory attention, specifically his ability
to overcome the effects of auditory distortion in understanding oral language.
However, on an executive processing subtest of the WJ-III COG requiring him
to trace a pattern without removing his pencil from the paper or retracing any
lines, Eduardo demonstrated great difficulty, and his performance was signifi-
cantly below age expectancy (27th percentile). He was extremely impulsive and
he needed frequent redirection and repetition of the rules of this task. His pet-
formance reflects impaired ability to determine, select, and apply solutions to
problems using forethought.

Eduardo had significant difficulty on the IVA Continuous Performance Test
(IVA). On this task Eduardo was required to respond to target stimuli (the num-
ber 1 presented either auditorily or visually on the computer) and refrain from re-
sponding to nontarget stimuli (the number 2 presented in the same formats). Ed-
uardo had extreme difficulty on the visual component of this test, indicating
significant inattention to visual stimuli, and random, impulsive responding, In ad-
dition to these difficulties, Eduardo was unable to maintain adequate vigilance for
auditory target stimuli, although his response inhibition for auditory target stim-
uli was intact. He also displayed some difficulty staying on task when responding
to auditory targets. In addition, he displayed attention processing problems re-
lated to slow discriminatory mental processing for both auditory and visual tar-
get stimuli. His performance on the IVA was indicative of Attention-Deficit/
Hyperactivity Disorder, Combined Type.

Further measures of Eduardo’s attentional functioning were obtained by the
Conners’ Parent Rating Scale—Revised, and the Conners’ Teacher Rating Scale—
Revised. On the Conners’ Parent Rating Scale—Revised, Eduardo was rated by his
father as displaying a moderate level of inattention, organizational problems, and
difficulty completing tasks. He further identified Eduardo as displaying restless-
ness and impulsivity. His rating of Eduardo identified him as a child significantly
atrisk for ADHD, Combined Type. In comparison to Dr. R., Eduardo’s mother’s
report reflected significantly less severe concerns about Eduardo’s attentional
functioning, and her descriptions of Eduardo’s ability to focus and attend were
within normal limits. Two of Eduardo’s teachers were asked to complete the Con-
ners’ Teacher Rating Scale—Revised. Both teachers indicated moderate problems
with inattention, and one teacher also reported some difficulties with hyperactiv-
ity. The profiles generated by both teachers identified Eduardo as having ADHD,
with one teacher’s report indicating Combined Type, and the other teacher ex-
pressing more concerns about inattentiveness than impulsivity /hyperactivity.
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Overall, Eduardo’s scores on tests of attention demonstrate evidence of a high
level of inattention along with impulsivity. He clearly meets diagnostic criteria for

ADHD, Combined Type.

Language Abilities

As evident on the WISC-1V, Eduardo’s language abilities are a relative strength
for him. However, results of the NEPSY indicated some variability in these skills.
Eduardo demonstrated Average ability, consistent with his VCI on the WISC-1V,
on subtests assessing his phonemic awareness (63rd petrcentile) and his ability to
access words rapidly (50th percentile). However, in contrast to these intact pet-
formances, Eduardo demonstrated significant impairment in his comprehension
of verbal instructions. This was noted on a NEPSY subtest assessing his ability to
process and respond quickly to verbal instructions of increasing complexity (9th
petcentile). Eduardo had difficulty understanding the instructions presented on
the items, and he often omitted part of the instructions or confused their order.
In order to further assess this difficulty understanding directions, Eduardo was
administered a subtest from the WJ-III ACH. His performance on this subtest
was also impaired (7th percentile) and is indicative of a significant deficit in his
ability to respond appropriately to auditory directions.

Sensorimotor Abilities

Eduardo’s sensorimotor deficits were evident on the Coding subtest of the WISC-
IV (2nd petcentile). In addition, he demonstrated extreme difficulty on measures
of sensorimotor abilities on the NEPSY. He was unable to complete a subtest of
finger dexterity due to his significant difficulty sequencing, coordinating, and
monitoring rapid and accurate fine finger movements, and his performance could
not be validly scored. However, Eduardo did not express frustration with this task;
rather, he giggled inappropriately, acted silly, and complained of his hand hurting,
These behaviors are similar to those noted in his current class environment. Ed-
uardo had further difficulty on a subtest requiring him to imitate hand and finger
positions (1st percentile) and on a task requiring him to remain inside a curved
track while drawing a line between these tracks (0.5 percentile). Although he com-
pleted this task quickly, he made a significant number of errors; far more than
would be expected for his age. Similarly, Eduardo displayed impaired performance
on a subtest designed to assess the ability to identify fingers using only tactile in-
formation (3—10th percentile on each hand). His performance on this task indicate
that his sensitivity to tactile information is impaired in both hands. Eduardo also
had significant difficulty on a task assessing his ability to imitate a series of rthyth-
mic movement sequences using one or both hands (below 2nd percentile), re-
flecting a weakness in his ability to regulate his motor movements.
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These results are indicative of significant difficulties with fine-motor coordi-
nation, inefficiencies processing tactile information, and difficulty planning and
monitoring motor output. These difficulties often co-occur with the attentional
problems and impulsivity discussed eatliet.

Visuospatial Abilities

On neuropsychological testing, Eduardo demonstrated Low Average to Border-
line performances on measures of his visuospatial functions. He scored at the 9th
percentile on a task requiring him to copy two-dimensional geometric figures of
increasing complexity, and at the 16th percentile on a task assessing his ability to
judge line orientation. This reflects poor visual-motor integration, along with a
difficulty visualizing spatial relationships.

Memory Abilities

Eduardo demonstrated significant inconsistencies in his memory functions on
the NEPSY. He excelled on a task assessing his memory for faces (91st pet-
centile), which reflects strong recognition memory. He also demonstrated strong
performance on a sentence repetition task of verbal memory span and short-term
memory (75th percentile). In contrast, his performance was Low Average on a
subtest measuring his memory for names (25th percentile). This subtest is
strongly impacted by attentional difficulties. On a subtest of narrative memory, a
significant deficit was evident in Eduardo’s ability to listen attentively to a story,
to encode and comprehend the details, and to retrieve this information from
memory (0.5 percentile). His performance is indicative of poor comprehension,
inattention, auditory-verbal processing problems, and information overload
when faced with detailed auditory information. When listening to the story, Ed-
uardo appeared distracted and disinterested, and he was unable to recall many de-
tails, under both free and cued recall conditions.

These results indicate that Eduardo’s recognition memory is reliable, as is his
short-term verbal memory span for simple information. However, when infor-
mation is more detailed and demanding of attention, Eduardo demonstrates er-
ratic memory abilities. This is most likely evident in an academic environment and
is almost certainly frustrating to both Eduardo and his teachers.

Academic Abilities

Eduardo was administered the Wechsler Individual Achievement Test—2nd Edi-
tion (WIAT-II) in order to assess his academic skills. The WIAT-II assesses aca-
demic abilities in four domains: reading, mathematics, written language, and oral
language. Eduardo’s academic abilities were variable both within academic do-
mains and across different academic domains.
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Reading

Eduardo presents a diverse set of skills on different aspects of reading. He
demonstrated Superior ability on tasks that assessed his capability to correctly ap-
ply phonetic decoding rules when reading a series of nonsense words (97th per-
centile) and on tasks that required him to identify and generate letter sounds and
rhyming words, and match and read a series of printed words (91st percentile). In
contrast, Eduardo demonstrated Average ability to read sentences and para-
graphs and answer questions about what was read (61st percentile). His perfor-
mances confirm the teports of his teachers and parents—reading is an area of
considerable strength for Eduardo. However, it appears that his relative difficulty
understanding written material (compared to his Superior reading decoding
skills) has not been fully recognized by those around him. Although Eduardo’s
reading comprehension skills are above grade level, they ate significantly lower
than his basic reading skills. Eduardo often did not understand the questions on
these tasks and had to have them repeated. He also missed important details from
the passages, and at times his responses lacked relevant details.

Mathematics

Eduardo scored much lower on subtests of mathematics than expected for a
child with his general cognitive ability. The difference between his actual and
predicted scores is significant and highly unusual; his skills in this area exceed
that of only approximately 3 percent of students his age. Eduardo’s performance
on tasks that required him to add and subtract numbers up to three digits (6th
percentile) is comparable to his performance on tasks that required him to un-
derstand basic number concepts, including unit and geometric measurement,
and solve one-step word problems (3rd percentile). Thus, Eduardo may experi-
ence great difficulty keeping up with other students when these skills are needed.
Eduardo was unable to solve problems involving addition of multiple one-digit
numbers, as well as problems involving two-digit addition and subtraction. The
significant discrepancies between his cognitive ability and his level of achieve-
ment on subtests of mathematics indicates a learning disability in the area of
mathematics.

Oral Language

Eduardo performed in the Average range in overall oral language skills. He per-
formed comparably on tasks that required him to identify the picture that best
represents an orally presented descriptor or generate a word that matches the pic-
ture (50th percentile) and to repeat sentences, generate words within a category,
describe scenes, and give directions (81st percentile). Despite Eduardo’s strength
in this area, he did demonstrate some difficulty understanding task requirements,
and additional assistance and redirection was necessary. He also displayed a high
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level of motor activity on these tasks, such as moving in his chair and fidgeting
constantly.

Written Language

Eduardo performed much higher on tasks that evaluated his ability to correctly
spell verbally presented words (99th percentile; Superior ability) than on written
expression tasks that required him to write the alphabet from memory, generate
words within a category, generate sentences to describe visual cues, and combine
sentences (32nd percentile; Average ability). Spelling is an area of significant
strength for Eduardo, and he was able to spell some higher-level words with little
difficulty. In contrast, his written expression skills were impacted by a significant
difficulty understanding the task requirements and responding appropriately. For
example, when asked to generate a list of “things that are round,” Eduardo wrote
“pizza, circle, triangle” and despite ongoing encouragement from the examiner,
he was unable to complete the task.

Emotional Functioning

Eduardo completed the Piers-Harris Children’s Self-Concept Scale 2, the Revised
Children’s Manifest Anxiety Scale, the Children’s Depression Inventory, and the
selected cards from the Children’s Apperception Test (CAT) and the Thematic
Apperception Test (TAT). His parents each completed the Achenbach Child Be-
havior Checklist and the Conners’ Parent Rating Scale—Revised, and his teachers
completed the Achenbach Teacher Report Form and the Conners’ Teacher Rat-
ing Scale—Revised.

Eduardo’s test results were not indicative of any current problems with de-
pression, although he did report instances of feeling sad, feeling like crying, and
being bothered by his life circumstances. However, his responses on personality
testing reflected a child with a great deal of anxiety and emotional oversensitivity
to environmental pressures. He expressed feelings of being ineffective and less
capable than his peers. He indicated that “others seem to do things easier than I
can,” “I feel that others do not like the way I do things,” “I worry about what other
people think about me,” “I worry about whatis going to happen,” and “I feel that
someone will tell me I do things the wrong way.” When asked about these con-
cerns, he indicated that he is nervous at school and that “when my desk is not
clean enough, my teacher will dump the tray with my books and journals and the
other kids will watch.” He further noted that “I worry what the kids will think
when I do wrong on a paper or if my teacher moves my desk. . . . She moves my
desk everywhere, I want to sit with friends.”

Eduardo expressed some specific fears about his future, indicating that “I of-
ten worty about something bad happening to me,” “I think bad thoughts,” and
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“nothing will ever work out for me.” When asked about this, he reported that “my
mom has married and I don’t want her to get divorced again. Sometimes I think
that she will get divorced again. I want a stepdad at my mom’s house and I'd have
to find a new stepdad.” He also expressed specific fears about being picked on in
class by his teacher. He expressed extreme distress regarding his teacher’s attitude
toward him, reporting fear of her, as well as bewilderment with regards to her ap-
parent dislike of him. Eduardo cried when discussing his current school situation,
and indicated that he has to sit alone in class whereas the other children sit with
their peers, despite the fact that he views himself as doing his best in class. It is
very likely that this anxiety may interfere with Eduardo’s ability to concentrate
and perform adequately on school-related tasks.

Test results were also indicative of some impairment in Eduardo’s self-esteem.
He is cleatly lacking in confidence in terms of his social functioning, He ex-
pressed dissatisfaction about his friendships, along with feelings of being socially
isolated and made fun of by his peers. He indicated that he is unpopular with both
boys and girls, that people pick on him, and that he is one of the last to be chosen
for games and sports. He reported that “I hate school,” “I feel left out of things,”
“my classmates make fun of me,” and “it is hard for me to make friends.” He elab-
orated by explaining that he is frequently teased by his classmates: “they say that
I am five or six, or even four because I am short. . . . They talk mean to me about
stuff. . . . They make fun of me.” However, he reported that he does have a best
friend who “is funny and tells funny stories and jokes.”

When asked his feelings about his family and the divorce, Eduardo indicated
that divorce is “kind of sad” because his parents “talk and get into fights” and he
indicated that “I miss my mom when I am at my dad’s and I kind of miss dad at
mom’s”” He expressed affection for his stepparents, but indicated that he is occa-
sionally “spanked” at his father’s home by his father and stepmother for “hors-
ing around the house . . . or even if  am not doing something and they think I did
it” He indicated that his stepfather “yells a bit . . . but he is nice, I like Chip”” He
also expressed love for his half-brother and excitement about his mother’s preg-
nancy.

On the CAT and TAT, Eduardo was asked to generate stories in response to
picture stimuli. His stories were reflective of having his needs met by both a pa-
ternal and a maternal figure; however, they also were indicative of feelings of in-
stability with regards to uncertainty in his living circumstances. He told a story of
a rabbit who “moved and had a hard time, she missed her old bed and her old
house, she was sad and finally got over it. Her new room didn’t look the same, so
she was not that used to it.” In particular, he expressed insecurity that “at dad’s 1
keep on getting my room taken away” and he described how he had to relocate
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rooms on several occasions to make room for his siblings. He made frequent ref-
erences to feeling as if all the members of his father’s household “have more stuff
than me,” and indicated that “I am the only one who has a little room at dad’s,”
and he expressed both sadness and jealousy in this regard.

It should be noted that Eduardo did not express specific dissatisfaction with
his gender, or any ideation of the female gender. He responded “no” to the items
on the PHSCS “I wish I were different” and “My looks bother me,” although on
alater item he also replied “no” to “I like being the way I am.” Eduardo did indi-
cate, however, that he preferred “gitl toys,” although he did express some inter-
est in more traditional “boy toys” such as cars and BB guns.

Dr. and Ms. Rs responses to both the Achenbach Child Behavior Checklist
and the Conners’ Parent Rating Scale—Revised differed significantly, and the pro-
files generated from these responses indicated a great discrepancy in the manner
in which Eduardo is perceived by his parents. Whereas Ms. R. indicated that Ed-
uardo does not demonstrate any difficulties with oppositional behavior, inatten-
tion, hyperactivity, anxiety, depression, or psychosomatic complaints, Dr. R.
noted problems in many of these areas, with particular concern noted regarding
Eduardo’s difficulties attending and his high anxiety level. However, both parents
reported extreme concern regarding Eduardo’s social adjustment. They ex-
pressed their concern that Eduardo demonstrates an inability to get along with
others, that he is not being liked by other children, and that he is teased by his
peers. Dr. R. noted that Eduardo has no friends, does not know how to make
friends, and is somewhat timid. Ms. R. agreed that Eduardo does not get invited
over to friends” homes, is afraid of new situations, and loses friends easily.

On the Teacher’s Report Form and the Conners’ Rating Scale, his first grade
teacher expressed some significant concerns regarding Eduardo’s level of anxi-
ety and depression, his emotional lability, his numerous somatic complaints, as
well as his attentional functioning. His second grade teacher indicated that she
also views Eduardo as having problems with attention; however, in contrast to
his first grade teacher and Eduardo’s parents, his current teacher described Ed-
uardo as a child with significant behavioral problems. She indicated that she
views Eduardo as being uncooperative, argumentative, destructive of property,
mean, demanding of attention, disobedient, explosive, stubborn, suspicious,
and irresponsible. She further noted that Eduardo tends to lie or cheat, that he
is not liked by other students, that he is teased a lot, and that he has strange be-
havior in that “he acts like a girl” and has “girl ideas.” The profile generated by
his current teacher differed from that generated by the other adults involved
with Eduardo, and painted a picture of a child with numerous defiant and op-
positional behaviors.
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Summary and Diagnostic Impressions

Eduardo is an 8-yeat-old boy who was referred for an evaluation of his neuro-
psychological and emotional status due to his parents’ concerns regarding his
academic and behavioral difficulties in class. Eduardo has difficulty following in-
structions in the classroom, he appears to be distractible, inattentive, and impul-
sive, and his performance is often immature and inappropriate. These problems
have been more evident since Eduardo began second grade.

During his neuropsychological evaluation, Eduardo’s attention appeared in-
tact at the beginning of testing, but significant problems with inattention and ex-
cess body movement were noted as the testing progressed. Eduardo also dis-
played tremendous difficulty responding appropriately to instructions, and at
times his responses were totally unrelated to the task at hand, reflecting impaired
receptive language functions and inattention. These difficulties did not appear to
be intentional in any way, and, despite acting silly at times, Eduardo seemed to put
forward his best effort throughout the assessment.

The results of this assessment indicate significant unevenness in Eduardo’s
cognitive ability structure, along with scatter in almost all of Eduardo’s neuro-
psychological functions. His verbal reasoning abilities are a relative strength
for him, in the Average range, whereas his nonverbal reasoning and concept for-
mation abilities are well below that of most children his age (Botderline range).
This variability makes his FSIQ score of 84 meaningless to interpret; a greater
understanding of his skills is gleaned from his individual index scores and sup-
plemental neuropsychological testing. Despite his strong language skills, Ed-
uardo demonstrates significant difficulty understanding and following direc-
tions. Neuropsychological testing also reflected impaired executive functions
and a high level of inattention. It is clear that Eduardo meets the diagnostic cri-
teria for Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder, Combined Type. Eduardo
also demonstrated significant impairment on measures of sensorimotor and
visuospatial abilities, along with variable memory functions. Whereas Eduardo
displays Superior reading decoding skills, his reading comprehension skills are
in the Average range and reflect some relative difficulty understanding and re-
calling written material. In addition, he demonstrated significant problems in all
areas of mathematics. Overall, Eduardo’s neuropsychological profile is indica-
tive of dyscalculia. He consistently demonstrated impairment in his right cere-
bral hemisphere functions, as seen by his sensorimotor and visual-spatial
deficits. In children with math disorders, right hemisphere functions are often
impaired; this is noted in poor spatial abilities, problems in performing quick
mental calculations and abstract conceptualization, impaired motoric functions
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and tactile sensory discriminations, and difficulty with the visual discrimination
of written mathematical symbols, which are important in routine calculations
and geometry.

In addition to these neuropsychological deficits, results of personality testing
indicated moderate problems with anxiety, fears about his future, impaired self-
esteem, and a lack of confidence in his social functioning,. In particular, Eduardo
expressed significant school-related anxiety, fear of his teacher, and apprehension
about being picked on in front of his peers or isolated from the rest of his class.
He expressed significant doubts about his own self-worth, and expressed a lack
of belief in a positive and productive future. However, he did not indicate signif-
icant family-related concerns, and he appears to have maintained an intact rela-
tionship with both parents and his siblings.

Recommendations

Eduardo’s neuropsychological and emotional difficulties have undoubtedly af-
fected his ability to succeed academically and socially. It is most likely that Ed-
uardo’s cognitive, social, and emotional functioning will continue to detetriorate
if these problems are not adequately and immediately addressed. It is therefore
critical that appropriate interventions be made in order to maximize Eduardo’s
development at this important time of his life.

Classroom Recommendations

Eduardo’s ADHD qualifies him for special educational services under the Other
Health Impaired classification under state law. In addition, his learning disability
in the area of mathematics further qualifies him for eligibility for special educa-
tional services under the Learning Disabled classification. Eduardo’s attention
problems and his difficulty following instruction, along with his poor spatial abil-
ities, will make it particularly difficult for him to keep up with the pace of infor-
mation being presented in a normal classroom setting. However, Eduardo has
some remarkable strengths in the area of language, and these should be drawn on
in planning his academic environment. Children with Eduardo’s learning diffi-
culties usually benefit from a well-structured learning environment that is care-
fully planned and consistently implemented in terms of the physical arrangement,
schedule of activities, and expected behaviors. It is essential that school profes-
sionals recognize Eduardo’s academic needs, and do not assume that his cogni-
tive functioning is intact based upon his strong reading decoding skills. Conse-
quently, it is recommended that Eduardo receive classroom accommodations
that include the following:
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* Placement in a smaller classroom, where he can receive more immedi-
ate and individual attention, and consistent monitoring of his behavior
1s likely to enhance his learning success. He will also learn much more
effectively in a slowetr-paced classtroom, which will allow him to acquite
knowledge in a much more repetitive and less pressured environment.

* Eduardo will benefit from preferential seating in the front of the class-
room, where his teacher can monitor him. Whenever possible, mini-
mize distractions in Eduardo’s study area. For example, place Eduardo’s
desk near the teacher or in an area with minimal classroom traffic.

* Provide Eduardo with both written and oral instruction whenever pos-
sible. He may often need to have instructions repeated. Thus, encour-
age Eduardo to ask for such repetition if he initially has difficulty un-
derstanding. In instances of more elaborate instruction, allow Eduardo
to tape record the information to permit relistening at a later stage. Pro-
vide Eduardo with visual guidelines such as checklists to help him intet-
nalize the specific steps he must take to complete assignments and
other classroom tasks. Review these guidelines with him to ensure that
he has an accurate understanding of them. All new information should
be presented in short increments in a multisensory format (charts,
graphs, videotapes, etc.). He would also benefit from new information
being presented in a meaningful context so that he is able to relate it to
his everyday life, and hopefully better retain it.

* Eduardo will benefit from individualized, multisensory instruction in
mathematics utilizing base 10 blocks, math tiles, Cuisenaire Rods, and
other manipulatives. For specific suggestions for teaching mathematics
to children with learning disabilities, the teacher is referred to Zeaching
Mathematics to the Learning Disabled (Bley & Thornton, 1989). Do not re-
quire Eduardo to memorize math facts until his understanding of the
processes are firmly established. At home, help Eduardo develop an
awareness of how math skills are used in everyday life by incorporat-
ing counting skills into daily activities. Play games that build on these
math skills. These games are available at teacher supply stores. Some
examples of useful games include SMath, Count Dinos Number
Marathon, and Let’s Go Shopping,

* Because of Eduardo’s difficulties with visual-motor coordination, en-
courage teachers not to penalize him for poor handwriting in subjects
other than writing. Encourage Eduardo to learn to use a computer to
assist with written language assignments. Allow Eduardo to dictate
written classroom assignments.
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* Eduardo needs to be taught by a professional who has had experience
working with children with significant learning disabilities, along with
the other difficulties that Eduardo displays. It is strongly recommended
that Eduardo receive services from a resource specialist at assigned pe-
riods each day. In that way, he would not be pulled out of class when he
struggles on assignments, which he may view as punitive and damaging
to his self-esteem. Rather, he would be assigned work by his resource
teacher, who would provide him with the appropriate modifications
from the onset, rather than having him fail in the regular classroom be-
fore being sent to the resource room.

* Eduardo’s assignments need to be broken down into manageable por-
tions. Since Eduardo may be considerably distracted by other problems
on his page, he should be presented with only one item at a time to fo-
cus on. For example, if Eduardo is required to write five sentences
about a topic, he could be provided with an outline or visual aid to help
him write one sentence on a page. Once he manages to complete this
task, he could then be provided with a second similar page to write his
second sentence, and so on. This would also be useful on math tasks,
where Eduardo is most likely overwhelmed by numerous task require-
ments.

* Model for Eduardo the way in which to respond approptiately to a
classroom or homework assignment. Provide him with examples of sat-
isfactory responses along with pictures or keywords that may spark his
imagination. Before working on an assignment, brainstorm with Ed-
uardo all the words or phrases that he thinks may be important to the
topic. Eduardo should be given a great deal of practice generating ideas
and organizing his ideas into a visual outline prior to writing. Graphic
organizers and semantic mapping are useful in helping Eduardo orga-
nize his ideas and clarify the relationships among ideas prior to working
on assignments.

¢ Eduardo will also benefit from untimed exams ot extended time on
tests. Consider allowing Eduardo to dictate responses rather than write
them during testing. Make sure that this is provided in a way that does
not bring negative attention to him. Alternatively, the assignment can
be shortened so that Eduardo can accomplish the task within the allot-
ted time period.

* HEduardo may benefit from a buddy system, in which he is seated next
to a responsible peer who will review directions with him and answer
any questions that he has. He may also benefit from using active listen-
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ing strategies. This involves attending to keywords that signal important
information is about to be given, such as: “first,” “more important,” or
“in summary.”’

Eduardo should be provided with clear expectations and rules for be-
havior in class. He should be encouraged to self-monitor his responses
in the classroom, and, when necessary, Eduardo should be provided
with a break from the classroom environment and no penalties should
be imposed at those times. Eduardo would benefit from frequent
teacher feedback and redirection. Nonverbal cues may be useful to get
his attention.

Eduardo may be provided with a reward for the completion of an
agreed upon amount of work. He could be given a token for each as-
sighment appropriately completed, with the agreement that when he
has a certain number of tokens, he will obtain his reward. This could be
worked out between his parents and teachers, and together they could
encourage Eduardo to strive toward reaching this goal on each assign-
ment. It is essential that this not involve losing a privilege (such as TV
time, “Fun Friday,” or recess), but rather rewarding Eduardo with
something that he desires (such as reading aloud to the class).

Eduardo will benefit from ongoing assistance with his organizational
and study skills. He needs help to meaningfully organize his study time,
study materials, and the information that is to be learned. As he pro-
gresses in school, encourage him to maintain his planner to keep track
of his assignments and to schedule daily study periods. Continue con-
sistent contact between teachers and parents via a homebook. Encout-
age Eduardo to highlight important material (for example, key words,
instructions, main ideas) in texts or handouts. It will be essential that his
parents maintain clear communication with his teachers so that they are
aware of test dates, assignment requirements, and upcoming projects.
In higher grades, as Eduardo is required to work more independently,
he will most likely require continued monitoring of his study skills and
help organizing his materials.

If these recommendations are not effective, it is strongly suggested that
Eduardo’s parents consider placing him in a private school, providing
individualized, multisensory programs for students with learning differ-
ences in a small classroom setting. There are numerous special-needs
schools in the area and I would be happy to explore these options with
Dr. and Ms. R. and make appropriate recommendations at any point in
Eduardo’s academic career.
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Occupational Therapy

Eduardo’s impaired sensorimotor and spatial skills impact his day-to-day func-
tioning and create further challenges for him in the classroom. Occupational
therapy services are therefore recommended to help develop Eduardo’s motor
skills, fine-motor coordination, motor planning (dyspraxia), handwriting, and
poor sensory functions. I would be happy to make an appropriate referral in this

regard.

Pharmacological Intervention

Eduardo presents with symptoms of ADHD, Combined Type. It is strongly rec-
ommended that he be evaluated by a pediatric psychiatrist in order to assess his
candidacy for stimulant medication to address these problems. In addition, med-
ication may be effective in treating his moderate level of anxiety. I would be happy
to make an appropriate recommendation to a pediatric psychiatrist.

Social Skills Group

Eduardo would benefit from direct instruction in social skills in a group led by
trained professionals. These groups provide direct instruction through a variety
of teaching techniques that include modeling, role-play activities, videos, coach-
ing, and games. Itis recommended that Dr. and Ms. R. contact a professional who
would be able to place him in an appropriate group on a weekly basis.

Psychotherapy

Eduardo is clearly experiencing a high level of anxiety, which is impacting his per-
formance academically and socially. Itis essential that he be provided with the op-
portunity to discuss his concerns and to develop compensating techniques in a
therapeutic environment on a consistent, weekly basis. In addition, it may be ben-
eficial if family members participate in this therapy as deemed necessary by the
therapist. I would be happy to make an appropriate referral in this regard.

Educational Therapy

Eduardo would cleatly benefit from intensive, individualized, and multisensory
instruction to improve his math skills, to strengthen his organizational skills, and
to help him learn to control his anxiety in relation to school. The goal of this ed-
ucational therapy would be to prevent the gaps in Eduardo’s academic skills from
widening and to allow for more evenly developed academic functioning. I would
be happy to discuss appropriate referrals regarding this recommendation.

Michelle Lurie, PsyD
Clinical Psychologist
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Psychometric Summary for Eduardo R.

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children—Fourth Edition (WISC-IV)

Standard Percentile Confidence  Qualitative

Scale /Subtest Score Rank Interval Description
Verbal Comprehension (VCI) 102 55 95-109 Average
Similarities 11 63
Vocabulary 8 25
Comprehension 13 84
Perceptual Reasoning (PRI) 79 8 7388 Borderline
Block Design 5 5
Picture Concepts 9 37
Matrix Reasoning 6 9
Working Memory (WMI) 83 13 77-92 Low Average
Digit Span 7 16
Letter-Number Sequencing 7 16
Processing Speed (PSI) 80 9 73-91 Low Average
Coding 4 2
Symbol Search 9 37
Full Scale (FSIQ) 84 14 80-89 Low Average

Woodcock Johnson—Third Edition (W]-III) Tests of Cognitive Abilities

Standard Percentile Age Grade
Subtest Score Rank Equivalent Equivalent
Auditory Attention 97 43 8-0 2.1
Planning 91 27 6-6 1.4

Woodcock Johnson—Third Edition (W]-III) Tests of Achievement

Standard Percentile Age Grade
Subtest Score Rank Equivalent Equivalent

Understanding Ditrections 78 7 6-1 K.2
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Psychometric Summary for Eduardo R. (Continued)

)

Wechsler Individual Achievement Test—Second Edition (WIAT-II)

Subtest Scores

95%
Standard Confidence Qualitative
Composite/Subtest Score Interval  Percentile  Description
Reading Composite 122 119-125 93 Superior
Word Reading 120 116-124 91
Reading Comprehension 104 97-111 61
Pseudoword Decoding 128 124-132 97
Mathematics Composite 72 65-79 3 Borderline
Numerical Operations 77 68-86 6
Math Reasoning 71 63-79 3
Written Language Composite 118 111-125 88 High Average
Spelling 137 129-145 99
Written Expression 93 82-104 32
Oral Language Composite 107 98-116 68 Average
Listening Comprehension 100 88-112 50
Oral Expression 113 103-123 81
Total Achievement Composite 104 100-108 61 Average
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Psychometric Summary for Eduardo R. (Continued)

A Developmental Neuropsychological Assessment (NEPSY)

Subtest Standard Score Percentile Rank
Attention/Executive
Tower 4 2
Auditory Attention and Response Set 8 25
Visual Attention 10 50
Knock and Tap <2
Language
Phonological Processing 11 63
Speeded Naming 10 50
Comprehension of Instructions 6 9
Sensorimotor
Fingertip Tapping Invalid Invalid
Imitating Hand Positions 3 1
Visuomotor Precision 2 0.5
Manual Motor Sequences <2
Finger Discrimination (Pref) 3-10
Finger Discrimination (Non-Pref) 3-10
Visuospatial
Design Copying 6 9
Arrows 7 16
Memory
Memory for Faces 14 91
Memory for Names 8 25
Narrative Memory 2 0.5

Sentence Repetition 12 75
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CASE REPORT 4

Name: Johnny S.
Age: 14:10
Grade: 8th

Reason for Evaluation

Johnny attends Central Middle School. This evaluation was initiated at his par-
ents’ request due to their concerns regarding Johnny’s learning problems in
school. Johnny was diagnosed with Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder—
Combined Type (ADHD) when in third grade and was prescribed stimulant med-
ication. At Johnny’s request, medication was discontinued after seventh grade.
Specifically, he has great difficulty participating appropriately in class and in ini-
tiating tasks, and is easily bored and distracted. His parents report that Johnny is
well-liked by peers and teachers, and puts forth considerable effort to do his
schoolwork. Nonetheless, he is at risk for retention. Both parents noted that
Johnny enjoys music and playing basketball, but he will not be able to continue on
the school basketball team if he fails his courses this term. Even though school
has been a struggle for him since the early grades, Johnny has never had a com-
prehensive psychoeducational evaluation for a possible learning disability. Mr.
and Mrs. S. therefore requested this evaluation in order to determine if Johnny has
some underlying cognitive or learning difficulty that may be contributing to his
academic failure in school.

Background and Educational History

Johnny is a 14-yeat-old adolescent who lives with both parents. His mother is a
fulltime homemaker and his father is an electrician. He has four older siblings,
including two brothers who live at home. The family has lived in the same neigh-
borhood for the past 6 years, and Johnny has been educated in the Bigtown
School District since second grade. Johnny began kindergarten at age 5. Mrs. S.
reported that his early school expetience was good and that he enjoyed the half-
day kindergarten and first grade program in a small private school. Moving into
second grade in public school was more difficult for him, and he began to
struggle with reading at that time. He attended summer school between second
and third grades, and was promoted to grade 3. Johnny’s problems with reading
continued, and he began to experience difficulties related to offtask, inattentive,
and disruptive behaviors. At his teacher’s suggestion his parents had him evalu-
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ated by a developmental pediatrician, who diagnosed ADHD and placed him on
Ritalin.

In spite of the noticeable benefit of medication, Johnny continued to struggle
in the intermediate grades. Mr. and Mrs. S. reported that 2 to 3 hours were spent
most nights helping Johnny with his homework. They also hired a private tutor,
who worked primarily on reading with him through fifth and sixth grades. Im-
provement was noted in his ability to recognize words, but his difficulty with oral
reading and understanding of what he had read persisted. He also began to have
problems with math. His previous grades of Bs in math dropped to Cs and Ds in
fifth grade. Johnny attended summer school again between fifth and sixth and be-
tween sixth and seventh grades, and was not retained. During the intermediate
grades, Johnny’s behavior seemed to have improved at school, and there were few
disciplinary reports.

Johnny began middle school in seventh grade. During that school year, he had
multiple teachers, and each reported some degree of academic difficulty. His
greatest challenges occurred in his Language Arts course, where he continued to
struggle with reading tasks and demonstrated increasing difficulty with writing,
His problems in math class also began to escalate as the reading and reasoning de-
mands of the course increased. Johnny reported that he especially enjoyed his sci-
ence class because his teacher did many experiments and hands-on activities. His
best grades for the year were in physical education and his elective drama course.
He also began to play on the school basketball team, where he experienced suc-
cess. At the end of the school year he passed to eighth grade with As in physical
education and drama, a C in science, and Ds in language arts, social studies, and
math. He worked with a tutor for 2 hours per week through the summer. Ritalin
was discontinued in midsummer.

Eighth grade has been very difficult for Johnny. At the end of the first report-
ing period, he was barely passing English, math, social studies, and science classes
with Ds. During the current reporting period, many of those grades are now fail-
ing. Johnny expressed concern that he will not be able to play on the basketball
team if he fails a course. His parents also stated that they are concerned that in
spite of many efforts to provide him with additional educational support, his
school performance has continued to decline over the years, and he is now in dan-
ger of academic failure. They are also concerned about his lack of self-esteem and
his growing frustration with school. Mr. and Mzrs. S. would like to see him back on
medication, but Johnny is unwilling to comply with their request. His teachers re-
port concerns about his poor study habits, his difficulty working with groups of
students, and what appears to be his lack of motivation to do his best in class.
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Observations and Test Behavior

Johnny is a lanky young man who was casually dressed for the evaluation, and
readily entered into the testing environment. He was a cooperative and diligent
worker who was willing to attempt all tasks. However, his efforts were impacted
by his difficulty staying focused on task, dealing with task frustration, and at-
tending to detail. At times, Johnny was highly self critical when working on acad-
emic tasks and when describing his academic performance at school. Nonethe-
less, his attitude and effort were good throughout the assessment. These results
are viewed as a valid and reliable measure of his current functioning levels.

Tests Administered

* Clinical interview with Mr. & Mrs. S.

* Clinical interview with Johnny

* Clinical interview with Johnny’s teachers

* Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children—Fourth Edition Integrated
(WISC-1V Integrated)

* Wechsler Individual Achievement Test—Second Edition (WIAT-II)

* Academic Competence Evaluation Scales (ACES): Teacher forms from
Mrs. Winter (English) and Mr. Mitchell (Math)

* Brown Attention Deficit Disorder Scales (Brown ADD): Self report
and Parent reports

Test Results

Cognitive Abilities

As patt of a complete psychoeducational assessment, Johnny was administered
the core and select supplemental subtests of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for
Children—Fourth Edition Integrated (WISC-1V) which is an individually admin-
istered test of a child’s intellectual ability and cognitive strengths and weaknesses.
The WISC-1V yields five composite scores: Verbal Comprehension Index (VCI),
Perceptual Reasoning Index (PRI), Working Memory Index (WMI), Processing
Speed Index (PSI), and Full Scale 1Q. The Full Scale 1Q (FSIQ) is an aggregate
score that summarizes Johnny’s performance across multiple cognitive abilities
in a single number. Johnny’s FSIQ of 98 (45th percentile) is within the Average
range. However, there are significant discrepancies in how Johnny performs on
tasks requiring verbal or perceptual ability and on tasks requiring working mem-
ory and speed of processing, which reduces the meaningfulness of the FSIQ as a
representation of his overall cognitive ability.
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These discrepancies in Johnny’s abilities are evident when comparing his pet-
formances across the four WISC-1V indexes. Both his VCI of 108 and his PRI of
110 are significantly higher than his WMI of 77. In fact, fewer than 2 percent of
students his age show such a large difference between verbal and perceptual rea-
soning when compared to working memory abilities. Similarly, his PSI of 85 is also
significantly lower than his VCI and PRI, such that fewer than 8 percent of his age
peers demonstrate that large of a discrepancy between processing speed and ver-
bal and perceptual reasoning. Students with attention and/or learning disorders
often have lower WMI and PSI scores, which can lead to a lowered FSIQ. How-
evet, itis possible to examine Johnny’s overall cognitive abilities with another score
that removes the influence of working memory and processing speed. Unlike the
FSIQ, which is derived from all four WISC-IV indexes, the General Ability Index
(GALI) is a composite of only the VCI and PRI scores. Johnny’s GAI score is 111
(77th petcentile), which falls in the High Average range. There is a 13-point dis-
crepancy between his GAI and FSIQ, which occurs in less than 1 percent of chil-
dren his age. The use of GAI does not negate the importance of WMI and PSI, but
provides an additional perspective on his general abilities, and should be taken into
account when comparing his ability to his achievement.

Johnny’s verbal reasoning abilities are measured by the Verbal Comprehension
Index, and are in the average range (VCI = 108; 70th percentile). His perfor-
mance was consistent across tasks that require verbal reasoning and concept for-
mation. For example, his verbal reasoning and concept formation abilities allow
him to distinguish between nonessential and essential features and use his ex-
pressive language skills to explain abstract relationships (75th percentile). He was
able to define words, which requires that he call upon his fund of knowledge,
learning ability, long-term memory, and language ability, at a high average level
(75th percentile). He displayed good understanding of conventional standatrds
of social behavior (63rd percentile), and, overall, demonstrated adequate verbal
abilities to support at least average achievement in school.

Johnny’s verbal abilities and his perceptual abilities (PRI = 110; 75th per-
centile) are equally well-developed. The Perceptual Reasoning Index is a measure
of nonverbal concept formation and includes tasks that require him to use visual
perception and organization, simultaneous processing, visual-motor coordina-
tion, and the ability to separate figure and ground to manipulate blocks to copy a
picture of a design (63rd percentile); to look at rows of pictures and choose one
picture from each row to form a group with a common feature (63rd percentile);
and to use fluid reasoning (the ability to manipulate abstractions, rules, general-
izations, and logical relationships) to select from five choices, the missing part of
an incomplete matrix (84th percentile). Johnny performed compatably on the
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perceptual reasoning subtests contributing to the PRI, suggesting that his visual-
spatial reasoning and perceptual-organizational skills are similarly developed.
Overall, Johnny’s perceptual abilities and nonverbal reasoning are considered a
significant strength compared to his abilities in other ateas. In fact, the difference
between his perceptual reasoning abilities and his abilities in other areas is so large
thatitis not commonly achieved by children his age in the normal population. His
Average to High Average abilities in perceptual reasoning may therefore play an
essential role in developing educational interventions.

In contrast to his strong perceptual reasoning abilities, Johnny’s ability to sus-
tain attention, concentrate, and exert mental control is in the Bordetline range
(WMI = 77; 6th percentile), and is considered a significant weakness as compared
to other individuals his age in the normal population. In addition, his ability in
this area is significantly lower than his abilities in other areas. In fact, the differ-
ence between his working memory and his abilities in other areas such as non-
verbal and verbal reasoning is so large that it is not commonly found in the not-
mal population. His deficits in working memory suggest that he has a disorder
in this basic psychological process, a finding that should play an essential role in
developing educational interventions. His weakness in working memory and
mental control may make the processing of complex information more time-
consuming for Johnny, draining his mental energies more quickly as compared to
other children his age, and perhaps result in more frequent errors on a variety of
learning tasks.

In order to further investigate Johnny’s working memory skills, he was admin-
istered three process-oriented, working memory subtests. Johnny’s ability to re-
call digits that were presented to him verbally is at the lower limit of the Average
range (Digit Span Forward = 25th percentile). This score represents his ability to
listen and recall increasingly long strings of numbers and repeat them verbatim.
His performance suggests that he has developed an age-appropriate capacity for
aural information. Although he performed somewhat better on visually pre-
sented digits (Visual Digit Span = 50th percentile) than aural, the difference is
not especially uncommon. His performance suggests that he has also developed
an age-appropriate capacity for visual information. Johnny’s capacity for visual-
spatial registration is compatable to his peers (Spatial Span Forward = 63td pet-
centile). This task required Johnny to track, store, mentally rehearse, and execute
a sequence of spatial locations. His performance suggests that he has developed
an age-appropriate ability for registration of visual-spatial information, sequenc-
ing, attention, visual scanning, and accurate execution of motor responses. Al-
though he performed somewhat better on visual-spatial locations than aurally
presented digits (Digit Span), the difference is not especially uncommon.
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Johnny’s capacity for visual-spatial registration with mental manipulation is com-
parable to his peers (Spatial Span Backward = 25th percentile). This task required
Johnny to track, store, mentally rehearse, and execute in reverse order a sequence
of spatial locations. His performance suggests that he has developed an age-
appropriate ability for registration with mental manipulation of visual-spatial
information, sequencing, attention, visual scanning, and accurate execution of
motor responses. Although he performed somewhat better on reversing
visual-spatial locations than aurally presented digits (Digit Span Backward = 5th
percentile), the difference is not especially uncommon.

Johnny’s performance on the Written Arithmetic subtest, designed to assess
knowledge of numbers, mathematical symbols, and the proper sequence of per-
forming mathematical operations, is comparable to his peers (Written Arithmetic
= 84th percentile). When compared to Arithmetic (Arithmetic = 9th percentile),
Johnny performed much better on Written Arithmetic, suggesting that his diffi-
culty on the Arithmetic subtest is more likely due to working memory deficits
than underdeveloped math skills.

Johnny’s ability in processing simple or routine visual material quickly without
making errors is in the Low Average range when compared to his peers. He per-
formed better than approximately 16 percent of his peers on the processing speed
tasks (Processing Speed Index = 85), and pootly as compared to his verbal and
nonverbal reasoning ability. Processing speed is an indication of the rapidity with
which Johnny can mentally process simple or routine information without mak-
ing errors. His slower performance on the Coding subtest (9th percentile) oc-
curred in part because he did not readily learn the paired association between a
number and a symbol. His score on the Symbol Search subtest (37th percentile)
reflected several errors. Because learning often involves a combination of routine
information processing (such as reading) and complex information processing
(such as reasoning), a weakness in the speed of processing routine information
may make the task of comprehending novel information more time-consuming
and difficult for Johnny. Thus, this weakness in simple visual scanning and track-
ing may leave him less time and mental energy for the complex task of under-
standing new material.

Academic Achievement

Johnny was administered the Wechsler Individual Achievement Test—Second
Edition (WIAT-II) to assess his academic achievement. The WIAT-II yields both
subtest and composite scores in the areas of reading, mathematics, written lan-
guage, and oral language.
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Reading

Johnny presents a diverse set of skills on different aspects of reading; therefore,
the Reading composite score from WIAT-1I does not meaningfully represent his
global reading abilities, and the individual reading subtest scores should be inves-
tigated instead. He performed much better on tasks that assessed his capability to
correctly apply phonetic decoding rules when reading a series of nonsense words
(Pseudoword Decoding; 16th percentile) and correctly reading a series of printed
words (Word Reading; 21st percentile) than on tasks that required him to read
sentences and paragraphs and answer questions about what was read (Reading
Comprehension; 1st percentile). Although decoding is weak in comparison to his
peers, he demonstrates stronger performance on reading at the word level than
reading text. His relatively stronger word reading is more than likely the result of
the code-based instruction he has received in school and through several years of
one-to-one tutoring. It can be noted that his ability to encode words (spelling) is
commensurate with his ability to decode words. His slow reading rate (1st quar-
tile), his lack of automaticity when reading single words, and his dysfluent oral
reading of sentences are indicative of a reading fluency problem. Lack of fluency
can impair his ability to understand what has been read and can make reading a
tedious, time-consuming activity.

In contrast to Johnny’s reading comprehension, his verbal reasoning and ver-
bal comprehension abilities, as measured by the WISC-IV VCI of 108, indicate
that he has the language skills to support reading comprehension, but he may lack
comprehension strategies to increase understanding. In fact, when a skills anal-
ysis was conducted of WIAT-II Reading subtests, he demonstrates several high-
order comprehension problems related to recognizing implied detail, predicting
events and outcomes, drawing conclusions, and making inferences.

In summary, Reading Comprehension is a significant weakness for Johnny.
His score is significantly less than his mean score for all WIAT-II subtests, indi-
cating that this is an area of weakness relative to his skills in other academic areas.
He performed better than only approximately 1 percent of his peers on this sub-
test. Thus, Johnny may experience great difficulty in keeping up with his school-
mates in this skill area. Because reading comprehension is critical to learning new
information especially at the secondary school level, this deficit can significantly
impact learning in several subject areas (i.c., history, literature, math, and science
courses).

Mathematics

Johnny’s skills in mathematics are also diverse and may not be adequately sum-
marized by a single composite score. He performed much higher on tasks that
evaluated his ability to add, subtract, multiply, and divide one- to three-digit num-
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bers, fractions, and decimals (Numerical Operations; 55th percentile) than on
tasks that required him to solve single-step and multistep word problems (Math
Reasoning; 19th percentile). Because of this variability in his performance, the
Mathematics Composite score (32nd percentile) does not meaningfully summa-
rize his overall skills in mathematics, and individual subtest scores should be con-
sidered. Johnny’s math calculation skills are in the Average range; a skills analysis
of his Mathematics subtests indicated that he has grade-level skills, but was un-
able to calculate square root or percent, divide simple fractions, ot solve simple
algebraic equations. His lower score on the Math Reasoning subtest was the re-
sult of his inability to use fractions and decimals to solve problems, and his diffi-
culty on multistep problem solutions. Frequently, Johnny would perform the first
step on a multistep solution correctly, but would either discontinue solution at
that point or would omit a critical step. He did not self-monitor by considering if
his answer was logical. He also did not interpret visual information, such as
graphs or grids, correctly as an aid to problem solution. The majority of his errors
were on problems that required the use of fractions or decimals. He chose to use
paper and pencil to solve most problems, but he appeared to lack problem-
solving strategies.

Oral Language

Johnny performed in the Average range in overall language skills, as indicated by
his Oral Language Composite of 109; his skills in this atea exceed those of ap-
proximately 73 percent of students his age. Johnny performed comparably on
tasks that required him to identify the picture that best represents an oral de-
scription or generate a word that matches the picture (Listening Comprehension;
53rd percentile) and generate words within a category, describe scenes, and give
directions (Oral Expression; 84th percentile).

Compared to Johnny’s mean score for all WIAT-II subtests, his performance
is significantly better in Oral Expression, indicating that this is an area of relative
strength for him. His skills in this area are also considered strengths in relation to
those of other students his age. Johnny performed better than approximately 84
percent of his peers on this task. His oral language performance was consistent
with his Verbal Comprehension Index on the WISC-IV (70th percentile), and
suggests that he has age-appropriate language abilities and can use language ef-
fectively to express himself. This relative strength in oral language can be used to
help Johnny verbally mediate problem solving to demonstrate what he has
learned in school.

Written Language
In overall written language skills, Johnny performed in the Low Average range, as
indicated by his Written Language Composite score of 85 (16th percentile). His
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performance was fairly consistent across the two written language subtests;
therefore, the Written Language Composite is an appropriate estimate of his writ-
ing abilities. Johnny’s performance on tasks that required him to generate words
within a category, generate sentences to describe visual cues, combine sentences,
and compose an organized, persuasive essay on a named topic (Written Expres-
sion; 13th percentile) is comparable to his performance on tasks that required
him to correctly spell verbally presented words in the context of a sentence
(Spelling; 231d percentile). On the Spelling subtest, Johnny made several spelling
errors on homonyms, indicating his difficulty associating word meaning to word
spelling. He frequently wrote a word two or three times before deciding on a
spelling, while commenting, “That doesn’t look right”” He demonstrated strong
word fluency, as he was able to verbally generate words within a category and
write words within a category better than most students his age. He was not pe-
nalized for spelling on the written fluency task, but numerous spelling errors were
noted. He was able to combine sentences demonstrating an ability to revise an-
other’s writing, Johnny’s greatest difficulty on the writing subtest was in compos-
ing a persuasive essay. Most students his age write much longer essays (i.e.,
Johnny’s word count was fewer than 75% of his peers). His essay contained nu-
merous spelling, punctuation, and grammatical errors. His essay lacked organiza-
tion, and his sentence structure, as well as his use of topic sentences, linking
words ot phrases, introductory and concluding sentences, and use of organiza-
tion to persuade were weak or missing. In addition, he was unable to convey and
support a position with evidence and counterarguments. His vocabulary lacked
originality and was ineffective in communicating his ideas. Just as he demon-
strated reading competence at the word level but deficits at the text level, Johnny
demonstrated word and sentence level writing ability, but significant problems
writing text.

Ability-Achievement Discrepancy Analysis
Johnny’s scores on the WIAT-II were compared to the levels of achievement pre-
dicted for a student with his general cognitive ability, as indicated by his General
Ability Index score of 111 on the WISC-IV. His GAI was used in the ability-
achievement discrepancy calculations as the measure of his global cognitive abil-
ity rather than his FSIQ because his disorder in the basic psychological processes
involved in working memory lessened the meaningfulness of the FSIQ. Signifi-
cant differences between actual and predicted achievement scores are reported in
this section.

Johnny performed particulatly well on tasks involving Oral Expression. He
achieved a score on this subtest (actual score = 115) that was comparable to what
was expected, based on his overall global cognitive ability (GAI predicted score
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= 106). This level of performance indicates he is able to use his verbal compre-
hension and verbal reasoning skills well in tasks that require him to generate
words within a category, describe scenes, and give ditections.

In contrast, Johnny displays significant difficulty with achievement in reading,
He scored much lower on the Reading Composite (actual score = 77) than ex-
pected for a teenager with his general cognitive ability (predicted score based on
GAI =108). The difference between his actual and predicted scores is significant
and highly unusual. Thus, this is an area in which Johnny may benefit from assis-
tance in helping him further develop his skills. To specifically determine the kind
of assistance that might be of benefit, a closer look at the reading subtests is war-
ranted. Reading Comprehension (actual standard score = 65), Pseudoword De-
coding (actual standard score = 85) and Word Reading (actual standard score =
88) are all deficit areas for Johnny. The difference between Johnny’s actual and
predicted scores on the Reading Comprehension subtest (using GAI it is a 43
point discrepancy) is both significant and highly unusual. In fact, a discrepancy of
this magnitude occurs in only about 1 percent of students his age. The discrep-
ancy between his actual and predicted scores for Pseudoword Decoding (22
points lower than predicted) and for Word Reading (20 points lower than pre-
dicted) is also significant, suggesting a specific weakness in tasks that required
Johnny to correctly apply phonetic decoding rules when reading a series of non-
sense words, and to correctly read a series of printed words. Johnny needs assis-
tance both in learning to decode words more efficiently (i.e., automatically) and
in becoming a more fluent, strategic reader.

Written Expression is another area of difficulty for Johnny. Specifically, there is
anoteworthy difference between his Written Expression subtest score (83) and the
level of achievement anticipated for a student with his cognitive ability (using GAI
predicted score of 107 yields a difference of 24 points). This significant and highly
unusual difference indicates a specific weakness on tasks that required him to gen-
erate words within a category, generate sentences to describe visual cues, combine
sentences, and compose an organized, persuasive essay on a named topic.

There is also a significant and unusual discrepancy between Johnny’s math rea-
soning skills (87) and expected achievement based on his cognitive ability as rep-
resented by GAI (a difference of 21 points). Although his ability to complete ba-
sic mathematic calculations is at a level that one would expect based on his global
cognitive ability, he struggles with applying his basic computational knowledge to
reason out the answers to higher-level multi-step problems.

Teacher Ratings of Behavior and Academic Skill
The teacher rating scales for the Academic Competence Evaluation Scales
(ACES) were completed by Johnny’s math teacher, Mr. Mitchell, and Mrs. Win-
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ter, his English teacher. Their responses are generally consistent with Johnny’s
performance on both cognitive and achievement tests. Mr. Mitchell noted
Johnny’s below-grade-level achievement in mental math, using numbers to solve
daily problems, breaking down complex problems, developing solutions, analyz-
ing errors, and testing hypotheses. He noted that Johnny had strong calculation
skills. He also expressed concerns related to Johnny’s interpersonal, engagement,
motivation, and study skills in class. Specifically, he reported that Johnny had
trouble working in large groups, listening to others, asking questions, volunteet-
ing answers, producing high-quality work, showing persistence, staying on task,
and completing assignments correctly in a timely fashion.

Mrs. Winter described Johnny as having some of the same problems in her
class. Namely, she identified his difficulty in working in groups, not being goal
oriented, and failing to turn in assignments on time, to ask questions or volunteer
answers in class, to prepate for class and tests, and to take notes. She noted how-
ever, that Johnny was willing to correct his behavior when asked, and that he did
participate in class discussions. Academically she was concerned about his below-
grade-level reading comprehension, written communication, and higher-order
problem-solving abilities.

Many of the skills noted by Johnny’s teachers require executive functions,
working memory, and processing speed, which have been identified as problem-
atic on the WISC-IV. His achievement in school parallels his performance on
WIAT-IL.

Parent and Student Behavior Ratings
Johnny and each of his parents completed the Brown Attention Deficit Disorder
Scales. On the student self-report, Johnny identified significant concerns related
to organizing, prioritizing, and activating to work (Cluster 1); focusing, sustain-
ing, and shifting attention to tasks (Cluster 2); and utilizing working memory and
accessing recall (Cluster 5). Johnny’s self-report is very similar to his mother’s par-
ent report. She also identified problems in Clusters 1 and 2 as well as concerns
with Cluster 4: managing frustration and modulating emotions. Mr. S. identified
Cluster 2 as being problematic.

Johnny’s scores on the Brown ADD Scales are similar to those obtained by
adolescents identified with ADHD.

Summary

Johnny is a 14-year-old who completed a battery of tests that evaluated his cog-
nitive abilities and academic achievement. His parents and teachers, as well as
Johnny, completed rating scales related to his school performance and behavior.
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Scores are consistent across the assessment, and are considered valid and reliable.
His general cognitive ability, as estimated by the WISC-IV GAI (111),is in the Av-
erage to High Average range. Johnny’s general verbal comprehension and general
perceptual reasoning abilities were also in the Average to High Average range
(VCI=108; PRI = 110). However, Johnny’s general working memory abilities are
in the Borderline range (WMI = 77), and general processing speed abilities are in
the Low Average range (PSI = 85). Johnny’s abilities to sustain attention, con-
centrate, and exert mental control are a significant weakness relative to his non-
verbal and verbal reasoning abilities, and are indicative of a disorder in this basic
psychological process. In contrast, Johnny’s perceptual reasoning and perceptual
organizational skills are an area of significant strength for him.

Johnny demonstrated academic deficiencies in the areas of reading, math rea-
soning, and writing. However, his oral language abilities were intact and he
showed no evidence of deficit in this area. His math calculation skills are much
better developed than his math reasoning skills. In general, he has more difficulty
with reading and writing at the text level, although word level skills are somewhat
limited as well. There is a significant and unusual discrepancy between his ability
and his achievement in reading, math reasoning, and written language.

Further, according to teacher, parent, and self-report, Johnny demonstrates
many of the behavioral and academic difficulties found in adolescents with
ADHD. Educational need is noted in the areas of activation, attention, emotion,
and memory. Teachers are also concerned with classroom performance in the ar-
eas of interpersonal skills, engagement, motivation, and study skills.

When Johnny’s academic achievement is considered in comparison to what
might be expected based on his overall intellectual abilities, there is evidence of a
specific learning disability in reading, math reasoning, and writing. At this time, it
is difficult to determine the effect that his ADHD has on his achievement, par-
ticularly since he is currently unmedicated. It is likely that the working memory
and processing speed deficits observed on his WISC-1V reflect both the execu-
tive function problems related to ADHD and the underlying processing deficits
of a specific learning disability.

Recommendations

Johnny meets the criteria for a specific learning disability in reading, math rea-
soning, and written language, in that there is a statistically significant and unusual
discrepancy between his ability and his achievement. There is evidence of under-
lying processing deficits, specifically in working memory and processing speed,
and there is an educational need for intervention. He also has an established his-
tory of ADHD, even though he is no longer taking medication.
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It is strongly suggested that Johnny and his parents meet with his physician
to discuss whether medication is warranted. There appears to be a significant
change in his school behaviors and academic achievement since he discontinued
medication. It should be understood however, that both ADHD and a learning
disability contribute to his academic and behavior difficulties in school.

Johnny would benefit from classroom accommodations to address behavioral
concerns that include

* Preferential seating: He should sit where he can easily access visually-
presented instructional information. Further, he should not sit in high-
traffic areas of the classroom (including next to the teacher’s desk, if stu-
dents frequently have conferences with the teacher at her or his desk).
He should sit close to students who model appropriate classroom be-
haviors rather than those who are disruptive or frequently off task.

* Structure and predictability: Johnny will be more successful in a consis-
tent, structured, and predictable environment. He may benefit from
time limit warnings (“In 5 minutes you will need to turn in your pa-
pers”), keeping an assignment sheet that is signed off routinely by both
teachers and parents, having notice prior to changes in the daily sched-
ule or routine (e.g., knowing when a substitute teacher will be coming
ot when there will be an assembly that changes his lunchtime), and
written reminders or To Do lists.

* Physical proximity: Adults can use close proximity to help Johnny mod-
ify classroom behaviors such as not starting or staying on task. When
inappropriate behavior occurs, the teacher can move close to Johnny,
establish brief contact (e.g., a touch on the shoulder), and say nothing;
If the behavior does not change, establish eye contact, and communi-
cate cleatly, in a calm, quiet voice, what he needs to do. Reward appro-
priate changes in behavior in verbal as well as non-verbal (e.g,, a smile,
a pat on the back, a thumbs up) ways.

* Response cost: Another effective behavioral strategy is to use response
cost, where Johnny is rewarded for positive behavior with a point system
but loses points when undesirable behaviors occur. If this is imple-
mented at school, it should be done in such a way as to not draw atten-
tion to or embarrass Johnny. Parents may wish to implement a response-
cost system at home so that his appropriate behavior at school (e.g,,
turning in homework on time) can earn him something that he desires.

* Self-management: The ultimate goal is for Johnny to take responsibility
for his own learning and behavior. Research has shown that self-
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management can increase self-esteem and reduce demands on the
teacher’s time. Self-management strategies include the use of a cuing
system between a teacher and student to indicate that behaviors are be-
ing monitored and corrective feedback will be given, and the use of
teacher-student contracts. Suggestions with step-by-step directions can
be found in _Atzention Deficit Disorder: Strategies for School-Age Children by
Clare B. Jones (1994; The Psychological Corporation).

* Computer access: Handwriting is a tedious task for Johnny and it inter-
feres with his ability and willingness to communicate in written form.
Although he still needs assistance in improving his composition skills,
the use of a word processor for some written assignments might moti-
vate him to participate.

Johnny would benefit from educational interventions to address academic con-
cerns that include

* Remediation: Johnny needs to improve his ability to decode and encode
words for purposes of reading and writing, As long as he is focusing on
the low-level skill of decoding/encoding, he does not have the mental
capacity to focus on comprehension/composing. It is recommended
that a survey of his phonological and morphological skills be conducted
by the school reading specialist to identify specific skill deficits. Ex-
plicit, systematic instruction should be provided to remedy identified
deficits. At the same time, remediation should be offered in the context
of real reading and writing by giving Johnny the opportunity to apply
new skills as they develop.

* Strategy instruction: In the areas of reading comprehension and math
problem solving, Johnny would benefit from learning effective strate-
gies. For example, reading with a purpose (what are the questions that
will need to be answered at the end of the passage?), learning to read
with a pencil (where he underlines important information or takes
notes in the margin), making semantic or story maps, or post-reading
strategies, where he summarizes and reviews what has been read can
help Johnny obtain meaning from reading. Elliott, DiPerna and Shapiro
offer many strategies to improve comprehension and problem solving
in_Academic Intervention Monitoring System (|[AIMS] 2001; The Psychologi-
cal Corporation). In math, Johnny might benefit from schema-based
learning, where an organizational framework is used for depicting the
numerical relationships expressed in a word problem (see AZMS,
pp. 110-111).
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* Building fluency: Improvement in decoding/encoding will help im-
prove fluency, but Johnny may also need additional practice in reading
to build fluency. Fluency can be increased by such techniques as “fold-
ing-in,” where material that must be learned is interspersed with mater-
ial that is already known, repeated reading of short passages where
reading is timed and accuracy is checked after each reading (can be ef-
fective in a peer-tutoring arrangement), and previewing, where a stu-
dent reads material prior to its actually being taught by the teacher.

* Homework plan: Johnny and his parents and teachers need to work to-
gether to develop a homework plan. For example, there needs to be a
place and time for homework. Materials need to be kept in the study
area (which should be out of the traffic flow) so that time is not wasted
looking for them. Noise should be kept at a minimum. Homework may
need to be broken into manageable chunks of time with short breaks.
Assignment sheets between home and school may help Johnny get back
and forth with assignments. Using a calendar and a To Do list can be
helpful in tracking long-term projects, tests, and assignments. Reward-
ing behavioral change and achievements can reinforce Johnny’s prog-
ress.

* Study Skills instruction: Johnny also needs explicit instruction in study
skills. Teaching him to use reading comprehension strategies such as
SQ3R (Survey, Question, Read, Recite, Review), prior knowledge acti-
vation, visual imagery, self-questioning, and mapping or word pictures
can help him understand and remember what he has read. He could
also benefit from learning mnemonic strategies to improve memory
and recall, from metacognition strategies that help him better under-
stand his own learning style, and from test-taking and note-taking
strategies.

* Accommodations: Classroom accommodations such as extended time
for short reading and writing tasks, assistance in breaking long-term
tasks into manageable steps with frequent feedback, occasional oral
testing (when knowledge acquisition needs to be assessed), providing
more visual cues and hands-on learning opportunities, and finding ways
for Johnny to participate appropriately in class can enhance his learn-
ing. Preselect his group when assigning him a group project by includ-
ing students who model on-task, goal-directed behaviors. If appropri-
ate, allow him to work with a supportive study partner on tasks, so that
he has cooperative learning expetiences that are not compromised by
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the size of the group. In this setting he can also think aloud and work
through problem solving using his strong oral language abilities.

Johnny and his family might also benefit from short-term counseling to help
them implement and evaluate the effectiveness of some of the intervention
strategies at home, to help build Johnny’s self esteem, and to engage in long-term
planning for his future.

John Washington, PhD
Sthool Psychologist

Psychometric Summary for Johnny S.

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children—Fourth Edition Integrated (WISC-IV I)

Standard Percentile Confidence  Qualitative

Scale/Subtest Score Rank Interval Description
Verbal Comprehension (VCI) 108 70 101-114 Average
Similarities 12 75
Vocabulary 12 75
Comprehension 1 63
Perceptual Reasoning (PRI) 110 75 102-117 High Average
Block Design 11 63
Picture Concepts 11 63
Matrix Reasoning 13 84
Working Memory (WMI) 77 6 71-86 Borderline
Digit Span 6 9
Letter-Number Sequencing
Arithmetic
Processing Speed (PSI) 85 16 78-96 Low Average
Coding (CD) 6 9
Symbol Search (SS) 9 37
Cancellation (CA) 8 25
Full Scale (FSIQ) 98 45 93-103 Average

General Ability Index (GAI) 111 77 105-116 High Average
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Psychometric Summary for Johnny S. (Continued)

Working Memory Domain Process:

Registration Scaled Score Percentile Rank
Digit Span Forward (DSF) 8 25
Visual Digit Span (VDS) 10 50
Spatial Span Forward (SSpF) 11 63

Working Memory Domain Process:

Mental Manipulation Scaled Score Percentile Rank
Digit Span Backward (DSB) 5 5
Spatial Span Backward (SSpB) 25
Written Arithmetic (WA) 13 84

Working Memory Domain Process:

Longest Span Raw Score Base Rate
Longest Digit Span Forward 6 73%
Longest Digit Span Backward 3 96.5%
Longest Visual Digit Span 7 61.4%
Longest Spatial Span Forward 6 64.3%
Longest Spatial Span Backward 4 94.3%

Processing Speed Domain Process

Score Summary

Scaled Score

Percentile Rank

Cancellation Random (CAR)
Cancellation Structured (CAS)

16
25
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Psychometric Summary for Johnny S. (Continued)

Wechsler Individual Achievement Test—Second Edition (WIAT-II)

95%
Standard Confidence Percentile  Qualitative
Composite/Subtest Score Interval Rank Description
Reading Composite 77 73-81 6 Borderline
Word Reading 88 81-95 21
Reading Comprehension 65 59-71 1
Pseudoword Decoding 85 79-91 16
Mathematics Composite 93 88-98 32 Average
Numerical Operations 102 96-108 55
Math Reasoning 87 79-95 19
Written Language Composite 85 78-92 16 Low Average
Spelling 89 82-96 23
Written Expression 83 72-94 13
Oral Language Composite 109 99-119 73 Average
Listening Comprehension 101 88-114 53
Oral Expression 115 104-126 84
Total Achievement Composite 86 82-90 18 Low Average

Note: WIAT-IT age-based normative information was used in the calculation of subtest
and composite scores.
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Psychometric Summary for Johnny S. (Continued)

WIAT-II Subtest Error Analysis

Subtest Skill Area % Correct
Word Reading
Recognizing words 75%
Reading Comprehension
Recognizing Stated Detail 75%
Recognizing Implied Detail 25%
Predicting Events and Outcomes 0%
Drawing Conclusions 33%
Using Context to Determine Word Meaning 75%
Recognizing Stated Cause and Effect 50%
Recognizing Implied Cause and Effect 50%
Identifying Main Idea 0%
Making Inferences 25%
Math Reasoning
Identify the results of rotations and reflections 50%
Recall and apply basic addition and subtraction facts and procedures 80%
Recall and apply basic multiplication and division facts and procedures 80%
Use fraction words to name parts of a whole object or set 75%
Compare and order fractions 0%
Relate fractions to decimals 0%
Solve addition and subtraction problems using fractions and decimals 0%
Multistep problems 57%
Use grids and graphs to make comparisons, draw conclusions, or answer
questions 88%

Apply calculation skills using decimals to solve problems involving money ~ 50%
Use theoretical and experimental probability to draw conclusions, answer

questions, and make predictions 50%
Numerical Operations
Calculating square root 0%
Calculating percent 0%
Division—using simple fractions 0%
Solving simple algebraic equations 0%
Calculation of pi 0%
Listening Comprehension
Receptive Vocabulary 75%
Sentence Comprehension 80%
Expressive Vocabulary 80%
Spelling
Ending blend/digraph 67%
Silent letter in medial position of word 67%
“soft c or g followed by e” spelling rule 33%
Homonyms 57%
“ment” suffix 0%

Note: The Error Analysis summary lists only skill areas for which Johnny obtained less
than 100% correct.
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Academic Competence Evaluation Scales (ACES)

The Academic Competence Evaluation Scales (ACES) measures a student’s
skills, attitudes, and behaviors that contribute to academic success in the class-
room. The ACES consists of two broad scales: Academic Skills and Academic
Enablers. Academic Skills are the basic and complex skills (reading comprehen-
sion, computation, etc.) taught within the typical school curticulum. Academic
Enablers are the skills and behaviors that allow a student to benefit from class-
room instruction (completing homework, getting along with others, etc.). Both
the Academic Skills and Academic Enablers scales are composed of multiple sub-
scales. Specifically, the Academic Skills scale consists of three subscales (Read-
ing/Language Arts, Mathematics, and Critical Thinking), and the Academic En-
ablers scale consists of four subscales (Interpersonal Skills, Engagement,
Motivation, and Study Skills).

The first set of scores is based upon a report from Mtr. Mitchell and the second
is from Mrs. Winter. The following graphs display ACES scores for Johnny S., as
well as 90 percent confidence intervals around these scores. These confidence in-
tervals identify a range within which the true score would be expected to fall. In-
tervals that fall primarily within the Developing range represent skill areas to con-
sider for intervention, whereas intervals that fall primarily within the Competent
or Advanced ranges represent areas of strength.
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ACES—Teacher Report—Single Administration
Teacher Rating: Mr. Mitchell

Raw 90% KEY Decile
Score CI Dieveloping Conpetet Advanced Scores +90%CI
Academic Skills Far Below | Below | Grade Level | Above | Far Above
Total Scale 77 +5 | 98 133 3
33 66 99 132 164
Reading/Language Arts| 22 +2 | 33 45 1
11 22 33 44 B
Mathematics 19 +2 | 24 a3 3
8 16 24 32 40|
Critical Thinking 36 +2 | 4 57 3
14 28 42 56 70
Academic Enablers Never | Seldom | Sometimes |  Often | Almost Always
Total Scale 92 +6 108 183 1
I |
40 80 120 160 200
Interpersonal Skills 29 +3 | 3 |5 2
10 20 30 40 50|
Engagement 22 +3 30 a7 3
I ]
8 16 24 32 40
Motivation 18 +3 25 0 1
I |
11 22 33 44 B
Study Skills 23 +3 28 54 1
I |
11 22 33 44 55
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ACES—Teacher Report—Single Administration
Teacher Rating: Mrs. Winter

Raw 90% KEV Decile
Score CI Developing Competent Advanced Seores 0% CI
Academic Skills Far Below | Below | Grade Level | Above [ Far Above
20 133
Total Scale 77 +5 | _ 3
33 [:1:1 a9 132 165
Reading/Language 26 0 33 % 5
Ans | —
11 22 33 44 25|
Mathematics 20 +2 [ 24 33 3
8 16 24 32 40
Critical Thinking 31 +2 | 42 57 2
14 28 42 56 70
Academic Enablers Never Seldom I Sometimes Often I Almost Always
Total Scale 88 +6 ™ 183 1
I |
40 80 120 160 20
Interpersonal Skills 30 +3 | a ‘5 2
10 20 30 40 30
Engagement 21 13 30 a7 3
I [ |
8 16 24 32 40
Motivation 17 +3 26 &0 1
I |
11 22 33 44 25|
Study Skills 20 +3 ] 54 1
I |
11 22 33 44 39|
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scoring of, 137
start points, 113
Listening Comprehension subtest (WIAT-II), 44
administration of, 44
key points, 46
description of, 44
error analysis and, 61
subsections of, 44
Total Raw Score and, 44
Literal comprehension, 153
Luria’s theory (Mental Processing Index), 192—
196
definition of terms, 194-195

Math Computations subtest (KTEA-II), 119
administration of, 119
binary scoring, 119
error analysis and, 150-153, 154, 157-158
notable behaviors, 119
scoring of, 132-133
Student Response Booklet, 119
Math Concepts and Applications subtest
(KTEA-II), 117-118
administration of, 117-118
Brief form and, 118
Cattell-Horn-Carroll theory (CHC) and,
217-219
error analysis and, 150—153, 154, 157158
scoring of, 132-133
Math Reasoning subtest (WIAT-IT), 41-42
administration of, 41-42
key points, 42
description of, 41-42
error analysis, 59 (see also Interpreting WIAT-
1I)
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Math Reasoning subtest (WIAT-11) (continued)
Numerical Operations subtest and, 13
qualitative observations, 42

Mental retardation, 104

Naming Facility subtest (KTEA-II), 2
administration of, 124
scoring of, 140
Narrow abilities, 202-211
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics
(2000), 63
National Reading Panel (2000), 63
NEPSY. See Developmental Neuropsycho-
logical Assessment
Nonsense Word Decoding subtest (KTEA-II),
3
administration of, 118
error analysis and, 150-153, 154, 159-162
scoring of, 133
teaching of, 118
Normal curve equivalents, 49
Norm-reference scores, 62
Normative perspective, 141
Normative strength. See Interpreting KTEA-II
Normative weakness. See Interpreting KTEA-I1
Numerical Operations subtest (WIAT-II), 33—-34
administration of, 33-34
key points, 34
description of, 33-34
error analysis and, 60, 75-76
qualitative observations, 34

Oral Expression subtest (KTEA-IT), 2
administration of, 123
basal rules, 113
Cattell-Horn-Catroll theory (CHC) and,
217-219
discontinue rules, 113
error analysis and, 150-153, 154-156
repetitions and, 123
scoring of, 137-138
start points, 113
Written Expression subtest and, 148—149 (see
also Interpreting KTEA-IT)
Oral Expression subtest (WIAT-II), 2
administration of, 44—45
key points, 46

description of, 44—45
error analysis and, 76
scoring keys, 53

subsections of, 44—45

Paragraph section of Written Expression
(WIAT-IL), 43, 52, 54. See also Written
Expression subtest (WIAT-II)

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test—Third
Edition (PPVT-III), 25

Percentile ranks, 49, 125, 128—129

Personal strength. See Interpreting KTEA-II

Personal weakness. See Interpreting KTEA-II

Phonological Awareness subtest (KTEA-II),
2,3

administration of, 116117

Cattell-Horn-Catroll theory (CHC) and,
212214

error analysis and, 150-153, 154, 156—157

Pepper and, 117

process rationale and, 212-214

scoring of, 132

subsections of, 116

PHSCS2. See Piers-Harris Children’s Self
Concept Scale 2

Piers-Harris Children’s Self Concept Scale 2
(PHSCS2):

in case report for Eduardo R., 292, 298, 300
in case report for Ryan P, 266, 274

PPVT-IIL. See Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test—Third Edition

Predicted-achievement method, 80. See also
Interpreting WIAT-1I

Process Assessment of Learner Test Battery, 25,
183-190, 191

correlations, 190, 191
description of subtests, 184—187
process assessment, 188—189
WIAT-II and, 183-190

Process rationale, 212-220. See also individual
KTEA-I subtests

Processing Speed Index (PSI), 25

Pseudoword Decoding subtest (WIAT-II), 40—
41

administration of, 40—41
key points, 41
description of, 40—41
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diagnostic implications, 65
intervention planning, 65

Qualitative/behavioral analysis (KTEA-II),
220-222

affect and motivation, 220-221

cognitive load, 221

modalities, 221

self-confidence, 220221

teaching, 221-222
Qualitative observations (WIAT-1I), 27, 56
Quartile-based score, 47

Raw scores, 47, 48, 125
RCMAS. See Revised Children’s Manifest
Anxiety Scale
Reading Comprehension subtest (KTEA-II), 2
administration of, 119-120
basal rules, 113, 114, 135
Brief Form and, 119
Cattell-Horn-Carroll theory (CHC) and,
217-219
discontinue rules, 113, 114, 135
error analysis and, 150-153, 154, 155
item sets, 113, 135
raw scores, 135
scoring of, 133—134, 135
start points, 113
Reading Comprehension subtest (WIAT-IT), 2
administration of, 34-37
grade specific item sets, 34—37
key points, 39
reverse rule, 35-37
start points, 35
stop points, 35
conversion worksheet, 38
weighted raw score, 37
description of, 34-37
diagnostic implications, 66—67
error analysis and, 58-59, 75-76
intervention planning, 66—67
Listening Comprehension subtest and, 148—
149 (see also Interpreting KTEA-IT)
qualitative observations, 37
Reading Speed, 37
sample scoring box, 38
Target Words, 37

Regression method, 163, 164
Reliability:
KTEA-IIL, 101-104
WIAT-I1, 23, 24
Revised Children’s Manifest Anxiety Scale
(RCMAS):
in case report for Eduardo R., 290, 298
in case report for Ryan P, 266, 274
Rorschach Inkblot Test:
in case report for Ryan P, 266, 274

Scoring:
KTEA-II, 130-140
age vs. grade norms, 126
See also Kaufman Test of Educational
Achievement-Second Edition
WIAT-11, 47-61
types of scores and, 48—49
See also Wechsler Individual Achievement
Test—Second Edition
Sensory Profile:
in case report for Ryan P, 266, 272
Sentences section of Written Expression
(WIAT-II), 43, 50—51. See also Written
Expression subtest (WIAT-II)
Simple difference method, 80. See also
Interpreting WIAT-1I
Smith, 2
Specific learning disability, 2, 22, 25. See also
Clinical applications
Speech and language impairment, 25, 193
Spelling subtest (KTEA-IT), 121-122
administration of, 121-122
error analysis and, 150-153, 154, 159—
162
motor disability and, 121-122
scoring of, 132133
Student Response Booklet, 121
Spelling subtest (WIAT-II), 37-40
administration of, 37—40
key points, 40
description of, 37—40
coding spelling errors, 77-78
types of errors, 77
error analysis and, 61, 77-78
learning disabilities and, 37, 40
qualitative observations, 40
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Standardization:
KTEA-II, 100-101
WIAT-IL, 18, 22-23
Standard deviation (SD), 47
Standard scores, 47, 125, 127-128
norms and, 127
Stanine, 49
Strengths/Weaknesses:
KTEA-IL, 163-169
administration/scoring, 168
interpretation, 169
reliability /validity, 167
standardization, 166
test development, 165
WIAT-II, 81-85
administration/scoring, 84
interpretation, 85
reliability/validity, 83
standardization, 82
test development, 82
Subtest scattet, 69

TAT. See Thematic Apperception Test
Thematic Apperception Test (TAT):

in case report for Eduardo R., 290, 298-299
Total Achievement score (WIAT-II), 26
TRE. See Achenbach Teacher’s Report Form

Validity:
KTEA-IL, 104, 106109
WIAT-II, 23-25
Vocational training, 3

WAIS-IIL. See Wechsler Adult Intelligence
Scale—Third Edition
WASI. See Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of
Intelligence
Wechsler, 172
Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of Intelligence
(WASI), 109
Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale—Third
Edition (WAIS-III), 78
Wechsler Individual Achievement Test—Second
Edition (WIAT-IT), 3, 11
abbreviated form, 4, 13
administration of, 2646

basal requirements, 28
discontinue rules, 28-29, 30-31
order of subtests, 26
prompting, examples of, 32
querying, examples of, 32
recording responses, 29
repeating, 32
reverse rules, 28, 30-31
start points, 28, 30-31
stop points, 29, 30-31
stop watch and, 29
summary, 30-31
timing, 29
in case report for Eduardo R., 290, 296—
298
in case teport for Johnny S., 312, 315-319
changes to, 14, 15-17
composites, 18
comprehensive battery, 14, 18
computer scoring procedures, 53, 55-56
error analysis, 56
qualitative observations, 56
description of subtests, 19-21 (see also
individual subtests)
history and development, 13—14
interpretation of, 6278 (see also Interpreting
WIAT-II)
materials needed for, 2627
reliability, 23, 24
split-half, 23, 24
test-retest, 23, 24
scoring of, 4761 (see also individual subtests)
standardization of, 18, 22-23
strengths /weaknesses, 81-85 (see also
Strengths/Weaknesses)
types of scores, 48—49
validity of, 23-25
construct, 25
criterion-related, 25
Wechsler intelligence scales and, 78, 80-91
(see also Interpreting WIAT-1I)
Wechsler Individual Achievement Test—Second
Edition (WIAT-II) scoring assistant, 3
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children—
Fourth Edition (WISC-1V), 78
in case report for Eduardo R., 290-292
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description of, 178—180
General Abilities Index (GAI), 80
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children—Third
Edition (WISC-III), 22

Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelli-

gence—Revised (WPPSI-R), 22

Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelli-

gence—Third Edition (WPPSI-III), 78

Weighted raw score, 47, 48

WIAT-IL. See Wechsler Individual Achievement
Test—Second Edition

WISC-IIL. See Wechsler Intelligence Scale for
Children—Third Edition

WISC-IV. See Wechsler Intelligence Scale for
Children—Fourth Edition

Wide Range Achievement Test—Third Edition
(WRATS3), 25

WJ-IIT ACH. See Woodcock-Johnson Test of
Achievement Ability—Third Edition

WJ-III COG. See Woodcock-Johnson Tests of
Cognitive Ability—Third Edition

Woodcock-Johnson Test of Achievement
Ability—Third Edition (W]-1I1 ACH), 25

in case report for Eduardo R., 290, 295

Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Cognitive Ability—

Third Edition (W]-III COG):
in case report for Eduardo R., 290, 294
Woodcock Reading Mastery Test—Revised, 88
Word Fluency section of Written Expression
(WIAT-II), 43, 50. See also Written
Expression subtest (WIAT-II)
Word Reading subtest (WIAT-II), 2
administration of, 32-33
key points, 33
description of, 32-33
diagnostic implication, 64—65
error analysis and, 58, 75-76
intervention planning, 64—65
qualitative observations, 32—-33
self-corrections and, 32

Word Recognition Fluency subtest (KTEA-II),
123
administration of, 123
calculation of raw score, 139
error analysis and, 150-153
scoring of, 138—140
Word Recognition Fluency Card, 123
WPPSI-R. See Wechsler Preschool and Primary
Scale of Intelligence—Revised
WPPSI-III. See Wechsler Preschool and Primary
Scale of Intelligence—Third Edition
WRAT3. See Wide Range Achievement Test—
Third Edition
Written Expression subtest (KTEA-II), 2
administration of, 120-121
Brief Form and, 120, 121
Cattell-Horn-Catroll theory (CHC) and,
214-215,217-219
error analysis and, 150-153, 154, 155
Oral Expression subtest and, 148—149 (see
also Interpreting KTEA-II)
scoring of, 134-136
spelling and, 121
Student Response Booklet, 120
Written Expression booklet, 120
Written Expression subtest (WIAT-II), 2
administration of, 43—44
essay items, 44
grade level and, 43—44
key points, 45
patragraph items, 44
description of, 43—44
error analysis and, 75-76
scoring keys, 50-53
Alphabet Writing, 51
scoring rubric, 54
WISC-IV-Integrated, 179-182
in case report for Johnny S., 312-315, 318—
319
description of, 180182
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