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Abstract. = - 'l‘,lf“'
e This study compared NISC and WISC R scores for children re- L EQ

@
X

ferred to. school psychologists A total of. six psychologists submitted

L a total “of 83 test protocols, 41 being WISC S and 42 be]ng uISC R'

Results were analyzed USlng a one—way analySis of variance with a %}f

“‘“t test" for differences between means and an “F- test“ for differences '

': Significant differences were pbserved in scaled scores between groups 'n o

[ 4

)

between variances No Significant thferences were found between the

two groups on the variables of age, sex, and reason for referral

the following nifie subtests Information, Similarities Arithmetic, ‘ f" >

" -Vocabulary, Comprehension. Picture COmpletion, Picture Arrangement.

"Block DeSign and ObJect Assembly On the Coding subtest NISC-R scaled

.scores were Significantly lower than wISC scaled scores (p 0 02)

‘ significant differences were observed between groups for mean Verbal.,,;ae;_oa

‘IQ scores (p 0. 02)‘ ;._q L

]Performance and Full Scale IQ scores The variability in ﬂisc R Verbal
L 1q scores was Significantly greater than the variability in wrsc Verbal

R R : . c . 0. S T .
e | R Lt BN k‘ . Lo ’

'( o 2 :./ .

Results supported the concluSion that w15c and NISC R scores

| ;~i‘d° pot dlffer Slgnlflcantly fOr chderen referred to school psychologists.anQ‘

o f'SupPort for the claim that the NISC R is a better discriminator was evi' sii;l

-';denceé by the greater variability in WISC-R Verbal ro scores \ :
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"In t\rgoid;y cit‘iioin“ .

Introduction to the Prob]em o\~ 5 :
‘ * When the Stanford Binet Intel]igence Scaie, Form L- M was re-;

: standardii:§ in 1972 marked shifts were revealeioin scoring patterns

)

for the cunfent popu]ation as compared with the n rms estab]ished in 1960
| Mean IQ s for the: 1972 sample using these 1960 norms were 110 4 at age_;_' t
. 2 years 0 months faiiing graduai]y to 101 9 at age 10 years 0 months, W"‘d;
, and rising again to 106 9 at age 18 years 0 mohths These shifts #rom~:j{?'
mean IQ S oI\IOO for each age level were Judged to be reievant and gen-}x];;‘
°"u1ne and ied to the preparation of new tab]es of norms to suit 197? )
, condit\ons (Terman and Merriii. 1973) The Wechsler Inte]ligence Scaiedj'fﬁ;
'“’for Chiidren (NISC), on the other hghd stili uses its original 1949 fff7g;/
norms but Wechsler pub]ished a revised and re-standardized form of the 5;ieﬁt
:i'test the Wechsler Inteiiigence Scale for Chi]dren - Revised (HISC-R) in
: 1974 No attempts to compare the NISC and WISC R scores were reported

f;fu:yet tbese two tests are being used concurrentiy and at times 1nter- f,hfat?;ih

<

1'»fchangeab1y This present study'was therefore undertaken to investigate f:f

between wxsc and HISCl scores, - __= ;y_;‘.jftg_i;i;;‘“f 2

LT

the Problem

f7A_Background

The wISC is a w%ﬂ“dy used individual test of intelligence folix}

chiidren of schoo] age when administering this test, the trained ex

' ,Variables g

‘hv

aminer looks for more than the int ligence quotient itsel
,/9\. by ' ‘
L such as per51stence, motivation. distractibi}ity dhd anxiety become,ap-




\\‘_dlfflcu]ty Final scores compare the child to hlS peers._ﬁ" ‘3jfa "i: j“iwl"

, . ) o
parent as the child works through the various subtests The bréakdown

1between verbal and performance0tasks 1s useful diagnostically IndiViJ.‘

"'dual subtest scores indicate patterns o? strengths and weakness ‘and -

prov:de estimateSunf a child s potential as well as overall level of

' functioning Furthermore, the WISC can be administered‘within a comfort-

able time span without unduly frustrating the child on items of extreme 1'

within the Edmonton Public School Board's jurisddction, the

'NISC has been administered as an integral part of a batterY of tests be- ;C“;‘;

g fore a child can be admitted to many specialized\programs The wISC

scores determine his syitability for the various special classes acéord-

~ing to pre determined cut off points For example. an’ IQ score between

S

v50 and 75‘+5 lS required for admission into a class for the Educable-Men- ;y;,ii;
: ta/ly Retarded (Opportunity Class) and an IQ score below 50 +5 is re-_,f,fif:”‘°

v,-quirdg for admission into a program for the Trainable Retarded Classes E

"iifor the Learning Disabled cAdaptation Classes) reduire “normal ability

L7

o3 ‘for admiSSiOn. In each case, an individu”l intelligeﬁce test must be 't 71 ‘\‘;

' ‘.administered to determine a child 3 ability‘;e,el The Department of

f'.?,Education of the Province of Alberta provides teacher grahts and foun-._llﬁ’?‘

,7fidation grants depending upon the age and status of the special class

| "L’child with certain minimum pupil loads spetified for\each type of class.jffgf‘fi

':f-Dther classé§ qualifying for grants on' the asis of diagnosis by quali-cgtgp

't:‘if part1a]]y sighted and Institutional settings.: A summa_ns
_niirguoation grants to the Edmonton Public Schojl Board iszoundfiﬂ Appendix I:?

fied specialists such as school psychologists include Hard of dearing
.of' Speci.al‘ Ed-




Y S i :
P However the WISC has 11m1tations which its users feel;are be-
ginning‘to undermine its validity The tesgqus normed 1n 1949 ona
}'standardization sampie consisting mainly'of whyte, midd]e class Americans,
| _but many 1ndiv1duals being referreq for te g come from\ﬂow income, ]’f‘t‘
h,é-Natiye and other raCial groups At 1ts age extremes, the WISC no
';fwere 1nadequate whi.ch najm;}the test more appropriate for the miZ::
:jgroups from eight fS thirteen years of age (Giasser and Zimmerman, 1967)
| ASome of the test items contain strongcgeEIing content or complicated ;'7i,‘

vwordtng, factons which-may affect subJect response adversely
/ - . ) ./

s ’f'ﬂ.,5' ,':'? ',:‘;11‘/# 1 'J'j'ﬁ'. ja‘ f-:;.:ﬁ: ,,[';»_F.a;f'f'“i \i'::: ;?[?f
*‘; ¢ In revising and re- standardizing the WISC wechsler utilized : '-:
Zhe suggestions andrcritiCisms Of practicing Psycho]ogists Alth#ugh the iiit;;Z
new WISC R retains the structure and format of the original NISC. many | '
'» items have been modified or repiaced and some new materia]s have.been
v added Ruies for administering the‘gubtests have been modified as well
.-'Representative samples of boys and gir]s from 6 1/2 through 16 1/2 years
:vof age were chosenkon the basis of the 1970 United States Census to : s ?{f;';ggr
& establish norms fdr the test .f*v? | EE R R
_ As the uxsc R becones avai]able, psychoiogists and counse]ors |
p_fare using 1t ancrea51ngiy to rep]ace the original NISC New prob]ems
;'have been created by the concurrent use of the two tests One chiid mai L
f:have beensadministered a NISC a year ago while another has recently beep ;{F;;;%f

administered a wxsc R Can scores from the two tests be considered

/

equivaient and if not, what sort oﬁ,differential exists? lgt present.

: resu]ts from the two tests are being treated ide‘ticany when}'Such ‘de- |

| c151ons are being made There may be further implications*tn te



-

'J

Ehe number of children selected for special class placement if scores on
the NISC R do differ significantly frgm WISC scores Since. Wechsler pro-;"
Vides no. comparisons2 a definite need to examine the rela{igjship-be~

‘tween scores from the two tests is ev1dent ,I L ~\\k\: ,.”

. -~ : -/ <
Statement of the Problem

./.r

3

" This study was. deSigned to compare w1$c and WISCwR results for

comparable groups of children referred to school psychologists employed \fg,'.

B by th Edmonton Public Schpoljpoaip Typically, these children are ex- : ”f;;ff

per1enc1ng academic problems which their home schools feel require ‘
aSSistance and diagnosis beyond the resources of the schooi itself and

many w1ll be under con51deration for placement in specialized programs

%

o Spec1f1cally, the following questions were asked

i 1-. Do the scaled scores for the subtests differ between comparable NISCiﬂFf't

] R

2. Do the verbal performance and full scale IQ scores differ between

A

i comparable NISC and WISC R groups? | ';f ;7];”;;{;_ﬁ;7gitmf§i;f‘_j
l School Psychologist \A person employed by the Edmonton Public ;g :_3,,.

School Board as scbool psychologist who-has received formal S
training\in the administration of indiyidual intelligence tests.a,,;aei
1” 2. Bureau of Child Study Tﬁe branch of ‘the Edmonton Public School

g_ard respOnsible for administering special education pnograms



Child Study, . o FE o

;L1nhta;10ns ‘j: IR / ;l ¢J':- f ‘.' ;.,L ; ; ” ‘ir;‘
T ‘ The popu]atlon stud1ed is not 2 répresentat1ve sample of Edmon-ii:}~; f
ton Public Schoo1 ch%Jdren Genera]izat1ons from these results must be B
: guarded Severa] of the schoo] psycholog1sts invo]ved 1n the study ex-
‘ .preSSEd\dUUth about the sampﬂe be1ng representat1ve of the referral
popu]at1on as well Apparent]y, referra]s for spec1a1 c]ass placements
. tend to be heav1est 1n January and February because deadlines arg)ap- fi'

’proach1ng, and other ]oad1ngs may occur at other times during the schoo]

yeaar, LT e
’ ~'e: 1

A second ltmitation occurred 1n the procedure Cooperation to o

N

ﬂthe fu11est extent of the des1gn was not promised “by- the psychoTogists

Y

. < :
A.Concerns relat1ve to spec1f1c cases and convenience of transporting test

‘matér1a]s Were C1ted by the Psycholog1sts as the reasons for arb1trarily L

us1ng one or the other of the two tests A bias toward ]ower NI§C-
_ 'scores had been ant1c1pated by the researcher from these procedural

i.:probIems because psycho]ogists fe]t they were obta1ning 1nf1ated scoresfﬁﬁ[,v
Y o TR
- owith the WISC and preferred to use the NISC-

.(J‘
e e



Chaptelr - In .

~ Summary of- the Research
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4

At the time of writing, no studies h1ch compare NfSC and
WISC-R scores have been reported 1n the iite ature Wechsler (1974)

does report comparisons w1th several other 1nd1v1dua1 1nte11igence o

r\

J A
In i]igence (wPPSI) and the WISC-R for 50 six year olds were .73 for o

tezﬁs Corre]ations betwéen the wechsier Preschoo] and Primary Sca]e of
verba] 1Q's, .78 for performance IQ's, and 82 for ful] sca]e IQ's with .
. ’WPPSI IQ S about two p01nts higher Comparisons between the Nechs]er ' |
_'~.Adu1t Intelligence Scaie (NAIS) and the WISC R"on'a samp]e of 40 chii-
fdren aged 16 years 11 momths, yieided corre]ations of 96 f7f/;e\ba1
IQ s. .83 for performance 1Q's, and ‘95 for fu]] sca]e IQ s. NlIS IQ‘
‘were abeut 51x p01nts higher Interestingly, this difference is simiiaf
to the six p01nt:ifread between the expected resuits and the obtained ;
-treSuits for 18 year o]ds in the 1972 perect leading to new . Stanford-y,
"Binet norms, as. out]ined in Chapter T: Wechsler s comparison of the 'iv__‘
- "WISC-R and the renormed Stanford Binet Intel>1gence Sca]e yielded cor--if:
;relations of 63, 71. and . 73 betWEen Stanford Binet IQ s and ‘the ver- :
' 7ba] performance, and fu]i scaie NISC R IQ s Stanfor fBinet'IQ*s:weredﬂ\;f’
'g'slightiy higher for 6, 9 1/2 and- 12 1/2 year oids but \ightly lover -

~for 16 1/2 year olds. The NISC R would thereforefappear C':f f‘b ‘
other maJor 1hd1v1dual inteiiigence tests as these correlations are high

|
and differences genera]iy smali



& /

-

Stat1st1ca11y, the NISC R is 1t§§1f a r1gorously controlled

| anstrument The popu?ation used for standard1zat1on very c]ose]y ap~

prox1mates the genera] United States popu]at1on for each of th/ variables: ‘

of- sex, race, geograph1cr::Z53n occupat1on of head of household and o
200 children tested in each of the e]even -

-urban rura] restdence fo

age rangesJ/rom 6 1/2 through 16 ]/2 .years. Interna] reliability and ’

sxab111ty are suff1c1ent1y high. Wechs1e (1974) repdrts re11ability f

-coeff1c1ents, us1ng(the split half techn1 ue, of 94 -90, .and. 96 for

the verba], perfonnance. and fu]] sca]e scores respect1ve1y.. Re]iabi]- O

£
" ities for each of the dyyidua] subtests range between 77 and 86 for

the verbal sect1on and: between 70 and .85 for the performaﬁﬁ”\;ection.g..,4

Stab1]1ty coefficients over a one~month 1nterva1 for t¥eee groups of

ch1]dren tested tw1ce fell between 89 and 95 C11n1cians wi]] feel

' confldent to use this 1nstrument on the strength of these statistics

---'o‘-—~
L.

- Several stud1es had 1nd1cated the need for restandardizing i'

and revis1ng the NISC to overcome the prob]ems associated with jts 1n- f;-i

adequate nonn1ng pbpulat1on and 1ts limited ab1lity to discriminate at B
both the upper and lower 1eve1s of 1ntq}]igence Roberts (19715)

compared the performance of over 7, 000 6 to 1 year o]ds with the‘orig-Q_vl
| 1na] 1949 norms on the Vocabulary and B]ock Design subtest She dis- '*ﬁ'

covered s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher mean scores on B1ock Design for. 7 1/2 yeargi,;w e

A%

| o]ds and s]1ght1y h1gher me'hs for 10 1/2 year dlds Mean scores on |
Vocabulary were 1ower for 7 1/2 year olds but s]ightly higher for 10 1/2
year o]ds Var1ab111ty on,the.yocabulary subtest was greater at both

ages but only for the younger grdﬁps on B]ock Desib\ 0n the average.,;:_:’r‘f”

e
e e



K boys outscored the girls more cons1stent1y than in the ent1re 1949 o

group

T

(w\)\ .A '. ‘ N J‘

o Roberts'(1971b)' also examined{variabTes re]ating to popu- -
lation ; acter1st1os She d1scovered that subJects in :RE’South E

scored s1gn1f1cant1y Tower than others regard]ess»of race and- that a
strong pos1t1ve corre]at1on ex1sts between WISC scores and the socio- , co
S AT

econom1c status of parents Wh1te subJects scored sxgnificantly higher '

than B]acks on- both Vocabu]ary and Block Des1gn and Urban subJects

scored h1gher than thelr Rura] counterparts SubJects in geographi'.f]'
ar;as show1ng rap1d popu]at1on gains scored higher than subJects 1 ..
areas'o;Adecreas1ng popu]ation Stm11ar f1nd1ngs are reported by Burns '”
_(1970) 1n a study of Negro and- wh1te 8 year o]ds from both 1ower and

upper m1dd1e class homes Regard]ess of race, ch11dren from lower’ |

) c]ass homes obta‘:ed 1ower scores The largely midd]e c]ass White pop-
ulat1on upon w ch the WISC was normed 1s 1nappropr1ate as a basis of |
compar}son_ or other gr%zps_?”f 3" ' o |

‘ H11dman and Lowe (1971) were unable to replicate the procedures; e

~

reported in the NISC manua] for c1assify1ng parental occupations for pur-'j‘ v
poses of standard1zat1on and concluded that the technique used by Hech-' _27i57"
. sler was 1nadequate for def1n1ng a standardization samp]e Lo

b.’*"l-',‘ -
Sebyra and Arnoult (1968) conc]ude that the HISC norms are not

. appropr1ate for Negro p0pu1at10ns | Bowes (1969),concludes that the HtSC

o 1s not re11able for determ1n1ng the IQ of Negro chaldren 1n economica]ly

S g L
. a'? e e b,




'deprived‘areas on;;he basis'of gains they made-in}IQ'scOres.after 20_""
months-dn speciai ciasses' whites did not make Simiiar gains Murray
et al (1973) discovered mean I1Q scores highest for: Ang]os and lowest
| for B]acks on both the WISC and WAIS in their study of 2 498 delinquent
boys A further finding revea]ed NISC scores Significantly lower than

.WAIS scores, espeCiaily among the B]acks

| At the age and ability extremes discrepancies between WISC
IQ's and IQ s from other tests are espeCially marked Quereshi and :

Miller (1970) conc]ude that the subtest and 1Q scores obtained by 17 o
%-.

year oids on the wAIS wISC and Wechsler-Believue I do not meet stat-ﬁehf*}.**y'

.istical cyiteria for equivaience despite eVidence for high Simiiarity of-}';i-fh:

~_format and content NISC fu]l sca]e IQ 3 were consistentiy higher than N
- _scores on the other two tests for this group of students enrol]ed in
reguiar high school programs ' WOrking With ]20 Sixteen year o]d sUb—
j Jects diagnosed as be]ow average in intei]igence. Simpson (1970) dis-

. covered the reverse Verba] performance and full 5cale IQ spores were

',:Significantly higher on the WAIS and he concludes that the NISC and

'hWAIS are not- comparab]e for students of below average intei]igence

At the youngest end of the scaie, wasik and wasik (]972) re-‘:j :‘*‘51“

ihvporh Significantly higher WISC than NPPSI IQ's on ali 0 the verbal per- ‘}Pi5‘°

| “formance and fu]i sca]e measures for 50 - cultura]iy disadvantaged 6 year f7f w

' 3 olds Oakland et ai (1971) a}so found higher NISC than wPPSI scores
- when studying 1ower soc10-economic status Negro kindergarten hi1dren

"fiIn this case, Stanford Binet scores were also higher than scores ob-xx f;fij'
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o e N B
" tained on the WPPSI which was standardized in 1966. ' -~

Z1mmerman and WOo Sam (1972) rev1ewed the NISC 11terature for

"the 1960 1970 decade. They conc]ude that geograph1c and cu]tura] fact- k

h ors affect wxsc scores more strongly than ethn1c or1gin does, despite

the fact that Nh1tes score genera]]y h1gher than B]acks The s1gnif1-

v;'cant var1ab1e 1n the 1atter case seems to be socid economic status .}- f tff

_.v;rather than race.. A second conclus1on der1ved fron the accumulated . f_"'f

ev1dence places wISC scores generally lower than Stanford—B1net Form N

d"L M scores Compar1sons between the WAIS and NISC revea] generally that _fbtfff

: .retarded subJects score on the average 10 po1nts h19her on the WAIS

. - while, ggfted ch11dren score h1gher on the WISC and average chi]dren
oy

. score only Sl‘ght1y higher on.the WISC. The authors conclude that thet
- WIse is "Ot very usefu1 for elther the retarded or the gifted becau3e
1S scores are "e‘the" 1°W nor h19h enough ‘ *,‘f e ;j>}7::3;;ﬁ*;ty-j;
. T T g ki
C]ear]y, the dlscrepancies and questions faised in the re- .
‘ :search regard1ng wISC IQ scores ca]]ed for restandardIZation.v.Theerihffdf;btvnif

-'_;wISC R fu]f1lls the renorm1ng requirements but it s essentia]]y a new ‘ n7::nbi«
R A
‘_1nstrument due to the maJor rev1sions made in content and administratfon.ﬁ;}:f:

- for th‘s ”eas°"’ t"e HISC- R Cannot svmpTy usurp the functions of the ool
:'waSC 1n the same way that the new Stanford Binet norms replace the pre- ;;f;tq;j:
”.V‘OUﬁebnes ' IR R s B R
| The w1de use 0f the HISC ca]]s for a close examination of the‘;f:ff}bﬁ?

.,:relat1onsh1p between the NISC and NISC R ijmérman and Noo-Sam (]972) ;atjgan_n




_'l"

e

h-comment'that“the WISC hagggafned W1dedusage'since,1966;'that'tts'vaI \>'1'

'1d1ty is unchal]enged and that it is the standard by which newer mea--
"sures are. evaluated . A’ study by Weise: (1960) Tnd1cates that the WISC

s the most frequent]y used test beyond the Grade*two 1eve1 1n Ca]i-:

forn1a tor d1scr1m1nat1ng retarded chlldren fnom nonretarded children

and S1Tverste1n (1963) states that 1nstitutfons for the menta]ly re-- - .'i
:_t rded re]y on the NISC second on]y to the Stanford Binet The use of HES

the wISC as a d1agnost1c t001 for ch11dren with 1earn1ng d1sahi]1ties, o
readhng prob]ems and behaV1ora1 syndromes such as hyperact1v1ty is well :
accepted ‘with research documented 1n rev1ews by Z1mmerman &y WOo-Sam ifh | |
: ’(1972) G]asser % Z1mmerman (]967) and Buros (1972) Th1s abundance of‘ij" :
3 data cannot be automat1ca11y app11ed to the NISC R | o o

Y

The fact that wechsler does not report any comparisons be----;”

'<ftween NISC and WISC R protoco]s and scores cou]d be termed a. remarkab1e»f“

i TR

: overs1ght Th1s type of 1nformat1on 1s certain]y needed ‘vffu"f.'f_-f



Chapter rrio

;_P:r orc‘efd ure ;
"~ The. deC1s1on to examlne the re]ationsh1p between NISC and ‘

WISC- R scores was madebas a, resu]t of the comp]ete lack of resea;ch 1n-
}"th1s area In the Edmonton‘Pub11c Sch00] system, schoo] psycho'ogists
- have’ d1scarded the WISC 1n favor of the NISC—R c]aiq?ng thatf‘ISC R |
f‘scores d1scr1m1nate better when ch11dren are be1ng screened for special-:itr
‘n'1zed programs Counseloﬁs who have been ab]e to!obta1n NISC R kits also]»a?;f
| favor thvs test As a result, most current 1nteL]ectua1 assessments are;ffff“
.carr1ed out w1th the WISC R, a]though a few peop]e through necessity B y“
*ifmust cont1nue to use the WISC @h11dren who have been p]aced on waiting ;ftﬁ;f
h} 11sts f0r spec1a1 c]ass placements on the basis of prev1ous NISC sﬁores {,2
uﬁhave not, been adminlstered a WISC-R current]y. Dec1sions being made

'jabout these ch11dren cou]d wel] be affected by the concurrent use of thefffd3
:'ntwo tests Th1s study was narrowed down to dea] speciffca]iy with th1s LA
,lﬁyprob1em.thus mak1ng Edmonton Public School chi]dren referred for 1nte]-ﬂl{f:u‘4
?h'lectual assessments the appropriate popu]ation for observation,,
-Jv:,; In order to 1nsure for profesisonal competency. the aid of

’ffEdmonton Public 5chool Board school psycho]ogists was rggﬁésted by apq :';j;géﬁ

Tf?proaching 1ts Bureau of Chi]d Study The Director of the Bureau agreed;d?h
:7 that the proaect warranted the assistance and support of Bureau person-_f
r 'nel and a memorandum (See Appendix II) was sent to each of the eight =
R schoo] psychologists assigned respect1ve1y to each of the eight sectors?

of the city

Ll mn e
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Each psycholog1st was requested to beg1n the project 1m- 5

medtate]y upon rece1pt of the memorandum by a]ternat1ng the use ofethe

_ wISC and the wrsc R on h1s next 14 referrals for 1nte11ectua1 assess-

13

TR

men_s, sQ that each test would be adm1n1stéted seven times Sufficient -

copies of WISC: and. WISC%R protoco1 sheets (See Appendlx III) were 1n--'.1 -

c]uded to enable the psycho]ogists to record age, Sex. birthdate, raw

scores scaled scores. IQ scores and reason for referra] for each childlf};iﬁ}”_]

tested and return them to.the 1nvest1gator An approximate tjme of onefi‘*ti

month was ant1c1pated for the co]]ec of data

J
L e

Although the popu]ation se]ected was not randomly chosen and

R

T was not expected to be representative>of the total population of Edmoni,r'. e

1' fract1on Th1s techn1que e11m1nated, to some extent. the need for ran--"

7

toanubTic SchooJ Chi]dren. it seemed reaSOnable to assumé that the dvaA;f: e

sample w?uld be avfa1r1y good approximateion of the school/system s re'i:;T_-} o

ferra] populat1on First]y, a]] referra]s to the schoo] psycho]ogists

for the duration of the project were to be tested rather than a selected

dom se]ect1on of subJectsf.

b ad popu]at1on base Th1rd]y, the proced:hetof assigning the,first ?,iﬁnfjl,.?




Some were adamant that for speC1fic cases, they might w1sh to use the ..
”’»wxsc R. to obtain a rating because of their belief 1n 1ts superior dis---
'4:,fcr1m1nat1ve power Wlth the stated expectation that NISC R scores tend :
to be lower. In fact, alternating order of testing was not strictly ad-
Thered t04and only six- of ‘the eight psychologists submitted data .flh. |
.two sectors of the C1ty omJtted were not con51dered by the researcher to
:differ from the other Sectors 1n any important aspegi whicﬁXWBuld liRely
'1nfluence the results, as both contained a broad mix of socio economic

D and ethnic groups Testlng results were collected over a three—month

‘ -y.rather than a one-month interval and the num of protocols submitted

1fby each psychologist varied A total of 4l I and 42 NISC R protocols

J“a”was obtained :"{' .;a-j""' “f.'e{ﬁ;“ 'fgflisli» N

),.

For the analysis ages were converted to months, excluding Q ;Q’l5'

. "partial months Scaled scores were tabulated fnr the following ten sub-
’ R

Li’tests Information Similarities Arithmetic, Vocabulary, Comprehension, f7?"”

h',Pf_"re Completion, Picture Arrangement Block Design, Object Assembly.:ﬁ,}L_fﬁrﬁ

: liand oding The verbal. performance. and full scale IQ scores fqr each o

%ffsubJect were also tabulated. maging i total of‘l4 variables Mean '_jiiﬁ*;lfés

4/scores for each variable for each group were tabulated

"-7id1ffer significantly on any of the variables undet study r-ni”fbifll
ejzone-way analysis of variancezutilizing a two tailed ntwf.,g-vw'~~**’

'.75:ferences between means of independent samples and an “F-test“ for dif—
'Tj;ferences between variances was computed A probability level of 05'was
}ffrequired for rejection of the null hypothesis.,,;'j;jfﬁﬁ



No stat1st1ca1 ana]ysis was app11ed to the data obtained under |

w-—>reafsons—for'”refem“a-} but th1s 1nformat10n ‘was divided. by 1nspection 1n- -i

to f1ve categorles Spec1a1 C]ass Assessment R§§ﬂ1ng and Perceptual
":Prob1ems BehJV1or Prob1ems General Assessment (poor progress,yj_q7”

”matur1ty, ab111ty 1eve1 doubtful and Other A summary appears in -

.;Chapter 4, Tab}e_l;{ o

15



Resu l.t~5~'4_ o

.DeSCrlptlon | s”“Population _d.j] S V“Q.f.:“‘;}; ’-'
A total of 83 children was tested Of these, 4 received a ‘
-wISC and 42 received a WISC R In the NISC group. 25 males and 15 fe- A}A}g;

,._males were tested and the sex of,one subJect was not specified In the

N

WISC R group,‘25 males and l7 females were tested Age ranges for the } L
';l'two groups aré‘summarized 1n Table I which shows them to be comparable.s5ﬁ:}”

The youngest child assessed was 6 years 3 months of age and the oldest
'

 was l5 years 4 months Table 11 depicts a summary of the reasons for f”f*pgff

‘

7,’referral for the two groups and shows that they are comparable On thef};;fue

'\.variables of age, sex and reason for referral the WISC and WISC- - f”

groups are therefore very similar o S 1?;f
R o i . T e e L
: "t test" Results .;

g frf ‘vA‘"t test" for differences between means af independent

i'f_samples was computed to test the hypothesis that mean scores for HISC
f;rand WISC~R groups would not differ Fourteen~variables were tested and‘a;jﬂ:f?
»”iresults are Summarized in Table III ffﬁigijg;**j'f?t’f};”ff‘i~ff3¥fff;?*ffi

, e SEea il
Small, non significant differences were observed between the

MRS

tf7means of 13 of the/variables age Leans, means fon the Information,
'i(Similarities, ,Arithmetic, Vocabulary, Comprehension, Picture can-

:;_pletion, Picture Arrangement Block Design. and ObJect Assembly sub-éi,_;:;u
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' _:T a ._b‘.]; e- ' [ .

Age - Distribution .of Children Tested R o)

_ " .kB.Y: | S.;c.hool . PSyCh(ﬂogists -

S . . i S ¥

Age inYears . WISC Growp WISCR Group o

-

Ce R

7
5
2
8
5
,
3
2

—r
—




. Table 11

Reasons . for ,Reﬁeﬁral to wSchool Psychologists s: -

for Chlldr@n Tested - ."‘»-swil oy
L . '.-’;,g R S -

e e e
v . v . ‘ . . .9. ‘, h .‘ o PR K “ " . . o .

_ Reason™ fdr"Refer;5].~ 7~f;h""{:wj3cf~gfoupj‘ ;‘7_W1SC7R,GiQUpsf

‘Speciél C]aSSjAsseSSmeﬁt ‘1v3..:s- f‘«; gq‘fsqu'i i {V:f: ﬁ ,Ti>??ia_'”fﬂj
‘Reading and Perceptual Problems g g
'»Behav1or Prob]ems ,,“,'.f_7":' :_f.“}lf ;1;72: tf*s,f‘;sf’ff,i3ff{ o

| Genera] Assessment s ift‘ o ;}33:5'1fs i& ;i:* i-:i.7;;‘sj7i';ﬂ

3 Other f“,'7 . ','H"zf ji",j:_': L ;fl:.si ;szsya;‘,gigssqijig.
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" Table
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‘Differences

/o

Beiwegn

Means

i

| f%r.‘wISQ,Aéndi:ﬂQSCeR ;Groups .~;';
e >

kY

! M

| ~Variable

_ Mean

WISC WISC-R
- Mean
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S.D. S
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AT

tests; and means for the Verbal IQ, Performance 1Q, and Fui]vsceie,IQ»

e

scores.

» A significant difference was observed between”means on'the
! Coding subtest'(p-= 0.02). The NISC R nean sca]e score was smaTier than
the NISC mean scale: score by a margin of 1 44 sca]e score points.

A4

. ' with the exception of the Coding subtest the hypothesis of no . ﬂfia

significant difference between means for. the NISC and NISC-R groups was “

supported

. v

\(—‘ . “\ )

"F- test" Resuits ,

An “F test" for differences between variances was computed to )
Atest the hypothesis that variances would not be significantly different
*-on the 14 variables measured in“the Wisc and wISC—R groups Results are
'summarized in Tab]e IV “". ;:?r_‘;'-i_,:;i'-d ao;' EUREENET
. y . - . ,:'Eri’ﬂA . a0 S
Variances in ages between the two groups did not differ signi-l,:.v;f;

N
A

Y .

: ficantly

'."«‘_'.;'.
I

Variances 1n sca]e scores for each of t:' ten subtests did not -~,j..?"

- differ 51gnificantiy.3 [ the Information sub _13; however. the va 'enégsf*?iif;
P approached- 3 signiflcant difference (p 0. 06) nith the wxsc: group
Atshow1ng the harger variaﬁée je

* Vartances in Verbal 1 scores differed signiticantly (p = 0:




Table Tv

! §

“F-test" for Diffepehcef“;BetWeen Variances

, ,for,’wiSC and NISC R Groups

~ Variable ) ———————— DR} oDF2 o FTLop
SR A B fv.HISC.\[.gYSCfR oL e e e

¢Mmmm>_  {f3a euy;m;?ﬁ.aow10%m  _
| S1m11§rit1esﬁ e - g 6'3Q:Yf149”*j' f41. 0.0 7,0.5§6;€i¥ i»:
itmetic sss 680 0 0 o s
iy e oae w6 es o
cOmprehens1on _1 ¢-f ;17;22{;*ff5792:fl.§o;;';:ijg’,f .. 2281i §y527£:*i 3f{
P1cture Complet1on ;1 ' 735599 ;'1¢6 Q?ff':4§:{ ; f41,/\ 1. ozsif?é;éésﬁ,t;._,
| 'lP1cture Arrangement::; o 06-“ﬂ”f6 58" 40“ @ ]'073f ﬂ6§a23;Tff; )
CBlockDesign . s, w77 4911{7 }4ijf 0659 0,190

5*:0b3e°t Assembly 1i:r7ijll}3'591-f f7 sszf}3éf\7f,.§ﬁ RRTTE 684 ﬁ_f. ”“:i
f"c°di"9 '?f‘i*‘*f:‘-ff?f'9 14-5 1f9 63*”f §°i3?fji§6ff7f;1‘t[;ifo asaf;ff<ji}f
L Verbal1g, ‘;%?:’ff' .47 17554 0 o4 048 001
L “
40

*}mmem ;flw%ﬂwrwgffﬁji 091 0285

R Scale 0, e300 1. 555.53¢“3-*7’s41 " 0.568 - 0. o72?i‘ff?*:“




22

' . = . » ‘ ' A) t‘ o

The WISC-R _group showed the greater variance Performance IQ scores did-‘
?not show 51gn1f1cant1y different variances‘but the Fu]l Scale IQ scores
‘-approached a ségnificant. d1fference (p 0 07) in variance with the

WISC R scores show1ng the greater variance‘. o - 5 fill “.. 5,_ :

The hypothes1s of no significant d1fference between variances R
in wISC and wISC R scores was supported with the exception of the VerbalS;}f
© . 1Q scores.. VarIances for the Informat1on subtest and the Fu11 Sca]e IQ \ o

\

'scores approachéd sign1f1cant d1fferences

Other: Observations ;‘hii' _ BTN omal |
| ﬁ In bo{h the wrsc and NISC R groups, the Verbal IQ scores are f.tftaw"
.: ]ower than the Performance Ig?scores by about 8 points Full Sca]e IQ | :

,.scores are very c]ose to 100 for both groupS// Actua1 mean scores are . LQT;

"shown in Tab]e III wn1ch also depicts the “t test“ results.. Mean Verbalsfffb;:
:fsubtest scores are all be1ow 10 1n both groups with tne exception of {:3;;alvj'
°"'Slm11ar1t1es The Information subtest has the lowest mean scores for :

'both»groups w1th the exception of Coding in the HISC-R group, none of jf‘ff;{;

t”'fthe mean Performance subtest scores is be1ow 10 R
. Implications are '?'-u‘: Scussed*ncwte' R S

o




~ Mean Scores S .,_»,‘-A"_A Ly

S
o . / .

. - ~Cha pte r .‘Vf, ‘f PR

Discussion. and- Conclusions

&

.
-

‘...

The null hypotheSis was essentially supported by this studyt'

', WISC and wISC R scores dld not differ 51gnif1cantly‘on any of the vari-:

" some color has been added to the symbols on the NISC R

>

- ables studied except for the Coding subtest An examination of the

‘ tables of norms for the Coding subtest shows that raw scores on. the

wxsc R yield lower scale scores than 1dentical raw scores on the NISC

D‘“eCtTOHS for admlnlStPation are almost identical on. the two tests, but f'=*57

ConSidering the criticism of WISC norms outlined in Chapter II

_ and the highly acceptable, rigidly controlled statistical techniques

- used to develop new NISC R norms,_it is . interesting to note the lack of

. playschool and kindergarten settings

Variances

Significant differences between 1Q scores obtained by the two groups in

thlS study The apparent concensus of HISC norms being too high would

' appear to have been negated over time by the influence of such.things as /

mass exposure to televiSion, increased leisure time to spend with chil--. ~' '

dren and the modern empha51s on’ early childhood programs in daycare, i;,;f‘t'f :

One of the main criticisms of the NISC was its failure to;di_:

criminate adequately among children of low ability and among children of

high ability Although no effort was made in this study to compare |



o
scores'of.chtldrenpgnuthe WISC and the WISC R at spec1f1c age or ability~f -

levels, the "F test" for. d1fferences in var1ances provided some in-

i-formation relevant to th1s\prob1em- S1gnif1cant]y greater variab111ty

1'joccurred in WISC-R Verba] (1] scores than 1n NISC scores and the Ful]
| Scale wISC R IQ scores approached a S1gn1f1qsnt1y greater difference

. These resu]ts may 1nd1cate that the WISC R does dlscrim1nate better than‘df*-;

the. wISC by prov1d1ng a greater range of scores for comparable groups ofdaj’ g
children. | - ) f e ; |
¢4 ;
19 ScoreS'y~'

A_:1ve1y

' wh1ch 1s ‘

rbal IQ scores’ for the ulsg and wlsc R were 95 68 and 9. 31

4 respect'vely and;performance IQ scores were 103 83 and 103 48 respect- &57"‘

'jnt spread between Verba] and Performance IQ scores

erist1c of both groups 1s attributab]e to the fact that ip_ﬂ*ﬁ'

‘”vth1s is a referred populat1on of children experienc1ng dffficulties 1n fj;hﬂ?t

‘ .schoo] Verba] sk1lls are genera]]y essent1a1 for school success and

-would be expected to be weaker than performance ski]ls for this group

- :and wrsc R groups respectively.. AJ] mean IQ scores Verbal and Per- -

*: formance 1nc1uded fell within the norma] range of 90-110 ,fiT”i":"

/

Th1s referred population was not a,low abf]ity group of ch1ldre,

W ey

Mean Fu]] Scale IQ scores were 99 54 and 98 83 for the HISC

n1que used 1n select1ng this samp]e produced means in the avera'ej"ang

Imp11cations

In terms of the purpose of the study which was*t’fex :in "HIS



i}

‘and wISC R scores for differences when ch1Tdren are being screened for : ;'

m:selection w11] occur w1th the WISC R because of the greater variabi]fty

r;spec1a11zed school programs the prob]em of the concurrent use of the

L
two tests can\be reso]ved by conc]uding that no prob]em ex1sts‘3 Scores

,-obta1ned on the two tests are essentia]]y comparable Perhaps better

o ‘1n its scores but thts study does not 1nd1cate that the numbers of

R

"-'2Jrr:A study of ch11dren spec1fica11y regarded as Border]ine and Edu-., S

' »3;~ftRep11cat1on of NISC research with WISC—R research 1s necessary to f

"wl',la better discrﬁm1nator.d;_?f_ig;jgﬁgg'”q?"*“

] ;}fffiles 1ndicative of var1ous }earning, be a't”“

Contlusions

‘ vch11dren chosen for spec1a1 programs w111 change Implicat1ons 1n tenms | ‘

,of c]assroom ]oads and government fund1ng are therefore unimportant

In terms of further research the follow1ng 1mp11cations exist

1L A 1arger sample of ch11dren drawn randomly from the total popu--

B -1at1on shou]d be stud1ed

"bfthis study are genera1

i

".;V,A.»than ‘tores For examp'le. studies of factorial Ioadings an' p,_,

iéf:syndromes shou]d be erqmined for comparable HISC and’WISC-R groups:‘”

2

;ldetermine whether the findings from ;fftiiﬁfv

'5d'cab1e Menta]ly Retarded is necessary to determine whether NISC and}j;jf,_;f

“'fiﬁiWISC R stores are comparab]e for these groups~and{or if the “ISC‘Rf7fffj;iﬁ

ﬂnfdeterm1ne whether the two tests are comparable fo;»factors‘other:_f{fffjfﬂﬁ



E !
».~_

school psycho]ogists Two areas- of non- comparabi11ty were discovere& 3

1. NISC R Cod1ng sca]e scores were s1gn1f1cant1y lower than on the e

NISC

,_é;,~ NISC R Verba] IQ scores show gre{ter variab111ty than NISC Verbql,!ﬁA':

i_h] scores

2%






Re ; er en c“e S. - } .
Bowles F. L (U Florida) Sub—test score changes over- twenty months Vd;.»s
- on the Nechsler Intell1gence Scale f0r Ch:ldren for white and Negro
speC1al educat1on students D1ssertat10n Abstracts International

1959 30(1—A) 54 55. . fj~.a;,liﬂjrz"[ziy,‘fo;fﬂf_“1;;T~m 5';;;:g‘“

E Burnes, K (Nat1onal Inst of Chlld Health and Human Development, Soclal
~.f and Behavioral Sc1ences Branch Bethesda. Md ) Patterns of NISC

| scores for children of two socloeconomlc classes and races Child
- Development, 1970 41(2) 493:499, e

'"\:jBuros 0. (Ed ) The seVenth mental measurements yearbook Vol I

Highland Park N J Gryphon Press. 1972

J”~fGlasser A J § & Z1mmerman, I L Cltnical interpretation of the

wechsler Intelllgence Scale for Children New York ﬁreene & Strat--- ;1.2
| ton,_1957 T f. ,' .'_ _f' ,'. . [ ", o
'_{l ,Hlldman L K,, 0 Lowe, 3 D (u Southern Mlsslsslppi) The uséful- -'

ness of parental occupation as a crlterlon for—standardizatlon of

the wISC Southern Journal of Educational Research l97l (Jul).,_iias:gﬁa
5(3), 120-129.,;s tf;“" AR R S o

'}f%;Southwestern Med1cal School) Ethnic group differences%between NISC
'iffdﬁand NAIS scores in delinquent boyst_
‘::"3hecation, l973 (w1n) 42(?) 68 72
vdeﬁkaakland T ,o King, J D White, L, A

Eb
children Companion studies

Journal of School Psychologx
9(2) 144-149 o R




L

Quereshi, M. Y , & Miller, J M (Marquetteful) The comparability of "_elé

‘the wAIS NISC and NBII Journal of Educational Measurement.{1970. -,f'
@SN
o Roberts J (HEw DlV of Health Examination Statistics, Rockville. ~l.'ll:“:
X Md. ) Intellectual development of children as measured by the |

Wechsler Intelligence Scale Unite <S_'tes Vital and Health Sta--

tlSthS Series II, l97l(Aug) No ]07 4. p .,.gétfﬂ;:fo, llu R
E ,Roberts J (HEN DlV of Health Examination Statistics, Rockville,_‘h .

Md-) Intellectual development of children by demographic and socio-}f' S

f.~_ economic factors Vital and Health Statistics Series II ]9711 e :lill;f
| (Dec) No.: no,ﬂp S o
vSebyra,;f;, & Arnoult J F (Mississippi State U ) Negro intellect-

ual assessment W1th three instruments contrasting Caucasian and Ne- ,%hl;l

gro-norms Journal of Learning Disabilities, ]958(0ct) ](]o);tff;ﬁ;gli;n.,
564 559 *ui;vi?;:';fjflﬁgﬁf:‘_;ff;fi;}f 3ffff_-_.?kng-§ﬁ S :

.EU551mpson, R L (California State Coll Fullerton) Study of the COm- Pl s

parabil1ty of NISC and NAIS Journal of Consulting and Clinical
szchologx 1970 3&(2), 156-158 e

"-;'_Terman Lo Mo, 8 Merri 11, WA Stanford-Binet IntelligenceScale, .‘

Manual for the third revision iz Tabie"_"
Thorndike) Boston Houghton MifflifiCbmpany lt73
nblwasik, J L., & NaSik B. |
o wppsr and the wrsc witﬁ','cuiturany” 'epmed hild
and Evaluation in Guidance, 1972(A3rl? ;

Hur(North Carolina State U

jg;nce Scale or'Children.

'flTWechsler, D Manual for the Hechsler»lntell

New York Psychological,Corporatioi; 1



. &

% - .
1]

Wechsler, D.: Manua] for the Wechsler Inte111gence Sca]e for Chi]dren -

o

Rev1sed‘ New York Psycho1og1cal Corporat1on, 1974




s
B
4 .
. .
. - o
. i ~ ‘
. . . '
MR / o §
! ) .
. -
’ k) -
.
. L}
. SN d
- .-
. SR I . :
~ - )

. - {

. N . 4 e

.
- - . AL :




B s

Sﬁmmany'oeruide\cnes for Spec1a1 Education Grants to Edmonton Public

Schoo] Board (Reviisd April 7 1975)
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'fbescr1p§50n‘ of'-Grantsu S E ‘*-Z'

-

Spec1a] Education Grants are Teacher grants ‘and’ are paid to o

' enable schoo] systems to serve a var1ety of hand1capped students. |
) ;Grants vary in amount and 1n “the number of students requ1red for auth-
or1zat1on depend1ng on the nature of the hand1¢ap and the degree of

persona] attentd0n 1t demands

In add1t1on to the Spec1a1 Educat1on Teacher Grants, studentsr'"'

. qua]1fy for Foundat1on Grants at e1ther the E]ementary, Junior High orf-Ji'

Senior H1gh leve] depend1ng on age it E]ementary Grants for pupi]s at ;:”t

'--]east_§qyears 6 months but ]ess than 12 years of age, Junior High for ;g ‘

‘Iggyears of age but 1ess than 15 and Senior High for 15 xears of age to SR

#i'P24 zears N 'av".f'f' ;'"d"‘ E "\-,f:ln',




Qua11fz1n9 Rqufrements and Levé}"of gehént:' |
Minimum s‘lv  "fD1é9ho§t1E.
Pupﬂ Load 'Requiréments

C]alss \' DISabI]Ity Gra"t .

A Educable Mentally TS - xo 7545 $8.50
" "Retarded (Opportun- = . - R T
ity Class) S

" Partially Sighted SR '} as"for clas's. S as00
- Itinerant SR AR ~,‘;§‘T"T“t AR

| «;. Resource Centré o "]0";_:as for Learn1ng 'x'_7$‘8;500::ﬂ=
EEE LR '5uoisab1ed e

"B Trainable REtérdéd{CZf '_?-7"‘jle 5071M5 ' '! ‘  °f $1°’4°°fjj ?

Institutional. - 70 L siosw
S *tonfining hid to $10 4°°r .
.,.ﬂyﬁgror Institution S e

e

" Homebound

_\l

. e

T Leaming Disabled 6 - Normal Ability with" sn ooo b
| ' (Adaptation) . . .. ..  Perceptual or Social S
" © T pisability g

.u;‘Learn1ng Disab]ed R '  lO"vﬁf fv'-*:‘n ;;*f7 $ 8 500;};
. (Pre-Vocational) to S L o e L
: Hard o_f,Hear_ing_, 6 16- g decibel | m,aoo{'

: " N I \_hearing Joss S

*1 i

”"f It1nerant Service';”'1f t;1Q;i'}l'ﬁf-’:;f?gjggli 31],ooof}f7;

vC]aSS ,{:_. o ;"1.*‘{‘;wless acuity’or | ”fri,fi;:_g

‘ ‘;11mited fie]d 1 f@
. ;ItjneranttserVicg SRS (' ; ;¥;;_;;..;3{L: ‘Vé“

| DLYCairns e

N

"»T;ET 'GBraille C]ass for' 'ﬁ5f  20/200 (8/69) s
o j‘f””B]ind SRR S ».:15 acuity_or :
e 1n bet‘w‘:




~
'.N B. Grants are also proposed for teachers of New Canadian Classes in

English Should be checked w1th C Daneliuk re location

PR

3

Application Procedures T v

{T~'- Children must be*properly diagnosed by qualified specialist'(Bureau S
- fStaff of Counselor registered with tfe Department of Edueatio' as a af'*'

,fqualified diagnostician) |

| l_zeﬁf‘Children are assigned to classes o

- 3;':iForms are comp(eted showing name of schoolcpr centre. name of
:teacher, F. T E. of teacher time, type of service, nature of handi-. .

".7cap of student and class enrolment These must be submitted at end |

A of October showing September and October enrolment in each class

‘7}_4;Z; Approval of classes and teachers is received from the Department of

L . R ,"4.'
i .

rlEducation, usually late December...a_ .7* f“ R |
~_1uselxlschool System submits grant applicatiOn form A new form is in
N process of development - both old and new forms are attached The
f}:new forms may also 1nvolve a change in procedure.- Apparently the
‘”nnepartment is now paytpg in January for the fall term plus an ad- - Iﬁp
| 'f{vance on the spring tenn. ﬁdnal application form is. I understand,: ;;ri

"-.-‘_to be submi tted at the end of June Tliese forms _will probabiy be
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cAppendix I

| Decenber 16;. "1’9‘._,7'4 -
‘l-'.‘o:_ Schoo’l PSychologists »
From John Loewen, Counselor | RS
1 : (Approved by K M. Grierson)4~ e

l(

A questmn of some urgency has now confr'onted educational diagnos 1~c1ans
With the add1t’ion of ‘the WISC-R to our. testing repertoire. “How compar- -
" able .are-WISC-R and WISC scores? - Will résults from.the WISC-R signifi-
*_cantly alter the.proportion of students P'}esently ‘recommendé :
. classes for: example? “To: provide an answer to this-and. re'la,te“ qu ,tions.
we are. requesting your cooperation in condu f‘_ting the g -

¥ 1,._' : .""Beginning imnediatel y, al ternate
-..on aH intel'lectua] assessments

. ;-;"} .
‘E Fhidite.

.. - -Raw scores, scéléd scores, IQ
.,'-"_._Reason for referral -

'ff ',e?" the enclosed forms. or photocopy the from;

\‘9 .v.;_!Fomakd the test protoco
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