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Abstract

Many psychologists use the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children

- Revised (WISC-R) in the diagnosis of learning disabilities. They often
place the results of the WISC-R into either the Bannatyne pattern or use
the difference between the Verbal I() and Performance IQ to help determine
whether the child is learning disabled or non-learning disabled. This
paper examined the feasibility of using either of these methods in de-
termining learning disabilities. The case files of 300 children (211
males and 89 females) between the ages of 5 years, 10 months and 17 years,
3 months (X CA = 10.73 years, SD = 2.82) weré examined. These children's
case histories were obtained from a large rural special education cooper-
ative which encompasses an eight county region in east central Illinois.
These children had been diagnosed as learning disabled on the basis of a
psychological examination. The WISC-R was administered as part of that
evaluation. A one tailed t-test for independent means was performed on
the difference between the Verbal IQ and the Performance IQ between
Wechsler's standardization sample and the learning disabled sample.‘ An
analysis of variance (two factor mixed design) was done using Bannatyne's
pattern. Results showed a significant difference between the learning .
disabled sample and Wechsler's sample in both methods. These results

agreed with the results of other studies discussed in this paper.
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An Examination of the Verbal-Performance Differences
and the Bannatyne Pattern of the Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children - Revised
In the diagnosis of children with learning disabilities, several

different Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Revised (WISC-R)

subtest score patterns have been used. The WISC-R is an intelligence
test that is used by many school psychologists as part of a psychological
evaluation to identify children for special serviées. The relatively easy
administration of the WISC-R has made it increasingly popular with school
psychologists and examiners. There are six patterns which have been used
by psychologists in the identification of children with learning problems.
The patterns which have been used include the Bannatyne paétern (with
some researchers making variations, but generally maintaining the basic
pattern), Keogh's method, the scaled score differences between the Verbal
IQ and the Performance IQ, C>IA pattern and the Wills - Banas approach.
The‘researchers using these various approaches have attempted to show
that if a child's scores fall into that pattern, then that child can be
accurately diagnosed as learning disabled (LD).

Bannatyne's pattern consisted of four categories: Spatial, Concep-
tual, Sequential and Acquired Knowledge. His Spatial Ability category
consisted of the scaled scores of the Picture Completion, Block Design
and Object Assembly subtests of the WISC-R. With this category Bannatyne
evaluated the subject's ability to recognize spatial relationships, ma-
nipulate objects either directly or symbolically in a multidimensional

space. The Verbal Conceptualizing Ability (Conceptual) consisted of the
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Comprehension, Similarities and Vocabulary subtests. Bannatyne used
this category to measure general language use and function. The Coding,
Arithmetic and Digit Span subtests made up the Sequencing Ability cate-
gory. Bannatyne measured the subject's ability to retain visual and
auditory information within short-term memory with this category. The
last category was Acquired Knowledge and consisted of the Information,
Arithmetic and Vocabulary subtests. Each one of these categories had
an average scaled score total of 30 points. Bannétyne then placed these
four categories into a pattern that he stated was indicative of children
with learning disabilities. Bannatyne stated that individuals identified
as reading disabled or learning disabled exhibit the pattern of scores
in which Spatial are greater than (> ) Conéeptual category‘scores >
Sequential category scores 2 Acquired Knowledge category scores-

(Webster & Lafayette, 1978). (See Chart 1)

Insert Chart 1 about here

Keogh's method grouped the subtest scaled scores in three categories
instead of Bannatyne's four. Keogh's first category was Attention-
Concentration, which was the sum of the Digit Span, Arithmetic and Cod-
ing subtests. His second category was Intellectual and summed the Block
Design, Picture Completion and Object Assembly subtests. Keogh's final
category was Verbal Comprehension. Verbal Comprehension consisted of
the summed scale scores of Vocabulary, Information and Comprehension

(Miller, Stoneburner and Brecht, 1978).



An Examination

4
Chart 1
WISC-R Verbal Subtests WISC-R Performance Subtests
Information Picture Completion
Similarities Picture Arrangement
Arithmetic Block Design
Vocabulary Object Assembly
Comprehension Coding
Digit Span Mazes
All subtests have a mean scaled score of 10, with a standard devi-
ation of 3.
Bannatyne Pattern
Spatial Conceptual Seéuential Acquired Knowledge
Picture Completion Similarities Arithmetic Information
Picture Arrangement Comprehension Digit Span Arithmetic
Object Assembly Coding Coding Vocabulary

The scaled scores total of the Spatial category is greater than the
scaled scores total of the Conceptual category which is greater than the
scaled scores total of the Sequential category, which, in turn, is great-

er than the scaled scores total of the Acquired Knowledge category.
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Several researchers used néither Keogh's or Bannatyne's patterns
but instead used all the subtest scores obtained from the WISC-R. Mil-
ler, Stoneburner and Brecht (1978), Hutcherson (1971), Zingale and Smith
(1978), Richman (1979), and Kaufman (1976) used the difference between
the Verbal IQ and Performance IQ to determine whether the subjects were
to be labeled learning disabled. Tierney, Ames and Teasdale (1976), Web-
ster and Schenk (1978), Anderson, Kaufman and Kaufman (1976), Tabachnick
(1979), Hutcherson (1971), Smith, Coleman, Dokecki and Davis (1977a),
Zingale and Smith (1978) and Smith (1978) examined subtest scatter to
determine if there was a predominant pattern for learning disabled sub-
jects. Scatter is defined as the difference between subtest scaled scores
(Tabachnick, 1979).

Three other approaches are the ICA pattern, the Wills - Banas ap-
proach and the Verbal Comprehension/Perceptual Organization factors. The
ICA pattern looked at the Comprehension, Information and Arithmetic sub-
tests of the WISC-R and placed them in the order in which Comprehension
is greater than Information and Arithmetic (C7 IA). The Wills - Banas
approach suggested charting the subtest scaled scores and analyzing fhe
strengths and weaknesses of the child. The last approach, the Verbal
Comprehension/Perceptual Organization factors took the two factors that
were found in the WISC-R by Wallbrown et al. (1975) and Cohen (1959)

(Schooler, Beebe and Koepke, 1978).

The two factors corresponded directly with the Verbal and Perfor-
mance sections of the WISC-R. The Verbal subtests loaded most heavily

(or influenced) on the Verbal Comprehension factor; the Vocabulary sub-

test was the heaviest loading Verbal subtest for the learning disabled.



An Examination
6
students. The Performance subtests influenced the Perceptual Organiza-
tion factor most heavily with the Object Assembly subtest having the
most influence (Schooler, Beebe and Koepke, 1978).

Review of the Literature

Wechsler's Approach

Wechsler (1974) did not recommend any of these approaches. He
stated that the information obtained from his test is relevant only
because "it establishes and reflects whatevey it is one defines as
overall capacity for intelligent behavior" (p. 1). He stated that psy-
chological diagnosis can be useful, but that the school psychologist
must be knowledgeable and familiar with literature on the subject of
syndrome patterns and psychological diagnosis. Wechsler éiso wrote
about'score differences and stated that for a difference between subtest
scores to be considered significant, the school psychologist must look
at the subtests involved and the reliability and standard error of mea-
surement (SEm) of each subtest involved. Wechsler stated that generally,
a difference of three points or more is needed between subtests for the
difference to be considered significant and at least fifteen points are
needed between the Verbal IQ and the Performance IQ to be considered
significant.

Piotrowski and Grubb (1976) disagreed with Wechsler's statements
concerning significant differences between the Verbal IQ and the Perfor-
mance IQ and between the subtest scaled scores. Wechsler's Table 13 -
"Differences between Verbal and Performance IQ's Required for Statisti-

cal Significance at the 15% and 5% levels of Confidence, by Age" (p. 35)
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was thought to be too high by Piotrowski and Grubb; they felt that the
level of significance should be at least at the .05 level. Wechsler's
Table 12 - "Differences between Scaled Scores Required for Statistical
Significance at the 15% Level of Confidence" (p. 35) used the average
sub-test standard error of measurement for all eleven age groups and ig-
nored the fact that subtest SEm can differ substantially at the different
age levels. Piotrowski and Grubb stated that the SEm should be given for
each subtest at each age level. The authors stated that usually a three
to five point difference is needed at the .05 level of significance and
four to six points at the .01 level between subtests. (They also added
that a 14 to 16 point discrepancy is needed for significance at the .0l
level between the Verbal score and the Performance score.) - The range was
three to seven points between subtests at the .01 level of significance.
The seven point difference between subtests usually involved the Mazes
sqbtest as one of the two subtests.

Piotrowski and Grubb found that it was very important to look at the
the subtests being compared and '"the chrdnological age at which they are
being compared in determining the size of the scaled score different ne-
cessary for significance" (p. 203). The authors used the example of the
Vocabulary and Information subtests. At the .0l level of significance,
a difference of only three points was needed between the two tests at the
15% year age while a difference of six points was needed using the same
comparison at the 6’ age level. Piotrowski and Grubb concluded that an
examiner must keep in mind that any difference may be due to perceptual
problems, cognitive problems or personality or sociogultural factors.

They stated that only the most tentative diagnosis should be made; this
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diagnosis should be reinforced with more formal and informal diagnosis,
teacher reports, classroom observation, work samples and an understand-
ing of the child's background. The information obtained from these
sources would be used not only to diagnose the child but also to help
in the writing ogr implementation of the Individual Educational Plan.

Bannatyne's Pattern and Variations

Bannatyne's approach differed from Piotrowski and Grubb's. Rather
than critiquing Wechsler's approach, Bannatyne (1974) reorganized the
WISC-R subtests into four categories: Sequential (éoding, Digit Span,
Arithmetic), Spatial (Picture Completion, Block Design, Object Assem-
bly), Conceptual (Comprehension, Similarities, Vocabulary) and Acquired
Knowledge (Information, Arithmetic and Vocabulary). Bannatyne intended
the recategorization to be used as a diagnostic tool and stated that
this method is a "more .useful and statistically valid format" than
Wechsler's Verbal and Performance categories (p. 273). Bannatyne then
went on and called for more research in cluster analysis techniques
which would separate disabled readers into subgroups so that differences
between the subgroups could be investigated. He also stated that the
demographic study, which would identify "clusters of learning disabled
characteristics in children, their overlaps, nature and incidence," was
needed (p. 272).

Smith, Coleman, Dokecki and Davis (1977b) administered the WISC-R
to 208 children who had been diagnosed as LD by the school and had a Full
Scale IQ of 75 or more on previous testing. In another study using the

same population sample, Smith, Goleman, Dokecki and Davis (1977a) examined
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the test scores in terms of the Verbal IQ, Performance IQ, Full Scale
IQ and subtest scaled scores. However, in the Smith, Coleman, Dokecki
and Davis (1977b) study, they recategorized the scaled scores into
Bannatyne's éattern. The purpose of the study was to evaluate the use-
fulness of Bannatyne's recategorization for learning disabled children
and also determine if it is consistent with learning disabled childern
of different IQs. Smith et al. (1977b) organized the data according to
Bannatyne's pattern except for one difference: the Digit Span subtest
was not administered. The recategorized Sequential score consisted only
of Arithmetic and Coding. The Spatial, Conceptual and Acquired Knowledge
categories remained the same. The results showed that Bannatyne's pat-
tern (Spatial > Conceptual > Sequential) showed up on theﬁkotal sample,
the high IQ group (Full Scale IQ of at least 76 and with a Verbal or
Performance IQ of at least 90) and the low IQ group (all children who
did not meet high IQ group's criteria). A fourth group consisted of a
subgroup of the low IQ group. This group was labeled EMH by the re-
searchers (though they were in an LD class) and consisted of children
who had a Full Scale IQ of 75 or below. This fourth group's scores\did
not fall into Bannatyne's pattern. Smith et al..(1977b) then ranked the
three recategorized scores of each child from highest to lowest. This
showed that 707 of the children had their highest score in the Spatial
category and 627% of the children scored lowest in the Sequential cate-
gory. A total of 43% of the children had the Spatial > Conceptual >
Sequential pattern. Only 177% could be expected to obtain this by chance.

In addition, only the children with Full Scale IQs of 75 or below did not
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show the Spatial > Conceptual > Sequential pattern. The authors felt
that these children probably should have been classified as EMH rather
than LD. Overall, this research supported past research concerning
Bannatyne's pattern and its applicability for learning disabled children
according to the authors.

Smith, Coleman, Dokecki and Davis (1977a) tried to provide a '"com-
posite intellectual profile in terms of Verbal IQ, Performance IQ, Full
Scale IQ and subtest scaled scores" (p. 353). The WISC-R was adminis-
tered to 208 children in learning disabilities classrooms. The sample
was then divided into two groups. The high group consisted of scores
with a Full Scale score of at least 76 and a requirement of a Verbal or
Performance IQ of at least 90; the low group cbnsisted of the students
who did not meet those criteria. Smith and his colleagues found that
37% of the sample did not meet the criterion of normal intelligence.
They found that the Performance IQ was consistently higher than the Ver-
bal IQ for the whole sample. Both subgroups had the Comprehension sub-
test as the highest mean Verbal subtest, with Arithmetic and Information
the lowest. The highest Performance subtests were Object Assembly aﬁd
Picture Completion for both groups; the lowest subtest score was Coding.
Results of this study showed some support for Bannatyne's recategoriza-
tion. The depressed scores on Coding and Arithmetic and the higher scores
on Block Design, Object Assembly and Picture Completion go along with
Bannatyne's statement that a learning disabled child will score highest
in Spatial (Block Design, Object Assembly, Picture Completion) and lower

on Sequential (Coding, Arithmetic and Digit Span).
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Webster and Lafayette (1978) ordered the subtest scores of 401 ele-
mentary age students who had been identified as learning disabled, emo-
tionally disturbed (ED) or educable mentally handicapped into the Banna-
tyne pattern with one variation: they used the Picture Arrangement sub-
test instead of the Arithmetic subtest in the Sequential category. They
found that 99.7% of the students who were labeled learning disabled would
again be labeled LD on the basis of the Bannatyne pattern. One learning
disabled child would be labeled emotionally disturbed according to the
Bannatyne pattern. More significantly, 1007 of the emotionally disturbed
(ED) and educable mentally handicapped (EMH) students would be predicted
to be LD. The Bannatyne pattern has little value in differentiating LD
from EMH and ED according to Webster and Lafayette. The pfbblem is that
the maximum difference between the largest mean (ED, Spatial) and the
smallest mean (EMH, Acquired Knowledge) is only 3.384 points. Webster
and Lafayette stated that Bannatyne's recategorization may be an aid in
differentiating normal from handicapped children but has no use in dis-
tinguishing specific areas of handicapped.

There should be some caution in accepting Webster and Lafayetté's
(1978) statement. Webster and Lafayette (1978) did not have a random
sampling of their 401 students. They also had approximately only one
third of the number of LD children in the total number of the ED and EMH
group. Because of this, there should be some concern about their state-
ment that the Bannatyne pattern should not be used to differentiate han-
dicapped students (LD from EMH, etc.). There were only 36 EMH and 71 ED
as opposed to 294 LD students. These lopsided numbers make it difficult

to draw a valid conclusion that is not skewed.
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Gutkin (1979) conducted research concerning the Bannatyne pattern
(Spatial > Conceptual > Sequential) and Mexican-American children and
Caucasion children. The subjects were 53 Caucasion children and 87 Mex-
ican-American Children, all of whom had been labeled LD. All subjects
were given the WISC-R. The Spatial, Conceptual and Sequential scores of
each group were analyzed with repeated measures of analysis of variance
and with post-hoc Newman-Keuls procedure. As a group, the Caucasion
children exhibited the Spacial > Conceptual > Sequential pattern de-
scribed by Bannatyne. The sample of Mexican-American children did not
show this pattern; they exhibited a Spatial > Sequential > Conceptual
pattern. Gutkin then reviewed all individual scores and found that 70%
of the Caucasian children and 80% of the Mexican-American children did
not demonstrate the Spatial > Conceptual > Sequential pattern. It was
shown that for an individual child, a difference of seven points or more
was needed between each of the three possible pairs of Bannatyne's cate-
gories to be significant at the .05 level. Only 2% of the Caucasian
sample and 0% of the Mexican-American sample showed statistically signi-
ficant differences between the three categories in the predicted difec—
tion. Gutkin stated that the Bannatyne pattern would be of little value
when attempting to diagnose learning disabilities in individual children.
The results of this study concerning the Caucasian group of children did
replicate previous studies in that the children as a group did show the
Spatial > Conceptual > Sequential pattern. Because the Mexican-American
children showed a Spatial > Sequential > Conceptual pattern and were LD,

examiners should not interpret the absence of the Spatial > Conceptual
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> Sequential pattern as being non-learning disabled in Mexican-American
children. Gutkin concluded that there should be serious doubt concern-
ing the use of the Bannatyne pattern in the diagnosis of learning disa-
bilities.
Vance and Singer (1979) used Bannatyne's four categories and added
a fifth. Their fifth category of Distractibility is composed of the
summed scores of the Arithmetic, Digit Span, Coding and Mazes subtests.
In this study, the authors reorganized 98 learning disabled children's
WISC-R scores into Bannatyne's four categories and their fifth category.
Their results showed a significant pair-wise comparison between the Dis-
tractibility score and the Sequential, Spatial, Conceptual and Acquired
Knowledge scores. The children's scores from highest to Iéwest were
Spatial, Conceptual, Sequential, Acquired Knowledge and Distractibility.
Sixty-one percent of the LD children scored highest in the Spatial cate-
gory. Seventy-one percent scored lowest in the Distractibility category,
and 267 had their lowest scores in the Sequential category. The Spatial
> Conceptual > Sequential > Acquired Knowledge > Distractibility pattern
was obtained by 397 of the children. Only 20% could be expected to ob-
tain this by chance. The results showed some support for the Bannatyne
pattern. From the results of their study, Vance and Singer hypothesized
that children with learning disabilities have good spatial skills but are
weak in skills involving general comprehension and attention. The authors
felt that using this recategorization method is questionable because each
diagnostic group (i.e. LD, EMH, ED) may’haﬁe several different profile

patterns. They stated that examiners must have "familiarity with various
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knowledge concerning psychological and educational theories of develop-
ment and learning" (p. 68).

Miller, Stoneburner and Brecht (1978) conducted a study examining
the effectiveness of the Bannatyne pattern, Keogh's method and Verbal-
Performance scores. The study involved 121 elementary age children who
were learning disabled. The examiners found that 73 had primarily a
visual perceptual deficit and 48 had primarily an auditory perceptual
deficit. The authors did not specify what tests other than the WISC
were used to make the diagnosis; however, they did state that other tests
were used. The results showed that the Bannatyne pattern correctly clas-
sified 83.6% of the visual perception deficits and 39.67% of the auditory
perception deficits. This gave a correct classification of 66.12% of
the children. Statistical analysis of the results showed that the Ban-
natyne pattern did discriminate significantly between the two categories.
The authors cautioned that even though the Bannatyne pattern did discri-
minate significantly between the two categories, they did not find any
subtest profiles that could be of use to the school psychologist or
learning disabilities teacher. Miller, Stoneburner and Brecht infefred
several important implications in this study. More than half of the audi-
torally perceptually handicapped could not be discriminated from the vis-
ually perceptually handicapped disability. The results did not show Ban-
natyne's recategorization to be credible in the diagnosis of learning
disabilities. Results of the study concerning Verbal-Performance scores

and Keogh's recategorization will be discussed later in this paper.
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WISC-R Subtest Scatter

Many researchers have examined scaled scores of the subtests of
the WISC-R. They have attempted to find patterns that children with
learning disabilities would exhibit in their WISC-R scores. The examin-
ers focused on differences between the various subtests and labeled
these differences '"scatter" or used the term "differential diagnosis".
The following studies discuss their results concerning WISC-R scatter.

Tierney, Ames and Teasdale (1976) examined differences between the
subtests scaled scores of the WISC-R to see if it was efficient enough
for valid subtest comparison at various age levels. The authors' re-
sults showed that only 477 of the possible comparisons across the sub-
tests at all age levels have some diagnostic value. Becauée of this,
the authors did not recommend the use of the WISC-R in differential diag-
nosis (comparing subtest scores). Any diagnosis would have to involve
using the authors' table to check which tests have any diagnostic value.
They stated that an individual would need to be extremely cautious in
interpreting subtest scatter or their results and suggestions would pro-
bably be misdirected. |

The case files of 1,524 children were examined by Webster and
Schenck (1978). As a result of diagnostic assessment, these children
were all placed into one of four categories: (a) learning disabilities,
(b) emotionally disturbed, (c) educable mentally handicapped, and (d)
"other". Webster and Schenck used the ten subtests of the WISC-R, the
mean scaled scores of the Verbal and Performance secions and the three

grade equivalent scores of the Wide Range Achiﬁement Test (WRAT). A
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series of discriminant functions analyses were done on different combi-
nations of the above information. Only 58.487% of the cases were cor-
rectly diagnosed using this data. Sixty-nine percent of the children
who were diagnosed as EMH, ED and multi-handicapped were said to be LD
based on this data. Only the EMH group could be diagnosed from the
other groups; this was done with 527 accuracy. Because these results
failed to provide any information concerning test performance differ-
ences between the groups, the authors pléced further constraints on the
analyses to reduce any external sources of variance. These constraints
included the "elimination of the multi-handicapped group, a minimum IQ -
level of 75 to reduce the influence of low IQ scores (and theoretically
the EMH group), an MA range of 6 to 17 years and a CA rangé of 6 to 17
years" (p; 76). All proved to be ineffective in differentiating learn-
ing disabilities from the other categories.

The results showed that if a child is of average ability but is
functioning at a low grade level (as measured by a reading achievement
test), he will probably be labeled learning disabled. If the child's
intelligence is at a borderline or dull normal level, and his wordénaly—
sis skills are at expected performance level, he will be labeled EMH. A
child will be labeled ED if he is of average intelligence and is close
to grade level in reading but is still ha&ing learning problems. Web-
ster and Schenck concluded that the WISC-R, WRAT, and other tests may
not be totally useless in the discrimination of learning problems. It
must be kept in mind that "at different age levels and under different

IQ levels, different facets of the testing are attended to more than
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others" (p. 78). The three most significant variables across all diag-
nostic groups appeared to be the '"child's reaction to and stated be-
havior in various social situations as measured by the Comprehension and
Picture Arrangement subtests of the WISC-R, a general estimate of cogni-
tive ability and potential as measured by the WISC-R Full Scale IQ score
and the ability to analyze phenomically and synthesize words as measured
by performance on the Word Recognition subtest of the WRAT" (p. 78).
Forty-one children who had previously been diagnosed learning dis-
abled were given the WISC-R by Anderson, Kaufman and Kaufman (1976).
The first analysis involved a comparison of test scatter of these 41
children to test scatter of normal children. The index of scatter was
the difference between the highest and lowest scaled scores of the
WISC-R computed on the Verbal, Performance and Full Scale scores. The
mean indexes of scatter between the two groups were compared; the signi-
ficance was determined by a t-ratio. The results showed that the WISC-R
functioned the same way for the children with learning disabilities as
for the normal children. The children with learning disabilities scored
about one standard deviation below the normative mean on the WISC—R\and
showed characteristic strengths and weaknesses. The average range (scat-
ter) for children with learning disabilities on the Verbal subtests was
4.8 (s.d. of 1.9), on the Performance subtests was 5.7 (s.d. of 2.1) and
a Full Scale subtest range of 7.5 (s.d. of 2.3). A typical child with
learning disabilities had scaled scores ranging from four to 11 or 12 on
the ten subtests; this was often diagnosed as considerable scatter.

When the mean ranges were compared (4.5, 5.5, 7.0 respectively for nor-
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mal children) there were no significant differences. The researchers
stated that an examiner must know the amount of scatter in normal pro-
files in order to recognize and interpret unusual scatter patterns. The
scatter for the learning disabled group as a whole was basically normal
and could not be used for diagnostic purposes for any exceptionality.
However, the scatter could be used for planning the child's remediation
program.
Tabachnick (1979) also looked at subtest scatter of the WISC-R.

She conducted a study involving 105 previously diagnosed learning dis-
abled children. She computed the range (scatter) between the five reg-
ular Verbal subtests, the five regular Performance subtests and between
all ten subtests. She paired combinations of eleven subtests (including
Digit Span) and defined a discrepancy of three points or more between
any two subtests as significant. Tabachnick found that the means of the
range (scatter) of the. scaled scores on the ten subtests were signifi-
cantly greater for the learning disabled group than the normal group.
The range of the learning disabled scaled scores showed greater variance.
Tabachnick stated that the difference in WISC-R scatter between leafning
disabled students as a whole and normal students as a whole is reliable.
Learning disabled children as a group showed consistently more scatter
with Performance subtests and between Verbal and Performance subtests
but not within Verbal subtests. Tabachnick noted that children with
learning disabilities tend to have a Codiﬁg subtest scaled score that
deviates substantially from all other subtests. She theorized that this

low Coding score may be of "singular diagnostic import" (p. 628). She
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also noted that these children may also show large differences between
Vocabulary and Block Design or Digit Span and between Digit Span and
Picture Arrangement. An average learning disabled child, according to
Tabachnick, is inconsistent in the skills that are measured by the Per-
formance subtests. She closed with a recommendation that scatter should
not be the basis for a label of learning disabled. She makes this rec-
ommendation because there is a strong overlap between learning disabled
and normal scatter on the WISC-R and that some children with learning
disabilities have low scatter. However, she did state that these sub-
test score ranges may add diagnostic information for an individual child.
Also, she suggested that scatter may help sway a borderline or question-
able diagnosis toward the classification of learning disabled.

Smith (1978) examined WISC-R subtest pattern stability for children
with learning disabilities. He administered the WISC-R to 161 children
who were in learning disabilities classrooms,in both October and May.
The test and retest profiles were almost identical (except for Vocabu-
lary, which dropped .9 of a point). The test-retest reliability using
a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was 0.94, p< .0001. Smith dia not
discuss a particular pattern for children with learning disabilities,
but simply noted that this pattern was stable for children identified as
learning disabled..

Hutcherson (1971) opened with the statement that most educators a-

gree that LD children exhibit a peak and valley subtest profile of the

WISC-R, while EMH children have a subtest profile that is flat with 1lit-

tle variation between the subtests' scores and the mean of the subtests.
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His study examined "the significance of subtest and Verbal-Performance
scale score range differences on the WISC-R" for groups of children la-
beled EMH (IQs of 61 through 80) and children labeled as being LD (IQs
of 81 through 100) (p. 4). The 103 subjects of the study were labeled
either LD or EMH and had a Full Scale IQ range of 61 to 100. They were
grouped in IQ ranges of five points. Ranges of the subtest scale scores
and Verbal-Performance IQs in each IQ range were computed and then com-
pared to each other to "determine the significance of the heterogeneity
of their variances" (p. 5). The results showed that there was no sig-
nificant difference between the expected variability between the Verbal-
Performance or subtest profiles of the EMH and LD groups. Also, the IQ
did not affect either the Verbal-Performance sections or the subtests
score ranges. Hutcherson also found the EMH children do not necessarily
have a "flat profile'" and LD children do not always have a ''peak and
valley profile." Hutcherson closed with the statement that examiners
must be careful not to overinterpret WISC-R score scatter. Instead, the
teacher should use the scatter information to adjust the methods of in-
struction, regardless of the IQ score. |

WISC-R Verbal/Performance Differences

Another way the WISC-R has been utilized is to use the difference
between the Verbal IQ and the Performance IQ to determine whether achild
is learning disabled. Most resea;chers feel that a Performance IQ will
be higher than the Verbal IQ. Several studies discuss Verbal/Perfor-

mance differences.

Miller, Stoneburner and Brecht (1978) also looked at Verbal/Per-
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formance patterns in addition to their examination of the Bannatyne pat-
tern and Keogh's categorization. Their study involved 121 students
identified as learning disabled. Of this group, there were 73 with
visual deficits and 48 with auditory deficits. The authors stated that
from a "strictly statistical viewpoint, significant discriminating abil-
ity was shown" by the subtest scatter (p. 451). However, they added
that "a wide discrepancy between Verbal and Performance scores was not
found to be greatly indicative of a learning disability" (p 451). The
Verbal/Performance approach correctly classified 80.8% of the visually
impaired and 37.57 of the auditorally impaired. This gave a composite
score of 63.647%.

Zingale and Smith (1978) examined the relationship between learning
disabilities subtest patterns and socioeconomic status (SES) at three
different levels. The study involved children from eight elementary
schools in a large metropolitan school system who were in self-contained
learning disabilities classrooms. The study showed a strong SES/WISC-R
relationship among children with ''serious academic deficiencies" (p.
203). Zingale and Smith showed that "SES and WISC-R were significanfly
related, subtest score differences were independent of SES, and signi-
ficant PIQ > VIQ discrepancies existed regardless of SES level" (p. 203).
They also added that the generalization of the above statement depends
upon how representative the sample is of the population of children with
learning disabilities. Throughout this study Zingale and Smith made the
assumption that the WISC-R scatter pattern for learning disabilities is

true and reliable. At the end of the article they added that more re-
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search is needed to confirm this scatter pattern for learning disabili-
ties. They also recommended that the examiner who makes a diagnosis on
the basis of Verbal/Performance discrepancies (they did not mention sub-
test scatter) did not need to worry about SES interacting with the LD
scatter pattern.

Richman (1979) did not use the term learning disability but did re-
fer to terms such as verbal expression deficit, verbal reception deficit
and sequential memory. He opened the discussion of reading disabilities
with the statement that the school psychologist may have difficulty pro-
viding a reading level estimate when children have a low Verbal/high Per-
formance score of the WISC. Richman stated that there were three ways to
base a reading level when this situation arises. The first choice was to
base the reading level on the Verbal score since many psychologists con-
sider that the verbal skills have a higher correlation with reading abili-
ty. The second possibility was that the higher Performance score provides
a clue to the potential achievement, and the reading expectations should
be based on the Performance IQ. The third approach ignored the differ-
ences between the Verbal and Performance IQs and used the Full ScaleFIQ
as the predictor of reading skills. Using any of these approaches ignores
the fact that additional testing needs to be done. Richman's study exam-
ined the possibility of using a model for further evaluation of a child
with the low Verbal-high Performance profile. He suggested that this
WISC pattern may be a specific language problem, a general language pro-
blem or a verbal expression deficit with possibly a verbal reception de-

ficit. He examined the verbal reception and mediation skills of the sub-
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jects and asked if there is a relationship between the measures of those
language variables and reading achievement. The subjects in this study

had a minimum of 15 points below the Performance. The Peabody Picture

Vocabulary Test, the Hiskey-Nebraska Test of Learning Aptitude and the

Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) were also administered. Each subject

was then placed into one of five reading groups based on the WRAT grade
equivalent scores. Results showed that the Full Scale IQ, the Performance
IQ and the Verbal IQ did not provide any relationship between any one of
the tests and reading level or ability. The low Verbal-high Performance
profile is not indicative of a reading disability; Richman advised cau-
tion in using this profile in predicting reading ability.

Wechsler's normative sample of 2200 children was used by Kaufman
(1976) to determine if a 9, 12 or 15 point discrepancy between the Verbal
and Performance IQs is significant. Kaufman wanted to know what percen-
tage of normal children have a 15 point or more difference. Kaufman's
results showed that slightly less than half of the normative sample (48%)
have discrepancies of nine or more points. Approximately one third had
a 23 point or more difference, and about one fourth had a 15 point or more
difference. Also, the significant Verbal>> Performance differences were
about as frequent as the Performance > Verbal discrepancy scores. Kauf-
man reported a mean discrepancy score of 9.7 points (S.D. of 7.6) for the
entire standardization sample. The average child of the normative sam-
ple had a significant (p < .15) Verbal-Performance IQ difference. Sixty-
nine percent of the total sample of the WISC-R had a discrepancy of 12

points or less; 317 had 13 points or more. Kaufman used an example of a
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WISC-R Verbal IQ of 98, Performance IQ of 86 and a Full Scale IQ of 91.
This 12 point discrepancy is significant at the 5% level of confidence,
but it is not an abnormal discrepancy since 307 of the normative sample
had an equal or larger discrepancy. This information can help the cli-
nician interpret the discrepancy and use that knowledge to plan a remedi-
al program for the child.

In addition to examining subtest scatter patterns, Smith, Coleman,
Dokecki and Davis (1977a) examined Verbal/Performance patterns. Their
study involved 208 students in learning disabilities classrooms who were
given the WISC-R. The children had been previously diagnosed as learn-
ing disabled by the school system. These children were divided into two
groups. The high group children had a Full Scale score of at least 76
with a Verbal or Performance IQ of at least 90. The low group consisted
of the children who did not meet those criteria. Both of these groups
had a mean Performance IQ that was significantly greater than the mean
Verbal IQ. The high IQ group's mean discrepancy approached 10 points.
Both groups had four of the five Performance subtest mean scores that
were greater than the highest Verbal subtest mean score. Also, the fifth
Performance subtest (Coding) was almost as low as the lowest Verbal sub-
tests (Information and Arithmetic) for both groups.

In examining Verbal/Performance differences Hutcherson (1971) looked
at the scores of 103 children who were labeled as EMH (IQs of 61 through
80) or LD (IQs of 81 through 100). He found that there was '"no signifi-
cant difference between the expected variability between Verbal/Perfor-

mance'" profiles of the EMH and LD groups (p. 6). Hutcherson's results
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showed that IQ does not affect the Verbal/Performance differences on the
WISC-R. He stated that an examiner using the Verbal/Performance discre-
pancy may be unfairly discriminating if he does not apply his interpre-
tation of the Verbal/Performance discrepancy to a child with a Full
Scale IQ of 80 or below and who may or may not be labeled EMH.

Verbal Comprehension/Perceptual

Organization Factors

Schooler, Beebe and Koepke (1978) organized the WISC-R into two
factors: Verbal Comprehension and Perceptual Organization. The authors
used the Verbal IQ, Performance IQ, Full Scale IQ and the ten subtests'
scores of 199 children. These childfen had been identified as learning
disabled, educable mentally handicapped, emotionally disturbed, other
(children who needed special services but did noﬁ meet criteria for the
above) and none (children who did not need special services). Schooler
et al. did a principle components factor analysis and intercorrelated
the subtest scores for the WISC-R. A one-way analysis of variance was
done to compare the test scores among the five groups. Significant dif-
ferences were few. "The WISC-R factor structure is remarkably’similar
for all clinical groups" (p. 483). One significant difference was that
the subtest scores and IQ scores of the EMH group were significantly
lower when compared to the other groups. The learning disabled group
showed few scaled score of IQ differences when compared to the other
groups. Schooler et al. stated that perhaps the most important differ-
ences were the significantly lower Verbal IQ and Full Scale IQ for the

LD groups as compared to the None group.
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ICA Pattern

Griffiths' 1977 study with 208 boys and girls showed a specific pat-
tern with some of the subtests. She found this pattern in several other
studies and called it the ICA pattern. This pattern is present when
Comprehension is higher than both Information and Arithmetic (C > IA).
Griffiths noted that Picture Completion and Picture Arrangement were
usually above average while Coding was usually low. Griffiths concluded
that Information and Arithmetic are sums of the child's learned informa-
tion. Griffiths gave no statistical analyses concerning her pattern.

Wills-Banas Approach

Wills and Banas (1976a) took an entirely different approach toward
the WISC-R and its subtest scores. They suggested that the teacher or
diagnostician chart the subtest scaled scores along with other pertinent
information. They resisted the attempts to label chilrden and down-
played the concern with IQ scores. Instead they focused on the subtest
scaled scores and the differences between them and the strengths and
weaknesses of the child. They felt if the school psychologist makes an
analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the subtest scores and then
applies those to academic tasks, the academic strengths and weaknesses
can be predicted. Interfering factors can then be isolated, and the
strong areas for learning can be identified. They noted that poorvision
or poor motor coordination can affect and possibly invalidate the test
results.

In a series of seven articles by Wills and Banas (1976a, 1976b,

1977a, 1977b, 1977c, 1978a, 1978b) the authors began by listing each
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subtest and then told what it measures, requires and influences. They
also told the school psychologist or teacher what could influence the
subtest, i.e. emotional status, maturity, anxiety, school background or
auditory memory or discrimination, etc. They also gave tests or sub-
tests that would cross check that particular subtest, compensations,
remedial ideas and activities. Five articles took two subtests, one
Verbal and one Performance, and then gave the diagnosis, prescription
and a program of instruction using the subtests. The subtests are
grouped as follows: Information and Picture Completion, Comprehension
and Picture Arrangement, Arithmetic and Block Design, Similarities and
Object Assembly, and Digit Span and Coding. The concluding article dis-
cussed why Mazes and Vocabulary were not included (1978b); Mazes is a
supplementary subtest and is not included statistically in measuring the
Performance IQ. Banas and Wills (1976a) also said that the Mazes sub-
test used too many skills and is not useful for diagnosis and remedia-
tion. Vocabulary was not included because the authors (1978b) found it
to be a measure of memory rather than a measure of learning ability.
They also found that Vocabulary does not consistently fall into any pat-
tern with any other subtest. Banas and Wills (1978b) recommended a less
structured and more visual study of strengths and weaknesses patterns.
They felt that this study/graph approach is more practical and useful.

Keogh's Method

Miller, Stoneburner and Brecht (1978) examined Keogh's method in
addition to the Verbal/Performance scores and the Bannatyne pattern.

Keogh grouped the Digit Span, Arithmetic and Coding scaled scores into
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an area called Attention-Concentration, the Block Design, Picture Com-
pletion and Object Assembly subtests into an area labeled Intellectual;
the last grouping, Verbal Comprehension, concisted of the Vocabulary,
Information and Comprehension subtests. The authors took the WISC-R
scores of 121 children who had been identified as learning disabled
(73 with visual perceptual deficits, 48 with auditory perceptual defi-
cits). Keogh's method correctly identified 80.87% of the visual percep-
tual deficits, and 43.77% of the auditory perceptual deficits; this gave
a total of 66.127 being correctly identified. Statistically, the Keogh
method did show significant discriminating ability, but the authors
stated that the results 'did not lend credibility to recategorizing sub-
tests, at least in regard to techniques developed" by Keogh (p. 451,
452).

Dudley-Marling, Kaufman and Tarver (1981) examined 24 studies that
had been on the WISC, WISC-R, or the Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale
of Intelligence (WPPSI). 1In examining the high Performance IQ-low Ver-
bal IQ syndrome they found that a discrepancy between Verbal and Perfor-
mance was just as likely in normal children as it was in learning dis-
abled children. Four studies identified the three combinations of Ver-
bal/Performance IQs (high Verbal IQ-low Performance IQ, high Performance
IQ-low Verbal IQ and Verbal IQ approximately equal to Performance IQ).
These studies found that a high Verbal IQ-low Performance IQ is associ-
ated more highly with better reading achievement than either of the other
two patterns. Five studies dealt with subtest scatter. Two studies com-

pared the scatter of a learning disabled sample to Wechsler's normative
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data; only one of these two found more scatter in the LD sample. An-
other study that used a normal control group rather than Wechsler's
found equal scatter in both groups. One study reported that the LD
group had more scatter than ED or EMH groups; the last study found no
difference in the scatter between an LD group and a group of normal,
low-achieving children. Dudley-Marling et al. did not suggest scatter
as a further area of research. They stated that even if scatter could
discriminate learning disabilities, it is improbable that the knowledge
could "improve the diagnosis and remediation'" of LD children '"since it
would fail to identify the source of the variation" (p. 317). There was
general support for Bannatyne's recategorization in the studies. Most
articles reviewed showed that learning disabled children will score rel-
atively well on Picture Completion, Block Design and Object Assembly and
would do poorly on Arithmetic, Digit Span, Coding and Information. Dud-
ley-Marling, Kaufman and Tarver concluded by agreeing with Huelsman's
statement that even though learning disabled children as a group may have
a characteristic WISC-R profile, few learning disabled chilrden may actu-
ally have that pattern. They stated that the WISC-R is still one of‘the
most valid and reliable IQ tests available, but differential diagnosis
should not be based on the WISC-R patterns.

The studies previously reviewed appear to have some mixed conclu-
sions. In looking at the studies concerning the Bannatyne pattern it is
found that Smith, Coleman, Dokecki and Da#is (1977a and 1977b) found the
Bannatyne pattern was useful for the diagnosis of children with learning

disabilities. All other studies, Webster and Lafayette, (1978); Gutkin,
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(1979); Vance and Singer, (1979); and Miller, Stoneburner and Brecht,
(1978), also found this but none of them (including Smith, Coleman, Do-
cecki and Davis) recommended it for use in the diagnosis of an indivi-
dual child with learning disabilities. The results concerning subtest
scatter on the WISC-R schowed that there was no significant difference
between an Ld group and a normal group's scatter. Tierney, Ames and
Teasdale (1976); Webster and Schenck (1980); Anderson, Kaufman and Kauf-
man (1976); and Hutcherson (1971) did not recommend the use of scatter
in diagnosing learning disabilities. Tabachnick (1979) was the only
researcher who found a significant difference, but she also did not re-
commend it for individual diagnosis. Most variations between the studies
concerned the Verbal/Performance differences on the WISC-R. Miller,
Stoneburner and Brecht (1978) found that there was a significant dif-
ference, but they did not recommend using a Verbal/Performance approach.
Kaufman (1976) also found that the Performance IQ was significantly
greater than the Verbal IQ for children with learning disabilities.
Hutcherson (1971) found no significant difference, and Richman (1979)
found that a difference between the Verbal IQ and Performance IQ was not
indicative of a reading disability and advised caution in using it as
such. Zingale and Smith (1978) found that SES did not affect the Verbal/
Performance scores of children with learning disabilities.

Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this study was to examine further WISC-R subtest
score patterns in an attempt to alleviate some of the ambiguity in that

area. The followingnull hypotheses were tested: (a) there is no significant
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difference between Wechsler's normative sample and a learning disabled
sample when using the difference between the Verbal IQ and the Perfor-
mance IQ; (b) there is no significant between Wechsler's normative sam-
ple and the learning disabilities sample using Bannatyne's pattern.
Method

Subjects and Setting

In order to examine the differences between Wechsler's normative
sample and a learning disabled sample, the case files of 300 children
labeled learning disabled were examined. There were 211 males and 89
females between the ages of 5 years, 10 months and 17 years, 3 months
in the sample. When the Bannatyne pattern was used, the LD category
consisted of 280 rather than 300 because 20 children had not been given
the Digit Span subtest, which is included in the Bannatyne pattern.
These children, who had been diagnosed as learning disabled on the basis
of a psychological evaluation, were students in learning disabilities
programs in east-central Illinois. The WISC-R had been administered as
part of that evaluation.

Data Collection

These children's case histories were on file at the central offices
of a large rural special education cooperative which encompassed an
eight county region in east central Illinois. The information obtained
from each file included age, sex, the date the WISC-R was administered,
the Full Scale, Performance and Verbal IQs and each scaled score on

each subtest.
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Analysis

The range, mean and standard deviation (SD) of the Verbal IQ, Per-
formance IQ and the Full Scale IQ were computed for the learning dis-
abled sample. The Verbal IQ of each student with learning disabilities
was subtracted from their Performance IQ, or the reverse was done if
the Performance IQ was less than the Verbal IQ. No IQ scores were pro-
rated for the LD sample. Table 6 - 'Means and Standard Deviations of
Sums of Scaled Scores on the Verbal, Performance and Full Scales, by
Age, for the Standardization Sample" (p. 23) and Table 20 - "IQ
Equivalents of Sums of Scaled Scores" (p. 151) were used to show the
difference between the Verbal IQ and Performance IQ of Wechsler's
sample. The mean sum of the Verbal scaled scores (Table 6) was con-
verted to the Verbal IQ (Table 20) for each age category. (Wechsler's
normative sample consisted of 2200 children divided into 11 age cat-
egories, i.e. 6% years, 7} years, etc.) The same was done with the
Performance sum of scaled scores. The Verbal IQ was then subtracted
from the Performance IQ, or the reverse was done if the Performance
IQ was less than the Verbal IQ. The difference of each age cate-
gory was then multiplied by 200 in order to obtain 2200 scores.

These difference scores for each group (the LD sample and Wechsler's
standardization sample) was then tested for §ignificant differences
between groups by the use of a one-tailed t-test for independent means.

An analysis of variance (two factor mixed design) was done using
Bannatyne's pattern. For the analyéis of variance, Table 14 - "Inter-

correlation of the Tests, by Age Group" (p. 36) of the WISC-R manual was
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used to place Wechsler's sampie in the Bannatyne pattern. The mean
scaled score of each subtest was placed into the Bannatyne pattern.
The three scaled scores of the subtests in each age category were then
added to give a single score for each of Bannatyne's categories (Spa-
tial, Conceptual, Sequential, Acquired Knowledge). This was done for
each of the 11 age groups. Each of the four scores in each age cate-
gory was multiplied by 200 to obtain the 2200 scores of Wechsler's
standardization sample.
Results
The range, standard deviation and mean of the Verbal IQ, Perfor-
mance IQ and Full Scale IQ were determined for the learning disabled
sample. The Verbal IQ range was 64 to 137 with a mean Verbal IQ of
91.09 and a standard deviation of 11.90. The range of the Performance
IQ was 58 to 133 with a mean Performance IQ of 96.38 and a standard
deviation of 12.92. The Full Scale IQ range was 64 to 139 with a mean

Full Scale IQ of 92.43 and a standard deviation of 11.39. (See Tablel)

Insert Table 1 about here

The results of the t-test done on the difference (Verbal IQ minus
Performance IQ or Performance IQ minus Verbal IQ) between the Verbal
IQ and Performance IQ between Wechsler's standardization sample and the
learning disabled sample showed that there was a significant difference
at the .0005 level (t=6.529, df=2498 or 0). The learning disabled sam-

ple had a significantly higher difference (mean difference - 11.55
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Range Mean S.D.
Verbal IQ 64-137 91.09 11.90
Performance IQ 58-133 96.38 12.92
Full Scale IQ 64-139 92.43 11.39
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points) between the Verbal IQ and the Performance IQ than Wechsler's
normative sample (mean difference - .545 points). Therefore, based on
this data, the null hypothesis: There is no significant difference be-
tween Wechsler's normative sample and a learning disabled sample when
using the difference between the Verbal IQ and the Performance I(0, was
rejected because there is a significant difference at the .0005 level.
The results of the analysis of variance showed there is a signifi-
cant difference at the .00l level between Wechsler's normative sample's
Bannatyne pattern and the learning disabled sample's Bannatyne pattern.
Table 2 depicts these results. Therefore, based on this data, the null
hypothesis: there is no significant difference between Wechsler's nor-
mative sample and the learning disabilities sample using Bannatyne's

pattern, was rejected.

Insert Table 2 about here

Discussion

The results of this study concerning the Verbal IQ and the Perfor-
mance IQ difference agreed with the results of the studies conducted
by Smith, Coleman, Dokecki and DaVis (1977a, 197?b), Webster and La-
f?yette (1978), Gutkin (1979), Vance and Singer (1979), Miller, Stone-
burner and Brecht (1978), and Kaufman (1976). The difference between
the Verbal IQ and the Performance IQ is significantly higher for thelD
sample. The results of this study appeared to support the results of

the other studies discussed in this paper in that it is felt that a
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diagnosis of learning disabilities should not be made on the basis of
the differences between the Verbal IQ and Performance IQ alone. Al-
though, there was a significant difference between the two samples,
this difference was found between a learning disabled sample as a whole
group and a sample without learning disabilities as a group, not be-
tween individual children. Care must be taken in interpreting the re-
sults since an individual child may not show a significant difference.
There is no conclusive difference between the Verbal IQ and the Perfor-
mance IQ that can be said to separate the scores of the learning dis-
abled students from the scores of the non-learning disabled students.
One child with learning disabilities may exhibit no difference at
all between the Verbal IQ and Performance IQ; another child with learn-
ing disabilities may exhibit a 15, 20 or even greater difference between
the Verbal IQ and Performance IQ. The same can be true for children
without learning disabilities. This is not to say, however, that the
WISC-R Verbal IQ-Performance IQ difference should be ignored. Rather,
it should be used in addition to the child's other test scores. The
child's other test scores should be examined and interpreted. In éddi—
tion to all test scores, an observation of classroom performance should
be made, along with an examination of classwork and papers. Teacher
observation and psychologist observations should also be noted. If an
obvious or clearcut diagnosis cannot be made after compiling and evalu-
ating all the information available, the difference between the Verbal

IQ and Performance IQ may aid in making a final diagnosis.

The Verbal IQ-Performance IQ difference can be used by the learning
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disabilities teacher. The learning disabilities teacher can use the
difference as an indicator of the child's strengths and weaknesses.
This knowledge can be valuable in writing the child's Individualized
Education Plan (IEP) and in planning the remedial program. The learn-
ing disabilities teacher can also look at the individual subtest scores
of the WISC-R and use these subtest scores to help in the writing and
implementation of the IEP. The WISC-R results can also be shared with
the classroom teacher. Knowledge of the child's strengths and weak-
nesses (i.e. the Verbal IQ-Performance IQ difference) can be invaluable
in determining how material should be presented to the child (written,
orally or both). This knowledge can also help determine how the child
should be evaluated concerning mastery of skills or knowledge of new
material. It can aid in determining what type of projects or assign-
ments would be most profitable for the child. The Verbal IQ-Performance
IQ difference and subtest scores can help the teacher determine if the
child should do an oral report, a written report or a hands-on project.
Use of the WISC-R scores are not limited to the scores of children who
are learning disabled. The scores of any child who has been adminis-
tered the WISC-R can be used to find the most effective way of learning
for that child.

Prior research, as mentioned earlier in this paper, has shown that
children who are learning disabled may show little or no difference be-
tween their Verbal IQ and Performance IQ or they may show a 15 or 20 or
even greater point difference. The same is true for children without

learning disabilities. Because prior research has been consistent in
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this conclusion, it is doubtful if further research will prove any dif-
ferent unless some new approach or technique is developed. It is con-
cluded that the Verbal IQ-Performance IQ difference of the WISC-R should
not be the sole diagnostic tool in the diagnosis of learning disabil-
ities.

The Bannatyne pattern of Spatial > Conceptual > Sequential > Ac-
quired Knowledge has been shown to be significantly different when com-
paring Wechsler's standardization sample to the learning disabilities
sample. Webster and Lafayette (1978), Gutkin (1979), Vance and Singer
(1979), Smith, Coleman, Dokecki and Davis (1977a, 1977b), and Miller,
Stoneburner and Brecht (1978) all found that the Bannatyne pattérn did
significantly discriminate a learning disabled sample (aé'a group) from
a non-learning disabled sample (as a group) as did this study. The
Bannatyne pattern alone should not be used to determine a diagnosis of
learning disabilities since a child with a learning disability may not
exhibit the Spatial™ Conceptual > Sequential > Acquired Knowledge pat-
tern. Children who are not learning disabled may fall into that pattern.
The Bannatyne pattern can be used with other tests, teacher andps&chol—
ogist observations and classwork examination to aid in evaluating a
child. It can give important information concerning the child's learn-
ing patterns, strengths, and weaknesses as did the Verbal IQ-Performance
1Q difference. The learning disabilities teacher can use the child's
Bannatyne pattern to aid in writing the Individualized Education Plan
(IEP) and in developing specific lesson plans for the child. Theclass-

room teacher can use the Bannatyne pattern to help determine which mode
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of learning is the best for the child. The teacher can determine
whether the Spatial category, the Verbal category or the Sequencing
category (visual and auditory sequential memory) is the strongest mode
for the child and then use that mode/category to teach the child and to
give assignments for the child to complete utilizing that mode.

Learning disabilities teachers and classroom teachers can use both
the Verbal IQ-Performance IQ difference and the Bannatyne pattern to
help them. Using both of them yields a great deal of useful informa-
tion such as strengths, weaknesses, and learning modes of the child.
This information can be used to help the teacher aid the child in every
facet of his education.

The results of this study supported the findings of the studies
previously mentioned. The Verbal IQ-Performance IQ difference and the
Bannatyne pattern did significantly discriminate the learning disabili-
ties sample from Wechsler's normative sample. All studies agreed, and
this study also concurred, that a diagnosis should not be made on the
basis of this information alone but that all factors and information
available should be considered. Some examiners may have the desire.to
place the WISC-R scores into the Bannatyne pattern or to look only at
the Verbal IQ-Performance IQ difference and make the diagnosis based on
that single factor; this should not be done as there is a strong possi-
bility that the wrong diagnosis may be made. The Bannatyne pattern and
Verbal IQ-Performance IQ difference have been found to be true for a
sample as a group, not necessarily for an indiﬁidual. More research

needs to be done before a definitive statement concerning either the
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Bannatyne pattern and learning disabilities or Verbal IQ-Performance IQ

difference and learning disabilities can be made.
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Appendix
Form used for information

gathered on each learning disabled student



To be used with each WISC-R

Sex:
Age:

Date Administered:

Full Scale IQ:
Verbal IQ:

Performance IQ:

VERBAL SUBTESTS SCALED SCORES:
Information

Similarities

Arithmetic

Vocabulary

Comprehension

Digit Span

PERFORMANCE SUBTESTS SCALED SCORES:

Picture Completion
Picture Arrangement
Block Design

Object Assembly
Coding

Mazes

An Examination

46



	Eastern Illinois University
	The Keep
	1982

	An Examination of the Verbal-Performance Differences and the Bannatyne Pattern of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised
	Susan Hanft Bowyer
	Recommended Citation


	tmp.1506348906.pdf.G4IHH

