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tual relationship to the aptitude of concern. This point is best
demonstrated by two hypothesized scenarios.
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Aptitude clusters is to provide the best predictors of current achieve-
Eﬂt- If a subject obtains a low Antonyms—-Synonyms score because of a

,r ;I:g;'limate language problem, then this person’s current achievement ex-

. ctancies should also be lowered. This expectancy information will be

nore accurately communicated by the narrower WITCA Scholastic Ap-
itude clusters than by any broad-based scores from the WITCA or other
ests. The inability to provide the most appropriate services for the in-
dividual in the second example because of systems that only acknow-
ledge Type I discrepancies reflects a problem with the systems and not
the measurement instrument. Examination of the Type I and II dis-
crepancies in the second scenario indicates that this individual’s reading
expectancies should be lowered and that he or she may benefit from
language training. The use of broad-based measures (e.g., WITCA
Broad Cognitive Ability cluster), or aptitude measures that demonstrate
little relationship to achievement (e.g., the Wechsler Performance Scale),
may result in well intentioned but misdirected intervention efforts and/or
the formation of expectations that could prove damaging.

The combination of both scenarios should demonstrate the advantage
of using aptitude measures comprised of subtests most directly related to
the curriculum area of concern. Because of their differential weighting
system, the WITCA Scholastic Aptitude clusters should provide some of
the best curriculum-specific expectancy information available in the field
of psychoeducational assessment. In contrast, broad-based measures con-
tain subtests that introduce extraneous “noise” into expectancy formula-
tion (i.e., some of the abilities measured by certain subtests demonstrate

little relationship to the academic area of concern). The use of broad-
based measures can result in the masking of Type I discrepancies (viz.,
first scenario), or may suggest Type I discrepancies where none really
exist (viz., second scenario). Although the Broad Cognitive Ability and
Scholastic Aptitude clusters may demonstrate similar correlations with

achievement, the broad-based measures may fréquently confuse Type 1
and Type II discrepancies.



Clinical Interpretation of Woodcock-Jn 5

B
i

2
I Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery
Part One: Part Two:
Tests of Tests of
Cognitive Ability Achievement
Reading :
Achievement Interest
Broad L : Mathematics Nonschol:
< Cognitive || Scholastic :
CE%EEETE Factors Aptitudes Achievement Interest
Written
: Language
Full Scale  Verbal Reading Arples ¢

Abilty  Aptitude

Preschool
Scale Reasoning
itude
Brief PETCCPHIEI.I e
Scale Speed Written
Language
Memory  Aptitude
Knowled
Aptitude

Mﬂﬂlﬂﬂ]ﬂﬁcs Kn UWIEdgE

Skills

i




- o-..fenl" iew

9
COGNITIVE ACH
SKILLS e
AT?FE I:
ptitude:
( ) Achlav:m:nt o By
ool Type Il
i Intra-
 cognitive achievement
R g VR B

Figure 1.3. The underlying WJ decision-making discrepancy model.
(From Woodcock, R. (1984b). A response to some questions raised
about the Woodcock-Johnson: Efficacy of the aptitude clusters. School
Psychology Review, 13, 355-362. Reprinted by permission.)
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FIGURE 1-2 Assessment structure of

Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery—Revised
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THE WJTCA-R DIFFERENTIAL
APTITUDE CLUSTERS
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The previous four chapters dealt extensively with information related to
Type II or intra-cognitive interpretation of the WITCA-R. In contrast, the
WJTCA-R differential aptitude clusters (i.e., Scholastic :?nd Oral L:anguage
Aptitude clusters) are tl;e ;Err'i:rstnne ﬂ:ir z}églz iLEr ;EET:; z; jélllient?::;
: is in the W]-R pragmatic . :

i::;;?::: 1:1’2’ ;:1?{]:5::&:: Aptitude Susters represented the philnsupl}ical f;etal:t
st soul of the 1977 W] battery (McGrew, 1986). However,a review of the
literature suggests that the true value of the Scholastic Aptitude cluste

t reciated in the original W] battery. This .chapter puts the WJTCA-
E?ifr}gr;ftfal aptitude clusters in proper perspective.
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TABLE 7-1 Test Composition and Weighting Comparisons of WJTCA and WJTCA-R Differential Aptitude

Clusters
Scholastic Aptitudes
; Written Chral
Gf-Ge Reading Mathematics Language Knowledge Aptitude
Tests Factor WJTCA WITCA-R WJTCA WJTCA-R WJTCA WJTCA-R WJTCA WJTCA-R WJTCA WJTCA-R
Oral Vocabulary Go [_42 25 ] | 39 25 29 25 % - - -
Visual Matching (Gs) - 23 15 25 _ o —_— -
Sound Blending Ga) |17 a5 | — B 25 i 25 — i
Concept Formation (G — — | .08 25 - — — 25 — 25
Memaory for Sentences (Gsm) _ 25 — — _ = [ .10 2 | - -
Analysis-Synthesis (GH —_ -— .27 25 | - — -— - e —
Visual-Auditory (Glr) 23 — - -— — 25 - - i -
Learning
Numbers Reversed {Gsm) —_ - — - — —_ —_— —_ - 25
Visual Closure (G} —_ —— e = 08 — - 25 — —
Picture Recognition (G} — i - g o= w—— — — — -
Sound Patterns (Ga) —_ — - op e — el —- —_ 25
Verbal Analogies (GfiGe) .18 - — — —_ _— 16 o . _
Quantitative Concepts  (Gg) - — o —_ A7 — 28 - - -
Test names are from WJTCA-R. Three of the tests have

Note: Boxes indicate common tests in respective clusters across WITCA and WITCA-R.
different names in WJTCA (Oral Vocabulary = Antonyms-Synonyms; Sound Blending

= Blending; Verbal Analogies = Analogies).
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road-based scores as the aptitude estimate, or, even
= SNppropriately. using only the WISC-11I Performance Scale under the
P S s— \ that it is not affected by the individual’'s comprehension-
AT problem may result in a large enough Type I discrepancy that
e ﬂltperm for services. However, these broad-based aptitude esti-
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~ Summary Comments
- The purpose of the WJTCA-R differential aptitude clusters is to provide
i predictions of current levels of achievement. If a person obtains low scores
on individual tests that measure cognitive abilities related to a specific
achievement area and these tests are included in the aptitude cluster, then
the person’s current achievement expectancies should also be lowered. This
expectancy information will be more accurately communicated by the nar-
rower WJTCA-R differential aptitude clusters than by any broad-based scores
from the WJTCA-R or other tests. The inability to provide the most appro-
priate services for an individual because of systems that only acknowledge
Type I discrepancies reflects a problem with the systems and not the mea-
surement instrument. After all, if you give a monkey a Stradivarius violin
and you get bad music, you don't blame the violin. ‘
3 The clinical utility example demonstrates the advantage of using aptitude
- measures comprising tests most directly related to the curriculum area of con-
- cem. It is because of their differential content that the WJTCA-R differential
 aptitude clusters provide the best curriculum-specific expectancy information
vailable in the field of psychoeducational assessment. In contrast, broad-based
on (i.e., some of the abilities m.ﬁhm‘mmmm
! ; cademi mﬂm}.!ﬂtﬁedm&;ﬁ?ﬂ”

- - w - Tt
I e 1

L g

ik,

L
R

O

|

B

e W il
PR L L



