9/27/2024

\]’ California Association
of School Psychologists

Equitable Assessment of Gifted and 2E
Students Using the Naglieri General Ability
Tests: Verbal, Nonverbal and Quantitative

Jack A. Naglieri, Ph.D.
Dina Brulles, Ph.D. & Kim Lansdowne, Ph.D.

jnaglieri@gmail.com dbrulles@gmail.com  Kimberly.Lansdowne@asu.edu

Websites:
NaglieriGiftedTests.com & Jacknaglieri.com

FOR MORE INEFORMATION PLEASE GO TO MY WEB PAGES

ElaE
JACKNAGLIERL.COM

Naglieri
General
Ability Tests
‘ Now Available
\

[ A
(1N AN
WL POV Y

Inequily in Gifted Te 4 Achieving Equily



https://1drv.ms/p/s!ApfnNlU5IXG8ked1VBO2g8n4bcUZ3g?e=6OfkPB

9/27/2024

This Presentation is SponsoreciidviHS

‘ MHS Products & Solutions v Training & Certification v Resources v Digital Trust Contact Us v Q 'Y;*-‘ Loginv

Areas of Assessment

Browse All

Browse and shop our wide selection of quality assessments

Featured < >

Autism Spectrum Disorder i
P Executive Function Gifted and Talented
Education
Assessments designed to identify symptoms . gswrengthsand | Tools and solutions used to identi fy students
and behaviors associated with Autism weaknesses of executive function behavior. ~ with hi igh potential across ever-increasin gly
Spectrum Disorder (Asp.  Gierse communities.

1 .Gifted or Talented?

2. ldentification Issues
3.What solutions did we create?

4 What about Twice
Exceptional gifted students?
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One Definition of Gifted & Talented

AnGi ftedness designates
use of untrained and spontaneously
expressed natural abilities (called aptitudes
or gifts), in at least one ability domain (e.g.
intellectual, creative, socio-affective,
perceptual / motor, and 0

AWBy contrast, o6talentod
mastery of systematically developed
abilities (or skills) and knowledge in at least

one field of human activity. o
Francois Gagne

Giftedr Very Smart
Clarification

of Terms
Talentedr Very Accomplished
T
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Profiles of Gifted Learners

A Creatively gifted people

A Gifted Perfectionists

A Highly and profoundly gifted

A Culturally & linguistically diverse
gifted students

A Twice-exceptional gifted students

A Non-productive gifted students

A High ability / high
achieving students — p—

1.Gifted or Talented?
2. ldentification Issues
3. What solutions did we create

4 What about Twice
Exceptional gifted students?
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Traditional 1Q and Achievement Tests

AWorking as a school psychologist iz
1975 | noticed that items on the [ <
WISC we were VERY similar to pa
of the achievement tests

AThePeabody Individual Achievement
Test(1970) had a General Informatiol §

and Arithmetic subtests JUST LIKE 1
WISCI!

ATHAT DID NOT MAKE SENSE

AlIn 1977A UGA for Ph.D. With Alan
Kaufman who said VIQ=achievement

1975 Charles Champagne
Elementary, Bethpage, NY

10

A
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1981 WISC-R =

PARENT'S.
‘Wechsler Intelligence Scale SCHOOR
Test Results and Interpretations: foe Colldren-Revieed PLACEOK
REFERRED By
On the WISC-R, Amanda earned a[Performance 1Q of 9547 wbich falls in
the average range of intelligence and at the 37th percentile rank in com- o ko o 1 e e “ﬁ'fc":’:?':::“f,kﬁ“.i“""mm'ﬂﬁ b T m»:ih %_v'_
parison to the children her age in the standardization sampl n contra coonecing e o v‘:“m % gy ol oLt —7-_,7__‘1__“_
to this score of average non-verbal intelligence was heq Verbal 1Q of 52+7. ’y % =
This score is quite low and indicates that her level of facility with th e i § 3 H i Jaat Seste S Score
éiglii §‘§§§§§ VERBAL TESTS 5
English language falls at about the 1st percentile rank.| This score can NOT ey DDIs:IéJ - EIE]DC__!EIEI“““ Information _._3_2
Similarities _9_. —A
be considered an estimate of verbal intelligence because Amanda speaks mostly 2 DEI : i T [ s —b
Supai and 1ittle English. Due to the Targe difference between these scores, L » S ||| el =
no Full Scale 1Q was computed. e s e o | L S ‘—2"—‘
s e gt W B T
Within the WISC-R a clear pattern emerged: Amanda performed well on M ey - oo || rromance s .
tasks that required little or no English language comprehension or expression, O, W A n
=
and poorly on all tasks which did require these linguistic skills. In fact, w, T T T
even if a task was visual and non-verbal, but required English language com- 7
6
prehension of instructions, she performed more poorly. s
3
~\/ Full Scal
WISGV Fellsale :
Verbal Visual Fluid Working Processing
Comprehension  Spatial Reasoning Memory Speed
Similarities Block Design Matrix Reasoning Digit Span Coding oS )7'- i 4 2 Prorebed frume & fove H necypen:
Vocabulary Visual Puzzies Figure Weights Picture Span Symbaoi Search
Information Picture Concepts u{re:fwgmbew Cancellation
Comprehension Sequencing

Naglieri, J. A. (1982). Does the WiBGneasure verbal intelligence for nelBnglish speaking childrenPsychology in the Schools, ,14978479.

bl 3t ASNAQE b2y OJSNDI f

AResearch on SMersions of the Naglieri Nonverbal Tests

ran

MAT @NNAT L Each of these versions
° e Nt s _ of the NNAT showed
) b A similar scores by RACE,
MAT ETHNICITY, & SEX and
=i — had strong correlation
- with achievement

Naglieri Nonverbal
“EAQL fggglf‘:rdms Abl?ltly Test 1997 NNATIndividual, NNAT-2 2008 NNAT3 2016

1985

This research convinced me that measuring intelligence using test questions that measured how well
I a0dzRSyd OFly GKAY]l sta I @FrftAR IyR SldzAdlotS$S

13
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Tests that Measure Thinking or Knowing?

8B NP AU\
Girl is woman as
g O boy is toman_?

3isfo 6 as
U/ 5isto 10 ?

@m0 © Cis to F as
1'2 3 Fisto A ?

How to Evaluate Thinking vs Knowing

What does the examinee have to How does the student have to think
know to complete a task? to complete a task?
AThis is dependent oimstruction AThis is dependergeeing how ideas
or things are related to one another

and some tasks just demand
remembering
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Why do we
measure
intelligence the
way we do?

The History of IQ tests

BinetA StanfordBinetA Army Mental Test§ WISC, CogAT, Olsat

T EE When working on the
1911 scale, Binet
removed items from
mcpny &aok t$§

depended too much on

a0Kzz2f f Sk

Terman added items dependent upo
school learning in the 1916 Stanferd
Binet because he believed
WAYGSttA3aSyOS d |GKS
levels is the highest form of mental
FoAtAGR QD

L

L.Terman

I NI KdzNJ hiAa
student) was instrumental in
the development of the U.S.
<:| Army Alpha (Verbal &
Quantitative) and Beta

(Nonverbal) and the Otis
Lennon Ability Test

y Qa
Wechsler based his

intelligence test on
the U.S. Army Mental
Tests (Verbal,
Quantitative &

Nonverbal)
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Alpha & Beta&® Wechsler

A Army Alpha
A Synonym Antonym
A Disarranged Sentences
A Number Series
A Arithmetic Problem
A Analogies
A Information

NUectio_

ARMY MENTAL TESTS

A Army Beta

A Maze
A Cube Imitation

A Geometrical
Construction

A Cube Construction Nonverbal
A Digit Symbol Q
A Pictorial Completion (Thinking)

Verbal &
Quantitative

1Q
(Knowledge)

WISC,
WJ

CogAT &
Otis-Lennon

19

2 SOKat SNQa

+ASS

A~ ~ z

2+t DJ

A2 SOKAf SN 60St ASO(aexks raansaras |3
and Performance Scales represente( of the i”?iﬁid‘ia't}? o
urposertully, to think rationally,
O Ratne ke eivedn | By
SYBANRBYYSYU 0mMdd
verbal and] nonverbal intelligencas =
being separate from g. Rather he saw
the Performance Scale as the most
sensible wayto measure the general
AyqufAHSVOS 27T
proficiency in English. (Kaufman,
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CONCEPT OF GENERAL INTELLIGENCE 6y

The Criteria of a Test of Intelligence. — Influenced
‘both by the theoretical discussion of general intelligence
‘and by the empirical work of testing, we have arrived

ertain requirements for a good test of intelligence,
which we may discuss under the four following headings:
1. Tests must be relatively new. — A good intelligence
test must avoid: as much as possible anything that is
commonly learned by the subjects tested. In a broad
sense this rests upon a differentiation between knowl-
edge and intelligence. To use as a test of intelligence
something that 1s commonly taught in school 1s not de-

AThis is a social

Pintner
(Intelligence Testing, 1923)

reached this particular g

€ Indicative of the

ck of intelligence in the

ruction, but on the other han
ng to th

le, because those children who have reached the
particular grade in which this is generally taught have
nemorized this fact, whereas other children of equal
or greater intelligence may have had no opportunity to
earn this same fact, simply because they may not haye
i ade in their school work. To

nvironment of the child rather than ?f hi
elligence. Failure to answer might mdeed.be du
case of school children of. a
ertai i ich this had been a matter of in-
o d a very intelligent child
e fact of his not being

was taught.

justice iss

communit

e it education

_-tan~ +ha nrattier

20

those from
disadvantaged

those with limited

ue for

ies and

Very Similar
Items on

Tests

WoodcockJohnson Cognitive & Achievement Tests (CHC)

45ATFTF Sthrréf‘ﬁew @otherwork for

Cognitive: Oral Vocabulary #1
subtest has a question like

Correct: Warm

| Cognitive: Test #17B Readin
VocabularyAntonyms subtest
has a question like thigell
me the opposite of up
Correct: down

Achievement: Reading

Vocabulary subtest #17 has aComprehensiorAntonyms

guestion like thisTell me
another work for Warm.
Correct: Hot

Achievement Test #1C Verbal

has a question like thigell
me the opposite of down.
Correct: up

21

10
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YYy2gf SRIS Aada LyOf dzRS

Stanford-
Binet-5 WISGCV WXV KABGI OLSAT CogAT

Averbal Averbal AComprehension AKnowIedge I |Averbal || Averbal Scale
AKnowledge Comprehension| Knowledge: AFollowing AAnalogies
AQuantitative Vocabulary, Vocabulary & ARlddIes directions Asentence
Reasoning Similarities, General AExpressive Averbal Completion
AVocabulary Information & Information Vocabulary, Reasoning Averbal
Averbal Comprehension | AFluid Reasoning:  Averbal AQuantitative Classification
Analogies AFluid Reasoning Number Series & Knowledge Averbal AQuantitative
Figure Weights, | Concept Arithmetic A4s5 pages of oral
Arithmetic Formation Reasoning instructions
AAuditory
Processing:
Phonological
Processing

What is the
Practical
Impact of
Intelligence
tests that are
confounded by
knowledge?

11
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National Survey of Gifted Education

Which of the following assessments does your district use to
identify gifted students? Select all that apply.

EdWeek” 9
ResearchCenter = @ B = VYot

. . Wescher Intelligence Scale for Children
Glfted Educatlon These tests Maglieri Nonverbal Ability Test

haVe Vel’ba| Woodcock Johnson
and
quantitative
guestions and
lengthy verbal
directions

Otis-Lennon

Test Bias vs Test Equity

According to theStandards for Educational and Psychological
Testing(AERA, APA, NCME, 2014) Psychometric TEST BIAS and
EQUIT ére two different ways of measuring test fairness.

AX if a person has had limited
opportunities to learn the content in a
test of intelligence that test may be

STANDARDS considered unfaibecause it penalizes

s tiary students for not knowing the answers)

even if there is no evidence of

psychometric test bias.

AEvidence of EQUITY is examined by test
content and mean score differences

12
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By Race By Ethnicity
TRADITIONAL Tests that require knowledge 9.4 6.4
R ace an d Et h n | C OtisLennon School Ability Test (district wide) 13.6 =
) StanfordBinet IV (normative sample) 12.6 -
D |ffe rences f CogAT7 Nonverbal 11.8 7.6
.. WISEGV (normative sample) 11.6 -
Trad |t| on al Nn d W2 Il (normative sample) 10.9 10.7
. K-ABC |l FluiCrystallized Index 9.4 9.8
S e CO n dG e n e I’atl O n WISGV (statistical controls normative sample) 8.7 54
I nte I | | g ence Te St K-ABC Il Mental Processing Index 8.1 8.2
CogATTotal (V, Q & NV) 7.0 4.5
) CogAT?# Verbal 6.6 53
l{gdllesrﬁ]taq_ﬂlng CogAT Nonverbal 6.4 2.9
NAGLIERI CogATRQuantitative 5.6 3.6
LAY T SECOND GENERATION Tests that require minimal knov 4.5 25
"“o CAS2 (normative sample) 6.3 4.5
Al b it b Naglieri General Ability TeSterbal (Ns= 392 & 709) 6.2 1.0
— Naglieri General Ability TeQuantitative (Ns= 392 & 709) 5.5 4.4
{i" Naglieri = CAS (statistical controls normative sample) 4.8 4.8
Note: The resuls summrized here iere reported for he-Desnon School Abiy Test Naglieri General Ability Testonverbal (Ns= 392 & 709) 4.4 0.3
ey L o0 eon ! CAS2 (statistical controls normative sample) 43 1.8
O, g ard ol (013, e 17 by Camen Wstor v e 650t | Naglieri General Abilty TeQuantitative (N = 6,098) 43 2.9
O Kl A Wiieh of the Three KAGbal Scores s e Las Basea Jouml o NNAT (matched samples) 4.2 2.8
(2005 CAB g GRS it by Nl Do, and Godsten (o14a and 2014 aggeri | Naglieri General Ability Teerbal (N=5,739) 4.2 13
Nagler Briles, and Lanadowne (2023 & 205¢)and Sevamenan et 2024 (1 pessy. Naglieri General Ability Testonverbal (N=6,887) 3.5 0.9
CAS2 Brief (normative samples) 2.0 2.8

26
. CALIFORNIA (CA) REPORT CARD
Denied: = —
G e ntry et al oo, 7 Eeomemmmees
" [] !:.::\am -
Key Findings
+ Underrepresentation of AIAN, Black, Latinx, and NHPI students is widespread and ot e
persistent across the United States, continuing a trend of more than 40 years; whereas,
Asian and White students are consistently well-represented.
« Studentsin Rural and Town locales are more likely to be less proportionally represented
than their Suburb and City counterparts. - (G
27

13
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Numbers of Gifted Students Missed = 1,266,708

Gifted Enrollment by Race and Ethnicity as of 2020 (updated 2024). =g
Difference
N in Public N Potentially N Students in e — l{gﬂ?;lsr}angmg
Education K-12 |Gifted (8%; 92 |gifted K g
N - Potential and NAGLIER
in 2020 percentile) programs \dentified e m:‘:’,m,v\, TR
White 23,834,458 1,906,757 1,937,350 30,593 _‘..‘Q: ”
R .
Black 7,754,506 620,360 330,774 -289,586 A Call for EQUITY in Gifted Education
Hispanic 14,337,467 1,146,997 600,498 -546,499 ——— "
{{ Naglie
Native Americans 748,000 59,840 26,700 -33,140 —
Two or More Races 1,641,817 131,345 105,371 -25,974
Total Non-Whites 24,481,790 1,958,543 1,063,343 -895,200
1. Representation Ratio formula: N in Gifted Education / Potential N in Gifted Education.
2. Total Enroliment data from Table 203.60. Enroliment and percentage distribution of enroliment in public elementary and secondary schools, by
racefethnicity and level of education: Fall 1999 through fall 2027. hitps://nces.ed gov/programs/digest/d17/tables/dt17_203.60.asp
3. Gifted Enroliment data from Table 204.80. Number of public-school students enrolled in gifted and talented programs, by sex, race/ethnicity, and state:
Selected years, 2004 through 2013-14. https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d17 ftables/dt17 204.80.asp
4. From: Brulles, D., Lansdowne, K. & Naglieri, J. A. (2022). Understanding and Using the Noglieri General Ability Tests: A Call to Equity in Gifted
i i MN: Free Spirit ishing.
5. Native American data from: Steven C. Haas, Associate Director, Indigenous Students Leap Ahead (ISLA) Project.
Percent of Schools that do not Identify 41.5%
Additional norwhite gifted students = 41.5% of 895,200 N = 371,508

Total nonwhite gifted students missed

28

1,266,708Students Missed Would Connect Denver to San Francisco !

*Salem

OREGON

(OR)

KANSA!

(KS)

ARIZONA

(AZ)
*
Phoenix

& | canaDA

‘yALKA i

29
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30

ation Prograr

OSEP Fast Facts: Race and Ethnicity of Children with Disabilities Served under IDEA Part B

For the purposes of this fact sheet, racial ethnic groups are defined in the IDEA Part B Child Count and Educational Environments for School Year 2019-
2020, OSEP Data Documentation. https://www?2.ed.gov/programs/osepidea/618-data/collection-documentation/data-documentation-files/part-b/child-
count-and-educational-environment/idea-partb-childcountandedenvironment-2019-20. pdf

Risk Ratio of Students with Disabilities by Disability Category and by Specific Race and Ethnicity, Ages 5 (in kindergarten)
through 21: SY 2019-20

3 Tl DAL ~ & The relative risk ratio of students wit
disabilities under IDEA by race and
Ethnicity is the probability of a
student with a disability being
identified for intellectual disability.
The higher the number, the larger thd

All Students with Disabilities
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian

Black or African American

probability. NationallyBlack
Students are 1.48 times moreg
likely to be identified with

intellectual disabilitycompared
0fo2 04 06 08 1.0 12 1.4 1.6 1.8 20 22 24 26 to all students with disabilities.

Hispanic/Latino
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacifi...
Two or more races

White

https://sites.ed.gov/idea/osegast-factsraceandethnicity-of-childrenwith-disabilitiesservedunderidea-part-b/
https://ldaamerica.org/lda_today/disproportionatédentificationof-studentsof-color-in-specialeducation/

31

Academic Learning Loss & COVID

ACOVIBL9 has increased the impact of disparities in S
access and opportunity for students of color and they o
are even further behind than they were before.

ATheirscores on traditional intelligence testwhich
demand knowledgare even more inaccurate.

ASolutions

AFor traditional tests, use posEOVID norms only.

AUse intelligence tests that are not dependent upon
knowledge

Education in a Pandemic: The Disparate Impacts of @O¥ID2 Y | YSNA OF Q& {-GfizRoBoni & o
Rights. June, 21, 202ttps://www?2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/2021 066 pactsof-covid19.p

15


https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/20210608-impacts-of-covid19.pdf
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APA Apology for Promoting Racism

WPl t ! NB O 2oy df psBolody i S monjoren
LINEY2(3GAY3IXNFOAAYZI | YR GK y hO|Ogy 0 K
on communitiesofcoldNd X | yR (G4KS g1 & Syi
intelligence has been systematically used to create the oGy
ARS2ft23¢e 2F 2KAUS adzLINBY I ORI OIS

w¢ KNR dzZ3 K2 dzii K $sychapgistsinvdlabdBin
test development supported eugenics

t a4 & OK 2Helged ® creéte express, and sustain them,
continues to bear their indelible imprint, and often continug
to publish research that conforms witkiVhite racial hierarch

APAS apology to people of color

The test you choose
determines the
results you receive,
the decisions you
make, and the future
of your students

That is thePractical Impact
of test selection

16
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wSTFEtSOGA2Y GAYSX

AVhat was the MOST important idea
that was shared so far

Gifted or Talented?

What solutions did we create
about

17
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Reducing Under-
representation of Minority
Children in Gifted

Education -
SENG 2004 Washington DC

Jack A. Naglieri, Ph.D.
Professor of Psychology
George Mason University

www.jacknaglieri.com

37
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The Naglieri General
Ability Tests: Verbal,
Nonverbal and
Quantitative

Jack A. Naglieri, Ph.Onaglieri@gmail.com
Dina Brulles, Ph.Ddbrulles@gmail.com
Kim Lansdowne, Ph.D.iknberly.Lansdowne@asu.edu

Publisher: MHS
Contact: Debbie.Roby@MHS.com
Phone: 214.908.7769

Learn More

NaglieriGiftedTests.com

18
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General Ability Tests
www.NaglieriGiftedTests.com
NaglieriGiftedTests@gmail.com
@NaglieriGeneralAbilityTests
Naglieri General Ability Tests

Naglieri General Ability Tests

Naglieri General Ability Tests: Verbal, Nonverbal anc
Quantitative Technical and Administration Manuals

s 8 Verkal = E Verhal
a Ierl Noaverbal a Ierl Nonverbal
Osastitative Quantiative
Generat Abllity Tests General Ability Teste

Naglieri General Naglieri General
Ability Tests Ability Tests

Technical Manual Administration Manual

19
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2016¢ 2022 Developmental Process

to measure general ability using:

Naglieri General Ability Tests (1 Naglieri &=

* We explicitly made tests for equitable identification of students
from diverse cultural, linguistic, or socioeconomic backgrounds
¢ We used the traditional Verbal, Nonverbal and Quantitative formats

» Test questions that do not require academic knowledge,

* Verbal and Quantitative test questions that can be solved using any language,
* Animated instructions remove the need for comprehension of directions,

* A multiple-choice response removes the need for verbal expression.

* Online (and paper) administration for group or individual assessment

* Universal assessment using local and national norms

..... | Ability T

40

The Naglieri & measures general
ability using pictures of objects
representing verbal concepts. The
items are comprised of universally
recognized pictures that do not rely
on knowledge acquired in academic
settings.

The studentds task
which of the six pictures does not
represent the verbal concept shared
by the other five.

The test items require close
examination of the relationships
among the pictures .

)

4
S

-
n Naglieri ‘ Verbal

Naglieri General Ability TesVerbal
(Naglieri & Brulles)

41

20
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Turn & Talk

5
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The Naglieri NV measures general
ability using questions that require
a student to recognize the
relationships among the shapes.

The structure of the items varies,

but all items require that the

student decipher the logic behind
the relationships among the shapes,
sequences, spatial orientations,
patterns, and other distinguishing
characteristics.

This nonverbal test is conceptually
similar to the NNAT3 but it contains
many NEW kinds of items not
included before.

I,] N_agliiﬁ ‘ Nonverbal

...... 1 Ability Tests

Naglieri General Ability Tegtionverbal
(Naglieri)

44

22
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Turn & Talk

DR

46

The Naglieri @Q measures general
ability using numbers and/or symbols.
Students must decipher the logic behind
the relationships among the numbers
and symboals to identify the answer.

Items require the student to determine
equivalency of simple quantities,
analyze a matrix of numbers and solve
mathematical sequences.

Items require minimal academic
knowledge, and the calculation
requirements are simple.

The items have no verbal requirements
(i.e., no math word problems) so that
they can be solved regardless of the
language used by the student.

12 10 13 9 11

N N_agm ‘ Quantitative

Naglieri General Ability TesQuantitative
(Naglieri & Lansdowne)

47
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Turn & Talk

40 42 45‘ 39

617|897 @A i m2 ?
7 7

me 12 53] (4

24
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Naglieri General Ability TesQuantitative
(Naglieri & Lansdowne)

50

Now that you have seen some of the items,
what do you think ?

25
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Naglieri General Ability Tests: Verbal, Nonverbal anc
Quantitative Technical and Administration Manuals

52

o S Verbal . ® Verhal
aglieri aglieri =
Naglieri

..... | Ability Tests

Naglieri General Naglieri General
Ability Tests Ability Tests

Technical Manual Administration Manual

Response Style Indicator Legend

CompletionTime

CompletionTimeFlag
Omitteditems

Omitted Items Flag
Identical Responses

Identical Responses Flag

Inconsistent Responses

Inconsistent Responses Flag
Score Legend

Attempted
DateTested
TimedOut

ItemsAttempted
RawScore
PercentileRank

Stanine
StandardScore

Confidencelnterval

Total

Additional Information Legend
-1
Duplicate

53

The amount of time in minutes from when the student started the items to when they timed out or submitted the test.*

If a student responded to all items within a test in two minutes or less, a flag will appear to indicate an unusualgptaserstyle. **
indicates that there is no flag.*

The number of items the student viewed but did not answer before they timed out or submitted the test.

If a student omitted a certain number of items on the test, a flag will appear. For students in Kindergarten and Gragearhitigeappear:
if they omit 10 or more items on the test and for students in Grades 2 to 6, the warning appears if they omit 5 or momniteentest. "
indicates that there is no flag.

The number of identical responses (e.qg., selecting option 2) a student provided in a row.

If a student provided identical responses to 10 or more consecutive items on the test, a flag will afjpedicétes that tiere is no flag.

The ratio between the number of correct responses for harder items and the number of correct responses for easier items.
If a student has a smaller ratio (i.e., values below 0.8) a flag will appear which indicates that the student correctigcamsveeof the
difficult items on the test compared to the easier items.ihdicates that there is no flag.

Indicates if the student completed the test. CBS (Cannot Be Scored) indicates a test was not completed or attemptedfaredrtber
score can be calculated.

The date the student completed the test.

Indicates if the student timed out of the test before completing all the items.

The number of items the student attempted before they timed out or submitted the test.

The sum of the items answered correctly on a specific test, up to the point where the discontinue rule is met.

The percentage of students in the norm sample who obtained the same or lower score than the score obtained by the student.

The value a student ranks out of nine broad categories.
The student's ability, relative to the average of the norm sample.

This shows a range of values based on the standard score that you can be 95% confident contains the student's true score.
When a student has completed all three tests, a Total Score based on all three tests is computed. When a student has cotpplece
tests, a Total Score based on the tfest combination is computed.

Indicates a student never saw the item
Indicates that 2 or more of the same test records exist for this student ID. The most recent record has been scored.

*Note: If the timer is turned off on the student's test, the completion time will only reflect the time spent in the testettéle timer was turned off. This may result in a completi

!time flag if the timer was turned off before 2 minutes. !

26



9/27/2024

Copyright © 2024 Muli-Heaith Systems,Inc.(M¥S,inc), Al ights resenved. AMHS ! !

54

The verbal, nonverbal, and quantitative content on each of the Naglieri General Ability Tests™ gives students
multiple opportunities to show their ability. The tests were developed to allow students to answer the
questions using any language

The Naglieri General Ability Tests-Verbal uses pictures that represent d o
verbal concepts. The student needs to figure out what verbal concept is

shared by five of the pictures to select which picture does not represent r,! - .
the concept i

The Naglieri General Ability Tests-Nonverbal uses questions that are - i

presented using shapes and diagrams, The student needs to find the o=
relationships among shapes, their color and other features to figure out P =R ]
which answer completes the pattern. - Bt it
The Naglieri General Ability Tests-Quantitative uses numbers and

shapes that are arranged in a pattern. The student needs to identify 2|[wl[u]ls|ln
patterns and sequences of basic math concepts. 5 o |

| A score that compares a student to a national sample of students in the same
grade using scores that range from 1st (low) to 99th (high). For example, a
90th percentile rank would mean that the student earned a score that was
equal to or greater than 90% of students in the national sampie.

National Percentile Rank

A score that compares a student to a national sample of students in the same
grade using scores that range from 1 (low) to 9 (high)

National Stanine
A score that compares a student to a national sample of students in the same.

P e o ‘ grade using scores that range from 55 (low) to 145 (high)

A score that compares a student to a national sample of students in the same

Total Score
grade based on any combination of the tests.

Student Name: John Tigerwood
Student ID: 123456

Grade: 3

School: Manhattan Public School

School District: Dovercourt Public District School Board

Individual Report

John recently took the Naglieri General Ability Tests™. The tests measure general ability using verbal,
nonverbal, and quantitative questions that were created to provide students an equal opportunity to show
their ability. The Naglieri General Ability Tests compare each student to their peers, The figure below shows
how most students in the sample score. Scores that are within the "Average” category (middle of the graph)
aceur most often. Scores above ar below this range occur less often. Above Average scores indicate high
general ability. The score profile is found in the table below, Note that if only one test was administered, a
Total Score cannot be calculated.

Bolow Avorage Avwage | Abowe | VeryMuch
H {Avorage | Above Awrage
Percentie L PR AT S AT AR S ) )
T 5 10p0304050607080:90 95 | 99
Stanine L I PRI 1 )
4 5 6 ¥ 8 ¢ 9

Standand Score L B ~ L L L 1 J

e 70 w0 ms 1m0 s

Note. SD= Standard Deviation.

National
Standard Score

National
Stanine

National
Percentile Rank

Date Tested

YYYY-MM-DD)

Naglieri-Verbal 2024-01-01 l 85th 7 18
Naglieri-Nonverbal 2024-01-10 ‘ 90th 8 221
Naglieri-Quantitative 2024-01-03 92nd 8 126
Total Score 91t 8 122
For more information
on the Naglieri General Ability Tests™, scan the QR code or view. | 19 %ode
URL: ... d
Copyrig Must-Health Systems. Inc. (MHS,Inc). Al ights eserved. §MHS

Research Evidence of Equity

Selvamenan, M., Paolozza, A., Solomon, J., Naglieri, J. A., & Schmidt, M. T. (Psychology in the Schools, 2004). Race, Ethnic, Gender, and Parental
Education Level Differences on Verbal, Nonverbal, and Quantitative Naglieri General Ability Tests: Achieving Equity.
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A N= 3,6305ample closely matches
the US population on key
demographics

A No GENDER differencésund
betweenmalesandfemalesfor
raw score across all forms

No RACE/ETHNICITifferences
amongWhite, Black, & Hispanic
for raw score across all forms

No PARENTIAL EDUCATIONAL
differencesamong five education
levels (No high school diploma;
High School graduate; Some
02ffS3Sk! aa20Al |

FOKSt 2NQna RS3INJ
Graduate/professional degree) for
raw score across all forms

bttt | bt | ittt
RESEARCH ARTICLE WILEY
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parental education level differences on the
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QUANTITATIN s 7 5 5 2

® 1L
TEST -
@ I_zl Bl n

A N= 2,841Sample closely
matches the US population on
key demographics

A No GENDER differencésund
betweenmalesandfemalesfor
raw score across all forms

A NoRACE/ETHNICITY
differencesamongWhite,
Black, & Hispanifor raw score
across all forms

A No PARENTIAL EDUCATIONAL
differencesamong five
education levels (No high
school diploma; High School

raduate; Some . .
B2 (RS T8 42 OA |
ST I OKSt 2NXQa RS3AN
Graduate/professional degree)
for raw score across all forms

VERBAL

TEST
4

A N= 2,482Sample closely matches
the US population on key
demographics

A No GENDER differencésund
betweenmalesandfemalesfor
raw score across all forms

A No RACE/ETHNICIB\ferences
amongWhite, Black, & Hispaniéor
raw score across all forms

A No PARENTIAL EDUCATIONAL
differencesamong five education
levels (No high school diploma;
High School graduate; Some
02ttt S3Sk! aaz20Al

I OKSt 2 NQa

» U

RSINB
Graduate/professional degree) for
raw score across all forms

]
B
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Summary of Reliability, Validity and Fairness

AThe NagliegV items were subjected to a cultural review

A Reliability coefficientsor the Verbal, Nonverbal and Quantitative tests whigh and
exceed guidelinesor test reliability

A Confirmatory factor analysis of the three tests, independently and in combination
supported a broad factoof general ability

AThe NagliegNV correlated significanthyith the NNAT3
A Gifted students scored considerably high#ran students from the general population

A All test ITEMS were inspected for fairness by gender, race, ethnicity, parental education
level (PEL), and primary language spoken using differential item functioning (DIF) and
analyses of covarianceegligible to small differences were found

A Overall, initial findings suggest that the Naglieri General Ability Tests meet guidelines for
reliability, validity, and fairness

56

Comparison of English and NEnglish Groups

Table 6.30. Demographic Characteristics of Matched English and Non-English Sample: Naglieri General Ability Tests

ATotal sample size = 322

AA matched sample was
randomly drawn, pairing
an Englistspeaking
student with a Non
Englishspeaking student
on the basis of gender,
race, ethnicity, region, and
age
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Group Differences by Primary Language Spok

Trivial Standard Score
Differences

Table 6,31, Group Differences by Primary Language Spoken: Naglieri General Ahility Tests

Language Descriptives Differences

Spoken 5D Cohen'sd | 95%Cl t

105

1013 101.2 100.8

Naglieri-V

m English m Non-English

100 — — 99.8
90 Naglieri-Q

Verbal NonVerbal Quantitative

Naglieri-NV

Note. N = 161 for each English and Non-English group. f statistic produced from a Welch Two Sample test, Cohen's |d]: small effect size = 0.20 to 0.49;
medium effect size = 0,50 t0 0.79; large effect size 2 0.80. Positive d values indicate higher scores for English Primary students. Naglieri-V = Naglieri
General Ability Tests-Verbal; Naglieri-NV = Naglieri General Ability Tests-Nonverbal; Naglieri-Q = Naglieri General Ability Tests-Quantitative.
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Female (N = 3,000) Male (N = 2,999) Differences

® Female mMale

104
102 41009 1005 101.3
100 99.0 e 5
98
96
94
92
90

Verbal Nonverbal Quantitative

Table 7.9. Group Differences by Gender: Naglieri General Ability Tests

Test Gender .
Female Cohen's d

Naglieri-V

Naglieri-NV

Naglieri-Q

Total Score

Note. Female N = 3,000 and Male = 2,999, Guidelines for interprefing Cohen's |o: small effect size = 0.20 to 0.49; medium effect
size = 0.5010.0.79; arge effect size >= 0.80. Positive Cohen's d values imply higher scores for females. Naglieri-V = Naglier
General Abily Tests-Verbal; Naglieri-NV = Naglieni General Abilty Tests-Nonverbal, Nagiieri-Cl = Naglieri General Abilty Tests—
Quanitative. Naglieri-V/ = Naglieri General Abilty Tests-Verbal; Naglieri-NV = Naglieri General Ability Tests-Nonverbal; Naglier-Q

! =Nagieri General Abiity Tests-Quaniitafive; Total Score = Naglieri General Abilty Tests-Total Standard Score. !
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POST COVHNational Norms

Gradebased National Norms 1,000 students pre grade (K to grade 5).

Table 1. National Norm Sample Characteristics.

Demographic N % U.S. Census (%) Difference (%)
Asian 235 3.9 4.7 -0.8
Black 919 15.3 12.9 24
Race/Ethnicity Hispanic 1,261 21.0 23.3 23
White 2,914 48.6 46.1 2.5
Other 671 11.2 12.9 -1.7
Northeast 804 13.4 15.9 -2.5
Ui Ragan Midwest 1,270 21.2 20.2 1.0
South 2,328 38.8 38.1 0.7
West 1,598 26.6 25.7 0.9

Total National Norm Sample 6,000 100.0
Note. U.S. population derived from the 2019 American Community Survey.

How dodifferent tests

¢ use thesameability?

i\

AEven though the tests have
different content (shapes,
words, numbers) they all
reronEI SYSNIt [ 07

AThey all require
understanding relationships
among things or ideas
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Summary: Equitable Assessment of Intelligence

AEquitable evaluation of intelligencdemands test questions that can
be solved regardless of the amount of academic knowledge and
facility with language a student has

AWe have shown that
AGeneral abilityd) can be measured equitablgicross Verbal, Quantitative and
Nonverbal content if the tests do not require academic knowledge

AVerbal, Quantitative and Nonverbal aaedescription of the content
of the test) 1] dzSNOTdifférghttypes of intelligence

AEquitable tests measure THINKING in a manner that is minimally
influenced by KNOWING

Following identification, how can we create more
equitable and inclusive gifted programs and
services?

Schools must expand their views, procedures and
practices on programs for gifted learners.

Adapted from Understanding and Using the Naglieri General Abilty Tests by by Dina M. Brulles, Ph.D., Kimberly Lansdowne, Ph.D., and Jack A. Naglieri, Ph.D.. copyright © 2022. Free Spirit Publishing Inc., Minneapolis. MN; 800-735-7323; freespirt.com. Al rights reserved.
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Four Common Program
Models Examined
through an equity lens

ACluster Grouping
AHonors Classes
AEnrichment Classes
ASelfcontained Programs

For more information
about instruction see:

INCLUDES DIGITAL
‘CONTENT LINK

Understanding
ANDUSIngTHE

NAGLIERI

GENERAL ABILITY TESTS.‘ .
(]

e

A Call for EQUITY in Gifted Education

Dina M. Brulles, Ph.D.
L4 ®  Verbal
Na g ller Nonverbal
Quantitative

Kimberly Lansdowne, Ph.D.
Jack A. Naglieri, Ph.D.

free spirit
PUBLISHING®

PART THREE Instructional Approaches

CHAPTER 5 The Next Step: Achieving Equity in Gifted P
Providing Context: Background, Current Circumstances,

High General Ability Without High Achi

Another Shift in Perspective
Gifted Programming Approaches for Serving

Underrepresented Populations . ..
Using Local or Building Norms in Your Gifted Program
Developing a Strengths-Based Approach .
Collaborating with District Departments .
Promoting a Sense of Belonging. ........

Contextual Considerations: Development, Environment,
and Identity Group
Chapter Summary ...

CHAPTER 6 Culturally
Teaching All Gifted Learners

Reflective Teaching Yields Respons 100
What Is Culturally Responsive Te 102
Developing a Culturally Responsive / 102
The Role of Culturally Responsive Pedagogy in the Gifted C! 104
Examining Teachers’ Perspectives and Instructional Approaches 105

How Does Culturally Responsive Teaching Work?
Culturally Responsive Teaching as a Strengths-Based Approach
Cultural Awarene

valuating Practices
ing About Your Students: A Starting Point. ...................
Expanding Perspectives Through Content ..

Commonal

es in and Across Content Are
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What reactions do

you have about this

new way to identify
gifted students?

What questions do
you have?

1.Gifted or Talented?
2. ldentification Issues
3. What solutions did we create

4 \What about Twice Exception:
gifted students?

33
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68

wice Exceptional Gifted
Students with Specific Learning

Disability, Autism or ADHD:
Neurodiversity and PASS Proflles

For a complete handout on
Neurodiversityand 2E P e
assessment scan this QR ca¥le fExiurilsE,

69

Neurodiversity and Twice Exceptional
Gifted students

Aldentification of gifted students with a
disability (2E) demands consideration of

guidelines in the
ADSMWfor Attention Deficit Disorder and Autism
Spectrum disorder and v
AIDEAfor Specific Learning Disabilities. ..,__ -y
AThese students are better understood when | E o |
we describe neurodiversity according to a L -  —
XTI

theory of BRAIN FUNCTION (e.g., A. R. Lur‘.a,

AWe will examine PASS patterns of strengths
and weaknesses for these three groups
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Episode 230: Measuring
Thinking Rather Than
Knowledge with Dr. Jack
Naglieri (pt 2)

Neurowersiy Podcast rouow sae G ¥E
5N‘f‘/_ 5

Aty Measuring Thinking Rather Than Know
':’:!'-if."":.‘.; Junz1, 2024 H & s
The Neuro
Diversity | |
Episode 229: Measuring o -
Thinki Rather Th K led (X
Podcasts with br. Jack Nagheri (ot - PEEANON Al ~ IO

70
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Twice exceptional
gifted students with

~
<

1\(-(//(.(
atffe

> QUIUONDULY 7

A Specific Learning
Disabilities (SLD)

A Attention Deficit
Hyperactivity Disorder

Q
o)

(ADHD)
AAutism Spectrum e
Disorders (ASD) ” f {I'i)g,

AcCan be described as
dNeurodiversebd

AWhi ch meansé
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Gifted Students with Disabillities

ATwice exceptional, or 2E, refers to intellectually gifted children who

have aspecific learning disabilitye.g., dyslexia),

ASpecific learning
disability assessment
involves intellectual and
academic assessment
typically by a school or
private psychologist

“(30) SPECIFIC LEARNING DISARILITY. —

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘specific learning dis-
ability’ means a disorder in 1 or more of the basic psycho-
logical processes involved in understanding or in using

language, spoken or written, which disorder may manifest
itself in the imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read,
write, spell, or do mathematical calculations.

(B) DISORDERS INCLUDED.—Such term includes such
conditions as perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal
brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia.

“(C) DISORDERS NOT INCLUDED.—Such term does not
include a learning problem that is primarily the result
of visual, hearing, or motor disabilities, of mental retarda-

tion, of emotional disturbance, or of environmental, cul-

tural, or economic disadvantage.
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Efforts to Identify Gifted Students (2018)

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR

Gifted Ghildren

Position

Statement
(Approved August 2018)

AWb! D/ NBO2' ¥
Xdza Ay =av 2 L{, _ S
expanded and ancl"ary Rewmmenl{ljsaet;f";r}i:nlljlgs-vfurGlftedandTwu:e Exceptional Identification
AYRSE
document giftedness
Xpatterns of strengths
and weaknessefor
twice exceptional ¥

H e the Expanded Fluid Index (EFI) (MR, FW, PC, and AR),
children

a O 2 NJ In comprehensive assessment of gifted and twice exceptional children, the WISC-V Full Scale 1Q score should not
be required. The Full Scale score may be disadvantageous for such students and may impede efforts to ensure
that gifted classrooms, programs, and schools are accessible to children with disabilities.

Instead, NAGC recommends that any one of the following WISC-V scores (subtests in parentheses), should be
acceptable for use in the selection process for gifted programs if it falls within the confidence interval of the
required score for admission:

e the Verbal (Expanded Crystallized) Index (VECI) (S, VC, IN and CO),

the Nonverbal Index (NVI) (BD, MR, CD, FW, VP, and PS),

e the General Ability Index (GAI) (BD, SI, MR, VC and FW),
e the Full Scale 1Q Score (FSIQ) (BD, SI, MR, DS, CD, VC, and FW), and/or
e the Expanded General Ability Index (EGAI) (SI, VC, IN, CO, BD, MR, FW and AR).

The Quantitative Reasoning Index (QRI) (FW and AR) serves as a good indicator of mathematical talent.

; Information about scores is available in test manuals and WISC-V Technical Reports #1 and 5. !
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LES: Journal Article
®

Structural validity of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children—
Fifth Edition: Confirmatory factor analyses with the 16 primary and
secondary subtests.

Revisiting Carroll’s Survey of Factor-Analytic Studies: Implications for the
Clinical Assessment of Intelligence

Psychological

Assessment

tkins, Marley W. Dombrowski, Stefan C.

Canivez, G. L., Watkins, M. W., & Dombrowski, S. C. (2017). Structural validity of the Wechsler
Intesligence Scale for Children—Fifth Edition: Confirmatory factor analyses with the 16 primary and
seconcary sublests. Peychologleal Assesament, 204), 453472
https:/idol.org/10.1037/pas0000358

AX ¢ K S YII

f ft Ldl% NI
variance ynjquely capture
wadzousqé ég }IB R
factors [tscalesl] f questlonable

Canivez, Gary L. Nicholas F. Benson and fexander Beaujean R an J. MeGil
B ily Calle

of Willin & Mar

Stefan C. Dombrowski
Roder University

)\UQTIyé &esultg of this study
_indicate that mostcognitive
S’ollbllﬂlesus%cﬁiled HdhER dzLJ
I NNEde-str@tam theory

interpretive value independent
of g (FSIQ general intelligence)

A Present CFA results confirm the EFA results (Canivez,
Watkins, & Dombrowski, 2015); Dombrowski,
Canivez, Watkins, & Beatgean {2015); and Canivez,
Dombrowski, & Watkins (2015

75

have little-to-no interpretive
relevanceabove and beyond
that of general intelligence
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Watkins, M. W., & Canivez, G. L. (2021). Assessing the psychometric utility of 1Q scores: A tutorial using the Welijesteeirstehle
for childrercfifth edition. School Péycho?ogy Rewe\aaa psy ty g

Benson, N. F., Beaujean, A. A., McGill, R. J, & Dombrowski, S. C. (2018). Relidii ff
Implications for the Clinical Assessment of Intelligef®:chological AssessmeB®, 8, 10281038.

Canivez, G. lWatkins, M. W., & Dombrowski, S. C. (2017). Structural validity dMéaghsler Intelligence Scale for ChildigFifth
Edition: Confirmatory factor analyses with the 16 primary and secondary subtestehological ASsessment, 298-472.

Canivez, G. L& McGill, R. J. (2016). Factor structure of Bifferential Ability ScalesSecond EditionEngorator and hierarchical
factor analyses with the core subtesBsychological Assessment, 28751488. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/pas0000279

Canivez, G, L., & McGill, R. J. (2016). Factor structure Diffeeential Ability ScalesSecond EditionExploratory and hierarchical factor
analyses with the core subtests. Psychological Assessment, 2& 14885 https://doi.org/10.1037/pas000027

Canivez, G. L. (2008). Orthogonal higher order factor structure @ttngford-Binet Intelligence ScaleBifth Editionfor children and
adolescents. School Psychology Quarterly, 23¢588.

Dombrowski, S. GGanivez, G. L& Watkins, M. W. 'g2017, May). Factor structure of thelIBQV primary subtests across four
standardization age group&ontemporary School Psychologgivance online pubiication.

4 {-ATWESSBudies T CL Od 2 NJ

Dombrowski, S. C., McGill, R. JCanivez, G. [2017). Exploratory and hierarchical factor analysis oMHelV Cognitivat school
age.Psychological Assessment, 394-407.

McGill, R. J., &€anivez, G. (2017, October). Confirmatory factor analyses of WitS@IV Spanisttore and supplemental Subtests:
Vagldatlton evidence of the Wechsler and CHC modatistnational Journal of School and Educational Psycholsdyance online
publication.

Watkins, M. W., Dombrowski, S. C.C&nivez, G. (2017, October). Reliability and factorial validity of tbanadian Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for Childrefrifth Edition International Journal of School and Educational Psychology
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Assessment

KABdI
2017, Vol. 24(4) 540-552

Exploratory Higher Order Analysis of the oo xis

Reprints and permissions

Ad b 2 S OA R Lurialnterpretive Model on the Kaufman s,
four-factor (Luria = Assessment Battery for Children-Second o
model) solution Edition (KABC-II) School-Age Battery

gl a T2dzyt
ASupport for the Ryan J. McGill' and Angelia R, Spurgin'

u S NJ_JN‘I Abstract

Higher order factor structure of the Luria interpretive scheme on the Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children-Second

Sh ou I d focus Edition (KABC-II) for the 7- to |2-year and the 13- to 18-year age groups in the KABC-Il normative sample (N = 2,025) is
- . - reported. Using exploratory factor analysis, multiple factor extraction criteria, and hierarchical exploratory factor analysis
prl marl Iy, If not not included in the KABC-Il manual, two-, three-, and four-factor extractions were analyzed to assess the hierarchical

1 factor structure by sequentially partitioning variance appropriately to higher order and lower order dimensions as
eXQI urSI\»(er’ at that recommended by Carroll. No evidence for a four-facter solution was found. Results showed that the largest portions of

’
f S Q S f € total and common variance were accounted for by the second-order general factor and that interpretation should focus
primarily, if not exclusively, at that level of measurement.
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School Psychology Quarterly @ 3011 American Psychological Association
2011, Vol. 26, No. 4, 305-317 104538301 U§12.00  DOL: 10.1037/a0025973 Ca eS

Hierarchical Factor Structure of the Cognitive Assessment System:
Variance Partitions From the Schmid—Leiman (1957) Procedure AdXO2YLI NBR cltr,2
WAIZIV, SB5, RIAS, WASI,

Gary L. Canivez and WRIT, the CAS subtests
Eastern Illinois University had Iess variance .
apportioned to the higher
Orthogonal higher-order factor structure of the Cognitive Assessment System (CAS; Order general factor P) and
I:lagherl_ & Das, 1997a) f{f!' the 5_.:.’ and 817 age groups |n. the CAS slanda.rdlzgltlon greater proportlons 0
sample is reported. Following the same procedure as recent studies of other prominent . t d t
intelligence tests (Dombrowski, Watkins, & Brogan, 2009; Canivez, 2008; Canivez & V.arlance apgor Ion,e 0 /|
Watkins, 2010a, 2010b; Nelson & Canivez, 201 1; Nelson, Canivez, Lindstrom, & Hatt, first:2 NRSNJ ot !.{ { XU
2007: Watkins, 2006; Watkins, Wilson, Kotz, Carbone, & Babula, 2006), three- and . . .
four-factor CAS exploratory factor extractions were analyzed with the Schmid and ATh|S IS COI’]SISt_ent W|th the
Leiman (1957) procedure using MacOrtho (Watkins, 2004) to assess the hierarchical Su btest Selec“on and
factor structure by sequentially partitioning variance to the second- and first- order i i
dimensions as recommended by Carroll (1993, 1995). Results showed that greater ConStrUCtlon IR an gttempt
portions of total and common variance were accounted for by the second-order, global to measu[e P SS Imensions
factor, but compared to other tests of intelligence CAS subtests measured less second- f 7\ R u t '
order variance and greater first-order Planning, Attention, Simultaneous, and Succes- neurops Chologlcal theor
sive (PASS) factor variance. (') [ dZ'\XY\ I L') CD é c') JCD q

Keywords: CAS, construct validity, hierarchical exploratory factor analysis, Schmid—-Leiman
higher-order analysis, structural validity
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CAS2 Factor Analytic Stuielyview 2024)

Unravelling the Multifaceted Nature of Intelligence: A Correlated Factor Model
Approach with Insights from the PASS Theory

Papadopoulos, Spanoudis, Naglieri and Das conclédéddzNJ NI a d
unambiguously support the notion that intelligence is not a
unidimensional entity but a composite of distinct cognitive

LINE OSadaasSaxtftlryyayas 1i0SyliArAzys
LINE OS & aAydoé

Abstracty X2 8 (GSaGSR 3 TIFIOG2NJ Y2RSt a3 hiodéfadddbikagt@ dzy A RA
symmetrical and asymmetrical models. To enhance the reliability and generalizability of the findings, we
used a large and diverse cohort based on the PASS (Planning, Attention, Simultaneous, Successive) theory
and the Cognitive Assessment System 2 (CAS2), which was standardized in the US. Results showed that
the correlated factor model, which posits separate cognitive domains, offers the most fitting _
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PASS Neurocognitive Theory

oRKiAG Saal /&PIanning = THINKING ABOUT HOW YOU DO
‘ a6 \\/HAT YOU DECIDE TO DO

AAttention = FOCUSED THINKING AND
RESISTANCE TO DISTRACTIONS

8 e | ASmyitaneous = THINKING ABOUT HOW
THINGS GO TOGETHER

ASiccessive = THINKING ABOUT THE SEQUENCE
ANGUACE | * OF THINGS
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NOTE: Easy to understand concepts!
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