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FOR MORE INFORMATION PLEASE GO TO MY WEB PAGES 
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https://1drv.ms/p/s!ApfnNlU5IXG8ked1VBO2g8n4bcUZ3g?e=6OfkPB
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This Presentation is Sponsored by
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ñIf you can't explain it 

1. Gifted or Talented?
2. Identification Issues
3. What solutions did we create?
4.What about Twice 
Exceptional gifted students?

4
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One Definition of Gifted & Talented

ÅñGiftedness designates the possession and 
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 óothersô)éò

ÅñBy contrast, ótalentô designates the superior 
mastery of systematically developed 
abilities (or skills) and knowledge in at least 
one field of human activity.ò

Francois Gagné

Clarification
of Terms

Gifted Ṛ Very Smart 

Talented Ṛ Very Accomplished
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Profiles of Gifted Learners

ÅCreatively gifted people   
ÅGifted Perfectionists
ÅHighly and profoundly gifted
ÅCulturally & linguistically diverse 

gifted students
ÅTwice-exceptional gifted students
ÅNon-productive gifted students
ÅHigh ability / high 

achieving students
8

ñIf you can't explain it 

1. Gifted or Talented?
2. Identification Issues
3. What solutions did we create? 
4.What about Twice 
Exceptional gifted students?

9
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Traditional IQ and Achievement Tests

ÅWorking as a school psychologist in 
1975 I noticed that items on the 
WISC we were VERY similar to parts 
of the achievement tests
ÅThe Peabody Individual Achievement 

Test (1970) had a General Information 
and Arithmetic subtests JUST LIKE THE 
WISC! 

ÅTHAT DID NOT MAKE SENSE

ÅIn 1977 Ą UGA for Ph.D.  With Alan 
Kaufman who said VIQ=achievement 

1975 Charles Champagne 
Elementary, Bethpage, NY

10

ωTeaching intellectual 
assessment to school 
psychology students at 
Northern Arizona University

ωWas it reasonable to 
ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ΨƛƴǘŜƭƭƛƎŜƴŎŜΩ ǿƛǘƘ 
questions that required 
knowledge?

ωTesting in Havasupai 
answered that question

My Feelings - 
Confirmed

11
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1981

12
Naglieri, J. A.  (1982). Does the WISC-R measure verbal intelligence for non-English speaking children?  Psychology in the Schools, 19, 478-479. 

WISC-V

Naglieri Nonverbal Tests: The Sixth Version

ÅResearch on Six Versions of the Naglieri Nonverbal Tests

MAT Short and 
Expanded Forms 
1985 

Naglieri Nonverbal 
Ability Test  1997 NNAT ςIndividual, 

2003
NNAT -2   2008

bŀƎƭƛŜǊƛΩǎ bƻƴǾŜǊōŀƭ ¢ŜǎǘǎΥ мфур ǘƻ tǊŜǎŜƴǘ

NNAT3 2016

Each of these versions 
of the NNAT showed 
similar scores by RACE, 
ETHNICITY,  & SEX and 
had strong correlation 
with achievement

This research convinced me that measuring intelligence using test questions that measured how well 
ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ Ŏŀƴ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǾŀƭƛŘ ŀƴŘ ŜǉǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƛƴǘŜƭƭƛƎŜƴŎŜ ΨƎΩΦ

13
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Tests that Measure Thinking or Knowing?

14

C7 is to F as 
E7 is to ____?

Girl is woman as 
boy is to ____?

3 is to 6 as 
5 is to ____?

man

10

A

How to Evaluate Thinking vs Knowing

What does the examinee have to 
know to complete a task?
ÅThis is dependent on instruction

I see the 
relationships!

I know 
that!

How does the student have to think 
to complete a task?
ÅThis is dependent seeing how ideas 

or things are related to one another 
and some tasks just demand 
remembering

14
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Why do we 
measure 
intelligence the 
way we do?

The History of IQ tests

16

BinetĄ Stanford-Binet Ą Army Mental Tests Ą WISC, CogAT, Olsat

17

E. L. Thorndike
A. Otis

A. Binet

When working on the 
1911 scale, Binet 

removed items from 
мфлу ǎŎŀƭŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ΨǘƘŜȅ 
depended too much on 
ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΩ  

L. Terman

Terman added items dependent upon 
school learning in the 1916 Stanford-

Binet because he believed 
ΨƛƴǘŜƭƭƛƎŜƴŎŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊōŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘ 

levels is the highest form of mental 
ŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩΦ 

!ǊǘƘǳǊ hǘƛǎ ό¢ŜǊƳŀƴΩǎ 
student) was instrumental in 
the development of the U.S. 

Army Alpha (Verbal & 
Quantitative) and Beta 

(Nonverbal) and the Otis-
Lennon Ability Test

Wechsler based his 
intelligence test on 

the U.S. Army Mental 
Tests (Verbal, 

Quantitative & 
Nonverbal)

16

17
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Alpha & Beta Ą Wechsler

ÅArmy Alpha
ÅSynonym- Antonym

ÅDisarranged Sentences

ÅNumber Series
ÅArithmetic Problems

ÅAnalogies

ÅInformation

ÅArmy Beta
ÅMaze

ÅCube Imitation

ÅCube Construction
ÅDigit Symbol

ÅPictorial Completion

ÅGeometrical 
Construction

18

Verbal & 

Quantitative 

IQ

(Knowledge)

Nonverbal 

IQ

(Thinking)

WISC, 

WJ

CogAT & 

Otis-Lennon

²ŜŎƘǎƭŜǊΩǎ ±ƛŜǿ ƻŦ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ

Å²ŜŎƘǎƭŜǊ άōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙƛǎ ±ŜǊōŀƭ 
and Performance Scales represented 
different ways to access g (general 
ŀōƛƭƛǘȅύέ, but he never believed [in 
verbal and] nonverbal intelligence as 
being separate from g. Rather he saw 
the Performance Scale as the most 
sensible way to measure the general 
ƛƴǘŜƭƭƛƎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ Χ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ 
proficiency in English. (Kaufman, 
2008)

ά¢ƘŜ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜ ƻǊ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ 
of the individual to act 
purposefully, to think rationally, 
and to deal effectively with his 
ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ όмфофύέ

18
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Pintner
(Intelligence Testing, 1923)

ÅThis is a social 
justice issue for 
those from 
disadvantaged 
communities and 
those with limited 
education

20

Very Similar 
Items on 
ά5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘέ 
Tests

21

Cognitive: Oral Vocabulary #1 
subtest has a question like 
this: Tell me another work for 
hot.
 Correct: Warm

Achievement: Reading 
Vocabulary subtest #17 has a 
question like this: Tell me 
another work for Warm.
 Correct: Hot

Cognitive: Test #17B Reading 
Vocabulary-Antonyms subtest 
has a question like this: Tell 
me the opposite of up
 Correct: down

Achievement Test #1C Verbal 
Comprehension-Antonyms 
has a question like this: Tell 
me the opposite of down.
 Correct: up

Woodcock-Johnson Cognitive & Achievement Tests (CHC)

20

21
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Stanford-
Binet-5

YƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƛǎ LƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ά!ōƛƭƛǘȅέ ¢Ŝǎǘǎ

22

ÅVerbal
ÅKnowledge
ÅQuantitative 

Reasoning
ÅVocabulary
ÅVerbal 

Analogies

ÅVerbal 
Comprehension 
Vocabulary, 
Similarities, 
Information & 
Comprehension
ÅFluid Reasoning 
Figure Weights, 
Arithmetic

ÅComprehension 
Knowledge: 
Vocabulary & 
General 
Information 
ÅFluid Reasoning: 
Number Series & 
Concept 
Formation
ÅAuditory 
Processing: 
Phonological 
Processing

ÅKnowledge / 
GC
ÅRiddles, 
ÅExpressive 
Vocabulary, 
ÅVerbal 
Knowledge

ÅVerbal Scale
ÅAnalogies
ÅSentence 
Completion
ÅVerbal 
Classification
ÅQuantitative
Å45 pages of oral 
instructions

ÅVerbal
ÅFollowing 
directions
ÅVerbal 
Reasoning
ÅQuantitative
ÅVerbal 
Arithmetic 
Reasoning

WISC-V WJ-IV KABC-II OLSAT CogAT
Stanford-
Binet-5

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

23

22

23
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National Survey of Gifted Education

These tests 
have verbal 

and 
quantitative 

questions and 
lengthy verbal 

directions

24

Test Bias vs Test Equity

ÅΧ if a person has had limited 
opportunities to learn the content in a 
test of intelligence, that test may be 
considered unfair (because it penalizes 
students for not knowing the answers) 
even if there is no evidence of 
psychometric test bias.

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

25

Bias

Equity

According to the Standards for Educational and Psychological 
Testing (AERA, APA, NCME, 2014) Psychometric TEST BIAS and 
EQUITY are two different ways of measuring test fairness.
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6

Race and Ethnic 
Differences for 
Traditional and 
Second-Generation 
Intelligence Tests

26

Note: The results summarized here were reported for the Otis-Lennon School Ability Test 
ōȅ !Ǿŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ hΩbŜŀƭ όмфусύΤ {ǘŀƴŦƻǊŘ-Binet IV by Wasserman (2000); Woodcock-Johnson III 
race differences by Edwards and Oakland (2006) and ethnic differences by Sotelo-Dynega, 
Ortiz, Flanagan, and Chaplin (2013); CogAT7 by Carman, Walther and Bartsch (2018) and 
Lohman (2016), WISC-V by Kaufman, Raiford, and Coalson (2016); Kaufman Assessment 
Battery for Children-II by Lichtenberger, Volker, Kaufman & Kaufman, (2006) and Scheiber, 
C., Kaufman, A.S. Which of the Three KABC-II Global Scores is the Least Biased?. Journal of 
Pediatric Neuropsychology 1, 21ς35 (2015); CAS by Naglieri, Rojahn, Matto, and Aquilino 
(2005); CAS-2 and CAS2:Brief by Naglieri, Das, and Goldstein (2014a and 2014b), Naglieri 
Nonverbal Ability Test by Naglieri and Ronning (2000),  Naglieri General Ability Tests by 
Naglieri, Brulles, and Lansdowne (2022 & 2024) and Selvamenan et al., 2024 (in press).
UPDATED 3.6.24

By Race By Ethnicity
TRADITIONAL Tests that require knowledge 9.4 6.4

Otis-Lennon School Ability Test (district wide) 13.6 - 
Stanford-Binet IV (normative sample) 12.6 - 
CogAT7 Nonverbal 11.8 7.6
WISC-V (normative sample) 11.6 - 
WJ- III (normative sample) 10.9 10.7
K-ABC II Fluid-Crystallized Index 9.4 9.8
WISC-V (statistical controls normative sample) 8.7 5.4
K-ABC II Mental Processing Index 8.1 8.2
CogAT-Total (V, Q & NV) 7.0 4.5
CogAT7 - Verbal 6.6 5.3
CogAT- Nonverbal 6.4 2.9
CogAT7-Quantitative 5.6 3.6

SECOND GENERATION Tests that require minimal knowledge4.5 2.5
CAS-2 (normative sample) 6.3 4.5
Naglieri General Ability Test-Verbal (Ns= 392 & 709) 6.2 1.0
Naglieri General Ability Test-Quantitative (Ns= 392 & 709) 5.5 4.4
CAS (statistical controls normative sample) 4.8 4.8
Naglieri General Ability Test-Nonverbal (Ns= 392 & 709) 4.4 0.3
CAS-2 (statistical controls normative sample) 4.3 1.8
Naglieri General Ability Test-Quantitative (N = 6,098) 4.3 2.9
NNAT (matched samples) 4.2 2.8
Naglieri General Ability Test-Verbal (N= 5,739) 4.2 1.3
Naglieri General Ability Test-Nonverbal (N=6,887) 3.5 0.9
CAS-2 Brief (normative samples) 2.0 2.8

Access 
Denied: 
Gentry et. al. 
(2019)

27

26
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Numbers of Gifted Students Missed = 1,266,708

28

Percent of Schools that do not Identify 41.5%

Additional non-white gifted students = 41.5% of 895,200 N = 371,508

Total non-white gifted students missed N = 1,266,708

Each Image = 20,000
29

1,100 miles
San 
Francisco

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

Denver

28

29
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https://sites.ed.gov/idea/osep-fast-facts-race-and-ethnicity-of-children-with-disabilities-served-under-idea-part-b/

30

The relative risk ratio of students with 
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 the 

probability.   Nationally, Black 
Students are 1.48 times more 
likely to be identified with 
intellectual disability compared 

to all students with disabilities.   

https://ldaamerica.org/lda_today/disproportionate-identification-of-students-of-color-in-special-education/

Education in a Pandemic: The Disparate Impacts of COVID-мф ƻƴ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΩǎ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΦ ¦{ 5ŜǇǘΦ ƻŦ 9Ř- Office of Civil 
Rights. June, 21, 2021. https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/20210608-impacts-of-covid19.p

ÅCOVID-19 has increased the impact of disparities in 
access and opportunity for students of color and they 
are even further behind than they were before.

ÅTheir scores on traditional intelligence tests which 
demand knowledge are even more inaccurate.

ÅSolutions:
ÅFor traditional tests, use post-COVID norms only.

ÅUse intelligence tests that are not dependent upon 
knowledge

Academic Learning Loss & COVID

31

30

31

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

ωΨ!t! ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜǎ ǘƘŜ roles of psychology in 
ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎΧǊŀŎƛǎƳΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƘŀǊƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴŦƭƛŎǘŜŘ 
on communities of coloǊ Χ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 
intelligence has been systematically used to create the 
ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ ²ƘƛǘŜ ǎǳǇǊŜƳŀŎȅΩ

ω¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ мфллǎ ǇǊƻƳƛƴŜƴǘ psychologists involved in IQ 
test development supported eugenics

tǎȅŎƘƻƭƻƎȅ Χ helped to create, express, and sustain them, 
continues to bear their indelible imprint, and often continues 
to publish research that conforms with White racial hierarchy

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

That is the Practical Impact 
of test selection

33

32

33
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wŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƛƳŜΧ

34

ÅWhat was the MOST important idea 
that was shared so far

Thinking
VS Otis

Knowing
IQ ! WISC

ñIf you can't explain it 

1. Gifted or Talented?
2. Identification Issues
3. What solutions did we create? 
4.What about Twice 
Exceptional gifted students?

35

34

35
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The Naglieri General 
Ability Tests: Verbal, 
Nonverbal and 
Quantitative

Jack A. Naglieri, Ph.D. jnaglieri@gmail.com

Dina Brulles, Ph.D. dbrulles@gmail.com
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NļŴᴄů +şŚŚļĳŴ

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

38
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2016 ς 2022 Developmental Process

the Naglieri 

Ability Tests: 

Quantitative

40

Naglieri General Ability Test ς Verbal
(Naglieri & Brulles)

The NaglieriðV 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 studentõs task is to identify 

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 .

40

41
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42

Turn & Talk

42

43
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Naglieri General Ability Test ςNonverbal 
(Naglieri)

The NaglieriðNV 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.

45

44
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Turn & Talk

Naglieri General Ability Test ς Quantitative 
(Naglieri & Lansdowne)

The NaglieriðQ measures general 

ability using numbers and/or symbols. 

Students must decipher the logic behind 

the relationships among the numbers 

and symbols 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.

46
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48

Turn & Talk

48

49
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Naglieri General Ability Test ς Quantitative 
(Naglieri & Lansdowne)

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

50

51
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Naglieri General Ability Tests: Verbal, Nonverbal and 
Quantitative Technical and Administration Manuals

Response Style Indicator Legend

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

CompletionTimeFlag
If a student responded to all items within a test in two minutes or less, a flag will appear to indicate an unusually fast response style. "-" 
indicates that there is no flag.*

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

Omitted Items Flag

If a student omitted a certain number of items on the test, a flag will appear. For students in Kindergarten and Grade 1, the warning appears 
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 more items on the test. "-" 
indicates that there is no flag.

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

Identical Responses Flag If a student provided identical responses to 10 or more consecutive items on the test, a flag will appear. "-" indicates that there is no flag.

Inconsistent Responses The ratio between the number of correct responses for harder items and the number of correct responses for easier items.

Inconsistent Responses Flag
If a student has a smaller ratio (i.e., values below 0.8) a flag will appear which indicates that the student correctly answered more of the 
difficult items on the test compared to the easier items. "-" indicates that there is no flag.

Score Legend

Attempted
Indicates if the student completed the test. CBS (Cannot Be Scored) indicates a test was not completed or attempted, and therefore no 
score can be calculated.

DateTested The date the student completed the test.
TimedOut Indicates if the student timed out of the test before completing all the items.

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

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

PercentileRank The percentage of students in the norm sample who obtained the same or lower score than the score obtained by the student.
Stanine The value a student ranks out of nine broad categories.
StandardScore The student's ability, relative to the average of the norm sample.

ConfidenceInterval This shows a range of values based on the standard score that you can be 95% confident contains the student's true score.

Total
When a student has completed all three tests, a Total Score based on all three tests is computed. When a student has completed only two 
tests, a Total Score based on the two-test combination is computed.

Additional Information Legend
-1 Indicates a student never saw the item

Duplicate 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 test before the timer was turned off. This may result in a completion 
time flag if the timer was turned off before 2 minutes.

52
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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.

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

Å No GENDER differences found 
between males and females for 
raw score across all forms

Å No RACE/ETHNICITY 
differences among White, 
Black, & Hispanic for raw score 
across all forms

Å No PARENTIAL EDUCATIONAL 
differences among five 
education levels (No high 
school diploma; High School 
graduate; Some 
ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜκ!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΤ 
.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΤ 
Graduate/professional degree) 
for raw score across all forms

55

Å N= 3,630 Sample closely matches 
the US population on key 
demographics

Å No GENDER differences found 
between males and females for 
raw score across all forms

Å No RACE/ETHNICITY differences 
among White, Black, & Hispanic 
for raw score across all forms

Å No PARENTIAL EDUCATIONAL 
differences among five education 
levels (No high school diploma; 
High School graduate; Some 
ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜκ!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΤ 
.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΤ 
Graduate/professional degree) for 
raw score across all forms

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

Å No GENDER differences found 
between males and females for 
raw score across all forms

Å No RACE/ETHNICITY differences 
among White, Black, & Hispanic for 
raw score across all forms

Å No PARENTIAL EDUCATIONAL 
differences among five education 
levels (No high school diploma; 
High School graduate; Some 
ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜκ!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΤ 
.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΤ 
Graduate/professional degree) for 
raw score across all forms

VERBAL 
TEST

NONVERBAL 
TEST

QUANTITATIVE 
TEST

54
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Summary of Reliability, Validity and Fairness

ÅThe NaglieriςV items were subjected to a cultural review

ÅReliability coefficients for the Verbal, Nonverbal and Quantitative tests were high and 
exceed guidelines for test reliability 

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

ÅThe NaglieriςNV correlated significantly with the NNAT3

ÅGifted students scored considerably higher than students from the general population

ÅAll 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 covariance; negligible to small differences were found

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

Comparison of English and Non-English Groups

ÅTotal sample size = 322

ÅA matched sample was 
randomly drawn, pairing 
an English-speaking 
student with a Non-
English-speaking student 
on the basis of gender, 
race, ethnicity, region, and 
age
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Group Differences by Primary Language Spoken

ÅTrivial 
differences 
were found 
for each of 
the three 
Naglieri 
tests
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POST COVID National Norms

Grade-based National Norms 1,000 students pre grade (K to grade 5).

60

How do different tests 
use the same ability?

ÅEven though the tests have 
different content (shapes, 
words, numbers) they all 
rely on ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ όΨƎΩύ

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

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

ÅWe have shown that 
ÅGeneral ability (g) can be measured equitably across Verbal, Quantitative and 

Nonverbal content if the tests do not require academic knowledge

ÅVerbal, Quantitative and Nonverbal are a description of the content 
of the testsΩ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ NOT different types of intelligence

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

62

Serving All Gifted Learners

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. 
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Four Common Program 
Models Examined 
through an equity lens 

ÅCluster Grouping

ÅHonors Classes

ÅEnrichment Classes

ÅSelf-contained Programs

For more information 
about instruction see:
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What reactions do 
you have about this 
new way to identify 

gifted students?

What questions do 
you have?

ñIf you can't explain it 

1. Gifted or Talented?
2. Identification Issues
3. What solutions did we create? 
4.What about Twice Exceptional 
gifted students?
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Twice Exceptional Gifted 
Students with Specific Learning 
Disability, Autism or ADHD: 
Neurodiversity and PASS Profiles

 
For a complete handout on 
Neurodiversity and 2E 
assessment scan this QR code Ą

Neurodiversity and Twice Exceptional 
Gifted students

ÅIdentification of gifted students with a 
disability (2E) demands consideration of 
guidelines in the 
ÅDSMV for Attention Deficit Disorder and Autism 

Spectrum disorder and 

ÅIDEA for Specific Learning Disabilities. 

ÅThese students are better understood when 
we describe neurodiversity according to a 
theory of BRAIN FUNCTION (e.g., A. R. Luria) 

ÅWe will examine PASS patterns of strengths 
and weaknesses for these three groups
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The Neuro 
Diversity 
Podcasts

70

Twice exceptional 
gifted students with

ÅSpecific Learning 
Disabilities (SLD)

ÅAttention Deficit 
Hyperactivity Disorder 
(ADHD)

ÅAutism Spectrum 
Disorders (ASD)

ÅCan be described as 
óNeurodiverseô

ÅWhich meansé
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Specific 
Learning(Dyslexia) 

Assessment

²Ƙȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ άōŀǎƛŎ 
ǇǎȅŎƘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎέ

Gifted Students with Disabilities

ÅTwice exceptional, or 2E, refers to intellectually gifted children who 
have a specific learning disability (e.g., dyslexia), Attention Deficit 
Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), or autism spectrum disorder (ASD).

ÅSpecific learning 
disability assessment 
involves intellectual and 
academic assessment 
typically by a school or 
private psychologist 
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Efforts to Identify Gifted Students (2018)

ÅΨb!D/ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘǎ 
ΧǳǎƛƴƎ ²L{/-V 
expanded and ancillary 
ƛƴŘŜȄ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ Χ ǘƻ 
document giftedness 
Χpatterns of strengths 
and weaknesses for 
twice exceptional 
children

{ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ {ŎŀƭŜǎΣ {ǳōǘŜǎǘǎ ƻǊ ΨƎΩΚ

ÅΧ¢ƘŜ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 
variance uniquely captured by 
ώǎǳōǘŜǎǘǎϐΧ ǊŜƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ 
factors [scales]of questionable 
interpretive value independent 
of g (FSIQ general intelligence)

ÅPresent CFA results confirm the EFA results (Canivez, 
Watkins, & Dombrowski, 2015); Dombrowski, 
Canivez, Watkins, & Beaujean (2015); and Canivez, 
Dombrowski, & Watkins (2015). 
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üThe results of this study 
indicate that most cognitive 
abilities specified in John 
/ŀǊǊƻƭƭΩǎ three-stratum theory 
have little-to-no interpretive 
relevance above and beyond 
that of general intelligence. 
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KABC-II

Åάbƻ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ 
four-factor (Luria 
model) solution 
ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘέ

ÅSupport for the 
άƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊέ 
ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ Χ 
άƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ 
should focus 
primarily, if not 
exclusively, at that 
ƭŜǾŜƭέ
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Support for 
PASS Scales
ÅάΧŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ²L{/ςIV, 

WAISςIV, SBς5, RIAS, WASI, 
and WRIT, the CAS subtests 
had less variance 
apportioned to the higher-
order general factor (g) and 
greater proportions of 
variance apportioned to 
first-ƻǊŘŜǊ όt!{{Χύ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ. 

ÅThis is consistent with the 
subtest selection and 
construction in an attempt 
to measure PASS dimensions 
ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ t!{{ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ Χ ŀƴŘ 
neuropsychological theory 
ό[ǳǊƛŀύΦέ όǇΦ оммύ
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CAS2 Factor Analytic Study (in review 2024)

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

Papadopoulos, Spanoudis, Naglieri and Das concluded: άhǳǊ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ 
unambiguously support the notion that intelligence is not a 
unidimensional entity but a composite of distinct cognitive 
ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΧtƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΣ !ǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΣ {ƛƳǳƭǘŀƴŜƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ {ǳŎŎŜǎǎƛǾŜ 
ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎΦέ 
AbstractΥ Χ²Ŝ ǘŜǎǘŜŘ Ǝ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ƳƻŘŜƭǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǳƴƛŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴŀƭΣ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘŜŘΣ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ-order, and bifactor 
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 
ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜƭƭƛƎŜƴŎŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ŀƭƛƎƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ t!{{ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ 
ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜƭƭƛƎŜƴŎŜΩǎ ƳǳƭǘƛŦŀŎŜǘŜŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΦ Χ

80

PASS Neurocognitive Theory

ÅPlanning = THINKING ABOUT HOW YOU DO 
WHAT YOU DECIDE TO DO

ÅAttention = FOCUSED THINKING AND 
RESISTANCE TO DISTRACTIONS

ÅSimultaneous = THINKING ABOUT HOW 
THINGS GO TOGETHER

ÅSuccessive = THINKING ABOUT THE SEQUENCE 
OF THINGS

PASS Ґ ΨōŀǎƛŎ ǇǎȅŎƘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΩ
 NOTE: Easy to understand concepts!
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Free E-Book

Intelligence Redefined as PASS Theory
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