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My equity journey

New tests of General Ability
What is General Ability
| d e a S to Identification of gifted students
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Introduction

« Teaching guitar
made me wonder
about learning

* Interest in
intelligence and
instruction

WHY do I do this work?

* When | started working as a school
psychologist in 1975...1 noticed that
parts of the intelligence tests we
used were VERY similar to parts of
the achievement tests

* For example, the Achievement Test had
a General Information and Arithmetic
subtests JUST LIKE THE WISC!

* THAT DID NOT MAKE SENSE 1975 Charles Champagne
Elementary, Bethpage, NY

It seemed wrong to measure intelligence using
questions that demand knowledge




1977-1979 University of Georgia

* | worked with the Kaufmans to develop the KABC using the
research described by Das, et al book

« Kaufman suggested that the Verbal scale of the WISC-R
could be conceptualized as achievement

* Mercer’s book Labeling the Mentally Retarded (1973)

convinced me that intelligence tests should measure the
processes involved in learning rather than the
accumulation of knowledge, which is culture specific.

* In 1978 | wrote that “A test of intellectual ability based
upon a theory of processing rather than acquired

knowledge may prove to be the next step toward
improved assessments.”
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* Was it reasonable
to measure
‘intelligence’ with
questions that
required
knowledge?

« Testing in S A
Havasﬁpai : ”‘M SL-HDC“—
answered that
question

1981 WISCR e =

On the WISC-R, Ananda earned aPerfornance 10 of 957 which falls fn

the average range of intelligence and at the 37th percentile rank in con-
parison to the children her age fn the standardization s
s e T B e T
This score is quite Tow and indicates that her level of f;

English language falls at about the Ist percentile rank. | This score can NOT
[he considered an estinate of verbal intelligence because Amanda speaks mostl

Supai and little English. Due to the large difference between these scores,
o Full Scale 1Q was computed.

Within the WISC-R a clear pattern emerged: Amanda performed well on
tasks that required little or no English language comprehension or expression,
and poorly on all tasks which did require these linguistic skills. In fact,
even if a task was visual and non-verbal, but required English language com-
o o i s ek 0r Y shetperormed  sore [poot1yE

WISC-V FullScsle

Naglieri, J. A. (1982). Does the WISC-R measure verbal intelligence for non-English speaking children? Psychology in the Schools, 19, 478-479.
Naglieri, ). A., & Yazzie, C. (1983). Comparison of the WISC-R and PPVT-R with Navajo children. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 39, 598-600.
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| realized that we should
measure intelligence in a
way that was not dependent
on knowledge.

How to achieve this goal?

My career as a test developer began
with this goal

10
Tests that Measure Thinking or Knowing?
[ | ~=Girl is woman as
g@ @ boy istoman ?
@ ? 3isto9as
S5isto_25 ?
@ mO/@0 | cistoFas
1'2 24 s E’isto_A ?
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New tests of General Ability
Ideas to
:
Consider
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Naglieri’s Nonverbal Tests : 1985 to Present

* Seventh Version of the Naglieri Nonverbal Tests

Gited Chldren Learn,

@NNAT

maT
short &
Expanded Anmty Test 5003

Naglieri
Nonverbal

NNAT-

Individual,

Verbal
a Ierl Nnmvhal

c..n.,.nmm, Tests

NNAT -2
2008

NNAT3
2016

%

Forms
1985

Naglieri General Ability Tests: Verbal Nonverbal
and Q ive (2021) were developed to

measure general ability using three different kinds
of test content: Verbal, Nonverbal and
Quantitative.

Our View of Gifted
Students = Q
- X
~ 6‘ > ’w f'v
« Gifted = very smart =7

* Talented = very accomplished

* Find gifted students by using an
intelligence test that does not
include knowledge

* Find talented students by using an
achievement test

* Universal testing ensures that all
students have an opportunity

14

Naglieri General Ability Tests [T 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
to measure general ability and to ensure equity we used:
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 norms

.

.

.

.

.

.




Measuring General Ability
Equitably Using the
Naglieri General Ability
Tests: Verbal, Nonverbal
and Quantitative

f Nager =

Naglieri General
Ability Tests

i o=

Naglieri General
Ability Tests

Jack A. Naglieri, Ph.D. jnaglieri@gmail.com
Dina Brulles, Ph.D. dbrulles@gmail.com
Kim Lansdowne, Ph.D. Kimberly.Lansdowne@asu.edu
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Naglieri General Ability Test — Verbal
(Naglieri & Brulles)

The Naglieri-V measures general ability n Nag[ieri Verbal
using pictures of objects representing verbal T
concepts. The items are comprised of

universally recognized pictures that do not = .

rely on knowledge acquired in academic )

settings. [ 4
T 7 5

The student's task is to identify which of the

six pictures does not represent the verbal = v

concept shared by the other five. @ N4 W
P

The test items require close ination of _ hd .

the relationships among the pictures. . (=3
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15t Gr. Easy

@

4 5 6
{i" Naglieri verbal

19

6t Gr. Hard — discuss each option

n hgl'ﬂ Verbal

20

Naglieri General Ability Test - Nonverbal

The Naglieri-NV measures general ability ﬁ i
using questions that require a student to Nagller! Nonverbal
recognize the relationships among the shapes.

The structure of the items varies, but all items

require that the student decipher the logic l!l @_‘
behind the relationships among the shapes, E 3
sequences, spatial orientations, patterns, and .

other distinguishing characteristics.

This nonverbal test is conceptually similar to m Li[ E E Lu
the NNAT3 but it contains many NEW kinds of L B : : ¢ L 4
items not included before.
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6t Gr. Easy

= o
=z

O] (] (M (T

h N_agllﬂl ‘ Nonverbal

6t Gr. Hard

Al
]
R

f] MM ‘ Nonverbal




Naglieri General Ability Test — Quantitative
(Naglieri & Lansdowne)

The Naglieri-Q measures general ability using

numbers and/or symbols. Students must decipher {1 Naglieri itati
the logic behind the relationships among the Taglent | Quantitative

numbers and symbols to identify the answer.

Items require the student to determine

equivalency of simple quantities, analyze a matrix 6 7 8 9 2 ‘
of numbers and solve mathematical sequences,

Items require minimal academic knowledge,

and the calculation requirements are simple. 20 3] o ‘ I
The items have no verbal requirements (i.e., no o o o e L
math word problems) so that they can be solved

regardless of the language used by the student.
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Naglieri General Ability Tests-Grade 1-Easy

o
~N
o
O
~

RpioDinn

i Naglieri ‘ Quantitative

>




Naglieri General Ability Tests-Grade 1-Hard
A®
HA i ng ?
- ==

o2 2)88] G

) N_a!lM ‘ Quantitative
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) Naglieri ’ Quantitative
Naglieri General Ability Test — Quantitative
(Naglieri & Lansdowne)

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

30

10



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

Naglieri General Naglieri General
Ability Tests Ability Tests

Technical Manual Administation Manual
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About the Tests. Individual Report

et Gt iy

I~ Nogier Ganral Ablty Test-Varbal s pctres st

el

Response Style Indicator Legend
| .
Omitteditems
5 B
ifthey omit 2106, o more items on the test. ™"
Identical Responses The
Identical i
e, vl g will appe: more of the
i easier tems. "
Score Legend
85 (Cannot test trempte,
Attempted score can be calculated.
DateTested The date the student completed the test
Timedout
Rawscore The sum of

PercentieRank

by the student.

Stanine The value a student ranks out of nine broad categories.
Standardscore The student's abil

fe "

Total tests, a Total Score based on the two-test combination is computed.

Additional Information Legend
1

Duplicate:

Indicates a student never saw the item

Indicates that 2 or more dent D. has be
per off. This

time flag ifthe timer was turned off before 2 minutes.

33
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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.

NONVERBAL =0
A plot sty of rce, i, gender,and
rental eduction leve iffrences on the U =
Nagler Geneal Ablty Tests. Vorbal, []
Norverbal,and Quaniative
Lt | bt | * N=3,630 Sample closely matches

the US population on key
demographics

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

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

No PARENTIAL EDUCATIONAL
differences among five education
levels (No high school diploma;

High School graduate; Some
college/Associate’s degree;
Bachelor's degree;

VERBAL L 2 |
TEST ¢ @®

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

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

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

No PARENTIAL EDUCATIONAL
differences among five education
levels (No high school diploma;
High School graduate; Some
college/Associate’s degree;
Bachelor's degree;

QUANTITATIVE ¢ 7 5 5 »
TEST

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

No GENDER differences found

between males and females for

raw score across all forms

No RACE/ETHNICITY

differences among White,

Black, & Hispanic for raw score

across all forms.

No PARENTIAL EDUCATIONAL

differences among five

education levels (No high
school diploma; High School
graduate; Some

College/Associate’s degree;

Bachelor's degree;

degree) for
raw score across all forms

degree) for
raw score across all forms

degree)
for raw score across all forms

34
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Group Differences by Primary Language Spoken

Trivial Standard Score
Differences

105

1013 1012 1008

100

95

90

M English M Non-English

Verbd NonVerba Quantitative

Table631.

bty Tests

Language

Naghei-NV

Nagher-Q

Descipives Dierences

Spoken Gherisd | 95%01

NagleriV

f ol e 02000

el sS40 201 P

g s e i Py kot oV« N

ol by o Vot NNV« N Gl Ay s Nk g« g Gl Aty T Qe

Female (N = 3,000) Male (N = 2,999) Differences

Table 7.9. Group Differences by Gender: Naglieri General Ability Tests
HFemale M Male
104
102 100.9 1005 1013
100 99.4 - 1005 994
99.0 -
98.7 [Naglieri-NV 147 153 0.08
€5 98.7 1013
Naglieri -0.17
%6 g 144 154
100.1 99.9
— o 001
9 Total Score a7 153
92 o
s NagerV= g
%0 (e ity et Vet g et Nag Tess-
Verbal Norverbal Quantitative |tk o et g0
Tests-Quanttatve; -TotalStandard Score.
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Urban and Suburban Childrens’ Performance on the Naglieri Verbal,
Nonverbal and Quantitative General Ability Tests
Naglieri, Farmus & Brulles (submitted for publication, July 2025)

Abstract
The purpose of this study was to examine general intelligence test scores among children in urban and
suburban settings using the Naglieri General Ability Tests: Verbal, Nonverbal, and Quantitative (Naglieri,
Brulles, & Lansdowne, 2021). The two samples included children aged 4-17 years who were closely
matched to the U.S. population based on gender, race, ethnicity, geographic region, and parental
education level. Few differences were found on preliminary versions of the Naglieri General Ability Tests—
Verbal (Naglieri & Brulles, 2021; N = 2,078), Nonverbal (Naglieri, 2021; N = 1,665), and Quantitative
(Naglieri & Lansdowne, 2021; N = 1974). These findings suggest that this approach to measuring general
ability may have utility for more equitable identification of students from diverse backgrounds for possible
inclusion in gifted education programs.

Naglieri General Ability Tests

100
T T 5

vaba Nowabd Quanttative
Buba Ssibuba
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Summary of Reliability, Validity and Fairness

* The Naglieri-V items were subjected to a cultural review

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

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

The Naglieri-NV correlated significantly with the NNAT3
Gifted students scored considerably higher than students from the general population
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 covariance; negligible to small differences were found

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

POST COVID National Norms AND Local Norms

Grade-based 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 a9 4.7 -0.8
Black 919 15.3 129 24
Race/Ethnicity Hispanic 1,261 21.0 233 2.3
White 2914 48.6 46.1 25
Other. 671 1.2 129 17
Northeast 804 134 15.9 2.5
USS. Region 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.t

13



Interpretive Considerations for 3 Test Scores

:;[ The suite of Naglieri General Ability tests includes three separate tests designed
2 to measure “general ability, or g”

[ ™ The three tests use questions with different content- Verbal, Nonverbal and
Quantitative.

+ This provides MULTIPLE measures of general ability, 3 Total Scores.

\/ More students will be found if all three tests are given than if only one is given

40
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Serving All Gifted Learners

* Following identification, how can we

create more equitable and inclusive Understanding

gifted programs and services? ANDUsingTHE
* Schools must expand their views, NAGL'ER]
procedures and practices on programs GENERAL ABILITY TESTS
for gifted learners such as: w- g..g‘
* Cluster Grouping - ,‘..-
* Honors Classes i
* Enrichment Classes ACall for EQUITY in ifed Education
¢ Self-contained Programs St e i
ettt 0
. vty Y
* See our book for details! m'lNagluen =
s
RJ EquityCAccess
American d A
Consortium Anices~ Podeasi - Avards©  Newse  Subbe  ConaetUs
for Equity in https://www.ace-ed.org/
) Equity & Access in American Pre K-12 Education
Education
2024 Awards Academic potntal i ety abundantsross
Howeves e resorees and support tht tudents
need to develop that patential are ot
Diversity and Inclusion Solution — PreK-12 Author, Speaker, or Consultant of the Year
e A e Dr. Jack Naglier, Dr Dina Brlles, and . Kimberly Lansdowne
¥
.
Na ller Ko L
g anttive ?
¢ :

42
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Naglieri
General
Ability Tests:
Verbal,
Nonverbal &
Quantitative
use after
one year

Time for Thoughts,
Questions and
Answers

44

What is General Ability
Ideas to
-
Consider

15
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These tests Measure General Ability?

* Even though the tests have
different content (shapes,
words, numbers) they all
rely on general ability (‘g’)
as described by Wechsler
and many others

* What IS GENERAL ABILITY?

How do
different tasks
use the same
ability?

INTELIS
JGENCE
TESTING INTELLIGENCE TESTING

METHODS AND RESULTS

General Ability Definitions

* “we did not start with a
clear definition of general
intelligence... [but]
borrowed from every-day
life a vague term implying
all-round ability and... we
[are] still attempting to
define it more sharply and
endow it with a stricter
scientific connotation” (p.
53, Pintner, 1923)".

YR
HENRY HOLT AND COMPANY

Wechsler’s View of General ability

¢ Wechsler “believed that his Verbal “The aggregate or global capacity
and Performance Scales represented of the individual to act

H purposefully, to think rationally,
dlf.f?rel:)t ays to access g (general and to deal effectively with his
ability)”, but he never believed [in environment (1939)"

verbal and] nonverbal intelligence as
being separate from g. Rather he saw
the Performance Scale as the most
sensible way to measure the general
intelligence of people with ... limited
proficiency in English. (Kaufman,
2008)

16



G e |’1 e I’a I a bl I |ty (Naglieri, Brulles & Lansdowne, 2009)

* General ability is what allows us to
solve many different kinds of problems
which may involve

* reasoning, memory, sequencing, verbal
and math skills, patterning, connecting
ideas across content areas, insights,
making connections, drawing inferences,
analyzing simple and complex ideas.

* The key is to measure general ability in
a way that is not confounded by
knowledge

Gifted Children Learn

&t
ool

10/28/25

49

| d e a S to » Identification of gifted students
-
Consider

National Survey of Gifted Education

Which of the following assessments does your district use 1o ‘
ISR oifad Stodentes Selecs ol that apBl.

L
&

51
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Why do measure
intelligence the
way we do?

The History of 1Q tests

10/28/25

52

Binet=> Stanford-Binet = Army Mental Tests = WISC, CogAT, Olsat

When working on the
1911 scale, Binet
removed items from
1908 scale because ‘they

Terman added items dependent upon
school learning in the 1916 Stanford-
Binet because he believed

‘intelligence at the verbal and abstract
depended too much on

uet levels is the highest form of mental
school learning

ability”.

Arthur Otis (Terman’s
student) was instrumental in
the development of the U.S.
_ Army Alpha (Verbal &
Quantitative) and Beta
(Nonverbal) 1920and the
Otis-Lennon Ability Test

Wechsler based his
intelligence test in
1939 on the U.S.
Army Mental Tests
(Verbal, Quantitative
& Nonverbal)

Army Alpha & Beta - Wechsler

'® Army Alpha

o Synonym- Antonym
4 Verbal &
" © Disarranged Sentences "
ARMY MENTAL TESTS Quantitative
o Number Series Q
© Arithmetic Problems (Knowledge)
o Analogies
o Information

wisc,

Army Beta COgAT &
Otis-Lennon

Pictorial Completion

o Maze

o Cube Imitation S

o Cube Construction -
- o Digit Symbol (Thinking)

o

o

Geometrical Construction

18
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Wechsler’s View of General ability

¢ Wechsler “believed that his Verbal “The aggregate or global capacity
and Performance Scales represented of the individual to act
H purposefully, to think rationally,
dlf.fgrel;)t ays to access g.(gener.al and to deal effectively with his
ability)”, but he never believed [in environment (1939)”

verbal and] nonverbal intelligence as
being separate from g. Rather he saw
the Performance Scale as the most
sensible way to measure the general
intelligence of people with ... limited
proficiency in English. (Kaufman,
2008)

CONCEPT OF GENERAL INTELLIGENCE 6y P I nt n e r

The c.;llm: of a ’f:t of Intelligence. — Influenced
both by the theoretical discussion of general intelligence H .
and by the empircal work of westing, we e weves | (INT€1ligence Testing, 1923)
at certain 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
fest must avoid as much as possible anything that is
bommonly learned by the subjects tested. In a broad
this rests upon a differentiation between knowi-
dge and intelligence. To use as a test of intelligence| . ThlS isa SOCial
ng that is jonly taught in school 15 fol de- K > > C
rabe, because those children who have reugl‘:zdhv.he justice issue for
particular grade in which this is generally taught have
orsed this fact, whereas other children of equal those from
greater intelligence may have had no opportunity to disadvantaged

To)

? A communities and
the question, ** Who discovered America?” would

ached this particular grade in their school work.

indicative of the school progress or general culturall those with limited

jironment of the child rather than of his general in- et

lligence, Failure to answer might indeed be due‘!o

k of intelligence in the case of school children of 3|
s had been a matter of in-

hand a very intelligent child

2 to the fact of his not being

Knowledge is Included in “Ability” Tests

Stanfort
Binet-5

* Verbal *Verbal *Comprehension *Knowledge / *Verbal *Verbal Scale
. Ce GC *+Following * Analogies
* Quantitative Vocabulary, Vocabulary & *Riddles, directions *Sentence
Reasoning Similarities, General * Expressive *Verbal Completion
* Vocabulary Information & Information Vocabulary, Reasoning *Verbal
* Verbal Comprehension || *Fluid Reasoning: || *Verbal *Quantitative Classification
Analogies *+Fluid Reasoning Number Series & Knowledge *Verbal *Quantitative
Figure Weights, || Concept Arithmetic + 45 pages of oral
Arithmetic Formation Reasoning instructions
*Auditory
Processing:
Phonological
Processing

57
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Differences in Mean Scores = Impact

According to the Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing (AERA, APA, NCME, 2014)

« ... 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 the norming
data do not demonstrate test bias.

STANDARDS
JorE: nd
e

10/28/25

| Race Ethnic

Tests that require knowledge 8.5 4.8

| Otis-Lennon School Ability Test (one school district) 13.6 -

| CogAT7 Nonverbal (one school district) 11.8 7.6
CogAT-Total (V, Q & NV) 7.0 4.5
CogAT7 - Verbal 6.6 53 Race and Ethnic
CogAT- Nonverbal 6.4 28 o
CogAT7-Quantitative 5.6 3.6 Differences on
Tests that require minimal knowledge 3.8 1.7 Grou p
Naglieri General Ability Test-Verbal (normative sample) 6.2 1.0 Administered
Naglieri General Ability Test-Quantitative (normative sample) 5.5 4.4 i
Naglieri General Ability Test-Nonverbal (normative sample) 4.4 0.3 Abil Ity Tests
NNAT (matched samples) 4.2 2.8
NNAT (matched samples English Spanish) - 13
Naglieri General Ability Test-Quantitative (matched to US) 3.2 1.3
Naglieri General Ability Test-Verbal (matched to US) 2.2 1.6
Naglieri General Ability Test-Nonverbal (matched to US) 1.0 1.1

59

e By
R M52 W63
. s annon choot Al et (ne schldstic) e
Traditional Stanford-Binet IV (normative sample) 126 B
CophT Nomarl (one shost st s s
and Second-. WC (ormathe i) ue s
—— Wi roematve ae) s w07
G en eratio n nderstanding KABC-11 Nonverbal Index 100 7.0
KABC iyl ndes 03 ws
H 2 87 37
Intelligence e S
D CABC I romative sampl) 7 s
Tests’ Race KABCHI WP (normative sample adusted forsexondparenaled) 79 89
d Ethni CopATTotal 1 &) 0 as
and Ethnic \ CophTverbl o s
N P o 2
CophT unmtttve s e
Differences
T i T Tt | o
CAS2 pomativesampie o as
e rn o NogleGenral bty TestVrbal normtive saplel @ 10
School Ability Test by Avant and O'Neal (1986); Stanford-Binet IV by 55 44
- Wi e e e i as
‘Oakland (2006) and ethnic differences by Sotelo-Dynega, Ortiz, Flanagan, and (CAS-2 (statistical controls for normative sample) a5 18
e s et o o o NagiriGenerl Aty Te orwrtl(ormatve sampie w03
(201e) wiscy o AT (mached samples) PrE
e b Ko e, B30 o o e s R ranGh] - o
by Nagli hin, Mattc d Naglieri General Ability Test-Quantitative (matched to US) 32 13
nd CASE it by Nagler D5, and Gotin, 20112 and » e
e o ) g G Meefor ot iy T ==
A Tet oy Negir, 6ot and (onsdowne 20238 2020 o1l o = oo

60
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Numbers of Gifted Students Missed = 1,266,708

Gifted by Race and Ethnicity as of 2024).

NinPublic [N Potentially |NStudents in (DS

Education K-12 Gifted (8%; 92 gifted c

2020 percentile)  |programs |"orentialand

| | | |identified
White 23834458 | 1906757 | 1937350 30,593
Black 7754506 | 620,360 330,774 289,586
Hispanic 14337467 | 1146997 600,498 -546,499
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 | 1958543 | 1063343 895,200

Percent of Schools that do not Identify
Additional non-white gifted students = 41.5% of 895,200
Total non-white gifted students missed

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

For the purposes of this fact shoet. 10EA Part B for School Year 2015
2020, 05¢R tiond
201920,
Risk Ratio of Students with Disabiliti isability Category and by Specifi Ethnicity, Ages 5 (in

through 21: SY 2019-20

< Intellectual disabilty v |

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

Al Students with Disabilties

American Indian or Alaska Native

Asian

Black o African American

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

Hispanic/Latino

Native Hawalian or Other Pacif

Two or more races

white

d.gov/i fastf d-ethnicity-of-children-with-disabili ved-under-idea-part-b/

org/lda identi f-stud f-color-i ial-ed
Ida_t P

Academic Learning Loss & COVID

* COVID-19 has deepened the impact of disparities
in access and opportunity for students of color

« Students of color are even further behind than
they were before the pandemic

« ELL students had the dual challenge of learning
content and English.

* These students’ intellectual scores on traditional
tests will reflect that larger learning gap related

to COVID
Education in a Pandemic: The Disparate Impacts of COVID-19 on America’s Students. US Dept.
pfﬁce of Civil Rlights. June, 21, 2021. hitps:, .ed. ices/li

21


https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/20210608-impacts-of-covid19.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/20210608-impacts-of-covid19.pdf

Use of the Naglieri General Ability Tests

* Each test can be used individually or in any combination

* All raw scores are automatically converted into derived scores
using local norms as determined by the district personnel and
NATIONAL NORMS (Post Covid)

* Ordering information is available from Debbie Roby, GATE Account
Executive, by email [debbie.roby@mhs.com] and phone
[214.908.7769]

* To contact the authors:

jnaglieri@gmail.com dbrulles@gmail.com kimberly.lansdowne@asu.edu
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We do the best we can with what we
know, and when we know better, we
do better.

What is the
Practical
Impact?

Services can be provided for those

who otherwise would not have been
identified

22
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Devion THE WALL STREET JOURNAL.|

* Devion lived with his mother and

father and two siblings in
Springfield, llinois Initiative to Leave What's News— ‘

Brain Drain

Compani

No Child Behind

. ansactions W
* The family has an annual income of | Leayes Out Gifted s
$12,000 v

——
* Athome, Devion often reads or
does word puzzles while his friends
play outside.

He is writing a book of several
chapters using the family's 10-year-
old computer, which was bought
second-hand for $100. It has a
broken mouse.

"I like to read books all day long,"

* He says. "I'm the only one | know
that writes stories. It's a special
secret | keep."

Wall Street Journal (2003) What happened to Devion?

« He scored 141 out of a possible 150 * Devion is NOT getting good grades
on the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test in school
* He is uncooperative
* Devion’s teacher recently told the

« Devion's high Naglieri score brought

him an invitation to attend the class to write to Mickey Mouse,
magnet school last year congratulating the cartoon character
) ) on his 75th birthday. "Second-graders
* He was the only African-American at have to learn how to write a friendly
his elementary school to qualify for ::“e," Sh,edstar:d' . —
- i « Devion said the assignment bore:
gifted services him. He said: "I coul% write 100 pages
« But there were problems about Pokemon. A whole book.”

* His teacher did not think he should
be in the gifted program

Devion
Graduated High
School
and got an
advanced
degree

70
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Gifted Ed CAN Make a Difference

[ GIFTED STUDENTS PROGRAM
EECEE———  SPRINGFIELD

SR
v\\’
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Summary: Equitable Assessment of Intelligence

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

* We have shown that

* General ability (g) can be measured equitably across Verbal, Quantitative and
Nonverbal content if the tests do not require academic knowledge

« Verbal, Quantitative and Nonverbal are a description of the content
of the tests’ questions NOT different types of intelligence

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

We do the best we can with what we C h an ge

know, and when we know better, we

do better. Demands
Courage to

Think Differently

Socially just assessment requires self-reflection (What am | doing?)
and self-correction (I will choose something new) in response to
current research (There is a better way!).

24



Jack A. Naglieri, Ph.D.  jnaglieri@gmail.com
jacknaglieri.com naglierigiftedtests.com
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PASS Theory and CAS2 Information

PASS Theory of
Intelligence
and the CAS2

JACK A. NAGLIERI & TULIO M. OTERO.

Free CAS2 Access
for Univ
Professors.

E s

The goal of this e-book is
to describe the context

in which the PASS
Theory of Intelligence
was conceived and
explain why it guided the
construction of the
Cognitive Assessment
System and its various
versions, and the second
edition.

Neurodiversity

Podcast

o]
%
fh
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80

81

My equity journey
New tests of General Ability

What is General Ability

I deas to

CO n S | d e r Local and National Norms

Twice Exceptional gifted students with

*SLD
* ADHD
* ASD

PASS validity, profiles and interpretation

82
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* National norms- Compare a student’s
performance to peers from the same age or
grade across the country

Using Local

No_rms—a strategy * Local norms- Compare a student’s

toincrease performance to grade level peers in the

underrepresented same district, school or specific grade

ppleIatlons n + district level norms

gifted services « school building level norms

« group norms (ie. if 30% of the students are
(demographic), compare scores across that
group)

10/28/25

Naglieri General Ability Tests International Use

* Use a Local Norming Procedure

* Obtain scores for ALL students (not
only referred students) in the grades
for which the GT decisions is needed

* Decide how the information obtained
for each student is to be evaluated
(i.e., average, and or logic) and if it is
to be weighted

* Evaluate the outcome vis-a-vis equity

WE CAN DO

BETTE

28
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Change

We do the best we can with what we DemandS
know, and when we know better, we

do better. Courage to
Think

Differently

My equity jour!

|deas to
Consider

Twice Exceptional gifted students with

87

Gifted with a Disability

« Identification of gifted students with a
disability demands consideration of
guidelines found in the DSMV for Attention
Deficit Disorder and Autism Spectrum
disorder and IDEA for Specific Learning

Disabilities.
* These students are better understood when E B
we know their neurocognitive abilities as | .

defined by the PASS theory

* We will examine PASS and behavioral patterns
of strengths and weaknesses for these three
groups

88
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Welcome

Twice exceptional

gifted students.. e
« with Specific Learning g
Disabilities (SLD)
« Attention Deficit ey 3

Hyperactivity
Disorder (ADHD)
« Autism Spectrum
Disorders (ASD)
* These are
‘Neurodiverse’
students

Specific Learning
Disability
Assessment

Why measure ‘basic psychological
processes’

Gifted Students with Disabilities

* Twice exceptional, or 2E, refers to intellectually gifted children who
have a specific learning disability (e.g., dyslexia),

« Specific learning pecific learning dis-
dlSablllty assessment ability’ mea rder in 1 or more of the basic psycho-

o
logical processes involved in understanding or in using

involves intellectual and  |language, spoken or written, which disorder may manifest

; itself in the imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read,
academic assessment writspel, o do mathematical aleultions. .
. “(B) DisORDERS INCLUDED.—Such term includes suc!
typically by a school or conditions as perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal
rain_d and_developme )

private psychologist } DISORDERS NOT INCLUDED.—Such term does not
include a learning problem that is primarily the result

1! hearing, of motor disabilities, of mental retarda-
of emotional distutbance, or of environmental, cul-
tural, or economic disadvantage,

30



NIH-funded study finds dyslexia is not tied to I1Q (2011)

* Research on brain activity fails to support widely used
ability/achievement discrepancy approach to identify students with

dyslexia.

* Regardless of high or low overall scores on an 1Q test, children with
dyslexia show similar patterns of brain activity.

* The results call into question the discrepancy model — the practice of
classifying a child as dyslexic on the basis of a DISCREPANCY between
reading ability and overall 1Q scores.

https://www.nih.gov/ I

h-funded-study-finds-dyslexi jed-i

10/28/25

Efforts to Identify Gifted Students (2018)

®
* ‘NAGC recommends \(Elllelll}lllllll'llll %S.mn

...using WISC-V expanded
and ancillary index scores

% (RN ~Recommendations for Use.

giftedness ...patterns of b requirea. theun Such stud may imp toensure

strengths and nsteas, v

weaknesses for twice acceptable for

one e theses), should b

exceptional children and
ensure that gifted
programs are accessible
to children with
disabilities’

the

required score for admission:

the Verbal (Expanded Crystallized) Index (VEC) (51, VC, IN and CO),
the Nonverbal Index (NVI) (8D, MR, CD, FW, VP, and PS),

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

the General Abilty Index (GAI) (8D, 51, MR, VC and FW),

the Full Scale 10 Score (FSIQ) (8D, SI, MR, DS, CD, VC, and FW), and/or

the Expanded General Ability Index (EGAI) (51, VC, IN, CO, B0, MR, FW and AR).

(W and of

Inf bout scaresis manuals and WISC-V ands.

Support for Scales, Subtests or ‘g’?

Structural valiity of the Wechster nteligence Scale for Children-
Fifh Edition: Confirmatory factor analyses with the 16 primary and
secondary subtess.

¢ ..The small portions of
variance uniquely captured by
1[[subtes’cs]... render the group
actors [scales]of questionable
interpretive value mdeFendent
of g (FSIQ general intelligence)

* Byesent CEAresults confirg the EFA results (Canivez,
Watkins, & Dombrowski, 2015); Dombrowski,

Canivez, Watkins, & Beaujean (2015); and Canivez,
Bombrowski, & Watkins (2015).

Revising Carnol' Sunvey o Factor-Anaytc Sudie: Implications for the
Axessmentof neligence

» The results of this study
indicate that most cognitive
abilities specified in John
Carroll’s three-stratum theory
have little-to-no interpretive
relevance above and beyond
that of general intelligence.
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Each of these research studies indicate that the
Full Scale score is the only score to interpret!

1. WISC-V (Canivez, et al., 2017) .

2. WAIS-IV (Canivez, et. A, (2010) Con§lu5|on:These tests are
3. WISC—IV Spanish (McGill & Canivez, (2017) validated as measures of
4. Canadian WISC-V (Watkins, et al., 2017) general ability, i.e.

5. Stanford-Binet -Fifth Edition (Canivez, 2008) Support for ‘g’
6. British Ability Scales, 3rd ed (Cucina & Byle, 2017) ONLY

7. Universal Nonverbal Intelligence Test (Benson, et al., 2020) CASis an
8. Differential Ability Scales-Second Edition (Canivez & McGill, 2016) A

o exception

Woodcock-Johnson IV Cognitive (Dombrowski, McGill & Canivez (2017,
10. Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children-1l (McGill & Spurgin, 2017)

11. CHC model based on Carroll’s Survey of Factor-Analytic Studies (Benson,
etal. (2018)

Alternatives to Traditional
Intelligence Tests ?

Wechsler, Binet, CHC, OLSAT, CogAT

Luria’s Explanation of Brain Function

* Planning = DECIDING HOW TO DO WHAT YOU
DECIDE TO DO

* Attention = BEING ALERT AND RESISTING
DISTRACTIONS

* Simultaneous = GETTING THE BIG PICTURE
* Successive = FOLLOWING A SEQUENCE

PASS theory can be used to define NEURODIVERSITY

These are easy to understand definitions of basic
psychological processes that are measured with the
Cognitive Assessment System — Second Edition
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Neurodiversity Defined

= WebMD

8 ——

There's growing pushtofocuson our braindifferences, not
What would happen if the world viewed neurodevelopmental deficits. This wider view of “normal* is a big part of something.

differences like ADHD, autism, and learning disabilities differently? If | caied neurodiversty. Advocates hope the dea expands how we

everyone noticed the strengths that can come from these differences | i of evelopmental disorders, incuding attent
der (ADHD)

first, instead of the challenges? hyperactiviyd

‘Neurodiversity’ is a concept that implies that neurological difference is best understood as an

inherent and valuable part of the range of human variation, rather than a pathological form of

In: Taylor S, Brumby
 Charm. hitps:/doi org/10.1007/978-3-

o DyckE,, Russell G, (20:
difference. p (o] Healty s n the Pe
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[ Third Functional Second Functional |
Unit: Planning Unit: Simultaneous

Thinking About

PASS Theory Based

Things or Ideas
That Form a Whole |

D>

on Brain Function Howto Salve
(see Naglieri & Otero,

Problems

e v \ p N
First Functional / " second Functional
Unit: Attention Unit: Successive
Focusing With Working With
Resistance to Things or Ideas in
Distraction
\ J \, _

Figure 1.2 Three Functional Units and Associated Brain Structures

From: Essentials of CAS2 Assessment. Naglieri & Otero, 2017

PASS Theory: Planning

* Planning is a neurocognitive ability
that a person uses to determine,
select, and use efficient solutions to [T h—

problems From:Esntlsof G2 Assessmen. Nogler & 0t

« problem solving H B8 H w
o] o] SIE

developing plans and using strategies

« retrieval of knowledge ’_T[Y % m
+ impulse control and self-control O] lolo] ]
Al

+ control of processing
* Planning tests measure Executive Function

100
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PASS Theory: Attention

* Attention is a basic psychological
process we use to attend to some
stimuli and ignore others

* Focus our cognitive activity
* Selective attention RED BLUE
* Resistance to distraction
* Listening, as opposed to hearing YELLOW YELLOW
* All academic tasks demand
attention but some more than
others

BLUE YELLOW

BLUE

PASS Theory:
Simultaneous

 Simultaneous processing is used to
integrate stimuli into groups
* Each piece must be related to the
other
+ Stimuli are seen as a whole

it and Asscisted Brs

From: Essentialsof CAS? Assessment. Naglieri & Otero, 2017

* Academics: ,3@
* Reading comprehension “
« geometry * >
* math word problems (] =
* whole language @) ©

« verbal concepts B e———

PASS Theory: Successive

D Successive processing is a basic
psychological process we use to manage
stimuli in a specific serial order
« Stimuli form a chain-like progression
* Recall a series of words

Figure 12 Thv

* Decoding words From: Essentialsof CAS2 Assessment. Nagier & Otero, 2017
* Letter-sound correspondence -

* Phonological tasks Recall of Numbers in Order
« Understanding the syntax of sentences Successive Processing

« Comprehension of written instructions

6
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How to Measure
PASS with CAS2

*CAS2 Core &
English CAS2 Extended
i AS2 Brief AS2
& Spam:h for CAS2 Rating Scale CAS: it rie CAS; b°°'9 (12 subtests
i 4 subtests 8 subtests
comprehensive (4 subtests) (4 sul (¢ 60 minutes)
20 minutes) 40 minutes) Cognitive
i
+CAS2 Brief for re- ( Total Score Total Score Full Scale /Full scale Sitem
evaluations Planning Planning Planning Planning
‘"StruFt‘OU?I Attention Attention Attention Attention
planning, gifted R R CAS2
. Successive Successive
screening Digital
Supplemental Scales
*CAS2 Rating (English &

Scale for teacher
ratings

*CAS2: Online
coming soon

CAS2 :
2 copnitive
T Askessment

System

Manual de estimuls en Espanl

Executive Function| spanish)
Working Memory

coming in
Verbal / Nonverbal 8

2022

Visual / Auditory
\_ Speed / Fluency /

10

104
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How to use PASS Neurocognitive
Theory to Identify a Student with
a Specific Learning Disability

SLD Identification should MATCH IDEA

definition

105

Discrepancy

Consistency
Method (DCM)

o .. first introduced in 1999
and most recently in 2017

o CAS2
Assessment

Pattern of Strengths and Wealnesses Using the Discrepancy/Consistency
Method for SLD Determination

Three methods for detecting a partern of strengths and weaknesses (PSW) that
can be used as part of the process of identifying a student with a specific learning
disability (SLD) have been suggested by Naglicri in 1999, Hale and Fiorelo in
2004, and by Flanagan, Oriz, and Alfonso in 2007. These authors share the
same goal: to present a procedure to deteet a PSW in scores that can be used

DON'T FORCET 8.5

The essence of the Discrepency/
Consistency Method is two discrepan-
cies and one consistency.

Discrepancy I:
Significant variablty among the PASS
scores indicating a weakness in one.

or more of the basic psychological
processes

Discrepancy 2

Significant difference between high
PASS scores and low achievement test
scores

Consistency:

Nosigrificant diference betweenlow

o main ingredints. First, there must b

to identify an SLD (sometimes
referred to as a third option; Zirkel &
Thomas, 2010). Despite differences
in the composition of the scores used
and the definitions of what consti-
ttes a basic psychological process,
these methods all rely on finding a
combinarion of differences as well as
similarities in scores across academic
and cognitive tesis. Our approach
to operationalizing a PSW
the Discrepancy/Consistency Method
(DCM) for the identification of SLD.
Determining SLD is essentially bascd
on the « tion of PASS and
achievement test scores. The method
involves a systematic examination
of variability of PASS and academic
achievement test scores, which has
e evidence of a PASS cognitive weakness

called

b

as described in Step 1 of this chapter, and, second, achievement test scores should

show substanial variabiliy that aligns vi

the high and low PASS scorcs, What

106
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Answering the Question: Why students succeed & struggle

The Discrepancy
Consistency

Method (DCM) O BEEEERE)

. between high .
was first T Processmg
introduced in 1999 processing Significant _ Strengthsin

=102
i scores
(most recently in . & Attention = 98

Discrepancy.

between high

processing and

low achievement i
Academic Skills el

Processing
Consistency Planning (72)

Discrepancy

Weakness(es]
between low, &) and Successive
I;g:lcesst_ng an (76)
< ﬂ:. Consistent .ﬂ
Scores

Discrepancy Consistency Method (Naglieri & Otero, 2017)

1. Determine if the PASS scores vary
significantly from the examinee’s
average PASS score and the lowest
score is below average (<90) (rabte 3.5)

2. Determine if the high PASS scores
are significantly different from the
low achievement scores (Appendix A-F)

3. Determine if the LOW PASS score is
or is not significantly different from

the low achievement scores (Appendix
AF)

cas2
Assessment

Evidence of a Disorder in Basic Psychological
Processes

125
120
115
110

* PASS scores show

significant variability = PASS Strengths

* Strengths in Planning, 105

Attention and 100

. 95 ]

Slmu“apeous 90 Significant

Processing 85 ¥\\l\/eakness
* Weaknesses in 50 \/

f : a— & <~
Successive processing N
TR S L

* Supports SLD eligibility o
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FREE CAS2 PSW Analyzer for FAR, FAM, & FAW, WJ4, KTEA3, WIAT4

I )
pancy y
from the Cognitive Assessment Systom (CAS2; Extended 8 Core
battery) with the Feifer Assessment of Reading (FAR) and Faifer
issessment of Math (FAM)
Jack A. Naglieri & Steve Feifer 9.18.18

1. Clck o a for the CAS2 Extended (12:subfest) or Core (5-ublests)wih e
FAR o FAM.

au
AS? Assessment for more quidance.

Assessmon by Jack . Noglir & Tuso . Ooro (2017, Sao tht bk o moro
i h mrprotaton o i CASZ et of PASS nerocoqiios

e o
appear AS2 et sock. iy o icadt

Page s Ca2 Core.

Page 1 Instructions

CAS2 PSW Analyzer for WJ4, KTEA3, FAR, FAM

[ o
CERterPASS [T T e
o \ “

and

Achievemen
t test
standard
scores and
all
comparison ",
sare =7 |
calculated /L
‘ PASS Strengths & ‘ -
- < .
consistencies PASS and Achievement
L Identified )

Poges CAS2Care . 8

Page 1 Insvuctons

S Py Quate Vol 15, Now & 2000, 419-53

Research on PASS Profiles Can Profile Analysis of Ability Test Scores Work?
An llustration using the PASS Theory and CAS
with an Unselected Coort

Students receiving special education were

more than four times as likely to have at least o

one PASS weakness and a comparable

academic weakness than those in regular T i i, S, et P19
education .

s for 3 oely repressaine sanpe of 1,57 chiden fosags § v 17
e T s ek e A el ol = 40

500
o stings. Cirn il sigificn fptzed PASS s, cilled Rl

Identifying Students
With Learning Disabilities:
Composite Profile Analysis
Using the Cognitive
Assessment System

A “Ten core profiles from a regular
education sample (N = 1,692) and 12
profiles from a sample of students with
LD (N = 367) were found.
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SLD - Reading Decoding

Traditional Intelligence B
Tests and PASS Cognitive | so
Processing Test Profiles 85

Il
7
s
)

for SLD (Dyslexia) 80
PASS Profile reveals n
Successive processing ) =

weakness

Knowledge/ Ge

Compknow lalge
long-Ter mRet

wisc-v wan KABCAI cas

113
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113

ADHD
Assessment

‘basic psychological processes associated
with ADHD"

114

nostic Crteria for ADHD.

Gifted & ADHD

* Twice exceptional, or 2E, refers to
intellectually gifted children who
have a specific learning disability
(e.g., dyslexia), Attention Deficit
Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD),

* ADHD diagnosis is based on
observable behaviors

* Three types of ADHD are
Inattentive, Hyperactive /
Impulsive and Combined Type

115
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ADHD & Executive Function — Russell Barkley

* ADHD is diagnosed by examination of behaviors

* BUT these behaviors are a reflection of a COGNITIVE PROCESSING
disorder— specifically the concept of EXECUTIVE FUNCTION associated
with the FRONTAL LOBES

Deficient Emotional Self-Regulation is
Central to ADHD (and Largely Overlooked)

What Is Executive Function? 7 Deficits Tied to ADHD Asnewresearch

looklike.

g~ RS ey p—
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Executive Function Rating Scales

Some published rating scales

oo e DEFICITS IN
EXECUTIVE

7

FUNCTIONING
ALE

Children and Adolescents
(BDEF:

Comprehensive Executive Function Inventory (CEFI)
and the Comprehensive Executive Function Inventory
Adult (CEFI Adult) by Naglieri & Goldstein

.

Strength based EF measures

Items are positively worded

Higher scores = good behaviors related to EF
Scores set at mean of 100, SD of 15

CEFI: AFes 5-18 years rated by a parent, teacher, or
the child/youth

CEFI Adult: Ages 18+ years rated by the adult or an
observer

.

.

.

.

.
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If Executive Function Underlies ADHD

Some people who have the behavioral symptoms of ADHD may also have a
COGNITIVE component to their disorder

The concept of Executive function is associated with the Frontal Lobes making
it a basic psychological process

a weakness on a measure of EF could support eligibility as...

Typically, 504 rule is applied. Also consider a Specific learning disability:
defined as a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes
which manifests as academic failure in specific areas...

119

If EF may be the Issue...

A comprehensive approach to assessing EF should be used that
includes data from measures of:

Behaviors Behaviors .

. Academic
related to related to Social- and iob skills
Cognition Emotional Skills )

Neurocognitive Ability is the foundation

120

X ADHD
Intelligence 10

and Cognitive | | 100
Processing 95 S— \///\/

Tests’ Profiles %

X
I

for Students ©
with ADHD o
75

. 70
PASS Profile 65
- AT DRE o > t2sB58 w8Ee
reveals S HEE P B33y fiid
Planning 32588 35 2 S8E:Y 2528

N 23 £ |& e E s3 H
processing ggg%"é RE 5 ggg‘é g5
weakness Y& 8P 5 7%

k] &

40



Assessment

10/28/25

Specify i
Of ADHD were p fewer than the ful met
forthe past 6 manths and the sympoms sl resultinmpaiment i socal acadeic o occupational
fnctoning,
‘Specify current severity:
. . s Mild: Few, i any, sympt cess of those required and

* Is there impairment? symptoms esutin only mino nctoalingament,

Moderate: Symptoms or functional impairment between ‘mild" and“severe” re present.
excesofthose requiedt .

occupationalfunctioning.

122

Rating Scale of Impairment (rsi; Goldstein &
Naglieri)

( Rating Scale of Impairment (RSI) Forms & Scores L\

( RSI (5-12 Years) | RSI (13-18 Years) |
i RATING SCALE Parent F Teacher form
] RSI Bl BRI R MENS ["Parent Form | [ Teacher Form | [ Parent Form | | J
D — — o
. [ atitems | [ 29items | [ 49items |[ 29items |
( Total Score ) ( Total Score |
el RSl Scales
ol RSI Scales School/Work RS Scales
i School Social School
Ty Social Mobilty Social
Domestie Mobility oomeste Mobility
\ Famil |
\ v Self-care /

AL

Assessment of
Individuals with
Autism Spectrum

Disorder

Why measure ‘basic psychological
processes”

124
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Gifted Students with Disabilities

* Twice 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).

- asbisidentified | DS|-5 Autism Diagnostic Criteria

using the DSM

bgse? OEI A. Persistent deficits in social communication and social interaction across multiple contexts,
\7

s ,a g B. Restricted, repetitive patterns of behavior, interests, or activities,

behaviors

C. Symptoms must be present in the early developmental period |

¢ Rat/;n%scales such D. Symptoms cause clinically significant impairment in social, occupational, or other
as ASRS E. These di are not better explained by intellectual disability

AUTISM SPECTRUM
RATING SCALES

ASRS

(618 Years)
TEACHER RATINGS

Behavioral Evaluation of ASD

Parents and teacher Rating Scales for ages 2 — 18 years

PASS Scores, Autism and Asperger

105 Descriptive Statistics and Comparisons Between

Individuals with Autism (n = 20) and Asperger
100 ’\\ Syndrome (n =23).
o5 / Mn _ sD__ F__ sig d-atio
PLAN Asperger 1035 316 171 20 0.40
20 \/ Autism 929 192
ES SIM  Asperger 101.0 153 333 .08 0.54

Autism 919  17.5

80
——Asperger ATT Asp-erger 86.9 17.7 0.30 .59 0.17
75 ) —_— Autism  83.9 18.8
7 | M-Autism_| SUC Asperger 98.3 157 246 .12 047
Autism 883 25.6
Plan Sim ATT suc

127
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Differential Diagnosis: ADHD vs ASD

Autism Profile ADHD Profile

N

sim At Succ SC UB

128

AS D | | 110 PASS Standard Scores
y 100
90
Piciaria detinfinsia ¢ e adecensa (2009), ol 76: 687700 687 80
Processi cognitivi e Disturbi Specifici 70
dellApprendimentos: il contributo diagnostico
del Cognitive Assessment System
60
Evaluate the cognitive processes in the Specific Learning
Disorders: the Cognitive Assessment System diagnostical
contribution
50
Sterano Tapper’, Francesca Venorrr, Saka Cartocel
& &
S
N N &
Sunms ) &>
o 7 o

Intelligence Tests’ Cognitive Profiles for Children with SLD, ADHD and ASD

3
bt

Dyslexia
Low.

Successive

s22TT ZzBbze e 3 8 = z TmE T mRmE T ® e
§8e:f SPTREE 8233 fEEi: BYEED Pfiel fig
efesg 2322 33 ] b $:28:s¢ S:Bs0 EEBG
] E SEEETs F o b 1 s £z ¥ £ Esz =z St
] 2eieEy §3 = B 2 ¥S 238 <3
EHEE s::283 35 g |8 g i 4
E>3% ¢ 82229 3 3 8
s 2% ¢ Siefes E: = (2 H e °
K B RN R 5 H S
H $28:3
2 s a 28

S g B3

& 5 83

- wiscv wiv KABC-1! sBv oAs-1I RiAs-2 casisz
~#=AD =#=9.D -S=ADHD
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Consider
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* ASD

PASS validity, profiles and interpretation
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Support for

Hierarchical Factor Structure of the Cognitive Assessment Syster PASS Sca |eS

Variance Partitions From the Schmid-Leiman (1957) Procedure|

Gary L. Canivez
Eastem linois University

«+ “..compared to the WISC-IV,
WAIS-1V, SB-5, RIAS, WASI,
and WRIT, the CAS subtests
had less variance apportioned

Orthogonal higher-order factor structure of the Cognitive Assessment System (CAS: to the higher-order general
Naglieri & Das. 1997a) for the 57 and 8-17 age groups in the CAS standardization factor (g) and greater
sample is reported. Following the same procedure as recent studies of other prominent proportions of variance

intelligence tests (Dombrowski, Watkins, & Brogan, 2009;
‘Watkins, 2010a, 2010b; Nelson & Canivez, 2011; Nelson, Canivez,
2007; Watkins, 2006; Watkins, Wilson, Kotz, Carbone, & Babul

anivez. 2008; Canivez & apportioned to first-order
indstrom, & Hatt (PASS...) factors.

2000, three- and
four-factor CAS exploratory factor extractions were analyzed with the Schmid and

This is consistent with the

Leiman (1957) procedure using MacOrtho (Watkins, 2004) to assess the hierarchical ubtestiselectionlend

factor structure by sequentially partitioning variance 1o the second- and fist- order constictionfinjaniatiemphtgy
dimensions as recommended by Carroll (1993, 1995). Results showed that greater measure PASS dimensions
portions of total and common variance were accounted for by the second-order, global linked to PASS theory ... and
factor, but compared (0 other tests of intelligence CAS subtests measured less second- neuropsychological theory
order variance and greater first-order Planning. Attention, Simultancous, and Succes- (Luria)” (p. 311)

sive (PASS) factor variance.

Keywords: CAS, construct validit
higher-onder analyss, structural validity

hierarchical exploratory factor analysis, Schmid-Leiman
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Intelligence

[

PASS theory of intelligence and academic achievement: A meta-analytic )
review =

(George K. Georgios™, Kan G, Nithya Naveenkumar, An Paula Alvs Viirs', P, Das

PASS Meta-Analysis

“The CAS Full Scale correlates .60 with reading
and .61 with mathematics.”

“These correlations are significantly stronger ...
than the correlations reported in previous
meta-analysis for other measures of
intelligence (e.g., Peng et al,, 2019; Roth et al.,
2015)...(e.g., WISC) that include tasks (e.g.,
Arithmetic, Vocabulary)...”

. “ifwe

as ... PAS!
processes ... linked to the ... brain” it leads to

higher relations with academic

Georgiou, G., Guo, K., Naveenkumar, N., Vieira, A. P. A., & Das, J. P.

(2020) PASS theory of intelligence and academic achievement: A
meta-analytic review.

+ “and these processes have direct
implications for instruction and
intervention...”
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s Y] o~ 5
' Race and Ethnic Differences by Ability Test ‘
Test
Race | Ethnicity Understandin
| Tests that require knowledge 11.5 .2 < TeSts that AN uSin TH g
Gt Lennon School Abilty Test (school system) | _ 136 demand NAGLIERI
Stanford-Binet IV (normative sample) 126 academic s - o
WISC-V (normative sample) 116 knoWledge X
WI- 11l (normative sample) 109 107 ooy
ACafor LUV i it ducation
CogAT7 (Nonverbal scale) 11.8 7.6 n
WISCV (statistical controls normative sample) 5.7 Tests that do i Nagler
[Tests that require minimal knowledge 35 26 NOT demand =
aS2 (normative sample) 63 as S — :'%NS“‘LJ“ZZS‘;;;Th
Chs (statisical controls normative sample] a8 a8 o e S
CAS 2 (suatistcal controls normative sample) a3 is knowledge
Ealcaion Mimenpols, W
CAS-2 Brief (normative samples) 20 2.8 Free Spirt Publishing,
Naglieri General Ability Test-Verbal = = Note: Even though traditional intelligence tests may not show
T T o i psychometric bias (Worrell, 2019) the large mean score
oglier! General ARy Test Nonverba) differences suggest they are unfair (Brulles, et al., 2022
Naglieri General Abilty Test-Quantitative e =
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PASS Profiles for
Individuals with
SLD, ADHD, & ASD

Getting the BIG PICTURE

135

Patterns of Strengths & Weaknesse,

Th files [ E% W ~
ese protiles o ASD - Low
: AN

across tests is

very revealing :
R —+—ASD —e—SLD —e—ADHD

PASS works : 5 . c s e s

136
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PASS Profiles for
Gifted Students

Application of the Discrepancy
Consistency Method

137

International, 32, 1-13.).

*N=142

Similar numbers of girls and boys in
Grade 4, 5 and 6.

+ all native speakers of English

+ from middle to upper-middle
socioeconomic families

* Gifted definition:

* “Giftedness is exceptional potential
and/or performance across a wide
range of abilities in one or more of the
following areas: general intellectual,
specific academic, creative thinking,
social, musical, artistic and
kinee)sthetic" (Alberta Education, 2012,
p.6).

A Study Of Glfted Students (Georgiou, G., Dunn, K. & Naglieri, J. A

Neurocognitive Profiles for Students in Gifted Programs: A Pilot Study (2022). Exceptionality Education

* Tests given

* WASI —lI (Vocabulary and Matrix
Reasoning)

* Woodcock-Johnson IIl Broad
Reading score from: Letter-Word
Identification, Reading Fluency,
and Passage Comprehension

* Cognitive Assessment System
(CAS; Naglieri & Das, 1997) to
measure PASS neurocognitive
processes

CAS Full Scale scores correlated
significantly higher with WJ-11l
achievement scores than the WASI-II

A Study of Gifted Students

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for WASII, WL-Ill Achievement, and
Cognitive Assessment Syster (CAS) Scores (N = 142)

Variable Mean SO Min  Max
Wl Achievement

Broad Reading s w9 166

Table 2 Broad Math e 13 9 e

Pearson Correlations of WASL y Mean W) w0 % 1

—_— WASLIl FSIQ 23 8 105 145

WASHILFSIQ  CAS Fs CAS Full Scale us 19 18

Broad Reading 24 53 Planning m 1 (7] us

Broad Math 3 50 Simultaneous m 16 [ss| 12

Attention w1 ||

Mean W-Il 34 .62 Successive m  u (&) w

10/28/25
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Answering the Question: Why the student fails?

The Discrepancy
Consistency

* Discrepanc
Methfid (DCM) belwegn hi‘éh Processing
yvas first ) and low Strengths in
introduced in 1999 processing Significant Planning 104 Significant
(most recently in scores /bis.;repancy Simultaneous = 102 Discrepancy
* Discrepancy. & Attention = 98
between high
processing and
low achievement o Cognitive
> EEHEEy Academic Skills processing
between low Weakness(es) weaknesses in

processing an
low achi

Successive (76)

L—) T\:.Consistent —
Scores

10/28/25

How to Determine a Disorder

of Strengths & Weaknesses | ::

 Significant variation in
relation to student’s
average has instructional
relevance

 Significant variation in
relation to student’s //
average AND a standard o
score less than 90 (< 25t
%tile) supports designation | =0
as SLD

Significant
Weaknesses.

* Two types of PASS profile ' L

PASS Scales
NOT Subtests

VY

A Study of Gifted Students

different from that student’s average PASS score

or weakness (i.e., learning profile)

* 54% of gifted students had a PASS score that was significantly

* That means the students has a specific neurocognitive processing strength

Table 3.
Percentages of Gifted Students with Significant Variability in PASS Standard Scores
(N =142).
Planning Simultaneous Attention Successive | PASS
PASS Weakness n 25 6 18 28 77
% 18% 4% 13% 20% 54%
PASS Strength n 7 58 13 12 90
% 5% 41% 9% 8% 63%
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A Study of Gifted Students

* 4% of the students identified as GIFTED have a weakness in PASS ‘basic
psychology pr ’ AND an achi test score below 90.

Percentages of Gifted Students with Significant Variability in PASS and
Achievement Test Scores (N = 142)

Planning Attention _Successive | PASS
These students have a PASS <90 n 4 0 4 4 12
specific PASS processing % 3% 0% 3% 3% 8%
weakness less than 90; PASS & Skills <90 n 3 0 2 1 6
suggesting instructional % 2% 0% 1% 1% 4%
\modiﬁ:ations N

These students with low PASS scores AND low WJ-III
achievement suggests a Specific Learning Disability

10/28/25

Gifted SLD Student Profile

Twice Exceptional Conclusions

« Traditional intelligence tests (WISC, WJ, Binet) are not sufficient for
assessment of students who may be gifted and have a specific
learning disability (SLD), autism, ADHD, etc.

* Most defensible way to assess 2e gifted is to use the Cognitive
Assessment System-Second Edition (CAS2) for the following reasons

* CAS2 measures ‘basic psychologicalprocessgs’ —the key to uniting the
definition of SLD with the method of detecting it,

« it yields the smallest race ad ethnic differences,

* Ityields profiles for special populations,

* PASS scores predicts achievement better than any other tests and these
scores can be used to guide instruction
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