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“Introductions

Introduce yourself to those at your table

My interest in intelligence and instruction
Initial degrees in psychology
Experiences at UGA

Need for evidence based interpretation

My personal perspective on being a researcher and test
developer

Why this topic?

Presentation Outline

:>From achievement ability discrepancy tpattern of strengths
andweaknesses
The Discrepancy/Consistenaydel
2 KAOK (Sata G2 dzaS G2 RSTAYS
A neurocognitive theory will be suggested

- complexdecision making (frontdbbesg Planning)

- focusand resistance to distractions (brastem- Attention)

- visual/verbalspatial ability (Occipital/ParietalSimultaneous)
- visual/verbalsequencing (Temporalrea- Successive)
lllustrative Case studies

- How Discrepancy/Consistency yields maceurate eligibility
determination

- How Discrepancy/Consistenigads to intervention planning

jnaglieri@gmail.com  www.jacknaglieri.com 5
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IDEA and NASP Guidelines

What are some of the details of the Law?

@nt Yundred Fighth Congress
of the
Nnited Dtates of America

AT THE sEconD sEssid |ndividuals with
Begun and held at the City of Washington d Dlsabllltles
the twentieth t."ﬂ_\-’ (lj‘Jﬂ‘HHf”"\'. two thousan
Education

An Improvement Act
An Ace
To reauthorize the Individuals with Disabilities Education 4

of 2004

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Individuals with Disabilities
Education Improvement Act of 2004”.

ST G AT A RTET ATLOART AT I A0
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=1 1Q achievement discrepancy no

/TD/EA 2 OO A longer required

“(6) SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIE

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwiths ing section 607(b),
when determining whether a chi as a specific learning
disability as defined in section”602, a local educational
agency shall not be required to take into consideration
whether a child has a severe discrepancy between achieve-
ment and intellectual ability in oral expression, listening
comprehension, written expression, basic reading skill,
reading comprehension, mathematical calculation, or
mathematical reasoning.

“(B) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY.—In determining whether
a child has a specific learning disability, a local educational
agency may use a process that determines if the child
responds to scientific, research-based intervention as a part
of the evaluation procedures described in paragraphs (2)
and (3).

|Q Achievement Discrepancy Model

Ability
Achievement
model is still
permitted in o
IDEA Significant Full Scale IQ
“ y Qiscrepancy “
dzi AU R2Say Qu

reveal the
reason for the _
academic Academic
failure Skills
Weaknessgs)
jnaglieri@gmail.com  www.jacknaglieri.com 9
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'IDEA 2004

_ __—

assessment
tool so

“(2) CONDUCT OF EVALUATION.—In cond the evalua-
tion, the local educational agency shall—
“(A) use a variety of assessment tools and strategies

to gather relevant functional, developmental, and academic

mform‘ltmn including information provided by the parent,

nn

as

single measure

dg ri.SSlS'[ in dE‘tE‘I IIllIllIlU—

Ot WUSE Ywhether the child is a child with a disability;

sole ‘Bt-el{Sé gnr}osingle measure or assessment as

the sole criterion for determining whether a child is a
child with a disability or determining an appropriate edu-
cational program for the child; and

“(C) use technically sound instruments that may assess
the relative contribution of cognitive and behavioral factors,
in addition to physiWopmental factors.

1

flassess cognitive factorso

10

fuse a Vv

IDEA 2004

“(3) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS —FEach local educational
agency shall ensure that—
“(A) assessments and other evaluation materials used
to assess a child under this section—

non

discriminatory
assessments and form most likely to yield accurate information

“(i) are selected and administered so as not to
e discriminatory on a racial or cultural basis;
“(ii) are provided and administered in the language

ass

valid and
reliable

on what the child knows and can do academically,
developmentally, and functionally, unless it is not fea-
sible to so provide or administer;
“(iii) are used for purposes for which the assess-
ments or measures are valid and reliable;

“(iv) are administered by trained and knowledge-
able personnel; and

“(v) are administered in accordance with any
instructions provided by the producer of such assess-
ments;
“(B) the child is assessed in all areas of suspected
disability;

“C) assessment tools and strategies that provide rel-
evant information that directly assists persons in deter-

essment

2/11/2016



“IDEA 2004

) SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 607(b),
when determining whether a child has a specific learning
disability as defined in section 602, a local educational
agency shall not be required to take into consideration
whether a child has a severe discrepancy between achieve-
ment and intellectual ability in oral expression, listening
comprehension, written expression, basic reading skill,
reading comprehension, mathematical calculation, or
mathematical reasoning.

“(B) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY.—In determining whether
a child has a specific learning disability, a local educational
agency may use a process that determines if the child
responds to scientific, research-based intervention as a part
of the evaluation procedures described in paragraphs (2)

and (3).[py may be used AS A PART of the

evaluationé but not as ‘sol.e
12

IDEA 2004

et

Definition of SLD

-| remains the same
“(30) SPECIFIC‘ LEARNIN(“ DIQABILITY —

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘specific leal/ImK dis-
ability’ means a disorder in 1 or more of the basic ps}(ho—
logical processes involved 7 understanding or in using
, which disorder may manifest
ity to listen, think, speak, read,

/ These statements
describe a pattern of atical calculations.

strengths and CLUDED.—Such term includes such
weaknesses in basic fal djsabﬂities, brain injury, minimal
psychological R, Ghr e e o e ot
. —Suc T es
Processes, S ettty < primarily the result
in all processes  fyotor disabiltre: mental retarda-
fion, of emofional disturbance, or of envnonmental cul-
tu;’q],nor economic dlsfldy’f}nt’lge.

13

2/11/2016



Ability achievement discrepancy is no longer required

(not disallowed)

We must use a variety of assessment tools

The use of any single measure or assessment as the solg
criterion for determiningSLOs not permitted

RTlalone is not permitted
Use assessments that are not discriminatory on racial or

cultural basis

Definition ofSLDremains

Wl RAA2NRSNI AYy 2yS 2N Y2NB
LINE OSaasSaQ

Formore information see: http://idea.ed.gov/

“IDEA Law Summary

14

www.nasponline.org

Nanosas

&« Position Statement

IDENTIFICATION OF STUDENTS WITH SPECIFIC LEA
DISABILITIES

G

NASP endorses the provision of “effective services to help children and youth suceeed academically,
socially, behaviorally, and emotionally” (Standards for Graduate Preparation of School Psychologis
2010b, p. 1). NASPs position is that identification of and service delivery to children identified as
having a specific learning disability (SLD) should be based on the outcomes of multiticred, high quality,
research-based instruction. Such instruction best oceurs in the least restrictive environment and is
accompanied by regular data collection. School psychologists have long had a prominent role as
members of school teams that identify students exhibiting SLD. Accordingly, NASP is dedicated to
promoting policies and practices that are consistent with scientific research and that yield opumal
student outcomes. School psy Sts are scientist-pra s, and, as consumers of and
contributors to rescareh, they generally agree on the following statements (LD Roundtable, 2002;
National Joint Committee on Learning Disabilities, 2010; Shinn, 2007; Swanson, Harris, & Graham,
2003).

Specific learning disabilities are endogenous in nature and are characterized by neurologically based
deficits in cogaitive proce
These deficits are specific; that is, they impact particular cognitive process
acquisition of academic skills.

Specifie learning disabilities are heterogencous

s that interfere with the

here are various types of learning disabilitics, and
there is no single defining academic or cognitive deficit or characteristic common to all types of
specific learning dis

Specifie learning s may coexist with other disabling condition:
language impairment, behavior problems), but are not primarily due to the
OF children identified as having specific le
disability in the acea of reading.

nsory defieits,
conditions.

ning disabilities, the great majority (over 80%) have a

The manifestation of a specific learning disability is contingent to some estent upon the type of

instruction, supports, and accommodations provided, and the demands of the learning situation;

E:

Specifie learning disabilities vary in their degree of severity, and moderate to severe learning

disabilitics can be expected to impact performance throughout the life span.

Multitiered
T

arly intervention can reduce the impact of many specific learning disabilities.

ems of student support have been effective as part of comprehensive approach to
el

2/11/2016



“NASP2011SLDPosition

Gb! {t NBO2YYSYyRa GKIG Ay
student with a suspected specific learning disability
includes an individual comprehensive assessment...

This evaluation may include measuresaofdemic
skills (normreferenced and criteriomeferenced),
cognitiveabilities andorocessesandmental health
status (sociaemotional development); measures of
academic andral languageroficiency as
appropriate;classroom observationgand indirect
d2dz2NDSa 2F REFEGEF 6Soe3aos

16

NASF2011SLDPosition

GO9EAAGAY I RI dsblving pidess |
that determines if the child responds to
scientific evidencédased intervention may be
considered at the time of referral, or new data
of this type may be collected as part of the Tie
3 comprehensive evaluation.

Eligibility determination should not be based
on any single method, measure, or
FaaSaaySydog

17
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Hale, Naglieri, Kaufman, & Kavale (2004)

THE SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST

Policy P Specific Learning Disability Classification
in the New Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act: The Danger of Good Ideas

lames B. Hale
s and Centor, Albert Einstein Colloge of Madicine
lack A. Naglieri
Conter for Cognitive Development, George Mason University
Alan 5. Kaufman
Yale Child Study Center, Yale University School of Medicine

Konneth A. Kavale
College of Education, University of lowa

Specific Loaming Disability Classification

in the Now Individuals With Disabililios

18

/I:i*éle, Naglieri, Kaufman, & Kavale (2004)

— —

————

Because the definition &LDOs

- & X disorder in 1 or more of the basic psychological
processesnvolved in understanding or in using language,

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

R2 YIFIGKSYFGAOFEt OF t Odzf F GA 2
Goadlrof AaKAY3 | RA&A2NRSNI
isessentiafor determiningSL[

So that the legal definition is aligned with the procedural
methods used for eligibility

But how, exactly, would measuring basic psychological
processes be used f@LDeIigibiIiy;gg@ermination?

.

19
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126 OFly 6S 2LINIiA2yItATS G4GKS ARSYy
2F GKS o0FaAl0 LAeOK2f 2340 imparie OS & a
ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or do mathematical

o]}

The key question is:

f Odzf A2y &EK

jnaglieri@gmail.com  ww.jacknaglieri.com
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Presentation Outline

From achievement ability discrepancy to a pattern of strengths
and weaknesses
The Discrepancy/Consistency Model (DCM)
2 KAOK (Sata G2 dzaS G2 RSTAYS
A neurocognitive theory will be suggested

- complexdecision making (frontdbbesg Planning)

- focusand resistance to distractions (brastem- Attention)

- visual/verbalspatial ability (Occipital/ParietalSimultaneous)

- visual/verbalsequencing (Temporalrea- Successive)
lllustrative Case studies

- How Discrepancy/Consistency yields maceurate eligibility
determination
- How Discrepancy/Consistenigads to intervention planning

—
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Discrepancy / Consist

1999

ncy Model

—

2011

The Discrepancy /
Consistency model K=
Is a conceptual
frameworkthat
was first
introduced in 1999

Similar models
have been
proposed by Hale
and Flanagan

7

Essentials
of CAS Assessment

of Specific
Learning Disability
Identification

= Completa caverage of saministration.
scoring. intarpretation. and reporting

Dawn P. Flanagan
Vincent C. Alfonso

e o i it b s

Jack A. Naglieri

memm_

22

‘Discrepancy/Consistency Model (DCM

A Naglieri (2011 The
discrepancy/consisten
cy approach to SLD
identification using
the PASS theoryao.r

Flanagan & V. C. Alfonso (Eds.), Thm- are many reasons why children experience academic failure (e,

THE DISCREPANCY/CONSISTENCY
APPROACH TO SLD IDENTIFICATION
USING THE PASS THEORY

Jack A. Naglieri

Essentials of Specific Learning
Disability Identificatior{145
172). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

A This chapter can be
downloaded from
www.jacknaglieri.con

poor instruction, lack of motivation, visual or auditory problems, lack of

hild’s

specific intellectual

1 reading, instruction that does not meet

rall imited intellectual ability

ability deficit, apter focuses on those children who have a disorder in
one or more of the basic psychologieal processes that underlic academic success
and failure; that is, children with scores on a reliable and well-validated multi
dimensional test of cognitive processes that vary from the average to the well
below-average ranges, with corresponding variability in standardized achieve
test scores. These children can only be identified via

me wprehensive

—

sessment using nationally normed tests that uncover the processing deficit(s)

and associated academic failure, despite adequate instruction and a consideration
of other exclusionary factors. These types of children would meet the criteria for
a specific learning disability (SLLD) as defined by the 2004 reauthorization of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA; see Hale,
Kaufman, Naglieri, & Kavale, 2006)

This chapter is about children who have a disorder in one or more of the basic
psychological processes. These children’s academic failure may be exacerbated by
—__ poor instruction, but inadequate teaching did not cause the problem. These
children would likely benefit from frequent progress monitoring, but ongoing
progress monitoring is not enough to ensure academic success. In order to

understand the reasons for academic failure, these children need to be carefully

2/11/2016
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“Discrepancy / Consistency Model

The Discrepancy / Consistency Model is a method used to
Syadz2NB (KI G (0 KaSiddBler nad or §1@d dRiBey (
basic psychological process¢s ¢ KA OK itgaif i th& S &
imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or do
mathematical calculatiorB ¢

The disorder in 1 or more basic psychological procdsses
found when a student shows a pattern of strengths and
weaknesses in basic psychological processa$(

The imperfectbility to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell,
or do mathematicatalculationdgsfound when a student

shows a pattern of strengths and weaknesseadhievement

The result is two discrepancies and a consistency

24

,7::;/"//

Discrepancy Consistency Model for SLD

A Discrepancy #
between high
and low
processing

scores S
. Igni icant
A Discrepancy #2 Discrepancy

between high—7
processing and /

Basic Psychologic
Processes and
Academic Strengths

Significant
Discrepancy

low achievement . :
) - Disorder in one
A Consistency AcademicSKkill R
between low Weaknessés) psychological
processing and processes
low achievement
- I —,::7;47'7=»€0T‘7§i75tent4
—> Scores 25

2/11/2016
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125

115

105

95

85

75

—

" Evidence of 4V R

—&—Significant Diff

Cognitive Wk

™\

\V7

Plan

Sim Att

Succ

52NRSNI AY

Average

/

Significant
Difference
BIS low relativeo

0KS OKAf R(

score

CognitiveWeakness

Is a Significant
weakness and the

score falls below the
Average range (<90)

26

Case of Alejandro

2/11/2016
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“CASE STUDM EJANDR@A 7-0 GRADE 1)
REASON F(OFEFERRAL

- Academic:
A Could not identify letters/sounds
A October 2013: Couldnly count to 39
A All ACCESS scored of

- Behavior:
A Difficulty following directions
A Attention concerns
A Refusal/defiance

WISCGIV ASSESSMENT

Full Scale 1Q 73
Processing Speed Inde 75
Working Memory Index 86
Perceptual Reasoning Inde 79
Verbal Comprehension Index 75
4{0 éo 80 100

Standard Score

2/11/2016
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WISGIV SUBTESTS

Symbol Search| 1
Coding 10
Letter-Number Sequencin

Digit Span

Matrix Reasoning

Subtest

Picture Concepts
Block Design
Comprehension
Vocabulary

Similarities

Written Language Composite ﬁS
Written Expression 82

.% Spelling 77

g— Math Composite 77

é Math Computation 84

[ %]

% Math Concepts & Applications 76

@ Reading Composite 9

Reading Comprehensio 8
Letter & Word Recognition 85
40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Standard Score

2/11/2016
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/ PASS basic psychological processes
CAS2 WISGIV

\ \
Full Scale% 83

Successive 84 Processing Speed
Index

Simultaneous 0g  Working Memory

Full Scale IQ

Index 86
. Perceptual
Attention 67 i
T Reasoning Index &
: Verbal
Planning 102 / 2V LINE K R
40 60 80 100 40 60 80 100

=

——

Thoughts about A-I/ejandro

We want to help our students, but h@&v

What have tried to get information from the Wechsler
Scales

{dzoGSad lyrteara 6R2SayQi
- Interpretation of subtests according to other views
(Working Memory, SpeedHCetc.)-R2 Say Qu ¢ 2 N
Which test/method should we use?
lff GKSaSsS l[dzSatAazya oAff

33

2/11/2016
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/@/,, e

£ S2F yYRNB Q& wSa dz

Written Language 78 ‘ ‘
_ Composite Full Scale 83

Written Expression | 82
Spelling ri Successive
Math Composite 77
Math Computation | 84 Simultaneous 06
Math Concepts & 76
Applications Attenti
Reading Composite 79 ention T 67
Reading Comprehension 78 .
g =ome ' Planning 102
Letter & Word Recognition 85
50 60 70 80 90 100 40 60 80 100
—
/

e

/I/Dpiscrepancy Consistency Model &irD

W\

Significant
Discrepancy

A Discrepanc
between high and

low processing
scores
: Planning (102)

A Discrepancy— Significant
between hlgh Discrepancy Simultaneous (96)
processing and
low achievement

A Consistency
between lo
processing an
low achievemen

ath Composite=77
Reading Composite=f9
Written Language =7B

TT:. Conmstenng

=> Scores

Attention (67) &
Successive (84)

2/11/2016
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“The case oAlejandro(by Dr. Otero)

AlejandroK I & | GRA&2NRSNI Ay 2y
LA OK2t 23A0Ff LINRPOS&aasSat
- Attention = 67 and Successive = 84

Good scores in basic psychological processes:

- Simultaneous = 96 and Planning = 102

He has documented academic failure

Conclusions: He has intnadividual differences ibasic
psychological processésat underlie his academic
problems

36

Discrepancy / Consistency M/odel

The Discrepancy / Consistency Model is a conceptual
I LILINR | OK G2 Sy adzNB uKIF G
- adiscrepancyetween high and low (e.ga significant
weakness) scores in basic psychological processes
- adiscrepancyetween high scores in basic psychological
processes and low academic scores

- aconsistencyetween low scores basic psychological
processes and low academic scores
The discrepancies ensure that the student has (1) within
student variability in psychological processes and (2) a
difference between processing and achievement

The consistency helps us understand WHY the student
has failed and WHAT to do about it

37

2/11/2016

18



_—
——

“"How to Operationalize this Model

A X L A X

- AGSOKYyAOlIfte az2zdzyR wiz |

Standardized norm based tests are the best way to
evaluate and calibrate academic skills

- Tests like the KEA, WIATI, W31V, FAR, etc.

Standardized norm basddsts arethe best way to
evaluate anctalibratebasic psychologicarocesses

jnaglieri@gmail.com www.jacknaglieri.com

38

Time to Think and Talk

START >
Reactions?

Which test results make more sense?
Was WISQV information Helpful?
Did CAS2 Results change your mind?

Canyou determine if the student has
aSLD using DCM?

L 2dzN) G K2dzaK G a X

2/11/2016
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“Presentation Outline

From achievement ability discrepancy to a pattern of strengths
and weaknesses
The Discrepancy/Consistentydel
2 KAOK (Sata G2 dzaS G2 RSTAYS
A neurocognitive theory will be suggested

- complexdecision making (frontdbbesc¢ Planning)

- focusand resistance to distractions (brastem- Attention)

- visual/verbalspatial ability (Occipital/ParietalSimultaneous)

- visual/verbalsequencing (Temporarea- Successive)
lllustrative Case studies

- How Discrepancy/Consistency yields maceurate eligibility

determination
- How Discrepancy/Consistenigads to intervention planning

40
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Hale, Naglieri, Kaufman, & Kavale (2004)

Tests that we specifically developed to measure basi
psychological processes should be used

- The KABC Il (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004)

- Planning, Attention, Simultaneous, Successive
(PASS) theory as measured by the CAS2 (Naglieri
Das & Goldstein, 2014)

These and any other tests, will be evaluated base
on two essential criteria included in IDEA:

- Suitability for assessment of diverse populations

- Validity for use irSLDeligibility determination

41

2/11/2016
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Non-discriminatory Tests

Do Students with SLD Have a Pattern of Cognitive
Strengths and Weaknesses?

This is essential for intervention planning

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

IDEA 2004,

“(3) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—Each local educational
agency shall ensure that—
“(A) assessments and other evaluation materials used
to assess a child under this section—

i) are selected and administered so as not to

npn o iscriminatory on a racial or cultural basis;
discriminatory “(ii) are provided and administered in the language
assessments pnd form most likely to yield accurate information

n what the child knows and can do academically,

evelopmentally, and functionally, unless it is not fea-
sible to so provide or administer;
“(iii) are used for purposes for which the assess-
ments or measures are valid and reliable;
“(iv) are administered by trained and knowledge-
able personnel; and
“(v) are administered in accordance with any
instructions provided by the producer of such assess-
ments;
“(B) the child is assessed in all areas of suspected
disability;
“C) assessment tools and strategies that provide rel-
evant information that directly assists persons in deter-

2/11/2016
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Evolution of 1Q@Goldstein,Princiotta& Naglieri, 2015)

Hundred Years of Intelligence
Testing: Moving from Traditional
1Q to Second-Generation
Intelligence Tests

20

Jack A. Naglieri

“Do not go where the path may lead, go instead where there is no path and leave a trail.”

Sam Goldstein

Dana Princiotta
Jack A. Naglieri
Editors

‘Handbook of

Intelligence

Evolutionary prspective,

and Current Conc

Context

April 6, 1917, is remembered as the day the
United States entered World War I. On that same
day a group of psychologists held a meeting in
Harvard University’s Emerson Hall to discuss the
possible role they could play with the war effort
(Yerkes 1921). The group agreed that psycho-
logical knowledge and methods could be of
importance to the military and utilized to
increase the efficiency of the Army and Navy
personnel. The grou included Robert Yerkes,
who was also the president of the American
Psychological Association. Yerkes made an
appeal to members of APA who responded by

—Ralph Waldo Emerson

Training School in Vineland, New Jersey, on May
28. The committee considered many types of
group tests and several that Arthur S. Otis devel-
oped when working on his doctorate under Lewis
Terman at Stanford University. The goal was to
find tests that could efficiently evaluate a wide
variety of men, be easy to administer in the group
format, and be easy to score. By June 9, 1917, the
materials were ready for an initial trial. Men who
had some educational background and could
speak English were administered the verbal and
quantitative (Alpha) tests and those that could not
read the newspaper or speak English were given
the Beta tests (today described as nonverbal).
The Alpha tests were designed to measure
general information (e.g., how many months are

jnaglieri@gmail.com  www.jacknaglieri.com 44

Table 20.1 Mean score differences in standard scores by
race on traditional IQ and second-generation intelligence

Race by

test
(Naglieri, 2015)

psychological

processes
measured by|
KABC and
CAS are the
more fair
than
traditional

\ tests J )

tests

Test

Traditional
SB-IV (matched)
WISC-IV (normative sample)
WI-III (normative sample)
WISC-IV (matched)

Second generation
KABC (normative sample)
KABC (matched)
KABC-2 (matched)
CAS2 (normative sample)
CAS (demographic controls)
CAS?2 (demographic controls)

Difference

12.6
11.5
10.9
10.0

7.0
6.1
5.0
6.3
4.8
4.3

jnaglieri@gmail.com  www.jacknaglieri.com 45
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Available online at www.sciencedirect.com
“ ScienceDirect
ES lR Intelligence 35 (2007) 568 - 579

NTELLIGENCE

Hispanic and non-Hispanic children’s performance on PASS
/ﬁ cognitive processes and achievement ™
HISpanIC Jack A. Naglieri “*, Johannes Rojahn®, Holly C. Matto®

Whlte * Center for Cognitive Development, George Mason University, Department of Psychology, MS# 2C6, United States
v

Virginia Commonwealth, United States

d Iffe re n Ce 0 n Received 16 May 2006; "“"“'J.\fl,m“.f.ﬁ::\",mfg’?l.{""”’ accepted 6 November 2006
CAS Full Scale

Abstract
Of 4 0 8 Hispanics have become the largest minority group in the United States. Hispanic children typically come from working class
homes with parents who have limited English language skills and educational training. This presents challenges to psychologists
stan d ard who assess these children using traditional IQ tests because of the considerable verbal and academic (e.g.. quantitative) content

Some researchers have suggested that intelligence conceptualized on the basis of psychological processes may have utility for

. assessment of children from culturally and linguistically diverse populations because verbal and quantitative skills are not included.

Score po INts This study examined Hispanic children’s performance on the Cognitive Assessment System (CAS; [Naglieri, J.A., and Das, J.P.

(1997). Cognitive Assessment System. Itasca, IL: Riverside.]) which is based on the Planning, Attention, Simultaneous, and

(matched) Successive (PASS) theory of intelligence. The scores of Hispanic (N=244) and White (N=1956) children on the four PASS

processes were obtained and the respective correlations between PASS and achievement compared. Three complementary sampling

methodologies and data analysis strategics were chosen to compare the Ethnic groups. Sample size was maximized using nationally

\ <7 groups and hic group diffe were d using smaller matched samples. Small differences

between Hispanic and non-Hispanic children were found when ability was measured with tests of basic PASS processes. In

addition, the correlation between the PASS constructs and achievement were substantial for both Hispanic and non-Hispanic
children and were not significantly different between the groups.

Published by Elsevier Inc.

Bilingual Hispanic Children’s Performance on the
English and Spanish Versions of the Cognitive
Assessment System

Jack A. Naglieri

George Mason University

Tulio Otero

Columbia College, Elgin Campus

Brianna DeLauder

George Mason University School Psychology Quarterly

Holly Matto 2007, Vol. 22, No. 3, 432-448

Virginia Commonwealth University

This study compared the performance of referred bilingual Hispanic children
on the Planning, Attention, Simultaneous, Successive (PASS) theory as mea-
sured by English and Sparnish versions of the Cognitive Assessment System
(CAS; Naglieri & Das, 1997a). The results suggest that students scored similarly
on both English and Spanish versions of the CAS. Within each version of the
CAS, the bilingual children earned their lowest scores in Successive processing
regardless of the language used during test administration. Small mean differ-
ences were noted between the means of the English and Spanish versions for the
Simultaneous and Successive processing scales; however, mean Full Scale scores
were similar. Specific subtests within the Simultaneous and Successive scales
were found to contribute to the differences between the English and Spanish
versions of the CAS. Comparisons of the children’s profiles of cognitive weak-
ness on both versions of the CAS showed that these children performed con-
sistently despite the language difference. 47
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Means, SDs, d-ratios, Obtained and Correction Correlations Between the English :
Spanish Version of the CAS (V= 55).
CAS English ~ CAS Spanish d-ratio Correlations
Mean = S0 Mean 8D d  Obtained Corrected
Planning 926 131 926 134 .00 96 97
Simultaneous ~ 89.0 128 930 137 -30 .90 93
Attention 948 139 951 139 02 .98 98
Successive 780 | 131 831 | 126 40 82 89
Full Scale 846 136 876 138 -22 .9 97

ck A. Naglieri, Ph.D—George
— Univ, Fairfax, VA 22(
naglieri@gmu.¢ 48
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PASS The Neurocognitive Assessment of Hispanic English-Language
scores Learners With Reading Failure

Tulio M. Otero

Departments of Clinical Psychology and School Psychology, Chicago School of Professional Psychology,
Chicago, Illinois

Lauren Gonzales

George Mason University, Fairfax, Virginia

Jack A. Naglieri

University of Virginia, Fairfax, Virginia

This study cxamined the performance of referred Hispanic English-language learners
(N =40) on the English and Spanish versions of the Cognitive Assessment System (CAS;
Naglieri & Das, 1997). The CAS measures basic neuropsychological processes based on
the Planning, Attention, Simultancous, and Successive (PASS) theory (Naglieri & Das,
1997; Naglieri & Otero, 2011c). Full Scale (FS) scores as well as PASS processing scale
scores were compared, and no significant differences were found in FS scores or in any of
the PASS processes. The CAS FS scores on the English (M =86.4, SD=8.73) and Spanish
(M=87.1, SD=7.94) versions correlated .94 (uncorrected) and .99 (corrected for range
restriction). Students earned their lowest scores in Successive processing regardless of the
language in which the test was administered. PASS cognitive profiles were similar on
English and Spanish versions of the PASS scales. Thesc findings suggest that students
scored similarly on both versions of the CAS and that the CAS may be a useful measure
of these four abilitics for Hispanic children with underdeveloped English-language
proficiency.
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“Otero, Gonzales, Naglieri (2012)

GCLF3ALY oO6wnnno & ¢Sttt Fa {dd dAAx |
cognitive processing approach like that used in the CAS would avoid the
knowledge base required to answer verbal and quantitative questions
found on most traditional 1Q tests and would be more appropriate for
culturally and linguistically diverse populations. The results of this study
ddzLILI2 NI GKS FaaSNIA2Yy o0LIP y o0 ®é

TABLE 2
Means, Standard Deviations, d Ratios, and Correlations Between the English and Spanish Versions of the
Cognitive Assessment System (N=40)

CAS English CAS Spanish Correlations
CAS Subtests and Scales M SD M SD d ratio Obtained Corrected
Scales
Planning 94.60 878 94.98 8.59 -0.04 978 997
Simultaneous 92.58 11.34 93.63 12.06 0.9 886 953
Attention 04,08 848 94.78 RX] -0.08 M 997
Successive 78.65 10.29 78.25 10.08 0.04 943 987
( Full Scale 86.40 8.73 87.10 7.94 -0.08 936 993 )

‘W3HIl and ELL Hispanic Students®

(SoteloDynega Ortiz, Flanagan &haplin, 2013)

Table 1
WI Il GIA and Test Performance Differences Between LEPs and the WJ 1lI Standardization Sample Mean

11 point
Sample Sample
WJ I Test M SD M SD Difference ' d
difference in General Intellectual Ability $9.34 1178 100 15 ~10.64 ~7.07" %
Verbal Comprehension 80.38 14.09 100 15 —-19.62 10.87°* 1.40
GAI Concept Formation 87.16 12.20 100 15 12.84 —-8.22"" - 1.05
Numbers Reversed 95.23 12.46 100 15 —477 -296 0.38
Visual-Auditory Learning 95.62 14.56 100 15 438 235" -0.30
Sound Blending 97.82 1157 100 15 2.18 147 0.19
Visual Matching 98.93 9.80 100 15 - 1.07 0.85 0.11
Spatial Relations 99.18 8.45 100 15 0.82 —0.758 0.10
<.05.**p < 01. ***p < 001
Table 2

Differences Among the NYSESLAT Proficiency Group’s WJ IHl, GIA Mean Score, and the WJ 111 Standardization
Sample Mean :

As English

Wi
Skl | IS 0 Sample Sample
g NYSESLAT Proficiency Group M SD M SD Difference ' d
Beginner 71.75 395 100 15 —28.25 14.31" 7.15
Intermediate 8229 8.66 100 15 17.71 —-7.65" 205
. Advanced 89.55 9.17 100 15 - 1045 10.45° 114
Proficient 101 9.23 100 15 1.00 405 0.11

< 001

2/11/2016
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“The First 1Q TEST: Alpha

1. Bull Durham is the name of tobacco

2. The Mackintosh Red is a kind of fruit

3. The Oliverisa  typewriter

4. A passenger locomotive type is the Mogul
5. Stone & Webster are well know engineers
6

7

8

9

1

—

. The Brooklyn Nationals are called Superbas
Pongeeisa fabric
Country Gentleman is a kind of corn
President during the Spanish War Mckinley
0. Fatima IS a make of cigarette

From: Psychological Examining the United States Army (Yerkes; 1921, p. 21
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Multigroup Confirmatory Factor Analysis of U.S. and Italian Children’s
Performance on the PASS Theory of Intelligence as Measured by the
Cognitive Assessment System

Jack A. Naglieri Stefano Taddei
University of Virginia and Devereux Center for Resilient University of Florence
Children

Kevin Williams
Multi-Health Services, Toronto, Ontario, Canada

This study examined Italian and U.S. children’s performance on the English and Italian versions,
respectively, of the Cognitive Assessment System (CAS; Naglieri & Conway, 2009; Naglieri & Das,
1997). a test based on a neurocognitive theory of intelligence entitled PASS (Planning, Attention,
Simultaneous, and Successive: Naglieri & Das, 1997: Naglieri & Otero, 2011). CAS subtest, PASS
scales, and Full Scale scores for Italian (N = 809) and U.S. (N = 1,174) samples. matched by age and
gender, were examined. Multigroup confirmatory factor analysis results supported the configural
invariance of the CAS factor structure between Italians and Americans for the 5- to 7-year-old
( an-square error of ap i [RMSEA] = .038: 90% confidence interval [CI] = .033, .043;
comparative fit index [CFI] = .96) and 8- to 18-year-old (RMSEA = .036; 90% CI = .028, .043; CFI =
.97) age groups. The Full Scale standard scores (using the U.S. norms) for the Italian (100.9) and U.S.
(100.5) samples were nearly identical. The scores between the samples for the PASS scales were very
similar, except for the Attention Scale (d = 0.26), where the Italian sample’s mean score was slightly
e higher. Negligible mean differences were found for 9 of the 13 subtest scores, 3 showed small d-ratios
(2 in favor of the Italian sample), and 1 was large (in favor of the U.S. sample), but some differences in
subtest variances were found. These findings suggest that the PASS theory, as measured by CAS, yields
similar mean scores and showed factorial in ce for these samples of an and American children,

who differ on cultural and linguistic characteristics.
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~ US and Italian Samplegean scores

Table 5

Means and SDs for Italian Children (N = 809) on the CAS Subtests and PASS and Full Scales Using U.S. Norms and
Comparisons to U.S. Sample (N = 1,174), Matched by Age

Italian Us.
Subtests and scales M SD n M SD n F P d-ratio

CAS compos-itc scales

Planning 977 134 809 1005 154 1174 18.1 <01 -0.19

Simultaneous 1030 139 809 1011 14.1 1,174 93 <01 0.14

Attention 1042 137 809 1006 144 1174 322 <01 0.26

Successive 990 125 809 1005 145 1,174 5.1 02 -0

Full Scale 1009 129 809 1005 148 1174 23 A3 0.03
Note. CAS = Cognitive Assessment Syster  SS = Planning, Attention, Simultaneous, and Successive. U.S. sample Ns vary due
Designations for d-ratios are as follows: T = ".2), 8 = small (.2), M = medium (.5), and L = large (.8). For all F values the dfs a
for Speech Rate (1, 1219) and Sentence ” 52).

Italian mean = 100.9 &US mean = 100.5

54
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Why Measure Basic Psych Processes?

Measures of basic psychological processes in these

measures assess abilitiesthout requiring knowledge
- Vocabulary

- Arithmetic

- Similarities

- Comprehension

- Information

The knowledge requirement in traditional 1Q tests
distorts the measurement of ability

55
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'IDEA 2004

“(3) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—Each local educational
agency shall ensure that—
“(A) assessments and other evaluation materials used
to assess a child under this section—

“(i) are selected and administered so as not to
be discriminatory on a racial or cultural basis;

“(ii) are provided and administered in the language
and form most likely to yield accurate information
on what the child knows and can do academically,
developmentally, and functionally, unless it is not fea-

—_—

sible to so provide or administer;

valid and “(iii) are used for purposes for which the assess-
reliable ments or measures are valid and reliable;

“(iv) are administered by trained and knowledge-

assessment
able personnel; and
“(v) are administered in accordance with any
instructions provided by the producer of such assess-
ments;
“(B) the child is assessed in all areas of suspected
disability;
“(C) assessment tools and strategies that provide rel-
evant information that directly assists persons in deter-

SLD vs ADHD Profiles and

correlation with achievement

Do Students with SLD Have a Patt