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Comparison of White, African American, Hispanic, and Asian Children on
the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test
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the NNAT scores have use for fais assessment of White and minority childres.

Accurte assessment of intelligence for people from diverse 8 psychometric issues such as internal and test-retest reliability
cultural and linguistic backgroends has been a topic of great debae  (Jensen, 1980; Naglieri, 1985, 1985b; Naglieri & Prewers, 1990;
Wmﬂ’ﬂmﬂm(m 1988). To effectively evaluate Nicholson, 1989). In response o these needs, other progressive
matrix tests have become available. This includes the Test of

Nonverbal Intelligence (Brown, Sherbenou, & Johnsen, 1990), the

they i Marix Analogies Test—Short Form (MAT-SF; Nagler, 19856)

(Jensen, 1950; Naglieri & Prowew, 19%0; Suuler, 1988). For ex-  and Expanded Form (MAT-EF: Naglicri. 1985a), the Naglieri

the NNAT work for mino
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Addressing Underrepresentation
of Gifted Minority Children Using
the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test (NNAT)

Jack A. Naglieri
George Mason University

Donna Y. Ford
“The Ohio State Universty

attribute the problem to standandized tests, contending that

these tests fiil to asess the strengths and abiltis of cultur-

ally, echnically, and Tinguistcally diverse populations (e.g.,

Frazier etal, 1995). Support for chis assercion comes from
Hi

students consistently score lower than White scudents on

traditional sandardized tests (Brody, 1992; Satler, 1988).
Despite the fict that inteligence tess such as the

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for ChildrenThird Edition
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Comparison of Hispanic Children With and Without Limited English
Proficiency on the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test

Jack A, Naglieri Ashley L. Booth
George Mason Caivesiy Casversy of Viegisia

Adarm Winsler
George Mason Univesity
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95th %tile

Table 2

NNAT Scores
White Black Hispanic Expected
n % " % " % %

10 &above 1571 N 103 269 N %4 190 95 20
125 & above »s6 [ »si E 14 50
130 & above 467 ¥ as 75 Y 26 46 23 20
135 & above 190 11 42 15 18 0.9 10
140 & above €0 0.6 19 0.6 9 04 04
Toul Sample n 14,141 2,863 1991

Note. Expeci poveniage voles ar: hoe associacd i nomral curve pobatiliies.
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e Table 2
I""'““”“ Chronological Ages and NAI Scores for Males and Females by
ELSEVIER Inclligence 34 (2006) 253260 — NNAT LGVGIS
Males Females
Developmental gender differences on the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability NAI
Test in a nationally normed sample of 5-17 year olds Levels M SD n M SD n difference
Johannes Rojahn *, Jack A. Naglieri A 100.0 15.5 2,912 98.9 16.1 2,803 14
G o gl d i B 996 16.0 3412 1009 158 3,384 -1.3
i el et C 989 154 4044 986 155 4,068 03
— D 1008 716.7 8016 1005 155 7,984 0.3
Lynn [Lynn, R. (2002). Sex diffrences on the progressive matrices among 15-16 year olds: some data from South Africa. E 99.0 16.5 7'71 6 99.9 15.4 7'556 -0.9
A i A S8 e e e e e e F 996 171 8878 1003 159 9,286 07
L i MY I LS e b e G 1003 17.0 4656 996 147 5065 07
critical wvariables. NNAT data ‘with Lynn's theory of gender differences insofar as (a)

Review of Naglieri and Ford (2003):
Does the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test
Identify Equal Proportions of High-Scoring
White, Black, and Hispanic Students?

d that a student e
cally gifted’ (i.e. have hig

specially over ability tests chat ilsa lave verbal and
¢ They angue dh verbal

ABSTRACT

In o recent articke in this journal, Naglieri and
4 that Black and Hispanic stu-
dents are s hkely to carn high scores on the

y
Naglieri Nonverbal  Ability Tese (NNAT:
Naghieri. 1997a) a5 White students. However, the
sample that Naglicri and Ford used was not repre-
sutative of the U.S. school population s 3 whole
and was_quite unrepresentative of cthnic_ sub-




Increasing Minerity Children’s Participation
in Gifted Classes Using the NNAT:
A Response to Lohman

Jack A. Naglieri
Gearge Mason Unniversity

ABSTRACT

In a previous article, we {Naglieri & Ford, 2013)
provided evidenee fion a large-scale sudy that sim-
ilar proportions of White, Black, and Hispanic chil-
dten would be identified as wifted using the Naglieri
Nonverbal Ability Test (NNAT; Naglieri, 1997).
Lohman (2005) has taken issue with our conclusions
and our methods, We

Donna Y. Ford
Vanderbile University

diverse pop s of gifeed children, Second, it is als
well kanown thac the other author is an educator who has
worked more broadly within the ared of gifted education
o address the persistent problens of minonty studene
underreprescutation. Botl o us v worked o incresse
representation of minerity children in classes for the git-
el and ave provided many research papers. concepral

prosentations on this topic. Oue pasitions and

Court Decision about
Testing ELL Students fo

sdowne (2011) te
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
EASTERN DIVISION

DANIEL. DINAH and DEANNA MCFADDEN,
minors, by their parent and next friend, Tracy
McFadden: KAREN. RODOLFO and KIARA
TAPIA. minors. by their parent and next friend.

Mariela Montoya: JOCELYN BURCIAGA. minor,

by her parent and next friend. Griselda Burciaga:

and KASHMIR IVY. minors, by their parent

and next friend. Beverly Ivy: KRISTIANNE

SIFUENTES. minors. by her parent and next

friend. Irma Sifuentes. )

Plainuffs, No. 05 € 0760
L5
Judge Robert W. Gettleman
BOARD OF EDUCATION FOR ILLINOIS
SCHOOL DISTRICT U-46,

Defendant.

challenge the man he District identified gifted students, Specifically, plaintiffs

spent a large part of their case establis] at the District’s method of identifying gifted

students effectively eliminated from i ion many Minority Students simply because the

tests used by the District measured achievement based on verbal skills. According to plaintiffs,

every Minority Student, particularly Hispanics, were tested under these faulty procedures.

12/5/2013

‘Whether there is any merit to the District’s argument depends on whether the named

plaintiffs’ claims are defined generally or specifically. Their general claims are that U-46 1s a

discrimimatory school district that acts to keep whites and Minority Students separate. The

District accomplished this, according to plaintiffs, in many ways, but the net result is that each

Minority Student suffered the indignities of segregation and, under Brown v. Bd. of Education,

347 U.S. 483 (1954), each Minority Student in the District would have standing to challenge all

of the segregational aspects and actions of the District.

gifted program. For many years, the District has run a separate program especially for Hispanic
students who are identified as gifted. This program is know

“Spanish English Transition™), and its classes are taught in Spanish and English by bilingual

teachers, SWAS classrooms are located in three elementary schools that plaintiffs claim are

predominately white. SET/SWAS classrooms are located in two schools that plaintiffs claim

predominately Minority. Both the SWAS and SET/SWAS programs are voluntary, and both

iculum.




The District’s ing behind operating a separate, d program is that, in its

view, these gifted students were not English proficient enough to perform well in the higher
achieving gifted program classes. Although this sounds like it might be a debatable educational

Jjudgment, the court finds that the District has not met its burden of proving that a segregated

program like SET/SWAS is necessary to educate gifted Hispanic students. Put another way. the

District has failed to establish that the SET/SWAS program was narrowly tailored to further a

compelling governmental interest.

"

d conflicting eviden ing the degree to which the

Although the parties p
District relied on the MAP scores to identify children for the elementary SWAS program., the

court finds that the weight of the evidence supports plaintiffs’ contention that the MAP scores

were the primary tool used to place students in elementary SWAS. Thus, unless a child scored

92% or more on the MAP. he or she was generally not considered for further testing and

evaluation to determine whether he or she was eligible for the mainstream gifted SWAS

12/5/2013

The students  for the mainstream elementary SWAS program are identified initially by scoring 92%"

demonstrated favored children with higher verbal skills and disfavored Minorities. Thus, gifted

children for whom English is a second language would likely score lower on a MAP test than

other available tests such as the non-verbal, culturally neutral Naglieri Nonverbal Aptitude Test,

which plaintiffs’ expert testified identified gifted students without a bias towards those students

with higher English verbal skills.

program. Children were chosen for the SET/SWAS program by their scores on the non-verbal

Naglieri test, a Spanish | hi test (L and ¢l observations by

teachers and specialists, along with their MAP scores.



the District used what it termed a weighted “matrix” to identify students for the mainstream
SWAS program that included the MAP scores, performance on the Cogat™ test, and teacher and

parent recommendations, the court credits Dr. Ford's opinion that this procedure produces

being a high achiever, “*The Cogat (Cognitive Abilities Test) is ancther widely-used achievement est that
emphasizes vesbal skils.

Because much of the evidence about the District’s gifted program was presented through
the partics’ respective expert witnesses (plaintiffs’ Dr. Donna Ford and defendant’s Dr. [N
). e court will briefly discuss these experts. Initially, the court notes that both Dr.
Ford and Dr. -are highly qualified, experienced professionals in the subject of gifted

Based on their di at trial and the thoroughness of their analyses, however. the

«court credits Dr. Ford's testimony over that ofDr- in the many areas about which they
disagree. Dr‘-. unlike Dr. Ford, appeared to be totally biased in favor of the District,
improvement. She could find little fault with any aspect of the District’s gifted program, and

generally refused to acknowledge the obvious distinctions between the SET'SWAS

and the mai SWAS Dr I s on the witness stand and

1 to respond ightly to by plamntffs’ counsel diminished her

credibility with the court.
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The results of this process were predictable. For example, in the school year 2006-2007--

and 1,363 African-American students constituted 6.3% -- only five of the 231 students enrolled

Minority Students do not partici in the mai gifted in District U-46 at

anything close to their proportion of the District’s population.*

Dr. Ford credibly opined that the best way to identify gifted children. as recognized by

the NAGC., is to measure intelligence non-verbally (with a test such as the Naglieri) with

language supports for children whose first language is not English. If a test such as the MAP is
used, setting a standard of 90% or greater (as did the District) is far too high given cultural and
language impediments to verbal skills; in Dr. Ford’s opinion. if such a test is used at all, the
threshold should be 80% rather than 90%. In addition, Dr. Ford found, and the court credits her

are i when used as an initial

testimony, that teacher
screening to identify gifted children. Although all of these criteria can be used in a “matrix™ or

mix of identifying information, over-reliance on verbal testing, such as utilized by the District,




12/5/2013

% of the children in SWA
demonstrated to the court, that
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Clarification of Terms

]

—
Note

A review of information shows some
general agreement regarding the
needs of gifted students, but there is
1o consensus on a common definition
of giftedness. The National Association
for Gifted Children (NAGC) reportsthat
“...there is, as yet, no universally agreed
upan answer to this question [of what
; 1. Gifteiness, intelli

and talent are fluid concepts and may
look different in different contexts and
cultures. Even within schools you will
find a range of personal beliefs about
the word ‘gifted,” which has become a
term with multiple meanings and much

Helping All
Gifted Children Learn:

eacher's Gulde to Using the NNAT

12/5/2013

Alternative

Assessments
With Gifted

and Talented Students

.
Y Gied s

While our view of giftedness incorporates
elements of all these definitions, it is most
similar to Gagné’s view. There are two broad
dimensions that should be considered when
gifted and talented children are defined.
First, a gifted student is one who achieves a
high score on a reliable and valid measure of
ability. Second, a talenied student is one who
achieves high scores in some academic or
performance-based areas.

10
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A Proposed Direction Forward Based on Soa ”

Psychological Science
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ease fair assessme
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Start with some items!
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Practitioner’s Guide to
Assessing
Intelligence

and

Achievement

Jal Nonverbal Tests — Varied

ave better psycho
Where did the verbal nonverbal
s than others format come from?

se tests are built on the A (iR
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Understanding nonverbal
assessment of general

ARMY MENTAL TESTS
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From the military to the
middle school

inistered the
tests described
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Test T.—Digit Symbol

E. shows S. the record sheet, points to blank below 2 in the
sample, then to symbol for 2 at top of page, writes in symbol,
proceeds in the same way with the other parts of the sample,
then gives S. pencil, points to space below 3 in the test, and
nods affirmatively.

Test 10.—Picture Completion

E. places material before 8. as previously dmcn‘bed He

then slowly points to the same boy in cach of the pictures in

ion to indicate the proper seq of events. He next

returns to the d tional picture, points to dressed and
and v

space. Next he looks leisurely

Test 7.—Digit Symbol

E. shows S. the record sheet, points to blank below 2 in the
sample, then to symbol for 2 at top of page, writes in symbol,
proceeds in the same way with the other parts of the sample,
then gives S. pencil, points to space below 3 in the test, and
nods affirmatively.

Test 8.—The Maze

E. shows S. demonstration maze (a), and with his peneil pro-
ceeds to trace the shortest way out. At eritical points he hesi-
tates, moves pencil in wrong direction without marking, shakes
his head, and continues to work in the right direction. He
next presents test maze A, gives S. pencil, points to starting

12/5/2013

Test 9.—Picture Arrangement

E. presents demonstrational st and allows S. to see it for
about 15 seconds. Then, making sure that §. is attending, he
slowly rearranges the pictures and points to each one in succes-
sion, attractif : ST
of important Test 4. —Cube Construction
sents sot (a), (a) E. presents modcl 1 and the corresponding bl i
; :‘:l;tesh ‘x 10 bottom, top, and sides of model; then places itg umwpot;:::
s set' ®. 8 ;nda‘a:se;‘xbl: t::dbloc!m falher slowyly, turning each block over
s (), cxoopd e pointing to painted and unpainted sides.

. now presents the same model and the blocks in irregular
order, then points in order to 8., to the model, to the blocks,
and nods affirmatively. E. repeats, if S. does not understand.

h (b) I presents model

ws -

WECHSLER INTELIGENCE SCALE
FOR CHILDREN"~ FOURTH EDITION

Score to Scaled Scare Conversions
Rav |

17
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METHODS AND RESULTS 19

Men who fail in alpha aro sent to beta in order that injusti

by reason of relative unfamilinrity with Fnglish may be avoided.
Men who fail in bota are referred for T v examination
by means of what may appear to be the most, suitable and alto-
gether appropriate procedure among the varied methods avail-
able. This reference for careful individual examination is yet
another attempt to avoid injustice ither by reason of linguistic
handicap or aceidents incidont to £roup examining,

eneral ability nonve
, more appropriate, or fa
and/or linguistically
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Helping All
Gifted Children Learn
A Teacher's Guideto Using the NNAT.

3

E _q. :
o
=

L !
=
=
ol

Y,
g, verbal and math
erning, connecting

) s were organized into
across content areas,

e.g. Verbal) based on the

4% Helping All Gifted Children Learn: A Teacher's Guide to Using the NNAT2

It is important to understand that even
though Wechsler’s intelligence (IQ) tests were
organized into verbal and nonverbal sections,
he did not mean that verbal and nonverbal
are different types of ability. Wechsler (1958)
explicitly stated that the organization of
subtests into verbal and performance scales
did not indicate that two distinctive types of
intelligence were being measured. In fact, he

vidual to act
posefully, to

ink ration

to @ 1

ally, and

19
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wrote: “the subtests are different measures of
intelligence, not measures of different kinds of

intelligence” (p. 64). Similarly, Naglieri (2003)
further clarified that “the term nonverbal
refers to the content of the test, not a type of
ability” (p. 2). Thus, tests may differ in their but that does not

content or specific demands, but still measure abilities are being meas
the concept of general intelligence.

e
N/ ]

a el o]
a stricter scientific conno

; pes measure general ability
d%‘:’;’fetTeStﬂg’z’;’;erh"ds"”dRe measures general ability with varyin
[o] Inther nten arhal auantitative anc

20
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AL

Manual

Content

The NNAT2 is a nonverbal measure of general ability that is predictive of
academic success (see Naglieri, 2008). All items share the same essential
requirement—that the student ine the relationshiy the parts
of the design, called a matrix, and determine which response is the correct
one based on the information inherent in the item. The item raw scores are
summed to get the total raw score which is used to obtain the scaled score,

ails about the test...

Naglieri Ability Index (NAI) score, stanine, and percentile rank. The NAI
score represents the student’s overall level of general ability when measured
using nonverbal stimuli.

Naglieri N bal Abili :
o o | 4 - B

asures, and the

21



Administering the Test:

U

Pictorial Directions and Sample Items Sample
Sy Open pourest Book 1 the fistpage and ook at the pictures. PR —
D P
e Sl A e s o). eI
S Lookatwhattheboy s deing. 2 Mooy e
SRS O AV [ am———;
S ———rho
Sy Melslookiogfo the smswer I ——
Nanver ay esics st what e by s k.
- —
B
ooty
e T S—
et T ——
. e T e s e g s s it
Sor Nowlook here. o
"
herigh o -
o Thereisa plece mising here. Tot o
[ —— -

Say Whichane of these

Polcn o the amswers .4 sueepeg moxiofocs bkt 0 .
Su gombarel

oten 0 the queseom mark.
S Filliethe circle under the correct answer.

Administering the Paper-Based Test in Spanish for Levels A,

B, C, and D: Pictorial Directions and Sample items

Sy

4 Sl ot the s e
Miren 1o que ests hadiendo el ko,

e the suens ot 10-15 e 1 o o e il v

st Buscande o respuesta.
Anewes m quesions st whit e by s delng

‘circulo debajo de esa respuesta.
W e b e i

e rht e

May una pleza que faita aqut.
Potar e guestion mash in Sunle &

Gl de bstas

Polat e anemes 3 vy et b e o rght

anquit
Pottn the question k.

Lianen of ireudo debajo de la espursta correcta.

Adinistering he Tes:
Picoial Directions ad Sample ems
Ser O your st boak t the first page and lack ot the plctumes.

ke ek ¢ v s e o v e P s
wiSurge At e
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S5 Lookatwhatth boys domg.
ot stk e . s ok e e v

S Hellooking forthe s
w20y s e e ey g

Sy Wb s the s becuse i b squre, Fnhe e st
aoswes

P e smrcsin.

Sompel
S Newloskhee.
Fekpth ekt e e pn e ot v Sezge bt xp -
ey

S0 Thereinapce s bere.
e e g ek b Srghe

N Sides by Jack A Nagler, #h.0
L el Fairtax, VA 22090 naglieri®1

f e

Sample A

Ejemplo A

22
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Adinisteing e Test:
PictoralDiectons and Sumple Lems
Sy Opm your st bosk t the frst page and lsck a1 the plctumes.

Sk ok 0 e vl e e Pl s
[ETer—

Sy Lokt whatheboy s domg.
ot stabs - o ke i,

I Sample A
Ejemplo A

PR ——— . . a
Ansve asy quetins bt wht e bey s ey .,

W Seeihm———————————— | [SSSEE and D can be administered u
TR, B of booklet

Sonpie
Say Newlookhere.
ik cpthe test ook with S sate pages visbe aod poiet o Sexple Bt e wp ol
o i ==
B mebton g ter @ -l——I ; m E
P e gt ki Sngle - 5 2 a " 5
Stdes by Jck A Nagler, P
b bl Fairfax, VA 22030. nagleri @gf
Pobr 1 s 13 & meeag mtan o g

Table 1. NNAT2 Level and Grade
Level Grade

T

o
IR
.

3,4

5,6
7,89
10,11,12

it
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NINAT 2.

Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test”
Second Edition

ne of all levels of the NNAT2.

vonnnfototuntfionfooafoonn
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glieri Nonverbal Ability
Second Edition

First, the proctor/teacher logs in with the info
below

www.teacher.nnat2.com/

www.nnat2.com

NATZF
e~

[Wekome 1o HYAT2-Onéne.
|ADAT o oy 1> A 4 1 et A1 35 e
g A3 b s 28 A YU e ) G 64 a5

(St 3 ol Ao o Pt 1 oo
o kv e T o . o e B3 e

s

e

i

® oS B et B vt e MOAT b

e et et s Sty W g ey e o |
Jrspahreatiepiticatan el oy
freopitied

’ R S I S I
==

& I e sty s
e R R

p&

NINAT 2

Naglleri Nonverbal Ability Test*
Second Edition

o A g, ol ANt Fo e AR Y S oot ot Adeavian, . s 1 o Lo S A
i ekl

s Pt of 1wtk e

ok e o S o A
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R NAT 21

NINAT2r3

Hmlerl Nonverbal Anlllty Test®
econd Editios
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GROUP REPORT

This report summarizes all
critical test data.

Summaries can be
generated by class, building
or district.

Al reports are available online
with a print-on-demand
option.
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students) matches tha

accuracy
and HS was recruited to fill gaps

ES to the items were made

Table 13. Demographic Characteristics of the NNAT2 2011 Normative Sample
Percentage of Students
i R

Region Narth East 65 4
Mid West nr m
South £ a7
West. ns na
SES Low 24 ns
. -
e i
Hagh Middie %2 no
High 2 s

iy o o scoring system which
e =
p

wian e 5 E Only, No Scan)

African Amesican 166 155
Hispanic 18 s
- .
o .
School Type Public 3 0.1
Private Aatholic wr 9.9
Sex Female 487 05
s
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Chapter 4

TEACHING STRATEGIES USEFUL
FOR GIFTED STUDENTS

Anna is a collector of antique keys. She owns hundreds of keys, which she keeps in
tiny cupboards lining the walls of her bedroom. Each key has a history. Anna has
researched each key and documents intricate details about almost every key in her
vast collection. She knows where each key was made, what it was used for, the key’s
history in some cases, and even addresses for some of the places the keys were used.
Anna'’s queries led her to research how keys have changed over the years and the ways
keys were made in various countries during different time periods. While researching
her keys, Anna looked at the types of doors the keys opened. Of course, she could
not look at the doors without learning about some of the historical buildings that
contained the doors. Anna archived thousands of pictures, which she has found in old
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o

tearn best

Using Multiple Learning Modalities

Helping All
Gifted Children Learn

A Teacher's Guide to Using the NNAT2
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Figure 3. Teaching through Different Learning Modalities
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Chapter 5: Activities for Learning in the
Content Areas

Language Arts
Teaching Strategies......
Differentiated Learning Ac|
Learning Activities......
Contests. Competitions
Resources
Games....
Social Studies ....................
Social Studies Teaching
Differentiated Learning Ac
Learning Activities......
Contests, Competitions, _

Togure. Sampie Bubbie Moy

hins Thenking Moy A g
3007 Thinking Mape - ooke

peer interaction

ers with specialized edu
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vho receives services.
abilities, not just to establish 2

e: Gifted Program Standards, Landrum and Shaklee (2001)

Some illustrations 2001 vs 2002 gifted
identification progra
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¢ Numbero
spoken by child
primary language
English
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Conclusions and
Implications
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