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Overview of Workshop

+ Your concerns & questioh®verview (9:00° 10:30
} gifts versus talents
} Profiles versus composite scores
1 Computing local norms (10:4512:00)
1 Making inferences about ability or taleespELL)
} Figural reasoning (nonverbal) tests
} Multiple Perspectives
}

Norms &norming
}  Computing local norms

} Lunch (12:00° 1:00)
} Advanced topics/extensions (1:0@Q:30)
} Form 77



challenges

} Defining construct$ espgiftedness
} Folk theories

1 Constraints imposed by available/entrenched programs,
legislation, funding

} Making programs more inclusive without destroying them



Gifted versus Talented

} Conceptual differences
} Advocates of each perspective

} Implications for
1 ldentification
} Programming
} EXxcellenca Equity concerns



Gifted identification versus talent identification

} What is the program?
} Special schools or limited number of students
} Schoolbased programs that serve a broader population

1 What are the characteristics of the student population?
} Diversity in opportunity-- economic and language

1 Is the program fixed or changeable?



é t htermhighly capable studershall mean a student
who has been assessed to have superior intellectual abili
as demonstrated by one or more of the multiple criteria in
WAC 392170-040.

These students exhibit high capability in intellectual
and/or creative areas, possess an unusual leadership
capacity, or excel in specific academic fields, thereby
requiring services beyond the basic programs provided b
schools Outstandinabilities are present in students from
all cultural groups, across all economic strata, and in all
areas of humaandeavar




The multiple criteria for the determination of students with superior intellectual ability shall include the
following:

(1) "Cognitive ability" which for the purpose of this chapter shall be defined as the complete range of
intellectual functions referred to as intellect, intelligence, or mental abilities and includes such psychological
concepts as thinking, abstract reasoning, problem solving, verbal comprehension, and numerical facility.

(2) "Specific academic achievement in one or more major content areas" which for the purpose of this
chapter shall be defined as obtained results on an achievement test appropriate to discriminate academic
performance at high levels of achievement in one or more of the following content areas:

(a) Reading;

(b) Mathematics;

(c) Social studies;

(d) Language arts; and

(e) Science.

(3) "Exceptional creativity" which for the purpose of this chapter shall mean the demonstration of unique
or outstanding creative products and/or the demonstration of unusual problem solving ability or other
learning characteristics which indicate to teachers, parents, or classmates that the student has the intellectu
potential to perform academically at a level significantly higher than the norm for the chronological grade
level.



All abilities are developed through experiences that mode
new ways of thinking and encourage their exercise

No test measures innate ability

Ability is always an inference from performance that is
conditioned on opportunity to learn..



Giftedness perspective

Encourages qualitative di st.
Anot giftedo

Onetime identification early in primary school & permanent
separation into special classes or schools

Use of identification methods (IQ or other composite scores)
that exclude children with uneven ability profiles

Parents covet the label and will go to great lengths to obtain it

Program administrators scramble to achieve better racial &
ethnic balance often using inferior tests and-jugged
schemes

Often works to preserve the existing system



I Profiles




Main point on profiles versus composite scores

Profiles can be measured reliably (but not quickly)

Extreme discrepancies among abilities are much more
common among the most able children than among
average ability children

Therefore scores that average across domains exclude
many of the most talented children



CogAT 6 OABCO Profil e

} Level = Median (middle) age stanine

6 A

5 B (V+)

3 C (Q+\)
8 E (N)



Measuring the pattern

nNAO pr &dnfideneesbands overlap for all
three scores. Scores are at roughlystkiae level

NBo pr Oreisdore imBoveor Belowthe
other two scores, which do not differ

nNCo pr Twb scoreontrast



Scatter or variability among the scores in each pattern
NEO pr Bxtreme B ar C profiles (>=24 SAS points)



nNAO0O Profil e

SAS PR 1 25 50 75 99
V. 120 89 K3
Q 116 84 & |
N 125 94 T &




SAS PR 1 25 50 75 99
vV 120 89 & N
Q 116 84 & )
N 100 50 N

SAS PR 1 25 50 75 99
Vv 95 38 K3 N+
Q 92 31 &
N 110 73 &




SAS PR 1 25 50 75 99
vV 120 89 & VN
Q 110 73 & )
N 100 50 &




Extr eme niBsren§hr of 1 | e

SAS PR 1 25 b0 75 99
V 130 99 . &
Q 104 60 K3
N 99 48 B
SAS Maxi SAS Min = 31 E (V+)



Extr eme nNiBWeakBRaso f | | e

SAS PR 1 25 50 75 99
V 130 99 &
Q 120 89 . &
N 99 48 &
SAS Maxi SAS Min = 31 E (N-)



CogAT6 Profile frequencies for students in 3-12 and

for students with two stanine scores of 9

Percent in Percent in
K-12 Stanine=9
Profile population group
A 39.8 39.2
B 35.8 27.9
B+ (18.3) (6.5)
5 a75) L2
E 7.7 18.3
B+ 4.3 (3.1)




Profile Frequency by Median Stanine
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} Do not confuse the stability of the general or composite
score on a test with the extent to which it captures the
Il nf ormati on about the st ui
} Best summari zes the I nfor mat
profiles
} Poorly summarizes the information for students with large
score discrepancies



Conclusions

Extremediscrepancies in abilities are much more commot
among the most (and least) able students than among
average abilitystudents.

Therefore, procedures for identifying academically
talented students thedly on acompositescore that

averages across ability domains will exclude many
children who reason well in particular symbol systems



NDo not use the overall Co
children for academic gi f 1

Thorndike & Hagen, 1984, 1992
Lohman & Hagen, 2000



i-Evenunder the best of conditions, profiles are less
dependable than total scores across all subtests.
Therefore, selection into a particular kind of instruction

should not be made on the basis of a single administratio
ofatesbatteryé especially a

Replication with parallel tests or, better yet, generalizatior
to similar measures of abilityr achievemerghould be
required as well

Beware of hidden composites (e.g., total points)




Making inferences about ability
(or talent)




How we can justify inferences about ability or
talent

} The behaviors we sample must predict/generalize to the
domain

} Tradeoff between breadth and prediction
+ The child must be willing and able to do their best

+ The child must have had opportunities to develop the
knowledge & skills measured by the test that are similar t
other children in the norming/comparison sample



high abllities as one who:

rnéperforms at, or shows t
an outstanding level of accomplishment in at least one
domainwhen compared to other students of the same ag

experience, or environment




We are more alili ke t hai

Although OTL groups differ iimeanscores on most
measures of ability and achievement

Predictorof academic success in particular domains are
the same for all ethnic and OTL groups studied.

Ergoi to best identify particular talents on needs to
measure those cognitive and affective characteristics tha
are required for development of that form of expertise




Inferences of ability for ELL children

ONonverbal o

/ (common norms)

Non-normative
Experiences

Common assessments
(specialnorms)




Figural reasoning tests




WISC-IV Spanish

1 Target population: Bilingual Spanispeaking children in
the U.S. with no more than 5 years of U.S. schooling

} Translate & adapt the verbal tests

} Calibrate the Spanish Verbal Scale with the normative
(English) Verbal Scale
1 Index opportunity to learn by
} % education in U.S.
} Parental educational level




Language versus cultural loading

} WISC IVT Spanish
} Verbal Comprehension (Mocab, Similarities, Comprehension)

} Perceptual Reasoning (Block Design, Picture Concepts, Matri»
Reasoning)



100, SD =15)

Scale Score (M

101
100
99
98
97
96
95
94
93
92
91
90
89
88
87
86
85
84

WISC-IV Spanish Scores

by Percent Education in the U.S.

O Minimal (<30%)
B Most
O All (100%)

Full Scale IQ Verbal Comp

WISC-IV Score

Perceptual
Reasoning




Level the playing field?
(Project Bright Horizon)

1 371 ELL & 332 NoRELL K-6 children
1 Same schools
} All Hispanic
} All free/reduce lunch

} ELL students lower by:
} CogAT Nonverbal 7.55ASpoints
} Raven SPM 7.3 SASlike points
+ NNAT 10.1 NAI points



Correlations with Reading

Test Score Non-ELL ELL
CogAT
Verbal SS @
Quantitative SS .65 45

Nonverbal SS .58

37
VON Multiple R
40 36

NNAT Scale Score
Raven Raw Score 48 42



Figural reasoning tests

1 Do not level the playing field for ELL students
} 7-10 points lower

+ Do not identify the most successful studarggher
Immediately or after more schooling

} r=.4 2in 10 chance of identifying kids in the top
10% (versus 6 in 10 for CogAT V)

+ Option b? Or c?



Tradeoff

Measuring the right things approximately for ELL
students

or
the wrong things with greater accuracy



Inference of Aptitude?

When someone learns in a few trials wha
others learn in many trials

Opportunity to learn is critical

Common norms appropriate only If
experiences are similar

Placement by achievement



Multiple perspectives




Multiple Perspectives

1 The need for special programming depends most
| mportantly on the discr
development and that of his or le@ssmates

1 Except for regional talent searches, summer progran

t hat draw from di fferent
use of local norms!

} For ELL students in grade 3, compare scores to:

} Other ELL students in grade 3
} Other students in grade 3 in the district/school
} Other grade 3 students in the nation




How do you get local norms?

1 Ask for them!

} Compute them yourself
} Spreadsheet (Excel)
}  IRM (Riverside)

1 Approximate with ranks



Multiple Programming Options for ELL Children

Current level of achievement is primary guide

Programming goal: to improve the achievement at a rate
faster than would otherwise occur

For onr and belowgradelevel achievement options
Include: tutors, afteschool or weekend classes/clubs, etc.
Motivational component critical.

For achievement well in advance of peers, consider singl
subject acceleration



Using appropriate (multiple) norm or comparison
groups

1 If schools do not need national norms to identify promising
runners or swimmers, then why are they mandatory for

Identifying promising scientists?
1 Importance of multiple perspectivéshe nation, the district,
the school, one or more OTL groups



Main ideas (Summary)

A comprehensive perspective on talent development is
helpful

Differentiated measures of ability & achievement are much
more useful than composite scores

All children must bring the same cognitive, affective, &
conative resources to the learning context

Inferences of ability or talent ALWAYS assume conditioning
on OTL

Using existing measures Iin this way is not difficult and, in
fact, quite helpful



Norms & Norming




Multiple perspectives

} Age versus grade norms

} National or international

1 State

+ District

} School

} OTL within any of the above



Developing National Norms

|dentify target population

Stratifled sampling scheme

Invitations & replacements

Administration of tests, weighting, scoring, scaling
Distributions of scaled scores by age

Smoothing

Preliminary norms

Comparisons with other tests

Final norms



Causes of instability in norms

} Poor sampling for norms development
} Poor norms construction (e.g., no smoothing)

} Changes in the composition & abllities of the population
} Increase in Hispanic students
} Flynn Effect



Flynn Effect

1 Since 1920, scores on intelligence tests have been rising
about 3 IQ points per decade.






Examples of failures to norm correctly or to
update norms

1 StanfordBinetV

B Overrepresentation of students with extreme scores in the
normingsample. Consequence?

1 CattellCultureFair

BConvenience samples of UK ar

} Raven Progressive Matrices

BUser data from the 19700s pl

2000 (scores about 10 points too high)

+ NNAT
B Mean = 100 but SD = 15 only at Level E (e.g., 23 at level A)



Mean 100
SD 16

CogAT

36 52 68 84 100 116 132 148 164



Getting Local Norms

1 Ask for them!

CO T LiST OF STUDENT SCORES ot
Cognitive Abilities Test™ (CogAT®) Scnool Code

Clark

GCentral Elamantary

Test Date: 0472001

T 99C002120 Report Date: 0426101
District: Spring Lake Merms: Spring 2000
Ordar No.: 002-AT0000028-0-002 Page: 1 Grade: 5
STUDENT NAME Birth Date  Level (Gender) Ability Profile
1.0. Number Age Form No.of No. Raw AGE SCORES GRADE SCORES |Local Morms Age Parcanlie Rank e
F-1 F-2 F-3 Code Program ltems Att. Score USS SAS PR S PR S PR S PR 1 25 50 75 a9
ABCDEF GHI JKLM NOPZ
Adair, Douglas 09/89 G (M) VERBAL | 85 65 ar 179 89 25 4 27 4 ar V |25 [ | —\
0000125139 11-07 6  QUANTITATIVE | s0 59 34 180 90 27 4 28 4 ﬁ 4 '\ 27 [ & | 48
ABCDEFG SES504 F/ALGT 01  NONVERBAL | &5 65 51 205 105 62 6 64 6 74 6 N == [N+)
COMPOSITE 188 94 35 4 37 4 / 47 5 |C |3 [+ | J
Adams, Katrina 04/89 CI(F) VERBAL | &5 65 51 197 99 48 5 59 L 69 6 vV |48 K \
0000145204 12-00 6 QUANTITATIVE | &0 80 49 202 104 60 6 67 i 77 7 Q |eo |+ | 5A
NONVERBAL | &5 62 a8 189 22 3 4 36 46 5 [N |31 [(E— —
COMPOSITE 196 98 45 5 53 B 63 6 C |45 [ & | /i
Carmona, Amanda 09/89 CF VERBAL | &5 85 58 210 12 77 7 B 7 N\ 90 B |V [ ¢ | ™
0000127780 11-07 6 QUANTITATIVE | &0 50 44 189 a7 43 5 44 5 \4 5 / 43 |+ | &8
GTO1  NONVERBAL | &5 85 54 208 108 69 [ 72 8 81 N |62 1 12-)
COMPOSITE 203 106 65 6 &7 6 77 7 |C &5 [ & | Vi
Daniels, Frank 09/88 C (M) VERBAL | &5 19 158 68 2 1 5 2 15 3 |V | 2. ™
0000125139 12-07 €  QUANTITATIVE | &0 59 17 158 66 2 1 4 1 14 3 |Q | 2 [0 1A
ABCDEFG SES04 FALGTO1 NOMVERBAL | 85 2z 171 77 8 2 13 3 23 3 N 8 [ —]
COMPOSITE 162 66 2 1 4 1 14 3 (C |2 J
Gunter, Tusar 09/30 C (M) VERBAL | 65 65 a5 177 93 33 4 24 4 34 4 |V |33 [ » | ™
0000125139 10-07 6 QUANTITATIVE | &0 80 44 193 104 &0 6 51 5 61 [ Q |eo e 48
NONVERBAL | &5 65 a1 181 92 A 4 24 4 34 4 [N [a1 = 2+)
COMPOSITE 184 95 38 4 31 4 41 4 |C |38 (& | J
[P R T e PR . — ET R . R — S — . T p—




CogAT

PROFILE NARRATIVE FOR KATRINA ADAMS
Cognitive Abilities Test™ (CogAT©)

-
National Age Scores National Age Percentile Ranks
Abilities Standard Percentile Low High
Score Stanine Rank 1 25 50 75 99
Verbal 99 5 48 I
Quantitative |104 6 60 | E—
Nonverbal 92 4 31 [E——

COMPOSITE 98 5 45 |+ | )

Ability Profile: 5A

An “A” profile indicates that all three scores are at approximatély the same level.

( Raw Scores National Grade Scgres Local Grade Scores B
Abilities Number Number Number Stanine Percertile Stanine Percentile
of ltems Att. Correct Ragk Rank
Verbal 65 65 51 5 5 6 69
Quantitative 60 60 49 6 6 7 77
Nonverbal 65 62 38 4 3 5 46
COMPOSITE 5 53 6 63
'q . . . .
Predicted Achievement National Pexgentile Rank
Low igh
Area
1 25 50 75 99
Vocabulary I——
Reading ——
Language I——
Mathematics I—— )
q M
Message from School:
This space may be left blank for the teacher to write a message or may be used
for a predefined message that the school can provide.
g J

© 2001 The Riverside Publishing Company. All Rights Reserved.

Student 1D: 0000145204
Form/Level: 6/C
Test Date: 04/2001
Report Date: 04/26/01
Norms: Spring 2000
Page: 1 Grade: 5

Student: Adams, Katrina
Class/Group: Clark
School: Central Elementary
School Code: 99C002120
District: Spring Lake
Order No.: 002-A70000028-0-002

Ability Scores for Katrina Adams:

Katrina was given the Cognitive Abilities Test in April 2001.
At the time of testing, she was in fifth grade at Central Elementary
in Spring Lake.

Different students bring different patterns and levels of abilities to
learning tasks. She was given the Cognitive Abilities Test to help
find out about her abilities. Katrina was tested in all three areas:

verbal, quantitative, and nonverbal abilities.

Katrina’s national percentile rank of 48 on verbal ability means that
compared with other students her age nationally, Katrina scored
higher than 48 percent. Katrina appears to be about average in
verbal ability. Katrina’s national percentile rank is 60 in quantitative
ability and 31 in nonverbal ability. Katrina seems to be somewhat
above average in quantitative ability and somewhat below average
in nonverbal ability.

Katrina's composite score is derived from results from the three
batteries. Katrina’s composite national percentile rank of 45 is a
general statement of her ability. She seems to be about average in
overall cognitive ability.

To a certain degree, the Cognitive Abilities Test scores can be
used to predict success in school subjects. Katrina is expected to
have more or less consistent achievement in all subjects. Her
predicted level of achievement is about average. Some students’
achievement is higher than that predicted from ability scores, and
some lower. Much depends on the study environment, student
effort, and motivation for learning.

& Riverside Publishing A HOUGHTON MIFFLIN COMPANY

o 1 o [E21 1 11 17 7




N

4 Raw Scores National Grade Scores Local Grade Scores
Abilities Number Number Number Stanine Percentile Stanine Percentil
of ltems Att. Correct Rank Rank
Verbal 65 65 51 5 59 6 69
Quantitative 60 60 49 6 67 7 77
Nonverbal 65 62 38 4 36 5 46
k COMPOSITE 5 53 6 63




Alden Bagsby

Class: Halladay
® LIST OF STUDENT SCORES Building: Oak Elementary
T HHH District: Elm I1SD Form-Level: 7-9
o.a Cognitive Abilities Test™ (CogAT®) TestDate:  10/2012
Horms: Fall 2011
Grade: 3 Page: 1
STUDENT NAME Birth Date Level (Gender) AGE GRADE LOCAL Student Profile
IFD1 P:u;ﬂi:e; oo ;ge Form No.of No. Raw SCORES SCORES | SCORES APR Graph Profile
e . regram ltems Att Score USS |[SAS PR S | PR § PR §
ABCDEF G H | J K L MNOPZ 1 10 25 50 75 90 99
Bagsby, Aiden 1203 9 (P Verbal| 62 62 57 190 15 79 7 2 7 95 8 (79
0000152507 os02 7 Quantitative | 52 52 46 188 14 77 7 80 7 04 8 |77 7A
Nonverbal | 56 56 47 188 114 76 6 97 93 8 (76
Composite (VAN) 189 114 78 7 81 T 95 _ 8
Brigerton, Ryan [ EEG] Verbal| 62 62 19 139 79 6 2 9 2 23 3 | 6 [
000131138 0803 7 Quantitative| 52 52 17 144 83 10 2| 13 3 | 27 4 |10 K3 24
Nonverbal | 56 56 13 147 85 13 3 16 3 30 4 |13 | & |
Composite (VAN) 143 82 9 2 123 264




150 99 99
128 96 96
123 92 94
123 92 95
119 as 89

Russell, Jalen
Reqgis, Clare
Chavez, Natalia
Hwang, Jung

Brown, Nara

m7 86 90
107 67 71
106 65 78
102 55 53
100 50 46

Delarosa, Amanda
Atsushi, Eri

Fry, Michelle
Maclean, Darnell
Dukes, Sanetra

98 43 61
97 43 42
a7 43 46
94 35 39
90 27 26

Peters, Matt

Hogan, Ryan

Lee, Samuel

Freed, Jenna
Washington, Shanika

Garcia, Felipe

Card, Susan

- |/

® C L R T Class/Group: Ortega Form: 6
LASS IST A N KE D BY ES TS Building: Central Elementary Test Date: 11/2002
CO I Cognitive Abilities Test™ (CogAT®) L PTTITIETS  h
Page: 1 Grade: 3
Verbal SAS APR GPR Student Name SAS APR GFR Student Name SAS APR GPR Student Name SAS APR GPR Student Name \
139 99 99 Reqis, Clare 109 71 78 Delarosa, Amanda 101 92 53 Washington, Shanika 84 16 26 Peters, Matt
137 99 98 Russell, Jalen 109 1 70 Maclean, Darnell 99 48 53 Freed, Jenna Card, Susan
121 91 91 Chavez, Natalia 107 67 65 Dukes, Sanetra 95 38 40 Brown, Nara
115 83 86 Hwang, Jung 101 52 55 Atsushi, Eri 94 35 48 Fry, Michelle
110 73 78 Lee, Samuel 101 92 58 Garcia, Felipe S0 27 27 Hogan, Ryan
Quantitative SAS APR GPR Student Name SAS APR GFR Student Name SAS APR GPR Student Name SAS APR GPR Student Name \
137 99 98 Russell, Jalen 112 T7 a1 Atsushi, Eri 94 35 40 Freed, Jenna 73 5 4 Card, Susan
131 97 98 Hwang, Jung 111 75 81 Delarosa, Amanda a4 35 36 Maclean, Darnell Garcia, Felipe
121 91 92 Brown, Nara 102 55 70 Peters, Matt 30 27 26 Dukes, Sanetra
17 86 87 Reqgis, Clare 99 48 50 Chavez, Natalia 89 25 30 Lee, Samuel
115 83 89 Fry, Michelle 95 38 40 Hogan, Ryan 85 17 20 Washington, Shanika
Nonverbal SAS APR GPR Student Name SAS APR GPR  Student Name SAS APR GPR Student Name SAS APR GPR Student Name \
150 99 99 Russell, Jalen 115 83 82 Reqis, Clare 103 a7 53 Dukes, Sanetra 88 23 18 Card, Susan
139 99 99 Chavez, Natalia 111 75 84 Peters, Matt 103 57 55 Maclean, Darnell 87 21 19 Washington, Shanika
133 98 98 Brown, Nara 110 T3 82 Fry, Michelle 95 38 42 Garcia, Felipe
128 96 a7 Delarosa, Amanda 108 69 I4l Atsushi, Eri 93 33 36 Lee, Samuel
116 84 86 Hwang, Jung 106 65 63 Hogan, Ryan 90 27 29 Freed, Jenna
[ Composite SAS APR GPR Student Name SAS APR GFR Student Name SAS APR GPR Student Name SAS APR GPR Student Name
4




(3]

Verbal SAS  APR GPR Student Name
135 99 93 Regis, Clare
137 99 98 Russell, Jalen
121 o1 L | Chavez, Natalia
115 83 86 Hwang, Jung
110 73 it Lee, Samuel







CogAT ELL

ID
1 92 0
2 85 0
3 111 0
Get the data into an : 90 ;

105
excel spreadsheet. ; (05 ;
T 72 1
8 121 0
9 95 1
A SAS scores kg - .
A Potential grouping 11 100 0
: 12 74 0
variable (e.g. ELL 2 > :
StatUS) 14 ag 1
15 107 0
16 g7 0
17 tala) 0
18 93 0
19 84 1
20 78 0
o




To get local ranks,
sort (rank order) the
data by SAS scores.

ID CogAT ELL
8 121 0
10 114 0
3 111 0
15 107 0
3 105 0
6 102 1
11 100 0
16 97 0
3 95 1
18 93 0
1 92 0
4 90 1
14 a8 1
17 86 0
2 85 0
13 84 1
13 a1 1
20 78 0
12 74 0
7 72 1




To get separate
ranks for each
ELL group

sort by ELL
and then SAS.

ID CogAT ELL
8 121 0
10 114 0
3 111 0
15 107 0
5 105 0
11 100 0
16 97 0
18 93 0
1 g7 0
17 86 0
2 85 0
20 78 0
12 74 0
6 102 1
9 95 1
4 an 1
14 88 1
13 24 1
13 81 1
7 72 1







Get the mean and
standard
deviation for all
SAS scores

AUse NAverage
for the mean

AUse ASTDEVO
for SD

ID CogAT ELL
8 121 0
10 114 0
3 111 0
15 107 0
S 105 0
11 100 0
16 97 0
18 93 0
1 92 0
17 86 0
2 85 0
20 78 0
12 74 0
6 102 1
9 95 1
4 an 1
14 28 1
13 84 1
13 81 1
7 72 1
Mean = 13.4
SD= 93.8




ID CogAT ELL LPR
_ 8 121 0 0.98
To get local Percentile 10 114 0 0.93
Ranks (LPRSs) use the . 11 . U0
. 15 107 0 0.84
(Nexcel function \ : o 2 o
NNORMDI STo. 11 100 0 0.69
16 97 0 0.59
18 Q3 0 0.48
A Insert local mean and 1 92 : 0
sSD 17 86 0 0.28
2 85 0 0.26
A NORMDIST (X, 93.8, 20 78 0 0.12
13.4, TRUE) 12 74 0 0.07
where AX0 = Cd ° Nz 1 07
9 95 1 0.54
4 90 1 0.39
14 88 1 0.33
19 84 1 0.23
13 81 1 0.17
7 72 1 0.05

>




Within

ELL

ID CogAT ELL LPR LPR

8 121 0 0.98 0.95

10 114 0 0.93 0.88

3 111 0 0.90 0.83

15 107 0 0.84 0.75

. ) 5 105 0 0.80 0.71
Using different means 11 100 0 068 058
A 16 97 0 0.59 0.49

and SDoOos f-or H & & o 0@ o
ELL groups 1 92 0 045 0.36
17 a6 0 028 022

2 85 0 0.26 0.20

. . 20 78 0 0.12 0.09
gives different LPRs for 2 om0 007 oo
ELL and non-ELL 6 102 1 073 093
9 95 1 0.54 0.78

students 4 a0 1 039 061
14 88 1 0.33 0.52

19 84 1 0.23 0.36

13 81 1 0.17 0.25

7 72 1 0.05 0.06




Ranks versus Percentile Ranks

} Ranks ignore gaps } Percentile Ranks assume
between scores gaps are meaningful

1 Percentile Ranks assume

. distribution is normal
} Ranks ignore shape of the

distribution



(and other important but less reliable
Information)

Lohman-Renzulli Matrix



Verbal
Ability

Or

Quant/NV
Ability

Teacher Rating (Renzulli Scales) on
Learning ability, Motivation, or

Creativity
Below Avg. | Above Avg.
>97h PR Il I
Admit but accel
watch
>80" PR IV 1]
Try next yeant Enrichment







HE EHE

Assessment .. .
e Group Summary Report (Frequency Distribution)
es ace
- Multimeasure Grade: 4 Level: 10 Disaggregation: All Students
Prebuilt Report Score Type: LPR
Building: Lincoln Elem State: IL
Grade/Level Norms: Fall 2011 District: Rolling Falls 1SD Admin Type: More than One
Graph Type
Total No. Tested = 102, Total No. Included = 102

Scare Type
Content SCODE LPR Verbal e Quantitative e Nonverbal e Composite (VQN) e Composite (QN) e
Filters 99 -

98 1
My Saved Reports 97 1 1 1 1

96 1 1 1
My Saved Groups a5 1 1 1

94
93
92
91
90
89
88
87
86
85
84
83
82
81
80
79
78
77
76
75
74
73
72
71
70
69
68
67
66
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Assessment Cancel Filter(s) ~ Show Filter(s) | | Search by Last Name
Test Date First Prev Next Last Goto Page I - f ¢
Prebuilt Report Student Roster (Talent Identification)
Grade/Level Multimeasure Grade: 4  Level: 10 Disaggregation: All Students
Graph Type Score Type: More than One
Building: Lincoln Elem State: IL
Score Type Norms: Fall 2011 District: Rolling Falls ISD Admin Type: More than One

Content Scope

Total No. Tested = 102, Total No. Included = 8

Filters STUDENT NAME Bith Date (Garder) CogAT
1.0, umbar 1 Age CogAT & | Composite &
My Saved Reports 0. Numbar 2 Frogrsen verbal ¥ |(QN) v

ABCDEFG H | J K L MNOPZ

My Saved Groups Barnes, Tyvon 0801 y NPR 93 88

10:00

Bryant, Jason

Ford, Jennifer

Houston, Leslie

McFadden, Roz

Moss, Brandon




Assessment

Test Date
Prebuilt Report
Grade/Level
Graph Type

Scaore Type
Content Scope
Filters

My Saved Reports
My Saved Groups

Cancel Filter(s)
First Prev

Show Filter(s)
Next Last Goto

Reports

page FHNNNN o =

Student Roster (Talent Identification)

Multimeasure

Norms: Fall 2011

Grade: 4

Level: 10

Building: Lincoln Elem State: IL
District: Rolling Falls ISD

Disaggregation: All Students
Score Type: More than One

Admin Type: More than One

Total No. Tested = 102,

Total No. Included = 8

Bryant, Jason

Ford, Jennifer

Houston, Leslie

1000

STUDENT NAME Brth Dato {Gender) CogAT

1D Nurbee 1 Age CogAT &\ |Composite A | SRBCSS A |srRBCSS A [SRBCSS A
1.0. Number 2 Program verbal V¥ |(QN) WV | Learning Abllity ¥ |Creativity ¥ | Motivation ¥
ABCDEFG H | J K L MNOPZ

Barnes, Tyvon 0301 ) NPR 93 88 Above Avg. Below Avg. | Above Avg.

Above Avg.

Below Ava.

Above Avg.

Above Avg.

Below Ava.

Above Avg.

Above Avg.

Above Avg. [ Above Avg.

Above Avg. | Above Avg.

Below Avg. Above Avg.

Above Ava. Below Ava.

Above Avg. [ Above Avg.

Below Avg. Above Avg.

Below Avg. Above Avg.

rch L




Reports
Assessment Cancel Filter(s) ~ Show Filter(s) ‘ | Search by Last Name
Test Date First Prev Next Last Goto Page I "8
Prebuilt Report Student Roster (Talent Identification)
Grade/Level Multimeasure Grade: 4  Level: 10 Disaggregation: All Students
Graph Type Score Type: More than One
Building: Lincoln Elem State: IL
Score Type Norms: Fall 2011 District: Rolling Falls ISD Admin Type: More than One
Content Scope
Total No. Tested = 102, Total No. Included = 8

Filters STUDENT NAME Bith Date (Gander) CogAT

1.0 Number 1 Age CogAT & | Composite 4 [The Towa Tests A | The Towa Tests A |SRBCSS A [SRBCSS A [SRBCSS A
My Saved Reports 1. Number 2 Prograen verbal ¥ | (QN) V¥ |Reading V¥ | Math Total ¥ |Learning Ability W |Creativity ¥ | Motivation ¥

ABCDEF G H | J K L MNOPZ
My Saved Groups Barnes, Tyvon o801 " NPR 93 88 91 83 Above Avg. Below Avg. | Above Avg.

10-00 97 89

Bryant, Jason 82 0 Above Avg. Above Avg. Above Avg.
88 96

Ford, Jennifer 92 86 Below Avg. Above Avg. | Above Avg.
98 92

92 84 Above Avg. Below Avg. Above Avg.
98 20

90 85 Above Avg. Above Ava. | Below Avg.
96 91

Houston, Leslie 93 82 Below Avg. Above Avg. | Above Avg.
99 88

McFadden, Roz 87 91 Above Avg. Below Avg. | Above Avg.
93 97

85 92 Above Avg. Below Avg. Above Avg.
91 98




Assessment

Test Date
Prebuilt Report
Grade/fLevel
Graph Type

Score Type
Content Scope
Filters

My Saved Reports
My Saved Groups

Reports

Group Summary Report (Talent Identification)

Multimeasure Grade: 4 Level: 10 Disaggregation: All Students
Score Type: More than One
Building: Lincoln Elem State: IL
Norms: Fall 2011 District: Rolling Falls ISD Admin Type: More than One

Total No. Tested = 102, Total No. Included = 37

Category I Students in category I exhibit superior reasoning abilities on CogAT and superior achievement in Reading or Mathematics.

) Their combined score on an equally weighted talent identification scale is greater than or equal to 8 points for either The Iowa
Tests Reading Total plus the CogAT Verbal Total or The Iowa Tests Math Total plus the CogAT Quantitative/Nonverbal Composite.
Students in Category I are also rated as highly capable or motivated, or creative by their teachers.

Students in category II exhibit superior reasoning abilities on CogAT and superior achievement in Reading or Mathematics.
Their combined score on an equally weighted talent identification scale is greater than or equal to 8 points for either The Iowa
Tests Reading Total plus the CogAT Verbal Total or The Iowa Tests Math Total plus the CogAT Quantitative/Nonverbal Composite.
6 students Unlike Students in Category I, students in category II are not rated quite as highly capable or motivated, or creative by their
teachers. Learn more about these students.

Category II

Students in category III exhibit somewhat lower but still strong reasoning abilities on CogAT and somewhat lower but still
strong achievement in Reading or Mathematics. Their combined score on an equally weighted talent identification scale is
between 2-7 points for either The Iowa Tests Reading Total plus the CogAT Verbal Total or The Iowa Tests Math Total plus

the CogAT Quantitative/Nonverbal Composite. Like students in Category I, students in category III are rated as highly capable
or motivated, or creative by their teachers. Learn more about these students.

Category III

Category IV Students in category IV exhibit somewhat lower but still strong reasoning abilities on CogAT and somewhat lower but still strong
| achievement in Reading or Mathematics. Their combined score on an equally weighted talent identification scale is between 2-7
points for either The Iowa Tests Reading Total plus the CogAT Verbal Total or The Iowa Tests Math Total plus the CogAT
11 students Quantitative/Nonverbal Composite. Like students in Category II, students in category IV are not rated quite as highly capable

or motivated, or creative by their teachers. Learn more about these students.




Extensions/Questions

Form 7 of CogAT?
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The most significant revision of CogAT since
It was first published in 1968



By the Numbers

8 years
6 largescale pilot studies
4192+ items
4 Form 7 Tryout Forms
2 doctoral dissertations
10+ publications



Some of the contributors T At lowa

KatrinaKorb
Joni Lakin
James Gambrell
Ah Young Shin
Artists:
} Craig White
} Kyle Menke
} Carla Heathcote
1 Translators:
}  AntonioHeras
} CarlosAmparan
+  April Gonzalez
1 Schools Administrators
}  Cindy Gifford
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VAT } Undergrads

} Brian Douglas } Ashley August
1 Josh Jacobs } Cailie Mau
} Nelil Parvinat Granada } Tyler Kuethe
} Other grad students: } Furgan Haq
1 Yi-Lung Kuo } Patrick Futtner
1 Yanrong Kang } Vanessa Thompson
1 Matt Weyer } ZhizhouHe



Common Complaints & Suggestions

+ Primary Battery
} Not ELL friendly
} Need a true Spanish version
} Directions too long (esp. for NV)
} Score changes between PB and ML




Common Complaints & Suggestions

+ Multilevel Battery
} Quant tests have become speeded
} Need higher ceilings on tests




