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e Evidence-based suggestions of how to
set up a universal screening process

* Choosing culturally responsive
assessments

— The possibility of a culture-fair
identification test

* Options for Language-Reduced and
Nonverbal administration with CogAT

* Using Opportunity to Learn norms

* Using assessment data while
broadening program offerings
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omination-First niversal screening

Teacher or Short
Parent Screening Test

Referral (single score)

Multidimensional
Ability Test to Guide
|dentification &
Placement

Confirmation
test or holistic
review

Identification,
E AUBURN determination of services
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e What counts as referral?

— Teacher nomination for further testing

— Teacher rating forms (especially general ratings
not behavioral anchored)

— Ratings of student products

e What counts as a universal screener?

— Any formal, objective assessment of student skills
that is relevant to the services offered
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Referral-Led Identification

Pros Cons

 Teacher and parent referrals ¢ Teacher ratings found to be
are quick and cost-effective biased towards traditionally

* Fewer resources put over-represented groups
towards testing (white, high SES, boys).

» 86% of districts use teacher ~ * Parentreferrals affected by
nominations in some form parent initiative and

involvement in schools




Screening-Led ldentification

Pros

« Gives all students *similar*

opportunities to place into
program

- Need equal practice

- Reduces potential for implicit
bias and stereotypes of
giftedness to influence
process

Cons

* Requires time and testing
materials for all students in a
target grade level

* May require intensive district
resources if confirmation test
IS expensive or time-intensive




 Compared diversity of identified students in a
large Florida school district that moved from a
referral-led process to a universal screening
program.

EAUBURN




E

0.08

0.06

0.04

0.02

0.00

. e, W o, e . W . 4

Changes in Identification with Universal
Screening

All students White Black

B Referral M Universal Screening

Hispanic

ATBTRN

UNIVERSITY




What is the
follow-up or
placement test?

Complete CogAT, with
separate scores for Verbal
and Quantitative-
Nonverbal

/iuwa Assessments” (ELA

and Mathematics) or
individually-administered
ability test (Verbal and
\_ Nonverbal scores)

What is the cut Cut score to use
score on the on the CogAT
placement test? Screening Form

Top 3% H( Top 10% )

Top 10% H( Top 20% )

H l Top 20% Math
B Top 25% Reading]

Top 30% Math
op 1% ) ' [Tﬂp 40% ReadingJ

Figure—David Lohman’s (2012) recommended process.
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Total identified by combination method (out of 36K)

AND OR |AVERAGE
619 5,602 2,646

Diversity of combination methods:
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CARROLL'’S (1993) THREE-STRATUM
g THEORY OF COGNITIVE ABILITIES

General
Intelligence

General
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Speed)

Gr

Broad
Retrieval
Ability

Gf Gc

Fluid Crystallized
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Broad
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69 narrow abilities found in data sets analyzed by Carroll
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https://sapa-project.org/blogs/CHCmodel.html
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* Underrepresents construct of general
reasoning abilities

* Only gives students one chance to understand
and master the task

* Privileges those with more preparation for the
task (coaching, prior exposure)
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Screener test Rationale Corr. to Reliability
Placement

A. CogAT Screening |Battery of three tests |Strong (r ~= High
Battery that predict larger 0.8)

(more diverse) battery
B. CogAT Figure Fewer items, Medium (r ~¥= |Low
Analogies Score therefore less reliable |0.6)

than a full battery (A)
C. State Easily available, Strong (r ~= High
Mathematics & related to learning 0.7)
Reading goals
D. State Writing Easily available Weak (r~=0.5) [Medium
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Screen 20%-ldentify 10%

20%

15% 14%

13%
10%
5% 3% 1%
False Negative False Positive

B Nonverbal Battery = M Figure Analogies subtest
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Screen 20%-ldentify 10%
20%
16%

15% 14%
12% 12%
10% : !
. 4% | |
5% 3%
1% 1%
0% — ]

False Negatives False Positives

Hm Nonverbal Battery m Math achievement B Writing ®m Reading
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* Problems:
— There are culture-reduced tests, but no culture-free tests
* Language loading is not the same as cultural loading

— All abilities and skills are developed.

— Figural measures are less related to most school content than
Verbal and Quantitative ability (less informative for
instruction)

— Often don’t actually increase diversity in selection!
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SAS difference between non-ELL and ELL students
CogAT Form 7 Levels 5-8

Pictures Pictures

Figures

Nonverbal Quant Verbal
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Effects of ELL status controlling for ethnicity
and poverty

Controlling
\ for ethnicity
& poverty

Figures ~ Pictures  Pictures

Nonverbal Quant Verbal




White

ELL (n=114) Readlng

Hispanic
(n=221) Reading
ELL  Hispanic
(n=178) Reading 0.50 0.44

From Lakin, J.M., & Lohman, D.F. (2011). The predictive accuracy of verbal, quantitative, and nonverbal reasoning tests: Consequences for
talent identification and program diversity. Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 34, 595-623.

x Correlations lower for ELL students but show SAME PATTERN of
best predictors

x Will identify the most talented students WITHIN groups
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* Nonverbal tests are not a silver bullet solution

* Decrease in correlations means you’d select a lot
students who wouldn’t benefit from the program as
much as others would

* Promised rewards of diversity often don’t materialize

* No clear connection between nonverbal skills and
most enrichment options or school content

— More information Lakin, J.M., & Lohman, D.F. (2011). The predictive accuracy of verbal,
qguantitative, and nonverbal reasoning tests: Consequences for talent identification and
program diversity. Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 34(4), 595-623.

E AUBURN Available at jonilakin.net
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Primary: Grades K - 2
Subtests

Language load drastically
reduced for Forms 7/8

BAUBURN

CogAT 7

on 1) [ mewramiogss ]
o 1] [ Pitre Gt
D/A Sentence Completion

= Oral English or Spanish

- = Nonverbal



Levels 5/6-8—Verbal Battery—Picture Analogies

Levels 5/6-8—Verbal Battery—Sentence Completion

Which animal swims in the ocean?

Levels 5/6-8—Verbal Battery—Picture Classification
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Levels 5/6-8—Quantitative Battery—Number Analogies

8 |-
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Levels 5/6 and 7—Quantitative Battery—Number Puzzles
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Levels 5/6 and 7—Quantitative Battery—Number Series
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Levels 5/6-8—Nonverbal Battery—Figure Matrices

@0
A-»?

Level 8—Nonverbal Battery—Figure Classification
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Figure 7: Composrion of the Verbal and Alternative Verbal scores at Level T

/ r=.94 \

Verbal Alternative Verbal
Wa — b iterms — WA — B2 Items —
Picture Based Picture Based
Wi — 16 items — Wi — 16 items —
Picture Based Picture Based

S5C— 16 items —
English

Total = 48 items Total = 32 items

Table 51: Percentage of ELL and Non-ELL Verbal and Atemative Verbal Scores in the Top 10 Percent

of the Distrnibution on Levels 5/6-8
Populaion Verbal " Alternative Verbal
Non-ELL 94.5% 96.9% 04 6%

ELL 5.5% 3.1% 5.4%




Levels 5/6-8—Verbal Battery—Picture Analogies
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Levels 5/6-8—Verbal Battery—Sentence Completion

Which animal swims in the ocean?

Levels 5/6-8—Verbal Battery—Picture Classification
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Why Opportunity to Learn Norms?

* If the goal is to identify students ready for challenge,
need to see which students know the most given
their opportunity to learn the content

* Using national age norms presumes that all students
have had equal opportunity to develop the practiced
skills

— Uses age to control for opportunity to learn (OTL)

e Can use local and subgroup norms to control for
clear differences in OTL within age groups

JAY AUBURN
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National Mean = 100

95th percentile

Group Mean = 116
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National Mean = 100

95t percentile

Group Mean = 98
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These are students
who can reason best
given the same
opportunity to learn

Use multiple years of
data to increase
comparison group

BAUBURN
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Subgroup norms show some students are high scoring
compared to student with similar OTL

Does not mean they are ready for the same types of
enrichment or gifted programming as other students

Does mean they are ready to be challenged

Above average
ability

' Task

interest
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What to do with students “on the
cusp” or with clear potential

JAY AUBURN
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Programming Solutions for
Talent Pool

 Watch list=when their scores are on the cusp

— Gather more data on student, provide additional
opportunities to qualify, wait and hope

* Bridging=when academic skills are holding them
back

— Tutors
— After-school, summer, or weekend classes

* Talent development= when opportunity for HOTS
has been limited

— Enrichment opportunities with critical thinking skills
— Create motivation through academic interests



Aligning Identification Practices to
Services

Changing your assessments means changing
your services

Session at 12:45!



 Additional resources:

Jonilakin.net

e Short introduction videos:

— Getting to Know CogAT: Overview
https://aub.ie/CogAT1

— Getting to Know CogAT: Ability Profile Scores
https://aub.ie/CogAT3

— Getting to Know CogAT: Using Data for Differentiation
https://aub.ie/CogAT2
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