I'm not robot e

reCAPTCHA |

I'm not robot!


https://tawogew.xenina.co.za/527974128?dowosodewozubetodelupibijanakedumuledajifakoj=jubuxisapuzunakizolatufujabikazizuxenidonokedurifenasanikavesedexegulinezusevudabavufomofuximedaresozavilonuxoregezugokasawowodononowomezofutebokizikimubawadiwimogivegitajowuxupubodovevolilotezugitaginaxebozozo&utm_kwd=ctoni-+2+report+template&zibolerebeligowodikusevigaxanipawopabatatigutibadikovotubewupixozixufavetejomimo=mamejodasamikizaxebalepisiwudowibimefisuliradavawisidetoboxareremaxemadarutiwavajilijonopirumivaxiwopemapuzepamorawiwusu

Ctoni- 2 report template

Ctoni-2 report template.

Aiken, L. R., & Groth-Marnat, G. (2006). Psychological testing and assessment (12th ed.). Boston: Pearson Educational Group. Google Scholar Anastasi, A., & Urbina, S. (1997). Psychological testing (7th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. Google Scholar Betz, S. K., Eickhoff, J. R., & Sullivan, S. F. (2013). Factors influencing the selection of
standardized tests for the diagnosis of specific language impairment. Language, Speech and Hearing Services in Schools, 44, 133-146.CrossRef Google Scholar Brown, L., Sherbenou, R. J., & Johnson, S. K. (2010). Test of nonverbal intelligence (4th ed.). Austin, TX: PRO-ED. Google Scholar Camilli, G., & Shepard, L. (1994). Methods for identifying
biased test items. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Google Scholar Carran, D. T., & Scott, K.

G. (1992). Risk assessment in preschool children: Research implications for the early detection of educational handicaps. Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 12, 196-211.CrossRef Google Scholar Cohen, R. J., Swerdlik, M. E., & Smith, D. K. (1992). Psychological testing and assessment. Mountain View, CA: Mayfield. Google Scholar
Compton, D. L., Fuchs, D., Fuchs, L. S., & Bryant, J. D. (2006).

Selecting at-risk readers in first grade for early intervention. Journal of Educational Psychology, 98(2), 394-409.CrossRef Google Scholar Cronbach, L.
J. (1951).

Transfer Refermal for C-% 1%, Healih Homes and Care Managemend Agencies

Thac- (il dn g s walba cowmpistivad Foed Brd s b P v s ity Do i el e Cibdoni i
Vremi b vafeaion Serysse - T ES. Sedd pionally, all mgeed desmerk s xoenpm s s
el o, A dckrmressos ol e o oo imesl o feic mad ocoe bowem de Hoalih Home
@l €Y FR, ai foch puty b oawa e molidd Buiad e afwieidB iy drule o dabe vl bet 7 i

Diecn rnervimtara of ma chi e omel e rant il sk s e Taenly mam ) cocm

Iecpii iy Indermmalkre
Child s Mwwr Lo, Frest WL [ET ] Ilj.ru\kr

Preeit e mda el rpal b SaWem sod e prrarr i e Bager

rmen Addsrws Mleckcs i TN

Wl aal Wlae gl L Pl Poine (1 gy plaabie |

Cosury ol Foside e

Femel T mntae Praas Pamraia s an Mresse Cell Proie (Happlcahl o

Fmall

Tl i oy e o Lot e i v e sy s - et £y Lo el oF < r v g sl

Do L s e o | 1o e ilbecumrred ek e Childlyoeihiamly
Brwsawt Tov Ty

e bk s coorp ked e inh i ety e this Loem B B icomplo

[ bl " W i Rabeismaibas

Harnman 1w wnely Banrd T gt g il i
Sordcoullaval of Can (RSO 0O Feorisa « Dmsteral Thanrtaron (510
| owpicion e O Mckeally Faak i MH

O Owvciopraois D6mbs b D0 el brdwal, Baple 6P
O Chiki " vaah b it THO) ool kg by - Db

L3 I
e CChAY emk bos rerd WD O -Tlee

O Wes

B Ma O O rifepraoaid (hakid e (D00 eul Frsser Car
1 Crebl W ot him it D0 e hibibe - Dt
Fopri - i i o L bk Y omsth haae o (EATHE LCED v

_ITE
Okl O Ok+ Oks Oke

- —— e = 1
| = BEREICTELD spacty Mara e s S ppeercd Sk
Chiter sl dhif St apjaaal _[3ATI

Pige 121 4

Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests. Psychometrika, 16, 297-334.CrossRef Google Scholar Das, J. P.

Strengths & Weaknesses of the
CTONI-2

It decreases language and motor Pantomime instruction hasn't

ability effects on general been used enough in the
intelligence scores (reduces standardization sample
confoundings) Standardization sample didn't
Mol being timed means include non-English speaking
inlqrrna:iqn processing speed populations
isn't mnan:leref:l The picture bocks may be
Easy to administer and score distracting for the examiner (two-
Oral instructions in many sided, two different test versions)
languages provided Some cultural bias remains
Instructions can be given in The issues with the statistical
pantomime analyses for validity and
Takes little time compared 1o relia Illt}' (the test-retest method)
olher intelligence lests Might overestimate the

- intelligence scores due to item
gﬁtﬁdm kaep Gxaminge difficulty itive skewness

(Delen et al., 2012)
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Amesmment Tools 5§

Unfonunately, few of the insruments cither a) wene adaptations from English into Spanish or by
had information on whether they were ranskved or adapied inwo Spanish from English

IV, Spanish-Spcaking Norms

Thas category has o do with whether, or not, the ponmaimee data was guﬂm’cd froma
S]tlmd:-\[\'.ilu;; prg'u.-l.uhnl For the arpases of ma kmt: o determeranon on the selecton of
instruments, preferential ireatment (or weigh) was given w the Spanish version of instrumenis
which were standardieed on this type of smpke of children, Unforunately, only throe (3)
instnemends el these cntena

V. Reporting System (Friendly Reoo mmendations)

The fifih category of the muatnx was tools with parentieacher-friendly reporting systems.
This catepory was critical because somatimes instraments which are child-friendly fail 1o provide
usefidnes to the parent or leacher. Given a) the young ape of our preschool population and b)
the curment trend 0 waork with the child before any referal can be muade, the mstruments with
usefisl reporting sysiems were prefemed over others.

VI Date Published

The cul-ofl date of publication was 1990, Instruements that were developed before this
timie, though pearhaps redesad, were not even comssdared for the onginal lsg. The more recent
instruments were prefemed becase singe thewr norming samples were mone cumrent, they wene
generally more representative of the populations baing testod ioday,

VIL Examiner Characlerisiics

This criterion was hased onthe examiner minimum qualifications as preseribed by the
1t publishers. The final deven (11) matmments had exansper qualificasons which ranged from
that of 3 brosd conbmum ¢ ] _|m|l'\,\xmul o |'nr.|;smliu sauceal ) to h'u'.;; veTy namow and
specific in focus (e.g., Beensod school paychologists only) There was no predesenmined
preference; the decivion dependad on the ingrument

VI, Adminktration

Thas catepory had a specific cut-off point; specifically, +/tharty minutes, Assemmcnts
with admmstraion Bmes s than tharty mmuies - most of which were screcners = were gEnven
favorable ratimgs in the matrix: these with times owver the thirty minues were not given Envorable
ralings, unless the other ertona could justafy doing Keepmg thes in mund, Fow tools with
sdrmmastration tomes over thirty manues were able to meet antena The miwnale for |.'1-'L‘1h|l\]|.|.l:|:,:
this low cut-off point was o meet the intentions of the ELCMDM for 2007; in other wonds, 1o
redsce the ssessment me in ordir 1o increase the Bme in which o implament imerventions.
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