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ABSTRACT

Background papers prepared in conjunction with the national survey of the gifted
and talented ares presented a2:g appendixes tothe study reperted in ED 056243, Papers
in” Appendix A consider the characteristics of the gifted and talented, the question
of why we should be concerned with them (are special programs undemocratic, will
ragular children be deprived, what benefits will be derived), the problem of
identification, the benefits of special programs (including administrative
arrangements, early childhood programs, and current public school structure), the
necessary components of a good program, ,preparation of teachers and other
personnel, the cost of programs for the gifted, and the educational implications
of research. Appendix B presents an analysis of problems and priorities-advocate
survey and statistics sources (results from a survey sent to 239 experts). An
analysis of hearings held at the regional level, state laws for the education of
the gifted, comparisons of gifted and average students in the Project TALENT
populations, and case -studies from California, Connecticut, [11inois, and Georgia
are reported. The results of structured interviews conducted with 0E staff and
with others are presented in Appendix G, the assessment of present U.S. Office of
| _Education delivery system to gifted and talented children and youth. (RJ) _
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APPENDIX A

RESEARCH ON THE CIFTED AND TALENTED:

ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATION

Ruth A. Martinson
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An attempt has been made in this summary of research
to choose studies from both the past and present which respond
directiy to the questions raised at a series of conferences by
people from many gfoups.

Those who assisted in the formulation of guestions wexe
American Indians, Negroes, Mexican-Americans, and Anglos; they
included students, consultants for the gifted,  research workers:

televisicn producers, film writers,; bankers, laborers, parents

of the gifted, business meén, and aercspace'engineers.
While the bibliography is lengthy, it is by 1o means complete.
Heavy reliance has been placed on past research summaries (as noted

in the bibliography) as well as oﬁ recent major studies.

~-~Ruth A. Martinson
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The fcllowing quesvions appesr in the text which follows:

Answers

FHE GIFTED AND TALENTED: WHO ARS THEY? o A2-2A13
How do the gifted rate academically? AZ-A4d
What are the Gifted Like--Psychologically and Socially? A4-AS8
What are the Interests of Gifted People? ' A9-pl2
What are the Social and Economic Origins of the
Sifted? Al2-13

WHY SHOULD WE BE PARTICULARLY CONCERNED ABOUT THE

CIFTED AND TALENTED? ) Al4-A30
Won't Special Programs Separate the Gifted from Others,
Create an Elite Group, and Reduce their Possibilities
for Personal Contacts with Others? Al4-pl6
Aren't Special Provisons Undemocratic? ‘ Al6-p20
Aren't the Gifted a Favored Group Already? Wouldrn't
Funds be Better Spent on the Disadvantaged and
Handicapped? . A21-A24
Do Special Frograms Deprive Regular Childre: of Models
or Association with the Gifted and Talented? A24
Won't Special Attention to the Gifted and Talented Create
Problems of Competition for Others? In View of Current
Unemployment Do We need More Specialized Persons? AZ25
Iz a Good Program for the Gifted a Good Program for all
Children? . : AZ6

- Won't tpecial Programs Further Segregata the Gifted and -
Talented from Minorities and from the General Population? A26-A29
What Benefits Will We Derive from Special Education of the
Gifted? _ » A29-A30
-y
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CAN WE IDENTIFY THE GIFTED AND TALENTED? . A31-p45

Can We Identify the Very Young Gifted or Talentad , .
Child? iy E 7 A31-a32

How Accurate are Screening Procedures and Tests? A32-A36

Can We Identify Gifted Persons from Minorities and-

Divergent Cultures? . . o ‘ A36-A41
Can We Identifyvthe Creativg or Talented? : A41-p45
ARE SPECIAL PROGRAMS ﬁENEFICIALé - ) A45fA56
. What are the Results of Special Programs? ‘ A46-A51

) What are the Best Administrative Arrangements for
"™\ Programs? A51-A52

e ‘ .

Have Programs Generally had an Tmpact on Schools? A52-A52

shculd Early Childhood Programs be Develcped for
the Gifted and Talented? A53-A54

Should Career Education for the Gifted be a Priority? AS54-A55

Can the Current Public School Structure Provide
rAdegquately for the Gifted and Taiented? A55-A56

WHAT ARE THE NECESSARY COMPONENTS OF A GOOD PROGRAM? AS6-=A57

Do We Need New Buildings, Libraries and Laboratories?
Is Special Transportation Necessary? Are There Special

. Media Needs? Material Needs? A56-AD7
WHAT PREPARATION IS NEEDED FOR TEACHERS AND OTHER PERSONNEL? A57-A60
WHAT DO PROGRAMS FOR THE GIFTED COST? o " A60-A63
What Should be Priorities for Expenditures on the : ,
Gifted and Talented? ) ' AG2-A63
WHAT ARE THE EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF RESEARCH ON THE
GIFTED AND TALENTED? A63-A65
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ESEARCH ON THE GIFTED AND TALENTED

Many questions are raised about gifted persons and education
for the g;fted Answers to the most frequently asked guestions
have been derived from current and previous research.

THE GIFTED AND TALENTED: WHO AKE 'WHEY?

And why should we concerned about them? Are they really suffi-
ciently different from the norm to warrant special planning &nd
éttenﬁion? These gquestions are important, especially in modern
education, with universal opportunities and resultant large school

population.

How do the gifted rate academically?

Prokably the area in which the q;fted and talernted are :ecgqnlged

most frequentiy is that of achievement. Large—séale stqﬂies conducted
over thgféast 50 yéaisAhaée ﬁniférmly agreed’that thése‘individuals
function at levels far in advanée of their ‘agemates. Beginning at
the early primary grades, and even at the time of school entry,_the
gifted and ﬁélented presant‘challepging?educatiénal é:éblems because
laf their aeviaticﬁ from .the norm. |

Typicaliy,-héif of :5e.giftea have taught themselves tﬁ read

pricr to school entry;' Some of them learn to read as early as 2

In comparison w1th thelz classmates, these children depart 1ncrea51ngly

from the average ag they prcgress thrcugh the grades,llf th31r
educatlcnal prcgram germité. - :'

v

In a Statewide study which-included moye than 1,000 gifted

o
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children at all grade levels, the kindergarien group on the average

performed at a level comparable to that of secend grade children in

Areading and mathematics. The'averaég for fourth and fifth grade

Sl L] .
gifted children in all curriculum areas was beyond that of seventh
. grade pupiis. : PP

Nearlyffhiee;fourthé cf the gifted eighth grade pupils made
averade scores equal to or baycnd the average of 12th_grade students
on a test battery in six curriculum areas. Three—fcurths of the |
10th and 1ith grade giﬁted exceeded the average of college
sophomores (103).

‘As,a sgecial test to determine true potential, a representative
sample of gifted high school Seni@rs took the Graduate Record Exam-
ihations in social sciences, humanities, and natural sciences. These
tests are commonly used for admission to graduate study. In all of

the testg, the randomly selected gifted high school seniors made an

average group score which surpassed the average for college seniors.

In the social sciences the high school seniors surpassed the average

" of college seriors with majors in that-fieldi"

These findings on the attainments of gifted students are typical.
The same level of performance was documented in several majci-Statg
studies in the 1920's and 1930's. One of these pointed out that 22
per cent of ﬁiéh school students surpassed the a&erage college

sophomore Jlevel, and .that 10 percent of . the high school students

=

exceedeé the'college seriior average. Furthermore; 15 pércent of

high school students surpassed the. science scores made by nearly 40

‘percent of colieée stﬁdénts who were on the verge of teaching (96; .

) o A3 . _ " .o
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Throughout his school experience, the gifted studeni typically
functiaﬁs at tue level of those who are several years his senior.
The greater individual variations within the gifted groups accentuate

even further the dAifficulty of providing for the gifted within the

‘usual group.

In the s:atewide study cited earlier, the highest level of
performance by a first grade ;upil-was at the eighth grade level.
The upper one-fourth of the fourth and fifth grade students rated
beyond the aﬁg;agg,fcr high'school sophomores on a GGEPI;hEDSiVé

test battery of achievement, while one-fourth of the eighth grade

g.fted were at or beyond the level of college freshmen (103).

What are the Gifted Like--Psychologically and Socially?

Early studies by Yoder in 18%4, by Terman beginning in 1504,
and by Katherine Dolbear in 1912 initiated the understandings of
the gifted and their behavior and values as known today. These

studies tended to refute earlier beliefs that giftedness predicted

B §everenmaladjuétment and even insanity, although there are recent

writings {(as noted in‘a following section) which show that giftedness

may prqduée severe Préblems.f@f,ceftain individuals (114). In

generaligiftéﬂ childreﬁ have been found to be better adjusted and

more popular than the general population, although there are definite

relationships between educational opportunities and adjustment. These

will be;&iscusse& in the section on programs.
One of the best early summaries of the traits in the gifted was

based upon studies by Catherine Cox Miles on the characteristics

revealed in the childhood biographies of 100 geniuses in childhood.

cL T
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She listed the following persistent traits as differentiating these
individuals from the general child population: Independence of
thought, perceptiveness, nndérséandingi strength of memory, originality,
creativeness, depth of understaﬁdingf trustworthiness, conscientiousness,
. !
strength of influence on othefs, pexrsistenca, devotion to distant goals,
and desire to excell. Many ~f the same traits have been included in
descriptions of creativevpersans (165,v.2).

Partly because of ear.y reading and resultant early knowledge,
the gifted tend to explore topics, ideas, and issues earlier than
their peers. When compared to the _jeneral population, therefore,

they are found to enjoy social associations as others do, but tend

ual skills or some intellectual pursuits (103;165,V.1). O'Shea,
Mann, Hubbard and others have pointed out that in play and work
situations, gifted children chose to spend their time with children
similar to themselves in ﬁental age (8).
The gifted child is not a "grind" or a “loner,"” despite the fact

that he early develops special interests. Biographical data from

|
istically perform in outstanding f;shicn, not only in aca&em%c or
asethetic fields but also as leaders in school life in widelf‘va:ied
organizations, in community groups, in stuéent government anagin
athletics (37;81;:;103;165,V.1). |
Early studies in (1922 and 1932) indicated that twice as many}giited

were leaders and held elsctive offices, compared to the-avera&e pupil.

as 12

S



T " FTTHIET SET R AT Y

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A 1927 study fournd high schoel honor students o be yonnger and
higher in intelligence, to spend less time toward graduation, and

to carry more extracurricular activities than the average {114).

In a number of more recent studies, the gifted were found to rate
higher in aceceptance by peers than the average (51;103;107). The
total imgressian is of individuals who perform with superb excellence
in many fields, and do so with ease.

While thehacademic advancement of the gifted has generally been
recognized, even though it has not been served, the early social
and psychological development of the gifted has been less frequently
noted.

Gifted pupils, even when very young, depart from self-centered
concerns and values far earlier than their chronological peers.
Problems of morality, religion and world peace may be troublesome
at a very early age. Interest in problems besetting society is
common even in elementary age gifted children (79).

In addition to remarkably high ratings of eighth grade and high
school gifted on scales denoting sociability, sccial presence,

responsibility, socialization, good impression, communality and

- flexibility--allof which affect social well-being--the gifted from

fifth grade through high school projected significantiy highexr
social commitment and awareness than the average in essays on hero-
ideals. In writing about tﬁeir most admifédperSOns. living and dead,
the gifted manifestéd significantly greater concern for others than
fqr-themse;ves, expressed admiration for those who have made 1astihg
contributions to humanity rather than for thése who are sources of

immediate, personal gratification, and mentioned frequently the

Bk
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constriciive application of learning nd wizdom for the welfare

of mankind as the basis for their admiration. The other directed-
ness of the gifted, as compared to the average, and their signifi-
cantly wmore frequent idealization of humanitarian rather than
personal contributions, revealed a maturity of gocial concern
beyond that of their agemates (103). The advanced social concerns
¢i the gifted and the values important to themr are not surprising
to the student of differential psychology; the reverse would be.

Standardized psychological tests used in various studies have
shown ﬁhat gifted adolescent boys and girls resemble ccllege men
and women more closely than they do the youth of their own age (103).
The close comparability to gifted high school, college and adult
populations was evident for gifted seventh grade pupils who differed
completely from their agemates onevery scale of an 1lB-scale battery.
Indeed, the gifted seventh‘grade boys when compared to a group of
éuccessful male business e#acutives, rated higher on scales measuring
socialization, responsibility, flexibility, and on a scale of
dependability, tact, reliability, sincerity and realism (léé),

The advanced psychological maturity of the gifted is found
regardless of socio-economic status. A 1964 comparison of lierit
Scholars, who were seniors to the total céllege-seniar population,
revealed that the Merit Scholars were of higher rank on many aspects
of personality, attitude, interests and career plans, even when

socio-economic variability was controlled (125).

_' a7
14

O

=

¢

§



Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

Studies of the merit scholars and numerous cther studies indicate
le=s convention oriented behavior, moxre originality, imaginativeness,
inventiveness, resourcefulness, higher valuation of the theoretical
and aesthetic than the economic and utilitarian, more idealism,
more independence, more positive self-concepts, and better attitudes
toward school. ‘More creativity was found among the gifted than
within the general population (48). Sex differences among the gifted
also were found, with boys more independent and task criented.tﬁan
girls, who in turn were more influenced by their teachers (48).

A study of interpersonal values at junior high school level
sharply differentiated gifted and average students, and revealed
some sex differences among the gifted. Gifted boys valued recognition
less than the average, and gifted girls valuea independence more highly
than the average. Gifted boys valued support and benevolence less
than did gifted girls, and gave higher value to leadership (5).

‘At the adult level, gifted men of emineﬁce in science revealed a
general need for independence, for autonomy s for personal mastery c%
the emvircnmenf, and for independence from parents. They were not

especially aggressive, though highly successful, and revealed unusual

. abilities both to generalize and to note extraordinary details (142}.

': Tha composite igé:ession from these studies and others is of a
population which values independence, which is more task and contri=

bution oriented than recognition oriented, which prizes integrity and
independent judgement in decisionmaking, which rejects conformity for

its own sake, and which possesses unusually_high social ideals and

values.
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What Are The Interests Of Gifted Peopla?

Of all hum:n groups, the gifted and taleinited are the least likely
to form stereotypes. Their traits, interests, capacities and alternatives
present limitless possibilities fior expression, and the chief impression
one draws from studying groups at either the child or adult level is
of their almost unlimited versatility, their multiple talents, and
the countless patterns of effective expression at their command. Early
development of the gifted means characteristically also esarly reading
and early concept development. Becéuse of early and more extensive
reading than the average, the gifted develop a greater range of interests.
Terman found that the average 7 vear-old gifted child read morz than
other children in any age grovp up to 15, and that the 8 and 2 year-
0ld gifted read three times as much as his own age group (165,V.I).

Giftedness is not limited to a singlie area, typically. although
a giftéd person may gain recognition for his contribut. ons within a
specialty. Studiéé of gifted children and of longitudinal biographical
data reveal that the gifted have many options; indeed, the difficult; of
chgice‘amsng available alternétives is a problem for many (129).

Populations identified as academicallyv or mentally gifted also
possess many other talents. Terman's stgdies,;gentified,thcsé»whc had
made méjo: cantributiaﬁsvto.mankind, and through the analysis of their
childhood biographies, concluded that they were highly gifted intéllects
ﬁall§, Among these persons were the great historical figurés in music, -
art, letters, inventicn; philosophy, mathematics, politics, and other
fields (165;v.2). : ' ' - |

A9
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The Terman population includea a well known reseaxch scientist
who had finished his graduate study using his talent in music, and
10 painters who regularly exhibited their works. One 40-year old
weman was a movie actress, a professional dancer, an ice skating
champion,and a business executive and had illustrated texts and
written several plays and two novels. A lawver had condvucted resea: .
in sterecscopic optics, had trxanslated for Franch and Cerman scientific
had contributed to military journals.

In a cross sectica population of 700 womenrvwe would not find the
record of five novels, five volumes of poetry 70 poems, 32 scholarly
books, approximately 50 short ét@ries, four plays, over 150 essays,
critiques and articles, over 200 scientific papers, and at least five
patents; this was the mid-life record of the Terman group.

The men were much more productive, with nearly 2,000 scientific
and technical‘articles, 60 books and monogtaphs ih science, literature,
arts and the humanities, 230 patents. 33.navels, 375 short stories,
novelettes and piays; 60 or more essays,ran& 265 miscellaneous articles:

These persons were repo;te& by parents to have strong creative

interests and talents, as were the children of the later California

study. In the latter pspulaﬁian almost one-fourth had special aptitudes

in music éng art, with additional numbers repéxted as high in manual,
mechanicalgand athletic skills. Added talents included leadership and
organizatiﬁnal abilities,-language fluency, drématié skills, creative
writing, human relatlcnshlps, reasoning and lcg;c, dancing, and others

less frequently recorded. The glfted young were characterlzed b& beth

teache:s and parents as ext;emely versat;le in talents, and capable of
1

445-588 O =71 =2 1 ?
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egaéllent performance in a range of endeavo.s §193;155;Vgl)a

Many ~cudies have reported collections and specialized hobbies
amonyg the gifted at early ages (9:;103;165,V.1). Specialization may
occuxr at the earliest achool years, and persist. Many of the eminent
scientists in Roe's study indicated that they had collections and

performed experiments as children. Harvey Lehman noted that Carl Gauss,
one of the most creative mathematicians in history, was perférmigg
definite musical téient at age 6; and that the mean age of professional
debut for 36 virtuosc instrumentalists was 13 1/2. Heﬂ:ynFard started
as a watch repairman when he was so young that the jewaler kept him out
of the public's sight; William Cullen Bryant began:éempcsing verse at
the age of 8 and completed ?hanagp,siszwhen he was 18;vana Robert

Burns wrote the immortal sQngé and poems included in the Harvard
Classics between the ages of 14 and 21. Galileo made his basic pendulum
discovery at age 17, and Edmund Hélley made several major planetary .
discoveries while still an adolescent. BAll of these persons had highly

specialized interests at an early age; and all wers encouraged to

“continue their specializations (97).

b Credit for development of the concepts which led‘tc the development
of television béléngs to a persgﬁ who was 15 fears éf age., While scome
may be dubious about its benefits, TV has enhanced communication.

Much has been made of the values to society Which result from
encouragement of talent. Less has been said until recent yeaxrs of theh

psychological benfits accruing to the individual who is permitted to
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use his mind and talents in ways satisfying to him. It is difficul=
for some to understand that work and recreation can merge, yet a
number of Roe's ewinent scientistis repo:téd no recreation and made
such statements as "My work is my life," “"There is nothing 1I'd rather
do," or "If I had an income I'd d§ just what I'm doing now" (142).
What are the Social and ‘Economic Origins of the Gifted?

7

/

The assumption that the gifted and talented come only from privileged

environments is erroneous. Even in the Terman study, which made no preter—=a
;f comprehensive search and identification, some participants came from
economically deprived homes. While the majority came from homes with
advanﬁaqas, the ie;man group included such children as. the daughter of a
Negro pullman porter, the sons of a foreign-born infléxible laborer, and a
physically handicapped frail chila who lived in a sordid environment. With-
in the group were fePreggﬁtatives of all ethnic groups and all econamic
levels, with 19 percent of the parents representing skilled and
unskilled labor (165, V.1).

A later California study, in which a more thorough but by‘né means
cgmplgée search for gifted chiid:en was made in certain rural seéticﬁsi

T

found that 30 percent afvparent occupations were agricultural, clerical,

in services, semi-skilled, unskilled, sam;‘prc ional, or in sales (103).

2

Jenkins fgund-an;incidence cff?eaxly 1 percént of gifted Négroes
gregated Lhi*agc school claséesgin tha early 1940'é'despite the
use of extremely limited screenlng and refefral p:ccedures (87). Drews,
afte: a depth search for g;ftedness in East Lansing, 1dent1fled a far

more representative cross-section of gifted pupils than had been true

(el
-

in other studies. ‘, e
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Of Roe’s 64 eminent scientists, three had experienced extreme

deg:ivation as children and others came from relatively poor homes.

The majority were from middle class environments, with none from

enormously wealthy families. Eight of the parents worked as clerks,

agents;or salesmen, eight were farmers, and two were skilled

laborers (142).

iy

Even though the major studies have not employed detailed

community search, giftedness has been found in all walks of life.

A later section will discuss identificztion.

e
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WHY SHOULD WE BE PARTICULARLY CONCERNED ABOUT THE GIFTED AND TALENTED?

althecugh scme of tﬁ; quegti@ns discussed in this secltion border
on the philosophical and are alfflcult to answer directly through re-—
.search, an attempt is made to dccument the answers. Where this cannot
be done, another questi@ﬁ c:'a comment will clarify thé implications

of the guestion.

Won't spe cial programs separate the gifted from others, create an elite

group, and reduce their possibilities for personal contacts with others?

) 7
This gquestion implies two types of segregation--physical and psycho-

.lcgicali Whenrplanninéeand megningful assistance to teachers occurs,

" many different approaches tcveducating theyéiftea are successful, in

bc%ﬁ segregated and nonsegregated situations within and outside the class-
room and school (103{.~ Planning for th? gifted has succeeded iﬂtiSélated

rural areas and in plural cultures, as well as in densely poﬁulaﬁea urban

areas. The hallmark of suc sful education for the gifted 1s a constant
"1ncxease in the diversity of planning fcx#individuals with a complex
array of talents who need s ial intervention. An example is foind in

the San Diego schcclé,rwhe:e programs range from individual teaching and

regular class participation to a variety of individual sponsorship
programs, special interest groups, special classes, honors groups, and

independent study seminars (115}
While research in the 1930‘5 was based la;gely on the study of

special classes and part-time grcup;ngs, the present day pragrams have_

become highly dlfferentiated and 1nd1v;dgalized. The wor@ planning is

=1

rapidly displacing the word program.
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The question of separation or nomnsepar .ion must be examined in
thellight ¢£ educational arrangements which permit learning for a
given student. This consideration is based not only upca numbers of
gifted, readineés of parents and educators to accept change, resocurces

avaiiéble, and arrangements possible, but also most importantly upon

the child's academié, creative, social and psychological needs.
Exceptional capacities create problems for people, even at the
earliest ages. Young‘giftéd children enccunte; difficulties in managing

and directing activities. Since their ideas differ from average
’ I

children, thay lose the participation of others and find themselves

marginal and isolated (193). Of all children in a large gifted popu-

lation, those at kindergarten levei'werejiepozted by teachers to have

the highest incidence of poor peer rala*lcnsh*pg. This was ascx 1b=d to
7

the lapk'of experience by this age in,adapting to requirements, in

coping with frustratiosg, or in having aﬁailable a repertoire of suitable
éubStitute activities, as older pugiis do (103).

The previbus section (deaiingfwith academic, social,; and psychological
traits of the gifted).referred to étudies which indicated wide dJifferences
between gifted persons and their”%gemates, The differences in psycho-
logical and academic areas, 1nte$es+s and capacities are such that unless
speC1al provisions are made, problems result. Early studies of children
with exceptional abilities showe+ that. these persons typically performed
far below their capaclty, that thev found ‘their educational exper;ences

|
frustratlng, that developmental :Esharmcnles betwean high 1ntelngence

and adequate physical ability ca \ed problems, and that they often felt

infe:ior,.inadeqﬁate, and insecure\within their peer grcﬁp {79; 165,
, | _ ‘

V.1; '193). S P
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The highly gifted received little understanding and emovional
support from school and c@mmuﬁity. Their chances for attaining
genuine group leadership were very slight, most of them tending to
follow rather than lead in attempts to adjust to group mores. The
higher the abiliﬁyg the greater the conflict and inéénsistencies
between the culture and the individual in values, standards, concepts
of behavior, and ways of life (79; 165, V. 1; 193).

When conditions are changed and the gifted and talented are givan
Qppargunities to satisfy their desires for Fncwladge and performance,
their own sense of adequacy and well-being improves. Those who can
function within an appropriate learning milieu also improve in their
attitudes toward themselves and others.

The guestion of =litism, separation, and lack of contact with
others assumes a different aura, 4if we accept the thesis that people
who can:make satisfactory contacts with others are secure about them-
(éelvés,ané in a better position to make éatisfying contacts with others
than are those who feél alien, unaccepted and frustrated. If education
and life éxperienees for the gifted are what they should be, the

~1likelihood that the gifted and talented will relate to the total sociaty

and work withiﬁ_iﬁ actually is enhanced.

Aren't Special Provisions Undemocratic?

This question is in large part philosophical. If democratic
educational practice is interpreted as the game education for all, then

the answer is yes. If we believe that deﬁacratic education means

"ERIC
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appropriate educational opportunities and the zight to education in
keeping with one's ability to benefit, then the answer is no. If the
answer to the question were yes, then all special educational programs
would disappear, and hundreds of millions now expended by the States
and the Fedgral Government would be diverted to other uses. Other
facets of the gqguestion than the philosophical, nowever, have been
examiﬁed”inkreseafch. Among these is the waste of talent, sometimes
brought on by the pressure of the society.

Gifted adolescents as a group have reduced the extent of their
reading from junicr high to high school, perhaps because of fears
that they will bé'viewed as "grinds" (61l) or have suffered grcup
pressures unless they exhibit athletic prowsss (162).

One study of 251 high ability students found that 54.6 percent
were working below a level of which they were intellectually capable.
The author charged that the majority were working a£ least four grades

below that at which-they could be working, and concluded that the

within the school system (115).
A study of Michigan high school graduates found that gifted high
school students found satisfaction in extraclass activities and high

social involvement, while they remained apathetic toward classwork

/ N S

and ccurSeg (37). - .
Apprcximataly'a.é rpercent of dropouts in a statewide study were
found to have an I1IQ of 120 or highé%i_iaﬁwiAaividual tests this could
be appréci§b1y higher.) Almcsfyééice as many gifted girls as Boys
were dropouts. The total loss represented a 17.6 percent loss through

dropouts _among the talented (65). No differences were found
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in performance on an achievemen;,test battéry or in level of parental
occupation between the ﬂroPéﬁés and persisters. The persisters
participated in significantly greater numbers of activities and made
significantly higher grades.

The effect of social adjustment on success was evident in Terman's
analysis of the 1ifec histories of 150 of most sueccessful and 150
of the least successful among the gifted adult males he had studied
from chil&h@oé! Terman found a consistently positive relationship

between success and social-emotional adjustment. The greatest contrast

in the two groups was in measured social and emotional adjustment and

in drive to achieve (165, V.5).

Gifted women encounter special problems. In a 1930 study, only
one woman in 28 of ability comparable to that of the Terman group
enteg 1 a graduate professional school (114). In the Terman group
38 peréent of some 700 were in routine office work, and cnly 1.6
éercent in medicine. Few went beyond the M.A. degree; marriage and
social 1life instead of intellectual or artistic pursuits occcupied the
majority kléS, V.5). Recent studies indicate that while more girls
attend college and enter graduate étuiiesf they are still penalized
socially if they have interests in traditiornally masculine fields (6).
Although :ne gifted tend to retain their high test competence into
adolescence and adulthood, femalasrtend to regress toward the mean of
the general college population more than males (114).

Wastage dccurs not only with females, but also with other groups.

Environments in which language .development is discouraged will retard

the development of genefal_;ntelligencé;(Zl)a Certain minorities are

.

als 290



Aruitoxt provided by Eic

notoriously undereducated, including those members who have high
potential (134). In many of these groups the capacities are
virtually untapped (58).

One minority group which has suffered psychological wounds and
has dramatically failed to reach its potential is the American Indian,
according to a British authority on achievement and intelligence.

After a recent study involving cultures on several continents, he
concluded that intelligence may depend on the future as well as the
past. Hes found that the North American .Indians had normal academic
and intellectual development until adolescence, at which time apathy
sets in and regrassion occurs because of their awareness of lack of
opportunity for advancement (172).

The waste of télent has been emphasized by Pressey in several
writings. In one articlerhe compared the 18th Century European society,
which valued the arts and nurtured many outstanding.composers who
produced works of lasting benefit, to the 20th Century American society,

which values athletics and provides outstanding opportunities and rich

rewards to those who reached stardom (135). Consequently, Europe of

one and two centuries agg”experienced the remarkable achievements of
Han&él, Raydn, Mozart, Chopin, Liszt, Vexrdi, Schubert, Rossini,
Mendelssohn, Debussy, bvcrak, Berlioz, and Wagner, all of whomrplafed,
.camgased and/or conduéted their own compositions between the ages of

6 and 17. In the United States, with similarly high valuation

~on athletics, Pressey noted the remarkable accomplishments of Bobby

B -

Jones and Marlene Bauer in golf, Sonja Henie and Barbara Ann Scott in
skating, Vincent Richards and Maureen Qanofiyﬁin tennis, and Mel Ott

and Bobby Feller in baseball, all bgfcfe the age of 18.

26
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211 of the individuals listed, whether musician or athlete, had
the benefit of strong familial and social encouragement, early oppor-
tunity to develop their abilities, superior early and continuous
guidance and instruction, individualized programs, close association
with others in their fields, and many strong successes.

The Terman works show that whil? the principal avocations of his
youths were creative and artistic, their chosen océupatibns were those
best rewarded economically (165. V. 5).

The assumption must be made that the beneiit accruing to the fully
educated person will last much longer than the formal school yea?si
and that lifelong contributions will be advantageous to the society
as a whole. Pressey recently pointed out that”Hichelangelo was chiéf
architect of St. Peters from age 72 until 89, Voltaire published a
trageay-at 83, Benjamin Franklin was a member of the Constitutional
Convention at 8l. Géethe completed Faust at 82, Churchill waé Prime
Minister of England from 77 to 8l1. Michelangelo wrote his best poetry
after 60, Franklin began his autobiography at 65 and finished it at
82, and at 70 helped diaft the Declaration of Independence (139).

Rather than argue that special planning is undemociatic, one
might conclude that the spacial planning should be carried gﬂﬂf@r the
benefifzof the democracy. The government which educatesg itsf%@uth

as they ought to be educated should realize many benefits.’

%)
~]
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Axuii't the gifted a favored group already? Wouldn't funds

be better spent on the disadvantaged and handicapped?

Large!scale‘studies.ganclude that gifted'agd talented children
are disadvantaged and handicapped in the usual school situation.
Terman cbserved that the gifted are the mdst retarded groué in the
schools when mental age and chronological ages are compared. Great
discrepancies continue to persist between wnat the gifted'chilé knows
and what he is offered,whether in academic or artistic areas (103).
The ensving boredom leads to underachievement and unworthy patterns
of functicning, along with dissatisfaction with oneself and others.

Parental attitudes toward learning affect the achievement of
group. of children. Thué Jewish children as a papulatién were found
to possess markedly high achievement motivation. Ccnversely, a
number of studies dealing with lower class, or lower socic-economic
families, noted that these families do not sei adequate goals for theéir
children and even are hostile toward the notion that children should
seek education (140). ?

Raph, Goldbergq, and Passow, in an excellent summary of research
on underachievement-in the gifted dﬁring the 1950's and 1960°s, docu-
mented enormous wastage of talent. For instance, a study of gifted
students classified 42 percent as underachievers (140). 1In é country
high scheel population, only 35 percent were achieving aéequatélyi
in a population of 4,900 bright boys and §irls, 54 percent of the boy:
and{33 percent of the girls had scholastic averages so low that their

admissicn to college was in doubt. Raph, Goldberg, and Passow pointed
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out a number of studies which indicated predisposition to undevr-
achievement in bricht pupils is identifiable by the third grade.

They recommended early identification of the potential underachiev-r,
in terms of cognitive as well as socio- >ersonal factors, to permit

schcols to prevent rather thanrgn;g,underachievément, Their own

work with gifted underachievers at the high school level, as wall

as their evalvatién of an extensive body of research literature,
suggested that efforts initiated at the senior high echool level had
little promise of success, sincé underachievement at that stage had
become a deeply rooted unamenable way of life (140).

Patterns of underachievement may explain some of the data from
the 1950 decade, in which only six of ten in the most promising 5
percent of high school graduates finished college. At that time 60
-arcent of women ccllege graduates were either unémplqyed or eﬁgaged
in nonprofessional work (6C). )

Whiie the gifted as a group generally demonstrate superior
adjustment, compared to the average population, they nevertheless
encounter problems of anxiety, insecurity, feelings of clumsiness,
inac;u;agy with physical tasks, difficulties because of differing
interesis,and a desire to read incessantly, preference for self-
di:ectiqn tordirécticn by others, and isnlated interests and talents
(79; lGS;wV.l). Seve#e psychological problems have been found

amgﬁg gifted children, often caused by accumulated frustrations

in environments insensitive to their needs (79; (129; 193).

o
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The higher the ability level, thé greater the problems of
adjustment. If nighly gifted chiidren can relate to othersz of
gimilar ability, their adjustment improves (51; 79; 165, V.1).

In a recent study Torrance found that expected sex roles affect
the degree of pzcductive thinking. Elementary boys were reluctant
to write poetrv. make up or perform dances, or write letters. Girls
were less willing than boys to read science magazines, perform

experiments, explore caves, and keep weather records (169). 1In

among yvoung adolescent boys than among girls, as well asjgenerally
better levels of functioning, despite the fact that all were dgifted
(48). BAgain, the pattefn of expected underachievement or restricted
achievement may penalize girls, although boys also operated in
socially approved categories rather than freely.

The negative impact of peer pressures on the gifted was dramatized
in the recollections of school experiences by the gifted themselves..
The unhappiest experiénées recalled by high school students wére
causedrby peers,“aﬁd developed mainly from feelings of embarrassment
or inferiority. Adequate functioning with such self-attitudes would
be &ifficu}t (23).

‘k' Some of the traits in the individual with pctential for origin-
A
ality are both socially aép:oved;an& disapproved. Those clea%ly

disapproved are rebelliousness, disorderliness, and exhibitionism;

those approved include independence of judgment, freedom of expression,

-and originality of construction and insight (12). In many school

situations even the socially approved traits would be subject to

J



censure. It appears that much of the educational disadvantage or
handicap faced by the gifted and ialented lies in external restrictions

"which prevent a sa%tisfying existence.

Do special programs d=orive regular children of models or

association with the gifted and talented?

ThiSMQQéStién implies that the gifted and talented aie placed in
ccmplgtely separate programs, and that they do not ;sscciate with
others during the school day. This is not. the case in the vast
maﬁority of programs. One characteristic‘of programs fér the gifted
is the great variety of arrangsments; in échoal systems-with a histé?f
of §onsistent planning, the variety increéseé year by yeér as planning
for improvement continues (liéjiw

Even in p:ég:ams inlwﬁiéh highly gifted and taiented students work
in seninars, independent sé&&y; atid indiwidual tutorials, the gifted
tépend some time with other groups, and pericdicaliy briné their
creative preductiohs to class in the form'ofvéreative Publicatiéns,
inventions, original plays, and others.

Furthér evidence that spesial programs do not cause separation
is seen in the improved social status_af gifted students who haY%
participated in special groupings. &s their educational: fare becomes

more adeguate, they apparently relate more successfully to others and

actually increase in social stature.

ERIC
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Won'i specidl attention to the gifted and talented create problems

of competition for othexrs? In view of gq;rentiunemplgy@ent do

we need-more specialized persons?

3
.

Numerous government-sponsorad studies indicate the increasing N
rapidity of change in sqciety”and its pursuits. Our incréasing

- : : e w
reliance on machinesz and technology has _simultaneously created .
. - Y ] . . "! . .
thousands of new occupations and increased- leisure.

Wolfle, in a 1951 survey'of’falent ragsources, reported that each
3 percent annual increase ih the Gross National Product reguires

approximately a 5 percent increase in scientific mwanpower. The
, . . .

need for trainedﬂintelligepcé increases pr@partiénately in total
numbers (187) . o ' - : .,
Six vears 1atef, the National Science Foundation substantiated

Wolfle's estimates of loss in transition from high school to college.

o

1

Wolfle indicated that less than a thitd of those who should §c to college

* - F f

g

actually attend (185). | . . . - -
The igpo:tance to the pﬁblic“cf edﬁcating tﬁe gifted'hag never
been greater than at-present} One ﬁay yse ﬁhe‘éxayglé\éf’théusands
of occupaqioné in television andvreiated»fiélas wﬁichncame from tﬁé
creative/éfforts of a 15-year-old bcy; _If ;pventien and creation are-

encouraged and the necessary'learning is supported; increased discoveries
/1 - .*7 R : z B
may generate pgssibilitiés for improved- employment and conditions of life

in many areas. As leisure time increases, the creative and artistic

will be vital to the total well-being of society, both as artists and
teachers; the creatively scientific will be indispensable iﬂ efforts

to cure sééial and human3ills;which,naw’gfague all people.

("
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Is a good program for the gifted a good program for a;lehild;en?

No. if the program were good fof all dhiléren, it would no* be
good for the gifted,v Giftéé pupils who are advanced 4 or more
years beyond theirrcgntémpcrérieédﬁeed to-work with content and ideas
approgriate\for them, but beycné-the capédiﬁy of their peers. J ‘ .
Children whe have develdged‘sgeciélizeu taients,'if they are truly |
specialized, neéd tuﬁorial‘;tténtian at théif'lével of capabiiity if
they are %c improve. Other children cannot compete with the highly

taieiited, advanced performer. The evidence from studies suggests that

the‘highlyigifted will‘aééart increasingly from the norm in attainments

if their programs are suitable and their educational experiences,

whil

o

proper for themg become increasingly inappropriate for their
agemates (103).
If the program for ali children i& necessarily adjusted to the

riorm or average, those mar..edly different in potential enccunter a

program of limited significance for them.

Won't special programs further segregate the gifted and talented from
. P : V - -

'Eiﬁ9§;§ies ang,f:om the general population? - ,

a

Relationships between the gifted and society have been discussed

‘in several previous sections. However, the impact of special planning
“for the gifted and talented on relationships with minorities requires

_speciéi;ﬂiscussicn here. The qﬁéécian implies an unjustified separa-

tion of talent from minority background; the late Whitne§'Yougg, Jr., and

Ralph»Bunéhe are gifted examples from one minority. Helen Keller, . N

hCS s - .
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was a member of several minorities, yet ungquestionably gifted. Many

others could be named. The extension of opportunities to the cifted

\ should increase involvement with others for the gifted who happen to

come from minorities, and should éxténdropportunities for contacts
through a varijiety of specialized groupings based on common talents
and accomélishmentsg

Failure to seek giftedness and talents within minorities has
festricted severely the educational opportunitiesﬁgpén to them. While
25 percent of the national high schoocl ?cpulatiﬁn attended interracial
colleges with adequate programs in 1957, only 1 pevcent of Indians
and 2 percent of Negroes attended such colleges (134). In 1964, -
the proportion of black children in an economically disadvantaged
neighborhood with supefi@r intelligence decreased markedly from the
primary to intermediate grades. In five schcois, 73 percent of those
with superior intelli§gncé were in theé primary grades, wﬁile iny’
27 percent were in the upper elementary grades. The same iﬁdividual
test was used throughout. Apparently factcrs were operating to
progressively retard the ihtellectyalidevelspment dfieconcmically dis-
aﬂvantéged black children (48). Studieé by Deutsch also pointed ont
Proéressive loss cfrmeasuréd ability among the econcmically deprived
as they progress through the grades. |

In a later section more will be said about the identification of

the gifted and talented among minorities. Evidence exists from both

A\

preschool and school level studies that alteration in the learning

environment can be accompanied by marked increase in accomplishment
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. and in measured ability levels (4; 41).  One study indicated that

economically deprived black children who were given learning opportunities

significantly greater gains than did children of comparable ability

s o 2
nE=tet=]

i)

from nondeprived backgrounds (41).

The question of psycheological separation of the gifted from others

. be ;ause of their advanced psychological maturity is interesting. When

gifted junior and senior high schoel students, boys and girls, are
totally unlike their age peers, and very similar to those.4 yeaxs ox
more older; some association with others scmewh. = like ﬁheméélves in
factors beyond age alone is necessary. Simiiazitieslgg the giffed to
other gifted youth 3 or 4 years their senior were.cioser than the
similarities between the gifted and their chronological peers. Actually.
on a chronological agé basis alone, the gifted and total norm populations
were markedly dissiﬁilar. The true-social peer of the éifted may be
found on criteria other than age (103)¥

When special learning ogportunitiés do_nct exist, the likelihood of
psychological éeparation from the gene;ai population is great, according
to reports on childhood schcol experiénces by eminent sciantists. These
men indicated that they had quite SpéCLflc and strong feelings of

personal isolation as children. They felt different or apart in some

7

‘way. Comments like the following Weré made: "I have always

felt like a minority member.” "I was always lonesone." -Social scientists
/ .

i

made remarks 1li“é these: "The family was essentially self-ostracized.”

"We - developed férms of living which were different from those arcund us."

(142)

X



Apparently the burden of the majority is to ar=ate conditions
which will lessen feelings of alienation, and allow tha gifted and
talented to feel that they are valued members of the human roce, whatever

the circumstances of background.

What benefits will we derive from svecial education of the aifted?

An earlier seciion cited the accomplishments of a gifted population.

Another kind of response may come from listing of a few p rson:z from

Volume II of Genetic Studies of Genius, in which ability levels were
assessed biographically. We have evidence here that many lasting contri-
|

butions to society were made by individuals who would rank within the

Macauley, Grotius, John Stuart Mill, Leibnitz, Goethe, Mozart, Longfellow,
Luther, Agassiz, Kant, Dickens, Jung, Galileo, Berkeley, and William Pitt.
These are only some names from more than 300 who rated among the 500 mos;
eminent leaders of history and who were selected as representing adult
human distinction (165, V.Z2j.

The benefit to be derived from a Mozart or Dickens is difficﬁlt to
describe but may rest in his enduring value to mankind.

Modern change toward increasing urbanization and complexity demands
increasing skills in adaptation. Societal needs for highly educated and
highly skilled persons are increasing. .Conservation as a social priority
includes human conservation; tu: vonservation of the gifted and talented
requires that society tolerate the right of the inaividual with exceptional

abilities and talents, even though unconventional, to attain the goals he.

‘A29
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secks. Benefits to society will increase as we reach the point when

we extend our present encouragement of the athlete to excell to a2ll other

fizlds of endeavor.
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CAN WE IDENTIFY THE GIFTED AND TALENTED?

The answer to this gquestion covers several factors: adge of
identification, screening procedures and test accuracy, the
jdentification >f childxen from different ethnic groups and cultures,

underachievers, and tests of creativity.

Can we identify the very youw:g gifted or talented child?

On the basis of both previous and current studies, we can
identify young gifted and talented children. Studies cited in the
previous section found that the gifted identified themselves to
even the casual cbserver by teachinq themselves o read as early as
two years of age and by showing precocious general advancement
(165, v.1l; 103). Talented youth who as adults became great artists,
revealeé their talents during their early years (114).

Attempts to use tests to identify gifted children at the kinder-
garten level have been successful when careful preliminary search
and screening have been utilized. Fifty per centraccuracy occuxred
in one identificatfgi study (105). ‘Walton's outstanding study
investigated thé effeﬁtiveness of various means for identifying
gifted children, and found screening deviéés which could reduce cost:
and increase accuracy of identification at the %indergarten léve}
(176) . |

Much has been said-about the low relationship between infant
tests and these used during the school yéarsi However, infant

tests are primarily motor tests while later tests emphasize verbal

abilities. ; ‘f S
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Bloom, after analysis of major longitudinal studies, concluded
that general intelligence develops in a remarkably lawful way (21).
He observed =zlso that the graatest impact of envirornmental factors
on I.Q. would prob-bly take place between ages 1 and 5, with
relatively little impact after age 8. This cbservation, made
after c.aalysis of studies dealing with the general population, is
similar to the observation of Hollingworth in 1939. She concluded
from then egisting long-term studies that methods of measuring
intelligence had low predictive value when applied before 7 or
8 years of age; but, wheﬁ-applied after 7 or B years of age,
the methods even then available had high predictive power.

Since the gifted child is advanced beyond his age group, we
may assume that he would have g;eater;stab;lity)of intelligence
than the average or below average c¢hild; in other words, young
gifted chiid:en can be tested individually and accurately identified
more easily than can young mentally retarded children who are similarly

deviant from the norm.

How accurate are screening procedures and tests?

Types of screening processes commonly employed in identifying

the gifted have included teacher nomination and group tests. Both

means have about thersame level of accuracy, and both fail to
identify large numbers of gifted children.

| Several studies gave shown that individual tests identify
gifted children‘muéh méié accﬁrately ﬁhan do groupﬂmeasufes (150:; 132;

103; 176). BAll the study results showed that half of an identified gifted

39,
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population would have remcined unidentified if group tests alone
had bes employed. (..2 study pointed out that group test ratings
tend to be higher for “he below average individual while, for the
above average, group test scores are lower than those obtained
on the Binet scale (150).

Data provided by a test publisher showed that the discrepancy
between group scores ana.inaividual scores increased as the
intelligence level increased. The most highly gifted children
were penalized most by group test scores; that is, the higher the
ability, the greater the failure of the group test to reveal such
sbility. At the highest levels the difference was 33 points (103).
Of 332 identified gifted pupils in one study, over half of the
population would have been eliminated through reliance on the
group test. The group test ratings of the identified gifted
pupil ranged as lcwdas an I.Q. of 100 (which is at the midpoint of
the average range). Eighteen of the pupils were at oxr below an IL.Q.
of 115 (103).. A similar pattern occurred in a second study
(132).

Téachers are able to nominate about half of the gifted.
Similar levels of accuracy occur when they attempt to nominate the
creative (104). If is unsafe to ossume that teachers will identify
even the highly gifted. Barbe found that teachers missed 25

percent of the most gifted (9).
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1he questiun of test accuracy For children of diffzyent
environments is troublesome, as is the relative impact of hexedity
and environment on test perfo;magce. The early studies by Spitz
(1945) , Levy (1947), and Skodak and Skeels (1949) indicated tha
effect of severe lack stimulation and limited opportunity for
interaction with adults on intelligence test performance (114).

Other studies have pointed out that chiidren who lived in
extremely isolated, emctionally starved, and noninteractive environ-
ments showed resultant declines in measured intelligence. It has
long been recognized that extreme environmental factors affect th-
pe:fé?mance of children in varigus‘areas, including intelligence.
mest differences between children from abundant and deprived
environments have been found in many early studies.

various attempts have been made to raise the ability level
of aepxived children (as measureé by group tests) by providing
practice on item% cimilar to the test items. A 1970 study tested
the effect of giving 288 upper elementary grade disadvantaged
children practice with verbal grsﬁp test items, with no significant
improvement (57).‘ ‘ -

’ Estimates of the proportions of inteiligence variance due to
heredity and environment, based on twin studies conducted over a
20-year period, ascribes Ifxonm 5é to 88 percent +to heredity. B2all of
the researchérs agreed that some part“cé the variance in intelligence
must be attributed to the effect of the environment in which children

are reared (21). -



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

& nuuper of studies reported by Mides indicate that gifted
c¢hildren tend to preserve at late adclescence or earlv adulthood
their high test competence, that children with 1.Q0.'s of 140-plus in
childhood tend to rate within the top 5 to 10 percent on
National College Entrance Psychological Test norms, and to rate
well @bove highly selected student distributions. She also found
that gifted girls more often regress toward the mean of the

general college population than do gifted boys (114).

general group intelligence tests, environments which provide goéd
language models, and which encourage the development of language,
should stimulate the development of general intelligence (21).
General knowledge of the world around us is measured by
general intelligence tests; in addition there are many items which

{

require distinctions and compariscms of objects and ideag

Abundant and deprived environments differ in the opportunities they

prqviaelfcr children to use these abilities.

Bloom regards some of the diffe:encgs in tested intelligence
of children from different occupational backgrcund% to be attri-
butable to the opportunity parents give their children for problem-
solving and the encouragement and reinforcement they §ive to clear:
and logical reasoning (21).

The impact of favorable environment may explain that somewhat
greater.grqgéztiohs of the gifted come from: better educated parents
and more affluent homes than the averaga (9; 103; 165, v.1). This

was found true in minority groups as well. In a recent study he




revealed that middle class Negro children surpassed theixr lower
¢lass agemates in both verbal and nonverbal I.¢. measures {82}.
The problems of screening and identificaiion are complicated!
by assumptions that talents cannot be found as abundantly in certain
groups as among the affluent. These assumptions may have been over-

employed to produce meager searches and identification.

]

Can we jidentify the gifted person from minorities and divergent cultures?

In 1940 Paul Witty summa?ized published studies dealing with
the relationship of Negip and white ancestry to intélligence; He
concluded that the studiés from 1916 to the time ef.ﬁis report were
inconclusive and that while there were differences in subgx GES

within each race, there were no true racial differences in intelligence

A 19240 doctoral study by Jenklns systematically seaxched for
gifted Negro children in qrades three through elght .in seven cﬁlcagc
pubiic schools which enrolled agprcximaﬁély s,doo'Negré ch%ldren,y Thé
,search employed teacher neminati&n. group testing, and ultimat%ly 7

\

Stanford-Binet examination of. eveﬁy chlld with a group test I.Q. of

120 or mor=. Jenkins found that cqe school falled to ;dentlfy a

single gifted ch;ld, and-that the parcentages of gifted children

(IQ 140 or above) ranged from .83 tc\.41 in the seven:schoals (85} .

3
|

One girl had an I.Q. of 200. c:;ntraé{ to Terman's findings, Jenkins '

found a proportion of 2.33 girls to one boy. . In‘a sﬁudg he

' ‘ 33543

km "




‘Zound tralis siwmitar to those described in other g;oups of children
with superior intelligerice: well educated Faréﬁis, superior advance-
ment develc§méntajly3 and desirable Eerégnality'trai%s (87);

The process .of uéing teaher nomination and gxoup tests to locace

) : . i

a total group of 72 Negro gitrls and 31 boys“conﬁaihed seVegal fiawéz
1) the teacher nominaﬁiens tendéd télidentify girls disproéoztiaﬁateiy,
which may mean.that they favored the well behQQed; and E)Yﬁhe uée“éf

group tests, as a number of studies have indicated, probably fails

s

4

to ncmiﬁat2<an appreéiab;é"nﬁmbér of the potentially gifﬁed. .The
nunmber idenﬁifiéd, 103, is cénsiéaraﬁlﬁ,lgwer than one might expect.
Nevertheless, even'this éazly studyiéhéﬁs'that depﬁhvsearch will-
identify some gifted minority children. - |

In an analysis of the ability levels cf'22¢301}Negro childrén
for whom data appeared in 13 studies, Jenkin ' fauna;tﬁat_l percent
scored at I.Q. 130 and ab@%ea If group tests formed thévﬁasig for

judgment in these studies, and again we assume (from evidence.in later
< . : - Y

studies) that group tests fail to identify 56 Eexcenffcf the popu-
lation, then the figure could have been &Dnsider§§I§ higher }85);

From a number of sburces Jenkins gathered ;ase reco:ds on Negrg
ychiléren of rare ability. He found seven children whose Binet ?:Q;'s we:e./f
above 170, four above 180, and one above 200. 'Estimates of iﬁcidence /
in the\general population .of 1.Q.'s of. 170 are one in 10,000, and for
Iié_'s of 180, one in a million ‘(86).

While major s%udies have included childﬁéﬁ from %a:ious

minorities, systematic search and identif.cation have been inszifficient=
A37 I .
) : ; : . o
S . “ g
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In addition to Jenkins study, Witty and Theman (1943) found that

many high IQ Negro ci:ildren can be found in urban communities (184).

Never%heless, Milesrébservea 11 years later, in 1954, that Indians
.;! B -

and Négréés have been insufficiently represented in the public

raGhGQl g roups surveyed (114). Iﬁ 1956 GinslLerg and his associates

’analyged Negro potential and cascribed it as the largest untapped

talent p@ci {(58).. In 1957 flaut estimated that appﬁoximately

one‘tenth of the eiigible black population enter college, with the

vas£ majority attending black cclleges in-tﬁevSQuth with poorly endowed
ércgrams; Although &,500 black:students whc’were being assisted by

the Natlonal Scholarship Service and the Fund for Negrc Students’

Scholarsﬁlps had p7zfcrmed consistently beycnd the level predicted by

their low aptltudg and achievement test ‘scorés on entrance into accred-

-ited institutions, only 1 percent of the college population was

‘black in 1963 (134).

A 1969 analysis of patterns emplovéd for selection of talented

" Negzo stuég“:s chosen to be national merit scholars revealed that

among 5,624 pa;ticipants; 20 percent were nominated only, 26
percent. quallfled through test only, while 60 percent were both
nominated and qualliled by tast, aThe test i1 :nded to identify higher
scc;oﬁecopcmiq stagps pa:ticipénts;,thcge with lower high school
grades, and thcse‘from’la;ger and bettgr equipéed,higﬁ schoools than
was ﬁrue of those nominated élcne. The study indicates a need fcr.
use of multlple means for’ ;dent;fylng talent in minosrity youth (22).

_ Much has been said QI the relatlve 1nte111gence 1evels of Negroes -

andkwhites; conirary to popular opinior, mcst studies show that

a3g’ 45
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and Wechsler scales, than on “culture-fair" tests, én& do better on
verbal than on non-verbal tests (Bé):fm

Pifferences in averages between populations may be due to
well known economic differences. After analy .ng studies from 1928 to
1960, Bloom concluded that environments in whign models of language
usage are poor and discourage language developﬁenti will retard or
black the development of general intelligence (2;)..

Recent studies cf in£ervention have shown that voung children
from poverty backgrounds, -given intensive and‘highly specific
érmgrams, imp:cvé their I1.Q. levels signifigantly_ Karnes i@uﬁé _nat’
such a program resulted in a 16.9 -I.Q. point gain for participants,
while nonparticipants lost 2.8 pgintsrin the same time (20).

A 1951 study foilowed several grovps of Negro children from
grades one through nine. The. study indicated that the children
who came from the South and had iivéa in a deprived environment,

|
increased in intelligence level after moving to a Northsrn city. The
ngarlier the move; the gzaa;er the positive changé in measured in-
telligence, although the actual variance was less than three points.
Those who moved by agé 6 gained an average of 675 points from gradés
one to ﬁi%&p while those who moved from the Scutﬂ by grade four,
gained about three points from gradéé four to nine; those who moved
by sixth grade gained only two points during grades six through

nine (15). . ——

23410



!

\
y

Oné well—publicizeéxstudy claimed that children gain in measured
ability simply through teé;herg being told that the children are
! i )

Erigﬂt, due to the "self«fﬁj;illing prophecy." This study has been

criticized on a number of counts, including the statistical methods

v
4

employed and the testing materials e&nd gfaéedures employed (143}.
Evidence from other studies aﬁ@ reviews suggests specific and carefully
planned interventions p;gduces&petter :ésultsi

A number of problems occur Vhen groups are compared and inferences
are made. Comparisons aisrégard éhe influence of poverty on groups,
.although héalth.p:oblems from bigtﬁ onward are found with greater
frequency in certain scci@-éccncmiclgnd ethnic groups; these probably

‘ \

~account for some group intelligeace differences (88). It is interest-—
ing that Jewish.immigrants, whose fosgring have higher average I.Q.'s than
"the general population, have fewer birﬁh problems and a lower infant
mortality rate than other ethnic qzoups;‘eithe: immigzant or native
born (8B8). |

When intelligence ranges for socio-economic classes are compared,

the determinations of class axe based largely on occupational levels

and incame. Yet bbthrimgoverished and riép learning environments can
be found aﬁ all levels of wealth and occupation.

Far too little attention has been givén to the effects of psycho-
logical factors on the development of aPti%udes and achievement among
minorities and the pcc?; Significant here%is the observation of

|

intellectual épathy and withdrawal in young Indians as they reach

adolescence  and become awara of their future possibilities (172).

Q ; - a
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Bronfenbrenner observed that Negre boys (who are expected to &axrn

a living) perform less well than Negro girls to a far greater extent
than is true in the white population, and that the difference increases
with age. These problems, which merit study within total populations,
are especially significant within minority yvouth cf the highest
capacity (88).

Meantime, ample evidence exists tha* oifted children can be
identified in all groups within society. After his recent (and contro-
versial) review of the possibilities of changing I.Q. anc achievement,
Jensen observed that the variables of social class, race, and national
origin 2~-e irrelevant as a basis for dezling with individuals (88).

He stated further that the full range of human talents.is represented
in Eil the major ra. :s of man, and in all soecio—-economic ievels;
therefore, it is unjust to allow social or racial background to affect
the treatment of an individual. The intensive sesarch for minority
talent and appropropriate intervention programs are encrmous tasks

remaining to be tackled.

. Lan we identify the creative or talented?

This question has become more complicated than it was in the time

of Rubens, Mozart or Bach, when talent was identified through evidence

or product. Complications arose with the initiation of efforts to
identify potential creativity and dormant talents through tescs.

8till remaining to be settled, through longitudin:l studies is

48



whether identifice*ion of a creative pexson through a test of creative
process will identify a person who will later be recognized for
creative production. |

Tnitial studies to develop measures of abilities not identified
by traditiconal group and individual intelligence tests ware carried
on by Guilford and his assoclates. These studies resulted in a number
of tests designed to measure convergent and divergent thinking abilities.
Many of these tests were aéaﬁ%ed or used directly in subsequent studies
to determine creativity in children and youth, and.-to compare creativity
and intelligyence in various populations.

Coritroversy eruptad from- certain studies--notably those of Getzels,
Jackson, and icrrancessghich found differences between pcpulaticns of
high intelligence and those labeled creative. The cleavage between
enthusiésts for the creativity tests and skeptics pradﬁced debats on
the measurement of human abilities, along wit+h hundreds of studies
on measures to identify creativity. The ccntrbversy‘in many respects
was reminiscent of that between Terman and Stenguist in ‘he earliy
1920°'s, when SténgUlSt doubtzd the value of the B;nef test, which
produced results at great odds with his tests of mechanical aptitude.
Many persons havé pointed out fhaﬁ the terms used bykthe creativity
enthusiasts, and descriptions of the creative person, are suspiciously
similar to those found in the literature Qf4child psyciology and
educaticncin the naéﬁsc—distant past--such terms as "giftedness,”

"insight,"” "discovery," "intuition" and, indeed, "intelligence" (173).

48
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The measures developed by Guilford to identify specific
traits or added human abilities were combined ana adapted by
subsequent res' .rchers to identify creativity. Studies of the
creativity messzvves . and their relationship to intelligence
measures have Erodgced a prepounderance of evidence that the
common terxrm "creativity" is misleading, since the measures
bear no more relationship to one another than they do to measﬁres
of intelligence (174; 167). A nurber of studies have found a
higher relationship between general intelligence and the individ-
ual tests of creativity, than among the individual measures
themselves (174). | |

| Although a few studies have supported the-creativity-
intelligence distingtien (28), s mgjgrity have established
substantial relatianships bétween creativity and intellectual
- | aptitude (173; 145). Wallaéh% after an extensive analysis of
cfeativity—intelligence research, ccnéluda& that a re;iable
index cflgenerai intel;igenqe predicts yirtually all practical
ahiiities; as well as does a measuré of any more specific ﬁhinking
-characteristic within theAgeneraf'intelligence are. {(17.).
Research in creativity has served to develop valuable
understandings and to underscore the need for future research.

Greater accuracy. in the use of labels has been one result. The

trend is away from the global use cf tﬁe term “"creativity" as a
psychological concept similar to intelligence. Goldberg has
sﬁggested the use of the term "creative" be assiéned to novel,
reality-adapted, disciplihed, and fully realized p:oducté, and

that, "divergent thinking" be used td-describe new attributes of

a3 50 | .
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anil ity.
Recent scholars have recognized the contradictory nature

of timed énd scheduléd tests to measure creativity, and have
sought conditions which will more realistically permit open and
origiral response (174, 104, 173). Suggestions have been made to
rcAuce the scoring problems in creativity measures (120). A study
by Price and Bell suggests that a person with én I.Q. iaentifyiﬁg
him as gifted can express creativity in a Ecciaily useful way.

- Research Qorkers have begun tests té be administered under
more open conditions and ﬁo tap ideational fluency appropriate to

relevant rather than whimsical productivity. These studies, and

studies on gqualitative values in children's products. should

extend the possibilities ﬁc identify added capacities andltalents.
Additional means for measuring intellectual potential and related
abilities 12y come out of Ertl's vr~search (at the Center for
Cybefnetic studies at the University of Ottawa) in which a high
relationship %as found between brain wave éctivity.and measured
intelligence (47) . “

While we. have no .standardized measure of creativity as an

entity, we do have.geneial agreement among those interested in

' the gifted and talentcd that research should go on, that added

measures of human aptitudes are desirable, and thatuallﬂhuman
abilities should be sought and nurtured to their fullest. This
notion is not new. Hollingworth, in describing the gifted child

as one who is far more educable than most children, referred to

LEEIN 51



to capacities in the arts, in mechanical aptitude, or power to
achieve literacy in abstract knowledge. Still valid today is her
recommendation in 1939 that educators consiaer how all types of
gifted individuals might be trained for their own welfare and that
of society at large.

The use of ali existing meuns for idei.tification, and sensi-—
tivity to highly advanced and unusual talents in ail groups of

children will greatly extend the opportunities to plan and provide

for children of special promise. .

ARE SPECIAT, PROGRAMS BENEFICIAL?

Special programs for the gifted and talented have been
conducted for the l¢st half century, although the provisioﬁs have
reached only a few of the gifted. BAs Ténnenbaum pointed out in
his historical review. special Pravisien; of any kiné for the
gifted have never been widespread, even ét periods of high interest. .

A survey in 1929 indicated that‘twe=thirdslcf school systems between

2,50C "and 25,006 students had some form of ability graupingﬂx One

e

year 1até}; 30 ov- of 762 cities with populations over IO,DOO had
special classes or schools for gifted children. The decline was

marked after 1930: in 1948, of 3,203 cities with 2,500 or more
' V {

students, only 15 had special schools or classes for children with .-, |

high intelligence. Tannenbaum ascribed this decline to the pressure
generated by specialists’in child study. A National Education Association
report in 1941 and one 13 years later indicated that special plans for

the gifted had been discarded in several hundred high schools, Ohio in 1951

Lo
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reported only 2 percent of the schools with speiial classes for
the gifted, and another 9 percent with enrichment in the requiar
classroom (163).

During the 1950's, efforts to provide for the gifted and
talented increased in véricus parts of the country, with special
impetus from the first Rﬁssian space launch. State surveys and
documents by State directors of programs for the éifted (in other
appendixes) indicat& interest has aéain waned during the past |
few years, despite mounting evidence of beneficial results from

programs.

o

What are the results of special programs?

Most_étudies in the past and some recent studies have esvaluated
a single administrative approach to providing f§¥ ﬁhe gifted. For
example, many studies of acceleration have assessed the effect on
GhiiéréﬂufrDm schcql entrance to college age. Noteworthy among
them have ?een 1ongituaina; studies by Hobson, Worcester, Pressey,
and Birch which showed that accelerants did better than their peers
academically,’aéquired more honors, and experienced fewer psychological
problems than did non—acceierants, A n;mber of briefer studies found
that acceleration produced no unfavc;able resulis, aﬁd that acceler-

ants excesded their classmates academically, were socially more

e .
*

popular, and were betterx a&jusféd psychologically (75; 188; 136;

137; 138).
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One of the few studies which recommended against accele-a-
.ticn was based on a longitudinal study of 24 children who had
entered kindergarten Fn.;949. While the study regcft.gave &ﬁly -
m~ntal ages, deduction can be made that the vast majority of the
children were not gifted, and that most of them were of average
or slightly superior intelligence (95).

A summary of a large g up of studies (Whipple,
Holliagworth, Wilkins, Heck, Gray) indicated that special pro-
visions, including acceleration and variogF special groupings,
were beneficial to gifted children. In general, the studies
showed that gifted children could condense school requirements
with no difficulty and with superié: gerfcrménce (114).

Follow-up studies qf'gugils in specia&iclasses, employed
ééricus measuree of academic achi;vement, social adjustment, health,
and personality. Clear.support for special groupings was found in
New York, in the major wark;classéé of Cleﬁeland; in Laé Angeles,
and in numerous other studjes ganductedfﬁithin various citie; and
States (8; 90; Bl; 103). Céﬁﬁlusicns derived from the studies .

%'generally agreed that participants d4id not develop personality or

L, - .

social problems, did not become “conceited, or diM not suffer health
problems because of pressures; rather, participants showed improve-

ment, not only in academic areas but also in personal and social

99
\-:".?

areas.
Special experimental classes have shown that gifted students

can absorb any standard requirements:and simultaneously’ abforb the

.
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meaning, history and symbols of a given discipline, study
Eeffinent bieéraphical data, apply princip1ES and insights from the
diséipline to other fields of knowledge, and display moré Griginalitg
in their performance than contxol groups (1; 99).
Interage groupings have produced beineficial results when
special planning and speciai téacher prepaiatién have accompanied
the groupings (146; 2; 14; 103) . Thc.éﬁtitudés of teachers, ad-
ministrators, pupils and parents whé have participated ﬁére géheraily
favorable. Better teaching has produced a higher level of thinking,
guestioning, apwlication, greater self-reliance, and better élassrccm
relationships (154; 191). ’ |
Studies of a wide variety of special provisions hévé shown
that sp;cial;aaaptations tc improve learning opportunities have
g grcduced favorable social results; VMann found that special wcigshcp
;;;eriences helped to aevelop and reinforce friéndshiﬁs among the
gifted, both in and out of school. Barbe reported generally good
‘adjustment and approval of their special class expeériences by a
large maﬁority of the Cleveland Major Wégh éiagé pupils {8{.

In studies of sdcial .xrelationships in the California State

\ . -

P
prééram, pugiis from rural’schcéls who atééndea:Saturdayvclasseé
‘showed gignifigant gains in social séétus within their reéular
classtccms, aesgi%e the fact that their éeers were completely
ﬁnawaré of the special work. The *otal group of 191 fifth and

sixth grade pupils showed highly significant gains in scclial status

on the basis of responses by their peers in regular cilassroom set-
, LS 1T ,
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‘programs’ without damage (103) .

Children in special part-~time groups shcweéqha loss in social
status from reqular to special class ratings K (103).

Lz the junior and séni@r hiéﬁ;SEhDDl levels, a detailed
psychological inventory showed that gifféd pupils who had par-
ticipated in special programs gained in'gérscnal and social
maturity, ca@paréd to équally gifted n@nparticipénts. While

7

the participant group gained in 19 instances, the equally

gifted cortrol pupils (who aid not partiéipate in programs)
gained in nine instances and lost in eight. All of the
evidence from the assessment of personal, social and psychological

factors indicated that gifted pupils participate in special

i

Recent research has. been cha:acterlzed by more specialized

studies, ana intgzventlcﬂ oxr analys;s in areas of talent and
ciea;ivit% as -‘well as academic ability, although many of the

'

studies‘of the*paétraecaae also were based on éréﬁisicns for

special :ed talents.
Specialized ccuﬂselingéior ;E;e disadvantaged students
A ; L ek
hasag;ovéd‘benefiéial.f_Studéﬁts were found to improve scho-

lastically and to earn more diplomas. Students who participated
. CHR 5 - : § ] : .
in special counseling .sessions for a year or more shoved im-

provement in self-attitude, relationships with others, \and

o 7 S \‘j:. . e s fgf;—“ﬁ

. z
o

' achievement (42; 127). e - ‘ | j

A recent stﬁay by June King Mc?eey which used a

creatLVLty—o:;ented ae51gn cﬁrrlculum with 27 students, predueed

A SR
sxgnlflcant gains in tests oﬁ fluency, adapt1VQ flex;b;llty,A
B ! B [/ ~dy
and erglﬁ:;f:*. The galns &ere‘un dlvexgent response rather

. ,‘

than in_ .-n. ¢ :nt or cognlt;ve areas. The attltdées of the

‘56 . . a

.



! RJ}:

/
/ E ro s Provded by £ !

.

students toward creativity ‘jere begter’thag those of
céntzéls, andlMeF%e concluded that art educatioﬁ; fécuséd
an creative behavior and problem solving, isfiméa%éaht for -
gifted yc;ﬁg people (109%. ;
A‘3~yéar s;ﬁdy by Torrance, testing the influence

of & creative-aesthetic approach to school readiness and

beginning reading and arithmetic, found significantly hlgher

. scores for kindergarten childrzen on tests of creative thinking,

problem solving, and originality. Fluency, flexibility, and -~

.originality ratings were consistently around the fifth—grade'

f

level (169). o : "

Programmed instruction fof sbec ific skills and telev1s1on

t

instruction Pave been found effectlve w1th gifted students

(63; 71). The aeveloPment of programs designed to use multiple

res@ﬁ:ces, including those of the community, to develgp specialized
talents of the gifted, have shown that gifted stude%%s are
significanplyahighe:~than equally gifted controls iy'ability
to ieérﬁ;fin motivation, in use of tﬁéi:‘abiiiiiés, and in
self-identity (73).

Iﬁ;the Califcrnia'State'study; sp_g al arr ngements for

‘more than a thousand puplls acccmmoaated speclal talents,

schcol Syauém phllcsaphles, rural gifted in remate sch ols as
/ . !

[

well as urban%anéfgﬂburban full-time and partétlme needs;
i L H i

. N !
a - ! = : 3 i3 N . =
community resburces were meshed.with mutual interests.. Every

'appréach knowr from previous studies was—included and a few were
T B / :
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highly significant gains in the special groups in academic, social,

u

and psychological areas at all grade levals weres attributed to
careful preservice and inservice preparation of teachers,; the
agsignment of special full-time consultants, appropriate learning
cpportunities (both in and out of acheol), the use oi a wide
variety of community resources, close inter-schoel liaiscn, and

close collaboration with parents (103).

What are the be.t administrative arrangements for programs?

Various arrangemgqts for the gifted have been successful.
The common denominators of success have been support for the
given plan, inservice assistance to teachers, continuity of
program, and student opportunities for meaniﬁgful relationships
with others in the échécl setting (51; 103; 149). Programs of
a few weeks' duration have be=n. less successful than' those of
1onge£ dufaticn (iBZ)g

The least pfcﬁuctive results come from regﬁlar classes,
although teachers and administrators at the elementary level
initially favor this arrangement (51, 103). Highly gifted
childreﬁ in réguiar elementary school classes especiaiiy, face
pzobliems of poor motivation and intellectual sterility aﬁd 7
rigidity (51). Teachers who know that childrgn are gifted often
experience frustration because other classroom problems prevent

their giving attention to the gifted. Knowledge of giftedness

8
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icarning opportunities ave planned (84] .

Frem all of the available evidence, some kind of grouping,
accompanied by quality Céﬁtfél,rwell prepared teachers and svaff
members, consultant assistance, and careful evaluation, is needed
to nurture the abilities and talents of the gifted. Special
grouping and planning, carefully conccived and executed, provide
opportunities for the gifted to functicn at proper levals of
understanding and performarce.

Those who oppose grouping have relied on opinion rather
than evidence (130). Recent studies hgve shown that administra-
tive arrangements for the gifted as such produce no change.

Any planlﬁust include active and appropriate intervention to

succeed (62).

Have programs yenerally had an impact on schools? ;

S

Since most evaluations of programs for the gifted hé%e been
confined to the gifted, the answer to this guestion comas from
generalizéticns about school changes first used Sﬂééessfully with
the gifted, and on teacher improvement which affects perfermaﬁce

with all children. )

Such arrangements &as £lexible scheduling, independence of
mobility in learning, decisionmaking and planning by pupils,
. 2 - . .

the élanning_af curriculum based on pupil interests, use of com=
“munity specialists, specialist pupils teaching others with similar;

-
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interests. rezeaxrch seminars. flexihls =nd individuslle nlsnnad

curriculum reguirements, and Fflexible time blocks all have besn

used successfnlly in lessening the rigidity of the school struc-—

e
)

he gifted. Bs educators study and evaluate wvarious

L

ture for
arrvangements for children with exceptional learning needs, such
as the gifted, they learn of their value and may employ them in
other ways. Schools which have used open tiﬁe for even primary
gifted children to pursue research interests have found that
gimilar freedom, at less abstract levels, appeals to other
children. While many program examples can be found in good school
systems, formal research on this guestion would be necessary for
complete answers.

Where teéchers have had special preparation, they have
reported that programs have made them better teachers for ail
children {(103). oOther studies have also found improvement in

teacher performance (53).

Should Early Childhood Programs Be Developed far the Gifted and

Talented?
Research on stability and change in human characteristics
reveals that it is possible to maximize the development of a

particular characteristic such as height, intelligence, or school

' achievement. ' It alseo is possible to retard or stunt a particular
tyre of devdlopment under certain envirenmental conditions (21).
Many young gifted children amply demonstrate through their
performance that they can §rafit§%%cm instruction. CChildren who
E0 s
= : .
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age of school entry,. and undexstand mathematical
comnonly faught to far older children, have excephtional

talents, and possess wide knowledge, also tend to be generally

2 maibure than oihacs of thelr ags. It should ol be necsssad

he

to retard their development until they attain an arbitrary chron-
ological age required for scheool entry. Careful studies have
shown that very early reading, as early as 2 years When4§§;£5
introduced, does not harm gifted chiléren. Gifted children are
reédy to prafiﬁ from many of ﬁhé éxperiénces reserved for older
youngsters. Special preschocl groups with appropriate experiences
could maintain their interest in learning. -

The phenomenon of regression has been established in comparing
gifted first grade pupils in special programs with egqually gifted
pupils in regular classes with no provisions. The gifted in
special programs, who were élléwedrtg learn withcut restfictign,

< gained an average of 2 academigﬁygars during a single year,
wﬂile the gifted cgntréls>gained only the usual 1 year. The
latter represents educaticnal retardation, if the ability of
the controls is considered; .it may be ascribed to the well-known

desire of young children to conform to teacher expectations (103).

Should Career Educaticn For The Gifted Be A Priority?

Evidence from school systems in which the gifted can work
- [ R

_—

with specialists of similar interests and explore occupations

/' strongly indicates that caree¥ education is of great value in .

€1
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allowing students to assess career options and in motivating them
to go to college (118). The gifted face career problems because

of multiple eptions available tr them, and‘choice among possibil-
ioles is Qifficuli for wmany {158, 122 .

Opportunities o work with community specialists may increase
the motivation and school performance of the gifted (116). The
early contributions™of the gifted and talented made at other times
in history resulted from individual work affiliatiaﬁg and close
tutorial rélaticnshipsl, Proper career education cduld contriiute
gimilaxrly and could be of: particular significance for those wiih
highly specialized talenés. Benefits would accrue to studeﬁts
and for mentors who, as others have reported, develop respect for
students and schools through the association (103). Career
education is »f particular importance to minority and rural
students. BAssignment to a gifted adult with similar interests

may profoundly affect school and career decisiocns.

Can the current public s;hcglr§t;u¢ture provide adequately for
the gifted and talented?

Yes, given certain conditions. Schools which provide
adegquately for the gifted and talented are those in which
educational plans are based on the actual needs and interests
of the pupil, in which freedom from the restrictions of struc-—
ture requirements and'écheﬂula are possible, in which the
pupils are given access to needed resources regardless éf

location, and in which suitable teachers are utilized whether

g2
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they possess credentials or not. Such scheools have administrators
who are fully aware of the gifted's needs, and a faculty who have
studied these pupils; parents are closely involved, and a special
congultant assigned te the gifted ig availskle for inservice and

direct assistance to the adult participants.

WHAT ARE THE NECESSARY COMPONENTS OF A GOOD PROGRAM?

Do we need new buildings, libraries, and laboratories? Is Special

Er;apgpﬁo;j{%ticnr necessary? Are there special media needs? Material

neads?

These guesticns are difficult to answer except by opinion.
The intelligent use of facilities and ﬁaterials is govarnéé ﬁy'
the knowledge of the ﬁ§ers_ If that knowledge is absent, capital
sxpenditures will be wasted. '

In urban Ccmmunitiesfwhere libraries and laboratories are
available, educators havé made special arrangéménts for students
to use“materials and to experiment uhaér supervision. Good libraries
and laboratory space in schools are highly. desirable, with open
areas for spe&ial'prajects and study. Even with gé@d libraries and
adequately stocked 1chratcries, it is necessary to use auxiliary
resources aﬁd-matérials to meet the special interests of the gifted.
The success of speéial programs has been réstricted because of

5

iimited -facilities (48). Provis ons should be made so *hat gifted

students, whether urban or isolat-d in rural areas, have access to

resources and space in which to use them.

[l
- Ba
A56 -

'



Special transportation funds should be available for needed

study and research oppertunities; these should not be categorically

may be

Ly
H
[0
!
o
[
H
1§
7
H
|8}
H
g
‘-l
ol
i
—
s
4
i1
i
3
B
]
[¥s]
2]
o]
af]
n
o
=
o}
o
s
E
m
n
o
jn
o]
o
]
2
a
T
W
T
H‘
M

purposes, ranging to archacological studies by special interest
groups; gathering of research specimens for marine, botanical or

geological research; visits to specialized libraries and museums;’

——

R .
process; documentary studies; recording of interview or photo-

special contacts with artists; individual studies of politicai -

graphic data; to acquisitian gfVpﬁaccessiglermateiial§.

Media and material needs alsé are ﬁnp:edigtaglé, although
students should have access to thém.r Funds should be made avail-
able for standard equigmenfvéﬁd expendable sﬁpplies fcr éﬁﬁdents
in areas of é;eative‘exgressioniv The young paintef or muéician
éhéﬁld not be restricted by thé nonavailability of supplies,
equipment, musical scores, or suitable inst:umentS; Similarly,
the ySdngkpersah who wishes to report his research finéings‘
creatively should have access to the necessary Phctcgréphic,o:

graphic rescurce materials and media. Ready availability of

materials and encouragement to use them enhance interest in learning

and extend ﬁélents.
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BEACHERS AND CTHER PERSCNNEL?

WHAT PREPARATION I8

The teacher is the key to effective programs and effective

use of resources (10; 70; 103; 169) . ~ Preparation of teachers

3
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The need for special tescher preparaticn is apparent from a
number of studies. Teachews rith no special backgiround ha%a been
found disinterested in and even hostile toward the gifteék(lsz;
180) . They believe that the gifted willi reveal themselves through
academic grades, that théy need all éxigﬁénq content plus more,
and that feaéhgrs”sﬁeulé add to exisfingchrriculﬁm‘reguirements

- -

rather than delete anything'(144),

Teachers who have worked with Special pr@érams tend to be-,f'

:enthusiastic about them, while those who have not are generally =

hostile (90; 144; 180). Experience with programs and inservice

preparation produce more favorable attitudes in teachers toward

both gifted children and special . programs.

-

B /"
. The need for general inservice programs is evident from
findings that 50 per cent of public school educators were opposed

to acceleration, despit§.contxary evidence from major research
7 ; , B
studies which found acéeleration beneficial at every level from

kindergartéﬁ to college (136; 75; 18; 103). Even in studies wiﬁh

o . ' ) . . . @
significantly favorable results, authors have commented on lack

Efnarticulaﬁicn; heévy demands, and evaluation .problems {163),;

lack of teacher bazkground, the inability of the school 4o deal.

with basic problems (48), and the unwillinghess of faculﬁy to
’ ’ B Y o .
85 . i‘h o .
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for indevendent learning (737 .

=
K

Even when teachers of the gifted are cerefully selected
VanarreEresent the highest levels of professional competency,
theixr teaching parformance can bexsignificantly Improved through
inservice study; zsirable changes in the quality of learning.
écmmunicatiog, classrgcm_contenti'anavdiversity of classroom ex-
Périegées have_résulteé (1086) . vother benefits reported by teachers
"include increased teaching skills, knowlgage of subject matter,
appreciation of the needs of the gifted (103).

"Stuiieé of successfui teachers of the gifted typically have
dealt with their characteristics and behavior more often than
with their spegificlgreparatiSﬁ, It is generally agreed that

the successful teachers are highly intelligent, are interested in

" .scholarly and artistic pursuiﬁs, have wide interests, are mature

and unthreatened, possess a sense of humor, are more student-
cgn;éred than their colleagues, and are enthusiatic about both
teaching and advanced study for themselves (19; 24; léO).

The problem of credentials poses difficulty when the com-

. plexity- and diversity of teaching the gifted and talented at all

levels are considered. BAn array of prescribed courses is evidently

r'inadeﬁuate; probably t%e credentials should be Plaﬁﬁéﬁ as an

o] g ) - ] " .
individualized program of studies. Recommendations for such a’

B

_‘program have been outlined in a recerit publication on Prcfeséiqﬁal

v

stan&ardsﬁiér teacheis'and othex personnel (29).

S;ﬁool personnel other than teachers also need special



0 an in undarorsnding the aF Fhe gifhad. Administrators
vodn undaerstanding The > @i Fhad. ¢ nd ghyaho

.often determine the existence of programs, decree their aboliticon, oxr
deny their need. (Appendix B of this report shows that the majority
of school administrators in a representative sample of schools in

students in their schools!

1]

the United States reported no gifte
The report may be ascribed to apathy or hostility, but not to fact.)
croups with special Qrepaxation which .presumably should

_Even

mzke them eégeéially alert to indiviégal‘differencés are indifferent
or hostile toward the gifted. Counselors in severél«studiés were
gsund to be maré concerned with remedial problems than w;thv§he
gifted (46). Student perscnnelyaepaztments in 20 Westexn é@llegés
and universities gave little special attention to .the giftga and

their problems. One study found significantly greater hostility

toward the giftéd among school psychelogists than among other

— Y

school peréannel (179) .
ALl of these studies indicate the need for'éoﬁgrehensive
o _inservice @reparation:for!thasa school §erécgnel who contact or
affect the‘gifted. Teachefs who are prepared and interested need

informed and sympathetic auxiliary suppcrﬁg

WHAT DO PROGRAMS FOR THE GIFTED COST? ‘
. . hjﬁ e o
e | . 7 ,
Data on true prégram costs are meader, hecause of the peed for
S | , : o
achool sy%féms*ta function within the limits of funds available and -

! A . i
Ere&ete’qfned,ggcéfam budgets, even though these prove inadeguate.

Funding in several States may be limited té specific demonstration
T or experimental programs which meet the needs of children at

Y-
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certain grade 1evéls; partial sup, »rt of special ‘a2achers, with no
added Funds for programs, is provided in North Carolina, Gecrgia,
Washington, é;egcni Illineis. Appendix D of this report indicatng
that few Staté;mhave used or are using Fedéralyfunds to improve
programs for the giftéd. {Costr of gpecific illincis programs are
provided in appéndix F.)

In States wﬁere program support is based upon funding per
pupil, support figures are misleading; in Calif@ﬁnia, for example,
the initial 5ugpctt figure allocated by thei}egislature provided
only for identification ~osts, with nothing for preparation, program,
or evaluation. The pres;nt allocation for progrxam is less than
one-third the cost »f programs (as determined in the 1957-60
study) . ’

A report to the California legislature represented true

figures of the Pef pupil cost in 1961 for exemplary programs.
5 .

" These figures included pupil screening and identification, com-

plete pupil studies, preservice and inservice preparation of teachers
and other school personnel, instructional costs, consultant services,

and evaluation costs. These programs cost up to $250 each year per

-

&

. pupil. ‘ o . ;

N

Subsegquent -cost data from California inégcurately represent
o
~ i . ) 5\ ) ]
true costs, reflecting instead inadequate support. The 5250
k!
figure itself should be inéreased proportionally to the cost-of-

living iqcreases dﬁring the last decade.

v
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What ‘hould Be Priorities For Expenditures On The Gifted And

Talented? |

Data from research studies suggest that these priorities be

estabiished:

1. Systematic inservice preparation for schcol pérscnnel,
inclusdiing teachers and others who affect the leérning
opportunities of the gifted and talented. “

1.1 Fellowships for ;pegiai preparation

1.2 Support for insé;vic% workshops and courses

1.3 Establishment:of:preparaticn centers for demonstra-
tion programs, experimentatiomn, research and teaching

2. Support of research and experimental programs.

. 2.1 Programs to improve identificatiol. of gifted from

varied backgrounds and cultures

2;2 Programs to identify added human capacities and talents

2.3 Programs to impiove program- evaluation

2.4 Programs to expand learning oppertunities in the arts

2.5 Programs for preschool gifted and talented, including
those from poor eccnomic backgrounds ‘ |

2.6 Exemplary programs inbschccl systems \

3. Establishment of a national office for dissemination of

information and’impreve@ent~o£ efforts for the gifted.
3.1 Use of .media to improve understanding by educators
and £ﬁe geﬁeral public
3.2 Dissemination of informational matefials to educators
3.3 Erqviéion of leadership to State and.national educational -

P agencies, toc assure proper use of available. and future funds

; o A62 £9
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4 Support for evaluation and dissemiffation of new findings.

5. “ontinuing support for exemplary programs.

WHAT ARE THE EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF RESEARCH ON THE GIFTED

AND TALENTED?

Numerous past and recent studies have established the fact
that gifted and talented youth are a unigue population, differing
markedly from their age peers in .abilities, talents, interests,
and psychological maturity. They are the most versatile and
complex of all human groups,. the most neglected of al’ groups
with spgcial educaticnal needs. Thei? sensitivity to others
and insight into existing schcol conditions make them especially
vulnerable, because of their ability to conceal their giftedness
in standardized surroundings, and to seek alternative Qutlets;'
The resultant waste is tragic.

Research studies of the special needs of the gifted and
talented demonstrate evidence of the need for special programs.
The relatively few gifted students who have had the advantage
of special programs have shown remarkable improvements in self-
understanding’ and in ability to relate to others, as well 2s in
improved academic and creative pexrformance. The programs have
not produced arrogant, selfish snaﬁs; on the contréry, studies
show that spgcial programs have extended:a sense of reality,
wholescme hﬁmiiity, selfs.resper:.rt;r ané respe;t for,others.,la
goodogf@gram_fcr the gifted increasss their involvement and

interest in learning through the reduction of the irrelevant.

a63 70 T
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Tdentificauvion ¢f the gifted and talented iﬁ different parts
of the country has besn piecemeal, sporadiz, and sometimes
nonexistent. Very little identification has been carried on in
depth, oxr with propes testing instruments. Many of the assump-
tions about giftedness ond its incidence in various parts of thé
Bmerica.. society are based on inadeguate data, partial information,
and group tests of limited value. The United States has been
inconsistent in seeking out these students, finding them early
in their lives, and individualizing their educ~tion.

Special injustice has occurred through apathy toward certain
minorities, although neglect of the gifted in this country is
a universal and increasing problem.

Sgéc1a1 programs have produced ample evidence of thelr marlts.
Widely warying zxrangements have b=en found successful, and
indicate clearly that excelience for the gifted can become a
universal. practice with less expenditure tﬁén in programs for
other children with special learning neeas.l

Programs for the gifted will require constant planning,

‘expansion, increasing diversity, and creative modes of evaluation,

if .they are. to succeed. and continue. ?he programs will be pro-
viding opportunities for extremely different forms of talent
development and expressio:. Programs which provide for the poet,
artiét; inventor, and budding politician will allow varying
interests and produc¢ticns which cannot be evaluated in standa&d
£ashion. : L : -

Successful prograins sha# that spegiai preparation of

teachers is mandatory. ‘Teachers who have such preparation tend

71
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to be sympathetic to the gifted and talented, and to provide
them with necessary learning opportunities. This Preparation

should be extended to the total educational prnfession and to

the public at large so that the gifted and talenvad may be widely

encouraged to use their abilities. The result would be greatex
numbers of gifted political leaders, inventors, creative artists,
educators, medical personnel, and others contributing to society
and\wgrking on its problems. The result would be a better

futuré\fa: all Americans.
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ADVCCATE SURVEY AND STATISTICS SOURCES

The Advocate Surveyl is a 26-page Office of Education survey

sent to 239 experts, as part of the Commissioner's study to
obtain recommendations on provisions for the gifted and talentedl
The advocates, representing all sections of the Nation, we%e
chosen for their specialized egpe:ience aﬁd knowledge on ﬁhe giftéd
and:talented.

The 204 experts,whc returned a‘éomgléted form included State
education officials, university professors,,and gduéation o:ganig;’

tion representatives. Many of their recommendations were virtually

unanimous. Their views certainly merit sericus attention.

IDENTIFICATION OF THE GIFTED AND TALENTED

Definition
More than 80 per cent of the respondents agreed that the

category "gifted and talented" should include "thcse’with high general

&

lynless otherwise noted in the text or in footnotes, the data in
this appendix are derived from A Survey of Leadership in Education
of Gifted and Talented Children and Youth. Silver Spring, Maryland:
Operations Research, Inc., 1971 (Hereafter referred to as the Advocate
The Advocate Survey was developed by the Office of Education and
conducted under contract by Operations Research, Inc. An informal
outside advisory group provided substantive content for the survey
and identified the universe of leadership. The survey form and the
list of advocates .are available from the Office of Education.
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intellectual abil’ity, tl.ose who manifest creative or productive
thinking, those with .speecific academic aptitude and/or those with
ability in visual and performing arts." They also supported
inclusion of those with underdeveloped potential. About 50
percent waulﬁ include thcse‘with sccial adeptness and psychomotor
ability.

/

Over two-thirds of the respondents' did not recommend additions

or changes in the categories selected by tw. majority. Thirty

percent wanted specifi; ¢z ,vries, such as creativity, or more
inclUSiVeness-— While the great majority felt that the above
definition could be used effectively with educators and the public,
appfaximatel? 20 percent recommended more spgcificity.

The éeneral view was that the gifted. and éalenté& can be
viewed and understood bv tﬁe majority of éducéters »=4d laymen
as those of i igh intéllé%tual ability, those with high academic
aptitude, and/or those with high ability in’the visual and performingA
arts. lThese terms are, of course, not mutually exélusive.“

.. The definition of the talented was seen as considerably more

1

\inclusive than that of the giftej,‘ Whilé 82 percent would confine

/
/

the gifted to 5 percent or less of the population, the talented

were regarded by the experts as including 11 to 15 percent of the -

population. The mean percentages for each -category, gifted and .
talented, prébably_afe somewhat less than the perceﬁt chosen,

/ . -
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rank was accorded t?e individual intelligénce test, a means not ~

is based on the kndwledge that group mensures fail to locate at’

known ability of ‘the gifted to conceal their true §biliﬁies and

since 38 percent favored confining the gifted to 2 percent
or less, and the remainder chose the c..tegory 3-5 percent.
Similarly, 47 percent limited the talented to 5 percent or

less.

;Search for the Gifted and Talented .

Nearly four out of five of the resgcndeﬁts favored continuous

screening and search, or at least annual searcﬁes‘ for the gifted -

=

and. talented. Two-thirds favored at least annual re—evaluation,
presumably to be certain that placement and educational ﬁléhﬁing‘

were appropriate.
.

As figure l-indicates, the advocates favored multiple means

for identification of the gifted and talented, including measurts

/ - . . . :
of intelligence, achﬁevemént, talent, an® ecreativity. The highest
{ . . . ) o A

used in most States/| because of the costa'apndcubtédly, this rank

leas* half of the gifted and talented in any population.

Agparenﬁly th advoiatés were concerned by the failure of

school psrsannelntérident_ y the ‘gifted, as well as by the well-

*

to adapt themselves to school offerings and requiremenﬁs;
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‘Reports, such as that of the 57.5 perceﬂt of U. 5. schools

stating in the School Staffing Survey? that they had no gifted,

undoubtedly led the respondents to recommend involvement of all

és most important, with talent spééialists'ngxt,r Interestingly,
SEVEﬂvadVGcétéd the use of p;ofesgicnal artists, a p:actiée not

- common in schools. The relatively icw ranking of sch?al g&hinistra?
tors and curriculum specialists may have been due to 'their less direct

contact with children, since teachers and guidance counselors were

R

ranked lLigh. . I 7 _ 4
»'Ehe-repézt of gg;gifiei pupils by over half of schools surveyed

- in- 1969-70 is a %epressing piece of information. The statistic may

of
/

indicate widespread ignorance, apathy and Andifference, or out-
M s F l' ~

right hostility toward the notion that gifted and talented voung

people merit attention. Less effort to identify is made at the

v

' elementary level than at the secondary, although research stresses
_ the aavéﬁtéges of early identification and planning. Gifted young
people with the ability tc'invent, create, and contribute to society
at an early age apparently would have iittle ogpértunity in the
; .
. | .
majority of our schools, and: probably ?a encouragement, under present
- | - ,
conditions. ‘
' J
1
\ . -
/ . 1 ) : .
™ : o T : ' . A /
) \ S  23chool staffing Survey, 1969-70. Washington, D.C.: Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, U. S Office of Education.
. - |
: Q | . : | , |
WJ:EEE o : N _ !
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Potential Population

Numbers presumed to be gifted or talented have varied considerably

in recent estimates. Up to the end of the 1950's, the general agrese-

ment of most research workers and experts was that the gifted included

those within the upper 2 to 3 percent of intellectual ability

{a Binet I.Q. of 130 or more). More variance was introduced by those

?ishing to include social, mechanical, and other aptitudes, and by

those who saw intelligence and talent as different dimensions.

‘The potential numbers involved by the use of selected percentages

from the total population appear in takle 1.

jection for the 1970 United States school population was 51,600,000.~

Table 1

&

NUMBERS OF PUPILS IN VARIOUS NATTONAL

The tcotal census pro-

3/

PERCENTAGES OF PRESUMED GIFTED AND 1ALENTED

?er;ent

S b

Number'of Pupils

516,000
1,032,000
1,548,000
2,580,000
5,160,000

The numbers in table 1 would increase if provisions were made

for the gifted at preschool levels.
B i

_g/gréjgctians of Educational statisticé to 1978-79.

Washington, D.C.:

Department .of Health, Education and Welfare, National Center for

" Educational Statistics, 1969.
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Obviously giftedness is not manifest at a set time; even
though not recognized, it is present as a potential from birth;
attention to gifted in the preschool Qogulatioﬁ therefore merits
serious consideration.

Table 2 indicates tﬁat of 11,906,000 3-, 4-~, and 5=
year old children in 1968, 3,929,000 were enrolled in preschool
programs outside of the ragulaer séhaol.gf If a conservative three
percent were estimated to be gifted, 117,870 young children would
be accessible for special early childhood programs. Ancther
242,310 gifted preschoolexs ére not in any programs!

Table 2

TRENDS OF EARLY CHILDHOOD POPULATION,
AGES 3-5, ‘AND SCHQOL ENROLLMENTS

' October 1964 to October 1968
(Numbers in Thousands) - _

3-Year Olds 4-Year Olds 5-Year Olds
Year Pop. Enrollment 'EEE;' , Enrollment Pop. Enrollment
1964 4,238 181 4,148 élg 4,110 2,389
1965 4,149 203", - 4,238 - 683 4,162 2,521
1966 4,087 248 4,155 785 4,244 2,641%
1967 3,992 273 . 4,088 872 ° 4,162 . 2,724
1968 3,811 317 4,000 211 "4,095 = 2,701*

#Exélﬁées 5 year olds enrolled in primary school: i;*“"'"“

1966 -~ 505,000 ' 1967 -- 444,000 1968 -- 444,000

—_ . ~ N

4Nehrt, Rcy ¢. and Hurd, Gordon E. Prepr;marz,Enrallment of Children
ggﬁe;_51x, October 1968. U. 8. ﬁegartment of Health, Education, and
Welfare, . Off;ce of Education. June I969. (OE-20079-68.)
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Recommendations on numbers and percentages of the gifted to
be served indicate that several million American school chil“ven
require special planning so that they may experience proper

educational opportunities.

PROVISIONS FOR THE GIFTED

Current Programs

As figure 2 shows, the experté present a dismal -iew éf the
adeguacy of existing programs. Nearly all communities are described
as having very few p?ovisions, or none. at all. The neglect is
gfégtest at thE'earlf school years; but even at the secondary level,

little is done. Educational planning for the gifted has had low

Qriurity, and few persons are aware of the tragic waste of humaﬁ

potential. The often verbalized principle of quality educatior for

all has only been implemented in isolated instances; these efforts

often have been regarded as experimental,:temgééazy programs. ._The
tragedy is further accentuated by the §té£ement of the experts that
J e

most services for the gifted are‘;qﬁéentrated in the cities and suburbs
(although these services are meager at best).

‘the gifted also is reinforced by
A o ‘

The lack of provisioéns for

the School Staffing Surjag.slj&ﬁis lack is evident even for the

identified gifted. . - L e
Ssee footnote 4, page B 8.
) B Qrfxi e
85 .
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Of those recognized as gifted, the majority receive scant
attention at best. One-third or more of the known gifted receive no
special instruction of any.kind. With the exception of large cities
where some grouping is carried on, the majority of gifted children
are given any special attention they do reéaive in the regular class-
room from the regular teacher.’ As :ésearch studies indicate, QVeﬁ
the sympathetic and conscientious ﬁéacher in the regular classroom
rarely finds time to devote to the gifted or talented pupil. It is
safe to assume.tﬁerefore, that most identified gifted children
receive little or hc atténtion-in éleﬁentézy scnool, while the
programs at the secanéa:y level consist mainly of separate paxt-
time classes.

Lack of opportunity for the giftéﬁ ééconaary séu&eat to make
relevant coantacts outside of the formal classroom is evident in

table V of the School Staffing Survey; less than 2 percent were

given opportunities to erk with specialists <. in other school
settings. Yet many gifted and ﬁalented students-are at'a level of
kncwléaga which requires such opportunities if they are to develop.
One of the features of an excellent program is its increasing use
and diversification of resources.

The relative lack of emphasis on the gifted also is seen in

‘figure 3. Twenty-seven school systems, chosen from a national

sample because of their model programs for children with excepticnal

Learning needs, reported only five programs for the gifi;éci.6 Other

Abstracts of National Educational Finance Projec: Satellite
Projects Reported at First National Conference, December ‘7-8, 1970.

B 11 S
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categories ccmmcnly'ha& three to four timés‘és many progrzmg (the
cnly(gxegption belng the>multlple handlc:)pad, which is.a relatively
new ;chr§m, unlike prog:ams for the gifted which have existed fox
the past half century).

The summary of the regional hearings (appendix C of this report)

- showed that 40 of the 50 States have no support personnel, and that

only three States have three or more persons. Even in States with
perscnnel, existing support is limited. In North Carolina, 81.3
percent of gstudents eligible in 1969-70 to be in programs were not

enrolled§Z! In Illinois the average annual expenditure for the gifted

~and talented who were in gr@gfams' was $28;§f in California the

2/

& .rage was $65. -
This Situéti@n is due primarily to competing problems, and

the fallure of the public to understand the educational handicaps

faced by the gifted and talented. The gifted receive sympathy and

verbal support, but fall short at the\?iscal level:

I know that I speak for Superintendent Riles when 1
say we wholeheartedly beligve that quality education
implies an education which fully meets the individual
requirements of all children. We believe that gifted
children must have additionai or supplemental educa—

capabillty to full develop each <wild's Potentlallty
is to occur. 1C/

7A Status Rgggrt, Program forxr the Educatlon of Exceptionally _
Talented Childr&h. Raleigh: State Department of Public. Instruction, 1970.

Bjacksan, David, Illinois Program (page of this document) .

9Ca1ifc:nia State Budget Supplement 1971-72, Vol. 4.

1l0personal communication to Ruth Martinson from Mr. Leslie Brinegar,
Associate Superintendent of Public Instruct;on, Callfcrnla, dated March
25 1971. .
B 13
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Figure 4 illustrates the limited amount expended in model
schools on programs for the gifted. Even in those systems
selected as model systems in their Previsicns for children with
unusual learning needs, the gifted héve the lewest priority for
e a3 Sil/ ] o . . o o -
expenditures.— The local. amount shown, however, is considerably
above amounts allocated per pupil by the few States which provide

any support at ali.

Recommended Programs

Some contradiction is seen .in the recommendation by 95 pgrcént
of the respondents that programs be continuous throughout the school
career of the gifted child while most also respond that programs should
be started in graaes four to six. The latter re commendation undoubtedly
was governed by tre wording of the item, which requested a forced choice

on level at which & program should be started due to limitations of funds.

!

that most programs sﬁill operate at‘the secondary level on a too-little-
and~too-late basis, de%éite abundant kﬁcwledge from research that gifted
children face the_greatest(aajustment pre;lems'at school entry and during
the primary grades when patterns of underachievementvbeccme entrenched.
The_heeé for gifted and talented ch;laren to exﬁeriensé qppertunities
for complex, creative thought, with content appropriate to their level

of functioning, was seen as important or essential by nearly all

P IlRossmiller, Richard A., Hale, James A,, and Frohreich, Lloyd E.,
! o Educational Programs  for Exceptional Children: Resource Configurations
' and Costs. Madison, Wisconsin: National Educational Finance Project,
Special Study No. 2, August 1970. ' '

B 14
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of the a&vccatés, They stressed aléa the need for development of
aesthetic sensitivity. _ .

The advocates favorgd a'&iéﬁinctly'aifferenfiatea curriculun
fér the gifted, designed to %écammgdate.higher levels of'fﬁné*;éﬁing
in the ccgnitive aﬁd'sPEGigiized talent domains. Over 90 péésent

also favored special administrative arrangements to permit such dif-

/

7
7

ferentiatian.
The gifted and the talented wexe clearly differentiated in. the

responses. Two-thirds felt that'different programs were.essentiéi; ’
. . . ;
based on- the view that the gifted have generally supe:io: intellectual - .

ability, while: the talentpd are skilled in a partlcular area,
Actually, the implied ?*paration of the glftedfana;talented

into two discrete groups may be an artifice of the guestionnaire.
As appendix A of this repoxt iﬁéicates; gifteiness,and'talent“a:e

not mutually e;clusivef'maﬂy intellectually éiftéd perscns are
talented, and many téienﬁéd persons are also gifted. Indeed, hlgh
méntal ability may bevé necessary conditicg'fa: thetk;ndééfatalent_
which produces w@zk*of iastini mefit. !

f The axperts generally suppgrted summer programs, the use of

community résaurgp pérqannel, 1ndlv1duailzad 1nstruct;an, sgec;al
group;ngs, and part—tlme groppings as a means tGWard adequate
' provisions. Same felt that the Ghﬂléés were made only as better than

nothing, however.

e AR, iy S

Conventional or standardized curriculuﬁ.géquirgmgnfs_were seén-
as unimportant to the gifted and talented. - Rather than studying

3 : grade level content required of the total group, the advocates
> i ] ) L .
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.in degth, produced better achievement and better ‘adjustment in the
. b : . -

'large blocks of independent time. The gifted and talented were

seen as gapable of self-maragement ana decisicnﬁakiﬁg for both
study coﬂtent'aéi class:ecm‘prccedures.“ ‘

These reeommendations ce:tainiy are comgatible with those of the
program research studies, which found tﬁat éeletion éf'irrelevant
or unnecessary ccnteﬁt, in favor &f opportunities to study and learn

] .

I B
gifte? and talented.
Adjustment to different learning styles among the gifted and
talented was seen as essential by gégpexgeﬂt of the respondents.

As described by various research studies, the gifted are complex,

highly diverse individuals, with an u.limited a:ray‘af'iﬁtgrests

and talents. The involvement with a given learning activity may

be affectéd by these factors as wgll as' by persénélity factors.’
Among the gifted and talented, one may find persons who' respond
anélfuncticn rapidly, those ' who are delibe?gte an&’cantgﬁplativg,
those who are 1cgical and girect, ér thcse wha“a;e exploratory
and circuitous. ;Tpe quality of end p:odﬁét ﬁay be excellent :
(a@d,différentL fram any of these, but';eéchiné fhe”giftéd)daés not = o ' i ®
Hccﬁfqrtaﬁly perwit standard rules of procedure. SR | . _ ﬁ%'
J The expert: saw as the most impartahtlgragram cbjeciive.the 7
bbstimulatiég'cf individual interests. Next in ofiér of imgaitaﬁée- _ - S | .
were. the é&vglcgménf éf%stuéenﬁ initiative, tﬁe éevelqgﬁent,ci!seifs | :
accepténcsgiéencepé‘aevglépméét, and récégnition of the early ability ;i
_st§iuﬁ§ertake complex iea:ning_ﬁaéks_ N | f
R [ < S




Close to 90 percent of the advocai=zs felt that differentiated

programs for thie gifted nc =d greater resources than programs for
) ;

regular stﬁdgntsi While this is true, adequate inservice preparation
may reduce unessential pProgram exéenditures. Teachers with background
knowledge are prone to use‘better existing resources, and to free students
to saek needeé materials or specialist personnel. These teachers
also tend to be more willing to ask for assistance from pa:e%ﬁg and

bénsultants who can bring in necessary resources, or to a:raﬁge for
%tuaent contacts wit£ them.

| The need for regular teachers to carxry on differentiated
experiences for the_giftéa, vhethex ér not they are in special
programs, is a recognition of the fact that attention to the gifted
only in.a special procram may mean neglect fai the greater part of -
the school week, éaz;iéalarly if the special program meeis a couple -
sessions per week or less. Alsc seen as important ar~ liaison
between ;egﬁlar and spe~ial teacﬁers; and constan£ effort to

‘differentiate programs in both settings.

SCHOOL PERSONNEL AND THE GIFTED AND TALENTED
Teachersg

The majority of experts equated specialized programs and

separate grougingfoféthe;gifﬁed with recognition of the teacher

. . - \\ N : \
as a teacher of the gifted. Fifteen percent considered all
teag@e:s as teachezs of the gifted even when no sbecial pfavisicns
' B 18
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were made, possibly becauze of the physical nresence of the
children-~albeit they are ineffective teachers for them.
\\
Only\;z of 204 respondents felt that an adeguate supply of

i
v ' ‘g , . At et
personnel'was, available to teach =11 of the gifted within their
State. Ihe pressing need for preparation within the ranks of those
\ ) .
teadching i= seen in their recommendations for summexr institutes,

. along with inservice programs and workshops during the school year.

Most of the resPGndents also favored the development of advanced )
degree programs with srﬂclallzatlon in teachlng the gifted.

Successful teachers of the gifted were seen by the experts in
much the same light as in research studies, although one d4ifference
waé appaient; .The respondents did not regard as important for

success with the gifted, advanced degrees, prior teaching experiéBGE'

\ﬁ-g

(as.opyoéed to special prcpazatical, ;:aéh;ng gzper;epca itself,; o
teaching credentials. They particularly oppased thg rotation of teaching
the gifted among all teaching staff members.

They saw the successful teacher of thérgifted as one interested
in learning, and possessing a rich academic background. They agreeq
that teadhing the glftea :Equ1red a different apprcach, and that -
the successful teacher must have a high level/cf self-confidence.

Whlle advanced degreeé were not seen as lmeItant, spec;alized

| , ;

pregaratlan, ccntlnulng prcfess;anai stuay, and frequent contact with

cher tieaf;hers of the g;fted were strengly adv@cated. continuing scholar-
] / .

ship gas implied in the reccmmenéatlcn that teachers of the gifted have
. | / )

| . .
at leas£ one speciali%éa area of study.

N f
o | | ),

! foa .
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The major difference between research and the advocates occurred
in the advocates' even split on whether the gifted should be taught
only by thé.brightégt teachers. This may be a reaction to both .the
7ifted and talented, which would produce some difference of opinion.
Studies have shown that teachers with the highest ability and
accompanying perfc:mapcé'tend to be the most accepting and understanding

of the gifted, while those with comparable low ability are the most

With both the gifted and the talented, nersonal factors such as
ability to work with children, understanding of the pppulation, \
sgo-strength, confidence, maturity, open-mindednessg, and:enthusiasm
were mentioned as:impértant more often thén intellective and
academic-related qualities. High intelligence, intellectual cﬁ:iosity,
and love of learning wore seen 35 more important with the gifted; competence
in a specific skill, ranked last for the gifted, was first in importance
for the talented. Proven teaghing ability was menticned most often
for the gifted, and ranked second for the talented. The differences
undoubtedly are due to ihe perceived need for specialized skill in
teaching the talented, whereas the teacher of tﬁe gifted would |
encounter a greater variety of skills and interests. Over half of
thelresgandents did not differentiate the special competencies neeﬂéd
to teach the gifted versus thé talented. '

To attract teachers who would speciaiize in the education of.
the gifted,; the advocates recommended subsidies for trainiﬁgi

university courses and training centers, inservice preparation for

_thése already in the profession, and development of positions for

“B/20
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those qualified. The heavy advocacy ©of inserv’ce preparation is
doubtless due to the knowledge “i:ot many i(:ache.s are currently
working with the g¢ifted without background, as *ell as knowledge

of recent findings that even the best teachers can improve their skills
and abilities in working with the gifted and talented thiough
specialized preparation. (Important too is the research finding

that even limited special prégaraticn reduced hostility toward the

gifted, and increases support of them as a group.)

Administrators

Nearly all of the experts recognized the need of school
administrators for inservice preparation on the gifted. Since
admihistratcrs affect teaching in many ways by their decisions as
well as their attitudes, the recommendation is logical. The
ad@inistratcr can encourage or discourage teacher interesﬁ through
his remarks and behavior. His support must be aétive to encourage

teachers in the extra efforts required to maintain high gquality programs.

Psychologists, Counselors, Social Workers, and Tutors

School psychologists and guidance counselors were seen as

mildly or highly positive toward the gifted by approximately iwo-thizrds

g of the respondents, while social workers and tutorial workers were

% seen principally as neutral, negative, or unknown. (This finding

- /s ia interesting in view of the fact that social workers have advanced
- B 21
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preparation which supposedly c.:ables them to be aware of individual
differences and needs.)

The need for special p.eparation to develop understanding
of the gifted is apparent for social workers and fér tutors, who deal
chicfly with remsdial needs. A research study established school
psychologists es relatively more hostile toward the gifted than
other persons in education, despite their advanced preparation.
kThis may bc éué to the heavy work loads related to problems of
a negative nature, which would cause the gi fted to be viewed as
an added burden, without support and withou: the same kind of

desperate, remedial need to bring them up to the achievement norm.)

Pupil Personnel Workers

Oniy three percent of the experts felt that pupil personnel
workers show a positive attitude toward the gifted, while
22 percent of the responses described negative attitudes,
other concerns, or apathy and indifference toward the ‘

gifted. : _

A significant part of the resgcﬁsibiiitg for no gifted students
being repcrtéd in nearly 60 percent 6f U.S. schowls mugt be shared
by pupil personnel warkérs, who presumébiy work with teachers on an
inservice basis to incrEaéé their skills in idgntifﬁing and

teaching children with special learning needs.

B 22
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The great majority of experts said that pupil personnel

workers are not equipped for working with the gifted, with 85

per cent recommending that they be given added preparétion,
particularly in gaining information on the gifted and their
needs.

Studies have also shown that pupil personnel workers
é:e indifferent of hostile ir +heir attitudes toward the giftgd:
the recommendation is also si__ .rted by the géne:al failure éf

schools to seek and recognize the gifted in the schools. Pupil

sitivity and skill of teachers and administrators for meeting
unusual needs, must assume a good share of responsibility for

this failure.

FEDERAL SUPPORT: THE NEED, POTENTIAL SOURCES, AND PAYOFF

The use of Federal furids has markedly ét:engthened Federal,
State, and local prcgramé for the haﬁdicappea, the preparation
of specia;ized personnel,; the quali;y of research, and the under-
standing and support by the eéucati@n profession as well as the
public at large. The funds héve'undctbteéiy improved‘life

opportunities for thousands of the handicapped and members of

- their families, and should be continued.

?hg_Negg'

The need for support funding for the 'gifted and talented is

‘equally critical. If funds can be devoted similarly to program

L P
iy B

improvement, perscnnel‘pregaration, improved and extended

B

-



research, and general support and understanding, the educa-
tional opportunities and life possibilities for this group
would improve.

The critical nature of the problem was mentioned in the

Advocate Survey b? many who obgerved that the gifted were
‘losing tc>ths competitéﬁn of other problems. It is seen even
in States, such as Célifornia,'supparting programs where the
allocation to State opevations for the gifted shows a decline
in the 1971-72 budget.

The principal need is for inservice
teacher preparation.

The magnitude of need may be derived from
percentages and from comparative numbers of teachers for the
mentally retarded.

Iin 1966-67 the total number of teachers of

the mentally retarded, both in service and needed, was 90,923i12

This nunber of teachers serves a population roughly comparable,
numerically, to the number of gifted.

In Fall 1968, there were 2,129,000 classroom teachers. for

all elementary-seccnda:y students.l3 Per cents'éf the total

are indicated in Table 3. If five percent of students were

designated gifted and talented and assigned to a comparable

per cent of teaéhers; the number of teachers would be 109,950.

Theoretical numbers required to teach various percentage pop-— 7
ulations of the gifted are shown in Table 3.
T -

2Tal:xle 18, Selected Statistics cng,@ucaéiana;;l{ersanrzel.
Washington, D.C.: National Center for Educational Statistiecs,
Department of Health, Education and Welfare (OE 58041).
l3?;¢g;gss,qf Pqplig.Eag;éticn in the United States of America,
1968-69. OE 10005-69A. o :
‘110 7 B24
WJ:EEE

-3

.
4

ey



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 3
NUMBER OF TEACHERS NEEDED TO TEACH VARIOUS PERCENTAGES OF
THE ELEMENTARY-SECONDARY POPULATION CONSIDERED GIFTED

Per Cent of Total Elem.- Number of
Sec. Pop. Designated Gifted Teachers Needed

21,990
43,980
65,970
109,950
10 219,990

[, QTSI S ]

About 15 percent of all teacﬁers are engaged -in further
coursework. Subsidy for graduate study devoted to gifted edu-
cation would attragtrsgme in this group.

The neéd for inservice E;éparatiqn for teachérs of the
gifted is especially acute becauée these teachers have no
prepar#tion in their preservice training. 6bvicus;y, a direct
system of subsidies to lOOiéOO teachers would be costly.
HDWéver,aplanning for-a system of leadership preparation which
could extend preparation in turﬁ to more specific groups is

workable without exorbitant expenditures.

Sources of Support

The fﬁnds administered by the Bureau of Education for
the Handicapped, U.S. Office of Bducation, for fiscal year
1971 total $l97,7€7,633. Sevéra; areas in which theée funds are
currently expended are areas in which programs for the gifted
could be improved through:suppoxf as well. Funds are allocated

to the following cétegcries also relevant to the gifted: To

- 111
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strengthen eaucati@nél and r-_iated services for preschecol,
elementary and secondary children; to provide grants for supple-
mentary, innovative, or exemplary projects for educational
:mprovement; to develop model -eschool and early childhood
programs: to provide vocational education and services; to
improve recruitment of educational personnel and to disseminate
information on educational opportunities; to provide for research,
training of personnel, and to establish and operate model
centers; to promote new knowledge and developments for this
population; and to preéare and inform teachers and others who
work in the éducati@n of this population.

The total amount allocated toﬂthe categories above is
$102,588,116, of which $47,188,116 comes from Title LII of
ESEA and the Vocaticnal EaucatiénrAct, Part B of the'iaée

amendment, which have been especially earmarked for the

handicapped.

Categorical alloéati@ﬁs similar to thase mentioned above,
with specific éeéignaticn of the gifted and télented,;wauld
strengthen educaticnéi‘efférts for the gifted. &as apgendix D
notes, States have made little or ne use of Federal funds for
the gifted. Without special and definite designation of fund

use for the gifted and talented, it is not likely that they

will,



The Payoff

The cost of guality édﬁcational opportunities for the
gifted and talented would be relatively low, compared to those

of other programs. Even in Strlctiy fiscal terms, the expendi-

tures would be returned to the Federal Government. The

productivity.of a well-educated, well-adjusted gifted or

\

talented adult would be of benefit in many ways, including
monetary gains.
Figures compiled by the U.S. Commerce Department for the

decvade 1956-66 praﬁide for interestingzsgeculation (see
figure 5).14 :

These statistics show that the cost of prcgraﬁs for

the gifted, which will promote motivation and prcdﬁctivity in

‘adult life if tﬁéyﬂére préperly implemegﬁed, will be substantially
reduced, if not eliminated, through the inéreasea taxable income
of the most capable segment of the populatio;.

~

Theoretlcally, the income of the g;fteé should be beyond
* i
"that'af the graduate schcal populaticn,;if T§rman g follow-up
\

‘studies of adult attainments of the gifted aré any 1ndlcat10n.

&

The dlffeﬁgnce between average hlgh schccl andyflfth yéar
\

college income is $246,000. The-inecome tax on ;he differencé,
. ’\\
calculated at a conservative 25 per cent, would be $61,500.
< \
, , , VoL
If this amount were distributed from age of 3 to'age 17,
. . |
: - I ' = ; T
"14U 5. Department ﬁf Commerce, Bureau of the densus, Lifetime
Income and Educatlona1 Attainment of Males in the United States:
1956 to 1966. Cited. in bigest af,Educat;onal Statlgﬁlcs, 1970. .

U.S. Office of Education. Om 10024-7 ek \
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it would amount to $3,679 per year. S rely a substantial amount
of funds spent on the education of the gifted wili be returned
to the public coffers:

Categorlcal allocations of even 2 percent of the Federal

expénditure for education would pradﬁce‘mare than 550,000,000
from prgéenﬁ income. Two percent,éf the total expenditure

or 1767-68 was $48,000,066, as illustrated in figure 6. 15

]

" =f the California Suppcrt figure were raised to refleét the

9-7'percénﬁ increase in revenues during the 1958-68 decade, 16

the reccmmended amcvat of excess support per gifted pupil would

s g‘
double the $250 recommended in.lgslg with State expenditure
' . -
, f _ - /
) prepcrtienétaly gréateré/ - _ ’
- s : / . .
’ ’ FA

7

RECOMMENDED PRIORITIES FOR'EXPENDETURES

 Priorities for exgenditu:e;cf funds recommended by the
| R
~ . expelts in the Advccate Survey were: (1) inservice preparation

- of teachers,and other Pexson‘al, (2) PllDt and experlmental

e . ,

prcgrams, and (3) dlrect aid tc school systems.

The quegtlcng on the cost of inservice teacher prepara—
1. ) _
: tiﬁﬁ*abparently were interpreted as invélving both 4gsl‘t;me>
; and’ fulthim“ tgﬂvi Estimates :agﬁed wiéely} witr -+ sreént
‘§‘ i§3 ° of- ?he experts chccs;ng a sum 1mply1ng full=t1me fellawshlp stuéy.
f . lstpgreSS of Publ;c Educatlcn in the Unltea States of America,
Lo 1968-59. Wash;ngtan, D.C.: U.S5. Office of Educatlon. OE 10005-63A.
. ?» . 16perke, Joel S., and others, Fiscal Problems of Urban Education.
f o A E‘i ar Prepared for the Urban Education Task Fcrc%, August 25, 1969.
i . : 7 . S o ,
e - s2o 118 ¢
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At the iocal level, the gﬁeetest need in the view of the

. 5 i
axparts was perecnnel. This eetegery_re vad double the numbe
v
. . Vo . . R M ' ! .
of first choices given to inservice teacher preparation.
\ :

At the State level, the expe%ﬁs:again endorsed support

of an office to coordinate and strengthen programs for the

5
\

gifted. This nsed far'eutweighedf dthereg

Over 90 percent of the respondents mentioned psychologicel
services and guidance counseling as important needs of the
gifted. Their perception of needfis suppoxted by studies Trom

v

the peet and present hlghly g;fted stuaents have heen found to

requlre expert psychological 3551stence to aid them in their

understand themselves and their :elatienehips with others,
The problems cf“caﬁing with attitudes and miéunderstandinge of
-others, frequent feelings of aifferenee.and ihferierity; frustra-

tions in learning, educational choices, the development of
l

tolerance ana\understanﬂlng, all require spec;al help. Parents

f.equently need assistance. alang with their chmlaren.
- Agproxlmately 90 percent of the experts agreeé that teachers

i

of the glfted sh. uld have ready access to- spee;alized consultant
. help and to eux;llary materials. Consultants heve made appreciable
. e i

differences in the 'quality of successful programr, through inservice
assistance for teachers, other school pereonnel,\and parents, and
—— N “

through acquiring necessary learning materials.
As Figure shows, much of the responsibility for program
guccess and decision should be assigned to a speeial consultant

.

-
}
i
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for the gifted at the local level. The need is seen for a
constant intezpzete:hand advocate for the gifteap ag well as
one who would have the authority to ar: nge the best possible
learning situa-ions and affiliations in particular circumstances.
it is'assumed that others mentioned should be involvzd, but
since thef are less freguently in direct contact w..ch the
grégram than the consultant would be, their commitment to
the progrem would be less.

Until basic cost data can be accumulated, orly estimates
based on locair and State experience can be used. In all of
the States to date, ;dequate support has not been given.r As
support figures become more adequate, and costs can be documented,
cost estimates can become accurate. Programs for the gifted have
no appropriate documented costs.

The question on costs of iden.ification was diff cult if

I

ot impossible for the exXperts to intergret. Response would
'have depended on éeveral factors, iﬂEluding numbers already .
identified in a given Sﬁate, cam;ieteness(9f~existing—prcggams
of identification, experience with idéntéfying cost factors,
availability of qualified personnel, and population dJnsities.
Research studies inéicate that the cost for sc%eening,gidentifis
cation, and ::cm;;leté study ;ppro;:imated $40 per child in 1959.
Such a figure could be a base for pilot'projects in saturation
search for the gifted and talented. |

estimate the cost of a SSYear:p:cgram for their States.

bk
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Estimates panged from 510,000 or less, to more than 3$8&,000,000.
Verv few States have had experience gith the conduct of statewide
programs; even where these exist, the support figure is far from
ideal.

Estimates would differ markedly if existing support levels
arz used as a criterion, ég}oppesed to ccéts documented by
studies. For instance, the Illinois support level is 528 per
child per year; in Calif;rﬁia it is $65, includi g iaentificaj
tion. Neither of these sums represents more than a token
payrent to encourage local effort. If the California allocation
were that rec@mméhaea in 1961, the State expenditure for the
gifted would be $32,500,000 rather than the éurrent.$7,000,600;wm

The majoxity of advocates felt that education for the
gifte§ was not a continuing priority in their community. They
recommended various modes for informing 1e§islatczs, the general
public ard edu;ato:s; inciuainq méaia, experts, and parents of
the gifted.A

The cppcsifian to spe;ia; education for the gifted is seen
mainly as lack of public awareness and lack of funds. The belief
that the gifted can manage without provisions, and that éther

priorities are more important, were also mentioned. The major

efferts of all aéencies responsible for institutiné-programs
for the gifted were described as disorganized or non-existent,
Rural support was seen as the worst.

Advocacy of programs for the gifted résts primarily with

those most directly concerned and affected: teachers of the
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gifted, parents,and children. Most others are seen as neutral.

The problem of communication with others about the gifted
and their needs was alluded to in various ways bf‘the experts.
The most important function of a State consultant was seen as
intepretation and disseminatién,cf knowledge. Half of the
respondents suggested information to the lay public as
necessé:y to attaia suppar£ for the gifted.

The present b.rden of eduéaticn for the gifted and
talented was described by one advocate as falling on parents

who "weep zlone for their children.”

“
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Mr. William P. Logan

Office of Education-~DHEW

John F. Kennedy Federal Building
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Dr. Joseph L. Hendrick (Acti 3
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Federal Building

26 Federal FPlaza
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Dr. Walker F. Agnew

Office of Education-DHEW

-P.G. Box 12900 (401 N. Broad St.)
Philadelphia, Pa. 19108
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Dr. Charles J. Marti:
Office of Education-DHEW
50th Seventh St., NE
Room 550

Atlanta, Ga. 303:3

Region 5

'Dr. Joseph A. Murnin (Acting)
Office of Education~DHEW

Chicago, Illinois 60606

Region 6

Dr. George D. Hann (Acting)
Office of Education-DHEW
1114 Commerce Street
Dallas, Texas 75222

Dr. Freeman H. Bee*s (Acting)
Office of Education-DHEW.

601 E. 12th Street

Kansas City, Missouri 64106

Dr. Merle Ogle (Acting)
Office of Education-DHEW
Federal Office Bullding
Room 9017 ’
19th and. Stout Streets
Denver, Colorado 80202 .

.Region 9

Dr. Paul F. Lawrence

Office of Education-DHEW
Phelan Building

760 Market Street

San Francisco, California 94%92

Region .0

Mr. William E. McLaughlin
Office of Education-DHEW °
Arcade Plaza Building .

© 1321 Second Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101



REPRESENTATIVE' QUOTES FROM TESTIMOWY

REGIONAL HEARINGS OW EDUCATION FOR THE GIFTED

With confidence that our children are our greatast
single national asset, we feel that every investment-
in them is an investment in our national future. With-
out a doubt, they who will make the greatest contribu-
tion to society, they who will provide the leadership
and the brainpower...they are the gifted. As respon-
sible parents, educators, citizens, yes, as taxpayers,
we must invest in our mnat. -nal future.

: (Pafrinc = Region V)

s

Conformity is precisely the cross upon which special
education for the gifted -hangs supine.
(Beer — Region X)

One of the things that concerns me is that p;gctically

none of-the-teachers wé have been able to hire have

had any preservice experience, either in courses for

the gifted or experience with talented groups.
(McGuire — Reglon VII)

Unleas the initial development comes xrom the Federal
Government, we cannot rely upon State and local govern-
ments to_bring from their limited resources, that thrust
which is necessary to get these programs off the ground.
(Weintraub -~ Region III)

Quality programs develop where one person, usually not
a line administratr—, sees it in his interest to become
an advocate for tu. gifted program. He organizes a
group of. Pecple around himself and together they forge

° the climate essential to the development of the program.
The more outside money the advocate has, the more help
he can muster from outside and inside the district, and
the stronger his pesition, the better the program.

(House -~ Region V)

P

The neglect of the aducation of this gifted child,
whether he or sne comes from s white middle class
family in Forest Hills, Queans, or from a poor black
‘ or Puerto Rican family in Harlem, is a problem as great
. . as any of the ills facing our society.
(Feit - Region II)

Every 1ndividual is unhappy unless he can exercise his

outatanding talents. He is frustrated. and this is the

situaticn, I think, with many of ouw. children today.
(Guilford - Region IX)

124
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Background

/

In/Kovember and December 19?6; a series of events without pre-
'cedance took place in American Education. Twelve regicnal hearings
were conducted which alicwad over 500 citizens throughaut the country
to Stéte‘their views on the ea;éation of giftedlstudencs“ These
thoughts and ideas «.ce to be carried back ta‘tae U.S. Commissioner of
Education, Sidney P. Marland, for his ccnsiderati@n and action. This

report is a part of that communication process.

For many vears. intercsted educators, responsible legizslators .nd

societal leaders héﬁg puzzled over the problem of how to educate the

most gifted of our students in the United States where the public edu-
cational program:was geared primarily to a philosophy of egalitarianism.
< Three major facts have recently emerged from decades of s£ud§ of
™.

this problem and make more urgent such concern. First, the monumental

fcrtyé&ear longitudinal study of fifteen hundred intellectually gifted

children by Terman and his colleagues at Stanford ﬁ#ivérsity has showp
that gifted éhildren can bé identified as early as the eleﬁentaty grades.
These children,. in 1§t32 1;fe, often make cutstanding :éntriﬁétions to

our éaaiety; in the arts,: politics, business-and sciences. Bﬁt Terman's

report has also revealed, and subsequent research confirmed, that many

talented children underachieve, periorm far less than their intéllectual

potential might suggest. These ;e§g}ﬁs put the lie to the comfortable, =

but fal<:, notion that intel}lectual taleg;,;gg,su:viyewaii sorts of

educational neglect and apathy.

A third, body of information, recently available, fﬁEUSES‘Pnrthé-

loss of potentially talented and gifted‘students in minority groﬁpé,

, ® - -
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It suggests that potentia lly talented students growing up in unfavor-
able social aud educational environments can have their leadership or
creative potential suppressed or diverted to a point where it is 5ot

visible in later school years.

' The Congress of the United States has expressed its mounting
interest and concern bj passing a landmark additiom o' the Elcmentary
and Secondary Fducation Amenuments of 1969; Section 8961 "Provisions - -

relating specifica ﬁ to gifted and talented children.”" This amend-
. ment, unanimousl& pagsed in the House and Senate, proviées fér two
specific changes 1in gg;sting-legislétioni Itumakes explicit thgfccﬁ-
gressional intent that Ehe gifted andrtaiented student should partici=
pate in';edczai eduction 1egi§lat;cn ané it directs the Commissioner
‘of Educ .tion to coﬁduct a study to: o f

. a. Determine the extent to which special educational :
N agsistan é’prggrams‘are necessary. or useful tc meet ’
the needs of gifted and talented children.

b. Show which existing federal education assiztance
\ . programs: are being used to meer the needs of gifted
L and talented children. : . ‘
c. Evaluate how existing federal educatianal ‘assistance -
programs can be more effectively used te, meet these .
; needs and -

H
H
b

d. Recommend which new programs, if any, are needed tQ .
< meet these needs.. . . oo

This repart is the result of part of the response of the CcmmiSﬁ&

sianer of Educatian to that mandate. 1In ordgr to gain the maximum

s

”infermaticn regarding current status of ed Ltion of gifted and
talented students, and to provide a broad Take of recommendationaﬁin
- . - i . o

,tefmskgf_ﬁhaf action needs tc“be taken, the chmis;ioner called:fcr

regional hearings to be held in each cF the &en HEW Districta.

s
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Invitations were lssued to the public and to specifidc pevzons known
tc be interested in this subject to give oval testimon,y on this issue.

Tabie I indicates the placer and the numbar of wiinesses

e.ch hearing. It also indicates the number of psople from each of the
regiona who provided written testimony. The guick response to the
hearings request was impressive. Two hundred and ninety-five witnesses
appeared in twelve hearing sites to give testimony, often on very short
notice. Anocher 265 persons felc Strcngl; enougihh about the sibject to
write to the Regilonal Commissioners their feelings on the issue. As
Table I indicates, rhere were, in additiong a total of 415 letters

from parents stating their breocad support for some positive action on

this subject.

446-586 O - 71 - 9



Hearing Sites fovr Education of the ced
Pigce Daies
Region of of Ora Writ
No. Hearing = Heardings i estd
1 Boston, Mass. Dec. 4, 1970 22 5
2 New York, N. ¥. Dec. 4, 1970 25 41
3 Waghington, D. C. Nec., 7 & B, 1970 32 18
4 Atlanta, Ga. Dec. 2°& 3, 1970 32 78
5 Chicago, T11. Nev. 18, 1970 51 0
6 Dallas, Texas Nov. 1%, 19270 i3 11
7 Kansas City, Mo. Dec. 7, 1970 22 13
8 Denver, Colo. Dee. 2 & 3, 1970 13 2
9 Los Angeles, Calif. Dec. 3 & 4, (970 50 75
10 Olympia, Washington Dec. 16, 1970 21
1c Salem, Oregon Dec. 15, 1870 7 22
10 Anchorage, Alaska Dec. 12,n1970f 7 o
295 265

Parent Support Letters - 415

Total
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Analysis Procedures

Three major zources of information were used in preparing this
report: A State Survey form, the ocral testimony glven at the time of
the open hearings, and written testimony submitted for the record from
the ten HEW regions.

The general defainition of the gifted child that was used as a
general guideline was:

Gifted and talented children are those identified by
. professional qualified persons, who by virtue of out=
! standing abilities, are capable of high performance.
These are children who require differentiated educa-
tional programs and/er services beyond those normally
provided by the regular school program in order to
realize their contribution to zelf and society.

State Survey. The State Survey form was prepared in the Office of

Education and sent to each of the State Departments of Education. (A
copy of the form is in the Appendix of this report.) The questionnaire
attempted to inquire on several major dimensions of the education of
the gifted. Among these issues wére the availability of staff at the
State Department level for gifted programs and the presence of enabling
1égislation for the gifted. Iu additiong inquiries were made as ﬁo
whether planning cr study groups were active iﬁ their state, whether
special training provisions were avallable, what the major déterrents

to state action might be, and to what extent the states were currently

‘using federal funds for education of gifted programs.

Forty-nine of the fifty states returued the Survey form. 1TIn those
instancés where addit;onal infonmation%ofjclarifieaticn was required on
the basis of the Staté Survey, a phone call was placed to the peréon who
carried the major responsibility for rae c?mﬁietian of the form and

additional information was obtained and piéced in the analysis.

. Q ;130
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v al o . Yo mRle 10 m o~ T semmimeal aswdmean % oanoraie
Oral Tescimony. in rthe 12 sets of vegional hesvings (5 separate

hearings were held in different parts of District X) verbatim transcripts
containing all of the proceedings were obtained. (fee ¥igura 1 for
description of HEW Regions). Sample sei. of the testimony were vread
by the staff, who had backgrounds in educatién and related areas, in
order to gain a general feeling of the kinds of ideas expressed by the
witnesses. A get of categories was developed based on these sample
readings which allowed the readers to check the presence of various
statements of needs and recommendations in the testimony. A copy »of
this analysis form is found in the Appendix of this report.

in general, the classifieéticn list helped to identify who the
testifier was referring to when he discussed ;he term "'gifted", what
the educational needs of gifted ycungstézs were, and what major recom-
mendations the testifier was méking for education of gifted. The

testimony of edch witness was rated and notes made in the margin of the

testimony. These notes were used to identify the particular category

in the classification system. 1In some hearings a limited amount of time

was alloted to each witness. Some witnesses, awsre of these limitations,
provided written testimony to supplement thelr short statement. The
oral and written materials for one person were combined into one rating

in such cases.

the analysis staff to establish a common reference base for the reader

- analysis. When the ‘levels of agreement between judges“feached a satis-

factory level, the readers ciassified, item by item,/the remainder of

the testimony. These scores were then entered on lBM cards and a com-
; /
puter analvsis summed the resultg of these classificarions.

¢ -10 131
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ten Testimony. A voluminous bedy of written testimony was
Lo Y :

e,

iso presented at the time the heariugs weve held. In some cases,
such written testimony continued to come In for a aumber of davs
afrar the hearings themselvss. The ctaff memhere rasd the writtan
testimony, using the same analysis checklist that was used for the
oral testimony.

Table 1 shows a total of 265 pieces of analyzed written testimony.
The differences in solicitation for such testimony from region to region
probably explains the wide differences in the number of submissions.
obtained. Published or prepared articles thai were submitted for the
record were not analyzed, however. Instead a list of these written
préséntatigns was developed and can be seen in the Appendix.

The outpouring of ?esPQnses came from parents of gifted students
was impressive. Over 415 parents wrote to say that programs for gifted
were needed, or to ask that such programs continue. The feeling tone
was strong, but they gave little detail with regard to specific needs
or recommendations, so these letters were tabulated as one mére indi-
cation of thé hidden support that exists for action on this issue.

The results of these three sets of data; the State Sﬁrvay form,
the oral testimony, and written testimony may be seen in the fclicw%ﬁg

. - ko
section. '
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ORAL AND WRITTEN TESTIMONY ANALYSIS

Orie of the wost impressive features of the hearings held in 12
different cities throughout the country was the enthusiasiic fesponse
of a wide range of persons to the.opportunity to give oral testimouy.

A total of 295 persons; sghécl administrators, teachers, parents, stu-
dents, representatives of national orzanizations, all grasped the
opportunity to say what they felt about the issue of educating gifted
children In the United Statass. They presanted th?if views on what the
issues are and what the:potential feéeral role might be. Many of these
people had evidently been waiting a long time and have been concerned
about the situation but had little chance for ékpressiﬁg their points
of view. The group included a distinguished list of leading educators
as vwell as ordinary citizens eager to havé their say. A complete list
of the witﬁesses are on file in the Office of Education.

In some instarces the number of people wishing to testify was so
great that those conducting the regional hearings had to limit the -
amount of time provided for any‘particulag person to express his views.
Knowing that, marny pzople submittad written téstimcnylta supplement théir
oral preserntations. The written and oral testimony of those witnesses
is'combinéd to provide the,fhlléétgpassible %iew of their attitudes.

While the statistics ﬁhat Gere collected from the states ar
axtremely infgrmétive,rghey do not convay the full intensity of feeling
or the eloquence of exression éf the vérious witnesses. Aecordingly,
the testimcﬁ& éﬁalys;s a*tempted to find particularly relevant or
representative statgménté and extract those from the tfanscripts $0
that thi various p@ints.maéé by’the statistics would be given some degree

of vitality and sﬁecificity.

183 22
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Figure 2 indicates the t, pe of person providing tesiimony. The
greatest number of testiflers were administrators, representatives of
national organizacions aad professors, all of whom have mobility to appear’
at such hearings. However, the number of parents, students, and
interested citizens, school board members and legislators that took time
out to appear was very impressive. The results of the oral testimony
are ﬁregented'in terms of answering Séme of the major questions raised
by the testifiers themselves.

" The witnesses referred most often to those gifted students in
elementary and secondary school programs. vHéweverg 23% of the witnesses
did mention the need for doing Soéething s%écifié for gifted youngsters
early in their developmental period. This interest in preschool is
siéHIfféanﬁ, particularly in view of the fact that no state now provides
séecial.prégrams'at the preschool level! ’

While tﬁogthirds of the witnesses referred to the gifted in general
terms without defining them or mentioning special subgroups, fully
one—third did make special reference to specific subgroups cf;tglentéd N
students needing special attention. Eighteen percent cf‘tha &iﬁnessés
mentioned talented children coming from disadvantaged circumstances as
a major focus of needed attention and 1485 mentioned’underaghieving or

emotionally disturbed youngsters who have special intellectual talents.

Also mentioned by about one out of every five of the witnesses were

those youngsters extraordinarily gifted and those showing creative ability . Y

iﬂ‘a broad range of dimensions.

The unidentified, untapped, undeveloped talents in
our youth may be the greatest waste of potentially ~
valuabie resources in our nation...Furthermore,, the

= ‘
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students are beQOHﬂﬁg patterned and pLng1mmed during

Lirese Yealsd S0 Ciadk v 4 ku“u;ib‘ag;_ o] X
future is determlnad and forec: stdble from ths1r past~
In otler words, the longer that any talent or set of
ESLEﬂts remains dormant and unused, the more c¢on-—
navay fgﬂlly nsa such potential talents in their entire
lives.
{Taylor = Region VIII)
Y. ..Every individual is unhappy unless he cdn exercise
hig outstanding talents. He's frustrated and this is
the situation, I thim%, with many of our children
today." : i )
(Guilford - Regi’gn IX)

" ..a child who is gifted and who has no cpportunlgy to
develop his giftedrness is literally crippled."”
(Freeman - Region IX)

When the goal of education is to fulfill each individual's
potentials, children with high ~apabilities are entitled
to the attention that will develop their capacities. The
talented musical child needs a music program and teacher,
the talented athlete needs a coach and an athletic pro-
gram, the handicapped child néeds a special educational
service, and the intellectually gifted child needs an
instructlonal program designed for his partlcular talents.
- 2 (Stovall - Regicn III)

. Program Needs

-Flexibility. One of the major program themés that céﬁerforth
in the téstimcﬁy on program needs is the need to increase the stimu-
lation of céeéﬁivity and to pravide for é flexib;e curriculum, or a.
new curricﬁlE@, that would more adequately serve-needs’cfigiﬁted stu-

dents. All of these suggestions stress the inadequacy vathg edu—

(

cational provisions that now exist for these you ungsters. {(Ses

Figure 3). Individualization of instructicn, a major educational goal,

is?cléarly not being met, in the Qpipipﬂ.@f thg:witnESSes presenting

3

"t's;imcny at” these heariﬁﬁég"Thé'pcrtréitrpainted by both the oral

and written testimony is that present educational pfagfams are a

c-15 {36
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Procrustean bed upon which the gifted and talented student is

squeezc.! and molded causing his initiati~ and creativity to ope
reduc=d or even totally submerged.

They need more time, time without pressure to
pursue their endeavors. They need less a rigid
schedule and they become more involved than the
other youngsters...He needs a different program...
one that's less structured...one where he has

time to think.
: (Crick - Region IV)

He is expected to abide with programs that were
not designed for him, programs that more often
than not, drain off his enthusiasm and excitement
while debilitating his sense of advanture. He
awaits patiently for someone to help...His patience
is too often rewarded with perfunctory tokenism.
‘ {Zaninelli - Region X)

The curriculum should provide opportunities to use
all facets of the intellect in challenging and
relevant ways. Irstruction should engage the higher
thinking processes of analysis, synthesis, evalu-

ation and applicatien.
(Jordan - Region V)

Early Identification. A second major theme is the need to identify

gifted ygungsters.early in.their school career before unfavorable ef-
fects, such as those described above, have had a chance tc influence
the development of the child. The implication, however, which under-
lies the 1dea of early identification is that there would be a specific
program follow-up after such identificatiéni The point was made by a

number .of the witnesses that merely finding the youngsters will do
,

little good unless there is some kind of program designed to meet

— "y

-

their particulé’u: needs. - ' ~

: ™

...we go on down into the pre~school period, where
children are still "not spoiled", by peer groups,

by school programs into which they are forced to

be conformists. We encouragé creativity, we say,

and yet we insist on conformity. We encourage indi-
viduality and insist on group acceptance. We want .

i:s.- 138‘

c - 17 N



everybody to, ''do his own thing," and yet he's
got to do it the way I tell him to. Now the
chi1ld who is gifted can see through these subter-
fuges, his thought proceszes are working dif-
ferently than we think, and he rather resents
this after a while.
(Rosenstiel — Region IT)

Perh:aps the most critical one [need] relates to
the early didentification and nurturing of talented
and gifted childre# at the primary and even pre-
school level and particularly for the disadvantaged
economically disadvantaged and culturally differant
child. '

(Youngland - Region VII)

Persomnel Needs. A special area of focus at the hearings was

[

personnel needs. (See Figure 4). Given the diversity of the back-
srounds of _he testifiers and the lack of directedness of the hear-
ings, it is quite remarkable that 47% of the testifiers stressed the
need for better prepa. =d teachers. - Interestingly, teachers them-
selves often nhared the view that they are ncot adequately prepared
to deal with the unique challenges of tnis group of students. A
wide variety of specialists, paré-prcfessianais, psychologists,
counselors, media consultants, etc. - were requested to support the

teacher in her challenging task!

cally none of the teachers we have been able to
hire have had any pre-service experience, either
in courses for the gifted or experience in talented
groups. l

S (McGuire - Region VII)

You simply cannot teach this kind of a child, especially
in the high school and junior high schoo?, the same

way you teach other children. Ordinarily a good-
teacher will try hard and do very well, but she will
need special training. There is no questions about it.

(Baler - Region I)

i 1394
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Teachers nead more planning time, teachers nenrd
additional supportive staff, councnlcrs are
rieaded, school psychologists are nreded!

(Perkins - cegion XD
Many teachers want to do well by the gifted...
but they simply don't know how.

(Houck - Region X)
I don't think you can take the average teacher and
have him teach the gifted child. I think you
need a very special teacher. I think you need a
teacher trained specially in methodology, a teacher
that is very well equipped la content area. 7

: (Cross = Region VII)

By contrast, less than 15% of the witnesses felt an urgent need
to provide state and federal leadership persons who would have res-
ponsibility for the gifted. 1In general, unless the testifier was
involved in the administrative problems of the school system himself,
the visible person, the teacher, i. contact with student, received his
attention. This theme was conclusively borne out in the written as
well as the oral testimony. The contrast in favor of the number of
witnesses who voiced need for better prepared teachers as opposed to
the number who volced need for leadership personnel is an even greater

one in .the written testimony.

Organizational Needs: A second major area wherein one could

crz2ate the environment for a better educational program for the gifted
falls under the hezding of organizational needs. As Figure 5.1illus-
:trates, the desire for speéializéd program and iﬁdividualized cur-
riculum for che gifted does not necess@rily imply that the w1tnesses
wish special arVSepafate facilities or even separate classea for the
gifted. 1In reviewing the testimony, it is glear'that the most desirable
pattern 1s perceived as a separate program for a part of the day. This
nsepataticn was viewed as necessary to provide tAe challenge and oppor-

; ‘ tunity for the gifted student to grow to his pctential.
) : : ~C.- 20
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Twenty—three percent of the witnesses mentioned programs of that sort
favorably, while orly 2% opposed such programs. Contrast this to the
noticn of separate classes antirely, where, of thosz who mentiocned
the possibility, more witnesses opposed 1t than favored it. (See
Figure 9). This result holds true for the idea of separate schools
as well. The picture which emefged from the written testimony was
slightly different. Those writing in their views favored all 3 ar=
rangements; but like the oral testifiers, they approved most strongly
of partial separaticﬁ.

Another interesting aspect of testimony in the organizational
area 1s the strong positive view held toward various acceleration pro-—
grams or the more rap. s movement of the student through ths educational
program. There have been many peo- le who have opposed acceleration in
the past but the growing length of the academic program may have led
some people to favor reduction of the total number of years in school.

It has been said that special classes for the
gifted child alienate him from average children,
but beyond a very young age, this child already
knows he is different. T believe that from a
psychological viewpoint a class with others of
his own ability level is far more healthy than
one in which he is always at the top without
exerting himself, surrounded with others of" like
abilities and interests, he can be himself with-
out fear of social alienation from the group -
'a very real hardship for a child. -
(Osborne — Region 111)
Intellectually gifted children need the stimula-
tion and challenges afforded by their peers, and

they need opportunities to evaluate their skills

in these terms.
(5andvick - Region V)
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Semi-se .z ntion 1s perhaps the most ideal - ay of
providing for the gifted. In this plan children
spend part of their day in their home rcom with
heterogenius classes and part of their day with
other gifted children. This is a more normwal and
wore realistic form of grouping. In this way the
child is able to see himself in perspective, no
longer is he the very smartest in the room, rthere
is the time when he has the challenge of others
who think as quickly and as well as he does.”
(Antnony - Region 1)

Pariial or Separate Classes - "I think the child
should not be isolated in his school experience
from other children. I do feel, however, that
there is great value in having the Gifted Children
get together for short periods of time to interact
and to spark each other." :
(Sivak - Region II)

american education is known for the ideal to
develop the individuals potential to the fullest
capacity. The provision of clAasses for the intel-
lectually gifted is an effective means to that

end . :
(W. = Region II)

We would opt for a partizl grouping which would
permit the gifted to be with their own intellectual
peers part of the day and be with average children
part of the diy, because this will give the child
perspective on his ability in terms of how he re-
lates to his own peers as well as how he relates to
a larger population. '
(Isaacs — Region V)

Societal Need . It is not uncommon for arguments about educa-

tion for the gifted to stress not only the individual rights of the
gifted student, but also the major cantributi@ns that these students
cap make to society. It is fair to say that the gifted child was
perceived as the child most capable of dealing with. the needs of

Arerican saciety.by those who testified at the hearings, especially by

"those who wrote letters to the regional commigsioners. Mosgt-.frequently

mentioned was the gifted child as a major national resource and how

T

re
,ri" 1') B

144

C - 23

448-586 O - 71 = 10,



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

the future of the country depends on him. The second wost mentiored
characteristic fit into the general dimension of the need for future
leadership from this particular group.

There has been some suggestion that it tock a gr;sis situation
to stir action on the gifted in 1958. At the time of that crisis,
the launching of Sputnik, muéh was made of our competition with
hostile nations as a r;asmn for supporting educational iegisiaﬁiaﬁ
through the NDEA training program. Oaly 17 of the witnesses men-
tioned such a motivation at the present time, as opposed to 12% of
the witnesséé who mention the need for a broader humanistic base to
our society and the role of the gifted student in providing suchk a
base.

One obvious reason for giving our gifted and
talented children an optimum chance to develop
their maximum potential is that now and in the
forseeable future we need leadership.
(Olson — Region V)
&,

The urgent need to tap the person~l resources of
all gifted students and especia-~ly of the turned
off, tuned out student and the less procuctive
student is felt more keenly now than perhaps ever
before. 1In seeking creative solutions to national,
global and special problems our nation will need
to cultivate and develop its total reservoir of
talent and leadership.

(Jcrdan = Feglon vy

Follow=up studies of the aifted indicatg that they
are the persons who make our great. scientific and
medical discoveries, write our great music and
books, and - -help us to solve our social problems...
To shortchange these potential contributors is
not only state and national suicide, but con-
ceivably the harbinger of global atrophy.

(Rothney ~ Region V)

| 145
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RECOMMENDATIONS — ORAL AND WRITTEN TESTIMONY

The state survey results were very clear in stating that the
major deterrent to effective program action for the gifted at the
state level is lack of sufficient funds and the accompanyiang low
priority for programs for the gifreé, Accordingly, special attention
was paid t» the comments regarding needad financial support in the
testimony of the witnesses. The analysts were encouraged to be comn—

t
servative and to check an item only if explicit statement was made.
For example, if a statement was made requesting new programs, such a
statement was not judged sufficient to check the category on need
for more money eveu though such programs would require financing-.
Such a need had to be stated explicitly in order to be coded under
financial support.

Federal funds needed. The pattern shown in Figure 6 1is clear

and constant across regions. Essentially 55% of all the witnesses
mentioned th; need for increased federal support of funds, whereas
only 25% mgntiéned the need for increased state support and only 15%
sﬁggested that such suppert should come at local level. TIf more funds
are going to become available for this area, it is= unrealistic to ex-
pect them to come at either the local or ;he statevlevel. It was
felt that the federal government, which has somewhat more leeway to
view long range sccietal Prcblems; could and should pfoviéévghig kind—"
of support. | o

A constant.theme of the witﬁesseé waé the importance of federal
money to get programs going, tglprovide seed money, to be the
catalyét, to provide for cooperative gfggrts at all levels of govern-
ment. . |
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There is need for a basic Federsal support program
ta States to assist in...the initial development
of education programs for the gifted child...unless
the) initial deveiopment comes from the Federal
government...we cannot rely upon State and local
governments to bring from their limited resources
that thrust which is necessary to get these programs
off the ground.

(Weintraub - Region III)

In our state, too, federal money is needed. 1
don't think 1t is going to be needed necessarily
ovze a leng haul...I think it is geing tc be nsadead
in what I call 'seed money' to begin an operation
within a school system..
(Tronsgard - Region VIII)

The present program we are running, I think, proves
a few things. It has proven to us that financial
stimulation does motivate administrators to develcp
programs for gifted children.
: ' (Ronvik - Region V)
’\
Earmarking Necessary. 1In view of the nondirected nature of the

cestimggy, a surprising 197 of the witnessesvspantanecusly mentioned
the need for categorical or earmarked funds for programs for the
gifted. The gist of their argument was that if there is to be any
hope that the funds would be spent on the gifted, then those funds
"must be explicitly directed to the gifted. This concern seems amply

justifisd when set against the.information obtained from cﬁe State’
Survey. That survey data cleariy indicates that the addition of general
federal funds to the existing state funds. .did little to help programs
for the gifted. It further indicates that money.will continue to be
channeled primarily into areas cfAimmediate crisis unless some deliberate
éarmarking or restrilction is placed aﬁkiti

Federal funding for the gifted shculd be in

addition to and not in place of existing funds

for innovation. 7
(Solomon. - Region IV)
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I am afriid that unless the legislature earmarks
funds for gifted programs at the federal level, it
is never going to get down to us, because they are
going to find othe* uses for it

(Bevan - Region IIT)

I do believe federal support is necessary for us,
but I feel fynds should be clarly earmarked for
‘identifying and aducating fited and talented,
otherwise' there will be a great temptation to
divert funds into existing and not very well de-
fined areas. ’

(Boger - Region IV)

v

Training and; Research Needed Too. The witnesses had in mind
» mére than jufit the delivery of additional résources to the local
school system to aid the gifted. - They Wantlsupp@rt features that

briﬂg quality to the sgrv;ce pr@grams, i.e., research, development
‘ . g
‘and tfaining. - Blightly over 20% of the witnesses spoke in favor of

need both for more knowledge and more 1nnovat1ve programs. This

recommendation follows naturally on the ngeds stated for new curri-

cula andrﬂgﬁ ways to stimulate‘creativity.

- Better teachers. The Strcnggneed for better preparation of

teachers 1s also reflected in the category by re ommendations regarding
training in which more inservice graining and preservice training is
called for and the federal govermment.is seen\asrghe catélyst.

.....federal scholarships are needed for teachers
interested in specializing in the education of
talented and gifted children. 'Lots of teachérs
want to teach gifted...But just because a teacher
wants to and because a teacher may personally be .
gifted, doesn't necessarily meéan that this teacher . .
knows how to teach gifted children. They need cal
lege work. ::They need in-service training. "y

® o (Dyer - Region IX)

e
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.+...I haven't heard anyone address himself to the
topic of teacher training. I feel this is awfully
important tha: any federal subsidy consider heavily
subsidizing teaching training at the university and
teacher college level. There are a number of aspects
that are qualitatively different and should be in-
cluded in the training of a teacher of the gifted.

The teacher of “the gifted should have training
in acceptance of creative children...The teacher of
‘the gifted should have special training in fostering
abstract thinking. The teacher of the gifted should
have special training in the use of the libraries and

% sghould have had extensive work in library science
where she can assist the youngsters in digging out
“material that she would not have at her fingertips.
The teacher of the gifted should be an 1ntellectuc-ly
curious and bright individual herself.: I think that
if federal fellowships were available for future
teachars of the gifted, we would be able to provide
ideal practicum settings for such future teachers.....
(Magary - Region IX)

In terms of the.need for greater training for teachers, witnesses
at the hearings.were rather evenly sélit between the need for more
inservice training programs which would retrain teachers already on
the job (352), and the need for more pre-sefvice training (28%).

Their articulately veoiced pleas fcf additional pré¥serviceutraining
evinced acute*raccgﬁ;tian of the need tguimprcve the training programs
in_existing training-institugicns.” Additional training for specialized
personnel dnd’ administraﬁors was alsc strongly reccmmeﬁded@,“

While written testiEiers shawed no less a_senée gf urgency re-
garding ‘the need far training, the majority of their requnsés fell
into the general category of "training," father than in the more
specific categories of presetviee ‘and inservice training.

State and rederal Action - Wha Should Do What? TFigure 7 sum—

o

marizes the comments of the witnpsses withyregard to recommended state

and federal action. In many respeats thsﬁfaderal and state roles are

- - ' -
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perceived as being the same- A large number of witnesses expressed
concern that gifted programs be given 2 higher priority at both state
and federal levels.

Model Programs. Development of model or demonstraticn programs

to illustrate the best of current educational practices znd give
greater visability to the program is also mentioned by a substantial

number of tazstifiers, especially at the hearings,

0]

Our priorities have not been aimed in the direction

of helping people who are most capable of providing

us with the kinds of leadership and solutions that

our country will need in the future. Hopefully, it
(help) will come from a realignment of priorities at

the national level. States and school districts
desperately need federal support to aid in the develop-
ment of adequate programming for the gifted and talented
youth of America.

(Dudley - Region VII)
I think that it's a national problem, and I think it's
one of top priority. I think that you are talking
about a national resource, and therefore, it's a
national problem to be solved at a national level.
(Anthony - Region VI)
The federal government should seek to have some
exemplary projects.
(Moore — Region 1IV)
We need...a model demonstration program that will help
in training teachers. 7
(Embree - Region IV)

There is indication that the federal role should be different
from the state role in one major respect. There was a tendency of
witnesses to see the federal government playing a catalytic role and
the state as playing an implementation role. 1In general the wit-
nesses expect the state to play the biggest role in the development
and implementation of programs while the federal government's role
- was to provide the technical assistance and the fiscal resources to

- Sagr otk s ke - -

help the programs on their. way. The need for leadership was stressed

again and again. ' C - 31 ;15323



Quality nrograms develor where one parsoun, usually
not a line administrator, sees it in his interest to
become an advocate for the gifted program. He organizes
a group of people around himself and together as a team
they forge the climate essential to the develupment of
the program. The more outside money the advocate has,
the more help he can muster from outside and inside
the district, and the stronger his position, the better
the program.

(House - Region V)

+..A biil will be introduced in January of '71...that
state money will be appropriated to appoint a full-
time person to be .esponsible for the education of
gifted youngsters in the State of:Arkansas.
. (Cornish - Region VI)
What can aggressive leadership do? While much fine testimony
was given on this point, there was one outstanding example - the
testimony of Dr. William Vassar from écnnecticut. His presentation

is giveﬁ in its entirety on pages through - as a concrete illus=

tration of the impact of one man in a position of leadership.

Innovative Ideas

The presentation of testimony ie not the ideal way of generating
complex new plans or programs but a large number of interesting ideas
were put forth and a few of them are noted here.

Resource Room

I would like to see a resource room or a learning
center where all types of children may go, the
gifted and rhe handicapped...He would not be stigma-
tized, the gifted child, if he went there and re-
ceilved the individualized kind of instruetion that
we as educators have so constantly tried to put
forth.

(Chrtman -~ Region IIIY)

Center for Arts

We found...in our Pennsylvania Center £or the Arts
- Projects that there are considerable numbers of

talented children in the area of dance, graphic

arts, art, music, and this sort of thing that are

not being provided for in the regular school

32



Program. ..We should be continuing to lock for
and heln those young people who perform consis-
tently in a superior fashion in some socially ac-
cepted line of human endeavor.

carroil - Region III)

Information Service
We think we need a vast information Aissemination
system.

(Carroll - Region III)

...a dependabic reservoir of data...for curricula
offered to the bright. I should think it very ef-
fective to amplify such a Washington—based service
with regional centers.

(Laycock - Region V)

...gather the known, existing good apprdaches and
programs far educating the gifted a=~d talented...
(Olson ~ Region V)

Demonstration Centers

.« « they [demonstration centers] have provided an
opportunity for thousands of teachers to visit
exemplary programs, talk to other professionals,
and compare methods of solving their mutual problems.
The concept of individualization of instruction has
become largely accepted through the efforts of '
these programs which have, at the best level, pro-=
vided an inspirational demonstraticn of educational
method or atmosphere, or at the worst, merely an
opportunity to visit another school and another
teacher's classroon.

(Hardy - Region V)

New Legislation

The Council [of Exceptiorn=1 _hildren] recommends the

establishment of a Federal program similar to Title

6B of the SEA that would: )

1. Require states to establish a plan for meeting
the needs of gifted children.

2. Provide grants and aid to the States to assist
them in fulfilling the provisions of the plan.

(Weintraub — Region III)

Internships for Children

I would suggest things like...the whole concept of
internships for children who are talented and creative
and gifted, the kind of ability, for example, for the
child who has great ability in leadership ability, to
be able, for example, to have an internship with, lect's
say a Mayor, or local government, to spend part of his

o
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schocl day on the job so to speak, iun working and
learning about govermment in that setting.
(Weintraub - Region ITT)

Expansion of Bureau for Hamdicapped

We recommend that the Bureau of .ducation for the
Handicapped be designated as the home base for O.E.
activircies for gifted and talented children with
authority and personnel to coordinate 0.E. acti-
vities in this regard. We further recommend that
the Bureau's name be changed to reflect this ex-
panded function.

{Weintraub - Region III)

Federal Consultants

T would keep the Office of. Education in the con-
sultant service business for people mainly in state
departments . who are going to work with district
- OT county supervisors...it takes a person who has
had some years of experience and concern to provide
the kind of consultation service.

S (Bish - Region III)
National Teams of Trainéd Personnel
The establishment of national teams of trained
perscnnel, similar to that of Illinois' Area Ser-
vice Center teams, which would work with the indi-
vidual states in designing state-wide in-service
programs 1is a necessity. A national study and
evaluation agency, under the auspices of the Office
of Health, Education and Welfare, should be estab-
lished to help plan in-service programs, investi-
gate methods for presentation of the workshops, and
to design and create tools necessary to meet the
needs of individual state workshops.

(Mitchell - Region V)

Advisory Committees
...we would hope that there would be a requirement
of a State Advisory Committee that would be pickad
generally from the pubiic, and that this Adviscry
Committee would be used)..to guide the development
of programs and to make the public aware that we
have large numbers of children that are not being
served, and that this is our responsibility in order
to help them all achieve their maximum potential.

- (Carroll - Region III)
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The “=2deral legislation must require advizory
councils made up of both professionals and lay
persons.

a. A mational advisory council should be formed
to provide continuous advice to Congress and
to direct the development of necessary guide-
lines.

b. Local advisory councils should be formed whose
prime function would be to close the gap
between school, community, and young people.

c. State advisory councils should alse be formed
whose prime function should be to generate new
2nd imaginstive trailring programs for profeas-
sionals.

(Rogge - Region V)

Teacher Training

The development of creativity in “eachers must begin

if one is to expect young people to be creative.
(Askew ~ Region IIT)

+ssthis district has...provided inservice training
for faculty members in creative thinking, identifi-
cation of gifted children, analysis of teaching,
and self assessment. We have arranged for faculty
member visits to state demonstration centers, con-
ducted summer institutes, and held workshops in
individuaiized learning. In my opinion, no oather
program has been as stimulating of desirable change
in educational practice. HNone has been as influential
in causing faculty members to think of children as
individuals and to be concerned about the development
of individual potential and talent.

T (Crone ~ Region V)

Teachers and administrators need training with special

concern for exceptionally capable children in child

development, learning theory, diagnosis of learning
ability, and in techniques for stimulating creativity,
stimulating upper levels of thinking, individualizatdon
of instruction, decision making, and assisting in-
dependent study.

(Crone - Region V)

Scholarships and Fellowships

We recommend that The Burezu for the Education of the

Handicapped expand its authorization under Public Law

91-230 Part D, to grant scholarships and fellowships

to teachers and supervisors of the gifted and to

offer support programs to colleges and universities

for sequential education programs for the gifted. ,
: “{Marshall - Region VD)
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Ielevision
We would like to proposs then, that one of tne most
efficient economical costs-benefits ratio way of get-
ting to the gifted in these critical earlv years is
through television.

(Koos = Region VII)

Public Relations
Therefore, it 1s recommended that the federal and
state ¢ "“ice of education encourages and support pro-
fessio ii writing covering all aspects of giftedness.
It is expected that such writing would include bocks,
articles in magazines and j¢ wnals and newspaper
coverage of needs, legislat: = actions and programs.
Second, that stimulation be given to producing p.o~
grams to be presented by radio and TV. Third and
last in this area, that films be produced that woull
serve as alds in teacher education, parent education
and be useful in public relations programs.

' (Bonnett = Region III)

Library Medis Ceanter | ‘
I would propose that the school library media cen-
ters can p- .vide the facilities, the equipment, the
materials ind the personnel which can give support
and guica.ce to this kind of individualized instruc-
tion neea for the gift-d.

(Chisholm — Region III)

Model Programs -
There is a program in Fairfax, Va. that one testifier
was very enthusiastic about, but the description was
very lengthy. I'm not sure that she told enough
about the program to make the description worthwhile.
If you're interested in having it, let me know.

Private Sector
I recommend to the U.S. Office of Education that
particular attention be paid to the Lyceum of the
Monterey Peninsula which is successfully offered to
gifted children wit sut cos:t te the taxpayer.

’ (Boynton - Region IX)

Lyceum of Santa Cruz County

Lyceum's primary work is to provide facilities,
support and co-ordination for a wide range of
seminars, workshops, field trips, conferences and
other study groups and to bring exceptional stu-

. dents into close contact with successful and ex—

ceptional member~ of the adult world. Students.
pay no tuition, and the services of directors,
group leaders and Lyceum staff are volunteered.

157

C - 36

PR



Lyceum of Santa Cruz County requests creation of

"Resource Centers for Talented Children" in district

or county areas where the following may be found:

pre-school screening facilities

testing and counseling services

materials center

"ereative" library facilities

consulting services for school personnel

center for local research projects

center for information dissemination on researeh,
programs, etc.

housing for student museum :

housing for student learning-research centers ia
science, math, humanities v

photograph and film-making laboratory :

auditorium facilities for dramatics, movement, dance,
music and art forms

This would be a center where ongoing education can

occur for students as well as parents, teachers and

other talented non-teaching members of the community.

A place where exceptional children can encounter an

exceptional environment in which to flourish.

(Buchanan - Region IX)

Does the federal government belong? In view of the many dis-

cussicnsrthaﬁ have been held in education over the last decade
regarding the role of federal government, it is useful .to point out
one striking statistic from al. of tﬁese hearings. Of the 969
witnesses voicing their own iﬁeas on education for the gifted, not
a single witness stated that he is against federal partiéipacicn

in this program! Whether the person was student or administrator,
érivate citizen or State ;agislatof, he appeared to share the'almcst

o
tne

L]

universal comvictlon that ederal govermment will have to parti~

cipate and has & responsibility to play a significant role in pro-
gram development for the gified.

The talented are also a nation's resources
and therefore the nation's responsibility...
Federal support ghould be earmarked for
devel@ping of comprehensive plans, recruiting
and training personnel, building and renova-
ting facilitiea and supporting model demon-
stration programs. -
. : P - (Abney - Region IV)
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¥2 rhould have national coordination, state con-
trol and programs that are locally initiated. 7
{(Pricket: - Ragien VI)

1 hope to impress upon you that these needs cur—
rently are not being met and in the future probably
cannot and will not be met from State and lecal
resources. The fate of our gifted children does
rest upon you. [Federal Government] -
(Sutton - Region X)

There was a limited emphasis upon the amendment of existing
laws at the state level. Tﬁ&s is perhaps due to the general recogni-
tion that many of the states already have iaws in this area and that
what is needed : resources to carry them out, rather than new or
changed legislation. In ccatrast, at the federal level there is

some desire to amend federal legislatien suggested by 12% of the

2

witnesses.

I suggest that we follow the lead of the federal
government and amend by inserting a sentence there
after the words 'handicapped children' and adding
the fallawing 'and for gifted and talented
children.'

(Sjolund - Region X)

Congressional action is needed if we are to set
in motion adequate selection machinery and conse-
quent school programs suited to the wider definition‘
of giftedness. Otherwise progress will remain fit-
ful, depending upon local and often idiosyncratic
interest, allied to 0..ly one or another partial as-

: . pect of a broad definition.

; : (Laycock - Region V)

We recommend that the Bureau for the Education of
the Handicapped expand its authorization under

: P.L.91-230, Part D, to grant scholarships and

| fellcwships to teachers and supervisors of the

! gifted and to offer support grants to colleges and

[ universities for sequential educational programs

i , .for. the gifted. ‘

T ' * (Marshall - Region VII)

! ; " The Association for the Gifted believeg that only
! n .through Federal activity at this time will anything
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o . being trained t

of a long range, positive, extensive nature be
possible. A triple first priority exists,..iirst,
a fellowship program to prepare educational, re-
rearch and administrative leaders. Second, the
upgrading of State Departments of Education under
Title V ESEA - the categorical assignment of at
least one full-time professional in each state.
Third, at least one full-tiue professional leader-
ship position-at the Federal level. Second in
priority is the establishment of a series of
regional network demonstration programs and
centers. Third, an estizated attempt to put
practitioners in the field must be made. Fourth,
a research effort including continuous evaluation
of all on-going t rograms is the one way to assure
maximum generation of new knowledge and reliable
implementation. of old. & ’

(Vassar - Region I)

Here are some suggested ways in which the Federal
government can help: 1. Establish some specific
leadership in gifted~child education and talent
development at the Federal level in the U. §.
Office of Education; 2. Help to establish scme
leadership in this area at the State level in
States where there is presently a void; 3. 'Estab-.

Y lish and fund regearch pilot projects throughout
the nation to re+examine identification procedures
and to experimenft with dnnovative program designs;
4. Set up a national information retrieval and
research dissemination exchange system specifically
for gifted-child education and talent development; -
5. Extend finan¢ial assistance to those educators

work with gifted children. ;

(LaSalle - Region I)

Regional Differencels. A separate analysis of the data col-

lected from the oral and written testimony was conducted”reglbn by

region in order to ébsefve,whether there &éggistrikingigifferences
between the perceived needs or attitudes from one part of the

country to another. By and large,:the,resulté of the testimony

from one place to another has a striking sameness to it. The same
PO

needs and the same recommendationsg were voiced dgain and égain_
These results confirmed the State Survey data which includes

very similar statements from all régions regarding what deters them
g =L -
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from further program action (i.:.. need for money, leadership and

priorities going to crisis issues). Differences could be noted

between those regions that seemed fairly well developed in terms

of legislation and programs and those regions that seemed to be in
an iﬁitiatary stage in developing special program efforts for thé
gifted. | |

Table 2 compares the testimony obtained from two districts that
have a history of more developed programs (III, V) with the testi-
mony obtained from cwo.distriets that have less =11 developed
programs (VI, X). The witnesses from undevelopea afgaa concentrated
their teatimgny on the need faf teachers and supéiéﬁéntary persénneii

They were-little concerned about state or federal leadership

ptgblems. This sugéests that until scmething happens at the local

. level, there is little stimulic to think about regional or national

issues;
Qn the pthér hand,- the witnesses from the well déveloped-areas,
vhere there_ére;s numberréf lgéairprpgrams for the gifted,”ﬁlacei'a
ﬁuehlhigEET emphaéis on ﬁhe‘need £§r stéﬁé-and federal leadership.
A similar differeﬁeé 1n empha;is,ié BEén,wheﬁ we look at
Table 4, Reccmmendation§ for State and Federal Action;ﬁ In thé.ﬁﬁ;
EEVEloéed regions great stress is placed=§n inére#sins priorities
for the gifted at both the state and %édéral ieyel_ In contrast,
the well‘developeévfegions placg little stress on general reqﬁgsts
for highe; priorities and‘afe much more speeifia with regard to the

K]

kinds Qg.stateiand federal actions that should be taken.
1 s - o ¢ 0

Fifteen percentvaf the witnesses from the developed area.saw the

Federal Government asfpiayiﬁg§ faimSEfEaﬁt catalytic role in program

S
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Table 2

) L
REGIONAL DIFFERENCES
BY LEVEL OF DEVELOPMENT
- High~Low High
Personnel Needs Development | Development
Special Pé?sonnel . 52 31
~ Better Prepared Teachers 49 38
Local Administration 20 12
State Leadership 7 25
Federal Leadership 2 16
//l‘
Low ! High
RECOMMENDATIONS Development/ _ Development

Federal & State Action

/ .
STATE  FEDERAL

STATE  FEDERAI

Higher Priority

Model & Demonstration Programs
Leadership

Catalyst

Amend Laws i

New Legislation

48 - 53
28 .. /13
11 Jo2
3 f 4
8 D 14
2 ! 2

11
15
20
4
4]
2

14

13
14
15
17

S 14
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developﬁent and 14% saw the need for new federal legislation and for
specific assigrment of responsibility to somecne at the federal level
for programs of the gifted, |

It appears that some degree of program maturity and development
is almosit necessary before thought 1s given to systems needs and
administrative problems. When one is starting from scratch, we are
restricted to general statements of needs, a request generally un-
specified except or thg cry for ere resources, and more emphasis

on action at the local level.

Differences by Type of Testifier

An add%tignal analysis of the oral and written testimony was per-
\ . .
formed to compare opinions exptessed by different types of testifiers.
While there are numerous similarities among all types of testifiers

on the needs of gifted students and the recommendations, there wei.
some notable differences (see Table 3). In program needs, student
tes;ifiefé voiced great interest in being able to set their own pace

in school and in obtaining greater opportunities for creativity and no
interest at all in early identificatien. Table 3 reveals that adminis-
trators and scnogl board members are more balanced in their concern.

They tend to feel that simply 1dentify1ng the gifted student eariy is

as Important as giving him suitable curricula and sultable pacing once

he has been identified.

Teachers, administrators, and school board members indicate that

" better ﬁreparéd teachers and various specialized personnel are badly

negded'to educate the gifted. Some school administrators felt that

leadership personnel at the state and federal levels were crucual to

F .
:
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Table 3

APPARENT DIFFERENCES BY TESTIFIER
(Expressed in percentages)

SCHOOL BOARD.

STUDENTS TEACHERS ADMINISTRATORS MEMBERS
' PROGRAM NEEDS
Barly Identification 0 23 31 38
Proceeding at own Rate 42 23 24 38
Increased Stimulation
of Creativity 54 58 34 25
PERSONNEL NEEDS
Special Perromnel - 4 35 39 38
Better Prepared
Teachers 58 42 43 38
Federal Leadership 0 0 9 0
a .
ORGANIZATIONAL NEEDS
Separate Classes
Entirely A. For 14 14 8 25
B. Against 28 20 8 0
Separate Classes : -
Partially A. For 28 25 29 .25
B. Against 2 o 2 0
New Federal Program 0 = 8 16 iz
RECOMMENDATIONS
' ' Federal Financial : N
- Support _ ’ 13 13 53 88
! Earmarked Funds 0 .2 19, » 25
i - - -
% L e
‘5.




effective education of gifted._“The’stu&éﬁtg in contrast, seems to
focus his interest on the téécher, the person most directly respon-
sible for his educational success,.rather than on ose far removed
from him in thercrganizational structure such .:s national leaders.

Gifted students who testified stated that they do not wish to
be segregated from other students. Instead they approve of a system
whereby they are separated only pagt of the time each day. Ey and
large, teachers concur with this position. On the other hamnd,
administrators and school board members find the notion of total
sepgregation of gifted students acceptablse.

Another area of apparent difference between types of testifiers
is on the need for new fede: .1 programs. Students rarely spoke about
improvements in educatiSn 6f the gifted idfterms of introducing an
entirely new program. On the other hand, teachers“and administrators
more readily acknowledge that a néw.prcgram at the federal level is
a logical avenue for bfinging about desired improvements.

School board members, an astounding 88% of them, urgently recom-—
mend that funds for educating the gifted come from federal sources.

One out of every four hoard members also emphasfizes that 1if educators

"wish to guarantee adequate funding for gifted programs, federal ap-

propriations must be earmarked. A similar financial support portrait
is painted by administrators.

The differences between types of testifiers can be summarized by

. obgerving that students tend to voice strong opinione on their im~-

mediate pressing needs,'while offering little in the way of concrete

suggestions for meeting those needs. The testifiers more sophisticated
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in the area of education, such as administrators and school board
members, tend to speak on a wide range of needsgrconcerning them-
selves with specific quéstiens-cf f--ading and program implementa-
tion. :Téachers fall somewhere between the students and adminis-
trators. They tend to mirror students' opinions withlragard te
the most important and immediate needs and adﬁinistratars‘
opinions with regard to recommendations on how these needs can be

mei most effectively.
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the allocation of resources at the state level and the impact of

federal programs toward supplementing those resources. The first

‘question was, 'What available persomnel and legislative resources are
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currently available at the state level?® The breadth of interest in

this problem is indicated (See Figure 8) by the fact that 21 states
curréntly‘héve legislation on their books that provide séeeial re-
sources or incentives to local scheool districts to increase their
program efforts on education of the gifted and talented. Figure 2
shows that thoserstates that h;ve adopted such législétioa represent
a broad geographic spread throughout the country. There are states
in every Regicn ﬁut one (Region II), that have pzssed legislation for
these purposes.. Ten other stateé hé@e now or have had planning com-
missions, but no specific legislation as yet.

State Leadership. Such legislation, in many cases, merely

represents intent. How that intent is being implemented is of greater
relevance to our current concerns. There is.a consistent portrait of
a shortage of available :esﬁurces. One key question in the survey
was whether there is a staff person employed at thé state education
gépartment level with major respunsihiiities for programs for the
.gifted in that state. Twenty-four of the states answered 'Yes' that
they have designated such a person. (This included three states that

had no specific legislation). However, of those 24 states. only in

10 are staff members assigned that responsibility §g§eiDZ«ef*mdré;5f

their time. In many instances ghé'améunt of time allocated to serving
gi—fteé;r‘EEéiénté is but a small fraction of a multitiide of duties al,'ld
respansibilities assigned to.one of the high ranking state officials.
The financial support for the state perscnnel assigned to the
gifted "almost invariably cnmes:fromathe<§tate,level. Twenty—-one states
reported theig gcntribﬁtian as making up half or more of the salary of

these key individuals. Only 3 states reparted that a signif;cant

‘s
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proportion of a salary of ; leadership person wés being paid for out
of federal funds, despite the clear opportunity to‘da g0 in such pro-
grams as Title V of the ESEA, which pfdvides funds for strengthening
of State Departments of Education staff. The thinneés of the leader-
ship staff for the gifaed-is aven more s;:ikingly demsnstré:ed by ﬁga
+lack of support staff or additional-peréannel available beyond the
single designated:leader; Over 40 states hire no‘support or consulta-
tion staif or additional personnel at all. This meané that thé
designated lﬁgder has few resources for providing technical assiétance
to local programs of education. Oﬁlykz_states reported as maﬁy aggthrée
or more staff persons assigned to the specific responsibilities of edu-’
cation of the gifted.

The most typical-pgrsonnel portrait at the State Department level
is a singléﬁindividual{ with part time respons;bility for the gifted
and with no support staff. Occasionally, there is someone gravitétimg“

to Interest in this area of gilfted education because no one-else is

there. For example, Dr. Hugh Templeton, Supervisor of Science Educa-
tion, New York Sté?gxééucatian ﬁepartmenc, was introduced in the oral
'ﬁe has been c¢alled "The Supervisof for Education for the Gifted with-
out portfolio.”

\ , _ :
Personnel Training. One of the key aspects of providing effective

services. for education of gifted and talented students lies in the
commitment to special preparation for the educational personnel to work
with such étﬁaeﬁts, The widespread general® intereat in providing some

“training 9n gifted education can be seen in Figure 9 .. This figure
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showskthe number of states thgt have either éollege or university
pr grams or course work in education of gifted students, together
with those state departments that allocate = proportion of their
training reSéurcés f@r ingervice training of teachers on educatiop
of the gifted. As Figure 2a shcws, the broad range of training acti-
JltiES stretches across the country, with only the mountain states

K lacking collegemprograms or state training efforts of ég identifiable .
B - : L

nature. By and large, inservice training activities seem to be utilized

in practically all of the regicﬁs.
. T

»Proggam Detérrentsi Dne of the most s;gnif;eant qwestians in--

cluded 1n the survay dealt with the reasons for iimited ‘resources bz eing

&

gllocatad for the giﬁteda 'What wera the specific forces that the

’Stateﬁjsawmﬁéléiggfbagk a. more_ extensive.ﬁperation?' The results of.

- RS a
that partlcular ratlng may be SEEﬁ in Figuré 10f In this instance, as
in manymcthers, the. ﬂifférences between\tne vaflcus regicns.were not
signifiggpp.ﬂ Tbe proElems vere sean as the same, ﬂr'extreﬁely similar,

from qﬁé region"ta the next. The deterrents that appeared teo be 5

, - operating in one area of the country also appeared to be operating in
s‘ PR LT .

I3 o, =

s 7 . the others. |~ . /,
. ", - The majof deterrent, éleariy in&icated,'was-the lack of sufficient
! - - B

s

funds to carry out Significant program aé vity. The kinds of financial

I
i

Tesou;ces neceqsary to carry out_theilegislative;iﬁtent are just not
. .-"1 ] - o N
B N ~ - e
being allocated ‘at the state level. The second most frequently men-

F

tigned deterrent, which links closely to the prablems of 1nsuff cient

L X e
funds, is thé pressu:e of otheg—mbre crisis erented prio:ities.

H = =

In the State Surveys, additianal notes were pravided regarding how

LN A

the emphasis an children with speeific educatiﬁnal prablems were using
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Sup éhé avgilaﬁle rescgrgeg;ghat were ﬁcﬁ'in great supply anyway.
Litt;e'cr nothing was léft over for significant, but‘Iéng range,
.prcéisﬁj that diqino: cfeaté‘immediate administragive crises, such as
education of the gifted. Of lesser concern, Eut-still mentioﬁed as
important by a méjérity of the states, was the small number of ade-
quate personnel that is available. It would seém qulite clear that

any major move in this area wouvld have to include substeantial emphasis
on the ;réining or retraining of perscnnel before an educational praﬁf

I

gram ;oﬁld become a reality.
|

Usé of Federal Legislation. The final cruciai question in the

the State Survey was, 'To what extent are states using the additional

résog;;eé provided by federal aid to apply to the problems of educa-

~ the

tin
| gigure 1l indicates the number of states using a variety of federal

funds for education gf the gifted. It presents a rathef'discauraging
story concerning the use of current funds for the gifted under the
current federal guidelines. In only one inséance, Title III? ESEA-
Innovative Programs did as many as 20% of the states utilize federal
funds for st:éngtheﬁing programs for the gifted, degpitg the m;nifest
interest in the prbblei and the demonstrated shortage of state resources.
Title I ESEA, wﬁic% would allow statas to utilizs funde for the idantiﬁ\

fication and development of special programs for specially talented

youngsters from deprived circumstances, found less than lSZ_of the
states spending any funds at all. | :

Title V ESEA, which permits strengthening of State Departments of
Education, fepresentéd one major ppﬁﬁgi&hity gér usé of federal funds

with relatively little financial commitment. But there are only 9

- I b, |
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states reported using any type of Title V activities for streagthening
their programs for tha gifted! Only three of these states put funds
into the support of leadership personnel, while the other:s spent such
fund: on a variety af’éd@iﬂistrative needs. The most extensively us=d
federal provision was Titie 111 éf ESEA, devoted towards the strengthen-—
ing and developméent of innovative programs and supplementary centers.
There are over 20% of the states uﬁilizing same.manies for programs
directed to educating e gifted. However,-a claser analysis revealed
a minimal_effcrt. Only 4 of the states reported 3 or more projects
with this emphasis, as seen in Figuré 12. Other potential federal
legislation devoted to strengthening training programs were obviously
doing mo better. As a matter of fact, Figure 5 shows that 62% of the
states use none of the available federal legislation, while another
24% use only the réséurcgs of one or two acts and these very sparingly.
The general portrait of the State Sv vey data is clear. Maost of
the states have recognized fhat the education of the gifted is an area
of substantial educational need and have ﬁried, in a variety of ways,
to put some available resources to wsrkriﬁ this area. It is also
clear that these efforts have been overwhelmed by the more crisis-
Drieﬁted issues of the deprived child, the disruptive child, the childr
who cannot léarn, Eté, fThE limited resources available are absorbed
by these problem areas before such long range educational issues as
the gifﬁed are considered. Federal aid that is unsﬁecified éppeafs to
be spent in the same pattéfn, 50 ﬁhat much‘legislatign that could bene-

fit the gifted, in fact, is not applied to their educational problems.

f
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Written Trhcuments Submitted
to Regic.al HEW Hearings
Education of the Gifted

Alger, Ferris E. MENSA, College of Maryland, 1970.

Banks, George W. Time Qut For Talent. San Diego, California,
February, 1970.

Bartsch, Abe F. - Propcsals-of?"pilat" programs presently beinpg tested.
Fresno City Unified School District, Fresno, California.

Bernstein, Mrs. Helen. A Discussion of the Elementary Center for the
Gifted. TFiirfax County, Virginia.

Brown, Josephine. A Guide and Course of Study to Teaching of Mentally

Gifted Pupilg. North Sacramento School District, Sacramento,

California.

Casebeer, Robert L. Project Prometheus: Education for the Technetronic
Age. Jackson County Intermediate Education District, Medford,
Oregon, April, 1968.

Casebeer, Robert L. Description about Project Prometheus newspaper
article about Project Prometheus. Southern Oregon College,
Ashland, Oregon.

Casserly, Patricia Lund. What College Students Say About Advanced
Placement. College Board Review, No. &9, Fall 1968. ‘

Cox, Henry M. Annual High”SchdqlmMathématigs,Examin§;ion. Lincoln,
Nebraska, August, 1970.

Cox, Henry M. Regents Scholarship Examination. University of Nebraska,
November, 1969. - : ; ‘

Dightman, Cameron R. Statistics. Department of Social & Health
Services, Olvmpia, Washington.

Flickinger, Geneva Ely. High Ability in a Democracy and The Nature
of High Ability. Towson State College, Baltimore, Maryland.
Maryland -School Bulletin, December, 1962.

Florman, Mrs. Jerald J. Gifted Children's Association of Orange
County. Santa Ana, Califernia. -

Fogel, Max L. Need for Research on Gifted Children. MENSA,
University of State of New Yofk,'Neercfk; N.Y.
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Frucei, John. Institute for the Gifted. Olympia, Washington,
September, 1970.

Hacher, Irene S. A Study to Determine How Gifted Students are
Identified and the Prozrams Being Offered for the Gifted dip
the Elementary Schools of Wyoming. Utah State University,
Logan, Utah, 1969.

Hartshorn, William C. The Study of Music as an Academic Discipline.
Chicago, Illinois, 1962.

Hartshorn, William C. Musiec for the Academically Talented Student
in the Secondary School. Washington, D. C., 1960.

Hartshorn, William C Enrichment Activities in Music for Intellecguallv

Gifted Pupils. . Angeles City SLhODl&, Los Angeles, California,
1962.

Johnson, Harriette Wood. Analysis of Education Provisions for Gifted
Children in Selected Public Elementary Schools. Catholic
University, Washington, D. C., 1969.

"Jordan, Mrs. Mary Lou. The Special WOfld of the Gifted. Pasadena,
California. Chamber of Commérce M35321ne, May, 1970.

Kurtz, Mr. Paul. General Goals for the Education of Gifted Children

in the Blair County Program fcr Glfced Children. Hgllidaysburg,
Pennsylvania, 1969. '

La Ronald D. An Evaluation of a Differential Education Program for
ble and Gifted High School Students in Southwestern Qregon.
‘Oregon State University, June, 1970.

Lundy, Ruth A. Improving the Instructional Program for Able Students.
. Palc Alto Unified School Dlstrict ‘Palo Alto, Cal;forn;a,
June, 1968.

Mandler, 0r. Jean M. Problems and Reccmmendatians of the Gifted
Program. San Diego City Schools, San Diego, California.

Mandler, Dr. Jean M. Education Program Description and Resource
Analysis. San Diego City Schools, San Diego, California.

Meeker, Dr. Mary. Understanding the Evaluation of the Gifted: ‘A
New Method. Loyola University, Los Angeles, Californ-’a.
The Gifted Child Quarterly, 1969, Vol. XXII, No. 4.

179

g

C - 58

Q



ERIC

(e

Oliver, Dr. Albert. A Program for Disadvantaged Youth with High
Potential. Graduate School of Education, University of
Pennsylvania, Decemher, 1970.

Quiros, Mrs. Alyce. A New Approach to the Problem of uUndar
Achievement Among Highly Gifted Children in the Primary Grades.

Cupertino Union School District, Cupertino, California.

Quiros, Mrs. Alyce. Proposal for More Able Learnmer Program.
San Rafael City Schools, San Rafael, California, May, 1970,

Renzulli, Joseph S. & Vassar, Wm. G. The Gifted Child in annecticut;
Connecticut State Department of Education, Hartford, Connecticut,
Bulletins 101 & 108.

Richardson, Dr. Edwin H. The Complexities of the Creative College.
Metropolitan State College, Denver, Colorado.

Richardson, Dr. Edwin H. ThgrCharacterisﬁicsupﬁ,ggguExecgtive's

Secretary. Metropolitan State College, Denver, Colorado.

Richardson, Dr. Edwin H. The Process of Learning in Human Relations.
" Metropolitan State College, Denver, Colorado.

Richardson Dr. Edwin H. The Comp>lexities of Creative Thinking.
Metropolitan State College, Denver, Colorado.

Robinson, Robert R. Promoiing Promise. Board of Education of City
of New York.

Rosenstiel, Annette. It's The PIQ That Counts. Science Digest,
May, 1961. ' '

Rosenstiel, Annete. Anthropology and Childhood Education.  School of

Education, New York University, November, 1959.

Rosenstiel, Annette. Section C: Re-Education: An Effective Approach
to the Problem of Integration. New York Unmiversity. Reprint
from The Journal of Negro Education, 1959.

Rowson, Jcseph P. Impact 70. Polk County Board of Education,

Des Moines, Iowa, 1970.

Rﬁgh, Frederick W. Salem Public Schools. Salem, Oregon.

Sachs, Barbafa, Mind Rangers. Los'Angeles, California.

Sherburne, E. G., Jr. The Value of Science Youth Activities.
Montreal, Canada, August, 1967. ‘
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Sherburne, E. G., Jr. ngelcpinng;i;qtifi; Talent. Washington, D.C.,
March, 1968.

Sherburne, E. G., Jr. New Directions for Science Youth Activities.
Salt Lake Civy, Utah, Januarv, 1969.

Sherburne, E. G., Jr. The implications of Research, Experiment, and
Experience. National Conference on Science Youth Activities,
Elkridge, Maryland, February, 1970,

Silvernail, Dr. Harold E. Evaluation of Pilot Project for Gifted,
Talented or Creative Children. Edmonds School District #15,
Lynwood, Washington.

Silvernail, Dr. Harold E. History of Gifted Programs in Edmonds School
District No. 15. Lynwood, Washington, 1967-1970.

Stack, Archie. Statistics. Washington State School for the Deaf,
Vancouver, Washington.

Stacy, Mrs. Mona. Descriptive material about programs of Yakima Publ;c
Schools. Yakima, Washington,

Los Angeles,

Suter, Louis J.

Qiitgdﬁﬁhildrgn's:
California. =

Taylor, Calvin W. Multiple Talent Approach. University of Utah,
Salt Lake City, Utah. The Instructux, April, 1968.

Taylor, Calvin W. Opportunities for Creativity
University of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah.

Taylor, Calvin W. Talent Awareness Training. University of Utah,
Salt Lake City, Utah The Instructor May, 1969.

University of

Tayler, Calvin W. Summar” of 1
Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah.

Taylor, Calvin W. Brid"in he Gap Between Ba € ch_and i
Practice. Univer31ty of Utah Salt Lake City, Utah. NFA qurnal
January, 1962.

Taylor, Calvin W. Be Talent ngelopers. University of Utah,
Salt Lake Clty, Utah NEA Journal, December, 1968.

Tavlior, Galvin W, ‘Comments on Pxpangion of Population Research Centers.
tunlversity of Utah, Salt ..ake City, Utah.
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Tibbett, John. Application for Regul:: and Supplementarv Funding to
the Superintendent of Public instruction — State of Washington -
For Funi. to Support a Program for the Gifted. Columbia School
Disirict No. 400, Burbank, Washington, August, 1970.

Vargiu, Susan. Psychosynthesis and the Gifted Adclescent. Psychosynthesis
Center, Palo Alto, California, 1 70,

Vargiu, James. Global Education and Psychosynthesis. Psychosynthesis

Center, Palo Alto, California, 1970.

Wall, Dr. Harvey R. Six Problems and Sc utions in Develo nt
Mt. Diablo Unified School District, Concord, California,

Pregram.
1968,
Wall, Dr. Harvey R. Summary of Findings of Sympogium. Mt. Diablo

Uniified School District, Concord, California, October, 1968,

Wall, Dr. Harvey R. Unsuccessful Efforts for Funding. WMt. Diablo
Unified School District, Concord, Califcrnia, October, 1968.

Wall, Dr. Harvey R. Report of a Summer Sessjon for 6th. Grade Gifted
Children. Mt. Diablo Unified School District, Concord, California,
1963. ' :

Ward, Virgil s. Differential Educatjon for the Gifred: A;Trpnﬁgv
Analysis of State Supported Programs. University of Virginia,
December, 1969.

Wright, David. Guide for Developing Potent dn M : _Giftec
Children in Grades 3 - 6. San Diego City Sehools, San Diego,
Califormnia, 1970, '

Wrighe, David. A Handbook for Pringipalé!and Teachers of Programs
for the Gifted. San Diego City Schools, San Diego, California,
1968. . ! - ]

Wright, Juége J. Skelly." Opinion in Case of Hobson vs, Hansen,
U. S. District Court, District of Columbia, June, 1967.

Younglund, Dr. D. E. An Experimental Program_ for the Giftad. !
Wichita Publiec Schools, Wichita, Kansas. March 29, 1960 Bulletin.

§ Younglund, Dr. D. E. Guide for Accelerated Learning Classes.’
' "Wichita Public Schools, Wichita, Kansas, 1968.

Younglund, Dr. D. E. Chapter V: Summary Observations Rex
dations. {Chapter from Dr. Nina Cole's dissertation).
March 29, 1960 Bulletin.
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Zetler, HMary. Report of the Follow-Up Studies of the Participantis

of the Altoona Campus Program for Giftad Higlt Szhonl Seniors.
Blair County :8chools Special Education Office, Holi.ilaysburg,
Pennsylvania, 1965.

__» Seminars Develop Logic,

Lenguage Skills. Board of
Education, Anne Arundel County, Maryland, April, 1970.

et -3

Office of County Superintendent of Schools, Hollidaysburg,
Pennsylvania, October, 1968.

. Speei
of the Distrie

al Education Informatien Bulletin. Public Schools
t of Col-wmbia, 1970-71.

Prbjectiﬂa;;hmakér.

Polk County, North Carolina.
— 3

Angﬁgperlmental Program fggiAcademicalivﬁTalgnted in
Elementary School. Scheool District of Kansas City, Missouri
January, 1961. . .

. » Logic Problems. ertten by students in Anne Arundel
County, Maryland, 1969-70.

» As We See.
Ma:yland 1969-70.

VUritten by students in Anne Arundel County,

5 DecisiOﬁ on_Smuck VS,

chsan and Hansen vs.
U. S. Court Df Appeals, Washingtan, D. C., 1969.

_Hobson.
s Law Rev1g

Summary Apalysis of State Laws for Gifted
Children. Reprint from Journal of the Council for Exce
Children, March, 1969. :

ptional

. s Gifted Children = A Natlcnal Resource.
angr3551anal Record Vol. 115, Nc.
Session, March 1969.

‘Washington, D.C.,
50, 91st. Congressional

4

\

Cgllege Wcrkshap for Advanced High S¢hool Students in
Cccperation With the Vermont Department of Educatiomn.

Bennington Cecllege, Benningten, Vermont,

non July, 1968.

‘University of the State of
New York. S '
> ie i

Overview 1970-71 Model Intermédlafe Enrichment Center.

Seattle Publie Schools, Seattle, Washington.

Special Supplementary Project Propcsal. Seattle Pgblic
Schools, Seattle,” Washington.
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Ap, sndix A (to Appendix C of Volume II)

A STATDS Arﬁn NEEDS REVIEW
GIFTED AND TALENTED PROGRAMS IN CDNNECTICUT
Testinony of William G Vassar

The State of Conmecticut has l@ng been aware of the needs Df its_
gifted and talented within the State, and in the last five vears has

taken major steps to alleviate these needs at.the local Qis;:iet level,

As early as the mid-fifties, -John Hersey, the ﬁéted"authgr,fﬁas

chairman of a committee to study the needs of the gifted7ahd talented

in Comnectdivus. At that time a éomp?éhéﬂSiVE study was cﬁndpcted by

‘leen Erskine. Roberts and a report made tc the State Board of Edu—'

7
/

cation. /

<

Status of Services and Programs lSEE-Pfésent

The first stage of meeting the needs of Co nqecticut 8° gifted

"and talented was initiated in 1966 when the State" Department Qf Edu- ¢

carion hired its firs full-time consult§nt for the gifted

talented with fundipg from a grant provided under Title V of P L 89 10.

The basic objective of the grant was to prcvide leadership and con-

=

/
{

sultative services to lecal school districtr li*ﬂuthcut Connecticut

ty

in order to develop quality pragxams'for its  xs zod and EBIEnted

'pupils.

' The second stage fcllowed less than a year latar (July 1967)

[

when the State Legislature paqsed .a eamp:ehensiOn statute ﬁe-cover

all exceptional children, including the gifteu and , talented under < %\1

'an umbrella bill This statute enabled iﬁteresced school districts

tc pruvide special services andlar pragrams to the gii tad and talented

"and be reiﬁbursed for two-thirds excess’ cost of the prior approved

program. : | . 185
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The statute and its proper funding by the State Legislature
has provided the second compounent to our States programe for the
gifted and talented. The third stage was developed along with the
initial stage in l9667when the need for specially trained profes-
sional personnel was considered to be the Ehird component necessary
if Connecticut was going to truly provide for its gifted and
talented Fupils;. Prior to 1966 only one course relative Eo gifted
and talented was actively being éonducted in our institutions of
higher learniggi

Since 1566, the training prograuws for professional personnel
have grown rapidly dﬁe to gmcwiné interest in‘10c31 pfcétams and
the committment and involvemer- éf the various Schools and Depart-

ments of Education in our public and private institutions of higher

learning. Course work and advanced degree programs are now a reality
at the state university, two étate colleges and tﬁree of our Pr;vate
colleges and universitieai,vDr. Jpseph S. Renzulli's training pro-
gram at the University affCannécticut is the only formal doctoral
pragram_fotAtEe gifte&iaﬁd talented in U.S5.0.E. Region I. The
following should serve as indicatoré of what types of advancement
Connecticut has made with the threé stagés she has developed since-
1966 with a pgciing of State and Federal Funds: ;
a. full-time consultative services to p;gviﬁe local
‘districté with assistance in directing their:spééfal
needs to develop programs for the gifted and |

talented.

Funding Title V - ESEA
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.8pecial legislation\enacted to provide excess-—-cost

A
3

(2/3) reimbursement ﬁp school districts who pro-

vide special programs\for the gifted and talented
a X ‘\ } .
Professional personnel 'training programs have moved

from a single courSE.cfEering in 1965 to three graduate

, | , . .
training programs in three state universities and

colleges and course offerings at three private univer-

sities and colleges. More ﬁhan 900 professional per-

. sonnel have received full cripart=time training

through these sfferiﬂg;.

\

Eunding FederaluEPDA Statéxand Private

Pragrams in local Schacl districts {162) havz grown

from faur (4) dist icts in 1966 to sixty (60) in 1970.

At the moment about twenty additiagal districts plan
to begin programming in September 1971.
Funding State Reimbﬁrsemeﬁt
Mcre than 2500 teachers =nd 1éadership personnel have
‘

attended shert term workshgps, and institutes spon-

sored by the State Department of Educaticn to stimulate
Lid i
R !

Interest and dessiminate information relative to pro-

'

gramming for the gifted and talented.

Funding Title V P.L. 89-10

Conducted a ccmprehensive analysis of éxisting programs

. in Gcnnecticut (1969) by Dr. Virgil Ward to furnish the

State Department with long range objectives for both
State and local legdership in such programming.
Funding Title V - P.L. 89-10
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g. Title III P.L. 89-10 has been stimulated and assisted
by State personnel in a number of areas:

1. Operation ASTRA - 1968~69, Hartford

A one year program to develop differentiated cur-
riculum for the intellectually gilited.

2, Talcott Yt. Science Center — 1867 -~ Present - Avon

about 40% relat—-d directly to gifted

3. Project ASK - 1968 - Mansfield
Prc- . :d a six-week summer workshop to train pre-
fessional personnel for girted programs.

4. ACES - North Haven - 1969 - g;esent
Rezlonal school plamning in 18 school districts
for gifted and talented (K=12).. One program

operational, another operational 1971.

5. Project SPRED - 1970 - Present - Norwalk
:Piénning and providing repgional programs in a P
multi=-district fashion.

Needs in Connecticut

Although Connecticut has made rapid strides in the past four
years, much more needs to be done to a&équatelé meet the needs of
its gifted aﬁd talented gbildr;n and you:h. Therefore, the follow-
ing statements should be considered in long-range planning by the
state and federai»agencies and should be considered for cooperative
funding and 1mp1eméntation.

Demonstration centers located in geographically

convenient settings to provide various ways the

neéeds of the gifted and talented can be met by

f local school districts. These centers would

it : serve as service demonstration, in-service and

information centers. ' Oy
188
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Provide for follow-up evaluation studies of students
in special programs. .

Additional professional personnel training programs

to raise the level of competency of both general

and special =taff in r ‘hools as chey relate to the

gifted and talentad.

Provide for cooperative applied research develop-

meat and Implementation by SEA, university and

local district personnel in the frllowing areas:

1. identification related to many populations of
gifted and talented

2. quality programs and/or services to specific
talents.

3. evaluation techniq:::s from both a process and
product position.

Frograws for gifted and talented pup is are doomed to failure,
once they start, unless specific steps are taken to train leader-
ship and teaching personnel, to develop identification to unccver
a multiplicity of talents existing in America today (either
demonstrated or latént) to develop more cooperative applied re-
search, to demonstrate "how to do it" to larger §n01§ of admin-
istrative teaching and lay. personnel, and to develop and 1mp1ement
better follow=up and evaluation toais for P:cgramse There are many
existing federal education arts, and some outside of education, that
could be more specifically earmarked for specific use in the educa-

tion of the gifted and talented. If the Federal level would ear—

.}

mark training, reczearch and service funds for specific use in the
area G£=the gifted and taiented, it would be pgésible for. such
specific funds to be handled by identifiable units concerned with
education of the gifted and talented in the States and the univer-
sities.

. With the assistance of goveriment stimulation through spec;fi;

>cally designed funds, educational iﬁstitutions and agenclez could
189/
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be stimuiated to intensify their efforts to provide apprspriat:

education for the gifted and talented. It thus seems likely or

the basis of a number of recent experiences that quality educa-

tion for the giftéd can be best encouraged throuch setting aside
specific Federal funds for this purpose.

Connecticut's recent record shows how a cooperative use of a
mumber of Federal titles combined with state and local funde has
assisted her in better prgﬁisicns for the éifted and talented in
her 169 school districts. If the growth is to cOﬁtinue,.earmarked
Fedevral funds in the needs area, aforemeniioned will have to be

provided-to assist the state and local fiscal committments.

18Q: .
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Appendix B {toc Appendix C of Volume II)

Nepartment of Health, Education, and Wellare
Office of Education
Washington, D. C. 20202

STATE EN'CATIN AGENCY SUMMARY OF EDUCATION
OF GIFTED AND TALENTED CHILDREN

The purnose of this form is to enable the Office of Education to provide
Congress some systematized data on the status of programs for gified and talented
children. We realize that in some states hard data may not be availsble. On
items where statistical information is needed, we would appreciate your best estimate.
The information reguested raguires in most cases a simple "yes" or "“no'.

Information prepared for the state of =~ : 7 by

(name and title) whose

telephone is - Exceptional Children and Youth

- This form will become a part of the official testimony your agency presents
to the N.E. Regional Office hearings on education of gifted and talenced children
and will be incorporated in the report to Congress by the Commissioner of Educatiuii.

1. Is there a person in your state education agency with
deslignated resvonsibility for gifted and talented children? Yes No

If ves, (a) the -~ title

(b) vercentage of time devoted to responsibility _ _ %
{¢) source of salary support: State 7 o
Federal (please identify act and title - )
- —_ —— = = = e e — = - ’%
(d) Size of professional support staff (no.of
persons in full time equivalence) and
Source of funds for salary: State ‘ . %
Federal (please identify act and title) T
_— %
TI. Does vour state have specific legislatiénfréiating to
gifted and talented children? S Yes __No _
TIT. Ts there an official state definition of gifted and
talented children? Yes No _

If yes, would you pleasé provide such definition below:

Hgg w i_:’ ? 151




V.

vT.

Toes vour state provide special financial
assistance to orograms specifically for gifted
ard talented children?

1f yes, please. indicate which =ategories are
gupovorted:

Special public school programs .

Special transportatior. assisztance
Consultative services not otherwiss provided
Teacher training

Private school tuition

Evalsation of program effectlveness

FEvaluation of individual .pupll performance

Other -(specify what) _

Does your state have official regulations and/or
guidelines for programs for gif :d and talented

children?

Hag your state developed special curriculums
and courses of study for gifted and talented
children?

Noes your state presently .ave an Advisory
Committee or Study Commission on educstional
problems of gifted and talented children?
If no, have you ever had an Advisory Comam_ttee
or Study Commission?

If so, when  (date)

to gifted and talented children

Have +ou recently or are you presently engaged

in any evaluation studies specifically addressed

to gifted and talented children? -

Noes your state certify or officially approve
programs for gifted and talented children?

. If yes, do you approve such programs

(1) in public schools
(2) in private schools

152
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Yaaz _ No -
Yesgﬂg NO,,
Yes =~ No
Yacz No )
YTes No
Yes N
Yes Mo
Yes No___
Yes = No__ __
Yes Howﬁ
Yes No
Yes = No__
Yegg_g No
Yes_ Ne
Yes 'quff
Yes No
Yes = © No

__ No__
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Does your state ecoordinate or foster extra-
curricular t . ograms for the gifted and talented
c~ild, such as leadership training knstltutes,
morfslﬁp% in the arts, etc.?

Please estimate the poercentage of loeal
=ducati-n agencies in your state providing
soac’ a' proirams for pgif

Please estimate the percentage o7 children
who are gifted and talented being provided
svec’ gl programs in yo r state.

This percentage reprezsents approx‘mately
(n.mber of ¢ ldren)

o the gifted znd talented children in your

state recsiving special services, aoproximately

wliat percentagze are at Lhe:
v ?

“reachaci level

Elemeniary ]Bve1

Secondary level

Does your state have special certification requirements

Tor "eaching personnel working with gifted and
talentrd children?

Ares uhéié z71lleges or universitirs in your
stsle offering speniTic programs or courses
of study For preparing personnel for the
adu-ation of gifted and tzlented children?

Ts vo r state presently providing in-service
artivities for regular sch:ol personnel on t.e
nrn lams of gifted and talented cliildren? '

‘Ts yor ;tate presently prDV1d1ﬁg in-service

act’vities Tor snecial personnel involved in
the edication o” gifted and talénted children?

No you. anticipate te expansion of programs
for -ifted and talented chil-ren in yovr state
‘n the next five ynars?

" =n, will such exrension represent more

than norms1 program grosth?

183
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‘ted and talented children.

Yes No
i %
A
%
%
%
Yes qu
Yes ~ No
Yes - No
Yes . No_
Yes No
Yes - No



“ieck 07 “he following are major delerrents to
vour <rate's vnrogrsm init at‘~n or expansion fTor
g'"ted snd talented ¢ il-iren?
(Piease ra.e on a 9 o 5 scale w th
the hizhest level of deterrence):

5 reoresenting

Inefficient personnel
Inaderuately trained personnel
Phrsical soace
Tnsu“ficient fimancial supne*t
Inedecnate curriculum development
‘Tnaderuate legal base - 7’"’
Lack of oublic interest -
Tnad=cuate referral and dlagnastlc “techniques
Too m~ny ot er pressing priorities
Other limitations

X¥. T the bhest of your knowledge, does : r state
use Tederal f .nds (administer or coordinate)
for orogr~ms for gifted and talented children Yes No
1f yes, olesse indicate the titles you are -
ati i ziug

ESTA, Title I (Educationally Deprived) < Yes. No

v FSFA, Title TI (Library resourcas & media) ies  No
! ESFA, Title ITTI (Sumn'ementary Bducational )
Centers and Services) : _ : . Yes  No
FSTaA, T'tle ¥ (State Nevartments of Educ- tldn) Yes: No
NNEA (Sherify Titles) o B Yes ~ No
Higher Fduc-tion Act (Soecify Titlc ) ] - Yes _No
Arts an’ Humsnities Act o Yes  No
Economic Onvorinmity Act ‘?ead Start, etc.) Yes  No
Other (Svecify Act and 1..le) : __Yes  No____

XXT. Please attach -~ sheet if you have additional comments.




Appendix C (to Appendix C of Volume II)

CODING PROCEDURES FOR
__ORAL TESTIMONIES

CARD I

Columns 1-4 NUMBER IDENTIFIZATION
OF TESTIFIER

© Number ;7
2,3, b, Numbeyx Assigned /7 /77 /=7

to Testifier

1. Reg.

Solumns 5-6 TYPE OF. TESTIFIER
5,6. Testifler might /7 4:7
be characterized

as 1 of the rdllowing:
01 Parent
02 TInterested citizen
.03 Student
o4  Teacher
05 Administrator - public
o schools
06 Administrator - private
schools
07 Urniversity professor
or researcher
08 Legislator
09 BResearcher - Nen-univ-
P oersity .
11 Industry - business
12 School toard memter
13 Representative of
national organization

For Zolumns 7~72 of Zard I:

In the event that the cate=
gory wapplies to the testimeny of
the witness: place a 1 1r the box
beside the catemory if the witness
zither statez it as = speciflc
need or recommends it as a -—ourse
of aztion; place a 2 in the box
beside the zategory if the withness
states that 1t is net a need or
opposes it as a zourse of a=ztion.
In the event that the categzory .
dees rnot apply to the testimony of
the witness: plaze a'0 in the box
teside the category. u

Zolumns 7=16 TARGET GROUPS

7. Preschool yarg
8. ' Elementary [T
9- Secondary L7
10. Higher- Eduzation 7
11. . No Differentiation .1:7
12. hdvantaged yavy
13. Disadvantaged 7
14, Unachleving and Emotiorn-

B .ally Dlstu;badg £
5. ' Very Gifted é:f
16. ' Taienﬁed or Creative L7

199 -

Columns 17-23 FRAGRAM NEEDS

17. .Early Identifilcation é:?
18. New Zurrieula 7
1¢. Extracurr:cula 7
20, Progi;aéggeat o
21. *jlncreaséd Stimula-

tion of Jreativity L7
22.  Effective Bvaluation . /7
23, Unique Response ' Z:?

Columns 24-29  FERSONNDL
24, Speeclal Persconnel

25, Better Prepared
' Teachers

ENINIRNIRNRNIRN

26. Local Administration

27. - State Leadership
" Persons

28. Federal Leadershlp
Persons

29. Other
Columns 30 39 ADMINISTBATION

30. ﬁefiniticn of Term
Gifted .

31. Better Means of
' Identificatiion

32, Separats Schools

33. Separate Classes

ARINEENIVI]

Entirely N . .

34, Separate jiasses
_ Fertlally ya

35. .Accglera§1§n \ ,[f?
36.  HNew SﬁateéPragiaﬁ [T
‘37. New Federal Pragram/ 7
38. Frlvate Industry L7 -
39.  Other Y
Jolumns 40-41 FAZILITIES

40. Special Faclilitles
: / Within

41. Special and Separate
Facilities

NI

Zolumns 42-47 SO0ZIETAL NEEDS

42, Greatest Natural - - )
Resource | T
43._ Mahpcwgr Tor Teghnology 7

i&; udmpetitign with Hastile
‘Eticns . .



i Leadership /7 Columns 64-72 STATE SUPPORT OF
GIFTED EDUCATIO

5. Humanistic 7
N 6L, Higher Priority L7
B Unique Response L7 6s. State Model Or Demon-
stration Programs {,7
I
. ;B;E_:OMMENDATIOITC’ 65‘ Administrator or Adminis-
1A 19m = - - . strative Body whase sole
Jolumns 48-52 GENERAL FINANZIAL Responsibility would be
y SUPFORT Progrema for Giftei /7
La. More Money Needed 67 New Le : 7
y re Foneg 4 , . New Legislation 7
Unspecilfied Q’ 7 ’
68. Amend Laws L7
Lo, Better Use of Exis- - 8 men )
ting Funds L7 &g, Information Services /7
50. Local Support L7 9o0.. catalyst 7
51. State Support vy 71. State Guidelines 7
52. Federal Support yav 2. State Dgfiﬁitlén L7
Zolumn 53 - Jolumns 73=77  BLANK
53. Categorical, Ear- Zolumnzs 78=80 DATE
- Marked Funds /7 .
78. Month 7 L7
Zolumn sS4 '
— i ) 79,80. Day L7
sl Funding orn Basis of :
Population L7
Zolumn .55 ZARD II |
55. Aid to Private - __ Zolumns 144  NUMBER IDENTIFIZA-
: Schaols 7 ‘ ! TION OF TESTIFIER
Zolumns 56-58  RESFARIH AND 1.  Heeton Number 7
DIVELOPKENT  ,  ° Teto N
Cos ; N . : — 2,34, Number Assligned to .
B / 56. konspesifis £ T ‘ Teacher L7 L7 L7
57. More Ressarch 77 For Zoludns 527 of Sard II:
B 7 . ’ In the event that. the
58, M&?g Development of -cgteggry;aﬁpliéé to the testimony
‘ Materials arnd = —="  of the witness: “place a 1 in the
Programs L7 _box beside the category if the
S ) s e witi:ess either states it -as a
Columns 59-61 TRAINING FOR speeific ' need or récommends it as
/ TEATHERS a course of actlon: place 4 2 in
/ .  the box beside the category if
J 59. - Lkonspeeifi=z /7 the witness states that it is not
: ! . . . & need or.opposes it as a course
; 60. tiore Inservice | o of action. 1In the event that the
£ Training * /7 - :ategory Hoes not. apply to the
& F , testimonyl of the witness: place
@ 61. More- Preservice o a 0 in thg’bui beside the catego-
Trainine N 7 ry. l - :
Tolumrn A2 ' ) Columns 5-14  FEDERAL SUPPORT DF
, . : S GIFTED EDUCATION
62. . Trainine for Spesialized e
‘ Persohnel &-fidmini- | 5. Hjigher Priority L7
z = strators ] P S
; ) ) . i Federal Model or
v . Zolumn 63 v, . Demonstration Pro-
63. Irput from Prisate: — Lm
s Bector ’ L7 7. Administrator or Admin®-
strative Body Whose
N Whole Responsibility
’ Would be Programs for —
T " the Gifted :
- : A
. ‘C =15 / |
. : i
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S A

27,

Y+ New Legislation

"95 Amcnd Laws

i

10. InfarmatiogEServiees

NERRNEN

11, Catalyst .
12.° . .Federal Guideliies L7

13,0 Federal Dzfinition :,7'

1k, Oppose F‘edc_ral Inter-
: vention
Solumn 135

15..~  Other Hecammenﬂa- - N
< tloms VA4

Columns 16-27 PRQGRAM'DES:HIP-
U0 e ToToM
b ’
16:.  State -
17+ - Leealy ®. A

18, 7>‘3ﬁrrieu1um ' i L7 -

19, Drs:anizaticn' 7
20. Training . L7

% al Servi“e= L7
¥

|
[

22, b7cuiel & Dgg‘gn;traticn

Programs " . L/

23, - A: eleration ‘ 7
24, Preschool -7

25, Elementary 7

26,7 / Sezondary ' 7. "
27. ' Higher Educaticn Lt

- L o ;‘7
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APPENDIX D

State Laws for Education of

Gifted Children

Julie Kisielewski
U.S. Office of Education
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STATE LAWS FOR EDUCATION OF GIFTED CHILDREN¥

what do the States, who play s major rele in gifted and tslented education.
provide in their laws and school codes? To answer that question, this analysis
has been limited to thése laws specifically mentioning gifted chilirxen within
and without the special education umbrella. Some States not included could
provide for such children under their general special education authority or
administrative regulations and guidelines.

According to available information, Z2 States have within their education
code a term which can be construed to apply to the clinical entity known as
the gifted child. This article summarizes any legal guidelines ox definitions
for determining the type of child to be served, criteria for the serviece programs
to be provided for such children, advisory committees and study groups specified,

criteria prescribing how gifted children are to be identified, and the structure
and procedures for State financial assistance for such programs.

The reader should take caution in relating law to program. The fact
that a law exists does not imply a program and vice versa.

Definitions

Alaske: "'gifted' includes children having outstanding inte.lect, ability
or creative talent." (1970)

California: "Mentally glfted minor"——"A minor enrolled in a publie primary
or secondary school of this State who demonstrates such general
intellectual capacity as to place him within the top 2 percent
of all students having achieved his school grade throughout
the State oz who is otherwise identified as having such general
intellectual capacity but for reasons associated with cultural
disadvantages has underachieved scholastically." (1968)

Connecticut: VExtraordinary learning abillty"a— outstanding talent in the
creative arts"--To be defined by regulation "after consideration
of the opinions of appropriate specialists and of the normal
range of ability and rate of progress of children in the
Connecticut public schoolg." (1967) ’

%  This report is an vpaated version of a March 1969 report in Exceptional
Children by Paul R. Ackerman and Frederick J. Weintraub. The current report
was assemble& by Julie Kisielewski, Special Program Assistant in the 0ffice of
the Deputy Commissioner for Development (USOE). The information in this report
was provided by Elaine Trudeau at the Council for Exceptional Children and
Bruce Crowley in the South Carxolina Office of General Education. The informa-
tion for some States is only complete through 1963. Additions or corrections
should be sent to the Program Group for Gifted and Talented Education, U.S.
Office of Education, Washington, D.C. 20202.
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~plaware: Gifted children®--"Children who have the native capacity for
nigh potential intellectual attainment and scholastic achieve-
ment." (1957)
wnajented children"-="Children who have demonstrated outstanding
leadership qualities and abilities or whose performance is acon—
sistently remarkable in mechanics, manipulative skills, the art
of expression of ideas, orally oxr written, music, art, human
relations or any other 'vorthwhile line of human achievement."

Florida: "The gifted"--Not defined. (1971)

Georgia: "Gifted pupils,"” "Student honors program"=-="children who have
manifested exceptional abilities, unigue potentials or who have
made exceptional academic achievements." (1964)

Idaho: "Academically talented"--Not defined. (1965)

Illinois: "Gifted children”--"Children whose mental development is accelerated
beyond the average to the extent that they need and can profit
from specially planned educational services." (1965)

Kansas: “Intellectual superiority"-=Not defined. (1949)
Kentucky: “Intellectually gifted"--Not defined. (1970}
Louisiana: ngifted"~--Not defined. (1964)

Massachusetts: "Academically talented childxen"--Not dafined. {196&4)
Expired 6-30-67 )

Minnesota: "Gifted children'"--Not defined.
Expired 1961

Nebraska: "“Gifted children"-="Children who excel markedly in ability to
think, reason, judge, invent or create and who need special
facilities or educaticnal services or both such facilities and
services in order to assist them to achieve more nearly their
potentials, for their owr sakes as individuals and for the
inereased contributions they may make to the community, State,
and nation." (1967) '

North Carolina: "Exceptionally talented children"~-"A pupil in the public
: school system of North Ccarolina who possesses the following
gualiifications: (a) a group intelligence guotient of 120
or higher; (b) a majority of marks of A and B; (c) emotional
adjustment that is average or petter; (d) achievements of
at least two grades above the State nmorm or in the upper
10 percent of the local norms Of the administrative unit;
(e) recommended by a pupilts teacher ox principal." (1961)

Ohio: "“Academically gifted children."--Not defined. (1959)

' Oklahoma: "Gifted children'--Not defiﬁéﬁ. (1970)

D -2
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Oregon: “Educationally able and gifted children"-=="those children who
individually meet the criteria for such children as deterwmined
by the State Board of Education according to generally accepted
standards." (1965}

Rhade Island: "Gifted and talented children”-=-Reguires that the commissioner
of education and the state board of education create regulations
to establish "eriteria for determining who is to be included
in the category of the 3yifted or talented child." (1958)

South Carolina: "Any student who demonstrates sufficient ability." (1958)

Washington: "Students of superior capacity"=--="...Those who consistently
show remarkable performancs in academic pursuits or demonstrate
exceptional ability." (1961)

West Virginia: "Intellectually gifted," "mentally gifted."--Not defined.
(1L971)

Programs

Alaska: "Programs or services beyond the level of those ordinarily provided
as regular scheool programs shall be submitted to the department for
supplemental funding on an approved program basis." A borough or
school district provides services if 5 or more exceptional children
reside there; the State department provides for others. (1970)

California: Any school district may provide programs for mentally gifted
minors living in the district whe are enrclled in kindergarten
or grades 1 through 12 in the schools of the district and who
may be expected to benefit from a program suited to their
abilities. The governing board may contract with another
schocl district for furnishing programs for such minors or may
so contract for the education of siuch minors including’ the
furnishing of such programs. v
The county superintendent may, with the approval of the county
board of education, provide programs under the provisions of
this article, and transportation therefor, for mentally gifted
minoxrs who reside in any school district which has an average
daily attendance of less than 901' in the schools of the district.
Up to 20 pilot programs for identifying and educating gifted
among the deprived were authorized, (1968)

Connecticut: The Connecticut act provides that each town or regional school
district may provide special education for gifted children. In
addition the statute also authorizes the State Department of
Education to "regulate curriculum, conditions of instruction,
physical facilitiez and equipment, class composition and size,
admission of students, and reguirements respecting necessary
special services of instruction to be provided by town and

- regional boards of education." Transportation for special



education is defined in the law as including transportaticn
to and from a facility fer the purpose of detarmining the
need for special education,and to and from the agency
providing special education. (1967)

pelawsre: The statute states that "t e state board of education and local
school boards shall provide and maintain, under appropriate
regulations, special classes and facilities whenever possible
to meet the needs of all...gifted and talented children...." (1957)

Florida: County boards of education are to provide insofar as "practicable"
special facilities for classes for children with unusual ability.

Exceptional children who will be three years by January 1 of the
school year may be eligible for admission to public special
education programs and for related services under rules and
regulations prescribed by the school board. (1971)

Georgia: The statute establishes the authority for the GEératan of summer
school programs by local SEhGDl districts.™ Within +he provisions
of this act are included "enrichment zchool programs beyond
prescribed school programs and accelerated sche2l programs.'

The law goes further and establlshes a specific student honors
program. noting that such program "may be conducted during

summer months between normal school year terms at institutions of
higher learning or other appropriate centers within the state

with the facilities adequate to providing challenging oppcrfunlt;es
for advance study and accomplishments by such students." (1964)

Idaho: Idsho, under the special education umbrella, specifies the types of =
special services to be provided for exceptional children. Services
are described in regard to tlie provision of various tyres of per-
sonnel. The act goes further to grant authority to the State Board
of Education to establish programs, set standards, etc., to educate
and train exceptlcnal children. It alsc establlshes a research
program to evaluate ongoing programs and ‘assess the number and types
of exceptional children. . (1965) %

Illinois: The act provides for the establishment of procedures allowing local
school districts to submit to a State Advisory Council plans fox
local special programs. Upon approval of the programs by the
Council and the Superintendent of Public Instruction, the district
will be entitled to state reimbursement for the services and
materials required by the proposed program. The statute further
‘authorizes the Superintendent of Public Instruction with the
advice and consent of the Advisory Council to “"enter into contracts
with school districts, colleges and universities for the conduct
of demonstration centers, experimental projects and institutes in
the field of education of gifted children." (1965)

Iowa: Allows high school students to enroll in and obtain credits from courses
in higher academic institutions. Credits may be earned in any course and
‘may be applléd toward high school graduatlon. Courses may be taken

2(12
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witiiia ©OL wiilout Wie state, il an out of stace focziity 1=
to the home of the stuaent, than the nearest state junior college
or university. No public funds are permitted to be expendea

for tuiticen. (1965)

ERel=lcoke

The State Division of Special Education is authorized to aid school
districts in establishing and maintaining day classes, scheools,
home instruction, and other methods of special education for
exceptional children under the general special education laws. In
addition- to thisg, the Division is to "encourage school districts
through consultation and guidance to make provision for gifted
children by adapting school work to their needs, and to waive
restrictions which interfere with the development of such -
children." .(1945)

Kentucky: School boards of any school district may, subject to specified

limitations, establish and maintain special educational programs
for exeeptional'children who are residents of their school districtk,
and such children, residents of other schoeol districts, as may be
authorized by subseguent sections of is Act. (1962}

Local superv151on of special educational facilities for exceptional
children shall be approved by the D1V151on of Special Education
according to rules and regulations approved by the State Board of
Education. (1962)

The State Board of Education shall make necessary rules and regu-
lations in keeping with the provisions of the law for their )
proper administration including, but not limited to establishment
of classes, eligibility and admission of pupils, the curriculum,
class size limitations, housing, special eguipment, and
instructional supplies. {1962)

The number of classroom units allotted to all exceptional children
" in ths State is specified for each school year.

Louisiana: The statute reguires local school boards to provide special'

( éducation and/or training facilities and classes for exceptional

children when certain conditions are met. The law is guite general
and no specific provisions for gifted children are described,
although such children are mentioned among those who are to
receive services. (1964) -

Massachusetts: The fccus af hhé M. ssachusetts statute was on 1dent;f1cat1ﬁn,‘
Expired 6-30~67 _ pPrescription, and tegsearch. It encouraged local school -

districts to cstablish plans for identifying and selecting
children who are acadsmically talented and to develop under
the plan a means of prescribing special programs for such
children. The law had further authorized the State Department
of Education "to engage in research or experimentation consise:
tent with the purposes of the act." (1964)
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Norih Carolina: The article establishes at the state level an administrative

Oklahoma:

Oregon:

unit called the Division for the kducation of Exceplionally
Talented Children. In addition, at the local level it
establishes eight district supervisors in each of the

eight educational districts of the state. Their purpose

is to oversee the development of programs for gifted children
in the district, as well as providing consultati~sn to local
adminictrative units planning programs and developing
curricula. The act further empowers the Division for the
Education of Exceptionally Taiented Children to conducc
research studies which will "develop techniques, curricula

and materials, especially applicable to exceptionally talented

children,” and to recommend special books, materials, and
other supplies to be purchased by the state for the imple-
maentation of the article. The article alsc requires local
districts to submit to the Division a plan for programs for
such children. In addition, the law provides for the
establishment of five pilot centers for the purpose of
demonstrating programs for the education of exceptionally
talented children, the cost of such programs to be totally
assumed by the state. These pilot centers are on an
experimental basis and are subject to reexamination by the
state board of education. (1961)

The school districts are authorized to provide special éducation
necessary: for exceptional children as defined. Two or more school
districts may establish cooperative programs of special education
for excepticnal children when such arrangement is approved by the
State Board of Education. The county superintendent of schools of
any county may establish and maintain a special education program,
with the approval of the State Board of Education, and county
funds may be expended for such purpose. ANy school district or
districts located wholly or in part in a county may participate

in any such program so established by the county superintendent

of schools and shall have authority to contribute school district
funds, either directly or by reiwbursement to the county parti-
cipating in such program. (1970Q)

The 1969 law deleted the prohibition against use of special
education funds for teaching units or classes consisting of gifted
children. (1969) <

The statutes allow school districts to submit to the 'Superintendent
of Public Instruction "a written plan for the improvement of in-

struction or curriculum for educationally able and gifted children
enrolled in its schools or residing in the district.”" In approving

‘the plans, the Superintendent shall consider: 3
"(4) The adequacy and type of program proposed.
(b). The. nuwber of children who-will benefit by the proposed program.
(c) The availability of personnel and facilities in the school
- district or districts. '
(4)

The need for such a program in the district or districts.

4
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Rhode Island:

Programs £ox gified and talented children are be asically
determined by local school district in coansulta tion with

area advisory committees and the Commissione:x of Education.
(1958)

South Carolina: "Each accredited high szhool in this State shall provide

Washington:

an accelerated program of study whersby any student who
demonstrates sufficient ability shall upon approval:of - ,
the administrative head of such school and of the parent,
guardian, or other lawful custodian of such student,

be allaweé to undertake such courses of qtudy as_ will

E:;maxg and secondary sc*@cl;ng,,%;(lBES)
The law establishes in the Office of the State Superintendent
of Public Instruction a Division of Special Educ¢ation for
Students of Superior Capacity.. The title further authorizes
the State Superintendent to "administer a program to improve
the education of studentes of superior capacity,"™ and also ta .
conduct, coordinate, and aid in research (including pilot pro—
grams) , disseminaté information to local school districts, and
allocate supplementary funds for excess costs when appropriated
for this purpose by the legislature. . Local school districts are
permitted either separately or jclntly to (1) establish and
operate speclal seminar or augmented programs cof education for
superior students; and (2) establish and operate in Eongunctlgn -
with any institution of higher learning; joint Programs of
education for superior students. (1961)

West Virginia: The school law- establishes a Division of Special Educat®on -

under the state superintendent. County boards of education
throughout the state having five or more'eiceptional
- children of’specified types may establish and maintain special
" schools, classes, home-teaching, or v;sitlng-teacher ser-
vices in order to provide for educating exceptional children
between the ages of three and twenty-—-one who are educable,
but who d;ffer from the average or normal in physical,
mental, or emotional’ characteristics to the extent that
tliey cannot be educated safely or profitably in the regular
'grades of the public schools, and for whom sPeclal educational
provisions need to be made .in order to educate them in
accordance with the1r capacities, limitations and needs. (1971)
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Alaska: ."The commissioners cf education and health and welfare shall
estaplish an advisory committee, the function of which i= to provide
information and 7juidance for the development of appropriate special
dducation programs and services for exceptional children. Membexr-
ship of the advisory committee shall include, but not be limited
to, persons representing local education agencies, state agencies,
parent groups and organizations concerned with programs and ser-
vices for exceptional childrea." (1870)

Delaware: "The governor shall appoint an advisory committee on the needs of
exceptional children to serve in an advisory capacity to the State
Board of Education..." (1957) '

inois: This article creates a seven member Advisory Council on the Educa-
) ticn of Gifted Children, appointed by the State Superintendent

of Public Instruction, whose members hold office for 7 years.
Members are to be selected on the basis of their knowledge of or
experience in problems of the education of gifted children. The
purpose of the council is to serve as an advisory wiit to the
Superintendent of Public Imstruction regarding all rules and
regulations promulgated by the Department o¢ Public Instruction and
related to gifted children, as well as program plans in local
school districts. The council is to also approve plans by the
Superintendent of Public Instruction for the conduct of demon-—
stration centers, experimental projects, and institutes in the
field of education of gifted children. Members of the council
shall serve without compensation, but are entitled to “reasonable
amounts for expenses necessarily incurred in the performance of
their duties." The Superintendent of Public Instructien is to
designate an employee of his office to act as executive secretary
of the council and to furnish all clerical assistance necessary:
(1965) ' :

7 1
’._I
'_,.I

Massachusetts: This section authorized the creation of an Advisory Commission
on Academically Talented Pupils for the purpose of conducting’
a comprehensive study of programs for such children in
Massachusetts and plans for the development of sach programs.
The Commission was then to report to the legislature the
. results of its study and its recommendations together with
- jrafts of legislation necessary to carry out the recommenda-
tions. The law furthex stipulated that the C@mmissién be
provided with gquarters by the Department of Education and that
they may travel within and without the Commonwealth, hold
- hearings, and expend funds for expert, clerical, and other
' ’ | services. The Commission was to present its report to the
legislature before June 30, 1967. (1964)

Minnesota: This 1959 law created an Interim Commission on the Problems of
Mentally Retarded, Handicapped and Gifted Children. The pur-
pose of the Commission was to consider the problems related
to gifted children including, but not limited to, the " (1) improve=—
. o L
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ment of consultation and field smervices to alid local communitiss
in develaplnﬁ more adequate programs ana facilities for gifted
- ; ion and dmprovement of services and facil

for g;fted children in rural areas; (3) improvement and
coordination of testing, screening., reporting, identification and
census programs in the schools for school children, and by public
health and other agencies for the pre-school child; (4) improve-
‘ment of diagnostic Ffacilities (medical, psychological and
educational) as a basis for improved child understanding and
better education; (5) improvement of programs for the training

of teachers and cother professional workers; (&) research as a
basis For evaluation and improvement of the existing program and
for long-range planning; (7) development of resources fror the
educational training of gifted vouth; (8) improvement of parent
consultations and services relating to family planning." The
Commission was given further authority to appoint advisory
committeas. Members of the Commission are to serve wi.thout
compensation. (1259)

Rhode Island: The Commissioner of Education is to create a Rhode Island area
advisory committee, "consisting of one (1) superintendent of
schools from each of the areas of the state determined by the
Commissioner of Education; three (3) representatives—at-large
from the Superintendents and Assistant Superintendents of the
State; and the President of the Rhode Island Superintendents'
Association.” :

The members of the committee are to serve without compensation
but may be reimbursed for necessary travel expenses. The
Commissioner is to provide all technical, clericai, and other
assistance needed by the committee.

"It shall be the duty of the area advisory committee to recommend
to the Commissioner of Education: (a) programs within a

school for gifted and talented children; (b) area programs

for gifted and talented children; and (c) outside school
programs for gifted and talented children, provided, however,
that no c1ty or town shall participate or be reguired to
participate in ‘such Prcgrams without the ‘affirmative vote of

the respective school committees.

"The area advisory committee shall annually make a report of its
activities f the preceding fiscal year to the governor, the
board of education and the Commissioner of Education.” (1958)

Diagnostic Procedures

t
Alsska: "Finsl certification of a student for special services is the

responsibility of the commissioner. The child shall undergo evaluation
as defined by regulation of the department by gualifjed personnel

] : for the purpose of determining whether or not the child is capable

§ . of receiving benefit from enrollment in a s@ecial education program.

c ‘ If determined eligible and capable of receiving benefit, and upon
approval of the applieat;on by the commissioner, the child shall be
- recommended for enrollment.® (1970)
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California: "The general intellectual ability of a ninor shall be

¥Florica:

Kansas:

@

evidenced by one or more of the following factors:
(a) Achievement in schoclwork.
(b) Scores on tests measuring inteilectual ability and
aptitude. .
(cy The judgments of teachers and schonl administrators
an® supervisors who are familiar with the demonsirated
ability of the minor. :
The general intellectual ability of a minor determined to be
culturally disadvantaged shall be evidenced by criteria
developed for such purpose by the State Board of Education.
In no event shall the general intellectual ability of a minor
determined to be culturally disadvantaged be evidenced solely
by the criterion of subdivision (b)." 1968)

Mo child shall be given special sevices as an exceptional child
until he is properly classified as an erceptional child. A copy
of the report certifying to the child's condition shall be kept
on filez in the principal's office.. No child shall be segregated
and taught apart from normal childrer until -a careful study of the
child's case has been made and evidence obtained which indicates
that segregation would be for the child's benefit or is necessary
because of difficultics involved in teaching the child in a
regular class. The principal shall keep a written record cf the
case history of each exceptional child available for inspection
by school officials at any time. {1971)

"In~order to render proper instruction to each exceptional child,
the scuvol district shall ce-tify exceptional children in accordance
with the reguirements set up by the state division of special
education and shall provide examinations for children preliminary
o making certification. The examinations necessary for the
certificatior of exceptional children shall be conducted by

perscns certified by the state division of special education. The
result of such examination shall be furnithed to the teacher who is
responsible for the training of such a child.” (19249)

North Carclinaz’ In North Carolina an "exceptionally E@lented childé" must

meet the following criteria: (a) a group intelligence
guotient of 120 or higher, (b) a majority of marks of A

and B, (c) average or better emotional adjustment, (d)
achievement at least two grades above the state norm, or

in the upper 10 percent of local norms of the administrative
unit, and (e) referral by school teachers and aaministrators.
Section  115-310 states that "the director shall recommend
and the State Superintendent appoint, with the approval of
 the State Board, a supervisor for testing and pupil
classification who shall, in cooperation with existing testing
and pupil classification services of the Department of
Public Instruction, bé charged with the responsibility of

D - 10
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West Virginia:

Financial Sup

testing and evaluating all children in the public school
system for the purpose of identifying the exceptionally
talented children. Said supervisor shall be a person
well trained and professionally qualified to carry out
this responsibility. In additior. the director shall
recommend and the State superintendent asppoint with the
approval of the State board, such specialists as may be
necessary for adequate counselling and identification
of such exceptionally talentéd school children through-
out the State; and the State shall provide necessary
funds for office expenses and traveli for the conduct
of their work." (1261)
-
Each child prior to being placed in a special class, home-
teaching or visiting teacher prograin shall be examined by
appropriate medical specialists and/oxr psychologists who
stall report to the county superintendent of schools. (19271)

port

California:

Connecticut:

The Superintenaent of Publ.c Instruction may apportion to each
applicant school district an amount equal to the total excess
expense ingurred by the school district in providing a program
up to $40 for each pupil participating in the program for one
school year. Apportionments made during a fiscal year are
limited to 2 percent of all students. (1967)

The school district may apply to the Superintendent of Public
Instruction for an advance apportionment for the purpose of
defraving expenses incident to the initiation of a program.
including the identification of minors el$g;ble to participate
in the program.. (1961)

This law provides that districts providing . specyal education
in accordance with State regulations shall be reimbursed for
two~thirds of the excess cost of the program. Ih computing
excdéss cost, school diztyicts may include costs of personnel,
equipmeént and materlals,.transpcrtatlon, sp931al consultant
services, and rent. (1967)

Delaware: The State of Delaware reimburses local special education programs

: on a unit basis. A normal unit in the State is 25 pupils; for
exceptional children under various categories, the number of
children per unit has been reduced. ilowever, there is no mention
in the law of the unit structure for gifted children.
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Georgia: “he statutes proy ode chat the g+udent Honors Progrem {a summer
program for gifted children), may be financed by the State Board
of Educatic ° to meet all operating and pupil costs and axpenses.
(1964) )

tdaho: Idaho law provides that the State Board of Education add 80 percent
of the total cost of the special education program for exceptional
children to the education foundation program of the district. (1965)

T1linois: Illinois law provides two alternatives for State reimbursemsnt.
The first provides for the payment of one-half of the average
per capita costs of pupils in programs for the gifted through-
out the State, multiplied by the number of pupils and average
daily attendance in the district's program, multiplied by one
of the following factors relating to different assessed valuations
per pupil in average daily attendance: 1.0 in districts with
$20,000 or more; 1.2 in districts with $16,000 but less than
$20,000; 1.3 in districts witch 512,000 but less than $£16,000;
1.4 in districts with $9,000 but less than $12,000; 1.5 in
districts with less than $9,000. "In no case shall the claim
for reimbursement of any district exceed the per capita cost
of such program to the district multiplied by the number of
pupils in average daily atterdance." This formula also limits
the number of pupils in attendance to 5 percent of the average
daily attendance in the district.

The second formula provides an annual rate of 55,000 for each
professional worker who meets the established standards for the

position. (1965)

Kansas: Reimbursement for services to exceptional children in Kansas is
pased upon a per teacher unit system with additional reimbursement
for transportation, travel, and instructional materials. Cooperative
programs between districts are further reimbursed. (1271} .

Louisiana: Louisiana provides fi.ancial support for special education on a
unit basis. That is, it assists in the financial support of a
teacher per so many pupils. This section ocutlines the pexr pupil
ratio in all areas of exceptionality except that of the gifted,
which is left to be determined by regulations of the State
Board of Education. (1964)

Massachusetts: This section authorigzed the State Department of Education
Expired 6-30-€7 to reimburse on a matching basis cities, towns, and regional
school districts for the cost of special programs. {1964)

The geneial school finance law provides that districts havihg
programs for gifted children be reimbursed an additional .25 A.D.A
for every gifted child. (1967} : '

Nebraska:

210
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North Carolina: The full program outlined in tho statutes for "exceptionalliy
talented children” is financed by the State. Fox
locally ,administered programs, "the Supexrintendent of any
school adwinistrative unit may submit to the director a
proposal, including any program already in operation, for a
lo=al program for the education of the exceptionally talentead
children in that administrative unit. If such proposal is
approved by the director, in accordance with the rules and
regulations to be prescribed by the State board, for
nualification of local programs under this article, there
shall be allocated by the State Board out of the Nine
Months School Fund, to the school administrative unit, such
finds as may be necessary to carry out the program.” (1261)

Ohio: "The State Board of Education may provide financial assistance out of
any funds appropriated for this purpose to Boards of Education for
developing and conducting experimental programs of education for
academically gifted children." (1259)

Oregon: School districts must submit at the end of the fiscal year the
amount expended pursuant to the plan during that fiscal vyear.
Reimbursement "shall be based on the number of children in average
daily membership...in the schools of that district for the fiscal
vear ending June 30 prior to the schocl year for which the plan
was approved aad in effect. The amount of reimburser.ant shall b=:

(a) $1.50 per child for the first year the program operates.
(b} $1.00 per child for the second year the program cperates.
(c) $0.50 per child for the third year the program operates."

Districts are required to expend out of district funds an amount egual
to the grant by the State.

Rhode Island: "The State shall reimburse each city and town in an amgunt not
' to -exceed one=half (1/2) of the sum of the instructional
salaries, textbooks and supplies expended for each approved
program." The deneral assembly is to appropriate the funds_
it deems necessary to carry out the program. Eligibility
for reimbursement is to be determined by the Commissiocner
upon advice of the area advisory committee. (1958) The 1960
general State aic law removed all categories for State funding.
Thus the above scatutes, while remaining on the books, receive
no earmarked funds. ’

Washington: This.law gives the State Superintendent of Public Instruction the
authority to allocate supplementary funds for excess costs of
programs for students of superior capacity. (1961)
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COMPARISONS OF GIAFTED AND AVERAGE STUDENTS I

THE PROJECT ' ALENT POPULATIONS

Introdu “iow

Project TALENT, jnitiated in the spring of 1960, was a massive survey

" of approximately 450,000 secondary students throughout the United States.l/
The students spent two days taking varicus achievement and aptitude tests
and responding to guestionnaires. From the total population data, analyses
were made of findings from a stratified random sample which represented
51 percent of the 1960 high school youth of the nation. Subseguent studies
were made at one- and five;yéar _- “fval5 to determine the validity of
initial educational and vccational choices.

Since Project TALENT included students representing the range of abilities

within the usaal seéondary school population, it is poszible to make some
comparisons of the characteristics of the gifted and average within the
groué. Thérefére; certain data on the higrest 2 1/2 éercent in ability were
cémpared to similar data on the 2 1/2 percent closest to the mean of the =
total population. Thize comparisonz generally ;ubstantiate data from other
research and from testimonials at the regional hearings summarized elsewhere
in this report; the data offer as well some added insights into persistent
waste of human talents.

High School Academic Achievement

At the regional hearings and in the testimony of experts, concern was

expressed frequently about inappropriate schocl offerxings and resultant

Studies of Selected Educational Data. Silver Spring, Maryland: ORI, April 1971.

~ I/petailed information may be found in Operations Research, Inc. Analytical

The tables at the end of this summafy come from the ORI Report.
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underachievement awong the gifted. The research summary (appendix A in
this report) cited studies which indjicated unsatisfactory achievement in

many gifted youth. Project TALENT added supperting data on this problem

:

with respect to curriculum choices, grades in general, and grades in selected
subjects.
While the great majority (92 percent) of the gifted high school seniors

in Project TALENT pursued a college preparatory cours= in high school, as

opposed to 31 perceat of the average, 8 percent were enrolled in genexal or
terminal VQC&tiG£al courses. It can be assumed, therefore, that a significant
number of the gifted were taking soursés of little or no intellectual challenge
to them. This occurred when much greater emphasis was placed upon college
attendance by all those capable of success than during the present era.

Ancthef indication of undérashievement (at least z. judged by teachers)
is found in the grades of the gifted. Grade point averages for 3 years of
B's and C's or lower were reported by 20 percent of the gifted students. One
out of 5 of the gifted performed at no more tuan an average level as measured
by éraaes, which posed problems if they chose co attend college. Certainly
their performance wruld have barred them from admission to top-rated
institutions, although their ability should have enabled them to succeed

‘easily.

Table 1 (page E-- 7) shows that, while 4 out of 5 gifted students earned
grades of A or B,wgne in 5 failed tc achieve according to expectationé, Actually,
the true expecation. of Pe:fermancevin relevant and ;hallenging courses shcﬁld
be that the vast majority of the gifted would earn A's.
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The highest incidence of average or below average grades was in foreign
languages (29 percent), with science, social sciences, mathematics, and
English ranging between 15 percent and 19 oercent. Whether this drop was
éue tc teaching methods or course content in foreign languages is unknowﬁ
but it is interesting to note that the average students attained their
bighest grades in this area. The discrepancy in performance of the gifted
and average certainly indicates a need to examine the relevance of foreigh
language teaching for the gifted.

Reaognitidn by the gifted themselves that their high school grades were
gubstandard compared to their potential ia gheown in table 2 (page B - 8).
plthough nearly one-third of the gifted felt that their grades were a fair
reflection of their ability, 38 percent stated that their grades were
representative of their ability @niy half of the time or less. A universal
problem in the use of letter grades ,is indicated by the responsa2s of both
the gifted and the average students.

In summary, the iﬁformaticn from grades, from curriculum choices, and

from composite grade point averages shows that significant numbers of the

most gifted high school students are failing to achieve, and are curtailing

or eliminating thoeir opportunities for meaningful achievement as adults.
This waste of human resources is a serious national problem.

High School Activities

Numerous ma]or studies have shown that the giftead participate more
activelv than the average in a wide vaxlety of actlv;tles, including not iny
intellectual ana aesthetic, bu. also organizational =.d athletic Qﬁxsuits.

Project TALENT has verified this finding. As taple 3 (page E - 9) shows, less

than 1 percent of the gifted belonged to no organization, as conttasted with

215
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15 percent of the average. The extent of participation by the gifted was
greater in all of the categories of membership between 3 and 7 ogganizations;

only 5 percent of the gifted stated that they were not active in their
chosen arganigati@ns, compared to 19 percent of the average; twice as many
gifted as averé.ge students were active in 5 or more organizations.

The majority of the gifted served as president of one or more organizations,
while only about one—third of the average held this office. The gifted were
elected more fregquently, and served more frequently in other offices within
their organizations than the average. In addition to serving as president,
cnéifcurth of the yifted had held other offices 5 or more rimes.

The stereotype that the gifted young person 1s an isolate has been
discredited by all major studies during the past 50 years. Added evidence
of the extent to which the gifted participate in wvarious group activities

ccmeé fxom Project TA;ENI data on team sports. As rable 4 (page E - 10) shows,

the gifted participated in athletics more than the average students.

In other activities, such as attendance at culturai events, and even in
individual sports such as golf, swimming, énd tennis, the gifted participate
more extensively than the average. The ccmp@site_impiessién is of yound
people whose performance is both more universal and more autstaﬁding than that
of tﬁe sverage population.

Future Educational Plans

While the number of students planning to complete college was much
higher among the gifted than among the averade, agpgcximatelyglé percent of
the gifted planred either no education beyond high school, or some type of

terminal education with less than a bachelor's degree. These plans, as shown
-y

in table 5 (page E - 11), were found to ke highly accurate in the first-year

félldws'\;ip study. . | 2 ,; 6 ’
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Significant also i= the infoxmation in table 6, (page E - 11), which
indicates that many parents of the gifted underestimate the educational
p@ﬁential of their childrén. While all of the gifted have ability for
probable success at the grad "ate school level, oniy 17 percent of the parents
desired this level of education for their children. Even more significant
is the fact that 18 percent of the parents limited their educational aspirations
for their children to vocational or terminal levels or less; or failed to
chmuﬁicate goals of any kind.

Follow-up Studies

The first-year ﬁclleﬁsug study found that nearly one-~fifth of the gifted
either did not attend college, or were nét enrolled in a 4=year college.
The reasons for non-attendance differed between the gifted and average, with
lack of funds cited much more frequently by the gifted. While lack of funds
also affected the average, as table 7 (page E - 12) shows other categories
were mentioned more often than was the case wifh the gifted. Among the reasons
categorized, léck Qf money was the only single one éentianed by more than 3
percent of the gifted sample_v o

Of the gifted who had planned to enter college, 84 percent were in
cgllege‘at the time of the followup. Appraximately the same number of gifted
and average youth had dropped out by the end of the freshmen:year (7 perﬁent);
0f those actually entexring, 90 percent of the gifted were énrclied ét theﬂ
end of the first year, but anfanexpéctedly high percent had drapged outVEEGause
of either failure or fear of failure, as tablé 8 (page E = 13) indicates. !This
may have been due to the well-known prcb;em of gifted students who develop

?ch work habits because of unchallenging courses in secondary =chools.
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The second follow-up study, after 5 vears, gave some indications of

both college success and prcbable careex choices. The highest numbexr of the

gifted were employed as aceountants or high scivol teachers.

= =2l s O
WS Laisas

2

(page E - ié) indicates, an apprazciable nunmber of the gifted also were employed
as secretaries or typists; this nuwber probably accounted for one-fourth of
the gifted female ge’pu;iation{ a:;.d included more gifted than average. Some
inference may be drawn v scanning takble 9 and reflecting on the prcbable job
setisfectian fcr the gifted in the ?ariéusioccupatiansi

It is apparent that the gifted are’less interested in permanent roles as
secretary-typlsts or as structural werkers than the a%eraéei Indeed,'et least
90 percent of the g;fted secretaryetyplsts Plennea to leave these occupations,.
as opposed to a much less dramatic ‘declins amcng the average.‘ It is apparent
also that the changes desired by the gifted are for poeitians whict call forxr
less routine work and more challenge. ‘

The glfted in the Project TALENT semple, wh;le found to be more versatile

than the average on a number of counts, also were a group with certain problems
and needs. Numbers cf them failed to eehleve setlefactarlly as high school
students; Too many failed to attain satisfactory post-high school educations,
and 5 years after they left high school,; atlleast 17 percent weres in cceuéatiege
which d4id not utiiize their capabilitiee, 'bissatiefactién with their
occupations, angd intention to leave them Qere expressed by many. While sﬁcéess U
in making the adjustment is not kncwﬁ at p:esen;, the waste of many eignlflcant

years is apparent. Both those who are«éccugeticnally unhappy and those with

‘whom they associate are the losers.
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TABLE 3

How many clubs or organizations (other than athletic) have you
belonged to in the last 3 years?

Mons 185
111 3.2
One [~ 1 14
TN 1.1 ’
Two | 1s.a
TG 6.6
Threa [ 1137
T 6.8
Four » [ 1127
{6
Fiva O E——11a
I 10.1
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More | — ¥
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o 10 20 30 & 5 s 70 0 % . 100
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How many athletic teams have you been a member of in the last 3 vears?

Page 179 of ORI Report
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Aruitoxt provided by Eric

Education expected after high school:
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Only I | 375
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Vaocational, Businezs, _ ) . .

Junior Collaga R | 26.6 (Il Gifrea
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How much education do your parents or guardians want you; to have?
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TABLE 7

Reasons for not being in college (based only on those
whe had planned to attend):

at Atford — "~ e

N ] 36.6

Family 10*7
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No Preparation — - ——1 26.9
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TAELE 8

Are you still in college?. 1f no, why rot?
(Based only on those who entered college)
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What is your current job?
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CABIFORNIA MENTALLY GIFTED MINOR PROGRAM

A Brief History

This brief history is submitted at the request of the
U. S. Office of Education for inclusion in a report to
Congress (June, 1971) by the U. S. Commissioner of Education

By Paul D. Plowman, Ed.D.
Consultant in the Education of the Mentally Gifted

_;Sdcramento, California
B April 12, 1971
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CALIFORWIA “Z PALLY GIFIED MINOR FPROGRAM
A Brief History

by
Paul D, Plowman, Ed.D
Consultant in Education of the Mentally Gifted

Introduction

The Stote of California encourages school districts to provide
qualitatively different and wniquely appropriete learning experiemces for
children in the upper two percent of general mental ability. Through guide=-
lines, consultant service, and extre funds, the tate seeks (1) to prepare
over 100,000 mentally gifted minors for responsible and productive adult
roles in government, business, £ = the professions; (2) to help each gifted
child gain a realistic and heal ;s concept of himgelf-<his strengths, his
weaknesses, his areas of needed improvement, and his potentialities; and
(3) to develop these children into intellectually and creatively capable,
productive, and compassionate human beings.

Specific learner obj=ctives are for the child:
1. To excell in academic attainment:

T.

=

Through scgaisition, orgsnization, and evaluation of knowledge,
and : ‘

1.2 fThrough perfecting skills of reading, writing, and use of
nurbers.

2. To become adept at such Intellectual skills as:
2.1 Analysis of problems
2.2 Dpefinition of problems
2.3 Identification of alt;ernative solutions to problems
3. To create original and worthwhiie products.
"k, To gain ieadership skills. |
5. To acquire _hwle&é; shout a number of career possibilities;:
' 5.1 moqgh vhich he might gain personal satisfaction and/or
5.2 ‘Through which he mg.ght help to improve the socieﬁy in which

he lives. i
-4

229



Program inauguration and development ars based wpon:

1. Reported neglect of intellectually gifted children in U = classrooms
of the state.™

. An awareness that these children have uniépg learning needs which
require certain types of programs, learning experiences, materials,
ant teachers. : ' :

3. Research evidence that shows "gstriking geins in achievement with
accompany%ng personal and social benefits" resulting from special
programs.”

Furthermore, it can be said that programs for gifted children are consistent
with basic principles of Ameriegn education and of American democracy and
that such programs are logically a part of & brosder concern for optimm
development or full development of all children with special talents and

specisl needs.

This report (1) outlines historical roots and development of the Cali-
Pornia Mentslly Gifted Minor Program from 1925 to 1971; (2) reviews major
contributions of developmental projects made possible through USOE Cocperative-
Research and Title V, Elementary and Secondary Education Act funds; and
(3) describes the current status of the program.

——
————
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Historical Roots and Development of the
California Mentally Gifted Minor Trogram

Roots of the California prograwm Tor children in the upper two p=: 2ent
of general mentel ability extend back to the monumental research efforts of
Levis Terman of Stanford un113181ty= In 1925 he published his first volume
of Genetic Studies of Genius,.,' This book described characteristics of 1,000
California gifted children. By 1951, San Diego and Los Angeles had established
conceptually sound and compreheusive educational programs for gifted children
and youth. In 1955 and 1956, personnel in the California State Department of
Education held exploratory and planning meetings regarding the role of the state
in encouraging school districts t¢ make specisl provisilons for these children.
A California State Study conducted from 1957 to 1960 evaluated 17 different
kinds of programs and 929 pupils and concluded:

"The special provisions made in these prégrams were beneficial for
the gifted . . . participating pupils made striking gains ir achieve-
ment with accompanying personal and social benefits."

Per pupil support levels documented and recommended by th: State Study
in 1960 were: $200 per pupil per year for additionsl operationel expenses
and $h0 per pupil for costs incurred in the initial identification of a child
as a mentally gifted minor. Assembly Bill 361, passed in 1961, provided $40
as the total amount available per pupll per Yyear for both 1dentificatian and
operational expenses. .

During the first year, school districts spent an averege of $83 per
partieipating mentally gifted minor for these extra expenses., In-depth studies
revealed program costs for special clasges and counseling and tutoring still
exceeded the recommended $200 level,

At the present time (ten yoars after the start of the program) state
money avallable to school districts for extra costs of identification and
conducting a program smounts to up to $L0 for identification on a one=time
basis and up to $60 per pupil per year for the extra cdosts of instruction.
Over the past ten years there have been a number of legislative bills sube-
mitted to the Legislature and studies made which pegged the needed su@port
level at $150 to $200 per pupil, plus funﬂs for identification.

Assenbly Bill. 361 (1961) also established a consultant service w;thin
the State Department of Education. During the first few years of the State
Mentally Gifted Minor Program two consultante concentrated their attention
upon interpreting leglislation and rules .-and regulations to school districts
throughout the state and developeu ;uldelines for school districts te follow
in insugurating programs. Then in 1963, they procured $249,000 of federal
(USOE Cocperative Research) funds to demonstrate model aspects of four of the
state program types. Since the conclusion of the federally financed project,
Californlia Project Talent, efforts have been directed toward developing

exemplary curriculum guides and a statewide framework.

iizzgls -
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Key elements in the operation of mentally gifted minor progrewms are:

procedures for identifying children as mentally gifted minors and for placing
them in one or more programs approved by the State; consent of parents;
written plans developed by school districts; gnd a case study on each child.
The case study is prepared as part of the jdentification process and becomes
the basis for planning suitable educational provisions for each child.

Tt is to the credit of many school edministrators and interested civie
groups that local school districts have over the past ten years contributed
their own funds to augment the support provided by the state. ! During the
first year of the program (1961-1962), school districts spent ‘an average of
$83 of extra money per pupil in offering programs for mentally gifted minors.
A few school districts spent as high as $900 of extra money per pupil in
offering such programs. The average per pupil extra expenditure for
1969=1970 was $1.1. As the chart, "Enrcllment and Expenditures”, shows, the
growth of pupil participation frcmn 35,164 full-time equivalent pupils (over
38,000 individuals) in 1961-1962 to approximately 112,000 full-time equivalent
pupile in 1970-1971l. At the present time,. 250 California school Glstricts
(with an estimatedaggregate pupil population of about 95 percent of th. state-
wide pupil population) mske special provisions for mentally gifted minors.
State money available for the mentally gifted minor program in the 1970-19T71
school year is approximately eight and one-half million dollars.

Authorized expenditures include the purchase of instructional materials,
inservice education, salaries of consultants, and psychologists or psychometrists,
transportation to areas of special learning (including field trips). Expendi=
tures made under this program are to be those incurred solely for providing
the special program and must be readily identifiable in the accounting records
of the school districts. The expenses incurred shall slso be directly related
to pupils enrolled during the fiscal year in the specisl program and would not
have occurred had the program not been initiated. :

Te following chart outlines expenditures authorized from 1961-1962
through 1969-1970. It also shows enrollments for the same period.

i




Menially Gifted Minor Progrea

(a) ) ) () (a) (e
Fiscal (school) . Full-Time Rumber of
Yeur Cne Semester One Year Egu;va.lents School Districts
1961-62 Tilk ;5607 35164 ) 188
1962-63 ) Bhéé 7 shhksr ) 58650 225 )
1963-6L uilzé; ) Vésé}ér T1613 =) T3
1961-65 pose | e swr | em
‘1565;66 - 11248 81;13 ) 86738 ) 262
1_1966-97 118é; ) 85534 ' glgéﬁﬁi ééo*
| 1967-68 1893:: - 88841 98309 2ash 7
1953;59 ot 98248 N e
1565—70 : AWLETko 7 1306387 109008 o B 5;8* )

. Enrollment and er_pénditu:ce dats are from Fiscal Year Apportionment Reports and
computer-run fiscal-year summaries.

*¥Estlmates

Columa "C"

etoantains summer program enrollments as one semester.

Enroliment Estimates (Full-time Eguivelents)
1970-71 - 111,692
1971~72 - 117,300



() (8) (n) (1)

: . - . Percentage: Locul
Expenses State ,L?EE;' ) Expenditures of
Reported Allowance Expenditure Fxpenses Reported
2,936,736 K 2,936,736 100

. | _ _ _ - _ _
3,247,062 < 1,3b2,439 1,904,523 58.7
— | _ I
3,433,871 <) ﬂ\‘x*a,alé,Tal 1,217,090 35.4

. ™, — e — -
3,983,217 fﬁ o~ 2,678,454 1,304,763 32.8
L, 423,880 F:?E‘\‘“x.3,12h3986 1,258,168 ' 28.k
™. Minus 40,726 N _ o )
6,896,950 3,281,605 3,553,076 51.5
. Mimms 62,260 _ i} o _
12,162,637 b, 5b7,4E3 3,20k,395 26.3
13,644,322 3,695,099 9,969,223 73.0

Excess cost reimbursement basis of fundi
of funding 1967-68 to present (3/18/71).

ng 1961-62 to 1966-67. Current cost basis

The drop in the total allowance for 1958-69 is ettributed to = return to an snnual
support  level of $U0 per mentally gifted minor.
from Vol. XVIII, No. 1, March 1970, Speciel Education Newsletter.)

#The arrows from Column g

were paid on an exdess coet reimbursement basis to offset at least a portion of the

{See interpretation and attachment

to Column "f£" indicate that these “state allowsnces”

-extra expenses incurred during and reported for the previous school (fiscg;) Year.
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Developmental activities from 1961 to 1971 include the d .onstration
project, Cellfornia Project Talent (1963-1966), and a more recent Title V,
ESEA project (1968-1969) to prepare = statewide framework on gifted child
education and exemplary curriculum guides. These activities are deseribed
below under "Development, Demonstration, and Dissemination Projects".

- For a more detailed review of changes made in funding and operating the
California Mentally Gifted Minor Program, note the attached article y "Mentally
Gifted ;gﬁ.:;or Program Indicates Progress Overall During the Past 45 Years:
1925-1969".



Development, Demonstration, and Disseminetic. Projects

E

California Prcr,ject Talent--A U.S. Office of Education
Cogperative Research Project

The ERIC( Educational Resources Informaticn Center, USOE) resume of
the final report of Californis Project Talent to the U.S. Office of Education
contalns the following sbstract statement:

"california Project Talent was a 3i-year project which demonstrated
four types of programs for mentally gifted children and youth."

"The enrichment demonstration:

(1) Analyzed the needs for inservice training of teachers and
developed appropriate workshops; and %

(2) Invented, field-tested, and disseminated special pupll units in

(2) scientific d:l.scovery, methodology,; =xnd investigation through
a soudy of graphic representations of statisticel informaticn

, using the Bloom Texonomy; T

(b) creative expression through a study of the literary element of
_characgerizatign using Guilford's Structure of Intellect
Model ;™ and

(e) oritiosl appreciation through a study of the fundaméntal forms
of music using Bruner's Process of Educatijgnﬁ

"The acceleration demonstration involved individual placement procedures
and accelerated pupile from grade two to grade four by using a special

sumer session and by employling extensive case stuiles, counseling, and
tutoring.

"The counseling-instructional demonstration showed interrelated goals,

processes, and contents of English, soclal seclence, guidance, and small=-
grcup counseling designed to improve commmunication skllls, encourage

development of values and a philosophy of life, and promote more

effective learning in social sciences and in English in grades T-9.

"The special class demonstration showed the unique value of the sll-day,

full-week special class setting in improving (1) problem solving;

(2) the &bility to apply facts and principles; and (3) insight into the

nature of learning. : )

B

"Overall:

(1) Four new rYograms wvere invente&, adopted, éemnstmted, and
disseminated;

(2) Related consultant, teacher, aﬁﬁd coumselor roles were described;

{3) Products produced incluﬁed a film. se::l.es » filmstrip, and program
guldel ines; ard I R

(l;) Gifted chila pTQM”’ 18 were promoted, enri” . cheﬁ; and a:pandea.“l”
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Curriculum Evaiuation and Development for Mentally Gifted Minors--A federally
financed, Title V, Elementary and Secondary Education Act P:c,jefé:b’ﬂ(l,?é&;g?rﬂf

Now in finsl stages of editing and printing are a tentative state
frameworkfand 21 exemplery curriculum guldes. SubJect areas representel are
English, mathemetics, social sciences, art, music, and foreign languages.
Each of the guides contains uniquely appropriate behavioral objectives, major
concepts and generalizations, teaching approachés and learning activities
which reflect learning theories and processes eliciting higher levels of
thinking, a sample lesson plan, a sample unit plan, and suggested sources of
materials.

Tn the application for the $85,000 Title V¥V, ESEA grant the following
statement was made as to how the proposed project would significantly -
"develop, improve, and expand activities” of the California State Department

of Education:

UThis project seeks to develop curriculum model!s uniquely tailored

to the needs of intellectuslly gifted children. The typological approach
suggested should have a spreading effect and result in improvement of
programs planned for other typologies of children. -

"This project ghould stimulate reevaluation of all existing curriculum
and encourage the selection and preparation of curriculum guides,
teaching guldes, and sample materials (including textbooks) which foster
systematic improvement of* higher intellectual skills and specific traits
of creativity in pupils. '

"ancther enticipated outcome is the constructinn of inservice education
and teacher training programs which will help ceachers become skilled
educational diasgnosticians and prescription experts--persons sble to
orchestrate optimm develcpment of the gifted."”

¥ "Framework--Objectives, Principles, snd Curriculum for Mentelly Gifted Minors"



Current Status of the Program

Today the California Mentally Gifted Minor Program is an example of &
categorical aid program that has from its inception specified intents
(abjecti’ves) , in terms of the unigueness of children in that category.
Obvious examples of this are the demonstration projec*+s, publications, and
guidelines which stress the importance of deliberate i-effective develop-—
ment of higher intellectual and creative skills. Prior program approval
procedures, through which school districts qualify for "special allowances',
involve careful scrutiny of program elements such as differentiated learner
objectives, curriculum activities that elicit higher levels of thinking,
the scheduling of each gifted child into 200 minutes per week of qualitatively
different learning experiences, and the required annual review of pupil
progress and of "he operation of the program. Approval of continuing programs
in the 1971=1972 school year is contingent upon review by the state of
evaluative procedures and data on pupil progress and program effectiveness.

An interesting observation is that dlstricts with mentaily gifted minor
programs have experienced a "spreading effect" involving improvement of the
total .Jducationnl program. This might be attributable to the focus upon the
needs and requirement of a group (typology) of children with particular
characteristics and recognition of and an attempt to meet the needs of other
typologies of children. The spreading effect might also be attributable to
the requirement of an individual case study end the use of it in placement of
children and in planning educational experiences for them,

Another reason for this spreading effect could be growing recognition
of the teacher as an orchestrator of higher intellectual and creative skills.
The California Mentally Gifted Minor Program has promoted this concept
through use since 1963 of certain models of educational objectives and of
intellectusl abilities. Especially useful in this regard bave been the
Taxonomy of Ed% ational Cbjectives: Cognitive Domain and "The Structure of

i1 G - - ’

Enrollment and Expenditures

13

As mentioned sbove, the current enrollment in the Mentally Gifted Minor
Program is estimated at 111,700 full-time equivalent pupils, an increase
from 35,200 during 1961-1962, the first year of the program. District
participation rose during the saue period from 188 to 250. Expenditures
(from local and state funds) have increased from $2,936,700 (1961-1962) to
$13,175,000 in 1969-1970. The total state contribution rose from $1, 342,000

to $7,938,000.

: The ammual per pupil level of funding extra expenses. is still a fraction
of the $250 per pupil amount documented as needed through the three-year study
financed by the California State Legislature from 1957=1960. School districts
receive up to $40 per pupil for the initial cost of identification and up to
$60 per pupil per year for the cost of aperating the program. The average

per pupil expenditure for 1969-1970 was $121. It is interesting to note that
in 1969-1970, 26.3 percent of reported expenditures were from local school
dictrict funds. This increasel to I3 pércent .in 1968-1969 and decreased to

ThaE

40 percent in 1969=1970.
- 238
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There exists currently a need for up to $150 per pupil for Drogram
expenses and up to $50 for the costs of identification. The validity of these
figures has been docum 1ted in recent studies,

Iypes of Programs

The types of programs which the initial state regulations identified as
appropriate for mentally gifted minors were:

1. Enrichment in reguler classes.

2. Correspondence courses and tutoring.

3. FPlacement in advanced grades or classes.

L.  Attendance in college classes by high school studeats.,

5. Special counseling or instruction ocutside regular classrooms,
6. Special cl:sses organized for gifted pupils.

Tn addition to there there was a seventh option that allowed for innovation in
. ~ogram design. Through this option, school districts could create and conduct
a composite or comprehensive program or some other kind of program that could
not be classified under the sbove-mentioned categories,

Changes in the state regulations in 19696 established two general g
categories of programs: (1) special services or sctivities and (2) special
day classes, : . B

Approved types of special services or activities are described as
follows:

1. ©Pupils remain in their regular classroom but participate in
supplemental educational activities planned to abgment their
reglar educaticnal program. While engaged in these activities,
pupils use advanced materials or receive special help through
bersons other than the regular ¢l -ssroom teacher. These mentally
gifted minors n. be specially grouped within a regular class-
room setting. _ ‘ ‘

2. Pupils are provided with additional instruction by the school of
attendance either by special tutoring: or through correspondence
. courses. Correspondence courses are +to be supervised by a
certificated employee within the pupils’ school of attendance.

3. Pupils are placed in grades or classes more advanced than their
chronological age group and receive epecial instruction outside of
the regular classroom in order to assist them in handling the
advanced work. ' y



L, High school pupils for a part of the day attend classes conducted
by a college or junior college or participate in college advanced
placement programs. Instruction may be carried out on either a
‘high school or college campus. '

5. Pupils participate regularly on a planned basis in a special
counseling or instruetional activity or seminars cavried.on during
or outside the regular schcol day for the purpose of benefiting
from zdditional educational opportunities not provided in the -
regular classroom in which the pupils are enrolled.. :

6. Special classes or seminars are organized to provide advanced or
- enriched subject matter for a part of the school day.

Ta Pupils identified as culturally disadvantaged underachieving
mentally glfted minors participate for a part of the school day
in educational activities designed to assist them to overcome as
soon as possible their cultural disadvantage and their under-
achievement and to enable them to achieve in their academic classes
at levels commensurate with their individual sbilities.

8. Other services or activities approved: 90 days in advance by the
Superintendent of Puhlic Instruction. | :

The second category cf programs is the special day class. This program
option consists of one or more classes totaling a minimum school cia;s,r"ET and
involves only those pupils identi"ied as mentally gifted minors. These
classes must be especially designed to meet the specific academic needs of
mentally gifted minors for enriched or advanced instruction and must be
quelitatively different from other classes in the same subjects in the
school. These classes must be taught by a teacher who, in the judgment of
the administrative head of thé school district or.the county superintendent
has specific preparation, experience,-and persocnal attributes desirable for
& teacher of glfted children.

If a school district is to receive "special allowances" for the mentally
gifted minor program, pupils must participate a minlmum of 200 minutes per
wedcin a “"qualitatively different” instructional program for at least 17 weeks
of a semester. A summer program of three hO-minute periods a day for 20 days
may be eaunted\as one of two possible cemesters of "special allowance"
entitlement. - :

It should be noted that this is a vcluntary progrem end thet to a large
extent the small amount of money available to date has had a desirabla

seeding effect. However, many school districts find it necessary to limit
their expenditures to only the money available from the state,

¥ For Kindergarten--180 minutes; for Grades 1-3--230 minutes; and for
Grades 4-12.-240 minutes. o
240
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Other Prcgram ;’E‘;Laments

Other regp:.remant.s include caref‘ul iden.’ “ication of children as mentally
gifted using a1l available evidence and procedw.es outlined in state regula=
tions; consent of parents; development and maintenance of a case study on
each child; and pupil participetion at least 200 minutes per week in a program
that is "qualitatively different” from the regular program of the school.

Concern for Culturally Disadvantaged
Lh&erachleving Menta.‘l.ly Gifted Minors

Described above is a type of progam through vwhich it is hoped that
these children will overcome their cultural disadvantage and their under-
achievement and achieve in their academic classes at levels ccmensurate with
their mdivid*;al abilitiesi y

An entire issue of The Gifted Eilﬂ s state newsletter on the mentally
gifted  minor progrem, was devoted to the needs and means of identifying and
making special prcvisicns for eulturally disadvantaged underachieving.
nmentally gifted minors. Although the state has suggested some ways for
identifying these children, there still need to be preparec velld and reliable
criteria for accomplishing this task.

Problems and Some Suggested Solutions

" A review of the curren‘i: status of a program would be incomplete without
identifying current problems, suggested solutions, and trends.

Z?rc’blems _ g ;)

Eight problems ccni‘ranting mentall,y gifted minor and talent dev'elapment
programs are: ; . )

A Lack of general aswareness and convincing evidence of the uniqueness,
andr specilal value of educational provisions for gifted children.

2, Public concern sbout the lack of data showing the cost affectiveness.
of programs. .

3. Inertia~-tendency to maintain current program format, educational
provisions, and aﬂmiz:ist:ative procedures . ' i

L. Failure to achw, develop, and pmte (a) a number of.program
options and (b) compasite programs .

5. Lack of meaningful credible, adaptable » and disseminateble program
mdels.

6. Lack Qf an effective aelivgiy' system of pupil and program informt.iau.
T+ Lack of trained :’pe::-sgzmel in program evaluation.
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8. Need for teachers who are skilled professionals (diagnosticians,
prescription experts, and evaluators) in developing higher cognitive
glille and leadership skills--and in getting children teo produce
creative products.

Suggested Solutions

Credibility with respect to the uniquenesg or special values of special
educational provisicns for gifted children can be developed through:

1. Procurement and dissemination of credible evidence of pupil
" progress in acquiring advanced knowledge, achleving outstanding
proficiency in higher cognitive skills, producing creative preducts,
demonstrating a high degree of effectivemess in applying leadeiship
gkills, and in artistic performance. - '

2. F‘ormﬁlatian and use of behavioral 'ob,jectives uniguely appropriate
for gifted ¢hildren as targets of intent for:

2,1 Acquiring significant knowledge.
2.2 Analyzing problems. .
.23 Generating alternative solutic~s o pro‘sz;lem,,s.
2.4 Creating original and-worthwhile products.
. ) ) _' - . . . ,m - .
- 2.5 Leading other persons.
3. .The design az_iaiifcf application of eveluative methods and instrusents

A ) that assess. the degree to which individuals have attained behavioral
cbjectives. ' :

L, Cost effectiveness can be shown by detailing out the cost in
terms of money, time of professional persons, etc., to provide
. .. -+.children with certein experiences; to.adv:ince academic skills by
', - .. éstebliched incréments; to create certain products; to achleve a
4  certain degree of knowledge acquisition as measured by standardized
" tests; and to bé rated superior in performance of higher cognitive,
creative, leadership, and artistic performance skills.

Inertia probably can beéest be overcone through creative reconceptualiza=-
tion of the program. This would necessitate an andlysis of all
paremeters, generation and consideration of ‘altermatlves, synthesis
) of ideas, .refinement snd implementation of new or more effective -
N programs for gifted and telented children and youth. Possibly needed
‘at this time, would be the development of a mumber of valid program
: ~ -  options in the design and implementation of master plans for full’
development of human potential. , ' ,

previous idea would be that of establishing
le, adesptable; and disseminatable program
o i . i '!

5. ' Closely related to t
. and describing crec

!
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models. These might be entirely nevw deslgas or modifications or
replications ox model programs previously demonstrated in Cali-
fornia, Connecticut, Illinois, Minnesots, Lcrth Carolina, Ohio,
and Oregcn.

6. Effective delivery systems pucessitate full-time expexrt personnel
with knowledge of information storage, retrieval, processing, and
dissemination. Such systems can deliver needed information on
the progress of pupils and on the effectiveness of programs. They
can also deliver data needed for identifying pupils as gifted and/or
talented and for placing them in suitable educational programs.

Te There is at this time a need to prepare a reservoir of program
evaluators and to organize program evaluation teams.. These could
assist school districts and state departments of education in
*assessing the key parameters of programs of talent and intellectual
potential development. .

8. To meet the need for teachers who are skilled professionals--who are
facilitators and orchestrators of higher cognitive skill and leader-
ship skill development==-it is necessary to establish college teacher=
training and insefvice education programs. These sbould be supported
by a system of f.1llowships and scholarships. . '

o

Trends

The California Assembly Interim Committee on Education published a
report in 1967 in vhich “it stated:

1. Contrary to some popular notions, 1ntellectually superior children
: are often the neglectea children in the classrcam. .

2. Talent development 45 an importan+ part of any grcwlng and
productive state.

3. Without the intellectual and creative skills to meet the unknown
problems of tomorrow, gny society will begin a process of -
stagnatian and chay.
There is growing recognition of the truth of these three statements--as

evidenced by recent interest expressed by the Education Committee of the 3tate

Chenber of Commerce, by an increasing nunber of inquiries from legislators

- and members of- the executlve branch of state government, and. by community

groups such as The Lyceum of the Monterey Peninsula, The Gifted Children's

Association of San Fernando Valley, and The Gifted Children's Assoclation.of

Los Angeles. There are now 35 identified associations and organizations in.

Californis that have mss their main- intﬂrest the needs and pravisians for

gifted and tzlented childrene. B .

One trend may be the increasing number of pIOgram(s) offered on a fee
basis (from £5.00 to $20.00 per child) by commmity graups such as the three

«mentioned above.
243
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Another trend may be increased involvement of parents and other persons
as specisl resource persons to teachers and children.

With the increasing number of financial problems experienced by school
districts, attention may be diverted away from special program development

and directed more toward the regular program which may be just as inappropriate

for the gifted as it is for the borderlins mentally retarded child.

" Fimally, despite the financial plight of school districts, school
districts are studying and attempting to implement criterion--réferenced
teéchlng and behavioral objectives for children. The motivation for this
trend may be to achieve a more rational basis for programs and observable
ana measuraeble indices of the success of programs.

There is growing recognition of the need for federal leadership and
financial support for educational programs that will develop the intellectual
and creaiive potential of children, youth, and adults. This is needed if wve
are to solve the horrendous social, economic, and pclltical problems that
confront this State and Nation.

It is also needed to mske schools places vwhere children can galin knove-
ledge of their sbilities and the knowledge and skills needed to become
productive and successiul adults.
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Mentaily Gifted Minor Urogram in Califyrmia Indicales

Progress Overall During the Past 45 Years: 1925—1969

The California program for identifying and
educating mentally gifted children has a back-
ground of progress over a period of years. The
following summiary of research and more recent
legislative support was compiled by Joseph P. Rice;
Jr.. Chief. Bureau for Mentally Exceptional Child-
ren. and by Paul D. Plowman and [rving . Sato,
Consultants, Education of the Mentally Gifted.

1025

14530

1951
1955

1957

900

1961

1962

1963
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1945

1960

Vol. XVIII, No. 1-March, 1970

Lewis Terman of Stanford University pub-
lishes first volume of Genetic Studies of
Genins and therein describes the character-
istics of 1,000 California gifted children.

Iendulum of inierest swings toward the
disadvaniaged. World War i1 kindlies interest
and some commitment in developing scicn-
tific talent.

Sun Dicgo and Los Angeles establish well-
thonght-out and comprehensive progranis
for gifted children and youth.

California’ State Department of Education
begins to show greater concern for the gifted
than it had shown in prior ycars.

Legislatyre of California sponsors a. three-
year study, “Educational Programs for
Gifted Pupils.” This study evaluates 17

. different kinds of programs and 929 partici-

pating pupils. (Conclusion: **.. .the special
provisions made in these programs were
beneficial for the gifted . . . participating
pupils made striking gains in achievement
with accompanying personal and social
benefits.™)

Pei-pupil annual support levels are docu-
mented and recommended by the state
study: $200 for operational expenses, 340
for initial identification.

A.B. 361 (Ch. 883, Stats. 1961) provides
$40 per pupil. This is the total amount
available for both identification and opera-
tional cxpenses. Average districi expends

nearly $90 per pupil. Indepth studies reveal

program costs for special classes: counscling
or tutoring still exceeds $200. '

Stai+ Departinent of Educativn employs two

full-time consultants in the cducation of the

mentally gifted.

1965-- 1966

1966

1967

1967

- 1968

State Department of Education re,ﬁéis'gs,.:

award of $249,000 from the Cooperative’

Rescarch Branch of the US. Office of
Education. The purpose is tc develop and

‘_demonstrale special program prototypes for

Califérnia gaté

SPECIAL EDUCATION NEWSLETTER

" a proration is made, this tir

gifted students in California. Six mudel
school district demonstration centers are
established, and materials and curriculums
are prepared for enrichment, acceleraiion,
special class, and counseling programs.

Nearly 90,000 gifted students are identified
and in programs. District discouragement
grows with failure of the Legislature to
provide additional funds for operating pro-
grams. Result is cutbacks in district funds
for these programs. '

Report of Assembly Committee on Educa-
tion, Deecmber 30, 1966, recommends
(1) that the Legislature more clearly estab-
lish objectives in cxisting or altered mentally

" gifted minor programs: (2) that the ‘state

increase its support to a maximum of $200
per pupil per year for program expenses and
$40 per pupil for initial identification;
{3) that the state establish a system of -
scholarships for teachers of academically
talented students; (4) that certain restrictive
provisions of the Education Code be sus-

-sended when such action would improve the

educational programs for gifted children:
and (5) that there be created u “Statewide
Counci! on Talent Development.”

A.B. 272 (Ch. 1209, Siats. 1967) increases
for one year only the support to 360 for
program expenses and $40 for identification.
Old funding formula it retained. Result is
proration of “special allowances™ to districts
for the gifted program at 55 percent. Surplus
of $14 million is found to offset $17 million
deficit in-another special education program.
No money is available to offset a $2 million
deficit in the mentally gifted minor program.
Several bills for extended support are killed
as a result of early adjonrnment of the Statc

Legislature.

In June, 1967, a speciel stady financed by
ihe iegislature again shows the nced for
increascd support. Amounts recommended
are $150 per pupil for program expenses and
$50 per pupil for initial identification.

Support reverts to $40 per yeur for each
mentally gifted minor participating in an

-approved program. This results because of a

one-year termination date in A.B. 272 and
early adjournment of the Legislature. Again
_ At B4 percent.
Because of inadequate funding, many edu-
cators become disenchanted with the pros-

Department of Education

F _‘;'-19



19068

FOOR

1968

1UaH.-

1964

1969

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1969

1960

pects of providing ;rograms to stimulate an.
develop the creative leadooshiup wad intellee-
tual potential of children,

Scnator George Miller states at a hearing on
the MGM program that the Legislature has
been known fo augment programs when
sound guidclines arc cstablished and the
materials and lcadership are available.

A.B. 364 iz passed { Th. 1230, Stuts. 196R),
but  implementation s contingent upon
federat funding. This bill would have estab-
lished 20 three-year pilol programs for devel-
oping techniques of identifying and teoching
underachieving, culturaily  disadvantaged
mentally gifted minors. Federal funding is
siol forthicoming. -

A.B. BO7 (Ch. 1339, Stats. 1968) dirccts
that the State Department of Education
(1) develop criteria for identifying under-
achieving, culturally disadvantaged children
as mentally gifted: (2) develop standards for
special programs for these children; and
{3) conduct a survey Lo determine the
number of such children in special programs
for the gifted and the districts providing
such programs.

Federal Title V, ESEA, money is used (1) to
prepare a statewide framework in gifted-
child education; (2) to develop curriculum
evaluation guidelines: and {3} to produce 36
cxemplary curricaluns guides in cight subject
arcas and across four grade-level ranges.
Approximately 115000 mentally pifted
minors are in special programs in 254 school
districts, Most of these children are in
“enrichment in the regular classroom.” a
program which may involve little mesz than
hivina a few extra hooks,

State Department of Education finance hill,
A.B. 409 (Dent), and two other bills, S.B.
121 (Tealc) and - $.B. 306 (Rodda), arc

introduced to increase the level of support:

1o $150 per pupil per yeuar for operational
costs and 350 per pupil for identification.
Three more bills, A.B. 361 (Bagley), A.B.
606 (Veysey). and A.B. 842 (Cory) ask for
increased support at other levels of funding.

Report is subifitted to the Legislature on

procedures for identifying underachieving,

culturally disadvantaged children as mentally
gifled. The reliability and validity of thesc
procedures are not established.

The funding formula is still based on' 2
percent of the average duily attendance of all
children in kindergaricn and prades onec
through twelve. Mentully gifted minor pop-
ulation approaches 3 percent. Adding under-

August
1969

acnieving, culturally disadvartuged children
{who may or may not be g_,:ﬂ,u, cauld rise
ko percentage to 4 percent and could cause
iz need for 50 percent proration unless
surplus monies are made available to cover
program deficits.

A.B. 606 (Ch. 784, Stats. 1969) provides
school districts with 340 for every child
identified as a mentaily gifted minor and
$60 for extra progran: expenses for each
jdentified mentaily gifted minc.. nhe fund-
ing formula is now based upon 3 percent
instead of 2 perceni of the average daily
attendance of children in kindergarten and
grades onz through twelve. Increased fund-
ing is contingent upon *“available free sur-
plus.”

The following is a restatement of the finding of
the Assembly Education Committee in 1966:

We coenclude that programs for mentally gifted minors
constitute a vital pait of the educational system of
California, and should be redesigned and reorganized to
stimulate the development of the maximum potential of
both students and programs. Talent development is an
important part of any growing and productive State.
Without the intellectual and creative skills to meet the
unknown problems of tomorrow, any socicty will begin
a process of stagnation and decay.

National Project Selects California
School Units to Participate in Study

According to Richard A. Rossmiller, Professor
of Educational Administration at the University of
Wisconsin, the administrative units of the following
California school systems have heen selected fo
participate in the National Educational Finance
Project Satellite Study on Exceptional Children:

1. Santa Cruz Céunty Superintendent of Schools

Office

2. San Diego City Unified School District
3. Mt. Diablo Unified Schoal District, Concord

4, El

Rancho Unified School
Rivera

District, Pico

5. San Juan Unified School District, Carmichael

6. Southwest School Districts Cooperative Spe-

cial Educztion Program

This sample of school programs provides good
geographic dispersion; one or mare units having
development centers; Title 1} and Title VI pro-
- Jects; and four schools which serve a kindergarten
through grade twelve population, ranging in one
district from about 14,000 pupils to another of

about 160,000 pupils. '
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COMNECTICUT'S COMPREHENSIVE MODEL
FOR THE EDUCATION OF THE

GIFTED AND TALENTED
BY

William G. Vassar
Consultant for Gifted and Talented
Connecticut State Department of Education
Box 2219

Hartford, Connecticut 06115
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CONNECTICUT'S COMPREHENSIVE MODEL FOR THE

EDUCATION OF THE GIFTED AND TALENTED

John Hersey, the noted author, once wrote, "Our uncertainity about

exactly how to develop talent i only one part of the greatest unsolved

problems in American education--the problem of how to help every child \
realize his maximum potential The nation as a whole, hut the States

individually, must recognize and assume the responsibility of the education
of the gifted and talented as an integral part of thei; total educational
spectrum.

Since each of thevSO States has its own constitution, considerable
variations may be found in the State constitutions with respect to education.
Some of the provisions ére up-to-date and well conceived; others are antiguated
and inadequate to the extent of impeding botn general and special education
programs .

Each State canst;tuticn, almost without exception, charges the State
legislature with the resgcnsibility; and almost unlimited authérity, to
establish and controi public scheool programs.

Even after the Qarious State legislatuxes have provided, within consti-
rutionsl limits, for the general framework of their State educational systems,
they continue to enact, amend-and repeal many State laws relét;ng te education
during each legiélative sessionl

The great majority of these laws are well conceived and accordingly
beneficial to the éducational school districts of the respective States.

"Unfcrtunately,'thqugh, there are many provisions pertaining to educaﬁien

which are pﬂérlg ccnceivea, and thereby do not réspéna +o meeting the needs

TSR T PSR 3 TR LS AT e S e -

of children and youth. More specifically, there are many State educational

; , statutes which are not "in tune with the times."
é ' e
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Tn order for State educational statutes to promote and facilitate

good educaticnal prograwmming at the local level, thev should be enacted

il

and organized in conformity with sound principles of educational legislation.
The following general principles should be followad in planning, studying,
designing and implementing educational statutes:
1. The laws should be in agreement with the provisions of the
State constitution. Disregard for this principle freguently
leads to litigation.
2. Even though statutory laws should be mcre specific than
constitutional provisions, they should be general enough
to enahle State and local boards ofi,education to plan and

operate without needless handicaps and restrictions.

3. fThe statutes should be stated in unmistakably clear terms
so as to convey the precise intent of the legislation.

4. The laws should be codified periodically; provisions which
are obsolete should be systematica.ly eliminated or amended.

Racodification has not itaken place as fast as it should; it should
serve a siéniiicant purpose for State legislatures, State boards and State
Departments of Education to analyze, appraise and update schdci codes. The
cost DfAIESBﬁifiGatiQn is small when c@m@area with the cost of litigaticn
growing out of misunderstanding of antiqpatéd, distorted and vaguely written
provisions for the general and special education of a State's children and

youth.

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE OF CONNECTICUT PROGRAMS FOR THE GIFTED

Author John Heréey was. chairman of a gpecial ccmmittee'in{lQSSAta study
the needs for Csnnec;icut‘s gifted and talented children and youth. The
Hersey CQmmittéé compiled a comprehensive report of the needs for programs
in Copnecticut for the gifteé,aid talented. Little or no action waé taken

on the Roberts Report (the committee report) until 1965-66 when the State
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Department of Education conducted a nationwide search for a consultant

for the gifted and talented to provide leaﬂershi§ for the State and its 169
school districts in making provisions for such children and youth.
Concurrently, in recognition of a need for a review of the statutory
prcvisiéns and regulations for the ecucation of exceptional children in
Connecticut, the State Board of Education arranged for a comprehensive

study to be undertaken over a five-mon*h period in mid-1966. Dr. R. Daniel

Chubbuck, Chairman of the Department of Educatiénal Administration at the
University of Bridgeport, was named as the director and prin;ipal investigator
of this study.

Dr. Chubbuck was charged with undertaking a comprehensive study of
existing legislation related to the éducation of exceptional childrgn

(including the handicapped and the educationally gifted and talented) and

preparing a report for submission to the Sitate Board of Education by

September 20, 1966. The report included:

(a) An analysis of procedures, policies and problems which-
existed in relation to this legislation and its contribution
to the development of adequate educational programs and
services for exceptlonal children.

{b) ‘An analysis of other conditions which existed in the State

which affected the efforts of local educational agencies to
- provide sound programs and services for all excepticnal
children. ‘

{c) A synthesissef the concerns and recommendations of persons
within the State interested in exceptional children, including
educators, parents, -and health, mental health and welfare
workers. :

(d) Recommendations concerning iegislative poligies and procedures
to the State Board of Education designed to facilitate more
adequate programs and services for exceptlcnal children in

Connecticut.
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pr. Chubbuck incorporated all of the ™ .e-mentioned procedures into
his study. Orien-ation, consultation, conference, study of documents,
formulation of generalizations, re-examinations, writing, presentation,
re-evaluation and finai crystalization were tﬁ; teps utilized in the study.
conferences were held with State Department personnel, Council for BExcep—
tional Children staff at the national level, special education personnel
from the local level, parents, school administrators, university staff and
many other interested Pecple;

The Governor called various meetings involving individuals from
institutions and organizations interes¥eéd in exceptional children to "consult
with" the director and "review suggestions fox legislation."

i:The-CannecﬁiGut Legislative chmiésicn was involved for the purpose

of 5har1ng the emerging generallzatlcns w1th them and gaining a view of how

the report could be %ranslatea into a bill to be p:esenLéd to the  legislature

at a later déte.,

T Tﬁe study did figa a number of gaps and overlaps in the existing
legislation for excep?icnafjgnildren. Some were mandatory, c?pez%'Wéfé
left to local initiative. Some statutes delegated iﬁsufficiéﬁt authérity

i
for enforcement of.the mandate and for leadership and direction by the State

Department of Education.

There existed a severe shortage of professional personnel cempetent to
diagncsé, direct, ééperiment,'evaluate, and prégraﬁ for exceptional children.
This cbservation iﬁaicaiea’that institutians of higher léérning had ini-

sufficient support by legislation for such service. .
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conflicts for contrel and lack of specific responsibility were serious
i
shortcomings which éxisted as a conségquence of gaps and ovexrlaps in legis-

lation and regulaticni Thase conflicts and intezvele occurred among States
' I
!

and local agenelee and WLEhln the eaueat'Oﬁal establishment.
One of the most sericus gaps uneevered 4in the study was the cemplete-

absence of legisletien to provide for the_eaucetien of gifted end talented

pupils, those who are intelleetually unchallenged by curriculum and strategy

and those who have outstanding talents ih the creative arts (music, visual

and performing arts). ' -

The study found the limiteticn 6f financial suppert to be a major block

to adeguate Prov;s;ons for exeeptlonal chlldren.: Furthermore, the study

found that none of the needs were %ully met; some were much more edequately
T

served than uthers. The pattern efidiife;eneee in classification for State
fundlng wae*fcuﬁﬂ Eo _complicate 'procedures fo: claiming State aid. Inadequate

and inequitable fundlnq enceureged;the empleyment of less than competent
) - g - -1

personnel, imprepe:: groupingi &iepxogertianate pupil-teachexr ratios and

1nadequate 1dent1f1catlcn pregremmlng :and evaluative serv1ces. The study

R

was aimed at rev;smon ef statutes and ecncomltant regulatery action to

preserve the good work which was belng dene while éa ancing the causeﬁgf
a \ h R
equality of opportunity threugh prgvlslené for. 1ndxviaua;12ed instruction.
\

'The prine iple of eruality of educatl@nal eppertunltles based on the

T“

intrinsic worth and unigue nature of the human 1nd1V1duel dlctetea that Special

%

-

Educatlen would be prev;ded for all. exceptlenallt;es. The study 1nte:preted

.
exceptlonalltles to ‘be encountered over . the eutlre range cf the Scheal

pcpuletlen and included those who sufferea phy al, mental and emotional ,

handicaps, these who became bored becaise of theirzspeed of perception, those
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wao had special gifts for traditional disciplines and ‘or creative arts

and even those whe had physical skills of notable extent.

3]

This study pointed to an ali~encompassing piece of legislature for ail
t

exceptional children. The Chubbuck Report reccmmended that all exceptior=l

¥

children be. serviced under an umbrella type of staté legislatién_ The
challenge was a large one for the State Board and the 1egislature, but it ;
was met in a cooperative ané dedicated effort.

) The State Board of Education approved the Chubbuck Report ;n the faii
of 1966 and the Legislature Commission began work almost immeaiatéiy to
tr;nslgte the generalizations of tﬁe study into a bill to be presented to
the legislétu:e in the next few months.

Members of the-Legislative Commission and tﬁair Préfessianal staff
members woiked very clesely with the professional personnel of the State
'Department a: EdL ation whlle they were doing the ?ranslatxgn of the report

1n€; a b;ll for the 1eglslature. Many informal meetings were held to

»

‘hammer out a quality prodact ﬁo service the needs of all of Connecticut's
exceﬁtianallchildrep. The main Dbjective'§£ the bill was to includé"all
exGepticﬁal pupiis under an umbrella bili and allow exééss'ccsgfiéimbursement
to each excaPtiénalityi It was to become known as ay“speciai eﬂucaticn
umbrélla Ei;l“-tc manaaga,schoﬁl districts to provide programs and services
to its meﬁt;liy retarded, physically handicapped, socially and emotionally
maladjusted,“neurcloglcally 1mpa1red and those suffering from-an identifiable
learning d1sab111ty, and to Eezm;t school dlstricts to provide special
education to pupils w1th extraordinary learnlng ability or outstanalng

- talent in the creative arts.  The bill which eventually was enactea into

a iaﬁ, with a:minimal,numﬁergcf changgs as passed by thg ate 1églslature,

446-586 O - 71 - 17 \ e e )

Q

s : ‘ ' : - ~




i
wl
¥
S
¥

s
Fhes
.

was an outstanding effort and example of cooperation and communication
among many groups, including the State legizlature and the State education
z2eency, which had to implement the statute in each of the State s 169
school districts.

"whe bill, as submitted and eventually passed, allowed the State Education
Ageﬁcy wide latitude in implementing ithe legislatien at the local level.
Few, iF any definitions, appeared in'thg statute. The fléﬁibility allowed
the State Agency to define various types Df exceptionalnéhildxén; specific
wording mandated the State Board teo provide fgr the development and super-—

vision of the educational programs for these puplls, it provided the State

- Board with the opportu:ixty to regulate curriculum, conditions of instruction, .

physical facilities and equiPmenE, class size, admission of pupils, and
the'iequiremants respecting necessary special services and instruction.
However, the statute mandated that the State Board designate by adminis-

tration regulations the procedures for identifying all categoxries of ex- =

* ceptional children. It also mandated that local school districts shall

PKOVldL thege programs for excéleonal chlldren and sala that the State

j would reimburse tweethlrdg of the excess cost of the program and that

various components of the programs allg;ble for reinbursement would include:

7

=

1. Professional Personnel - a;l personnel who sgend more than one
thlrd of their time with special programs & .u/” ~ services. This
category includes all. tyges of..gupportive - -~ al including

" paraprofessional ané clgr;c;l assﬂstar-ce=

.

2. Equ;pment and Materlals - aLl of the type dlrectly related to
the speclal education pragrammlngi
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3. Transportation - that which is needed aboﬁé and beyond that
provided under general transportation..

4, Special Consultative Services - the need for non-cartified
personne such as artists, musicians, etc.

5. Rental of Facilities » \

The Connecticut statute is pre@icated or programming rather than numbers
of children. Thé local school district submits a prior-approval for a pro-
gram in the ilocal school distrxict and once such a program ig apprcvéﬂ by
the State Agenéy, the local distric£ is eligible to aék férvtwcithirds
reimbursement of the program at the close cof the fiscal yéazﬁ‘

Connecticg;ig(}egislatién for the gifted and Ealente& represents an
essential part of the Department of Education's efforts to extend and improve
serv: 28 and programs to its children and youth with extracrd;nary learning
ability 'and outstanding talent. in the creative arts. Section 10-76 of the

, ~

Connecticut General Statugesﬂ

Sections A;G is considered to be exemplary
for the gifted and talent;d because of the broadening aspect of the definitions
allowed the St#te Education Agency, and the fact that it is the first ‘ T
State statute in the natios;r speci 1ca1.|.y to designate pxgqragxmung for pupils
with ovtstanding talents in the creative arts (music, visual a:ts, and the

‘perfcrming arts). But as far as the gifteé and talenfed are concerned, the
most .consequential aspect of the statute is the pravisicn,fer adequate
funding to local schooi districts. A largE_anber of well-intentioned school : 8 o
districts th;t4formerly Eqﬁld not afford to meke provxsian for their glfted

.and talented now have the vehicle for. implementing programs; and it is

for this reason that we believe that State legislation with proper funding
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is a necessary cbmpgneﬁt For effective State action in prog..amming for the
\

gifted and talented. |

Working in cooperation with the State Education Agency, the State's

cellege’s and uriversitie$ have responded to the needs of increasing nunbers

\

of teachers and leadership personnel who are interested in impioving their

skills in both differentiated teaching strategies and developing differentiated

\ curriculum for the giftéd and talented. The University of Connecticut’®s

School of Education thfougﬁ tﬁe leadership of Dr. Joseph S. Renzulli develcped
a complete advaneed‘degree proé;am far professicnal perscnnel training in
the area of the gifted and tale&pea. Central Connecticut and Saut;ern
Connecticut Sﬁé£g%éclleges offer advance degree (masters and 6th level)
programs in the education of the éiftea and talented. FEastern Connecticut
State College, ﬁniversiﬁy of Bridgépcrt, Uni?e;sity of Hartford and Western
CGhnecticut State offer courses inxﬁhis area of special education. In the
fail of 1966, only one caursé,was béing offered iﬁ the en%ire State on the
~ducation of ithe gifted and talente%; today we have three graduate level
prégrams of £raining;ana four other instituticns of higher learning offering
course segquence= iqgghe area of special education.

'Has the State's inveatment in thé education of the gifted and talented
paid off in actual dividend:s to giftéd and talented stuaent; throaghout the
State? It is Pr@babiy still too earﬁy to tell what kinds of long-rauge
effects these elements have had after a three-year period. But if statistics
or numbers are of interest to p:cfessicnals, the following should signify
the direction in which we are headed. Since 1967, when effoivr to activate
forces on behalf of the gifted and ta%entea were begun, the huambers of

1



e

i
i
3
E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

differentiatgd'programs in operation at the local level have moved from
four school districts to 62 school districts. These 62 school districts
are serviced by 42 operational programs to cover many types of giftedness.
A number of exemplary programs exist in the 42 mentioned:

1. An »1d college campus used as a talent retrievai center
for disadvantagad gifted talent.

2. A mountain top '=2d as site for highly gifted and talented
pupils in the eaith and space sciences.

3. A renovated synagogue to serve as a high school center for
pupils with outstanding talents in the creative arts from 18
surrounding school districts.

4. A siwtown regional center for the gifted and talented.

In addition to the programs in operation, 20 additional school districts

[}

are planning to implement programs for reimbursement in September 1971.
More than 1,500 teachers, counselors and leadership pé:scnnel have enrolled
in courses; in-service training and workshops to prepare for new or impenaiﬁg
programs, and over 2,500 professional perécnnel have attended short-term
institutes and conferences devoted entirely to programming for gifted and
talented pupils. 7

The excitement of the Connecticut model lies not in numbers, but in
the variety of new vistas that have been opened *+o gifted and talented
children and youth. Our model, taken 3tep by step to increase the quantity
and guality of programs for the gifted, is directly related to three basic
elements that each State should have to properly implement a program:

1. A sound legal and properly funded statute to provide re-

imbursement to local school districts when they provide special
programs and/or services for the gifted and talented.

" 258
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2. Provision of full-time consultative leadership by the State
Education Agency to assis local school districts. in programming
for the gifted and talented.

'3, A coordinated and articulated program for téacher training and
re—training in the area of the gifted and talented ranging from
pre-service to in- service and advarice ’ graduate study.

The successful coordination and articulation of these alements presents

a major challenge to all concerned if a total program is going to be im-
plemented at the State level. The goals set by a State can be accomplished
through careful planning and continuous effo - on the part of legislator.,
professonal educators and the 1ay public.

Connecticut has taken a great step toward excellence for it: gifted
and talented children and youth in the past. four years. Huwever, we have
only scratched the surface in meeting the neéds of many types of talent.

. N
Only a decade of time and energy: coupled with'our present tools of

implementation, will tell the story of true talent retrieval in Connecticut

in years to come.



STATE OF CGEORGIR
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION PROGRAM

FOR THE GIFTED

1. Text

2. Appendix I - House Resolution

3. Appendix*li - State Department Bulletin
4., Appendix III - House E}ll No. 453

5. Appendix IV:

6. Description by State Department
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CASE STUDY
STATE OF GEORGIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
~ PROGRAM FOR THE GIFTED

Historical Background

The Georgia Department of Education Program for the Intellectually Gifted
is now in its 13th year. According to informatiocn on file, interest in the
Départment and ii the State'concerning the type of instructional program provided
intellectually gifted children and youth dates back to a 1958 House Resolution
Number 246. This Resolution requested information on what was being done at that
time for Georgia's gifted»children and on pilans underway for the future. (See
Appendi:z. I for a copy of the Resolution and the report sent to members oi the
General Assembly.)

Sometime after this, a small publication eof the‘educétiaﬂ of the gifted was
prepared by a special committee anu made available to all public school and
Department personnel. This ﬁublicaticn was the beginning of a serles of items
prepared for use by school officials.

A consultant in the area of the gifted was added to the staff of the Program
for ﬁxceptionalsphildren in July 1958, This consultant's major respcnsibilit;
was <o prévide consultative services to publiec school systems in the state
interested in beginning special programs for the iutellectually gifted. The
first three years wefe spent in:

i. Surveying the state to determine the status of special piograms

for the intellectually gifted.

2. Orieﬁting-State Department of Education, university, college

and pubiic school personnel as well as laymen as to the status
of programs for the 1nteilectﬁally gifted in the state and 2.
the nation.

-
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2, Providing in-service training for Department personnel.

4, Developing plans for demonstration or exXperimenital projects.

5. Providing consultative services to public zchocl systems,

colieges and universities.

From July 196( to July 1861, the consultant participated in the Southern
Regional Education Board Project, "Education of the Gifted," a iraining program
designed to place within southern state departments of educati@n-oﬂe person
1hfgrméd as to the education of tﬁe gifted. As a participant in the project,
the Department accepted the responsibility of developing a 10 year plan of action
which is attached as Appendix II., This plan was developed by the consultant
working with two committees--a statewide committee of public school, state depart-
ment and university people and a State Department of Education committee.

Thig plan was approvéd, in principle, by the State Department of Education
Coordinating Committee. It supports a philosophy of education tha recognizes-
the rights of individuals and the need - v special programs for children and
youth who differ from most childrén and youth. The »>lan allows for the development
of a flexible state progranm With.standards that can be adapted to meet the needs
of the gifted enrolled in a ﬁetrcﬁglitan, urban or rural school system.

One of the firsthstepé proposed in the 10 year plen was that of éénducting
demonstration or experimental programs. Im order to carry out this step, a

plan for one demonstration project in each congressional district was presented
to and approved by the State Board of Education in Decembér'iQSQ. Vit praviéed
fér a grant f $4,000 annmally for a period of three years to one school system
in each cgngressicna;_distrigt for the purpose of conducting a project.

- For project purposes, student.participants were defined as'fhése with an

1Q of approximately 120 and above (which includes the gifted) on a standardized

intelligence test and who were determined capable of profiting from unusual

acaﬁemic challenges. . . _,?E$€§EE
. L
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At the April 1961 meeting of the State Board of Education, one project per
congcessional district was approved. Projects began in the fall of 1961 and
operated through the 1963-64 school year when they were terminated because of
limifed funds. According to iﬁformatign from the particip: ting systems, the
Kprojects were successful and those phases which could become parts of the regular
school instruction program without financial support were absorbed into such
programs.

The passage of the new Minimum Eounda?ion Program of Education Act by the
1864 General Aci-mbly brought about the es%sblishment of the Governor's Honors
Program which was authorized by Section 51 of the Act. The basic plan for
cperating this program wars developed by tr~ consultant for che gifted; a Department
commiftee and a atatewide ﬁammittee, The plan was approved by the State Boa:d
of Tducation on February 26, 1964 and the program is mnow in ite eighth year of
operation. This program will be discussed under the sesction dealing with .present
sf;tﬁs, A second consultant in the area of the gifted was added to the Deﬁgrtmenf
staff in 1967 to work with this program bringing thé number of Depavtment stafl
to two. . |

Action by the 1968 General A%sembiy brought new emphasis to program development

=

f@r the intellectﬁally gifted, .HOuse Bill 453 (See App-adix III) mandates special
prcgramscfgr all exceptional children, including the intellectually gifted, vy
school year 1975-76. To assist in the implementation of the ?equirements'cf this
Biil, the State Board of Edueation apbroved a4 new staté program for the intellec—-
tually gifted on December 18, 1965. ‘This plan was deveiﬁped at the request of thé
State Superintendent_of Schools who asked that present state laws and operations
be examined to see,haw special prégrams could be established using existing means
thﬁs‘requlring né additional m;ne?a£§ appropriations by thEVGeneral Assenmbly.

Past experieuce showed that such requeSté'wefe deleted i?ém budgets prepared by
the Budget Bureau for presentation to thé General Assembly. The plan approved
o - 38
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allowed for the allotment oi one instructional person in the area of the gifted
tora school systen submitting an approved program plan. The ailotment of
personnel to come from teacher units allotted under Section 20 of Senate Bill 180;
such units are those designed as teachers of éxceptional childrén.;rThe opening

of the 19689-70 sghg;1 vear brought the initiation of 20 special pfagrams for the
in?~llectually giftea in 20 different schcol systems. ﬁnder the apprGQd plan,
the nuﬁber of systems operating special programs grew to 44 by the openling of

the 1970-71 sch.ol year and the number of personnel grew to 45 with one additional
rerson serving as a Section 12 allotment bringi- the number of local school
system personnel spénding full-time in the a?éa of the gifted to 46. A Section 12
allotment is a pe.son who works in either an administrative or supervisory role

at the local level. |

One stipulation of the approved plan was that the plan be evaluated =sach

YE&E: Since approval in 1968, éeorgia’s state pian has -been ;éﬁised 80 schcoi
systemé may use more than one Section 20 allcfment in the area of the gifted.
provided peTsonneirare'useﬁ as folliows:
ll. Cocordinator of programs the gifted or as a consultant in
the area of thé‘gifted.
2. Resourcé teacﬁ;:s to work with all classroom teachers having ’

intellectually gifted.
3. Resource teachers who work part-time with classroom teachers
having gifted students and part-time with gifted students.

For detalls concerning this plan and its administration, see Appendix 1IV.

Present Status

The presént state program “or the gifted is twc!fald; (1) programs. operated

by loecal school systemﬁ as a part of the regular program during thé school year,

and (2) the Governor's Honors “rogram f=r 400 gifted high school juﬂiars and

F - 35 a -
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seniors. Both are supported by a philosophy of education which recoghnizes

individual differences and: the implementation of this recognitior.

gﬁblic Sehool Program

. At the present time, 44 :ﬂhaol systems arelépérating approved state supported
programs during the regular school year. Participating in these programs are
4,871 students in grades 1;12. The number of programs is expected fa increase by
24 this falil bringing the total number of programs to 68, These progfams wili
be d951gned to take care of those children and youth whose mental ability as

a4

determined by a staggardized intelli_ence test places then in approxlmately 1
. ¥

K]

upper two to five percent of the general school populéticn.

Governor's Honors Prcgram. ' »

The"' program is anr eight weeks summer residential program for 400 upcoming

P}
5

Juniérs and senicrs who have either hlgh mental ability or a speéial talent in

—————

either art, music or drama. It is designed to supplement those activities

normallg.ava1lable during the regular school year.

Both state operated programs are totally financed with state funds.

Approximately $409, 175 will be spent on regular school pragrams and $279,566 for

. the Governor's Honors Program for a total of $688,741 which the Department will

spend oL special programs for the gifted and talented during FY 1971. .

Teacher Certiﬁicatior /

In’ Novamber 1970, the State Board of Education approved the adding- of the

gi’ted az an end~i:sement area to a teaching certificate. This means that

personnel in-the gféa of the gifted'may be profesSinnally”éertified-in the area

’
/

‘of the gifted if they complete 25 quarter hours of speéialized study in the area

el

ﬂgf.the—gifteda This approval was brought about through involvement of.a Georgia

%
— ' E

/ ‘Teacher Educaﬁ%gn Council Ccmmittee._ Through the Department's Unit Teacher .

’ . - ’ : F - 36. . >
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Recruitment znd Special Programs, a small number of grants are available.for " |

\'..v -
special study in the area of the gifted. The State Board of Education has aamed. .
K ot ) . ) - /f
the area of the gifted as a critical field of educa*ion for which special teacher”V?
preparationiis necessary. !
Teacher Preparation Prograus
‘At the present time, only one graduate institution in the state offers a ’
series of teacher preparation courses in the area of the gifted. However, plans
are being made by two other graduate instituticns;to begin such‘céﬁrses in the
near future. ) h
" Since January 1958, a number of activities re;atéa to the education of the-
gifted have been carried out by the State Department of Education. Many of the
goals set forth in the 10 year plan ogfaéiian have been reached in full or in =~
part. More of the goals will pgxféached as ad@itiﬁﬂal state and federal funds
become availlable, . i
- - \ - !
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INTEREST IN EDUCATIONAL ADVANTAGES
FOR GIFTED CHILDREN

No. 8 1 ,use Resolution No. 246).

‘A Resolution.
Providing for study of néed§ and pfcposals for inereasing
educational advantages for gifted chiidren, in the public
! school system of Georgia. : :

For the betterment of the State of Georgia and the increasing
safety of the Republic, as well as for the benefit of the

children invalved
Be it resglved,by the General Assembly of Georgia:

{1) That 1t 15 timely that especial attention be given
to the education of exceptionally gifted children in ‘the
‘public’ school system of 'Ceorgia and the General Assemhbly
hereby expresses interest in affording opportunity for. the
fuller development of the talents of those cn11ﬂren

-

; : ’ (é)!That the Stat: Board of Education is called on to

b , . 1nform the General Assembly of the Status of educational

facil;ties and opportunities now provided for gifted children

; _ - and to inform the General Assembly of gaid board's proposals. )

Lo . fcr improviﬂg eﬂucational advantages for such children; and
s said Board of Educatian is invited to make recommendatlons

: - of any’ p&rticular assistance which it deems the General

R . -~ . Assembly of Georgia may render in providing for the better

fdevelapment of the- talents andnabilities of/such ahildren

/ o : (3) And that a copy-of this Resclution be delivered to
o ; T the cffice of the State Board of Education or. tc its
‘ i - chairmaﬁ immediately after adop;isn .

b Appraved February 19, 1958,‘

- oo .
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HSPENDIE X

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE

GEORGIA GENERAL ASSEMBLY

You will recall that House Resolution No. 246 requested infor-
mation sbout what is being done in Georgia's public schools for
gifted children, and what plans we have for the future. I am
enclosing this information foxr you.

I want to tell you, while I am writing, that I appreciate the
opportunity which I was given to appear before the Appropriation
Committee to give information about school funds and needs. In
December, we were privileged to have. the members of the Education
Committees with us for two days., We always value any apﬁcrtunity
to give you information about education. We appreciste your
counsel and concern as yvou help us in our continuing program of
progress for the schools of Georgia.

Within the next few days, I shall send you a brief itemized list
of the acts of the Legislature which concern education, from both
the 1957 and 19553 sessions. I belijeve this will be useful to you.
There was legislation of real value passed at both of these

" msessions. You had a vital part in bringing these things about.

We will do our best to acquaint the parents, teachers and admini-
strators of the valuable services you rendered to the children
of Georgia as a member of the General Assembly.
With regards and best wishes, 1 am
" Sincerely yours.

/s/

Claude Purcell
State Superintendent of Schools

CP:=sf

Encl.

268

F - 39



THEL PROGRAM OF EDUCATION FOR GIFTER CHILDEEN IN GEDORGIA

EEN CYCURE PR T A i, I R = - -
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CAiee m Caaig gD L EGONAE SiLLLTLES Ox
p*UVlSlﬁﬁ for the approximately ten per cent of children who can be descrlbed as
"gifted" These are the children of exceptional creative ability in any one or
more of a number of areas of achievement., Since they represent potential leader-
ship in all areas of society it is important that they be identified as early as
possible and that the necessary sieps be taken to provide the kinds of education

they need, '

Sihce they are the potential leaders, discoverers and creators, gifted children
need stimulating and chsllenging experiences which are rarely received in the
large classes which are found in many schools today. They also need teachers of
exceptional ability, since, next to the parent, the teacher exerts the most
important personal influence on the development of gifted children.

The minimum essential steps in the development of an adequate program for gifted
children include the following:

1. The identification of these children at the earliest possible age. Some
aids in the recognition of gifted children include mental tests, aptitude
tests, reports of parents, reports of teachcrs and other professional
workerz, school accomplishments and achievement tests,

2. School programs designed to challenge tlie abiiitles of gifted children.

3. EZfective teaching. Gifted children need ,very superior teaching if their
sci160l experiences are to make the ccntribution which should be made to
thelr develcpment. s

4. An adequate guidance program. Gifted children, along with all other
children, should have the benefits of sound educational and vocational
guidance,

5. For those who need it, financial aid in secur1ng the training thcy need
beyond the secondary sehaol

Most common practices in caring for gifted childr=n in public elementary schools
include (a) acceleration or grade shifting, (b) enrichment, {e¢) individual
instruction, (d) special classes, (e) the use of extra-curricular activities.

In the high achools, most common practices include (a) acceleration, (b) enrich-
ment, (c¢) homogeheous groupings, (d) other administrative procedures such as
so-called "honors” classes, grouping by subject rather thanm by grade, or parallel
curricula.for slaw, average or superior students, (e) electives or special
appointments, . : o

The Minimum Foundation Law in Georgia (Section 32-509) authorizes the State Board
of Education to provide teachers for programs for gifted children where approved
pPrograms are established., Consequently, no specific additional legislation is '
needel to enable the inauguration of. a broad program in this field when funds are
avallable., It is estimated that $500,000 will be needed to care for such
expepses as teachers' salaries, consultative services, special instructional
materials and equiphent in setting up a program. As the program i1s expanded to
care for ull of the 90,000 to 100,000 g%fted ¢hildren in Georgia more funds will

- . be needed, 22{3%3
Q ’ . F - 40
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A3 a beginning, it is recognized thalt programs for gifted ¢hi ldren which have
already been underiaken in certain local systems should be evaluated in the
light of standards which will be developed by the State Depertment of Education
sud approved LY the State Bosvd of Rducation. Progroms which ave surrently din

operation include:

1. Atlanta City Schools (sponsored and partially supported by the Ford
Foundation) - £94 students in 16 high schools served by ore teacher

2. Bibb County Schools - one class of 25 pupils served by one teacher
3. Some work in the schools of Chatham {ounty, DeXalb County ~d Fulton County.

It is believed that many other school systems of the State have made some effort
to provide for gifted children although reports of their efforts have not bean:
filed with the State Department of HEducation. For many years it has been s
possible for students in Georgia high schools to be prepared for college entrance
in three years, and this possibility has enabled gifted boys and girls to move
faster than those who need four years of high school. ‘

For the 1957-58 school year, the Stats Board of Education made available $55,000
to the schools of the State to initiate a statewide testing program designed to
identify the needs of children and enable the schcols to better meet those needs,
This program has been enthusiastically received and its results are already being
felt, While group testing alone is insufficient as a means of identifying

gifted children, it is felt that this beginning, when supplemented with other
individual psychologlical examinations, will make it possible to recognize

glfted children so that steps can be taken to provide for them,

The 1957-5C budget now under consideration by the Finance Committee of the State
Board of Education provides $380,000 for expansion of the program of testing and
guidance in the schools of the 3tate. If results are wisely used, this program
can give impetus to the development of the program for glfted children.

Since definite action has been taken to assist loc.l school systems in the
identification of these gifted children, the State Department of Education
recognizes its responsibility to assist in the development of programs for
these children, It will also be necessary to plan for providing teachers
campetent to work with gifted children. ' .

The next step to be taken is the development of standqfﬁs for approvai oi prograiis
for gifted childrem, and the Division of Instruction iﬁ beginning work on the
development of these standards., Study must be given fo ways and means of caring
for the gifted children in smzll school systems where the small number of such .
children would make special provisions for them relatively expensive.

The State Department of Education and the State Board of Education appreciate the
recognition of the members of the General Assembly of the imperative necessity
for identification of Georgia's gifted children and the provision of an educa-
“tional program to meet their needs. Since these children will need teachers of
exceptional abllity, expert guidance, the best of imstructional materials and,

in some cases, transportation to reach the classes they need, it is obvious that
provision will be made for adequate financing. These needs will be presented to
the General Assembly when it is again in session.
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STATE OF GEORGIA
STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
State Office Buildiuas
Atlanta 3, Georgia

Division of Instruction ) Claude L. Purcell
Services for Exceptional Children State Superintendenrt of Schools

THE GEORGIA PLAN FOR THE EDUCATION OF GIFTED CHILDREN

Introduction and Philosophy

Providing for the educaticnal needs of children who differ has iong been a
concern of the Georgia State Departwent of Education. The Department subscribes
to a philosophy of education which supports this through the acceptance of the
following beliefs:

I. BSchools are social agents whose chief task is that of preserving
and improving the strong points of ocur culture and developing
individuals who, in a constantly changing society, are capabls of
carrying on their social and culture heritage.

II. Schools are responsibie for recognizing the worth and dignity of
each individual child and for the providing of educational
opportunities that will enable him to find self-realization.

I11. The providing of special ipstructional programs adapted to the
needs. of individuals rECan1zes the dignity and worth of the
individuals, :

b
=]

In the state of Georgia, an identifiable group of children exists
who, because of superior intellectual ability must be provided with
a differential instructional progranm.

V. Our rapidly changing economiec, political, and scientific culture
is demanding, as never before, soundly trained and intelligent
\ young people.

i Subscribing to these beliefs has enabled the Department to provide in-
structional programs of a specdial nature for children who differ.

To sirengthen the efrorts already being made by many school systEHs to provide
differential instructional programs for gifted children, a full-time comnsultant in
the area was added to the staff of the Unit, Services for Exceptional Children, in
July, 1958. The consultant was given the following re5p0n51bilities-

I. To work with State Departmnent Qi Education personnel in planning a
state-wide program for the edu~ation of gifted children and the
development of legislation if needed to ¢arry out the program.

II. To work with local school systems, school.superintendents, -
principals, and teachers in develaping local school programs
for the education of gifted children.

271
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stat oz about

‘s work with colleges and uuiversgities in the stais Lo bring
hetter coordination befween the high schools and the colieges with
respoet to curriculum reguirements for college entrance.

=
4

To worl with colleges and universities in the planmn sing of courses
for teachers related to *the instructicn of glftedrc144dren‘

V. To interpret the educational srogram for gifted children tc various
organizations and groups which might have an interest in this field.

VI. To evaluate local programs in relation to State Depariment standards
80 that they will not be static and can constantly be changed
according to local needs and recent reseayrch.

VIil. 7To cooparate with approved individuals and wrganizations engaged
in research znd in the education of gifted chilaren.

Since 1958, a State Wide Committee on the Gifted has been studying the needs
of the gifted children in Georgia and assisting the dtate Department of Education
in the development of plans for operating a state program. This Committee 1s
composed of representatives from local school systeus and universities who are
working in the area of the gifted. 1In 1959, an Advisory Committee to the State
Wide Committee and the Unit, Services for Exceptional Children, was formed. This
Committee 1is composed of personnel within the State Department who, in one way or
another, are involved with the education of gifted children.

The thinking of the two committees is that experimental studies should be
conducted and evaluated before definite plans for operating a state program are
adopted. It is also felt that approved standards and procedures should be so
flexible that they can be adapted to meet the needs of gifted children, found in
metropolitan, urban, or rural school systems. .

Through the use of committee involvement, a large number of people have had
a share in developing a plan for conducting experimental programs, which was ap~
proved by the State Board of Education in December, 1960, At this time, the Board
also appropriated $40,000 to be used in the conducting of the programs. In April
1961, the Board approved ten projects that will begin in the fall of 1261. A
copy of the proposal which was approved by-the Board, ,and a copy of the official
request form to be submitted by a system when applying for a project may be found .
at the end of this paper, .

As statzd ear11er Georgia does not have, other than experimental projects,
a definitely prescribed and approved state-wide program for gifted children, EFEro-
jective thinking and long-range planning toward the adoption of an approved plan
has led to the development of a proposed ten-year plan of action. At the present,
this plan consists mainly of long-range goals that the Department hopes to reach
over a ten-year period, The plan is divided into the followlng sections:

I. State Definition
II. BState Department Goals
III. State Department Responsibiiities

-IV. Immediate Actioﬁ for the State Department
e . Fcoas
ERIC Rk
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APDENDITY IY

I. BState Pefinition

For the purpose of experimentation, the State Department defines
the gifted child as an academically talented student. The definition
curvenily peing used staies that an academically talented student is onc
who has- an 1.Q. of approximateiy 120 or above on a standardized
intelligence test (falling in about the upper 10% of the school popula-
tion) and who can be determiued capable of profiting from unusual
academic challenges, This definition has been approved by the State
Board of Education. Wheh deemed advisable the definition may be revised.

II. State Department Goals

In order to stimulate and enhance the efforts currently being made
to meet the needs of gifted children, the State Department sets forth the
following goals:

A. To stimulate stéte‘and local level admirvistrative participation
in the development of a state-wide approved program,

B. To direct energy and thought toward the development of a long-
range philosophy among educators which fosters:

- 1. 'The recognition of each child as a person who has
individual needs, which demands that an educational
program designed to meet these needs be provided,

1]

Research in techniques of working with all childien
including the bright and gifted.

. Continuous evaluation of techniques being used to
meet the needs of all children including the gifted,

[

€. To develop experimental programs designed:

1. To evaluate many different techniques for working
with gifted children,

2, To eventuyally lead to the establishmeni of a sequeatis’ly’
planned program for the education of gifted children.

D. To work toward the providing of financial means whereby a school
system may operite an educational program for gilfted children which
reflects the hi_ohest standards of quality education.

E. To work toward as =arly and as complete identlficaticn of gifted
children as possible

F. To work toward early entrance into school for “hose gifted children
who, upon the basis of a thorough evaluation, can be identified as
having those psychological, emotional, social and physical
characteristics which indicate # reau;uess for learning.

Pl
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b

To work toward providing adequate psychological evaluations for
gifted children entering special programs.

-~
n

H. To continually study and evaluate curriculum offerings so that they
moct the needs of ail children, including the giftsd ond =0 that

they dc not become static.

1. To continue to encourage and assist local schoo) systems in the
development of programs for gifted children. -

J. To continually strive for the izvelopment of pre-service and in-
service teacher training programs in the education of gifted

children,

K. To work toward publie understanding and acceptance of special
programs for gifted children.

II1. State Department Resvonsibilities

in order to assure the attainment of all or part of the above goals, the
State Department assumes the following responsibilities:

A. The development of standards and policies for operating educational
programs for gifted children.

B. The providing of consultative services to local systems interested
in initiating, estaplishing, and maintaining educational programs
for gifted children, ‘

C. The appointment of committees whoseé purposes will be to determine
) ways and means for reaching each-of the goals set forth.

D. The determination of ways and means whereby the furnus needed to
operaté quality programs may be secured,

E. 'The providing of leaderzhip in the developing of curricular
- experiences which challenge gifted children.

F, The preparation and dissemination of information on the education y
of gifted children. -

G. The planning and conductirg of state-wide and regional copnierences
dealing with the education of gifted children.

IV. Immediate Action for the State Department éi_gdueatian

During che 1961-62 schocl year, the State Department will conduct ten
experimental projects. At the end of the year, these projects will be
evaluated and future steps determined. ‘ -

/

Plans are also being made fcrrseveral cuniérgﬁces on the gifted.
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A BILL
To be entitled am Act To provide that the school boards of any
school districts that méintein a reeegnized public school shall establish
end maintain special eduéetienei faciiities; to provide fer the empleyment
of p:efeesienal Werkers- to provide that the State Board of Education shall
provide for implementation of statewide programe in the public scheels for
‘the education of exceptional children and implementatien of other educational
programs not ordinarily coming within the preseribed curricula of the public “
schools; to'efoeiee the powers and dutiee of the State Bﬁgrd of Education
. reietive to said progrems;;te provids for the appointﬁent ef en}Adviserf
Ceeneil for ereptienal Chil&ren; te provide for tﬁe estabiishmeet of
Cemmlttees for exeeptiegai Children, to provide the powers and duties of
seid Committees teJ;rovide for ccmprehensive planﬁingP to previde for
scholership grants; to provide for the recruitment of prﬁfessienal workers:
to provide for transportation of exceptional children and for itinerant
‘teaehere; to provide ter definitions; to provide for fuil implementztion;

to repeal conflicting laws; and for other purposes.

& -

BE IT ENACTED BY THE. GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF GEORGIA:
L SECTION 1
Meaning of Terms: Unless the context indicates otherwise, the terms

used in this Act shall have the meanings ascribed to them in this Section.

(a) Exceptional Chiidren* "Exceptional Children" are those
- &

who have emotienal physieal eemmunicative, and/er intellectual

deviatiens _to the degree that there 13 interierence with scheel
O

we , a5



Fa

échievement or rajustment, or prevenition of full academic attainment,
and who require>modif1catigﬂs or alterations in their educational
programs., This definition includes childrén who are mentally retarded,
physicallybhandicapped, speech hagdiéépped, multiple handicapped,
autistic, intellectually gifted, heafing impaired, visually impaired,

and any other areas of exceptionslity which may- be identifie&,

(b) ~ Special Education Facilities: "Special Education facilities"
shali ihcluae, but not be limited to, special claSsesg épegial housing,
‘Speciai:insf?pction, special rental facilitles, braillist and pypisti
;gf visually handicépped children,'traﬁspgrtaticn, mainteﬁénce,
inétruétlonal ﬁate:ials, therapy, prgiesslénal consultant services,
psfchclagica{ éér?i;es; itinerant services, fééou;ce‘services,~additicnal
éQaluationrgervicgs and .centers, special acministrative sé:vicesb
salarieszgf all requir;d épecial perscnnel,'and other_specig} ééucaﬁicn
.se:g}cegAreqqirgd by thé child because of his except;agaiity, if such
services are aonnroved b#athe State Board éi Education and the child is

eligiblerfheréfor"under this Act and the regulations of the %%ate Board
of Education. 7

(c) Professional Workers: '"Professional Workers" means approved

personnel, and shall include, but not be iimitea-té; speech and/or
hearing specialists, mability instructars, special -education internﬁ.
special education administrators or supervisnrs giving full time to
tspeciai educaiian,_and teachers of any class or- program defined in this
7‘ A¢t whq meet the requirements of this Act. |

SECTION Z

ﬁpplicatipﬁ of Act: thwithstanding any other provision of law to the

contrary, the provisionas of this Act shall apply to the baards of educatioh

ERIC 278
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SECTION 3

Education foxr Exceptional Children: 8School boards of any schocl systems

‘that'maiﬁtain a recognized public school shall, subjest to anf lgmitatigns
hereinafter speﬁified, estahiisﬂ‘and~maigtaip sucﬁ Specia;_édécation facilities
and émplgy sﬁcﬁ{prafassionai Wcrhersvas may bé needéd for one or more of the
types,of exceptional children deflned by the State Baard‘éf Edugatién>%hg'
are residents'@i‘their gchoci digtrict and suck ildren, resi@ents of g?hér

school -districts, as authorized by this Act.

- SECTION 4

‘Powers and Duties of State Board of Education: The State Board of
[, ' ) )

Education shall provide for:. (3)_implémentation of sta%anide programs in

the publl; scnacls of this State for the education of excepticnal children

as defined by this Act and (b) lmplementation nf other educational programs
not ordingrily Qeming_within the prescribed curricﬁla of the publiic schools.
The State Board of Education is authorized to establish priorities,

standards, and criteria for implementation and operation of such Drograms -

S

as the Ecgfd may, in its discretlon, find necessary .- desirable to implémegﬁi !
on a statewide * .8. Local school systems shall,;prior to implementation
.of such programs by the State Eaard, implement such pragramé locally in
accordancg with eriteria and standards préscribéd by the State Board.

An Adviséry Council for Exceptional Childrenrshall be appointed by the
State Superintenient of Schools and approvedtby the State Board of Educatiom.

SECTION 5

Committee for Exéeptiﬁnai Children: Thera shall bhe eztahlizhad iz each
- - school system a "Committee for Exceptional Children." Wheh established, this

HCammitteE shall be caﬁﬁbsgd of the local superintendent of the school system,

the local coordinator of the program for exceptional children who shall be

. 0
e | | |
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the advice of the Advisory Council for Excentional Cﬂildré?, shall,. make

H. B. No. 453 (SUB-AM}

chairman, and a minimum of five additional people who shall be representative
of professions related to special education and who shall be elected by the
board oi education of the local school sysium. In cases where two or more
school systems wish to comblpe thelr services for exceptional children on a
cooperative basis, one Committee for Exceptional Children ma? be formed to
serve both schcol systems,

SECTION &

Comprehensive Planning: Fach s:hool system or combination of school

systems shall secure a competent survey of the educational needs of exceptional

-children in each jurisdiction-aud shall make an educational plan for these

children. TEisfélan!shall be presented to the State Department of Education

within one year after theffaséagevof this bill. A biennial report shall be

made to the State Department of Education to indicate the extent to which

the plan has been implemented andzfﬁfreportféﬁditiéna; planning.

SECTION 7

A% Yy

Scholarships and Recrvitment: The State Superin%éﬂdegp:éf'Schgals, with -

scholarship grants to persons of good charactexr who are interested_in'wcrking‘
in progracs for the education of exceptional childgen, for either part-time

N
fy them as professional

or full-time study in programs designed to quali
. - o

workers uuder subsection (c) of Section 1 af‘th;g Act. Persgps who qualify
for a séhcla?ship must hﬁve earned at least ninety (96) quérter hours of
coliege creéitvénd must berstudeﬂts'ot a reébgnized college or university.
Part-time students and summérﬁsessian~studeﬁfs'm3y be awarded grants on a

<

pro-rata basis. All grants shall be made in accordance with rules and

"regulatians prescribed by the State Superintendent of Schools and. the State

O

Board of Educaiiéh. - o :21?53
: R-h9 -
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Monles not used in reimbursement of scholarship expenses and adminis~
tration shall be wsed to recruit professional workers for programs of
education of exceptional childrern through further training at graduatevand
undergraduate.levgls. |

»SECTION 8

Non-Local Educat onal

ition for Exceptional Children: 1 an exceptional chilid
cannot be educated in his local school systém on criteria established by the
State Beard of Elucation, his parentis may seek educational programs appropriate

to the ¢hild’'s needs. Upon application to the Program for Excepticnal Children,

~ State Departinent of Educat’on, and upon approval of said agency, the school or

agency educating the exceptional child shall be reimbursed for tuition, fees,
transpertation, and books, not to exceed the cost of educsting that type of
exceptional child of an identical age in Georgla public schools.
This section e#cludes-those multiple handicapped children for Qhom
special appropriation is provided because of the severity of their disabilities.
SECTION 9
Transportation of Exceptional Children and Itinerant Teachers: When it

is deemed necessary. in the best judgment?df theliocalﬁéommitfeeifor Ekceptional
Children, said Committee shal%finc;ude in its planning and shall recommend to
the loc¢al school board the frge transportatién of sald pupils. The school
boards, of local distriéts-shall be’reimhursed for the cost of sald transpor-
tation when State funds are appropriated for this purpose.

The local school board may permit children in their school district or
in any particular grade to attend the schools of other districts when deemed
necessary for adequate educational servicesjjand may provide irge transpor-
tation for such pupils. .

When travel 1is required for itinerant teachers, reimbursement for such

tr 1 shall b 1ded. ~y
ravel sha e provide E,%ES
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SECTION 10

Implementation: It i1a further provided that the provisions of this Bill

shall be fully implemented on or before eight years nfter the date it becomes

law.
SECTION 11

All laws and parts of lsws in conflict with this Act are hereby repealed.

D | 280
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wide.
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invelved in ditferentiated programming.

plamed for the intellectually gifted will differ from
the learning expericnces planned for most students.

The proposed ways in which the instructional experiences

The gualifications of person(s) expected to work with the
program, ‘ '

The responsibilities the person(s) in the area of the gifted
will be expected to assume. :

Evidence that personnel in the area of the gifted agree to
complete at lcast 10 quarter hours of graduate siudy in the
education of the pgifted prior to beginning work in the area
and to conLinue study until he completes certification
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M, Evidence that the syston agreces 1o the following action:

Lgnate soneone to serve as program coordinator,
person shourd be somcone who 1s inn a leader-
ship role such as the coardinator of programs for
exceptional children, curriculym direcin: ovx guidance
coordinator.) - S

i.

2. TIurnish the Georgia Bepariment of Education with
initial and aw anmial report on the nrogram.

N, The proposed budget lor the program including botn state and

0. The criteria by which the proposed plan will be evaluated.

5. The reallotment of units each year will be determined by veview of -
an annual progress report submitied tuv the Program for Excoeptional
Children. )

*The guidelines pres: "~ ~1 here will be reviewed annually and revised as the
need for revision occurs.

MOB:am
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The period of study and planning which P:ecédéé the est bii
of thEhllliﬁGiS Plan for Program Devélapmgnt for Gifted Children extended
from 1959 to 1963. The FPlan %ent into operation during 1963 and 1564,

A full-scale evaluation effort, begun in 1967, is scheduled for completion
in 1971; The e&aluatioﬁ project, support by the Gffice of the Superin-
tendent of Public Instructién,ﬂstate of Illinois, was igitially planned
and proposed by the Cooperative Educational Researcﬁ Labﬁratory, Inc. as
part of the Laberatory's program to develop énd test roles for educatipnal
evaluators. When Federal supporf fér the Laboratory was withdrawn in
1969, the evaluation project continued its operation as an activity of

the Center for Instructional Research ana Curricinium Evaluation (CIRCE),
University of Illiﬁois,

This repﬁrt is based upon the work of the evaluation project, directed
by Dr.- Ernest R. House. Dr. House, Dr. Joe M. Steele and Mr. Thomas Kerins
were membefs of the Laboratory staff assigned to the evaluation project

and they have continued with the project until its completion as a CIRCE

fﬁprojegﬁ?r This report was edited by David M. Jackson with the assistance

of Mrs. Pamela Skeen of Winnetka, Illinois. Dr. Jackson,, formerly
Professor of Education and. Director of Development, College of Education,
University of Illinois at Chicago Circle, is Associate Superintendent of )

Public Instruction for Research, Planning and Development, State of Illinois.
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THE TLLINOIS PLAN FOR PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
FOR GIFTED CHILDREN

[
=

Out of the experiences of the initial planning phase, 1959-1963,
there emerged a set of principles which made up the rationale for the ) .
itltinois Plan. The planners said: '

Throughout the life of the Special Study Project for
Gifted Children since its establishment in 1959, we have
been deeply concerned with our responsibility for contribu-.
ting wu effective plianning at the state ilevei. ks the
results of study projects have been submitted, certain
guidelines or principles for state action have begun to
emeirge. These form the rationale for the recommendations
we are making.
Rationale

Principle I. Gifted children exist within all levels of
society, within all racial and ethnic groups and they come
from 'every kind of home. Any programs to develop their talents

must be concerned with their diversity. Among the differences

which vitally affect program development are the d:fferences

between elementary and secondary schools, between urban and

rural settings, and between gifted children whose school "
achievement i1s high and those whose achievement is low.

Principle Il. A state plan must. take into account the ways
in which innovation occurs in schools. Brickell's study of
innovation in the schools of New York State indicates that

_journal articles, convantion speeches, and research papers are
less influential in fostering change than is the on-site ‘visit
by the practitioner to a school in which the changes had been
programmed and put into ngratlon.

Principle 11l. The Generalhgssemgly has delegated major
- responsibility for the operation of 'schools to local boards of
education. In recommending state actions we ‘do ‘not intend to
dlbplace or dlscourage local initiative. We would like to expand
the range of possibilities open to local districts in providing
‘for their gifted children. As Governor Kerner has said, the
state has a great responsibility in this area. We: be!ueve the
state can best discharge its responsibility through assisting
and encouraging local school ‘districts. .

“Principle IV. Research on gifted children has gone forward:
for more than forty years. We now know more than enough to -
support extensive and more adequate programs for gifted children.
Yet our current knowledge and our current best efforts are sure oy
to be modified as research in this area continues at an accelerated
pace. Thus state action, while necessary, must be flexible ang
must not establish rlgld formulas and detailed prescrlptlons. - N . |
Study and experimentation should continue with state support 50 . . .
that improvement may be contunuous and responsive to new scien-

tific findings. -7 - A . L




The Five Parts of the {11inois Planm

Part 1. Reimbursement for Services and Materials
Undeg this part of the plan, any school d:strict in 11iinois
may Submlt a plan for Improving its services to gifted children.
The district may employ its own definition of giftedness. State :unds
may be used for. services, such as counseling, diagnosis, and consul-

tation on a variety of problems, or for books and other materials of

‘instruction, or for expenses of in-service teacher training.

Reimbursement funds may not be used to pay teachers' salaries,
and the funds are limited in applicatiun to tewer than 5% of the
pupils enrolled in the district. The distribution formula takes

account of the wealth of the district and the number of gifted pupils

-being served. Application procedures are simple and school districts

are allowed wide latitude in expending funds. Funds are limited in
amount, however, providing an éverage of about $28 per pupil per vyear.

Toral expenditures for refmbursement, 1963-71, is 519,450,000,

“or 59.8% of total expenditures for the I1linois Plan.

Part 1l. Demonstration Centers
The{major purpose of the demonstratic cen“ersris to prcvnde
for a]lfﬁiL}nois educators and other citizens convlnclng and readily
accessible demonstrations in aéerating situations of a number of
5§{ticuiar approaches to the education of gifted chi dren.
At the outseﬁ,‘demcnstratiﬁn centers were expected terxemplify
the following approaches : o
1. Acceleration of highly gifted pupils.
2. individuaiized instructicn through such means &s team teachlng,
non-graded plans, independent study. )
3. Special classes for the highly gifted,’ WIth speCIa]ly trained
teaﬁhers and supervisors and consu]tants.
t. Special attention to gifted youth among socially and culturally
’underpr|VIieged groups. ' ‘
5. Curriculum. improvement through programs which emphasrza
.vhlgher Tevel thaught pracesses cfeatlv:ty? divergent thinking.

6. Special.attention to the emotlonai and social adjustment of’

)
:ﬂ-'
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Each demonstration cénter is responsible for showing the program
to visitors and for carrying on an evaluation of ths program. Where
possible, each demonstration center is the responsibility of at least
one fuli-time professional staff member of the loccl district. '

By 1970, twenty-six d_monstration centers were in operation,
employing an expanded set of functions. Total expenditures, 1963-71,

is $6,300,000, or 19.4% of the total.

Part Ill. 'ExperimentaI‘Projects
+o advance our knowledge about pfactical programs for the gifted,
the state has prDVIded funds for experlmentai projects In sc‘ool districts,
celleg - and universities.
. Total expenditures for experimental projects, 1963371, is $2,274,000,
or 7% of .the total.

Part IV. State Staff
To admlnlster the programs of reimbursement, demonstration,
exper imentation and training a Department of Program Development for
Gifted Children was ‘established in the Office of the Superintendent
of Public Instruction. T
Total expenditures for-administration at the state level, 1963-71,

is $2,013,900, or 6% of the total.

Part V. Training Programs: .

To help meet the great need for specla]ly tralned personnel to
c&rry out.the other parts of the Plan, state support is provided for
_fellawshnps, for academic year lnst|tutes, and for summer |nstitutes.

Total exnenditures for Part V, 1963-71, ts $2,524,000, or 7.8% of

the total.

\
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IITI. OPERATION OF THE REIMBURSEMENT PROGRAM

The first phase of the Illinois Plan provides funds for local
districts to construct and administer their own gifted prograﬁs. In
order to qualify for reimbursement funds the districts submitted plans
for review and acceptance according to a few pre-specified directions.

_Although in this respect the State influenced local programs, the plan
provided for local iﬂiative and incentive and each district ultimately
decided what direction its program would tak2. 1In the section which
follows, data from a survey made in 1968 are used to give a general
picture of ithe reimbursement programs.

The Illinois Plan includes at 437 of the Stgte's unit districts,
21% of the elementary districts, and 22% of the high school districts.
More unit districts are involved, in part, because they are larger and
contain both elementary and high schools and thus have a greater chance
of having a program. Larger districts are also more apt to have a
program which is tﬁe result of several factors: (1) the larger districts
tend to be demonstration and experimental centers; (2) they can more

: .. readily employ certain administrative arrangements, such as pupil grouping;
(3) they receive money from more varied sources; (4). they spend more
money on pérscnnél and are more likely to have special support peréonnel
énd a full time director; ané (5) while few districts have a valid
% evaluatién design, larger districts are more likely to have one.

Types of Local Programs

There are two major types of gifted pragrams: special classes,

methods and materials for gifted students; and in-service training for

A BT R G s e e
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teachers and administrators. Most districts operate both types of
programs,

In the programs for gifted students most innovations ozcur in the
major disciplines: Language arts, science, mathematics, sa%ial studies.
Approximﬁcely 202 of the Illinois Plan districts have programs in two
areas; 20% have programs in three areas:; 20% in four areas. Approximately
617 of the districts have identified special materials which they are

:
i

uging in their programs.

Most of the inservice training‘prcgrams involve administrators and
teache s, Appfoximatéiy 507 of the districts have programs for adminis-
trators and 99% have programs for teachers. About one half of the programs
meet for weekly sessions; about one fourth for monthly sessions. The
content of the in-service training programs includes: gifted child
research, curriculum materials, teaching methods, administrative arrange-
ments, and the use of outside consultants. The programs' activities are
vigits to demonstration centers, reports on "iéits, discussion of gifted
child research, examination of own gifted program problems and classrooum
experience,

Administrative Arrangements

Various techniques are used in administering gifted'programs. As

one might predict, grouping by special classes and acceleration of sub-

' ject content represent the most popular arrangements. Methodologies used

O

ERIC
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by the districts include inductive teaching, individual instruction, in-

quiry, and independent study. Individual instruection is more popular 1

in the lower grades; in high school independent study is more popular.

Teacher Selection

.The pupil-teacher ratioc in the-gifted programs is about 20 to 1.
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Teacher interest is by far the most popular method erselecticn; and
special training is somewhat in evidence. Fully one quavter of the dis-
tricts have no formal procedure. Very few use intelligence as a cri-
terion. About one third of the districts use two criteria; and one tenth
use three,

Identification of Gifted Students

Among the measures used to identify gifted students at all levels,

. 5

group ing%lligence tests, achievement tests and teacher observation
predomi;ate. The lower level schools seem to rely slightly more on
formal cutting points while the high schoels rely somewhat more on
pupil volunteers and rank order methods. The significant minority
using creativity tests as a selection measure reflects the emphasis

of the Illinois Plan. Figure 1 illustrates the districts' use of various

measures for identifying gifted students.
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Reimbursement Program Directors

The I1linecis Plan requires that each funded prog:-am have a director.

In about 11% of these programs the director functions fuil time. Dijs-
tricts with full time dircctors also are the larger districts, many of
which are either demonstration or experimental centers. In smalier
districts, a part-time director is a superinéehdent or principal. In
most instances, part-time directors have two or more other titles.
Table 1 illustrates the various positions that a part-time director

may jointly hoid.

Table 1
Titles of persor.s responsible for part-time direction
of special provisions for or programs for gifted

Assistant Principal , T %
Special Educational Director : 7 %
Guidance Director 9 %
Superintendent 10 %
Assistant Superintendent 12 %
Teacher 17 %
Curriculum Director 21 %
Principal 23 %

N (Number of titles checked)

= 281

Evaluation of Reimbursement Program

Effectiveness of State Policies
Because it is often difficult to see that policies are implemented

. @5 intended, local interpretation, acceptance, or apﬁiicaticn might
greatly diverge from the policy's injitial intent. The following pages
summarize our judgeﬁehts of the effectiveness of State policies

governing the reimbursement phase of the Illinois plan.
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POLICY

General Purposes

. ""The purpose of
the reimbursement
portion of the
I1linois Plan is

to encourage and
assist the public
schools of Il1linois
in the dev=lop-
ment and improve-
ment of educational
services for gifted
children. The pro-
gram of reimburse=-
ment is intended to
support significant
educational im-
provemants based
upon proven prac-
tices related to
programs for gifted
children."

2. "in addition

to the identifi-=
cation and maximun
development of
gifted and talented
children, the
il1linois Plan also
stresses the saving
of talent by identi-

fication and develop-

ment of those pupils
who despite having

high ability.have not

acquired the neces-
sary knowledge and

skills to fully“util-

ize this ability."

3. '"Reimbursement is
not for the mainten-

ance of existing pro-

grams., However,
reimbursement for
current programs can
be continued so long

as there is evidence

of a developmental

approach with contin-

ued improvement as a
goal . ’

SUMMARY 9F EVIDENCE

There has been an
eNnCrmous increase in
the number and ex-
tent of local gifted
programs. Many new
programs have been
initiated and most
students are now in
districts with such
programs.

The number of teachers,
special personnel, and
students in classes

has also increased.
Many districts are

ials and methodologies.
Superintendents seem
satisfied with the
I1l1inois plan.

Gifted students in
non-wealthy districts
have been major bene-
ficiaries. There are
also some programs for
the creatively gifted
and gifted under-~
achievers.

However, such programs
are not widespread, and

‘the prevention of tal-

ent loss has not been
strong, especially
ameng the economically
disadvantaged.

A great majority o7 dis-
tricts have in-service
programs, many inciined
toward experimentation.
Many are also utilizing
new programs.

However, many are also
supporting previousiy
existing programs and
show little evidence of
improvemeént. There is
little evaluation of any

programs.

DEGREE OF EFFECTIVENESS

Highly
Successful

Weak

Moderately -
Successful




POLICY

Gencral Purposes

L, Unanticipated
consequence: effect
on reguiar school
prograni.

&
Criteria for

Individual Programs

5. instructional ap-
preoach designed for
children of high
ability.

6. Distinctiveness
and depth of prog~-a.

7- Definite adapta-
tion of curriculum
and methods.

8. specific identifi=
cation procedures;
guidance and coun-
sel ing; adequate
psychological ser-
vieces to support
thase functions.

9. Ccncerg-far
teacher mental
‘heal th.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE

There is considerable
“spili-over' of tech-
nigues originated in
gifted classes into
reqular classes.

Many regular teachers
are a2'so being trained
ir the inservice
programs

The use of appropriate
multi-criteria is
quite widespread,

Special materials, new
curricula and method-
ology are widely used.
However, these tech-
nigues, are often able
to be appliad to
reqular classes, which
calls .into question
their 'distinct and
different' nature.

Many new curricula are
used. They are also
important as the con-
tent of in-service
training.

Identification procedures

are specific and appro-
priate. The ratio of
part-time special per-
sonnel to each program
is 3.3 to 1.

ealf-assessment' in
service training pro-
grams emphasizes group
dynamics and inter-
personal relations.
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Highly
Successful

- Higaly
Successful

Moudeiately
SuccessTul

Successful

Highly
Successful .

Moderately
Successful



POLICY

Criteria for
Individual Programs

10. Adequacy of
total staff com-
‘petencies.

11. Qualified

administrator,
supervisor, or
director.

12. Evaluation pro-
cedures as an inte-
gral part of all
phases..

13. Adequacy of

facilities and
resources.

., Low studénﬁe
teachar ratio.’

1
5

o

S

SUMARY OF EVIDENCE

Training is provided
for teachers, but
selection procedures
are wealk.

Full-time directors
(11%) seem to be a
successful minority,
but line administrators
as directors are some-
what weak.:

Only 15% of the dis-
tricts have anything
resembling an eval-
uation.

Personnel arnd knowledge,
rather than physical
facilities, are major
limitations for future
program development.

_The fatié of students
to: teachers for all
schools is 20 to 1.
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Successful
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The fact that 55% of the diszricts now receiving reimbursement
had no gifted program before recziving funds from the state and 31%
had only a partialiy developed program reflects the significant impact
of the 1llinois Plan on local districts.

The majority of school superintendents participating in the
111inois Plan seem satisfied with it. Districts in which high super-
intendent satisfaction exists seem to have the following characteristics:
(1) they often have high school programs; (2) they have part-time
grouping in the prcgrams;,&B) techniques of individualized instruction
and independent study are used; (4) ich districts see no impediments
to future development: (5) someone other than a principal or super-
intendent directs té program; and (6) such districts more often use
""'gifted technigues' in regular classes. O0Of these characteristics,
number five is one of the most important. It has been found that the
ameount of director involvement  is directly related to t.e quality and
success of the program, In view @frthis, superintendents and princi-

pals simply have too many other duties and commitments which require

their time and attention. Thus an attempt on their part to direct

the gifted program results in a less active program and fragmented
concern for its development. .

In trying to assess the current status and future development
of the programs for the gifted, a significant portion of the districts
reported that they anticipate no problems and are optimistic abodt
their program's continued deve]apment; Thus,.while the'quality of
local gifted programs may vary, the .substantial increase in numbers

and coverage signifies marked improvement in services to gifted

children.-

" However, even with this increase in services, the gifted programs
themselves must be evaluated. This was a difficult task because
diversity is a major element of the ll1linois gifted programs. Classes
range across all grade levels from first to twelfth gradg,rand subjects
range from foreign language to dance and dramatics.. They occur in a
variety of instructional gettingsﬂffom independent study to group dis-
cussions to student-led -classes. They are held in conventional class-
rooms, labcratories, resource centers,:and other settings in districts
rangihg in size from several hundred stqdents'to.thousands of sfuéents;

Therefore, attempting "to judge the_q&ali;y of>thé'gifted”nfograms

299 .
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required the development of mnew procedures and instruments to insure
This pi.ase of the evaluation

an accurate and comprehensive evaluation.

project is discussed in the next section, pages 15-30,
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iv. Instr:.ctional Ciimate

!

. " Dimensions for Comparison

The Problem of Judging Success

One of the virtues of the I11inois Plan has bean the oppoertunity
for richness and diversity provided by allowing each district to

define its own gifted population. Ths re¢égnifion of many dimensions

L~ e o

talent and giftedness has resulted in the development of local

programs oriented to the particular integestgiof local dis;ricts.

However, it is the very divéﬁéify of such programs which makes the

problem oF evaiuat!ng thenr success extremely dif icult. The prca~‘

grams are not directly comparab]e and such trad: onal measures as

"achievement tests, grades, etc., simply are nc. able to reveal the.

effects of a program.

'Anatherjprbblem which further confounds the issue is the wide

range of differences which exist among school districts themselves.

\
For 'some schools the addition of programs. for the ﬁifted,is simply an

extension of -an already existing rationale and set. of provisions for

able students. In other schools a modest innovation in content or

_teaching method represents a major change which stands in conflicr

with the traditions and practices of most teachers in the district.
Innovation is relative: a particular program may be seen as old hat
in cné;district and anathema in another. It would be a mistake to
judge progress in program development solely on the basis of a des-
eription of the |nnovat|on, Progress involves how far one has gone

and what direction one s going as well as the vehicle b3|ng used.

The search fhr common denominators to make unlike programa com-
parable has led to tne exploratlon and developmeni oF means for assess-
ing two promising domains: '

1) The Cognitive Domain -- levels of thinking called for in
rclass activities; : R :
2) The Affective Domain -- social and emotional conditions that
exist in the classroom. _ ‘ o T
.-The domains of instructional cilmate wou!d seem to occur in all
Glésses rejgardless of grade levei“cr"subJect mat@er. Thus they would



enable ét Teast rudimentary comparisons of a wide variety of classes.
They. seem espeCIaily appropriate in assessing gifted prcgrams. One
~would expect 'to find higher thought process emphas:zkg in gifted
classes. Because of the emphasis in training and ratlcna]e of the
A1linois Gifted Program, one would also expect to find positive social

_and emotjional conditions prevailing in gifted classes.

Cogynitive Domain

One domain that acts as a common denominator for sahool programs
is the coghnitive behaviors students are called on to,perférmﬁ While
the goals and content of progiams are diverse, only a lTimited number
of thinking operations are believed to exist by theorists in the
psychology of intelligence. Different thinking operations are required
by various kinds of class activities. By fidentifying the activities
emphasized in a particular class one can infEﬁ/tha cognit e levels
stressed In that class. » - /

One of the most strongly supported systéms for classification of
thinking opérations 1s that developed by éléom and his colleaggesg]
This system of classification has been sumpllfled and developed into
2,3

an evaluatngn ‘procedure by Steele, whlch recognizes and assesses
sevenrleve]; of thinking operations. These levels are arranged in
order of increasing complexity. They a%e hierarchical: each higher
thinking operation involves the use of ‘the lTower levels. The seven
cognitive opprat;ons and a brlef descrlptlcn of activities which lmply
their use are shown in Figure 2. :
These seven levels ére felt to é Tude most student behaviors
related to thinking Dperétions.. Mot %that they are divided into Lower
‘and Higher Thought Processes. The dl%ference between lower and higher

levels is one of complexity. It shéu?d be remembered that the use of

. ]Blocm BenJamln ., et. al. Taxlnamy of Educational Objectives?
‘Cognitive Domain, New York: David McK?y Co., 1956. ‘

A zSteele, Joe M, Thlngs As ‘They A}e An Evaluatign Procedure to
Assess Intent and Practice in Instruction. Unpublished doctoral

dissertation, Urbana: Unlver51ty of INlinois, 1969. .

“ : \

_ BSteele} Joe M. Di mensions_of the! Class Activities Ouestionnaire.
(Multitithed), Urbana: Tilinois Gifted Prcgram Eva]uation, October 1969.
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- the classification system,

-

gure 2.

Thinking Operations Agégssgﬂr@yitheiglégsgégtivities Questionnaire

COGNITIVE OPERATIONS

BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS (Items not shown)

1. Memory:

LOWER
THCUGHT 2. Translation:
PROCESSES

3. Incerpretation:

L, Application:

5. Analysis:

HIGHER
THOUZHT
PROCESSES
6. Synthesis:

7- Eva]uaticn:

Activities calling for recall or
recognition »f information presented.

Activities calling for paraphrasing or
expressing information in a different
symbolic form.

Activities calling for recognition of
relationships and seeing implications
of information.

Activities calling for selection of
appropriate methods and performance
of operations required by problem
situations.

Activities calling 7vor recognition of
the structure of material, including
the conditions that affect the way it

fits together.

Agtivitigs ca?iing for the generation
of new ideas and solutions.

Activities calling for development and
application of a set of standards
for judging worth.

“all the Tower levels is involved at each higher level of thinking. Also,

it should be apparent that there can be a range of difficulty of activities

at each level of thinking,

For example, if a stddent -is expected to

know a classification system for rock and mineral identification, memoriz-

ing is the end implied by the activity. However, if.'a student is given

a bag full of rocks and minerals and is expected to identify them using

~application is the end sought. Here memory

or recall of the classification system serves as a means for efficiently

Identifying the rccks, but not as an end in-itself.

ﬁfiectivérﬂcmafﬁ

Another domain which allows comparisons of diverse programs is an

'assessment of the soc:al and emotional conditions which exist in the
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classroom. Many factors contribute toc a positive classroun climate or
to conditions which are unhealthy and detrimental to learning. Some of
these are the process factors -- the way the group and teacher inter-
act and work together, group norms, teaching methods strategies, and the
way roles become defined for all participants in the teaching-learning
process. Other factors!have to do with individual and group attitudes
and feelings: trust and cooperation, warmth and enthusiasm, acceptance
and involvement. Still other factors have to do with what goals are
espoused and how clearly they are understood -- what the students and
teacher think the clas< is for. All of these groups of factors affect
the students’ motivation and attitude toward learning.

The nine factcis selected to assess the Affective Domain and a
brief descripiion of each are shown in Figure 3,

The Classroom Focus dimension assesses whether focus is on the

teacher as information-giver with students having a passive role, or
on the students being given an active role with the teacher being a

facilitator. The Classroom Climate dimension deals with factors such

as how relaxed and open the class is.

These classroom conditions were carefully selected to reflect
changes allowing the student to play a more -active role. than usuaily
occurs in traditional classes. fhis ""freeing up'' of the classroom
generally results in greater student involvement and enthusiasm, more
self-initiated and independent learning. In contrast, ccnditions in
average classrooms are all too often charaéterized by dominance by the
teachef and a passive, listening role for studenté. Many times there
is too much pressure to perform, emphasis on only one right answer to
problems, and little tolerance for ideas not presented by the Ext or
teacher. Such conditions are obviously not conducive to critféal
thinking, or to the assumption of individual responsibility by the stu-
dent. o

s

Populations Studied SIS

Three school populations were sampled in this study: Reimbursement
Gifted Classes?'Demcnstrat?cn Gifted Classes, and Average (Non-Gifted)
Classes. The unitr9f analysis is the classroom group. The CAQ was
administered between January and June 1969 to 131 ciassroom groups in

31 school districts. Grade levels ranged from grade 6 to 12. Reported
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Figure 3,

Affective Classroom Conditions Assessed by the Class ' .ivities Questionnaire
AFFECTIVE _ _BRIEF_DESCRIPTIONS (lt=ms not shown)
1. Discussion: Student opportunity for and fnvolve-
. ment ‘in class discussion.
CLASSROOM :
Focus 2. Test/Grade Stress: High pressuras to produce teacher-
selected answers for a grade.

3. Lecture: Tazacher role is information-giver
with a passive listening role for
students.

L, Enthusiasm: Student excitement and involvement
in class activities,

5. Independence: Tolerance for and encouragement of
student initiative.

. 6. Divergence: Tolerance for and encouragement of
\ CLASSROOM many solutions to problems.
LIMATE o ) o 7
CLIMATE 7. Humor: Allowarce for joking and laughter
in the classroom.

8. Teacher Talk: Proportion of class time consumed
by teacher talk.

9. Homework: Weekly amount of outside prepara-

" tion for class.

in this study are classes in the four general subject areas of Language
Arts, Social Studles, Science, and Mathematics. The 41 male and 52
female teachers varied in ége, training, and téaching experience. The
3138 students resﬁanded,anonymously during one of their regularily

scheduied class periods.

Accuracy of Chservation

Two sources of untrained observars exist in any classroom: the
teacher and the student. The teacher is the most direct source from
which to obtain data on what is intended to be eémphzsized. On the other
hand, students are in a much better position to report on the ehphasis
actually given to various class activities. Not every student is an
. , accurate observer. HGWEVéP,.iféiS possible to process student judgments
% o an ‘ .
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as a group so that errors in cbservation are minimized.

The Class Activities Questionnaire (CAQ)

uDESCFiEtiOﬁ'

The CAQ is a 30 item instrument administered to both teachers
and students. The first 27 items are statements describing general
kinds of activities which are strongly emphasized in the classroom,
These activities impiy either levels of thinking or classroom condi-
tions. Figure 4 shows the structure of the CAQ.

Each teacher and student judges how accurately each statement
describes his class. (The response scale is Strongiy Agree, Agree,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree). Agreement or disagreement by a majority
of the class indicates activities which are characteristic of the class.
The last three items call for an open-ended response and are not in-

cluded in this study.

Comparisons Between Gifted and Average Classes

How do gifted classes in Demonstration Centers and Reimbursement

or glfted)? To determine whether differences exist there three groups
of classes were compared on summary scores based on the four najor
dimensions of the CAQ:

1) Lower Thought Processes

2) Higher Thought frocesses

3) - Classroom Focus M

L) classroom Climate

Table 2 shows the dlfferences revealed by this comparison. Both
Reimbursement and Demonstration gifted classes place significantly more
emphasis on higher thought processes, classroom focus, and classroom cli-
mate. On the cher hand the trend in Average classes is toward a
negative classroom focus -- the teacher ]ecturina and being the central
figure with little student discussion and much test/grade pressure.

Based on these factors,. the Class Activities Questionnaire was
developed to assess four major Dimensions of instructional climate.
Each of these dimensions is composed of a number af factors which in

turn yield a reveaLlng.prcfiig_Qf.the instructional climate in the class-
room. ‘ v
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Figure 4,

Structure of the Class Activities Questionnaire (CAQ)

The CAQ assesses five major Dimensions of Instructional climate
as noted in the left-hand column. Each of these dimensions is composed
of a number of Factors which in turn are usually represented by several
items in the guestionnaire. (The Cagnltlve Dimensions are based on
Bloom's Taxonomy.)

DIMENSIONS __ FACTORS  BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS (Items not shown)
1. Memory: Activities calling for recall or recogni-
LOWER k tion of information presented.
THOUGHT 2. Translation: Activities calling for paraphrasing or
PROCESSES expressing information in a different
symbolic form.
3. Interpretation: Activities calling for recagn|t|on of
relationships and seeing implications
mommmmmm e O _information. o
L. Application: Activities calling for selection of
appropriate methods and performance of
operations required by problem situations.
. 5. Analysis: Activities calling for recognition of the
HIGHER structure gf material, including the
THOUGHT conditions (that affect Lhe way it fits
PROCESSES together. ,
6. Synthesis: Activities calling for the generation of
' new idcas and solutions,
7. Evaluation: Activities calling for development and
application of a set of standards for
e remmmcmmmmeenoo dUdging worth,
8. Discussion: Student opportunity for and involvement in
v class discussion.
ASSROO) ) )
ggﬁﬁg O 9. Test/Grade Stress: High pressure to produce teacher-selected
' answers for a grade.
10. Lecture: ' Teacher role is information- -giver with a
———— neeemmmmmeemeeo———...__Passive, llistening role for_students._
11. Enthusiasm: Student excitement and involvement in
: -class activities,
!  12. Independence: Tolerance for and encouragement of student
] , initiative. :
: ' C O0OM .
ék?ﬁ§$50M13- Divergence: Tolerance for and encouragement of many
solutions to problems.
14, Humor: Allowance for joking and laughter in the
classroom.
15. Teacher Talk: Proportion of classtime consumed by teacher
talk— .
16. Homework- _VWeekly amount of outside preparation for c]ass.




Figure 4 (cont'd.)

DIMENSIONS  FACTORS_ BRIEF_DESCRIPTIONS

17. Qualities: " Students' view of the best things about
the class.

18. Deficiencies: Students' view of things that need
changing about ciass.

It is clear from the chart that average classes as a group place
little emphasis on any of the four dimensions of Instructional climate
measured by the CAQ. In contrast, both groups of gifted classes differ
strikingly from the average classes sampled here. Gifted classes em-
phasize most or all of the four dimensions measured.

The ensuing sections will look specifically for patterns of
emphasis within these four dimensions which'characterize each sample
of classes.

Patterns afigggglgﬁye,Empﬁasis

Table 3 shows the patterns of emphasis which characterize each
of the three groups of classes. Average classes as a group emphasize
three of the seven thought processes. The most common focus of emphasis
is an Analysis--breaking things apart .into their structural components.
1t should be obvious frem this profile that many average classes place
little or no emphasis on any cognitive level. This finding is not
totaliy unexpected. Many studieé have reported the unstimulating in-
tellectual environment of the school, the undue amount of emphasis shown
in stated objectives and test questions on sheer recall and recognition
tasks, and the lack of'oppc%tunity for or tolerance of reflective
thinking. '

Both Reimbursement and Demonstration Gifted Classes are seen as
emphasizing six of the seven ccgnifive levels -~ twice as many as the
Average classes., A greater:ErpEprtipn of classes emphasize each level
In the Glfged group, In fact, a méfq;j; of the giféed classes emphasize

three of the seven Tevels.

Véﬁie;ies of Cognitive Emphasis

The characteristic patterns of emphasis in Amerage and Gifted classes

indigate that as_a group a greater proportion of Gifted classes emphasize




Table 2.

Differences in Instructional Ciimate in Giftad m:a 2c:imqﬁﬂmg Classrooms in _;am;c.m

(Tests of significance of differences are based on Anatysis of smq‘mznm and t-tests. AIl but one
of the significant differences exceed the .01 level oﬁ confidence.)

Dimensions of the

Class Activities Comparison Sample Re Imbursement mmaﬁﬁm . Demonstration Sampie
Quest ionnaire : of Average Classrooms of Gifted Classrooms of Gifted Ciassrooms
= 69 , N =28 % . =34
R
LOWER LEVEL . . W . .
THINKING Some emphasis . Some emphasis W. Some emphasis
ABILITIES . - | @3
o
e L . | &
HIGHER LEVEL Some emphasis | Some émphasis - @
" 1 ,_"W M nn b H . . . . .. . | ]
Mmuﬂqﬁamm No emphas s (Significantly greater , (Significantly greater B
- , | than in Comparison Group) than Comparison Group) L
POSITIVE |
CLASSROOM o emphasis Ho emphasis Some emphasis _
FOCUS (Significantly greater (Significantly greater
than Comparison Group) than both the
, e Comparison and the
Reimbursement Groups)
POSITIVE
CLASSROOM ‘ No emphasis Much emphasis ' Much emphasis
| T | .
CLIMATE (Significantly greater (Significantly greater
| : thar the Comparison Group) | than the Comparlson Group) | .

B A v Provided by R
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Table 3.

Characteristic Patterns of Cognitive Emphasis in Average and Gifted Classes

% of Classes in Each Group Emphas izing Each Leve!
Sample of Gifted Sample of Gifted

Sample of Reimbursement Demons tratior
. Average Classes Classes Classes
fognitive Levels (N=69) (N=28) (M=3L) -
LOWER 1. ﬂemory -- ‘ - 7 ‘ -
THOUGHT 2. Translation 39% 57%" L7%
PROCESSES 3. lnterpretataon 30% 644% 82%
L, App]lcatlon ' - L3% 59%
HIGHER 5. Ana]YSISV 58% 90% “ 74%
THOUGHT b _— 29 |
PROCESSES 6. Synthesis -= L3% 39%%
7. Evaluation -- . 25% 35%
a wider variety of cognitive levels than th2 Average group of classes.
it would seem appropriate fer gifted classes to emphasize a greater '
variety of thought processes than average classes, as well as emphasiz-
ing several of the ligher levels of thinking. Table 4 shows the number
(not the level) of thought processes emphasized in classrooms in each
group. )
’ : Table L. ;

i . Total Number of Thought Processes EmphaSIZEd in Average and Gifted Classrooms
% of Elasses Emphasizing Each Number of Thought Processes

Number of Thought

Processes Emphasized Sample of Sample of Gifted’ Sample of Gifted
| By Individual Classes Average Classes Reimbursement Classes Demonstration Classes
i o o (N=69) _ (N=28) L (N=34)
None Emphasized ' 13% HER— -
R LA - 35% 1% 9%
T2 T 28% : 21% } 21%
3 19% . 25% i 23%
b 7% 21% - 26%
5 1% : 18% - 12%
6 - .. by 9%
7 o - S ) °°

*These numbers do not correspond to the levels cf fhlnklng, but only
reflect how mai.y pracesses are emphasuzed by individual classes. )
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The table shows that while oniy 8% of the Average classes emphasize
four or more thought processes, 47% of the Gifted Reimbursement classes
and 47% of the Gifted Demonstration classes emphasize four to six pro-
cesses. The converse is also true: 8% of the Average classes empha-
size one or no thought processes while only 9% and 171% of the two

Gifted groups of classes emphasuze as few as one or no levels of thinking.

Patterns of Emphasis on Noncognitive Classroom Conditicns

The third and fourth dimensions of the CAQ are Classroom Focus and
Classroom Climate. Classroom Focus is concerned with the center of
atfention and activity -- on the teacher or the students. Classroom
Climate is ioncerqu with the openness of the classroom -~ the existence
of opportunities and conditions which are motivating and conducive to
learning. The relationships of these two dimensions should be obvious.

Table 5 shows the pattern of ;mphasis which characterizes each

. of the three groups of classes. Again, only those factors which were

seen as emphasized by at least 25% ¢f the classes in a group are shown.
The classroom focus in Average classes seems clearly on the teacher

as information-giver, with a limited amount of active involvement of
students. As a group Average classes are also characterized by stress
on tests and grades. k

In the Classroom Climate dimension, the most striking character-

istic of the Average classas is the lack of enfhuziasm. In over half

the Average classes studeiits are not just neutral but negatlve and un-

interested in ciass$actlvrt;§s. ' . ) -
Bo;b groups of Gifted classes are characteyized by an extremely .

positive Classroom Climate. In a majority of the gifted c]gsées stu-.

dents are excitea and involved in class activities.  There is opportunity

“for independent aCthltleS and much opportunity for divergent actnvntles.

As was true In the hcgniuive dimenssans a greater proportion of the
classes in the Gifted groups,emphas:zed positive classroom focus and-

classroom climate than Average classes.

Teacher Talk

The percentage of class time eonsumed by the teacher speaklmg is

in itself a revealing |ndex‘of~p051tlve_ciassgcom cﬁﬁﬁstlcns. The more

- teacher talk, the more passive a role the student has in class activities.

" Teacher talk occurring 75% or more. of the time generally’signals an

LzF
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Table 5.

Characieristic Patierns of Emphasis on Classroom Focus and Climate

In Averadge And Gifted Classes

in Each Group Emphasizing Each Factor
Sample of Gifted

Cléé?FQPW,QPﬂéitions % of Classes

Sample of Reimbursement Demonstration
Average Classes Classes Classes
] _, (N=69) (N=28) _ (N=34)
7 8. Discussion 30% 89% 88%
EéﬁigRan 9. Test/Grade Stress 25% -- -
10. Lecture 28% 32% --
11. Enthusiasm : - 6% 70%
(Lack of) (51%).. (--) (=-)
12, Independence 28% 7% 79%
13. Divergence T 69% 96% 97%
" (Much Emphasis) (--) (71%) (82%)
78% "93% . 85%

4. Presence of Humor

' Demonstration classes.

authoritarian teacher and extremely bored students. Conversely, teacher
talk occurring 40% or less of the time usually entalis an open ciimate
with much student participation and lnvolvementp

% of Teachers in Each Group

Ave. Reinm. Dem.

‘High (75 - 90% teacher galk) 55% 439 - 6%

Low (10 - ESA teather talk) . 3% 149 219,
A

. There is a dramatic decrease in teacher talk from Average to Gifted

It is disheartening to discover that in over
half of the average classes the teacher talks from 75-90% of the time.
In this age of multi-media information processing, the teacher still

appears to define his role as information-giving.

Summarz'

-Based. on the Class Activities Questionnaire, significantjdifferencés

.are found between Average and Gifted 111inois classes in the degree of

emphasis on higﬁér théughtipracésées, ciSSSFoom‘foeus and. classroom

climgﬁe. Slgnifigant differences are also hoted between Average and
o | v 312
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_Table 6.

Percent of Teacher Talk in Average.and Gifted Classes .
(Based on the median studernt estimate of teacher talk pér clasg.j,
Percentage of Classes per Group’

z I . ’ .

Reimbursement Group ~ Demonstration

% of Teacher Talk
Durlng Classtime

Average Group Group

(N=69)

High Amount {90% 19 i1 : _ R

of Teacher o ’ o ; : ,

Talk | 75% 36 32 06

; ' 60% - 33 36 59

| . ho% ' 09 07 1h

Low Amount ‘{?5% ‘ ) 03 1 ‘ 21

jof Teacher o ' — _

Talk L Joe - L0 =
100% 100% 100%

(N=28) (N=3k)

Gifted classes

and “hemory and Test/Grade Stress.'

in '"Application, Synthesis, Enthusiasm, and

Independence!’

Specifically the following dlfferences are noted:

Average Classes

Gifted Classes'

1. Most classes emphasize few : 1. Most classes emphasize many
(2 or less) thought processes. (3 or'more) thought processes.
N 2. Most classes emphasize only 2. Mcc* classes emphas:za two
g one’ (if any) of the h:gher : or more of the higher thought
: thcught processes. processes.
E 3. As a group,--Average classes 3. As a group, Gifted classes
| emphasize 3 of the. 7 levels emphasize 6 of the 7 levels
H of thinking: Translation, of thinking.
E Interpretatioh Analysis.' '
! 4. A high amount of: teacher talk ' L. A moderate amount of teacherpd
, occurs. . talk occurs. ,
: "5; Classes have: little oppor- ' 5: . Classes have much oppor-
j tunity for or invuivement tunnty for and 1m lnvclvement
‘ in discussion. : in discussion,
6. Test/grade stress is char-- 6. Test/grade stress’ is not. char-~

acteristic of Average classes‘

as a group.

F - 86

. acterlstlc of Gifted classes

as a group.
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Average Classes

Gifted Classes

7. Thare is an abzence of enthu- The presence of anthusiasm
- \a = - = i -
siasm \in a majority of the characterizes almost all
classes. classes.

There is little opportunity
for independence.

. There is much opportunity

for independence.

9, The focus is on the teacher 9, The focus is on the student
as information-giver with & pass- taking an active ;ole in the
ive role for students. class.

A

e

CONCLUS I ONS

i The goals of the Il1linois Plan for local programs have been
i expressed as follows:
Programs should be designated not only for learning

but they should also be designed for thinking. Simple recall
and memory work should be strongly supplemented by other types
of mental operations such as those suggested . by J. P. Guilford
in his paper, The Three Faces of the Intellect. E. Paul
Torrance lists critical, creative, constructive, independent,
logical, liberal, and analytical, as types of thinking., A
clear reccgnitlcn on the part of the instructional staff con-
cerning the thought processes involved in .the learning situa-
tion is necessary if the chances are to be in favor of changes
beyond that of materials and administration. Education should
placé emphasis on learning how to think instead of what to
think, with evaluation methods reflecting the same philosophy.

Develcpment of other characteristics, unrelated te academnc
achievement, which might be supported include:

Leadersh;p potential Unusual vocabulary. development
Sen5|t|v1ty to needs of others Abstract thinking
Divergent thinking ability Insight inte problems:
Interest in creative activities Reasoning
High goal orientation Problem solving
Kinesthetic abllltles Humor and wit :

,Foresight Range of interest and curtcsnty

It |s clear that where developed gifted programs exist, many state

goals have been realized.
students are enthusiastic; there is oppcrtun!ty for !ndependence and a

tolerance for divergencs. Especially when compared to heterogeneously

ACDlton, pavid L. Foliqiesi§f\the I1linois Plan for.-Program Develop-
ment for Gifted Children. Washington University, St. Louis, 1968. :
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grouped classes or classes of average studEﬂté, the gifted classes are
far superior. They bave clearer cognitive focus, more student discussion,
less teacher domination and less test and grade stress. In generai, the
gifted classes appear more productive, stimulating,. and healthier.

Finally, analysis suggests that the thought processes, classroom
climate, and classroom focus are not iﬁdépendent of one another. Appli-
zatTon, Synthesis, Enthusiasm, and lndependénce occur together, while
emphasis on Memory is connected with test and grade stress. One might
assume that certain classvroom activities produce one pattern while a
very different set underiies ithe other to produce two distinctly
different types --one active, one passive; one good, oneé-.bad.,

It would appear that the goals of the Il1linois Plan arg being
successfully pursued in both intent and consequences in manQ c1a5sroDms.
This suggests the keen foresight of I1inois Legislators and Educators
in their attempt to find a solution to a problem which only now has
been recognized on a nationzl level. E

In July, 1970, tt= National Goals Research Staff presented to

President Nixon and to the American People its report Toward Balanced

Growth: Quantity with Quality. -In the chapter on education they dis-

cuss educational change and the new role of the school:

If the child in‘today s school is going to be expected
to operate effectively in his society when he is an adult,
he will have to have)cognitive skilis to deal with the FIQQd
of ideas and facts,whlch he will face. Whereas once the-task ...
of the schoois was to transmit information, the job today is
more to give the student the cognitive skll]s to handle the
informat ion coming from ma7y sources.

As early as/i9;9 the need Tor Canlthe skilis was affirmed by iliinois
policy makers when the School Prcblems Commission first held hearlngs

on the Iack of adequate programs for the gifted. At that time the value
of synthesls and evaluation was recognized and provisions for empha-~
sizing their use in the classroom were built into the  111inois Plan.
Again ll]inois anticipated ;he findings nf>the national report which

states: / j .
~/~ﬁ;.. the proportion of information that children receive
frﬁm mass media is so large and the range of values to which
they are exposed so dlverse that it may well be that the
schools should be devated to giving them the cognitive skills
for integrating |nformaticn, and a framework within which to

sort out the diversg values ‘ta whlch they are exposed.

A . - .515
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RS SHPU—

Now, after eleven years, 111inois seeks to advance the cause of quality
!mprovement in education by publishing the results of a full-scale evalua-
tion of its gifted program, the findings of which should be of value

not only to théwsmallest school district but also to the federal goveirn-

ment of the United States.
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V. THE DEMONSTRAT. | PROGRAM

Operation of the Demonstration Program

Number, Location, and Selection of Center:

The tllinois Gifted Program operates a system of approximately
23 centers receiving an average of $42, 478 each from statz funds. In
all cases the centers are situated within schooi districts. They are
the Chicago Metropoiitan area. Ideally, they were to be situated in
such a way as to enable anyone in the state to visit one without

traveling more than a hundred miles.

Purpose and Rationale

The major purpose of the demonstration centers as cited in tEe
!11inois Plan is to provide '"'convincing and readily accessible demon-
strations in operating situations of a number of approaches to the
education of gifted children.'! ldeaily,.the demonstration centers
illustrate innovative techniques in education which visitors observe
and then import into their own schools. The original rationale of the
centers assumed three goals for the centers to accomplish with each
day's visitors:

i. ‘Awareness - To help teachers and administrators

become aware of innovations and ways to
improve the quality of their program.

2. Acceptance -~ To help visitors decide whether the change
or innovation is acceptablie for him per-
sonally, to his district, and to his
community. '

3. Adoption - To help schools adapt or adopt particular
: programs or procedures in which they are
interested.

The success of the demonstration process in terms of these goals
might be represented by Figure 5, Anéthen perhaps more accurate, dia-
gram of hcw the demenstréticn process should theoretically work is
shown below. ' '

EAR
’
HP
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Figure 3. Modei for Demonstration Center Success

IF THE VISITOR 1S AWARE OF THE CENTER'S ACTIVITIES,
THE CENTER HAS ACCOMPLISHED ITS GOAL OF DISSEMINATION.

IF THE VISITOR ACCEPTS THE CENTER'S ACTIVITIES,
THE CENTER HAS ACCOMPLISHED IT5 GOAL OF LEGITIMIZATION.

iF THE VISITOR IMPLEMENTS THE CENTER'S ACTIVITIES,
THE CENTER HAS ACCOMPLISHED ITS GOAL OF EXPORTATION.

: : leads to
DISSEMINATION BY CENTER ~==w=----~= AWARENESS BY VISITOR
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PROGRESS OF A VISITOR THROUGH THE
DEMONSTRATION CENTER PROCESS

Awareness Acceptance
At The 1. General 1. Theoretical
Demonstration Dvgrall Acceptance

Knowledge A
Center ) . 2. Personal
' 2., Particular Commitment
) Personal
— Knowledge
| _
¥

Pre-Visit * Service )
At The Screened; Individual implementation
cre e Given Pertinent Assistance .
ViSthHs Information Of fered, 1. ;reparatlgn
School Before the ‘Requested, Agr,t_'

Visit Received option

2. Actual Imple-

mentation of
observed
Activities

VisT lng Procedure

Each demonstration center prepares a brcchure:exp]aining the types
of programs and methods it is demonstrating and at what grade levels.
These are then sent to schools and colléges throughout the state.

In order to visit a center, the visitor (usually a public school
administrator or teacher) submits a formal request that the center
acknowledges by specifying the day for the visit. After an orienta-
tion at the center, thé visitor observes demonstration classes. Often
he also has the opportunity to talk with the teachers and students.
After. the visit, the demonstration director may offer to help the visitor
with his own gifted program. The administrator or teacher may be reim-
bursed for his expenses from funds that his district receives from the
111inois Gifted Program. The average cost of prcceééfng each visitor

is 5144. ‘ ‘ -

Who Vlsits the Demonstratnon Center and Why
- The majority of VISItors are school pa*sonnel teachers and

- p19




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

adminiatrators, although there are other visiting groups Qi significant
size. These visitors are to a certain extent self-selected and come to

a center with the idea that thcy want to make a change in their classes
or schools. Curiosity--to see what othsr teachers are doing--is a pri-
mary motivating factor. (Centers axre at least providing educaticﬁai
experience and inter-changes that might otherwise be nomexistent.) Both
teachers and administrators are interested in new instructional materials,
facilities, and equipment, while administrators are also very interested
in finding new workable arrangements in teacher scheduling, team teaching,

and planning. Administrators are alsc quite interested in learing about

in-serviece training for their teachers.
THE DEMONSTRATION PROCESS: EVALUATION

Effectiveness of State Policies

Over a period of time, State policies for the demonstration centers
havelyhanggd? both to a greater degree than have the peliéiés for other
éectian of the Illinois Plan, and with fér greater ramifications.
Demonstration policies also have been more open to misinterpretation and
misapplication than have the policies governing reimbursement and
special training for gified personnel, Therefore, in order to evaluate
the demonstration ﬁrocess, it is necessary first to understand the

changes and effects of relevant State policies.
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Effectiveness of State Policzies

DEGREE OF
POLICY SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE EFFECTIVENESS
General Purposes
i. '"Centers are o The Centers, for the most Successful
operate exemplary part, have excellent
programs,” programs.
2. Centers are to Although many visits are Weak
display exemplary pro- impressed by the programs,
grams in realistic set- few adopt or adapt them
tings, so that visitors for their own schools.
will import the programs
into their schools.
3. '"Help schools which - Very few centers are preépared Weak
are similar in charac~- to offer extensive follow-up
teristics or geographically  services, :
near to develop their own
programs. Follow up
services are provided to
visitors."
4., VA Center may ex- - This has not happened. In Weak
pect to 'put itself fact, once a center ia es-
out of pusiness' in the  tablished both the director
area being demonstrated. and the local administrators
The more effective the have a vested interest in its
center, the greater will continuation which was not
be the probability of the anticipated when policies were
center being discontinued first determined.
or changed.”
L Role of the Director
1. '"Each center must Each center has a well- =~ ' , H_ ghly successful

.have a full-time qualified full-time director
director who has suf- ‘ '
ficient resources to

accomplish the intended

purposes of the center."

H
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DEGREE OF
C

POLICY SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE EFFECTIVENESS
" 2, Each director Orisntation of directors Weak
mist have suf- toward local authority
ficient authority interfered  ith accomplish-
to accomplish the ment of purposes,

intended purposes
of the center.

3. Major Tasks : :

Handling Visitors Directors performed well * Highly sueccessful
Local Administration in these areas. ' .
Responsibility

Public Relations
Program Development
and Expansion of

Quality
4. "Follow-up is a Follow-up is poer and un- Weak
major task of the organized in most cenkters

Director."

5. "The Director is Few centers have an evaluation Weak
responsible for an design and none offered the

evaluation of his results to visitors. i
program and making ‘
results available to

visitors."

p;mons;fati@n Programs ™

1. "Programs should : ' Mixed
- have the following T '
characteristics: o
Internal consistency No evidence

Research basis Weak ,
| Educational o
Q Significance Succesaful
; Unique identifi-
P- cation Procedures . No evidence

Supportive Envir-,

onment Mixed

Exportability = Weak

Uniqueness Mixed

Overall Successful

- T
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. DEGREE OF
POLICY SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE EFFECTIVENESS

2, "secial Significance Little has Bbzon dome in this Wezl

Efforts should be made  area. These students have : —

to find and retrieve received only small attentién

talent in ethnic and and nearly all of it in the

minority groups. Chicago area. -

3. "Evaluation Evaluation is almost non- Weak

Each center will pro- - = existent, " :

vide reg1lar systematic -

evaluation, publish.
the results, and make

the results available.

to visitors."

Demonstration Procedures

1. '"Each cencer should . All centers have succeeded Highly successful
attract teachers, other : in attracting visitors in '
professionals, and citi- :sufficient quantity.

zens," .

2. "Each center should All centers have good Highly successful

‘publicize its program publicity procedures

through publication of )

a brochure,”"

3, "Each center is to Few centers offer active Wealt

explore and establish follgw-up services, and al-"
follow-up procedures - though most offer passive
with visitors from services, these have not

other schools near at bee.. enough to motivate

hand, or on occasion.: visitors to adopt the

from other schools prograns.
with similar charac- "

teristics.” : _ < \

' -

In summary, the evidence seems to indicate a degree of succesg of

the centers in achieving awareness and acceptance of new programs on the
’ B

part of visitors. Despite their succéés in. demonstrating programs, the
' Vo B . ;
centers have not, for the most part, had such a powerful effect upon
. . P \ . B
. . S . _ o
visitors as to change their pqstﬁvisit“@ehavior! The impact of demon-

1

stration.is discussed in the section yhich tollows:
. + :’_x\\. . -
: ‘ \
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THE IMPACT OF DEMONSTRATION

There are two types of follow-up available for the visito.s:
passive and écﬁive. Passive follow-up is defined as sending materialé

m—,

to past VLSLEDESfaﬂd maklng presentations to zrouyps of school Jersonnel.
AEthé fOllOWEup is deflned as a person-to-person working relatlﬂnshyp
iﬁvolving the visitor aﬁd a member of the demonstration staff.

Figure 6 illustrates the réngé and type'nf follow-up visiting
school persomnnel receivé, A large percentage of the visitors to the
Illinois Demcnsﬁraticnicenters ;eceived no help. Visitcrslwho do get
help in most cases_tecé%%ed;passive follow-up, although visitors who
asked for followéupsusuaLly got it. TFor the mcst.part demcnstration

directors passively wait for visitors to ini iate IEquests for partlcular

assistarte.

S
Rt
a



Figurs 6. Services leceived by Visitors

Teachers ’Administratcrs
PASS IVE Recgﬁve Materials 2 1% : 26%
FOLLOW-UP  peceive Pfesentatth' ‘ T 8% @ 15%
Receive Training .- - N 5% 12%
Receive Help in Starting : o
a Program _ . 5% 1%
Receive AssistancéAWifh -
Student Selection 3% 8%
Procedures e
ACTIVE Rec=" 2 Help in Develop- ‘ LY 39, ‘
FOLLOW-UP i, Lesson Plans ° - <5 <
Receive Assistance With' _ L9, L9,

7ﬁrricuium Development

%' A visitor could respond to all items; therefore, the potential
response for each category is 100%.

i There are ?ndibidﬁalf@enters that attempt a more thorough follow-up
than cthers.. However, th~ variation does not seem significant, thereby

sudgesting that part oFlthe problem may iie within the total structure

-and not just with personnel from a few centers.

In summary, the use OFprJlow;up was encouraged to overcome tlie
érob1eh of demcnstﬁéting in what is often perceived as an atypical sit-
uation. The follow-up has not Beéh as frequent . penetrating
{(speechies and materiais) as policies demand. Fup we wuple, 10% or wore
of the visitors in ]7iDF the 20 centers receive méfleq materials. How-
ever 10% or more visitors in only 5 of the Zﬂlcentersrfeceive help in
developing their ‘own pragfamsg' Similarly the centéfs'doinot stress the
picactical matters of how visitors'mayfgaopt acti?ities. lNeithér do

centers provide the 'levidential assessment'’ the guldelines call for.

, For.their part the visitors dq%hct séeﬁAtc miss these ommissions. fﬁay

-feel that fhéy,afe well inForméﬁ!and leave with what could be described

as a euphoric feeling.
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(ne might conclude Trom this that the visitors themselves do not
have any clear idea of the actual purpose, of the demonstration process
beyond convincing them of the value of it. ‘Tgéy see themselves as
visitors in an interesting but atypical situation - away from home

for a ¢ y."

Amplementation

After periods ranging from two months to one year after their visit,
the great majority (79%) of visitors are still favorably impressed by the
demonsﬁrati@ns and say they saw some activities they would liﬁg to impie-
ment at home. The activities most often mentioned are independent study,
individualized znstruct:cn and team teaching. Somewhat Fewer (46%) |
say they have started incorporating changes.

The crnterlon lteml however, asked respondeﬁts to relate a specific,‘
critical incident of how their b=havior hadkéhanged as a result of their
visit. Being able to give a specific example was considered the best
indicator of the short-range impact GF the demonstration center. About
29%raf the 3500 teachers and administrators were able to supply a con-

crete example of behavior change. (Note that this example, which we

:label "adoption,'' may be indicative of only a one-time trial.)

{ - .
"Figure 7. Attrition From Interest to Action Among Visitors
rigure 7 ( er : el 1tor

) o ) . ___Teacher . Administrator ___Total#
WQuld llke to use actIV|t|es _ | 78% ' 82% 79%
Have decuded to accept and use activities. 59% 53% 58%

Have started incorporating changes . L6y, ;,QE% A

Can glve an acceptably speci f § example of change 30% 25%  29%

#Since the teachers’ responses outnumber the administrators' responses by
more than five to one, the total % will be closer to the teacher % than
to the administrator %. - :

e o _ , _ o

The length of time between visiting the demonstration center and filliﬂg

vsut‘the questionnaire seems to make no difference for administrators.

HQWevar,,those teachers who filled out the guestionnaire L4 months after
the visit had higher adoption ratlas than those eight months after the-

visit. AISD, those wno recelved the questicnnalres in the spring had
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a sigﬁificanf!yghigher degree of adoption than those who received them
in the fall. 1 |

A standard df fOO% success is an entirely unrealistic expectation
for change prograﬁ§. In social institutions resistance to change is
strong. ThEWSQPtién of innovations in 25% of the contacis made is no
mean accamplishment\whiie a rate of 50% adoption would represent an
extremeiy high degréé of success. As a total group,,the I1linvis Centers
affeect 29% of their v;s:tors -- a highly respectable figure. Of 3500
school personnel visiting, about 1000 try out at least one new thing.

In getting people to Ery out things the centers must be judged a success.

There are, hgwever, some, lmportan; gualifications. First, the popula-
tion visiting thefdemuustratlon centers are strongly self-selected --
many want to change befcré\khey come. The 29% who do try something new
are a percentaée éf peopieCaTready committed to change, not of the
total educator popuiaticn,‘which is often considered to be rather re-

calcitrant. “The results are a little Tike giving a test solely to one's

better siudents.

The most.important questfan though, is the depth and duration of
the change. Simply trying out something new one time is not far-reaching
change. In structured interviews in 34 target relnabursement districts
(2 19% random sample), teachers of the gifted were asked who and what
had influenced their - program. No specific reference was made to demon-
stration centers. Teachers in iﬂ% of the districts attributed substantial
influence iﬁ the devélcpment Gfatheir programs to help from demenstration
center personnel though not to visits to demonstration centers. This
figure represents a cumulative |mpact over several years in the target
" population (not just demanstratlon visitors although almest all the
teachers had been to the ;enters)

In addition, when the quality of gifted programs in these districts

was related to other variables, ﬂhere was no relationship between quality

' of program and visits to demonstration centers or visits from demonstra-

tion personnel. There were small but significant relationships with

visits from university consultants and from state staff members. These
findings are consistent witthr]aﬁdson's (1969) survey of 202 reimburse-
ment direczors which found that d%mcnstraticn directors were not influ-

ential in local reimbursement decisicn-making but that state consultants

were, | 'I 327
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Finally only about 2% of the target reimbursement districts had
adopted a demonstrated program in toto -- the original goal of the
centers. In fact, little evidence was found of earlier demonstration
programs such as '"'mew math,!' even in some districts that had been
field test sites. At best, districts saldom adopt new programs from
demonstration centers, although some.attempt to. What results is a
patchwork of partial adoptions which izither extend to all grades,
subj cts, or schools in a district nor to all classes within a grade,

subject area or school. Few far-reaching changes seem directly

attributable tn ° -~ demonstiration centers.
Reasons for Acceptance and Rejection

The one main characteristic which influences visitors to accept an
activity and adopt it into their own school situation is divisibility..

By "divisibility" is meant that the activities can be used on 2 limited

basis or that parts can be used without necessaerily adopting the entire
activity. Many individuals are willing to accept something new only ff
it appears possible to integrate it into their present system.
It was assumz2d that there would be an attrition rate between
wanting to Tmplement an activity and actual implementation. The question,

therefors, was asked whether visitors would 1ike t~ use an activity but
were unable to. A total of 5L% of these school personnel beliéVéd they
were unable to use at least one of the observed activities. Each one

of fhe respondents indicated his reasons by checking off as many of

the sixteen items he considered applicable. The items were based on
Eicholz's framework for the identification of forms of rejection. These

data support the countention that often

The uniqueness of a demenstration makes it suspect and not

at all compelling to the observer. The demonstration pre-

sents something that can be done given a highly unusual set of
conditions == it is rigged, so to speak. It neglects to demon-
strate to the observer what he can do about the factors in his
situation which are different from those in the demonstration
setting. The demonstration assumes that rational factors are
the only factors to be considered, but the observer knows or
should know that there are.economic, political, so ial and other
factors involved in bringing about the same change in his system
or context. The factors, which are probably the major barriers
to change, are not dealt with i1y the demonstration setting.
Demonstrations present the 'what' aspects of change and few or
none of the 'how' aspects. The observer is presented with a
fait accompli and he gets none of the information regarding how
it was brought off. . (Horvat 1967) -

F-101
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Main Factors Leading to Adqpﬁi@ﬁ

What factorsoperate witH}ﬁ'the demonsiration process to influence
a visitor to adopt activities he ".as seen demonstrated? To answer this
question the responses from both the visitor guestionnaire and post visit
questionnaire were analyzed.

For administrators the imain factors asscciated with adopting an
activity from a demonstration center are fo. ow-up help from the center
and the administrators' judgment (based on enthusiastic teachers and
students) of how well the program works. This follow-up is of two kinds
-~ pissive or active. Active fcilow-up is by far more important than
simply the sending of material.

For teachers the important factor is t.e resons for adoption --
time spent would be well used; able to adapt parts; administrators
would azcopt chaznae: enough fé;i]ities available; cooperation ¢ om
other éeachers could be obtained. Most of these reasons concern how
well the new activity will fit into the structure of the teacher's world.
The fact that visitors value the demonstraticn programs (highly) has .

£

]ittle_relati&nship with later adoption. Situational constraints in the

adopting district seem to be of greater importc.ce than the intrinsic

characteristics of the demonstrated program or the process of demonstra-

tion itse.f.

399
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VI. Conclusion

The Illinois Plan must be judged as sueccessful in terms of the
reimbursement and training phases of the prcgram, As the data indicate,
the reimbursement centers, for the most part, have developed unique and
educétionally significant programs of goed quality and the results have
been documented. The training programs have achieved their main
Program. On the other hand, the demonstration centers must be judged
successful at the immediate goals of awareness (disséminatign) and
acceptance (demonstration) but got.at the ﬁltimate:and most important
goal of implementation (adopticn). This ineffectiveness_of the centers
together with the minor faults of fhe reimbursement.program can be
dealt with under &wo tapies==the'EXECufiaﬁ of tﬁe plan and the deficiency
of theuchange model itself.

Ifhis clear that in important ways the Illinois Plan was not
executed as Qriginélly intended. In particular, in theldemonsﬁraticn
process there ﬁas little evidential assessment @f~thé programs ﬁor was

~the féasibiiity of adoéting demonstrated activities .emphasized in most
centers. Most importantly, the émount‘cf fciiuWﬁup (shown to be the
mainﬂgariable rélated to administratér adopticﬁ) ﬁas far less than thnat
prescribed by ;hEVState:‘ The policy or placing demonstration centers
under local control sevgrely damaged the‘centersf acccuﬁtabilicy to the
State. ' -

The efféctivéness of the demonstration centers couid be greatly

improved and their value to the reimbursement centers greatly enhanced

1330
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by a reorganizaticp such as that suggested in Section V above, The main
problgm is to make the centers responsive to the problems of adoption.
Making the demonstration centers accountable for executing their duties
properly is a monumental task Qithiﬁ the confines of the existing policies.

The Dynamics of Change

O0f equal importance to the success of the Illinois Plan as a design
for change, however, is the model of operation on which it is predicated--
the Rese:rch and Development model of change. The training and experimental
phases have been responsible_ for providing the program with more con-
sultative services and innovation packages for dissemination by the centers.
In the actual demons;ration process, the visitors were informed and were
convinced that the programs they saw @éeratingrwere worth adcpﬁing‘ it
should follow that visitors would adopt either the whole or part of the
program--that reimbursement centers woulﬁ constantly be improving and
enlarging th ir programs through frequent visits to the demonstration
Cénters-and through consultation with the demonstratiom directors, and
?hat districts not ?a;tiCipating in .the I1linois Plan, through visiting
and being cenvinéed of the programs worth and feasibility, would then apply
for reimburse- :nt funds for beginning their owﬁ programs. This did not .
oécur, That active follow-up by demonstration personmel should be more
important to adoption than the nature ;f the demonstrzted program suggests
something seriously wrong with the model itself.

The research and developmént models of change assume a passive user
population which is shaped by the dissemination process iﬁself, In fact,
of far gréater {mportance are the variables ccntrolling the would-be

adoytgrs' everyday world in his home district. The individual is caught



B
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: 1 a powerful social web that determines his behavior more than do his
in’ividual impressions gleaned at a demonstration visit. The variables
that influence @hether he will adopt are those that éhape his home
environment. The findings in this study are consistent with the "social
interaction" change model which sees change as a rasult of. the social
relaticns network within the adoptins unit. As ilavelock notes, only
this change mndel has substantial empirical verification.

The Research and ngelopment model proffers the promise that if omne

can only invent the right packages and disseminate them in the right way,

change will occur. It focuses attention away from the complexities of

‘changing a social system toward the simpler and more comfortable probliem

of inventing a new device. _As exemplified by the Illinois Plan, the
Research and Development model can produce change but only small scale
change at considerable cost, changa only in the.inté;stices of the
system that leaves the total structure unaffected, the kind of change
one gets by introducing a :w textbook inito the system.

As with any model, éhe Research anc Deveiapment model is not entirely
wrong; it simply attraéts attention to the wrong variébles. Concentrating
un’éngineering the invention lulls us iﬁto seeing the consumer as a tabula’
rasa. "He is not. Acting on it prompts us to establish chang: agents to
feed products to practitioners. 1t does ﬁat work well,

Iﬁ reinforcing the social interactién model of tﬁange we will go one
step farther by suggesting the kind of social dynamic from which change

is derived. 1In a related study investigating the developmen: of educational

programs, thé data seemed to be most appropriately explained by an 'advocate™
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model (House et al 1970). If a school district is secn as a set of

groups contending for scarce rescurces, the development: of a program
depends on establishing its vested interest. This change can be most
easily envisioned as organized around one person &h@ selects progvam

mefibers and infuses them ;égh’apprcpriate values. The advocate's joh

R

-

is to establish and defend the integrity and identity of the program.

Lewis Mumford, in Pentagon of Power, talks of the active part man

-

has played in his technical development in con*vast with fhe view that
man is a passive victim of external forces and institutions. To him,
the process by which ideas may eventually dominate a whole society
begins when

"the ideas take L. ssession of a Iiving person and
in time become visible to other men,

Most germinal ideas die a-borning; they never
pass beyond the stage of apparition. Even an idea
viable enough and lucky enough to survive must under-
g0 a long period of incubation and experimental
testing before it becomes sufficiently palpable as an
idea to get lodgéd, like a wind-blown seed, in a niche
favorable to its growth. That niche must be a living
person, tiough not always the originator and only
begetter. : ) .

In relating the above to e.ducational change the weaknesses of
the Illinois Plan become apparent. The "innovation package" (idea

and content) and the demonstration process which proves its obvious

worth = are really not sufficient to motivate a visitor teo impose it

on his school system or im his classroom. Missing are the demonstratien
director's active pa?ticiﬁaéion in helping to develoﬁ local programs

and the reimbursement director's identification witﬁ the program's value

and success. Instead gemonstration directors have tended to isolate

2.833
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themselves in their laboratories 6xperimen£ing and testing ideas with no
timé for contact with the outside world. And reimbursement directors,
because they have little time to buildtaﬁa defend their pr@grag%a abanden
them to the existing system itself, " The human element has been under-
emphasized, and because of this frequently the idea has not come to life,
The relevant variables are political and-sociological; the milieu
is -conflict. The ;lash of oppr ing interests results in the system being
chang~d. For large scale cha-age to occur, such as the adoption of a
wvhole new pfograﬁ, both resources and values must be reallocated within
the system. The soaiallsystem itself wast change. Attempts to intro-
duce inmovations into districts without the appropfiate dynamics results
in adoption of bits and pieces that fit within the ;ﬁterléckings of the

existing system..

Visits to dem@nstratio;s centz=rs and vists‘from university consul-
tants may offer useful alternatives but they are influential ogiy insofar
as they increase the strength of tk- advocate within the system, The main
variables are ihe opinior leadership of the advocate, norme of the district
toward the pzcgram,‘and the resources allocated in favor of the program.

In large-scale change the innovation is transmuted in the procéés. What
results is not the same 2s what was intended. |

. Ultimately the change paradigms rest onzone's conception o~f the school
as aﬁ organizatién. The research and development paradigm is essentiélly
an engineering model which sees the organizatian as composed of standard
building blocks which can be replaced with superior omes. From this |
engineering view there are not eﬁcugh good pafﬁsearéund, so it is the duty

of demonstration centers and regional lab: to manufacture more parts that
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can be sold to the consumer. ' This view assumes that the adopting organ-
iéétion is an integrated problem-solving mechanism purs=ing common |
goals. It assumes that vglues and goals'are‘agrééd upoh and only new
means are neédad. Cornsequently, the whole change process is viewed
as problem-solving i. consensus éé;ieﬁy;“. o

In fact, values and goals within ééﬁcols are hazy and gogfligciﬁg.
They are derived freé the interaction of coalitions in ané around the>
school. Where consensus exists, li%tle change is-called for; Tﬁe actual
process of change necessita* s-conflict urless change is restr .ted to
those tiny areas of agreement. Change EEquirés protagonists, and large-
scale change a reallocation of resources and valﬁes. Such a reallocéticn
is the aim of our endeavor to:re=-plan the Illinois prﬁgfém; The new
planning-préject will begin in Fall, 1971, employing ﬁhe results of the

evaluation project to devise a new Qvgrall Iliinois plan.
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I. THNTRODIICTION AND SUMMARY OF REQiy e

A. B.. “GROUND AND PURPOSE OF §TUDY

This repori brings together inforwation collected in an assessment
of the United States Office of Education delivery system of educational
programs to gifted and talented children and youth at the elementary
and secondary level of education in the United States. This study i
responsive to that portion of Fart C, Section 806 of Public Law 91-230,
which stipulates that the Commissioner of Education shall:

I show which existing Federal educational assistance
programs are being used to meet the needs of giftad
and talented children,

a evaluate how existing Federal educational assistance
can be more effectively used to meet these needs....

The task was defined by the Office of Education to include:

1. a review of the present USOE delivery system
to Gifted and Talented Children and Youth
(hereafter referred to as GTCY), and

2. to develop a framework that USOE dan use for
further program evaluation and program struc-
turing.

fhis report Erings together iniarﬁatioﬂ collected during this study
and shows which Federal educatianaliprograms adminiatered by the U.S.
Office of Education are.presentiy being used to meet the needs of gifted-
and talented children and youth at the elementary and secondary level
and concludes wirh recommendations for follow-on action for developing

a more effective delivery system to meet the needs of GICY.



E.  STUDY MOTHODOLOGY

H

glliscted in sevaeral wave.

\f J‘

The data used in wiliting chis wepori weis
The Acting Devutv Commiszsioner forv Development -ent a memoyandum dated

March 30, 1971 to all Bureau Chiefs and Of Jice Heads requesting their

1

.ssistance in submitting prugram data to the Project Officer for this

study., The memorandum stAted that since “information will be obtained

m

;\é e o - ti e A Al o ool

primarily thirough Sfruczurﬁa inteyviaws wiih OO svalil... ©a

dav wagE BT
cess will be greatly facilitated if information can be ﬁathefed before
the interviewing process began. The data requested were:
& "Tdentification of the person or persons.to whom
the Bureau Chief would assign official responsi-

bility for providing information for the purposes
of this study.

@ A 1list with descriptive information and legislative
authority of all programs administered by the Bureau
or CGffice. .
= Information on any omissions, additions, or other

corrections to the 'Guide to OE-Administered Programs,
Fiscal Year 1971' as described in American Education."
With this information an interview schedule was drawn up by

Arthur D. Little, Inc., personnel and the Office of Education Program
Officer for this study. The interview team then cgnduqted their inter-
views throughout the Office of Educatien. Interviews were slso conducted
with other conmsultants who were doing work for the Cffice of Education
on other tasks of this stﬁdy! Teféphcné interviews were conducted with
some USOE Regional Directors om their relationship taf;rograms as ad-
ministered at the State Educational Agency (SEA) level and the Local
Educational Agency (LEA) Léﬁel.

Analytic daté such ‘as the number of students who are part of the tar-
geted population were gathered from existing documents as outlined in
RFP 71-23 and from statistics gathered by'NCES, Where such data have

been used in this report, the references are given to the source(s).

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Ehis suudy attended a throo-

The Axthur D.
day conierence sponsoved by the USQE for stata educational representatives
he conference was convenad to meet wirh

1 SRATS Which cuvieunily devuie a subsisniisl efforr co giiced
and talented education, te determine the nature of their programs, o
find out the most presssing uneeds to make these programs more effective,
and to begin morz comprehsnsive planning for program activities within
the states. The study team also reviewed written legislation, F{ntorical
documents contained in OE files, and other reporis prepared or being pre-

pared by other consultants performing work for the Cemmissioner's study.

The information gathered was then ordered, analyzed, and discussed
amongst team members, with experts on education for gifted and talented
cnildren and youth, and the Froject Officer before making this report.

C. STRUCTURE AND USE OF REPORTS

This report has bee. divided in four sections for the convenience
of the reader. The first sectlon 1s self-contained and traces the pur-
pose and origins of this -work, the methodology used in performing the
work, a summary of the results reached during‘this work, and finally
a framework within which further programming should take place. The °
reader who does not have the time to read the full report can understand
the results of our work through reading only this section. The next
three sections contain the suppotting information for the written con-
clusions of Section I. Section II contains the information concerning
USOE programs sefving GTCY that we were sble to uncover through iﬁterh
viewing with USOE personnel. The third section deserilL:s what happeris
operationally te program priorities and geeisions at edch level within
the hierarchy of a delivery system starting at the federal level with
the end purpose of affectinmg the classroom activities and programs of
elementary and secondary school'childrep and youth. 'The final section
lists a series of strategies that USOE might follow in setting up an
internal agency for_gifte&vand talented children and youth with a brief
discussion of where this agency might reside with the QificefgfrEducatiQni
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Tvidence unmcovered in the course of this Jinvezuvigation dndicates
that some FEEA Title ITI fundsg, "Supplementary Centers and Servicas
2

e VL i e m 2opn vy ]
L ¥V LUilids n.sz.;.g;.n A;A,rs.a.;af__.‘ SuaLD i Loz moue

specifically used f@r oifted and talented children

Agencies,
and youth. The amount of the funds being usg ed for these purpouses are

so few, less than $7.00 spent per treated student that we concluds:

There is virtually no USOE delivery cystem of aduca-
tional programs for the gifted and talanted children
and youth of the country.

Many factors account for this situatibnr tut each factor 1is so
closely intertwined with the other factars that the causes for no de-
livery system must be seen as & package. The major influences milita‘
ting against the development of a Federal delivery system of an educa-
tional pnckage targeted at the gifted and talented children of the

country are:

@ Although the need for such programs has been

' established through research, literature, and
societal reed it has not received very wide
support amongst American educators, hence
there is 1little public support for emphasis
on gifted and talented children except by par-
ents whose children are gifted or talented

® There is no categorlical federal legislation
which establishes gifted and talented child-
ren and youth as a targeted population. This
has tended to keep the visibility of gifted
and talented children very low as an educa-
tional priority and makes it difficult to fo-
cue Federal rescurces on the area. (Publie
Law 91-230 91st Congress H,R. 514 dated
April 13, 1970 is a recent exception which
amends parts of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act to include mention of the gifted
and talented, and it also provides the legal
framework for this atudy.
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@ As a rzsult of no focused priorities for that
populacion, present USOE activities do not in-
clude gifred and rtalented children and youth
85 a targsted population. Hence, cnce existing

funds have been disbursad to meet OE!s high pri-
erity uneeds gnd cricic concerns, thoro s very

little likelihood of program money reaching these
studenits.

o The relationship of the federal government to
gtate and lccal educational agencies has trad-
itionally been one of nonintervention. Statu-
tory program funds are distributed to these
agencies for use as they see fit within the
broad guidelines of the law. This permits gen-—
eral priority setting at the state and local
level to meet local needs and crisis concerns.

@ The expressed priority of gifted and talented
children and youth 1is so low within USGE that
although diseretionary funds ceculd be used to
provide programs for gifted and talented child-
ren and youth thils avenue is sellom used.

@ Since there is no federal ur national educa=
tional focus on and leadership within the area
of gifted and talented children and youth, state
and locally funded programs targeted for this
population have, tended to function in isclation
from one another. This has resulted in the lack
of an effective means for sharing gained knowledge

velopment for GICY.
The above circumstances function as barriers against the develop-

ment by USOE of an educational delivery system for gifted and talented

ch?ldren and youth. At the same time, however, there are some unmet
y 3 5.

needs at the state and local level which must be resolved if a USOE
delivery system targeted for GICY is to operate effectively in the
fielid.

34 3
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activity for GT
if these activi

for a national center or agency
+*ple of monitoring, assessing,
and coordinating the present limited program
CY at the state snd local levels
ties are to coalesce into a sig-
v—wide 2 i
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o, There is a need
office to coord
etfforts going ©
area of giftad
alsoc act 88 a ¢
efforts into me

the loecal and s

el There is a need
agency to evalu
activity have b
programs to gif

© There 1s a need
only fulfill tb
through interac

for some agency or intermedlate
inate and disseminate the research
n throughout the nation .in the
and talented children, which can
atalytic agent for turning these
aningful program activities af
tate level.

for a centralized, objectlve
ate which lines of program
een successful in delivering
ted and talented children.

for leadership thch‘cannpt
e above three needs but also
tion with the LEA's and SEA's

can assist them in setting program priorities,
focusing resvurces, and then planning program
activities to meet these needs . :

T

E. 7FRAMEWORK;FOR7FURTHE

R_PROGRAMMING

"t

In order to develop within the United States Office of Education an ~

| effective delivery syste

ren gﬁd-yguth,‘it will b
the barriers outlined ab

meet the needs for leade

m of programming for gifted and talented child-
e necessary to remove Or substantially reduce
ove and also to develop a process that will

rship in developing program activity for these

students at the local and state levels. As part of a framewark.fér‘ 1
. =

helping this happen, we
e Some mechanism

i coordinate nati
grams for gifte

recommend :

or agency be set up within OE to
onal activity in the area of pro-
d and taleated ‘children”and youth

which -can fulfill ‘the leadership needs outlined

above.’
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o Programs and project planning that get funding from
OF should meet stringent reguirements. ;

inde should declare he

ﬂ“‘\ﬁ?‘f\'l}‘QH Far T3
H

upoa the present body of knowledge regarding
gifred and talented. It ghould specify the
it 18 predicated on and how the programming Luiic an
these assumptions will produce the expec: :d out-—
COMES . .

ol All programs to be funded should not only declare
their evaluvation plans ahead of time, they should
alsc declare what kinds of conclusions are expected
from the collects?! data. TFallure to meet this re-—
gquirement will seriously impair what can be learned
from the project.

® Provisions on a national scale must be made for com-
municating local program results to research centers-
and for communicating research results to the LEA
and SEA levels. The results of these efforts should, =
in turn, be communicated to all educators in order ;
to help them understand the needs of gifted and tal-
ented children and yduth, the ways 1o which these .’
needs can be met, and how to effectively plan to
meet these needsi .

@ The USOE mechanism should préviae support services
to agsgist the. SEA’s 1n developing and setting up
an evaluation and program planning group to help
the LEA's and SEA's meet the requirements ‘of the
above recommendations. -
Iine framework itself, however, i3 not suffiéient to insure a suc~
cessful delivery system. It is necessary to prgvidé for continuity
of program pricrities across charges in sdministration. TFor example,

in the late 1950's, with thg dawn of. the space age, national attention

.. was focused on the gifted through a series of NSF and NDEA programs,

but those initial efforts have lost thedir impaét tecause the priorities

-of the 1960's shifted to tﬁe problems of poverty and the disadvantaged.

It is further important to malntain program coﬁfinuity'kﬁgn‘a new

Commissioner of Education takes, afficé."Pravision for this cchtiﬁuity
of focus daes not mean that new administrations or Commi%sioners of

Education should not be ab]e*ta set theilr own pricrities. Rather,

. o 345



nrovision for this continulty is vequired if the payoffs of programs
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funded tn Tin for several years ave to be

wore than one administration or mere than one Commlissioner of Education,

and 4f they axe not to be displaced by current crisis needs. This has

+he added benefit of allowing for planning to meet.long range needs be-

fore they become crisis issues.
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il. DPROGRAMS SERVING GICY AND OTHER POPULATIONS

SECONDARY AND ELEMENTARY SCHCOL POPULATIONS

gt

A. SIZE O

S i

The toteal achool population in kindergarten through grade twelwe in

America 1s estimated to be 51.6 million students (Simen, Kenneth 4.,

and Grant., W. Vance, Dipest of Education Statistics, Washingron, Septemba:r

1970, Page 2, Table 1), see in Table 1.

TYPE OF SCHOOL

1969 1970
N Public _ Non-Public _ Publiec _ Non~Public
N K-8 32.6 . 4.3 " 32.6 4.2
. 9-12 | 13.0 1.4 T13.4 1.4
E Total 45.6 5.7 46.0 5.6

1969 Population 51.3
1970 Population 51.6

TABLE 1: ESTIMATES OF SCHOOL PﬁPUZATION IN GRADES K-12
) (IN MILLIONS)

This shows that the approximately 51.3 million children receiving
education In 1969 grew to an estimated size of 51.6 million children by
September of 1970. Of the total school population, 71.9% in 1969 and
71.3% in 1970 were enrolled in kindergarten thrcﬁgh the sighth grade
(see Table 2). Of this K-8 pcpulaticn,’raughly 88% (88.3% in 1969 and
. 88.6% in 1970) ere enr~'led in public institutions. .ln grades 9-12,
the 28%_@? the 1969 enrollment figures grew.tc 28.7% by 1970 with about
90%Z of this secondary population (90.4% for 1969 and 90.6%Z for %970)
.enrolled in public schools. Table 2 shows the figures gf‘Tabierl’repre=
sented as percentages with respect to the‘total estimated pcpﬁlation for

each year. .



TYPE OF SCHOOL BY YEAR

¢ 1969 1970

R Public Non—~Public  Pubiic Hon=FPublic
A K-8 63.5 8.4 “63.2 8.1

D 9-12 25.3 2.7 1| _26.0 2.7

B Total 99.9% . 100%

TABLE 2: ESTIMATES OF SCHOOL POPULATION BY PERCENT
FOR 1969 AND 1970

~B. EB TIMAlIDN OF GTCY POPULATION

To de*ermine the number of children irom this population who are
Gifted and Talented Children and Youth iz difficult. The difficulties
come from several sources: .here is 10 clear definiticn of what gifted
and talented means; it 1is easier to deal with the gifted part of the
category because a standardized I.Q. test can be used with a level of
120 or higher as the measure of gifted (in the past a higher figure of
l30 or 140 has been chosen); there have been no definitive studies aimed
at approximating the size of these populations. Recently, however, two
surveys have focused on thic area., This should not be confused With‘the
work Psychometricans are doing on developing criteria for identifying
GICY.

One survey, known as the Survey cereadership in Education of ”ifted.
and Talerted Children and Youth (hereafter referred to as Advocate Sur-
vey), was developed and conducted as a part of the Commissioner's study
on gifted and talented children. The other survey, known as the Echool
Staffing Survey, was develeped and conducted by the.National Center for

“Educatianal a;is cs. .

' The Advocate Survey was a study in which 23& recognized experts in
the area of Gifted and Talented Children and ¥cuth out of an origimnal
sample size of 239 responded to an extenslve 24 page facf-finding Bsurvey.
The daté collected in this eurvey were brought together and inccrpgrated
in a report to the Commizssioner of Education. This survey queried these

experts about what an adequate definition for this populatian should be,

534153
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what the underlying
gifted and tzlented
teuchers for gifted
for thls populatien

used for delivering

philosophy and obj ctives for education aimed at the
should be, what backgrounds and charascteristics
and tals=nted should havég what programs targeted
should be like, and in what ways money could be best

educational opportunities tec these children.

Bacause this survey went only to people who were recognized as

leaders in the area

of GTCY, all responses to it can be viewed as re-

sponses from people who are knowledgeable about the subject content.

Assuming that the respondents were able to remain chjective in their re-

sponses, we have used the dc from this survey for eatimating the size

of the GTCY populec:ion. Diagram 1 shows graphically the tabular data as
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ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE OF GIFTED AND TALENTED STUDENTS

IN TOTAL SCHOOL POPULATION

DIAGRAM 1: ESTIMATED SIZE OF GTCY POPULATION

(TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPONSES 194)
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it was reported (Page 20, Volume 1, Au.ltyic Studies of Selected Educa-

tional Data, » report to USOE prepared under Contract No. 0ZC-0-71-06920).

For purposes of developing an estimate for the size of the GICY pop—
ulation, we will use the mean of the data shown in Di. ram 1. Multi-

plying the midpoint of each cell by the number of responses in that cell

254

gives a mean of clmost 9%. However, the data tabulated in the Analytic

Studies of Selected Educational Data were not collected in equal size

cells. By recombining the data of Diagram 1 into equal size cells (see
Diagram 2) we get a value of 8Z for the mean. Thus, the average estimate
.by these experts of the size of the gifted and talented population ac-—

cerding to tlie questionnaire definition,

Gifted and talented children are those who are capable
of high performance as identified by professionally
qualified personnel. These are children who require
different education programs and/or services L:zyond
those normally provided by the regular school pro-
gram in order to realize their full potential in
contribution to self and =society.

is 8% of the total school population.
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Schiool Staifing Suvvey i1s a three-pavi str-istical atudy based

.
411

(1]

on a sampling o’ Y.S5. public education focused on delineating specific
characteriatics of elementary and secondary schools. In that survey

school principals were azked some questions about eleven different pop-

ulations of exceptional children. One type was mewnrally gifted; definec

for that study as: ’
"Mentally Gifted Pupils are thnse whose level of mental
development is so far advanced that they have been iden-

tified by professionally qualified personnel us in need
of additional educational opportunities.’

The numbers of pupils in the schoeols the responding principals directad
are shown in Diagram 3 {fource: Table 4.2, Fage 132, Volume 1, Analytic

Studies of Selected Educational Data). Of the roughly 45 millaion stu-

dents in these school systems, these principals estimated that 3.3 per-

cent or slightly more than 1.4 million children were gifted (Source:

Data). Interestingly, 57.5% of the principais sampled in the School

. Staffing Survey reported no gifted children in their schools according

! to the definition given in the study. Thils figure of 57.5% cerrainly
appears odd and tends to étfain the credibility of the data. However,
assuming that the sample for the study was randomly :hosen, and that
the responses accurately reflected the principals perceptions, the fig-
ure 0of 3.3% should be accepted as a true estimate of the percentage of
glifted pupils in thelr school populations even though such a large per-

centage of the principals reported no gifted students in theiz schools.

This percentage of gifted students (3.3%) is not necessarily con-

tradictory to the 8% estimate as the percentage of gifted and talented

children a reported by the experts in the Advocate Survey. From an-

other source, the Project Talent study (reported in Analytic Studies of

Selected Educaticnal Data) used 2.5% as an estimate for the other per-

centage of elementary and secondary students who are intellectually

(mentally) gifted. It, therefore, seems reasonable to interpret the
351
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3.3%Z as consistent with the other data which estimates the size of the
mentally gifted popuilation. In whaé follows, therefore, we will assume
the rénge of '2.5-3.3% as a ;easonable estimate of the number of students
in the elementary and secondary school populations who are mentally
giftedg“ Usiﬁg the 1570 eastimate for the size of this total school pop-
ulation, this means that there are 1,290,000 to 1,703,000 mentally
giffed students in the elementary and secondary schools of our nation.
For galqulating purposes we will:use the nidpoint of this range, 2.9%,
during calculations to simplify the argument., This means that we will
use alfigure of 1,496,000 as our estimate of the number of mentally

gifted students in the elementary and secondary school population.
- 352
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Using these data then, we will take 8% as an esitimaie of the per-
centage of students in the total elementary and secondary sc.aool PoPula-
tion who are girted and talented children and youth. In conjunction
with thils estimate, we will alsc use the 2.9% of this same total
school populatiocn as a valid estimaste of tl.2 number of students who are
mentally gifted. Diagram 4 shows pictorially the estimated size Of the
total 1970 elementary and secondary school population, the mentally gifted

population, and the gifted and talented population as calculateq aboye,

In Diagream 4, the thrée populations can be compared by actual nymber
of students by locating where the top of each rectangle intersectS the
“"Number of Students" line, or visually by comparing the areas of all

three rectangles for a size estimate of eacn population.
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GIFTED " TOTAL GIFTED & TALENTED
POPULATION
TYPE OF POPULATION
DIAGRAM 4: COMPARISON BY AREA AND SIZE OF TOTAL SCHOOL POPULATION,

MENTALLY GIFTED PART OF POPULATION, AND GIFTED AND
TALENTED PART OF POPULATION
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It should be noted that the category of 7 fted and Trlesntad does

net negeésaxlly break ipro twe mutually exclusive groups of students:
some of the gifted studesnts are also talented and vice versa. This would
“not affect the sbsolute size of the 2ifred and iLileried population uaiess
a given individual were counted twice within the overall category. We
‘have agsumed that s student was counted only once when the ;espcndents
estimated the percentage. The more difficult problem presented by this
overlap is how many are gifted as oppesed to talented. Using the 8%
estiﬁate for the percentage of gifted and talented students, and 2.97

as the estimate f.r just gifted (mentally), it follows that 5.1% of the
total school population are the talented but not ﬁentaily gifted.” We

are also assuming that if a student was gifted and talented, that he

was classified as mentally gifted not as just talented and not twics.

POPULATION SIZE
ML ES o snn o
Students |5l*690:300
Gifted and 5
Talented 4!128;090

TABLE 3: NUMERICAL 3IZE OF POPULATIONS IN DIAGRAM 4

Thesélfiguraslwill be used throughout the reat of this report. Thus,
out of the 51.4 million elementary and. secondary school gtudents in America,
there are at least 4.128 million students who are gifted and talented,
of which at most 1.703 ﬁillian are mentally gifted. It is these students,
then, whose ‘development would be affected by*educaticnéluprograms tar—

geted for the gifted and talented children and youth of America.




C. PROGRAMS SERVING GICY

Our interviewing process within USOE uncovered two types of program
funds being used to serve GICY¥'s. These programs are under Title TII
of ESEA, Supplementary Educazicna; Centers and Services:; Guidance,
Counseling and Testing, and Title V of ESEA, Strengthening State and

Local Educational Agencies.

Title III establishes grants for supplementary education centers and
services to stimulate and assist SEA'z and LEA’s in providing vitally
née&eé educational services ot otherwise available in sufficieni quantity
or quality at the local ievelg The funds may be used for the establish-—
ment of exemplary or inﬁovative elementary and éa:ondary school educa~
tional programs to serve as models for regnlar school preograms and to
agsist the states in establishing and maintaining programs of testing,
guidance, and counseling. Eragréms iﬁitiatéd under Title III, therefore,

cay directly affect the student.

Title V provides grants for stimulating ond assisting states in
astrengthening their leadzrship resources. Title V funds are being used
in this way by some states to pay either part or all of the salary of
4 person attached to that SEA with a regponaibility for the area of
gifted and .<lented children and youth; Title V may alsoc be used for
establishing or improving prcgrams to ldentify and plan programs to

meet state educational needs.

During 1970 OE FORM 115 (DASPRE), 10/70 was distribute& to the fifty
State Departments of Education asking for information regarding the
gifted and talented children and youth receiving special attention in
their staﬁe,‘ Question 20 of that form was:

To the best of your kuowledge, does your state
" use federal funds (administer or coqrdinate)
for programs for gifted and talented children? ¥Yas  No

If yes, pleasé indicate the titles you are
utilizing.



ESEA, Titie T Avcationally Deprived) Yes Ln

ESEA, Tizle IX1 (Library resources & Madial Yes.  Ne
ESEA, Title III “(Supplementary Educational

Centers and Serviees) Yes  No
ESEA, T tle V (State Depar:-ments of Education) ¥2s__ No_
NDEA (Specify Titles) i Yes  No
Higher Education Act (Specify Titles) ~ Yes  No____
Art and Humanities Act - Yes  No
Economic Opportunity Act (Head Start, etec.) Yes  No
Other (Specify Aet and Title) B  Yes_ No___

Forty-nine uf the fifty states repl 2d to this form. Of these states
twenty reported that they used some federal funds for programming tar-
geted for GICY. Table 4 shows the responses to this question.

A % OF STATES USINg
NO. GF STATES % OF STATES USING TO ALL RESPONDINg

FEDERAL LEGISLATION _ USING w0 USING STATES (20) STATES (49)

ESEA, Title I 10 507 207
ESEA, 7itle II 10 50% 20%
ESEA, Title III 18 907 367
ESEA, Title V 8 407 167
NDEA 11 55% 227
Higher Education Act 1 5% 2%
Arts and Humanities Act 7 357 14%
Economlc Opportunity Acc 4 20% 8%
Other : 2

10% 4%

TABLE 4: RESPONSES OF STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION
TO QUESTINN 20 OF OE FORM 115 (DASPRE) , 10/70.

0f the twenty states who are using federal funds, the largest number
used ESEA Title III, Supplementary Education Centers and Services, as
a source of funds for reaching GICY. As is evident from Ehe total
number of responses; most of these states used more than one fgdaral
source of funds with 3.5 the average number of different federal sources
being used by each of the twenty states using federal funds for GTICY.
The inforwaticn in Table 4 has been presented pictorially in Diagram

5.
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DIAGRAM 5. RESPONSES TO QUESTION 20 OF OE FORM 115 (DASPRE), 10/70
BY STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION

LEGEND A: This curve shows the number of responses
pevcentaged agalasc th. 20 states using
Federal Funds for GICY

B: This curve shows the number of responses
percentaged agalnat the 49 states who re-
sponded to OE Form 115. .49 Equals 20
states using Federal Funds plus 29 states
not using Federal Funds for GICY. ' : .
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Our interviewing procege uncovered evidence that borh ESEA III and
ESEA V funds are being used to suppart‘progfamming for CGTCY through pro-

grams (Title III) or for supporting the salaries of wewrsonnel at the

state educaticnal] agency level wio Lave a reSponsSiniiis
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state activity for GICY (Title V). This imnformation., tharefore, cor-
roborated some of the data shown in Table 4. Foxr example, we found

data (Table 5) im Title III files showing eighteen states as usipg such
funds for GICY. We were not able to find such data for the Title V nase,
but we did at least find USOE staff who were aware ¢ funds being so
used. We did not find such corroborating evidence with respect to other
programs, We take the lack of data, the poor state of exlstent data,

or the lack of willingness to talk about uses of funds duri#g the inter-—
viewing process to be indicative of the present state of a.USOE delivery
system of educatiénal programs targeted for gifted and talented children

and youth.'

In the Title III case wa found that eighteen states are serving
180,121 students with 51,094,867 of federal funds (see Table 5). This o
means that on the average there is substantially less than $10 per treated
student hei~g expended for special education under thie Title. The
data itself seems inccnsistenttl of the i8 states repc ting, the relation-
ships between the number of GICY 1n each state receilving services and the
total number of students in each state strain the credulity of the reader.
For example, 12.927% of the tctal Maryland public school population are
recelving speclalized programming as gifted and talented students whereas
in New York a little less than 1/4 of 1% are receiving speciallized at-
tention under these Title III funds, or there are only 80 children in
the State éf California directly benefiting ffsm such funds, whereas
2,620 are getting attention in South Dakota, Tt ig further hard to
visualize that this dollar exéeuditure per>pupil can be having much QE
~an impact in such states as Kentucky, Maryland, or Nebraska, for example.
‘It seems more reasanablé’tc axpla{ﬁ these figures by assuming :that many
of these students are .enrolled in TitlenTII programs designed to en;
courage student creativityi‘ (We do n;ttkhaw this as faect.}) It cer=

tainly seems reasonable to conclude that the bulk af»thesérTitlE IIL
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dollars are nui accomplishing a great deal in the way of delivering pro-

grams to GICY.

Number of

California . 80 5 27,978
Colorado 970 64,400
Iowa’ 464 30,000
Kentucky 300 _ 300
Maryland 115,251 326,504
Massachusetts - 1,750 80,312
Nebraska . 4,659 32,500
New Yotk 8,725 ' o
North Carolina ‘ 550 - 68,700
Korth Dakota 7 ‘1,0CG E © 2 15,000
Ohio " 150 - 36,300
Rhode Island | 3 - o120 “-‘hilI,ZLE
South Dakota ! : é;EQD ) - m',ZQZbgzpﬁr
Texas = L R * .. .-22,850
7 uytan S e3s 18,000
| Vieginia . #2,593° 60,757
West Virginia 90 21,000
Puerto Rico,. = - 164 - 150,000 -
Totals ‘x{“;*184? o 180,121 $1,094,867
< oL C .
TABLE 5: STATES REPORTING GIFTED AND .TALENTED
* PUPILS SERVED BY TTTLE- III FUNDS"
*No data available. L - .
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Nevertheless, it is worthwhile to explore more fully what tiis col-

lected data representr. Diagram 6 compares the number of children re-

ceiving specialized attention through federal funds versus the estimated

size of the populations. This same information is presented in Table
6 along with the percentage of the number of students being served

under Title IITI programs withrresﬁect to each pgpu;aticn category in
Diagram éland the total number of estimatied elementary and secondary

#

students in America.

POPULATION

Gifted and
Talented -
Students ..

Gifted
Students

GICY Stu-.
dents re=
celving '
Title III
Funds

i i i Y M PR Y L W M Ao @ i [

C2
NUMBER OF STUDENTS

DIAGRAM 6: COMPARISON OF GTCY STUDENTS.RECEIViﬁG ATTENTION
UNDER TITLE III PROGRAMS TO ESTIMATED SIZE OF
GIFTED POPULATION AND GIFTED AND TALENTED
. PORPULATION

\-
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% of No. 4 to

No. Population Size Other Populaticus
1 All E.S. Students |51,600,000 R 3%
2 Gifted & Talented | 4,128,000 4. 47
3 Gifted : 1,496,000 12.0%
4 GTCY Being Served 180,000

TABL} 6: PERCENTAGE COMPARISON OF GICY SERVED
BY TITLE IITI FUNDS TO POPULATIONS

An interpretétign of Table 6 reveals that although at least 8% of
the total elementary and secondary school population is gifted and tal-
ented, only .3 of 1% are reported as recipients of federal funds. Further,
thia also means that at most 4.4% of the estimated 4,128,000 GTCY
students are receilving specialized attention through federal funds spe-
cifically targeted for them. If we make the most generous assumption
possible, the 180,000 pupils are all mentally gifted, this would mean
that at most (using the 2.9% for the range) 12.0% of the nation's
elemenféry 3nd‘secéﬁéary students who are mentally gifted are receiving

specialized attention from federal support.

These argument have been bullt on a limited data base and must be
used with;eare. The fact that we were able to uncover such a limited
amount of data, however, is highly important as a measure of the present
USOE delivery system for gifted and talented children and youth. Again,
we conclude that thgre ig virtually no such system within the present

U.8. 0ffice of Education.

D. OTHER POPULATIONS BEING SERVED BY OE PROGRAMS
A review of the Office of Education Budget (see Diagram 7) indicates
that the biggest group of students that USOE focuses or are the educa-

tionally deprived. Educationally deprived children include the
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handicapped, neglecited and delinquent, migratory, the poor, the drop-
out, the uon-English spesking ., and the disadvantaged who have been in
Head Start prograims. Tnese populations are served by Title I, 1II, V,
VI, VII, and VIII of the Elementary and Secondary Educational Act.
(Title VI of this act will be replaced by the Educatien for the Handi-
capped Act by July 1, 1971.} The Vocational and Adult Educatlon Act

also provides programs for these same populations.

ESEA Title TIT funds of $143,393,000 and EASEA Title VIII funds of
$ld,DQO,DDO are also reaching targeted populations. These figures have
not been included in Table 6 because an accurate estimate of the number
of gtudents belng served by these funds was not obtalned. However, the
populations being served by these latter two Titles tend to be the same
as for Title I with the exception of the 180,121 students beilng treasted
as gifted and talented childrim and youth with Title III money. -

Comparison of Tables 6 and 7 shows that the number of educationally
deprived students being served by Title I funds is almost twice the
4,128,000 estimate of gifted and talented children while tﬁe number of

- students being served by Title VI funds is almost equivalent to the

data are summarized in Diagram 8.

% OF TOTAL
POPULATION NUMBER OF STUDENTS POPULATION
All E.S5. Students .. 51,600,000 - 100.0
] Tiﬁle I S 7;77777 -
Educationally Deprived : 7,900,@00 15.3
Title VI D 1 i
Handicapped : 183,000 4

TABLE 7: COMPARISON OF POPULATIONS SERVED BY USOE ESEA FUNDS
(SOURCE: U.S. GOVERNMENT BUDGET FOR 1972)
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POPULATION AND
SOURCE_OF_FUNDS

Educationally
Deprived
(ESEA Title I}

Tgtimated Nuwber®
of Gifted aad
Talented (No
Funds)

Handicapped
(ESEA Title VI)

GIFTED (ESEA
TITLE III)

A - E— I . - SR o1 L4

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
NUMBER OF STUDENTS (MILLIONS)

DIAGRAM 8: COMPARISON OF POPULATION RECEIVING USOE PRCGGRAM EFUNDS

The 1971 apérepriaticns for the USOE are showm in Diag?aﬁ 7. As

is clearly evident from the graph, the largest budget item is for the
Buréaﬁ of Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE). The total appro-—
priation for BESE is $1,915,968,000 of which $1, SDO;OD0,000 is targeted
for educationally deprived children under ESEA I. Table 8 gives a break
down of the major Titles that make up ESEA. The flow of funds to the
population shown in Diagram 8 will be traced in this section in order to
compare the population sizes and targeted USOE dollars for these popula-
tions against one another. A quick inspectian of Diagram 7 shaws that

the USOE budget does reach other populations than those shown in the

preceding diagram.
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Authordity Description Appropriation
ESEA T Aid to School Districes $1,500,000,000#
ESEA 1T Library Resources 80,000,000
ESEA I1I Supplementary Services 143,393,000
ESEA V Strengthening State Departments
of Education ' 29,750,000
ESEA VII Bilingual Education 25,000,000
ESEA VIII Dropout Prevention 10,000,000
TOTAL 51,788,143,000
TABLE 8: 1971 USOE DOLLARS APPRCPRIATED UNDER ESEA ACTS

# The dollars shown are the sum of those line items in the
USOE Budget earmarked as program dollars for a specific
population. They do not include research and innovation
funds that also reach some students under these arts.

SOURCE: Department of Health, Educatlon, and Welfare,
Office of Education, Fiscal Year 1972 Budget;
internal report.

Of the $1.5 billion specified for educationally deprived children
(ESEA TI), $1,339,747,067 are formula funds earmarked for LEA's, while
$137,366,984 are targeted for handicapped, migratory, neglected and
delinquent, and students who live in areas having a high concentration
af poor families in them. Additional funds for the handicapped under
Education for the Handlcapped Act has $34 million divided amongzst state
grants and $27.5 million disbursed amongst early childhood, research and
: demanétration, innovation for deaf-blind, and special learning disabilities
praje;tg. .

Ia order to assess tho im?iiéd.ﬁSDE priority status of gifted and
talented children and youth, the giftcd and talented papuégticn-will
‘be compared with the educationally deprived, and then the ﬂ;ndicépped.
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Numbexr of Pupils
Being Reached By
USQE Programsz

Funds Targeted
For os Reaching
These Pupils

Educationaily ) er - p s e
Deprived 7,900,990;- 1,339,749,067
Handicapped 115,000 29,708,000

grey : 180,121 1,094,867
TABLE 9: USOE FUNDS APPKOPRIATED FOR OR SE.VING HANDICAPPED,

GTCY AND EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED.

The data in Table 9 were cbtéinéd,f:om the Budget and Manpower
Division of USOE. The 7i9.milliog figure is the number of elementary
and secondary students under current opgéationg:who are recipients of
the $1.3 billion of funds under Aid to ScﬁocllDisEricts. The 115,000
figure for handicapped students is the number df'students who are cur-
rently receiving almost $30 million in funds undéf State Grant Programé.'
In this case, the number of students expected in 1972 would increase to
at least 183,000 as reported in The Budget ofrthéiUniQQQ,Stateé Govern-—
if the other aspects oi BEH

ment, Appeﬂdix Figcal Year 1972, p. 445,
If the number further:included the impact cf

activity were included.—
teacher pragrams, this figure would be much larger. These aumbers
were chosen 1or these two populations because they both raprasent state

grants and can, therefore, be used as a cemparative measaure where the

number of studentsisérved has been established.
This information has been condensed into Diagram 9 and shows that
there is a wide discrepancy between the actual expenditures per pupil

by population. The onesideness of these ratigs indicates that attenticn
on giﬁﬁed and talented is minimal in comparison with the two priority
concerns. Further evidence for this conclusion arises by comparing

the aizes of the handicapped and GTCY populations (see Table 10).
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POPULATIONS SQURCE OF FUNDS

HANDICAPPED .

EHA
TDUCATIONALLY TITLE I
DEPRIVED

GICY TITLE TII

] A I T i i i i A e

o 100 200
(DOLLARS/PUPILS)

DIAGRAM 9: USOE FUNDS SPENT PER STUDENT FOR SELECTED POFULATIONS

EXPENDITURE

POPULATION 2ER PUPIL RATIO
Handicapped - $258 43:1
Edocationally -

Deprived " 165 _ 28:1
GTCY 6 1 1!17

TABLE 10: RATIO OF EXPENDITURE/PUPIL
TO EXPENDITURE/GTCY PUPIL
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The handicapped figure (Table 11} was arvived at by taking 10% of

the estirated si 2 of the population between the agss of 5 te 17; 10% is

‘the established figure used by the Bureau of the Handicapped (BEH). The

size of the 5=17 vear old population Iin the United States was estimated

at 51,584,000 éhiidren in 1967 by the U.S. Bureau of Census. Using

a population growth figure of 2% per year, by 1971 the estimated size

of the population becomrs 5,385,000. Using the same 2% rate of increase
per year of the handicapped population, and the 1969 figure of 1,794,100
(Digest of Fducaticn Statisties, 1970, U.S. Government Printing Office,

p. 31) as a base gives an estimate of 1,911,000 for the handicappped

' school-going population by 1971. This figurs of 1.9 million is 35.5%

of the estimated population size of 5,385,000 students which is consistent
with the 40% figure that BEH uses as an estimate for the percentage of
the total handicapped population of school-going age who are actually

enrolled in school. Thus, the figure of 5,385,000 appears to be a reason-

. able estimate for the size of the handicapped population of school-going

age.

ESTIMATED SIZE
OF POPULATION

Handdcapped 5,385,000

. GTCY _ | 4,128,000

TABLE 11: ESTIMATED SIZE OF HANDICAFPED
AND GTCY POPULATION
o
Comparison of the estimated handicapped and GTCY population shows
that the handicapped population is at most only one~third larger
than the size .of the GTCY population, yet 43 times the average amount

- of federal funds expended per treated GICY students (see Table 10) is

should not neceasarily receive exactly the same amount of attention or

= v,
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funds per treated student, the vatie of 43:1 seems quite disparate.
Again, we eonclude from these data that the gifted and talented student

is not a priority concern at present of the United States Office of

Educa.ioi.
/
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TIT. DECISIONS POINTS WITHIN A TOTAL DELIVERY SYSTEM THAT CAN
~ EFFECT PRIORITIES

A. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OFFICE OF EDUCATION, STATE EDUCATIOHAL AGENCTIES
AND LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES

In assessing the dffice of Education (USOE) delivery system of pro-
grams specifically targeted for gifted and talented children and youth,
it is necessary to investlgate the relationships between the USOE and
the various other agencies within the American educational system. The
smallest unit in this hierarchy is the individual school in same:lccal
educational agency (symboiized by LEA). These schools are in turn sub-
ordinate to some local governing unit such as a local schbol board and a
superintendent or by a regional board and a superigténdent. Such an
LEA generally determines the policy that governs the schoois under its
Jurisdiction. Outside of the individaulxschncl, it is usually at the
board level that the or&inary citizen'has contact with what is happening
in education. If citizens are able to bring enough pressure to bear at
this point, they can alter educational priarities in their séhcciing

system. ‘
i

The local schoclfbcard, usually through the superintendent of schools,
finds itself subject/ to its state educational agencyI(SEA) policies.
The leverage that an SEA has over an LEA is funds. Im ail gtates, money
apprapriated by the|state for educatinnal purpases only reaches the LEA
1f the LEA complies with regulatinns and guidelines established by the
state eéycational gency. The SEA in turn has its directions set by
state law. By aha;agy SEA's perform a similar function with respect to

LEA's as USOE performs with respect to SEA s.~

The SEA then generally works within the framework of its state laws
and the laws and regulations of the Federal gévernﬁent. 4§s ié true in
the relationship of the SEA to the LEA, the Federal government can use
the leverags of federal monies to effect the educational priorities of an
SEA. Althaugﬁ the SEA receives 1its cantrél ff@m “above,'" its priorities

g3 Tn
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are also sub’~ct te influence from below if citizens and LEA's can BYLing
enough pressure to bear on the SEA, but the grestest influence is from
above. In responding to controls and guidelines from USOCE, the SEA
might deal directly with a bureau or - office within USOE or in some cases
(very few, according to our investigation) the. contact and control might
be exercised through one of tne Federal regional offices that are main-

tained by the Office of Regional Office Coordination within USOE.
. : ,

The ne£t‘level in this-hierarchy is the USOE. 1In general the Office
of Education under the direction of the Commissioner of Education and
his'deputies act as the implementation agent of federal laws concerning
education. In performing this function the various bureau act as catalytic
change:agents between the'laws, the SEA's, and the LEA'S; Those bureaus
and divisions of USOE do not dictéte‘ﬁhat should haﬁpen at these latter
levels, rather they set uﬁ and establish program guidelines to assist
SEA's and LFA's in applying for federal funds to the needs of their
local educational units. At this point, SEA or LEA priorities might super-—
sede OE priorities as long as the local use can be justified under the

board guideiiﬁes set up for these funds.

Any effective delivery system cf\federal‘edueational programs tar-
geted for gifted and talented children by USOE will go through this seriles
of decision nodes befcre the student is finally affeéféd. In what fallows,,
various aspects of this Beries of relaticnships will be isolated and dia~
‘cussed. In particula:,hdigcussionsvwill center around ghe needs a delivery

gystem must addfesa,itself to ‘at each node 1f it 1s to be effective.

Diagram 10 shows schematically the relationships that exist between
these educational agencies, and the lines of communication that are ex~-
efcisad, The diracticn of an arruw shows which way control or influence
is exerted. No attempt has been made to assess . the strength of these

relat;gnships or in which directicn the 1nf1uences might be strongest.

The heavier arrows- emphasize tne more active directions of influence,

not necessarily the stfongsst.
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DIAGRAM 10: SCHEMA SHOWING RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN EDUCATICNAL AGENGIES

B, LEGAL FRAMEWORK_FOR OE PROGRAMS-

In investigating the legal framewcrk within which educatianal pro-
grams are develnped, we investigated Titles I, I, 111, V, VII, and
VIII of the Elementary and Secondary Educational Act (ESEA) as amended
througb 197D and the Ecducation of thE Handicapped Act which will replace

Title VI- gt ESEA as of July 1, 1971.; le alsoc looksd at the Higher

 Education Act of 1965, the National Defense Educatian Act of 1958 (NDEA),

the Cooperative Research Act, the Ec&nomic Opportunity Act of 1964 and
the Vocational Education Act of 1963. 1In reviewing these acts we were
primarily concerned with uncovering legislation which specifically men—

tioned gifted and talented children aﬁd you;h as recipients for program




funds, and for legislative restrictions that would not allow fu.ds to

be nead for this pouplztion.

‘A review of this material Indicated that there are no restrictions
within the laws that would bar funds from reaching gifted and talented
children and youth. In most cases, however, the main thrust of the
lzgislation 1is for a targeted population such as disadvantaged or handi-
capped youth, so that gifted and talented children could only be served
by these program funds 1if they are gifted or talented and disadvantaged
or handicapped at the same time. Although funds -~ould resch GICY through
‘such legislation; it is rare to find funds beilng used in this way. The
cause results from two thinggs: Because the legislation does not specif=
ically mentioned gifted and talented, the interpreters of the legislation
take 1t literally and do not entertain using funds this way and since
gifted and talented are not a priority concern at the OE level, program
officers do not focus attentién on this population. There i1s a pyramiding
effect to this phenonemon 1in which SEA's and LEA's tend to use OE
priorities as guidelines for determining their own prilorities. Outside
of Public Law 91-230 which authorized this study and the amendment of
Titles III and V of ESEA to include insertion of "gifted and talented
children and youth,' the rest of this legislation dnes not specifically

mention this population.

ESEA Title III (Supplementary Educatlional Centers and Services;
Guidance, Counseling, and Testing) stipulates that funds can be used for
giftéd and talented children and implies the same for gifted students by
ailawingifunas to be used for special instruction and equipment for stu-
dents intérested in etudying advanced sclentific subjects, forelgu lan-
guages, and other academic areas not taught in local schools. It further
implies the same kind of assistance to talented children when it speci-
fies funds can be used to méke available modern educational equipment and
qualified personnel, including artists and musicians, on a temporary v
bésis for the benefit of children; Thig legislation alse allows funds
to be used for testing students in order to identify those with out~ -
standing apFitudesvand abilitiesiﬁqgl J

. W -
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ESEA, Title V, (Strengthening State and Local Educational Agencles)
legislation allows funds to be used by LEA's and SEA's for consulting
help and technical services in particular areas of education. Gified
and talented children are mentioned in this act. There is direct evi-
dence that some SEA's are using Title V funds for salaries for part-

time consultants in the area of gifited and talented.

The evidence, indicates, however, that unless funds are specifically
earmarked by legislation for a targeted pouplation, it is highly unlikely
that any funds will be expended on gifted and talented youth to meet
their needs except as disadvantaged youth, handicapped youth, etc. It

is instructive to note that the Education for the Handicapped Act is

' legislation specifically designated for handicapped children: This

population, however, was in the same situation as the GICY until the
handicapped became a designated population under Title VI of ESEA. The
development of the Education for the Handieappad Act provides a meaning-

ful model of how to focus federal concern on a targeted population.

The Education Professions Development ACT (EPDA), an amendment to
Title V of the Higher Education Act of-1965, is designed to "...improve
the quality of teaching and to help meet eritical shortages of adequately
trained educational personnel." This'act does make provision for funding
programs or projects to prepare teachers and other educational personnel
to meet the special needs of exceptionally gifted students and also for
programs or projects to prepare artlsta, craftsmen, scientists, artisans
or persons from other professions or vocéticns to teach or otherwise
aszist in educational programs or projects on a long-term, short-term,

or part-time basis. Since GICY are not a major OE priority and because

~ there 1s not a large grass roots adveecacy group bringing pressure to

bear on this area of concern, this part of the EPDA does not receive much

emphasis at this time,
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4lchough the National Defemse Education Act of 1968 (NDEA) does not
specifically mention gifted and talented children, it does make funds
available for strengthening instruction in sclence, mathematics, modern
foredign lsnguages, and other critical subjects. By extension, funds
could be channeled for developing programs of instruction in these areas
for gifted and talented children and youth. This law tends to view top-—
grade instruction in these areas as critical to the protection of this
country, and by imnliczation, therefore, the develcpment of gifted and

talented students in these areas as a natlonal resource to be developed.

A major implication tc be drawn from these reviews of federal legis-

ulation such as gifted and talented children and youth will veceive much
attention within USOE unless it can become a priority concern of the

office having a federal legislative foundation supporting that prior.ty.

C. USOE NODE

The data collected on USOE was obtained by interviewing people within
the various bureaus and officesz. The interviewers were determined through
a memo dated March 30, 1971 from Dr. Donald Davies, Acting Deputy Com-
missioner for Development, to bureau chiefs and office heads requesting
them to assign a person from their bureau or office to provide infétma=
tion for this study. These names were reviewed with the project director
before the interviewing process started. We interviewed people in twenty-
six offices and bureaus about the present USOE delivery system of educa-
tion for giftediand talented ;hildren and youth. In reportiug our findings
through these interviews, anecdotes from the various interviews will be
used to substantiate the inferences we have drawn. The reader should mnot
interpret an anecdotal plece of data as an isolated occurrence. We have
§ incoporated such data only if it represents a recurrent theme throughout
; _ the interviewing process. We further caution the reauer to not interpret
the amount of anecdotal maﬁerial as a measure for the strength or importance
of the issue; rather; these excerpts represent common opinions frequently

encountered during the interviewing'process.
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Back in the late 1950's and early 1960's there was an effort
started to help develop the nation's gifted and talented students.
The effort at that time was focused more on the mentally gifzed zince
they were seen as a vital national resource central to keeping America
in the vanguard of the development and exploration of space. After
some initial American successes in space, this concern slacked a bit
and the country began to focus more on its internmal problems. The
decade of racial conmscience and concern and the initial impetus given
to the gifted and talented began to fade in light of new concerns.
Unfortunately, full fruits of the work started at this time were not
fully HESVEsted because of the shifts of concern.

® ...8even or eight years agoe the big push on gifted

and talented children, especially at NSE. However,
now the number one priority is disadvantaged kids,
so gifted anu talented as a specific program is

practically non-existent to the best of my know-
ledge.

® The basic problem at OE is that programs come
and go with changes of administration.

The priorities of the Office of Education, therefore, tend fo par-
~allel the concerns of the day and it is hard to Justify the continuance
of sarlier programming if it cannot be easily related to these concerns.
The prioriﬁieé cf the Office of Education closely parallel the concerns
of the day and very few officeé or bureaus will entertain other concerns
if they do ﬁat parallel these priorities. Thus, programming for the
gifted and talented gets little or no visibility within USOE.

e My priorities and the priorities of éhig office

follow chose of the Commissioner and the gifted
are not an issue of publie concern.

e ...suggested that the important priorities in
OE at this time are early child education first,
education for the handicapped second, and improve-.
ment in vocational education third. Gifted and
talented children are not a priority even though
focusing Title III funds on projects serving gifted -
and talented is authorized by ESEA. ’
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o Since gifted and talented are not a discreet group
that is an QOE priority, we do not list them rr
consider them as a high prlority group.

The fact that GICY are noi a priority item profoundly effects
whether or not funds do reach gifted and talented childien even when
there is legislation mentioning this papﬁlaticn. Clearly, the effect
of the low priority level of GICY effects the potential for a delivery
system by discouraging the use of funds for these students as gifted
and talemted children and youth. If théy d@.ggt served by USCE funds,
it 1s not as gifted and talented children and youth, but as part of

another pouplation.

® Our division.recognizes that gifted and talented
children should be served by special projects, but
the program needs for the first priority categories
are so great that they eat up the funds before we
could even consider programs for gifted and talented.

e In the National Center for Education Research, money
is available for research in the area of the gifted
child, but it is not used for that purpose becauss
it is not a priority concern. For example, a very
good unsolicited proposal came in to use funds for
training the vocationally gifted child, but it was
turned down.

@ Tn short, Title I funds do represent a way in which
these children can be served if they are brought
into the programs at the local level because they
are low achievers. The fact that they are gifted
and talented becomes tangential to the reasons why
they are being served under these funds.

° As a result, these children would receive attemtion
not because of their gifted or taleated quality, but
besauge of their low family income.

® Again, the answer iz that none of the programs men-
tioned above, nor the ongoing effort to strengthen

: education at the state level diréctly affect the

i o GTCY population in any but the most tangential
manner . ‘ :




These anecdotes outline the most frequently cited causes and dynamics
for why there is at present virtually no USOE delivery system targeted
for glfted and talented children and youth. The relationship between
the USOE and LEA's and SEA's, however, is equally important. Some
real constraints exist in this relationship and center around needs
for leadership.at the state and local level and also around the issue
of what role a federal agency should play in state concerns.

a The educational systam does not accept the right
of an individual to be different from his peers
The general tendency is to pull the person to

the average level because children are not thought
of as individualistic.

o It's interesting to note that there is a great
deal of similarity between federal priorities and
state priorities.

@ Usually the states assess thelr own needs and then
ge: local school districts to develop programs which
fii into these needs.

@ Congress wanted the states to become involved with
plauning and evaluation. Because of personnel and
time constraints, the areas have been traditionally
ignored, so the ESEA amendments of 1962 were passed
to strengthen planning and evaluation capabilicties
at the state level.

Having resolved what that relationship should be has not completely
solved the problem. The statea now assume fuller responsibility for
planning and priority setting and the federal role is reduced to'a
more technical one of monitoring what happens, The plight in this
is that the local and state agencies do not have enough talented staff
trained in educational substance and coatont, with leadership quali-
tigsi training, and experience in educational program planning, evel-
uation of educational programs, and the implementation of such pro-
grams. The bind is that USOE does have on its staff many well qualified
educational people who do have these qualities, but they are not able
to exercise them because their role is delim.ted by legislation. ‘
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Strevgihening the educational system at the state
level has benefited the system as a whole.

e .8 a result of 1968 amendments, the states now
have virtually complete say in how 85% of Title
IIT funds will be used.

e The role OE is now playing in administering the

: 85% formula funds is reviewing of state plans.
We have three desk officers who review stare
plans to see that they conform with federal
guideliues. This really amounts to checking
cff on procedures rather than subetance.

@ Not only has federal money proved nacessary
in order to improve educational capability
at the state level, but adequately trained
and motivated personnel have been difficult
to find.

D. STATE EDUCATION AGENCY NODE

During April a three-—day corn .arence on GICY was held in Miami,
Florida. The attendees were people at the SEA level with responsibilities
and concerns centered around developing and delivering educational
programs to gifted and talented children and youth. The meeting was .
convened to explore how state level people are meeting the need
of GICY's and what kind of support they could use. During the con-
ference data were collected on the types of problems and resistances the
attendees meet in doing their job. Table 12 gummarizes in tabular form
the main difficultégs as they were expressed at that conference.

The attendees were then asked to delineate what was most needed
at the state level in order to more effectively help them in delivering
programs to GTCY's. The =ix greatest neads listed in order of impor-

tance are shown in Table 13.
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Rank : Problem

1 . Leck of Tfained Personnel at Teecher,
LEA and SEA ievel

2 Lacl cf Funde for GTCY Programe

3 Leek of Understanding of ‘need by
- Public, Legislet@rs, end Educators

4 Programs for GTICY are low priority
at LEA and SEA Levele

5 Lack of Leadership, Directicn, and .
Clesr-cut objectives fit LEA and

SEA level for delivering Educational
Programs to GICY

6 Poor Diegnosis of who 1s Gifted and
Talented =~

TASLE 12:  THE-SIX MOST FREQUENTLY MET PROBLEMS AT
THE SEA LEVEL IN TRYING TO DELIVER PRO-
"GRAMS TO GICY '
(RANKED IN ORDER OF FREQUENCY)

Rank Need

1 Good Public Relatians for Ccmmunicating ineludin
Demanstratian Prcjects.

2 Funds (both Formula and Deeeretionary) for developing
prcgrams within the state.

3 More unified efforte in areas af GTICY. This means State
to State, State to Local for sharing results, work, and
resources in order to develop a stronger- suppnrt base.

4 Need for more State eteff and caneultante werking ealely
in the areas of developing Gifted and Talented P:og?ame.

5 'ImpLGVEd pereonnel whe are well trained in teaching
- Cifted and Talented Children and Youth at the Local
Level. This includes. providing well-trained support
gtaff for program deveiapment.

6 Better Leaderehip end Directien for the area cf Gifted
and Talﬂnted.

TABLE 13: THE SIX BIGGEST NEEDS .FOR SUPPORT AT THE STAEE LEVEL
IN DEVELOPING AND DELIVERING PROGRAMS TO GICY
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Combining the data collecged from pre-conference questionnalres
sent to the-participahts with data collected during the conference
through questionz.-and interviews, it was possible to develop a table
éf categories of concern at the SEA level %ﬁ deif@ering programs to
the gifted and talented. The numerical eétimafes for thesé categories
of conc-tn were arrived at by tébulating the ﬁumﬁer of timés a category
was mentioned or referred to in Eheianswérs to four quéstions asked

of the attendees at the Conference. The mentions were tabulated by

. made. Diagram.ll -shows in graphical form the sqmma:§ of this pr@éessi

Rank  Category Degree of Mention
1 Traifiing

2 ; Leadership

3 . Public Relations

4 ‘Planning/Research

5 Curriculum/Materials

6 Low Priority

7 Accountability i

8 Other’

DIAGRAM 11: CATEGORIES OF CONCERN AT SEA LEVEL IN DELIVERING PROGRAMS
' v TO. THE GIFTED AND TALENTED
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The siagle cencern that most frequently arose during this':cnfarence
was funds. It has not been shown in Diagram 11 because it would éreate
e false imrreseion of what the underlying vroblems are. Every entry
in the diagram would need funds to be implemented, but funds will not
be of any use until a solid. program base has been planned with pro=~
vision for evaluating, documenting, and learning from the 1lmplemented
programs, On the basis of what can be learned from these experiences,
it should be possible to begiﬂ replicati~g programs and to bezin de-
jivering programs on a much wider footing for the gifted and talented.
Tracing the interrelatiouships between the categories of concern shown
in Diagram 11 helps to better understand the SEA node within a tgtal
delivery system of educational programs for the gifted and talented.

The largest concern 1s for more teachers trained in meeting the
educational needs cf gifted and talenteﬁ puplls. But, 1f there is
such a need, then this reflects the fact that the problems and needs
of these students do not receive much priority emphasis within the

educational community, therefore, there are not many university train-

ing centers and programs that deal with gifted and talented. This in
turn means that LEA's do not emphasize the special educational needs

of these students. Leadership ties closely intg this cycle becausg the

cussed. This has the effect of causing lccai efforts to be isolated
from one dnother and thereby disjointed and non-visible. ~There is
;consiQEfable need for planning talent at the SEA level. Lack of
‘planning talent and céordinated research clearly r%lates to the need’
for curriculum and mdterials targeted for GICY and the development of
training programs -centered around these materials; Planniﬂg and re-
search shauld not be viewed as only ‘a theeretical activity: planning
: and research also encompasses development of operational programs for
L use at the LEA°level today. In this sense planning and research must
- go cﬁ at ‘the applied level. -Eec;use there are few we11—coordinated
pregfams and because the priority for such programs is 8¢ iow at the-
LEA SEA, -and USDE levels, it is difficult to launch a Eubstantia1

-
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public relations program to make people aware of th~ needs for spec—

ialized program activity for these students.

in order to make some headway in breaking the cycle described sbove,

the people at the conference volced the néed for leadership to help

them bring togethar present program efforts on a national scale as

a way to provide a solid foundation for continued programming to meet

the needs of our gifted and talented children and youth.

E. TLOCAL EDUCATION.AGENCY NODE

The final deciasion level that can aiéer priaritiee within a total
delivery syefém is at the lccai school 1eve1 We did not undertake
an investigetion of what the probleme are at thie level in deliveling
programs to GTCY. 1In order to add gsome perspective, however of the
size of the network of echoals and teechere that effect the stndent
directly, we incorporated some etatistiée'on-the numBer of independent

aschool districts, achools, and teachers the;e are in the nation.

In 1968 there were 22,010 independent eehaol distriete through-
&ut. the United States. (Simon, fenneth A A, end W Vance Grant, N

Digeat of EJucational Statistics,‘September 1970 p. 7.) .The number '
of schools within these districts ie shown in Table 14. D =

Public A ﬁon—Public - Totals

Elementaty 70,879 . 15,340 |° - 86,219 :
Secondary . |27,011 4,606 | 31,617 _
Totals | - 97,890 19,946 . 117,836 -.

TABLE 14‘l‘NUMBER OF SCHOOLS IN U.S 1967=1970

.Source: 1970 Digeet of Edueational Stetistice




Assuming that the increase in number of schools since the 1967-
1968 schco% year have been on the order of up to one percent per yeaz,
this would mean that the kindergarten, elementary, and secondary 1970
student pouplation of 51.6 million children were housed in approximately
120,000 schools. Table 15 shows the éstimated number of teachers who

have direct contact with 'z student.

1969 1970

) Publiic Hon-Public Public Non=Public
g Elementary 1.108 ,' <147 1. 1;5 ) 146
b Secondary | .906  .080 .93 .080
§ 2.014 .227 7 7:72_049 .226

TOTAL NUMBER OT TEACHERS
1969 2,241,000
1970 2,275,000

TABLE 15: ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CLASSROOM TEACHERS IN U.S.
' TOR 1969 AND 1970.

7;~—7mUltimat21yﬂ£cr a delivery system to be effective, it will have to

constructively interact with 2 1/4 million teachers within approximately
120,000 schoole that are administerved through some 22,000 indepegdent'
administrative units. This task alone is immense and will require

leadership ready to deal creatively with this problem.



- of some pros gnd cons surrcundingjthis Qﬁticn.

IV. STRATEGIES AND ENTRY POINT FOR A DELIVERY
SYSTEM WITHIN U.5.0.E. ’

A. STRATEGIES AND ENTRY POINTS

Given that USOE will set up ankégenc? or mechanism to be the °neal
pointjfor a national, coordinated delivery system of educaﬁional pro~-
grams for glfted and talented children and youth, what avenues should
USQE pursue in establishing this agency and what ére the best entry
points within USOE for this agency? 7

The alternative strategles to set up an agency‘gr mechanism are
basically three: : s '

1. USOE could create a new bureau sclel& respcnsibieh
for GTCY: :

N

USOE might create a new division within a bureau;
or .

3. USOE might set up a GTCY Program Grcup with the
responsibility to coordinate, crchestrate and
focus resources for GTCY.
Figure 1 shows schematically the three basic options that USOE
might pursue. ! ‘
e

Option one, creating a new bureau appears straightforward and simple

enaugh to achieve. Let us weigh its pros and cons. Below is a list

PROS: .
® A separate Bureau carries to a 1Qgica1 con—-
clusian the need. for ﬁational focus, a high
< priority concern, and the need for targeted
funds for GICY. '
(
® ecause state prioricies frequently parallel

federal priorities, this would have a ripple

effect of state agenciles setting up a bureau-

/ level mechanism fgr Gifted and Talented Child-
f ren and Youth. / : :

| A
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FIGURE 1:

CONS:

AGENCY

OR
MECHANISM
CREATP A NEW  CREATE A NEW SET UP A
BUREAU . DIVISION WITHIN  PROGRAM GROUP

" EXISTING BUREAU TO OVERSEE
ACTIVITIES FOR
GTCY WITHIN PRESENT
TRAMEWORK

SCHEMATIC REPRESENTATION OF THREE ALTERNATIVE
BASIC STRATEGIES FOR ESTABLISHING A GTCY
AGENCY OR MECHANISM

A separate Bureau would make 1t easler to focus
and coordinate program, research, and training
efforts directed toward GICY since they would
be divisions within that bureau.

‘A separate Bureau with all of the resources

and responsibiliites together would facilitate
and process of providing national leadership
for GICY. '

To satablish a separate Bureau would probably
be the most expensive route to follow in de-
veloping a delivery system.

This would not capitalize upon existing de-
livery mechanisms within USOE. ' .

The establishment of a separate Bureau would
require specilal legislative action.

G - 48

et st e e Len fa e



e A separate Bureau might make it more diifdicult
to coordinate the GITCY-serving activities of
existing Bureaus and Divisions who serve other
targeted populations that also contaln GTCY.

as a special population, those gifted and tal-

ented who are also handicapped, for example,

might not receive the attention they need as

handicapped at the same time they have their

special needs as gifted or talented served.

Assuming that this path is taken, where are the best entry points

for this Bureau within USQE? The two most logical spots for such a
bureau would be under either the Deputy éammissicnef for tchool Fystems
or the Depufy Commissigner for Development. Establishment of ﬁhe
bureau under the Deputy Commissioner for Development makes szense as
a beginning step, since thefe is the need to focus a great deal of
thought and j.anning around the present state of educational knowledge
of education for GICY's, héw to use this base for planning a delivery
system to GTCY, '‘and the development of a national strategy for realizing
the delivery system. There is possibly one major drawback ‘to this lo-
cation for a bureau. The need in an effactive delivery system is for
operational programming built around a sound body of knowledge whereas
if the foeus on GICY:got labeled as a research or deveiopmental effort,
it could delay considerably.an_cperaticﬂal delivery system that serves
GICY‘s\on a wide Bcale, Ultimately, the most logical and natural pos-
ition for a bureau would be under the Deputy Commissioner for School
Systems, since the final aim of a delivery system is to reach gifted
and talented students who are in school at the elementary and secondary
level. This implies that if such a bureau is first established under
 the Deputy Commissioner for Dévelapmenﬁ, that ultimately the Bureau
should leave that organizational spct to come under the Deputy Com-
missioner for School Systems. The structure of a Bureau for the
Gifted and Talented should at least be similar to that of the Bureau
of Education for the Handieappedgand 1nclude‘an educational service

division, a research division, and a training division.



%

The second type of strategy that can be pursued is one of attaching
responsibility for gifted and talented to an existing Bureau, through
the creation of a new division within the Bureau. Pros and cons to

be considered in this type of format are:
PROS :

® A delivery mechanism would already exist in the
Bureau and the Division for Gifted and Talented
would be able to build om it without having to
start from ground zero.

® The cost outlay for setting up a division should
be much smaller than what would be required for
gsetting up a full bureau.

® It would be easier to set up a division under an
existing Bureau within USOE than to establish a
new bureau. The creation of a divisicn could be
handled on a lower decision lavel than that of
a bureau and it would probably not require as
much administrative detail as the creation of a
bureau would.

@ Major legislation would not be required; at most
the legislative requirement would probably be in
the form of an amendment to present legislative
structure.

® There would be less>dup11catian of effort and
functions in setting up a division instead of
a bureau.

] By placing the Division within the Bureau that
serves most elemz@ntary and secondary students,
it would be easier to coordinate GTCY activities,
with programs reaching other targeted populations.

o The strength of focus on gifted-and talented might
not be as strong as it would be with the establish-
ment of a full bureau. ,

e It is poasible that the concerns of a division
within a bureau focuséd on other populations
might be submerged by the bureaus main focus.

To the extent that the division manages dellars
of its own, this concern diminishea.
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@ It might be more effective to coordinate the
full spectrum of services necessary for a com-
plete delivery system to GICY from the division
level instead of the bureau level. In more
generalized terms, a division would not have
as much organizational clout as a bureau would.

The =ntry peints for a separate division devoted to the gifted and
talented are numerous but the most logical spots for attachir ‘he
division are under the Bureaus that report to the Deputy Commissloner
for School Systems or the Deputy Commissioner for Development. ‘If
the prevailing sentiment indicates that the division should go through
a couple years devoted to planning and expeiimenting with the best
ways to meet the needs of GTCY, then the division might begin under
the Office of Program Planning and Evaluation (particularly the
Elementary and Secondary Programs Division) or the Office of Priority
Manzgement. These positions are subject to the same constraints as

placing a bureau under the Deputy Commissioner for Development. The

need is for an effective delivery system that is operational; a system

that 1s delivering programs to students.

For these reasons,; it seems most.logical for the division to rest
under the Deputy Commissioner for School Systems. As a division it
ﬁight come to rest under the Bufeau'gf;Educatian for the Handicapped,

or the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education.

The third strategy for setting up afﬁelivery svystem within USOE
would be to create a GTCY Program Group (GTPG). The GTPG would consist
of a nucleus of experts in Gifted and Talented education (minimum

staff requiremenés: 3 proféssionals with apprapfiate staff support)

.to be augmented by aszignment of staff from various bureaus and divisions

within USOE who can coordinate the funding and functions of existing
programg to maximize benefits to:GTCY. The role ¢f the GTPG would be
to provide planning support for GTCY coupled with the responsibility
of overseeing and coordinating funding specific to GTCY. The members

of the GIPG in addition to the nucleus group would be from two cate-

gorles:
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1. Where funds are specifically appropriate or other-—

wlse categorized through administrative procedures,
ine  espomnsibility for their administration must

reeice with the GTPG. This can be accomplished
through the assignment of the GIPG by relevant
OE program managers of a line employee (for all or
part of his time) to administrate the categorized
program funds.

2. The other members of the group should be line
people from OE programs which do not have specific
funds for but which have relevance to GTCY, and
who have the authority to see that action could
take place within their bureau or division.

~ In order to insure that this strategy become effective, it would
be imperative that all Qersons who form the group are invelved in the
process of determining the shaping policy for GICY and alsc that they
have sufficient organizational leverage to effect programs. This would
suggestvthat division heads should be part of the GTPG. Pros and cons
of this strategy include:

ROS:

- ® Leadership could be provided without the need for
setting up the full structure of a bureau‘or a
division.

e Maximum interaction and coordination with present
USOE divisions could be effected.

e Gifted and talented children znd youth who are
also part of another targeted population would
have a good chance for both sets of their needs

. to be addressed.

It would be possible to coordinate the use of
present funds in given bureaus and divisions
_ that are reaching gifted and talented children
.and see that the funds are used to meet their
needs as gifted and talented children as well.
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CONS:

@ There might be conflict generated where some
funds within a given division targeted for a
specific group, educationally deprived, for
example, are used only for that part of the
population that is gifted and talented.

@  Cos ot might arise over whom the line per-
gon in a division is responsible to when there
is a clash between division priorities and
gifted and talented priorities.

a The visibility of gifted and talented children
would not be as high as in the case where a
geparate bureau or division is established.

The entry peint for the staff function might occur at several
points within USOE, Typical spots where this staff group might be
attached are to the Deputy Commissioner for Development, the Deputy
Commissioner for School Systems, under the Office of Speciél Concerns,
or the Office of Priority Management. A clear logical case can prob-
ably be made for it to reside in any of fhese spots, but ultimately
the choice éhould bring the agency as close to the program level serving
students as possible. Wherever the final choice puts this staff
function, it must coordinate activities that bear on the preschool
level, the elementary and secondary level, the university level, the
research level, and the teacher training level if the delivery system

is to be effective in delivering educational programs to these atudents.

B._ SUBSEQUENT ACTION FOR USOE

The éhree strategies suggested in the preceding section represent
various points along a continuum. At one end of the continuum is the
establishment of a new bureau, through the intermediate position of
forming a ﬁew divisiap within an existing bureau ta‘tBEfothef'Extreme
of a staff function ﬁith support perscnnel-within the .present divisions
and bureaus. By constructing a series_of continua to represent each

issue that would have to be resolved before deciding which strategy
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te pursue in setting up an agency or mechanism within USOE to serve

the needs of gifted and talented chilldren, it would be possibls to see
which strategy would best resolve the issue and finally to see if one
strategy is clearly superior because it best meets the largest number

of issu=s that have te be resolved.

The decislon of which strategy should be pursued will have to be

made by USOE staff. The decision must take into consideration what stra-

m

tegy 1s most likely to be successful within the present USOE structures and
political system. These decisions can be made by an ouisider. How~-
ever, it is unlikely that non-USOE perscnnel would have as good an
understanding of the operating realities of USCE as, for exumple, the-
Deputy and Associate Commissioners have. The loglecal structure can
be outlined quite esasily, but that does not insure that the delivery
system will be a success. The logical structure must be superimposed
on the operating realities if a highly feasible strategy is to be
chosen. For maximum effectiveness, it is further important that those
people who will be most affected by the creation of an agency or
mechanism within USOE take part in reaching the final decision as to
which strategy will be pursued. Since a delivery system must be im-
plemented in the field, it would be useful to test the appropriate-
ness of the strategy with some Reglonal OE, EEA, and LEA peoglé before
finalizing the decision.
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