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ABSTRACT
Background papers prepared in conjunction with the national survey of the gifted
and talented are presented as appendixes tothe study reported 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
regular children be deprived, what benefits will be derived), the problem of
jdentifloation, the benefits of special programs (including administrative
arrangements, early childhood programs, and current public school strUcture), the
necessary components of a good program,/preperation 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, Illinois, and Georgia
are reported. The results of structured interviews conducted with OE staff and
with others are presented in Appendix C, 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 GIFTED AND TALENTED:

ITS IMYLICATIONS FOR EDUCATION

Ruth A. Martinson



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 aseries of conferences by

people from many groups.

Those who a sisted in the formulation of questions were

American Indians, Negroes, Mexican-Americans, and Anglos; they

included students, consultants for the gifted,, research workcxs,

levision producers, film writers, bankers, laborers, parents

of the gifted, business men, and aerospace engineers.

While the bibliography is lengthy, it is by r.o means complete.

Heavy reliance has been placed on past researdh suiimaries (as noted

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

--Ruth A. Martinson



following qucs-cior)n apper in the text which follo-

THE GIFTED AND TALENTED: WHO AR:: THEY?

How do the gifted -ate academically?

What are the Gifted LikePsychologically and S cially?

What are the Interests of Gifted People?

What are the Social and EconoMic Origins of the
Gifted?

WHY SHOULD WE BE PARTICULARLY CONCERNED ABOUT THE
CIFTED AND TALENTED?

Won't Special Programs Separate the Gifted from Others,
Create an Elite Group, and Reduce their Possibilities
for Personal Contacts with Others?

Aren't Special Proviso s undemocratic?

Aren't the-Gifted a Favored Group Already? Wouldn't
Funds be Better Spent on the Disadvantaged and
Handicapped?

Do Special.yrograms Deprive Regular Childrel of Models
or Association with.the Gifted and Talented? A24

Answers

A2-A13

A2-A4

A4-A8

A9-Al2

Al2-13

A14-A30

A14-A16

A16-A20

A21-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? A25

Is a Good Program for the Gifted a Good Program for all

Children? A26

Won't Lpecial Programs Further Segregate 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



CAN WE IDENTIFY THE GIFTED AND TALENTED? A31-A45

Can We Identify the Very Young Gifted or Talented
Child? A31-A32

How Accurate are Screening Procedures and Tests? A32-A36

Can We Identify Gifted Persons from Minorities and'
Divergent Cultures?

Can We Identify the Creative or Talented?

ARE SPECIAL PROGRAMS BENEFICIAL?

c.ihat are the Results of Special Prog

What are the Best Administrative Arrangements kor
Programs?

A36-A41

A41-A45

A4572156

A46-A51

A51-A52

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

Should Early Childhood Programs be Developed for
the Gifted and Talented? A53A54

Should Career Education for the Gifted be a Priority? A54-A55

Can the.Current PUblic School Structure Provide
73-dequa1ely for the Gifted and Talented? A55-A56

WHAT ARE THE NECESSARY COMPONENTS OF A GOOD PROGRAM? A56-A57

Do We Need New Buildings, Libraries and Laboratories?
IS Special Transportation Necessary? Are There Special
Media Needs? Material Needs? A56-A57

A57-A60WHAT PREPARATION IS NEEDED FOR TEACHERS AND OTHER PERSONNEL?

WHAT DO PROGRAMS FOR 'THE GIFTED COST? A60-A63

What Should be Priorities for Expenditures
Gifted and Talented? A62-A63

WHAT ARE THE EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF RESEARCH ON THE

GIFTED AND TALENTED? A63-A65



RESEARCH ON THE GIFTED AND TALENTED

Many questions are raised About gifted persons and education

for the gifted. Answers to the most frequently asked questions

have been derived from current and previous research.

THE GIFTED AND TALENTED: WHO ARE T EY

And why,should we concerned about them? Art they really Suffi-

ciently different from the norm to warrant special planning End

attention? These questions are important, especially in modern

educationr with universal opportunities and resultant large school

population.

How do the gifted rate academically?

Probably the area in which the gifted and talented are recognized

most frequently is that of achievement. Large-scale studies conducted

over the/Past 50 yeas have unifo _ly agreed'that these-individuals

function at levels far in advance of their agemates. Beginning at

the early primary-grades, and ev n at the time of school entry, the

gifted and talented presentchallenging educational problems because

of their deviation from the norm.

Typically, half of the gifted have taught themselves to read

prior to sChool entry. Some of them learn to read as early as 2

years, and appreciable nuMbers are reading at 4 (165,-V.12103).

In comparison with their classmates,,these children depart increasingly

from the average at they progrets through the qrades, if-their -

educational program permith.

In a stat wide study which-included more than 1,000 gifted



children at all grade levels, the kindergarten group pp.tha average

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

reading and mathematics. The average for fourth and fifth grade

gifted children in all curriculum areas was beyond that -f seventh

grade pupiils.

Nearly three-fourths of the gifted eighth grade pupils made

average scores equal to or beyond the average of 12th grade student--;

on a test battery in six curriculum areas. Three-fourths of the

10th and llth grade' gifted exceeded the average of college

sophomores (103).

As a special test to determine true potential, a representative

sample of gifted high school seniors took the Graduate Record Exam-

inations in social sciences, humanities, and natural sciences. These

tests are commonly used for admission to graduate study. In all of

the tests, the randomly selected gifted high Sehool seniors made an

average group scare which surpassed the average for college seniors.

In the soci-1 sciences the ,high school seniors surpas ed the average

of college ser'ors with majors in that field.

These findings on the attainments of gifted students are typical.

The same level of performance was documented in several major State

studies in the 1920's and 1930s. One of these pointea out that 22

per cent Of high school students surpassed the average college

sophomore:level, and,that 10 percent of.the high school studentg

exceeded the college senior average. Furthermore; 15 nercent

high school .students surpassed thesci nce scores/Made by nearly 40

. .

percent of college stUdents who were on the verge of teaching (96).

A3



Throughout his school experience, the gifted studer Lyn

functions at tie level of those who are several years his senior.

The greater individual variations within the gifted group- accentuate

even further the difficulty of providing for the gifted within the

usual group.

In the s'.:atewide stuiy cited earlier, the highest level of

perform- ce JoN a first grade _upil as at the eighth grade level.

The upper one-fourth of the fourth and fifth grade students rated

beyond the average for high school sophomores on a comprehensive

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

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

What are the Gifted LikePsychologically and Sociall

Early studies by Yoder in 1894,by Terman beginning in 1904,

and by K therine Dolbear in 1912 initiated the understandings of

the,gifted and their behavior and values as knoun today. These

studies tended to refute earlier beliefs that giftedness predicted

severe maladjustment and even insanity, although there are recent

writings (as noted in a following section) hich show that giftedness

may produce severe problems for certain individuals (114). In

general gifted children have been found to be better adjusted and

more popular than the general population, although Ehere are definite

,relationships between educational opportunities and adjustment. These

will be discussed in the sec ion 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.

'A4'
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She listed the following persistent traits as differentiating these

individuals from the general child population: Independence of

thought, perceptiveness, understanding, strength of memory, originality,

creativeness, depth of understanding, trustworthiness, conscientiousness,

strength of influence on others, persistence, devotion to distant goals,

and desire to excell. Many nf the same traits have been included in

descriptions of creative pe:s.ms (165,V.2).

Partly because of early 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

early to relate to older companions and games which involve individ-

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

simoilar to themselves in mental age (8).

The gifted child te not a "grind" L,r a "loner," despite the fact

that he early develops special interests. Biographical data from

studies of large populations reveal that these individuals character-

istically perform in outstanding fashion, not only in academic or

asethetic fields but also as leaders in sbhbol life in widely varied

organizations, in community groups, in student gove nment and in

athletics (37;81;103;165,V.1).

Early studies in (1922 and 1932) indicated that twice as many gifted

leaders and held elective offices, compared to the averate pupil.

A5 12



A 1927 study found high school honor students to be.vonnger and

higher in intelligence, to spend less time toward graduation, and

to carry more extracurricular activities then the average (114).

In a nuMber of more re ent studies, the gifted were found to rate

higher in acceptance by ,peers thAn the average (51;103;107). The

total impression is of individuals who perform with superb excellence

in many fields, and do so with ease.

While the academic 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, social presence,

responsibility, socialization, good impression, communality and

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

firth_grade through high school projected significantly higher

social commitment and awareness than the average in essays on hero-

ideals. In writing about their most admiredpersons, living and dead,

the gifted manifested significantly greater concern for others.than

for.themselves, expressed admiration for those who have made lasting

contributions to humanity rather than for those who are sources of

immediate, personal gratification, and mentioned frequently the

A6
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const 4 application of learning nd wisdom for the welfare

of mankind as the basis for their admratian. The other directea-

ness of the gifted, as compared to the average, ana their signifi-

cantly more fr(,quent idealization of humanitarian rather than

nal contrthutLons, reNrealed a maturity of social concern

beyond that of their agemates (103). The advanced social concerns

the gifted and the values important to tnem are not surprising

to the student of differential psychology; the reverse would be.

Standardized psychological tests used in various studies have

shown that gifted adolescent boys and girls resemble college 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 18-scale battery.

Indeed, the gifted seventh grade boyE when compared to a group of

successful male business executives, rated higher on scales measuring

socializatioa, responsibility, flexibility, and on a scale of

dependability, tact, reliability, sincerity and realism (103).

The advanced p ychological maturity of the gifted is found

regardless of socio-economic status. A 1964 comparison of -,arit

Scholars, who were seniors to the total college senior population.

revealed that the Merit Sohola: were of higher rank on many aspects

of personality, attitude, interests and career plans, even when

socio-economic variability was controlled (125).

A7
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Studies of the merit scholars and numerous ether studies indicae

less conventeon oriented behavior, more originality, imaginativeness,

inventiveness, resourcefulness, higher valuation of the thcoretcai

and aesthetic than the economic and utilitarian, more ideal

more independence, more positive self-concepts, and better attitudes

toward school. More creativity was found among the gifted than

within the general p pulation (48). ex differences among the gifted

also were found, with boys more independent and task oriented than

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 b ye valued recognition

less than the average, and gifted girls valued 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 eminence in science revealed a

general need for independence, for autonomy. for personal masterv of

the environment, 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).

The cOsite impression 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

ts own sake, and which possesses unusually high social ideals and

value

A8
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What Are The Interests Of G

Of all hurrvn groups, the gifted and talented are the least likely

to form stereot7ipes. Their traits, interests, capacities and alternatives

present limitless possibilities for expression, and the chief impression

one draws from studying groups at either the child or adult level is

of their almost unlimited vers-tility, their mul.tiple talents, and

the countless patterns of effectIve expression at their command. Early

development of the gifted means chareteristicaliy also early reading

and early concept development. Because of early and more extensive

reading than the average, the gifted develop a greater range of interests.

Terman found that the average 7 year-old gifted child read more than

ther children in any age group up to 15, and that the 8 and 9 year-

old gifted read three times as much as his own age group (165,V.I).

Giftedness is not limited to a single area, typically, although

a gifted person may gain recognition for his contribut: ns within a

specialty. Studies of gifted children and of longitudinal biographical

data reveal that the gifted have many options; indeed, the difficulty

choice among available alternatives is a problem for many (129).

Populations identified as academically or mentally gifted also

possess many other talents. Terman's studies,identified_those_who had

made major contributions to. mankind, and through the analysis of their

Childhood biographies, ooncluded that they were highly gifted intellect-

ually, Among these persOns were the great historical figures in music,-

art, letters, invention, philosophy, -mathematics, politics,and other

fields (165,V.2).

A9



The Te- an population includeo well known research scientist

who had finished lis graduate study u ing his talent in music and

10 painters who regularly exhibited their works. One 4Oyea old

w Lan 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 lawyer had conducted resea2. -

in stereoscopic optics, had translated f r Fr.z.nch and german sc ntific

and legal publications, had specialized more recently in Arabic, and

had contributed to military journals.

In a cross secti A population of 700 women/we would not find the

record of five novels, five volumes of poetry 70 poems, 32 scholarly

books, approximately 50 short stories, 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 monographs in science, literature,

arts and the humanities, 230 patents, 33 novels, 375 short stories,

novelettes and plays, 60 or more essays, and 265 miscellaneous articles!

These persons were reported by-parents to have strong creative

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

study. In the 1 tter population almoSt one-fourth had special aptItudes

in music and art, with additional nuMbers reported as high in manual,

mechanical,and athletic skills.' Added talents included leadership and

organizational abilities, language fluency, dramatic skills, creative

writing, human relationships, reasoning and logic, dancing, and others

less,frequently recorded. The gifted young were characterized bir both -

teachers and parents as extremely versatile in talents, and Capable of

446-1116 0 71 - 2
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ecellent performance in a range of endeavo (103;165;V.1).

Many udis nave reported collections and specialized hobbies

among the gifted at early ages (9;103;165,V.1). Specialization may

occur at the earliest school 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 hi tory, was performing

research at age 15, that three groups of noted performers displayed

definite musical talent at age 6, and that the mear age of professional

debut for 36 virtuoso instru=entalists was 13 1/2. Henry Ford started

as a watch repairman when he was so young that the jeweler kept him out

of the public's sight; William Cullen Bryant began composing verse at

the age of 8 and completed stcmsj.san when he was 18; and Robert

Burns wrote the immortal songs 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 Halley made several major planetary

discoveries while still an adolescent. All of these persons had highly

specialized interests at an early age, and all were encouraged to

continue their specializations (97).

Credit for development of the concepts which led to the development

of television belongs to a person who was 15 years of age. While some

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 years of the

psychological benfits accruing to the individual who is permitted to



use his mind and talents in ways satisfying to him. It is diffi

for some to under tand that work and recreation can merge, yet a

number of Roe's ekAnent scientistis reported no recreation and made

such statements as "My work is my life," "There is nothing I'd rather

do," or "If I had an income I'd do just what I'm doing n " (142)

What are the Social and-Economic 0 ins of the Gifted?

The assumption that the gifted and talented come only from privileged

environments is erroneous. Even in the Terman study, which made no prete--n

of comprehensive search and identification, some participants came from

economically deprived homes. While the majority came from homes with

advantages, the Termazi group included such children as the daughter of a

Negro pullman porter, the sons of a foreign-born inflexible laborer, and a

physically handicapped frail child who lived in a sordid environment. With-

in the group were representatives of all ethnic groups ane all economic

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 no means

complete search for gifted children was made in certain rural sections,

found that 30 percent of parent occupations were agricultural, clerical,

in service.s, s mi-skilled, unskill-a, mi-professional, or in sales (103).

Jenkins found an incidence of nearly 1 percent of gifted Negroes

gregated Chicago school classes in the early. 1940's despite the

use of extremely limited screening and ferral procedures (r). DrewS,

after a depth search for giftedness in East Lansing, identified a far

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

in other studies.

Al2
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Of Roe's 64 eminent scientists, three had ekperienced extreme

deprAvation 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 w rked as clerks,

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

laborers (142).

Ev n though the major studies have not employed detailed

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

A later section will discuss identification.

A 13 -



WHY_SHOULD WE BE PARTICULARLY CONCERNED ABOUT THE GIFTED

Although some of th que tions discussed in this section border

on the philosophical and are difficult to answer directly through re-

search, an attempt is made to document the answers. Where this cannot

he done, another question or a comment will clarify the implications

of the question.

Won't speoal_programs separate_the gifted from others, create an elite
a

groupv and reduce thtiE_possihilities for personal contacts wIth ,others?

This question implies two types of segregationphysical and psycho-

logical. When1DIanning and meaningful assistance to teachers occurs,

many different approadhes to educating the gifted are successful, in

both Segregated and nonsegregated situations within and outside the class-

room and school (103). Planning for the gifted has succeeded in isolated

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

areas. The hallmaric of successful education for the gifted is -a constant

'increase in the diversity of planning for individuals with a complex

array of talents who need special intervention. AnLexample is foLnd in

the San Dieao schools, where 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

While researOh in the 1930's was based largely on the study of

special classes and part-time groupings, the present day programs have

become highly differentiated and individualized. The word planning is

rapidly displacing the word program.

A14 21



The question of separation or nonsepar .1.on must be eRemined in

the light eZ educational arrangements which permit learning for a

given student. This consideration is based not only upon numbers of

gifted, readiness of parents and educators to accept change resources

available, and arrangements possible, but also most importantly upon

the child's academic, creative, social and psychological needs.

Exceptional capacities create problems for people, even at the

earliest ages. Young gifted children encounter difficulties in managing

and directing activities. Since their ideas differ from average

children, they lose the participation of others and find themselves

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

/
lation, those at kindergarten level were reported by teachers to have

the highest incidence of poor peer relationships. This was ascribed to

the lack of experience by this age in ,adapting to requirements, in

coping with frustrations, or in having available a r pertoire of suitable

subqtitute activities, as older pupils do (103).

The previous section (dealing with academic, social, and psychological

traits of the gifteareferred to studies which indicated wide differences

between gifted persons and their agemates. The differences in psycho-

logical and academic areas, interests and capacities are such that unless

special provisions are made, problems result. Early studies of children

with exceptional abilities showc that these persons typically performed

far below their capacity, that they found their educational experiences
1

frustrating, that developmental 1Vshermenies between high intelligence

:
/

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

inferior, inadequate, and insecure within their peer group (79; 16

V.1;193).
Al5



The highly gifted received little understanding and emoi:Ional

support from school and community. 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 mo-

higher the ability, the greater the conflict and inconsistencies

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 giNen

opportunities to satisfy their desires for knowledge and performance,

their own sense of adequacy and well-being improves. Those who can

function within an appropriate learn ng milieu also improve in their

attitudes toward themselves and others.

The question of elitism, separation, and lack of contact with

others assumes a different aura, if we accept the thesis that people

who can make satisfactory contacts with others are secure about them-
.

selves_and in a better position to make satisfying contacts with others

than are those who feel alien, unaccepted and frustrated. If education

and life experiences for the gifted are what they should be, the

likelihood that the gifted and talented will relate to the total society

and work within it actually is enhanced.

Aren't Siecia1Proisions Und oc atic?

This question i in 3arge part philosophical. If democratic

educational practice is interpreted as the same education for all, then

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

Ai6



appropriate educational opportunities and the right to education in

keeping with one's ability to benefit, then the answer is ne. If the

answer to the question were yes, then all special educational programs

would disappe7 , and hundreds of millions now expended by the States

andthe Federal Government would be diverted to other uses. Other

facets of the question than the philosophical owever, have been

examined in research. 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 junior high to high sehool, perhaps because of fears

that they will be viewed as "grinds" (61) or havc suffered group

pressures unless they exhibit athletic prowess (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 at least four grades

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

overall picture was one of marked wastage of intellectual ability

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

-and courses (37).

Approximately 3.4 percent of drop ats in a statewide study wore

found to have an IQ of 120 or higher. (Od individual tests this could

be appreciably higher.) Almost twice as many gifted girls as boys

were dropouts. The total los- represented a 17.6 percent loss through

dropouts_among the talented (65). No differenceswere found
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in performance on an achievement test battery or in level of parental

occupation between the dropouts 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 life histories of 150 -f most succeSsful and 150

of the least successful among the gifted adult males he had studied

from Childhood. 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

enter i a graduate professional school (114). In the Terman group

38 perc nt of some 700 were in routine office work, and only 1.6

percent in medicine. Few went beyond the M.A. degree; marri ge and

social life instead _f intellectual or artistic pursuits occupied the

majority (165, V.5). Recent studies indicate that while more girls

attend college and enter graduate studies, they are still penalized

socially if they have interests in traditionally masculine fields (6).

Although _me gifted tend to retain their high test competence into

adolescence and adulthood, females tend to regress toward the mean of

the general college population more than males (114).

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

gnvironments in which languagd development is discouraged will retard

the development of general_intelligence- (21). Certain minorities are
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not riously undereducated, including those members who have high

potential (134). In many of these groups the capadities are

virtually untapped (58).

One minority group whidh has suffered psydhological wounds and

has dramatically failed to reach its potential is the American Indian,

-ccording 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. He found that the North Americanandians had normal academic

and intellectual development until adolescence, at which time apathy

sets in and regression occurs because of their awareness of laCk of

opportunity for advanc nt (172).

The waste of talent has been emphasized by Pressey in several

writings. In one article he 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 readhed stardom (135). Consequently, Europe of

one and two centuries ago experienced the remarkable achievements of

Handel, Hayan, Mozart, Chopin, Liszt, Verdi, Schubert, Rossini,

Mendelssohn, Debussy, Dvorak, Berlioz, and Wagner, all of whom played,

composed and/or conducted 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

Jones and Marlene Bauer in golf, Sonja Henie and Barbara Ann Scott in

skating, Vincent Richards and Maureen Connolly,in tennis, and Mel Ott

and Bobby Feller in baseball, all before the age of 18,
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All of the individuals listed, whether musician or athlete, Ird

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 while the principal avocations of his

youths were creative and artistic, their chosen occupations were those

best rewarded economically (165. V. 5).

The assumption must be made that the benefit accrving to the fully

educated person will last much longer than the formal school years,

and that lifelong contributions will be advantageous to the society

a whole. Pressey recently pointed out that Michelangelo was chief

architect of St. Peters from age 72 until 89, Voltaire published a

tragedy at 83, Benjamin Franklin was a member of the Constitutional

Convention at 81. Goethe completed Faust at 82, Churchill was Prime

Minister of England from 77 to 81. Michelangelo wrote his hest poetry

after 60, Franklin began hs autobiography at 65 and finished it at

82, and at 70 helped draft the Declaration of Independence (139).

Rather than argue that special planning is undemociatic, one

rrdght conclude that the sacia1 planning should be carried on feT- the

benefit of the democracy. The government which educates its:youth

as they ought to be educated should realize many benefits.
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Aa.a't he gifted a favored _oup already? Wouldn't funds

be better spent on the disad ta ed and handicapped?

Large-scale studies.conolude that gifted and talented children

are disadvantaged and handicapped in the usual school situation.

Terman observed that the gifted are the mtist retarded group in the

schools when mental age and chronological ages are compared. Great

discrepancies continue te persist between what the gifted child knows

d what he is offered,whether in academic or artistic areas (103).

The ensuing boredom leads to underachievement and unworthy patterns

of functioning, along with dissatisfaction with oneself and others.

Parental attitudes toward learning affect the adhievement of

group of children. Thus Jewish children as a population were found

to possess markedly high achievement motivation. Conversely,

number of studies dealing with lower class, or lower socic-economic

families, noted that these families do not set adequate goals for th6ir

Children arid even are hostile toward the notion that children should

seek 6ducation (140).

Raph, Goldberg,and Passow, in an excellent summary of research

on underachievement-in the gifted during the 1950's and 1960s, docu-

mented enormous wastage of talent. For instance, a study of gifted

students classified 42 percent as underachievers (140). In a country

high c'chool population, only 35 percent were achieving adequately.

In a population of4,900bright boys and girls, 54 percent of the bey;

and 33 percent of the girls had scholastic averages so low that their

admission to college was in doubt. Raph, Goldberg, and Passow pointed

gg
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out a number of studies which indicated predisposition to under-

achievement in bricht pupils is identifiable by the third g ade.

They recommended early identilication of the potential underachievsr,

in terms of cogniti e as well as socio- eisonal factors, to permit

schools to prevent rather than_cure underachievement. Their own

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

as their evalrltion of an extensive boCy of research literature,

suggested that efforts initiated at the senior high school level had

little promise of success, since underachievement at that stage had

become a deeply rooted unamenable way of life (140).

Patterns of underachievement may explain some of the clata from

the 1950 decade, in whidh only six of ten in the most promising 5

percent of high school graduates finished college. At that time 60

-Iercent of women college graduates were either unemployed or engaged

in nonprofessional work (60).

While the gifted as a group generally demonstrate superior

adjustment,.compared to the average population, they nevertheless

encounter problems of anxiety, insecurity, feelings of clumsiness,

inaccuracy with physical tasks, difficulties because of differing

interests,and a desire to read incessantly, prafe nce for self-

direction to direction by others, and Isolated interests and talents

(76; 16,,V.1). Severe psychological problems have been found

among gifted children, often caused by accumulated frustrations

in environments insensitive to their needs (79; 129; 193).
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The higher the ability level, the greater the problems of

adjustment. If highly gifted children is-:an relate to others of

umilar ability, their adjustment improves (51; 79; 165, V.1).

In a recent study Torrance found that expected sex roles affect

the degree of productive thinking. Elementary boys were reluctant

to write poetry, make up or

were less willing than boys

experiments, explore caves

perform dances, or write letters. Girls

to read science magazines, perforl

and keep weather records (169). In

another study, better attitudes and higher self-concepts were found

among young adolescent boys than among girls, as well as generally

better levels of functioning, despite the fact that all were gifted

(48). Again, the pattern 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 recoilect±ons of schbcl experiences by the gifted thPmselves.

The unhappiest experiences recalled by high school students were

caused by peers, and developed mainly from feelings of embarrassment

or inferiority. Adequate functioning with such self-attitudes would

be difficult (2

Some of the traits in the individual with potential for origin-

ality are both socially approved and disappro-ved. Those clearly

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
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censure. It appears that much of the educational disadvantage or

handicap f -d by the gifted and alented lies in external restrictions

which prevent a satisfying existenc .

Do special programs 6-Drive regular children of models or

associ -ion wi_th the gifted and talented?

This question implies that the gifted and talented are placed in

completely separate programs, and that they do not associate with

others during the school day. This is not the case in the vast

majority of programs. One Characteristic of programs for the gifted

is the great variety of arranglments; in school systems-with a history

of consistent planning,'the variety increases year by year as planning

for improvement continues (116).

Even in programs in which highly gifted and talented students work

in seminars, independent study, and indvidual tutorials, the gifted

spend some time with otherAroups, and periodically bring the

creative productions to class in the form of creative publications,

inventions, original plays, and others.

Fuxther evidence that spqcial programs do not cause separation

is seen in the improved social status of gifted students wivp have_

participated in special groupings. As their edu ationalfare becomes

more adequate, they apparently relate more successfully to others and

actually increase in social stature.
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Won't special_attention to the gifted and talented create problems

of comsetition for others In view of cuttentunemployment do

we need more specialized,paEl?!AL

Numerous government-sponsored studies indicate the increasing

rapidity of dhange in s ciety and itg pursuitS. Our increasing

reliance on machines and technology has simultaneously created

thousands of new occupations and increased leisure.

Wolfle, in a 1951 survey of 'talent resonrces, reported that each

3 percent annual increase ih the Gross National Product requires

approximately a 5 percent increase in scientific litanpower. The

need for trained intelligence increases proportionately in total

numbers (187).

Six years later, the National Science Foundation stibstantAated

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

Wolfle indicated that less than a third of those who shOuld go to college

actually attend (185).

The importance to the public of educating the gifted has never

been greater than at present4 One may gse the example of thousands-
of occupations in television and related fields which came from the

creative fforts of a 15-year-old boy. If invention and creation are-
,

encouraged and the necessary learning is supported, increased discoveries

may generate possibilities 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 atid

teachers; the creatively scientific will be indispensable in efforts

to cure social and human'ills which now plague all people.
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Is a good ro ram for the gift_t_d 4._gpod_ program_ for all children?

If the program were good for all Children, it would not be

good for the gifted. Gifted pupils Who are advanded 4 or more

years beyond their contemporariea need to.work with content and ideas

appropriate for them, but beyond the capacity of their peers.

Children who have developed specializeu talents, if they are truly

specialized, need tutorial attenton at their level of capability if

they are to improve. Other children cannot compete with the highly

talented, advanced performer. The eviden.ce from studies suggests that

the highly gifted will dePart increasingly from the norm in attainments

if their programs are suitable and their educational experiences,

while proper for them, become increasingly inappropriate for their

age s (103).

If the program for all. children iS n cessarily adjusted to the

norm or average, those mam-edly'different in pOtential encounter a

program ofjimmtea signi icance for them.

Won't s ecial ro ams further se e ate ted and talented from

minorities and from the general population?

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

special discussion here- The question implies an unjustified separa-

tion of talent from minority background; the late Whitney Youpg,

Ralph Bunche are gifted examples from one\minoritY. Helep Kelle
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was a member of several minorities, yet unquestionably gifted. Many

others could be namee The extension of opportunities to the 7tfted

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

come from minorities, and should extend Opportunities for contacts

through a variety of specialized groupings based on common talents

and accomplishments.

Failure to seek giftedness and talents within minorities has

restricted severely the educational opportunities/Open to them. While

25 percent of the national high school population attended interracial

colleges with adequate programs in 1957, only 1 pecent of Indians

and 2 percent of Negroes attended such colleges (134). In 1964,

the proportionof black children in an economically disadvantaged

neighborhood with superior intelligence decreased markedly from the

primary to Intermediate grades. In five schools, 73 percent of those

with superior intelligence were in th_ primary grades, while only

27 percent were in the upper elementary gFades. The same individual

test was used throughout. Apparently factors were operating to

progressively retard the intellectual development of economically dis-

advantaged black children (48). Studies by Deutsch also nointed out

progressive loss of measured ability among the economically 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,

preschool and school level studies that alteration in the learning

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

economically deprived black Children who were given learning opportuniti

Made :;ignifisantly qrcater gains than did children of comparable ability

from nendeprived backgrounds (41).

The question of psychological separation of the gifted from others

.be ause of their advanced psychological maturity is interesting When

gifted junior and senior kligh school students, boys and girls, are

totally unlike their age peers, and very similar to thoseA years or

pore older,some association with others somewh:t like themselves in

factors-beyond age alone is necessary. Similarities of the gifted to

other gifted youth 3 or 4 years their senior were closer than the

similarities between the gifted and their dh onologidal peers. A tually,

on a Chronological age basis alone, the-gifted and total norm populations

were markedly dissimilar. The true-social peer of the gifted may be

found on criteria other than age (103).

When special learning opportunities do not exist the likelihood of

psychological separation from the general population is great, according

to reports on childhood school experienceà by eminent scientists. These

Ten indicated that they had quite specific end strong feeiings of

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

way. Comments like the following were de: "I have always

felt like a minority ember." "I was always lonesome." Social scientists

made remarks li these: "The family was essentially self-ostracized."

'"We developed forms of living which were aifferent from those around us."

;(142)
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Apparently the burden of the majority is to create conditions

which -ill lessen feelings of -lienation, and allow the gifted and

taaented to feel that they are valued members of the human r e, whatever

the -i- cumstances of background.

What benefits will we derive fr m special education _of_thiftcei?

An earlier section cited the accomplishments of a gifted population.

Another kind of response may come from listing of a few p rsow from

Volume II of Genetic Studies of Genius, in which ability levels were
_

essed biographically. We have evidence here that many lasting contri-

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

gifted and talented category: John:Quincy Adams, Coleridge, Voltaire,

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 most

eminent leaders of history and who were selected as representing adult

human distinction (165, V.2).

The benefit to be derived from a Mozart or Dickens is difficult 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. Gonservation as a social priority

includes human conservation; ti. t;onservaton of the gifted and talented

requires that society tolerate the right of the individual with exceptional

abilities and talents, even though unconventional, to attain the goals he-
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seeks. Benefits to society will increase-as we reach the point _hen

4e etend our present encouragement of the athlete to excell to all oth ,

fields of en5avor.
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WE TDENTIFY THE GIF9E AND TALENTED?

The anster to this question covers several factors: age of

identification, screening procedures and test accuracy, the

identification )f children from different ethnic groups and cultures,

underachievers, and tests of creativity.

identify gifte_ 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 observer by teaching themselves to read as early as

two years of age and by showing precocious general advancement

(165, v.1; 103). Talented youth who as adults became great artists,

revealed theiz talents during their early years (114).

Attempts to use tests to identify gifted Children at the kinder-

garten level have beep successful when careful preliminary search

and screening have been utilized. Fifty per cent accuracy occurred

in one identification study (105). Jgalton's outstanding study

investigated the effectiveness of various means for identifying

gifted Children, and found screening deviees which could reduce cost-

and increase accuracy of identification at the kindergarten level.

(176).

Much has been said about the low relationsUip between infant

tests and those used during the school years However, infant

tests are primarily motor tests while later tests emphasize verbal

abilities.
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Bloom, aZter analysis of major longitudinal studies, concluded

that general intelligence develops in a remarkably lawful way (21).

He observed also that the greatest impact of environmental factors

on I.Q. woUld prob-bly take place between ages 1 and 5, with

relatively little impact after age 8_ This observation, made

after ialysis of studies dealing with the general population, is

similar to the observation of Hollingworth in 1939. She concluded

from then existing long-term studies that methods of measuring

intelligence had low predictive value when applied before 7 or

8 years of age; but, when applied after 7 or 8 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 greater stability of intelligence

than the average or below.average child; in other words, young

gifted Children can be tested.individually and accurately identified

more easily than can young mentally retarded dhildren 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 the same level of accuracy, and both fail to

identify large numbers of gifted dhildren.

Several studies have shown that individual tests identify

gifted children much more accurately than do group measures (150; 132;

103; 176). A11 the study results showed that half of an identified gifted

102



popul tion would have rn:inod unidentified if group tests alone

had be employed c study pointed out that group test ratings

tend tc he hieher for the 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

berween group scores and individual 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

ability. 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 low as an I.Q. of 100 (which is at the midpoint of

the average range). Eighteen of the pupils were at or below an I.Q.

of 115 (103 ). similar pattern occurred in a second study

(132).

Teachers are able to nominate about half of the gifted.

Similar levels of accuracy occur when they attempt to nominate the

creative (104). It is unsafe to ossune that teachers will identify

even the highly gifted. Barbe found that teachers missed 25

percent of the most gifted (9).
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The question of test ac..-zuzac! nf d -nt

environments is troUblesome, as is the relative impact of heredity

and environment on test performance. The early studies by Spitz

(1945), Le (1947), and Skodak and. Skeels (1949) indicated the

effect of severe lack stimulation and limited opportunity for

interaction with adults on intelligence test performance (114).

Other studies have pointed out that children who lived in

extremely isolated, emotionally starved, and noninteractive environ-

ments showed resultant declines in measured intelligence. It has

long been recognized that extreme environmental factors affect th.,1

performance of children in various areas, in -luding intelligence.

Test differences bet een children from abundant and deprived

onvironments have been found in many early studies.

Various attempts have been made to raise the ability'level

of deprived Children (as measured by group tests) by providing

practice on items similar to the test items. A 1970 study tested

the effect of giving 288 upper elementary grade disadvantaged

dhildren practice with verbal group test items, with no significant

improvement (57).

Estimates of the proportions of intelligence variance due __

heredity and environment, based on twin studies conducted over a

20-year period, ascribe from 50 to 88 percent .to heredity. All of

the researchers agreed that some part of the variance in intelligence

must be attributed to the effect of the environment in which children

are reared (21).
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numbez. oi studies repo- ed by miles indica e that gifted

children tend to presdi e at late adclescence or earl;7 adulthood

their high test competence, that dhildren with of 140-plus in

childhood tend to rate within the top 5 to 10 percent On

National College Entrance Psynological Test norms, and to rate

well above highly selected student distributions. She also found

that gifted girls more oftenregress toward the mean of the

general college population than do gifted boys (114).

Since verbal ability represents a significant Part of -o t

general group intelligence tests, environments which provide good

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 comparis s of objects and ideas.

Abundant and deprived environments differ in the opportunities they

provide for children.to use these abilities.

Bloom regards some of the differences in tested intelligence

of children from different occupational backgrounds to be attri-

butable to the opportunity parents give their children for problem- ;

solving and the encouragement and reinforcement they give to clear

and logical reasoning (21).

The impact of favorable epvironment may explain that somewhat

greater proportions of the gifted come frouv better educated parents

and more affluent homes than the averagd -(9; 103, 165, v.1). This

was found true in minority groups as well. In a recentstudy he
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revealed that middle class Negro children 5 their lower

Class agemates in both verbal and nonverbal I.Q. m asures

The problems of screening and identificaLion are complicated,

by assumptions that talents cannot be found as dbundantly in certain

groups as among the affluent. These assumptions may have been over-

employed to produce meager searches and identification.

Can we identi th- ted e son from min rities and divergent cultures?

In 1940 Paul Witty summarized published studies dealing

the relationship of Negro and white ancestry to intelligence. He

concluded that the studies from 1916 to the time of his report were

inconclusive and that while there were differences in subgr ups

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

(194)

A 1940 doctoral study by'Jenkins systematically_searched-for

gifted Negro children in grades three through eight,,in seven Chicago

publi schools which enrolled approximately 8,000 Negro children. The

search eMpleyed teadher nominatiOn, group testing, and ultimately

Stanford-Binet examination of-every child with a group test I.Q. of

120 or more. Jenkins found that one school failed to identify7a

single gifted Child, and-that the percentages of'gifted Children

IQ 140 or above) ranged from .83 to\.41 in the seven-sehools (85).

One girl had an I.Q. of 200. Contrary to Terman's findings, Jenkins

found a proportion of 2.33 girls to onp bo,. . In a study he



',770u1 aiL iiuix -io those described in other groups of ildren

with superior intelligence: well educated parents, superior advance-

ment developmentaJly,, and desirable perSonality-traits (87).'

The process,of using teaher nomination and group tests to locate
1

a tetal group of 72 Negro girls and .31 boys contained several flaws:

1) the teacher nominations tended to identify girls dispropertionately,

which may mean.that they favored the well behaved.; and 2) /the use of

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

to nominate an appreciable number of the potentially gifted. The

number identified, 103, is Consid -ably,lower than one might expect.

Nevertheless, even this early study shows that depth.search will

identify some gifted minority children.

In an analysis of the ability levels o 22,301 Negro children'

for whom data appeared in 13 studies, Jenkirv found that 1 percent

scored at I.O. 130 and above. If group tests ForMed the basis for

judgment in these studies, and again we assume (from evidence_in later

studies) that group tests fall to identify 50 percent of the pop -

lation, then the figure could have,been considerably higher (87).

From a number of sources Jenkins gathered case records on Negro

children of rare ability. He found seven children whose Binet I.Q's were

above 170, four above 180, and one above 200. 'Estimates of incidence

in the general population ,of I.Q.'s of.170 are one in 10,000,and for

I.Q.'s of 180, one in a million (86).

While major studies have included childreh from various

minorities, systematic search And identii cation have been insufficient.
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Ina.ddition to Jenkins study, Witty and Theman (1943) found that

many high 1p Negro cLildren can be found in urban communities (184).

-

Nevertheless, Miles observed 11 years latere-in 1954, that Indians

and Negroes have been insufficiently represented in the publie

sdhool groups surVeyed (114). In 1956 GinsLerT and his associates

analyzed Negro potential'arl. (,:escribed it as the largest Untapped

talent pool (58), In 1957 Plaut estimated that approxiMately

one-tenth of the eligible black population enter college, with the

vast majority attending black ccileges in.the South with poorly endowed

programs.: Although 8,500 black students who ere being assisted by

the National Seholarship Service and the .Fund for Negro Students'

Seholarships.had p formed consistently beyond the level predicted by

their low aptitude and achievement test 'scores on entrance into aorcd-

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

black in 1963 (134).

7--
A 4969 analysis of patterns employed for selection of talented

Negro stud..ts chosen to be national merit seholars revealed that

among 5,624 participants', 20 percent were nominated only, 20

percent.qualified through:test only, while 60 percent were both

nominated and qualified by test. ,The test tlnded to identify higher

socjo-economic status participants those with lower high school

grades, and those from'larger ahd better equipped high schooels than

was true of those nominated alone. The study indicates ,a need for

uSe of multiple means foridentifyingtalént in minrity youth (22).

Much has been said of the relative intelligence levels of Negroes

and whites; contrary-to popular Opinion, most studieS Show that



Negroes score highcr on conventional tests, such as the Stanford-Binet

and Wechsler scales, than on "culture-fair" tests, and do better on

verbal than on non-verbal tests (88):

Differences 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 whicn models of language

usage are poor and discourage language development, will retard or

elovelopment of general intelligence (21).

Recent studies of intervention have shown that ypung children

from poverty backgrounds,-given intensive and highly specific

programs, improve their I.Q. levels significantly. Karnes foun nat

such a program resulted in a 16.9-I.Q. point gain for participants,

While nonparticipants lost 2.8 points in the same time (20).

A 1951 study followed seve.7-a gropps of Negro children from

grades one through nine. The study inU cated that the children

who came from the South and had lived in a deprived environment'

increased in_intelligence level after moving to a Northern city. The

earlier the move, the greater the positive Change in measured in-

telligence, although the actual variance was less than three points.

Those who moved by age 6 gained an average of 6 5 pointS from gradeS

one to nine, wh*le those who Moved from the South by grade four,

gained about three points from grades four to nine; those who moved

by sixth grade gained only two points during grades six through

nine (15 ).
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One well-publicized study claimed that Children gain in measured

ability si ply through te4che-s being told that the Children are

bright, due to the "self-fhl;_illing prophecy." This study has been

criticized on a number of cennts, including the statistical methods

employed and the testing materials end pro-edures employed (1431.

Evidence from other studies and reviews suggests specific and carefully

planned interventions produces better results.

A number of problems occur when groups are compared and inferences

are made. Comparisons disregard the influence of poverty on g- ups,

.although health problems from birth onward are found with greater

frequency in certain socio-économ±c and ethnic groups; these probably

account for some group intelligeilce differen (88). It is interest-

ing that JewishA igrants,,whose offspring have higher average I.Q.'s than

the general population, have fewer birth problems and a lower infant

laortality raLe than other ethnic 9 oup , either iiuigranL or native

born (88).

When intelligence.ranges for socio-economic classes are compared,

the determinations of class are based largely on occupational levels

and income. Yet both impoverished and rich learning environments can

be found at all levels of wealth and occupation.

Far too little attention has been given to the effects of psycho-

logical factors on the development of aptitudes and adnievement.among

minorities d the poor. Significant here ;is the observation of
1

intellectual apathy and withdrawal in young Indians as they reach

adolescence, and becameaware of their future possibilities (172).

47
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Bronfenbr nner observed that Negro boys (who are expd to earn

a living) perform less well than Negro girls to a far greater extent

than is true in dle white population, and that the difference increases

with age. These probleMs, which merit study within total populations,

are especially significant within minority youth of the highest

capacity (88).

Meantime, ample evidence exists tha gifted Children can be

identified in all groups within society. After his recent (and contro-

versial) review of the possibilities of changing I.Q. anc achieve ent,

Jensen observed that the variables of social class, race, and national

origin P- e irrelevant as a basis for dealing with individuals (88).

He stated further that the full range of human talents is represented

in all the major rak.s of man, and in all socio-economic levels;

therefore, it is unjust to allow social or racial backgr und to affect

the treatment of an individual. The intensive search for mir,ority

talent and appropropriate intervention programs are enormous tasks

remaining to be tackled.

e ide tif the crea ive or talented?

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

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

or product. Complications arose with the initiation of efforts to

identify potential creativity and dormant talen s through te

Still remaining to be settled, through longitudinza studies is
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identificetion of a creative person through a test of creative

orocess will identify a per -n who will late_ be recognized for

creative production.

Initial studies to develop measures of abilities not identified

by traditional group and individual intelligence tests ware carried

on by Guilford and his associates. These studies resulted in a number

of tests designed to measure convergent and divergent thinking Abilities.

Many of these tests were adapted or used directly in subsequent studies

to determine creativity in Children and youth, and to compare creativity

and intelligence in various populations.

Controversy erupt-d from-certain studies--notably those of Getzels,

Jackson, and Torrance--which found differences between populations of

high intelligence and those labeled creative. The cleavage between

enthusiasts for the creati ity tests and skeptics produced debate on

the Mealirement of human abilities, along with hundredA of studies

on measures to identify creativity. The contreversy in many respects

was reminiscent of that between Terman and Stenquist in lie early

1920's, when Stenquist dotibted the value of the Binet test, which

produced results at great odds with his tests of mechanical aptitude

Many persons have pointed out that the terns used by the creativity

enthusiasts, and descriptions of the creative person, are suspiciously

similar t6 those found in the literature of dhild psydaology and

education in the non-so7distant past--sudn terms as "giftedness,"

"insight," "discovery," "inttlition" and, indeed, "intelligence" (173).

445.5B6 0 -71 - 4 A42
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The measures developed by Guilfor to identify specific

traits or added human abilities were combined and adapted by

subsequent rea rchers to identify creativity. Studies of the

creativity mees7:,,res.and their relationship to intelligence

measures have produced a preponderance of evidence that the

common term "creativity" is misleading, since'the measures

bear no more relationship to one another than they do to measures

of intelligence (174; 167). A nuMber of studies have found a

higher relationship between general intelligence and the individ-

ual tests of creativity, than among the ihdividual measurea

th- elves (174).

Although a few studies have supported the c eativity-

intelligence distinction (26), ..Le majority have established

substantial relationships between creativity and intellectual

aptitude (173; 145.). Wallach, after an extensive analysis of

creativity-intelligence research, concluded that a reliable

index of general intelligence predicts virtually all practical

abilities, as well as does a measure of any more specific thinking

characteristic within the,general intelligence are,. (17).

Research in creativity has served to develop valuable

undetandings 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 of the term "creativity" as a

psychological concept similar to intelligence. Goldberg has

suggested the use of the term "creative" be assigned to novel,

reality-adapted, disciplined, and fully realized products, and

that "divergent thinking" be used ta-describe new attributes of
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Recent scholars have recognized the contradictory nature

of timed and scheduled tests to measure creativity, and have

s ught conditions which will more realistically permit open

original response (174, 104, 173). Suggestions have been made to

duce the scoring problems in creativity measures (190). A study

by Price and Bell suggests that a person with an I.Q. identifying

him as gifted can express creativity in a socially useful way

- Research workers have begun tests to be administered under

more open conditions and to tap ideational fluency appropriate to

relevant rather tban whimsical productivity. These studies, and

studies on qualitative values in children's products, Should

extend the oossbilities to identify added capacities and talents.

Additional means for measuring intellectual potential and related

abilities III- of Ertl's rsearcb (at the Center for

Cybernetic Studies at the University of Ottawa) in which a high

relationship was found between brain wave activity and measured

intelligence (47) .

While we have no standardized measure of creativity as an

entity, we do have general agreement among those interested in

the gift d and talentcd that research should go on, that added

measures of human aptitudes are desirable, and that all hUman

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

A44 151



to capacities in the arts, in mechani a_ aptitude, to

achieve literacy in abstract knowledge. Still valid today is her

recommendation in 1939 that educators consider how-all types of

gifted individuals might be trained for their own welfare and that

of society at large.

The use of all existing meaim for ideLtification, and sensi-

tivity to highly advanced and unusUal talents in all groups of

children will greatly extend the opportunities to plan and provide

for children of special promise.

APE SPEC -T pROGRNMS BENEFICIAL?'

Special programs for the gifted and talented have been

conducted for the 1rJt half centuryalthough the provisions have

reached only a few of the gifted. As Tannenbaum pointed out in

his historical review, snecial provisionq of any Icind for the

gifted have never been widespread, even at periods of high interest.

A survey in 1929 indicated that two-thirds of school systems between

2,50C and 25,000 students had some form of ability grouping. One

year later, 30 ot of 762 cities with populations over 10,000 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

students, only 15 had specialschools or classes for children i.

high intelligence. Tannenbaum ascribed this decline to the pressure

generated by specialist 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 sehoOls, Ohio in 1951
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reported only 2 percent of the schools with spetial classes for

the gifted, and another 9 percent with enrichment in the regular

classroom (163).

During the 1950's, efforts to provide for the gifted and

talented increas d in various parts of the country, with speCial

impetus from the first Russian space launch. State surveys and

documents by State directors of programs for the gifted (in other

appendixes) indicate inte-est has again waned during the past

few years, despite mounting evidence of beneficial results from

program3.

hat are the resull.s_aLlsLil_programs?

Most.studies in the past and some recent studies have evaluated

a single administrative approach to providing for the gifted. For

example, many studies of acceleration have assessed the effect on

children from school entrance to college age. Noteworthy among

them have been longitudinal studies by Hobson, Worcester, Pressey,

and Birch which showed that accelerants did better than their peers

academically, acquired more honors, and experienced fewer psychological

problems than did non-accelerants. A number of briefer studies found

that acceleration produced no unfavorable results, and that acceler-

ants exceeded their classmates academically, were socially more

popular, and were better adjusted psychologically (75; 188; 136;

137; 138).



One of the few studies which recommended against acce1a-

tion was based on a longitudinal study.of 24 children who had

entered kindergarten u 1949. While the study report gave only

m,.ntal ages, deduction can be made that the vast majority of the

Children were not gifted, and that mos- of them were of average

or slightly superior intelligence (95).

A summary of a large gL up of studies (Whipple,

HolliLlgworth, Wilkins, Heck, Gray) indicated that special pro-

visions, including acceleration and various special groupings,
0

.
were beneficial to gifted children. In general, the studies

showed that gifted children could condense school requirements

with no difficulty and With superior performance (114).

Follow-up studies of pupils in special,classes, employed

various measures of academic achievement, social adjustment, health,

and personality. Clear.support for spe ial groupings was-found in

New York, in the major work classes of CleVeland, in Los Angeles,

and in numerous other studies conducted-within various cities and

States (8; 90; 81; 103). Conclusions derived from the studies

generally agreed that participants did nht develop personality or

social problems, did not become'conceited, or WM. not suffer health

problems because of pressure ; rather, participants showed improve-

ment, not only in academic arew- but also in personal and social

areas.

Special experimental classes have shown that gifted students

can absorb any standard recuirements and simultaneously absorb the
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meaning, history and symbols of a given discipline, study

pertinent biographical data, apply principles and insights from the

discipline to other fields of knawledge, and display more originality

in their performance than control groups (1; 99).

Interage groupings have produced beheficial results when

special planning and special teacher preparation have accompanied

the groupings (146; 2114; 103). The attitudes of teachers, ad-

ministrators, numils and parents who have participated were generally

favorable. Better teadhing has produced a higher level of thinking,

questioning, apnlicati n, greater self-reliance, and better classroom

relationships (154; 191).

Studies of a wide.variety of special provisions have Shown

that spcial adaptations tc improve learning opportunities have

produced favorable social results. Mann found that special workshop

experiences helped to develop and reinfo ce friendships among the

gifted, both in and out of school. Barbe reported generally good

adjustment and approval of their special class experiences by a

large majoritY of the Cleveland Major Work Class pupils (s).

In studies of sacial-relationshiPe in the California State
-

program, pupils from rural"schools who attended-Saturday classeS

shawed significant gains in social status within their regular

classrooms, despite the fact that their peers were complete*

unaware of the special work. The total group of 191 fifth and

sixth grade pupils showed highly significant gains in soz;lal status

on the basis of responses by their peers in regular classroom set-

tings.
M_
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Children in special part=-time groups showed no loss in social

status from regular to special class ratings (103).

thc. 4.unior and senior high school levels, a detailed
11

psych loaical inventory showed that gifted pupils who had par-

ticipated in special programs gained i -Personal and social

maturity, compared to equally gifted nonparti-;ipants. While

the participant-gr.)up gained in 19 instances, the equally

gifted control pupils (who did not participate 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

programs without damage (103).

Recent research haa been, characte iZed by more specialized

studies, and intervention or analysis in areas of talent and

creativity as well as academic ability, although many of the
_

studies of the'past decade also were based on provisions for

speCia2 .;ed talents.

Specialized counselingifor J..?.e disadvantaged students

hasprovedjbeneficial. Atudents were found to improve ache-

lasticallY and to earn more iplornas Students who participated

)

in special counseling,sessions for a year or more shoWed im-

provement in self-attitude, relationships with others,

aChievement (42; 127i:

A recent study by June King M Fee, which used a

creativity-oriented-design cnrriculum with 27 students, produced
1

, -
significant gains in tests ol fluency, adaptive flexibility,

and origr

than in

The gains 4ere'sin divergent response rather
-

t or cognitive areas. The attitddes of the
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students toward creativity '7ere better than these.of

controls, and,McFee concluded that art education, focused

on creative behavior and 2roblem solving, is important tor

gifted young people (109.

A k3-year study by Tor ance, testing the influence

of a creative-aesthetic approach to sch--1 readiness and

beginning reading d arithmetic, found significantly higher

scores for.kindergarten children on tests of creative thinkihg,

problem solving, an e originality. Fluency, flexibility, and

-originality ratings were consistently around the fifth-grade

level (169).

Programmed instruction for specific skills and television

instruction 1.ave been found effective with.gifted students

)

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

resources, including those of the community, to develop specialized

talents of the gifted, have shown that gifted students are

significantly higher.than equally gifted controls 1 ability

to learn,: in motivation, in Use of their abilities, and in

self-identity (73).

the California State study, special arrangements for

more thaln a thousand pupils accommodated special talents,

school sytem philosophies, rural gifted in remote schools as

well as urban_and suburban full-time and part-time needs;

community res?eurces were
1

meshed with mutual interests. avery

approach knowr from previous studies was-th luded and a few were
/
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highly :significant gain :. in the special groups in academic, social,

and psychological areas at all grade love ls 7ere attributed to

careful preservice and inservice preparation of teachers, the

assignment of special full-time consultants, appropriate learning

opportunitieS both in and out of school), the use oi a wide

variety of community resources, close inter-school liaison, and

close collaboration with pare (103) .

What are the be admilistrative arransoments for programs?

Various arrangements 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 meaningful relationships

with others in the school setting (51; 103; 149). Progruas of

a few weeks' duration have been less successful than'tLose of

longer duration (182).

The least productive results come from regular classes,

althongh teachers and administrators at the element=y level

initially favor this arrangement (51, 103). Highly gifted

children in regular elementary school classes especially, face

pzoblems of poor motivation and intellectual sterility and

rigidity (51). Teachers who know that children are gifted often

experienee frustration because other classroom problems prevent

their giving attention to the gifted. Knowledge of giftedness
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is not a t,-(xLee

learning opportunities are planned (84

Frcm -11 of the available evidence, some kind of grouping,

accompanied by quality control, well prepared teachers and staff

members, consultant ass' tance, and careful evaluation, is needed

to nurture the alTdlities and talents of the gifted. Special

grouping and planning, carefully conceived and executed, provide

opportunities for the gifted o Zunction at proper levels of

understanding and pe __rmance.

Those who oppose grouping have relied on opinion rather

than evidence (130). Recent studies have shown that administra-
0'

tive arrangements for the gifted as such produce no change.

Any plan must include active and appropriate intervention to

succeed 62).

ro ener I_2 cha0.s ?

ince most evaluations of programs for the gifted have been

confined to the gifted, the answer to this question comes from

generalizations About school ch nges first used successfully with

the gifted, and on teacher improvement which affects performance

with all children

Such arrangements as flexible sch,,duling, independence of

mobility in learning, decisionmaking and planning by pupils,

the planning of curriculum based on pupil interests, use of com-
,

nmnity specialists, specialist pupils teaching others with similar,
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intG,res, reearch ,T7TT-17-1

curriculum requirements, and fleltible time b1ock s all have been

used suc essfally in lessening the rigidity of the school struc-

ture for the gifted. As -'11-ators study and evaluate various

arr ng- Lents 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 time for even primary

gifted Children to pursue research interests have found that

similar freedom, at less abstract levels, appeals to other

children. While many program examples can.be found in good school

systems, formal research on this question would be necessary for

complete answers.

Where teaChers have had special preparation, they have

reported that programs have made them better teachers fo- all

children (103). Other studies have also fo_rd improvement in

teacher performance (53).

Should Early p1-41dhcod Programs_be Developed for the Gifted and

Talented?

ResearCh on stability and dhange in human characteristics

reveals that it is possible to maximize the development of a

particular characteristic such as height, intelligence, or school

achievement. It also is possible to retard or stunt a particular

type of dev4lopment under certain environmental conditions (21).

Many young gifted dhildren amply dem qstrate through their

performance that they can p 4FJ "&m instruction. Children who .
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tend before tbe age of school entrlf. and undertan 0 mathematical

concocts mmonly taught to far older children; have e --optional

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

1Moo eta "re 1.11&11 of thei-lf f Tt

to retard their development until they attain an arbitrary chron-

ological age required for school entry. Careful studies have

shown that very early r ading, as early as 2 years when self-

introduced, does not harm gifted children. Gifted children are

ready to profit from many of the experiences reserved for older

youngsters. Special preschool 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 equally gifted

pupils in regular classes with no provisions. The gifted in

special programs, who were allowed to learn without restrictioi

gained an average of 2 academic'years during a single year,

while the gifted controls gained only the usual I year. The

latter: represents educational 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 Education For The Gifted Be A P ity?

Evidence from school systems in which the gifted can w rk

with specialists of similar interestsand explore occupations

strongly indicates that career education is of great value in ,
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aliowi ng students career options and in motivating them

to go to college (116). The gifted face er problems because

of multiple oPtions o.vailable tr, them, and choice among possibil-

is difficsl's wianv 1.29).

Onportunities to work with community speciaaists may increase

the motivation and school performance of the gifted (116). The

early contributioni---of the gifted and talented made at other times

in history resulted from individoal work affiliations and close

tutorial relationships. Proper career education could contriLute

sinilarly and could be ofparticular significance for those with

highly specialized talents. Benefits w uld accrue to students

and for mentors who, as others have reported, develop respect for

students and schools through the association (103).. Career

education is of particular importance to minority and rural

students. Assignment to a gifted adult with similar interests

may profoundly affect school and career decisions.

Can the current public

the ifted --d talen ed

chool structure provide adequately for

Yes, given certain conditions. Schools which provide

adequately 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 schedulo are possible, in which the

pupils are given access to needed resources regardless of

locati n, and in which suitable teachers are utilized whether

02
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they possess credentials or not. Such schools have administrators

he are fully aware of the gifteWs needs, and a faculty who have

studied these pupils; parents are closely involved, and a special

consultant assigned to the jaq3a1-71_'-' for 4n-,..-7-14re-

direct assistance to the adult participan _

AT APE THE NECESSARY COMPONENTS OF A GOOD PROGRAM

Do we need ne buildings, libr

transportation necessa

needs?

and laborato ies? Is Special

-iere special media needs? Material

These questions are difficult to answer except by opinion.

The intelligent use of facilities and materials is governed by

the knowledge of the users. If that knowledge is absent, capital

axpenditures will be wasted.

In urban communities%where librar es and laboratories are

available, educators have made special ar-angements for students

to use materials and to eXperiment under supervision. Good libraries

and laboratory space in schools are highly. desirable, with open

areas for special projects and study. Even with good libraries and

adequately stocked laboratories, it is neCessary to use auxiliary

resources amd,materials to meet the special interests of the gifted.

The succeSt of special programs has been restricted because of

iimited-faciiit es (48). Provie:on. s should be made so ha' gifted

students, whether urban,or isolatod in rural areas, have access to

res0urces and space in which to Use them.
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Special transportation funds should be available for needed

study and research opportunities; these should not be catego- 'cally

limited, but their use should be documented and justified. Funds

he required for idely var., and sometime unpredictable

purposes, ranging to archaeological studies by sPecial interest

gr ups; gathering of research specimens for marine, botanical or

geological research; visits to specialized libraries nnd museums;

special contacts with artists; individual studies of

process; docuMentary studies; recording of interview

politicai

or photo-

graphic data; to acquisition of unacceesible materials.

Media and material needs also are unpredictable, although

students should h&ve a -ess to them. Funds should be made,avail-

able for standard equipment and expendable supplies for students

in areas of creative expression. The young painter or musician

ShoUld not be restricted by the nOnavailability of supplies,

equipment, musical scores, or suitable instruments. Similarly,

the yaUng person who wiShea t6 report hiS research findings

creatively should have access to the necessary photographic or

graphic resource materials and media. Ready availability of

materials and encouragement to use them enhance interest in learning

and extend talents.

WHAT PREPARATTON_IS NEEDED FOR &?tHER AND OTHER PERSONNEL?

The teacher is the key to effective programs and effective

use of resources '(10.; 70; 103; 169). Preparation of teadhers

E4
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The need for special teacher preparation is apparent from a

number of Studies. Teachers lith ncrspecial background have been

found disinterested in and even hostile toward the gifted (152;

180). They believe that the, gifted will reveal themselves through'

academic grades, that they need all e_-'sting content plUs more,

and that teachers should add to existing curriculum requirements

rather than delete anything (144).

TeaChers who have worked with special programs tend to be.

,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.

The need for general inserVice programs is evident from

findings that 50 per cent of pnblic school educators were opposed:,

to acceleration, despite. contrary evidence from major research

studies which found acCeleration beneficial at:every level-f om

kindergarten to college (136; 75; 18 103). Even in studies with

significantly favorable Ye ults, authors have comMented on lack

-;;f articulation, heavy demands, and'evaluation,problems (103),

lack of teaCher background, the inability of the school Jtoedeal.

with basic problems (48),

4,15-555 5

the unwillingness of f- ulty to

C
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aJfted stli(IentR for indenendent learning (73),

Even when teachers of the gifted are caaejfully selected

nd represent the highest levels of professional competency,

acning p3rformance can be signifiently impieved tloayh

inservic study, ?-sirable changes in the quality of learnina,

communication, classroom content,.and-diversity of clasero_- ex
_

perienCes :lave resu ted (106) . Other benefits reported by teachers

'include increased teaching skills, knowledge of subject matter,

apPreciation of the needs of the gifted (103).

Studies of successful teachers of the gifted typically have

dealt with their characteristic's and behavior more often than

with their specific preparation. It is generally agreed that

the successful teachers are highly intelligent, are interested in

scholarly and artistic pursuits, have wide interests, are mature

and unthreatened, possess a sense of humor, are more student-

centered than their colleagu d e enthusiatic about both

teaching and advanced study for themselves (19; 24; 180).

blem of credentials poses difficulty when the

plexity,and diVersity of teaching the gifted and talented at all

levels are considered. An Array of prescribed couT:zes is evidently

inadequate; probably the credentials should be planned as an
'

individualized program of studies. Recommendations for such

;program have been outlined in a recent publi ation on profeSsional

standards for teachers and other personnel (20).

s:chool personnel other than teachers also need special
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.often determine the existence of programs, decree their abolition, or

deny their need. (Appendix B of this report shows that the majority

of school administrators in a representative sample of schools in

the United States reported no gifted students in their schools!

The report may be ascribed to apathy or hostil'ty, but not to fact.)

.Even groups with Special preparation which,presumably should

make them especially alert to individual differences are indifferent

or hostile toward the gifted. Connselors in several studies were

found to be more concerned with remedial-problems than with the

gifted (46) . Student personnel departments in 20 Western colleges

and universities gave little special attention to_the gifted and

their_p oblems. One study found significantly greater hostility

toward the gifted among school psydhologists than among other

school personnel (179).

All of these studies indicate the need for Comprehensive

pserice preparation'for those school personnel who contact or

affect the gifted. Teadhers who are prepared and interested need

informed and sympathetic auxiliary support,

WHAT DO PROGRA4S FOR THE GIFTED COST?

Li

Data on true program costs are meager, because of the need for

school sistins 'to function within the limits of funds available and

predeter4ned pFogram budgets, even though these prove inadequate.

Funding in several States may be limited tes specific demonstration

-- or experiMental programs which meet the needt,of children at

6 '7
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certain, grade levels; partial sup.)rt of special :aadhers, with no

added fuT)ds for programs, is provided in North Carolina, Georgia,

Washingtop, Oreaon, Illinois. Appendix D of this report indicatS.

that few State(' nave used or are using Federalifunds to improve

programs for the gifted. (Cost:7 of specific Illinois programs are

provided in appendix F.)

In States where program support is based upon funding per

pupil, suppo t figures are -i l_ading; in California, for example,

the initial support figure allocated by the legislature provided

only for identificatien ,-;osts, with nothing for preparation, program,

or evaluation. The present allocation for program 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 per pupil cost in 1961 for exemplary programs.
%

These figures included pupil screening and identification, com-

plete pupil studies, preservice and inservice preparation of teadhe s

and other sehool personnel, instructional costs., consultant ser7ides,

and evaluation costs. These programs cost up. to $50 eadh year per

pupil.

Subsequent cost data from California inaccurately represent

true costs, reflecting instead inadequateaupp- t. The-,$250

figure itself should be ináreased proportionally to the cost-

living increases during the last decade.
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wha ;h uld Be Priorities Ecr Expenditures On Tle Gifted And

Talented?

Data from research studies suggest that these priorities be

established:

1. Systematic inservice preparation for school personnel,

including teachers and others who affect the learning

opportunities of the gifted and talented.

1.1 Fellowships for 5pecial preparation

1.2 Support for inservice workshops and courses

1.3 Establishment of preparation centers for demonstra-

tion programs, experimentation, 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 tal

2 3 Programs to improve progamevaJ.uation

2.4 Programs to expand learning opportunities in the arts

2.5 Programs for preschool gifted and talented, including

those from poor economic backgrounde

nts

2.6 Exemplary prOgrams in school systems

Establishment of a national office for dissemination of

informati n and improveipent of efforts for the gifted.'

3.1 Use of .media to improve understanding by educators

and the general public

3.2 Dissemination of informational materials to educators

3.3 provision of leadership to State and-national educational'

Agencies, to asture proper use of available and future fun
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Support for evaluation and dissemifiation of new findings.

5. '7ontinuing support for exemplary programs.

WHAT ARE THE EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF RESEARCH ON THE GIFTED

AND TAT.ENTED?

Numerous past and recent studies have established the fadt

that gifted and talented youth are a unique 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 special educational needs. Their sensitivity to others

and insight into existing school conditions make them especially

vulnerable, because of their ability to conceal their giftedness

in standardized surroundings, and to seek alternative outlets.

The resultant waste is tragic.

Research studies of the special needs of the gifted and

talented demonstrate evidence of the need tor special programs.

The relatively few gifted students who have had the advantage

of special programs,have shown remarkable improvements in s lf-

understanding'and in Ability to relate to others, as well az in

iMprOved academic and creative performance. The programs have

not produced arrogant, selfish swabs; on the contrary, studies

show.that special.prOgrans have extended a sense of reality,

whOlesoMe humility, self-respect, and respect for others.

good program .for the gifted increases their involVement and

interest xn learning through the reduction of the irrelevant.
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IdentifieLoo cf the gifted and talented in dfferent parts

of the co

nonexistent. Very little identification has been carried on in

depth, or with p- peL testing instruments. Many of the assump-

has been pi,ecameal, sporedi_72, and sometimes

tions about giftedness and its incidence in various parts of the

America: society are based on inadequate data, partial information,

d 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:ition.

Special injustice has occurred through apathy toward certain

minorities, although neglect of the gifted in this country is

a universal and increasing problem.

Special programs have produced ample evidence of their merits..

Widely varying alnrangements have been found successful, and

indicate clearly that excellence for the gifted can become a

universal-practice with less expenditure than in PrograMs for

other children with special learning needs.

Programs for the gifted will require constant planning,

.expansion, increasing diversity, and creative modes Of evaluation,

f they are to succeed and continue. The programs will be pro-

viding opportunities for extremely different forms of talent

development and expressio. Programs which provide for the poet,

art'st, inventor, and budding politician will allow varying

interests and productions which cannot be evaluated in standard

fashion.

Successful programs show that special 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 ptaparaton

should be extended to the total educational profession and to

the public at large so that the gifted and talent2d may be widely

encouraged

nUMbers of

educators,

to use their abilities. The result would be greater

gifted political leaders, inventors, creative artists,

medical personnel, and others contributing to society

and working on its problems. Phe resuLt would be a better

futurefor all Americans.
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AN ANALYSIS OF FROBTZMS AND PRIORITIES:

ADVOCATE SURVEY AND 'STATISTICS SOURCES

The Advocate Survey1 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 talented

The advocates, representing al' sections of the Nation, were

chosen for their specialized experience and knowledge on the gifted

and talented.

The 204 experts who returned a completed form included State

education officials, university professorsv and education organiza-

tion representatives. Many of their recommendations were virtually

unanimots. Their views certainly merit serious attention.

IDENTIFICATION OF THE GIFTED AND TALENTED

Definiti n

More than 80 per cent of the respondents agreed that the

category "gifted and talented" should inclUde "those with high general

1Unless 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
SUFYgY)-
The Advocate Survey was developpd 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 advocatesAre available from the Office of Education.
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intellectual ability, t1ose who manifest creative or productive

thinking, those with-specific academic aptitude and/or those with

ability in visual and performing arts." They also supported

inclusion of those with underdeveloped-potential. About 50

percent would include those with social adeptness and psychomotor

ability.

Over two-thirds of the respondents did not recommend additions

or changes in the categories selected by t majority. Thirty

percent wanted specific ca dories, such as creativity, or more

inclusiveness. While the great majority felt that the above

definition could be used effectively with educators and the pUblic,

appioximetely .20 percent recommended more specificity.

The general view was that the gifted,and talented can be

vieTeed and understood by the majority of educators --d laymen

as those of Ligh intellectual ability, those with high a ademic

aptitude, and/or those with high ability in the visual and performing

arts. These terms are, of course, not mutually exclusive.

The definition of the talented was seen as considerably more

inclusive than that of the gifted. While 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, probably,are somewhat less than the percent Chosen, .

B 3



since 38 percent favored -onfining'the gifted to 2 percent

or less, and the remainder chose tfte c,.tegory 3-5 percent.

Similarly, 47 percent limited the talented to 5 percent or

less.

,,a,Le2E12Ler the Gifted and Talented ,

Nearly four out of five of the respondents favored continuous

screening and search, or at least annual searches for the gifted

and,talented. Two-thirds favored at least annual re-evaluation,

presumably to be certain that placeient and educational planning

were appropriate.

Aa figure 1-indicates, the advocates favored multiple means

for identification of the gifted and talented, inclUding measurbs

of intelligence, achevement, talent, a_jt: creativity. The highest

rank was accorded tlie individual intelligence test, a mean 4-no-

used in most States because of the cost. Undoubtedly, this rank

is based on the kn ledge that group mesues fail to locate at'

leas4- half of the ifted and talented in any population.

ppaxently advo a es ere concerned by the failure of

school personnel.to identy theViftedi as well as by the well-

known ability of the gifted to conceal their true abilities and

to adapt themselves to school offerings and requirements.
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-Isports, Such as that of the 57.5 percent of U. S. 'schools

stating in the School Staffing Survey2 that they had no gifted,

undoubtedly led the respondents to recommend involvement Of all

persons in the search process. School psychologists were seen

as most important, with talent specialists next. Interestingly,

seven advocated the dse of profes ional tisti, a practice not

common in schools. The relatively low ranking of school administra

tors and curriculum specialists may have been due to their less direct

contact with children, since teachers and guidance counselors were

ranked

Thereport of no gifted pupils by over half of schools surveyed

in 19,69-70 is a depressing piece of information. Trikz statist c may

indicate widespread ignorance, apathy and Andifferen , or out-

right hostility to ard the notion that gifted and talented young

people merit attention. J.,ess effort to identify is made at the

elementary level than at the secondary, although research stresses

the advantages of early identification and planning. Gifted young

people with th'e ability to invent, create, and contribute to society

at an early age apparently would have little opportunity in the

majority of our schools, and probably no encouragement, under present

conditions.

2School aishington, D.C.t Department
f"Health, Education,'and Welfare, U. Office of Education.
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Potential Po ulation

Numbers presumed to be. gifted or talented have varied considerably

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

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

wishing to include jcial, 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 table 1. The total census pro-

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

Table 1

NUMBERS OF PUPILS IN VARIOUS NATIONAL
PERCENTAGES OF PRESUMED GIFTED AND IALENTED.

Percent Number'of Pupils

1 516,000.
2 1,032,000
3 1,548,000
5 2'580,000

10 5,160,000

The numbers in'table 1 would increase if provisions were made

for the gifted at preschool levels.

2/Projections of Educational StatisticS 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 population therefore merits

serious consideration.

Table 2 indicates that of 11,906,000 3-, 4-, and 5-

year old children in 1968, 3,929,000 were enrolled in preschool

programs outside of the regular schoo1.1/ If a conservative three

percent were est4mated to be gifted, 117,870 young children would

be accessible for special early childhood programs. Another

242,310 gifted proschooles are not in any programs!

Table 2

TRENDS OF EARLY CHILDHOOD POPULATION,
AGES 3-5,:AND SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS

October 1964 to October 1968
(N uns in Thousands)

Year

3-Year Olds 4-Year Olds 5-Year Olds

Pop. Enrollment .P9P-_ Enrollment
.13-2E:._

Enrollment

1964 4,238 181 4 148 617 .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 4,000 911 -4,095 2,701*

*Excliides 5 year olds enrolled in primary school:

1966 -- 505,000 1967 444;000 196 -- 444,000

4Nehrt, Roy C. and Hurd, Gordon E. Preprimar
Under Six, October 1968. U. S. Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare, Office of Education. anne (0E-20079-68.)
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Recommendations on numbers and percentages of the gifted to

be served indicate that several million American sdh ol chil,17en

require special planning so that they may experience proper

educational opportunities.

PROVISIONS FOR THE GIFTED

Current Programs

As figure 2 shows, the experts present a dismal -iew of the

adequacy of existing programs. Nearly all communities are described

as having very few provisions, or none. at all. The neglect is

greatest at the.early school years; hut even at the secondary level,

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

priaritY, and few persons.axe aware of the tragic -este of human

potential. The often verbalized pl:inciple of quality eduCatior for

all has only been implemented in isolated instances.; these efforts

often have been regarded as experimental, tempbrary programsj'he

6

tragedy is further accentuated by the statement of the experts that

most services for the gifted are c in the cities and suburbs

th(alough these services are meager at b st).

The lack of provisi6ns ..Fr, the gifte also is reinforced by

the School Staffing SUrvey.'"' 'This lack is evident even for the

identified gifted.

5See footnote 4, page 8 8-
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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 -arried on, the majority of gifted children

are given any special attention they do receive in the regular class-

room from the regular teaCher. As research studies indicate, even

the sympathetic and conscientious teadher in the regular classroom

rarely finds time to devote to the gifted or:talented pupil. It is

safe to assume,therefore, that most identified gifted children

receive little or no attention in el--entary school, while the

programs at the secondary level consist mainly of separate part-

time classes.

Lack of opportunity for the gifted secondary student to make

relevant ccftacts outside of the formal clasroom is evident in

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

given opportunities to work with specialists c- in other school

settings. Yet many gifted and talented students are at a level of

knowledge 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 lelative lack of emphasis on the gifted also is seen in

'figure 3. Twenty-seven school systems, Chosen from a national

ample because of their model programs for children with exceptional

learning needs, reported only five programs for the gifted.6 Other

----6Kbstracts of National Educational Finance Projec: Satellite
Projects Reported_at First National Conferencet December"7-9, 1970.
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categories commonly had three to four times as many programs (the

on1y-xeption being the multiple handic.dpedu which is_a relatively

new progrth, unlike programs for the gifted which have existed for

e 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

personnel, existing support is limited. In ,North Carolina, 81,3

percent of students eligible in 1969-70 to be in programs wpte not

7enrolled. Illinois the average annual expenditure for the gifted

and talented who -e e in programs was $28;2/ in California the

rage was $65.1/

This situation is due primarily to competing problems, and

the failure 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 thefiscal level:

I know that I speak for Su rintendent Riles when I
say we wholeheartedly 1eli41e that quality education
implies an education wh'd fully meets the individual
requirements of all children. We believe that gifted
Children must have additional or supplemental educa-
tional interventions if a-sound program whiCh assures
capability to full develop each potentiality
is to occur, 1C/

7A Status Re ort, Pro ram for the_Education_pfLEIRmtLartlly_
Talented Childrgh. Raleigh: State Department of Public Instruction, 1970.

Et'Jackson, David, Illinois Program (page of this document).

9California State Budget Supplement 1971-72, Vol. 4.

10Personal communieation to Ruth Martinson from Mt. Leslie Brinegar,
Associate SuperintendentofPublic Instruction, California, dated Mardi
25, 1971.
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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 provisions for children with

unusual learning needs, the gifted have the lowest priority for

expenditures.11/ The local amount shown, however, is considerably

above amounts allocated per pupil by the few States which provide

any support at all.

Recommended Programs

Some contradiction is seen-in the recommendation by 95 percent

of the respondents that programs be continuous throughout the school

career of the gifted dhild while most also respond that programs should

be started in grades four to six. The latter recommendation undoUbtedly

was governed by the wording of the item, which requested a forced Choice

on level at whiCh a-program should be started due to limitations of funds.

The selection of '-he elementary grades also may recognize the fact

that most programs still operate at the secondary level on a too-little-

and-too-late basis, despite abundant knowledge from research that gifted

children face the greatest adjustment problems at school ent.cy and during

the primary grades when patterns of underachievement become entrenched.

The need for gifted and talented children to experience opportunities

for complex, creative thought, with content appropriate to their level

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

"Rossmiller, Richard A., Hale, James A., and Frohreich, Lloyd E.,
Educational p=221-ml_paE_p19.22.1i2aR1_0211,11.1a: Resource Configurations
and Costs. Madison, Wisconsin: National Educational Finance Project,

Epecial_EIEdy_No. 2ejLtVat..1222z.
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the advocateg. They stressed also the need for developmen

aesthetic sensitivity_

The advocates favored a diStinctly differentiated curriculum

for the gifted, designed to accommodate.higher levels -If funol;oning

in the cognitive and specialized talent domains. Over 90 percent

also favored special administrative arrangements to permit sudh dif-

ferentiati

The gifted and the talented were clearly differentiated in the

responses. Two-thirds felt that different programs were_essential,

based on the view that the gifted have generally superior intellectual

ability, whilethe talented are skilled in a particular area.

Actually, the implied r-paration of the gifted and talented

into two discrete groups may be an artifice of the questionnaire.

As appendix A of this'report indicates, giftedness.and talent are

not mutually exclusive; many intellectually gifted persons are

talented, and many talented Persons are also gifted. Indeed, high

mental ability may be a necessary condition for the kindof-talent

whiCh produces work-of lastino

The experts generally supported summer programs,.the use of

communitv resoul4r; personnel, individualized instruction, special

groupings, and part-time groupings as a means toward adequate

provisions. Some felt that the choices were made only as batter

nothing, however.
-

Conventional or standardized curriculum requirements were seen

as-unimportant to the ifted and talented. Rather than studying

grade level content requi d of the total group, the..adVocates



faVored an open curricuium based on individual interests, with

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

seen as capable of self-manage ent and decisionmaking for both

study content and classroom procedure

These recommendations certainly are coMpatible with those of the

program resea dh studies, which found that deletion of irrelevant

or unnecessary content, in favor cif opportunities to study and learn

1

.in del)th, produced better achievement and better adjustment in the

gifted and talented.

Adjustment to different learning styles among the gifted and

talented was seen as essential by 89-' percent of the respondents.

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

highly diverse individuals, with an ulimited array of interests

and talents. The involvement with a given learning activity may

be affected by these factors as well as'by pereonality factors.

Among the gifted and talented, one-may find perOons who'respond

and function rapidly, those who are deliberate and contemplative,

those who are logical and !direct, or those who are exploratory

and circuitous. _lie quality of end produet may be excellent

(and different). from any of these, but 'teaching ihe gifted does not

comfortably permit standard rules of rrocedure.

The expert saw 7 the most important program objective the

stimulation-of individual interests. Next in order of importance

Were.the development o .student initiative, the development of self-

acceptance, concept development, and recognition of the early ability

to undertake complex learning tasks.

B'l7
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Close tc 90 perce t of the advocat-2s felt that differentiated

programs for the gifted nc-Ni greater resources than programs for

regular students. While this is true, adequate inservice preparation

may redude unessential program expenditures. Teadhers wIth background

knowledge- are prone to use better existing resources, and to free students

to seek needed materials or specialist personn,?1. These teachers

also tend to be more willing to ask for assistance from parents and

'consultants who can bring in necessary resources, or to arrange for

Student contaCts with them.

The need for regular teadhers to carry on differentiated

experiences for the gifted, whether or not they are in special

programa, is a recognition of the fact that attention to the gifted

only in a special prorram may mean neglect for the greater part of

the school week, paxticularly if the special program meets a couple

sessions per week or less. Also seen as Important ar- liaison

between regular and speoial teadhers, and const t effort to

differentiate programs in both settings.

SCHOOL PERSONNEL AND'TEB GIFTED AND TALENTED

Teadher

The majority of experts equated specialized programs and

separate grouping of the gifted with recognition of the teacher

as a teacher of the gifted. Fifteen percent considered all

teachers as teachers of the gifted even when no special provisions

B 18



were made, possibly becaue of the physical tircsence of the

dhildrenaibeit they are ineffective teadhers for them.

\Only\12 of 204 respondents felt that an adequate supply of

personne]'was, available to teadh U. of the gifted' ithin their

State. The pressing need for preparation within the ranks of those

achin i- seen in their recommendations for summer institutes,

along with inservlce programs and workshops during the school year.

Most of the respondents also favored the development of advanced

degree programs with srecialization in teaching the gifted.

Successful teachers of the gifted were seen by the experts in

much the same light as in research sts-iles, although one difference

wag apparent: The respondents did not regard as important for

suc ss with the giftedeadvanced degrees, prior teaching experience

(as oppoSed to speLi I pil-Lpazatica teaching zperience

teaching credentials. They particularly opposed the rotation of teaching

the gifted among all teaChina staff 'nembers

They saw the successful teadher of the gifted as one interested

in learning, and possessing a rich academic background. They agreed

that teaching the gifted required a different approach, and that

the sucäessful teaCher must have a high level of self-confidence.

While advanced degreeS were not seen as important, specialized

preparation, continuing professional study, and frequent contact with

other.teadhers of the gifted were strongly advocated. Continuing scholar=

i
. 1

1

/

ship was mplied in ehe recommendation that teaChers of the aifted have
,

; /
1

1

at least one specialized area of study.
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The rrjor difference between research and the advocates occurred

in ths advocates'even split on whether the gifted should be taught

only by the brightest teachers. This may be a reaction to both the

rrifted and talented, Which would produce some difference of opinion.

Studies have shown that teachers with the highest ability and

accompanying performance tend to be the most accepting and understanding

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

likely to feel threatened and to be hostile toward the gifted.

With both the gifted and the talented, oersonal factors such as

ability to work with children, understandi g of the population,

ego-strength, confidence, maturity, open-mindedness, and nthusiasm

vere mentioned as important more often than intellective and

academic-related qualities. High intelligence, intellectual curiosity,

-d love of learning wore seen as more important with the gifted; compete:1

pacific skill, ranked last for the gifted, was first in importance

for the talented. Proven teaching ability was mentioned most often

for the gifted, and ranked second for the talented. The differences

unioubtedly are due to the perceived need for specialized skill in

teaching the talented, whereas the teacher of the gifted would

encounter a greater variety of skills and interests. Over half of

the respondents did not differentiate the special competencies needed

to teach the gifted versus the talented.

To,attract teachers who would specialize in the education of

the gifted the advocates recounnended subsidies for training,

university courses and training centers, inservice preparation for

.those already in the profession, and development of positions for

108



those qualified. The heavy advocacy of inserce preparation is

doubtless due to the knowledge .14Ft many i_ache-s are currently

working with the gifted without background, aF as knowledge

of recent findings that even the best teadhers can improve their skills

and abilities in working with the gifted and talented through

specialized preparation. (Important too is the researdh finding

that even limited special preparation reduced hostility toward the

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

Administrators

Nearly all of the experts recognized the need ef school

.

administrators for inservice preparation on the gifted. Since

administrators affect teething in many ways by their decisions as

well as their attitdes, the recommendation is logical. The

administrator can encourage or discourage teaCher interest through

his remarks and behavior. His support must be active to encourage

teachers in the eIttre efforts required to maintain high quality programs.

Psychologists, Counselors, Social W rkers, and Tutors

School psychologists and guidance counselors were seen as

udidly or highly positive toward the gifted by approximately two-thirds

of the respondents, while social workers and tutorial

seen principally as neutral, negative,

kers were

unknown. (This finding

is interesting in view of the fact that social workers have advanced

13 21
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preparation which supposedly ,__ables tham to be aware of individual

differences and needs.)

The need for special 1--eparatical to develop understanding

of the gifted is apparent f 1 social workers and for tutors, who deal

chi:-.fly with remedial needs. A research study established school

psychologists as relatively more hostile toward the gifted than

other persons in education, despite their advanced preparation.

(This may bL due to the heavy work loads related to problens of

a negative nature, which would cause the Tfted to be viewed as

an added burden, without support and wthou: the same kind

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

Pupil Personnel Workers

Only three percent of the experts felt that pupil personnel

workers show a positive attitude toward the gifted, while

22percent of the responses described negative attitudes,

other concerns, or apathy and indifference toward the

gifted.

A significant part of the responsibility for no gifted students

being reported in nearly 60 percent of U.S. schobls must be shared

by pupil personnel workers, who presumably work with teactiers on an

inservice basis to increase their skills in identifying 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 preparation,

particularly in gaining information on the gifted and their

needs.

Studies have also shown that pupil personnel workers

are indifferent or hostile in their attitudes toward the giftedt

the recommendation is also st Jrted by the general failure of

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

personnel workers, who are responsible for increasing the ser

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 funds has markedly strengthened Federal,

State, and local programs for the handicapped, the preparation

of specialized personnel, the quality of research, and the under-

standing and support by the education profession as well as the

public at large. The funds have undoubtedly improved l fe

opportunities for thousands of the handicapped and members of

-their families, and should be continued.

The Need

The need for support funding for the'gifted and t lented is

'equally critiCal. If funds can be deVoted siMilarly to program
;

improvement, perso- el'preparation, improved and extended
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rescai.ch, 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

Advecate_Survey by many who observed that the gifted were

losing to the competition of other problems. It is seen even

in States, such as California, supporting programs where the

allocation to State opc7ations 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. 1n,1966-67 the total nuMber of teachers of

the mentally retarded, both in service and needed, was 90,923.12

This number of teachers serves a population roughly comparable,

numerically, to the number of gifted.

Fall 1968, there were 2,199,000 classroom teachers. for

all elementary-secondary students.13 Per cents of the total

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

designated gifted and talented and assigned to a comparable

per cent of teadhers the number of teadhers would be 109,950.

Theoretical numbers required to teach various per_e tage pop-

ulations of the gifted are shown in Table 3.

12Table 18, Selected Statistics on Edu ational Personnel.
Washington, D.C.: National Center for Educational Statis ics,
Department of Health-, Education and Welfare (OE 58041).

13Progress of Public Education in the Unit d States of America,

1968-69. OE 10005-69A.
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TABLE 3

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

Per Cent of Total Elem.-
Sec. Pop. Designated Gifted

Number of
Teachers Needed

1 21,990
2 43,980
3 65,970
5 109,950

10 219,990

About 15 percent of all teachers are engaged In further

coursework. SUbsidy for graduate study devoted to gifted edu-

cation would attract some in this group.

The need for inservice preparation for teachers of the

gifted is especially acute because these teachers have no

preparation in their preservice training. Obviously, a direct

system of subsidies to 100,000 teachers would be costly.

However, planning for-a system of leadership preparaLion

could extend preparation in turn to more specific groups is

workable without exorbitant expenditures.

Sources of_Support

The funds administered by the Bureau of Education for

the Handicapped, U.S. Office of Education, for fiscal year

1971 total $197,767,633. Several areas in which these funds are

currently expended are areas in which programs for the gifted

could be improved through support as well. Funds are allocated

to the following categories also relevant to the gifted: To

ll
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strengthen educational and r. :.ed services for preschool,

elementary and secondary children; to provide grants for supple-

mentary, innovative, or exemplary projects for educational

improvement; 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

centersl t- promote new knowledge and deVelop ents for this

population; and to prepare and inform teachers and others who

work in the education of this population.

The total amount allocated to the categories above is

$102,588,116, of which $470188,116 comes from,Title ZII of

ESEA and the. Vocational Education Act, Part B of the '1968

amendment, which have been especially earmarked for the

handicapped.

Categorical allocations simila_ to those mentioned Above,

with specific designation of the gifted and talented,'would

trengthen educational efforts for the gifted. As appendix D

notes, States have _ de little or no 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

wil1 .

112
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The Payoff

The cost of quality educational opportunities for the

gifted and talented would be relatively low, compared to thqse

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

tures would be returned to the Federal Government. The

productivityof 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

(lecade 1956-66 provide for interesting-speculation (.e_

figure 5).14

These statisVcs show that the cost of -rograr for

the gifted, which will promote motivation and productivity in

adult life if they are properly implemented, will be substantially
,

reduced,if n t eliminated, through the increased taxable income

of thq most capable segment of the population.

Theoretically,,the income of the,gifted-should be beyond

that of the graduate school population, :if Terman's follow-up
\

studies of adult attainments of the gifted y indication.

The difference between average high school and?fifth year

college income is $246,000. The income tax on the difference,

calculated at a conservative 25 per cent, would be $61,500.

If this amount were distributed from age of 3 to age 17,

14U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Lifetime
Income and Educational Attainment of Males in the U ited States:

1956 to 1966. Cited in Digest of Education StatiOtics, 1970.

U.S. Office of Education. Oh 1(1024-70

327
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it would amount to $3,679 per year. S ely a substantial amount

of funds spent on the education of the gifted will be returned

to the public coffers!

Categorical allocations- of even 2 percent of the Federal

expenditure'for education would produce'mote than $50,000,000

from present income. Two percent,of the total expenditure

_

for 1:367- was $48,000,000, as illustrated in figur 6.15

2f the California support figure were raised to reflect the

9.7'percent increase in revenues during the 1958768 decade,16

the reccmmended excess support per gifted pupil would
ir

double the $450 recommended in 1961; with S ateexpenditure

proportionately greater./

PECOMPENpED PRI.ORITIESTOR=EXPENDITURES

Priorities fOr expenditure:of funds recommended by the
\

experts in the Advocate Survey were: (1) inservice preparation

of tez..che-s and other person-al, 2) pilot and experimental

programs, and (3) direct aid to school systems.

The questions on the host of inservice teacher prepara7

tion'apParently were interpreted as involving both

and full-rtime. stu Estimates rarejed widely, wit? cent

of the, experts choosing a sum implying full-time fellowship study,

15Progress_of Pbblic Education in the United States of America;

1968-69. Washington, D.C.: 1.7.a, Office of Education. ..OE 10005769A.

la'-s-Terke, 'Joel S°.-, and others, Fiscar Problems of Urban Education.

_A Tipper Prepared for the Urban Education Task Force, August/25, 1969.
-
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At the iocal level, the gieatest need in the view of the

xperts was personnel. This categ ry.received double the

firs choices given to inservice teacher preparation.

At the State level, the expets again endorsed support

of an office to coordinate and strengthen programs for the

gifted. This need far outweighed Others.

Over 90 percent of the respondents mentioned psychologicL1

services and guidance counseling as important needs of the

gifted. Their perception of need:is suppoxted by studies '7rom

the past and preSent; highly gifted students have been found to

require expert psychological assistance t aid them in their

adaptations to environmental frustrations, 'and to help them to

understand themselves and their relationships with others.

The problems of coping with attitudes and misunderstandings of

thers frequent feelings of difference and nferiority, f u tra-

ns _.__. learning educational Choices, the deVelopment of

\

toler_ ce and understanding, all, require special help. Parents

f..-equentiv need assistance.along.mith their Children.

Approximately 90 percent of the experts agreed that teadhers

of the gifted shAild have readY access to-specialized consultant

help and to auxiliary materials. Consultants have made appreciable

differences in the gUality of successful prograMr throUgh ineervice

assistance for teachers, other school personnel, and parents, and

through acquiring necessary learning materials.

As Figure shows, much of the responsibirty for program

success and decis on should be assigned to a special consultant

B31 117



F
IG

U
R

E
 7

P
E

R
 C

E
N

T
 O

F
 E

X
P

E
R

T
S

 W
H

O
 A

S
S

IG
N

 B
A

S
IC

P
R

O
G

R
A

M
 D

E
C

IS
IO

N
 R

E
S

P
O

N
S

IB
IL

IT
Y

 T
O

-A
 G

IV
LN

 .P
E

R
S

O
N

D
E

C
IS

IO
N

 M
A

K
E

R

S
C

H
O

O
L

D
IS

T
R

IC
T

 A
D

M
IN

IS
T

R
A

T
O

R
M

in
i 1

5.
69

S
T

A
T

E
 L

E
V

E
L-

C
-P

N
S

U
LT

A
N

T
5.

88

LO
C

A
L 

LE
V

E
L 

C
O

N
S

U
LT

A
N

T

-I
N

C
IP

A
L

T
E

A
C

H
E

R

T
E

A
M

P
S

Y
C

H
O

LO
G

IS
T

.4
9

O
T

H
E

R
.9

8

N
O

T
 A

S
C

E
R

T
A

IN
A

B
LE

8.
33

1 
7.

84

7.
84

2 
94

50
.0

0

1
1

1
1

0
15

30
45

60
S

ou
rc

e:
 A

 S
ur

ve
y 

of
 L

ea
de

rs
hi

p 
in

 E
du

ca
tio

n 
of

 G
ift

ed
P

er
 C

en
t.

an
d

T
al

en
te

d 
C

hi
ld

re
n 

&
 Y

ou
th

, 1
97

1.



for the gifted at the local level. The need is seen for a

constant Interpreter and advocate for the gifted, as Well as

one who would have the authority to ar: mge tbe best possible

learning situans and affiliations in particular circumstances.

It is assumed that others mentioned should be involved, but

since they are lese frequently in dire t contact u all the

program than the consultant would be, their commitment to

the progrem would be less.

Until basic cost data can beaccuMulated, or_ly estimates

based on locai and State experience can be used, In all of

the States to date, adequate support has not been given. 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 ider;ification was diffIcult if

not impossible for the experts to interpret. Response would

have depended on several factors, including numbers already

identified in a given State, completeness of existing-programs

of identification, experience with identifying cost factors,

availability of qualified personnel, and population-dJnSities.

Research studies indicate that the cost for screening identifi-

cation,and complete study approximated $40 per child in 1959.

Such a figure could be a base for piloeprojects in saturation

seardh for the gifted' arid talented.

Similar guesswork occurred when the experts were asked to

estimate the cost of a 5-year program for tneir States.
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Estimates Fanged from $10,000 or less, to more than $8,000,000.

Very few States have had e rience with the conduct of statewide

programs; even where these exist, the support figure is far from

ideal.

Estimates would differ ma kedly if existing support levels

are used as a criterion, a opposed to costs documented by

studies. For instance, the Illinois support level is $28 per

child per year; in California it is $65, includi g identifica-

tion. Neither of these suns represents more than a token

payrent to encourage local effort. If the California allocation

were that recommended in 1261i the State expenditure for the

gifted would be $32,500,000 rather than the current $7,000,000.

The majority of advocates felt that education for the

gifted was not a continuing priority in their community. They

recommended various s'odss for informing legislators, the general

Public ard educators, includina media, experts, and parents of

the gifted.

The opposition to speci 1 education for the gif ed is seen

mainly as lack of Public awareness and lack of funds. The belief

that the gifted can manage without provisions, and that other

priorities are more important, were also mentioned . The major

efforts of all agencies responsible for instituting programs

for the gifted were described as disorganized or non-existent.

Rural support was seen as the worst.

Advocacy of programs for the gifted rests 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 by the experts.

The most important function of a State consultant was seen as

intepretation and dissemination of knowledge. Half of the

respondents suggested information to the lay public as

necessary to attain support for the gifted.

The present la_rden of education for the gifted and

talented was described by one advocate as falling on parents

who uweep alone for their childre 11
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REGIONAL COMMISSIONERS OF EDUCATION

Region 1

Mr. William P. Logan
Office of Education-DHEW
John F. Kennedy Federal Building
Boston, Massmo-husetts 02203 .

Ttegl_on 2

Dr.. Joseph L. Hendrick (Acti
Office of Education-DHEW
Federal Building
26 Federal Plaza
New York, N. Y. 10007

Rsgion 3

Dr. Walker F. Agnew
Office of Education-DREW
P.O. Box 12900 (401 N. Broad St.)
Philadelphia, Pa. 1910$

Region

Dr. Charles J- Martil
Office of Education-DHEW
50th Seventh St., NE
Room 550
Atlanta, Ga. 303c3

Region 5

'Dr, Joseph A. Murnin (Acting)
Office of Education-DHEW
226 W. Jackson Blvd., Roorn 404
Chicago, Illinois 60606
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Region 6

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

Region 7

Dr. Freeman H. Bees (Acting)
Office of Education-DHEW.
601 E. 12th Street
Kansas City, Missouri 64106

Rsgion 8

Dr. Merle Ogle,(Acting)
Office of Education-DREW
Federal Office.Building.
Room 9017 ,

19th and Stout Streets
Denver, Colorado $0202

jteg1on 9

Dr. Paul F. Lawrence
Office of Education-DREW
Phelan Building
760 Market Street
San Francisco, California 94102

Reg on A

Mt. William E. McLaughlin
Office of Education-DREW
Arcade Plaza Building.
1321 Second Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101



REPRESENTATIVE'QUOTES FROM TESTIMONY

REGIONAL HEARINGS OW EDUCATION FOR THE GIFTED

With confidence that our children are our greatest
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 nat_,nal future.

(Perrino - Region V)

Conformity is precisely the cross upon which special
education for the gifted hangs supine.

0

(Beer - Region X)

One of- the things that concerns me is that practically
none-of-the-teachers we-have been abti_to hire have
had anY preservice experience, either in courses for
the gifted or experience with talented groups.

(McGuire - Region VII)

Unless the initial develo-Pment comes.irom 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 programp 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 t gifted program. He organizes a
group of people around himself and together they forge
the elimaee 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 potAition, the better the program.

(House - Region V)

The neglect of the education of this-gifted child,
whether he or she comes from a-white middle class
family in Forest Hills, Queens, or from a poor black
or Puerto= Rican family in Harleth, is a problem as great
as any of the ills facing our society.

(Felt - Region II)

Every individual is unhappy unless he can exercise his
outstanding talents. He is fruattated,and this is the
situation., I think, with many of OM children today.

(Guilford - Region IX)
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In November and December 1970, a series of events.without pre-

cedence took place in American Education. Twelve regional hearings

were conducted which allowed over 500 citizens throughout the country

to state their views on the education of gifted students. These

thoughts and ideas ce to be carried back o the U.S. Commiesioner of

Education, Sidney P. Harland, for his consideration and action. This

report is a part -of H.:hat communication process.

Background

For many years. interested educators, responsible legiclators nd

societal leaders.have 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 egalita ienism.

Three --Sor facts have recently emerged from decade's of study of

this problem and make more urgent such condern'. First the monumental
t?

forty,-year longitudinal study of fifteen,hundred intellectually gifted_

children by Termah and his colleagues at Stanford University has shown

that gifted children can be identified as early as the elementary grades.

These children, in later life, often make outstanding !ontributions to

our society; in the arts,, politics, business and sciences. But Terman's

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

talented children underachieve-, perform far less than their intellectual .

potential might suggest.. These results put the lie to the comfortable,

but faJ. notion that Intel ectual talent Can survive all sorts of

educational neglect and apathy.

A thircibody of information, recently available, focuses on,the.

loss of potentially talented and gifted.students in minority groups.
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It suggests that potentinlly talented students growing up in unfavor-

able social and educational environments can have their leeeerShip or

creatiVe Potential suppreased or diverted to a point where it is 7,1

visible in later scheol years.

The Congress of the _United States has expressed its mounting

interest and concern by passing a landmark addition o the Elementary

and Secondary Education Ameniments of 1969; Section 806,, "Provisions

relating specifipally to gifted'and talented children." This emend-
-

ment, unanimously pasbed in the Ho,se, and. Senate provides for two

specific changes in existing legislation. It,makes explicit tha con-

gressional-intent that the gifted and talented student should partici

pate in ,fedc-ral educition legislation and it directs the Commissioner

of EducAion to conduct a study to;

Determine.the extent to which-special educational
assistanelirograms -are.necessary or useful to meet
the need1s 'of gifted and talented children.

b. Show which existing federal education assistanee
programs-are being used to meet the needs of, gifted
and talented children.

c. Evaluate bow exiating federal educational asaistance
programs can be more effectively ueed toAneet these
needs and

d. Recommend which-new programs, if any, are needed
- meet these needs. ,.

This report is the result of part of the response of the Co±s-

sioner -f Education to that mandate. In order to gain ehe maxir!th

information regarding current status.of educltion of gifted and

talented students, and to provide a broad 7,a0e of reeommendationsin

terms of what action needs tobe taken, the lommisl-Aoner called:for

-
regional hearings to be held-in each of the 7.en HEW DiStricts.



.L

i

dl ,_

M I
1 laillait araffSEMI_,X. & it OWEN .allffIlialMir

.'17p% - 01.1111.11Maglailli
A ti. ,tF '''t ' SIMAIMPristE171001R

1
041';, ° iggegdoviiitiolonomp..gliglOriallmesold117

6 , AUirliiiiillablir
/WNW IN Er-or -VAMMEMIE.,\

6

mica in mar
.

'4-1110-ila_gil Pr.
. . ,

. .
t-.

V . a __,:,f1r- MIN1111.111.101
fr-

.

, Ilailllalfilli
. 1011011011111Lir

. . . ,

illllinglI4 ' s

. 111101.111TEMO--J. -.
4

0-Z



Invitations were Lssued to th public and to spec ric -s kaown

to be inter- ted in this subjec, to give oral testimo- on this

Table I indicates the p1acer and the numb of wtnsses appearing at

e ,2,11 hearing. also indicates the number of people from each of the

regiona who provided written testimony. The quick r sponse 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. Another 265 persons felt strongly enough about the slbject to

write to the Regional Commissioners their feelings on the issue. As

Table I indicates, t-here were, in addition, a total of 415 letters

from parents stating their broad support for some positive action on

this subject.
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Region

Table I

T1eariac Sit , for Education of the Gi ced

Place Dates
of of Oral Written

earin He rin-s Testifiers Testifiers

Boston, Mass.

York, N. Y.

Dec. 4, 1970

Dec. 4, 3970

22

25

5

41

Wall-ingt-nn, D C nea 7 & A, 1970 2 18

4 Atlanta, Ga. Dec. 2 & 3 1970 32 78

Chicago, Ill. Nov. 18, 1970 51 0

Dallas, Texas Nov. 19, 1970 13 11

7 Kansas City, Mo Dec. 7, 1970 22 13

8 Denver, Colo. Dec. 2 1970 13 2

9 Los Angeles, Calif. Dec. 3 & 4, 90 50 75

10
,

Olympia, Washington Dec. 16, 1970 21

10 Salem, Oregon Dec. 15, 1970 7 22

/

10 Anchorage, Alaska Dec. 12, 1970 7

Total 295 265

Parent Support Letters - 415
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Analysis Pro odurPs

Three major sources of information were used in nreparing this

report: A State Survey form, the oral testimony given at the time of

the open hearings, and written testimony submitted for the record from

the ten HEW regions.

The general definition 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/or 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 preparad 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 were the availability of staff at the

State Department level for gifted programs and the presence of enabling

legislation for the gifted. Iu addition, inquiries were made as to

whether planning or study groups were active in their state, whether

special training provisions were available, what the major deterrents

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. In those

instances where additional information or clarification was required on

the basis of the State Survey, a phone call was placed to the person who

carried majo responsibIlity for rae comPletion of the form and

additional information was.obtained and placed in the analysis.



UiaL -imony, in thz 32 ets cf grigi cnsi haar 1n (3 sapara

hearings were held in different parts ot District ) verbatim tcanscripts

containing all of the proceedings were obtained- (See igu e 1 for

description of HEW Regions) Sample se -L.!. f the testimony were 1-ead

by the staff, who had backgrounds in education and related areas, in

order to gain a general feeling of the kinds of ideas expressed by the

witaesses. A set of categories -a- developed based on these sample

readings which allowed the readers to check the presence of va-i us

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 classification list helped to identify who the

testifier was referring to when he discussed the term "gifted", what

the educational needs of gifted youngsters were, and what major recom-

mendations the testifier was m-king for education of gifted. The

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

timony. These notes were used to iden ify the partIcular category

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

was alloted to each witness. Some witnesses, aware of these limitations,

provided written testimony to supplement their short statement. The

oral and written materials for one person were combined into one rating

in such cases.

Several samples of testimony were then read and scored jointly by

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

-analysis. When the levels of agreement between judges reached a satis-

factory level, the readers classified, item by item, the remainder of

the testimony. se scores were then entered on IBM cards and a com-

puter analysis summed the resultp,of these classifications.
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Writt_enr_Testimpny, minous body of written testimony was

also ented at the time the hearings we e held. In some cases,

sn:.:h written testimony coCinued to corn::: in fo. a number of days

after the heari theMRP.117.--- ThP 'd .7-rJ:tt.or

testimony, using the same analysis checklist that was uued 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 subtissions

obtained. Published or prepared art- les that were submitted for the

record were not analyzed, however. Instead a list of these written

presentations was developed and can be seen in the Appendix.

The outpouring of responses 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 recommeadations, so these letters were tabulated as one more indi-

ca ion of the hidden- support that exists for action on this issue.

The results of these three sets of data; the State Survey for_

- %the oral testimony, and written testimony may be seen in the following

section.

1 " 2
-:11



Or.e of

ORAL AND WRITTEN TESTIMONT ANALYSIS

most impre v_ features of hearings held in 12

dffferent cities throughout the cou try was the enthusiasLic response

of a wide range of persons to the,opportunity to give oral testimony.

A total of 295 persons; school administrators, teachers, parents, stu-

dents, representatives of national organizations, all grasped the

opportunity to say what they felt about the issue of educating gifted

children in the United States. They presented their views on what the

issues are and what the-potential federal 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 ekpressing their points

of view. The group included a distinsuished list of leading educators

as well as ordinary citizens eager to have their say. A complete list

of the witnesses are on file in the Office of Education.

In some instances 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 particular person to express his views.

Knowing that, many people sub itted written testimony to supplement their

al presentations. The written and oral testimony of those witnesses

is combined to provide.the fullest possible view of their attitudes.

While the statistics that were collected from the states ar

extremely informative hey do not convey the fv11 Intenoity of fc_ling

Or the eloquence of exression pf the various witnesses. Accordingly,

the testimony analysts attempted to find particularly relevant or

representative statements and extract those from the transcripts so

that the various points made by the statistics would be given some degree

of vit lity and specificity.



Figure 2 indicates the type of person providing testimony. The

greatest numb(i.r iers wexe administrators, repreentarives of

national organizations and 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 presented in terms of answering some of the major questions raised

by the testifiers themselves.

The witnesses referred most often to those gifted students in

elementary and secondary school programs. However, 23% of the witneSses

did mention the neee for doing something specific for gifted youngsters

early in their developmental period. This interest in preschool is

significant, particularly in view of the fact that no state now provides

special programs' at the preschool level:

While two-thirds 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 of talented

students needing special attention. Eighteen percent of the witnesses

mentioned talented children coming from disadvantaged circumstances as

a major focus of needed attention and 14$ mentioned hnderachieving or

emotionally disturbed youngsters who have special intelleetual talents.

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

those youngsters extraordinarily gifted and those showing creative ability

in a broad range of dimensions.

The unidentified, untapped,,undeveloped talents in
pur youth may be the greatestwaste of Potentially
valuable resources in our nation...FurtherMore,1 the
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students are becoming patterned and pgraumied during
L1L LC, a L1L1
future is determined and torecastable from their past.
In ot.Ler words, the longer that, any talent or set of
talents remains dormant and unused, the more con-
fidently can it be predicted that the persons will
nover relly "c-,o onch notenrini tolents in their entite

lives.
(Taylor - Region VIII)

...Every individual is unhappy unless he can exercise
his outstanding talents. He's frustrated and this is
the situation, I thin7c, with many of our children
today."

(Guilford - Region IX)

"...a child who is gifted and who has no opportunity,to
develop his giftedness is literally crippled."

(Freeman - Region IX)

When the goal of education is to fulfill each individual's
potentials, children with high -lapabilities 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 needs a sPecial educational
service, and the intellectually gifted child needs an
instructional program designed for his particular talents.

(Stovall Region III)

Program Needs

-.Flexibility. One of the. major,program themes that came forth

in the testimony on program needs is- the need to increase the stimu-

lation of creativity and to provide for a flexible curriculum, or a.

_

new curricultm, that would more adequately serve needs of,gifted stu-

dents. All of these suggestions stress tha inadequacy of the edu-

cational provisions that now exist for these your, tors.' (See

Figure . Individualization of instruction, a major ,educational goal,

is,clearly not being met, in the opinion.of the witnesses presenting

testl.mony ae these he Th6-portrait painted by both the oral

end written teotimony is that present educational programs are a

C-15 I:
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Procrustean bed upon which the gifted and talented student is

squeezt and molded causing his initiati% and creativity to Oe

r.-ducd or even totally submerg

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 fer him, programs that more often
than not, drain off his enthusiasm and excitement
while debilitatinghis 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 application.

(Jordan - Re V)

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

gifted youngsters early in their sekool career before unfavorable ef-

fects, -uch as those d -crthed above, have had a chance to influence

the development of the child. The implication,,however, which under-

lies the idea of early identification is that there would be a specific

progl-am f011ov-up after such identification. The point was made by 4

numbers of the witnesses.that merely finding the youngaterswill do

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

their particular needs. --N

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

138
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everybody to, "do his own thing," and yet he's
got to do it the way I tell him to. Now the
child who is gifted can see through these subter-
fuges, his thought processes are working dif-
ferently than we think, and he rather reserts
this after a while.

(Rosenstiel - Region IT)

Perhaps the most critical one [need] relates to
the early identification and nurturing of talented
and gifted childrett at the primary and even pre-
school level and particularly for the disadvantaged
economically disadvantaged and culturally different
child.

(Younglare - Region VII)

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

personnel needs'. (See Figure 4). Given the diversity of the back-

c-rounds of _he te tifiers and the lack of directedness of the hear-

ings it is quite remarkable that 47% of the testifiers stressed the

need foc better prepaed teachers.- Interestingly, teachers them-

selves often .7hared the vi that they are not adequately prepared

to deal with the unique challenges of this group of-students. A

wide variety of spec alists, para-professionals,'psychologists,

ceunselors', media consultants, etc. - were requested to support the

teacher in her challenging task!

One of the things that concerns me. is that practi-
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.

(McGuire - Region VII)

You simply cannot teach this,kine of a child, especially
in the high school and junior high school, 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)
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Teachers need more pjanning time, Leachers need
additional supportive staff, counlo-i2s are
needed, school psychologists are ne-eded!

(Perkins - Leg1on X)

Many teachers want to do well by the gifted.
het they simply do '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 In content area.

(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. In general, unless the testifier was

involved in the administrative problems of the school system himself,

the visible person, the teacher, 11_,, 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 voic d need for better prepared teachers as opposed to

the number who voiced need for leadership personnel is an even greater

one in the written testimony.

pIganizational Needs. A second major area wherein one could

croate the environment for a better educational program for the gifted

falls under the heeding of organizational needs. As Figure 5.illus-

trates, the desire for specialized program and individualized cur-

riculum for ale gifted does not necesaarily imply that the witnesses

wish special or separate facilities or even separate classes for the

gifted. In reviewing the testimony, it is clear that the moSt desirable

pattern is perceived as a separate program for a part of the day. This

separation was viewed as necessary to provide the challenge and oppor-

tunity for the gifted student to grow to his potential.
C.- 20
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Twenty-three percent of the witnesses mentioned programs of that sort

favo ably, while orly 2% opposed such programs. Contrast this to the

notion of separate classes ee-,:irely, where, of these who mentioned

the possibility, more witnesses opposed it than favored it. (See

Figure 9). This result holds true for the idea of separate schools

as well. The picture which emerged from the written testimony was

slightly different. Thosewriting in their views faVored all 3 ar-

rangements; but like the oral testifiers, they approved most strongly

of partial separation.

Another interesting aspect of testimony in the organizational

area is the strong positive view held toward various acceleration pro-

grams or the more rap_l movement of the student through the 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. I believe Chat 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 tpp without
exerting himself, Surrounded with others bf-iike
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 III)

Intellectually gifted children need the stimula-
tion and challenges afforded by their peers, and
they need opportunities to evaluate their skills
in these terms.

(Sandvick - Region V)
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Semi-se-:ation is perhaps the most ideal ay of

providing for the gifted. In this plan children
spend part of their day in their home room with
heterogenius classes and part of their day with
other gifted children. This is a more norly,a1 and

more 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, thire

is the time when he has the challenge of others
who think as quickly and as well as he does.

(Anthony - Region I)

Partial 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 classes for the intel-

lectually gifted iG an effective m(aans to that
end.

- Region II)

We would opt for a partial 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 cly, because this will give the child
perspective on his ability in terms of how he re-
lates to his own peeks 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 contributions that these students

can 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

American society, by those who testified at the hearings, especially by

those who wrote letters to the regional commissioners. Mo

mentioned

.frequently

as the gifted child as a major national resource and how

144
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thP future of the cou try depends on him. The second most men-toned

characteristic fit into the general dimension of the need for future

leadership -_- this particular group.

Th re has been some suggestion that it took a crisis situation

to stir action on the gi ted in 1958. At the time of that crisis,

the launching of Sputnik, much was made of our competition with

hostile nations as a reason for supporting educational jegislation

through the NDEA training program. Only 1% of the witnesses men-

tioned such a motivation at the present time, as opposed to 12% of

the witnesses who mention the need for a broader humanistic base to

our society and the role of the gifted student in providing such a

base.

One obvious reason for giving our gifted and
talented children an optimum chance to develop
their maximum potential is that nowand in the
forseeable future we need leadership.

(Olson Region V)
4%.

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

(Jordan - Legion V)

Follow-up studies of the gifted-indicate 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 suicidet but con-
ceivably the harbinger Of global atrophy.

(Rothney - Region V)
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RECOMMENDATIONS ORAL AND WRITTEN TESTI ONY

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 accompanying low

priority for programs for the gifred. Accordingly, special attention

was paid -co the co ents regarding needed financial support in the

testimony of the witnesses. The analysts were encouraged to be con-
!

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 even 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 is clear

and constant across regions. Essentially 55% of all the witnesses

mentioned the need foc increased federal support of funds, wherea

only 25% men ioned the need for increased state support and only 15%

suggested that such support should come at local level. If more funds

are going to become available for this area, it is unrealistic to ex-

pect them to come at eIther the local or the state level. It was

felt that the federal government, which has somewhat more leeway to

view long range societal problems, could and should provide this kind-

of support.

A constant,theme of the witnesses was the importance of federal

money.to get programs going, to provide seed money, to be the

catalyst, to provide for eooperative efforts at-all levels of govern-

ment.

1416
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There is need for a basic Federal support program
to Staf:es to assist in...the initial development
of education programs for the gifted child...unless
the)initial development 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. I

don't think it is going to be needed necessarily
0, a long haul...I think it is going to be needed
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 develop
programs for gifted children.

(Ronvik - Region V)

EarmarkIng In view of the nondirected nature of the

testimony, a surprising 19% of the witnesses spontaneously mentioned

the need for categorical or earmarked funds for programs for the

gifted. The gist of their a gument 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.

justified when set against the information obtained from the State

Survey. That survey data clearly 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 of immediate crisis unless some deliberate

earmarking or restriction is placed on it.

Federal funding for the gifted should be in
addition to and not in place of existing funds
for innovation.

(Solomon - Region IV)
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I am afraid that unless the legislature earmarks
funds far gifted programs at the federal level, it
is never going to get doWn to us, because they are
going to find other uses f_ It

(Bevan - Region ITT)

I do believe federal support is necessary for us,
but I feel funds should be clarly earmarked for
-identifying and educating 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)

Training and:Research Needed Too. The witnesses had in mind

'more-than jutt the delivery of additional resources to the local

school system to aid the-gifted. They want support featurea that

bring quality to the service programs, i.e., research, development

'and training. Slightly over 20% Of the witnesses spoke in favor of

more resarch and more program development funds, suggesting the

need both for more knowledge and more innovative programs. This

recommendation follows naturally on the needs stated for new Curri-

cula and- ne.(,7 ays to stimulate creativity.

Better teachers. The strong need for better preparation of

t achers is also reflected in the category by re ommendations regarding

training in which more inservice training and preservide training is

called for and the federal government is seen as the catalyst.

federal scholarships are needed for teachers
interested in specializing in the-education of
talented and gifted children. Lots of teachers
want to teach gifted.-,,But just because a teacher,
wants to and because a teacher may personally be
gifted, doesn't necessarily mean that this teacher,
knows how to teach gifted children. They need col-
lege work. tl'hey need in-service training.

(Dyer - Region IX)
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haven't heard anyone address himsellf to the
topic of teacher training. I feel this is awfully
important tha,: any federal subsidy considet 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
should have had extehsive 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 gifte&should be an intellectuE_ly
curious and bright individual herself., I think that
if federal fellowships were available-for future
teachers 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 lreater training for teach rs, witnesses

at the hearings were rather evenly split between the need for more'

inservice training programs which would retrain teachers already on

the job (35%) and the need for more pre-service training (28%).

Their articulatelyvoiced pleas for additional pre- ervice training

evinced acute-recognition of the need to :iMprove the training prog ams

,

in xisting ttaining institutions.- Additional training for specialized

personnel ehd' administrators was also strongly recommended,

While written testifiers allowed no less a.sense of urgency re-

garding'the need for training, the majority of their responses fell

into the .generalcategory of "training," rather than in the more

specific categdries.of preservice and inservice training.

State ahd Federal Action Who ihould Do What?_ Figure 7 sum-

marizes the comments of the witnesses with,regard to recommended state

and federal action. In Many resp ts the4eder l and state-roles are
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perceived as hL .g the same- A larg number cf T:'t-rlesses expressed

concern that gifted programs be g ven a higher priority at both state

and federal levels.

Model Programs. Development of model or demonstration programs

to illustrate the best of current educational practices and give

greater visability to the program is also mentioned by a substantial

number of testifiers, especially at the hearings.

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 i '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 p o ects.

(Moore - Region IV)

'We need...a model demonstration program that will help
in training teachers.

(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. In general the wit-

nesses expect the state to play the biggest role in the development

and implementation of programa while the federal government's role

was to provide the technical assistance anoLOo fiscal resources to

help the prog

again and again.

n their. way. The need for leadership- as stressed
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Quality erograms develor where one person, esually
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 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'position, the better
the program.

(House - Region V) .

...A bill will be introduced in January of '71".that
state money will be eppropqated to eppoint a full-
time person-to be _esponsible fer 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 out tending exa ple - the

testimony of Dr. William Vassar frnm Connecticut. His presentation

is given in its entirety on pages throuoh as a concrete illus-

tration of the impact of one man in a position of leadership.

Innovative_ideas

The presentation of testimony is 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 the handicapped...He would not be stigma-
tized, the gifted child, if he went there and re-
ceived the individualized kind of instruction that
we as educators have so constantly tried to put
forth.

(Chrtman = Region Iny

Center_for_Arts
We found...in our Pennsylvania Center for the Ar
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
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program...We should be continuing to look for
and help those young people who perform consis-
tently in a superior fashion in some socially ac-
cepted line of human endeavor.

;Carroll - Region III)

_Information Service
We think we need a vast information iissemination
system.

(Carroll - Region III)

...a dependabic reservoir of data...fo curricela
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 approaches and
programs for 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 ether 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 levels pro-
vided an inspirational demonstration of educational
method or atmosphere, or at the worst, merely an
opportunity to visit another school and another
teacher's classroom.

(Hardy - Regio V)

New Le islation
The Council [of Exception1 ,..;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 provikions of the plan.
(Weintraub - Region III)

Internships for Children
would suggest ehings 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, let's
say a Mayor, or local governMent, to spend part of his
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school day on the job so to speak, in working and
learning about government in that setting.

(Weintraub - Region

Ex-ansion of Bureau for Handicapped
We recommend that the Bureau of :ducation for the
Handicapped be designated as the home base for O.E.
activities for gifted and talented children with
authority and personnel to coordinate O.E. act:;--
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
1.would keep the Office of_Education in the con-
sultant service business for people mainly in state
departmentswho are going to work with district
or county'supervisors...it takes a person who has
had some years of experience and concern to provide
the kind of consultationservice.

(Bish - Region III)

National Teams of Trained Personnel
The establishment of national teams of trained
personnel, 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 is a necessity. A national study and
evaluation agency, under the auspices of the Office
of Health, Education and Welfare, Should be estab-
lishedto 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 e_requirement
of-a State Advisory CoMmittee that would be picked:
generally from the pubic, and that this Advisory
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)

155
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The .=aderal legislation must require advir3ory
councils made up of both professionals and lay
persons.
a. A national advisory council should be formed

provide continuous advice to Congress and
to direct the development of necessary guide-
lines.
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 also be formed
whose prime function should be to generate new
and imaginative trairing programs for profes-
sionals.

(Rogge - Region V)

Teacher Training
The development of creativity in l'aachers must begin
if one is to expect young people to be creative.

(Askew - Region III)

...this 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
individualized learning. In my opinion, no other
program has been as stimulating of desirable change
in educatipnal practice. None 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.

(Crone - Region V)

Teachers and administrators need training with special
zoncern for exceptionally capable children in child
development, learning theory, diagnosis of learning
ability, and in techniques for stimulating creativity,
stimulating upper levels of thinking, individualization
of instruction, -decision making, and assisting in-
dependent study.

(Crone - Region V)

We recommend that The Bureau for thc Education of the
Handicapped expand its authorization under Public Law
91-230 Part 13, to grant schplarships 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.

71(0arsha1l - Region VI)
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Television
We would like to propos ,.. then, that one of the most
efficient economical costs-benefits ratio way of get-
ting to the'gifted in thse critical early years is
through television.

(Koos - Region VII)

Public Relations
Therefore, it is recommended that the federal and
state cce of education encourage and support pro-
fessio ai writing covering all aspects of giftedness.
It is expected that such writing would include books,
articles in magazines and jc-7nals and newspaper
coverage of needs, legislatl actions And programs.
Second, that stimulation be given to producing p.4-o-
grams to be presented by radio and TV. Third and
last in this area, that films be produced that woull
serve as aids in teacher education, parent education
and be useful in public relations programs.

(Bonnett - Region III)

I would propose that the school library media cen-
tera can p-_vide the facilities, the equipment, the
materials and the personnel which can give support
and guidaAce to this kind of individualized instruc-
tion neeci for the giftl(L

(Chisholm - Region III)

Model Programs
There is a program in Fairfax, Va. that one testifier
was vary 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.

Priyate_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 _:ut cost to the taxpayer.

(Boynton - Region IX)

Lyceumsspr.iMary work is to provide faciliries,
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.i of the adult world. Students .
pay no tuition, and the services of directors,
group leaders and Lyceum staff are volunteered.
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Lyceum of Santa Crw. County requests creation of
"Resource Centers for Talented Children" in district
or county areas where the following may be found:
pre-school screening facilit:tes
testing and counseling services
materials center
"creatiVe" library facilities
consulting services for school personnel
center for local research projects
center for information dissemination on research,

programs, etc.
housing for student-Museum
housing for student learning-research centers

Science, math, humanities
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)

Doesthe federal government belong? In view of the many dis-

cussions that have been held in education over the last decade

regarding the role of federal government, it is useful to point out

one striking stati tic from al:. of these hearings. Of the 969

witnesses voicing their own ideas on education for the gifted, not

a single witness stated that he is against federal participation

in this program! Whether the person was student or,administrator,

private citizen or State Legislator, he appearectto share the almost

universal conviction that the federal government will have ta parti-

cipate and has a responsibility to play a significant role in pro-

gram development for tha gifted.

The talented are also a nation's resources
and therefore the nation's responsibility...
Federal nupport Ahould be earmarked for
developing of comprehensive plans, recruiting
and training personnel, building and renciva-
ting facilities and supporting model demon-
stration programs. -

(Abney - Region IV)
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7hould have national coordination, state con-
trol and programs CAat are locally initiated.

(Prickett - Region VI)

I 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 local
resources. The fate of our gifted children does
rest upon you. [Federal Government]

(Sutton - Region X)

There was a limited e phasis upon the amendment of existing

laws at the state level. This is perhaps due to the general recogni-

tion that many of the states already have laws in this area and that

what is needed : resources to carry them out, rather than new or

changed legislation. In ccnt ast, at the federal level there is

some desire to amend federal legislation suggested by 12% of the

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 folloWing '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 oly one or another partial as°
pect of a broad definition.

(Laycock - Region V),

Werecommend that the Bureau for the Education of
the Handicapped expand its authorization under
P.L.91-230, Part D, to grant scholarships and
fellowships to teachers and supervisors of the
'gifted and to offer support grants to colleges and
universities for sequential-educational programs
for.the gifted.

(Marshall - Region VII)

The ASsociation for the Gifted believes that only
,through Federal activity at this time will anything

,
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of a long range, positive, extensive nature be
possible. A triple first priority exists...iirst,
a fellowship program to prepare educational, re-
r,earch 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-tie professional leader-
ship positiOn-at the.Federal level. Second in
priority is the establishment of a series of

.

regional network demonstration programs and
centers. Thir-1,' an entl=ated;attempt to put
practitioners in the field must be made. Fourth,
a research effort including continuous evaluation
of all on-going rfograms is the one way to assure
maximum generation of new knowledge and reliable
implementation.of old.

(Vassar - Region 1.)

Here are some suggested ways in which the Federal
government can helP: 1. Establish some specific
leadership in gifted-child education and talent
developmentat the Federal level in the U.
Office of Education; 2. Help to establish some
leadership in this area at the State level in
States where therL is presently a void; 3.'Estab,-.

Ile
lish and.fund re earch pilot projects throughout
the nation to reexamine identification procedures
and to experiment with innovative program designs;
4. Set up a natIbnal information retrieval, and
reseatch dissem nation exchange system:specifically
for glfted-chil4 education and talent development;
5. Extend finan ial assistance to those educators
being trained té work with gifted children.

(LaSalle - Region I)

Re ional Differenc s. A separate analysis of the data col-

lected from the oral and written testimony was conducted region by

region in order to observe whether there were striking differences

between the perceived needs or Attitudes from one part of the

country to another. By and large, the,results of the testimony

from one place to another has a striking samenesa to it. The same

needs and the same recoMmendations were voiced again and again.

These reaults confirthed the State SUrvey data which.includes

very similar statements from all regions regarding What detera them

446-5BS - 11 - 11
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from further program action . 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 initiatory stage in developing special program efrorts for the

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 two districts that have less 111 developed

programs (VI, X). The witnesses from undevelopea areas concentrated

their testimony on the need for teachers and supplementary personnel.

They were-little concerned about st te or.federal leadership

problems. This suggests that until something happens at the local

,level, there is little timulÜ3 to think about regional Or national

issues

On the other hand,,the witnesses from the well developed-areas,

where there are A number of lacal programs for the gifted,-placed a

much higher emphasis on the need for state and federal leadership.

A similar difference in emphasis, is seen, when we look at

Table 4, Recommendations for State and Federal Action.. In the un7

developed regionagreat stress IS placed'on indressing priorities

for the, gifted at both the state And federal level. In contrast,

the well developea regions place little tress en general reqUests

for higher priorities and 4re much more specific with regard to the

kinds o f ate and federal actions that should be taken.

Fifteen percent of the witnesses from the developed area sa -the

Federal Government as playiriOnimportant catalytid role in program
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Table 2

RIGIONAL DIFFERENCES
BY LEVEL OF DEVELOPMENT

Personnel Needs
High-Low High
Development Development

Special Personnel
Better Prepared Teachers
Local Administration
State Leadership
Federal Leadership

52
49
20
7

2

31
30
12
25
16

RECOMMENDATIONS

Federal.& State Action

Low
Developmen

Higher Priority
Model & Demonstration Programs
Leadership
Catalyst
Amend Laws
New Legislation

STATE FEDERAL

48 :53
28 . 13
11 2

3 1

4

8 14
2

High
Developmen

STATE FED

11 14
15 13
20 14
4 15
0 17
2 14
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development and 14% saw the need for new federal legislation and foi

specific assignment of responsibility to someone at the federal level

for programs of the gifted.

It appears that some degree of program maturity and development

is almost necessary before thought is given to systems needs and

administrative problems. When one is starting from scratch, we are

rest i ted to general statements of needs, a request generally un-

specified except :or the cry for more resources, and more emphasis

on action at the local level.

Differences by Type of Testifier

iAn add tional analysis of ihe oral and written testimony was per-

formed to compare opinions expressed 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 were

some notable differences (see Table 3). In program needs, student

testifiers 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 identification. Table 3 reveals that adminis-

'A
trators and s hool board members are more balanced in their concern.

They tend to feel that simply identifying the gifted student early is

as important as giving him suitable curricula and suitable pacing once

he has been identified.

Teachers, administrators, and school board members indicate that

'better prepared teachers and various specialized personnel are badly

needed to edUcate the gjted. Some school administrators felt that

leadership personnel at the state and federal levels were crucual to
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Table 3

APPARENT DIFFERENCES BY TESTIFIER
(Expressed in percentages)

STUDENTS TEACHERS ADMINISTRATORS
SCHOOL BOARD
MEMBERS

PROGRAM NEEDS

Early Identification 0 23 31 38
Proceeding at own Rate 42 23 24 38
Increased Stimulation
of Creativity 54 58 34 25

PERSONNEL_NEEDS

Special Perz,onnel 4 35 39
Better Prepared
Teachers 58 42 43 38

Federal Leadership 0 0 9 0

11.

ORGANIZATIONAL NEEDS

Separate Classes
Entirely A. For 14 14 25

B. Against 28 20 8 0

Separate Classes
Partially A. For 28 25 29 25

B. Against 2 0 2

New Federal Program 0 8 16 12

RECOMKENDATIONS

Federal Financial
Support 13 13 53 88

Earmarked Funds 0 2 19 25

_
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effective education of gifted. The- tudent, in contrast, seems to

focus his interest on the teacher, the person most directly 3:esnon-

sible for his educational success, rather than on ose far removed

from him in the organizational structure such national leaders.

Gifted mtuAents veho testified stated that they do not wish to

be segregated from other students. Instead they approve of a system

whereby they are separated only pat of the time each day. By and

large, teachers concur with this position. On the other hand,

administrators and school board members find the notion of total

segregation of gifted students acceptable.

Another area of apparent difference between types of testifiers

is on the need for new fede: 1 programs. Situdents rarely spoke about

improvements in edimation of the gifted in terms of introducing an

entirely new program. On the other hand, teachers and administrators

more readily acknowledge that a new, program at the federal level is

a logical avenue for bringing about desired improvements.

School board members, an ast unding 88% of them, urgently recom-

mend that funds for educating the gifted come from federal sources.

One out of every four board members also emphasizes that if 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

.observing that students tend to voice strong opinions 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 administrators and school board

members, tend to speak on a wide range of needs, concerning them-

selves with specific questiona of f7nding and program implementa-

tion. -Teachers fall somewhere between the students and adminis-

trators. They tend to mirror students' opinions with regard to

the most impOrtant and immediate needs and administrators'

opinions with regard to recommendations on how these needs can be

met most effectively.



P LTS

State Su- ey information

The State Survey yielded significavt information with regard to

the allocation of resources at the state level and the -).mpact

federal programs, toward supplementing those resources, The first

'question was, Nhat_availabl e sonnel and 1 islative resources are
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currently available_ at_ the state level?: The breadth ot interest in

this problem is indicated (See Figure 3) by the fact that 21 states

Cll ently have legislation on their books that provide special re-

sources or incentives to local school districts to increase their

program efforts on education of the gifted and talented. Figure 2

shows that those states that have adopted such legislation represent

a broad geographic spread throughout the country. There are-states

in every Region but 311e (Region II), that have passed legislation for

these purposes. Ten other states have now or have had planning com-

missions, but no specific legislation as yet.

State Leadershi . 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 resources. One key questioh in the survey

was whether there is a staff person employed at the state education

department level with major responsibilities 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 for_5_0%-or-rdlire:bf

their time. In many instances the Amount of time allocated to serving

gifted-iiudents is but,A small fraction of a multitude of duties and

resp nsibilities assigned to,one of the high ranking state officials.

The financial support for the state personnel assigned to the

gifted-almost invariably comes-from-the-state:level. Twenty-one states

reported theiF contribution as making up half or more of the salary of

these key individuals. Only 3 states reported that a significant

Aca



proportion of a salary of a leadership person was being paid for out

of federal funds, despite the clear opportunity to do so in such pro-

grams as Title V of the ESEA, which provides funds for strengthening

of State Departments of Education staff. The thinness Of the leader-

ship staff for the gifted is even more s rikingly demonstrated by the

'lack of support staff or additional-perSonnel available beyond the

single designated leader. Over 40 states hire no support or consulta-

tion statf or additional personnel at all. This means that the

designated leader has few resources for providing technical assistance

to local programs of education. Only 3, states reported as many as:three

or more staff persons assigned to the specific responsibilities of edu-

cation of the gifted.

The most typical personnel portrait at the State Department level

is a single individual, with part time responaiLility for the gifted

and with no support staff. Occasionally, there is someone gravitating

to interest in this area of gifted education because no one-else is

there. Po_ example, Dr. Hugh Templeton, Supervisor of Science Educe-

tion, New York Staie Education Department, was introduced in the oral

hearings as, Ch4ef of the Bereau of Science Educe - n but enofficielly

'he has been called "The Supervisor for Education for the Gifted with-

our portfolio.

Personnel Training. One of the key aspects cif providing effective

services fo- education of gifted and talented students lies in the

epteMitMent to special preparation for the educational personnel to work

with such stUdents. The widespread general'interest in providing some

-railling lin gifted education can be seen_in Figure 9.. This figure
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shows the number states that have either college or university

pr grams or course workin education of gifted students, together

with those state departments that allocate a proportion of their

tralning resources for inservice training of teachers on education

of the gifted. As Figure 2a shows, the broad range of training acti-

vAties stretches across the country, with only the mountain states

lacking college _programs or state training efforts of en identifiable

nature. By and large, inservice training activities seem to be utilized

in practically all of the regions.

Trogram,l)eterrents. Oneof the most significant qtrstions-in--

eluded An the survey dealt With the reasons for limited .resources being

allocated for the gifted. 'What wer the specific forces that the

state's-saw holding back.amore_egtensive pperstio .° The results Of

that particular rating may'be seen in Figure 10. In this instance, as

in nany others, the,differences between the various regions were not

significant The problems were seen as the Same, or extremely similar,

from ode region'to the next. The deterrents that appeared to be
-

operating,In.ohe area of the, country also appeared to be operating in

,

, the ethers.

The major deterrent elearly inaicated, was the lack of sufficient

funds to carrY out sig i icant program activity. The kinds pf financial
/

resources necessary to carry out thélegislativeintent are jpst not
, -i' !

. ,
,

4,

being allocated "at the state level. The second most frequently men-
.

iioned deterrent, which links closely to the problems of insufficient

funds, is the'pressure of other--mdre crisis-oriented priorities.

In the State Surveys; additional notes were provided regarding bow

the.emphasis eni children with specific educational problenS were using
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the available re ot. cep _that Were not in great,supply anyway.

tle or nothing Was left over, for significant, but long range,

pr blems

education of the gifted. Of lesser concern, but-btill mentioned as

important by a majority of the states, was the small number of ade-

quate personnel that.is available. It would seem quite clear that

did. no create immediate administrative crises, such as

any malor move in this area would h

on the training or retraining of

gram cOld become.a reality._

Usd of Federal Le islation. The final cruciai question In the

7 include substantIal emphasis

personnel before an educational pro-

the State Survey was, I'to what extent re states _p_ILls the additipnal

resources provided b .federal aid to_auly to the problems of educa-

ting the gifted_ and_talented3_

Figure llindicates the number of states using a var ety of federal

funds for education of the gifted. It presente a rather discouraging

story concerning the use of current funds for the gifted under the

current federal guidelines. In only one instance, Title III, ESEA-

Innovative Programs did as many as 20% of the states utilize federal

funds for strengthening programs for the gifted, despite the manifest

interest in the problem and the demonstrated shortage of state resources.

Title I ESEA, which would allow eltnte.s to utilize.funds for the !den

fication and development of special programs for specially talented

youngsters from deprived circumstances, found less than 15% of the

states spending any funds at all.

Title V ESEA, which perMits strengthening Of State Departments of

Education, represented one major oppbrttinity for use of federal funds

with relatively little financial commitment. But there are only 9





states reported using any type of Title V activities for strengthening

their programs for th2 gifted! Only three of these states put funds

into the support of -eadership pers -nel, while the others spent such

fund_ on a variety oF administrative needs. The most extensively uscd

federal provision was Title III of ESEA, devoted towards the strengthen-

ing and development of innovative programs and supplementary centers.

There are ever 20% of the states utilizing some monies for programs

directed to educating e gifted. However, a closer analysis revealed

a minimal effort. Only 4 of the states reported 3 or more projects

with this emphasIs, as seen in Figure 12. Other potential federal

legi lation devoted to strengthening training programs were obviously

doing no 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 resources of one or two acts and these very sparingly.

The general portrait of the State SI -vey data is clear. Most of

the states have recognized that the education of the gifted is an area

of substantial educational need and have tried, in a variety of ways,

to put some available resources to work in this area. It is also

clear that these efforts have been overwhelmed by the more crisis-

oriented issues of the deprived child, the disruptive child, the child

who cannot learn, etc. The limited resources available are absorbed

by hese problem areas b fore such long range educational issues as

the gifted are considered Federal aid that is unsoecified appears to

'be spent in the game pattern, so that much legislation that could bene-

fit the gift d, i fact, is not apPlied,to their educational problems.

55
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Written TI-.cuments Submitted
to Regic-ial HEW Hearings
Education of the Gifted

Alger, Ferris E. MENSA, ColL.;ge of Maryland: 1970.

Banks, George W. Time Out For T;Ilent. San Diego, California,
February, 1970.

Bartsch, Abe F. Proosaii_ot"rograns rI_Ljg_esentlbeintested.
Fresno City Unified School District, Fresno, California.

Bernstein, Mrs. Helen. A Discu
Gifted. F lir

Brown, Josephine.
Gifted Pupils
California.

ion of t. nter for the
fax County, Virginia.

A Guide and Course of Stud to Teachin of Mentally
. North Sacramento School District, Sacramento,

Casebeer, Robert L. Project _Prometheus: Education_for _the Technetroni
Age. Jackson County Intermediate Education District, Medford,
Oregon, April, 1968.

Casebeer, Robert L. Dpscription_about
article about Pro ect Prometheus.
Ashland, Oregon.

Casserly, Patricia Lund. What College
Placement. College Board Review,

Cox, Henry M. AnTlual_High_Scheol Mathematics _Examinati n. Lincoln,
Nebraska, August, 1970. .

Project_Promethens_newspaper
Southern Oregon College,

Students Say About Advanced
No. 69, Fall 1968.

Cox, Henry M. Regents Scholarship Examination. University of Nebraska,
November, 1969.

Dightman, Cameron R. Statistics. Department of Social 64 Health
Servicee, Olympia, Washington,

Drake, Donald C. Gifted Youth Drug-Prone, Study Sho s.

Flickinger, Geneva Ely. High Ability_ in a Democracy_anAL_The_Nature
of High Ability, Towson State College, Baltimore, Maeyland.
Maryland-School Bulletin, December, 1962.

Florman, Mrs. Jerald J. Gifted Children's Association of Orange
County. Santa Ana, California.

Fogel, Max L. Need for Research on Gifted -Children. MENSA,
University of State of New York, New York, N.Y.
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Frucci, John. instituLe for the Gifted. Olympia, Washington,
September, 1970.

Hacher, Irene S. A Stud- t- Determine _How Gifted Students ar
identified and the Prp7rams Bein-Offet
the Elementary Schools of Wyoming. Utah State University,
Logan, Utah, 1969.

Hartshorn, William C. The Study of Mu ic as
Chicago, Illinois, 1962.

an Academic Disci line.

Hartshorn, William C. Music for the_AcademIca11y_Ta1ented Student
in the Secondary School. Washington, D. C., 1960.

Hartshorn, William C Enrichment Activities in Music for Intellectually
Gifted Pupils. , Angeles City Schools, Los Angeles, California,
1962.

Johnson, Harriette Wood. Anal sls of Educe ion Provisions for Gifted
Children _in_Selected Public Elementary Schools. Catholic
University, Washington, D. C., 1969.

Jordan, Mrs. Mary Lou. The S ecial World of the Gifted. Pasadena,
California. Chamber of Commerce Magazine, May, 1970.
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A STATUS AND NEEDS REVIEW

GIFTED AND TALENTED 'PiOGRAMS IN CONNECTICUT

Testimony of 'William G.. Vassar
,

The State of Connecticut has long-been aware of the needs of its_

gifted and talented within the 'State, and in the last fille years has

taken major steps to alleviate these needs a_ the local dist iOt level.

As early as the mid-fifties, 'John Hersey, the noted-author, was

chairman of a committee to study the needs of the gifted-and talented

Connecti At that time A domprehensive study was,conducted by

-Hcaen Erskine Roberts and a report made to the State Board of Edu-

cation.

Status_ of Services and P ram 1966-PreSent

_

The first stage.of meet.ing the needs:of Connecticut'sgifted

and talented was initiated in 1966 when the State'Department of Edu-

catIon hired its firs full-time consultant for the gifted_nel'

talented with fundlpg from a grant provided tinder Title V of P

The baalc ObjectiVe of the grant was to provide leadership and con-

sultative services to local school dtstrictF

in order to develop quality programs for its

pupils.

bout donnecticuc

and talented

:

The second stage followed less than a year later (July 1967)

when the State Legislature passed comprehension statute to.tover

-ill exceptional children, including the gifted and talented under

an ,umbrella.bill. This statute enabled interested school districts

provide special se vices_and/or prograMs to the gifted and talented
_

and be reiMbursed"fortwo-thirds exceSs'Coat CI the prior approved

program. 185
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The statute and its proper funding by the State Legislature

has provided the second component to our States programs for the

gifted and talented. The third stage was developedalong with the

initial stage in 1966 when the need for specially trained profes-

sional personnel was considered to be the third component necessary

if Connecticut waS going to truly provide for its gifted and

talented pupils. Prior to 1966 only one course relative tc, if ted

and talented was actively being eonducted in our institutions of

higher learning.

Since 1966, the training prograws for professional personnel

have grown rapidly due to groving interest in local programs and

the committment and invelvemer2: of the various Schools and Depart-

mentS of Education, in our public apd priviate institutions of higher

/earning. Course work and advaneed degree programs are now a reality

at the state university, two state colleges and three of our private

colleges and universities._ Dr. Joseph S. Renzulli's training pro-

gram at the University of iConnecticut is the only formal doctoral

program for-the gifted and talented in U.S.O.E. Region I. The

following should serve as indicators of what types of advancement

Connecticut hs made with the three stages she has developed since.

1966 with a pooling of State and Federal Funds:

a. full-time consultative services to provide local

districts with assistance in directing their special

needs to develop programs fez- the gifted and

talented.

Funding Title V - ESEA
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b. special legislation \enacted to provide excess-cost

(2/3) reimbursement to school districts who pro-

Vide special programs\for the gifted and talented

c. Professional personnel rraining programs haVe moved

from a single course offering in 1966. to three graduate

training programs in three state universities and

colleges and course offerings at thr,-e private univei

sities and colleges. More than 900 professional per-

sonnel have received full or part-time training

thr h these offerings;

Funding Federal-EPDA Stateand Private

d. Programs in local school districrs (169) have grown

from four (4) districts in 1966 rip sixty (60) in 1970.

At the.moment abeut twenty additional districts plan

to begin programming in September 1971.

filnyzjA State Reimbursement

e. More than 2500 teachers and leadership personnel have

attended short term workshops, and institutes spon-
,

sored by the State Department of Education to stimulate

interes,- and dessiminaze information e1ative to pro-

gramming for the gifted and tdlented.

funding Title V P.L. 89-10

Conducted a comprehensive analysis of existing programs

,in Connecticut (1969) by Dr. Virgil Ward to furnish the

. State Department with long range objectives for both

State and local leadership in such programming.

Funding Title V - P.L. 89-10



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 giZted.

2. Talcott Ht. Science Center - 1967 - Present - Avon

about 40% relat-d directly to gifted

3. Project_ASK - 1968 Mansfield

Pre- xi a six-week summer workshop to train ro-

fessional personnel for giited programs.

4. ACES - North Haven - 1969 - Present

Rosional school plailing in 18 school districts

for gifted and talented K-12). , One program

operational, Another operational 1971.

5. Trolset_SPRED - 1970,- Present - Norwalk

Planning and proViding regional prOgrams

multi-district fashion..

Needs in Connecticut

Although Connecticut has made rapid strides in the past four

years, much more needs to be done to adequately meet the needs of

its gifted and talented children and youh. Therefore, the follow-

ing statements should be Considered in long-range planning by the

state and federal agencies and should be considered for cooperative

funding and implementation.

Demonstration centers located in geographically
convenient settings to provide various ways the
needs of the gifted and talented can be met by
localschool districts. These centers would
serVe as service demonstration, in-service and
information centers.
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Provide for follow-un evaluation studies of stUdents
in special programs_

Additional profesional personnel training programs
to raise the level of'competency of both general
and special Rtaff in rllools as -..ihey relate to the
gifted and talented.

Provide for cooperative applied research develop-
ment and implementation by SEA, university and
local district personnel in the fr'llowing areas:
1. identification related to wan> ,jopulations of

gifted and talented
2. quality programs and/or serviee. to specific

talents.
3. evaluation technicts from both a process and

product position.

Prograws for gifted and talented pup Is are doomed to failur

ouce they start, unless specific ste0s are taken to train leader-

ship and teaching personnel, to develop identification to uncover

a multiplicity of talents existing in America today (either

demonstrated or latent) to develop more coopLative applied re-

search, to demonstrate "how ,to do" it to larger pools pf admin-

istrative teaching and laypersonnel, and to develop and implement

better f;j1low-up and evaluation tools for 1.rograms There are many

existing federal education arts, and so_e 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, rze.earch and servIce funds for specific use in the

area o..7,the gifted and talented, it would be possible 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 government atimulation through specifi-

cally designed funds, educational institutions and agencies could
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be stimulated to intensify their effor s to provide appropriat:

Pducation for the gifted and talented. It thus seems likely or

the basis of a number of recent experiences that quality educa-

tion for the gifted can be- best encouraged through setting aside

specific Federal funds for this purpose.

Connecticut's recent record shows how a cooperative use of a

number of Federal titles combined with stat_ and local funds has

assisted her in better provisions for the gifted and talented in

her.169 school districts. If. the growth is to continue, earmarked

Federal fuads in the needs area, ao meniLoned will have to b

provided,,to assist the state and local fiscal commitments.
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Appendix B to Appendix C of Volume II)

71epartment of Health, Education, and Welfare
Office of Education
Washingt__ D. C. 20202

STATE EMCATI0N 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 gifted and talented
children. We realize that in some states hard data mgy not be available. On
items where statistical information is needed, we would appreciate your best estima e.
The information rectusted requires in most cases a simple "yes" or "no".

Information prepared for the state of

telephone is

by

(name and title) whose

Exceptional Children and Youth

This form will become a part of the official testimony your agency presents
to the O.E. Regional Office hearings on education of -ifted and talenLed children
and wil e ncorportd _ne e o_ to Cop es the ommiss ner o Educati,r

1. Is there a person in your state education agency with
designated responsibility for gifted and talented child n? Yes No

If yes, (a) the_ 7 title

(b) percentsge nf tIme devoted to responsibi

(c) source of salary support: State
Federal (please identify act and title

(d) Size of professional support sta. (no.of
persons in full time equivalence) and

Source of funds for salary: State
Federal (please identify act and,tiT757)

TI. Deea your state have specific legislation:relating te
gifted and talented children?

Ts tbere an official state definition of gifted and
talented children?

If yes, would you please provide such definition below:

191
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IV. -,oes your state provide special financial
assistance to programs specifically for gifted
and talented children? Yes- No
If yes, Please.indicate which 'iategories are
supoorted:

Special public school programs

Special transnortatiol. assistance

ConsLltative servIces not otherwis provided

Teacher training

Private school tuition

Eval.iation of program effectiveness

Evaluation of individual.pupil performance

Other (specify what)

Does your state have official regulations and/o
guidelines for programs for gi d and talented
children?

Yes No

Yes No

Yes_ No

Yes

Yes

Yes

les No

Yes No

Yes No

VI. Has your state developed special curriculums
and tourses of study for gifted and talented
children? Yes No

VII. Does your state presently Ave an AdvlsorY
Committee or Study Commission on educrltional
problems of gifted and talented children? Yes No
If no, have you ever had an Advisori CommLttee
ot Study Commission? , Yes No
If so, when (date)

VIII. Have you recently or are you presently engaged
in anY planning studies specifically addressed
to gifted and talented children ,Yes No

IX. Have 'tau recently or are you presently engaged
in any evaluation studies specifically addressed
to fted and talented children? Yes No

Does 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

iS2
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Yes No
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NT. Does your state coordinate or foster extra-
curricular eograms for tee gifted and talented
&Aid, such as leadership trairing rIstitutes,
worksteeps in the arts, cite.?

XII. Please estimate the percentage of local
edeeatien agencies in your state providing
snec'al proerams for gi'ted and talented children.

XT7T. Please estimate the percentaee of children
eilo are girted end talented being proirded
snec'el programs in yo r state.

Thts perc tae;e represents approx4enately
(n,mber or c-ldren)

Or the gifted and talented children in yoar
stete receiving special services, snproximately
what percentage, are at the:

"reecheel level

Elemen;Ary level

Secondary level

Does your state have special certification requirements
for 'eaching personnel working with k;ifted and
talented chIldren?

T. Are there lleges or universities in your
stale offerine speetic programs or courses
of study for preparing personnel for the
edoeatton of gifted and talented children?

Vr. Ts yo x state presently providing in-service
ai-vities for regular scheol iersonnel on tee
nre lems or gifted and talented c'eildren?

XVT1 Ts yur state presently providing ineservice
aci..ities for special personnel involved in
the educati.on ce° girted and talented children?

_Le

Yes No

Yes

Tea No

Yes , No

KeTTT. no yoe.anticipate tee expansion of programs
fer -1rted and talented ch!llren in your state
i:11 the next five years? Yes
rr en, will such exeansion represent more
than normel progrem growth? .Yes
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o- followirn; are major
yoor rater9 nrogrem init'at-,-,n or
gi'ted and talented c ildren?
(Pl.eae ram on a 0 7', scale Wth

hihest le.del of deterrence):

Ina)fficient personnel
Tnedeouately trained personnel

snace
Tnsu'ficient fLnancial support
Inadeouate curriculum development
'Inaderuate legal.base_
Lack of Public interest
Tnanduate referral and diagnostIc te6hni ues
Too m7ny ot')er pressing priorities
Other limitations

tmorents to
expAnsi.on for

e resenting

XX. Tri the hest of your knowle,Ige, doe's r state
use federal r nds (administer or coordinate)
for orfmrnmn for gifted and talented children
If yes, please indicate the titles you are
utilizing

F77A, Title I (vluationally Depr ved)
ESFA, Title TT (Library resouroes et media
ESFA, Title ITT (Sunnlementary Educational

CenterS and Services)
r.$17A, T'tle V (State Departments of Educ,tion)
NnrA (SPeoify Titles)
Higher Fdoo-tion Act (Snecify Tittil
Arts anA Humanities Act
Economic Onoortnnity Act f7ead start, etc.
)ther (Snecify Act and i,.ule)

Yes No

Yea No
No

-Yes No'___
Yes' No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
'Yes No
Yes. No

XXI. Please attach sheet if you have additional commen s.
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CODING PROCEDURES FOR
ORAL _TESTIMONIES

Al;pendtx- C (to Appendix C of Volume II)

Columns 17-23 PROGRAM NEEDS'

CARD I

Columns 1-4 NUMBER IDENTIFICATION
OF TESTIFIER

1. Beg. Number

2,3,4. Number Assigned
to Testifier

Li L7 Li

ColUmns5-6 TYPE OF.TESTIFIEB

5,6. Testifier might U L=7be characterized
as 1 of the fdllowing:
01 Parent
02 Interested citizen

,03 Student
04 Teacher
05 Administrator - public

schools
06 Adminietrator - private

schools
07 University professor

or researcher
08 LeFislator
09 Researcher - Non-univ-

ersitY
11 Industry - buriness
12 School board member
13 Representative of

national organization

For Columns 7-72'of Card I:
In the event that the cate-

gory 7app1ies to the testimony of
the witness: place a 1 in the box
beside the cateory if the witness
either states It as LI specific
need or recommends it as a course
of action; place a 2 in the box
beside the category if the witness
states that it is not a heed or
opposes it as a course of action.
In the event that the category
does not apply to the testimony of
the witness: place a'0 in the box
,.eside the category. ?

NEDS

7olumts 7-16 TNRGET GROUPS

7.

3.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Preschool

Elementary

Secondary

Higher-Education

No Differentiation

Advantaged

Disadvantaged

14, Unachieving and Emotion-
ally DistUrbe,d__

15.

Talented or Cre

Very Gifted

ive

17. ,Early Identification

18. New Curricula

19. Extracurr_.cula

20. Proceeding at
, own Rate

21. Increased Stimula-
tion of Creativity'

22. Effective E,-tluation

23. Unique Response

ColUmns 24-29 PERSONNEL

24. Special Personnel

25. Better Prepared
Teachers

26. Local Administration

27. ',State Leadership
Persons

28. Federal Leadership .

Persons
,

29. Other

E7

Columns 30-39 ADMINISTRATION

30. Definition Of Term
Gifted

Better Means of
Identification

Separate Schools

33. Separate Classes
Entirely

Separate Classes
partially

35. Acceleration

36. New State Program

37. New Federal Program

38. Private Industry

39., Other

Columns 40-41 FACILITIES

40. Special Fac lities
/ Within

41. Special and Separate
Facili

:Columns 42-47

L:7

Z=7 t

SOCIETAL NEEDS

42. Greatest Natural
Resource

Mahpower for TechnolOgy L=7
,-

COmpetition with HOstile
Nations

2.27 43'

119 44-

£7

Et



45, Le dership

46. Rimo_nistic

Unique Response

flCOMMENDAT

Columns 48-52 GENERAL FINANCIAL
SOPPOHT

48.

49,

50.

51.

52,

Column

53.

More Money Needed
12-aspeoif1ed

Better Use of Exis-
ting Funds

Local Support

State Support

Federal Support

Categorisal, Ear-
Marked Funds

Column 54

54.

Column

Funding on Basis of
Population

55

55. Aid to Private
Sc.hools

Colur-ns RalEARCH AND
DEVELOPYENT

56.

57.

58.

"Col-

59.

Nonspecif1 -.1

More Resear.7.4

More Developmmnt of
Materials and.,
Programs

,

s 59-61 TRAINING FOR
TEACHERS

Nonspecific

60. More Inservice
Training

61. More,Frese vice
Training

;Column 62

7

L- 7

. a
_=7

62. Training for Specialized
Persohnel VAdmini- 5.
strators

Columns 64-72 STATE SUPPORT OF
GIFTED EDUCATIO1

64. Higher Priority
65. State Model Or Demen-

stration Programs

66. Administrator or Adminis-
strative Body whose sole
Responsibility would be
Programs for Giftel L:7

New Legislation

Amend Laws

Information Services

Catalyst

67.

68.

69.

1. State

State

Columns 73-77

-Columns 78-80

78. Month

79,80. Day

CARD II

Columns l..14

2,3,4.

Guidelines

Definition

BLANK

DATE

NUMBER IDENTIFICA-
TION OF TESTIFIER

Re6,ion Number

Number Assigned to
'Teacher /-7 77 a

For Coluffins 5-27 of Card II:
In the e--..-ent that.the

.category aPplie to the testimony
of the w*ness: 'place a 1 in the
.box beside the category if the
witl:ess eather states it as a
specific ..nee6. oni-eoommenas it as
a ,-_,.ourSe 0 action; place 2 in
the box :beside the category if
the witnes-states that it is not
a need of.opposes it as.a course
of' actiOn. In the event that the
'category Hoes not apply to the .

testimony_of the witness: place
el.0 in thr box beside the catego.-
ry.

Columns 5 14 FEDERAL SUPPORT OF
GIFTED EDUCATION

olumn 63

63. Input from Pri;ate
,Sectpr

L.7
6.

c - 75
. 196

Higher Priority

Ftderal Model or
emonstration Pro-

A inistrator or Admir'-
Strative Body.Whose..
Vhole Responsibility
k4ou1d-be Pregrams for

-the Olfteli



New Leg1s1t1on
9. Amend Laws

. 1O InformationServ
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STATE LAWS_ FOR EDUOATION 0 4IFTED CHILDEEN,",

What do the States who play a major role in gifted and talented education,
provide in their laws and school codes? To answer that question, this analysis
has been limited to these laws specifically mentioning gifted chilen within
and without the special education umbrella. Some States hot included could
provide for such children under their general special education authority or

administrative regulations and guidelines.

According to available information, 22 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 or definitions
for determining the type of child to be served, criteria for the service programs

to be provided for such children, advisory committees and study groups specified,

criteria prescribing how gifted children are to he 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

Alaskc.: "'gifted' includes children having outstanding inte.Ject, ability
or creative talent." (1970)

Calif rile: "Mentally gifted minor"--"A minor enrolled in a pUblic primary
or secondary school of this State who demonstrates suoh general
intellectual capacity as to place him within the top 2 percent
of all students having achieved his scheol grade throughout

the State or who is otherwise identified as having such general
intellectual capacity but for reasons associated with cultural
disadvantages has Underachieved scholastically." (1968)

Connecticut: "Extraordinary learning ability"--"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 schools." (1967)

* This report is an upoated version of a March 1969 report in Exceptional

Children by Paul R. Ackerman and Frederick J. Weintraub. The current report

was assembled by Julie Kisie1ewski, Special Program Assistant in the Office 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 Carolina 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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laware: "Gifted children"--"Children who have the native capacity for

high potential intellectual
attainment and sch lastic achieve-

ment.." (1957)
"Taiented children"--"Children who have demonstrated outstanding

leadership qualities and abilities or whose performance is con-

sistently remarkable in mechanics, manipulative skills, the art

of '.xpression of ideas, orally or written, music, art, human

relations or any other 'qorthwhile line of human achievement."

Florida: "The gift d"--Not defined. (1971)

Georgia: "Gifted pupils," "Student honors prodram"--"children who have

mani fested exceptional abilities, unique 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: "Gifted"--Not defined. (1964)

Massachusetts: "Academically talented children"--Not defined. (1964)

Expired 6-30-67

Minnesota: "Gifted children"--Not defined.

Expired 1961

Nebraska: "Gifted children"--"Children who excel markedly. in ability to

thipk, reason, judge, invent or create and who neeA special

facilities or educational services or both suer' facilities and

services in order to assist them to achieve more nearly their

potentials, for their own sakes as Individuals and for the

increased contributions they may make to the community, State,

and nation." (1967)

North Caro7.ina: "Exceptionally talented children"--"A pupil in the public

school system of North Carolina who possesses the following

qualifications: (a) a group intelligence quotient of 120

or higher; (b) a majority of marks of A and 13: (c) emotional

adjustment that is average or better; (d) achievements of

at least two grades above the State norm or in the upper

10 percent of the local norms of the administrative unit;

(e) recommended by a pupil'%s teacher or principal." C19611

Ohl : "Academically gifted children."--Not defined. (.1959)

Oklahoma: "Gifted children"--Not defined. (1970)

200
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Oregon: "Educationally able and gifted children"--"those children who
individually meet the criteria for such children as determined
by the State Board of Education according to generally accepted
standards." (1965)

Rhode Island: "Gifted and talented children"--Reguires that the commissioner
of education and the state board of education create regulations
to establish "criteria for determining who is to be included
in the category of the gifted or talented child." (1958)

South Carolina: "Any student who demonstrates sufficient ability." (1958)

Washington: "Students of superior capacity"--"...Those who consistently
show remarkable perfoimance in academic pursuits or demonstrate
exceptional Ability." (1961)

West Virginia: "Intellectually gifted," "mentally ift d."--Not defined.
(1971)

Programs

Alaska: "Programs or services beyond the level of those ordinarily provided
as regular school 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 pregrams for mentally gifted
minors living in the district who are enrolled 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 governingboard may contract with another
school district for furnishing programs for,such minors or may
so contract for the education"of sUch minorS including the
furnishing of such programs
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
minors 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 instruct:1_0n,
physical facilities and equipMent, class composition and size,
admission of studeixts, and requirements respecting necessary
sp ial services of instruction to be provided by town and
r gional boards of education." Transportation for special

D 3.
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education, is defined in -the law as lnoluding transportation
to and from a facility for the purpose of determining the
need for special education,and to and from the agency
providing special education. (1967)

Delaware: The statute states that "t, e state board of education and local
school boards shall provide and maintain, under appropriate
regulation, special classes and facilities whenever bossible
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 operation of summer
school programs by local school districtsithin the provisions
of this act are included "enrichment school prograMs-beyond
prescribed school programs and accelerated schc-D1 programs."
The law goes further and establishes a specific student honors
program, noting that such program "may be conducted during
summer menths between normal school year terms at institutions of
higher learning or other approOriate centers within the state
with the facilities adequate to providing Challenging opportunities
fr advance study and accomplishments by such students." (1964)

Idaho: Idaho, under the special education umbrella, specifies the types of,'
special services to be provided for exceptional children. Services
are described in regard to the provision of various types 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 exceptional children. It also,establishee 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
sehoOl districts to submit to a State Advisory Ceuncil plans for
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 applied toward high school graduation. Courses may be taken

2 OR
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WiLhin 01 wiL1104t the state, if: hA cu i statlo filcilLty

to the home of the stueent, than the nearest state junior college

or university. No public funds are permitted to be expended
for tuition. (1965)

I.(ansas: Ths State Division of Special Education is authorized to aid school
districts in establishing and maintaining day olasses, schools,
home instruction, and other methods of special education for
exceptional Children under the general special education laws. In

addition-to this, the Division is to "encourage school districts
throUgh consultation and guidance to make provision for gifted
Childrn by adapting school work to their needs, and to waive
restrictions which interfere with the development of such-
ehildren." (1945)

Kentucky: School boards of any school district may, snbject to specified
limitations, establish and maintain special educational programs
for exceptional Children who are residents of their school district,
and such children, residents of other school districts, as may be
authorized by subsequent sections of this Act. (1962)

Local supervisiOn of special educational facilities for exceptional
ehildren shall be approved by the Division of Special Education
according to rules and regulations approved by the State Board of

Education. (1962)

The SIAte Board of Education shall make necessary rules and regu-
lations in keeping with the provisions Of tne 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 equipment, and
instructional 4upplies. (1962)

The nuMber of classroom units allotted to all exceptional children
in the State is specified for each school year.

Louisiana; The statute requires local school board& to provide special
education and/or training facilities and classes for exceptional
Children-When certain conditions are met- The law is quite general

and no spedific proviaions for gifted dftildren are. described,
althoxigh sudh Children are mentioned among those who are to
receive services. (1964)

Massachusetts: The focus of the Assachusetts statute was on identificati
Expired 6-30-67 ,prescription, and lesearch. It encouraged local school

districts to establish plans for identifying and selecting
children who are academically 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 consist-

tent with the purposes of the act." (1964)

D - 5
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North Carolina: The article establishes at the state level an administratiue

unit called the Division for tile Education of ExuopLionally

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

ip the district, as well as providing consultatn to local
administrative units planning programs and developing

curricula. The act further empowers the Division for the

Education of Exceptionally Talehted Children to conduce

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-

mentation of the article. The article also requires local
districts to submit to the Division a plan for programs for

such ehildren. 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 sudh 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)

Oklahoma: The school districts are authorized to provide special dducation

necessary:for exceptional children as'defined. Two Or more School

districts may establish cooperative programs of special education

for exceptional Children when suoh 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 theapproval 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 sehools and shall have authority to contribute school district

filnds, either directly or by reimbursement to the county parti-

cipating in such program. (1970)

The 1969 law deleted.the prohibition against use of special

education funds for teaching units or classes consisting of gifted

Children. (1969)

Oregon: The statutes allow school districts to submit.to theSuperintendent

of Public Instruction "a written plan for the i,mprovement df 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:
"(a) The adequacy and type of program proposed.
(b) The.number of Children with will benefit by the proposed program.

(c) The availability of personnel and facilities in the school

district or districts.
(d) The need for such a program in the district or districts.

D 6
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The :--atutas per:cc - tnc
fiscal year "to p7i7c-,.ride Supervisnr7

school distri with approved plans.

Rhode Island: Programs for gi, _ed. and talented chil are basically
determined by local school district in consultation with
area advisory committees and the Commissione72 of Education.

(1958)

;

South Carolina: "Each accredited high school in this State shall provide
an accelerated program of study wherebv.any student who
demonstrates sufficient ability shall upon approvalef
the administrative head of such school and of the parent,
guardian, or other lawful custodian of such student,
be allowed to undertake such courses-of study as will
allow the student to graduate at the end of 11 7 ars of'
primary and secondary s&ooling.!!_)(1956)

Washington: The law establishes in the Office of the State Superintendent
of Public Instruction a Division of Special EduCation for

Students of Superior Capacity., The title further authorizes

the State Superintendent to "administer a Program to improve
the education of students of superior capacity,' and also to

conduct, coordinate, and aid in research (including pilot pro-
grams), disseminate 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 jeintly to (1) establish and
operate special, seminar or augmented programs of education for
superior students; and (2) establish and operate in conjunction -

with any institution of higher learning, joint programs of

education for superior students. (1961)

West virginia: The school law- establishes a Division of Special plucatlion'
under the state superintendent County boards of education
throughout the state having five or more exceptional
children of;'specified types may establish and maintain special
schools, plasses, home-teadhing, or visiting-teacher'ser7
vices in order to provide for educating exceptional Children
between the ages of three and twenty-one who are educable,
but who differ from the t:verage or normal in physical,
mental, or emotional-characteristics to the extent that
they cannot be educated safely or profitably in the regular
grades of the pliblic schools, and for whom specialeducational
provisions need to be made in order to educate therdin
accordance with their capacities, limitations and needs. (1971)

D - 7
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Advisory Committees and Stud Y_gE2L1Es.

Alaska: _"The commissioners cf education and health and welfare shall
establish an advisory committee, the function of which is to orovide

information and juidance for the development of appropriate special

education programs and services for exceptional children. Member-

ship oft_he advisory committee shall include, but not he limited

to, persons representing local education agencies, state agencies,

parent groups and organizations concerned with programs and ser-

vices for exceptional childr,l." (1970)

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)

Illinois: This artiele creates a seven member Advisory Council on the Educe-

tion 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 pf gifted children. The

purpose of-the council is to serve as an advisory unit to the

Superintendent of Public Instruction 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 Instruction is to

designate an employee of his office to oct as executive secretary

of the council and to furnish all clerical assistance necessary,

(1965)

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

drafts of legislation necessary to'carry out the recomMenda-

tions. The law.further stipulated that the Commission be

provided with quarters by the Department of Education and that

they may travel within and without the CommonWealth,')hold

hearings, and eXtend funds for-expert, clerical, and other

serVices. Thp 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 Commdssion was to consider the problems related

to gifted children including, but not limited to, the "(1) improve-

,.
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ment of consultation and field services to aid local communities
in developing more adequate programs and facilities for gifted

chn'Irene (2) !,1--f.tenion :i-67,77vrcr,Tamnt-_ of services end facilities

for gifted 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 facilities (medical, psychological and
educational) as a basis for improved child understanding and
better education; (5) improvement of programs for the training
of teachers and other professional workers; (6), research as a

basis ior evaluation and improvement of the existing program and
for long-range planning; (7) development of resources tor the
educational training of gifteL youth; (8) improvement of parent
consultations and services relating'to family planning." The

Commission was given further authority to appoint advisory
committees. Members of the Commission are to serve without
compensation. (1959)

Rhode Island: The Commissioner of Education is to create a Rhode island area
advisory committee, "consisting of one (1) superintendent of
schools from eadh 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 .

Coimaissioner is to provide all technical, clerical, 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 city or town shall participate or be required to
participate in .sueh programs without the-affirmative vote of
the respective school committees.
"The area advisory committee shall annually make a report of its

.
activities 1-7 ahe preceding fiscal year to the governor, the
board of education and the Commissioner of Education." (1958)

Diagnostic Procedures

Alaska: "7inal certification of a student for speoal services is the

responsibility of the commissioner. The child shall undergo evaluation
as defined by regulation of the department by qualified personnel
for the purpose of determining whether or not the child is capable
of receiving benefit from enrollment in a special education program.
If determined eligible and capable of receiving benefit, and upon
approval of the application by the commissioner, the child shall be

recommended for enrollment. (1970)

D
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California: "The general intellectual ability of a einor shall be

evidenced by one or more of the following factors:

(a) Achievement in schoolwork.
(b) Scores on tests measuring intellectual ability and

aptitude.
(cj The judemente of teachers and P el administrators

anr" supervisors who are familiar with the demonstrated

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)

Ploriea; No child shall be given special seevices as an exceptional child

until he is properly classified as an exceptional dhild. A copy

of the report certifying to the child's condition shall be kept

on file in the principal's office.. No child shall be segregated

and taught apart from normal ehildree until a careful study of the

child's caee has been made and evidence Obtained which indicates

thut segregation would be for the dhild's benefit or is necessary

becaeee elf difficulties involved in teaching the child in a

regular class. The principal shell keep a written record of the

case history of eadh exceptional child available for inspect on

by sehool officials at any time. (1971)

Kansa "Ideorder to render proper instructien to each exceptional child,

the school district shall ceetify exceptional children in accordance

with,the requirements set np by the state division of special

education and shall provide examinations for children preliminary

to making certification. The examinations necessary for the

certification of exceptional children shall be conducted by

persons certified:by the state division of special education. The

result of sudh examination shall'be furnlehed to the teadher'who is
responsible for the training of sudh a dhild." (1949)

North Carolina: In North Carolina an "exceptionally talented child" must

meet the following criteria: (a) a grew intelligence
quotient 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 administrators.

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, be Charged with the responsibility of

D- 10
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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 addition, the director shall
recommend and the State superintendent appoint with the
approval of the State board, such specialists as may be
necessary for adequate counselling and identification
of such exceptionally talented school children through-
out the-State; and the State shall provide necessary
funds for office expenses and travel for the conduct
of their work." (1961)

West Virg ia: Each child prior to being placed in a special class, home-
teaching or visiting teacher prograia shall be examined by
appropriate 7cdica1 specialists and/or psychologists who
stall report to the county superintendent of schools. (1971)

Financial Support

California: The Superintencent of PUbl_c Instruction may apportion to each
applicant school district an amount equal to the total excess
expense incurred 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 distlict may apply to the Superintendent of PUblic
Instruction for an advance apportionment for the purpose of
defraying expenses incident to the initiation of a program
including the identification of minors eligible to participate
in the program. (1961)

Connecticut: This law provides that districts providing special education
in accordance with State regulations shall be reimbursed for
two-thirds of the excess cost of the program. Ih computing
excess cost, school diF,tricts may include costs of personnel,
equipment and materials,,transportation, special 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. however, there is no mention

in the law of the unit structure for gifted children.

D - 11
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Geor Mc statutes pro,, 'e tho Strdent Honors Program (a summer

program for gifted children), may be financed by the State Board

of Educati to meet all operating and pupil costs and expenses.

(1964)

Idaho: Idaho law provides that the State Board of Education add 80 percent

of the total cost of th2 special education program for exceptional

children to the education foundation program of the district. (1965)

Illinois: Illinois law provides two alternatives for State reiMbursement.

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 with $12,000 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 proaram to the district multiplied by the number of

pupils in average daily attendance." This formula also limits

the nuinber of pupils in attendance to 5 percent of the average

daily attendance in the district.

The second formula provides an annual rate of $5,000 for each

professional worker who meets the established standards for the

position. (1965)

Kans s! Reimbursement for services to exceptional children in Kansas iS

based upon a per teacher unit system with additional reimbursement

for transportation, travel, and instructional materials. Cooperative

programs between districts are further reimbursed. (1971).

Louisiana! Louisiana provides fiAancial 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 outlines the per 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 authorized the State Department of Education

Expired 6-30-67 to reimburse on a matching basis cities, towns, and regional

school districts for the cost of special programs. (1964)

Nebraska: The general school finance law provides that districts having

programs for gifted children be reimbursed an additional .25 A.D.A

for every gifted child. (1967)

210
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North Carolina: The full program outlined in tl statutes for " xaepti-T al7'7
talented children" is financed by LLG State. For
locally,administered programs, "the Superintendent of any
school administrative unit may submit to the director a
proposal, including any program already in operation, for a
loal program for the education of the exceptionally talented
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
qualification 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
funds as may be necessary to carry out the program." (1961)

Ohio: "The State Board of Education may provide financial assistance out of
any ftnds appropriated for this purpose to Boards of Education for
developing and conducting experimental programs of education for
academically cifted children." (1959)

Oregon: School districts must submit at the end of the fiscal year the
amount expended pursuant to the plan during that fiscal year.
Reimbursement "shall be based on the number of children in average
daily membership...in the schools of that district for the fiscal

year ending June 30 prior to the school year for which the plan

was approved aud in effect. The amount of reimburse:ant shall bn:

(a) $1.50 per child for the first year the program operates.
(b) $1.00 per ahild for the second year the program operates.
(c) $0.50 per child for the third year the program operates."

Districts are required to expend out of district funds an amount equal

to the grant by the State.

Rhode Island: "The State shall reimburse each city and town in an amount not
toexceed One-half (1/2) of the sum of the instructional
salaries, textbooks and supplies expended for each approved
program." The general assembly is to appropriate the funds
it deems necessary to carry out the program. Eligibility
for reimbursement is to be determined by the Commissioner
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.

Wash ngton: 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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CONPARISONS OF GIr'TED AND AVERAGE STUDENTS IN

THE PROJECT AlENT POPULATIONS

rdtiio

Pro ect TALENT, initiated in the spring of 1960, was a _ ssive su qey

of approximately 450,000 secondary students throughout the United States.1/

The students spent two days taking various achievement and aptitude tests

and resp -ding to questionnaires. 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. Subsequent studies

were made at one- and five-year . 7-vals to detetiine the validitv of

initial educational and vccational choices.

Since Project TALENT included students representing the range of abilities

within til= u..al secondary school population, it is .possible to make some

comparisons of the characteristics of the gifted and average within the

group. Therefore, certain data on the higl-est 2 1/2 percent in ability were

compared to similar data on the 2 1/2 pe- ent closest to the mean of the

total population. Thse comparisons generally substantiate 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

west_ of human talents.

High School Academic Achievement

At the regional hearings and in the testimony of experts, concern was

expressed frequently about inappropriate school offerings and res ltant

I/Detailed information may be- found in Operations Research, Inc. Analytical
$tudies of Selected Educational Dats:.: Silyer Spring, Maryland: ORI, April 1971.
The tables at the end of this summary come from the ORZ Report.
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underachieve am ng the gifted. The research summary (appendix A in

this rcpc7:t) cited studies which indicated nnsati factory achievement in

many gifted youth. Project TALENT added supporting data on this problem

with respect to curriculum choices grades in general, and grades in selected

subjects.

Whfle the great majority (92 percent ) of the gifted high school seniors

in Project TALENT pursued a college preparatory course in high school, as

opposed to 31 perce- t of the average, 8 percent were enrolled in general or

terminal vocatio al courses. It _an be assumed, therefore, that a significant

number of the gifted were taking courses of little or no intellectual challenge

to them. This occurred when much greater emphasis was pla ed upon college

attendance by all those capable of success than during the present era.

Another indication of undera;hievement (at least a. judged by teachers)

is found in the grades of the giftf?d. Grade point averageE, 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 LeaJu an average level as measured

by grades, which posed problems if they chose co attend college. Certainly

their performance wruld have barred them from admission to top-rated

institutions, although the' ability should have enabled them to succeed

easily.

Tablp 1 (page shows that, while 4 out of 5 gifted students earned

grades of A or B, one in 5 failed to achieve according:to expectations. Actually,

the true expecation.of performance in relevant --d challenging courses Should

be that the vast major ty of the gifted'would earn Ass.
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Tne highest incidence of average or below average grades was in foreign

languages (29 oercent), with science, social sciences, mathematics, and

English ranging between 15 percent and 19 per-ant. Whether this drop was

die to teaching -ethods or course content in foreign languages is unknown

but it is interesting to note that the average students attained their

highest grades in this area. The discrepancy in perfoLuence of the gifted

and average certainly indicates a need to examine the relevance of foreign

language teadhing for the gifted.

Recognition by the gifted themselves that their high school grades were

substa dard compared to their potential is shown in table 2 (page E - 8).

Although 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 only half of the time or less. A universal

problem in the use of letter grades,is indicated b- the responses of both

the gifted and the average students.

In summary, the information 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 theAr opportunities fox meaningful achievement as adults.

This waste of human resources is a serious national problem.

Eigh-_§_sliool Activities

Numerous major studies have shown that the giftect participate more

actively than the average in ayide variety of activities, including not only

intellectual me aesthetic, bL.L. also organizational athletic pursuits.

Iroject TALENT has verified this finding. 'As tanle 3 (page E 9) shows, less

than 1 percent of the gifted belonged to no organization, as contrasted with



19 percent of the average. The extent of participation by the gifted was

greater in all of the categories of meMbership between 3 and 7 organizations.

Only 5.percent of the gifted stated that they were not active in their

chosen organizations,
compared to 19 percent of the average; twice as many

gifted as average 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 th.- office. The gifted were

elected more frequently, and served more frequently in other offices within

their organizations than the average. In addition to serving as president,

one'-fourth of the gifted had held other offices 5 or more times.

The stereotype that the gifted young person is 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 various group activities

comes from Pro ct TALENT data on team sports. As table 4 (page E - 10) shows,

the gifted participated in athletics more than the average students.

In other activities, such as attendance at cultural events, and even in

individual sports such as golf, swimming, and tennis, thn gifted participate

more extensively than the average. The composite
impression is of young

people whose performance is both more universal ana more outstanding than that

of the average population.

Future Educational Plans

While the number of students planning to cOmplete college was much

higher among the gifted than among the average, approximately 13 percent of

the gifted planned either no education bey nd high school, or soMe type of

terminal education with less than a baChelor's degree,. These plans, as shown

in table 5 (page 11),, were found to Le highly accurate in the first7year

follow-up studY.
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Significant also is the'information in table 6, (page E - 11), which

indicates that many parents of the gifted underestimate the educational

potential of their children. While all of the gifted have ability for

probable success at the g:fad-ate school level, only 17 percent of the parents

desired this level of education fox 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 ex less, or failed to

communica e goals of any kind.

Follow-u Studies

The first-year follow-up study found that nearly one-fifth of the gifted

either did not attend college, or were not enrolled in a 4-year college.

The reasons for nen-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 with the gifted. Among the reasons

categorized, laok of money was the only single one mentioned by more than 3

percent of the gifted sample.

Of the gifted who had planned to enter college, 84 percent- ere in

college at the time of the followup. Approximately the same number of,gifted

and average youth had dropped but by the end of th- freshmentyear (7 pe cent).

Of tLoSe actually entering, 90 percent of the Ofted were enrolled at the

end of the first year, but an-unexpectedly high percent had dropped out because

of either failure or fear of failure, as table 8 (page E - 13) indicates. This

may have been due to the well-known problem of gifted students' who develop

poor work habits because of unchallenging courses in secondary Pchools.
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The second follow-up study, after 5 years, gave some indications

both college success and prcbable career choices. The highest number of the

gifted were employed as a -ountants or high sch ol teachtes, C

(page E 14) indicates, an appreciable number of the gifted also were employed

aS secretaries or typists; this number probably accounted for one-fourth of

the gifted female population, end included more giftea than average. Some

inference may be drawn.lw scanning table 9 and reflecting on the probable job

satisfaction for the gifted in the vari us occupations.

It is apparent that the gifted are less interested in nermanent roles as

seore ry-typists or as structural workers than the average. Indeed,'at least

90 percent of the gifted ecretary-typists planned to leave these occupations,_

as opposed to a much less dramatic decline among the average. It is apparent

also that the changes desired by the gifted are for positions which call for

less r utine work and more challenge.

Surnmaxy

The gifted in the Pro ect TALENT sample, while found to be more versatile

than the average on a number of counts, also were a group with certain problems

and needs. Numbers of them failed to achieve satisfactorily as high school

students. Too many failed to attain satisfactory post-high school educations,

and 5 years after they left high school, at least 17 percent were in occupations

which did not utilize their capabilities. Dissatisfaction with their

occupations, an0 intention to leave them were expressed by many. While success

in making the adjustment is not known at present, the waste of many significant

years is apparent. -Both those who are.%occupationally unhappy and those with

whom they associate are the loser
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TABT:F1

My grados in all courses starting with the
ninth grade have been:

11111111111111
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A and 0
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TABLE 2

My grades refl ct my ability fairly accurately.

Almost
Anivays

IIIIIHHIlIII 111111111111111

11111.1 18.0

.8nffillmunill
Most of thu
Time 25.1

11111111111111111 10.7
Half of the
Tim")
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TABLE 3

How many clubs or organizations (other than athletic) have you
belonged to in the last 3 years?

None

One

3.2

Two
11111111111

18.5

14.6

11.1

Three

I 14 4

II 111111111M

Four

16.6

I 13.7

Five

10.5

12.7
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Six

Seven or
More

"MI
5.3
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a_

1111111MIIIIIIII11111111

8.7

24.7
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TABLE 4

How many athletic teams have you been a member of in the last 3 years?

ne

111111111111111111111111111111H1

1 2.8

2.2

One
111111111111

12.1

Two
111111111

MUM

Three
111 111111 11.6

I 10.2

Four
Five
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14.21111111111111
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High School
Only

TABLE 5

Education expected a ter high school:

7

Vocational. 6usini--.7a
Junior Collage

Some
Collage

Graduate From
Collage

6.1

26.6

6.5
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= Average
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TABLE 6
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How much education do your parents or guardians want you to have?

High School
Only
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Do Not
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TABLE 7

Reasons for not being in college (based only on those
who had planned to attend):

Not Afford

Family
Emergency

IIIIII111111111111111I1111111 111 1111111 11111 111111 11111111 111111111111 LII

LOIN Grades,
No Preparation

Was Not
Accepted

7

1

2.5
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4.3

Other
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)11111111111
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TAB LE 8

Are you still in college? If no, why r ot?
(Based only on those who entered college)

No,Good
Job Offer

No, Got
Married

No, Was Afraid
to Fgil, or Failed

Hifi

No, Money
Problems

.5

No, Illness
Other Reason

Ii

5 3

5

2.5

7 9

10 20 30 40 50 60
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TABf.E 9

What is your current Job?

minim
In=

I 11111111
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CAtIFORNIA MENTALLY GTPTED MINOR PROGRAM

A Brief Uistory

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

.Sneramento, California
April 12, 1971
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CALIFORNIA 'ETTALLY GIFTED NINOR PROGRAM

A Brief History

by
Paul D. Plowman, Ed.D

Consultant in Education of the Nentally Gifted

Introduction

The State of California encourages school districts to provide

qualitatively different and uniquely appropriate learning experiences for

children in the upper two percent of general mental ability. Through guide-

lines, consultant service, and extra ftnds, the tate seeks (1) to prepare

aver 100,000 mentally gifted minors for responsible and productive adult

roles in government, business, E the professions; (2) to help each gifted

child gain a realistic and heal y concept of himself -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 db' ctives are for the child:

1. To excell in academic attainment:

1.1 Through ac7,..lisition organization, and evaluation of knowledge,

and

1.2 Through perfecting skills of reading, writing, and use of

nuMbers.

To become adept at such intellectual skills as:

2.1 Analysis of problems

2.2 Definition of problems

2.3 Identification of alternative solutions to problems

3. TO'create original and worthwhile products.

TO gain leadership skills.

To aequire knowledge about a number of career possibilities:

5.1 Through which he might gain personal satisfaction and/or

5.2 Through which be might help to improve-the society in which
he lives.
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Program inauguration and development are based 14pon:

I. Reported negl t of intellectrielly gifted children in classrooms

of the statet

2. An awareness that these children have unique learning needs which

require certap types of programs, learning experiences, materials,

ant teachers.

Research evidence that shows "striking gains in achievement with

accompanyW personal and social benefits" resulting from special

programs.-"

Yurthermore, it can be said that programs for gifted children are consistent

with basic principles of American education and of American democracy and

that such programs are logically a part of a broader concern for optimum

development or full development of all children with apecial talents and

special needs.

This report (1) outlines historical roots and development of the Cali-

fornia Mentall_y Gifted Minor Program from 1925 to 1971; (2) reviews major

contributions of developmental projects made possible through USOE Cooperative-

Research and Title V, Elenentary and Secondary Edueation Act funds; and

(3) describes the current status of the program.
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Historical Roots and TI.:!vclopment of the
California Nentally Gifted Minor rfogram

Roots of the California progratu for children In thk- upper tuo pe,c'ent
of general mental ability extend back to the monumental research efforts of
Lewis Terman of Stanford Univarsity. In 1925 he published his first volume
of Genetic Studies of Genium.4 This book described characteristics of 1,000
California OTT-0-dE1dren. By 19510 San Diego and Los Angeles had established
conceptually sound and compreheasive 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 to make special provisions for these children.
A California State Study conducted from 1957 to 1960 evaluated 17 different
kinds of programs and 929 pupi1 6 and concluded:

"The special provisions made in these programs were beneficial for
the gifted * . participating pupils made striking gains iv achieve-
ment with accompanying personal and social benefits."5

Per pupil Support levels documented and recommended by th( State Study
in 1960 'were: $204 per pupil per year for additional-operational expenses
and $40 per pupil for costs incurred in the initial identification of a child
as a mentally gifted minor. AsseMbly Bill 3610 passed In 1961, provided $40
as the total amount available per pupil per year for both identification and
operational expenses.

During the first year, school districts spent an average of $83 per
participating mentally gifted minor for these extra expenses. In-depth studies
revealed program costs for special clas es and counseling and tutoring still
exceeded the recommended CO level.

At the present time (ten yoars after the start of the program ) state
money available to school districts for extra costs of identification and
conducting a program amounts to up to $40 for identification on a one-time
basis and up to $60 per pupil per year for the extra Costs of instruction.
Over the past ten years there have been a number of legislative bills slib-
mitted to the Legislature and studies made 'which pegged the needed support
level at $150 to $200 per pupil, plus funds for identification.

AsseMbly Bill 361 (1961) also established a consultant service within
the State Department of Education* During the first few years of the s7tat
mentAlly Gifted Minor Program two consultants concentrated their attention
upon interpreting legislation and rules and regulations to school districts
throughout the state and developeL zuidelines for school districts to follow
in inaugurating programs. Then in 1963, the:1i procured $249,000 of federal
(WOE Cooperative Researdh) funds to demonstrate model aspects of four of the
state program types. Since the conclusion of the federally financed project,
California Project Talent, efforts have been directed toward developing
exemplary curriculum guides and a statewide framework.
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Key elements in the operation of mentally gifted minor progrens are:

procedures for identifying children as mentally gifted mdnors and for placing

them in one or more programs approved by the State; consent of parents;

written plans developed by school districts; and a case study on each child.

The case study is prepared as part of the identification process and becomes

the basis for planning suitable educational provisions for each child.

It is to the credit of nany school administrators and interested civic

groups that local school districts have over the past ten years contributed

their awn 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 vas $1a. Az th,?. chart, "Enrollment and EXpenditures", shows, the

growth of pupil participation froz 35,164 full.time equivalent pupils (over
38,000 individuals) in 1961-1962 to approximately 112,000 fUll-time equivalent

pupils in 1970-1971. At the present time, 250 California school distrirAs

(with an estimatedaggregate pupil population of about 9 percent of th, state-

wide pupil population) make special provisions for.mentally gifted minors.

State money available for the mentally gifted minor program in the 1970-1971

school year is approxlmately 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 also be directly related

to pupils enrolled during the fiscal year in the, special program and would not

have occurred had the program not been initiated.

The following chart outlines expenditures authori ed from 1961-1962

through 1969-1970. It also shows enrollments for the same period.
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ENRaLLMENT AND EXPENDITURES
Meaal1y Gifted Minor Program

(b

Fiscal (sch001)
Year One Semes er One Year

Full-Time
Equivalents

Number of
School Districts

1961-62 7114 31607 35164 188

1962-63 8408 54446 58650 225

1963-64 11281 65972 71613

1964-65 11084 77865 83407 273

1965-66 11248 81113 86738 262'

6-67 11859 85534 91464 260*

1 7-68 18935 88841 .98309 254

1968-69 . 21117 98248 108807 244*,

1969-70 - 16740 100638 109008 248*

. Enrollment and expenditure data are from Fiscal Year Apportionment Beports and

computer-run fiscal-year summaries.
*Estimates
columa'7c" Contains summer program enrollments as one semester.

Enrollment Estimates (Full-time Eouivalents)
1970-71 - 111,692
1971-72 - 117,300
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(r) (g) (h) (i)

'Expenses
Reported

State
Allowance

Local
Exp=7nditure

Percentage: Local
Expenditures of
Expenses Reported

2,936,730 40 2,936,736 100

3,247,062 1,342,439 1,904,623 58.7

3,433,871 -2 216,781 1,2174090 35.4

3;983,217 2678,454 103 ,.'763
32.8

4,423, ,124,986
Minus _ho 26

1,258,168 28.,4

6,896,950 3,281,605
Mirms 62 26

3,553,076 51.5

12,162,6 7 4,547,463 3,204,395 26.3

13,644,322 5 9,969,223 73.0

13,175,217 7 937,720 5,216,566 40.0

Excess cost reiMbursement basis of fUnding 1961-62 to 1966-67# Current cost basxs

of fundinz 1967-68 to present (3/18/71).

The drop in the total allowance fOr 1968-69 is attributed to a return to an annual

supportlevel of $40 per mentally gifted minor. (See interpretation and attachment

from Vol. AVIII, No. 1, Mardh 1970, Special Education Newsletter.)

*The arrows from Column "g" to ColUmn "f" indicate that these "state allowances"

were paid on an exdess cost reimbursement basis to Offset at least a portion of the
smtra expenses incurred during and reported for the previoUs school (fiscS1 ) year.



Developmental activities from 1961 to 1971 iuclude the d mstration
project, California Project Talent (1963-1966), and a more recent Title V,
ESEA project (1966-1969) to prepare a statewide framework on gifted child
education and exemplary curriculum guides. These activities are described
below under "Development, Demonstration, and DisseminAtion Projects".

For a more detailed review of dhanges made in funding and operating the
California 1.1ntally Gifted Minor Program, note the attached article, "Mentally
Gifted tenor Program Indicates Progress Overall During the Past 45 /ears:
1925-1969".



Development, Demonstration, and Di eminaticl Projects

California Pro ect Talent--A U.S. Office of Education
Cooperative Research Project

The ERIC( Educational Resources Information Center, USOE ) resume of
the final report of California Project Talent to the U.S. Office of Education
contains the following abstract statement:

"California Project Talent vas a -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 pnpil units in
(a) scientific discovery, methodology; and investigation through

a Eitudy of graphic representations of statistical information
using the Bloom Taxonomy;7

(b) creative expression through a study of the literary element of
.charaqerization using Guilford's Structure of Intellect
MOdele and-

(c) critical appreciation through a study of the.funetal forms
of music using Bruner's Process of Education.9

"The acceleration demonstration involved Individual placement I-rocedures
and accelerated pupils from grade two to grade four in; using a special
summer session and by employing extensive case studies- counseling, and
tutoring.

"The counseling-instructional demonstration showed Interrelated goals;
processes, and contents of English, social science, guidance, and small-,
group counaeling designed to improve communication skills, encourage
development of values and a philosophy of life, and promote more
effective learning in social sciences and In Vngliah in grades 7.9.
"The mpecial class demonstration showed the unique value of the all-dsy
full-week special class setting in improving (1) problem solving;
(2). the ability to apply facts and principles; and (3) insight into the
nature of learning.

"Overall:

(1) Four new proams were invented, adopted, demonst ted and
disseminated;

(2) Related consultant, teacher, and counselor roles were described;

(3) ProdUcts prOduced included a filmseries, filmstrip, and program
gUidennes; and

(4) Gifted child programa were Promoted, enriched, and expanded
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Curriculum Evaluation and Devel
financed, Yrillonent an

ment for Mentally Gifted MinorsA federally
Second n. Act Pro e

Now in final stages of editing and printing are a tentative state

frameworkwand 21 exemplary curriculum guides. Subject areas representee are

Ereish, mathematics, social sciences, art, music, and foreign languages.

Each of the guides contains uaiquely appropriate behavioral objectives, major

concepts and generalizations, teaching approaches 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.

In the application for the 05,000 Title V, ESEA grant the following
statement was made as to how the preposed project would significantly .

"develop, Improve, and expand activities" of the California State Department

of Education:

"This project seeks to develop curriculummodels uniquely tailored

to the needs of intellectually 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 should stimulate reevaluation of all existing curriculum

and encourage the selection and preparation of curriculum guides,
teaching guides, and sample materials (including textbooks) which foster
systematic improvement of higher intellectuaL skills and specific traits

of creativity In pupils.

"Another anticipated outcome is the construction of Inservice education

and teacher training programs which will help Iceachers become akilled

educational dlagnostielans and prescription expertspersons able to
orchestrate optimum develqpment of the gifted."

Framework--Objectives, Principles, and Curriculum for Mentally Gifted Minors"
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Current Status of the Program

Teday the California Mentally Gifted Minor Program is an example o

categorical aid program that has from its inception specified intents

(objectives), in terms of the uniqueness of children in that category.

Obvious examples of this are the demonstration projec's, publications, and

guidelines -which stress the importance of deliberate l'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 learne.o

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 districts with mentally gifted minor

programs have experienced a "spreading effect" involving improvement of the

total .ducational 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 and'the use of it in placement of

children and in planning educational experiences for them.

Another reason for this spreading effect could he growing recognition

of the teacher as an orchestrator of higher intellectual and creative skills.

The California Mfttally Gifted Minor Program has promoted this concept

through UAO since 1963 of certain models of educational objectives and of

intellectual abilities. Especially useful in thic regard have been the

Taxonony of Ed- ational Objectives: Cognitive DorinI and "The Structure Of

Enrollment and,Ependitures

AA mentioned abov- the current enrollment in the.lokntally Gifted Minor

Program is estimated at 111,700 full-time equivalent pupils, an increase

fram 35,200 during 1961..19620 the first year of.the program. District

participation rose during the same period from 188 to 250. EXpenditures

(from local and state funds) have increased from $2,9360700 (1961-1962 ) to

430175,000 in 1969..,1970. The total state contributiaa Tose from $1,

to $709380000.

The annual per pupil level of funding extra expenses.is still a fraction

of the $250 per pupil amount documented aa 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 operating the program. The average

per pupil expenditttre for 1969-1970 was $121. It is interesting to note that

in 1969.1970, 26.3 percent of reported expenditurea_were fromaocal school

district funds. This increase itercent.in 1968-1969 and decreased to

40 percent in 19691970.
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There exists currently a need for up to $150 per pupil for program
expenses and up to $50 for the costs of identification. The validity of these
figures has been docum lted in recent studies.

eypes of Prograne

The types of progreee which the initial state regulations identified as
appropriate for mentally gifted elnoes were:

1. Enrichment In regular classes.

2. Correspondence courses and tutoring.

3. Placement in advanced gredes or classes.

4. Attendance in college classes by high school studeats.

5. Special counseling or instruction outside regulae classrooms.

6. Special clesses organized for gifted pppils.

Tn addition to there there was a seventh option that allowed for innovation in
_eogram design. Through this option, school districts could create and conducta composite or comprehensive progrmm or some other kind of program that could
not be classified undee the above-mentioned categoties.

Changes in the state regulations in 19696 established two general ;
categories of programs: (1) epecial services or activities and (2) special
day classes.

Approved types of epecial services or activities are described as
follows:

Pupils remain in their regular classroom but participate in
sepplemental educational activities planned to angment their
regular educational program. While engaged in these activities,
pupils use advanced materials or receive special help through
persone other than the regular el-see-team teacher. these mentally
gifted minors mly be speciaay grouped wiehee a regular class-
room setting.

2. Pepils are provided with additional instruction by the schoo/ of
attendance eithereby special tutoreag, or through correspondence
courees. Correspondence courses are to be sppervised by a
certificated eMployee withir the pppilst. school of attendance.

Pupils are'plaeed in grades or classes more advanced than their
chronological age groep and receive special Instruction outside of
the regular classroam,in order to assist them in.handling the
advanced work.
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4. High school pupils for 4 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 ,sehool or college campus.

5. Pupils participate regularly on a planned basis in a special
counseling or Instructional-activity or seminars cm.ried,on during
or outside the regular scbool day for the purpose of benefiting
from additional 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 sehool day.

7. Pupils identified as culturally disadvantaged underachieving
mentally gifted 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 tbem to achieve in their academic classes

at levels commensurate with their individual abilities.

8. Other services or activities approved,90 days in advance by the
Superintendent of Public Instruction.

The second category of programs is the special (lay class. ,Thisprogram
option consists of one or more classes totaling a minimum school day! and
Involves only those pupils identi-ied as mentaly gifted minors. These
classes must be especially designed to meet the specific academic needs of
mentally gifted minors fer enriched or advanced Instruction and must be
qualitatively different from other classes in the same sUbjects In the

school. These classes must be taght by a teacher who, in the judgment off

the admtnistrative head of,the school district or,the county sUperintendent
has specific preparation, experiencel-and personal attributes desirable for

a teacher of gifted children.

If a sdhool district is to receive "special allowances" for the mentally
gifted minor program, ptlpils must participate, a minimum of 200 minutes per
wedkin a "qualitatively different" instructiOnal program for at least 17 'weeks

of a semester. A sumer program Of three 40-minute Periods a day for 20 daYs

may be counted\as one of two posaible semesters of "special allowance"

entitlement.

It should be noted that this is a volluatary program and that to a large

extent the small amoUnt of money available to date has bad a desirable
seeding effect. However, nany school districts find it necessary to limit
their expenditures to only the money available from the state.

FO Kindergarten-180 minutes; f r Grades 1-3-230 minutes. and fer

Grades 4.12,240 minutes.
24 0
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Other requirementa include carefUl idenication of children as mentally
gifted Using all available evidence and procedtees outlined in state regula-
tions; consent,Of parents; development and maintenance of a case stuay on
each child; and pupil participation at least 200 minutes per week in a program
tbat is "aualitatively different" from the regular program of the school.

Concern for CulturalTy Disadvantaged
Underachieving Mentally Gifted Minor

4.

Described:above is a type of program:threugh which it is-hoped that
these.children W. overcome their cultural:disadvantage and their under-
aChievement and achieve in their academic classes at levels commensurate with
their individlialabilities.

An entire.issue of The Gifted Pupil;ia state newsletter on the mentally
gifte&minor program, wai-G1731-ed to the needs and means of identifying end
making spegial proVisione for.culturally disadvantaged underachieving-
111-44ntraly gifted minors. Although, the state has suggested some ways for
identifying these children, there still need to be preparee valid and reliable
criteria for accomplishing this task.

Prolmsd.jwfaanomeSestedSolutions

A review of the current status of a program would be incomplete without
identifying current problems, suggested solutions, and trends.

Problems fl
Eight problems confronting mentally gifted minor and talent development

programs are:

.1. Ladk of general awareness and convincing evidence of the uniquenes
and special value of educational provisions for gifted children.

2. Public concern about the lack of data showing the cost effectiveness
of programs.

Inertia--tendeney to maintain current program format, educational
previsions, and adininistrative procedures.

0
Failure te allow; develop, and prObote (a) a nUmber of.program
options and'(b) composite programs.

5. Leek of meaningful, credible, adaptable, and disseminatable program
Models.

Leek of an effective delivery system of pupil and program information.

Lack of trained personnen program evaluation.



Need for teachers vho are skilled professionals dia&-eosticians,

prescription experts, and evaluators) in developing higher cognitive

sl-tlls and leadership skillsand in getting children to produce

creative products.

ested Solutions

Credibility with,respect to the uniquenessor special values of special
educational.provisioes for gifted Children can'be develeped throuida:

1. Procurement and dissemination of credible evidence of pupil

'progress In acquiring advanced knoeledge, achieving outstanding
proficiency in higher cognitive Skills, producing creative produets
demonstrating a high degree of effectiveness in applying leada.i.ship

skills, and in artistic performance.

2.. Fermulation and use of behavidral'objectives uniquely appropriate
for gifted ehildeee as targets ef Intent for:

2.1 Acqeiring significant knowledge.

2;2 Analyzing problems.

,2.3 Geeerating alternative solutio- 'o problews.

2.4 Creating-original and-worthwhile prodUcts.

"ee
2.5 Leading other- persons.

,The design and or application of evaluative methods and instruments

that assess,the degree to vhich individuals have attained behavioral

objectives.

Cost effectiveness can be shown ty (lett:Li:eine out the cost in
terms of money, time of professional persons, etc., to provide

-Children vith certain.experiences; teeadvence academic skills by
established'inertments; to create certain 1.eodects;'to adhleve a
Certain degree of knee/ledge acqpisitien as measured. by standardized

tests; and to' ho rated.seperior in performance of higher cognitive,

creative, lea ship, and artistic performance skills.

Inertia probai4y can best be overcome through creative reconceptualiza-

tion of the program. This wield nedessitate an analysis of all
parameters, generation and consideration of alternatives, synthesis

of ideas, t and implementation of new or more effective

programs for gi end talented children and youth. Possibly needed

*at this time, vould be the development of a number of valid program

options in the design and implementation of master plans for rull

development of lhumin potential.

'Closely related to previoue idea would be that of establishing
and describing credetle, adaptable, and disseminatable program



models. These might be entirely new desiE,Is or modifications or
replications o.. model programs previonsly demonstrated in Cali-
fornia, Connecticut, Illinois, Minnesota, North Carolina, Ohio,
and Oregon.

6. Effective delivery systems necessitate full-time expert personnel
with knowledge of information storage,rctrieval, processing, and
dissemination. Such systems can deliver needed information on
hhe proeress of pupils and on the effectiveness of Programs. They
can also deliver data needed for identifying pupils as kifted and/or
taiented and for placing them in suitable educational programs.

7. 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 neet the need for teachers who are skilled professionals--who are
facilitators and orchestrators of higher cognitive skill and leader-
ship skill developnent--it is ILecessary to establish college teacher-
training and inservice education programs. These should be supported
by a system of f llowships and scholarships.

ds

The California Assenbly InterIn. Committee on Education pnblished a
report In 1967 in whicthl.t stated:

1. Contrary to some populAr notions, intellectually superior children
are often the neglectea children in the clussroam.

2. Talent development is an important part of any growing and
productive state.

Without the intellectual and creative skills to neet the unknown
vroblens of tomorrow, piny society will begin a process of'
stagnation and deceY.14

There is growing recognition of the truth of these three statements--as
evidenced by recent interest expressed by-the Education Committee of the 3tate
Chamber of Commerce, by/an increasing wamber of inquiries from legislators
and nenbers of-the executive branch of state government, and-by community
groups such as The Lyceum of the Monterey Peninsula, The Gafted Children's
Association of San Fernando Valley, and The. Gifted Children's Association of
Los Angeles. There are now 35 identified associations and organizations in-
California that have as-their nain-interest"the needs and provisions for
gifted and talented children.

One trend nay be the increasing nuMber of program(s) offered on a fed.
basis (from $5.00 to $20.00 per ohil.d) by comminity gropps such as the three
mentioned above,
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Another trend may be increased involvenmnt of parents and o er persons
pecial resource persons to teachers and children.

With the increasing nuMber of financial problems experienced by school
districts, attention may be diverted away fram special program deVelopment
and directed more toward the regular program which may be just as Inappropriate
for the gifted as it is for the borderline mentsily retarded Child.

"Finally, despite the financial plight of school districts, sohool
districts are studying and attempting to implement criterion7.-r ferenced
twitching and behavioral objectives for children. The.notivation for this
trend may be 'be, achieves. more rational basis for programs and observable
and measurable 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 creative potential of children, youth, and adults. This is needed if we
are to solve the horrendous social, economic, and political problems that
confront this State and Bation.

It is also needed to make scheols places where children can gain kn
ledge of their abilities-and the knowledge and skills needed to become
productive and successful adults.
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Mentaii y Gifted Miior ograzaiia 1-21.4ah-fa;a.waital

rrogires Overall During the Past 45 Years: 1925-4964
The California program for identifying and

educating menially gifted children has a back-
ground of progress over a period Of years,. The
following summary of research and more receot
legislative support was eompiled by Joseph P. Rice,
Jr., Chief. Bureau for Mentally Exceptional Child-
ren. and by Paul D. Plowman and Irving J. Sato,
Consultants. Education of the Mentally Gifted.

.1025 Lewis Terman of Stanford University puh-
lishes first volume of Genetic Studies of
Genius and therein describes the character.
Mies of I .000 ('alifornia gifted children.

1945 IHndultini of interest swings toward die
disadvantaged. World War II kindles interest
and soirlc commitment in developing scien-
tific talent.

1951 San Diego and Los Angeles establish well-
thotight-out and comprehensive programs
for gifted children and youth.

1955 California Stale Department of Education
beg;ns to show greater concern for the gifted
than it had shown in prior years.

1957 1960 Legislature 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.")

1960 Perpupil anneal support levels are docu-
mented and recommended by the state
study: $200 for operational expenses, $40
for initial identification.

A.B. 361 (Ch. 883, Stets. 1961) provides
$40 per pupil. This is the total amount
available for both identification and opera-
tional expenses. Average district expends

.neally $90 per pupil lndepth studies reveal
program cokts for .special classes; counseling
or tutoring Still exceeds $200.

1962 Ste; e Department of Education employs two
fulleime consultants_in the education of the
mentally gifted.

1 63 State .DepartMent of Education redbieese.
award of $249,000 from the CooperialVe
Research Branch of the U.S. Office of
Education. The purpose is is; develop and
demonstrate special program prototypes for

1961

Vol. XVIII, No. 1March, 1970

gifted students in California. Six nitelel
school district demonstration centers are
established, and materials and curriculums
are prepared for enrichment, acceleration,
special class, and counseling programs

1965-- 966 Nearly 90,000 gifted students arc 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 Lducee
Lion, December 30, 1966, recorMnends
(I) that the Legislature more clearly estab-
lish objectives in existing 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) ihat the state establish a system of
scholarships for teachers of academically
talented students: (4) that certain restrictive
provisions of the Education Code be sus-

-eended when such action would improve the
educational programs for gifted children:
and (5) that there be created a "Statewide
Council on Talent Development."

1967 A.B. 272 (Ch. 1209, SIats. 1967) increases
for one year only the support to $60 fur
program expenses and $40 for identification.
Old funding formula is 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 adjournment of the State
Legislature.

1967 In June, 1967, a special study financed by
the Legislature again shows the need for
increased support. Amounts recomme ded
are $150 per pupil for program expense d
$50 per pupil for initial identification_

1968 Support reverts to $40 per year for each
mentally gifted minor participating in an
approved program. This results because uf
one-year termination date in A.B. 272 and
early adjournment of the Legislattne. Again
a proration is made, this tir at 84 percent.

Because of inadequate funding, many edu-
cators become disenchanted with the pros-
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1968

pee! l providing ; r rains to stimulate an.,
develop intellec-
tual potential of chiNiren.

Senator George Millet states at a hearing on
the MGM program thai the Legislature has
been known to augment programs when
sound guidelines arc established and thc
materials and leadership arc available.

1968 A.I3. 364 is passed (7h. 1230. Stats. 1968),
but implementation contingent upon
federal funding. This bill would have estab-
killed 20 three-year pilot programs for devel-
oping techniques of identifying and teaching
o nd erach ieving. culturally disadt, an taged
mentally gifted minors. Federal funding
not forthcoming.

1968 A.B. 807 (Ch. 1339. Slats. 1968) directs
that the State Department of Education
(I) develop criteria fur identifying under-
achieving, culturally disadvantaged children
as mentally gifted; (2) develop standards for
special programs for these children; and
(3) conduct a survey to determine the
number of such children in special programs
for the gifted and the districts providing
such prograMs.

I 904 1969 Federal Title V. ESEA. money is used ( I) to
prepare a statewide framewoik in gifted-
child education; (2) to develop curriculum
evaluation guidelines:and (3) to produce 36
exemplary curriculum guides in eight subject
areas and across four grade-level ranges.

Approximately 115.000 Mentally gifted
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 mcFc than
hi.yine a few extra hooks.

State Department of Educzokm finance bit!,
A.B. 409 (Dent), and two other bills. S.B.
121 (Teak) and S.B. 306 (Rodda), arc
introduced to increase the level of support
to 5150 per pupil per year for operational
costs and $50 per pupil for identification.
Three inure bills, A.B. 361 (Bagley). A.B.
606 (Veysey), and A.B. 842 (Cory) ask for
increased support at other levels of funding.

1969 Report is subMitted to the Legislature .on
procedures for identifying underachieving,
culturally disadvantaged children as mentally
g;fted. The reliability and validity of these
procedures are not establiShed.
The funding formula is still based on 2
percent of the average doily attendance of all
children in kindergarien and grades one
through twelve. Mentally gifted minor pop-
ulation approaches 3 percent. Adding under-
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arnieving. culturally disadvan, d children
(who may or may not be g]..r-u) could 1-:ise

percentage to 4 percent and could cause
need for 50 percent proration unless

surplus monies are made available to cover
program deficits.

August A.B. 606 (Ch. 784, Stats. 1969) provides
1969 school districts with $40 for every child

identified as a mentally gifted minor and
$60 for extra progran, expenses for each
identified mentally gifted mined. The fund-
ing formula is now based upon 3 percent
instead of 2 percent of the average daily
attendance of children in kindergarten and
grades one through twelve. Increased fund-
ing is contingent upon "available free stir
plus."

The following is a restatement of the finding of
the Assembly Education Committee in 1966:

We conclude 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 society will begin
a process of stagnation and decay.

National Project Selects California
School Units to Part!cipate in Study

According to Richard. A. Rossmiller, Professor
of Educational Administration at the University of
Wisconsin, the administrative units of the following
Cnlifornia school F ystems have been sclectcd ro
participate in the National Educational Finance
Project Satellite Study on Exceptional Children:

I. Santa Cruz County Superintendent of Schools
Office

2. San Diego City Unified School District
3. Mt. Diablo Unified School District, Concord
4. El Rancho Unified School District, Pico

Rivera
5. San Juan Unified School District. Carmichael
6. Southwest School Districts Cooperative Spe-

cial Education Program
This sample of school programs provides good

geographic dispqrsion; one or more units having
development centers; Title III 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:

SPECIAL EDUCATION NEWSLETTER
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CONNECTICUT'S COMPREHENSIVE MODEL FOR THE

EDUCATION OF THE GIFihD AND TALEN1SD

John Hersey, the noted author, once wrote, "Our uncertainity about

exactly how to develop talent lc only one part of the greatest unsolved

problems in American _ducation--the problem of how to help every child

realize his maximum potential The nation as a whole, but the States

individually, must recognize and assume the responsibility of the education

of the gifted and talented as an integral part of their total educational

spectrum.

Since each of the 50 States has its own constitution, considerable

variations may be found in the State constitutions with respect to education.

Some of the provisions are up-to-date and well conceived; others are antiquated

and inadequate to the extent of impeding botn general arid special education

programs.

Each State constitution, almost without exception, charges the State

legislature with the responsibility, and almost unlimited authority, to

establish and control public school programs.

Even after the various State legislatures have provided, within consti-

tutionnl limits, for the oeneral framework of their State educational systems,

they continue to enact, amend and repeal many State laws relating to education

during each legislative session.

The great majority of these laws are well conceived and accordingly

beneficial to the educational school districts of the respective States.

Unfortunately, though, theme are many provisions pertaining to education

which are poorly conceived, and thereby do not respond to meeting the needs

of children and youth. More specifically, there are many State educational

statutes which are not "in tune with the times."

r - 21
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In order for State educational statutes to promote and facilitate

good educatienal p,fogralzming 2t the local level, they should be enacted

and organized in conformity with sound pl.inciples of educational legislation.

The following general principles should be followed 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 frequently

leads to litigation.

2. Even though statutory laws should be mere specific than

constitutional provisions, theY should be general enough

to enable State and local boards ofweducation to plan and

operate withOut needless handicaps and restrictions.

3. The statutes should be stated in unmistakably clear terns

so as to convey the precise intent of the legislation.

4. The laws should be codified periodically; provisions which

are obsolete should be systematica.ily eliminated or amended.

Recoolification has not taken place as fast as it should; it should

serve a significant purpose for State legislatures, State boards and State

Departments of Education to analyze, appraise and update school codes. The

cost of recodification is small when compared with the cost of litigation

growing out of misunderstanding of antiquated, distorted and vaguely written

provisions for the general and special education of a Stat children and

youth.

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE OF CONNECTICUT PROGRAMS FOR THE GIFTED

Author John Hersey was chairman of a special committee in 1956 to study

the needs for Connecticut's gifted and talented children and youth. The

Hersey Committee compiled a comprehensive report of the needs for programs

in Connecticut for the gifted wld talented. Little or no action was taken

on the Roberts Report the committee report) until 1965-66 when the State

F 22
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Department of Education conducted a nationwide search for a consultant

for the gifted and talented to provide leadership 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

provisions and regulations for the ecu ation of exceptional children in

Connecticut, the State Board of Education arranged for a comprehensive

study to be undertaken over a five-mon'th period in mid-1966. Dr. R. Daniel

Chubbuck, Chairman of the Department of Educational Administration at the

University of Bridgeport, was named as the director and principal investigator

of this study.

Dr. Chubbuck'was charged with undertaking a comprehensive study of

existing legislation related to the education of exceptional Children

(including the handicapped and the educationally gifted and talented) and

preparing a report for submission to the State 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 exceptional children.

Cb) 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 exceptional
children.

(c) A synthesisvef 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 .....LLerning ...gislative policies and procedures
to the State Board of Education designed to facilitate more
adequate programs and services for exceptional children in
Connecticut.

F 23

251



Dr. Chubbuck incorporated all of the t -mnntioned procedures into

his study. Orienation, consultation, conference, study of documents,

formulation of generalizations, re-examinations, writing, presentation,

re-evaluation and final crystalization were thL steps utilized in the study.

Conferences were held with State Department personnel, council for Excep-

tional Children staff at the national level, special education personnel

from the local level, parents, school administrators, university staff and

many other interested people.

The Governor called various meetings involving individuals from

institutions and organizations interested in exceptional children to "consult

with" the director and "review suggestions for legislation."

The-Connecticut Legislative Commission was involved for the purpose

of sharing the emerging generalizations with them and gaining a view of how

the report could be t-ranslated into a bill to be prese ted to the.legislature

at a later date.

The study did find a number of gaps and overlaps in the existing

-

legislation for exceptional children. Some were mandatory, oth ez. were

left to local initiative. Some statutes delegated insufficient authority

for enforcement of,the mandate and for leadership and direction by the State

Department of Education.

There existed a severe shortage of profes ional personnel compets

diagnose, direct, exp riment, evaluate, and program for exceptional children.

This observation indicated that institutions of higher learning had in-

sufficient support by legislation for such service.

24
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Conflicts for control and lack of specific responsibility were serious

shortcomings which existed as a consequence of gaps and overlaps in legis-

lation and regulation. Thase conflicts and inL _,ls occurred among States

and local agencies and within the educational establishment.

One of the mast serious gaps uncovered ln the study was the complete

absence of legislation to provide for the education of gifted and talented

pupils, those who ar r ellectually unchallenged by curriculum and strategy

and those who have outstanding talents ih the creative arts ( usic, visual

and performing arts).

The study found the limitation of financial support to be a major block

to adequate provisions for exceptional children. Furthermore, the study

found that none of the needs were fully met; some were much more adequately

served than others. Th pattern of:differences in classification for State

funding was found to complicate procedures for claiming State aid. Inadequate

and inequitable funding ehcouraged the emplOyment of less than competent

personnel, improper grouping, disproportionate pupil-teacher ratios and

inadequate identification programming and evaluative services. The study

was aimed at revision of statutes and concomitant regulatory action to

preserve the good work which was being done while advancina the pause_of

quality of opportunity through provisions indiVidualized instruction.

The principle of .--Tuality of educational opportunities based on the

intrinsic Worth and unique natUre of the human individual dictated that Special

Education would be provided for all exceptinalities. The study interpreted

exceptionalities to be encountered over the ntire range of the school

population and included those who suffered physical, mental and emotional

handicaps, those who became bored because of their.speed of perception, those



1..410 had 3pecial gifts for traditional disciplines and or ci-eativr arts

and even those who had physical skills of notable extent.

This study pointed to an all-encompassing piece of legislE.ture for all

exceptional children. The Chubbuck Report recommended that all exceptior71

children be serviced under an umbrella type of Aate legislation. The

challenge was a large one for the State Board and the legislature, but it

was met in a cooperative and dedicated effort.

The State Board of Education approved the Chubbuck Report in the fall

of 1966 and the Legislature Commission began work almost immediately to

translate the generalizations of the study into a bill to be presented to

the legislature in the next few months.

Members of the Legislative Commission and their professicnal staff

members worked very closely with the professional personnel of the State

Department of Edtz ation while they were doing the translation of the report

ir4t) a bill for the legislature. Many informal meetings were held to

hammer out a quality product to service the needs of all of Connecticut's

exceptional children. The main objective of the bill was to include all

exceptional pupils under an umbrella bill and allow excess cost reimbursement

to each exceptionality. It was to become known as a "special education

umbrella bill" to mandata school districts to provide programs and services .

to its mentally retarded, physically handicapped, socially and emotionally

maladjusted, neurologically impaired and those suffering from'an identifiable

learning disability, and to permit school districts to provide special

education to pupils with extraordinary learning ability or outstanding

talent in the creative arts. The bill which eventually was enacted into

law, with a minimal number of changes as passed by the ate legislature,
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las an outstanding effort and example of cooperation and communication

among man'.- groups, including the State legislature and the State education

ncy; which had to implement the statute in each of the State's 169

school districts.

he bill, es submitted and eventually passed, allowed the State Education

hgenoy wide latitude in implementing the legislation at the local level.

Few, j4.7 any definItions, appea ed in the statute. _The flexibility allowed

the State Agency to define various types of exceptional children; specific

wording mandated the State Board to provide for the development and super-

vision of the educational programs for these pupils; it provided the State

Board with the opportneity to regulate curriculum, conditions of instruction,

physical facilities and equipment, class size, adxnlsaion of pupils, and

the requirements respecting necessary.special services and instruction.

However, the statute mandated that the State Board designate by adminis-

trat4on regulations the procedures for identifying all categories of ex-

ceptional children. It also mandated that local school districts shall

provide these programs for excepLional children and said that the State

would reimburse two-thirds of the excess 'cost of the program and that

various components of the programs eligible for reimbursement would include:

1. Professional Personnel - a11 personnel who spend more than one

third of their time with special programs a e/--- services. This

category includes all types of_supportive ee el including

'paraprefessional and clerical assistance.

2. Equipment and Materials - all of the type directly related to
-

the special education programming.
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3. Trans.1,211 - that which is needed above and beyond that
provided under general transportation.

4. affiAl_c-msultative Services - the need for non-certified
personne such as artists, musicians, etc.

5. Rental of Facilities

The Conne_ticut statute is predicated or programming rather than numbers

of children. The local school district submits a prior-approval for a pro-

.4ram in the local school district and once such a program is approved by

the State Agency, the local district is eligible to ask for two-thirds

reiMbursement of the program at the close c the fiscal year.

Connecticut's legislation for the gifted and talented represents an

es9ential part of the Department of Education's efforts to extend and improve

sexv and programs to its children and youth with'extraordinary learning

ability7and Outstanding talentin the creative arts. Section 10-76 of the

Connecticut General Statutes,' Sections A-G is considered to be exemplary

for the gifted and talented because of the broadening aspect of the definitions

allowed the State Education Agency, and the fact that it is the first

State statute ia the nation specifically to designate programming for pupils

with ou'standing talents in the creative arts (music, visual arts, and the

performing arts). But as far as the gifted and talen ed are concerned, the

most .consequential aspect of the statute is the pr vision for adequate

funding to local school distriCts. A large number of well-intentioned school

districts that formerly Could not afford to meke proviSion for their gifted

and talented n 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 component for effective State a tion in progLamming for the

gifted and talented.

Working in cooperation with the State Educaion Agency, the state's

college's and uriversitieS have responded to the needs of increasing numbers

teachers and leadership personnel who are interested in improving their

,
skills in both differentiated teaching strategies and developing differentiated

curriculum for the gifted and talented. The University of Connectieut7s

School of Education through the leadership of Dr. Joseph S. Renzulli develcped

a complete advanced degree program for professional personnel training in

the area of the gifted and talented. Central Connecticut and Soutaern

Connecticut State Colleges offer advance degree (masters and 6th level)

programs in the education of the gifted and talented. Eastern Connecticut

State College, University of Br ,geport, University of Hartford and Western

Connecticut State offer courses in this area of special education. In the

fall of 1966, only one course was being offered in the entire State on the

-dueation of he gifted and talented; today we have three graduate level

programs of training and four other institutions of higher learning offering

course sequence-4 in the area of special education.

Has the State's inveatment in the education of the gifted and talented

paid off in actual dividendk: to gifted and talented students throighout the

State? It is prObably still too early to tell what kinds of long-range

effects these elements have had after a Ilree-year period. But if statistics

or numbers are Of interest to professionals, the following should signify

the direction in which we are headed. Since 1967, when effoicL to activate

forces on behalf of the gifted and talented were begun, the numbers of



differentiated programs in operation at the local level have m ved 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 retrieval cen-er
for disadvantagsd gifted talent.

2. A mountain top .ed as site for highly gifted and talented
pupils in the ea:k.th and space sciences

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 si--;-town regional center for the gifteC 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 eadership personnel have enrolled

in courses, in-service training and workshops to prepare for new or impending

programs, and over 2,500 professional personnel have attended short-term

institutes and conferences devoted entirely to programing for gifted and

talented. pupils.

The excitement of the Connecticut model lies not in numbers, but in

the variety of %ew vistas that have been opened to gifted and talented

children and youth. Our model, taken rate') by step to increase the quantity

and quality 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 fuaded statute to provide re-
ithbursement to local school districts when they provids special
prograns and/or services for the gifted and talented.
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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 teacher training and

re-training in the area of the gifted and talented ranging from

pre-service to in-service and advance] graduate study.

The suc assful coordination and articulation of these 1ements 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 Lite paxt of legislator_

professonal educators and the lay public.

Connecticut has taken a great step tard excellence for it gifted

and talented children and youth in the past four years. However e have

only scratched the surface in meeting the needs f many types of talent.

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.
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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 information on file, interest in the

Department and i. the Btate 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 pIans underway for the future. (See

Appendi:_ I for a copy of the Resolution and the report sent to members of the

General Assembly.)

Sometime after this, a small publication of the education of the gifted was

prepared by a special committee anu made availabl to all public school and

Department personnel. This publication was the beginning of a series 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 Exceptionalphildren in July 1958. This consultant's major responsibility

was to provide consultative services to public school systems in the state

interested in beginning special programs for the iutellectually. gifted. The

first three years were spent in:

1. Surveying the state to determine the status of special programs

for the intellectually gifted.

2. Orienting State Department of Edu7ation, university, college

and public school personnel as well as laymen as to the status

f programs for the intellectually gifted in the state and

the nation.'



Providl,ng in-service training for Department person-el.

4. Developing plans for demonstration or experimental projects.

5. Providing consultaive services to public zchool systems,

colleges and universities.

From July 196G to July 1961, the consultant participated in the Southern

Regional Education Board Project, "Education of the Gifted," a training program

designed to place within southern state departments of education one person

informed as to the education of the 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

rking with two committees--a sta ewide committee of public school, state depart-

ment and university people and a State Department of Education committee.

This plan was approved, in principle, by the dtate Department of Education

Coordinating Committee. It supports a philosophy of education tha recognizes- 7

the rights of individuals and the need r special Programs for children and

youth who differ from most children and youth. The Ann allows for the development

of a flexible state program with standards that can be adapted to meet the needs

of the gifted enrolled in a metropolitan, urban or rural school system.

One of the firstatepa proposed in the 10 year plan was that of conducting

demonstration or experimental programs. In order to carry out this step, a

plan for one demonstration project in each congressional district was presented

and approved by the State Board of Education in December 1960. It provided

for a grant f $4,000 annually for a period of three years to one school system

in each congressional district for the purpose of conducting a project.

For project purposes, student participants were defined as those with an

IQ of approximately 120 and above (which includes the gifted) on a standardized

intelligence test and who were determined capable of profit4ng from unusual

aCademic challenges.
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At the April 1961 meeting of the State Board of Ed cation, one project per

congressional district was approved. Projects began in the fail of 1961 and

operated through the 1963-64 school year when they were terminated because of

limited funds. According to information frem the participcting systems the

projects 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 Foundation Program of Education Act by the

1964 General AsE--)mbly brought about the establishm nt of the Governor's Honors

Program which was authorized by Section 51 of the Act. The basic plan for

operating this program waE developed by the consultant for ale gifted, a Department

committee and a statewide committee. The plan was approved by the State Boa-.

of Education on February 26, 1964 and the program is now in its eighth year of

operation. This program will be aiscussed under the section dealing with.present

status. A second cOnsultant in the area of the gifted was added '6) the Department

staff in 1967 to work with this program bringing the number of Departwient staff

totwo. .

Action by the 1968 General Assembly brought neW emphasis to program development

,

for the intellectually gifted. Nouse Bill 453 (See App-adix III) mandates special

programs'for all.exceptional children, including the intellectually gifted, by

school year 1975-76. To assist in the implementation of the requirements' of this

Bill, the State Board of Education approved a new state progral for the intellec-

tually gifted on December 18 1968. 'This plan was developed at the request of the

State Superintendent of Schools who asked that present state laws and operations

be examined to see how special programs c uld be established using existing means

thus requiring no additional monetary appropriations by the General Assembly.

Past experiel.ce showed that such requests wer deleted from budgeta prepared by

'the Budget Bureau for presentation_to the General Assembly. The plan approved
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allowed tor the allotment of one instructional person in the area of the gifted

to a school system submitting an approved program plan. The allotment of

personnel to come from teacher units allotted under Section 20 of Senate Bill 180;

such units are those/designed as teachers of except:ional children. The opening

of the 1969-70 sphool year brought the initiation of 20 special programs for the

iW-nlleetually gifted in 20 different school systems. Under the aPproved plan,

the number of 73rstems operating special programs grew to 44 by the opening of

the 1970-71 sch7,1 year and the number of personnel grew to 45 with one'additional

Terson serving as a Section 12 allotment bringi- the number of local school

system personnel spending full-time in the area of the gifted to 46. A Section 12

allotment is a pe;:son who works in either an administrative er supervisory role

at the local level.

One Stipulation.of the approved plan was that the plan be evaluated each

year. Since approval in 1968, Georgia's state plan has-been revised So school

Systems may use more than one Section 20 allctment in the area of the gifted,

provided personnel are used as follows:

Coordinator of programs the gifted or as a consultant in

the area of the gifted.

2. Resource teachers to work with all classroom teachers having

intellectually gifted.

3. Resource teachers who work part-time with classroo chers

having gifted students and part-time with gifted students.

For details concerning this plan and its administration, see Appendix IV.

Present Status

The present state program for the gifted is twc-fold:. ) programs.'eperated

by local school systems as a part of-the regular prOgram during the School year

and (2) the Governer's Honors -rogram fe)r 400 gifted high School juniors and
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seniors, Both are supported by a philosophy of educat5on which recognizes

individual differences and'the'implementation of this recognitior

Piblic School Program

At the present time, 44 -7hool systems are operating 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 to increase by

24 this fall bringing the total number of programs to 68. These prog ams will

be designed to take care of those children and youth whose mental ability as

deteT.mined by a standardized intellience test places them in approximat ly t e
1

upper two to five percent of the general school popul tion.

Governor Honors Prcgram
_

The'program is av, eight weeks $ummer residential program for 400 upcoming

juniors and seniors who have either high mental ability or a special talent in

eith-er art, music or drama. It is designed to supplement those activities

normally, available during the regular school year.

Both state operated programs are totally financed with state funds.

Approximately $409,175 will be spent on regular school progra and $279,566 for

the Governor's Honors Program for a total of $688,741 which the Department will

spend oil special programs for the gifted and talented during ,FY 1971.

Teacher Certi!ication

In-No -mber 1970, the State Board of Wucation approved the adding- f the

gited aa an endsement a ea to a teaching certificate. This means that

personnel in-the area of the gifted may be profesSionally-Certified,in the area

he gifted if they complete 25 quarter hours of specialized study in the area

e-gifted. This approval was brought about through inv lvement of.s. Georgia

/ Teacher EducaMon -Couladil Committee. Through the Department's Unit Teacher,



Recruitment and Special Programs, a small number of grants are available for

special study in the area of the gifted. The State Board of Education has Aamed

the area of the gifted as a critical field of educe ion for which special teacher'

preparation is necessary.

Teacher Prepa --ion P ograms

se

Jkt the present time, only one graduate institution in the st&te offers a

ies of teacher preparation courses In the area of the gifted. However, plans

are being made by two other graduate institutions to begin such ceUrses in the

near future.

Since January 1958, a number of activities rela ed to the edueation of tbe

gifted have been carried out by the State Department of Education. Many of the

goals set forth in the-10' year plan of ótIon have been reached in full or in

part. More Cf thegoals will be- reached as additional state and federal funds

beceme available.
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APPENDIX I

INTEREST IN EDUCATIONAL ADVANTAGES
FOR GIFTED CHILDREN

No. 8 _Also Resolution No. 246).

A Resolution.

ProvIding for study of needa and proposals for increasing
educational advantages for gifted children, in the public
sehool 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 involved.

Be it resolved by the General Assembly of Georgia:

(1) That it ia ti sly that especial attention be given
to-the education 'o excCptionally gifted children in the
public'school system of_Igeorgia and the General Assembly
hereby expresses interest in affording opportunity for:the
fuller development.of the talents of those children--

!

(2), That the Stat Board of Educationis called,on to
tnform the General Assembly of the Status of educational
facil*ties and opportunities now provided for'gifted children
anetteinform the General Assembly of said board's proposals .

for improviRgeducational advantages for auch children; and
Paid Board of Education is invited to ,rnake reCommendations
of any'particufar assistance whichit deems the General
Assembly of Georgia may render in proViding Afor the better
,olevelopment of the-talents and abilities of/such children.

(3) And that A copy-of this ReSolution be delivered to
the,office of tbe State Board of Education or to its
chairman immediately after adoption.

App ved February 19, 1958.
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Fei,r

TO TME MEMBERS OF THE

GEORGIA GENERAL ASSEMBLY

You will recall that House Resolution No. 246 requested infor-

mation about 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 fov you.

I want to tell you, while I am writin- 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 opPortunity
to give you information about education. We appreciate your
counsel and concern as you help us in our continuing program of

progress for the schools of Georgia.

Within the next few days, I shall send you a brief itemizod list
of the acts of the Legislature which concern education, from both
the 1957 and 1953 sessions. l believe this will be useful to you.
There was legislation of real value.passed at both of these
sessions. 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, I am

ncerely yours,

/s/

Claude Purcell
State Superintendent of Schools

CP: sf

Encl.



APPENDIX

TEE PROGRAM OF EDUCATION FOR GIFTED CHILDREN VI GE9RGIA

- th7D '

Provlaiop for the approximately tel per cent of children who can be described as
"gifted"s These arc 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 necessa:cy steps be taken to provide the kinds of education
they need.

Since they are the potential leaders, discoverers and creators, gifted children
need stimulating and challenging 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 achievem(,nt tests.

2. School programs designed to challenge the aeii.ities of gifted children.

3. Effective teaching Gifted children needivery superior teaching if their
sc:iool experiences are to make the contribution which should be made to
their development.

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 securing the training they need
beyond the secondary school.

Most common practices in caring for gifted children in public elementary schools .

, include (a) acceleration or grade shifting, (b) enrichment, (c) individual
instruction, (d) special classes, (e) the use of extra-curricular activities
In the high schools, most common practices include (a) acceleration, (b) enrich-
ment, (c) homogeneous groupings, (d) other administrative procedures such as
so-called "honors" classes, grouping by subject rather than by grade; or parallel
curriculafor slow, average or superior students, (e) electives or special.
appointments.

The Minimum Foundation Law in Georgia (Section 32-609) authorizes the.State Board
of Education to provide teachers for programs for gifted children where approved
programs are established. Consequently, no specific additional legislation is
neederi to enable the inauguration of,a broad program in this field *hen funds are
available. It is estimated that $500,000 will be needed to care for such
expenSes as teachers' salaries, consultative services, special instructional
materials 1.nd equipmenti.n setting up a program. As the program is expanded to
care for ull of the 90,000 to 100,000 glofted children in Georgia more funds will
be needed.
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As a beginning, it is recognized that programs for gifted children which have
already been undertaRen in certain local systems should be evaluated in the
light 3f standards which will be developed by the State Department of Educati n

app7ove Otate r C Prcgl-=11E7 71re rturrentiv

operation include:

1. Atlanta City Schools r nsored and partially supported by the Ford
Foundation) - 094 students in 10 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 Chathain County, DeKalb 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 been

filed with the State Department of Education. For many years iu !las been
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 1957-50 school year, the Stata 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 schools 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 psychological examinations, will make it possible to recognize
gifted children so that steps can be taken to provide for them.

The 1957-50 budget now under consideration by the Finance CoMmittee of the State
Board of Education provides $300,000 for expansion of the program of testing, and

guidance in the schools of the State. If results are wisely used, this program
can give impetus to the development of the program for gifted children.

Sinee definite action has been taken to assist loc 1 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
competent to work with gifted children.

The next Step to be taken is the development of standards for approval of programs
for gifted children, and the Division of Instruction f,p beginning work on the
development of these standards. Study must be given to ways and means of caring
for the gifted children In Small 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 Beard 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 ability, expert guidance, the best of instructional 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.

44f1.516 0 71 18
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STALb OF GEORGIA
STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIM

te office Botldio,7
Atlanta 3, Georgia

Division of Instruction
Services for Exceptional Children

Ctaude L. Purcell
Superintendent of Schools

THE GEORGIA PLAN FOR THE EDUCATION OF GIFTED CHILDREN

trodu on and Philosophy

Providing for the educatioial needs of children who diffcr has long been' a
ern of the Georgia State Department of Education. The Department subscribes
philosophy of education which supports this through the acceptance of the

following beliefs:

Schools are social agents whose chief task is that of preserving
and improving the strong points of our culture and developing
individuals who, in a constantly changing society, are capable of
carrying on their social and culture heritage.

II. Schools are responsible 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.

III. The providing of special instructional programa adapted to the
needs of individuals recognizes the dignity and worth of the
individuals.

In the state of Georgia, an identifiable group of children exists
who, because of superior intellectual ability must be provided with
a differential instructional program.

V Our rapidly changing economic, political, and Scientific culture
is demanding, as never before, soundly trained and intelligent
young people.

Subscribing to these beliefs has enabled the Department to provide in-
ztruct-;onal programs of a speCia.1 nature for children who differ.

To strengthen the efrorts already being made by many school systems to provide
differential instructional programs for gifted children, a full-time consultant in
the area was added to the staff of the Unit, Services lor Exceptional Children, in
July, 1958. The consultant was given the following responsibilities:

I. To work with State Department of Education per onnel in planning a
state-wide program for the edu^ation of gifted children and the
development of legislation if needed to carry out the program.

II. To work with local school systems, schoolsuperintendents,
principals, and teachers in developing local school programs
for-the education of gifted children.,
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To eork with colleges and ueiversiiiee in the state ' ;o beeeg abeee

hotter coordination between the high schools and the colleges with

respect to curriculum reeeirements foe college entrance.

IV. To work with colleges and universitiee in the planning of courses

for teachers related to the instruction of gifted cirieleiren.

To interpret the educational program for gifted children to various

organizations and groupe wlech might have an interest in this field.

VI. To evaluate local programs in relation to State Department standards

so that they will not be static and can constantly be changed

according to local needs and recent reseaveh.

VII. To cooperate with approved individuals and e'eganizations engaged

in research and 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 aseisting the -State Department of Education

in the development of plans for operating a state progeam. This Committee is

composed of representatives from local school systoes and universities who are

working in the area of the gifted. In 1959, an Advisory Committee to the State

Wide Committee and the Unit, Services for Exeeptiohal Children, was formed. This

Committee is composed of personnel within the State Department who, in one way or

another, are involved with the education of gifted children.

The thineing 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, whieh 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 progiekies. In April

1961, the Board approved ten projects that will begin in the fall of 1961. 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 stated earlier, Georgia does not have, other than experimental projects,

a definitely prescribed and approved state-wide program for gifted children. Pro-
jective thinking and long-range planning toward the adoption of an approved plan
has lel to the development of a proposed ten-year plan of action. At the present,

this plan consists mainly of long-range goals that tbe Department hopes to reach

over a ten-year period. The plan is divided into the following sections:

I. State Definition

II. State Department Goals

III. State Depaxement Responelbilities

IV. Immediate Action for the State Department

F 43
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Ftato Defi ttton

For the purpose of experimentation, the State Department defines
the gifted child as an academically talented student. The definition
cuvrently being used states that an academically talented student is one
who haa- an I.Q. of approximately 120 or above on a standardized
intelligence test (falling in about the upper 10% of the school popula-
tion) and who can be determiLed capable,of profiting from unusual
academic challenges, This definition has been approved by the State
Eoard of Education. When deemed advisa6le, the definition may be revised.

II. State Denartment Goal

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 state and local level administrative 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.

Research in techniques of working with all childin
including the bright and gifted.

3. Continuous evaluation of techniques being used to
meet the n eds of all children including the gifted.

C. To develop experimental programs designed:

1. To evaluate many different techniques for working
with gifted children.

2. To eventually lead to the establishment of a sequentic'ly
planned program for the education of gifed children.

D. To work toward the providing of financial means whereby a school
system may operite an educational program for gifted children which
reflects the hie:hest standards of quality education.

E. To wotk toward as Barly and as complete idntification of gifted
children as possible.

F. To work toward early entrance into school for ':hose gifted child
who, upon the baSis of a thorough evaluation, ean be identified
having those psychological, emotional, social and physical
characteristics which indicate a readiness for learning.
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APPENDIX XI

To work toward providing adequate psychological evaluations for

gifted children entering special programs.

H. To continually study and evaluate curriculum offerings so that they

meet the needs of ali chijc2ren inlud tbe g-Ifted ond so that

they dc not become static.

I. To continue to encourage and assist local schoo) sy.stems in the

development of programs for gifted children.

To continually strive for the 6velopment of pre-service and in-

service teacher training programs in the education of gifted

children.

K. To work toward public understanding and acceptance of special

programs for gifted children.

III. State Department Resoonsibthties

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 systamS interested

in initiating, establishing, and maintaining educational programs

for gifted children,

C. The appointment of committees whose 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 fun,.s needed to

operate quality programs may be secUred.

E. The providing of leaderehip in the developing of curr ular

experiences which challenge gifted children.

F. The preparation and dissemination of information on the education

of gifted children.

G. The planning and conducting of state-wide and regional coufel'ences

dealing with the education of gifted children.

IV. Immediate Action for the State Department of Education

During che 1961-62 School year, the State Department will conduct ten
experimental projects. Ai the end df the year, these projects will be
evaluated and fUture steps determined,

Plans are also being made for several conferences on the gifted.
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A BILL

To be entitled au Act To provide that the school boards of any

school districts that maintain a recognized public school shall establi h

c.nd _aintain special educational facilities; to provide for the employment

of p...ofessional workers; to provide that the State Boaid of Education shall

provide for implementation df statewide programs in the public schools for

the education of exceptional children and implementation of other educational,

programa not ordinarily coming within the prescribed curricul: of the public

schools; to'provide the powers and duties of the State Berard of Education

relative to said programs; to provide for the appointment of an Advisory

Council for Exceptional Children; to provide for the establishment of

Comnittees for Exceptional Children; to provide the powers and duties of

said ComMittees, provide for comprehensive planning; to provide for

schola ship grants; to provide for the recruitment of professional workers;

to provide for t ansportation of exceptional ohildr n and for itinerant

\ teachers; to'provide for definitions; to provide for full implementation;

to repeal conflicting laws, and for other purposes.

BE,IT ENACTED BY THE-GEKERAL ASSEMBLY OF GEORGIA:

,SECTION 1

Meaning of Terms: Unless the context indicates otherwise, the terns

used in this Act shall have the meanings ascribed to them in this Section.

(a) Exceptional Children: "Exceptional Children are those

who have emotional, physical:, communicatiyeand/or intellectual

deviations to the- degree that there is interference with school
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achievement or ujustmen, or prevent olf fuil acadeaic attainment

and who require modifications or alterations in their education 1

programs. This definition includes children who are mentally retarded,

physically handicapped, speech handie'apped, multiple handicapped,

autistic, intellectually gifted, h ng impaired, visually impaired,

and any other areaS of exceptlonaltty which may-be identified,

:pecial Education Facilities: "Special Education Facilities"

shall include, but not be limited to, special classe , special housing,

'special.instruction, special rental facilities, braillist and typist

visually handicapped children, _ansportation, maintenance,

instructional materials, therapy, professional consultant services,

psychological services, itinerant services, -esource'services, .additional

evaluatAon-services and, nters special administrative services,

salaries of all required special personnel, and other special education

:aervibes, required by the child because of his exceptionality, if such

services are approved bv the Stai.e Board of Enucation and the child is

eligible therefor under this Act and the regulations of the S;tate Board

of Education.

(c) Professional WOrkers: "Professional Workers" means approved

personnel, and Shall include, but not be limited to, speech and/Or

hearing specialists, m bilitY instructors, special-education internn,

special education administrators or supervisors giving full tiMe to

special education, snd teachers of any Class Or-program defined in this

__Act who meet the requirements of this'Act.

sgcTroN 2

Ap licatioa of Act: Notwithstanding any other provision of law to the

contrary, the prOvisions of this Act shall apply to the boards of educatiot

F-47
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SECTION 3

Eduuation for Exce tional Children: Scnool boards of any school system

that maintain a recognized public school shall, subject to any lLmitat

hereinafter specified, estatii h and-maintain such special edncation facilities-

and employ such professional -,orrs as may be needed for one:or mo _ of the

types of exceptional children defined by the State Board of Education who

are residents of their school district and such children, residents of other

school distri ts, as authorized by this Act.

SECTION 4

Powers and Duties of Sta e Board of Educat n: T e State Board of

Education'shall provide for:. (a impleMentation of state-wide programs

the public schools of this State for the education of exceptional children

as defined by this Act; and (b) implementation of other educational programs

not ordinarily coming within the prescribed curricula -' tho public schools.

The Stae Board of Education is authorized to establish priorities,

standards, and criteria for implementation and operation of snch progr!±ms'

as the Board may, in its discretion, rind necessary oL desirable to implement'

on a statewide 7 Local school systems shall, prior to implementation

of such programs hy the State Board, implement such Programs locally in

accordance with criteria and standards prescribed by the State Board.

An Advisory Council for Exceptional Children:shall be appointed by the

State Superintenaent of Schools and approved by the State Board of Education.

SECTION 5

Committee forExceptional Children: "IA1,.e ahall be octt01-0,4 4.n *.0,-11

-schoel system a "Committee for Exceptional Children." When established, this

Committee shall be compelled of the lotal superintendent of the school System,

the loCal coordina or of the program for exceptional children who shall be
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chairman, and a minimum of five additional people who shall be representate

of professions related to special education and who shall be elected by the

board O.L education of the local school syst A In cases where two or more

school systems wish to combine their services for exceptional children on a

cooperative basis, one Committee for Exceptional Children may be formed to

serve both school pyst

SECTION 6

Comprehensive Plannia: Each sAlool system or combination of school

systems shall secure a competent survey of the educational needs of exceptik_al

children in each jurisdictionad shall make an educational plan fo7. these

children. This plan shall be presented to the State Department of Education

within one year after the-pas ge of this bill. A biennial report shall be

made to the State Department OVEdücatlonto indiCate the extent to which

the plan has been imple ented and:Obireportacditional planning

SECTION 7

Scholarships and Recruitment: The State Superintendent, o. f: Schools, with

the advice of the Advisory Council for Exceptional Childra, shE4i.make

holarship grants to persons of good character who are tnterested in working

\

in prograns for the education of exceptional children, for either part-time

or full-time study in programs designed to qualify them as professional

workers Lnder subs tion ( ) of Section 1 of this Act. Persons who qualify_

for a scholarShip must have earned at least ninety (90) quarter hours of

college credit and must be students of a recOgnized college or university.

Part-time students and suanner session students may bp awarded grants on a

pro-rata basis. All grants shall be made in accordance with rules and

regulations prescribed by the State Superintendent Of Schools and the State

Board of Education. 278
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Monies not used in reimbursement of scholarship expenses and aLisinis-

tration shall be used to recruit professional workers for prqgr

education of exceptional children through further training at graduate am:.

undergraduate levels.

-SECTION 8

Non-Local Education for Exceptional Ch n: if an exceptional child

cannot be educated in his local achodi system on criteria established by the

State Board of E.:A.:cation, his parents may seek educational programs appropriate

the 111.ld's needs. Upon application to the Program for Exceptional Children,

Statp Department of Educatfon, and upon approval of said agency, the school or

agency educating the exceptional child shall be reImbursed for tuition, fees,

transportation, and books,.not to exceed the cost of educating that type

exceptional child of an identical age in Georgia public schools.

This section excludes-those multiple handicapped children for whom

special appropriation is provided because of the severity of their disabilities.

SECTION 9

Transportation of Exceptional Children and Itinerant Teachers: When it

is deemed neeessary,'in the best judgment of the localCommittee for Ekceptional

Children, said Committee shall:include in ito planning and shall recommend to

the local school board the free transportation of said pupils. The school

boRrdsof local districts shall be reimbursed tor the co t of said 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

nece sary for adequate educational services., and may provide free transpor-

tation for such pupils.

When travel is required for itlieiant teachers, reimbursement for such

travel shall be provided.
F _279
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SECTION 10

ImE1tami.2.1122: ft is further provided that the provisions of this Bill

shall be fully implopented on or before eight years :::fter the date it becomes

law.

SECTION II

All laws and parts of 17ws in conflict with thi.s Act are hereby repealed.
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APPENDIX IV

Jar!k P. Nix
State Superintendent of Sch---)ls

STATE PROGRAM FOR THE INTELLECTUALLY GIFTED

More are 1(101117.111aDle cniidren aao youth in Georgia who, becau8e of higli

mental ability, hav z. special oducation.1 needs and in order to develop to

ihoir foflost po1entinl need na educslionnl program specially designed for-

them. Accordin to national purcentages, approximately two to five porsent of

tho general :,,chool population c-ot be eon:-;idered to bc- intellectually gifted.

Many of these students are future leriders, Within this group are those childyen

and youth who are capable of becoming teachers, lawyers, researchers, writers,
doctors, or pulilieul, business and industrial leaders.

At the present time, there pre between 21,782 and 54,454 intellectually

gifted students enrolled ip Georgia's public schools. Approximatelr 4,871 of

LneL=c st.Jonts. -re ree:'-l! d!asignel for them. These

students are enrolled in 51 systems. Forty-five instructional people allotted
through Section 20 of Senate. Dill 180 work with those students or with teachers

having students enrollsd in their regular classrooms. The programs presently
underway were begun under'a State plan approved by the State Board of Education

in December 1968. Approximately 49,553 intellectually gifted children and
youth enrolled in Georgia's public schools are in schools or syst,2m9 not havin

an op-voinp. instructional program for the gifted which is operated under guide-
lines approved by the Sta e Board of Education.

In order Lu continue the Cuevtliopmoi-AL of CO11 instructional programs
for the gifted and in order to bring about full implementation of the requirements
of House pill 453, approval to continue using teacher units allot (Tod under

Section. 20 of Senate_13ial....V30to_Work. w i.t12 ntructi onal actiViti ea and Programs

for the intellectually gifted is requested. Allotment of these units will be
based upon the following general policies:

I. Students qualifyl-ng for Georgia's Progmm for the Cifted are
defined as children and youth whose mental ability as deter-
mined by a 'standardized intelligence test places them ill

. approximately the upper two"to five percent of the ,,-----
school population.

Section 20 personnel allotted to school systems having an
approved program proposal may be used as follows:

A. Coordinator of programs for the gifted or.as a consultant
in the area`bf the'gifted.

ResoUrc-i teachers [-fa work with all classroom teachers
having intellectually gifted students.

C. Resource teachers who work part-time with classroom
touchers having gifteld
students.

-1.11,.. pci J.
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Scho 1 tci Wi bn iiVi i ;i; liii1,ii I ibe ltrogrom tor

L.Neeptienal Children a program in.o!nxnelmt,,,1 spel-hct (nit foe

number r,f -:nolion 21 units ectiurstod and toe in whi.ch

lhmse units will ke t, impro-:-e ns11-de.tMcant pgenr,:is

for a intellectually t:sifted. lj uriil.1 PJ osats will he

due l'iarch 1 of each year_

Progi t proposal will ho reviewed hv a Stote Depaa.111-

Education Committee. The alictmont of uulLs will he hoFcci

upon recommendations of the eiti:Imittee. In reviewing prop0sals7
the committee will look Tor evldene of the following:

A. The school system's philosophy of cductifon eooeerfling

the edlieation ot lyetc:.lieonaijy 5,;ified children and

-youth and evidonee lbot the program of instruction for
l'hose studontr4 wji. I be a 1fli ii or tile grqlorUT 5,4:.hc)01

population.

rvir1c,110 thilt 1 b1 pronood nIri 1 has thc-) npproval of
f1,1 honlad nf prluoti071,

C. Tho objectives :tor the program no well as objectives
fe-r -,-tflocntp i.:- tho W.py5 in WIll crii thc.sta

obieetive.s differ from objective,: for most students.

D. The typo of program the LQM wi_shes to initiqto,

E. The 1oction of the progr-tm iT it is not to be sy-tem-

wide.

Y. Tli eritel-in and definition used for identifying
intellectually gifted children and youth as well ns
thecriteria used for placing a studont in a speoial
program.

G. The grsde leve.s al which the program will begin.

H. The expected number-of-students land teacher to be

involved 4n differentiated programming.

The propoiicd v.-ays in Which the instructional-experiences
planned Tor the intellectnally,gifted will differ from
the learning experiences planned for most students.

The qualifications of perso (s) expected to work with the

program.

K. The responsibilities the persOn(s) in the area of the gifted

will be apected to assume.

L. Evidence that peysonnel in the area of the gifted a ree to

coMpictO ht least 10 quarter hours of graduate study in the

education of the gifted prior to beginning work in the area
and to continue-study until he cOmpletes certification

282
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M. Evidence that the s y.tc o agrees to inn iollowing action:

1. Designate SOM00110 to serve as program coordinator.
(This peion should be someone who is in a leader-
ship role such as the coordinator of programs for
e:%ceptional children, curriculiim clirecto or guidance
coordinator.)

Purnish the Go rgia Department of Education' with
an initial nnd an annual report on the profTram.

The proposed budg for the program inelu ing botn state and
nllottr.d to t.

O. The criteria by which the proposed plan will be evaluated.

5. The r a- lotment of units each year will be determined by review of
an annual prOgress report submitted to the Program for Exceptional
Children.

The guidelines pros, 1 tierc vill he reviewed annually and revised as the
need for revision occurs.

MOB:am
3/12/71
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The period of study and

INTRODUCTION

Aanning wh ch preceded C e establishment

of the Illinois Plan for Program Development for Gifted Children extended

from 1959 to 1963. The Plan went into operation during 1963 and 1964.

A full-scale evalua ion effort, begun in 1967, is scheduled for completion

in 1971. The evaluation project., support by the Office.of the Superin-

tendent of Public Instruction, State of illinbis, was initially planned

and proposed by the Cooperative Educational Research Lab-oratory, Inc= as

part of the Laboatory's program to develop and test roles for educational

evaluators. When Federal support for the Laboratory was withdrawn in

1969, the evaluation project continued its operation as an activity of

the Center for Instructional Research and Currie

University of Illinois.

This report is based upon the work of the evaluation project, directed

by Dr.-Ernest R. House. r. House, Dr. Joe M. Steele and Mr. Thomas Kerins

were members of the Laboratory staff assigned to the evaluation project

and they have continued with the project until its completion as a CIRCE

project. This report was edited by David M. Jackson with the assistance

Mum Evaluation (CIRCE),

of Mrs. Pamela Skeen of Winnetka, Illinois. Dr. Jackson,,formerly

Professor of Education and bi-rector 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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II THE ILLINOIS 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

Illinois 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 L0 effective planning at the stare level. As the
results of study projects have been submitted, certain
guidelines or principles for state action have begun to
emerge. These form the rationale for the recommendations
we are making.

Rationale

Principle I. Gifted children exist within all levels of

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 is high and those whose achievement is low.

Principle II. A state plan must take 'qto account the ways
In which innovation occurs in schools. Brickell's study of
Innovation in the schools of New York State indicates that
journai articles, convention 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 operation.

Principle III. The General Assembly has delegated major
responsibility for the operation of schools to local boards of
educatiOn. In recommendin sta e actions we do not intend to
displace or discourage local initiative. We would like to expand
the rahge 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'believe 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
to be modified as research in this area cont,inues at an accelerated
pace. Thus state action while necessar must be flexibte and
must not establish rigid formulas and detailed prescriptions.
Study and experimentation should continue with state support so
that improvement may be continuous and responsive to new scien-
tific findings. 288
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The Five Parts f the linois Pl-n

Part i. Reimbursement for Services and Materials

UndeC this part of the plan, any school district in Illinois

may submit a plan for improving its services to gifted children.

The district may employ its own definition of giftedness. State Funds

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 application to fewer 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 average of about $28 per pupil per year.

Total expenditures for retmbursement, 1963-71, is 19,450,000,

or 59.8% of total expenditures for the Illinois Plan.

Part Demonstration Centers

The major purpose of the demonstration centers is to provide

for educators and other citizens convincing and readily

accessible demonstrations in operating situations of a number of

Particular approaches to the education of gifted chi dren.

At the outset, demonstration centers were expected to exemplify

the following approaches:

I. Acceleration of highly gifted pupils.

2. Individualized instruction through such means as team teaching,

non-graded plans, independent study.

3. Special classes for the highly gifted, with specially trained

teachers and supervisors and consultants.

4. Special attention to gifted youth among socially and culturally

underprivileged groups.

5. Curriculum improvement through programs which emphasize

higher-level thought processes, creativity, divergent thinking.

Special-attention to the emitional and ,social adjustment of

gifted pupils.
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F - 62



Each demonstration center is responsible for showing the program

to visitors and for carrying on an evaluation of the program. Where

possible, each demonstration center is the responsibility of at least

one full-time professional staff member of the loc,1 district.

By 1970, baenty-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 III. Experimental Projects

To advance our knowledge about practical programs for the gifted,

the state has provided funds for experimental projects in sc,00l districts,

and universities.

Total expenditures for experimental projects, 1963-71, is $2,274,000,

or 7% of the total.

Part IV. State Staff

To administer the programs of reimbursement, demonstration,

experimentation and training a Department of Program Development for

Gifted Children was established in the Office of the Superintendent

of Public Instruction.

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 specially trained personnel to

cSrry out the other parts of the Plan, state support is provided for

fellowships, for academic year institutes, and for summer institutes.

Total expenditures for Part V, 1963-71, is $2,924,000, or 7.8% of

the total.



III. OPERATION OF THE REIMBURSEI4ENi PROGRAM

The first phase of the Illinois Plan provides funds for local

districts to construct and administer their own gifted programs. In

order to qualify for reii6ursement funds the districts submitted plans

for review and acceptance according to a few pre-specified direct ons.

Although in this respect the State influenced local programs, the plan

provided for local iniative and incentive and each district ultimately

decided what direction its program would tak,2. In the section which

follows, data from a survey made in 1968 are used to give a general

picture of the reimbursement programs.

The Illinois Plan includes at 43% of the State'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 the 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 personnel and are more likely to have special support personnel

and a full time director; and (5) while few districts have a valid

evaluation design, larger districts are more likely to have one.

apes of Local Progtams

There are two major types of gifted programs: special classes,

methods and materials for gifted students; and in-service training for
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teachers and administrators. Most districts operate both types of

programs.

In the programs for gifted students most innOvations oclar in the

major disciplines: Language arts, science, mathematics, sial studies.

Approximately 20% of the Illinois Plan districts have programs in two

areas; 207 have programS in three areas; 207 in four areas. Approximately

617 of the districts have identif ed special materials which they are

using in their programs.

Most of the Inservice t aining programs involve administrators and

toache...s. Approximately 50% of the districtg have programs for adminis-

trators and 997 have programs for teachers. About one half of the programs

meet for weekly seasions; about one fourth for monthly sessions. The

content of the in-service training programs includes: gifted child

research, curriculum materials, teaching _ethods, administrative azrange-

ments, and the use of outside consultants. The programs' activities are

virits to demonstration centers, reports on visits, discussion of gifted

child research, examination of own gifted program problems and classroom

experience.

Administrative ArranEements

Various techniques are used in administering gifted programs. As

one might predict, gr uping by special classes and acceleration of sub-I

ject content represent the most popular arrangements. Methodologies used

by the districts include inductive teaching, individual instruction,

quiry, and independent study. Individual instruction is more popular

in the lower grades; in high school independent study is more popular.

Teacher Selection

The pupil-teacher ratio in the gifted programs is about 20 to 1.
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Teacher interest is by far the most popular method of selection; and

special training is somewhat in evidence. Fully one queter 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.

Tdentificat_ion:of Gifted Students

Among the measures used to identify gifted students at all levels,

group inttlligence testS, achievement tests and teacher observation

predominate. The lower level schools seem to rely slightly more on

formal cutting points while the high schools 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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Figure 1. Methods used in Identifying Pupils as Gifted
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Reimbursement Pcogram Directors

The Illinois Plan requires that each funded prog.lm have a director.

In about 11% of these programs the director functions full time. Dis-

tricts with full time directors also are the larger districts, many of

which are either dempnstration or experimental centers. In smaller

districts, a part-time director is a superintendent 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 persors responsible for part-time direction
of special provisions for or programs for gifted

Assistant Principal 1 %

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

as intended, local interpretation, acceptance, or application might

greatly diverge from the policy's initial intent. The following pages

summarize our judgements of the effectiveness of State policies

governing the reimbursement phase of the Illinois plan.
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POLICY

Genera Purposes

1. "The purpose of
the reimbursement
portion of the
Illinois Plan is
to encourage and
assist the public
schools o Illinois
in the develop-
ment and improve-
ment of educational
services for giftee
children. The pro-
gram of reimburse-
ment is intended to
support significant
educational im-

provements based
upon proven prac-
tices related to
programs for gifted
children."

2. "in addition
to the identifi-
cation and maximur
development of
gifted and talented
children, the
Illinois 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°Litil-
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 c ntin-
ued improvement as a
goal."

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE DEGREE OF EFFE TIVE ESS

There has been an
encsrmous increase in
tha number and e-c-
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
using special mater-
ials and methodologies.
Superintendents seem
satisfied with the
Illinois plan.

Gifted students in
non-wealthy d;stricts
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
among the econoslically
disadvantaged.

A great majority o7 dis-
tricts have in-service
programs, many inclined
toward experimentation.
Many are also utilizing
new programs.
However, many are also
supporting previously
existing programs and
show little evidence of
improvement. There is
little evaluation of any
programs.

A9

Highly
Successful

Weak

Moderately
Successful



POLICY

General Purposes

4. Unanticipated
consequence: effect
on regular school
program.

Criteria for
Individual Programs

5. Instructional ap-
proach 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-
seling; adequate
psychological ser-
vices to support
theselfunctions.

9. Concern for
teacher mental
'health.

SUMMAR- OF EVIDENCE_ DEGREE OF EFFCTIVENES

There is considerable
"spill-over" of tech-
niques originated in
gifted classes into
regular classes.
Many regular teachers
are a'so being trained
in Lhe inservice
programs

The use of appropriate
multi-criteria is
quite widespread.

Special materials, new
curricula and method-
ology are widely used.
However, these tech-
niques are often able
to be applied to
regular 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
lre specific and appro-
priate. The ratio of
part-time special per-
sonnel to each program
is 3-.3 to. I..

"Self-assessment" in
service training pro-
grams emphasizes group
dynamics and inter-
personal relations.
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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.

14. Low student-
teacher ratio.'

SU ARY OF EVIDENCE DEGREE OF EFFECTIVENESS

Training is provided
for teachers, but
selection procedures
are weak.

Full-time directors
(114 seem to be a
successful minority,
but line administrators
as directors are some-
what weak.-

Only 15% of the dis-
tricts have anything
etembling an eval-

uation.

Personnel and knowledge,
rather than physical
facilities, are-major
limitations for future
program development.

The ratio of students
to- teachers for all
schools is 20 to 1.
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The fact LnaL 55% of the dis'ricts now receiving reimbursement

had no gifted program before rec,-,iving funds from tIe state and 31%

had only a partially developed program reflects the significant impact

of the Illinois Plan on local districts.

The majority of school superintendents participating in the

Illinois 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 programs; /(3) techniques of individualized instruction

and independent study are used; (4) .,ch districts see no impediments

to future development- (5) someone other than a principal or super-

intendent directs tF program; and (6) such districts more often use

"gifted techniques" in regular classes. Of these characteristics,

number five is one of the most important. It has been found that the

amount of director involvement is directly related to -Lie quality and

success of the program. In view of this, 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 about

their program's continued development. 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

divetsity is a major element of theillinois gifted programs. Classes

range across all grade levels from first to twelfth grades and subjects

range from foreign language to dance and dramatics. They occur in a

variety of instructional settings from independent study to group dis-

cussions to student-led-classes. They are held in conventional class-

rooms, laboratories, resource centers,sand other settings in districts

rangihg in size from several hundred students to thousands of students.

Therefore, attempting'to judge the,quality of the gifted orograms
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required the development -f new procedures and instruments to Insure

an accurate and comprehensive evaluation. This pLase of the eValuation

project is discussed in the next section, pages 15-30.
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Instr-ctional Climate

Dimensions for Comparison

The Problem of Juging Success

One of the virtues of the Illinois Plan has been the opportunity

for richness and diversity provided by allowing each district to

define its own gifted population. The recognition of many dimensions

of talent and giftedness has resulted in the development of loca.

programs oriented to the particular interests.of local districts.

However, it is the very diversity of such programs which makes the

problem of evaluating their success extremely dif'icult. The pro-

grams are not directly coMsparable and such tradi 3nal measures as

achieVement tests, grades, etc., simply are no- able to reveal the

effects of a program.

Another problem which further confounds the issue is the wide

rangy of differences which exist among school districts themselves.

For some schools the addition of programs for the gifted 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 conflict

with the traditions and practices of most teachers in the district.

Innovation is relative: a particular program may be seen as old hat

in one district and anathema in another. It would be a mistake to

judge progress in program development solely on the basis of a des-

cription of the innovation. Progress inVolves how far one has gone

and what direction one is going as well as the vehicle being used.

Domains for Com arison

The search for common denominators to make unlike programs com-

parable has led to tne exploration and development of means for assess-

ing two promising domains:

1) The Cognitive Domain -- levels of thinktng called for in
class activities;

2) The Affective Domain -- social and emotional conditions that
exist in the classroom.

The domains of instructional climate would seem to occur in all

classes reJardless of grade level or subject matter. Thus they would
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enable at least rudimentary comparisons of a wide variety of classes.

They seem especially appropriate in assessing gifted prcgrams. One

would expect to find higher thought process emphasiz-d in gifted

classes. Because of the emphasis in training and rationale of th

Allinois Gifted Program, one would also expect to find positive social

and emotional conditions prevailing in gifted classes.

Coynitive Domain

One domain that acts as a common denominator for sSool programs

is the cognitive behaviors students are called on to perform. While

the goals and content of progiams are diverse, only a limited 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 identifying the activities

emphasiied in a particular class one can infer,the cognit 'e levels

stressed in that class.
/

One of the most strongly supported systems for classification of

thinking operations is that developed by Bleom and his colleagues.
1

This system of classifkation has been simPlified and developed into

an evaluation procedure by Steele,
2,3 which recognizes and assesses

seven levels of thinking operations. These levels are arranged in

order of increasing complexity. They are hierarchical: each higher

thinking operation involves the use of,the lower levels. The seven

cognitive operations and a brief description of activities which imply

their use are shown in Figure 2.
i

These seven levels are felt to include most student behaviors
I

related to thinking operations. Motel that they are divided into Lower
1

and Higher Thought Processes. The dirference between Tower and higher

levels is one of complexity. It shou d be remembered that the use of

1

Bloom, Benjamin S., et. ar. TaxLomy of.Educational Objectives:'

Cognitive Domain, New Yprk7- David Mck\sy Co., 1956.

2
Steele, Joe M. Thin s As The A e: An Evaluation Procedure

Assess Intent and Practice in Instruction. Unpublished doctoral

dissertation, Urbana: University of Illinois, 1969.

3Steele, Joe M. Dimensions of the Class Activities Ouestionnaire.
(Multilithed), Urbana IlliZTTGifted Program Evaluation, October 1969.
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Figure 2.

Thinking Operations Assessed by the Class Activities Questionnaire

COGNITIVE OPERATIONS BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS Items not sh- n

I. Memory: Activities calling
recognition --3f information presented.

LINER
THOUGHT
PROCESSES

Translation:

Ini:erpretation:

recall or

Activities calling for paraphrasing or
expressing information in a different
symbolic form.

Activities calling for recognition of
relationships and seeing implications
of information.

4. Application:

5. Analysis:

HIGHER
THOUTHT
PROCESSES

6. Synthesis:

7. Evaluation:

Activities calling for selection of
appropriate methods and performance
of operations required by problem
situations.

Activities calling .ur recognition of
the structure of material, including
the conditions that affect the way it
fits together.

Activities calling for the generation
of new ideas and solutions.

Activities ceiling for development and
application of a set of standards
for judging worth.

all the tower levels is invo/ved 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 s-tddent is expected to

know a classification system for rock and mineral identificatio,,, 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

the classification system, application is the end sought. Here memory

or recall of the classification system serves as a means for efficiently

identifying the rocks, but not as an end in itself.

Affective Domain

Another domain which allows comparisons of diverSe programs is an

assessment of the social and emotional conditions.whiCh exist in the
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classroom. Many factors contribute to a positive classrooiii 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 teeching-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 cies is for. All of these groups of factors affect

the students motivat.on and attitude toward learning.

The nine factos selected to assess the Affective Domain and

brief descrip:ion 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 sue

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 rofo than usually

occurs in traditional classes. This "freeing up" of the classroom

generally results in greater student involvement and enthusiasm, more

self-initiated and independent learning. In contrast, conditions in

average classrooms are all too often characterized by dominance by the

teacher and a passive, listening role for students. 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 text or

teacher. Such coriditions are obviously not conducive to critiCal

thinking, or to the assumption of individual responsibility by the stu-

dent.

Populations Studied

Three school populations were sampled in this study: Reimbursement

Gifted Classes, DemonstratIon Gifted Classes, and Average (Non-Gifted)

Classes. The unit of analysis is the classroom group. The CAQ was

administered between January and June 1969 to 131 classroom groups in

31 school districts. Grade levels ranged from grade 6 to 12. Reported
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Fjgure 3.

Affective Classroom Conditions Assessed b the C . .

,Avities Questi-nn 1 e

AFFECTIVE

Discus'ion:

BRIEF DES_CRIPTIONS Items not shownL

Student opportunity for and involve-
ment -41 class discussion.

CLASSROOM
FOCUS 2. Test/Grade Stress: High pressure to produce teacher-

selected answers for a grade.

3. Lecture: Teacher role is information-giver
with a passive listening role for
students.

CLASSROOM.
CLIMATE

4. En husiasm: Student excitement and involvement
in class activities.

5. Independence:

6. Divergence:

7. Humor:

8. Teacher Talk:

9. Homework:

Tolerance for and encouragemen
student initiative

Tolerance for and encouragement of
many solutions to problems.

Allowance for joking and laughter
in the classroom.

Proportion of class time consumed
by teacher talk.

Weekly amount of outside prepara-
tion for class.

in this study are classes in the four general subject areas of Language

Arts, Social Studies, Science, and Mathematics. The 41 male and 52

female teachers varied in age, training, and teaching experience. The

3138 students responded anonymously during one of their regularly

scheduled class periods.

Accuracy of rbservation

Two sources of untrained observers 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 emphasized. On the other

hand, students are in a much better position to report on the emphasis

actually given to various class activities. Not every student is an

accurate observer. However, itIs possible to process student judgments
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as a group so that errors in observation are minimized.

The Class Activities Questionnaire (cp,w_

..Description

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 imply either levelq 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 Strongly 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 C-is study.

Com a isons Between Gifted and Avera Classes

How do gifted classes in Demonstration Centers and Reimbursement

Projects differ from average classes (classes not designated as honors

or gifted)? 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 Processes

3) Classroom Focus

4) Classroom Climate

Table 2 shows the differences 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 other hand the trend in Average classes is toward a

negative classroom focus -- the teacher lecturing 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 of factors which in

turn yield a revealing profile of the Instructional climate in the class-

room.

79
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Ei2912. 4.

Structure of the Class Activities Questionnaire (CAQ)

The CAQ assesses five major Dimensions of instrucLional 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 questionnaire. (The Cognitive Dimensions are based on
Bloom's Taxonomy.)

DIMENSIONS FACTORS BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS (Items not shown)

1. Memory:

LOWER
THOUGHT 2. Translation:
PROCESSES

Activities calling for recall or recogni-
tion of information presented.

Activities calling for paraphrasing or
expressing information in a different
symbolic form.

Interpretation: Activities calling for recognition of
relationships and seeing implications
of information.

HIGHER
THOUGHT
PROCESSES

4. Application:

5. Analysis:

6. Synthesis:

7. Evaluation:

Activities calling for selection of
appropriate method5 and performam-e of
operations required by problem situations.

Activities calling for recognition of the
structure of material, including the
conditionskthat affect Lhe way it fits
together.

Activities calling for the generation of
new idLas and solutions.

Activities calling for development and
application of a set of standards for
judging worth.

8. Discussion: Student opportunity fo- and involvement in
class discussion.

CLASSROOM
9.FOCUS Test/Grade Stress: High pressure to produce teacher-selected

answers for a grade.

10. Lecture: Teacher role is information-giver with a

passive, listening role for students.
11. Enthusiasm: Student excitement and illvolvement in

.ciass activities.

12. Independence: Tolerance for and encouragement of student
initiative

CLASSROO
CLIMATE 13. 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: Weekly amount of outside preparation for class.
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DIMENSIONS FACTORS

17. Qualities:

Figure 4 (cont'd

BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS

18. Deficiencies:

Students' view of the bestthings about
the class.

Students' view of things that reed
changing about class.

It is clear from the chart that average classes as a group place

little emphasis on any of the four dimensions of instructional climate

mcasered 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

or ciasses.

Patterns of Cognitive Em hasis

Table 3 shows the patterns of emphasis which characterize eacl-

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.

It should be obvious from this profile that many average classes place

little or no emphasis on any cognitive level. This finding is not

totally unexpected. Many studies 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 opportunity for or tolerance of reflective

thinking.

Both Reimbursement and Demonstration Gifted Classes are seen as

emphasizing six of the seven cognitive levels -- twice as many as the

Average classes. A greater proportion of classes emphasize each level

in the Gifted group. In fact, a maiority of the gifted classes emphasize

three of the seven levels.

Varieties of Co nitive Em hasis

The characteristic patterns of emphasiS In Amerage and Gifted classes

indicate that as a_group a greater proportion of Gifted classes emphasize
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Tab e 3.

Characteristic Patterns of Co nitive Emihasis in Avera e and Gifted_Ciasses

Cognitive Levels

f Classes in Each Grou E hasizinq Each Level

Sample of
Average Classes

(14=69)

Sample of Gifted
Reimbursement

Classes
(14=28)

Sample of Gifted
Demonstration

Classes
(M=34)

LOWER
1. Memory

THOUGHT Z. Translation 39% 57% 47%
PROCESSES

Interpretation 30% 64% 82%

4. Application 43% 59%

HIGHER 5. Analysis 58% 90% 74%

THOUGHT
PROCESSES

6. Synthesis 43% 39%

7. Evaluation 25% 35%

wider variety of cognitive levels than tFa Average group of classes.

It would seem appropriate for 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.

Tot6

Table 4.

Number of Thou.ht Processes Em.hásized In Avera.e and Gifted Classrooms

Number of Thought
ProcesSes EmPhasized
By Individual Classes

% of ClasSes E hasizin Each Number of Thou ht Processes

Sample of Sample of Gifted' Sample of Gifted
Average Classes ReimburseMent'Classes Demonstration Classes

14=69 4=28 1=34)

None Emphasized 13%
1* 35,0 11% 9%
2 25% 21% 21%

3 19% 25% 23%

4 7% 21% 26%

5 1% 18% 12%

6 4% 9%

7
OBI

*These numbers do not correspond to the levels of thinking, but only

reflect how maky processes ere eMphasized by individual classes.

210
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The table shows that while only 8% of the Average classes emphasize

four or more thought processes, 47% of the Gifted Reimbursement classes

and 47% of tho Gifted Demonstration classes emphasize four to six pro-

cesses. The converse is also true: 48% of the Average classes empha-

size one or no thought processes while only 970 and II% of the two

Gifted groups of classes emphasize as few as one or no levels of th;nking.

Patterns of Emphasis on Noncognitive Classroom Conditions

The third and fourth dimensions of the CAQ are Classroom Focus and

Classroom Climate. Classroom Focus is concerned with the center of

attention and activity -- on the teacher or the students. Classroom

Climate is concerned 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 emphasis which characterizes each

of the three groups of classes. Again, only those factors which were

, seen as emphasized by at least 25% if 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 end grades.

In the Classroom Climate dimension, the most striking character-

istic of the Average classes is the lack of enthusiasm. In over half

the Average classes studeets are not just neutral but negative and un-

interested in class,activities.

Both groups of Gifted classes are characterized by an extremely

positive Classroom Climate. In a majority of the gifted classes stu-

dents are excitee and involved in class activities. There is opportunity

for independent activities and much opportunity for divergent aciivities.

As was true in the Cognitive dimensions a greater proportion of the

classes in the Gifted groups emphasized positive classroom focus and

classroom climate than Average classes.

Teacher Talk

The percentage of class time consumed by the teacher speaking is

in itself a revealing index of positive classreom coAditions. The more

teacher talk, the more passive a role the student has in class activities.
I

Teacher talk occurring 75% or more of the time generally signals an



Character

Table 5.

tic Patterns of Emphasi_s op_Classroom Focus and_Cijmate

In Avera e And Gifted Classes

Classroom Conditions % of Classes in Each Group Emphasizing Each Factor

Sample of
Av rage Classes

(14=69)

Sample of Gifted
Reimbursement

Classes
(N=28)

Sample of Gifted
Demonstration

Classes
(N=34)

8. Discussion 30% 89% 88%
CLASSROOM
FOCUS

9. Test/Grade Stress 25%

10. Lecture 28% 32%

11. Enthusiasm 70%

(Lack of ( )

12. Independence 28% 71% 79%

13. Divergence 697. 96% 97%

(Much Emphasis) (71%) (827)

14. Presence of Humor 78% .93% :85%

authoritarian teacher and extremely bored students. Conversely, teacher

talk occurring 40% or less of the time usually entails an open climate

with much student participation and involvement.

% of Teachers in Each. Group

Ave. ReiM. Dem.

High (75 - 90% teacher talk ) 7% 43% 6%

Law (10 - 25% teaCher talk) 3% 14% 21%
c4

There is a d/ramatic decrease in teacher talk from Average to Gifted

Demonstration classes. It is disheartening to diScover that in over

half of the average classes the teacher talks from 75-90% of the time.

hn th,is age of multi-media information processing, the teacher still

appears to define his role as information-giving.

Summary

Based on the Class Activities Questionnai e, signilicant differences

are found between Average and/Gifted Illinois classes in.the degree of

emphasis on higher thought,processes, classroom focus and classroom

cliMkte. Significant differences are also nC)ted between Average and
_) 312
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Table 6.

Percent of Teacher Tallc_ip Average and Gifted Classes

(Based on the median student estimate of tetcher talk per class.

% of Teacher Talk
During Classtime

Percertage of tl sses per Group

Demonstration GroupAverage Group Rei bursement Group

High Amoulit
of Teacher
Talk

l_ow Amount
iof Teacher
'Talk

{90%

75%

60%

40%

25%

10%
A{I

19

3(,)

33

09

03

11

32

36

07

11

, 03

'

06

59

14

21

100% 100%

(N=69) (N=28)

100%

(N=34)

Gifted classes in "Application, Synthesis, Enthusiasm, and Independence"

and "Memory and Test/Grade Stress."

Specifically the following differences are noted:
Average Classes- Gifted Classes

Most classes emphasize few 1. Most classes emplasize many
2 or less) thought processes. (3 or more ) hought processes.

2. Most classes emphasize only
one'(if any) of the higher
7thought processes.

. A$ a group,'Average classes
emphasize 3 of the,7 leveis;
of thinking:- Translation.,
Interpretation, Analysis.

4. A high amount oflteacher talk
occurs.

.

5 Classes have)i.ttle oppor-
tunity for or involVeMent
in discussion.

6. Test/grade stress is char,.
acteristic of Average classes
as a group.

2. Most classes emphasize two
or more of the higher thought
processes.

3. As a group, gifted classes
emphasize 6 of the 7 levels

of thinlang.

4. A moderate amount of teacher
talk occurs.

,Classes have much oppor-
tunity for ana-TRVolvement
in discussion-.

6. Test(grade stres.s'is not:char7
acteristic of Gifted Clas'ses
as a group.



Average Clas es

7. Thre is an abs,Drice of enthu-
siasm \,in a majority of the
classes

8. There is little opportunity
for independence.

9. The focus is on the teacher
as inforMation-givor with a -a-5s-

ive role for students.

CONCLUSIONS

Gifted Clas

7. The presence of enthusiasm
characterizes almost all
classes.

8. There is much opportunity
for independence.

9. The focus is on the student
taking an active ele in the
class.

The goals of the Illinois Plan for local programs have been

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 recognition en 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
place emphasis on learning how to think instead of what to
think, with evaluation methods reflecting the same philosophy.

Development of other characteristics, unrelated to academic
achievement, which might be supported include:

Leadership potential
Sensitivity to needs of others
Divergent thinking ability
Interest in creative activities
High goal orientation
Kinesthetic abilities
Foresight

Unusual vocabularT development
Abstract thinking
Insight into problemst
Reasoning
Problem solving
Humor and wit

_ 4
Range of interest and curiosity

It is clear that where developed gifted programs exist, many state

goals have been realized. Higher thinking processes are emphasiZed;

students are enthusiastic; there is opportunity for independence and a

tolerance for divergence. Especially when compared to heterogeneously

4
Colton, David L. Policies ofthejl_linois Plan for-Program Develo-

ment for Gifted Children. Washington University, St. Louis, 19 8.
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grouped classes or classes of average students, -le gifted classes are

far superior. They 1ve clearer cognitive focus more stu_cet discuss ion,

less teacher domination and less test and grade stress. In general, the

gifted classes appear more productive, stimulating and healthier.

Finally, analysis suggests that the thought processes, classroom

climate, and classroom focus are not independent of one another. Appli-

...eion, Synthesis, Enthusiasm, and Independence occur together, while

emphasis on Memory is connected with test and grade stress. One might

assume that certain classroom activities produce one pattern while a

very diffeient set underlies the other to produce two distinctly

different types--one active, one passive; one good, one bad.

It would appear that the goals of the Illinois Plan are being

successfully pursued in both intent and consequences in many classrooms.

This suggests the keen foresight of Illinois Legislators and Educators

in their attempt to find a solution to a problem which only now has

been recognized on a national level.

In July, 1970, t/..e Nati.---nal Goals Research Staff presented to

President Nixon and to 4-he American People its report Toward Balanced

Growth: Quaatily 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 skills to deal with the flood
of ideas and facts/which he will face. Whereas once the-task
of the schools was to transmit information, the job today is
more to give the student the cognitive skills to handle the
information coming from ma7y sources.

As eariy as/ 1959 the need for cognitive skills was affirmed by Illinois

policy makers when the School Problems Commission first held hearings

on the lack of adequate programs for the gifted. At that time the value

of synthesis and evaluation was recognized and provisions for empha-

sizing their use in the classroom were built into the, Illinois Plan.

Again Illinois anticipated the findings of the national report which

states: /

I the proportion of information that children receive
fr m mass media is so/ large and the range of values to which
th y are exposed so diverse that it may well be that the
schools should be deyoted to giving them the cognitive skills
foi integrating information, and a framework within which to

so t out the diverse values to which they are exposed.



Now, after eleven years, Illinois seeks to advance the cause of quality

'mprovement in eduration by publishing the results of a full-scale evalua-

cion of its gifted program, the findings of which should be of value

not only to the smallest school district but also to the federal govern-

ment of the United States.



V. THE DEMONSTRAT. 1 PROGRAM

Operation of the Demonstretion Program

Number Loca ion and Sel ction of Center.,

The Illinois Gifted Program operates a system of approximately

23 centers receiving an average of $43, 478 each from state funds. In

all cases tne centers are situated within school districts. They are

located in different areas of the state, although many of them)are in

the Chicago Metropolitan 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 the

Illinois Plan is to provide "convincing and readily accessible demon-

strations in operating situations of a number of approaches to the

education of gifted children." Ideally, 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 .or the centers to accomplish with each

day's visitors:

1. Awareness To help teachers and administrators
become aware of innovations and ways to
improve the quality of their program.

Z. Acceptance - To help visitors decide whether the change
or innovation is acceptable for him per-
sonally, to his distriet, and to his
community.

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. Another, perhaps more accurate, dia-

gram of how the demonstration process should theoretically work is

shown below.



Figure 5. Model for Demonstration Center Success

IF THE VI ITOR IS 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 ITS GOAL OF lEGITIMIZATION .

iF THE VISITOR IMPLEMENTS THE CENTER'S ACTIVITIES,
THE CENTER HAS ACCOMPLISHED ITS GOAL OF EXPORTATION.
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At The

Demonstration

Center

At The

Visitods

School

PROGRESS OF A VISITOR THROUGH THE
DEMONSTRATION CENTER PROCESS

Awarenes

1. General
Overall
Knowledge

2. Particular
Personal
Knowledge

Pre-Visit

Screened;
Given Pertinent
Information
Refore the
Visit

Acce tance

I. Theoretical
Acceptance

Personal
Commitment

Service

Individual
Assistance
Offered,
Requested,
Received

Implementation

1 Preparation
for
Adoption

Actual Imple-
mentation of
observed
Activities

Visiting Procedure

Earh demonstration center prepares a brochure explaining the types

of programs and methods it is demonstrating and at what grade levels.

These are then sent to schools and colleges 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, the 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

Illinois Gifted Program. The average cost of processing each visitor

is $144.

Who Visits thelleMonstration:Center and Wh__ -

The majority 6f visitors are -5,61'10(31 pe;-sonnel, teachers and

pi



administrators, although there are oth r visiting groups If 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. Curio ity--to see what other teachers are doing--is a pri-

mary motivating factor. (Centers ale at least providing educational

experience and inter-changes that might otherwise be nonexistent.) 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 also quite interested in leering about

in-service training for their teachers.

THE DEMONSTRATIOY PROCESS: EVALUATION

Effectiveness of State Policies

Over a period of time, State policies for the demonstration centers

have Changed, both to a greater degree than have the policies for other

section of the Illinois Plan, and with far greater ramifications.

Demonstration policies,also have been more open to mi interpretation and

misapplication than have the policies governing reimbursement and

special training for gifted personnel. Therefore, in order to evaluate

the demonstration process, it is necessary first to understand the

changes and effects of relevant State policies.



Effectiveness of State Polic.ies

POLICY

General PLITRgAta

1. "Centers are to
operate exemplary
programs."

2. Centers are to
display exemplary pro-
grams in realistic set-
tings, so that visitors
will import the Programs
into their schools.

SUMV,^aY OF EVIDENCE

The Centers, for the most
part, have excellent
programs.

Although many visits are
impressed by the programs,
few adopt or adapt them
for their own schools.

3. "Help schools which Very few centers are prepared

are similar in charac- to offer extensive follow-up
teristics or geographically services.

near to develop their own
progrmns. Follow up
services are provided to
visitors."

4, "A denter may ex-
pect to 'put itself
out of business' in the
area being demonstrated.
The more effective the
center, the greater will
be the probability of the
center being discontinued
or changed."

Hole of theuDirector

1. "Each center must
,have a full-time
director who has suf-
ficient resources to
accomplish the intended
purposes of the center."

This,has not happened. In
fact, once a center is es-
tablished both the director
and the local administrators
have a vested interest in its
continuation which was not
anticipated when policies were
first determined.

Each center has a well-
qualified full-time director

F -

DECREE OF
EFFECTIVENESS

Successful

Weak

Weak

Weak

H ghly successful



POLICY

2. Each director
must have suf-
ficient authority
to accomplish the
intended purposes
of the Center.

3. Malot_Tasks
Handling Visitors
Local Administration
Responsibility

Public Relations
Program Development
and Expansion of
Quality

DEGREE OF
SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE EFFECTIVENESS

Orentation of directors
toward locn1 authority
interfered ith accomplish-
ment of purposes.

Directors performed well
in these areas.

4. "Follow-up is a Follow-up is poor and un-
major task of the organized in most centers
Director,"

5. "The Director is
responsible for an
evaluation of his
program and making
results available to
visitors."

Demonstration Programs'

1. !Trograms should
have the following
characteristics:

Internal consistency
Research basis
Educational
Significance

Unique identifi-
cation Procedures

Supportive Envir-,
onment
Exportability
Uniqueness
Ovetall

Few centers have an evaluation
design and none offered the
results to visitors.

No evidence
Weak

Successful

No evidence

Mixed
Weak
Mixed
Successful

F-95
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Highly sue, essful
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Weak

Mixed



POLICY

2. "Social Significance
Efforts should be made
to find and retrieve
talent in ethnic and
minority groups.

3. "Evaluation
Each center will pro-
vide re&ular systematic
evaluation, publish
the results, and make
the results available
to visitors."

Demonstration Procedures

1. "Each center should
attract teachers, other
professionals, and citi-
zens."

2. "Each center should
.publicize its program
through-publication Of
a brochure,"

3. "Each center is to
explore and establish
follow-up procedures
with visitors from
other schools near at
hand, or on occasion_,
from other schools
with similar charac-
teristics."

the

DEGREE OF
SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE EFFECTIVENESS

Little has bcon done in this
area. These Students have
received only small attention
and nearly all of it in the
Chicago area.

Evaluation is almost non-
existent.

All centers have succeeded
\ in attracting visitors in
sufficient quantity.

All centers have good
publicity procedures

Few centers offer active
follow-up services, and al-
though most offer passive
ser-fices, these have not
bee- enough to motivate
Visitors to adopt the
programs.

140nk,

Weak

Highly successful

Hig ly successful

Weak

In summary, the evidence seems to indicate . a degree of success -f

centers in achieving awareness and acceptance new programs an the

part of visitors. Despite their success in demonstrating programs, the

centers have not for the most part, had such a powerful effect upon

visitors as to change their post-visit ',behavior. The

stration 's discussed in the section rhich iollows:

323
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THE IMPACT OF DEMONSTRATION

There are t__ type6 of follow-up.available for the visito.:s:
.

passive and active. Passive follow-up is defined as sending materials

to past visitor-and making presentations to groui,s of school ',personnel.

Active folio up is defined as a person-to-person working relationshilp

involving the visitor and a member of the demonstrati n staff.

Figure 6 illustrat s the range and type of follow-up visiting

school per onnel receive. A large percentage of the visitors to the

Illinois Demonstration Centers received no help. Visitors who do get

help t cases received passive follow-up, although visitors who

asked for follow-up usually got it. For the most part demonstration

directors passively wait for visitors to initiate requests for particular

assistar,te.

4
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PASSIVE
FOLLW-UP

ACTIVE
FOLLOW-UP

Figu Sal-- ices .)ace;ved by Visl -rs

Teachers ,Admipistrators

Receive Materials

Receive Presentation'

26%

8c'/! 15%

Receive Training

Receive Help in Starting
a Program

Receive Assistance With
, Student Selection

,
Procedures

Rec.n"q Help in Develop-
Lesson Plans

Receive Assistance Witly
Curriculum Development

4%

' A visitor could respond to all items; therefore, the potential
response for each category is 100%.

There are individual centers that attempt a more thorough follow-up

tnan others. However, the- variation does not seem significant, thereby

suggesting that part of the problem may lie within the total structure

and not just with personnel from a few centers.

In summary, the use of foilow-up was encouraged to overcome the

probleM of demonstrating in what is often perceived as an atypical sit-

uation. The follow-up has not been as frequent penetrating

(speeches and materials) as policies demand. .ple, 10% or more

of the visitors in 17 of the 20 centers receive mailed materials. How-

ever 10% or more visitors in only 5 of the 20 centers receive help in

developing their own programs. Similarly the centers do not stress the

pcactical matters of how visitors may adopt activities. Neither do

centers provide the "evidential assessment" the guidelines call for.

For their part the visitors do not seem to miss these omissions. They

feel that they are well informed and leave with what could be described

as a euphoriOfeeling.
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One might conclude from 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. They see themselves as

"visitors in an interesting but atypical situation away from home

for a r

Implementation

After periods ranging from two months to one year after their visit,

the great majority (79%) of visitors are still favorably impressed by the

demonstrations and say they saw some activities they would like to imple-

ment at home. The activities most often mentioned are independent study,

iedividealized instruction, and team teaching. Somewhat fewer (46%)

say they have started incorporating changes.

The criterion item, however, asked respondents to relate a specific,

critical incident of how their behavior had changed as a result of their

visit. Being able to give a specific example was considered the best

indicator of the short-range impact of the demonstration center. About

29% of 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. Attritjon_ From Interest to Action Ameng Visitors

Teacher _Administrator Iota

Would like to use activities 78% 82% 79%

Have decided to accept and use activities 59% 53% 5 %

Have started incorporating changes 46% 46% 46%

Can give an acceptibly specific example o 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 %.

The length of time between visiting the demonstration center and fill:ng

out the questionnaire seems to make no difference for administrators.

However, those teachers who filled out the questionnaire 4 months after

the visit had highet adoption ratios than those eight months after the

visit. Also those who received ihe questionnaires in the spring had
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a significant yjii her degree of adoption than those who received them

in the fall.

A standard of 100% success is an entirely unrealistic expectation

for change programs. In social institutions resistancc to change is

strong. Theidoption of innovations in 25% of the contaccs made is no

mean accomplishment while a rate of 50% adoption would represent an

extremely high degree of success. As a total group, the Illinois Centers

affect 29% of their visitors -- a highly respectable figure. Of 3500

school personnel visitinglabout 1000 try out at least one new thing.

In getting_ people to try out-things the centers must be judgeo a success.

There are, however, some important qualifications First, the popula-

tion visiting the demonstration centers are strongly self-selecteE

many want to change before /they come. The 29% who do try something new

are a percentage of people\already committed to change, not of the

total educator population, which is often considered to be rather re-

calcitrant. -The results are a little like giving a test solely to one's

better students.

The most important questi n though, is the depth and duration of

the change. Simply trying out sometning new one time is not far-reaching

change. In structured interviews in 34 target reilbursement districts

(a 10% 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 10% of the districts attributPd substantial

influence in the development of their programs to help from demonstration

center personnel though not to visits to demonstration centers. This

figure represents a cumulative impact over several years in the target

population (not just demonstration visitors althou h almost all the

teachers had been to the centers

In addition, when the quality of gifted programs in these districts

was related to other variables, there 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 with Erlandson's (1969) survey of 202 reimburse-

ment directors which found that demonstration directors were not influ-

ential in local reimbursement decision-making but that state consultants

were. 397
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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 "new math," even in some districts that had been

field test sites. At best, districts c-oldom adopt new programs from

demonstration centers, although some attempt to. What results is a

patchwork of partial adoptions which eeither 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 to demonstration centers.

Reasons ,cr Acceptance and Reject;on

The one main characteristic which influences visitors to accept an

activity and adopt it into their own school situation is d;visibility.

By "divisibiliiy" is meant that th,_ activities can be used on a limited

basis or that parts can be used eithout necessarily adopting the entire

activity. Many individuals are willing to lecept something new only if

it appears possible to integrate it into their present system.

It was assurred that there would be an attrition rate between

wanting to implement an activity and actual implementation. The question,

therefore, '4as asked whethor visitorq wonld like tr use an activity but

were unable to. A total of 54% of these school personnel believed they

were unable to use at least one of the observed activities. Each one

of the 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 contention that often

The uniqueness of a demonstration makes it suspect and not
at all compelling to the observer. The demonstration pre-
sents something ti-at 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 iu 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)



Main Factors-122.Llina_a2AIIILL12
What factorsoperate wtthin the demonstration process to influence

a visitor to adopt activities he .as sepn demonstrated? To answer this

question the responses from b th the visitor quesLionnaire and post visit

questionnaire were analyzed.

For administrators the m3in factors assc..2Cated 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

p,-;sive or active. Active feliow-up is by far more important than

simply the sending of material.

For teachers the important factor is 1-le resons for adoption --

time spent would be well used; able to adapt parts; administrators

would ecccpt change; enough facilities available; cooperation f Jm

other teachers 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 demonstration programs (highly) hoc

little relatiOnship With later adoption. Situational constraints in the

adopting district seem to greater than the intrinsic

characteristics of the demonstrated program or the process of demonstra-

tion itseif.



VI. Conclusion

The Illinois Plan must be judged as successful in terms of the

reimbursement and training phases of the program. As the data indicate,

the reimbursement centers, for the most part, have developed unique and

educationally significant programs of good quality'and the res-ults have

been documented. The training programs have achieved their main

objectives and greatly contributed to many areas of the Gifted Child

Program. On the other hand, the demonstration centers must be judged

successful at the immediate goals of awareness (dissemination) and

acceptance (demonstration) but not at the ultimate and most important

goal of tmplemcntat on (adoption). This ineffectiVenes_s_of the centers

together with the minor faults of the reimbursement program can be

dealt with under t-- topics--the execution of the plan and the deficiency

of the change model itself.

It is clear that in important ways the Illinois Plan was not

executed as originally intended. Imparticular, in the-demonstration

process there was little evidential assessment of -the programs nor was

the feasibility of adopting demonstratd activities emphasized in most

centers. Most importantly, the amount-of follow-up (shown to he the

main variable related to admlnistrator adoption) was far less than that

prescribed by the State The policy or placing demonstration centers

under local control severely damaged the centers' accountability to the

State.

The effectiveness of the demonstration centers could be greatly

improved and their value to the reimbursement centers greatly enhanced
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by a reorganization such as that suggested in Section V above. The main

problem 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 within the confines of the existing policies.

hane

Of 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 Reserch 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 demonstration process the visitors were informed and were

convin ed that the programs they saw operating were worth adopting. It

should follow that visitors would adopt either the whole or part of the

program--that reim5ursement centers would constantly be improving and

rilarging thir programs through frequent visits to the demonstration

c?nters and through consultation with the demonstration directors, and

that districts not partidipating in,the Illinois Plan, through visiting

and being convinced of the programs worth and feasibility, would then apply

for reimburse-ant funds for beginning their own prog.cams. This did not

occur. That active follow-up by demonstration personnel should be more

tmportant to adoption than the nature of the demonstrated program suggests

something seriously wrong with the model itself.

The research and development models of change assume a passive user

population which is shaped by the dissemination process itself. In fact,

of far greater ..mportance are the variables controlling the would-be

adopters' everyday world in his home district. The individual is caught
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powerful social web that determines his behavior more than do his

in:tvidual impressions gleaned at a demonstration visit. The variables

that influence whether he will adopt are those that shape his home

environment. Ale findings in this st-loy are consistent with the 'social

interaction" change mod 1 which sees change as a result of-the social

relations network within the adoptinr, unit. As ilavelock notes, only

this change wadel has substantial empirical verification.

The Research and Dwelopment model proffers the promise that if one

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 problem

of inventing a new device. As exemplified by the Illinois Plan, the

Research and Development model can produce change but only mnall scale

change at considerable cost, change only in the inte stices of the

system that leaves the total structure unaffected, the kind of change

one gets by introducing a w textbook into the system.

As with any model, the Research anc Development model is not entirely

wrong; it simply attracts attention to the wrong variables. Concentrating

on engineering the invention lulls us into seeing the consumer as a tabula

rasa. He is not. Acting on it prompts us to establish changi agents to

feed products to practitioners. It does not work well.

In reinforcing the social interaction model of :change we will go one

step farther by suggesting the kind of social dynamic from which change

is derived. In a related study investigating the developmere_ of educational

programs, the data seemed to be most appropriately explained by an "advocate"
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model (House et al 1970). If a school district is sec:n as a set of

groups contending for scarce resources, the development of a program

depends on establishing its vested interest. This change can be most

easily envisioned as organized around one person who selects program

mebbers and infuses them wmth appropriate values. The advocate's job

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-rast with the view that

man is a passive victim of external forces and institntions. To him,

the process by which ideas may eve tually dominate a whole society

begins when

"the ideas take p ,session of a llving person and
in time become vigible 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-
go a long period of incubation and experimental
testing before it becomes sufficiently palpable as an
idea to get lodged, like a wind-blown seed, in a niche
favorable to its growth. That niche must be a living
person, though not always the originator and only
begetter.

In relating the above to educational change the weaknesses of

the Illinois Plan become apparent. The "innovation package" (idea

and centent) and the demonstration process wh4r:h proves its obvious

worth are really not sufficient to motivate a visitor to impose it

on his school system or in his classroom. Missing are the demonstration

director's active participation in helping to develop local programs

and the reimbursement director's identification with the program's value

and success. Instead de nstration directors have tended to isolate
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themselves in their laboratories experimenting and testing ideas with no

time for contact with the outside world. And reimbursement directors,

because they have little time to build and defend their progrems, abandon

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 rel vent variables are p litical and-sociological; the milieu

is ,:onflict. The clash of oppc, ing interests results in the system being

chanvd. For large scale chalge to occur, such as the adoption of a

whole new program, both resources and values must be reallocated within

the system. The social system itself mast change. Attempts to intro-

duce innuvations into districts without the appropriate dynamics results

in adoption of bits and pieces that fit within the interlockings of the

existing system.

Visita to demonstrations centrs and vists from university consul-

tants may offer useful alternatives but they are influential only insofar

as they increase the strength of tF- advocate within the system. The main

variables are Lhe opinio,, leadership of the advocate, norms of the district

toward the program, and the resources allocated in favor of the program.

In large-scale change the innovation is transmuted in the process. What

results is not the same as what was intended.

Ultimately the change paradigms rest on one's conception -f the school

as an organization. :he research and development paradigm is essentially

an engineering model which sees the organization as composed of standard

bUilding blocks which can be replaced with superior ones. From this

engineering view there are not enough good parts around, so it is the duty

of demOnstration centers and regional labt, to manufacture more parts that
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can be sold to the consumer. This view assumes that the adopting organ-

ization is an integrated problem-solving mechanism purs7.ing common

goals. It assumes that values and goals arc agreed upon and only new

means are needed. Consequently, the whole change process is viewed

as problem-solVing i consensus so,i ty.

In fact, values and goals within sehools are hazy and conflicting.

They are derived from the interaction of coalitions in anC around the

school. Where consensus exists, little change is called for. The actual

process of change necessita'- s coriflict urless change is restr ted to

those tiny areas of agreement. Change requires protagonists, and large-

scale change a reallocation of resources and values. Such a reallocation

is the aim of our endeavor to re-plan the Illinois p/ogram. The new

planning project will begin in Fall, 1971, employing the results of the

evaluation project to devise a new overall Illinois plan.
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TNTRODUCTTON AND SUMMARY OV RRSD-

-JMOUND AND PURPOSE OF STUDY

This report brings together information collected in an assessment

oi 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 is

responsive to that portion of lart C, Section 806 of Public Law 91-230,

whic-a stipulates that the Commissioner of Education shall:

oj show which existing Federal educational assistance
programs are being used to meet the needs of gifted
and talented children,

and

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 inclnde:

1. a revieWof 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 Can use for
further program evaluation and program struc-
turing.

This report brings together inforthation collected during this study

and shows which Federal educational'programs administered by the U.S.

Office of Education are presently heing used to meet the needs of gifted

and talented children and youth at the'elementary and secondary level

and concludes with recommendations for follow-on action for developing

a mere effective delivery system to meet the needs of GTCY.
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i.oTHo-naLorr

The data uscd ln writiag Criis l'eport weie collactod in 1,2-7.2=1

De.nuty CommlsQioner for Development ,ent a memorandum dated

March 30 1971 to all Bureau Chiefs and OT.A.ce Heads requesting their

assistance in submitting prgram data to the Project Officer for this

-dy. The memorandum stated that since "information will be obtained

prituarily throughstructuree intex-vies wiLl- 1W, staff,

cess will be greatly facilitated if information can be gathered before

the interviewing process began. The data requested were:

"Identification of the person or persoas,to whom
the Bureau Chief would assign official responsi-
bility for providing information for the purposes
of this study.

A list with descriptive informatfon and legislative
authority of all programs administered by the Bureau
or Office.

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., personfiel and the= Office of Education Program

Officer for this study. The interview team then conducted their' inter-

views throughout the Office of Education. Interviews were also conducted

with,other consultants who were doing work for the Office of Education

on other tasks of this study. Tel4phone interviews were conducted with

eome DSOE Regional Directors on their relationship co programs as ad-

ministered at the State Educational Agency (SEA) level and the Local

Educational Agency (LEA) level.

Analytic data 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 referenc4t,s are given to the smree(s).



D. Lit le, TI1J.-L ei4vcerr of rfli&, ;:dy le_nd a

day conference spoo.so;:ed by the USCE for r;totO. uLuLcocu 1 representativo3

wich a respons ilfty for GfCY. The conference wa3 convened to meat with

e a 0UL0.c1LjCL effort co gIEL

and talented education, to detczwine the natui-e of their programs, to

find our the most presssing needs to make these programq more effective,

and to begin more comprehensive planning for program activities within

the states. The study team also reviewed written legislation, T-Tr;torical

documents contained in OE files, and other reports prepared or being pre-

pared by other consultants performing work for the Commissioner's study.

The information zathered was then ordered, analyzed and discussed

amongst team memberso with experts on education for gifted and talented

children and youth, and the Project Officer before making this report.

C. STRUCTURE AND USE OF REPORTS

This report has beeit divided in four sections for the convenience

of the reader. The first section is self-contalned 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 programa:Lug 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 supporting information for the written con-

clusions of Section I. Section II contains the information concerning

USOE programs serving OTCY that we were able to uncover through inter-

viewing with USOE personnel. The third section descrihus what happens

operationally to program priorities and decisions at each level within

the hierarchy of a delivery system starting at the federal level with

the end purpose of affecting the classroom activities and programs of

elementary and secondary school children and youth. The final section

lists a series of strategies that USOE might follow in setting up an

internal agency for.gifted and talfnted children and youth wit% a brief

discussion of where this agency might reside with the Offica-Oi-iducation.



OF iNDiNGS

Evidence uncoverQZ in of this investigation in

that some ESEA Title III Loads Seppiemontary Centers and Serviegas

and some eSdA ::-

Ag2uries," belvg qpectfically used for -ifted and talented childreD

and youth. The amount of the funds being used for these purposes arc

so few, less than $7.00 spent per treated student that we conclud?:

There is virtually no USOE delivery cystem of educa-
tional programs for the gifted and talented children

and youth of the country

Many factors account for this situation, tut each factor is so

closely intertwined with the other factors that the causes for no de-

livery system must he seen as a package. The majorAnfluenceS milita-

ting against the development of a Federal deliveryaystem of an educa-

tional pnckage targeted at the gifted and talented children of the

country are:

Although the need for ouch programs has been
established through research, literature, and
societal need it has not received very wide
support amongst American educators, hence
there is little public 6-.7pport for emphasis
on gifted and talented children except by par-
ents whose children are gifted or talented

There is no categorical 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 makeait difficult to fo-

cus Federal resources on the area. (Public
Law 91-230 91st Congress H.R. 514 dated
April 13, 1970 is arecent 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 study.
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As a n-3sult of no focused priorities for that
population, present USOE activities do not in-
clude gifted and talented children and
as a targeted population.
funds have been disbursed

youth
Hence, once existing
to meet OE:s high pri-

=Id cricif; cc:-.1aarnL;, is
little likelihood of program money reaching these
students.

The relationship of the federal government to
state and local educational agencies has trqd-
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 is so low within USOE that
although discretionary funds could be used to
provide programs 'for gifted and talented child-
ren and youth this avenue is sell= used.

Since there is no federal yi national educe-,
tional focus on and leadership within the area
.of gifted and talented children and youth, state
and locally -funded programs taegeted for this
population have; tended to function in isolation
from one another. This has resulted in the lack
of an effective means -for sharing gained knowledge
to further a more concerted national program de-
velopment for GTCY.

The above circumstances function as barriers against the develop-

ment by USOE of an educational delivery system for gifted and talented

chil_dren and youth. At the same time, however,,there are some unmet

needs at the state and local level which must be resolved if a USOE

delivery system targeted for GTCY is to operate effectively in the

field.
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There is a need for a national center or agency
to fulfill the 1:ole of monitoring, assessing,

and coordinating the present limited pz-ogram

activity for GTCY at the state and loCal levels

if these activities are to coalesce into a sig-

iiielc.ant ccunt:y-wiLlo

There is a need for some agency or intermediate

office to coordinate and disseminate the research

efforts going on throughout the nation_in tne

arPe of gifted and talented children, which can

also act as a catalytic agent for turning these

efforts into meaningful program activities at

the local and state level.

There is a need for a centralized, objective

agency to evaluate which lines of program
activity have been successful in delivering
programs to gifted and talented children.

There is a need for leadership which Cannot

only fulfill the aboVe three needs but also

through interaction with the LEA's and SEA's

can assist them in setting program priorities,
focusing,resources, and then planning program
activities to meet these needs.

E. FRAMEWORK FOR FURTHER PROGRAMMING

In order to develoP within the United States Office of Education an

effective delivery system of programming for gifted and talented child-

ren and,youth, it will be necessary to remove or substantially rednce _

the barriers outlined above and also to develop a process that will

meet the needs for leadership in developing program activity for these
- ,

students at the local and state levels. As part of a framework for

helping this happen, we recommend:

Some mechanism or agency be pet up within OE to
coordinate national activity in the arca of pro-

grams for gifted and talented'ehildren'and youth

whieh.caa fulfill-the leadership needs outlined

above.
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0 Programs and project plannIng that get funding from
OE should meet stringent requirements. Any prolecz
nTNT-.

upon the present body of knowledge regardtaL
gifted and talented. It should specify the assumptions
it is predicated on and how the programmin if?t

these assumptions will produce the expeed out-
comes.

All programs to be funded should not only declare
their evaluation plans ahead of time, they should
also declare what kinds of concluslons,are expecte'
from the col1ectr-1 data. Failure to meet this re-
quirement 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 yOuth,.the ways in which these .

needs can be met, and how to effectively plan to
meet these needs.

The USOE mechanism should provide support services
to assist the-SEA's in 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.

The framework itself, however, is not sufficient to insure z suc-

cessful delivery system. It is necessary to provide, for continuity

of program priorities across changes in administration. For example,

in the late 1950's, with the dawn of the apace age, national attention

was focused on'the gifted through A series of NSF and NDEA programs

but those initial efforts have lost their impact because the priorities

-of.the'1960's shifted to the problems of poverty and the'disadvantaged.

It is further important to maintain program continuity'hen a new,

Commissioner of Education takes,office. Provision for this continuity

of focus does not mean .that new administrations or Commissioners,of

Education-should hot be able-to set their own pridrities. Rather,
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A for this continuity ia required if the payoffs of programs

to rim for:several years are to be re-_ d when tney :;:un ,-,11ross

wore than one administration or More than _one Commissioner of Education,

and if they are not to he .displaCed by current crisis needs. This has

the added benefit of allowing for planning to mee long range needs be-

iore they becoMe .crisis issues.
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11. PROGRAMS SERVING GTCY AND OTHER POPULATIONS

ELFMNTARY: L POPULATIONS

The total school population in kindergarten throup,h grP.d.c, taI

America is estimated to be 51.6 million students (Simon, Kenneth

and Grant, W. Vance, Diest of Education StatIstics9 Washington, S2pc

19709 Page 29 Table 1), see in Table 1.

A
K-8
9-12

TYPE OF SCHOOL

1969

Public _Non-Public
32.6 4.3
13.0 1 4

Total 45.6 5.7

1970

Public Non7Public,
4 2 1

5.646.0

1969 Population 51.3
1970 Population 51.6

TABLE 1: ESTIMATES OF SCHOOL POPULATION 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 516 million children by

September of 1970. Of the total school population, 71.9% in 1969 and

71.3% in 1970 were enrolled in kindergarten through the eighth grade

(see Table 2). Of this K-8 population, roughly 88% ,(88.3% in 1969 and

88.6% in 1970) ere enrlled in public institutions. In grades 9-12,

the 28% of the 1969 enrollment figdres grew to 28.7% by 1970 with about

90% of this secondary population (90.4% for 1969 and 90.6% for 1970)

.enrolled in public schools. Table 2 shows the figures of- Table 1 repre-

sented as percentages with respect to the total estimated population.for

each year.
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A K-8
9-12

TYPE OF SCHOOL BY YEAR

1969
Publ- -Public

Total 99.9%

1970
eublic
63.2
26.

100%

n -Pub'

TABLE 2: ESTIMATES OF SCHOOL POPULATION BY PERCENT
FOR 1969 AND 1970

B. ESTIMATION OF GTCY POPULATION

To determine the nuMber of children :Zrom this population who are

Gifted and Talented Children and Youth is diffie:ult. The difkiculttes

come from several sources: .here iS ro clear definition of what gifted

and talented means; it is easier to deal wlth 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

130 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 this area. This should not be confused with the

work Psychometricans are doing on developing criteria for identifying

GTCY.

One survey, known as the Survey of Leadersilip in EducatIon of -ifted

and Talented 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 School

.Staffing Survey-, was developed and conducted by the.Nitional Center for

'Educational Statistics.

'The Advocate Survey was a study in which 204 recognized experts in

the area of Cifted and Talented Children and Youlh out of an original
\

sample size of 239 responded to an extensive 24 page fact-finding survey.

The data collected in this survey were brought together and incorporated

in a report to the Commissioner of Education. this survey queried these

experts about what an adequate definition for this population should be,
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what the underlying philosophy and obi ctives for education aimed at the

gifted and talented should be, what backgrounds and characteristics

tzz4ch-zrs for gifted and talated should have, what programs targeted

for this population should be like, and in what ways money could be best

used for delivering educational opportunities to these children.

Because 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 rema n objective in their re-

sponses, we have used the ck_ from this survey for estimating the size

of the GTCY populL-Aon. Diagram 1 shows graphically the tabular data as

60

40
0

20

0

S

c.4 in O.
1 I 1

c, cor ,.o rl k
o
P,
o

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE OF GIFTED AND TALENTED STUDENTS
IN TOTAL SCHOOL POPULATION

rA

DIAGRAM 1: ESTIMATED SIZE OF GTCY POPULATION
(TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPONSES 194)
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it Tias reported (Page 20, Volume 1, Ai. .1tyic Studies of Selected Educa-

tional Data, report to USOE prepared under Contract No 0W-0-71-0690).

For purposes of developing an estimate for the size of the GTCY 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

gives a mean of 31most 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 8% for the mean. Thus, the average estimate

by these experts Of the size of the gifted and talented population ac-

cording to the 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--!yond
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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Tha School Staffing ,-7J--y is a three-part atc- stical study based

on a sampling o U.S. public education focused on delineating specific

characteristics of elementary and secondary schools. In that survey

school principals were asked some questions about eleven different pop-

ulations of exceptional children. One type was meaally gifted; definee

for that study as:

"Mentally Gifted Pupils are tbosewhose level of mental
development is so far advanced that they have been iden-
tified by professionally qualified personnel as in need
of additional educational opportunities."

The numbers of pupils in the schools the responding principals directed

are shown in Diagram 3 (Source: Table 4.2 Page 132, Volume 1, Analytic

Studies of Selected_Educational Data). Of the roughly 45 million 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:

Table 4.5, Page 134, Volume 1 Anal tic Studies of SelectedjEducational

Data). Interestingly, 57.5% of the principals sampled in the School

Staffing Survey reported no gifted children in their schools according

to the definition given in the study. This figure of 57.5% certainly

appears odd and tends to strain the credibility of the data. However,

assuming that the sample for the study was randomly ahosen, and that

the responses accurately reflected the principals perceptions, the fig-

ure of 3.3% should be accepted as a true estimate of the percentage of

gifted pupils in their school populations even though such a large per-

centage of the principals reported no gifted students in their schools.

This percentage of gifted students (3.3%) is not necessarily con-

tradictory to the 8% estimate as the percentage of 2ffted and talented

children as reported by the experts in the Advocate Survey. From an-

other source, the Project Talent study (reported in Analytic Studies of

Selected Educational 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
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3.3% as consistent with the other data which estimates the size of the
,

mentally gifted popllation In what follows, therefore, we will assume

the range of '2.5-3.3T as a reasonable estimate of the number of students

in the elementary and secondary school populations who are mentally

gifted. Using the 1970 estimate for the size of this total school pop-

ulation, this means that there are 1,290,000 to 1,703,000 mentally

gifted students in the elementary and secondary schools of our nation.

For calculating purposes we will'use the midpoint of thia range, 2.9%,

during calculations to simplify the argument. This means that we will

use a figure of 1,496,000 as our estimate of the number of mentally

gifted students in the elementary and'secondary school population.
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Using these data then, we will take 8% as an estimate of the per,

centage of students in the total elementary and secondary scAnol populu_

tion Who are girted and talented children and youth. In conjunction

with this estimate, we will also use the 2.9% of this same total

school population as a valid estimate of ti1 number of s.tudents v/ho 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 calculated nboVe.

In Diagram 4, the three populations can be compared by actual number

of students by locating where the top of each rectangle interseccs the

"Number of Students" line, or visually by comparing the areas of all

three rectangles for a size estimate of each population.

(MILLIONS)

B p 50
IOF

40
0
_ L
F A

S130
1

I
U

0 20
= N

N 1

GIFTED TOTAL
POPULATION

TYPE OF POPULATION

OIFTED & TALENTED

DIAGRAM 4: COMPARISON BY AREA AND SIZE OF TOTAL SCHOOL POPULYTION,
MENTALLY GIFTED PART OF POPULATION, AND GIFTED AND

TALENTED PART OF POPULATION
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It should be noted that thc category of ted and Thletad does

not necessarily breic into two mutually exclusive groups of students:

aome of the gifted students are also talented and vice versa. This would

not feet the absolute eize of the gifted anci taerlted populatrton unless

a given individual were counted twice within the overall category. We

have assumed that a student was counted only once when the respondents

estimated the percentage. The more difficult problem presented by this

overlap is how many are gifted as oppoF,ed to talented. Using the 8%

estimate for the percentage of gifted and talented students, and 2.9%

as the estimate fir just gifted (mentally), it follows that 5,1% of the

total school population are the talented but not mentally 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 twice.

POPULATION SIZE

All ES.
Students

51,600,000

Gifted and
Talented

4,128,000

--
,7Lfted 1,496,000

TABLE 3: NUMERICAL 5I2E OF POPULATIONS IN DIAGRAM 4

These fl,gures will be used throughout the reat of this report. Thus

out of the 51.6 million elementary and.secondary school stLients in America,

there are at least 4.128 million students who are gifted and talented,

_f,which at most 1.703 pillion are mentally gifted. It is thesestudents,

then, whoserdevelopment would be affected hy'educational programs tar-

geted for tbe gifted and talented children and youth of America.
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FROGRARS SERVING GTCY

Our interviewing process within USOE unc -ered two types of program

funds being used to serve GTCY's. These programs are under Title Tli

of ESEA, Supplementary Educational Centers and Servicea; Guidance,

Counseling and Testing, and Title V of ESEA, Strengthening State and

Local Educational Agenties.

Title III establishes grants for supplementary education centers and

services to stimulate and assist SEA's and LEA's in providing vitally

needed educational services E:Ant otherwise available in sufficient quantity

or quality at the local level. The funds may be used for the establish-

ment of exemplary or innovative elementary and se-:ondary school educa-

tional programs to serve as models for regnlar school programs and to

assist the states in establishing and maintaining programs of testing,

guidance, and counseling. Programs initiated under Title III, therefore,

ca-1 directly affect the student.

Title V'provides grants for stimulating mid assisting states in

atrengthening their leadarship resources, Title V funds are being used

in this way by some states to pay either part or all of the salary of

a person attached to that SEA with a responsibility for the area of

gifted and ...lented children and youth. Title V may also be used for

establishing or improving programs to identify and plan programa to

meet state educational needs.

During 1970 OE FORM 115 (DASPRE), 10/70 was distributed to he fifty

.State Departments of Education asking for information regarding the

gifted and talented children and youth receiving special attention in

their state. question 20 of that form was:

To the best of your kilowledge, doep your st.74-4a:
use federal funds (administer or coordinate)
for programs for gifted and talented thildren? Yes No

If yes, pleas indicate the titles you are
utilizing.
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ESEA, Title I
ESEA, T:7.;:le TT

ESEA, T:_tle III
Centers and

lucationally Deprived)
(Library resources &
(Supplementary Educational

Services)
ESEA, T tie V (State Depar_ e ts

NDEA (Specify Titles)
Higher Education Act (Spec fy Titles)

Art and Humanities Act
Economic Opportunity Act (Head Start,
Other (Specify Act and Title)

of Education

Yes
Yes,

Yes No_

Ye No_
No
No
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Forty-nine uf tle fifty states repl ed to this formS Of these states

twenty reported that they used some federal funds for programming tar-7

geted for CTCY.

FEDERkL LEGISLATION

Table 4 shows the responses to this

NC OF STATES
USING TO USING STATES (20

question.

% OF STATES 'USING

% OF STATES USINQ
TO ALL RESPONDINQ

STATES

ESEA, Title I 10 50% 20%

ESEA, litle II 10 50% 20%

ESEA, Title III 18 90% 36%

ESEA, Title V 8 40% 16%

NDEA 11 55% 227

Higher Education Act 1 5% 2%

Arts and Humanities Act 7 35% 14%

Economic Opportunity. AoL 4 20% 8%

Other 2 10% 4%

TABLE 4: RESPONSES OF STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION
TO QUESTION 20 OF OE FORM 115 (DASPRE), 10/70.

Of the twenty states whoare using federal funds, the largest number.

used ESEA Title III, Supplementary Education Centers and Services, as

a source of funds for reaching CTCY. As is evident from the total

number of responses- most of these states used more than one federal

source Of funds with 3.5 the average number of different federal souree

being used by each of the twenty States using federal funds for GTGY.

The infomatIc=n in Table 4 has been presented pictorially in Diagram

5.
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ESE_ ESEA ESEA ESEA NDEA HEA AMA EOA

Title

OTHER

DIAGRAM 5. RESPONSES TO QUESTION 20 OF OE FORM 115 (DASFRE), 10/70
BY STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCAT-ON

LEGEND A: This curve shows the number of.responses
Nzcentaged againai; a, 20 states using
Federal Funds for GTCY

B: This curve shows the number of responses
pereentaged. against the49 gtates who re-
sponded to OE Form 115. .49 Equals 20
states using Federal FUnds plus 29 states
not using Federal Funds for GTCY.



Our interviele,ng process uncovered evidence th _eh ESEA III and

ESEA V funds are being used to support programming for CTCY through pro-

grams (Title III) or for supporting the salaries of personnel at the

state educational agency le,!el ;qhu il_skve- a 1,:spon.L1y ove;f_t,i

state activity for GTCY (Title V). This information, therefore, cor-

roborated some of the data shown in Table 4. For example, we found

data (Table 5) in Title III files showing eighteen states as using euch

funds for GTCY. We were not able to find suth data for the TitieV ease,

but we did at least find USOF 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 existent data,

or the lack of willingness to talk about uses of funds during the inter-

viewing process to be indicative of the present state of a USOE delivery

system of educational programs targeted for gifted and talented children

and youth.

In the Title III dase we found that eighteen states are serv ng

180,121 students with $1,094,867 of federal funds (see Table 5). This

means that on the average there is substantially less than $10 per treated

tudeet beieg expended for special education under this Titlp. The

data itself seems inconsistent: of the 18 states repc ting, the relation'

ships between the number of GTCY in each state receiving services and the

total number of students in each state strain the credulity of the reader.

For example, 12.92% of the total,Maryland public schoo/ population are

receiving specialized programming as gifted and talented students whereas

in New York a little lese than 1/4 of 1% are receiving specialized at-

tention under these Title III funds or there are only 80 children in

the State of California directly benefiting from such funds, whereas

2,620 are getting attention in South Dakota- It is further hard to

visualize that this dollar expenditure per pupil can be having much of

-an impact in such states as Kentucky, Maryland, or Nebraska, for example.

'It seems more reasonable to explain these figures by assuming-that many

of theee students are.enrolled in TitlereIII programs designed to en-

courage student creativity, (We do not know this as fact.) It cer-

tainly seems reasonable to conclude that the bulk of these-Title III
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dollars are not accomplishing a great deal in the way of del±verin g pro-

grams to GTCY.

State

Number of
Pupils Funds

California 30 27,973

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 York 8,725

North Carolina 550 68,700

North Dakota '1,000 15,000

150 36,300

120 111,212

South Dakota 2,620 29,054

Texas 22,850

Utah 635 18,000

Virginia 42,593 60,757

West Virginia 90 21,000

Puerto Rico 164 _ 150 000

Ohio

Rhode Island

Totals -18 180,121 $1,094,867'

TABLE 5: STATES REPORTING GIFTED AND TALENTED
PUPILS SERVED BY TITLE III FliND§'

*No data available.
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Nevertheless, it is worthwhile to explore more fully what C-is col-

lected data representr, Diagram 6 compares the number of children re-

ceiving.specialized attention through federa3 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 III programs with respect to each population category in

D!agram 6 and the total number of estimatPd elementary and secondary

studentp in America.

POPULATION

Gifted and
Talented
Siudents

Gifted
Students

GTCY Stu-.
dents re-
ceiving
Title III
Funds

1
NUMBER OF STUDENTS

DIAGRAM 6: COMPARISON OF GTCY STUDENTS RECEIVING ATTENTION
UNDER TITLE III PROGRAMS TO ESTIMATED SIZE OF

GIFTED POPULATION AND GITTOI,ANDI TALENTED
POPULATION
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No.

% of No. 4 to
Population Size Other Populations

1 All E.S. Students 51,600,000 .3%

2 Gifted & Talented 4,128,000 4.4%

3 Gifted 1;496,000 12.0%

4 GTCY B8ing Served 180,000

TABL 6: PERCENTAGE COMPARISON OF GTCY SERVED
BY TITLE III FUNDS TO POPULATIONS

An interpretation 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,

this also means that at most 4.4% of the estimated 4,128,000 GTCY

students are receiving 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

elementary a,ad secondary students who are mentally gifted are receiving

specialized attention from federal support.

These argument have been built on a limited data base and must be

used withcare. 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 there is virtually no such system within the present

U.S. Office 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 on are the educa-

tionally deprived. Educationally deprived children include the
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handicapped, neglected and delinquent, migratory, the poor, the drop-

out, the raja-English spePkinE, and the disadvantaged who have been in

Head Start programs. These populations are served by Title L, Ill V.

VI, VII, and VIII of the Elementary and Secondary Educational Act.

(Title VI of this act will be replated by the Education for the Handi-

capped Act by July 1, 1971.) The Vocational and Adult Education Act

also provides programs for these same populations.

ESEA Tile III funds of $143,393,000 and EASEA Title VIII funds of

$10,000,000 are also reaching targeted populations. These figures have

not been included in Table 6 because an accurate estimate of the number

of students being served by these funds was not obtained. However, the

populations being served by thase latter two Titles tend to be the same

as for Title I with the exception of the 180,121 students be-jag treated

as gifted and talented childraa and youth with Title III money.,

Comparison of Tables 6 and 7 shows that the number of educe ionally

deprived students being served by Title I funds is almost twice the

4,128,000 estimate of gifted and talented children while the number of

students being served by Title VI funds is almost equivalent to the

number of gifted and talented children receiving Title III funds, These

data are summarized in Diagram 8.

POPULATION NUMBER OF STUDENTS
% OF TOTAL
POPULATION

All E.S. Students 51 600,000 100.0

Title
Educationally Deprived 7,900 000 15.3

Title VI
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)

Estimated Numbe
of Giftee aad
Talented (No
Funds)

Handicapped
(ESEA Title VI)

GIFTED (ESEA
TITLE III)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

NUMBER OF STUDENTS (MILLIONS)
7 8

DIAGRAM 8: COMPARISON OF POPULATION RECEIVING USOE PROGRAM IUNDS

The 1971 appropriations for the USOE are shown in Diagram 7. As

is clearly evident from the graph, the largest budget item is for the

Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE). The total appro-

priation for BESE is $1,915,968,000 of which $1,500,000,000 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 pnpulation Sizes and targeted USOE dollars.for Chese popula7

tions against one another.. A quick inspection of Diagram 7 shows that

the USOE.budget does reach other populations than those shown in the

preceding diagram.
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Authority Description Approp:ciation

ESEA I

ESEA II

ESEA III

ESEA V

ESEA VII

ESEA VIII

Aid to School Districts

Library Resources

Supplementary Services

Strengthening State Departments
of Education

Bilingual Education

Dropout Prevention

$1,500,000,000

80,000,000

143,393,000

29,750,000

25,000,000

10,000,000

TOTkL $1,783,143,000

TABLE 8: 1971 USOE DOLLARS APPROPRIATED 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, Education, and Welfare,
Office of Education, Fiscal Year 1972 Budget;
internal report.

Of the $1.5 billionpecified for educationally deprived children

(ESEA I), $1,339,747,067 are formula funds earmarked for LEA's,. while

$137,366,984 are targeted for handicapped, migratory, neglected and

delinquent, and studentg who live in areas having a high concentration

of poor families in them. Additional funds for the handicapped under

Education for the HandicaPped Att has $34 million divided amongst state

grants and $27.5 million disbursed amongst early childhood, research and

demonstration, innovation for deaf-blind, and special learning disabilities

prajects.

In order to assess tha implied.0SOE priority status of gifted and

talented children and youth, the giftud and talented populatiOn will

be compared with the educationally deprived, and then the handicapped.
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Educationally
Deprived

Handicapped

GTCY

Number of Pupils
Being Reached By
USOE Programs

Fun; Targeted
For ReL,ching

These 'Pupils

7,9004000, 1,339,749,067

115,000 :, 29,708,000

180 121 1,094,867

TABLE 9; USOE FUNDS APPROPRIATED FOR OR SELVING HANDICaPPED,
GTCY AND EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED.

The data in Table 9 were obtained trom the Budget and Nanpcwer

Division of USOE. The 7.9 million figure is the number of elementary

and secondary students under current operations7who are recipients of

the $1.3 billion of funds under Aid to School Districts. The 115,000

figure for handicapped students is the number Of studenta who are cur-

rently receiving almost $30 million in funds under State Grant Programs.

In this case, the number of students expected in 1972,would increase to

at least 183,000 as reported in The Budget of the_United_States Govern-

ment, Appendix,_Fiscal Year 1972, p. 445, if the other aspects of BER

activity were included. If the number further included the impact cf

teacher programs, this figure would be much larger. These lumbers

were chosen for these two populations because-they both represent state

grants and can, therefore, be used as a cnparative measure where the

number of students,served 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 ratios indicates that attention

on gifted and talented is minimal in comparison With the MO priority

concerns. Further evidence for this conclusion arises bycomparing

the sizes of the handicapped and GTCY pOpulations (see Table 10).
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POPULATIONS

HANDICAPPED

EDUCATIONALLY
DEPRIVED

GTCY

0 100 200
(DOLLARS PUPILS)

SOURCE OF FUNDS

EHA

TITLE I

TITLE III.

DIAGRAM 9: USOE FUNDS SPENT PER STUDENT FOR SELECTED POPULATIONS

POPULATION

Handicapped

EthIcatinnally
Deprived

GTCY

EXPENDITURE
2ER PUPIL RATIO

6 1:1

TABLE 10: RATIO OF EXPENDITURE/PUPIL
TO EXPENDITURE/GTCY PUPIL

3(317
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The handicapped figure (Table 11) was arrve at by taking 10% of

the estir,ated si 2 of the population between the ages of 5 to 17; 10% is

'the established figure used by the Bureau of the Handicapped (BEH). The

size of the 5-17 year old population in the United States was estimated

at 51,584,000 children 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 becomr,.s 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 Education Statistics, 1970, U.S. Goverment Printing Office,

n. 31) as a base gives an estimate of 1,911,000 for the handicappped

school-going population by 1971. This figure 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.

Handicapped,

GTCY

ESTIMATED SIZE
OF POPULATION

5,385,000

4,128,000

TABLE 11: ESTIMATED SIZE OF HANDICAPPED
AND GTCY POPULATION

Comparison of the estimated handicapped and GTCY population dhows

that the handicapped population.ls at most only one-third larger

than ale size,of the GTCY population, yet 43 timei the average amount

of federal tunds expended per treated GTCY students (see Table 10) is

spent per treated handicapped 'student. Even though one population

should not necessarily receive exactly the same amount of ,attention or
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funds per treated student, the ratio of 43:1 seems quite disparate.

Again, we conclude from these data that the gifted and talented student

is not a priority concern at present of the United States Office of

EducaAom.
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III. DECISIONS roINTs WITHIN A TOTAL DELIVERY SYSTEM THAT CAN

EFFECT PRIORITIES

A. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OFFICE OF EDUCATION LSTATE EDUCATIONAL ACENCTES

AND LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES

In.assessing the Office of Education (USOE) delivery system of pro-

grams specifically targeted for gifted and talented children and youth,

it is necessary to investigate 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 some local

educational agency (symbolized 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 superintendent. Such an

LEA generally determines the policy that governs the schools under its

jurisdiction. Outside of theindividaul'school, it is usually at the

board level that the ordinary 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 priorities in their achooling

system.

The local school board, usually through-the superintendent of schools,

finds itself subje to its state educational agency (SEA) policies.

The leverage that ax SEA has Over an LEA is funds. In all states, money

appropriated, by the state for educational purposes only reaches the LEA

.if rhe LEA complies with regulations andjguidelines established by the

state educational gency .' The SEA in turn has its directions set by

state law. By ank-gy 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 government. As is true 'in

the relationship of the SEA to the LEA, the Federal.government can uae

the leverage of federal monies to effect the educational priorities of an

SEA. Although the SEA'receives its control from "above, itS priorities
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are also sub:-Ict to influence from below if citizens and LEA's can trg

enough pressure to bear on the SEA, but the greatest influence is from

above. In responding to controls and guidelines from USOE, 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 next level in this hierarchy is the USOE. In 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 dictate what should happen at these latter

levels, rather they. set up and establish program guidelines to assist

SEA's and LFA's in applying fot 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 guidelines set up for these funds.

Any effective delivery system of-federal educational programs tar-

geted for gifted and talented children by USOE will go through this series

of decision nodes before the Student is finally affected. In what follows,

various aspects of this series of relationships will be isolated and dis-.

'cussed. In particular, distussions will center argund the needs a.delivery

system must addresaitself to At each node if it is to be effective.

Diagram 10 shows schematically the relationships that exiat between

these educational agencies, and the lines of communication that are ex-

ercised. The direction of an arruw shows.which way control or influence

is exerted. No attempt-has been made to assess.the strength of these

relationships or in which.direction the influences might be strongest.

The heavier artdOs-emphasize the more active diractions of influence,

not necessarily the stronges
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CONCRAS FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
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STATE
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FROM EDUCATION
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PUBLIC CONCERNS

SCHOOLS

STUDENT

DIAGRAM 10: SCHEMA SROWING.RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES

LEGAL FRAMEWORK POR OE PROGRAMS-

In investigating the legal framework within which educational pro-
-,

grams are developed, we investigated Titles I, II, III, V, VII, and

VIII of the Elementary and Secondary Educational Act .(ESEA) as amended

through 1470, and the Education of rbe-Handicapped Act which will replace

Title Vi cf ESEA as of July 1, 1971. We aloc looRed at the Higher

Miucation Act of 1965, the National Defense Education Act of 1958 (NDEA),

the Cooperative Research Act, .the Ecolnomic Opportunity Act of 1964 and

the'Vocational EdUcation Act of:1963. In reviewing these acts we were

primarily concerned with .uncovering legislation which specifically men-

tioned gifted and talented children aiad youth- as recipients for program
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funds, and for legislative restrictions that would not allow feeds to

be eeeri 47or this pouplet

-A review of this material indicated that there are ne 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

legislation is 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 if they are gifted or talented and disadvantaged

or handicapped at the same time. Although funds eould reech GTCY through

such legislation, it is rare to find funds being used in this way. The

cause rebults from two things: Because the legislation does not specif-

ically mentioned gifted and talented, the interpreters of the legislation

take irliterally and do not entertain using funds this way and since

gifted and talented are net a priority concern at the OE level, program

officers do not focus attention on this population. There is a pyramiding

effect to this phenoneMon in which SEA's and LEA's tend to use OE

priorities as guidelines for determining their own priorities. Outside

of Public Law 91-230 which authorized this studyand the amendment of

Title& III'and V Of ESEA to include insertion of "gifted and talented

children and youth," the rest of this legislation does mot specifically

mention this population.

ESEA Title III (Supplementary Educational Centers and Services;

Guidance, Counseling, and Testing) stipulates that funds can be used for

gifted and talented children and implies the same for gifted students by

allowing funds to be used for special instruction and equipment for stu-

dent:is interested in etudying advanced scientific,subjects, foreiga laa-

guages, and other academic areas not taught in local schools. It further

implies the same kind of assistance to talented children when it speci-

fiea funds can be used to make available modern 'educational equipment and

qualified personnel, including artists and musicians, on a temporary ,

basis for the benefit of children. This legislation also allows funds

to be used for testing students in order to identify those with out-

standing aptitudes and abilities.
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ESEA, Title V, (Strengthening State and Local Educational Agencies)

legislation allows funds to be used by LEA's and SEA's for consulting

help and technical services in particular areas of educati n. Gifted

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 gifted and talented.

The el Aence, 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 GTCY until the

handicapped became a designated population under Title VI of ESEA. The

development of the Education for the Handicapp-A 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 critical shortages of adequately

trained educational personnel." This act does make provision for funding

programs or projects to prepare teachers and other educational personnel

meet the special needs of exceptionally gifted students and also for

programs or projects to prepare artists,' craftsmen, scientists, artisans

or persons from other professions or vocations to teach or otherwise

aszAst in educational programa or projects on a long-term, short-term,

or part-time basis. Since GTCY are not a major OE priority and because

there is not a large grass roots advocacy group bringing presssure to
-

bear on this area,of concern, this Part of the EFTA does not receive much

emphasis at this time.
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illLhough the National Defense Education Act of 1968 (NDEA) does not

specifically mention gifted and talented children, it does nake funds

available for strengthening instruction in science, mathematics, modern

foreign languages, 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

conntry, and by implice.tion, therefore, the development of gifted and

talented students in :these Areas as a national resource to be developed.

A major implication tc be drawn from these reviews of federal legis-

lation related to education in comparison with what is actually happening

within the Office of Education indicates that it is unlikely that a pop-

ulation such as gifted and talented children and youth will .'eceive much

attention within USOE unless it can become a priority concern of the

office having a federal legislative foundation supporting that prior y.

USOE NODE

The data collected on USOE was obtained by interviewing people within

the various bureaus and offices. 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 informa-

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 gifted and talented children and youth. In reportil,g our findings

through these interviews, anecdotes from the various intervieWs will be

used to substantiate the inferences we have drawn. The reader should not

interpret an anecdotal piece of data as an isolated occurrence. We have

incoporated such data only if it represents a recurrent theme thronghout

the interviewing process. We further caution the reaner to not interpret

the,amount of anecdotal material as a measure for the strength or importance

of the issue; rather, these, excerpts repreaent dommon opinions frequently,

encountered during the interViewingOrOcess.
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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 gifted since

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 41 biL

and the country began to focus more on its internal problems. The

decade of racial conscience 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 harvested because of the shifts of concern.

...seven or eight years ago 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 prograns come
and go with changes of adminlstration.

The priorities of the Office of Education, therefore, tend to par-

allel the concerns of the day and it is hard to justify the continuance

of earlier programming if it cannot be easily related to these concerns.

The priorities of the Office of Education closely parallel the concerns

of the day and very few offices or bureaus will entertain other concerns

if they do not parallel tfiese priorities. Thus, programming for the

if ted and talented gets little or no visibility within USOE.

,my priorities and the priorities of this office
follow those of the Commissioner and the gifted
are not an issue of public concern.

...suggested that the important priorities in
OE at this time are early child education first,

education for the handitapped second, and improve-.
ment in vocational education third. Gifted and
talented children are not a priority even though
fecusing Title III funds on projects serving gifted

and talented is authorized by ESEA.



Since gifted and talented are not a discreet gtop
that is an OE priority, we do not list them rr
consider them as a high priority group.

The fact that OTCY are not a priority item profoundly effects

whether or not funds do reach gifted and talented child-feu even when

there is legislation mentioning this population. Clearly, the effect

of the low priority level of Gra effects the potential for a delivery

system by discouraging the use of funds for these students as gifted

and talented children and youth. If they do get served by USOE funds,

it is 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.

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 because
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.

In 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 Lhe reasons why
they are being served under these funds.

As a result, these children would receive attention
not because of their gifted or talented quality, but
becaus.e of thei!' low faMily income.

Again, the answer is that none of the prOgrams men-
tioned above, nor the ongoing effort to strengthen
education at the state level diredtly affect the
OTCY population in any but the most tangential
manner.
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These anecdotes outline the most frequently cited causes and dynamics

for why there is at present virtually no USOE delivery system targeted

-lor gifted 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.

The educational system 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.

It's interesting to note that there is a great
deal of similarity between federal priorities and

state priorities.

Usually the states assess their own needs and then

ge local school districts to d velop programs which

fit into these needs.

Congress wanted the states to become involved with

planning 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 eveluation capabilities

at the state level.

Having resolved what that relationship should be has not completely

solved the problem. The states now assume fuller responsibility fer

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 content, with leadersh4p qnP14-

ties, training, and experience in educational program planning, eval-

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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Strogthening the educational system at the state
level has benefited the system as a whole.

-s a result of 1968 amendments, the states now
have virtually complete say in how 85% of Title
III funds will be used.

The role OE is now playing in administering the
85% formula funds is reviewing of state plans.
We have three desk officers who review state
plans to see that they conform with federal
guideli-aes. This really,amounts to checking
off on procedures rather than substance.

Not only has federal money proved necessary
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 NopE

During April a three-day cor,_,!rence on GTCY 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 summarizes in tabular form

the main difficultLs as they were expressed at that conference.

The attendees were then asked to delineate what was most needed

at the state level iv order to more effectively help them in delivering

p''ograme to GTCY/s. The six greatest needs listed in order of impor-

tance are shown in Table 13.
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Rank

Rank Problem

I Lack of Ttained Personnel at Teacher,
LEA, and SEA level

2 Lack of Funds for GTCY Programs

Lack of Understanding of'need by
Public, Legislators, and Educators

Programs for GTCY are low priority-
at LEA and SEA Levels

5 Lack. of Leadership, Direction, and .

Clear-cut objectives fit LEA and
SEA level for delivering Educational
Programs to GTCY

6 Poor Diagnosis of who is Gifted and
Talented

TABLE THE-SIX MOST FREQUENTLY MET PROBLEMS AT
THE SEA LEVEL IN TRYING TO DELIVER PRO-

'GRAMS TO GTCY
(RANKED IN ORDER OF FREQUENCY)

Need

1 Good Public Relationa for Communicating inc1idIng

Demonstration Projects.,

Funds (both Formula and Descretionary) for developing

programs within the state.

More unified efforts in areas of GTCY. This means State

to State, State to Local for sharing results, work, and

resources in order to develop a stronger-support base.

4 Need for more State staff and consultants working solely

in the areas of developing Gifted and Talented Programs.
---------

5 -Improved personnel who are well trained inteaching
Gifted and Talented Children and Youth at the Local

LeVel. This includesproviding welltrained support

staff for program development.

6 Better Leadership and Direction for the area of Gifted

and Talented.

TABLE 13: THE SIX BIGGEST NEEDS-FOR SUPPORT AT THE STATE LEVEL

IN DEVELOPING AND DELIVERING PROGRAMS TO GTCY

ZISO
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Combini g the data colle-ced from Pre-conference questionnaires

sent to the participants with data cellected during the conference

through questions-and interviews, it was'possible to develop a table

of categories of concern at the SEA level in delivering prograMs to

Lhe g'ifted and talented. The numerical estimates for these categories

pf conc-rn were arrived at.by tabulating the nuMber of times a category

was mentioned or referred to in theanswers to four questions asked

of the attendees at the Conference. The mentions were tabulated by

category and then divided by the total number of responses (400)

made. Diagram-II-shows in graphical form the sumMary of this proCess.

Rank -Category

2

Training

Leadership

Public Relations

Planning/Research

-5 Curriculum/Materials

6 Low Priority

7 Accountahility

8 Other

Degree of Mention

DIAGRAM 11- CATEGORIES OF CONCERN AT SEA LEVEL IN DELIVERING PROGRAMS
TO- THE GIFTED AND TALENTED
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The sigle concern that most frequently arose during this :.lonference

was funds. It has not been shown in Diagram 11 because it would create

s false impression of what the underlying problema 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 implemented

programs. On the basis of what can be learned from these experiences,

it should be possible to begin.replicating programs and to begin de-,

livering programs on a much wider footir4g for the gifted and talented.

Tracing the interrelationships between the categories of concern shown

in Diagram 11 helps to better understand the SEA node within a total

delivery system of educational programs for the gifted and talented.

The largest concern is for more teachers trained in meeting the

educational needs of gifted and talented pupils. But, if 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 edticational needs

of these students. Leadership ties closely into-this cycle because the
)

activities:now going on Within the states are in general not well fo-

cussed. This has the effect of causing local efforts to be isolated

from one another and thereby disjointed,And non-visible. There is

Oconsiderable need for planning talent At the SEA...level. .Lack of

Planning talent and cpordinated research clearly, rTlates to the need'

for curriculum andmaterials targeted for GTCY ,and the devel-Opment pf

training programs-centered around these materials. Plannlrtg and re-

search should not be:viewed as only'a theoretical activity: planning

and research also encompasses deVelopment of operational programs for

use at the LEA'level totlay. In this sense planning and research-must

go on at.the applied level. -Because there are few well-coordinated

programs and because the priority for such programs iss low'at the

LEA, SEA,and USOE levels, it is difficult to launch a substantial
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public relations program to.make people aware of th needs for spec-

ialized program activity for these students.

In 9rder to make some headway in breaking the cycle descr bed etbov,

the people at the conference voiced the need 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, LOCAL EDUCATION,AGENCY NODE

Ihe final decision level that can alter priorities within a total

delivery system is at the local school level. We did hot undertake

an inVestigation of what the problema:are at this level 'in_delivering

programs to OTCY. In order to add some perspective, however, of the

size of the.network of schools and teachers that'affect the student

directly, we incorporated some statistics on the,numb,_..r of independent

achool districts, schools, and teachers.there are in the nation.

In 1968 there were 22,010 independent sehboi.districts through-
- .%

out.,the United States. (Simon, Kenneth A., and W. Vane-A-Grant,

Digget_of_EAucational S atistiCs, September 1979, p. 1.) .The number

of schools within these districts is shown in Tab e 14.

Puhlic Non-Public

Elementary 70,879 15,340

Secondary 27,011 4,606

Totals 97,890 19,946

Totals

86,218

31,617

. 117,836--

TABLE 14:, NUMBER OF SCHOOLS IN U.S. 1967-1970.'-

Source: '1970 Digest of Educational-Statistics
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Assuming that the increase in number of schools since the 1967-

1968 school year have been on the order-of up to one percent per year,

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 estimatsd number of teachers who

have direct contact with t student.

Elementary

Secondary

§

1969
Public Non-Public

1970
Public Non-Public

1.108 .147 1.115 ,146

.906 .080 .934 .080

2.014 .227 2.049

T TAL HIM ER, OF TEACH

1969 2,241,000

1970 2,275,000

.226

TABLE 15: ESTIMAIED NUttIRER OF CLASSROOM TEACHERS 1N U.S.
FOR 1969 AND 1970.

Ultimately for a delivery system to be effective, it will have to

constructively interactwith 2 1/4 million.teachers within approximately

120,000 schools that are administered through some 22,000 independent

administrative units. This task alone Is immense and will require

leaderehiP ready to deal creatively'with this problem.



IV. STRATEGIES AND ENTRY POINT FOR A DELIVERi
SYSTEM WITHIN U.S.O.E.

STRATEGIES AND ENTRY_POINTS

Given that USOE will set up an agency or mechanism to be the 7ocal

point for a national, coordinated delivery system of educational pro-

grams for gifted and talented children and youth, what avenues should

USOE pursue in establishing this agency and what are the best entry

points within USOE for this agency?

The alternative strategies to set up an agency or mechanism are

basically three:

1. USOE could crea e a new bureau solelY responsible
for GTGY;

2, USOE might create a new division within a bureau;
or

3. USOE might set up a GTCY Program Group with the
responsibility to_coordinate, orchestrate and
focus resource :for GTCY.

Figure 1 shows schematically thc three basic options that USOE

might pursue.

Option one, creating a new-bureau appears straightforward and simple

enough to achieve. Let us weigh its pros and cons. Below is a list

of some pros and cons surrounding this option.

PROS:

A separate Bureau carries to a logical con-
clusion the need.for national focus, a high

,1 priority concern, anct the need for targeted
funds for GTCY.

ecause state priorities frequently parallel
federal priorities,' thia would have a ripple
/effect of state agencies setting up a bureau-
/level mechanism for Gifted and Talented Child-

_

rep and Youth.
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FIGURE 1:

CONS:

4V

AGENCY
OR

MECHANISM

CREATE A NEW CREATE A NEW SET UP A

BUREAU DIVISION WITHIN PROGRAM GROUP

EKISTING BUREAU TO OVERSEE
ACTIVITIES FOR

GTGY WITHIN PRESENT
FRAMEWORK

SCHEMATIC REPRESENTATION OF THREE ALTERNATIVE

BASIC STRATEGIES FOR ESTABLISHING A GTCY
AGENCY OR'MECHANISM

A separate Bureau would make it easier to focus

and coordinate program, research, and training

efforts directed toward GTCY.since they would

be divisions within that bureau.

A separate Bureau with all of the resources

and responsibiliites together would facilitate

and procesa 'of proViding national leadership

for GTCY.

To establish 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 Bur -u would

require special legislative action.
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A separate Bureau might make it more difficult
to coordinate the GTCY-serving activities of
existing Bureaus and Divisions who serve other
targeted populations that also contain GTCY.
Because gifted and talented would be separated
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 USOE7 The two most logical spots for such a

bureau would be under either the Deputy Commissioner for Ochool Systems

or the Deputy Commiasioner for Development. Establishment of the

bureau under the Deputy Commissioner for Development makes sense as

a beginning step, since there is the need to focus a great deal of

thought and 1anning around the present state of educational knowledge

f education for GTCY's, how 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 effective delivery system is for

operational programming built around a sound body of knowledge whereas

if the focus on GTCY got labeled as a research or developmental effort,

it could delay considerably an operational delivery system that serves

GTCY's on a wide scale. 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 Development, that ultimately the Bureau

should leave that organizational spot 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 Handicapped and include an educational service

division, a research division, and a training division.
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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:

CONS:

A delivery mechanism would already exist in the
Bureau and the Division for Gifted and Talented
would be able to build on 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
setting 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 division,could be
handled on-a lower decision level than that of
a bureau and it would probably notrequire as
much ahministrative 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 duplication of effort and
functions in setting up a division instead of
a bureau.

By piecing the Division within the Bureau that
serves most elementary and secoridary students,
it would be. easier to coordinate GTCY activities .
with programs reaching other targeted populations.

The strength of focus on gifted,and talented might
not be as strong as it would be with the establish-
bent of a. full bureau.

It is possible that the concerns of a division
within a bureau focused on other populationi
might be submerged by the bureaus main focus.
To the extent that-the division manages dollars
of its own, this concern diminishes.

G- 50



It might be more effective to coordinate the
full spectrum of services necessary for a com-
plete delivery system to GTCY 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 antry points for a separate division devoted to the gifted and

talented are numerous but the most logical spots for attaohir :he

division are under the Bureaus that report to the Deputy Commissioner

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 experimenting 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

Management. 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 is delivering programs to students.

For these reasons, it seems most logical for -he division to rest

under the Deputy Commissioner for School Systems. As a division it

might come to rest under the Bureau.ofEducation for the Handicapped,

or the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education.

The third strategy for setting up adelivery system within USOE

would be to Create a GTCYProgram Grodp (GTPG). The GTPG would consist

of a nucleus of experts ih Gifted end Talented education (minimum

staff requirements: 3 professionals with appropriate staff support)

.to be augmented by ascignment of staff from various bureaus and divisions

within USOE who can coordinate the funding and functionS of existing

programs to maximize benefits to4GTCY. 'The role of 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 GTPG in addition to the nucleus group would be from two cate-

.gories:
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1. Where funde are specifically,appropriate or other-

wise categorized through administrative procedures,

line .esponsibility for_their administration must

resieie With the GTPG. This can be accomplished
through the asaignment of the GTPG 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 Xhat action could

take place within their bureau or'division.

In order to insure that this strategy become effective, it would

be imperative that all persons who form the group are involved'in the

process of determining the Shaping policy for GTCY and also that they

have sufficient organizational leverage to effect programs. This would

suggest that division heads should be part of the GTPG. Pros ad cons

of this strategy include:

PROS:

Leadership could be provided without the need for

setting up the full structure of a bureau'or a

division.

Maximum interaction and coordination with present

USOE divisions could be effected.

Gifted and talented children and 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

.a.nd see that the funds are used to meet their

needs as gifted and talent d 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.

Co: ct might arise over whom the line per-
son In a division is responsible to when there

is a clash between division priorities and
gifted and talented priorities.

The visibility of gifted and talented children
would not be as high as in the case where a
separate bureau or division is established.

The entry point 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 Special Concerns,

or the Office of Priority Management A clear logical case can prob-

ably be made for it to reside In any of these spots, but ultimately

the choice should 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 Chese studeDts.

E.SUBSEQUENT ACTION FOR USOE

The three 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 new division within an existing bureau to,the'other extreme

of a staff function with support personnel 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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to pursue in setting up an agency or mechanism within USOE to serve

the needs of gifted and talented children, it would be possibla 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 to be resolved

The decision of which stcategy should be pursued will have to be

made by USOE staff. The decision must take into consideration what stra-

tegy is most likely to be successful within the present USOE structures and

political system. These decisions can be made by an outsider. How-

ever, it is unlikely that non-USOE personnel would have as good an

understanding of the operating realities of USOE as, for ex4mple, the-

Deputy and Associate Commissioners have. The logical structure can

be outlined quite easily, 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 wbo 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 Regional OE, SEA, and LEA people before

finalizing the decision.
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