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The Bureau of E'.ducatlon for Exceptional Students, Division of Public Schools was given
' the respohsibiiity for conducting a study of gifted and tdlented programs/An Florida, as,
.required by. the 1983 Legislature. A panel of natlonaliy' known expertyin the field of

. ;{3 gifted education served as consultants for the study and’prepared the fjnal report. - The .
" ,panel members were' Dr.: Willia&LDurden, The Johns Hopkins Univfrsity, Dr. Mary -
Dr.

3 Frasier, University of Georgia, David Mealor, University of Central Florida, and
i Ms.'Gall: Smi,th Noiith Carolina Department of Education. Support was_provided by the

" members of.an_ Obersight -Committee and staff. from .the Bureau of.Education for |

Exceptional Students. The comiplete report provides details, including the history,
, methodology, and strategies USed for- the study, and copim of commissioned papers.

L Personnel from the Dmsion of Pubhc Schools have reviewed and analyzed the report,'
.4 with respect to the appropriation language.l ‘The analysis led to recommendations for
' specific, actions to be takén by the. State Board of Education, the Department of‘~

Education, and the School Districts of Floric&a. Wt
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ANALYSIS OF PANEL'S REPQRT
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The panel. indicated that the’ current def?mmon of general mtellectual abihty severely B
limits minority students-,from consider§tiont for" gifted programs. In addition, since

there is no comprehensive screening prog
. frequently excluded from consideratign. #:
screemng or for 1dent1f1cat|on severely hmits access: to gifted programs.

¥‘minority and d1sadvantaged ‘'students are

The panel recommended that modifying thé defmition to include those who demomstrate'“'.

gpec1f1c academic ability  swould allow . increased. participation of minoriti¢s, .the

evaluatioh of a broad spectrum of the student's talents. Sy
R g oY T : " - o

Y This panel concluded"that the use og a statemde system of sC gemng would allow more
7. ‘minority students to enter the "pool" for further: evaluation.-

“in gifted programs. . Much ,of the_testimony

he heavy reliance upon one.piece of data for-

* -appropriate identification ‘of specific: aca;demic talent; and a. more comprehensxve ;

The development of a.

multiple criteria matrix would dispel the prevailing attitude that ‘minority ‘students are -

not .capable of the level of superior mtelleotgs‘l performance required fory participation : -
serted that if talented were added as.a -

°category ‘tof the defmmon, minority representation could be ‘increased, 1mply1ng that

talehted m e v1sual and performlng arts.

- F lorlda's i

fimtlon ‘as stated and practiced, precipitates unfortunate o tcomes for.‘j

_:minority. students. One, they will infrequently be reférred for gifted proga s'and ‘two, .7

[y

""»l-_. ~ they: *will. oftenfail* to_meet such ‘a rigid and limited requirement. - Rather . than -
recommend two " sets of critenaQone for gifted and one: for talented) “the panel S

44_ . B N © - N
e .

< ‘ . Q,"

¢
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“5* “minerity st dents could not:be found as 1ntellectually gifted, but could be found as .
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recommended a»'«[”‘sp?leé of changes which, taken together, would increase - thif

'q’\w J

representatlon of minoritygroups.

v

-
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The panel 'reco_mmenc)jvéd“thé't' m’nhom'y reprcsg't'n'tlon,'ln‘_gltted progr%ms could b%

) * Increasged by: e i e SRR ki3
. @, modiflcation of the detinition to include speclfic academic abllity, = ° - 7
e , B - } ) ’ . o ) . .. . :

b. i’equi}émentéifor systém‘éﬂg: screening proéedurés, using multiple 'crl’tq‘rl‘g,i!‘, N

. evaluatlon, and *., o

" Ce yuse of 'a statewjde standard checklist ot glftzgl _characterlstics In stydent

R
. i

do uge\ofa multiple criteria matrix for determining eligibllity. = 2 7&

_These recammendations are discussed in subsequent sections of this paper, -

R Y . N 1) . L ‘
’ : . . d . :

Criteria for Blighility. ~ ., -" T [
e o e T
Florlda's definition of a gifted student'is "one who has superlor intellectual development

and is capable of high performance; The mental development of a.gifted student is two--

(2) standard deviations or more abbve the mean." (Rule 6A-6.3019,FAC.) . )
This current .defi‘n"i_tion' emphasizes génerbal intéllectuél‘ ability. '.Ait_ho‘t:_lgh the c}'ite(i;ia" N
for eligibility require the student to have a majdrity of the charagteristics ‘of a gifted -

'

" . child 'and to have a need for a special program’as well as a superior - intellectual .

- -varjous attributes used in determining eligibility. -1, ed -that
specific.checklist of gifted behaviors bé’deﬁglcimd.an?Yaﬁdated in Flérida to measure.: -
C » ' klist be used by all schdol districts:

‘in ‘the ‘process of determining ‘student ‘eligibility. " This, would ensure -uriiform .and =

. Consjstent practices throughout the/state. -~ . ; = © -1~ 5 A

quotient, the. implication 'is that eligibility :is prim’ari_ly,cbnt;lngent upon a, prescrjbed ’a’

.score on 'an individﬁ“alizeq test.of intelligence. " * - ot : e

o R Y [

" The panel. recommended that the" défihitién_f*bé"mqaiflgd :.”t;O' complement ’grénei-_aij:_‘
_-intellectual ability with-specific academic aptitude, thereby identifying a ﬁopulaﬁont of -
'students who have tHe ability to excel in one or-several educational -experiences'at a

level and‘pace distinguished " from the régular’student;. No specific wording * was
suggested, but a revised de-finiti‘c{)n‘-.wguld also be reflected in the criteria for eligibility. -

- The panel recommended that a miultiple criteria matrix bé develped. and used in the'™

. detérmination of eligibility. . The matrix would incltde. objective and subjective data i’

and would provide for identification of specific areas of exceptional ability, thereby ,

- meefing the intent of an expanded definition addressing specific academic aptitude. ‘In ;-

addition, the matrix would provide the staffing co mittee . with a-student--profile on"-
ition, th v . ng compmittee,

! “The panel. recommended .that 'a

characteristics of giftedsstudents, and ithat this chec

X ST e - .
el
B Y / S

These recgmmendations would provide for the introduction of specific’academic talent’
- without ekcluding the development of ‘processes -subsumed under géneral intellectual .

¢, ability, and .could dispel attitudes that _mihority"g’;ﬁ,dmts are not capable of the level of -
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- superior intellectyal performance required for- _rtj‘é’:i}pation:’in‘a'_ giftedéprografn‘.‘f_The\. o
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panel concluded that this dichotomy of "gifted and talented" terminology has createl a

conceptual hierarchy where "talented" Is percelved as not quite as good -as gifted. The

panel did not recommend separate criteria for those ‘students talented In visual and

‘performing arts, ‘citing the pervasive attitude that if the definition included "talenged"

(l.e. visual and performing arts) more minority students wpuld be cligibie. Cy (‘
|

 Extent to Which

with speclfic attention drawn to the legislatively mandated program and special funds.
The panel attributed much of the progress and potential growth of gifted programs in °
Florida to its placement within exceptional student education. The pa el specifically
recommended that the Individualized Educational Plan. (IEP) be used to design a
continuous program of studies for.a chiid's exceptional abilities,. y . employing e
appropriate existing educational optipns to create an optimal match|between the
. - student's ability and the level and pace of the student's instruction, |regardless of
. whether those optioris are‘available through regular or: exceptional educatipn p(lrca)g'rams‘-" '

Florlda's' national leadershlp‘ In services to .~glfted students was recognized by the panel “a '

* ! , 3. . N . L . .
The panel foun“d"'tha\Rcurrent \prac’tice(z}:n'l’loridé has: resulted ln.expanded'e%t;'&t_lcjpal
- opportunities for §ifted students. Thrdughout the state, highly qualified and-Trfotiyated ..
tedachers offer conse%entiaiand céntinudus instruction for giftéd students. * ’1’ o
The panel commenged Florida for a’nymber of programrmatic efforts which de i SWstrate
‘an imaginative att€mpt to create an%tis’q&l match between a student's ability and the -
~ level and pace of .instruction.’ Greater ‘tise of these existing ‘options,A’such -as dual -,
~_enrollment, advanced placement coutses and subject level exams, would permit greater °
~ flexibility in program delivery models and allow students to take§advantage ofjcourses
not necessarily designated: as gifted. ~The panel recomrhended increased. use of.these
options through joint e_fjforts of exceptional and regular éducation personnel.  i:

o L e

.-

| Student Achievement arid Broadened Educitional

_ The panel noted thag{the heavy teliance on g
of students has made it difficult for schoa
., sequence of currigulum. - .Curricula has’
© . (Bloom's Taxonomy, Guilford's Structure
" “subject: -of instructipn and creating ar

. which do-not interferg with the regular/ec

marily been defined as modelsof ‘thought * %

the Intellect, etc.), making these models;the -7

rarily determihed educatiqnal experiences ., ‘" - |
cation curriculum. Present ,llai'ograms are . T Lt

" based uponthe treatm¥nt of topics within traditiorial "@{Eavdémic currigulum anf rely . .
.-+ heavily upon the strengfh.of an-assigned teacher: :Eﬁh“e -than th?{‘stqdent's specific ', ‘:
- .academic §trengths and weaknésses.. TR S DRI~
‘ The panel fecommended increased application.of existing mechanigiys;for acceleration, . '

'- i
.- churse fn ifications, summer programs, etg; to cireate greater. \_ili'ty‘. in planning = -
ograms and in broadgning: the edueation oppgrtuni__t%cs available_;g’i‘fted, studentse.
LCurrent, ’.achieVerner;t “gains. ‘could be increased ‘if ".assessment: ‘it ,‘program‘t_nin? -

J

procedures focused dn aistudent's specificlacadémic abilitie§ in scht¥ situations.

“panel aléo recommended additional use of dptions such as. mentorships, magnet scl§pols, ¥
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consu‘ltntlve'models, out-of-grade placement, dual enfi'ollnient. for students from junlor .
and senlor high schools and advanced placement courses. The appropriate use of these

~ optlons should be reflected in the Individualized Edutational Plans. : - ’

A4

. | , . \ .
.. ~‘The+*panel concluded that student achievement and thé. broadening of educational
. JMopporturiities can‘also be Increased through™ systematic program evaluation. With a
definite statement of philosophy &nd objectives related to expected student growth, '
better program evaluation would be possible and. would assist In the identification of -
\ o gfﬁso'ur s- needed td -enhance educational opportunities for ‘gifted students within the'™
St distriet. v X : e ‘ e o

o b ) )

o | . | | ,
‘ Although Florida' Is the only state that funds gifted prog(ams on an’' FTE/basls and .- .

(- . provides more funds for gigted education than any state extept Pennsylvania, the panel
; discovered that the current system in the Florida Education Finance Program is
., ° percelved as .a constraint to initiatives that provide a variety of program delivery
.+ * medels. A separate cost factor for talentij.wa&not. recommended by the panel as an
Co a&ptable solution for' the needs of minoritygifted students. The panel recommended
a-’? _ that to promote more flexibility in develoging programs for gifted. students, the

LY

welghted funding generated:by a gifted’ studefit follow the student, regardless of the .
), instructional program; provided that the needs of that.student were belng meti\ The
panel recommended that the {needs.of artistically talented be met throug'h “after- " .
. school" classes of the Goverfror's Summ/oc Proggtm. s , ) ' e
e . AN N o , \:
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DIVISION RECOMMBNDATIONS |

Hav fg consldercd the panel's rccommendntlons, the rntlonulc . for those
recommendations, and the papers pregared for the study, the following actlons are
recommended by the Division;of Public Schools. Panel recommendationg for revisions
in definltions, criteria for eligibility, and program improvement have been accypted in
concept. Speclfic recommendatlons for these concepts are presented below. The
panel's suggestion that the .welghted funding follow the &lfted student throughout the
day regardless of . progT' m membership Is not recommended. A section developed by the
Division of Public Schoo!s regarding funding of gifted programs 53 included In these
recommendatlons. \ : s

n

o N N
Florida Legislature L , o

[. In 1984, itis recommcnd d that the Florida Legislature adopt proviso languag&
" which authorlzes .the Department of Education to use funds from the Challenge
- Grant Program or other funds\f‘o\r the purpose of implementing the activities to

4

* develop and field test the following:

. »syHematic screening procedures,
' [ N

. standardized checklist of glfted &hnracteristlcs, A‘k\d

-

v

. multnple crlterna matrix. S ' T
'2.  For the 1986-87 year, it is recommended that the Florida Leglslature adopt
' modifications to the cost factor and F1E projections for gifted programs, as
needed to implement a revised rule. ~ .
: ‘ \

State.Board of Educatlon

It is recommended that the State Bo#rd of Education adopt a revised ruje for special
programs for students who are gifted, to be effective for the 1986-87 schéol year. This L
rule would mclude.

a. anew dehmti’on which inc‘ludes emphasis on specific-academic ability;

)

b.” criteria for ehgnbnhty based on
I's
1. A multnple criteria matrnx of varlous student attibutes, such as,
¢ intellectual functioning, academictstrengths, behavioral characteristics of
gifted, and other data." (Weighfed cut-off scoring would be adopted based. .
~on data obtained- through a field test of the matrix. Two sample matrices
. are shown in the append;x ) L _ S
. N~
2, Wenghted scoring mtended to. 1dent1fy 2-3% of the statewnde .population;
and |
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Systematic lcroenlng procedumn to( uquro equal ;ccon for conslderation for .
glltod programs. ) ‘ -
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2.

4.

3.

6.

7.

‘8.

The Department will coordinate the devolop\nent of a aystemotlc acreenlng -
grocoduro to be Incorporated within the District Procedures which are required
y Rule 6A-6.341, FAC, and are reviawed and approved by the Division of
Pubuc Schools.

“.The Department will coordinate the development ot a standardlzed checklist of
glfted characteriatics for use statewlde. This checklist wlll be part of the
re\qulred Dlstrlct Procedures. , ) .

... The Dopnriment wlll coordinate the development of the varlables to be Included

In a\multlple criteria matrix which will be used in determlnlng eligibllity for
speclal-programs for §lued students. 1

The Department wlll conduct a tleld test of the multiple criterla matrix,
including sutflcient raclaf and student data analysis to determine welghts to be
used In obtaining a criterion score and 3 recommend a welahud score which
-would ldentlfy 2-3% of the statewlde population. ,

~ evaluation with those responsible for the Special Project on Program Evaluation

in Polk ty Schools, and will assist districts In the expansion and
Improvement { their lmplementatlon of existing requirements tor program
evaluation. \\ _

At®r State Board adoption of revisions to Rule 6A-6.3019, FAC, the
‘Department wlll monitor school systems through the review and approval of the
District Procedures and through the Division Comprehensive Audits, to ensure
that revised screening and ldentlﬂcatlon procedures are being accurately and
effectively lmplemented. .

The Dep tgent will disseminate the panel's concern rogordlng program*

The Deparyment will conduct a systematic review and make recommendatl
for any approprlate changes In policles or. procedures to elimina
administrdtive barrlers- to effective Implementation of statutes and rules
regarding accelerated programs, and shall disseminate. technical assistance
“materlals to encourage effléient use of these alt:eknatlves.

The Department wlill encourage provlsiom " for speclal Instructional
opportunities for students who.are talented In the visual and performing arts
through the out of school learnlng program, the Governor's Summer Program,

and advanced courses. ’

These tasks wnll be dompleted wlth assismm:e from knowledgeable professlonals,
parents, and community members. L

V.
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2.

3,

b

Fundi

-

l.

4.

- -

All school districts will havedn opportunlty for Input Into the Department taska
related to devoloi:lng systematic screening procedures, daveloping a
standardized checklipt of bapaviors of gifted students, and in dqveloplng a
multiple crlterlmmatrlx. _ , . i

On a compefitive rant basls from.funds allocated for the Ch'a'lldng# Grani "

program, selected districts will carry primary responsibllity: for developmental
actlvities In the tasks mentioned above. '\ -

-

' ]

School districts will ‘be asked to Increase theé number of enrichment and
acceleration optlons made avallabl& to gifted students and to conslder the use

of the IEP for designing a continuous program of studles, which Is responalve tou,

the student's pace and level of learning.

School districts wlll expand and improve cvaluation of programs for glfted
students based on assistance provided by the Department and the Statewlde
Program Evaluation Project.

School Districts will adopt and Institute procedures to ensure compliance with
Ruje 6A-6. 3019, FAC, after the S{ate Board of Educatlon has adopted revisions.

Progra

Priorities for 1984-85 Challenge Grant projects will ld'entlfy the specific tasks
related to development of systematic screening procedures, of a standardized

checklist of behaviors of gifted students, and of a multiple criteria matrix, and -

funds shall be used to support these pro]ect activities.

gle cost factor for special programs. for gifted students would continue and
sholild provide adequate accommodations for the revised rule which is adopted
by the State Board of Education. For the 1986-87 Implementation of the

revised rule, the part time (PT) limitation for use of the welghted cost factor
should be removed. ~ .

Beginning In 1985-86 the Challenge Grant program will be redirected to prdvlde
support for gifted programs on a student formula basis. These funds shall
used by districts to accommodate Instructional support needed for uniq
program deuvery options. ,

- {
Funds for’ the Governor's Summer Program should continue to provide support
for the enrichment and acceleration of students with advanced abilities durlng

~ the summer on college and university campuses.

4 4 . ’ R 3

The fiscal xmpact of these recommegdations are:

1984-85 No change in funds requested ’ o

[y
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A}

. 1985-86

. 198687

Timeline
198384

LY

¥

198483

-

1985-86

. ’ " \

No change in tunds re \mswd. but Challenge Grant funds to be changed
fronrgrant to formula lnrlbutlon-

»

Any change In FTE would be based on eatlmates reaultlng trom the chu\;e
of "Gltted PT" tunding to *Gifted" funding.

Activities funded through approprlatlon for Cmed and Talented Program

Study v

." . Cpnduct the Study..

. * Contract for Design ot Fleld Test of Multiple Criteria Matrix nnd Design
_ of Standatdizatlon of (;heckll;t ,

bud

Activities funded through Chuuonge Grant Proamm .

. pevelopment of Systematic Screening Procedure ‘
. Development of a Standardized Checklist of Gifted Behavlors
« Development o( a Multiple Criteria Matrix

A}

Acuvmes without speclal funding

. Plan for redirection of Challenge Grant Program to student formula
basis °

. Project Wclghted Full-’l’lme Equivalént a} idents (WFTE.) and request
.funds for 1983-86 . )

?

Actlvltles funded through general revenue

. Conduct Field Test of Multiple Criteria ‘Matrix and set weighted score
for eligibllity®

. Standardlze Checklist of Gifted Characteristics

. Rewrite Rule 6A-6.3019, FAC

. Print and disseminate the rule wlth .appropriate technlcal assistance
materlals for implementing in school districts

. Review and approve District Procedures for 1986-87 implementation

1986-87 -

»

. Distribute Challenge Grant Funds
. Project WFTE and request funds for 1986-87

Activities wlthout speclal fundlng .
. Monltor Implementation to ensure that revised screening and
identification procedures are being accurately lmplemented

Activities with Ilscal impact ‘ \&s
. Remove the part time limitation Ior use of the welghted t factor
- (Districts will be asked to consider this in FTE estimates for the 1986-87

year.)
. Project WFTE and request Iunds for 1987-88

~ | 4
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| qunple thtrlx = North Carolina \

)

- JOENTLF ICATION OF ACADEMICALLY G!FTED

Division for Exceptional Children o :
State Department of Public Instruction .

July 1979, 1981 and~October 1963 *

1

LA

Proyrams for the Academically Gifted

1. Definition: Academically Gifted students are defined as those studgnts
) who (1) possess demonstrated or potential intellectual, creative or
specific academic abilities and i?) need differentioted educat ional
* services beyond those being provided by the reguiar school program in
order to realize their potentialities for self and socfetyt A student
may possess singularly or in combination these characteristics: gen-
eral intellectual abi{lty, spccific academic aptitude; creative or pro-
ductive thinking abilitjes. )

11

7. ldLnLificalion Standards: ldentification of students must Le acconplish-

‘ ed LY multiple means. These methods include, but are not limited to -
teacher, peer and/or parent nominations; asscssments of intelligence,
achicvement, performance, and/or creativity/divergent thinking; anccdota\ .
rdtords; and biographical data. No child shall be denied entry into-the
program on the basis of only one method of identiffcatian. Consideration
must be given to the total minority populations in thdgichool in making
up the racial compasition of the classes. Gifted chi'¥en who are handi:
capped are not to be discriminated against in placement.

Data on identification of academically_gifted students for placement into
programs and services shall include the following: o

a. fstandardized ach{evement or aptitude total or subtest scores.

b. an intellectual asgessment score. Individual intellectual quotient -
tests, such as the Stanford-Binet Form LM or the Wechsler ﬂcgles.
arc preferred over group tEQlS a@

}‘:

c. superior demonstrated ability in one or ‘more content areas as indi-
, cated by grades or by demonstrated s&gl\s (products such ds science
Lo projects, creative writ\ng. etc.). pac
; d. Brecommpndanons by one or more school personnel, Behavioral scales

and checklists may be used

Procedures for the Identif\cation of Acaden\cally G fted student§ {ssued
by the Division for Exceptional Children, rust be d by all local educa-
tional agencies in student identification. The 'Student Ident{fication
Profile found in these Procedures shall Le used to cvaluate’ edth student
new to the program, : ’ !

i . [

*[dentification Guidelines were first issued for giftec any;talehted in 1979,
‘reprinted in 1981, repr\nted in 1983 to show programztiiz rame change to
Q cademmcally gifted.”

o 12
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Proceduﬁes for the Ident1f1cat1on of Academ1ca11y G1fted Students -

I. General Informatlon ;”f R yt 'f'~';' ‘,f'

fr o Acco}d;gg to:’ the Rules Governlng Programs aﬁd Serv1ces’for,
..Children’ wi Special Needs, a_.'child with special- needs" must
p‘]have an -annual -review:of. the GEP*to see. that’ placenent arid - ser- s
- vice are’ ‘appropriate.’ - Each child will: have: an 1ndepth reassess-f’V‘_
meTt at least every three years< e N . _A';-T
ol e, - o _
~]; The earlaer the 1dent1f1catlon, placement and serVIce the- _
better."The statew1de testing program 'in grades one, two, three,
_Qslx and nine.gives baseline achievement data in every schoél in-
" the State..  An administrative unit _may ‘retest a child f0110w1ng
ue process" procedures, 1f deslred, to. valldate GXlstlng test
'data.. Recommended: tests can“be found in. these Procedures.  As
a studentvprogresses in’ the: academloaliy gifted pProgram from
v elementary grades into - the secondary grades, more: evaluation
- lattention for placement can be given to demonstrated skills, :
ﬁnd1v1dual performance and self nomination than to previously /)f

lcollected data. Task completion and ‘academic success may
carry more. welghb at th1s level than standarclzed test .data. y
» S A
Dev1atlon§)from the Deflnltlon and Procedures must be ap-"}élgjj

.}proved by the 1rect0r, D1v1slon for: Exceptlonal Chlldren._thjff Y

s
e T

I. Identlflcatlon Procedpres_fsil - ‘f":fpﬁ"-‘_;g o ,f

v Identlflcatlon p;bcedures 1nclud1ng observation, 1n1t1 1.
| screening, referral, etc. are-explained. in Rules.... Those
appllcable to the academlcally Olft=d progran =hall be. followed.
I ( -
| "In beglnnlng the 1dent1f1catlon procedure, a oool of poss1-.~
ble cand1dates will be developed. This pool ‘can. ‘be deyelOped ‘
through .the use of the "Teacher Observation and Recommendatlon
-|sheet" (included in these- Probedures), the listing -¢f a top. - o
_percent of white and non-white students, and/or self and parent S
vnomlnatlon. Development ©of such a pool will insure that cnlldrenzf
who are academically glfted,‘who are creative and/ roductlve
thlnkers, or who manifest gifted potentlals wlll/“e included :
in the pool from which children will be evalu é?d for placement -

¢

and service. Incluslon in the pool does not of/-itself consti-
- tute a formal, student referral requiring pare hotification.
. Initial screening of the pool will. determlne he students for ,
whom fommal referrals w1ll be ‘made. .ﬁ.v. o . ut'
AR In order to admlnlster adcltlonal tests, parental pernlsslo
must be obtained using your exccptlonal children's permission.
_form. Careful data collection on_all students to docurtent. that
chlldren ‘who are culturallv dlffelont,vexperlontlally geprlved,
or handicapped have riot been die 1¢m1natod acainst must . be maine °
tained. It is recommended that’ the Special »ests‘séctlon in -
‘thcse Proccdures be LOHSldGrPd for use w1t1 chtse,stucents.v

VfGroup:EduoationlProéram :

“ 3
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_ Using these Procedures and the 1ncluded Student Identlflca-'
. tion Profile, the;School-Based Committee will collect-the data -

.. to be used to-evaluate students and to identify those students

: ellg;ble for the gifted program. This recommendation will be.
fgiveﬁ*to thé Adm#nistration Placement Commitfee for final de-‘
cision. {THose students: meetlng the State- criterla and cutoff -
> point- will be offered- programs and gservices, following: receipt;yya'
of parent permission for placement_and preparation Oof° the S
student's GEP, ¥ - | .7, . , R

h A. Achievement or Aptitude Test Data. f.-"§'

R S . . . : o

. I

W1th1n the p01nt system establlshed 1n these Procedures,
more welght is given toO the achievement/aptltude component ,
~than to the other three components. The rationale for -this
additional weight is that, 'as time passes, moxe "and more : =
~ local educational agencies will ‘use the 'data prov1ded by ‘the
\¢katevide testing. prOgram whlch becomes a: common denomlnator
ross the state.;f ‘ . : 5 SR

At the secondary level PSAT or SAT test data may be used
”vﬁln lleu of the- statew1de test“ﬁata._ L ,

e The chart below will be used to: obta1n the. p01nts a o
‘student recelves on standardlzed achlevement or aptitude test
data.  Total reading or.total. math scores or a composite . .
score may be used -depending on program gOals. -However,. as as a- .

- child is not necessarily gifted. in all  academic. areas dis-[p‘

cretion must be exercised in selection of these data to ‘match’

the child's area of giftedness~-for -example, use math scgres
to assess a.child highly gifted- in math alone.’ Each stu ent.
must be. evaluated on his/her ‘rea(s) of giftedness and re=

ceive serv1ce in this area(s). Matching the child's area of

“giftedness to° service will require flexrblllty on the part .

_ of the School-Based Commlttee.' If a-child is gifted in one

»'.4‘ or two areas, data collection throughout thé identification

procedure will reflect this -~ i.e. achievement test-data, ™
grades, demondtrated skills, and blographlcai data. g o

‘The statew1de testlng programs for grades one and two :

do not give composite scores and are, "in addition, resulting

.* " in many high scores. It is recommended that LEAs. use the ‘'
-hlghest levels of reading and/or math percentiles for -~
screening; to the children receiving high scores,admlnlster

-~ a standardlzed achlevement test to obtain the child’'s p01nts.

;:Achlevement or Aptltude Conversxon Chart: Use 'the statewlde~
 test data or other comparable tests. of. th1s type.a L

.53% and- up

-

=8 p01nts N
- 93% - 95% = 7 podints e
. - -89% "= 92% = 6 points . .
, \ v ' 853 - 88% .= 5 points
_ S = 4 points’®

S 77% = 845
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ot o T e

B ,Intelligence Quotient Data°;-“' ﬁf ' u__ Lo '\; *.:9; DA
I An administrative bnit has the option of usgng individpal\\
test data, which are- preferred, or: group test data.w Individual u '~{:
test data are,more discrete.l:j_ ”,v‘_ RIS AN ;if.t__ SRR
: Intelligencejﬁgotient Data Conversion Chart..; ff;?"f LT TR,
3 - E - e T R T B
v e 96%,and up = 5 p01nts. : R S -
S . 93% .=.95% = 4 points . ¢ —
U A 8§%f~-=92% =3 points. ~, ' . '~ .
L B 85 - 88%.= 2. points .~ . °F . :
'C.“.Performance Data 7fh5ﬁ'p T ._ cl_rkl'ﬁfﬂlgf
Grades in a spec1fiq‘subject such 4s math or- an average i__“
'~of academic grades may be used for student- evaluation. .Grade -
averages should refer~to the past year of'work:at least. In-
. classes not using numerical averages, the’School-Based’ & — ~
. Committee will convert the grading system into percentiles or
equate letters to the scale A-S, 4, C=3. : .
-
S ' If demonstrated ability/interest (such as outstandlng ]
'.sc1ence projectg, -superior creative writing. products, etc.) TR
is used rather than grades, this .ability should be listed - o
with a brief accompanying explanation. (anecdotal records Or S
“biographical data). - This option will enable a child success- B
ful in‘'product production but lacking grade score success té . , ™
receive conSideration for- servi B : PR t
Evalaation in demonstrated abilicy/inte st (superior,,' : '
very good, etc.). will be’ compared with the ég%rage student s R
. performance.- _ ’ :
C. Recommendations ' '-"'f\ ', ’4_.'_ B co ‘.

One of the follow1ng checklist“ or behavioral ‘scales }”."
appropriate to the child's 'grade’ placement is to be used
-with all students through grades 8 or 9 "and be’ included in the
placement folder with other test da+a°' -

e Early Childhoo‘ Checklist, K-3
.- the Buncombe Behavioral Characteristics
. ‘Scale, K=3 and 4-12
. +the Weiss-Guilford Teacher Rating Scale, K-12
© .~ the Charlotte-ecklenburg Checklist, K=12
. the Renzulli Hartman Scale, 4 12 } :
Students are- evaluated by orogesg;O'al personnel, usually teachers
who are familiar with them, on predetermined characteristics of * i
- gifted child behav1or “in the area of ‘ability .t0 learn’ (academics),‘
-motivation and perseverance. traits, creativity and productivev :
thinking abilities, and leadership characteristics. Use of these
instruments channels teacher opinior along the lines of what is
a gifted child and helps to ‘avoid lack of knowlédge of desirable
. characteristics or an opinion that is too openended. . Use-6f a _
O behavioral scale or. checklist will reveal student behaviors @‘;Q"‘a_




5.

- }7;*' :l . /{'.
in. a,broader Vista than Just academics. \It is’ reccnnended that
more tHan one- person rate tHe student: to avoid a s;ngle sub-"“~*

' jectiv opinion; -an average of the personnel ratinc for the- studen?

-could- be used.‘ Professional personnel need trainiru.in the:us - Of:

tuden

_abilities.

N

. School-Based Committee on prospective gffted:students throu i
the collection .of anecdotal records’' or iographical data.; These =
data may give insights into -poteptials a ‘child mayx nave.;gDataymhﬁ

gn. the child should be. evalqpteg when éompared with average. -

en on a’ superior 5,- very good" 45" ‘good 34 average 2

average 1 point range. If such’ data are used, these points:.

pe . averaged. with those from scBles. and checklists to arrive ..

‘more. than.'the maximum pointsy:allowable in the: Student““ i

tification Profile sheet and will be filed in the student's . r
3}_- : foldér. Use of these recommendations. w1ll provide ;

thé School-Based Committee with data on a personal el that

Additional data may be gathered anz/evaluated oy the

v‘~may not. be generally Rnown. 'fT// s
~ SV S ' he : -
After grade nine,checkllsts er scal§s are not'*ecuired
'.but may be used 1f des1red. _~ "‘ e -j;,\fk .be_‘.;j L

R
J -
. »
x

."q‘ .

Maximum P01nts and Cutoff Score ;f.;-. “'.}¢~

Use- of the Procedures and’ Student Identificatiun Profile

'jtsheets will result "in a max jmum:score ‘of 23 points., 11
'”cstudents ‘who receive 19 points- are to be offered pr- ns

‘and service. These Procedures will:mean that, m&e 1cation D
standards become con51stent statewide. - . -, .
: A ' : N
. At . the secondary level, as performakce becomes mcre ffﬁ3“
_;1nporta t ‘ahd school districts mav decide not to® use be- _
havioral scales, the point systen may be adjusted b either
~of these tonmethods. SRS L - e

«[fA Omit the behav10ral scales, double ‘the poir ts for
performance to keep the 23 total. p01nts, -'d use,
the ‘same cutoff and option. - ;,; Y

A N ' S o

Omit the behav1oral scales and use 18 tota_ p01nts
w1th 14 pOints required for placement anﬁ =3 points
for the option (see IV below) . _

]

.

Identification Option 7vf--g, o P

A local educational agency may re-evaluate all students
who receive 18 points - according to this ‘ormula. ’ :

If a student s achievement or intel’icence qucs ient score
caused a lack of points, another .appropriate test rzy be sub-.
stituted; taken from the.list of ‘recommended tests given in
‘these Procedures, to ascertain if the student receives’ the
'necessary 19 points. ' S : o
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dica e points a er eaéh item;: Add the tot=1 number of-points earned by a
udent o . &g.» Do : LT = A

,. . . i . . .
T AR «

$UIRED DATA '[‘i;~ IR R o Tl e

Achieuement or Aptltude Test Data. A %‘“t;
.'-' « . N . . . . ‘ S PR

f- Test Name. ‘:if’~3 B _*i"':’q' N v_i"j 3%“_ w,gg€;?$f

‘ Subtest Used e ]'5151'ﬂ7 R T N
(if applicitle) SR — ., .éﬁ E

s

"Date. Given'f t f*"v A vfgnbtetaig(maxghUm 8f§61nt§)t | '5i5 i

Comp051te or Subtest(s). : . . _ A = .
Percentile Score, ___ ' ¥ 2 T e

" - x : -
I . “ ‘¢

I. Intelllgence Quotlent Test Data._tk”

3,
A w

Test Name S '--. '}-.ﬂ'? £§ubtotal (haximum 5. poiﬁtsﬂ

ate_Givemv ' L SRR T ;ﬂtﬁ“'ff “H;‘_ _ W-'

‘AQ%

i PfECeﬁtile'Score g . /{ E j}ﬂg,;f;j S ; (..“;if

l»Pe‘!brmance Data TS N S

. 2 IR M vy oL : . \ : T
I:- Grades (average or specifle L - R 3 2.7 1

N subject) oo T 96%+ . 90-35% 36-89% 80-85% Below '79% -

E - . " R . ( ‘) ( o ) ‘ : . ) ( '/,), . ( ) p‘&‘, ) L

AR AR -5 S o7 Very ~ o7 Below
5} coem s o Superiqr Go:d . Gooé Average °  Average

i Demonstrated Ability B S D R S T S T GRS

',>./ ., . o . . L .
.. s

Area RIS .ﬁ° . _'j}f Suh:btali(Maximume;p?ihté) .

g . . ) - v wo
B, B . T N *

N-.-'-p-'----.——v-—-.-a-:-\ E-—---—--\--—--. q--—---:--- - -
v. Recommendations. school Personnel PR e

Name of Scale or’ Checklist o _{*

P/}nts . - ¢ °
o I
(Anecgotal Records/Blogra,niCal Data Pczﬁts T o
. L u%

SR t ' Cu tctal ("aximum 5 p01nts) -




- step 1 & All teachers of the child’s previous or present grade level
U -may be asked <toalist a certadn-number of children. in their

DA
- - tlasses in relatdefighip to .the’ ethnic/racial cqmposation of

a
1
.
&
: ..
« &
" -
- .
B

& Step :

j \Step Al

Step 5 ~ Begin referral process.;

3ﬁ;'the qradepor school: who may be the._g~m;__
o 'aqf“mast;erg viv“ cmildren~: o f;ﬁf N lﬁf*
I , N ;- S =
b.’ c%ildren°with most leadership Blity; -
. T T' . - s

n £l the decision makers-v' _gy

"h. most able c‘éldren wh%gare the bs

A} w 7
£ —TBAQAES%\ -pi;sg'aymgm/ RécomMENDAmoN : s;a&e@;r o

. most scienti ‘:ale or- mathemaf
N @ - .

2 cd

c lly oriented children.

- d. ’children ‘wh *do the;best driﬁigal thinking,

Ae.}_children'luadothe most - detaiied planning and can follow

' through~with plans,_;;,

«"'mé" F S A ":'//?.

| gr"ithe ones who take unlike idéas and create a new idea, and

t inconsiderate of others

in terms Sf ehavior.

e

.,..o‘-\A/

Toqether with principal, guidance staff, etc. compare lists to

‘ determine number of frequencies in which‘names appear and list
' thesg; S I S g;;, P /.., I L

el S Sl
COnsult achievement and intelligence data . on: students 1isted
to- this point to compare recommendations with: past performances.

e

e R L)
Se . 1’[“« . . . '?' n.; )

‘= Make recommendations as- necessary based on findings, keeping
" in.mind the racial composition and total number of children “to
A'be placed. A : ‘

. . ‘.
',. 3 ;
. 1 S )
V-
R !
oD ": .
. v
(‘tf ’ ’ ) + . R . ! 5“*
. 17 1 3 .
. 'v .> v “.
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; ,?_t*.‘: - égCOMMENDED TESTS/INSTRUME#TS* L _L,_‘ _‘,ﬁy;
I. ggdligence

/_‘A.. Indlvldua ..; (p’re'ferr ) SRR SR o : o : ’D

H .
2 N y o L

s Lo

R netf%tellid%nce Scale (ages§§ and over)
L Houghtgn Mifflin Company~+ A'} 2N IR
‘0 A ©o "-u" : '”_-,." "?" - T L

e

* Vare K‘ndergarten Te§t (ages 4 6) A RS P L
»_Clij’cal Psychology Pubiishing Company «lnc. ' :'; T - N
e T \ U“ j ¥ s

zler IntelligenceDScaké for Chil@ren - Revised (Jges 5 15)

fchsfgg Intelligence.Scale~for Adults (ages 16 - )

i g . ' M
g v . : ; ¥
RO . - -y N
PN . } v, . . / . . N
L. P . . . .
. N .. t . . - - . ‘
R . . . - 0 ! ~ - A
) LT . . . I .
. : . '
. .

Growp - - T o

t

'hoﬂi Form Test of Academic Aptitude or Test of Cognitive Skills

e (181) HcGra"JHill o . L .
”Cognitive Abilities Test (grades K-l, 2 3 3 12) ‘ _“Tj',‘._ o
°H0Lchtonrﬂifflin Company S R Aﬁ;' s
| - - \9

Henmoanelson Tests of Mental Ability (grades K 2, 3 6, 6~ 9y 9 12)

Qnoughton Mif‘lin Company

R ”"Kuhlnann-Anderso e=t (orades K= 1, 2, 3ﬂﬁ, 4= 5, 5~ 7, 7 9, 9 12)
’ : Personnel Press ) : . :

C e

gorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests (grades K 13)
R How, hton Mifflin Company T !

e

4
S

otis- -Lennon School Ability Test (grades K-12) S

Harcourt Bra* , . R
./-, L : vt

[I. Achievement Tests . ,( : L 'lf"f . ,; ',' SRR

PR

4
California Achievement Tests (forms for all grade levels) -
C”B/McGranFill ,f ) _ R N A R
° SA o
S _.Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (forms for all grade levels)
o Houghton Mifflin Company : - .
~gMe opolitan rchievement Tests (forms for'all‘grade levels) :(
AR ychological Corporation R . R

: SRA Achieveme*t Series (grades 1 9)
<o Science Research Aasociates, Inc.l

) Starford Achievement Test (forms for grades 1. 5 9) ' . | i’xjéﬂt
Psychological Corporation : fﬁ ( . : :.. o .

Comprehensive iest of Basic Skills~(qrades 2 l2)

C”B/McGraw’ Lill
.ﬂ'

l*-us tests are revised and ,1dergo naqf changes' they are considered a

mmiad AE bRl 1Qﬂ‘.0

U §\~ PR 20 S
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" wide Range Ach%evement Test, Rev1sed (WRAT) (ages»s-ll, 12+)
Guidance Associates of/Delaware, Inc. - ‘

[

\, Peabody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT) ~

o L Ameriqan Guidance, Inc.ihu ST e
fIII;- AEtitude ' L :f'-f f ‘;“vﬁ; .

.Academic Promise Test (grades 6~ 9)
.. abstract reasoning, ranguage, numerical verbal and. nonverbal
v Psychological Corporation ' o .

T Differential Aptitude ‘Tests (grades 8- 12) S
Psycnblogical Cor oration o , - :

Guilford-Zimmerman Aptitude Survey (grades 9 16).
She idan Psychological Services, Inc.

Iv. SpeCial Tests to Give Additional Data - v : - i
S 0.I.. searning Abilities Test . P ,

- 5.0.I. Institute, El Segundo, California o S
("this is not an .intelligence test ... It is a test of ‘ ,
special learning abilifies... to form the’ foundation clustef*for R
‘a student's learning- reading ‘and’ arithmetic."™ It will help pickf“”“°v
out” the able student. and is a diagnostic instrument which can be:

. . used individually or in groups. It is based on Guilford' s

wt .. Structure of I“tellect factors ) :

- Guilferd Creat1v1ty Tests:for Children (specific IQ tests--grades 4-6)
. Sheridan Psychological Serv1ces, Inc. , S : g

JTorrance Tests of Creative Thinkiug - Verbal (grades 4= 12)
Personnel Press' :

'

-_Torrance Tests of Creative T king -vFigural (grades 1= 12)
-Personnel Press (use Frank | 1lliams' shorter key) S : R
Ross Tesk of Higher Cognitive Processes (grades ‘4= 6) o
‘Academic Therapy Publications -
‘Decigned to assess child's hiqher-level thinking skills; may be '
adrinistered to groups or to an individual.. Can. be*used as a o
: screeting 1nstrument and to assess individual student performance..~

SOMPh' {System of Hulticultural Pluralistic Assessment)
.:Ins itute for Pluralistic Assessment Research and Training =
‘ages 3-11 , ,

This insérument requires special training of the evaluator. It

car. be used for children who are experientallv ‘deprived. 1Its re-.
.. sulzs may. be averaged w:.ty other data’ or used :m lieu of other in=-
B str,.ment .

'lpha -og aphical Inventory (grade= 9=12) T
- Inszizutpe for BehaVioral ?esearch in CreatiVif ; Salt Lake City,
, Utan ‘ _ ; 2 ' ‘
Q L e . . , _ T
FRRIC % | e o RE

e S e Ll e
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BiographicalgInventory,'Form.R (gradés '9-12) ieys‘for creativity in

- art and music, academics, and leadership; 300 itexs; North Carolina
Department of Public Instruction X C CL

«(A 1,00~ item instrument developeg.from th I, Forr R ray be obtained
from the Institute for Behavioral Resear in Creativity, Salt Lake-
City, ‘Utah.). ,

Culture Fair Intelligence Test (ages 4-3,. 8-14, '13-16) Cattell and — '

Cattell. Institute forqursonality and Ability lesying (IPAT)
Goodenough—Harris Drawing Test: (ages 3rSl) "Draw-a-ManfTest" .
) Harcourt, Brace and Jovanovich ' e L
Stallings’ Envifonmentally-Based Screen (S.E.B.S.) o
This is a measure which can pe used for initidl screening of '
- gulturally different children.  "SEBS is a quick susplement‘to
- existing instruments of intelligence testing; it is not intended _
‘to replace any existing instrument now available."” It is éspecially:
useful with children who attend neighborhood schcaols. '
- _ .

Dr. Clifford Stallings '
U.S. International University S -
San Diego, California ' R o '

Rl

Used with permission of the North Carolina State Department of Public
Instruction.
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STATE OF FLORIDA .
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCAT?[O}\I WENDY N.CULLAR, 24D, |

SUREAU OF EDUCATION
TALLAHASSEE 33301 JOR KXCEPTIONAL STUDENTS
. . ) . _ v DIVISON OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS
% : .
. . .

- The Honorable Ralph D. Tw'lington
Commissioner of Education
: Florida Department of Education o
“The Capitol ~ . -
: Tallahbssee Flon.da 32301

Deaxr, Ccmmssxmer Turlingt:on

'nusletterservestotransmtbomxrofficethest\ﬁyofgiftedaxﬂ :
ta.lentedpmgrams aspmv:.dedmItem396A G.hapter83-300, I.awsof Florida.

Cl_'lhe panel recognized Flonda's natmnal leadership in the field of gi.f:iﬁ
education, and enjoyed the opportunity to work with staff from the Flo
Department of Education, and to hear the testimony of Floridians: ~“'The
Deparhtentpemmelandrepresmtauvesoflocalsdmldmtrictsmd :
oﬂwragencleswhopartlca.patedmtheheanngs andthecami.ssimed )
provided valuable mfomation for our study \\

The moamendat:mg contamed report have been made aféccnsider— \
ation of all data and-input available to the study panel, and it is hoped - A
ﬂlatﬂmemcamendatmnsmupmdeasslstarweinﬂxecmtmuedgzwthof Vo
qual:.ty edwat:.m for gifted and talented students in Florida. A
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///j/xwzu 4& Lt rE - S S | \

William Durden, DJ.recbor . :
Center for the Advancemant of Wcally 'I‘alented Youth, John Hopkins Um.versity

//}4"(: \.//(uw( -7E ‘ ’- : | 'f N

, ~ Associate Professor
E\Eﬂ t of Edbcation Psychology, University of Georgia

Mieliere

School Psychology Program, Um.verslty of Central Florfda /

= (?[//u(/ ﬁ{ﬁt A .

G;'fted Programs , North Carolina Departm.ant of Education
IBC:Jps, . ’ _ ) N
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A. History of the Study ] A

The 1983 Legis]ative requirement provided Florida an opportunity to
review and examine gifted and talented programs. For over twenty-five
, years the state has provided exceptional education programs for gifted
- students. These programs have become increasingly defined and ex
' . to meet the individualized needs of the inte]]ectually gifted student S
with the advent of the 1976 mandate.

o Florida continues to serve as a state of distinction within gifted and

< /! talented education. State expenditures for gifted education are the
second highest in the nation. Special legislative initiatives, such as
the Governor's Summer Program and the Challenge Grant Program, provide
incentives for school’ districts to work in tandem with colleges and
universities to iprovide {innovative educationa] programs and summer
opportunities for gifted students.

- This study addreéses a .concern of national importance, that of
identify\ng minority gifted and talented students. The potential of
these students is: too often missed and thus lost to us as a society.
In some school districts in Florida, minority students, primarily Black
and Hispanic, comprise the majority of the school age population.
However, they continue to be underrepresented within gifted and
-talented programs.; -

Item 396A Chapter 83-300 Laws of Florida, provided an appropriation e
for a’ study on .gifted..and talented programs in F]orida. The .
‘appropriations 1anguage reads as follows: :

! . THE LEGISLATURE RECOGNIZES THAT MINORITY STUDENTS HAVE-
- NOT BEEN ADEQUATELY -IDENTIFIED AND GIVEN OPPORTUNITIES
' : TO BENEFIT FROM GIFTED PROGRAMS. THEREFORE, THE
'COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION SHALL CONDUCT A STUDY WITH THE -
FUNDS PROVIDED IN SPECIFIC APPROPRIATION 396A OF THE
MEMBERSHIP IN GIFTED :PROGRAMS AND TALENTED PROGRAMS,
CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBILITY FOR GIFTED PROGRAMS AND
TALENTED PROGRAMS, AND THE EXTENT TO WHICH PUBLIC SCHOOL
PROGRAMS FOR THE GIFTED AND TALENTED HAVE BEEN
~ SUCCESSFUL IN [INCREASING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND -
. /- BROADENING EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR.THESE STUDENTS.
- THE STUDY SHALL ALSO -RECOMMEND A COST- FACTOR AND
E§ R , . SPECIFIC CRITERIA FOR SPECIAL PROGBAMS FOR TALENTED
: STUDENTS FOR ADOPTION BY:THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION.
THE RESULTS OF THE STUDY.SHALL BE SUBMITTED BY MARCH 1,
1984, TO THE STATE BOARD RRO THE CHAIRMEN OF THE HOUSE
* OF REPRESENTATIVES AND % SENATE COMMITTEES WITH
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGES 'IN STATE LAW, STATE BOARO OF
& EDUCATION RULES, OR SCHOOL. OISTRICT PROCEDURES.

The Bureau of Education for Exceptionai Students, Division of Public
Schoo]s was given the . responsibi;ity for organizing and implementing
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‘this study. Four consultants with expertise in the area of gifted and

-+ . talented education were selected to conduct the study and prepare the

final report. Support was provided by the members of the Oversight

4 Committee (See Appendix G) and staff from the Bureau of Education for

Exceptional Students.
Ibé following ]ndividudls éerved as consultants for the studj::

Dr. Willian Durden, Director 46;7/ '
.Center for the Advancement g . v S
’ of Academically Talented Youth . ' Sl
The Johns: Hopkins University - . Y \ P
Baltimore, Maryland Ve : -

Dr. Mary Frasier & -
Associate Professor 7 ‘

Department of Education Psychology ’ ¢ S
University of Georgia

Athens, Georgia

Or. David Mealor, Director A
School Psychology Program B
University of Central Florid i
Orlando, Florida L

Ms. Gail Smith .
Chief Consultant R
Gifted Programs =
North Carolina Department of Education

Raleigh, North Carolina —

Pane1 Act1v1t1es‘ ‘

4
-~

The sfudy panel was assembléd during September and December of 1983 to
review data, conduct a series of statewide hearings -and analyze

information. An organizational meeting was held in conjunction with the
Fall meeting of exceptional student education administrators. Ouring

this meeting, the panel reviewed information, met with school district

personngl and organized to carry out the task. The next meeting was a .

series \'of hearings held in Miam{, Orlando and Tallahassee for the
purpose, of collecting information from various school district
-personnél, parents and concerned community members.

A final meeting was held in January,'1984; in Tallahassee to develop the
study report. The panel reviewed information contained in papers
~ commissioned for the study: : : '

Increasing Minority kepresentation'1n'ProqraMS for the . Gifted and

Characteristics of the Home Environment of Potentially Gifted
Minority Children by Dr. Mary Frasier, Associate Professor,
University oé?Georgia. Second Vice-President, National Association
for Gifted-€fifldren (See Appendix C) .. p

1
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\ . ~ Gifted  Students by Dr. Joanne Rand whitmo Assistant Dean for . "
S - Teacher- Education. Kent. State- University. President. The‘
o Association for the Gifted (See Appendix Di R
. . A Internatio 1 Perspect v onGif d_and Tl[nt S b Dr.
o - ... Dorothy -Sisk, Professor, University:of .South Florida,. Secretariat,,. C
' Norld Council for Gifted ‘and Talented Children (See Appendix E)

Additional data collected from a questionnaire sent to 230 randomly :
selected publjc schools was. analyzed by. Dr. David: ‘Mealor and presented -
to the panel for review.. The purpose of the questionnaire was. to . -
-collect information concerning school level perceptions of gifted and S
talented programs.. ‘ , _ g
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'INTRODUCTION

Florida has Tong been recognized as a national leader. in pfoviding_prograns

"~ and services to identified gifted students. Legislative mandate and

special funding have been complemented by varying degrees of commitment at
the local level--commitment - that . includes  public advocacy, financial

support, and engergetic innovation.’ Testimony provided to this panel has °
“documented - arid applauded these strengths when -appropriate, but has also

findjcatedn1nconsistenc1e5fand;1nequ1t1es*that“MUstfbe“v1gorou$lyAconfronted.“~“»
and’ corrected to “ensure “that Florida remains -a bellwether —of ~the best: - -

practice for the education of gifted youth. Much of the progress . and
potential for growth for the gifted program should be attributed to its'
placement under the broad umbrella ‘of . Florida's exceptional student:

_education program where there is a documented sensitivity to thevspécial‘uf f
needs of gifted students. Efforts to maximize the sensitivity by increased
contact .with regular education, for the purpose of:1mplement1ng‘programs~f0r_; -

exceptiongl_abilities;1s_recognized_and applauded.

In response to the Legislature's recognition that minority students have .

not been sufficiently identified and given opportunities’ to benefit from

gifted education programs, the Commissioner of Education established, with ff{
. funds provided under Appropriation 396A, a panel of experts. " Their task

was. to investigate membership - in giftediprogramsiqnd_;alented.program§.' 
criteria for -eligibility of ‘gifted and talented programs, and degree of ~
success of gifted and talented programs to increase student achievement qnd‘

to broaden educat1onal'opportunities for these studeggs;} o

“Two spectfic issues addressed in all activities of .the banel.of experts
~were to answer the following questions: ¢ : ' e

‘1. How can minority repfesentation' in gifted and taiented programs be.

- increased? and

2. *Hhatfafe the effects of the'current §Choolzpfogram}fof the gifted and-
- talented? . ° - S SN

,,Resulté-dfidl1 1nqh1rjés areiofganized afound_fodr ésSéhtia1 afeAS:
- 1. Definition of Gifted and Talented . -

‘2. Screening, Evaluation, and Eligibility - -

3. Programming and-Cyrriculum - -~~~ .

4. Program Evaluation .

‘ It»isithese-fonf-aréds which; theh;,1ehd15ubstance to #1or1daisfcqxréntf3fﬁ
initiative and, at once .cause concern for -the maintenance of thd”'most . '

excellent activity on behalf of one of the state's most precious resourges.*

'_1ts‘y0uth;_',‘ oo

" The state's mandate to reexamine its -gifted programs -a . this . moment
"underscqres;th$‘commitment of Florida to educational excellence. While .the
for higher .standards of excellence Florida responds with -

nation calls- for \ X( g
legislative efforts to guarantee high  levels of expectations ahd~ -~

performance for its citizens.

xﬁs;}blpv
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This study and 1ts consequent imptementation directs 1t§e1f to that area of
excellence that guarantees-the most ‘responsible and accountable response
from those youngsters who have the highest potential for the fulfilliment of

A\

excellence. , . >



DEFINITION OF GIFTED AND TALENTED

_ According to Florida's State Bpard of Education Rule 6A-6.3019, FAC, the
gifted 'student is one who "his" superior intellectual development and 1s
capable of high performance. The- mental development of a gifted student is
two (2) standard deviations abgve. the !
giftedness to 1 intell ty and implies that only a
prescribed score on a test of m'ent'q’l_;labﬂity can determine that ability. :

mean."  This definition 1limits

“ Whle general intellectual -ability I€ a legitinate catedory as speciffed n
the U.S.0.E.'s defintion (1971) ‘and is a popular descriptor of mental

‘ability, it is very difficult to accommodate its development in a gifted-
program. ‘We applaud Florida's attempt to develop this trait but suggest

that attention to the 'specific area(s) of exceptional ability may result in -

- more well-defined and accountafle gifted 'programs as well as increase
. minority pam1c1pat1%_ - = . B o

. s . ’.. d - B . )
EFFECTS OF THE DEFINITION:.UPON MINORITY"REPRESENTATION -
_ Two observations regafdiné,;the ""-1nte11eé"tual ability of minority students

cause this -definition to have:a seriqus
_representation of minority: students in “gifted -programs. A prevailing

s and 1imiting effect on the -

attitude 1is that minority students .are °not capable of the level of

superior intellectual performance requiréd for participation in' gifted
programs. Much of the oral and ‘written:testimony receiyed during the
- statewide hearings asserted that if. talented were added as_a category to

" the definition, mimority representation could be increas®d.  That is, -

minority students could not be: found in gfftéd (i.e., intellectual) areas |
but they could be found in taTented (i.e., art,and music) are’aév\:‘-‘_ e

Secondly, it has frequently been reptrted that blacks tend to score: at
least one standard: deviation i below: that . of whites .on measures of
intellectual functioning. Thi's . reported : difference’ often leads to or

in ‘academic areas. - . o i

Florida's definition: ﬁas;‘ stated and ',pf'aét-ice&'~f..'b6th

stimulates descriptions of minority studght_:s as 'l?_;eir\g -‘-1preparab.1y,def1c1entk, _

. preci'ﬁitat‘es' and

~ exacerbates unfortunate outcomes for gifted;minority students.” One, .they
will infrequently be referred for gifted programs and. two, they will -;’).f__tenﬂ'»

fail to meet such a rigid and 1imited requirement. *, -~ @
It should be noted that part 2 of this rule

- (6A-6.30§9, FAC) describes the’

.criteria denoting eligibility to ‘include three categories: of data:' (1) o
superior intellectual development, i.e.,” an IQ of two standard deviations.

" above the mean, (2):.a majority of characteristics of-gifted children, and e

(3) the need for a special program. rHowever, besides -the ~1imitations
implied by the definition, written and oral testimony,..as well as evidence
of daily practice, ‘indicate that the  operational d}e

‘Finitfon of gifted = -

participation is restricted to evidence of two standard deviations above ' '
the mean as determined by ‘a standardized test of. intelligence. . The - - -
“addition of the. variety. of  cognitive and behaviora]”. characteristics ..

. specified in part 2 appears to ‘have 1ittle’ effect on the. etérmination of -
- who will be eligible to participate.' c R i 7 T T
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. Thus, the presantot1on and 1ncorrect 1nterpretat1on of the def1n1t1on

. severely 1imits minority students for consideration for participation in

gifted programs. It does not allow for consideration of other information,
despite evidence of potential intellectual abilities that can be" determined
" .through other and legitimate means. In addition, the reliance on one piece
of data to determine eligibility severely 1imits the amount of information

available -to make 1nstructional decisions: for participating students. Th1s‘“fg'7
practice, " then, not- only 1imits the oppor:;n1t1es for .all potentially '
t

eligible students, especially m1nor1ty studen
- participation in gifted programs but it also’” 1imits their oppprtun1ty to

~ have an appropr1ate 1nstruct anal program ‘planned for. them. - »

-‘EFFECTS OF DEFINITION ON GIFTED PROGRAM SUCCESS -

1_wh11e general : 1nte11ectua1 ab111ty is certa1n1y an acceptab]e .area .for -
distinguishing characteristics among peoples it 1is a concept laden $1th .

severe and conflicting opinions as to .definition. - G1ven the- d1ff1culty in

* coming to terms with the nature of general intellectual ability itself and

 1ts capacity to be nurtured effectively within an institutional. sett1ng.

one can expect discord between the definition of the 1dent1f1ed groups and-.[‘{.;

the eventual forn of program de11very.--'

Such discontinuity was’ clearly evident dur1ng the statew1de hear1ngs.1

While the gifted population. is identified principally_on the basis of IQ
. scores to locate general intellectual ability, the curricuium ‘résponse for
this group, when. it
educators to .devise an\appropriate,scope *and sequerjce of -K~12 ‘course work.
In addition, there is’no~way to effectively éeval

_amb1guous educat1ona1 purs 1ts. .

e thevsuccess of such

. Ce

" While some school districts have planned and 1mp1emented a K-12 curr1cu1um.

" others,. however, have based" their g¥fted programs on. -a  series -of ~

‘educational experiences for the students that are often a superf1c1a1

treatment of topics within the traditional academic curriculum, There -1is. -
the added disadvantage ‘that the course of instruction is developed more -

~upon the curriculum interest and strength of ~an assigned teacher rather

than the .identification of a student's specific academic strengths and :
‘weaknesses. Often it appears that students are assigned to special classes .

without evidence of extraordinary ability in the subject. The result of !
this inability to translate general intellectual ab111ty to the practical -
. contingencies of “schBol f{nstruction results not ‘in the systematic =

~advancement of the intellect but rather ingnly a half-hearted treatment of
. special academic -subjects among a populatio ost randomly Jgal1f1ed for

tensive participation.

Ty

' 'Rscomsuomous

*"1, The populat1on to be served 1n g1fted programs should be redes1gned to

designate those who -have. the ability to excel 1in one or several

educat1ona1 exper1ences at a level and pace d1st1ngu1shed from thg - ,.n :

'@‘..

to be fairly evaluated for . .

oes exist, reflects the’ 1r2l;111ty of -scholars -and’

& ) . v
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regular student.  $Mch: a perspective would permit increased
participation of minorities in gifted programs ‘as a direct result of
the appropriate identifiication of special academic talent rather than
.thh“morevqnbi?uous category of ‘general intellectual ability. Such a
.perspective might also suggest concrete initiakives to 1include more

comprehenzive'evalua fon of ‘a broad spectrum.of legitimate talent,

2. The definition should\y@” modified to complement -general  Antellectual
. ability with specific academic aptitude. Such a definition will permit

. school ~administrators: atid -teachers -to respond educationally to ot
extraordinary ‘children in-a manner which both:fulfiiis-a-desperate need -

in our country to provide.a comprehensive and challenging education in
__both -the fundamentals : and subtleties of math, science, and -the
- humanities--and: 1s'-consistent with: their primary task to convey
disciplined knowledge apnd qognitive skills from one generation-to the
'next. Of course,. the Intypduction of specific academic talent to the :
target population sHiould nat exclude the development of those processes !
subsumed under, general- fptellectual ability, byt rather from the
methods of possible ’%quj
Sl “

rwithin the specific discipline of academic

3. The. criteria for e}igibT¥
discussion of multip
gifted program. ’

Tty #should allow for the more thorough
e cri_grigl_ for determining participation in the

v ' v ‘ .
- ' 'SCREENING, EVALUATION, AND ELIGIBILITY =, s
. As’ delineated in-Rule 6A-6.3019,. FAC, Florida defines gifted students as.
those who: o . ,' -‘,5" ) . - Gd . )

A

Bions above the mean on an:ipdividual test

.-score two (2) standard dey A
red\?y a certified specialist in school

of 1intelligence ;as. admini}
psychology; - % S

[

-have a majority¥of
standard scale of¢

aracteristics of gifted children’according to a
I/Tst;_a'nd , . A

_-demonstrate ‘a.-nééd; fo ._‘a sbécial‘ progl'ram.’,.- T

Testimony has revealed thit while a multi-criteria approach.to evaluation -
~{s-indicated in these rules, most school systems focus-primarily on the IQ -

‘score at the expense of the other possible components begause- of the |

-existing definition. = This strict adherence to the- use of - IQ 1n the
. evaluation process excludes certain minority and disadvantaged students

from eligibility. Responses to a questionnaire sent to randomly selected - - i

schbols in.the State of Florida 1indicated the use. of a-wide array of.
standardized group achievement and IQ tests for screening (see,Appendix F).
Current literature points out that while screening 1is a much-needed:
preliminary step in the evaluation process, 1imiting this screening to

- standardized . test results will serve to ‘exclude many  minority and -

disadvantaged students from consideration. ' .

~,

i
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A comprehensive screening process would assist in the development of a
large pool of students who will be given further consideration as to their
eligibility for the gifted and taiented program. Inclusion in the pool
should be based on a wide. variety of available data collected in a
systematic manner: standardized test .scores, grades, informal checklists,
.parent/teacher/peer nomination, anecdotal records, etc. The use of both-
objective and subjective data will help ensure that minority and
disadvantaged students would not be denied entry into the pool. A review
of each student's data would then determige which students should be
referred for further testing or additional datd collection.

. Mu]tiple criteria shouId also be.used 1n the tota] evaluation’ process to
determine student eligibility. 8y utilizing a combination of data (e.g.,
standardized test scores or subtest scores as well as other indicators such
as grades, parent/teacher behavioral rating scales, anecdotal records/case
studies, etc.), a profile of each student will emerge that reaches beyond
the current one-dimensional definition of giftedness and allows: for
recognition of specific subject area strengths. The use of both objective.
and subjective data benefits that student who performs well in class and- is
motivated to achleve but whose test scores do not indicate exceptional -
intelligence. The use of multiple criteria in student evaluation brings
with it several advantages: incredsed minority representation without the
establishment of duat criteria (i.e., separate eligibility standards for
white and minority or disadvantaged - students); improved recognition of
specific student strengths, carrying with it implications for: expanded
placement opportunities; and 1ncreased consistency’ with a broader -based-
definition. R - ' '

' \
A separate but related issue 1nvolves the screening and evaluation process
in the primary grades. When applied in the primary grades, the screening
and evaluation process can become clouded by, outside factors even when a
wide variety of data are considered. It 1s not unusual for a kindergarten

A child from an advantaged home ta seem to have the verbal skills and

-4+ behavioral characteristics that may .make him eligible for' the gifted
program. Conversely, a minority student with potential might be overiooked
because he does not demonstrate these traits. Special care is required in .
early identification. Better utilization of Florida's Primary Education
Program (PREP) has the potential for 1mprov1ng screening. evaluation and
programming 1in these early grades.

RECOHMENDATIUNS

1. School systems shou’d develop specific screening practices to encourage ,
~ nondiscriminatory snd uniform review of existing data (e.g., background
information, teacher.tarent ratings, achievement test totals or subtest
scores, grades in specific academic subjects, previous accomplishments,
etc.). Early identification could be -assisted through the PREP
assessment of students manifesting exceptional ability in one or more
areas.

2. An .jdentificationﬂncr{terie~ matrix that - includes ~object1ve"and'»t"
: subjective data -should be utilized as .a means of- ensuring an




{dentification process consistent with current Hteraéufe and practiées

in gifted education. , ‘ : f _

3. The development and validation' of a speci?ic@ﬁphecklist of gifted

" behaviors to be used by all school districts ih.determining student

eligibility would help ensure uniform and consistent practices
statewide. ' . P

' " o . 1 ,

4. School systems should be monitored: to ensure that the screening and

{dentification procedures are being accurately and effectively .

W
oy

implemented. - -These screening- and 1,antificationmprocedureswshould;be.~umﬂ;y

consistent with program definition to .ensure increased program

effectiveness.
PR( AND CURRICULUM
In A_Resource Manual For The Development and Evaluation of Special Programs
For_Exceptional Students - Volume II-Gg Gifted, any successful .

fnstructional program is characterized by the need ‘to have its philosophy
~ firmly established, and, further, that such "a philosophy must be based on
theoretical models that have been repeatedly shown to capitalize on the

specific characteristics of gifted students." Recoomended models are

Bloom's Taxonomy, Guilford's Structure of the Intellect and Renzulli's
Enrichment Triad, with reference to an example of a possible philosophy it
is stated that "the overall goal of the gifted program is to encourage and
facilitate higher 1levels of thinking, communication,  independent study
skills, leadership abilities, productivity, creativity and self-awareness." -
The curriculum is characterized by the urgency to establish specific goals
and objectives designed to meet the unique needs and learning styles of -
gifted students and by necessity becomes oriented about such models.

EFFECTS OF DEFINTION UPON MINORITY REPRESENTATION IN GIFTED AND TALENTED
| ~ PROGRAMS AND THE EFFECTS OF THE CURRENT SCHOOL PROGRAMS = -
: ~ FOR_THE GIFTED AND TALENTED .

The comments below apply equally"fbr the - effects upon minority -
representation in gifted and talented programs and for the effectiveness of
the current school programs for the gifted and talented. Conspicuously

absent in the current Florida definition of “a curriculum and instructional . -

program is a treatment of the specific abilities normally treated in the
school environment. No mention is made of actual investigation in English,
foreign language, science or mathematics and yet, most existing programs
for the gifted try to accommodate the gifted in specific academic subjects.
.For. example, a social studies course may be offered to all “{dentified
gifted in a particular grade, regardless of .a student's  specific ability.

~ The-course is on very pgor pedngog1cal-f00t1h9.:try1n9é$0'1ntrodUCe'ahd/or'fﬁifﬁ

reinforce theoretical models of intelligence without wandering too far into

~ specific academic abilities. - Exercise of theoretical models .of thought

without a discipline base in a content area is, according to this panel,
best conceived as extracurricular in nature. The cumulative effect of
defining a curriculum for the gifted solely on adherence to supposed models
of thought 1is either to make these models themselves the subject of



{nstruction and thus to deprive high ability youth of essential experiences
from which they could profit or to forego any- attempt to cultivate thinking
skills by creating arbitrarily determined educational experiénces which do
not interfere with the regular curriculum but, in consequence, are rendered
superficial. :

Despite this general characteristic of the education of the gifted in
Florida, it must be stated that, current practice notwithstanding, the
gifted program has resulted in  expanded educational opportunities for
children. Indeed, throughout the state one finds highly qualified and

Cﬂ&? .

motivated teachers offering consequential and continuous 1instruction for -
their gifted students, averthaless, this positive disposition toward'
giftedness in Florida and the current individual successes of the program

could prove even more extensive if assessment and programming procedures
focused on student specific abilities in the school situation. Attention
to these various abilities would also permit expansion of minority
participation in exceptipnal programming. : -

A reasonable feature of a course of study for gifted children, one which
would permit students exposure -to much needed knowledge in mathematics,
sciences and the humanities, for example, 1s.one .that assesses the
individual abilities of a child and then offers challenging instruction in
that particular content area. The knowledge presented is combined with
theoretical thought models as an ancillary element emanating from the
. subject itself. Indeed, the most current thinking in the field of gifted
and talented education strives to resolve the apparent conflict between the
implications of the terminology "gifted" and "talented" as shown by a quote

from National Report on Identification: Assessment and Recommendation for

Comprehensive Identification of Gifted and Talented Youth, by Susanne
Richert, with James Alvino and Rebecca C. McDonnel, 1982. ‘ ‘

The consultants at the Identification Conference asserted that
“talented" should -be used :to refer to a specific ability as
opposed, for example, to general intellectual ability. Therefore
the more the field of gifted education recognizes. that exceptional
abilities--in whatever area(s)--need to be applied.in a specific
content so that the result is a performance or product, the less
sense is made by creating an implicit hierarchy that engenders
- elitisme "talenteq“ is not quite as good as gifted. '

‘The difficulty with thp regular curriculum for the gifted child is not that

it contains the wrong subjects, but rather that it presents this material

-often at the wrong-time,vinuthe wrong way and for the wrong reasons.

¥

RECOMMENDAT IONS

e : .
1. In order to construct“a. gggsonable and comprehensive curriculum for
gifted students permittjf\‘, ope and sequence from grades K-12,  the
content, pace and order"ofséinstruction in various coursework must be
made to reflect an individual ‘student's or group of students' peculiar

‘exceptional abilities and level of learning. : s

-
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2.

- To meet the above

should take adygntage of existing regulations permitting flexibility in
offering program delivery models and responding to student learning
patterns. Thé panél of experts discovered, regrettably, that Florida
educators were'either unaware of or reluctant to use measures already
present to adjust  the educational process to reflect a student's
individual pace 'and level of learning. These include the use of
acceleration mechanisms and' alternative.programs of graduation, dual

v (;“‘ A . ‘;‘B.‘;l. . -
In order to fg{en’the‘ objectives of "l1* above, Florida educators

-enroliment, ,secondary level subject . area examinations and advanced

p/]ﬂgmntc.,; -
students must take &dvuntage of courses not necessarily dasi?ned
specifically ‘as gifteds For example, an eighth grader who by various
approved means, demonstrates competency in Algebra I and Il could be
enrplled 1n a regular tenth grade geometry class. While the class
itself 4s not classified as “gifted", the placement of .the eighth
grader in this class, meeting his advanced abilities 1s an appropriate
treatment of his ability. The same situation would hold for younger
than normal age students enrolled individually in Advanced Placement
coursework. '

To accommodate curriculum flexibility the funding formula for gifted
education in Florida must be altered to follow the individual student
and-his or-her needs rather than a general, and perhaps. inappropriate,
pragram. In addition, the current funding system by FTE {is perceived

.to constrain initiatives to provide a variety of program delivery
-models that would advance apprdpriately a child's specific ab111t1}es.,

o therefore, must be reexamined.

‘The 1EP (Individualized Educational Plan) should be used 1ma§1'nat1vely'

to -design a continuous program of studies for a child's exceptional
abilities. | To accomplish this task most effectively every effort

.should . be made to exploit. appropriate program delivery models and
- educational options to create an optimal match between the student's

abi1ity and the 1level and pace of his or her 1instruction.

_Administrators should be sensitive to, a "smorgasbord of educational

opportunities” which. includes "after-school* and Saturday classes, -
mentorships, magnet schools, summer experiences, consultative models,

out-of-grade placement 1n regular courses, multi-county program
-Initiatives, dual college enrollment, and Advanced Placement programs.

Florida 1s to be cited for a number of programmatic efforts which
demonstrate an imaginative attempt to match student ability with 1eve‘l

and pace of instruction; however, school administrators and teachers
must be encouraged to pull together an appropriatelychallenging course
of studies for a child which employs a variety of these options and in

S0 doing continues to match student .ability with pace and level of

learning. - Response to the gifted child should be primarily fixed on

the youth's ability and the application of various delivery systems to
nurture- that abil1ity. In this effort, more extensive use could be made
of "after-school® classes or ‘the Governor's Summer Programs. These.
options provide a most 1important supplementary opportunity for
instruction to those students possessing. visual and performing arts -
talents. Dual enrollment of junior high school or high school students
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. “in college coursework provides a viable option for many students who
possess talent developed to such a degres that the regular school
personnel or curricula cannot accommodate that child.. However, caution

‘ should be exercised by remembering that the focus here {s upon an
individual child's ability and not a ?roup of students. That
individual child must be permitted special student status at a local
college or university when feasible. a

\

3 g The implementation of recommandations cited by the- Panel of Experts
will require Florida educators to be willipg to exercise responsible
imagination and flexibility in school programming. The oyerall result,

however, will be a more appropriate courseé of study fox g¢ifted and
talented students that matches.their ability and program neeqs.

2. Implicit in program effectiveness 1s the sélection of teacherjy. Again,
administrative flexibility is essential. The appropriate teacher for a
_gifted and talented student may not be found in the home school but
rather in a neighboring school and/or ' special summer program. In
addition, the regular education faculty through inservice or university
training programs must be made sensitive to the traits and needs of
gifted and talented students since this target population may be placed
in the regular classroom to-obtain an optimal match between ability and
level of {nstruction. ' :

3. Training programs for gifted and talented teachers may need to be

reexamined to ensure that.teachers completing such a program have the

. knowledge and skills necessary to respond to and foster each student's

gk abilitiess It should also be realized that teachers at elementary

grade levels have differing needs from secondary level teachers whose

knowledge in one or several requisite content areas is as impertant as
aithorough grounding in gifted and talented education.

4, A final 1implication has {ts roots 1in each school district where
concerted efforts to provide an appropriate program or program options
for ,each gifted and talented student becomes more’ clearly defined.
Through- a defined philosophy, instructional goals and statements, and
K-12 'scope and sequence, the quality and effectiveness of that program
can be seen-and evaluated. _ 2 . ,

PROGRAM EVALUATION

One of the major features of any program evaluation 1s that the program
have a definite statement of philosophy and a clearly stated and reasonable
objective for the course of. study. The absence of measurable instructional
objectives for specific gifted and talented programs was noted in testimony
received by this Panel but ‘it should be pointed out that gifted and
talented program evaluation nationally 1s;an area with more questions than
answers. The most frequent method of ‘evaluating program effectiveness -
cited during testimony was the use of {nformal .questionnaires or-
.checkiists, a method of evaluation that is relatively simple and provides

A
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information which can be easily handied. The information obtained,
- however, saldom provides any significant insight {into overall student
progress und rarely Teads to qny programmatic chnnge.

A second nethod of evuluntinq e"ectwemss 1s the use of nom—roferenced
tests-~inadequate when one considers that gifted and talanted children are
often functioning at the upper end of the scale (98th-99th percentiloz
leading to the conclusion that the school {1s unable to measure studen
gain.,  Off-age testing or specific criterton-referenced measures may
provide more meaningful {information relative to desired student outcomes
within the gifted and talented program. Information provided from the . .
assessment process should be 1nc1uded in the development of a specific
progrum to meet the individual needs of the student.

It must be kept in mind that in order to maintain programs and services ‘at
highs vels. honest ‘evaluation of the program is crucial. Programs cannot

. overl tudent progres¢, yet .actual frogran evaluation {3 often
overtooked or ignored. Gallagher, et al. (1981:158) noted that gifted and
telented program evaluation has been criticized for: ,

1. over-reliance on attitudinal dete for assessing program worth;

2. use of {inappropriate (1nvelid) tests for assessing studerit achievenent'
and

3. lack of careful documentation and eveluation of ectual curriculuu,
implemented in the program.

While a number of school districts have developed a continuous and -
. sequential program, others lack continuity and coordination between schools -
and grade levels which limits any attempts at precise program evaluation.

4
There is needed e clearly defined system of program eveluetion thet should-
* include: .

1. what the program intends to accomplish relative to 1dent1f1ed student
abilities and needs.

2. - how the program will go about eccomplishing this. end
3. what the benefits to students will be. -

With an evaluation in place, the district w111 be in a position to monitor

and determine 1f any changes or modifications are needed. A planned
program evaluation assists the school district in determining if gifited and
talented students are motivated through the existing program offerings.” At
the same time, the reevaluation of individual student goals and objectivés
would be made eesier if such an eve]uetion system were in place. N

Specific meesurement devices used in this tesk should not be limited to
paper and pencil tests. For certain students the desired outcome may be ‘in
the development of a product or presentation. Performance levels could be
stated to determine if the student 1s making progress toward the attainment
of a particular objective. Because:program and student evaluations are
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interre]ated, data must be; co]iected and ana]yzedethat address individua] o

.student performance as wei] as. overai] program design._\ o

‘:"w SRR |

It is the recommendation of . this Pane] that thrida schoo] districts design{- '
and implement a system of ‘program evaluation -for -their ‘gifted students. -
. This ‘evaluation program should focus on the monitoring of student progressﬁj'?

: and overaii program effectiveness. S .

K v

1. JProgram eva]uation a]]ows districts to determine if programs have been;fjfff~'f
: successfui by measuring student achievement in specified ﬁbi]ity areas.,;;@rgfﬁg

‘i‘additionai resources are needed to enhance educationa] opportunities.

) need for continued 1egis1ative support.

@

7 .
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26 Program eva]uation assists schooi districts An determining whatff,;ifﬂ:v,

5.3. 'Program evaiuation provides documentation of overa11 program”fifﬂgn_
- effectiveness .and includes student performance, further Justifying the“_;_;ggwj~




Appendix A
Appendix B:
Appendix C:?

Appendix D:

~ Appendix E:
Appendix F: -

~ Appendix G:

: An Analysis of the District Procedures for Fiorida sf

-Annotated Bibiiographies B ': B AN O L

. Commissioned Paper - Dr. Joanne Rand Hhitmore
?\fCommissioned Paper - Dr. Dorothy Sisk

. Gifted and Taiented Program Study Questionnaire - A
- Summary

zzzzz

CPART II
j;APPENDICEs T" -

Gifted Programs Lo

Commissioned Papers - Dr: Mary Frasier

-

Summary of-Abtivities-

T




-

" APPENDIXA -
 An Analysis of District Procedures
" Florida's Gifted Programs

ERIC.

[AFuiTox provided by ERIC




% An Analysis
* - The District Procedures
* Florida's Gifted Program

L

‘ Sub’mitté‘d tos Deborah Bellﬂower, Consultant
‘ -+ Gifted Education N
Bureau of Bducat;on for Exceptlonal Students' .

LY 7

By:  duliaG.Moore, ‘.
‘September 23, 1983 -




B shall address each in turn.

, The following report is submltted as a part of The Study mandated by the Florlda Lo
Legislature to study the membership of its gifted and talented programs and to assess the .
‘effectiveness of current programs.. Two separate 1ssues are mvolved' therefore, the report__

.In regard to the ﬁrst 1ssue, the evaluator used the followmg general method in obtammgithe
information presented in this report. First, general information (SBER, Resource Manual for
Gifted Programs, and the Plan) regarding gifted education in Florida was.read. Then there
. was an analysis of each school district's procedures as submitted to the Bureau of Education ™

of Exceptional: Students. Each procedure was examlned in order to obmn the followmg L
-information: L ’

l.  Criteria for ehglblhty tests used or authorlzed, kmd of checkhst used, documentatlon g

- . of need, other criteria used, "flags" for, atypical gifted students. : S

2. Screemng referral devices, tests and cut-off scores. ' : : L

3.  Philosophy of program: acceleration, enrlchment, career development, development e

- of cognitive and affective skills. : . v S

4. Curriculum: elementary, middle, junior hlgh, senior hlgh. - : .

5.  Number of hours in program: elementary, middle, junior hlgh, senior. hlgh. S SRR

6.  Program dehvery: resource center (bused in), fulltime basic, fulltime basrc with;
- consultative services, itinerant teachers, regular Class with pull-out resource, fulltime ‘

: gifted, advaaced placement. .

7. Program 'aluatlon. teacher, student, parent, admlmstrator, tests, other dewces.

_Items 1 and 2 deal wlth the' flrst 1ssue of minority. representatlon.ralsed‘by therl.egnslature- '

S the remammg 1tem are concerned with' program’ effectweness. S

 minori

specxal programs is restrlcted by. the law_which defmes "glfted" ’ "one who_»f”‘j
intellectual development and is capable of high performance. The mental
t of a gifted student is two (2) standard deviations of more above the mean." - It -~ 7.
is perhaps pertinent at this point to observe that the legislative mandate refers: to Florldas LR
glfted programs. The natlonal revised definition of gnfted and talented reads. '

"Glfted and talented chlldren" means chlldren and, wher:fver apphcable, youth, :
~ who are identified at the preschool, elementary or secon evel as.possessing :
demonstrated or potential abilities that glve evidence of high performance - .
' ‘capability in areas such as intelligence, .creativity, specific academic or .
- leadership ability, or in the performing or visual arts, and who, by reason.
3 thereof, require servxces or actlvm%not ordmarlly provxded by the school "

From this, 1t may readlly be seen that Florida has selected a deflmtlon of glfted as one of. - -
intellectual ability. Talented, under this definition, is not represented in the state mandate.: S
There are a number of obvious advantages to such ‘a narrow approach. One, the' State's " -
financial resources are focused. into an area tradltlonally reserved “to the school, the.
_development of the intellect. Two, when its definition is limited the populatlon of the group
‘will be reduced, and the quality of one program may be enhanced. Third, intellectual ability = ..
-can be empirically measured by standardlzed tests. Wlth dbjectlve decxslons as to who does{:r,;-
fand does not enter a program. ST S O R . T

One di advantage of a hmlted deflmtlon, however, is that Wthh Florlda is- facmg' low nLE

g representation in glfted programs. Minority children, culturally dxfferent chlldren,r E
and ‘the' disadvantaged are not as likely to be identified -on standard measures. Expert . °
oplmon as to posslble causes and factors for thlS sltuatlon may be found in the rewew of .




'related llterature, attached separately. ' ’l'he statlstlcs themselves speak to\ the aqctéécy of : e
such a statement: In 1981-82 only 6% of the. membershlp m Florlda'szgxfted o
represented the mlnorlty/culturally dlfferent.v . ]

The general screemng devnces employed by the school dlstrlcts in; ordeg.
for the potentially gifted reflect measures: approprlate for: programs: emphaslzlng acade-
'aptltude. ‘While all school districts did*not report the ‘exact measures’ used"approxlmately
95% described referrals for evaluation as based on a combination ‘of achgevement test\ SC res-.

(8th or 9th stanine), teacher observatlon, cumulative records, parent reférral, etc. v, £

Achlevement ‘tests.‘measure precisely what the name. states. Academu‘t%chlevement
the context of specific subject ‘matter such as social studies, math:i ‘To put’ it another _
an achievement test measures the skill or knowledge that an individual has: gamed asa result ,
(presumably) of instruction and reading. Regardless'of the’ sub)ect.matter, theistudent: must-
be able.to read and to comprehend the..instructions, the questlons,,and /the anﬁvers
Achievement tests become, therefore, a measure of a student's language sk If a student, RIS
however -innately bright he may be, has poor skills, the resulting scores: Mll be Jowrand 5o e
perhaps not indicative -of the student's real knowledge. and, or’ -ability, in . the ‘agreas’ ' - 1 SR
Additionally, the student with a wider: exposure to varied stimuli and learmng experlences, B
outside the school setting will likely score higher on a test and ‘will appéar: to-have Yearned;. "
‘more" than his dlsadvantaged ‘peer - whose : extra school enrichment : as ‘been?: minimal. 7 1 e
‘Another problem in the use of achievement tests is in the scoring. ’l'hqscores indicte the, "’ -« -+
students' relative position in relatlonshlp to others. The critics of .achievement. test held R
that the norms are based on the white middle class and that the mmor.ltyvstudent, wi ’1le' ST
perhaps: vastly superlor to his peers within hls/her minority group, :

relatlonshlp to those outsxde the mlnorlty group. -

In regard to teacher observatlon, it must be polnted out that thlS is- oneof the least rehabl’ Bk
methods of referral. Research indicates: that teachers nominate the' ‘high' ach’1e.vers, who
make excellent. grades :and display approved social behaviors, |not: al\iays the student g
identified as gifted. Furthermore, the usual checklist. of such be‘nav rs_may. | apply to RN
the atypical (minority, culturally dlfferent, dlsadvantaged) glfted.....-_g ‘he " mpanyxng B
review of literature recalls some very real differences in: the: characterlstlcs of : ‘the: .
dlsadvantaged and-the culturally different. These dissimilarities could: ’esult i such a Chlld :
not scoring wellon a measure 1ntended for the "typlcal" glfted. : .

N arly all the school dlstrlcts reportlng glve a Slosson lntelhgence Test.(f hot’prev:dusly
administered) after reférral or an Otis:Lennon Mental Ability ’l'est.. Cut-off. sco '. for
referral for addltlonal psychologlcal evaluation were, for the great- ma]on'ty, )
‘respectively. Both the Slosson and the Otis-Lennon have béen termed oot—pE
school performance, because both measures are, hlghly verbal 1n nature. " TR
Avhdn of glfted as ;- L

.-,.

i
L,

who is "capable of hlgh performance"

-From the review of the general screening practlces used m th ‘ hool dlStrl¢t~s, it iss the
‘opinion of the evaluator that said school districts a e using me‘tho pproprlate t .programsf); R
“of academic aptitude. High general intellectual ;funcilomng shoyld: not 'bé: eva%tqd ‘with'~ SR

?m the | o

does noﬁappear to Beevi

academic excellence. ‘A search fér thls charayatenstlc
procedures as glven. S p

é\’.'

Approklmately 16% of. the school dlStl‘lCtS reportlng are sensltlve to tﬁe culttﬁ'ally dlffeéent, S PR
the minority, the disadvantaged, and the’ underachlevmg These districts’ Feport, a‘"flag" ora R
look-out for said students as.a part-of .their referral and/or screenlng process. -~ This is, - /-

however, too small a representatlon ,to *make Eny real statewnde mcreas @ mlnorlty o




N répresehtation. On ounty did"reporht a métrihx“approac_:hv fpr'rejérrél, a promising approach =

" 2, Teacher observagién and ;éﬁe:rral (in the traditional sense) should not be relied upon . -

3. .The checklist of gifted characteristics used in the district should be carefully screened. .

considered further'in the annotated, bibliography. .

PR

A more encouraging statistic l;es"-in"'_thg tests used :to_ determine intellectual iunctioni’rié._ A
little over 50% report the use of either the verbal or performance $cores on the Wechsler -

&

scales¥in - special ‘circumstances, the: Leiter International Performance -Scale (for the

culturally different), non-English language tests such as The Barsit or Spanish WISC-R, or

~

All districts report testing students in.native language, if indicated. .

the SOMPA (System of Multi-Cultural Pluralistic Assessment which includes the WISC-R). - g

~ Only a few c_iistljicts,_seem'to address local concerns in regard to the reﬁmmd statement of o
"~ " mneed for ‘a special program.": ‘Many of -the  districts seem to feel. that an IQ-score. .

'demonstrated need. While such a need may be difficult to document in observable language,

~ that very need lies at the heart of the justification for differential education for the gifted. - -
' The delivery of special’services to the gifted should state clearly why the student needs the -

Based upon the foregoing observations; the evaluator makes the following recommendations o
- . in regard to minority representation in gifted programsz . - o L S

-

definition.
heavily. :
for allowance of the atypical gifted behaviors. _Consideration should be given to. the

attached bibliography).

g, Districts who do not 'inélude proVision for special test ;c'ons.ide'rat'ions for the

5. Districts should address themselves to the problems of the need for speCiél programis,

. that there is no requirement in the district procedures that the districts report on all the:

urider'ailieving/culturally different should doso. - ) Co .

.. especially for the atypical gifted.

1. I ‘Flo_ri‘da continues its definit_idﬁ of gxfted "as ‘one of "superior inte_rlei:tuél'*"_"’:
" development", the district screening procedures should be adjusted to reflect this"

' development of alternate checklists of behaviors peculiar to a-particular group (see .

Before-turning ‘to the second issue of program effectiveness, the evaluator wishes to note '

items addressed in this report. A number of the districts, however, in the interest of clear.
communication, did report the number of teachers, the hours in the program at each level,

~ ‘the curriculum at each’level, and the delivery of services at each level. These districts are

" Program philosophy in Florida is largely geared to the enhancement of ‘cognitive/affective -
" skills. Less than 5% mentionacceleration as a goal, but a larger percentage than that (21%) -

'did mention advanced placéw v v
philosophy espoused by 30% of the districts. Approximﬁtel'y 20% of the districts report a -

‘to be commended, and the other districts are urged to follow this example of specificity.

Because of the lack'of clarity in many reports, the evaluation may’be'_ somewhat imprecise in

~certain areas." -

¥nt or -early college entrance courses. Enrichment is the

combination of philosophical approaches. N

The curriculum across the educational levels is less c_:'lear " No report of any differential - '.

- programs for kindergarten was made.  Elementary and middle schools use the usual models

_such as Bloom, Guilford, and Renzulli. Most districts appear to use the learning center -unit -
'study approach. Independent study is also mentioned. About 10% of the counties’ use the
_Duval County Curriculum Guide, a sequenced curriculum' with criterion referenced tests to
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measure. progress. One county mentnoned a teacher-made cur, culum qplanned in connectnon
~ with the students' IEPs, another: developed a guide with sistance of a parent council. =,
A few schools report the use of SOI for a profile of strengths and weaknesses. - At the junior .~
- high/ gh school level,’ thereappears to be little in:the way of- differential. programs. Most - - y
“schools report_honors courses,- advanced placement, and - the like. w.districts’ with .

- nearby. colleges have devised a system of early’ ‘college ‘admission: - One Acounty reported a. .

,sequence of study for. the secondary level. ‘Under 20% of: the district§- report ‘having some .
type of mentor program. These programs varied from district to district in térms of hours
spent but, at the minimum, the student spent several hours a week ‘with someone in a .
profession or @n executive capacity. A few districts mentioned the use of Thinkology and -
Computeronics. Group and individual counseling as an integral part of th  curriculum were -
reported by several counties. Two’ districts referred to the cooperation nd asslstance of
advocacy groups in provndmg special services. . i

J

'Delivery of-. servn es is accomplished as follows:: pull-out programs w&h a school-based C
" resource room (77%), resource centers (40%), full-time basic class with cgns\

advanced placement (22%), and 1t1nerant teachers (20%) Only one fulltxr%e gi

(grades/4 12) is reported. ' i -

Less than 5%)96 of the sc ool dlStl'lCtS reported the number of @urs pér weeL in gifted -
- programs. Thése’schools  appear to provide services one full day a week when the students
attend a.resource center and approximately 5 hours per week otherwise. High school
students enrolled in internship or mentor programs might spend- consrderabiy more hours per '
week with the total hours dependent on the type of arrangement.. b T S
'|' . 4
’l'he reports on program evaluation 1nd1cate dnstrnct rehance on questxonnalres, checklists, or ' ‘
opinionnaires completed by the students and,: sometimes, the teacher. Schools using the-
Duval County Curriculum report the use of CRTs (criteria reference d tests) to measure’
student progress. A number of the. districts report observation as thé 14 eans of evaluation
with the principal and program director serving as the evaluators., D te c#s use the review
‘of the students' IEP as an evaluation measure, but only one dlst _pported objective . =
criteria for student attainment. Some schools use grades and repo'g ards. One district

_reported parent questionnaires; another consxdered the affective do 1n‘ in its evaluatxon.. ,

No district reported a systematic system of data collectlon w1th »sts and measuring .

nstruments clearly set forth or a means of reportmg the data to t ;;-‘pi;l}hc. ‘No specific’
edprograms. '

' documentatnon appears to exnst regardnng student gains. as1 a result of Ited)
i

‘The last statement reflects a spec1f1c concern of evaluatlon in' reg “rd‘t’ Flornda's glfted L
* programs: the lack of a clearly defined system of program gvaluatnorﬁ {Given the' depth of
commitment to gifted education and the talent of those involved, thls ’ga’p in-the program

- can be-remedied. The accompanying bibliography contams a number of co rete. suggestnons- :
for ways to carry out adequate program evaluation. - IT '

The second major concern is in the area of the currnculum}, espec1ally at xthe secondary level. .-

Few differential programs are reported. This concern is share by the! school districts and .

the Bureau, as evidenced. by the number of Challenge ‘Grants - awérded to secondary .- oo
.programs. If gifted secondary education concerns itself with- only, horlors courses and . ¢
- advanced placement which “are’ open-to “all students with academic j engths, it'may find -
itself in a position of retreat. Those involved in the Ch lenge Grant j\re to be commended , B

for facnng this problem and seekmg a solutnon. B | . R P
Another currncular concern. hes in the use of the IEP's. Loes Flornda Wlsh 0 continue thelrf’ L

use? If so, it would appear that more consideration.of the IEP must be gi en, and this will .
requnre a greater m-depth 1nd1v1dual assessment of ea?h student thah ap rently is .being




" conducted at the present. If the IEP lies at the heart of the gifted education program, it en
_special care must be taken to modify the ‘overall gifted curriculum to each individual
“student's needs. The evaluator did not find evidence of this practice at the present time.

" Firida is,indeed ‘to be commended for its desire to improve what is already one of the
" nation's outstanding gifted education ‘programs. Such vision can only make what is good,
better. It has been both an honor and a ple&sure to have been involved in such an endeavor.
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The following it_ems address themselves to.the question of:

What factors currently influence the membershlp in glfted and talented programs?

- Bruch, Cs Ammmtofcreaﬂvltymaﬂmrauydlﬂermtd\lldrem QM_M

1977, 21(2) 16#-174.

Bruch 1dent1f1ed these areas of concem in measurement of IQ and achlevement as they
relate to cultural differences.

‘1. " IQ measures middle-class culture and values and does not address itself to minorities.

The need, then, is to find and use measures where the focus is on the characteristics
held in value by a particular culture as well as those of the mainstream: culture.

.2, Language modification needs to be made in standardized instruments in current use so

‘that account may be made when a student gives a culturally - right but mainstream -
wrong answer-.

3. Educators, test administrators,’ and the testing mstruments “themselves are based in
favor of traditional IQ and non-acceptmg of cultural pluralism and its measures as well
as other cultural values. -

4.  Change must be made in the attitudes which hold that glftedness can only be measured

: by objectives measures, that IQ measures are valid and reliable for culturally different
children, that IQ measures innate ability with no influence due-to experience, and that
-IQ measures a unitary ability rather than a multi-intellectual approach.

Fitzgerald, E. J. (ed)., The First National Conference on_the Disadvantaged Gifted.

‘National/State Leadership Training Instltutue on the Gifted and Talented. Los Angeles,
Cahforma, 1975. Ed 131-619. ;

- (NOTE. thls is an excellent summary of research, etc. in the area. )

N Remarks by D. Sisk: . - . _
""Some of the most serious def1C1enC1es in ;the dtsadvantaged child occur in the area of

cognitive functioning, language skills, and readmg......S'tudles concerning disadvantaged.

.children indicate that they are often apt to manifest a variety of linguistic disabilities such

as limited vocabularies; and nonstandard grammar school records also indicate . their .
incapacity in’'such cognitive processes as the ability to observe and state sequence of events, |
to perceive cause and effect relationships, or to group concrete phenomena into classes of
phenomena. »

"Presumably, 1nd1v1dual potentnal is evenly distributed among all groups of people. I there
are differences among groups with respect to functioning intelligence, the causes must be
environmental conditions which inhibit or fail to facilitate th; conversmn of potentlal mto
functioning intelligence."

Gallagher:

. "edf the values of the school favor the docile, task oriented, polite, verbal ch;ld who is

adept at sensing adult needs-and playing to them, then the culturally different child who

may have a different life style, 1nd1vldual inits own way, may appear strange, stubborn, o
‘noncooperative, lazy, etc."
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Recommendatxons for innovative procedures weres

Moreno recommends a criteria for selection (K-3) for the identification of mentally gifted '
chicano children in which the top 3% of these'students in each school is selected by GPA,‘_

teacher evaluation in 11 areas, and achievement test scorec.

Suggests teacher inservice as tralnlng for recognlzlng the characterlstlcs of the culturally
disadvantaged. Teachers had lnput lnto ‘screening  devices from ‘their own observed
behaviors. .

e

Gallagher, 3., The gifted child In elementary school in Mge_lmu%_bn_
Overview. W. Dennis and M. Dennis (eds) l‘ﬂew York: Grover and Stratton,

Gallagher noted the lmpact of superior socmeconomlc status on, proportlom of school

populations at various levels.

1.  For 1IQ 130+ in an average community the percentage of glfted is 2-#96, but “in a
‘superior community it rises to 6-12% had

2. At IQ 115 in an average commumty ‘the percentage is 16-2096 ‘while in a SUPCI'IOI"

community it is 45-60%.
*

So he recommends that a school admmlstrator might wish to lower IQ cut. off scores where

lower socio economlc dlfferences prevall. '

‘Gallagher, J., The glfted child in elementary school in The Intgllectt_gm Cl%; An
Ovemew. W. Denms and M. Dennis (eds). New York: Grover and Stratton, 1976.

This author observed that one cause of underachlevement may be a reflection of the parents'
anti-intellectual and anti-educational views. ..

Gallagher, 3., Teaching the Gifted Child (2nd edition). Boston: Auy., and Bacon, 19975L

The dlsadvantaged.

1. Interest and attitudes’ may dlffer in that dlsadvantaged tend to action and competltlon _

in-sports. : ¥
2.  More likely to play musrcal instruments and to want higher status occupatrons.
3. More home tension.
4. More likely to perform substantlally below potential.

Reviewed research mdlcates that IQ may be affected by envnronment. A deprlved _

e .

i,
s dd T
.,—-‘j S
t o

A .

. background and circumstances will not yield that linguistic development necessary for -

success in a culture built on hngunstrc and verbal systems. The term "disadvantaged" will -

.generally refer to persons weak in these skills. These students, however, frequently -

demonstrate fluent, flexible responses; nonverbal originality; adeptness at visual art
activites, creativity in movement, dance, physical activity; strong attraction to games,
music, sports, humor, concreWob;ects. R

In an adaptatlon of work by Rlessman, Gallagher dehvered the specral charactenstics of the

- culturally different: ; AR
j \ .

l. Physical and vrsual, rather than aural, learner

2. . Content centered rather than form '

3.” Stimulated by concrete, external forces rather than mtrospectlve

4.  Problem centered.not abstract :

5.  Slow, caréful and patlentl E

6. - - Needing structure and control

'.0

i
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Suggested Bruch's Eriteria for ndentlfncatton ' ' .

1.~ -Outstanding ability in one or more abilities valued by his culture as primary criterion. -

2. Ability and achievement on standard ndenttﬁcatton measures at "brlght-average" asa -
secondary criterion." o . s

3. Special consideration for demonstrated creatlv;ty ‘

b Specnal conslderatlon for soclal leadershlp potentlal

Gonzalez,G.,Langmge,qllmreandexoeptionaldukkenanﬂ'

- Bx. onal G. Bransford, L. Baca and Karen l.a]e
, E%r—‘ﬂq : ' 1

-— f

3

) Renm.*"‘ ,irxinim

Gonzalez summanzed these articles in regard to language. regardless of the cultural group
language is a system of local sounds, is systematic, is symbohc, -and undergoes constant.
change. Spoken language, therefore, is not innate, and all languages -are "good"

Most IQ tests rely on language which is the standard English of the whlte mnddle class. Even
. translations should be in the dialect, not the overall language that the child speaks. Blacks
o often speak in special sentence: forms or speech patterns. ’

Suggest that scores on traditional IQ measures be only 1 of the measures in assessment of
minority students. : . .

" Havighurst, R.y Coridmons productnve of Supenor Chtldren. 'l'eachers Og_l_l_l.xe Record, 1961,
62, 524531, "

In summanzmg studnes of underachlevement Havighurst draws the followmg conclusxons. e

1. Home environment may be emotionally inadequate in some ways and is often broken.

2.  Homes tend to be from lower socioeconomic level.. e '

3. The environment has failed to stimulate in the student a des;re for educattonal
excellence and a need for academic achsevement- :

4,{,;.

Whitmore, J., Gift Confhc and Under lé'Vement. Boston: Allynand Bacon, 1980.

Points out that group mtelhgence tests such as the C'l' BS or Otts-Lennon will not ldenttfy all a
mentally gifted students but wnllﬁﬁstead, point out the high achievers. Group testsrely on
reading and following directions and.are thus dependent on' school learning. Of the”
v individual IQ  measures - meost widely used, the Binet primarily assesses vocabulary,
o comprehenslon, memory, some logic, and perception of relationships; the Wechsler scales
“assess the same abilities but add performance skills in such:tasks as puzzles, picture
completion, block design. Neither test identifies ability in specific subject matter; neither
predicts social leadershnp or creatmty - all a part of the USOE defmmon of gnfted and
talented. . . .

The followmg ntems address themselves to the question of.

.What factors could increase mmonty membershnp in glfted and talented programs?

Klrschenbaum, R., Let's cut out the cut-off score in the identlﬁcatton of the gnfted _l_!m o
Review, 1983, S(l}), 6-9. o0 o e

: "'Ev;dence has been presented to show that taken py themselves, each and every pubhshed

~ method of identifying gifted and talented students is seriously flawed. Neither intelligence, -
achievement, nor creativity tests have shown predictive validity for adult productivity or. °
success. There is also very llttle experimental evidence concerning .the validity of

I
Sl .




» ; R t. -,",@ _ . Yy , Q B ‘ T o ; ’
‘identifi¢ation procedures and student outcomes or progress in gifted programs, and much of .
that is based on- an inherently faulty design. “-While totally sibjectlve and unsystematic .
identification procedures are by no means advocated, it is reco,mmended’that'"lho:'g rellance
by placed on the use of locally'designed and normed methods at the expense of test data."

Ketchum, W. A. and Daoud, M. R., How should the glfted be defined and. identified?
' Innovator, 1976,8,10. - - . .~ . L e

", . .the most depen_,datrﬂe' identification procedure is probably screening witha cut off score -

as low as possible . . . additional consideration can ‘then be ‘given to' the 'inclusion of v
exceptions involving characteristics other than intelligence and cultural differences and- - ... "
‘teacher, parent, peer, and self-nominations.-But the number of exceptions-should be limited . . ... ...
- only after extremely careful and thorough case studies." o ' ' L R

) LeRose;'B., A quota system for g{fted ‘min'ority' children a viable SOlu'tiorp.;: M e
© Quarterly, 1978,22,394-403. ... - % LT g e

"The Racine PUBHC”SCHQOIS' set a quota system of pl‘;c')pbrtiohat'e',vnﬁ‘rﬁbf‘eiré" ofwhiteand ERE
minority students. Intervention was at the K-2 level because early identification Is crucial. ;.
" Hewrsberger, 3., and Asher, W., Comment on "A Quota System . . . Gifted Child Quarterly,
1?80,24¢96- ﬂf qj',"' -. : ‘ :v .‘i{ j3? “ ‘ 'ﬁ-5?};,,.;" . R
While these authors ‘vagreé.-‘éd"uc':aﬁdnially';wivtiﬁ t,he.. decision t"o'.,t‘jse:.a quota system, they ask ° -
how dpes one choose the ‘students -to be included: - If the’ measures-used -are not adequate .. .. .
initially, then their use cannot be justified as instruments in'a quota system of selection.

Lianes, J.,and Gurule 3., Social and,racial desegregation in gifted and talented educations . =
. The W.L.C. Magnet School experiment. Roeper Review, 1981, 2),31-32. o

.. The authors report on an experimental program which successfully identified a‘nearly equal . -
" number of black and white students for a gifted program. ‘Nomination for the program was .
_based -on standardized tests: scores, both: state and local;' Renzulli-Hartman - Scale,
. performance in déil& _school ‘activities.  Student’achievement 'is ‘measured academically,
socially and Kinetically.- .~ il el R
Richert, -E. S.,Alvino, -J. J., and. McDonnel, R.. G, ‘Assessment and recommendations for
‘gifted and talented youth.” Roeper Review, 1982, 5(2), 48. .. ' A

 This ‘was. a report on'a national assessment of the procedures ‘Used to identify gifted and” " i
-talented students in special services. - "In spite of more than half the states" adoption of the

~“broad federal definition, identification practices are often arbitrary, elitist-and:restrict - S
. services to academically achieving nyfddle class students . . . In effect, many. disadvantaged ":.". = .

*students . . . are being excluded from services."

e D

- e
TRELINEST T

" Among the major recommendations of the study was-that a variety. of methods which go' |
 beyond measures of academic’achievement must be employed in identification and that .

- teachers and- other. educators ‘must  be- trained to identify gifted ‘and. talented dinval oo
" comprehensive and unbiased manner. Because of limits in funding and due to"the needofa -
" variety ‘of program options, cost-effective approaches such as retraining of ‘existing:staff . .

- ~and modification of existing resources should be given top priority.. i TR e e

 Sisk, D., Issues’and future directions in gifted education. Gifted Child Quarterly , 1980, 24,

.
LA .




g ‘.Z‘Vasar, W. G. (ed),

‘_,The followmg 1tems address themselves to the questlon of.

M. ldentlflcatlon of the glfted should be started early, and should be a contlnuous prbcess
« . with the goal being identification of multiple talents. Under no circumstance should one -
~\Instrument be utilized to identify . gifted children, and the.information sources should be as
. broad as possible -~ lncludlng parents, teachers, psychologists, peers, and the child." o

New York,

~:Samuda polnted to the need $9|' expansxon and elaboratlon of psychometnc approaches to the -

testing of minorities: - <
1.~ Culturally different are tested unfanrly. (Note date of study. )

2. | Test administrators need to be better tramed and to be sen51tlve to the speclal_f_:_‘;_g

‘ problems of cultural dlverslty.

o 3. . Need to use measures of environmental factors to supplement IQ scores. L o
4. ' .Relevance of pluralistic models (such. as SOMPA) for testing. minorities so that,.--"'

individual charactenstncs are consldered wnthm the context of famlly and socnocultural -
group. - :

.5. . Need to develop norms Wthh use: the unique language features whlch are a part of

..+ some minority groups.. : :

6.  Instruments should be con51dered as a tool to descnbe and dlagnose not to select and
_ predlct. R . e S , B SN R R

; ‘ d.and Tales ed Pr ram'.i-,{,

- Development. Hartford, Connec cut.‘ Oonnecticut State Department of Education,

l§7§. Ed¥l79-042. B : i Ty

- | Baldwm ldentlflcatlon Matnx is recommended for schools preferrmg a broader deflmtlon of".‘.""i
o 'glftedness. ‘This ‘matrix lists the assessments used combined with the scores earned. . Thls“_. o
ST ‘presents a total score for the learner as well as the profile. e

'Renzulh urges for 1dent1f1catron based ona wide variety of 1nformatlon. _ Present ewdence"‘f
T .-mdlcates that " the case. study approach is less costly and is more sen51t1ve to 1dent1fy1ng'r-::_’{-_‘;_
) academncally able students in schools serving mmonty populatlons. _ :

-._.‘v‘.lWhat addmonal or. d1fferent procedures or cntena should be consxdered for ehglblhty off_f:ﬁi}
‘ students for glfted and talented programs" . SR S S

T Phnladelphla, Pennsylvarua. _ CEC, 1980 ERIC No Ed. 187-065. . f,-;" T

- "l'he checkhst ‘was evaluated w1th 5l6 elementary students. Teachers used the checkhst to
nominate students for the glfted program. CC items were taken from research.as indices of: -
‘minority glfted and talented ¢hildren. Despite a lessemng school populauon, 'the ‘author- -

‘reports an increase of over 200% minority. membership in glfted/talented programs ‘in ‘the

five years of using CC. .Also, when group IQ scores were the screening measure, only about -

30% of those screened and tested quahfled, usmg CC, 68% were 1dent1f1ed. (copy of_ff»-,;-‘f:

_ instrument is in the document ) B
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Thls reports on a study done In Ypsllantl, Mlchlgan Where nomlnatlons ior the lfted“f
program were ‘made - by black community leaders who came’ In contact with middle school
young black people, e.g. ministers,. dlrectors of athletic programs, scout masters, white -
leaders In touch with black youths. :Referral was: done by questionnaire to school princlpalse .~ *
The three general areas were coghltlve superlorlty, psycho-social superlority and talent-
specific superlorlty. 66% of those ldentlﬂed demonstrated superlorlty in all areas. Fl!teen
students were ldentlfled as gl!ted. - . f 3

Khatena, J., Educational Psychol New York: John Vllley, 1982.

Khatena addressed hlmself also, to the problem of the ldentlflcatlon of the mlnorlty glfted o
and . observed that the Torrance measures of creativity held the greatest promise in the "

Identification of talent since studies Indicate that these tests appear to assess abilitlés that =~

are little Influenced by hereditary abilities. Khatena does point out ‘that'Jensen, who has . -
‘written and spoken:on hereditary black-white: differences, sees the raclal differences as: ,
being one of the complexlty not the content of the IQ measures ‘and alsp as a matter of the o
developmental log of black youngsters behlnd thelr whlte peers. o A '

Khatena spoke of the expanded concept of glftedness (USOE deflnltion) whlch has led some.‘-w-‘ T
in glfted education (Khatena himself “among them) ‘to contruct- creativily jndexes .as' -

indicators of glftedness. These are open-ended ‘measurés- which permit. the ‘'students to- -
respond in terms. of thelr own experlences and ln whatever language or dlalect they tlnd{"'
comfortable. QR : : R : RO

" Programs: A , f , :
f- . L *Dallas, ’l'exas, Southwest Educatlonal Research Assoclatxon, 1981, ED ‘v,‘0¢-938'“ el

,Vanguard Is an 1nterd1sc1plmary, muln-lnstructional level program whlch ‘made - tradltional PRER
pre-post. test designs inappropriate. It is a part.of ‘the magnet school program designed'to . ;% ..
achleve racial Integration. - Required, facial ratio is 35% White and other and 65% Blackand - o
Hispanic.. - Students must demonstrate “outstanding .ability -in 2 of the follong areas.;:"_
mtellectual ablhty, creatlve thmkmg, leadership potentlal. R TR :

'Evaluanon is in- the form of ethnography. Ethnographles are: analytlcal descrlptlons or,'r_,.'* S
»reconstructrons ‘of intact cultural scenes and groupsaﬂwhrch delineate the shared behefs,
practf" es, folk knowledge and behavnors of some groups of people. S ), o : i

‘-At the tlme of pubhcatron, thrs approach was in the planmng stage, and the document:*» "; R
outlined the proposed steps. - If “the timeline was’ followed, the yearly plan should be‘l D
Complete and the dlStl‘lCt ready to share lts complete procedures. ' Ll SR

Maker, C. J., Curriculum Devel ment for the Glfted.i Rodtvule, Maryland: Aspen Systems S
Corporatlon,1982.;, RS 7 TR
vRecogmtxon of the characterlstrcs of atyprcal glfted can lead toa readler 1dent1f1catlon of _

these students. Maker drstmgulshed between the two factors of: culture and socioeconomic
status. Lo SRR _ " . .

-~

Characterlstlcs of chlldren of lower economlc status* :
1. Weakness in. knowledge and vocabulary due to lack of exposure to readlng materlals

. _ - and information.” -+ -

2, - - Strengths in observatronal skrlls and memory or recall, creatwrty and leadershlp. S
3. -“'Motivation appears to- decrease during®school. years. Tendency to depend on external e
R motrvators and to attrrbute success: to luck rather than abrhty. L , o FEE




| Characteristics of black students: -

, Maker, C. J., Curg;cu,l.um _D_e ggmm; gor the gggted. Rockville, Maryland: Aspen Systems@?.!

- Reported on .an experimentai program “for early chiidhood ﬂesigned to meet the needs
L potentiaily gifted students in an inner city-area. Because of the low, school achievement in -
~_the ‘area, 'the "staff concluded that few students would. be identified in " the traditionai',,“;f.

- ‘fashion. Potential giftedness was defined as performance- significantly above the norm in',,;
_.any-one or more of the areas of genera inteilectuai ability, creativity, and ieadership. e

o -testing.

Schooi psychoiogists recori(mend the use of the SOMPA With aii appropriate chiidren, even”
“the white, While rarely’ using ‘the SOMPA in its” ehtirety, he: always-employs' the socio
“cultural scales. ~ This assesses ‘a chiid's estimated - level of potentiai while gauging her/

n “school functioning level. .He’ expresses the belief that such 'soclal factors as family: size

- - family structure, economic status, and urban accuituration have more to do With tes
P performance than ethniCity. SRR : , :

Thompson, C. P., The " Devel m 't and l

_ Reports the use of a checklist deVised by San Mateo County, California to identify cuituraiiy;«
- disadvantaged ‘and underachieving. . Evidence of . disadvantage could " 'be enVironmentai,' :
~language, cultural, and/or economic. ‘When students score above the: cut-off in one of these .-
~areas, a section on. underachievement is . fiiied in. 5 "yes" responses out of’ 8 indicate'f'L};'.,;

¢
\

l.. " (Note: This study done with all disadvantaged subjects) iow ln cognition, evaiuatlon,fj )
convergent production, figural content, and semantics; strengths in mastery and recail.
2. Tendency to excel In physical ac,tivities, sociability. .
3. . Strengths in arithmetic -and digit span and’ abstract reasoning independent of
semantics. -

4, 'Tendency to lose’ early motivation and to show weaknesses in task commitment; need_'f'

. for externai motivation. v

Corporation, 1982. -

_v ‘I-Screening devices were vision, hearing, home bilin ual usage estimate, parent interView;"-,if.f';
- .oral ianguage, speech and hearing screening’ (OGSH Boehm test of BaSic Concepts; peer: -
- referral interview; TTCT - figural; teacher referral checkiist, observation, ‘Benal Checkiist‘.?:_f,-v
"with parents and teachers; Draw-A-Person; and Otis-Lennon.  After this. information-was

collected, frequency distributions and means-were computed. A’ weighting system was""
devised and a matrix was Efeveioped to determine the children to be referred for additionai:;:,}.:_‘

.“.

R This assessment conSisted of the Leiter internationai Performance Scaie, a nonverbai test of
intelligence-used for children whose dominant: ianguage in'not English. Other students were

tested with the Wechsler scales. A’ second measure,’ given in either: English or Spanishy was . -

" the Peabody Picture ‘Vocabulary | Test, ‘an 'assessment’ of ‘receptive " language. - This
“information' was - .combined ' with .certain  of - the screening data to form a second ‘matrix. .

Eighteen studerits were-admitted to the program._ The: author teported a high degree of
success for. the children who participated. in this program. . (for’ further information see '
Maker, C. J., Morris, E.,-and James, J. The Eugene field project: ‘A program for potentially
gifted young children.) ' In Balancing The Scale for the:Disadvantaged Gifted. Los Angeies;.;’
Nationai/State Leadership training Institute on the Gifted and Taiented, 1981. ' e

Rivera, R., The Nondiscr minato Assessmen : of_the Gifted Bi linigu 'l C 'id. New Orieans, :

LOUiSiana CEC, 1981, ED 20’}-874., oo

Program Guidelines. Nova University, 1973, ED 117-906.

¢




underachlevement. When a ‘student Is rated as both dlsadvantaged and Underachlevlng,
screening commlttee examines student behavlors for evidence of glftedness.

Taylor, C. W., Teaching ForTa

Mult%%e Talegt nggh]gg.

D ., .

The multiple talent approach ldoks beyond academlc and creatlve talent. lt believes that all
chlldren have a talent. o . ‘

National lnstltute ofEduqatlon,

Washlngton, D. C.:

One elémentary school reported a follow-up study when students were In junior high. On 19

“or 20 variables former special program students surpassed the matched control group. : ya

A number of districts which use the multlple talents approach use the declslon-maklng
talent as the focus for career education development. ; ’

Torrance, E. P., Discovery.
Reston, Virginias CEC,

Torrance saw an urgent need for talent 1dentif1catlon among the dlsadvantaged and the- ""
cu”I‘turally different student. -His approach has been non-psychometrlc ‘and-is- based onthe:
ratlonale ~of creative . positives.: He hsts these followlng characterlstk:s of creatlve"‘v

positivés. ) L , PR
1. Ability to. exPress feelings and emotlons- R R AT ' o
2. Ability to 1mprov1se with common place materlals and ob)ects. R

3. Articulateness in role playlng, sociodrama, and story telhng. .
" 4. -~ Enjoyment of and ability in visual arts, such’as d;ivmg, palntlng and sduptug@ /
5. Enjoyment.of and ability in creative movemept, dance,, dramatlcs, and@o forth. .-

6. . Enjoyment- of and ability in music, rhythm and so forth___,. Ca ey ;
7.+ . Use of expressive speech. R S AR AR V, Lo
- 8. - Fluency and flexibility in figural medla. Lo \ SRR ak' 4 “ v
‘9. . Enjoyment of.and skills in group actlvmes,"»ﬁroblem 'solv‘lng’etc. O Y
- 10. : Responsiveness to the concrete. . V. ' : ' / 7

11."+ Responsiveness fo the kinesthetic. . " - . '

12.” - Expressiveness of gestures, body language, and sb for%hy and ,blh

- .language.. -~ L PR : R : .

13, Humor =~~~ . CEE o

14 Richness oflmagery in 1nformal language. :
~15. * Originality of ideas in problom solvxng ‘ :

16, \ Problem centeredness or perslstence in problem solvmg
‘17..! Emotional responslveness. : .
18. Qunckness of warln-up. ‘

‘o .

"5

r

to lnterpret) body "‘

f%".
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The lIssue of the effectiveness of current programs for the gifted and talented raises the
very real problem in the area of evaluation raised in the report on district procedures. Until
.evaluation practices are upgraded, It Is difficult to give clear answers to the questions
ralsed. -Alternative programming was examined somewhat in the bibliography on minority

- representation. o o ' ' - :
The following ltems address themselves to the general areas of the effectiveness of
programs in the gifted and the current recommendations as to program validation and
assessment. » g T oo ' S

Colby Publlc Schools, Colby, Kansas. = : | vv R o '

_ Reported on at -NAGC, this school district has recently completed a thorough program -
eszvaluatlon of its gifted and talented program. A copy of the procedures may be obtained for
5-00-- ' ' o ’ ’ . by o ' ) . . : '

" Carry R A, Goal Attainment 3@“"8'-38 a usefu-l tool for evaluating progr&s In special cial
" education. Exceptional Children, 1979, 46, 88-95. _ oo R

Too often reports in effectiveness of programs point to numbers observed, personnel, types
of programs - not to whether the programs achieved their goals. Goal attainment scaling
(GAS) focuses on outcomes and measures individual progress as well as class or program = -
achievement. ' o ‘ '

GAS is similar to behavioral objectives in that goals are specified but in GAS the specified
~ butcomes are placed on a 5 point continuum with each position representing the degree of
- achievement of thegoal. - - - , ' - RN
-, Fundamentals of GAS are: o o o o
R Goals'mt;st be mutually determined by the persons involved. (Student, parent, teacher, -

: principal Ce 0 o L L v

2.~ Goals must be assigned relative weights - also by mutual determination - to total 100. .
°3,”  Outcome behaviors must be perceived as best guesses as to what behavior can be -
' expected. These are also arranged on.a :point continyum for better than expected to .
. worse than expected. TR T o e

4. A scoring system mustbe developed. .. . o oL y

xl ' The article éives specific examples: of a goal attainment scale, baseline_data, and
7 calculations of attainment level. T T SR ‘ R

* Evans, E. D, and Matken, D., Multiple outcome assessment of special class replacement for -

- hgifted students: A comparative study. Gifted Child Quarterly, 1982, 26, 126-132.. . " .

“Set up- 2 comparable groups: on subjects in spécial classes for the gifted and the ather °
gifted students with regular age-grade .placement. - This provided 'a basis - for real .
compariSon. © . I : _ AR \ T
" Issues and implications for gifted education evaluations . ., e R
1.. lwhile, the thrust of the program is clear (nurturance of higher order cognitive g
" . processes and skills), there is :a real lack of specificity or precision in.formulating: " -

. program objectives. This creates gre%t _diffit:ultie:s_inﬁmeasur_ement. S

e S : . ’




| L R T ;
)2.  Program evaluation needs to' encompass ‘lmpleméntatldln stu "y;':.f«“ Did the Intended
treatment occur? How adequately, competently, or comple; ellw %}vas the Intended -

~ program dellvered? ' , : , o b
3. Glfted education must conslder Berin's "goal-free" evaluatl #‘ ':!P}What _were the

~ unintended (posltive and negatlve) outcomes of the program? ;Examp

impact on students not selected for the program? A | 1 s

Gallagher, 1.,-The glfted child In elementary school iin The Intellectually glfteds An
Overyiew. W. Dennis and M. Dennis (eds). New Yo)-k: Grosse and S% atton, fs;% T

. o . : R L ,
Gallagher cited results of studies comparing special program gifted with Jthése equally bright .

but not, enrolled in speclal programs. Results are us#ally favorable%to Jspeclal program - |

gifted. 'f ‘
., F 2 : . . S ,‘\.\] . (; ‘ L ‘
Ganapole, S. J., Measuring the outcomes of glfted programs. vidw, 1982, X(1), 4~
’ 7- v. . . - . " : Ly
The author ‘states at the outset that gifted educat&ars must set _p_';‘e. ise, measurable
- objectives. S ‘ N -

S 3 .
~ Traditional assessment lnstrurﬁs:l : - P fér L
‘I.  Questions and checklists do not measure changes in learning behavi or or performance.
' They do, however, give insffht into aspects of a program and its nature of course
- offerings, adminlstrative support, but do not give data. on the students. progress In

_ meeting objectives. o —_— e S
2.  Normiteferenced (NR) tests are also used frequently.. . - AR :
: . @ Content of NR tests are unlikely to meet that on content, vskhls* and abilities in

- gifted:programs. S AR Con :

b. Based on desire to rank and compare individuals.. While excellent in some
- . purposes,. this does not-tell whether the program has beengeffective. C

c. - Many NR tests are designed to give data for the mid-range of ability. They may
: not.be valid for the uppef end of normal curve ‘where increases will be more. .
- difficult toshow. = . - R R o

e . o

" Two suggestions or recommendations are made: R o , C
~J.  Criterian referenced tests (CRT) describe behaviors and set terms by which a teacher - "
- can medsure ‘CRT attainment. . Do not rank, but reflect objectives and CRTs should be
.constructed: by teachers. The author suggests -the use of inservice, rele time,’
shortened days, and extra money for extra time, in orderto give teachers tim
develop these measure. At the beginning assistance with test development shou
- given by experts in measurement. T 0Tl
2. Alternate assessment strategies should be devised ‘tormeasure diverse objectives.

should include those with constructed response: essay; oral exam, or performance ¢
“task (criteria for scoring set in advance). Constructed response items measur
higher taxonomic levels. =~ "~ ' o R S
(Note: An additional article by this author on the writing of clear, measurable objectives is
Ganapole, S. 3.’ i
u(y), 26-27..

T B L S
" Gear, G., Effects of training on teachers' ¥curacy in the identification: of gifted children.
- .. Gifted Child Quarterly, 1978, 22, 90-9 S s

Teachers are frequently asked to assist in the identification’ of gifted students. E ,_T‘h'ése'ﬂ

‘The specification of objectives of gifted programs. - Roeper Review, 1982, - Y



referrals are relatlvely Inaccurate. Thls experimental study used a tralning packet and a .
five - sesslon series on such toplcs as the characteristics of gifted children. Teachers who
participated In this training were twice as effectivqln making referrals as was the control -
group, and their referrals were more accurate.. ‘ :

George, W. C., The talent-search concepts An identification strategy In'the intellectually
gifted. Journal of Specjal Education, 1979, 13, 221-237. o :

This article reports on talent search at Johns Hopkins University a method of ldentlfylng
academically gifted students in the areas of mathematical and verbal reasoning abllity.
Identification Is In 2 steps: 1) top 2%-5% of achievement tests results as a screening device
and 2) scholastic aptitude test (SAT) - mathematics and/or verbal (7th and 8th graders). The
latter battery may be varled but care must be taken to select an Instrument which is too

complex to be coached. Cost of the program Is reported at approximately $10 per child,
considerably less thanvthat for the usual gifted program. .. g - :

A handbook for gifted program evaluation. Draft. Spriﬁgfleld, Illinois: Illinols State Office .
' of Education. .19’3. 'Ea 130-770. : o - _ ,

3 maln stages In program developm»é.n't cycle: plénnlng, lmjlementatldn, evaluation.

" Planning: _ l. Whatdoes pl:'ogl"arh ir;_;end to accomplish?
-~ - 2. How will it,go about accomplishing this? __
v 3. Whatwill be the benefits to students? v

If one is very clear about intended outcomes-then it will be easier in the evaluation phase to
" see if the program hasachieved these outcomes. * ‘ , ' o

Implementation: formative evaluation o
NV I.  Are things going as planned? .
- 2. . Are changes and modifications needed? -

3 Are the appropriate students being identified?
3, Are students motivated by program materials? -

Evaluation: = - " 1. Is the program achieving its‘obje'ctiVes"? , :
- ' . 2.-  How well are the component parts working? - =~~~ . / |

_"Ideally, gifted programs should specify at least two types of outcomes. They should 'make a* <
difference in student behavior in.the area of giftedness which they address, and they should

" incur positive attitudes on the part of students, teachers, parents, and administrators. If
“your gifted program is content accelerated in nature, student behavior might be measured in.

- terms of growth or progress through the subject matter. If our gifted program is enrichment  « -

* oriented, student behavior might be measured in terms of quality of products or project s -

) produc_ed..", I

A sound evaluation design should include: = : ‘ - L

1. Pe'rformg;ctzg- objectives - outcomes of the program. in terms of students, parents,

administration, staff. Should include individual exhibiting the behavior, the behavior,
- and the objective of the behavior." .. . 7 o o

2.  Measurement devices - names or descriptions.of instruments.

3. . Continuum levels - statement of successful degree of a'ttainment‘qf ‘objéct'i've.
4, Data collection schedule - timeline.. - -~~~ S o _
5. Data analysis procedure - How the data will be analyzed. R .

» -

)




’l'hls document contalns a number of sample lnatrumentn. , | "

lpu

Painter, F., In Gifted Chlidren. Glbson, J. and Channels, P. (eds). London. Watlmer. 1976.
No dlfferentlal programs for the glfted exlst In the’ Unlted Klngdom,

He compared a sample of Identified gifted students with a control group of average brlght ,
with the exception of IQ, the subjects were palred. “Underachlevement occured In 28% of
the gifted while In"only 9% of the average-bright. The flndlng was slgnlflcant and suggests
the real need for dlfferentlal programmlng. :

Renzulll, JC, alented. - Venmra

Speclal problems ln glfted and talented evaluation aret :
A. Presence of higher level objectives which are difficult to measure easlly and precisely.
B. IEP's for the student. (The author Is opposed to the 'use of behavioral objectives In
- glfted programs and believes that it forces its concern for easlly measured behavlors. )
C. » Measurement’ and statlstical problems in the use. of ‘'standardlzed tests because of
- gifted student's scores at high range where gains appear to be slowed because norms
were done on "normal" population - "Regression to the’mean" may also occur.
D. Points out the real need for evaluation to be:considered an Integral part of the
' program from its inception: ' Serlous’ attentlon must be paid to and resources allocated
for evaluation procedures. There may also be problems wlth ‘evaluation as seen as
.. harsh, judgmental, or dlctatorlal. ' , . .

' Product evaluatlon- ‘ -

1.  Tests: standardized (NRT) and CRT -

2. Attitudinal tests/surveys :

3. Logs, checklist, school records of "frequency counts" :

Process evaluations . - o
1 Systematlc observation lnstruments - o S e
- a.  teachers - flanders Interaction analysls =~ o 0

' b.. students - student ratlng: class actlvltles questlonnalre.

Intrlnslc evaluation: Renzulli and. Ward's DESEG model has a chapter devoted to the
declslon maklng process and the four steps in developlng an evaluatlon deslgn. ,

'Stanley, J., Educational Psychologlst, 1973, 10, 133-106. o

1 -

This study took academlcaljy 5““’" (math) largely 6th graders. ’l'hey were glven 18 hours of

instruction in advanced math - -.algebra, plane geometry, trig, analysis geOmetry. Tested on
standard measure of achlevément In algebra, all but 4 scored 60-99th percentlle. S ;

Storms, W. W., Cost effectiver glfted ‘
State Department of Bducation. 1975. Ed 112-550.

Cost effectlveness, ln thls study, lmplies the same concept as accountablllty. Goals are Set' e

to provide benefits, and: objectlves -are fashioned to meet goals. "Cost effective analyses

"are designed to measure the ‘extent to which resources costs) alloCated to a specific

objective under. each of several alternatives actually contribute to accomphshlng that :
"ob;ectlve so that dxfferent ways of ganmng the objectlve may be compared. - .




X
£

Cost effectiveness is determined by dividing the average Increase In test score by cost per
pupll. L D e S ‘ ‘ !

Cost effectiveness = Ave anse e re
total cost per pupl

Schools may wish to pursue a multiple varlable approach:
Student Achlevement: CRT or NRT )
Student Attitudess Self concept or attltude scale
Parent Attitude: Questlonnalre or other attitude scale
Community Input: Quantiflable, measurable opinlon scale
Teacher Opinlon: Quantlflable, measurable oplnlon scale

Raw scores can be conclled to means and standard scores. Welght or value can then be-- -

assigned to the criterla, 1f desired. Welghted scores are summed to yleld a total score. This
value may be used in the ratlo formula. : . w C o

Tremaine, C., Do glifted programs make a difference? Gifted Chlld Quarterly, 1979, 23,
500-517. - | . R o

Study compared glfted high school graduates who had partlclpa'ted In speclal programs wlthl

gifted graduates who had not particlpated. Results: ' 3

1.  Enrolled gifted had signlficantly higher GPA and SAT scores than unenrolled.

2.  Enrolled gifted had nonsignlficantly more scholarshlps and awards. ‘

3.  Enrolled glfted were more likely to elect different, challenging classes. ‘

4.  Enrolled glfted had higher educational goals and more regard for students and
teachers. ‘ - o B : . N

5.  Enrolled gifted were more Involved in school activities.

"The study provided fo data to support the contentlon that gifted programs. breed elitjsm,

snobbery, indifference, conceit, or any other negatlve quality. . On the contrary.... The .

conclusion is that gifted programs do indeed make a difference - and that difference makes
program development and partlcipating vitally worthwhile." ' _—
Thompson, C. P., The devel ment and Implementation of elemen ‘

_ ‘ school gifted pr
- - guidelines, Nova University, 1975, Ed : oo

"It is important that school - site personnel develop their own idiosyncratic to. syncratic .
learning objectives and activities which meet the desired learning content of a particular
community." B o : ‘ o - ,
Evaluation was conducted by: | _ I . .
l.. Process evaluation ~ A series of informal interviews with children,*arents, teachersy
* ‘and administrators where the writer had questions in mind which were used in various -
forms to encourage the interviewee to express opinions. Interview comments were
grouped by category and reported in tabular form. -

R —————————————————— . . . . . . o« R
~as "liked it", "O.K.", "waste of time." . Those units rating the most positi¢e responses -
were those with pupil involvement or parficipation of some type. Thos activities -
which were quiescent or audience type received the fewest posltive responses. :

2, . Product evaluation - Each activity or unit was rated by children, teachers,Z{(d parents

" In this program the district's instructional goals were used as references from which méte

spécific gifted program objectives were developed. The local school selected 4-5 program
objectives and - translated. these: into ‘learner objectives. - Specific learner objectives were
written to tell what learning would take place, at what level it would occur, and under what

65
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: . s
conditions It would take place. The activities were the tasks the children performed In -
order to acquire the learning stated In the objective and were defined In writing, An .

explanation of the ways that the activity was qualltatively different from that of the -

regular school program also was stated In the written plan..

With ob]ecthSs written behaviorally, methods of evaluaﬁon were caslly developed by site
personnel. Criterla used to assess the program were set In advance. (Tl)ls document

.

Includes sample of written plans.) ,

Werts, R.y and Keﬁtﬂr, Dc,
district-wide K-12

"An educational program audit is a performance control process based upon external review
conducted by qualified outside consultants. It Is designed to verlfy the resuits of the
evaluation of an educational program and to assess the appropriateness of evaluation
procedures used for determining the effectlveness of the operation and management of the
program." This reports on the procedures used to develop such an audlt program. Such a
procedure separates the person responsible for the implementation of \the program from Its
evaluation. Personnel for the program audit were obtained from the Dlvision of Program
Evaluation, Research and Pupll Services of the Los Angeles County Superintendent of
Schools Office. ‘ ‘ , '
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- Dr. Horace Mann Bond, the recognition that Blacks are capable o

i
i

Since the formal finception of programs for the oducat1on of gifted
children in American schools, minorities - especially Blacks, - have
been minimally represented. Despite the signal efforts of r searchers
and writers such as Dr, W. E. B, Dubois, Dr. Martin E.: Jonkins} :Rd'

e
level of achievement generally required to participate 4n' gifted
programs has been {infrequently acknowledged. Yet there 1s -glaring
avidence, as exemplified by the vast number of adult ach1evers that
many g1ftod black children and youth do 1ndeod oxist,

What, then, are the problems? If there are, indeed, black children
with gifted potential why are we not f1nd1ng them? Nhy do they appear
so difficult to find?

Three difficulties {immediately como to mind. The first can be_”v
attributed to the longitudinal study by Lewis E. Terman that included °
less than 1 percent of blacks_ in 1its sample. This study also
contained strong negative assertions regarding the genetic fnferiority -
of Blacks and certain other minorities.

* The genetic inferiority theme,has‘appeared over the years in varfous

ways. - So deeply imbedded is it that Clark '(1983) observed that.

A major problem- encountered 1n providing for- gifted students
among the disadvantaged (a frequently used euphemism for
Blacks) 1s the attitude shared by teachers and parents
alike, that giftedness could not exist 1in lower-class
(another frequently used label for Blacks) popu]ations (p.
333

The final difficulty 1s that the f1nd1ngs regarding black - giftedness'

~as reported by researchers and writers such as DuBois, Jenkins and

Bond 'has largely been ignored by writers and reseapchers. The purpose
of this paper is to discuss ways of increasing mifority représentation
in gifted programs by “suggesting ways ‘to erad1 ate these and other
difficulties. ]

Approaches that Won't ”°”i

-

Over . the years various approaches have been suggested to solve the

problem of\ minority representation in gifted programs. Examples of -
some of these suggestions and brief “reasons why they won't work
follow.. Fuller discussions of these approaches will be 1nc1uded in
later sections of this paper.

‘Using language or procedures that\imply'ailowering of the standards

used to admit “other" potentially gifted students is not the -answer. -

" Though it is often reported that minority students, ‘especially Blacks,

-score lower on standardized tests than their nonminority counterparts, -
an arbitrary adding of points to "make up -the deffcit {s -not the

- answer, ' * This apprdach would, - at best, symbo]ize an artificial

solution to complicated psychometric problems that may be caused by
the inadequacies of tests , . ,
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"Other shall be used to: refer to those students admitted. to-gifted
- programs using -traditional: procedunes. (i.e:, IQ _scores, achievement . - i
;_v,tes't:.f',.scor'es;_:i};-'anq“"-téqch‘éh;:'creconmendat’i'ons) as “infallible. measures. of = .- . 0 ]

‘gifted potential.: :In. addition, the -act of . "lower g standards". . o e

- creates more: problems than it solvess .. ool : _
S . on to a’'state or a district's definition of
" who .will.be served only sidesteps issues” and perpetuates the: notion:of -
. minority inferiority. - This.approach not only. implies ‘that minority e
" children are not gifted academically but it also demeans the efforts . oo
. that should be made to ‘identify .childrenin areas other than those

“presumed to be measured by intelligence tests\ ™\ T P S

7 Kaetng_a talents? dinension to

" For example, the. récent National Report on Identification (Richert,
and McDonnel, 1982) concluded that -~ °. S

S o, gifted' was. takea to apply only ‘to.'the first .
‘category of general intéllectual ability (in the 1971 U. S. =

. Office. of -‘Education Report) and. f'talentegf erroneously to .-
refer to the other, implicitly less able, 'second class' or -
not quite 'gifted students.'” “(p. 115) AR

.7 " Using preparatory programs- to “try and .bring minority. students‘up.to -
.~ thé 1Q cut-off ‘score set for admission to gifted programs is also not . .
‘the answer, Besides the fact that these  efforts usually don't work, . . .~ . -
~ 'they don't respond .to the real ‘problem of the inadequacy of the IQas ~ . =~ - -
& single determiner of gifted potential. . Effortsesuch ‘as -this also-- -~ v
:grthsr -indicate to minority students that "something is wrong with -

_.Using - language - - that = suggests /-that minority - children ,'should be
{dentified. according to -abilities valued ' and emphasized by "their.
culture" is an example of another. approach that doesn't work. Gifted

- children are said to be: those that have capabilities that far .exceed .

. the saverage. In addition, since it is expected that .they are more . - ¢

<"#1ikely to assume adult: leadership. _roles, they must be prepared.-to.
- participage, in world affairs that ‘transcend boundaries of ethnic group.. -
}l_entifying._‘ minority children. according to. cultural values
tely. serves . to 1imit  their potential to develop the ‘broader’
C f'ade_rship_ required outside of any one cultural group.. ' ..
"+ :These “and other such  approaches . generally won't work: L
" represent temporary ‘panaceas to parts of the. problem,; apprgach - .

~ that is destined to-work- should ‘be true to two fundam wpremises. . .-
".. " .undergirding. programs for _the gifted: . (1Y The efforts #¥e aimed at '~ -~ . -

- locating those: children who;have the potential to-excel at the upper ;. L
“end .of an ability continuum and (2) Gifted children &an beidentified = - - -

T

b

shecause they

.. -in a1l groups within our society. =

. e




~ A fairly standard"
- gifted. programsfi‘fto ask;teachers to*nom1nate-sthdentsﬂwhom .they feel
.7 belong. " Teach LUSU supp.
L Hn the form cof ‘aratin
’*tj’potential candidates.:f any -1’ ]
research "and.some on observation.if

Terman's logitudinal study.

- gifted children is the genesis of :many of the:items ‘on’ rat1ng scalesr’[’g
‘Because: minority children- were . not" appreciably included - inithe - .
dev1s1ng of these rating scales,, it can be said. that they do.’ not;~3;;‘;

prov1de descriptors of g1ftedness among m1nor1ty groups. .‘gi R

.- .. What, then, are the_ tra1ts that® d1st1ngu1sh the minority gifted Chl]d?iiifiifdf
~ In. order to answer, this question some researchers have identified = -~

-areas of strengths among the -disadvantaged. - For..example,. by using.:an

-ﬂ,aabbreviated version’ of the Stanford Binet, Bruch (1971) 1dentif1ed the &
... 'following = areas  of . strengths of  the d1sadvantaged ~ visual and
‘ - auditory figural content (€.9.,-art and music); memory, -convergent ..
product1on in- practical problem-solv1nga situations;-  awareness of .-
.. details in descriptions; fluency of ideas; spontaneous categor1zat1onif,,; R
~..and " classification of.. spac1al 1tems,» and }awareness of natural‘i~?fsni

, | ,relat1onsh1ps or. systems.'

Torrance (1969 p; 75) believed that “there ‘were certa1n creat1ve‘;1 o
‘~f”strengths among  the" d1sadvantaged He “has identified a Tist .of :

. creative pos1t1ves he .feels are indicative of the talent among the~ R
-disadvantaged. ~ Included are traits such -as: - high nonverbal fluency'i o
and or1g1nal1ty, ‘high creative product1v1ty 1n small groups; adept:-in: - -
. visual art activities; highly creative in movement, dance, and other:
“physical act1v1t1es, highly motivated by games, music, Sport “humor,. .

- and concrete objects; and language rich. in. 1magery In suggest1ngﬁ* '
- that' . these “traits be “sought, Torrance - was: respond1ng to his o

- X delineation ‘of ‘the -basic issues that should determine how we seek. the.
T disadvantaged gifted These 1ssues 1n the form of quest1ons are._ e

"Should we seek °to 1dentffy and cult1vate those kinds of
. h talents 'that - “the dominant society values, or- g0k " for -
. talents”of the type that are highly, valued in the. par ticular
S subculture? ::Are’ there “important- kinds of taleﬁts commonly

‘ iistent amon “dlsadvantaged subcultures?“ (1969 P- 73)

,15%

: '“Turead1ng, _
ﬁattendahce in_thef

ntiate between lower and upper class gifted

in’ a special:program based on their

- ¥
att1t es, - asp1rations
;7 time fthey reached the ip

>/¢"
'Sigk - (1973) statedy
o [isadvantagedgifted are related’ to their cognitive- funct1on1ng ~ For'
574 xample, theyé lack the ability to observe and state sequences of

T Re'l‘e'\iant‘;‘-'-Tfr‘a_i-ts"__'of '_G}fted’fu:i‘ n:dr‘ 1‘€-y | (-::hii-l dren RN

act1ce 1n the screening and selection process fortl’

5): found ‘that they. differed in ‘the quant1ty and - .

“;n‘the1r ‘awareness of ' parental asp1rat1onsg_‘
ositive attitudes-toward school, and - -

ports. However, Frierson also found . -

rade;* differed markedly in achievement, SRR
rﬁlower class- g1fted children . by the S

that the most ser1ous def1c1ehc1es of the f“"""




events, to perceive éadéé‘andléffeCf;féiatiohéhiﬁs; and “to éétegbrize..~‘ ::'f"

" She also feels. that ' they .possess deficiencies  in language skills :

B The above findings ade typical of the literature descriptions of the t

'””=(e¢g;;;11miped;vd¢abu]Aries;and;q0nspanqakdfgfammar),'and”rgading.

" ’Riessman's. report ‘on the culturally different child (1962) described
],:_théir,jdifferences:,jnr¢1earninglfsty]e,-;,jHeifCOnCTUded that they were. -

"'/ spatial - not’ temporal; physical - mot aural; content centered = ‘not:
" form centered; inductive - not-deductive. - . . -~ o . 7

disadvantaged children, = Clark (1983) concluded that it would be

~ difficult to - plan “for characteristically gifted children when

- disadvantaged children are also fin the program. She -also -concluded -;,'L

. _that SuCh o ' g

Such descriptions’of

“wdeficits. may  result ' in classroom behavior we . -seldom
associate with gifted students: negative attitudes toward.
school, toward teachers, and toward their own achievement;
inability: to focus on- long-term goals; and the use of
violence in resolving problems" (p. 335). .- L

the disadvantaged make the’identification of fhe -

_ ﬁdisadvantqged.giftedj very complex. Yet jdgntify’them we must! -

. By

. As long as we GfewﬁminQrity.Studeﬁts-aé a monolithic sybpopulation the -

“more focused d$earch can occur. As long as,minofity populations are
considered as ‘an homogenous, group, inappropriate procedures will

problem 6f locating mjnority gifted ‘children .wi1l continue to ‘be - -
‘complex. . Frasier (1980) suggested that -one. way to simplify the

problem is to classify the students in minority populations so that a

. continue to be‘applied.'_She.offered.the‘fo1lowing categories:

'StUdent_A o ."_ ‘ | ' T

- This culturally divérSe gifted,studéntfcomés'from,a'middTei-"
class home ‘where the parents-are well educated and hold high
educational aspirations “for - their children. - .Students of == ~°

. . this type “have attended good schools -where they were .

. superior academic = performers. ~ ~ They  are mature, ~well .
adjusted, and goal oriented. They also have confidence that -
they can-accomp]ish their goals. ~ - .. - e PR

This student comes frop a Tlower class but well :organized
" home, = “Despite socioeconomic handicaps, the parents hold -
"high aspirations for "their children to achieve academically
and occupationally. . Parents are active ‘encouragers and
. reinforcers of reducational pursuits. Sacrifices are made in
order that their ' children may have -certain educational
opportunities.- Students of this type have high aspirations,
and are usually confident that they can achieve their goals.

U
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f;;Student C

,v,.A[JuThis student comes frmm a working c1ass home.u The parents.;al T
“fgxguexpress Q- desire forvtheir chi]dren‘to obtain,an;educationei

ff?fhave a: p0§1t1VEﬁSE1 ‘ : nfider
ican:. achieve, a1though: their aSpirations may *be somewhat
. narrow.” . = . . SR

‘Student o';

This- student comes from the kind of Iower c1ass home .
typically described in research literature. - The parents. " .
have little education, the father -is usua]iy absent; the .

“mother usually works at a low level job and there are. often :

a large number of siblings. o o L

‘There is a limited educat10na1 tradition in the home, and‘ C

- the day-to-day -preoccupation with survival: tends to divert Co ol
attention. away from p1anning for the future., ‘ . ' o

Implications e o o .‘v o SR B
. 'Culturaliy d1verse gifted students 11ke Student A “should have Very__;}gg_;_lfﬂ
.. Tittle d1fficu1ty fitting into traditional programs for the gifted.
,\Their abilities and experiences will be very much 1ike those of other
--. = high. achievers who come - from 51m11ar backgrounds, regardless of race
Lo or ethnic group : : ‘ : o .
‘The motivation to exce1 is-a typicai characteristic of Students B and‘
" C. -The achievement of both is above' average, with Student B possibly
- achieving at levels closer to- Student A. “Both of these students may -
_face problems “if teachers base expectations for; their performance on
assumptions they make - about low socioeconomic environment ‘It -is. most
important. that they be. given 0pportunities to demonstrate their true
- abi1it1es to perform. D , E _ DT
The att1tude of Student C W111 be an important “factor to consider wheng B
AL ~implementing gifted ‘programs.. - The. level of motivation exhibited by - = -~
o " students . of. this type will ‘depend “upon the’ degree to which the
: - educational” env1ronment is.'perceived. to be reSpon51ve to their effortsn
to perform according to their capabilities. . : e

_ Students of th1S type described as Student D present the greatest e
. challenge: Greater efforts will -have to -be expended to provide new - - " .
-+ and broader. exper1ences for them.* “Many opportggities will need to be - "
. provided through which their abi1ity ‘to achfeve . is. encouraged and
- supported (pp. 59 60) R

'Another approadh s to con51der the f1nd1ngs of stud1es that have~i': Lo
‘focused -on-minority groups to ‘determine - characteristics of achievers. . =~

'

-;jf © U rather than ‘céntinue to modify, :adapt, or -adopt traits of nonminority .
E groups. - There H@ve been only a few: studies of this type. Findings, _
_from only one are cited here, oo LT , I
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: In 1970 Glaser and Ross conducted a s udy.concerned with sucoessfuTg;- RS
. persons - ‘from seriously disadvantaged backgrounds.4 From 1iterary and- . vt &Y

"1f,IDENTITY Having a strong sense of se1f':pr1d;fﬂ‘~‘*' P

. ALIENATION: Experiencing some. degree of detachmenp frdmmthéﬁcoﬁfineslf_
- of their immediate environment R ._ur_;\u”j o ;' e

" IDENTIFICATION MODELS: Ideotifying with "folk heroes“ and even »
"ordinary people who symbo]ize identities other than disadvantaged. S

. QUESTIONING ORIENTATION - Asking at critical points ing formative Tﬂ L
- years, such as “Nho am I?" or “Nhere am I going?“ ,

for- being a_person d1fferenO from what he is now.

- survey analysis -they- identified fourteen: traits tha ..can. beused-to . oo

~distinguish: disadvantaged achievers from,nonachievers.4 These traitsn;’ﬁ?=¢::
“are listed beTow. S B S S T s PR e g

'FREEDOM FROM CONDITIONING Exhibiting a kind of freedom from routine“'ﬂ qif’y?"

bra1nwashing -normally -succumbed: to by others (i.e., escape- from those . .~
routines of thinking' and acting that produce a sense of gui1t o

‘ 1nferior1ty,J11mited perspective, absence of hope and the 1ike)

© PHYSICAL REMOVAL: Exhibiting the. abi]ity to break dependency ties

with soc1a1 norm pressures._

: LUCK Exhibiting the.- abi1ity to benefit from occurrences which he1p_

them to f1nd constructive outlets and re1ationships.

SUPPORTIVE INSPIRING RELATIONSHIPS ‘Receiving assistance from S
special peop1e who believe in them, guide. them, and stand for a new - L;ﬁ
set of sta dards : . . , e R

AWARENESS OF ALTERNATIVE PATHS . Discovering that there are other
routes than being a slave or hustler. Such goals as self-:
determination, money, creativity, or ‘status become attractive to them. -

‘Actions such as hard work or studying become seen as steps that pay -

off

‘L J* -

" 'NEW PERCEPTION OF SELF: _Sees himse]f as someone not Tocked into one-

fixed negative or limited 1dent1ty,«envisions se1f_as having potentia1 o

»?’r'
A,

EXISTENTIAL CRISIS: Dramatic encounter of c1ear-cut ch01ces and newﬁ, -

~ways. Confronted a crisis head-on and resolved through a higher fonn

of self and world- aff1rmation. o -‘ 5 o ﬂg

RISK-TAKING CAPACITY Being wi11ing ‘to endure the anxietyg suSpense,

, disappointment and humi11ation of experimenting.with new behaviors.

o
CHANNELING OF RAGE: . garning to - direct the rage over being B
d1sadvantaged into. strdg@gict-actions effectively designed to fight L .
one's way out of the'#Bhetto; avoids . burying one's anger beneath . . o
defenses of. passivity ‘and" self-deprecation, or firing nt out at thel"

woer 1mpu1s1ve1y in ways ‘that provoke punishment : s

»

o
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o jidREWARDS FOR CHANGE' Receive support and acceptance for new behavior‘&'ff' .
~',and idenﬁity from key ind1v1dua15 new peer groups, or interna1izedﬂ‘::.;'

e Hirsch and Coste110 (1970) conducted an important study to‘.m T
‘expl,ore ‘the" Spectrum ‘of .rersonaiity dimensions in- a’group-of ‘black’
- dnnercity. chi1dren, ‘to relate the observed personality character'istics
- to’ ‘academic performance in. fifth_g, de, ‘and "to  compare achievers. an
S T nderachievers “<<boys .and -girls  =in’ the ‘black lower-class group." = "
ST ) (pe 81)e s A ‘significapt departure ‘from.‘most studies was that Hirsch -
S o and Coste110 compared the - chi1dren with their. peers rather than with
L " white _middle-class - agemates. ~ Findings- pertinent to 10catingn~
" ~.potentially gifted m1nor1ty students foIIow. EER '

» ¥

Language deveIopment There- was no difference in 1anguage de e1opment
~as evidenced by quality of 'speech and syntax among achiévers -and
. underachievers. _ However,. among -achieving boys - especially, it was-
noted that "their speech ‘was not nearly so outstanding as their,
ability to use 1anguage as a tool iin prob1em-soIv1ng“ (p. 82)

'There was no spec1a1 difference between’ achievers and underachieversf‘

in relationship to .cognitive development’ as manifested in visual
perception, auditory discrimination, awareness . of time and space, .and
understanding of 1091ca1 re1ationships. But achievers: tended ‘to be
,better organized 1n their approach to 1earn1ng tasks. \:j' o

: Even though they were responsive to externa1 rewards, " achievers
“exhibited an- internal 1locus of -control. " They derived. great
satisfaction from reaching internalized. goa15. Ach1ev1ng gir15 were
more motivated by externa1 approva1 v K Co
. Not only did achievers of both sex have a soIid definition of
== themselves, and eva1uated_ﬁthemse1ves p051t1ve1y,' but- they also
}'demonstrated a high deqree of “interpersonal skills. '~Achievers also -
gave evidence of intexse relationships with caretaking figures - -
(usually .their parents)\  These ,significant -‘others .defined the -
o ~ children as "special™ and \they were 1likely to be more consistent and
s - supportive. The achievers ‘also viewed these significant others as o
: . being competent.  It: was 1nterest1ng that * -achieving girls ~also - *» "
identified with competent (usua11y profe551ona1) women outside of the '
family. ST : o

' Ach1ev1ng minority boys ‘and- gir15 demonstrated a greater capacity for .
" individual. initiative, for setting reasonable’ goals, and for following.
through to completion. - They ‘were ‘more adeguate  in most areas -of
- personality . functioning and scored higher - on a. rating of overall
~.mental hea1th : R B o ‘

,' . . -
Pv,\

A most surpri51ng finding related to their fear of failure. Whereas :
underachievers were immobilized by failure - achievers were often |
stimilated to greater effort and subsequent success. This is contrary -
to}pthe reported reaction to fear of fa11ure ‘among nonminoriity .
students. . N - . .

"Though the studies dea1ing with achievers among minority groups are
11m1ted these exemp1ary studies at 1east suggest a more cu1ture-'




 §pec1f1cyapbfoach; The deVeloﬁmenﬂ Bf,fating,scaié items based on . .

“literary and resedrch findings Such'as these should -allow us to make

~ more accurate observations. .-

. in>certain_groups

" In the 1971 U.S.0.E. Report the problems of identifying the gifted ~

 from . minorities and . diverging_ cultures ~is _described -as being - .
) comp]icatednby;asSumptions*thatuta]entSbcannot.be;found*as;abundantly"~

o incertain gro .Las-1n.j-.oth‘er§5¥:%i;.;w'it.hj'-iche;.emlihas}'s:?'ﬂhéﬁ'\"_i-13!?;,ihi::.f'a.vbrz~of."~;:.'f:.,fj;-t.'.',..‘ B
. - the affluent.  Th ‘report~furthet;SUggestedﬁthat;thesejassUmptian?mayjf-u'

have “influenced meager search aﬁﬁﬁidehtificatibhﬂamOngiqtherfgroupsggf{*¥ ”"
While an ~exact cause for these - assumptions ‘cannot: “be ‘stated, a =~ -

- positive relationship between status “and' achievement expectations: has'
often been reported. ‘ e T A S e L

- Gifted children. are often described as coming’from high socioeconomic
- - groups with well-edycated parents who provide ‘a stimulating and sup-
portive -home: .environment. = Books and educational toys are abundantly -
available and trips to museums and other educational:activities are
frequent. . . Overall, - the atmosphere  in - the . home is -said to -be
intellectually stimulating and supportive. s o

Children.. from homes that don't . have these obvious .advantages are
usually felt to be Tless ‘successful in school and are infrequently .
thought of as candidates  for gifted programs, Minority children,
especially Blacks, most often come from homes 'that don't have "these

: advantages because  their parents are most ‘often involved in lower °
“socfal’ and_ economic - dccupations. Comparatively,” minority group-
‘parents- tend also. to be lower than nonminority groups in educational
" .attainments. e e L

“" The results are that wpesearchers and scholars attribute much of the
* ~underachievement ..of  low-income ~black: students  to their

‘" ;}character1stﬁcs'.f.:;’these- 'characteristics' _are traced to the
++ family background and to"the general environment in which low-income
._blacks are reared." - (Hood, 1973, 312.) © o ]

' 'The low $ocioeconomic status of minority students has been heavily

- emphasized as a -variable affecting their .ability to. achieve. -
Reissman's (1962)° very popular book on The Culturally Deprived Child

* “became a popular source of information on the Tow income child and has
done much to crystallize attitudes regarding. the learning -capacity ‘of
these children. . .Teachers *and ‘other- educators,. thus, ~have -- been

“indoctrinated in thinking.that low-income, or minority children have -

certain educational: 1imits.. It 4is :no wonder that ‘the -assumption
persists that there are no gifted. children among minority populations. -
The following discussion presents, some relevant research regarding the
effects of - the home. environment on achievement. especially as it
‘relates to minorities. A reeducation of teachers.and others regarding
findings such as these would be invaluable in removing their focus
from irrelevant social status factors that hinder:the identification
of minority gifted students. It should also retard the efforts to
~only look -at "talent categories" as the only area where minority
- children with potential can be found. . : ~ ; =

" The oft ‘reached conclusion is that the Tower soE%deconbhiCVStatus of

‘minority, chi]drenfwhiChfresu]tsjin‘disadvantaged;environments obscures

h e
- ‘fl"'"’(": - ) T : . .-
Y R .
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- appropriate home variables™

- and attitude ‘to books and reading as ‘dete

A

R

the: discovery 'of::gifte L chiidren:-, But “have we considered the

to reach this conclusion of. cause -which

_would, thus,: effect our: ability to: find gifted children among minority.l

group chj1dren and youth? T think not

.

As Frierson (1965) has. pointed out., "the more. widely accepted thesis,15:°-'

.- based upon. research"evidence,. is,that Jow: status: obscures ability: and

- prevents the  full. development 'of ‘much potential Gaiiagher (1975)

~exemplified support of. this thesis when he. stated that" *g; S

' The hard facts are that unfavorabie environment and ,'
circumstances do not p{g@ide for the: Tinguistic “development

- necessary for success in a complex culture whose very nature-
is bu11t around verbal and 1inguist1c systems (p. 374) )

Kellaghan (1977), however, pointed out what may be an- important.'

fa]]acy in this conc1u51on. He suggested that'

", . . most studies « « o used soc1a1 status variables (such
as parental occupation or education) -as measures of the
home. - However, we cannot expect such: measures to throw much
light on .the processes that may:be-involved 1 interactions .
between behav1ora1 and environmenta] facts." )¥t - -

Further, Gordon and wilkerson (1966) also felt that too much emphasis

on social status..variables cause us to overlook that while adverse

‘conditions of life do not facilitate academic' achievement, there is mo .
- evidence that such conditions preclude academic suctess. Fina]ly, an
anecdotal observation reported by  Poindexter (1973) in his

autobiography suggests ‘that social status var1ab1es ‘do. not prov1de the
complete p1cture._ He stated that" :

“Hereditary -and cultural environmental factors of this
family would prompt many a predictionist to forecast a dim
Future inacademic performances and accomplishments for- this
family of children. According to the laws of averages they
were right, but unexplained tenacity and mot1vations ‘may and

. often. do defy these types of pred1ctions (p 3)."

Kellaghan (1977) reported that a number . of investigators have argued”.-
that there ‘should be more attempts to describe the forces and factors. - -
“in the .home which Ssurround and impinge on the child. ~ A comprehensive ~
national study ‘(PTowden, 1967)- exemplifies sggg an effort when it was

concluded ~that "economic level rand socia
important than aspects of parental attitude,”
! ;hants of the achievement..

and educationaf progress of primary - sch
Plowden Report also noted that . "1iterate._homes with good . parenta]
attitude toward school may be- found in the slums as we]] as in the

suburbs". (p. 382)

Ke]laghan (1977) concluded from h1S study of the home env1ronment
"that when .a measure of hod& proc sses rather than of social class is’
used, considerable variation¥iis" fouhd to exist in: the homes of a group

S ~of. pupils that can be gross]y def1ne as disadvantaged g

B

class are much less
attitude to education,a

Thildren" . (p. 382). The -



Kellaghan used six environmental process variables to assess the homes
-~ of  his disadvantaged subjects:  achievement press - parental .
. aspirations for the education of the «chi1d;" Tanguage model - quality

“of ‘language usage of . .parents (e:ig., pronunciation, vocabulary); -

?1' academic ‘guidance - extent of general . supervision and suggestions .. -
. regarding school. work; ;fami]F activeness - ‘variety, frequency, and.

educational value of the acitivities.of e family; intellectuality ofﬁ"' |

ff‘pthe“homF‘vaariety-ahd‘thought-pfokaing;b]eméntSr1n_toys*and_gamesi
 “available- to ‘the child; .and .work habits of “the. family - degree of-
- structure and routine in home management. R

ellaghan's approach finds much support in studies that have attempted
. "to ‘describe the home environment of minority achievers. - Analysis of
 these findings suggest ways in which the number of minority children
recommended for participation in gifted programs can be increased.
" These studies also suggest information that should be presented in
inservice and  preservice. training programs \to teachers and other.
educational officials who must -nominate minority children for gifted
programs. It is-through this process that we can.change the attitude -
of educators regarding minority children and gifted programs. S

Coleman (1969a. 1969b), in his studies of disadvantaged children who
are successful in school, reported that "school success and dropout
are not class phenomena. but rather are .contingent upon’ certain
~ parental school-reinforcement behaviors" (1969a, p. 95). He described
" the home environment as follows: o '
There ‘exists in this home a- feeling of mutual respect
between the parent and the child . ... a positive atmosphere
prevails . . . characterized by helpfulness, stimulation, .
reward and freedom together with parental concern and
guidance for the child.  Parental assistance fis always
available but ‘is given only when required. Stimulation fis
present in‘ the form of overt encouragement on the part -of
the parents for the child to do well in School, to read, to
have hobbies and to make friends.  Stimulation is -also
provided by way of conversations between the parents and the -.
child. - Parents .of ‘succéssful children reward their children
for accomplishments and. usually the reward is praisew - The
chil¥ is allowed a good deal of freedom in managing his own
affairs, in his conversation with his parents and with_
‘regard to the points of view he¥chooses to defend and to
maintain.. ‘The parents exhibit concern for their child by
being interested. and involved in his immediate 1ife, by
requiring that he meet certain obligations to them, such as
keeping them informed of his whereabouts and of his. out-of-
+ .school activities, and by insisting on a certain standard of
, behavior. - Punishments . . . are not of a physical nature
- and do not ghange the prevailing positive atmosphere of -the
homeé “or -the. feeling® of mutual respect which has been
genﬁrated between the child and his parents (1969b, pp. 302-
303). ' 3 o S x

% Shade (1978) suggestéd that “"the real difference betweenwéch1EVers,and"'
% non-achievers -is not the occupation and income of the family, but the
‘difference in the_familyfperceptions”Of the world" (p. 82). . Slaughter

P
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'(1959) found that famﬂies of ach1ev1ng Black chﬂdren mainta‘lned a
~ quality of conmunication that tends to. st1mu1ate the child's prob1em1 I
so1v1ng ab111ty, 1ndependence‘and product1v1ty. R

: ""r"-*

, ,HProv1d1ng cond1t1ons that fac111tate the deve1opment “of - 1nte11ectua1i Py ol
_ ability is ‘more difficult for many. minority parents because of their .0 -
o Tow. socioeconomicestatus but it is: -not_ impossible, . The: search for -
i,_?ifted ‘children
" implied by what - appears to.:be ‘a poor and ‘therefore, unsupportive, e

Ong ﬁminority groups must transcend ‘the barriers;

unstimu1attng and ‘anti- 1nte11ectua1 environment

I}
ey
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. " Tests and Minority Group Students i
' MakeF-(1983) has perhaps best described the problems. associated with
" tests andfminprity gifted students when she statgd:that A

"It is difficult . . . to Justify including -in the program a
. _student ‘whose -.scores  ~on- -the ':tests: ~being’ used ‘.for .
. identification are Tower than.the ‘scores of children:who do .

.70 not "make it"-“into the program. " It.also seems*difficult for

' many individuals to.'justify the.use of different tests to
identify children- from different groups, even though these
‘tests-have been shown to be more appropriate (p. 317)."

How, then, .do we find gifted children among minority group populations
‘when state and school districts use cut-off scores for gifted programs
somewhere in the 130 range and when it has been. well documented that
minority group children, especially Blacks, score. on. the average 15

points below most groups.  Attempts to answer this question have been . -

offered by a few researchers. - For example, Bruch (1971) has suggested
" ‘the use of the Abbreviated Binet -for Disadvantaged (ABDA).  This
~" involves a special scoring procedure of items on the Binet that.she

has determined represent strengths of the disadvantaged. ;

" The System of Multiculture Assessment (SOMPA) by Mercer and Lewis
(1978) has been suggested as a way to assess disadvantaged students by
comparing their behavior -to those in the social system -to which they

"belong. Then there is the Baldwin Matrix (BIM)-in which information

~ from a variety of sources is weighted to arrive as- .an  overall

~evaluation. [ T T

“This has not been nor was it intended to be an exhaustive review of
assessment procedurés - suggested to locate the. gifted in minority
- groups. Rather, the attempt was to sample some of the measures that -
. various researchers have developed.- The remainder of this section
shall be a discussion of promising procedures and instruments not
_heretofore considered. - - SR N

«wUsing traditional measures. From 1934 to 1950 Jenkins conducted a
- study to Tocate superior Negro children. His studies were, in a sense.
Y= a replication of - the Terman study. ~ The methods that he ‘used
- _demonstrated that traditional measures can be used to locate superior
-~ Negroes. A brief review of his method Tollows: ‘ '

A systematic search for superior Negro children. in grades 3 .
to 8 of seven public schools- in Chicago.was conducted by -

-~ Witty and Jenkins. The method of selection was «similar' to -
that used by Terman. That {is, classroom teachers nominated
the following children: = (1) the child thought most
intelligent, (2) the child' doing the best -class work, and
(3) children one or “more -half-years under age for their

‘grades. The McCall Multi-Mental Scale was administered to .
all ‘of the nominees, and ‘the Stanford-Binet was given to-
every child with an IQ of 120 or more on the McCall Scale.
The New Stanford Achievement Test, Form W, was given to the
26. -gifted children, = The mean Binet IQ was 148.9. - The

P R L




4 . ' / . .
. average,pupil demonstrated subject matter mastery 1.4 grades
above the norm for children of his/her chronological age,
 The .highest subject quotients were in language' usage (146.6)
- and”in reading (143.8). The lowest was in arithmetic compu- -
~ tation (126.5). Among: the conclusions reached by this study =~ =
. «were the following:" (1) Gifted Negro children‘may be-found - . - . -
" with, ‘about. equal frequency. -at every grade. and: age Tevel: in. o0
' the elementary ‘school;" (2) the educational achievement:.of .
"giftedfgﬂegro*?Childreh;¥quftnotf?cdhsonabte~wit,,vﬁ}JgCtitidnsﬁ“i‘:x
based upon mental ‘tests; -and -(3) the children. demonstrated .
greatest educational superiority  .in' those “highly  "verbal

subjects which appear ‘not to depend /‘gréatly on school TR
experience (1934, pp. 586, 594-595). . - o

Fitz-Gibbon (1975) reported on a procedure to identify the top.2
percent in ability among eighth graders in an -inner city‘school. A -
combination of the California Test of Mental Maturity, .The ‘Ravens
Standard Progressive Matrices, the California. Achigyement Test, and °
teacher nominations were used for screening. Selection was based on
results form the Ravens Advanced Progressive Matrice and the WISC-R.

These two examples illustrate that through the appropriate .use of -
multiple criteria, gifted minority children can be Tlocated: using .
~traditional measures. - - _ , _ R 4 ST <

Measurement of learning potential. "Potential" means possible as
opposed to actual; capable of coming into being or action. As I use.
learning potential to refer to minority. students, 1 mean . those

. students who have the capability of performing at.above-average levels -
if they-are appropriately identified. - The gar]1e§ this identification

“occurs the better. ) - L7

hY

" There is ample research to document that

". . . left to the educational opportunities available at
existing schools 1in 1oggr class . areas, -data shows that the
longer the-children are®in these schools, the further behind
they become in achievement.  Substandard performance is
expected. Even if disadvantaged students begin school with .
- relatively few problems, and their reading achievement is at
_ grade level 1in the early grades, these students fall
increasingly ‘behind national reading _norms. . Although
arithmetic achievement stays close to national norms, these’
scores also fall as the student moves through the school
system. Intelligence tests scores go down in: proportion to
time spent in school" (Clark, 1983, p. 333). . ,
It has been pointed out that preoccupation with the’"adverse" social
and _economic conditions of minority = children. impedes  the
identification of minority children with above-average ‘potential,
Also it is interesting to note that Henderson & Lang (1971), Sullivan
(1973), Rubovits & Maehr (1973) and Shade (1978) have all observed -
that Black achievers tend to induce negative. reactions ‘ from their
teachers. . Black gifted achievers receive’ less attention, are least
 praised, and most critized in a classroom, even when compared to their
s nongifted Black counterparts. These reports may help to explain why -

'.' : . L. \ .'
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‘potentially gifted minority ‘students are not nominated for
participation in gifted programs.. ' o

There are methods that can ‘be used to determine. the potential for =~
above-average performance among minority group students. . One. method
jnvolves the use of standardized test data. It is a two-step process.
First, examine the questions st dents answered correctly because they
- should - have :be@n exposed ‘to. the ~material through the curriculum,

. Second, eya1uategthe~que5tidns:students<anéwer'correct1y“that‘Cannot-”‘?-"

" be  attributed. to  exposure through -the school's  curriculum,  This
- examination will provide an assessment of the student's ability to
exceed fact acquisition. - It will also give information regarding the

% student's ability to reason. '

The California Environmentaldy Based Screen (Stallings, 1972) has
~ deveToped an environmentally based screen that uses information from
the child's immediate environment to test his/her abilities to reason,
to remember, and to create. It involves the use of stimuli from the
student's familiar environment.. In the paraphrased .words of Plato,
‘"those who are not deceived have a vein of gold." It is that vein
that can be tapped using environmental stimuli. : T

By*using certain sections of the K-ABC, a promising new assesément :
_ tool, we can begin to -assess fluid intelligence. - Particularly

promising are the mental procesgfﬁa‘\éggbosite, the  simultaneous
processing scale and the sequential process§ng scale. :

Instruments 1ike the Test of Logical Thinkin? (TOLT) are ‘also useful
to determine capacity to perform. The following logical thinking
skills - are measured by the TOLT: combinatorial, proposftiona],
proportional, controlling variahles and correlational. L
Achieving minority boys and girls demonstrated a greater capacity for .
individual- intiative, for setting reasonable goals, and for following

« thrngugh to completion. ~ They were more adequate in mosh, areas of

"perdonality functioning -and -scored higher on- a rating of overall
mental. health. ' - . /s

A most surprisiﬁg finding related to.their fear of failure. Whereas
underachievers were immobilized by failure, achievér;j were often
stimulated to greater effort and subsequent success. This“is contrary
to the reported reaction to- fear of failure among nonminority -
- students. S : L :

" Though the studies dealing with achievers among minority groups are
Timited, these ex:mplary studies at least suggest a more culture- "~
specific approach. The development of rating scale items based on
literary and research findings such .as these should allow us to- make
more accurate observations. S , ) - »



A NONBIASED ASSESSMENT PROFILE!

Thus - far, .this discussion has poifdted to approaches .that won't work, -~ -
- - described relevant traits of minority children that, could enhance our-, ~
© --ability . to. -fdentify - those with. gifted ‘ patept al, - delineated .. .
' characteristics ‘of -environments. that. support {pttlEctual aspiration)
. and given-examples of assessments instruments a 5.thal

be -used with minority children.. -A-large task,. how

| -1 | er,  rémafase
do you integrate this diverse information into the traditional process :

¢ (i.e., intelligence.test score, achievement test scores ‘and teacher
recormendation) used to certify children for participation.in programs .
for the gifted? It is my contention that the integration of this new-
data is not the answer. Rather, the answer is to-develop-a profile
that can truly. demonstrate our use of multiple criteria in making
placement decisions. - ' ' . S

Frasier (1983) has presented a nonbiased assessment profile “that g
allows for the interpretation of data from multiple sources. Data - %u
_ from Tlearning potential measures, cognitive 'measures, .creative
‘measures, psychosocial measures, and measures of motivation are -
displayed on a profile chart. The data collecting instruments are
quantitative and nonquantitative. A scale at the top allows for
approfriate interpretations acéording to the evaluation method used.

L The profile provides a collective picture of-all relevant data on a
. student. Instead of making a linear decision as has been done in the
past, a decision can now be considered on the basis -of multiple data.

The profile is so designed that screening as- well “as identification
decisions are madeé on the basis of multiple criteria. :

The profile .has the added advantage of providfng\wayE'to make more
accurate conclusions regarding instructional and counseling needs. By
superimposing the initial identification profile over another profile
developed at formative and summative points, student progress and’

program success can also be measured. ot

o 1For. further information contact:  Dr. Mary M. Frasier, '
£ Department of Educational Psychology, 325 Aderhold Hall, University of‘
. Georgia, Athens, Georgia, 30602, (404) 542-4110. R o "
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History Wil undoubtedly note that the 1980'5 were markedﬁ Y.
. reviews of American.education. and a barrage of demandeEorM X EH

* Schools -are being challenged to provide greater excelle cetin%tgaohgng“.

~ that will result in higher student. achievement. Acco panying”a Qén-TT

eral desire for excellence in’ our. society and its.schools has beena, .

_-growing awareness Of\the need to do more to challenge. and develop. the. ~1*-j
full potential of  studehts. with a speciai ‘talent or gift for learning[ _;pha."

' and, creativé production.,;;

Gifted eduCation ha§: bgqomé a foca] point of study and discussion, if"s“‘
not an agenda. priority, in many state departments of education ‘and <
local school systems.. I*believe ‘that: this attention to the needs of -
inte]lectual]y gifted . students and. efforts  to ‘improve their educa-: = -

~ tional programs can “pravide .the stimulus and leadership. necessary to
. accomplishgﬁignificaht mprovements “ip. curriculum . and dnstruction” for -

‘all childr
7tion. seryed” tho§e students .who_have . not .demonstrated their superior

AN exceptional potentialiy
~ their response.:to: ‘dem
. . meht will be: those.whlseedy

'tialfar learhing 107all" stids hts;
“gifts in\allichildren: anddlE
W th high ~otentia1 as\dejrn :

e he purpose uf. thisffqﬁ',m, r
' 4taté af Floridd ‘with-bagio, inform.

; \/sbtent Lin student
farmance.” ‘The’ conﬁﬁntﬁ of ®

the “paper. will iﬁclude sections on
\(a) definitfbn‘ Ofgr;{‘_ ‘termsf;.

ersa, . ;'d) p ogr ing options for UAGs.
bEF‘fNINg THE TERug |

e

Capilities consistenviy'inehigh achdemic achievement but have evidénced
\dhe _sthg o]st QXpect to be ‘most :successful-in.
nds’ for: qxce]lenge ‘dnd’ shigher _student acHieve-
_educators,(a): Focis. an. deveioping the poten~.
«(b) .Sparch continuously for ‘special.
nurture gifted perfbrmance in students

ni .. ‘However, the, greatest potential.gains from attentjon to - -
- gifted edutation will be Tost if schools do not include’ in the popula-

. on . about gifted “underachievers
e q:4.. that will challe ge . then l. 2e . th.gopportunity to-provide leadér- <~

T  ship by demonstrati hd&,to dentify and develop- exceptiona) academic =~ -
R ‘WYth recor: of- average org helow -avérage per-. . '

(b) identification’ of gifted: under- :
% ""dersm‘* evemeiit: that suggest methods -

: *,cment,é R

" : - o v ,
Tthi¥sshorel aper,'l wiPl offer co‘ se,i imﬁQe yet aecurate defini-%
b tiops ,'-_;fa 111itate’” the disagdery of UAGe.  First; to.identify .
++ gifthed\pfderachievers «one, must  hdve an: accuratd xon tign,of gifpéd-_f»
' ;om,patterﬂs» N ‘_c‘-
ludéd

© . ness, in. qrder/teNreco izer id\apart

148 “wor ig-of J§¢ 1972 Fg
a1-as. Whl). #‘demonstr te
. a nRss and - accé ta ce of -the, fact that giftedness B13
T existg prior: tdqa ‘apay't:; ‘from: ‘exceptional “acconiplishm
v» - - insWildren. : Hoy ver:y: schoOls general]y design’ G/T prog ams
<o ythert iﬁate]iectua’.

; b definition of;

rj.ﬂachieyers"vn her "elém tarx grades. -« A precise definition of -
. ‘*,'"intellectual_ jnesé"is° the posseSsion of exceptidonal potentia}
.o asta learner g/ ifteFlectual ‘oly-cognitive’tasksio which inc u 83 under’-".
'&fﬁ;,‘“‘L - achievers.::’ N child's -giftedness Lmay be #h _one. focused /area of

learning or'}
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e§ e?peciallygij‘ :
trst -for-
“gifted ~or ~ academically .talented ‘who.are. “high-

ognitive proces51ng$ ‘or ip many areas and mentalli-”
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" : processes.-, Few mentally gifthd stud )
/ excelling inal subJects ahd on all

oy .:u"i “’i o R . 1"\ N w‘
‘ B . b-

T he capability of truly
uac ‘dmic tasks. S

"Underachievement can be simply defi { performance that is
ignificantly; lower than, predicted bas n somg. substantive evidence-
M ‘% 1earning potential. "« Test ‘'scores and“skilled teacher'observations -
W t:often provide. the basis for judgipg . the discrepancy. ' ~Although*

SRR ‘professfonals cI¥im: the discrepanfy..must #be- prégisely measured
SRy '»its degree of . significance statistically tested, : it is both prac-
tical. and reasonable L0 assume there is a -range of mild to severe ' .
“-undepachjevement . and- ohe - need not~quantify or. sta&istically test- the :
-degree:, of significance .to \design and provide appropriate educational v
interventions.. Such obstacles to identification generally occur to L
1imjt  program . accessibility to ' numbers . manageable.. with funds. .
available. .All: underachievers deserve. attention to their needs and P
appropriate services/programning. § _ W . % | ;( :

. Operationally, a giftsed underachiever is - ohe who has evid ced_ excep- o
~ tionally high potential. for. learning and: academic achieve%ent‘bu_t is @
;performing at a 1ower 1eve1, often "average" or below. ST

o P - | ST
LT :’_, IDENTIFYING GIFTED UNDERACHIEVERS PR SO
N : S oy b L

'_Conmon practices in the identificat“'ion of %gifted students -today
“involve * the'~ use' of standardized - achievem ~and ““aptitude tests,
- teacher reconmemdations, and grades. - H{ghy chieving gifte students-
. are ‘gasy to; recognize by their academ-ef_" %nance. ..-underachievers .
g are’ gasy. td miss, unless they™ perfo,'- standardized tests. Q" o
@ost . UAGs ~“do “not  reveal. ‘their - eXceptiona%‘l “ability - on’ group- - . w
dmin‘iF tered: achieVement or. aptitude pestsy the individually. adminis- j '
“{tered- Binet - or <N} j& .ifsualty provides :the . initial- evidence: of their
o :-'giftednesss UAGSZ wh Jpossess exceptionally high ‘aptitude in; specific

- .. areas, such as math - 'Aa) science, ‘which are rot assessed on'*the .Binet
. -or WISC, often afe' déi ected sthrough observation of their - éﬁ’vanced

- . -problem solving skills and‘fwork on - specia] projects. Even the content i |
" of standardized achjevement:'tests does- not - atlow students to demon- e
strate their excqptﬁonally high abilities,«-;v,,,_.',, L e
A Discoveryvj theQ’ significani:‘*numbers of: mental “g%ted st%dents uho : &@g
" have' not been recognized and servéd.as z§ ifted' ghas’/occurred over the .. z. = FTF
last two -decades ‘because of three changes irt practices. (a) increased & ' .

" use of tests and ' more sophisticat’é‘ assessment -procedures; Ve
(b) 1ncreased _teacher referral of. students ﬁgr 4%pecial education serv-’~v % s
' ices because.’ of learning ‘or WBehaviorali:problems; and' (c) “increased - 3. _~

& effort to devefop the potential of Culturally differént and minorit
'chi]dren. It has :been in the process .6f - ‘assessing or, working M
gt

2+ those 'disadvantag d" or: "probiem" -children "that: exceptidnally
= mental abilities--sometimes quite <spe ific, soﬂfetimes general-- ave
been discovered .during qj[ie-to onet¢ interaction -~ between he
,teacher(examiner and.: the pupi Binet or WISC -scores have . revealed
~ . exceptionally high- intelhgence in some children referred for LD or BD
S ;p]acement particulariy. .
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As a result of these discover1es and the shar1ng '‘of suéh B fprmat1c

" the profession has become sensitized to:tfie fact that it* has)tended

identify and "serve. only a segment of the gifted populat1on. ‘the  hi

~achievers. Some .educators maintain that. it is appropriate only

- serve -those students who: excel far beyond -the ‘ability ‘of the regul

- program. to accommodate., ‘However, -the results of .the Cupertino prge
€

7v“emot1onal and -behavioral problems .early 1n. school and fail to-succe

- ~academically. -are - among::the - me}i'rﬂghly gifted and - creat1ve,ja

-vation and-achievement. - There ‘is: conv1nc1n? evidence “that all-yo
e

(Whitmore, 1980)° sugjfst ‘that. (a) gifted .children who develop s

(b) the .provision of . appropria educational programming ‘revers

early patterns of schoof fa1lure’and results in patterns of ‘highZmot

T

mentally gifted students want to excel:in 'learning, even in sc%
‘and that 'high achievement will result from providing appropr ate pr
gramming. . The potent1a1 gains to school systems and soc1éty From.: pr

: ventind and reduc1ng underach1evement are obvious.

In ordgr to identify 1nte11ectual giftedness 1in students w1th avera

e:’or lower performance, in the culturally different, arid in the hand
) vvcapped, all teachers in the: system must. be sensitively searching. f
" /evidence™ of exceptional ‘potential - - for. earning - and achievemen

IS unrecognized..-; The)i"

 Usually the individual: psycho]ogica] tes

'tional achievement 1n science and math tha -

».soc1a1l “more . mature,

”Nhat character1st1ds

1_

. are related to leann1ng,'

o mud\cation--the use

' Tacts and events; (c) the use of#
. and inquiry;. (d) skills of reasog?gg--analytic 1 - thinkTng,™ synthesT
ing,  inductive. and: deduct1v “Togic; -:(e) flexibility "and: . fluency.

. relationship )
objects, etc.  Gifted children, incTuding underachieversx‘and t

.g“necessary for. identific
tion does not occur without teacher reéferral. And, it is possib
that a ‘skilled teacher may'tap into a’ chde&s: potential for exce
+hot even be evidenc
‘,perror of teache

tjon . qfﬁ a 1ack

in the results of a test. battery. “The r
in referrals~for gifted programs has .
tra1n1n§ and " accurate v1nformat1on abou 4 : |
gifted “students) excel- in many’or a Lasire, emotionally a
re- highly motiw v
nguage -arts gse ‘and aramyths. ha
- any-highTy gifted students to:
over neralizations of =

‘excel early in readi
'created stereotypes -

'research on high a

Y U ocus- on those behaviors th
0 Yt lectual /academic:  performanc
Intellectua]ly .gifted students can’ be discriminated from nongifted
terms, of characteristics related to théir level of cognitive develd
ment and the gqualit ,of the1r coghitive processing or ght, A~
iscrimifating geng:pehaydors"” usuatly 1ncludes'uﬂ(a3 co
-of\symboh“- syghems - as: language; - (b) memory ¥
quired. Kknowlg ge in problem solvi

who ‘are not, high -achfedersi:

thought--an -ability to  gafilpulate .symbols~gand® -1deas, to: transf
nformation across settinds,. to generalize from,spedﬁfics, tozpercei
g and (f) the creative production .of " new 1deas .image

-,l handicapped, can. ‘be: discrupinated from nongifted students by the ea
and ‘ speed with which: they acquire .those 1intelTigent behaviors . and:

the quality, as wgTl'as” quantﬂty, of those behavions.  ~Except whe

N handicaps or env1ronmental gpctors g'1nhibit development gift




¥ >children will be found 'to be accelerated in their development of those .°.
~abilities ‘and the quality, complexity, and soph1st.1catJon of | their =
- behavior will be noticeably superior to their agemates. ' = .

. If one is look1n% for intellectual giftedness, one must avoid attend-.-
" " ing to personality traits, socfal bepavior, and emotional adjustment -
" "characteristics and focus -on' cognitive. proceSSmg: .. 1earning - and.
~thinking. @ Traits such as high task commitment, initiative and. inde-
pendence, leadership ability,” and: self-disciplined” behavior “are not '
reliable indicators of giftedness because theit development is. a func- ~ "°
‘tion of finteractién between the child's personality.and needs and the
'_ grov1s‘_10n5'of the environment, Most UAGs are not recognized as gifted=;..
by teachers because of their failure to behave "maturely," to appear
highly motivated, and to respond. positively to teacher direction or -
influence. Similarly, young gifted children slow in acquiring reading,
.4 skills or motivation.to read are not recognized fppcause_of..the expec-
" .tation -that all mentally gifted children are quick. to learn to read

h . -

“and to become eager readers. - _ . . | :
| -'Sti«a_téggesf for idgntification begin with classroom teachers becoming |
“more-skjlled in teaching to stimulate and evoke the manifestation of

higher -‘“abilities «~ in. all. areas of ' cognitive processing--e.g., .
scientific .. reasoning, - creptive . thinking and + production, o
- critical/evaluative thinking, étc. .. It is obvious, that the identifica- - =
-~ tiof*of UAGs ‘depends heavily upon curricula and-instructional; mbthods @
.~ that not only allow but ‘encourage children to reveal their exgeptional -
- - abilities for thinking, learning, producing.: The discovery:of _UAGs
“, .,wi1l be impeded .by textbook-workbook 1instructional modes; classrgoms- -
. .without active 1inquiry and. problem -solvidg: ‘and teachehs. whp 'do net %
' engage. students regularly 1in. the shagdng. of ideas “creabtive and
«~ critical. thinking, discussions,and debafi ‘n'i’ythbse.s1"tuaﬁ1',osz, iden-
esi -parents and-diagnostic-. °
e L

. <y ification will depend, upon twd other soult

‘7 Yassessments. o ce YL N
. Parents can be iyaluable. sources -of .information that. Tead to;the dis=- -
covery of giftedness 1in underachievers. Reports “ by parents; of
advanced projects and interests purSied at home age, 6?' important ©,

~ “indicator. Carefully structured.,,bareﬁ't‘;»}{q_uest1onna1\ﬁ,ﬁg;f,',,.”.'ﬁntg}rv1ews
‘to provide.-tedthers: with. information:about: the child%sput-of-schoo

" activities ‘can reveal interests and™abilities that:providesftlues to

thei child's. giftedness... Certainly discrepancies b’éﬁtﬂééﬁ:’""@g‘éj&;aﬂd
school™ pérformance on tasks involving -1-mte1"1ectua1 a,l?j(’l-fty T\ ¢ it

- seriously explored. . . i g L T

The .second <ource ,of information beyond teachers that can lead "to:
identification of UAGs has been mgnt1one¢;‘éar11er,‘ special. education”
assessment procedures.There .is a critical need-for schagl psychol-
ogists and special educators®to become more informed about the :nature

- of ihtellectual giftedness 'and. about the . characteristics of : UAGs.
Often “identification has* resulted from the sensitive perce tion of .
-exceptional “intellectual potenti¥al “in /a :child during -testing by a

. school psychologist. - A1l school personnel need to be aware of the
"reliable - characteristics of giftedness, ‘the interfering stereotypes
_that blind us to recognition ofa.ggfte'_dness in underachievers, and.the
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, abiiities (Nhitmore, 1982)

J

CAUSES OF UNDERACHIEVEMENT IN GIFTED STUDENTS

-

The . cumulative records of UAGs* and the referrai forms for psyc

“ need. to continualiy seek to "tap into“ the hidden potentiai of UAGs by
providing opportunities for them to develop and manifest their special

iogicai assessment typicaily are; found to describe the UAG student ass

RIS

'iazy, doesn't .try; assigned work is persistentiy idéﬁmpﬁete,

-~ -and--what is-done 1is often messy and careless; unmotivated

RN

and uncooperative; frequenkly disruptive, aggressive or
withdrawn; perpetually "off-task,” shows no pomer of concen-
tration during work periods. | (e

and master knowladge and skills, one wdnders ‘why the child is

"described by the words abgve. Careful analysis’-of the individuals in
. the Cupertino UAG proJect revealed that the reported patterns of be-
“'havior were the children's immature ways of coping withintense psy- .
chological conflict ihﬂthe schooi experiencé.  Their responses to the*®
: Cupertino intefvention program demonstrated that none of them wanted -

. to 'behave in" ‘ways leading to’ academic faiiure, teacher~criticism, and
"peer ridicuie or rejection. _-rév : ‘k

classrooms? - It was the tremendous gap -between. their levels of mental

'If a child has exceptional potentiaiutpr garning and has exhibited'
early in 1ife high levels of curiosity and@%riVes to know, understand; -

-

Q?What generated such eonfiict for these highiy gifted chiidren in

ability and actual performante, between.. their’ self-expectations and
“ .their accomp]ishments, between - their personai Anterests.and the .&on=-

. - tent - of “the curriculum, and ‘between: their educationa] needs .and
. instructional--selficoncepts -and 'self-esteem, which led to “individual-

* patterns of withdrawal to avoid painful disappointment or .aggressive
behavior to compensate and frantically assert ohe's worth. - More.:-

moderately underachieving -gifted:students .tend to-comply and conform,

working and interacting minimally, thus “never revealing the. 1nteiiec4gj-

%) otentiai “that would 1lead to higher "expectations,; ~ In under-

rejection, and quilt over unmet expectations. R o

" From another perspective, one might categorize UAGS according to the

.- his/her abiiity.. Four ciassifications seem to inciude aii UAGs'“"

isoiation. 4

4
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‘pringipal cause of the child's failure to perform at a level closer to

Al

eu,tendencies of gifted . children: to be perfectionistic,f i
t *and ' demanding,. and ‘toi'be 'super-sensitive to .others .
produce f eiings of 1intense frustration, fear of faiiure andd

ti"ligMotivationai Probiems--confiict .between the child's personaif"
. 'values, interests; and ‘needs and the school curriculum; or a:pre-- -
-occupation with other concerns, such as famiiy probiems or: sociai

g, ;}Lack of - Environmentai Nurturance of Intellectual Potentia]--iow;'
R SES famiiies that offer iittie exposure to books, adVanced ian--

w

A



guag;a, skimulating .{deVe16pment of.ﬁhmk'ing‘sk11'1s,;"'or‘cu'ltu'raﬂ'y
-~ different backgrounds that do not value academic achievement, - -
aiy - especially for'females. o oL |
Mild to Severs Handicaps. Developmental Delays, Poor Health--low
energy .or 1nterfering hyperactivity; specific Tearning  disabil-

Bl

. tfes ‘or delayed perceptual-motor skil1 development; specific
4. brain ~damage/cerebral J-'[,ysfunctid_@*%far + neurological ‘1mpg1rment;

-/ hearing or vision impairment. -

Y

Specific or General Academic Ski1l Deficits--difficulty writing
‘or reading; need to master -basfc - facts  and 'skills. (math, - -
spellind,  letters and sounds); lack of prerequisite learning,
e.qg., skhls of compositions - T : :

Regardless of tFe categorical cause of the-in’c'l_i\?'i‘ﬁual student's psy-
~ chological conflict that results 112 underachievement, the - guidelines
for programming are the same.. : : : : '

. Lad {

- (‘> o PROGRAMMING OPTIONS: |
In “the: past, UAGs have been -'regardfé,d as emotionally disturbed or
‘posse€8ing psychological or :personal ity problems. The common inter-
“vention has bgen individual counseling; provided usually _during adole-
'scence, -A- more successful approach is{ that of viewing the probleq-and
- need as,_fundamentally educatiorial matters that ‘can be  effectively:
resoL\{?etf'a*ftm;%th'q ~J-c,]._a\s'spoom,_.;_" within ‘the "normal" experience of the

poe o childS L Mgt

e
B : .
.

“There 1s no .oné way -to meet the needs of UAGs programmatically, - but
there is only .one way to begin, After identification, - an -analysis
must be made of the dynamic interaction between the ch{ld's character- :

" {stics and needs ‘and ‘the characteristics and demands ' of the school

%, -~ program, Then, one must design a program, ‘manipulating all avatlable’

~7". _resources, to meet the child's special needs and guide the development

4w off new achieyement-motivated behaviors.  The -program - must ~address
.~ three critical ,needs of UAGs: (a) to grow in understanding them-
. selves, the. nature of thieir’ giftedness and thejr:“"groblems; (b) to
" . learn construttive ways of ‘coping with inevitable:.conflict ;and frus-. -
., . tration;,.and*(c) to develop:a; healthiér, more realistic self-concept.”..
" -and -higher -self<gsteem derived: from realistic expectations and. genuine
* success. experiences; socially and academically. Co T

'Théré»"ar'e five program compdnentS‘ -tﬁatA-‘_;;ﬂe'te,rminé, schess in _reve'r,sihgjf R
patterns-of urﬂerachigvemitt regardless of the program format, . ~ = "~
. 1( ‘The Teacher(s) must 'ccepﬂti"~"thé'f"-f_éég.?;?thaﬁi"-_t'hej} child is mggtaﬁy ’
\g‘?gifted, does not . want: to. underachieve or -fail, has low=self-
esteem, -and’ needs to develdp constructivé coping $ki11s and self-
--understanding, . The teacher(s)-must be skilled in {guidance_te,cn_ -
. - niques, accurate in understandingthe nature . of .giftedness, -
- -positive in emotional response to thé challenge of -working w
o R :'8 e | . ,'-v L ' ' :):‘.i : s \
= v 91 “ ’
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2. The Curriculum myst be challenging, personally meaningful - and
E ' vewarding to the UAG child a-high percentage of the time. For
the curriculum to be appropriate, :it must be balanced between
-basic ski1l, development: and the arts and sciences, infused with -
career exploration. and ‘development of personal i{nterests, and .
‘designed for maximum challenge and ‘success.. . R SO

" 3. The-:i Indtruction % must.. require . .minimal .. memorization. -and ..:.
‘ driTT/practice activity, and provide maxii®1 opportunity for -
inquiry,.- scientific investigation, and 'creative production.
Self-directed learning activity should be encouraged and student
. _'self-discipline nirtured,- The ‘climate created by the instruc-.
~tional' style of the' teacher should be one of excitement, antic- '
ipation, personal satisfaction, and low pressure. . :

# 4. The Peer Group of classmates must include at least a few other
gifted students, possibly other underachievers, who may become
. -special. friends.  The group must be accepting of individual, -
differences, diversity. : L PR

iR ispecial ::’Sér\’l.i'é’ésv'*"s”hould' be provided as needed--for handicapping -
-+ .5 conditions or remedidl instruction, for gifted education, or for .
- +'group counseling. In addition, supplementary “psychological and
medical services. oftén &Pe" needed from the community, .as may be .
_family counseling. N o et ' L e

- Some keys to-success . can-be,identified. «Intervention Wil hemore
. successful, -in less time, the younger the student is. It {87 Xtremely
advantageous ‘:to begin“to jdentify and serve these children in the
~ primary grades. With every: year of school, the child's attitudes and
behavior patterns become more deeply set. One must expect -such change -
“to require substantial time, even in‘the early:grades. ' The more com-
~ prehensive the - approach (e.g.,, self-contained. classroom), the more’
- quickly change wiJl occur, -‘and ‘continuity from year to year for. the  °
.student will ensure Yasting effects. - Another key to success. is the '~
- use. of -an ‘interdisciplinary -team ‘of professionals working with- the’ .
parents for the benefit ‘of thé ¢child. A wide range of expertise is
~ijoften needed to help-the child. = - - B T L

. Models'- for delivery "of ‘serviges are” few:* (a) the 'self-contained -
.. classroom for UAGs, - (b) the resource room delivery of special services
S with regular classroom placement, and (c)-an -IEP-“approach with -all.

' services provided within - the regular program. .\ The *self-contained
" classroom at- the primary level.hias been. 100 percent *successful; it was .
o “not as successful (about 50:-percerit) at the intermediate level in
* . ..~ Cupertino. Because of the’relatively-few UAGs identified in systems, .
most %er}vicsez,_ have: been ‘delivered :through resource room support to-
.regular clasérooms. In:-suchggases it is most important that -the' UAG s
student ‘be allowed :to receive-#pecial services for- his/her, giftedness
as well as -for fg;,;lhandicap.'»‘*‘”"Often “UAGs,  éspecially LD/Gifted, are °
deniad ‘access -to any special services because the:/child's performance
- is near ‘grade level, the effect of giftedness modepating. the handicap.
- The third. model, .the Individual Educati nal~Plan, is ‘one in which

- ...specialists.-assist” the teacher(s) with m ifications_in the regular

i - Ayl .
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~ program, sometimes with the child receiving additional instruction in
other classrooms for specific subjects. At the secondary level, most:
programming 1s a homeroom or “core" -period that provides for the
monitoring of student progress, -group counseling, and . individual work
on remedial skill development. ARREEE ‘ ol

It 1s my personal and professional: beldef. that the proviston of a. ..
! ! éﬂ[}ﬂ};,sjy'lé s P
of 1instruction appropriate for gifted students will sfi "1$f°°“t1y““;.A;¢w "

challenging, rewarding curriculum delivered with the:motiy
reduce underachieving behayior in gifted students and beriéfit ‘all
children 1in the classrooms. In one sense, the - problem is quite
simplistic, based on my experience. .However, the major obstacle is
the attitude of teachers. toward gifted students who .do not) strive,
conform, and acquiesce. . . so-we find theimost severe underachievers
to be those who are most highly gifted and creative. ' ‘

Reversing patterns .of underachievement 1in gifted students requires
mostly commitment, “sensitive openness, fléxibility, patience, good
problem solving skills, -and instructional ski1ls for gifted education.
Ignoring the problem, or denying the contribution of the school to its
'development, 1s counterproductive and results in severe emotional and
behavioral problems in many gifted students who could be high academic
achievers. In meeting the challenge’ to nurture. the full development

%

of potential in all gifted students, I am confident we can meet the. . .~

demands for excellence in our schqqls. :

iy
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Different countries and ‘socleties vary f1n their. attitude toward 'Whati. -

constitutes excellence. As & result, the institutional arrangements made .to:

“develop excellence and to nurture talent are equally varied.” This paper will -

.discuss a number-of programs for the gifted in selected countries, examining

the definition of gifted, the identification procedures, the program.
offerings ‘and where -available, the. evaluation. procedures. Following a
general discussion’ of programs, summarizing statements will be : made

' concerning ganerdi practices fo&kthe gifted on.an international 1evel

The Australian Schools. Commission (1980) pUbliShed d report entitlEd The

Education of Gifted Students, in which they define gifted as studefits who .

' services beyond those provided by the re ia#«schdol“program.. .The commission

»

. differgntiated programming or ideptification ‘procedures. The
-recommends full-time classes or in-class -enrichment .as  placement cptions.
. depending on-the number of gifted children needing. 'service. A Principal

'rEducation Dfficer is responsible for the coordination ang implementation of

Wales has Opportunity classes, which are special classes made up‘of gif
" children with IQ scores of 125 and above and good,school records; Victgridy
with a Gifted Children's Task Force which provides consultancy to teaghers\
and schools; Queensiand, whi¢h meets the needs and interests of t fted ™

explored several tssues related to the.Mgantification of gifted students ‘such
as = achievement versus potential, idéntf 1ng gifted among minority and
disadvantaged groups and underachievers, They recommended that ‘the
identification procedures be appropriate "to. ‘the type of giftedness. being:
served and that a range of procedures be used such as tests, teacher apdy

;Q parent Jjudgments and(performance and product evaluation.‘ Ability grouping.
. acceleration, enrichment and curricuium modificatidn ware, the organizutional

and 1nstructional Options that were \temized

The Commission listed several necessany and key provisions for successful
programs ~ for gifted. These were: ~ teachersy: curriculum differentiation,
student selection procedures. a statement of phiﬁosophy and objectives, staff

o orientation, an evaiuation plan. and administrative arrangements. o Ny

-~ possess to an -outstanding degree-of-demonstratéd competence ory potential in-
- intellectual, creative and/or other abilities and need different education or -

©
-

A durvey of existing programs in the Austraiian states inciudes. = New South

through enrichment and uses community participation in the schools t “offer a°
wider variety of educational experiences; South Australia, meeting. the needs
of .the gifted in the regular classroom through enrichment; Western Australia,
with special programs for creatively gifted.secondary students and a variety
of programs in, primary schools ranging- ‘from part- -time classes to special

.classes and advanced -placement  at the secondary level; -Tasmania reported-.

enrichment activities -and -short-term pullout- programs; Ausf?alian Capital -
Terrttory, providing individual development and progression in the regular

nrichment: in the regular~c1ass.

~.§1assroom and the Northern™ Territory YproViding for the gifted through

4 e

~+The Northern Territory gf Australia issued a policy document through the .

Department of Education concerried with gifted children. They report special ..

whose ethnic/social .background or personatity characteristics ‘mdym require

-~

A

attention 1is given to modifications for Aboriginal children 7and ;hildren :

cument
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- . gifted programs 1n the- Northern -Territory. - Creighton (1961) discusses -
~ educatton for the qutad;1n the U.S.S.R. "and observes the fol owings s '

Ta1a2r/,- in the Soviet view, 1s a human capability:that finds/1ts
expréssion and development in a definite activity requiring/that .
o ab111ty.. Talent 1{s specific, concrete .and reveals {1tseif in
s~ activitys {1t therefore requires: oppdrtunity -and specfal

- “{nstitutions and facilities for 1ts development. Soviet statesmen
and educators- have always stressed the 1importance of providing
such facilities; a wide network of instituttons has been developed
_and; large sums spent on them, ... ! '~.‘/“

- This search calls for a constant ‘efforit on, the part of the
teachers, educatfonists and persons working-yith” young/people, and.
~ leaders 1in-every-fiéld. .Schools, the Pioneer organ zdtions, the
. Yourig Communist - League, trade unions, the Society' of Inventors, -
.and the orgagfzat1ons-'of- writers, architects, /artists, 4nd . ° -
composers ‘encolirige 1t while the .Press -{s constantly impressing™
" ‘{ts importance on .ts readers’ (p. 247). - -~ ./ . .

:

‘The;*Sov151,;system provides specialized secondary/ schools and special” «
facil1ties and schools for . the academfcally.talented as well as- for the
~ talented 1n music, dance, theater, art and sports./ All-Soviet T®ntests of
. Olympiads are- conducted in mathematics, physics, 1iterature, biology,
Q“geo raphy and -philosophy.” The participation in these Olympiads 1s between’
0,000° - 20,000, - In addition, there are a /number of outside school
' programs for developfng. talents such as Pioneer .Palaces, Pioneer Houses,
Pioneer Camps and Cultural Clubs, all of which provide accelerated and
advanced scholastic services, recreational fack -

- Bulgaria, under the direction and Jeadepéh1p of Madame - Zhokova, has
.. established a national program for creatively gifted which affords contests
* 4n music, dance and theater which culminates 1n<a{week-.long festival,

called the Banner of Peace-and 1nvo1ves”oybr.5,000 children from throughout .
5 the world. . These contests and -the festfval are supported and attended by
- '« the organizations and unfons: of writers;-architects, artists and composers '
‘who function-as both mentors and teachers to the students. ~The children
‘uqrevident1f1edvthrough/performancevaqd'product evaluation and teacher and -
parent recommendation.: AUREE ;:// @. e ;;hﬁﬁbal-‘. ,

G o ) o S : L
.+ Borzym (1983) 1n a fa1l meeting in/Bulgaria reported: on education for the - -
- “‘gifted in Poland.” She. stated that an interdiscipifnary commission whose =
.__chargé was to study’ the prpblequfntalentedﬂmgnpowerww1th the objective of = .
: a;'stimulating,act1v1tiqsewh1chawogﬂd,Jegd’tb'the,idehtff1cat1on of talented
.7 :people. and “the - provision - of /programs - for = them, -made -the following . - -
.. .recommendations: /-~ - s;;';)/_'; R AT S
~~ 1. Primary schools curricula -should pose greater demands on gifted =
. “children and 1n individual cases allow an acceTeratipg‘qﬂ;the,syllhbus:',

ities and guidance. -

7]

~leading to:their earlier school-Teaving. -

&
v

" 2. Create spectal-profi1é secondary schools or classes for children with <
o spec1al//ntere§ts such as‘sports. art, langugges; and mathematics.. . o

! J - : NS
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* 3. Allow talented students in 'c611éggs ‘and universities to ff&i]ow
‘ ‘individual -broader and/or accelerated. courses of studies ... .and -,

. * generally differentiate the demiands made on.students depending on.their
_abilities. B ' : ' R 9 . T
/

. The programs for the gifted in Poland .as well as other U.S.S.R. countries
-are .primarily for the intellectually gifted ‘and they are identified through .
their -performance and scores at_;xnrinusf;ﬂxaminations -and competitions,-

~ school work, and = information gathered ‘from ‘teachers' -observations.

' Psychological measures are seldom used and only as a subsidiary assessment. /-

" Bulgaria has used the Ravens Matrices and the Stanford' Binet haﬁv,peig/{

&

v traqslated by-a-psthblog1st~namedyPjrov. S e Lk
~ . In summary, the- provisions “for the gifted in the M.S.S.R. include *

acceleration of . courses leading to earlier school-leaving; special Classes =

-~ in secondary . schools in mathemqtics,';physics,;'humanitjes,' biology,

.. chemistry, all taught by teachers who have been identified as -having higher .-

. ‘profdssional standards and.ranking; experimental mathematics classes which '
 are-taught by university professors; schools or classes in which a: foreign '~

7 - 1anguage is the -language of instruction for all subjects (such as .Russian, ..
. -English, French, German, Chjnese);'obtional'tutor1a1sﬁwhich;offer”ﬂQténsive\&f
- work ,1n;fspec1a1'f1nterest_'subjecfs, similar to tutorials. and.’'seminars . ‘-

; x» - provided. by, university work; ‘special interest clubs and ‘associations, .such-

2

as physics and -technology - clubs and -mathematics clubg;. subject: olympiads::

_.which Tlead to . annual national competitions ~in" ‘mathematics, - biology, =
.~ 1iterature, foreignlanguages,- and -history; and a RatentsuBuredu_inSWh1Chﬂ‘;
'~ inventions and.designs of children can be assessed, accepted and patented -~

' -to encourdge. creativity and invention. AR e
' | e T e e P
V. 73 " Teachers are selected for these various options and .provisions on the basis-, :
: . of their,yﬂ111ngness‘toxeXper1ment,*eXpnessed'jntereSt-jn”gdfted,~and=highkyﬁ
leve] of competence intheir individual subject -areas. ?fA T T e

R Ed,ardb‘wﬁlaza (1979) at the. Second .World . Conference 7;;361f¢ed:L1nv'Sah‘;ﬁ
lFrancigco‘d1scussed.programs‘for~the_gifted,1n Venezuela and reported on .
. _“three. major projects:undertaken by an Institute for Educatjonal Gonsulting. - °
, .  The first project is an: experimental open- classroom for ‘curriculum .
S enrichment; the second complémentary‘educatioﬁ which provides:out+of-school .~
opportunities for students to work in music, fine arts, expregsiveuafts1and .

sciences; and counseling geared towdrd gifted students. . v R

*7 . Recently Venezuela has established ‘a Ministry of Intelligence under the
. leadership of -Professor Machado which has as. its 'goal the enhancement of. .-

” '}w<~—~fthe.‘natiohPs;:kntellectualiireSOurcés;””WTth‘femph§s1$?f§h”€thg3*giftgdgj?;ithgfﬁ
RN .provisions dre. offered - in the regular - classroom--~with .an “emphasYs on-
{3dn84vidualjzat1qn:andvcr1t1;a],,creativefthinkdng.aJIntensivehjnservigegﬁor;";

“ . - all teachers has been provided. under the:
~» 7 United Kingdom.: . " : /*/f‘f" S

leadership of DeBono. froin- the . -

B

R

| N _ ,‘..',;/, i :.' P : . o
..Brazilian programs- for the gifted are admﬁnistered}vt;ngugh—{the, National:~:
" Center of Special Education of - the Ministry of Eduéation and .G ture,

Their “definition’ recogntzes -several types of ‘giftedness, . fncluding. -
;,ﬁnte]lectua];',aqademig,'%creative,‘;perfprmingl'arts;'and:”]eadensh1p,} W“The
7 A S ‘ N
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y - Coo . ;o
~ national - pokicy ;covers {dentification, the need for articulation ' of
community resources and the prov1;1p?‘of programs. ' B :

. Identification methods’ include psychological testing, evaluatiqn of school

" . performance, parent and teacher interviews and observation. Special

curriculum. has been qevbloped for - the gifted from'grades 4-8 and this
.cUrriculum has been evaluated and expanded annually. . .

Fedﬁral Uaners1ti under theqd1reqt10n of,Professor!Mar1a Mira provides an’
gcceaerated‘ athematics program for gifted ages 12-14, as well as offering

eacher trathing in the area of the gifted. The Brazilian: Association-for

‘the “Gifted, founded in 1978 provides a number of services to parents,
‘teachers . and gifted children such as' national conferences, educational

camps for gifted with an emphas{s on locating 'minonrity  and disadvantaged S

gifted students. In the camp, there is emphas15'on-sk111.deve10ﬁment and
Teadership, as well as creativity.' &;" . T ‘

In'Ju]y of 1983, .Semiawan reportéd;on an Indonesian Seven Yéar'Plan for the
Educational Services for the gifted and talented at the World Conference

'

for the Gifted® in Manila. She stated that priority is to be given to the . -

development of the, gifted in -science and technology (1982-86), to be
followed by program -development. in the humanities and» social sciences -
(1985-89). A task force has been established and has ‘recommended that the

‘identification of gifted be based on intelligence test scores, ; school

* achievement, and ‘teacher nomination as ‘screening. devices followed by -

selectjon. based on' scores of intelligence, creativity, and standardized

achievement tefts and a teacher: and student ‘questionnaire.' Continuous . .

" ‘progress and self-instructional ‘modules arg being used to afford gifted

. . students opportunities for acceleration, ellowships are given to gifted o

%" students who demonstrate high achievemen both” as an incentive and. bonus.
- Teachers are being .given sp {al, inservice training and the' program fis:
+ funded through the Ministry of Equcq;{pn_and Culture. K LA

Israel has a Department of Gifted Children which functions’ out of the

Ministry of Education and provides financial and logistical support to help
~ them provide programs for gifted.and teacher training. Enrichment centers
~_provide: for approximately 30-40. percent of the potentially identifiable
. gifted population in Israel, ages 6-17. . The Centers are. funded on a
Shared-cost basis by parents’' tuition, the Ministry of Education and the -

» “local - sponsoring agent,: whether 4t be "a University, public school or
" private agency. The ‘programs tend -to focus on.mathematics and science with

’.computenebased~,and,_1abonatory;ﬁeXpef1enCes;1“~SpeC1a1_wc1assesgiareiiprOVidedi R

- for the highly gifted who* are viewed as . needing -a more . .complete and -

~*intensive program. - Speciall . prepared ‘curriculum- have been .developed for. ..
these classes ang a. -completé program of studyis avaBJable,from~graQes -

.. thiree to twelve./ The curricylum provides acceleration, ‘a greater range of
-learning oppor@uhit1es;and~hn 1nqreaséd;breadth of. study, », - . »

3

Corrgspondi?ce courses . through the Open ‘University, -mentor -program$ and
private 1nkustﬁy-sibnsoredgcourSes,meet'the need for gifted students who '
., require more Spec1q11zat1on§* S : o oL ‘

. Teachérgiin gifted programs in fsiaé]fare selected from the géné?a] pool of ';‘_
... teachers having eVidenced'cpmpeggncef1njthe1r fie]ds and a seds1t1yjty‘to.il

o - R S e T
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- the. special ‘needs of gifted. Teachers -are’also provided with appropriate .
inservite tratning.  Israel 1is also concerhed with ‘gifted disadvantaged.
~ childreh from -low-income culturally. diffeérent or minority populations.. .
. ¢ Smilansky (1978) and Schmueli (1983) at the World Conference of Gifted both
. . report on.the disadvantaged and minority gifted ‘student. Smilgnsky (1978)
.7 .reports” on ‘the tethniques. of locating and serving these stud nts throligh ' .
centp¥s. Sixteen' schoals- in-Tel Aviv. and ' Jerusalem are served 1in jtwo ° "
L rcenﬁgrs. . They schools ‘serve the students who are in the upper quartgf of,
- the elementary - school .according to teacher judgment and'-test 'criferia, .
L ¢Sm11ansky={ca115;-ﬁhis; a, program for the gifted by assuming ‘that/these
% chi{ldfen are the more gifted in their group. ‘In other words, it is flot the

: * reqular. assignient of. giftedness as the:upper 2 percent or the upper.of any -
. »other percentage’that sbmebody uses, but it is the assumption that they are -
~ “'potentially the more gifted in their own group. Although the average IQ of - .
g + " the upper’quarter of the group is around 102 on'the Wechsler Intelligence .
- 'IScale’ for-Children, an -average group .in terms of national norms in Israel,
'~ they are .the upper group-or the more gifted within’ their own group.

‘The children meet:twice a week 1h -the afternoon- and during the entire;’
" summer for gradés:six, seven and eight, six.days a week. They meet in-a
. center,;.usually a’' high school, and thé.émph%s1s 1s on developing -a groyp,
spirit and an dttempt to: build. a different culture which .emphasizes
intellectual development . and -giving priority-to  learning as'.a counter
" culture to the dominant one in the disadvantaged area where other vajues
predominate. SR AT G ) T

*

ov. This is particularly useful -
eéds “additional assistance to '

|

. 'Another model used is  the boardinguprogrém
- with the gifted .adolescent student 'who in 3
develop their potential. . The program beg n_in "1960 'and. today ' includes,

¢ 4,000 ‘minority . and disadvantaged studentS. = The results’ showi.that .a.
* .+  boarding school:program costs twice as much’ as .regular high school, but the'
results indicate double the .level of those¢ who graduate who are:‘college ..
* bound ~and double the. proportion of those who thep graduate -from .the . .
univefsities.. "It costs twice as much, but: produces twice -as much." .
*“(Smthnsky.‘l978% p..45) R P

T : { S e
. o A )

The, curri the | -is based " on modular’ ' uﬁitéf a
-..emphasizilp.sex-;o]es,.c&regr educatign, relations with family, ]eadegshid“ -
~and .responsibility to -the community and-country.. There is-alsg a“heavy- .

emphasfs on counseling. - . a0y

The cufriculum. for the  boarding schoo]

L NI ‘s

TR SRuer g e . SN |
»is}iw-wLin@andmNu{(lQBZQTdescfibed;gxpenimehtalmproﬁramsfjanaiwanﬂ(Republicwoﬁgmgi
4. Chinay-as; invol\ing moré than’3,000 .students in 36 glementary’and 19’ junior .

-“;"-hjqﬁ;Schbéﬁggfﬁwhe*goglgjqﬁ the program are:... = 0o o o R
B *;,:itd?tSﬁdh&f‘fﬁeq;ﬁﬁ£§ﬂ1éc€Ua1.-éh&}actér{StﬁcsﬁbSndffcké&tAVé

. “abilities df the- gifted; to develop. appropriate, curriculum and * . ., :
‘teﬁchdhglmethodS?fdn;giftedjstUdeyts;utofcu1t1vate*&nd'deVe1db.an ’
<+, ..integratéd . and :healthy -personality: of ..the gifted; ‘and to - ..
-, 'determine-a suitable educationa) system for the gifted.  «(p. 54) - '+«
o R L R L
%' .. students-are seéryed in:special: clagses or within.the regular classroom:if .-
-~ .. ., “there:are not syfficientstudents to forn a class-of gifted. , The emphasis
- is .an enrichment. to, broaden -and amplify students' 'experiences. and. -

N\ /
; o - i WA P, . myi . : L ) S ¢
A , e SR L I.' o e ) . _ : B N
, T L A e SR
. . : v . , - R Ve
. : - B - « s Va R v o . . .
\ , Lo o i
. - ! AR 2 pot &
. -~ ) .. IR , e Lo ol
v, - . ’ ; R iy “r / ° ; X
BRI L e OO 5. , .
. “‘;\‘_hh' v ). o L et TR ‘.' f
e e RN B VAR <. e




" knowledge. 'Field: trips, social) activities, research and .idvanced 'study. as | -
. well' gs.. athletic and. recreational activities are provided during the ~ .~ » -
.summer. - vt S e

' -Special educa%ion centers ‘have been set. up at Normal- University and. ™
.. Teachers CGollegg to train teachers and professors. The Ministry publishes - g°
.4 Journal, Gi »and ‘supplies materials, training, ' K_ =
. research, “curr ‘and information to parents.and teachers.- - -~ L

o, r

iculum design*

| The.Unitéd'angdom:és reported'byﬁﬂirjo}aﬁ (198l)f:§fd£es thaf thére.ié‘d : h} I
, growing awareness of .the “idea of "giftedness and an. ingreasing appreciation’

for the educational needs of* the abfe.” = ". - Co N ¢
‘Gne ‘orgariization ‘that has. been. very active in-the/United Kingdom 1s the < -
- National ‘Association for' Gifted - (NAGC), - They #gport - (1982) that,the . .-,
identification procedures ‘have .become broadewand more .complex, with ‘the. - .;'k

instruments 1including - thosé measdring'qcreat1v1ty}'japiitude,m self-concept . . .
‘and attitudes. They also hention that there-is a.willingness. to view
identification and provision -as inextricably -interrelated. " In a recent-
. survey, NAGC found .thdt, in England,.Scotland- and Wales," 64;0f 71 colleges
that were surveyed supported the prificiple -of ‘enabi{ng ‘teachers to acquire -
training in the area of the gifted, - -They - alﬁgg surveyed - the Tocal . N
‘educational authorities and found that. 54 of 59 sdpported. the' principle of . . - -
-enabling teachers to acquire.skills- and understandings: needed*-to ‘work with .
the gifted. NAGC offers weekend. courses;, -holiday ‘coursés,. regional. .. '
* conferences, and counseling facilities. In addition, a.'tryst agency, the .. . - .-
"Leonardo. Trust is serving as an information bireau.and provides .workshops .
_.for teachers, gifted children and-their parents.. Injthis brief overview, . -
several ~generalizations can be "made concerning _the , identifying .and, .
- nurturing of the gifted and talented.  In general, -:in, countries .all over. % :
fhe world, whether the countries are developed or less-developed there is a ™ =
¢oncern for locating and serving the* gifted. * This is évidenced by the over = . "

~ fifty-five countries which currently belohg~tdfthe,wor1d“00uﬁ§11‘fbh.Giftedf:u}I: .
".and’ Talented, whose secretariat: is. lotated at the University “of. South .« .
Florida, "in Tampa. ‘The philosophical*base and motivations may vary, foe [ .
example, in some case$ such as the UA.S.R., .where there’is.motivation for. .. . ;-
developing brainpower and -Specialized "t 1ent§;,;1n"compgrison-;to_nother R S
couritries : where , the motivation s a ncgnny;for.'bqualﬂgedu¢a§10ng1 oy
~ opportuntty and self-development as weil as meeting. society's; needs. A
..Therefore, 1t can be said that under’various political: and -economical. P
- systems, there. are provisions for gifted’ and ‘whi1e;3t$gj;Qndngy1ng.j-_Zi A
'“,p?jgosoﬁhyimayfdfffeﬁ;*thg*i@sUeSAand"pfogram%gffo ts-for-—gi tedﬁare“guitéyji"f O s
\S milar. o . a Lk - ’ L .‘ f;; - '.l',:' N ."‘. S L. ,." AR INAR .’

N L . T Ve MR A U e

,;'for'gxample,ﬂmqst~cogntr1es'are‘supportiﬁgwa'needg;o;deyélop“hrbadenfﬁhd_“[if:; [

- ‘more’  1iberal definitions of gifted .education. -~However, ‘most-countrie ~aref;,;§§;~;;ﬂ*:

. currently serving intellgctda],gift'dnegs,and’havefadded”qt,are”g nning; to > 7

. add creativity.  In the.-early ' stages, most. ‘nations 'seem. to‘focus-on ... .
_“intellectual or- academic “development and ‘then move .on to' ‘performing arts. .. .. .
Yet, in.some . countriés,  dance, ‘music, and drama -receive more attentfan,: =y % "
‘because they-are viewed ‘as less controversial and less elitist. . - "y : 7 Sl e

L e

Q~The'basié ideht1f1cat10niprocedﬁges around iheﬁworadiinéfddb;aéééﬁémenttof ';i 3-‘t -

;319@e11§qtua1«or»aﬁgdemic aptitude,” many, using adaptations of - nstriments SR
o .. \‘, ; . ! .\ ' ) o ‘I R - f? -( ' o ‘ s ‘\; ', G . . ] | .. ‘, v .W" g'.: -FA.’V.: '1"“‘. .., : -‘_;' : N - . ...) " v'." -;:;:
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.. '&  MAssociation for Gifted: in the United

: ;Ef'f encouraging an individual to dévelop his/her potential in areas of nat onai

'g”;@?‘ ‘countries and this concern 1is”growing.

‘y\~§§ 0ne 1ast observation can be made and\that i

-f%i~charried out-by a small-:number:of-advocates.

. " - in- ‘total” school plannfng - for -the - pur

. R '
' . - [ PINN
S . ' '
’ : ‘e
. i .

~ from the United States and 1nc1ude some awareness of,the muitistep rocess
such as'initial screening, selection and evaluation. VYet, evaluation and
research on identification instruments and procedures is a rarity in most :
countries. o .

Programs for the gifted inc]ude a variety of /optibns. such a$ speciai
~ 'classes, enrichment ‘in the regular classroom and some form of acceleration.
.. Again, most countries recognize the need for curricular and instructional -
.. differentiation varying the breadth, depth, tempo and nature of the
. educational programs to meet the needs of the gifted.)} Teacher educatien .
¢ for working with the gifted consists mostly of ins rvice and is not :
' widespread ‘ )

N Out-of-schooi provisions are provided in a significant number of countrie5*wh
-+ -and ‘oftentimes are the only provisions for gifted, such as the (-
© - extracurricular centers in South Africa, and the activities of the Natiohal
ingdom, Mentor programs, the
relating of adult specialists to gifted students. aiso appear to be a
common practice for many countries. ’ . ,

In some countries, the guiding principie ppears to be onie .of the sc oois“‘”

B

- needs; whereas, 1in other countries it is| the individuai's interest, o
need$ that are deve]oped., ‘ YT _R(W L ,;gmfl
v ..,9' ' .

'ﬂLast. there s a concern for identifying a d nurturing gifted students from @
-disadvaritaged or' culfurally different misg.ity populations in a number oi’ig
véral’ dountries are -focusing ~on,-
. ‘ways ‘of identifying these different and/on disadvantaged students,’ ﬁotabiy

‘se;?' Israel, Venezula and Brazil, The program gfforts for .these students vary,

. but do have. several ' common. .areas, mely, -a wide ‘and. fiexible =
jdentification ‘Procedure and individuaiizew .programs  with an emphasis on
‘dareer counseling .and guidance.. 'The pragram efforts areajgso h@ghly

) ‘different. ranging from °summer. programs, - -after-school ,progr to: totai)
boarding schoo] efforts to locateiand serve these. under:served students. ,.’,‘

: that gdfted education in manylc
© & countries s not part of the total educationdl effort. It .may well be that ..
_because the: gifted and- tdalented make.up a relatively. ‘small proportion- o(
“the. popu]ation. ranging from ‘some. countries¢serving .2 percent to otherﬂﬂ
serving 25.. percent.’ -« GfFted education may b viewed as intended for an
;4G{fted -education-to-thrive-{n:-
any ' country must be viewed as a:part of the t{otal program and be .involved
it ‘of  individual . talent’
' identificaiton and deveiopment ahd the acquisi ion of excelience of aii. ‘

m&”_.
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. GIFTED AND TALENTED PROGRAM.STUDY Qucsno“,mmc: ,
) ) AN ANALYSTS .

4

, Durfng the late .Fall of 1983, the Bureau of Education for Exceptional
- Students sent a questionnaire to 230 random]y selected schools in the State
" of Florida. The questfonnaire sought information pertaining to four specific
arcas related to programs for  gifted students. The four areas were:
Identification, screening, gifted program and provisions for talented.
Respondents were askeéd to either check appropriate categories or provide.
information specific “to their own program. To facilitate ease in
interpretation of the results, a brief descriptive narrative follows. 'The
information is provided bx each of the four major areas,

) Ildentification .

Of the 169 schools responding to the survey, 113 were elementary, 34 were
junior and middle schools, ad{-zz were senfor high schools.

Screening \ iny

'0Of the respondents, 65 were prinCipa]s and 104 were counselors.

One hundred twenty-six schools use standardized achievement tests as the

means for identifying candidates ?é{ further evaluation. Sixty-three schools
¢ use _group administered tests; 90, schools use a gifted characteristics

" checklist:‘91 use the Slosson Intell{gence Test and 37 schools use grades for

‘screening. Ten schools reported the use of teacher recommendations, Wide

Range Achievement ‘Test, tqi WISC-R, St@nford-8129t, and Advanced Placement as

screening devices. S i ‘

1

\

Counselors were reported most 1ikely ‘to screen students for the gifted
program (123), followed by a regular ‘education teacher (46), a school
.. administrator (28), a school psychologist (27). a teacher of the gifted (17),
" a PRT {9), a curriculum specialist (6),  a child study team (4), and a
guidance committee (3). ‘ i \ o
A classroom teacher was greported most likely to refer a student for the
gifted, program (141), followed by a parent (44), a.counselor (43),. a school
administrator (18), a teacher of the gifted (7), a PRT (6), the student (4),
- a curriculum specialist (3), and a school psychologist (1). . N
N In 147 schools the percentage of minority students' (blacks and hispanics) who
- are referred for the gifted program is less than:the percentage of whites
referred. - In 9 of the schools responding, the percentage of minorities
referred ‘1s about -equal to the percentage of whites:referred. In 4 of the
schools the percentage of minorities referred was greater than the percentage
of whites referred. Nine schools did not respond. ,

Gifted Program : S | DN

, _ ‘ o N v ,
Fifty-eight schools responded that most students 1nfthe1,\ strict start in
the gifted program.in Kindergarten-Grade 2. In 85 sch responding, most
students start in the gifted program in Grades 3-5. No.school responded that |

u

B .
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‘mbst students in their district started the gifted pkogrmu'ln Grades 6-12.
Twenty-one of the respondents did not know when most of their students
entered the gifted program and did not answer. ‘

The largest percentage of minority gifted students is pekceived to be 1n”%(: .

Grades 3-5 §63). followed by Grades 6-8 (14), Kinder en-Grade 2 (7), and
Grades 9-12(1). Sixty-four respondents did not knbow in which grade the
Yargest percentage of minority students was located. - .

L

. Most schools responded that gifted students were served in-a resou;XQ center
at a different location (56), followed by A resource room one day per week
(52), a resource center at the «school (31),-a’special class one period per .

day (26), a specfal class two periods per day (19), a resource room a half
?fg)pcr:week (9), a special class most of the .time every day (7), and other

One hundred nine schools reported the availability of advanced pJacement
courses for their gifted students. Eighty-five provide dual enroliment in a
‘college or university; 68 participate {in ODuke University Talent
Identification Program; 42 in the Brain Brawl Interscholastic Competition; 34
fn Future Problem Solving Programs; 16 in Olympics of the Mind; and 9 in an
International Baccalaurate Degrée Program. Twenty-five schools provided none
of these opportunities and 12 did not respond. T
¢ .

Talented L

One hundred six schools reported that they do not have a special progrhm for
talented students. Of the 15 that.do, 8 schools select students for the

program based on teacher. recommendations. Other criteria include scores on -

the: CTBS 8-9, SAT's, the Renzulli-Hartman, the WRAT, honor roll, and
auditions. . ,

The “amount of time students were reported spending {in the talented program
ranges from one hour per week to all day. < , : o

Schools responded that the content of their .talented programs {nclude

enrichment/research activities, math games and computers, musical programs,
media, guest speakers, advanced academics, performing arts, and advanced
classes with enriched activities. S

’
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BTATE OF FLORIDA

RS . DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

WALPH B, TURLINGOTON ' ' .
COMMIBIONRN v W TALLAHARARK anpe)

December 14, 1983 '

IMHIGLAS W CRAWPORD
ALCTOR
URVISION UF PURLIC BCHOOLA

” A1

—— wen e emy e e e P vw

, N £

. POy Selocted Principaln ‘ ‘ :
_'.FIIOM:‘_jA‘, Wondy M. Cullar yll(_/,u,d?/ /. MW
1 . " . .

. SUBJECT: Survoy for Gifted and Talented Program Study
[ . o : M

-

Your school has been selcoted to participate in a survey
- which is part of the Gifted and Talented Program Study

being conducted for the State Board of Education and the
' Leglslaturao. oo .t . »

The questionnaire is to be comp;E?ed by ‘the person in ‘

your school who is most knowledgodble about the screcning,

rcferral and placement of students in gifted and/or talented

. programs. This person should be ecither you, an asgsistant
principal, or the head of counseling services.

[ 4 * -
Plecasec complete the form immediately and return it no
" later than January 6, 1984, to:
/ Giftéd and Talented Study ‘ :
' Burcau of Education ‘for Exceptional Students

.,Florida Department of ‘Education
Knott Building - >
Tallahassece, Florida ' 32301 s .

) Thank you ;pr your assistance.
A
WMC:eea 7 -

enclosure

B 91

Affizmatt ¢ acting ‘v intl, ppoaciunity employer
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. b’lm of District

o + -

FLORIDA DEDARIMENT OF EDUCATION )
DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS .
BUREAU OF EDUCATION FOR PXCEPTIONAL STUCENTS

bWNR&NDMDTMMDPWBW ‘
1983-84

#

[. Idontification. Chéck tho rosponso which bost describes your district,
t achool, and jab. . :

A. Your uchool in. b@nt deacribed s : P e s

____ Elomontary

Junior High or Middle c;<:hool.
T sendor High

" other (Explain) \

A

B. Yoyr jcb is most like which of tho following? o B
principal, administrator '
oounaelor, student services -

II. Scmenir_&. Screening is that process by which a rapld assmmnt is nada s
) to fy candidates for Eurther evaluation. - ) '

1. Indicate instnmcnt(n) und ‘cut-off score(s) usod to 1 v i fy students
for further cvaluation for the gifted program. (mbdc that apply.)

| ___ Standardized achievoment test
v Give name - ‘

K Give cut-off sco ' ‘( Lt .
o ___ Group-administered\{ntelligence test o

Give name | : N N
. Give cut-off gfore : : | ?3,«,; -
___ Gifted Characteristics (hecklist @ . . B
Give name _ ' ' o

- »

' h Give cut-off score : -
___ Slosson Intelligence Test
. Give cut-off score
__ Grades " , .3 o
Give cut-off score s LT /
___ Other - Explain:

ESE 212 . ,
G cp. 6/30/84 Voluntary I3 108

]: » ‘ ‘ ‘
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3 Wh015 mast la.kelytoreferastudent for the glftedprogran? el

___classmomteacher e e T . .
Toounselor G P DL Tt e
_teacherof the glfted L .
parent e »
other ExplaJ.n-~

4 - The b&_weria;ggof mmonty students (blacks and hJ.spam.cs) who are- o

referred for the gifted program is: -
“less than the percentage of wl'u.tes referred

about equal to the percentage of’ ‘whites referred
more than the percentage of wl'u.tes referred

<

. Glfted Program

B In: thJ.s dJ.stnct most students start 1n the glfted program when they

K:Lndergarten-Grade 2 !
Grades 3=5 .=

il

| - Grades 9-12 ST
___other-Expla.m--. o ‘ : L - /v"

~ 2. In this district the largest percent of m:.norxty g1fted students are in:.

Klndergarten-Grade 2. R
Grades . 3-5 - e I AR
‘Grades 6-8 . - S e S
Grades - 9-12 o o ST TATL
Other‘— Expla.m. o e ea

°'||H

3. G1fted students from ‘this school are served 1n the followmg (check all o L

that apply) :

‘a resource center at this school
a resource center at another location
a resource rcom!sdayperweek '
aresource room 1 day per week
¢ class 1 period per day
a spedfdt class 2 periods. per day .
a spec1al class most of the t.une.every day
other =, Expla.m- o

». . o - ] -

I 's L

[ &
’\
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r
L |
=)

~__.a school admlmstrator o ER R R e
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Ny _4, -In this d:.str:.ct 'che follow:.ng opportum.t:.es are ava.r.lable for glfted .
students (check ‘all that apply) : o
' Dual enrollment in a college or um.vers:.ty

Advanced: placement ocourses P
Intemata.on_al ‘Baccalaureate Degree ngram BT i

Olynplé of the M:md e Ay S
/ Duke Uru.vers:.ty ‘Talent. Ident:.f:.cat:.on Program

Brain Braw‘l Interscholast:.c Oonpet:.t:.on L TR

None of tne above e R R et
| 1. Do/es your school have a spec:.al program for talented students'-"“t RER .

.  (If this respOnse is.checked, you have completed ‘the survey. )

/ Yes (If thJ.S response is checked, please answer queqtlons 2-4 )

low.are students selected for the talented prOgram'-" S f

% - - : o _ EERS

-
¢

<
N ) A

s

<

B . - . BV ] .
- L oo . CE H '
: . L
LA LT - . L ol

Please return by. January 6, 1984 to o n /

. R Gifted and Talented Study R ' /
e "+, .. Bureau of Educatiori for Exceptxonal Students
" - . Florida Department of Educatlon R ,/ _

»i . Knott Building T /,, . o

' Tallahassee, FL 32301 ; ' o : “:4.‘

: : o - mmn«u R
. . . ) s . . . ‘o . ’ . ' s
B A ‘ : SR Denarmme, Flocida " S
® ’ T T Raiph D. Turlington, commiulom
. _ . R o MmcmmWanhy«mlwn




- Y R _APPENDIX G. . 3 -
i ‘  SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES S

RELATED TO GIFTED AND TALENTED STUDY s
. - . . ) I o

'Augnet; l983_ Tt t:'d‘ The Glfted and Talented Study Plan apﬁroved

September, 1983 .7 Meetlng of Oyersight: commlttee i
o -~ - Data Analysis and Organlzatlonal Meetlng of
;Study Panel x
(See some tables of the data examlned and
. the 1listing of dec151ons to be made by the
panel) : o .

October, 1983 . -~ = Meeting of 0ver51ght Commlttee :
‘ : - . . Presentations at Florida: CEC, o S
S 7 " Florida Association of Glfted,_and Florlda ;_H
S ° . % 'Association of Sc1ence'Teachers - S
S U . N - uMeetlng w1th Unlver51ty Representatlves
" " . November, 1983 .. . . ‘ Meetlng w1th Representatlves.of Governor s
o 1. - . ' Summer Programs . | . . -
i . I“Malled Commissioner's Inv' atlon to Submlt
e T ‘ Testlmony 1n Glfted an Talented Programs
. D : = : Vo s
December, 1983 = - ",:gpanel bf Experts heard tes il 4y at,hearlngs '
S o - in Miami, Orlando, and TaIl//assee W ”f:
- o L ] J01nt meetlng of Panel and Ove %ijzt Coﬁmlttee '

: January, 1984 ° I o Meetlng of Panel to organize\ﬁater al for :

B . : . _ report ’ ) oo ..
February, 1984 - .~ Report Written : S - R
' ", .+ . Division Analy51s and Recommendatlons wr1tten_'*

-,

March, 1984 o T Co State Steerlng Commlttee con51dered Reﬂort and
. o ' : _ D1v151on Analy51s and ReccmmendatlonS' SR

. . . - A - ’ “_. -
. \__ . . . -

~
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F dRIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION - U X { R
" DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS. ' - TR
BUREAU OF EDUCATION FOR EXCEPTIONAL srumsms o,

: "'- ) TheGlftedand‘l'alented Program‘Study Plan : S

' Issues to be Addressed

o

?96{\ o Specnal Categorles T T ORI R
L Glfted and ‘l'alented Program Study from General Revenue Fund $2‘5,000..'_f.g;.

The - legislature recognlzes\that mlnorlty students haVe pot been adéquately'”..-'-‘

- \ldentlfled and' given. opportunities to benefit. from Giftéd Programs.’ Therefore, the-v--‘.:‘.
" Commissioner of Education shall conduct a study: with- ‘the. funds provided in: specnfic?'f"

appropriation 396A, of the. ‘membership in: gifted: programs and ‘talented programsy

- criteria for eligibility for- glfted programs and ‘talented programs,.and- the extent to~.
. which’ publlc school programs. for

e gifted and: the talented-have been successful . -""
in increasing ‘student: ‘achievement “and broadenmg educatlonal opportumt'ies Afor-+

. these students. The study shall also recommend a cost. factor-and .specific criteria

for specjal programs "for :talented- students for adoptlon .by-the State- Board of:.
Education.. The results of the study shall be submiitted’ by ‘March 1, L984, to the ..

- State . ‘Board - and :'the Chairmen of  the Holse of Representatlves and Senate - -
. "Education Committees with, recommendations for changes 1n State Law, State Board '
, of Educatlon Rules, or School District’ Procedures. LT

:7»\

BEEN : K o oy T L

' The followmg 1ssues are to be addressed in the Glfted and Talented Study°

“A. How can mlnorlty representatlon in gifted and talented programs be 1ncreased? .

1. What factors currently 1nfluence the” membershlp 1n glfted and talented
programs? : e . o o »);.

>

2. What factors could, 1ncrease mlnorlty membershlp 1n glfted and talented
-y~ programs? S : o

3‘.‘:- ' What additional or dlfferent procedures or crlterla should be cons1dered for ,
ellglblllty of students for glfted and talented programs"

B. What are the effects of the current school programs for the glfted and R
talented? ;

- 1. How have the current glfted and talented. programs ‘been successful in .
L 1ncreas1ng ‘student achlevement and broadenlng educational opporturiitles?

g

2. What additional ‘or different programs should be: available for glfted and
_talented students? '

3. What resources are needed to su‘.pp’ort the ﬁrbgram?

- . . o

!

:;se,ntl'f112:fv
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. recémmendat-lons from the Panel of Experts T z N
. testlmony of 1nd1vnduals at public hearlngs . ' n Lo N
. letters from CORE ed c1tlzens, teachers, and admlnlst@tors : _ﬁ'f.- ' .

A
Ny

- . . .\ " . . . Q.f . v .- _— . o

V o R (; L ~e3 S » v .
Approach otheStudx T / : ﬁ,'f S

.The Study will contaln ui:rm’jatton obtalned from the followmg sources. .

- o>
I'\(pape}commlssloned ffom expetts on topics relatéd to the lssues to be addressed

existing d?ﬁavallable on current programs for the glfted and talented
guldance rom the, 0vers1ght Committee” ' '

' Appropmatmn Ac it is rcommended sthat a panel ‘of exper,ts Fe ‘assembled to-

gmatign, conduct pubhc héarlngs, analyze theunformatlon and

uld be produced from this 1nformatlon.

M - Deborah Bellflower would be the ‘major: staﬁ person esponslble ;for the "

- orgdnization and lmplementatlon of this study. Four. consultan'ts would be i erltlfled

-

lt is proposed that the consultantsmould have an orgamzatlonal meetlng in Key

for the pdnel of .expeérts.  Individual consultants' services contracts wouldXbe’ made
with each con ultant for both their on-site time in the state as well as time for

research and compile data would be provnded by an~0PSt graduate student. .

The ratlonale foc utllzmg consultants would be to Utlllze re\ognmed hational experts '

who have credlblllty within the state andlm(e free from a yested inferest in program
lmplementa'tlon.i Recommended - copsuitants would -represent expertise in \the
géneral areas of teather trainingy gifted and talented education, student assessmenf
and evaluation, program assessment and evaluation with 'specific ‘expertise. in. the .
. education of minbdrity and atyplcal g—lfted and*talentéd students and state. p}yhcy for
glfted educatlon.v L o

AT . sa ¥ ' . : L3
- .

‘West for two days. - This meetlng "WOuld coincide - with the fall Administrators'
Management Conference. - .On day one :the panel would organize to carry out the
task and receive information from DOE. personnel, the second day the panel will

a preparatlon "and\ writing recommendations for the reports Staff assistance ' to '.'

S ]

a .y

R

N B

review data on. existing programs and. design. the ‘methodology for the study. The

. panel would convlege ‘on two additional: occasions, once to hear testimqgy from

individuals and . organizations such a's FLAG, CEC, throughout Florida-z3 sites
P

_probably in Miami, Orlando, ang. Tallahassee, second to revnew all data collected,
~and provxde written. recommendatlons for the study. ;o N ‘

A. OverslghtCommlttee -v : SN

planned activities. Committee members Wlll meet on three occas1ons. ST

e (M3

The purpose of. the 0vers1ght Committee is to advnse the Bureau of Educatlon'
for Exc?eptlonal Students regarding the focus of the study and‘to oversee the

s
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) #7 : 13 Ehnor A. Elfqer Bureau of Educatlon .for Exceptnonal | v GL-A | ~ - R
S, LTI SStudents fLn L .. 483257

!

5 Bu ~~au of Currﬁ:ulum Servnces* Y q EX '. g__:,J;

? s

/Susanne*’l'aranto. D;stritt Management Servnces R - 228K

T -
R aasmssz

.. P 1 \ /’? a - J e 488-8385 LN .
L. Marthia Ch‘ang &Zommlwoner' O}flc? EIEERR (1o}

e : / sv -‘ A

“\V RS L 487-1630 é.}
fnce ,‘i—ﬁ L lzer e oy
| | U 437-2910 .

TR M’Qtle’Bailiey,'; “c'mve'r‘nor's Ofﬂc'e'-v'-,,'- BRI R -‘aucuN e

. . 3. e T A Ce
e Sy e R P A R ,,.»:.;o,.--“_,.l487-1880

v Ike ’[rnbble RTINS State Umversxty System ‘.., D TR &%COL j .
Lo R Lo b 4B8L7702 ;_‘:g,
Davnd Ehlert " " D\vnsnon »oj Commumty Colleges - 4,310 COL :
A 9, e 88093 8 o s:@f
: H:B’";‘Pinkney : "-. ; o Bureau of,&Program Suppo:@/ﬁer\nces - 5617K "
’a‘.»‘ v o T 4 SRS 488-5270
* Bureau of Program Support Servnces.~ T 563K
N L A '_488-8974 .
o 'Deborah Bellﬂower L ut€au of Egucatlon tor Exceptional v CL wot
e p,' Pt Students . ‘.;."488 106

- -,;Jeanme Blombe.r\ﬂ Bureau of Managgment Sf?tems and / . 369 K- e R
‘ ",'ii‘\r w ."" Services i _ _ #88-5142 DI

[ ‘ . Y

. 'D%n Darhng

.

Lynn Lavely o Hous of Representatnves-Speakers ) T
- oy Toffee Tl A A
b M}ke O'Farrel | Sen te. Educatxon,.vC mrmttee ¥ 36SOB L Lt
) R R . 488-7609
’ Carla Lunetta :' Ho;lﬁducatnoﬂ Co mittee o a\* SRR )

;e

Q.

- B. Panel of Experts

SR ’l'he followxhe\so __have been uientnfneﬂ as thé panel of experts for the study' 4

Dr. Mary Frasxer, Assocnate Professor, foted Educatxon, Umvegsnty of Georgla R

Dr. David. Mealor, Diregtor, Assessment and Evaluat n, School Psychology e
* Program, University of Sentral Florlda : ‘_,“Tf o v o

.o ‘Ms. Gail Smith, State Dihector, anted Programs, North Carolma Department of
Educ;atnon o , . : Lo o

Dr. Wllham Durden, Dxrec,tor, Center for the Advancement of Academncally
’l'alented Youth, ’l'he Johns Hopkms%l.lmversnty ’ ,

L won ey
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R The rofe of the.panel of eXperts is tof' review: lnformatlon and make

RS £

DR recommendatxons ‘o ,the Commissioner’ of Eduéation regardmg programs for . %
~ gifted and talented stidents. Dr. James allagher will also review the progress’ *~ =~
) "~ . of the study?d To carry out. thrs mlsslonih s "g,nel 1s charged w1th the follomng_v';'.v,,u R
,'respons1b111t1es- R SR , ST
o 1. to review. and analyze the exlsting data: and' scholarly hterature on each_‘ e
U 1ssue ldentxfled aboVe, . . e ‘_ SR
. 2. "to. study current program data with yartxcular reference to the 1mpact upon RN s
"/ . the¥enhancement of: achlevement and educatronal opportunmes"-rforsglfted . 4
‘" - and talented students, S R R
L3 1o examxne current programs for glfted and talented students»"m.Flonda '
S - and compare and:contrast wrth a representatlve sample of th&gther states, .
o 4, - to'hold hearings: and to recelve testlmony anEl expert advrc o "th‘e'lssues IR
tobe addre&ed, R o L ‘ .
e - . ‘5 to synthesme all data and rQake pract1cal recommendatlons ; 5
:.f-) , . . ’ taken *. ) S i , - Coe “ ,?" c ) -x
o Txmehnes T e . T . "
L2 September-l983 \ - IR e - " i} ‘i?#”zd ¥ e
" 1dentify Ov ight Comm1ttee and Panel d{ Experts. . .oy P
Contact all.Committee and Panel Members. PRR) SR i,
Initial meetin} of Oversight Committee. , LS S ' -
Initial meetings.of Panel of Experts. - R T ™ (LIRS Rr
- Review currept data and schalarly literature. =~ o g R L
- review district procedures, for data - . T T X o
# conduc#review of literature pertammg to the issues to be addressed L T
~ Initiate request for top1cal papers from experts. e R L
(bctober--l983 - o el T T & B “’g o
Cw e S . ‘ - o

_ Distribution of data Collectxon survey. . '
~ Continue collection-and organization of study data. - S _ -
% Review status of study - CEC/FLAG Conference, Go’vernor's-Summer Program
T . ‘Components meetmg Lo e

~. . - .
& v

- November - 1983 .

(> ) ‘Complete review of hterature, data survey. ‘ ,
Review of additional data; topical papers and add1txon51 resources.
Revrew of the study State Steermg Committee for Gifted Programs.

oY

‘.‘_December-l983 o N

‘Present data and reV1eW~ oKf hterature to the Panel of Experts for assxm:.latlon,
review and recommendations. : .
_ Conduct hearings around the state. -
Begm writing of Study Report.
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‘<" . FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION |

N * DIVISION .OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS. - '
BUREAU OF EDUCATION FOR EXCEPTIONAL STUDENTS
Ta e PANEL OF EXPERTS - DECISIONS
TN ’ S_epternber29and30, 1983
.. Dam © S L T e
.-What addltlonal data need to be collected? S e R

How should the data be collected (meetmgs, surveys, etc.) and by whom?

. , What topics should be sélected for Commissioned Papers and who should author them? - ~
t oY o o -

»

-

'Future Meetlngs o B R S ..

13

. What should be the tlmelmes for the Hearlngs in December (start at 3 p-m. with a break and
. resume in the evening)? , . _ _

/ Contacts for'the Hearmgs o . - . - L
- Format for conducting the l-leanngs - l '
| role of panel members : S
. sohcntmg testimony and follow-up in wrltlng ‘ , o,
. tnmelmes (experts come in.on mght of 5th and work morning of Gf( or stay over 8th) -
Possnble meetmg at NAGC" : -

" v . 1o~
R :
Re@rt '
Format.of réport -~ . . ) T I N

: Schedule of wrntmg, revnew, edltmg, etc.,

Responslbllgtles (sectlons, topics, etc.) -
. < o .
s | » o
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MEMBERSHIP I-N GIFTED PROGRAMS FOR EXCBPTI(NAL STUDEN'IS

BY RACIAL/ETHNIC CATEGORIES'
1982-83 SCHOOL YEAR

“

- . .
White Non- |Black Non- His.ani * Asian/Paeific Amer. Indian/
) Hispanic- |Hispanic panic Islander Alaska Nat, TOTAL.
, _Panhandle -~ Bay ~ | 208 3 = 4 - 215 -
' Calhoun’ - - - - - -
' Escamb'ia\' 318 11 1 1077 L T 341
Franklin - R C. - - -
.Gadsden 32 25 - - ) - .. 387
Gulf 12 e - - 1: o 18
Holmes - - . - - CoL
‘Jackson . '%’; 1 1., - .- - 85 -
. Jefferson 31 7 - - oY - . 38 -~
) Leon— 576 48 3 10 - 637"
Liberty - ‘ - - - L% - - ‘
Madison 33 8 - - - 4]
Okaloosa 1028 21 9. 20 1 + 1079
_“santa Rosa 340 3 - - 4 - 347
Taylor 41 .4 - - - 45
Wakulla 42 - - - ¥
Walton 10 - - - - 10
’ Washington 8 - - - -
©TOTAL _ 2762 131, 14 48 3 2958
Crown . Alachua 827 28 -6 19- - 880
Baker 17 - T - - . - 17
‘Bradford. 35 - - - - 35°
Citrus 275 4 ® - 4 - 283.
. Clay 733 6 16 1 763
Columbia 126 . .3 - 5 - 134
Dixie 44 1 - - - 45
Duval 2050 126 51 - 2236
: . .Flagler 40 : - - - - 40
T L ~ Gilchrist - - - - - . -
) Hamilton - - - - - -
Lafayette 8 - - - - 8
Levy 134 5 - - - 139
Marion 496 - ) 48 -, 558"
. Nassau .61 ; C - - L. - 61
7 Putnam 104’ 3 - - 107
L St .- Johns 203 - - - 205
Suwannee - 23 4 1 - - - 24
Union - - - - - -
. + TOTAL ) 5176 275 27 : 106 1. 5535
East Central Brevard 1408 19 9- 21 2 1459
L. . Indian River 170 4 3 1 1 - 175
b ) Lake 277 7 . 1 1. - 286
‘ « Okeechobee 65 - oo 3 - . 68
_ Orange 2681 89 28 47 1 2846
Osceola 143 1 1 3 - 148
- St. Lucie 132 10 . - 1 - 143~
Seminole 870 1/ 11 22 914
Sumt 22 1. -/ - - - 23
., ‘Volusia - 800 37 4 10 851
TOTAL - : 6568 178 /. 55 « 109 . 6913
West Central Charlotte 96 . 2 1 - 99
. DeSoto 78 -/ - 3 - 81
. ~ Glades- - - - - - -
. Hardee 54 3 1 - - - 58
" Hernando 145 /2. - ¢ - - 147
‘Highlands 171 3 3 i 4 - 181
Hillsborough 2064 97 * 23" 34 - 2218
Lee 1216 26 13- 7 1262.
. Manatee - 287 4 2 B - - 293
Pasco - 470" T4 4 v 7 - 485
Pinellas, 3095 /133 6 . 28 - 3262
Polk 487 ; 25 9- 5. - 526
Sarasota 573 4 7 16" 1 601
. TOTAL . . 8736 301 70 105 1 9213
South '’ Brevard .- 4229 ! 204 76: 65 - 4574 -
Cqllier 425 9 19 1 2. 456
Dade 2045 196. 267 61 - 2569 -
Henry ‘27 - 3 - 1 31
Mortin 175 3 2 — 3 N - 183
o - | Monroe 86 2 1 - | - 89 -
Palm Beach 1640 108 38 - 52 ] 4 1822
TOTAL | 8627 224 4006 162. | 7 0724
[ STATE T0TAL 369 1357 572 530 R L
: L e 118 - BEST COPY AVAILABLE




* PERCENT OF RACIAL/ETHNIC MEMBGRSIIP

1982-83 School Year

N * Giftod Program Porccntngcs/Mlnority (m:mdatn includes K-12)

Public School Porcontngos/Minority (Pro K-12)

x-'

\

*WHITE* BLACK* - HISPANIC" ASIAN-PACIFIC* AMERICAN TNDIAN*
“In School |In Gifted In School [InGjfted In School|In Gifted In School | InGifted In School|In Gifted
Population] Program . PopulationiP Agram Population| Program Population Program Populatiorr Program
ILACHUA 64.29 93.98 32.55 3.18 1,78 .68 1.36 2.16 .03 .-
IARER 81.39 100 18.38 -- e, -- .06 -- .03 -e
IAY 80.85 96.74 15.84 ‘1.4 1.11 . - 1.58 1.86 .61 .-
IRADFORO 77.13 100 22.17 -— .28 -—- ’ .41 —- Ve .- !
IngvanD 83.36 96.5 . 14.64 . 1.30, 1.02 .62 89 1.44 .09 .14
IROWARD 69.47 92.46 25.27 14,46 4.21 1.66 86 | 1.42 .18 -
SALHOUN~ 81.80 -- 17.41 -- .05 -- PR §-1 - .60 -
THARLOTTE 93.33 96.97 4,71 - 1.38 2.02 lo°3 1.01 .09 P -
siTRUS 92.93 97.17 5.54 1.41 1.12 - .31 1.41 .09 -
LAY 91.42 96.07 6.19 .79 .87 .92 1.327. 2.10 .19 .13
cotLicn 73.55 ‘93,2  '7.38 . 197 18.09 'a. 17 .37 .22 .62 .44
ZOLUMBIA 72.59 94.03 26.63 2.24 .41 - .34: 3.73 .03 -
oaoE " 28.84 79.6 31.32 7.63 '38.80 10.39 .99’ 2.37 .04 --
ot soto ' 71.33 96.3 25.22 .- 2.96 -- .49 3.7 .00 --
DixiE 87.03 97.78 12.37 2.22 .36 ’ - .24 - B -- --
ouvaL . = 61.60 .| 91.68 36.12 5.64 77 1 .40 1.42 2.28 .09 -
ESCAMBIA 69. 39 93.26 27.78 3.23 .27 .29 2.33 2.93 .23 .29
FLAGLER 75.73 100 23.47 -- .70 -- .05 -- .05 -—
FRANKLIN 81.15 -- 18.31 -- .18 -- .36 -- -- --
GADSDEN 17.17 56.14 82.40 43,80 .15 -- .27 -- - --
GILCHRIST 95,12 -- 4,88 -- -- - -- - -- -
GLhoes 65. 36 -- 27.88 Poea 5.10 -- .12 -- 1.54 -
GuLr . 74.06 92.31 25,20 -- -- -- .09 -- .04 7.69
HamiLTON 52.04 -- 47.82 -- .09 -- .04 -- -- --
HARDZE 68.56- | Y3.10. 10.60 5.17 20.53 1.72 .17 -- .15 --
HENDRY : 61.70 87.1 21,94 -- 14.07 9.68 .27 - 2.02 3.23
HERNANDO 88.67 98.64 9.39 1.36 1.52 - .39 -- .03 -
HIGHLANDS 71,068 94.48 24,09 1.66 3.28 1.66 .50 2.21 .45 --
uitsuomouaH - 73,98 1 935.06 20,22 4,37 4.86 1.04 .87, 1.53 .07 --
HoLmEs 97.39 -- 2,21 - 03 | -- .37 -- -- --
INDIAN RIVER 75.79 97.14 22,63 1.71 1.28 ‘ .S7 .28 .57 .01 -
JACKSON 68.40 97.65 31.08 1.18 .29 1.18 .18 - .04 -
JEFFERSON 34,28 81.58 65.48 -- -- -- 24 -- -- --
LAFAYETTE 90.70 | 100 9.20 -- .10 -- -- - .- --
LAKE 78.18 96.85 19.74 2.45 1.64 - .35 . .37 .35 .07 -
Lee ’ ©78.21° 96.35 16.08 2.06 5.01 1.03 .60 .55 .10 --
LTon ’ 63.72 90.42 34.91 *7.54 .60 .47 66 1.57 11 --
‘Levy : 77.94 96.4 20.86 3.6 y 95 ., .24 - -- --
LiseaTy * 86.35 -- 13.17 — .48 -- -- - .- . -
MADISON 42,90 . 80.49 56.94 19.51 .16 -- -- -- - --
MANATER 79.00 97.95  17.19 1.37 3.05 .68 .65 -- A -
MARION 73.55 . 88.89 24.56 8.6 1.66 . .31 1.01 .12 --
‘MARTIN 81.05 95.63 14.98 - 1.64 5.46 1.09 .41 1.64 .09 --
MONROE 74.18 96.03 10. 34 2.25 13.25 1.12 1.98 - .24 -
NASBAU 82.65 100 17.24 Coe- .05 r-- .04 - .01 --
oKALOOSA .85.04 95,27 11.29 = 1.95 1.02 - 83 2.59 1.85 .06 .09
OKEECHOBER 81.17 95,59 10.19 -- 5.89 -- .32 4.41 2.43 --
‘orance 70.27 94,2 23.77 3.13 4.39 .98 1:49 1.65 .08 .04
OSCEOLA 85.94 96.02 8.41 .68 B Q,SQV .68 1.02 2.03 .04 -
PALM BEACH 62.57 90.01 29.24 5.93 7.31 2.09 .09 1.76 .20 22 ‘\ ,
PASCO 92.67 96.91 4.12 .82 2.49 .82 .49 1.44 .24 .- \\
PINELLAS 80.82 94.88 17.63 4.08 .40 .18 1.10-- .86 ° .05 -- Y
POLK 75.05 92.59 21.73 4.75 1.86 1.71 .63 .95 .12 -- \-\
rutnaM . 69.62 97.2 29,19 2.8 1.00 -- .16 v - .03 --
ST. JOHNS 77.85 99.02 21.08 -- .68 - .37 .98 .02 -- \
st.Lucie 58.20 92.31.  40:19 6.99 1.35 -- 21 7 .05 --/
" SANTA ROSA - -93.59 ~.97.98.. 4,92 .86 .43 -- 1.03 . 1.15 .03 - \
‘SARASOTA ~ . 85.96 95.34 11,60 .07 ;1.46 1.16 .93 2.66 .05 .17 \
nEMINOLE .82.02° 95.19 14,12 1.2 2,70 1.2 }1.14 2.41 ’4.01 - |
‘sumMTER 72.27 95.65 20.30 4,35 1.19 |- -- 9 .07 -- .18 - \
BUWANNKE ~ 76,07 95.83 22.82 4.17 W17 ¢ -— .30 -- .04 --
TAVLOR 74.45 91.11 25.34 8.89 . . 00. -- .12 -- .03 --
UNION 79.35 -- 17.91 -- 1.80 |- -- .79 -- .14 --
voLusiA ' 78.00 - 94,01 ‘19,069 4.35 1.79 .47 .47 1.18 .05 --
WAKULLA 75.05 100 21.75 -- e -- .04 -- .00 -
wWALTON 84.88 100 15.59 -- .54 -- T.064 .- .35 -
_WASHINGTON 74,12 100 25,25 - L 38 - 223 - .0__} -
ror,“_ 48.90 92.8 , 27.81 3.95 © 22,26 1.67 .88 . 1.54 .15 .04
»’. -\M;IOIl-—'ALLANAIlll—ll.’. B . '
E lC S SRR - BEST cop
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- STUDENT MDBERSHIP, PRE-K - 12 .
FALL 1982
NUMBER AND PERCENT BY RACIAL/ETHNIC CROUP

Black

BEST COPY AVajLap,e

White : Asfan/ Aserican Indtan/ :
Kon-Hispanic Non-Hispanic Hispanic Pacific 1slander Alsska Native Totsal Minority
Numbsr  l'ercent Nuaber Tcgci&: Number Percent i Mumber Percent Nuober  Percent Mumber  Parcenc
T ANOLT : o . . )
v .84 0 1.112 : 1,582 - 121 612 3,9 19,152
Lo B Ao Mi: N 3 211 #x .05 a8 12 +60 367 18.20
Ll houn 1,649 81,80 3 . : . 20
Vecoelis 28,243 . 69.)9 11,308 27,78 111 JI7, 9%e 2,3 ” 223 112,460 .:o.”~
Frandin 1,352 “81.15 305 18,31 ) e’ 6. .36 - 00 3k 1885
radsden 1,666 12,37 6,938 82,40 . 13 Bt 23 27 - 00 6,9% . 82.8)°
) 1,671 24,66 . 64 -25,20 - «00 2 .09 1 J0h 0 5. 0%
volres 10 9739 17 a2 1 .03 12 37 .- 00 85 2.6 .
acison 5,200,  68.40 2,363 31.08 22 .29 14 .18 3 N 2,400 .60
Citcrron 725 3.8 1,385 65,48 - .00 s 2 - 00 1,390  65.72
Cver 1w, 6.2 1,701 3.9 13 .60 146 .66 0 a1 8,045 36,28
Liverty 298" 86.35 137 1317 ) .48 - .00 - .00 182 13.65
Cersor 1,0 22.90 1,83) 56, 9% H) 16 - +00 - .00 1,838 - 57.10
unaloosa 19,241 §5.0% 2,5% 11.29 230 1.02 587 2,59 1 .06 3,385 14.96 zz.:u
cants Fosa 11,221 93,59 550 4.92 52 43 124 1.03 b} .03 769 6.41 11,990
ool 20653 7485 . 835 25, 2 .06 ¢ a2 1 .03 842 25,58 3,193
1,909 78.05 532 21.75 3 6 1 N - .0C 537 2.9 2,046
2.1€1 84 .08 30¢ 13.59 20 5S4 2% .64 1) «35 36) 15.12 3,724
i 2,860 v76.12 F12 23,2 13 .38 R .23 1.0 89 23,88 T
Sl 304 71.9¢ 4:,012 c9.98 £16 .82 2,219 1.37 756 .18 45,353 28,04 161,73 .
13,996 6%.29 7,056  32.5% . 388 1.78 295 1,36 6 .03 7,775 BN 22,17~
2607 B1.39 63 1£.38 ) a4 2 .06 1 .0 62 18.6 3449
2,982 77.13 es? 2,17 11 .28 16 4] - +00 884 22.8? 3,066 -
£,001 2.6 479 5,5 97 1.12 27 N 8 .0% 611 1.0 . 8,002
15,699 © 91,42 1,050 t.1y ILE .87 224 1,32 2 .19 1,65 8.58 16,953
5,182 72,568 1,890  26.¢3 29 W01 2. D 2. ,0) 1,%5  27.41 1,09V
1.25¢ 87.03 207 12.37 6 36 3 2 - .00 217 12.9? 1,623
1,087 © 61.60° 35,813 36,12 761 $ 77 1,412 1.42 90 .09 38,076 38,40 9,143
. T1.52) 75.7) Y ] 23.47 1% .70 1 .05 1 .05 488 24,2 2,011
Tilchrist 1,606 95.12 PRI 2 - .00 - .00 . - .00 n ., 1,476 ¢
#a~ilton 1,172 52,04 1,677 47.82 : 2 .09 1 » 04 - .00 R 1,080 47.96 2.2;2 ;
- Latavetts B 1 4] 90,70 99 9.20 1 .10 - .00 - .00~ 91 . 9.30 . 78 -
Levy 2,068 77.9% 13} 20,86 )9 .95 10 .24 ‘- .00 904 22,06 - "502.“*?
“arson 1C,786 73,55 5,559 24,36 . 380 - 1,66 70 3 28 2 6,037 26,48 22,023
a 852y ¢,051  B2.65 1,262 17.28 ., . ) .05 3 + 0 -1 .01 1,220 12,38 3. 7.2 .
tra= T 067 €9.62 1,963 29.19 102 1.00 W16 .16 3 .03 3,084 30.38. 10,151 -
. Johns £,599 77,85 1,767 21,08 58 .66 N Y 2 .02 1,808 22,13 8,407
. uwanner 3,605  7€.€7 1,03 22.82 8, a7 B 13 07 2 S04 1,097 2.0 4,702
Lees 1,10~ 7935 - 24¢ 17.91 25 1.8 11 .79 2 214 287 20.6% 1,39
ST 107 a0l HRD €31,%75 27.80 2,078 .53 2,101 .95 17¢ .0 67,892 29.74 228,29)
167 CONTRAL . : , . L ) .
Trevare 37,021 83,36 6,500  14.64 455 1.2 357 89 40 1) 7,392 16.64 44,4137
ia¢ian River 6,963 . 75.79 2,075 22.6) 118 128 . 2 26 1 .01 2,220 .21 9,187
ikt 11,645 76,18 3,845 19.76 286 1.64 12 3 13 1 3,808 21,82 17,4837
“neechobee 3,816 61,17 479 10.19 277 5.89 15 .3 16 2.43 ~ 885  10.8) 4,700
/ZCmaﬂge 55,338 70,27 18,715 23. 7N 3,457 4.39 1,176 4 1,49 61 .08 23,407 29.73 78,748,
vsceola 8,639 85,54 84$ 6.41 461 4,59 10) 1.02 . .04 1,413 14.06 10,082
5t. Lucde 6,582 58,20 5,788 40,19 195 1.33 T30 .21 > 1 »05 6,020 41.80 16,403
Seztnole 30,:3¢ 82,02 s, 188 16,32 7 993 2.70 419 1.14 ' .01 6,600 17,98 36,738 i
Suater ©3,166 7227 1,152 26.30 2 1.19 3 .07 8 .18 1,215 27.73 4,90
Veiusta 28,124 78,00 7,100 19.6% 647 1.79 169 .47 17 . 0% 7,99 22,00 )6.?21__
Tetal 195,22¢ 7¢.22 51,291 20.0) 6,941 2,71 2,400 . 9% 269 .11 60,901 23,78 256,130
TTEG CLNGRAL - R : O
Catiotte 6,896 93.32 306 (391 102 1,36 76 1.03 ? .09 " 49) 6.67 . ¢ 7,389¢
luSoto. 2,603 71.3) 920 23,22 . * 108 2,96 18 49 - .00 1,066  28.67 3,48V
G.ades $31 65.36 235 27.88 4) s.10 1 A2 0 13 1.5¢ : 292 36,64 "I
Hardee 2,798 65.5¢ (34 10.60 837 , 20.5) 7 .17 6 .15 1,282 3.4 4,077
termnando 6,862 8E.67 721, 9.39 118 1,32 30 039 2 .0) . (877, 11.3 7,739
i#igtlands 3,314 71,68 1,786 24,09 AL 3,28 bY) .30 ¢ 3 45 2,09% 26.32 7,413
izi1)sborough 81,793 73.98 22,356 20.22 5,371 4.86 965 .87 77 L 28,769 26.02 110,362
Lee : 23,670 78,21 6,867 16.08 1,518 5.01 183 60 30 .10 6,595  21.79 30,265
Manatee 16,561  79.00 3,609  17.19 640 3.05 136 .65 .23 a1l 4,408  21.00 20,909
lasco 24,383 92.67 1,083 .12 636 2,49 128 Ny 63 W2 1,930 7 7.3 26,013
iincilas 6£,282 80.62 14,899 17.6)° »®l 60 926 1.10 ’,4) © 05 16,209 19.18 8,49
il 43,213 75.€5 12,41, 21.7) 1,065,  1.86 359 .63 70 12 13,907 26.38 57,120
Lirasota 20,198 85.9% 2,725 . 11.60 k131 1.4¢6 21¢ .93 12 .05 3,300 14,0 2),498
Total 303,140 76.87 68,360 17.27 11,38) 2.96 3,085 ¢ .20 319 210 81,207 21.13 38 3
..... r . . L N
TTorard 67,1383 69,47 31,790 28.27. 5,298 4.21 1,084 -ls"“ 38,398, 30.5) 125,71 v
tJilier 10,270 73,55 1,031 7.38 2,526 16.09 51 . L6200 3,696 26,48 13,984
Lade 62,004 /28.8¢ 69,557  31.32 86,165 38,80 2,198 O - 158,006 71,16 2220587
fendry 2,97 t1.70 1,043 21.94% - 669 16,07 1) 2,02 " 1,821 38,30 4,7%
artin 7,708 81,05 1,824 14,98 ned 34l 39 .09 - 1,801 16,95 9,506
1o¢ 5,460 74.18 1761 10.34 - 975, 13,23 t5es 146 024 1,900 23.82 1,360
.n_beach 64,420 62.57 20,75¢ 20,24 5,193 .3 489 220 1 26,877 37,4) 7C,997 .
i 227,215 46,60 1206,3€2 - 7.8} 101,155 22,26 4,020 15 232,205 51,10 485,430
IIATE TOTAL 967,359 €7.17% 5,500 23,545 122,39) 8242 1).e85 123 467,558 32.83% 1,484,917
| SZATL_Fell 996,231 67,215 3E,279  23,50% 122,106 8,263 © 13,875 2123 486,00% 32,793 1,482,270
\) ~ry - . ! C -
E lC‘u t¥ Tt ¢ tc 1003 due to rounding. - , ] ) . i
' : S ’ g i 109 - .. % RIS UL TN
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"FILE 03,107 COUNT ALL . l UNE l@ﬂiD F1E S &AOE w SCHI0L VEM 1082-83 | "
v &=r . ) A SN

STATE TOTALS

GRADE  GRADE,  GRADE cano! GRADE  GRADE  GRADE GRAD( GRADE GRAOI GRADE {&\m cnm GRADE GMD! PROGRAN
PRE=K K 0l 02 03 04 08 LU 09 u 12 ADULT  TOTAL
1900000000000004¢ mmmmmmummmmmummomnmmmmmmmmumommmnuommmommmm

| 201 EOUCABLE HNMLU HMDICAMD ‘ , ' o
24416 Ce 1074 10116 1262, 15 1263430 1366408 l"oﬂ,

‘0 & 818,32 1008007 12(0.5) 1256416 1307.08 1144,80 : . 130090.58
202 T‘RMNML! MENT ALLY HMNC”P” . ¥ v o
178,31 208008 246403 N9l 384,08 b} (T g [ 17% [
89,3 (T ) 16506 201429 200.0) 0104, 0040 H975.47
203, PHYSICALLY HANDLCARPED . " ! ' ' - '
‘ 2908 C 106603 109.80 112448 a1y 10,29 : e ‘ " .
196,80 = 120418 - Ui 16 10509 B 11 ) 9.3 SRR [T} Ot
204 PHYSICALZOCCUPATIONAL THERAPY PTY \ ; _ ' : ,
N © Jhe62 388 7 30490 L9 (I 1506 e 18.10
.0 40309 hITY ) A0 - 18,93 1379 tleé? ' 350434
209 SPEECH/HEARING THERAPY PT , \ 4 4 k
- B12401 609445 08,28 50,99 120,87 9 ld 92,10 '
7206 ll)g;“ 459433 950,12 J00.9) 17590 115481 80,50 ' = 4y JAA00
a4 98,29 AR . 90498 131454 ) 7,00 - 68429 68.98
138447 1758 04,81 87. 06 96045 10448 ‘ 920 10208015
207 VISUALLY HANDICAPPED PT . : '
1425 1eé? 1l 10e 93 12.,9% 9480 Ted} ‘
8.00 12,19 1eld 10:45 11428 . 10484 6423 ! 14230
208 VISUALLY HANDICAPPED . ‘
14080 16,07 v 13452 ' 10,88 1.29 - 1466 © 09 .
29,04 /15,03 1716 . 19¢14 , 8403 2 1493 154,38
209 ENOTIONALLY HANDICAPPEQ PT ‘ » . .
17¢3% 164,78 320,08 290,66 20490 13089 R 1794
- 7.03 86602 2066421 e ) 307,69 198,60 12.09 20006021
j= 210 ENOTIONALLY MANDICAPPED 1 o - '
o) 102410 AlT.26 119,685 6340 04 451,060 ¢ 230.0% 84,08 !
50,21 FT-TLH 856410 131493 594,73 340,13 110.97 «B0244,50
214 SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY PY p *’ ‘
5317 983428 1928402 15264 2% 1226460 043,89 320,00
3,13 461,63 2.5 1658770 1460.01 1042444 %493 Y - 130092494
212 SPECIFIC LEARNIAG DISABILITY ’ .
10482 601402 1352433 11%%.82 70248 616,52 201,98
10486 290460 983,43 1325 50 107232 12598 420498 9:000.12
213 GIFTED PY | ‘ T

26,35 580,08 §120.88 (72060 . 1066e31 20783 136,08 .
DL . - . » . | "

HL NOSPHAL/HO"EBOUPO Pt

10,30 9.0} - 1192 218 5.2 72439 44,04
- 30003 T34 ‘ 1158 " 15400 45,09 6,87 59,97 / ' 46838
21% PROFOUNDLY HANDICAPPED o ‘ :
B L L7 3 B 224404 269414 . 40281 200,83 017 635,13 .
120, 66 253480 257.8) - 296400 C 399 32289 .01 . 4e0084%)

k)

o0 TOTAL EXCEPTIONAL EOUCATION ‘
10841452 40934, 16 1¢339 o38 74564, 81 . 64055.09 40401026 Jeb17.48 i

Lel37,08 30369,70 0450415 7406680 N 7,022402 $,852.98 Joa15.10 70048263
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L © ' STATE SINGARY OF SELECTED STUDENT DATA o

e e S R L A L R ‘ hreont mau
C ‘ ca , T Y B “since
to I Rl 1978-79 © 1979480 . ' 1930\'5! . 1981-82 ). 1982-83 1’70~”

o)

——e———m- -

“erodent Membership < . o e T . » e
Prest = 12 o ‘ T 1,513,886 1,506,215 1,510,817 1,488,073 . 1,484,927
K12 BT S el 1,510,633 1,502,846 1,508,125 1,485,893 - 1,482,270 -

_ Mepbership by Grade snd Cradustea . N s T : o o T e
v Pre-kfndergarun‘ . ‘ R L 3,233 S 3,69 . 2,392 .. 2,480 . 2,647
Hndcrgartcn Co ‘ " 89,264 - . 90,686 89,162 - .- 89,178 97,026

. Crade ) . ‘ C 18,6170 - 115,291 CUNLee T T 110,740 L 107, 19

" Crade 116,223 - .. 116,896 . 110,686 109,013, (108, m
Crade - : o 116,666 - - 120,785 117,863 Soo1e,927 . 1, 596'

- Grade - S 111,973 - - 121,189 124,199 18139 . 114,327
Crade _ . : . 109,822 - 112,456 . 122,827 0 126,146 1190118
Grade 110,340 111, 8% 16,017 . 123,989 ¢ '1:5,34
,Grade 121,652 . 120,024 122,060 . . 125,882, .1 .132,813
_“Grade 71126,269 . 121,332 COA9, %6 T 18,684 L 122,589
“Crade ¢ : Co 137,463 0 130,610 127,640 7 . T 122,488 .t 124,308
firade 10 : - ‘ : 135,968 133,564 . 125,868 128,223 . 0 121,122°
Grade 1) - 16,9700 - 113,766 0 - 313,644 . 108,666 - -107,291
Crade 12 . e 98,926 - ..~ 96,805 . . 96,706 . .- 86,907 . 193,109
('i'adua(es - . .o 87,633 87,826 . . "48,75% Coe%,199 . o L cooe0

~om-:!¢_ut~unu

‘kmbcrshlp ln Selccud Proguns Ior } ,‘ Lo e o . ‘
Lxcept lonal. Students T , I : . ' K o - L

. Lducable Mentafly Ilnndlcappcd O e © 21,269 20,214 S 18,778 . 17,251 . 16,060 ©

4 “frainable Mentally Handicappe Lo 4,720 T4,029 .. 4,808 T T 4,876 . . 4,758
- Specific Learning Disability ) : 40,378 - . 43,642 © .7 80,036 . - . 53,810 ' 88,208 .
-Enotionally Handicapped ‘ S - 8,803 s~ 9,191 CoNnen o 12,125 ~13,468 -

" Speech/iicaring Therapy PT- N o 38,113 39,904 41,093 L0 39,816 40,899, -
Profoundly Hancicapped Lo . T 1,15 : 1,369 . - 2,597 . . 03,356 .0 - 3,183
Cifted s 20,70 22,739 FIRTEER 40378 . R
", Other Except lonalulel . : ' 5,268 5,081 5,08 4,876 - . 5,922 - . .
""1otal Meobership o . .o 140,619 167,369 162,678 - . 163,645 1 174,436 -

'Jcl'\;ia'l'br;noﬁis. R T X - BT KT Rt 1L S (7 R
'""""’"""’"’ s R AL DL gL e
3 ‘5u5‘.“|9,10n5 (out of schuol x or rore days) _ . 'e0,198 - - '.76‘.1‘11 N 33.229  - 06.'87‘5‘. o |

Lerporal unishnent C T aena . as0g3 U 1suse e s
Cbguistens Y £ Coossy. o cosm "16',‘61. R
‘ /’S(udenu Re!erred to Ahemnive Education’ Progrnn s X

Dhclpllnnry Reasons - c 45,215 c22,n7T S 21,193 2‘ 724 ’ .
’Mnduclpllnll’y Rmon- . . S 12,198 © 32,209 - :;.297 R 20,209 . S

Swdenu lc(elled to Couﬂl/ o T s v T Co e e
Juvenue Authonuu ' 4,609 :’716. . 3,077 3.146 v o

S - S Y i m— DU

P

sData. not yar collected for current achool yoar,
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ADD, .

M0

NERD,
PLACHE

- .
P "~ ANMIAL DATA REPOWT—1982-8)
SiF o REGULAR CLASS : )
: (A
: " OL1LD, WHO REZ,
v £, IN KEG.CL. BY
. AGE CLASS., SUPPL~
S EMINTED BY SPE
: 1. 2 T
DISIS SO DY RIS U )
ALAUA « 9 \

.

ks

{sarnr. s, pac. - [OOHER D, WVIR,
[{ ) ©) . . (b)
CHILD.WHO REC, AND, . CHILD, MO WrC, ADD, CHILOSRO RC, *° ADD,
SPE IN SEPRT, HILD 5P Db BEPRT - CHILD 5P IN OIMERR ai1LD
CQASS BY AGE NEED, . PCILITIVS B NED, BDIVIROMENT MDD,
QASS,. FLACE AGB COLASS, . m o MR QARS, NACK
4 J s 1 L JSRET S T TR | 12 13 W 18- e .
,3-21 35 6-17° Ig-21  3-AT 0 38 =17 1821 320 -5, 6=L7 18- ¥
o ' -, .
WY S ' 21} 1
BRAFOND N 38 St
HALVARD {-2 un - Y ) .
BwA D 1130 47199 6 At
CALIUN ., ’3'(’5&
SURLITE Y . ' k!
CLIMUS 6 322 . .
QAY 4 M7 4
QNLIER 469 ‘
QNAMBIA 111 .
L 248 2 o "
we SN 8 3
visle - 4 4“ : '
VAL 127 2474 .
LSUAMIILA 550 .
blawdb a,
ILTETININ .
GuneN . 2 60
GHARES . .
GLADEYS . 8 .= s -
Gubk , N 14
WMLLION o : S :
HARDES: © 68 .
HENIDRY 8
HERNASLD) - 159 _ ,
HIGILAND 6 198 - .
iR 1745 - 4 - "
WHMES . . !
INDLAN K 202, o )
JACKSON D -
JEFFERSO 42 : v
LAFAYEDD .8
JAKE 359 . 1
LEe - : 1276
LBN - g’ 629 ;
VY (ﬁ;ﬁ : 137
ey .
SADLS: X “a
MUNATEE ?
MutlON 3 ) .
MARTIN 2 . v
NG T S e i 119 ;
AL S 83 4,28 R - :
JRALI08A » 147 ¥ veo '
OKEAHIB ‘ ‘N ‘ _ , -
OANGL 23 1025 8 ' .
TBCRA » 149 . fare . i
PALM A .15 186D 1 ‘30 S 1 16
PASOY) 514 : . _ .
PINELIAS ——20— —3534 -
PMK 6 616
“PUINAM 19 .
SP. JoHN 1 205
SP.LWCLE 151 J
_SANTA RO nt n ’ Cer
SAHASTA - o ) : wm ™ i
SMINNE 1167 2 : . R
SUMIER e 8 S ; .
_SURANNEE 3 3. )
Traver 4 0 . . -
WloN 1 17 - .
VUL LA (V3 T N oo
WAKJLA 1, o S '
wuitoN 23, ] oo .
WASHHINGT o 1w o
“OIAL>D 145 34991 90 4 1 549
N o . : .
.
O

S¥8ccect
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-
&
-

e
i
.

5
&
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TABLE 2 -

STUDENTS. IN MEMATRSIIP BY GRADE

- FALL 1982 .
. ' 3
Tros) X 1 2 3 4 ] 6 ? 8 9 10 11 12 Total "
, :
it 71 1,39% 1,473 1,558 1,534 1,572 1,629  1,N0 1,812 1,591 1,438 1,513 19,73
. ) 102 15k 162 167 1 146 248 181 - 178 176, 1o
Ao 16 2,609 3,99 2,970 2,927 3,036 3,129 3,565 3,455 3,33 3,256 3,135
: ‘;Nl‘, - 118 120 . 150 122 138 - )4 161 161 18 127 103
eden C. 645 600 707 708 - 782, w1 20 760 e 573 589
TR - 173 167 149 179 - 157 - 196 178 .. 166 157 ... 209 . .
iz - 210 257 233 230- 269 . 281 249 319 266 291 262
':dsan 2 . 64S <634 - 508, 604 - - 620 - 024 wie: 620 683~ 886 . 608 < spg
i terson - 170 184 154 183 . 16 - 203 ° 1 182 169 . 159 161
e 135 1,45 1,663 1,671 1,837 1,255 - 1,765 1,93 1,803 1,700 2,122 1 353
Cienty bt 69 85 " 79 n. 83 es. | 82 90 - 72 6 . . 70
dison - 239 236 238 295 299 - 280 . 227 256 234, s 240
" ileosa - 1,438 1,291 1,726 1,612 1,20 3,808 - 1,866 1,983 1,791 1,716 1,692
Wile RORD 0 820 815~ 812 8N 852 988 1,036 1,050 1,067 975 - 941
ot - 23 259 285 - 283 278 - 278 267 -271 306 a1y 223
auile - 173 193 ° 198 188 190 197 12 197,218 192 216.
cte: - 282 . 281 266 270 J302 - 320 338 356 " 288 274 2
i:rter - 170 236 e 218 243 259 - 250 284 247 338 n
s T § ) T ¥ S A O S LT L PGS S KRG 13,782 13,904 12,u96 13,87 Y1144
7 1,488 1,636 1,550 1,65 1,713 1,66 C1B3% 1,922 1,823 1,886 ¢ 1,764 .
1 247 260 251 269 251 R 18T, 286 280 298 . - 262
o= 267 21E 301 ‘316 308 329 338 304 1336 . B 278 -2% gy
3 560 S6 - 839 591" 674 - (2R 675 79 T8, 2% L 698 . . 696, 733"
? 1,016 1,100 1,040 1,237 1,217 1,355 1,564 1,606 1,486 1,432 1,394 1,302 . 1,089
cnbia - 553 5127 513 50 v Sa1 570 - 564 606" S6B 602 873 473 a2
ce - 1 26 1190 . RY 121 144 18 1 161 139 130 119 - .98
. ool €76 76,549 - 7,557 7,501 7,949 - B,0W 8,073 5,799 - 105 . B,167 ' 7,040 8,245 ° 6,362 5,699 .
ciier - 146 144 155 "158 13 10 1£3 1686 186 |, 143 153 M. 19
sran - 10 2 107 107 w97 22 131 138 130 123 1 97 T 112 e
JLten - 186 173 190 - 148 167 188 188 161 185 181 168 164 130
srett - “¢1 . RO €1 65 . 9 87 -, 97 - .76 56 0 . sy
: - 3L 292 309 - . .308- 296 163 362 3ot 376 . <329 ©283 . 216 - 218 ¢
. - 150 1 563 . 1,609 . L6640 1,721 1,819 1,01 1,901 1,RE6. . 2,14 078 1,607 1,397
P - 533¢ 49k ses - . 577 612 61y 663 663 - 5727 - 598 L1 5 Y} 441“
an k. 662 811 - 32 777 790 ¢ . BRLT BRO. 871 £33 951 793 636 - 824
Jotne i 2 581 648 68, . 695 739 723 - . 801 673 764 552 642 :
§etaned : 283 307 g0 337 34 ‘438 48 "389 27 490 330 387,
‘ - 132 114 110 128 120 ‘127 11 1470 n 20 73 30 R TS |
PR o2 1¢,7 ‘b-.. IR 17,680 17,929 1€ 61& . 1E BEI 20,559 1€, 904 16,345 18,364 15, Jb9= 13 506 - "28@93
ChTe . oo : . . P g . . E .
ST . TET2 O 2,79% 2,761 2,950 © 3,228 3,2% - 3,811 - L,R62 3,638 4,002 4,027 3,766 5 :,:az;t
R C . 23] 660" vy, 674 682 edy 22 %9 843 152 - 740, 720,
o R 1,266, 1,32 1,210 . 1,268 4,399 1,447 1,480, 1,626 . 1,358 1,474 1,251 1,184
Cedlober ‘g 400 363 290 42 392 U390 412t ¢ "6 399 329 321 276
e 21 5,106 5,682 - 5,497 5,771 Q?Cﬁ9:s ©6,333 6,33 7,080 6,575 6,430 . 6,633 5,929
Tovels 1 678 215" - 1% . 818 780 - 76 931 879 . 813 ‘872 .0 183 -680
lucte 36" 071,135 - 1,186 1,112 71,236 1,205 1,168 1,261 1,272- 1,131 - 1,352 188 837
. :nole 1) 2,252 - 2,699 2,862 2,701~ 2,723 2,738 3249 3.248 3220 3,27 3,050 2,639
Ter. T4 305 . T 324 340 36 - 380 . 359 34 2360 350 U9 323
cusia 46 ' 1,839 © 2,800 600 2,618 : 989 3,002 . -'3,180: - 3,010
A Ln%:: 16,560 18,692 .17 16,796 19,342 20,144 21,702 22,665 21,343 21,701 21,110 19,080
T IR - N ‘ e ' “ ees % o L g
riotte 6 Los 392 C412 W L4587 3 845 695 . ) o 682.. 666 .
"zt ) 291 297 286 o329, 282 282 21 33 - 288 1N 223 221,
ces - - .87 . 66, .61 70 78 67: - 65 % 6 63 - a8 66 -
dee - 285 369 7 331 n 33 - 368 323 320 oasy U Ta29e 293 2177
* nando 2 - 457 470 - 888 586 601, - . 610 %8 W 686 622 .. MN? 508
. hiands 102 69 - 513 ‘s10 $58. .. .560 - 597 565 596 540 619 .543 527
isborough’ s1, 6,802 8,350 7,776 8,529 8,696 © 9,043 9,169 9,423 . 9,031 . B, - 9,2%¢. 8,551
- T11% 0 1,983, 2,1957 2,146 - 2,222 2,423 .2,449 2,707 . 2,731 2,423 2,612 72,324, 2, 966 -
atee 237 0 10550 . 1.673 1,587 1,673 1,681 1,712 (1,897 51,861 10692 1,647 . 1,465 1,3
‘co. 101 1,590 ° 1,866, 12,7977 1,960 -2,050 . 2,045 2,379 © 2,500 2,23t 2,104 - 112,335 . 1,02
ellas 60 - 4,808 , 609'." 'S,675  6,133° 6,330, 6,605 - 7,637 7,683 . ‘7,185 -7,603. . 7,185 6,538 .8,
U 187 3,790 4,327 4,012 - 4,553 4,523 4,641 . 4,910 © 4,990 4.B01. 4,580 - 4,311 T 4212 ¢
 Peata ‘-~ 1,583 1,516 1,590 -~ 1,667 — 1,756 ~ 1,919 - 2,097 ' 2,061 1,862 1,879 ' 1835 '' 1,738 .20
"1 2t Tis 22,981 77,643  26,80¢ 26,084 26,773 30,779 33,164 34,633 31,50 3 ..753 K :u.z:s 28,4065 . 2%, 665
" aore 140 . 9,037 7,940 5,263 . 'B,843 9,267 . 9,56:°. 10,759 . 10,885 10,410 11,887 10 B74 . 9,85% 7.962,~
Cer 4t - 955 1,087 " 1,029 . 1,001  1,045° 1,099 1,115 1,264 1,133 . 1,226 " _9BS.s _ .§%i. 1,023
.. 22 12,874 16,727 . 36,352 17,185 17,415 16,382 18,467. 21,010 18,167 17,385 18,946 - 16,028 12.899.
in 25 TS R 1 355 - 4b6 o+ 358 430 3%0° %60 s T390 . a6l Y2830 263
Yoo o 1Y " 607 €39 684 . 680 *715 . ¢ BlO - 852 C 81 616, - 81y R I T Tl
o - T4BL L SIS 575 558 . 8597 609 60 661. .. 615 605 1 57B.. SOl .. 483
Viach “1r 4,725 ‘5,035 - 4,463 -5,077 5,37. 5,715 . 6,120 6,437 5,877 6,632 5 676 4,963 4,410
. Tvi . 70,080 32,265 57,176 33,76k 34,671 36,532 _ 3,313 41, 59 37,397 . 38,%3 38,239 . 33,306 77, 356
i0TAL 2,657 . 97,026 107,419 105,706 - 111,5%6 114,327 f119.1ls 125, Bt 1:2 813 1~z ssu 124.308'{»121;122 107,291 ,j93 109 1. &
N U e -1:23 RS 0
| sEsTCOPY MyBe . -, 125
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