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- ImDowber 1, 1%%, tThe Kentucky Dapaztrent of Bducatiormm is
ued a call fir EOroposals fioar pilot projesste whioh isold _

demanstrace mi——sods by whimch existing amd Future §fted and
talantad prgrammns. nay be e—valuated. ‘A piFaposel ud wuritten amnd
was suhmittsd or—x Novirher ==3, 18984 by a ceerwertiomof Ellintt,
Rowan, and firge=en Coilties . Notificatiowm of project appraval
was receivelin Decentsr, 21984, Houwsver, f'ds Eor the proje=ct
weres nat awvllaESle t;the goroject directar unti’. March, 1985

- The ewvilust—ion design chosen for the program uas a
multiattribie watility modeesl (e.g., Edwards, Guttentag, &
Snapper, 197%) koeacausw thi=s model was considered better suite=dl
to the tupmsof decisions mnade by those who would utilize the=
evaluation findi_mngs.
~ : : ) 3
The most pompular altes—native to the multiattribute utili—ty
approach torogmrrTam salua-ion, an expesrimental design, was
rejected forthe= Folluing reasons. i

1. Thewsl_wuation proc—ess bagan with a progran which was
airesdyin  place, ¥Tnas, the use of a control group was sout
of the ugs=tion, :

2. Thafa Hirness of asngiﬁg the program to acontrol gresup
would hwe : made sn exraarimantal design unattractive if nesot
unsthiaol,

3, Expatimsﬁntﬁl tesigras often lack ecological validity
(Renzulll & Smith, 1879), : :

4. The hpot-thesis test= in experimental design compares tF—e
experimnta._ 1 hypthasiz s to an absurd hypothasis ragardingg
the 'efficts o©OF aprogr—am, the null hypothesis, It is
axtremely umnlikely thamt a gifted and talented program wildm 1
have nodétfemact on its participants whatsoevear, Further,

tha hypthes=sis tist dowes not reflect the types of decisic—ns
requirel by . decision makers. Decision makers ars interest—ed
in the wlue== of the pr—ogram relative to its cost. That sas
tha sorxtof data progr-=m svaluators should provide.

5. HypolesiE s testing is a one shot dsal, in uhich

summatije re=sultsare intended to fFully describe tha
charactr o= the progr—am. Programs change continuously.
And when the== results o=F an evaluation are reported, they
prabably hac—ome {nvali:xd very quickly because any competer=at
programdire=sctor uill snake changes to correct the programmas
Faults,
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- The effectiveness of macceleration (Xulik & Kulik, 1984) and

gifted programs (Xulik 8 Ku=zslik, 1882) has already been
‘establishad. It is more ressasonable to provide a system of
ongoing data collection recsarding the effsctivensss of tha
program in the accomplishmessnt of its goals. It is essantial
~ that -the' systen be ona wher—e the svalustion procedures evolve
with tha program. ’ .

;  Edwards, Guttentag, B Snapper (1875) suggest that we can
take a lesson from the stat=istics used by the baseball -
statistician. Performance data should ba gathered, compiled,
and maintained on a contin=ous basis on the dimensions relavant
to the decisions which are to be made. Then, decisions
ragarding ball players or morograms.may be made based upon an
evaluation of their utilityy, weighing data on sach dimesnsion
according the values of thess persons being served; s.g., the
teans pwner or fans. B

" 'The baseball ‘manager'ss decisions are generally C(although
. apparently not always) inte-endsd to maximize a simpla and obvious
“objective; winning. . Tha ob = jectivas of Gifted and Talented
Programs are far less ktlear —-. In designing an evalustion of
social programs, we have tp - racognize that tha most formidable
tagk is often that of ident. ifying the dimensions or values which
are to be maximized as well as discovering ths weights thkat
should be assigned to those objectives.

AR NMultiattribute Utilisty Model was adopted for ths
evaluation of gifted and ta>lented programs becausa it avoids tha
pitfalls of ths exparimenta®l method while ‘pProviding decision
mukers with the informatian nacassary to increaze the impact
these programs will have on ‘gifted students and the community.
It was felt that by developxing such a model, as well as a
‘eomputer based system For ccompiling and maintaining data, this
evaluation project would preswvide the method and mataerials to
facilitate a process of cont=inuous avaluation and data
enlightened adninistrative tecision making.

Ine First point that skould be made regarding t)iis method’
of evaluation is that its siignificance in the context of a one
shot evaluation is very limi=ted. Tha purpose of this projact is
to provide the basis by whic=h continuous systematic evaluation
may become a part of the Gif=tsd and Talgnted Program. To ensurc
that the complexities and.ti_me consumption associated with -
record keasping, data managemment, computaticns of waights .and
utilities, and the compilingy and scoring of instruments does
stand in the way of integrat -ing multigtt;;but’a_é utility progra
egvaluation into Gifted and T alented Program decision making,

not
m

MUCAPE (Multiattribute Utili- ty Computer Assisted Program )
Evaluation) was developed in : conjunction with this project. It

allows the vser to 1) enter = and store goals, 2) enter .values
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'useﬂ to :nmpute ua;ﬁhts foxr mch Bﬂ%l snd EEH‘IBUESE tha mE.‘Lﬁht
for ‘each goal, 3) allows thuser £= entr prior m=sstimates of
.goal’ attainmgﬁt Eﬁﬂ Eﬂmputﬂ!! weighbmtedpriori. estimate of

‘ ‘goal attainmant using Eheaenlues, %) sllows them user to enter

and mamtain ‘the values darisd Fromsn objictive ssssessments of
goal attaiﬁmsnt 5 Enmputsspriar Latilities whic=h reflect a

: praﬂi:tian of- prngfam ualugunﬂ Fin==x1l utilities i=hich sra a
‘hetter estimate of prﬂﬁ‘fil‘l‘l HLity = acauwe thay zakg in to

accﬁuﬁt sdditional, lass- ayictive dstssources, . and 6) produce

and pri nt a report mh;t::h ‘Adlus the . Fﬂ;nmm dirsc=tor to fFocus
attention on goals that arsmust uglusu ind/or lemast effectively

‘attainsd. ' The manual For ¥iNPE aproascsin Appenedix A, -

Substantial dif‘f‘isultywas enccunteed in Eillsetiﬁg the
inFormation associated withilea Gift—ad ad Talent—ed program
evaluation. Soms of this difficultiga canbe attri_buted to a
difficult, stormy winter fencouplessd with tha sv—aluation
process nﬁeu:ririn late in th sprivigey: sESaiﬁﬁ, a t-—ime at which
the teacher’'s mind is more frussd ==n: copleting ——tha academic
~_gaear than Em new, innovatiw Bt;fatéﬁies for progr—am

mprovement. Howaver, certin socisml an'politic=al svents
resulted in additianal chatules. SSubstintial qu=antities of
‘extra time and additional tis warom reqired and . some of the
evaluation project is incomlite bec—ausedf these= problems. -
However, the modeal itself iubeen w=ell dveloped and programs
can easily add and update dii to ad@d tothe prec=ision of the
computed final utility. :

Etep 1. IDENTIFYING

Ths E;.fst stap in ﬁ::ﬁgram evalumationnust ha to detarmine
the dimensions or goals of e progr—am that are tsso be
avalgatsd. Goals and cbjecies thamt wae identi=Fied Ffor the
gifted and talented programif lacte=d tw kinds ol inFormation.
Expart gpinions an the goaliihich ss=houll be evalmsiatad wera
sought by reviewing the litmture.: Thisvas fonlZlowed by a
systematic attempt to inteviw perss=cns o are aEFFected by the
Fcogram and who are likely bhold v—arying perspes—tives
- regarding goals of ths pCogm.

We began by idantifuiaggaalg e=valuted in pfsvinus gifted
program svaluations (Provuyg 1878; R=enzulli, 1975. 3 Stake, 1967;
Stufflebeam, 1970),. ﬁdﬂit‘-i_nnnllu, besripks and gftil;.lgs which
discussed effective giftad n talsn=xtad programingeg were reviswad
(e.g., Gallagher, 1975; Renulli & Senith, 1879). The initial
.1list of goals appenrs i’ﬁ Appdix B.

Next, we identified g pupulatim:zﬂ of persons l=whpose input
into the gaals to be svalughuas wa—rxrantd,. Thisss step includasd
attendance at parent growup wivitie==s, tmcher rew.sisws and
interviews, student intecvim, PSI“E“’J‘IE interviews .. and
interviews with administratm and cessordintors. Those who were
considered more knowlsdgeshlsbout ggiftud programns and/or were
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. difficult to access for an interview ware given the list of

ixﬁﬂalsffﬁf}fsvism’aﬁﬂ written commant. In retrospect,
?iﬁtgfvisminﬁ.valthgﬁgh’uafg time consuming, iy by far the
Supsriarimathaﬂ.far_dsliﬁggtiﬁg the goals to bs svaluated.

*__,5 Iﬁ'ths'Elliﬁﬁtksauﬁtg'EghaﬁiS;'E‘tegshsfs and 3 _
sdmiﬁigtratgfsyfaviamadvthgupfg;;m;ﬁg:g list. Intervisuws were .
conducted with 14 studants and 7 parents. '

‘ _ Iﬁ-tha'ﬂérﬁaﬁ County Schools, 2 teachers and 2 :
- administrators reviewsd thg.praliminafg list. Intervisws ware
- eonducted with 35 students and 13 parents. '

In the Rowan Caunty Schools, S teéchgrs and 2
'administrators raviswed the preliminary list. Interviews were
conducted with 56 students and 17 parents.

. The attampt was then made to includs as many of ths neaw

goals 25 possible. Many were rejected immediately because they

~were not truly goals for evaluation Ce.g. How are wm to develcp
consistent, valid, and ngfliﬁsﬁtificatian'pfasﬁdufsg givan

state mandated quotas?). Others ware subsumed within an

existing category (e.g. intaelligent behaviors was subsumed under
cognitiva objectives). Some goals were addad (e.g., social
skills davelopment) while others wers drepped or subsumed. The
Final set of svaluation objactives appears in Table 1a, 1b, 1c,

- along with the rasults of the entire svaluation.

Step 2. WEIGH

: The next phase in the program evaiuation requires the
assignment of weights to each of the program goals. Parents,
teachers, administrators, and students participatad in the
determination of weights for the program goals. Participants
were invited to an after school session whera refreshments,
sandwiches, and snacks wera first served. This was Followed
group project designed to consider what program goals would !
waighed most heavily in this program avaluation.

oo
(1
(17

This phase of the evaluation was completed using a two step
process for svaluating the relative significance of entities.
In the first step, goals are rank ordaraed in a group discussion
with six to twelve participants. Generally, this meant dividing
participants into tuwo groups each facilitated .by project
personnel. After a general dascription'of the purpose and
utility of the program @avaluation, the process of azsigning
weights was illustrated using a pizza buying decision making
model (see Apperndix C). This allowed us to illustrate the
process by means of a concrete example. The group Facilitator
began the process by dascribing the entities to whom relative
weights were to be assigned (e.g., amount of cheasa, sauce,
crust, price, additions). A possible discussion that might go
with the pizza decision was illustrated For the group and

S
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Elliot County Evaluation of Gifted and Talented Program
' November 25 1985

Gaa?]Tit]e weight prior evaluated

Identification 148 ' 54.6 58.3
. achievement . . .249 7é
apti tude . 207 88
creativity : . 119 37.5
cattitudes 172 37.5
special talents 146 29
identified student effort - 106 41

BNEND
cunuod

.Availability Cacross age etc.) .05 65 81
" ACross age o . 1 &5 g1

Adequacy of Staffing « 127 24,8 24.4
attitudes about gifted : «151
~.Kknowledge about gifted » «2358
Knowledge of subject matter $
additional hours for preparation 166
person—hours from state funds' 124
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0
1
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74
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Adequacy of Evaluative Structures
short range affects . 348
long range effects -632

32.5

(A
[ ;]
w

1o
oo
~
D

Time on Activities 095
accelerated traditional coursework 083
gaining broader Knowledge .143
problem solving skills .088
general creativity .101

‘creative products . 081
developing effective attitudes «: 156
cul tural enrichment .147
communications/social skills 202

o
[

[ o]
O
MNONU L O

WU
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o
N
w
N

EBUﬁﬁEiiﬁg'
career & educationaVl .978
personal or social .422
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1L I ] \lEh.
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Parent Involvement 49.7
Parent information
Parent input

=]
]
.. [+
b ]
Jl
w

(4. Y
(V]
[+ N .Y
w
L
o~ th
O G

Cognitive Objectives .083 é8.7 54
general achievement _ -544 75 48
specific domain achievement -458 é1.2

Affective Objectives .104 &7.8 35.9
- attitudes toward schooling . 384 &7.5 44
motivation , .328 48.3 28
self-evaluation © 287 &7.5 249
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R:EEIEFated CQUPEE
Course credits

*i****i***PFInF Utility
*ii****i**Funal Utility

Aiverage weight of Priors = 1

Eillgt Eﬁunty Evaluation of Gifted and Tale

November 25 1985

Neoe ﬁ—part|ﬁipant ‘Perceptions .043 35.8
attitudes teachers not in G&T «+41 48,

CHE "Prnts & Stdnts chiose not GAT « 298 2?.

L . Prnts & Etdnts excluded from GAT « 292 25

A =1 indicates that the value has not vet been measured

nted Program
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Tablez 1b

Morgan Gnuﬁtr’ Evaluation of Gifted and Talented Program
B 12730785 : :

Eaa! Titlg A _ weight' prior evaluated
ngﬂtifiéatién -124 S2.1  72.%
achievement 139 - 75 ?5
apti tude 194 8 85
creativity 17 40 73
attitudes = 144 S0 .79
special talents 144 20 25
idéﬁtiFied EtuéEﬁt effort ' 135 10 75
Availability Cacross age etc.) .083 - 95 81
i\ﬂgrnss age b | b 4= 81
™ S -

" Adequacy of Staffing «147 27.4 43.9
attitudes about gifted .271 0 73
knowledge about gifte ’ 262 o 10
Knowledge of subject ..atter 174 1] 85
addi tional hours for preparation 141 0 17
person=hours from state funds .152 20 25

Adequacy of Evaluative Structures =054 (H 47.8
short range effects .388 1] 84
long range effects 412 0 25 "

"Time on Activities «-115 4.9 17.7
accelerated traditional courseork 117 é 20
gaining broader knowledge 162 é 30
problem solving sKilis .1449 é 14
general creativity .108 é 8
creative products 102 3 7
developing effective attitudes 097 .3 27
cul tural enrichment . .158 3 10
communications/social skills .11 é 25

Counseling . 048 o - 71.7
career & educational .58% 0 80
personal or social 411 0 &0

Parent Involvement ’ " .057 249 55.2
Parent information .481 S0 &1
Parent input _ <319 0’ 50

Cognitive Objectives } .08° 57.8 46.1
general achievement =393 70 - 48
specific domain achievement L6077 50 43

Affective Objectives =075 S50 47.8
attitudes toward schooling <262 50 40
motivation - : .402 50 42
self-evaluation 334 50 41
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Table 1h eontinued
Morgan County Evaluation of Gifted ard Talented Program
12/30/8%
Goal Title weight - pPlﬁF eualugted
Creativity Objectives .081 50 S50
general creativity -403 S0 ~1
specific domain creativity =397 30 -1
Nen—-participant Perceptions .041 11.8 46.4
attitudes teachers not in GAT «395 30 43
Prnts & Stdnts chose not G&T .3 1] 36
Prnts & Stdnts excluded from G&T .3205 0 34
Accelerated Course Credits 075 0 0
1 0 o

Course credits

RERREREHFEPrior Utility = 33.2308647
Exxxxxnxe®Final Utility = 48.088499

Average weight of Priors = |

A -1 indicates that the value has not ryet been measured

13
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Ishle lc
Rowan County Evaluation of Gifted and Talented Program

12/30/85

Goal Title weight

Identification .135 54.9 63.1
.,  achievement -1 77
aptitude : =1
creativity «1
- attitudes .1
special talents : .1
identified student effort .1

Availability (across age etc.) .102 3as 35
ACross age 1 35 =1

Adequacy of Staffing 129 34.9 36.8
‘attitudes about gifted " © 254 62.5 58
Knowledge about gifted . 232 11.6 14
Knowledge of subject matter 219 53.3 75
addjtional hours for preparation 196 0 -0
person-hours from state funds 07?9 47.5 25

Adequacy of Evaluative Structures .048 &5 58
short range effects .501 ?0 78
long range effects .497 40 -1

Time on Activities .104 15.4 14.8
accelerated traditional coursework . 143 246.3 20
gaining broader Knowledge .144 30.3 21
problem solving skills -.138 17 12
general creativity .108 7.3 12
creative products 079 8.3 11
developing effective attitudes 121 7 13
cul tural enrichment .08 s.6 12
communications/social skills 144 b.6 12

Counseling . .067 85 41.8
career & educational .02 &
personal or social .48 )

Parent Involvement .07 ¢+ 435.2 && .6
Parent information . -445 80 2
Parent input . 555 17.3 100

Cognitive Objectives .082 746.4 4.9
gaeneral achievement : .922 80 58
specific domain achievement .478 72.5 -1

Affective Objectives . v .073 85.46 58.2
attitudes toward schooling 277 85 51
motivation 2397 86.6
self-evalyation . 326 835 &4
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{j Rowan County Evaluation of Gifted and Talented Program
- 12730785

- Goal Title weight prior evaluated

Creativity Objectives
general creativity
specific domain creativity _ .

Non-participant Perceptions
attitudes teachers not in G&AT
Prnte & Stdnts chose not G&T .
Prrts & 3tdnts excluded from G&T : .

[ N
o
T R
4]
ow
1Y)
[TV 1Y
VN

ficcelerated Course Credits .07 '
Course credits 20

I
b
=

o]

“xxxxxun®%Prior Utility = 47.1219313
L Exxxxx%¥%Final Utility = 42.7024%1
Average weight of Priors = 2.54054054
A —1 indicates that the value has not vet been measured
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through this imaginary group discussion, the way in which sach
entity is rank ordered by ths group was illustrated.
Individuals then assigned tha entities any rank order thay
wished.

The second step of ths procadure is to individually assign
relativa importance ratings. To do this, the least gsignifFicant
entity is First assigned a rating of 10. Then the next to the
least significant entity is considered relative to the lsast
significant entity. How many times more important, if any, is
tha naxt to lmast important antity relativa to tha laast
important entity? The next to least significant entity is
assigned the number, relative to tha rating of tan, which
preserves that ratio (e.g., if the next to least important was
one and a half times as important, it would be assigned a rating
of 15). Then the third lsast important entity is considered.

It is assigned a rating relative ta the least important entity,
with review of its rating relative to the next to least
important. Then the fourth least important is assigned a waight

~ relative to the least, with review of its.rating relative to the
second and third least important, and so on For all entities ta
be rated. By the time the rater gets to the most important
goal, many checks are pecrformed and many revisions are likely to
occur. Participants must be encouraged to consider their
ratings carafully and make revisions as necussary.

The process of assigning ratings was illustrated using the
pizza purchase decision. Participants were asked about their
understanding of the process, questions were answarad, and
instructions were repeatsed as necessary. Then the process of
evaluating the goals and subgoals associated with tlie Gifted and
Talented Program Evaluation besgan., First, ratings ware assigned
to groupings of subgoals within each major goal. Thus, =sach
subgoal was evaluated regarding its relative contribution to tha
major goal. In the process of discussing, ranking, and rating
these subgoals, a clearar picture of ths meaning of the major
goals emerged for the participants. Thus, after subgoals
subsumed under each major goal wera rated, the process of
ranking and rating each major goal was guite simple.

While the same set of goals will be utilized in each of the
three counties, the relative weight of sach goal is likely to
vary from community to community. Thus, goal weights will he
computed fFor sach school district.

In Elliott County Schools, anly eight people came ta the
goal weighting session. This included 3 students, 1 parent, 1
teacher, and 3 parent/teachers (parent of G&T studsnt and a
teacher). The attendance was less than ideal .For ths purposas
of represanting a broad range of values and opinians. UWhile_the
data collected provides the best estimates of goal weighting fFor
the Elliott County community, there is nesd to gathar additional
weightings in the future for increased confidenca in the

16




Gifted Program Evaluation
—lé;

accuracy of these ratings. Additional ratings can be combhined
with ratings already collected using the MUCAPE program, without
interfaering or afFfacting activities associated with other staps
in the evaluation.

In Morgan County, 19 people attendsd the goal weighting
session, althnugh ratings from only 17 participants were
usable. This included A students, S parents, 1 teacher, and 3
parent/tsachers. Additional ratings should increass the
consideration From teachers with fewar rankings from studsnts
who are participating in the gifted and talented proagrams.

In Rowan County, 19 people attended the goal rating session
with usable ratings being produced by 18 participants. These 18
participants included 7 students, B parents, 3 teachers, and 2
parent/teachars.

Who belongs in these goal ratings sessions is a relesvant
issua. It would have been worthwhile to have principals,
‘superintendents and even school board members in attandancs.
Invitations were extended to several but not all of thesa.
Future efforts should include attempts to increase involvamant
fFrom these groups. ’ :

Also, one might ask the place of expart advice in these
goal ‘weighting sessions. Perhaps, greater discussion From
experts in gifted programming might lead to wiser value
Judgemants than those that occurrsd. For example, the succass
of Gifted & Talented programs is probably contingent upen
convineing the public and lawmakars of the worth of thasa
programs. Yet tha attitudes and valuss of non-G&T program
participants was not weighted very heavily by the raters.

Importance ratings in terms of proportion were then
computed for each goal and subgoal using MUCAPE. Note that the
portions assigned to subgoals reflect the portion of the major
goal to.be determined by the value of that subgoal. Each rating
is converted to a proportion by dividing the rating by the sum
of the ratings within that group of goals. These portions are
then averaged to give us the proportion assignsd to each goal
and subgoal.

The computed weightings for each goal and subgoal ars

presanted in Table la, 1h, and le.

\ml

t

o}
‘0
[11]

While the next step in the evaluation is the solicitation
of prior estimates of goal attainment from those peErsons
responsible for program implementation, this step cannot be .
completed effectively without consideration for tha naxt staep,
assessment of goal attainment. When estimates of goal
attainment are solicited, the better ths daescription of
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maasurement instrumentation, the more fairly one can axpact
similar data from prior estimates and objactive assessments.
The instrument used to solicit prior estimatas of goal
attainment appears in Appendix D.

estimates were then entered intoc ths MUCAPE praogruam.,

Prior
Although tha program allows differantial weighting of thass
estimatas, all estimates waras waighed egqually. '

At this phasa of the project, ceoparation From the Elliott
County School systam began to wane. No prior estimates were
returned from Elliott County, although some of the measurement
instruments in the next phase of the avaluation uwasre
administered.

. From Morgan County, only one sat of prior astimates wera

obtained. This occurred primarily becausea only one person falt
- sufficiently involved to effectivaly provide theses prior
estimates. However, this is less than ideal.

~ _ .
In Rowan County, four people completed prior estimates.
However, one individual failed to complete some sections of the
prior estimats form. Thus some prior estimates only reflect the
estimates of three people.

Step 4.

The investigators who proposed applying a multiattribute
wtility program esvaluation model whare not aware how little had
been daveloped in the way of solid msasurement instruments to
avaluate the attainment of goals of giftad and talented
programs. This investigation included the development and
validation of several instruments as well as a variety of
inference techniques far inferring goal attainmant from methods
used in the »rogram. When devising thase methods and
measuremarits, the need to make them usable by thas teacher and
administrators without the necessity of reguliar assistance from
project personnel was considered.

The goal of thse measurement phase was to find an egquivalant
basis For locating sach program on O to 100 scales. UWhenever
possible, this was interpreted in terms of proportion or
probability. -

In order to collect infFormation ﬁatassafﬁ-ts maks




Gifted Program Evaluation -
=]14-=

This section is organized on the basis of thae various ma jar
goals and sudbpgralea that were evaluated.

Identification. ,

Zeroc to one hundred values were assigned to each
identification dimension on the basis of the rsliability of the
measure heing used. (Note: Some estimations wheres required on
the part of the evaluators dus to incompletensess of coordinator
reports and/or a lack of data esvaluating the instrumsnts being
used.) If no mesasure was used to assess an identification
subgoal, a subjective and standard judgsment about the
relat;nnship of measures used to that attribute or subgoal was
applied. A worthwhile Further step would be to study the
interrelationships of identification measures to better
Uﬁdéfstanﬂ tha need EEF mult;trait and multipla maans

Egailaﬁl;;;g. The form appearing in Appendix F was
developed as a tool for inferring availability across age
~groups, atc. Inferences about availability weare drawn from the
report submitted for this evaluation as well as the report
submitted by the school to the Kentucky Department of Education.

F uacu of ota , Ettituﬂas about the giftaed were
asssssss using the Epiﬁigﬁs on Giftadness Invantory. A sampla
along with reliability information appears in Appendix G.
Cronbach’s Alpha for the thirty item inventory based upon
responses from 278 teachers and students was .Bl, suggesting
that one’s feeling about giftedness may reflect an internally
consistent attribute. Data on attitudes about the gifted was
compiled using a program entitled ATT. The manual fFor this
program appears in Appendix H.

While responses can readily be entered into the ATT program
by hand, it is often usaful to be able to enter data using
opscans (optical, pencil marked computer scanned ansuser
sheats). This is aspecially true when these questionnaires are
' being administered to large numbers of students. In Appendix I,
programs necessary for reorganizing and downloading data read
using optical scan Forms are described,.

A survay was distributed to each staff member teaching in
the gifted and talented program. A computer program and manual
wherea designed to campile data from this instrument (survaey and
manual appear in Appendix J). From this survey and the
accompanying Staff Training Report, the Four remaining staff
criteria were assesssd.

The conversion of this data into 0-100 scales required some
assumptions. It was assumed that an axtrams;u affective
training program in teaching the gifted student might include” up
to four courses dealing specifically with the gifted and
talented, or some combination of coursses and workshops totaling
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about 150 hours. The selection af a somawhat arbitrary ceiling
is a necessity for converting to a meaningful scals. Setting
the ceiling too high will make even ths best programs appear
lacking. Setting the ceiling to low suggests that coursswork

- beyand that level no longer increases the value of the gifted

instructor. This compromise figure may warrant later debate
when more pragrams offsr certification in gifted and talsnted.

Preparation in subject matter was inferred from the degress
ard college credits obtained by tha teacher. One hundred
percent praparsed was considered to be ths terminal degree in ths
person’s field (Ph.D., Ed.D.). The authors are awara that this
assumption is preposterous. However, it is the lavel beyond
which additional degrees are unlikely to indicate that the
individual is more prepared in their subject mattar.
Intermediate degrea valuas wera inferrad based on their relative
time and training requirements C(B.A. = 50%, M.A. = 75%),

The allowance of axtra time for preparation is absolutely
rucial in a gifted and talented program because the very naturas
of giftedness requires that teachars contirnuously confront new
tsaching demands. It was assumed that in an ideal program, ons
would be allowsd one hour of preparation For each hour with’
gifted students. Percent hours allcwed For preparation is the
proportion of hours allowed for preparation to total hours with

"gifted students,

The final piece of information to be pulled from this Form
is an attsmp; to estimate the ﬁgmbsf of man hours that are

the state of Kentucky specifically diract that a substarntial
portion of thesse funds be used For gifted program personnel.
Prasumabhly, thase funds should increase the special programming
and individualized, tailored instruction for gifted students,
However, at the extrema, an administrator could do no more than
ability group, placing the best students in a single class, and
hire no additional teacher. Consequently, the state funds would
actually only serve to reduce ths school corporations expensas
without actually increasing the amount of attention thase
students receive.

_ In an ideal program, the school corporation should
compliment the stats funding with man-hours beyond that which
the grant money can buy. For the purposes of the present
evaluation, a 100 means additional man-hours gquivalent to one
Full time Faculty member beyond those that would normally be
employed by the school. .

This information may be more accurately inferred directly
from the administration of the school. It is suggested that this
particular variable might be inferred directly in the future,
rather than from reports from teachers.
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Staff training reports should be collected from all
taachers having a part in tha gifted program. Unfortunately,
many teachers fFailed to complsta this survey and this would be a
good target area for additional evaluation procaeduras.

HREUMAEU. QL _Lvaluativeg Structurgs. This evaluation raport
refiects an intsnsive effort at dasigning a comprashensive system
of evaluation for the gifted and talented program. The sxtand
to which the goals reported in this avaluation arse baing ’
gvaluated is tha best indicator of the adaquacy of the program
avaluation. Thus., as this report becomes more complatae, scores
on this dimension will rise. A score was assignaed to this
dimension based upon the portion of all variance in this )
evaluation which is backed by objective assessments. Thus, this
scere reflects an objsctiva evaluation of tha coopaeration and
effort in each individual school in allowing and facilitating
data collection.

Although their appears to be greater interest in the
“~evaluation of long term effects than in short term effects, this
interest was not reflected in the pgoals generated in the First
phase of this study. This, coupled with the lack aof evaluastion

of long range effects probably reflects a lack of '
conceptualization of what the long term aeffects are expactaed to
be. Thus, this particular dimension appears to be doomed to the
assignment of a 0 For measured attainment valus.

Lime ACtivities. The best way to evaluate time on
activities without large expenditures For ohservers is to hava
students and teachers maintain a log of daily activitias,
Because tha tsacher would easily be able to recall tha activity,
less srror variance would occur due to differential recall,
However, substantial variance would continue to occur duse to
differing opinions on what activities ars designed to stimulate
creativity, achievement, ste. na sample log was constructed For
use in futurs evaluations (Appendix K).

_Again, assumptions ware regquirsad ragarding a ceiling for
the optimum program.., It was assumed that an ideal program might
balance the need for accelsrated instruction with tha need to
function in the environmert of average students, placing tha.
students in an accelerated program 50% of the time. Hence, all
time portions should be multiplisd by two to form a 0-100 scals,
with 100 reflecting tha optimum program. Further analysis of
the validity of this assumption is warranted.

Because this evaluation was to be complaeted in a very short
time span, a less objective measurs of time on activities was
utilized. This evaluation reflected tha subjective evaluation
of students within tha program. Because of the relativaly :
subjectiva nature of the studaent interview, it is recommended
that the judgements of tims on activities by students be
combined and equally weighted with prior astimates by teachsrs
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and administrators to form the priors for subsequant
svaluations. Then, student and teacher diaries can be used as
the measurs of goal attainment.

The student interview was used to assess time on activities
and evaluate the quality of counseling. A computer program was
written to aid in the calculation of averagas and tha
Formulation of a report. The manual and student intarviesw Form

appear in Appendix L.

Lounseling The student intervisw Form (Appendix L) has
thres questions pertaining to the catsgory counseling. Thase
pertain to carser, educational and personal counseling. Howsver,
carser counseling and educational counseling were lumpad
together in the goal weighting process. Based upon this
interview, studerts spparently felt diffarently about the
quality of sducational counseling and carser counseling. It may
have been appropriats ta distinguish these two in the waight
.assignment process and this should be considered in future
‘avaluation sfforts. In this evaluation, caresr and educational
counseling were simply averasged. Tha SIAC program computed the
portion of students whg rated counseling quality as good or )
excellent, thus creating the 0-100 scale fFor the svaluation of
counseling.

Parent Involvement. A representative list of 30 to 40
parents of gifted students in each school district was obtained
From the program coordinator. The Giftad Student Parent
Questionnaire (Appendix M) was sent to each sat of parsnt=s, with
answar sheets for both parents so that sach parant could
complete the questionnaire. The questionnaire on attitudes
about giftedness and attitudaes about schooling wers also
included, primarily for comparison and validation purposes.

Values for goal attainment wers assigned based upon the
portion of parents who both agreed with thse positive statement
and disagreed with the negative statemant ragarding the tuwo
dimensions, adequacy of parental information and apportunity for
parental input. -

LRgnltive obilectjives The extent of attainment in
gerieral achievement was svaluated based upon changas in
standardized achievement test scores. The proportion of
students who increased or remained constant in.their achievemant
lavel were taken as the measure of accomplishment in the area of
genaral achievemant. .

When viewing this statistic, the level of change that ona
might expect with no giftad pragramming should 'be considered.
The naive observer might expact that without a program, as many
would go up as would go down. Howaver, this is not tha case dus
to what is referred to as regrassion effects. IFf we ohservad
children playing on a hill, nating how close they were to the
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top, wa might find that our chservations were somewhat
predictive of how high up the hill the same children would be
the next time we looked. Howsver, on the avarage, the ones near
the top would be lower simply bscause thay can only go up a
little more yet thay can go down a lot. Any tima we salact a
group of paeople at the top or bottom, they are likely to be
closer, on tha avarage, tao the middle the naxt tima we obhsarve
them. Consequently, the portion of positive chanye to be
expected given no program were in place is something less than
50 percant. :

Further, much of the valus of gifted and talented
programming is meant to prevent backsliding by high achiesvers
merely because the school isn't challenging. This would lead us

- to expect that the portion of students showing positive change
would be much less than S0 percent if no program wears available.
However, without the availability of an appropriate control
group Cwhich as noted earlisr, is both hard to find and

.. logically praoblematic), it is difficult to draw precise
conclusions about the effects of the program reiative to no
program and such interpretations should not be mads. Instead,
it is more valuable to consider the diffsrent effects of
differant programs.

Specific domain achievement was svaluated on the basis of
forms completsd by the program instructors astimating the
portion of specific achiavamant attainment (Appendix N). Thers
were two problems associated with this method. Some teachers
included achisvaments that are better associated with gensral
achisvemsnt rather than tha attainment of specific achievemants
(e.g. basic programming, drama production, etc.). " Secondly, the
objectives of these specific damain activities waere not
sufficiently delineated such that the extsnt of goal attainment
could be meaningfully evaluated in pragrams whera spaecific
achievement goals might differ. In the future, thasa goals
should be delineated and evaluated For adequacy prior to tha
semester and assessad for attainment after the semester.

Livo obloctives. Affective objectives were

for the most part, using the Dimen: ng of
aglf-c L inventory (0DSC) (Nichael, Smith, & Michael, 1984)
which is made up of five school related Factors. Additionally,
certain questions on the Student Questionnairse; Opinions on
Giftedness asked students about attitudes and reasons for
schooling.

gvg;uéééﬁ.

The attitudes toward schonling subgoal was the average of
the portion of positive studsnt attitudes an the Opinions an
Giftedness guestionnaire and the percentile ranking of thse
avarage student score on Leadarship and Initiative and the
percentile rank for Identification and alienation. Fach of
thaese scales reflects attitudes regarding the purpose, valus,
and meaning of schooling. '
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The parcentile ranking of the average score on the academic
interaest and satisfaction subscals was used to assass
motivation. The percentile ranking of the average score on the
level of aspiratinn siubscale was taken as the mzasvce of
self-concept, since research has shown that level of aspiration
and academic self-estesem are nearly synonymous.

\ Jectivgs., Ganeral cfsativitg assessmant is
vary E:ﬁsnslua and unraliablae, Further, littlae smphasiz was
placed on stimulation of general creativity by any of the
schools. No speacific creativity objectives weras presanted to
the evaluators in reports from the coordinator. Thus, the
assassment of attainment of this goal did not appear to warrant
the effort and expense.

Non-participant perceptions. Non-participant attitudss
regarding G & T pr ggramm;ﬁg warea -assessad using the Opinions on
Giftedness Survay (Appendix () given to parents, students, and
teachars hoth in aﬁa not involvad with the gifted programs.

alef=i:] : | 2 _Crag 5. It was apparent From

mastings aﬁd rapgrtq that as the schools are now arranged, there
is no, potential for obtaining accelerated course credits.

Hance, this goal was assigned a zero.

Step &.

The prior and final utility for each school was computed
using prior estimates to compute the prior utility ani measured
or evaluated locations in place of prior utilities when the
subgoal had been evaluated. Within each major goal, goal
attainment was computed in the fDllDWlng fashion., The measure
of attainment for each major goal (u.,) is the sum of the
products of the subgoal weights (w, )1and prior or final
evaiuaLed location (1 ) of each subgoal within that major
goa

u,. = z w 1

The utlllty for the program (U) is the sum of the products
of the major goal weights (W ) times the measure of attainment
for each goal (u ).

The prior and Final utilities For Gifted anﬂ Talented
programs in the three schools are prasented in Figure 1,
Unfortunately, prior estimates For the Elliott County Gifted and
Talented program ware not returned to the project directors
after several attempts to acquire these. As a consequeance, no
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prior program utility appears for tha Elliott County Schools.
Additionally, it was neceassary to estimate priors on
non-evaluated dimensions in order-to complete the evaluated
program utility. Thus, the meaningfulness of the global
evaluation data is less useful for Elliott County.

COMPARISON OF PROGRAM UTIL;TIEE

431 | —

48 =

=

ELLIOT MORGAN  ROWAN
SCHOOL
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The prior and evaluated program utilitiaes for Morgan and
Rowan countiss reflect an interesting contrast. Apparently, tha
cocordinator of the Morgan County Schools was less pptimistic
than the program warranted while the rasponding personnel at the
Rowan County School were a bit too optimistic in thera prior
estimates of their programs attainment of goals. A brisf
comparison of goal attainment on several of tha major goals may
Further explain these differences in global evaluation.

On the goal identification, Morgan County fared slightly
better, u = 72.5, than Rowan Eguntg. u = 63.1. Ueightings
raflaect an intarast in selection based on a diverse sat of
attributes. The use of well designed instruments to measure the
-other gifted attributes would increase the uwtility value of this
dimension for all three schools.

The schools obtained low marks in tha staffFing area (Tahle
2a, 2b). However, this in no way reflects upon the quality of
the personnel per se. The stafFf were somewhat strong in their
attitudes toward the gifted and preparation ‘in their subject
matter. Tha chief weakness is in the failure aof the state to
set standards and pravide training with special emphasis on the
gifted and a failure to utilize state and local fuinds to =
maximize opportunities for teachers to preparas, rssearch and
organize activities suitasd to the gifted. Obviously, if
teaching the gifted is to be more than teaching the same things
at a faster rate, teachers must hava the opportunity and
incentives to traiﬁ and research the sducational opportunities
that should be available to gifted chi‘dren. This nesd has
apparently been neglected by both state and local officials.
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STAFF TRAINING REPORT
12730785

Based upon 1 teachers
Hnrgan Eguntr

feducatlon: sub;ezt, 85
 “trained GAT 130hrs= 100%: 10
Zhours allowed for prep: 17

Zuhich genrr;tts hours: 25
e - _ .

# courses G&T O
credit hours G&AT 0O
workshops G&T 3
workshop hours G&T 1S
courses 2 years G&T 0O
credits 2 years GAT 0O
wrkshps 2 years G&T 3
wrkshp hrs 2 yvears GAT 1S
yéars teaching GAT 3
teaching GAT 50
additienal hrs 50
paid for wrKkshps 100

wrkshps in school hrs 100
hours with gifted 30

hours prep for gifted 10
hauﬁs prep in school 5

Rﬁﬂhﬁh

STAFF TRAINING REPORT

12730785

. Based upon 3 teachers

Rowan County

“education: subject: 75
Ztrained GA&T 150hrs= 100%: 14
Zhours allowed for prep: O
fuhlﬂh generates haur§' 25

courses G&T - 33
redit hours GAT 1
workshops G&T 1.48
rkshop hQUPE E&T 8

wrkshp hrs 2 years G&T 4 ;

rears teaching G&T 1,446 -

% teaching GAT 27 .
/4 additional hrs 17

%4 paid for wrkshps 100

% wrkshps in school hrs 100

hours with gifted 3.s4

hours prep for gifted 4.33

hours prep 'in school 0
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; In the area of Gifted and Talented counseling, Morgan
Eﬁyﬁtgﬁgfigr estimates were someswhat irrationally ﬁasgiﬁisti:, u
= 0. However, students rated the quality of counseling very
highly, u = 71.7. DOn the othar hand, Rowan County priors wers
more favorable, u = 65, than the ratings given by students, u =
- 41.8. Findings are summarized from the Student Intervisw on
Activities and Counseling in Tablae 3a, 3b, 3c.

STUDENT INTERVIEW ON ACTIVITIES AaND COUNSELING(SIALC)
?/14/85

Elliot County

number of interviews 13

“Ztotal , 16
#accelerated traditional x 2 5
“broader Knowledge x 2 10
Zproblem solving x 2 q
S “genreral creativity x 2 S
Ycreative products x 2 7
Aeffective attitudes x 2 g
Ycultural enrichment x 2 7
Ycommunication/social x 2 12
“ rating counseling good or excellent
vocational & career 45
educational 3as
social and personal 38
MEAN RATINGS FOR COUNSELING
1 = excellent; 5 = very inadequate)
vocational & career 3.07492308
educational 2.92307&%92
social and personal 2.4615384462

b
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STUDENT INTERVIEW ON ACTIVITIES AND COUNSELING(SIAC)
9713785

Morgan County

number nf lnteru1eus lﬂ

ftntal 25

“Yaccelerated traditional x 2 20
7broader Kknowledge x 2 30
Zproblem solving x 2 ‘14
Zgeneral creativity x 2 8
“Ycreative products x 2 7
Zeffective attitudes x 2 27
Zcultural enrichment x 2 1D
Z“communication/social x 2 23
%4 rating counseling gcod or excellent
vocational & career 80
educational 80

536131 and persanal &0

MEAN EﬁTINEE FOR ﬁDUHEELINB

1 = excellent, S5 = very inadequate?
vocational & career 2.3
educational 2

social and persoenal 2.4

STUDENT INTERVIEW ON ACTIVITIES AND COUNSELING(SIAC)
8/12/85
number nf interviews &7

ﬂtatai x 2 80
#accelerated traditional x 2 20
- #broader Knowlecdge x 2 21
Zproblem solving x 2 12
%general creativity x 2 12
7vZZcreative products x 2 i1
Yeffective attitudes x 2 13
“cultural enrichment x 2 12
“communication/social x 2 i2
% rating counseling good or excellent
vocational & career 33
educational : 58
snclal and personal 33

MEAN RATINGS FOR COUNSELING

1 = excellent, 5 = very inadequate)
vocational & career 3.074&42484
educational 2.46248656

social and personal 3.0597014%
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There were differences in ratings from parents which
probably reflect activities specifically designed to involve
parents. Rowan County activities incluZsd both a parent’s
organization and the plannsd handbook For parents and gifted
students. They received the highest rating, u = B6.6. HMorgan
County’s coordinator has, less successfully, attempted to
solicit such involvement from parents and their middle scora, u
= 55.2, is probably a function of that effort. Parent data is
summarized in Tables 4a, 4h, 4c, and 4d. :

PARENT INPUT aND INFDEH%TIGH REPORT
November & 1985

Elliot County
Number ef paFEﬁt§ re ﬁ nding: 20

“% of positive feelings regarding adequacy of;

parent information 34.95
parent input 52.5

responses, 1 = strongly agree
1 informed é 2.8
ut opportunity 2

istance to input 2.7
nrmatiaﬁ unadeggate 2.5

HMean
Je 1

E

inp
res
ﬁf

PARENT INPUT AND INFORMATION REPORT
November & 1985

Morgan County

=Number §f parents respnndlng- 1%

7% of po EItIUé feel ings regarding adequacy of;

parent information 60.5
parent input 50

Mean responses, 1 = strongly agree
Well informed ' ) 2,
input opportunity 2.6
resistance to input 32
lnfarmatlan inadequate 3
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PARENT INPUT AND INFORMATION REPORT
November & 1985

Rowan County

Number of parents respo

% of positive feelings regarding adequacy of;
25

parent information
100

parent input

Mean responses, 1 = strongly agree

Weil informed 3
input opportunity 1.5
resistance to input §.§
|nngmat|@n lﬁadequaté 1.8
Iable “d
PARENT INPUT AND INFORMATION REPORT
November & 1985
Elliot Morgan and Rowan Combined
Number of parents Fespandlng' 45
% of positive feelings regarding adequacy of;
parent infoermation 43.3
parent input’ &1.1
"Mean responses, 1 = strongly agree
Well informed 2.7
input opportunity 2.2
resistance to input 3.2
’ ) E-é

|n¥anat|§ﬁ |nadequaté
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Attainmant of cognitive objectives Favored Rowan County, u
= B4.9. This was best supported in the area of general
achievement and probably reflected the Rowan County High
School’'s emphasis on acceleration of gensral achievement through
mora advanced but traditional coursss.

However, the failurea of Rowan and Elliott County to
correctly complete Fforms associated with specific domain
achievament may indicate that thay lack programmatic efforts in
specialized achievement (e.g., computer skills, drama, atc.).
Also, the one Form that was returned From Rowan County speacified
achiavement in math and science which are genaral achisvement
areas evaluated under gsneral achievement. Hence, it seams
probable that prior estimates utilized in tha absance of

.evaluation may have overestimated the extent of specific domain
achievement, thus infFlating the utility assigned to Elliott and
Rowan Counties, relative to Morgan County.

The assessment of aFfective ohjactives prompted a number of
interesting statistical comparisons. On a global level Rowan
"Eounty student affective responses were more positive, u = 58.2,
than affective responses from Morgan County, u = 47.8, which
waere more positive than affective responses from Elliott County,
u = 35.3., General findings on attitudess toward giftedness are
reportaed in Table Sa, Sb, 5c and &d.
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ATTITUDES TOWARD THE GIFTED & PROGRAMS FOR GIFTED AThH
10712785
Elliot County
# of students 85
7% positive attitudes toward G&T 35.43
mean attitude score 88.465
7 positive attitudes on success 52.46
mean success attitude score 23.24
Z pos attitudes on scheol purpose 35.88
" mean school purpose score 11.45
of gifted students 32
7 positive attitudes toward G&T 44.25
mean atti tude score ?46.56
% positive attitudes on success 54.6%9
mean success attitude score 23.9
74 pos attitudes on school purpose 38.28
mean school purpose score 11.48
of parents 0
7 positive attitudes toward GAT 1]
mean attitude score 1]
7Z positive attitudes on success 0
mean success attitude score 0
# pos attitudes on school purpose 0
mean school purpose score 0
t of parents of gifted 20
7 positive attitudes toward G&T 40
mean attitude score 86.59
7% positive attitudes on success 2.149
mean success attitude score 20.04
# pos attitudes on school purpose 0
mean school purpose score 12
i of teachers ’ i5
7 positive attitudes toward G&T 462.44
mean attitude score 108.04
7% positive attitudes on success 40
mean success attitude score 249
% pos-attitudes on schaol purpose 41.484
mean school purpose score 12.39
.of teachers of gifted 1
Z4 positive attitudes toward G&T 73.33
mean attitude score 114
“% positive attitudes on success 42.895
mean success attitude score 21
7 pos attitudes on school purpose 100
mean school purpose score 16
miscelianeous or other 1]
7 positive attitudes toward GAT 0
mean attitude score 0
7 positive attitudes on success 0
mean success attitude score 0 .
7% pos attitudes on school purpose 0
mean school purpose score 0
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ATTITUDES TOWARD THE GIFTED & PROGRAMS FOR GIFTED (ATT?

10/17/85

Hargan Eauntr

¥ of Studéﬁtﬁ 11
% positive attitudes toward G&T 346.36
mean attitude score ; 94.09
7% positive attitudes on success 48.05
mean success atti tude score 24.18
% pos attitudes on school purpose 34.09%
mean school purpose score 12

# of gifted students bd
¥ positive attitudes toward G&T 52.946
mean attitude score 104.22
7 positive attitudes on success 50.79
mean success attitude score 23.88
% pos attitudes on school purpose 44.44
mean school purpose score 12.33

- # of parents 7 0

) “% positive attitudes toward G&T 0
mean attitude score 0
% positive attitudes on success 0
mean success attitude score o
7% pos attitudes on school purpose O
mean school purpose score o

# of parents of gifted 18
% positive attitudes toward G&T 41.11
mean attitude score 110.38
#% positive attitudes on suceess 2.38
mean success attitude score 20.55
#4 pos attitudes on school purpose D
mean school purpose score i2

# of teachers 7
# positive attitudes toward GAT 63.33
mean attitude score 106.85
7 positive attitudes on success 51.02
mean success attitude score 22.14
% pos attitudes gn school purpose 57.14
mean school purpose score 12.85

# of teachers of gifted 2
7 positive attitudes toward GAT 75
mean attitude score 122.5
7 positive attitudes on success 44 .28
mean success attitude score 246.9
7% pos attitudes on school purpose 37.5
mean school purpose score 13.5S

miscellaneocus or other 0
7 positive attitudes toward G&AT i}
mean attitude score 0 .
7 positive attitudes on success 0
mean success attitude score 0 :
# pos attitudes on scheol purpose O
mean school purpose score 0
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ATTITUDES TOWARD THE GIFTED & PROGRAMS FOR GIFTED (ATT?
10/72/85
Eauan Eaunt?
H af students 43
7 positive attitudes toward GAT 31.47
mean attitude score 89.2
#% positive attitudes on success 44.51
mean success attitude score . 22.39
7% pos attitudes on school purpose 246.74
‘mean school purpose score 11.25
# of gifted students &4
% positive attitudes toward G&T 54.14
mean attitude score 104.53
“ positive attitudes on success 594.97
mean success attitude score 24.03
# pos attitudes on school purpose 30.48
mean school purpose score 11.48
~~. # of parents 0 :
¥ positive attitudes toward G&T o
mean attitude score 0
% positive attitudes on success 0
mean success attitude score 0
# pos attitudes on school purpose 0
mean school purpose score 0
# of parents of gifted -3
% positive attitudes toward G&T 47 .77
mean attitude score 92.33
# positive attitudes on success .52
mean success attitude score 21.16
7 pos attitudes on school purpose 0O
mean school purpose score 12
# of teachers 9
4 positive attitudes toward G&T 42
mean attitude score 87.8
. 74 positive attitudes on success 34.28
‘"mean success attitude score 22.2
7% pos ‘attitudes on school purpose 45
mean school purpose score 13.39
'# of teachers of gifted 3
Z positive attitudes toward G&T 57.77
mean attitude score 108
7% positive attitudes on success 47 .51
mean success attitude score 22
7 pos attitudes on school purpose 58.33
mean school purpose score 15
miscellaneous or other 0

7 positive attitudes toward G&T
mean attitude score
4 ﬁngitiue attitudes on success

% p@s ‘attitudes on school pgrpﬂge
mean school purpose score
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ATTITUDES TOWARD THE GIFTED & PROGRAMS FOR GIFTED (ATT)
10/17/85
Eiluat Hargaﬁ & E owan Cnuntles Eamb ned
# of students 139

7 positive attitudes toward G&AT - 34.8%9"
mean attitude score 89.25
7 positive attitudes on success 49 .74
. mean success attitude score 23.05
7 pos attitudes on schcol purpose 32.91
mean school purpose score 11.43
# of gifted students 107
“ positive attitudes toward GAT 51.48
mean attitude score 102.12
. 7. positive attitudes on success 55.14
mean:success attitude score 23.98
# pos attitudes on school purpose 34.11
mean school purpose score 11.73
# of parents 0 ’
7 positive attitudes toward G&T 0
mean attitude score 0
7 positive attitudes on success 0
mean success attitude score 0
7 pos attitudes on school purpose 0
mean school purpose score 0
# of parents of gifted 44
7 positive attitudes toward E&T 49 .69
mean attitude score ?7.11
# positive attitudes on success 3.249
mean success attitude score 20.4
74 pos attitudes on school purpose 0
mean school purpose score 12
# of teachers 27
“ positive attitudes toward GAT 58.88
mean attitude score 104.37
. #%4 positive attitudes on success 92.91
mean success attitude score 23.18
7% pos attitudes on school purpose 46.29
mean school purpose score 12.7
# of teachers of gifted &
“ positive attitudes toward G&T &6.11
mean attitude score 114.14
Z4 positive attitudes on success 5Z.38
mean success attitude score : 23.33
7 pos attitudes on scheol purpose 58.33
mean school purpose score 14.66
miscellaneous or other : 0
7 positive attitudes toward G&AT 1 -
mean attitude score 0
7 positive attitudes on success (1)
mean. success attitude score a
7% pos attitudes on school purpose 0
mean school purpose score g
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GiFted Program Evalua

Faor the opinions on giftedness questimnaire, da
collected for parents, teachers, and averige students as well =as
the gifted students. Findings are chartedin Figure 2. The
results were analyzed via a 4 X 3 (group W school) analysis of
variance. There was a significant main effet effect For schoo 1,

E(2,311) = 14.31, p < .001, with Morgan Conty opinions, m=
105.38, more Eavarahls thaﬁ Rowan County onions, m = 98.07
which were more favorahle than Elliott Couny Dplﬁ;ans, m=
92.12. There was .a significant. main effect for group, EC3,311 2
- 25, .BB, p ¢ .001 and an interaction betwen group and school,
F(5,311) = 5.05, B < .001, indicating thatgroup differences imn
attitudes tﬂmarﬂ gifted ﬁrngrams varied hyschool. Notable
points of interest include markedly less fawrable opinions on
giftedness from the parents of gifted children in Elliott
County, and somewhat less Favorable opinios about giftedrness
from teachers in Rowan County.

Figure 2

ATTITUDES TOUWARD GIFTIRESS

[=AVERAGE STUDENTS
120 |B=6GIFTED STUDENTS
120 i8=TEACKERS
a E=PARENTS OF GIFTED
Ti1p.
T110
¥
b
E:LBB
S
E o6/
g
E .
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Although only threesaleses of the Dimensions of Self
Concept (DDOSC) inventory's fiv=m soles werse actually usad in thse
evaluation, all Five scalps wi_ 1l bsdiscussed because thae_j show
significant differences ming schols and betwesn gifted s=mnd
average children, ‘

The Level of Aspiration s=ubscilg of the N0SC was usec™= as
the measure of self-evalwtionz bhecwse theorists in this saraa
ses these variables as nerly : ssquivlent.  This data is clmarted
in Figure 3. Gifted children h=ad higher levels of aspirati= on
than did average children, F¢l1 , 240) - 13.88, p < .001 and
level of aspiration was rglate-o toschool, E(2,240) = 3.ym=
R < .05. There was a sipifice=aant interaction between schemol
and giftedness, F(2,240) «3,l1=0, p¢ .05 which appeared toe
indicate that differences patuesmen gifted and nan—-gifted chmildren
occurred only in Morgan and Romssran Cunties. The cverall s=wvearage
score, m = 47.37 indicated loy=—>r lswls of aspiration tharms
that previously found in tity =popultions, m = 49.6.

s
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Lavel of anxiety was wt u=sedss a variable in this
compilation of final utility. Its results are plotted in Figure
t. UWhile there wers no min gf— Feacts, there was a significs=ant
interaction between school and giftaness, F(2,240) = 3,73__

R < .05. It is a bit difficult_ to interpret this graph
without some evaluation of the significance of anxisty.
Research has generally indicate-=i that performance is optimiEs zed

hy moderate levels of anxisty. Lovanxiety follows from 15 ttle
concern for performance while h igh ixiety may result in
performance inhibiting activiticms; 8.g. worry, freazing up,.

etc. On the average, anxisty lee=vselsin the three eountias, m
= 33.5 were less than previous noming samples, m = 35,7,




Gifted Program Evaluation
5355

One might argue that, given that gifted studsnts are adequately
challengad, thare anxiety levels should be shout the same as

- average students. Given that their levals of aspirat-ion are
higher than those of average students, and the Tact that overall
anxiety leve.s were lowesr than tha pravious norming =ampls,
anxiety levels slightly higher than thoss of the aver—ags student
might be indicative of a program which challenges thea gifted
child. Howsever, this is likely to be true only of modserately
inflated anxiety levsls. )

If the anxiety levels of gifted students is substantially
below that of the avarage student, this could indicate that the
gifted program is failing to provide meaningful chall engas to
the gifted and talented studant.

Eigure 4

ANXIETY (<DOSC)

H=AVERAGE
55 |O=8IFTED
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Gifted Program Evaluation

Academic Interest and. Satisfaction was the subscala usad to
assess motivation. The data is charted in Figure 5. In
general, gifted children sthowed greater scademic interest than
average students, E(1240) = 5.09, p ¢« .01. This academic
interested interacteduith school, F(2,240) = 5.91, g <
.001. .While gifted childrenr in Rowan and Morgan Counties showed
higher than average levals of academic interest, gifted student
in Ellictt County shoed 1l =ass academic interest than avaragea
students. Overall, students showed less academic intersst, m

= '43.9, than studertsprev iously sampled, m= '5.1.
Mj A 77,7 il

ACADEEMIC INTEREST (DOSC)

B=NERAGSE
55 JHI=6IFTED

]

i) PPV PP
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The Leadership and Initiative subscale was not used in the
. computation of Final utility. Howsvar, it may reflect a
significant variable to be considered in a later update of this
evaluation process. This data is charted in Figure 6. Gifted
children scored higher in leadership than average students,
[C1.,240) = 17.86, p < .001. Differences betusen schools

werae significant, E(2,240) = 5.05, p < .01. The interaction
betwsaen schonl and gifFtedness was marginal, E(2,240) = 2.56,
D= .0B, suggesting that differesnces botuwsen gifted student
leadaership scores and thase of average students were lowast in
Elliott County and greatest in Rowan County. As with the other
variables, leadership scoraes, p = 38.5, were somewhat lowsr
than those found in previous samples, m = 41.1.

LEADERSHIP & INITIATIVE(DOSC)

~ H=AVERAGE
SE{MEEIFTEE
1

|

ELLIOT  MORGAN  ROWAN
SCHOOL

2]
=

e T 0 P O et .

Taken together, these last four Findings sach point to the
same thing. The level of challenge and programming presented to
gifted and talented students in Elliott County is not sufficient
to distinguish those students from average students on
dimensions relevant to giftednsss; i.e., level of aspiration,
leadership, and academic interest. ' !

41



Gifted Program Evaluation
_3‘?_

The subscale, identifiecation vs. Alianation reflects the
‘students attitudes toward the schooling procaess. This scale was
used in combination with a questionnaire specifically designed
for this evaluation to assaess students attitudes toward
schanling in the final program evaluation. The data From this
variable are presented in Figure 7. In general, gifted students
felt a more positive identification with tha academic community
than did average students, EC1.240) = 7.820, p < .01.

Howaver, this interacted with school, F(2,240) ~ 3.08, p <
.05, '

Figure 7

IDEMTIFICATION US ALIENATION
B=AVERAGE
55 lMI=6IFTED

58
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HORGAN
SCHOOL

Unlike the other two counties, Morgan County gifted

- students identified less with the academic community than did
average students. This could reflect some alienation baing
experienced by certain teachers in the gifted program at the
time of the evaluation or it could be a more lasting problem,
Either way, this finding warrants some attention in Morgan
County. :
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Th;s avaluation project reflects an important step in the
astablishing an ongoing evaluation program in thass thres
counties. The most important steps in astablishing the
evaluation systam have now bean tested and established. The
programs now know what is to be evaluated and tha relative
significance of those things which are to be svaluated. .

Howavaer, the significance of this avaluatlsn project is
‘guit llmitad if counties fail to use these raesults as a stepping
stone to an ongoing evaluation system. Several Factors limit
thae significance of this evaluation if not used as ar ongoing,
" continuous system of evaluation.

1, Some measures uera not assessed due to limits primarily
in time, and to a lesser extent, resourcses.

7 2. Several subgoals were asssssed by means lsss adequate
. than preferred measures due to the limited time Eramg for
evaluation.

3. Significant portions of the evaluation were marg;ﬁallg
completed, or completed with less data that preferred due
to difficulty in getting maximum cooperation. Full
cooperation is always a sensitive issue in svaluation,
because inevitably, svaluation will fFind some Faults in any
program. When evaluation is an ongoing process suparvised
by the program coordinator or school administrator, greater
cooperation can be expected.

4. Schools and programs are in a8 constant state of Flux.
Already .there is reason to heliave that = portion of the
data collected in this evaluation is obsolete.

It is hoped that the availability of computer software for
the purpase of evaluating these programs while ancourage program
coordinators to adopt and maintain this sort of svaluation. UWa
ara quite aware that.program evaluation is genarally not the
most rewarding activity For teachars of gifted. Howsever, this
report fournd weaknessas in each program worthy of the attention
of the program coordinator. ‘Thus, tha utility of program
evaluation can be high. ;

Each year, the coordinator can collect new data on aspects
of the program most likely to have changed or that have naot bsan
evaluated recently. Thus, the Eualuatiun gsystem will evolve with
the program.
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.Multiattribute Utility Computer Assisted Program Evaluation

MUCAPE is a computer program designed to facilitate record
Keeping, compilation, and reporting of the results of a
multiattribute utility program evaluation. It is designed to
teach the user about program evaluation while assisting in the
various phases of evaluation.

Multiattribute utility program evaluation reflects a particular
philosopt» about the purposes of program evaluvation. The
alterns=JV@®, the experimental design, tests the hypothesis that
the efoCts of a program are greater than zero or greater than
some alte...4ate course of action.' OFf course, the likelihood that
a progrzm will have no impact whatsoever is almost nil.
Unfortenately, hypothesis testing generally fails to answer the
decision maker’s most important questions. 1Is the program wor th
what it costs? What kinds of changes will improve the program?

Addi tionally, hypothesis testing is a one shot deal, where

- summative results are intended to fully describe the character
of the program. Programs change continuously. aAnd when the

resul ts of the evaluation are reported, they presumably become
invalid very quickly, simply because any program director of

moderate competence is likely to initiate actions directed at

the program’s weaknesses.

A multiattribute utility model for program evaluation offers
these benefits;

1. Frograms are evaluated in terms of their value or
utility, not in terms of the hypothesis test, thereby
providing better information to the decision maker.

2. Like most program evaluations, a substantial amount of
effort is directed toward the identification of the goals
of the program which are to be subsequently assessed and
evaluated. However, rather than weighting these goals
based upon a multivariate analysis that maximizes
statistical significance, these goals are we ighted based
upon the values of the constituency served by the program.
3. The program evaluation identifies those areas most in

need of atterition, thus providing some direction to program
improvement.

4. The evaluation process is formative in nature; allowing
the program director to make changes in the program and
evaluate thove changes without completely reevaluating the
program. :

In the following pages Multiattribute Utility Program Evaluation
wWill be described as it would be 2pplied using MUCAPE.

MUCAPE 1.0 --
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Commodore é4 computer

1541 Disk Drive or equivalent

Moni tor

Printer (CBM 1325 or most other printers)

skg Béféri loading the program, it is useful to
format a disk for storing the data you will enter. It is
generally not wise to store data on the program disk. Consult
your disk manual for instructions for formating a disk.
Carefully label the disk using a felt tip pen so that you will

‘be able to recognize it easily.

. Loadin Et Carefully insert the disk into the 1541
disk drive being careful not to touch the exposed magnetic
surface of the disk. The program is loaded by typingj

LOAD "Ozx" &

Then press return. When the cursor reappears (l*tér about one
minute? you are ready to run the program. Trpe;

RUuUMN
Then press peturn;

19 isk: When the title screen appears, remove the
prugr;m dlsx ‘and insert your data disk. Then press the space
bar and the main menu will appear.

The Main Menu reflects the four major steps in multiattribute
_ program evaluation, as well as the options to print reports and
store the data which you have entered.

en _Colorg: To change the border color, press the letter
b until the desired color appears. To change the background
- color, press B (capital b) until the desired color apprsars. To
change the color of the characters, press c until the d:iired
character color appears.

MUCAPE 1.0 —pe



The first step. in a program evaluation is the identification of
the goals and values which the program is intended to maximize.
This reguires that onej a) identify the consti tuency or
population for whom the program holds value, or relative to
whose values decisions are to be made, b) formulate a foundation
with which to help those individuals conceptual ize the goals or
entities of value, and c) catalog, refine, combine, and organize
& worKable set of goals and subgoals to be evaluated. When rou
select this option, the goals which will be evaluated should
already have been identified. ’

By pressing the function key <F1>, you select the option which
allows you to input the goals and subgoals you have identified.
Since you have not yet entered any goalis, the computer makes the
assumption that you will now enter the titles of the goals of

the program which are to be evaluated.

Note that there are two types of goals in this programj major
goais and subgoals. You are allowed up to a total of 20 major
goals and éC subgoals within all major goals combined. Subgoals
are the components or entities being evaluated that, taken
together, comprise the major goal. K

"You are now prompted to enter each major goal which can be no
more than 35 characters long. Do not use commas or celons -
becauce the computer takes these symbols as data separators for
character data. Enter a title and then press return. When the
last major goal is entered, enter just the letter F and press
return.

The computer will now prompt for subgoals within each major
goal. Enter these subgoals in the sam? way as you entered-the

major goals. Each major goal mu it _have at lesast ong sybgoal
.which reflects that which is measured in order to evaluate that
goal. Enter the letter F when you have finished entering
subgoals under a particular major goal. You will then be
prompted to enter subgoals for the next major goal.

- Uhen subgoals have been entered for all of the major goals, you
are asked if you would like to modify these goals. If you
select ¥, or press <F1> from the mairn menu after goals have
already been entezred, the 60AL REVISION MENU will appear.

=
S
\m‘
m
o
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W
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GOAL REVISION MENU:

F1 Add « major goal. This option prampts for a major
goal, followed by a routine for entering subgoals for this
major goal. '

F2 Add a subgoal. By using the up/down cursor, the user
selects the goal to which a subgoal is to be added, then
simply enters the new subgoal. ’

F3 Revise a major goal. Use the up/down cursor to select
the goal to be revised, press <F?> and then simply enter
the new goal. . ‘

F4 Revise a subgoal. Use the up/down cursor to select the
major goal within which a subgoal is to be medified and
the subgoal which is to be modified. Press <F?) and enter
the new subgoal.

It is recommended that goal weights be established as follows.
Identify a group of People who can fairly. be sald to represent
the constituency served by the pregram and/or program
evaluation. Gather them in groups of 8 to 12. The group leader
must be familiar with and be able to explain the goals and -
tubgoals that have been identified. The group process begins
with a discussion of the rank ordering of importance of the
subgoals within the first major goal.

After the group members have had the opportunity to share their
Views and the issues have been addressed and considered, esach
individua)l will assign a rating to each subgoal by the following
method. The goal the person believes is least important is
assigned a rating of 10. The second to the least important goal
is assigned a score based upon its significance relative to the
Teast important goal (e.Q., a 15 is one and one half times as
important). Then the third frem the least important is
asssigned a score based on its significance relative to the
least important and next to least important goal. As one
progresses to the more important goals, it is important to
carefully consider each of these subgoals in terms of their
importance relative -to each of the lesser subgoais. After all
of the subgoals within a goal have been considered, one is ready
to proceed to the next major goals, ranking and rating the
subgoals within that major goal.

When all of the subgoals have been assigned ratings, we are
ready to rank order and score the major goals. This is done in
exactly the same way that the subgoals were ranked and rated.
At this point, the evaluator will have collected data from a
‘variety of individuals which includes ratings-for each major
goal and subgoal. The more sets of ratings from varied
individuals, the more likely it is that weightings will
represent the true feelings of those affected by the program
being evaluated. . ’

MUCAPE 1.0 . 4=
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Now, all this data must be compiled. This is what MUCAPE is
designed to do. Using the Input Goal Weights option, »ou will
enter each set of ratings. The computer will transform those
ratings into portions so that the weights of subgoals within
each major goal will sum to 1.0, and the sum of the weights of
all the major goals will be 1.0. Additionally, MUCAPE allows
the user to enter and add sets of ratings to ratings that have
been previously entered.

o Entering weights into the computer. To begin entering
weights from the main menu, press (F2). The computer will ask
if you wish to store raw data. Storing raw data creates a data
file which is a record of each set of weights. This data file
could be useful for research or analysis of trends. The format
of this data file is presented in Appendix B. The main
evaluation record merely stores the compiled weighting and the
number of data sets entered. This is the only information
necessary for the evalusition itself. ’ ’

If weights have been entered previously, new ratings will be
average in with the old weights. If you want to begin the
weighting process over again without consideration for
preexisting weights, simply load a MUCAPE file with goals only
(see Load & Storec Data option).

From the record of one individual’s ratings begin recording
entries. Enter any letter code you choose to use to classify
your raters. Unless you intend to store the raw data for later
use, it makes no difference what letter you enter. You will be
prompted by each major goal,; in response to which you must enter
the individuals rating (which ranges from 10 on up). After
ratings are entered for each major goal, each goal and rating is
printed one the screen and you are asked to recheck your
ratings.

Check each entry> carefull>>.
You wi 11 Nnot be abl e to correc t
errores after >ou enter >

Then enter ratings for subgoals within each major goal. Each
time you are prompted "Is this right®, check your entries very
carefully. You will not be able to correct errant entries
easily at a later time because these entries will be averaged
into other entries.

If you have a printer attached to your computer and turned on, a
hard copy listing of your entries will be printed for jater
consideration and correction of errant entries. However,
correcting errant entries after confirming that they were
correct requires some more elaborate mathematical operations.

These are described in Appendix B.

When all sets of ratings have been entered, énter F as the
letter code for the next rating set and you will return to the
menu.



Prior estimates of location on a goal related continuum are
useful in evaluation research for several reasons. First of
all, it necessitates a critical consideration of the extent to
which the program administrators believe they are accomplishing
goals consistent with the expectations of those who have
provided the goals and their welightings. Often, an Enitial
evaluation may go no farther than this, because this alone _
provides substantial input for subjective program evaluation and
improvement or a foundation for the design of a new program.
From these prior estimates a prior program utility can be
calculated. This would tell use whe ther the program has worth
‘even if objective assessment lives up to the expectations of
those providing the estimates. It is often beneficial to allow
the program director to use this data to reestablish priorities
and modify the program, with more objective evaluation to foliow
these modifications.

Prior estimates are also useful because they require use to face
the discrepancies between our expectations and th: more
objectives assessments that follow. all programs have there
faults. However, purely post hoc reactions to a program
evaluation often lead to the reaction, "Well, what did you
expect®. Prior estimates often allow us to aveoid this.

Prior estimates are of even greater utility when used in
combination with probabilities as our 0~100 scale and Bayesian
statistical procedures. Rather than formulating posterior
estimates solely on the basis of measurements, Bayesian

- procedures aliow us to adjust our apriori estimates on the basis
of observation and measurement. Our obseravtions may he held
with high or low confidence and the extent to which these
observations affect the translation from apriori to posterior
estimates varies according. Sources which offer more
comprehensive consideration of the use of Bayesian statistics in
mul tiattribute utility evaluation (Edwards, Guttentag, &
_Snapper, 1975) and the use of Bayesian statistical inference
(Iverson, 1984) are reference in the reference section of this
manual. ‘

-When prior estimates are obtained, one must firs: identify those
"individuals most capable of providing estimates of attainment
for each subgoal. At times this may be one set of individuals
estimating all of the subgoals or different individuals
providing estimates of different subgoals depending upon their
experience with each subgoal. 7
It is best to gather prior estimates by providing a brief
description of the goals and their assessment. Then the
estimator can provide their estimate of location on the
dimension being considered. )
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When you have gathered these estimates, press <F3> from the main
menu- to begin entering priors. The computer will proceed
- through ‘each- subgoal ;—asking for prior estimates. -The <omputer
will ask you to confirm the weight given tn preexisting priors
and the prior being entered. If you assign a zero to the
preexisting priors, you will be disregarding all previously
entered priors. If you enter a zero for the "weight relative to
above®, no entry will be computed for this individual’s
estimates. Thus, your entry for prior estimate would be
irrelevant if the weight assigned were zero.

Generally, your response would bs to simply press return for
number of previous estimates, return for weight relative to
above, and then enter the next prior estimate. Continue to do
this through sach subgoal and then proceed to the next set of
estimates until all priors have been entered. After each set of
priors, yYou will be asked whether you would like to return to
the menu or go on to add another set of estimates.

When you press <{F4)>, the first major goal and its first subgoal
appears. Use the space bace to move through the goals until the
goal you wish to change appears. Press <(F7> to make a change,
enter the new value, and press return. UWhen you have made all
the changes you wish to make, prexs <(FS5> to return to the menu.

Note that a value of -1 designates a ml;:!ng'u;lue. When a
value is missing, the prior estimate is substituted in the
computation of final utility.

FS. LOAD & STORE ON DISK DRIVE: Once the goals have been input,
you will want to store and load them using your disk drive.
Press <F3> and the LOAD, STORE, & RESTART MENU appears.

LOAD, STORE, & RESTART MENU

Fi. d MUCAPE file. Pressing <F1> laads all goals,
weights, prior estimates, and measured locations that mave
been stored in a given evaluation record. You will be asked
for the programs file name. The user should be careful to
store files using names that fit the evaluation project and
will thus be easy to recaill.

Y- Pressing <F2> allows us to

F2. Load ;;.j.;,; velghts only

- move back to step two at times when a new evaluation
project s to begin where previously designated priors and
goal location assessments no longer are. useful.

F3. Load q9oais only. In new evaluation projects, one may
wish to start with previcusly identified goals, make

addi tions and modifications, and assess weights and values
-in the new environment. Thus it is useful to be able to
load the goals without any other informition whatsoever.

MUCAPE 1.0 -7=




F4. Store MUCAPE g. I¥f any name was used previously in
storing ind !ﬂadinn, you will be asked whether you want the
progrea given the same name. I¥ not, you will be asked to
provide a name for the file. This name should be no longer
than 1é characters and should reflect a title that can be
easily recalled for loading. You will be asked to verify
your desire to replace a file whenever a store operation
will overwrite & file. This is simply to insure that you
don‘t accidently write over another file of the same name .

nitia P gram_f¢ new file. Before loading a new
fiit. &1l ﬁther r-card; shgulé be cleared by selecting this
option. This option will allow you to switch from one data
set to another without exiting the program.

;'Th:s option is ielcctnd when we want to compute utilities and
produce liztings of the goals and subgoals.

) nt Yy ;. Computes the prior and final
progr:m utilities by first summing weights times subgoal
"locations as estimates of major goal locations, then
summing weights times major goal locations. The end
product is a score ranging between 100 for the perfect
program and zero for a completely ineffective program.

When measured goal locations are not available, the
computer utilizes prior estimates in computing final
utilities. Thus, the prior and final utilities will become
increasingly differentiated as more objective assessments

repliace subjective values.

F2. Pr er_print ilitiegs. Same as screen print
utiiitics but lTists the u ities on the printer.

F3. . Liiti each major goal with

subgéiis,“and the ueight, prlér estimates, and measured
locations for each. (see Appendix C)

nter 1 : Y maigor goals. This produces a
sherter Il;t uith thé utlght. prlgr estimate, and measured
location for each major geoal. {(see Appendix C)

F8. FINISHED:

You are prompted to verify that you have stﬁred that which you
wish to save. If records are changed and not stored, they will

be lost.

MUCAPE 1.0 -8-
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Goal Identification

We are currently 1n the process of conducting a fairly extensive avaluation of gifted
and talented pregrams 15 several Eastern Keatueky scheols. The 1ni1tial step 10 such an
evaluation is to identify the goals of the gifted program as a basis for this evalustion.
We began this step by reviewing other evaluation programs and literature on the gifted and
talented. From this, we composed the listing you see below. Before we procesd, we want a4
viriety of prople who have legitimate concerreabout quality in gifted and talented prog ams
ta review this listing and propose additional goals, clarify goals, or sugqgest that goals
fow on the list nat be considered. In this way, we Caf cOne as close as possibla toa
mutuilly agreed upon purpcse for this evaluation program.

Flease taks some time 1o review the list you see below. Then, write your modification
right on the histing or un the back of this sheet of paper. Please asH questions aboiit
anything on the list which 15 unclear to you.

rd

Initial list of dimensions to be evalusted

~NTECEDANTS
Identification raliability and validity)
probability that a gifted child will be remcted
probability that a non-gifted child will be accepted
portion of theoretical construct of gifted beirg assessad
availamlity of programs to all gifted ticross age groups, location of home).

Organization/Leadership
adequacy of communication and coordination

Staff training
selection pracess
college credits
workshops
other {attitudes)

Adeguacy of evaluative structures,
short range effects
long range effects

TRANSACTIONS
Activities
gquantity; adequacy of time commitment to pr 1
plarning; adequacy of syllabus for gifted curriculum
time sffectiveress of curriculum

OUTCOKES
Cognitive Cbjectives
level of cheetives Hnowledge, synihesis, etc.)
general achievement
specific domain achievement
value of specific domain chiectives

Affective ohjectives
attitudes regarding value of knowledge
attitudes toward schooling
motivation
self~evaluation
Creativity Objectives
Extent {6 which creativity 1% actually a part of the curriculum
genaral creativity
specific creativity

Perception of non=participants
attitudes of teachers not teaching the gifted ard talentsd
attitudes of parents and students wha chose nat to participate
attitude of parents and students excluded from particaipation

56
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Goal Ranking

I . ANRNTECEDASNNTS
IDENTIFICATION (reliability and validity)

e AChiaurment

— At tude w
—— Creativity

— Attitudes

—— Special talents .
——— tdentified student affort

LT

AMAILABLITY ACROSS AGE, 5.E.S5., #tc..

— = ADEQUACY OF STAFFING

attitudes about gifted -

— = knowledge about gifted

— e EnDwliedge about subject matter

— e Addi tional hours for preparation

——— e Additional person hours geaerated from state fund

—— m— ADEQUACY OF EVALUATIVE STRUCTURES.

— Short cange effects
— |O0G range #ffects

11 TRARSACT I ONS

accelerating traditional coursework
gathing broader kKnowledge

— problem salving skills

general creativity

creative products

developing effective attitudes
culturs] enrichment

comnupication skills/social skills

|\

ﬂ

o
o
]
(7]
i
r
=
@

— = voCational, career, & sducational

= === PARENT IMNJOLVEHENT

——— == Parent information
—— e Par#nt input

I111. OUTCOMES

—— specific domain achievement{(e.g. computer 1Kills, French)

——— = AFFECTIVE OBJECTIVES

—— e Altitudes toward scheoling
— — Mmolivation . .
e €V f=#valuation (especially about bring giftled

——  —— CREAYTIVITY OBJECTIVES

—— m—— FPECIFIC CPeativity

OF HOH-PARTICIPEHTS

— attrtudes of teachers not teaching the gifted and talented
attitudes of parents and students who chose not to partiesipate
attitude of parents and students excluded from participation

PSS —

CELERATEDL COURSE CREDITS.
O
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SAMPLE WEICGHTING

FooDS
— e Pl1I2A
ENE—— 1
— = ChOEEE
—— m— CFUST y
——— — Add, tion =
— mm PFiCe

1: Dis:u5;=rank order of jtems iy ths subgroup.
2: Assign a rank to each iten IN COLUMM 141 is most important, 2 is second, etc.)
31 Assign a weight of 10 to the item of least inportance IN COLUN 2.

ts importance

41 Weight the 2nd least impor tar,t (IN COLUN 2)in term: O of i
an % a3 important).

rFelative to the least important {15 = ¢ e and & hal# tlmi
S: Weight the 3rd least impor’ ‘ant relative to the least lmpnrtnnt. conparing it
to the 2nd most important ts insure that 1tem nportances relative {o each other
are consistent with your expectations.
41 Do this with eazh tem until all items in a subcategory are usighted relative
to each of the Sther items in the subcategorr.
- Goal Fanking: MMAJOR CaAT EGHRIES
o IDENTIFICATION {(reliability and validity?

AMILABLITY ACRDSS AGE, S.E.S5., etc.

ADEQUACY OF STAFFING

ADEOUACY OF EVALUATIVE STRU UCTURES.

. AHOUNT OF TINE ON GIFTED ACTIVITIES:
— CUUNSELING

. PARENT THVOLVEHMENT

[
[

COGNITIVE DBJECTIVES

o

BFFEET!UE “OBJELT IVES
CKEATIVITY DBJECTIVES

PERCEPTION OF HON-PARTICIPANITS

NENEREE NN | 7!
IH‘HH

—== ACCELERATED COURSE CREDITS

o9
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PRIOR ESTIMATES OF GOAL ATTAINMHENT

IDENTIFICATION: For each of the following, estimate the percentage of
students identified as gifted who are actually in the top five percent on
each dimension. Note' that portions should be higher in those categories you
use¢ for identification. Keep in mind, however, that we are talking about
achievement, not achievement test performance, etc. Identification measures
are not perfectly accurate and we can rarely expect 100X accuracy.

— achievement

aptitude
creativity
attitudes
special tajents

identified student effort

AVAILABILITY ACROSS ABE, S.E.S., : Estimate the percentage of gifted
children in your entire county who are able to participate fully in gifted
Programs . e

STAFFING; With regard to faculty participating in G&T program

On the average, what percentage of their attitudes about gifted are
positive(see opinion questions).

I+ full (or ideal) training in gifted required five courses or equivalent to
start plus an additional 18 hours of training, workshops, etc. per year to
Keep current, what percent prepared, on the average, are the staff in your
gifted and talented program.-

Given that a Ph.D. is the terminal éegree in most subjects, (implying 1004
training in that subject matter, M.S5. = 754, B.S. = 50%, etc.), what
percentage of training in subject matter characterizes the staff in your
gifted and ta]ented PrOQFraM «+  cs——— .

I1f an ideal program allowed one hour of preparation for each hour of contact
with gifted students, what percentage of this tlme in additional preparation

time for gifted classes are you allowed..

State funding for gifted programs is.intended to create addition
person—hours for gifted and talented programs. What percentage of these
funds designated for personel actually generates hours of tgacher activity
that would not have occurred in the absence of this funding. S

EVALUATION

———— percentage of short range objectives & outcomes assessed

I per:entage of ]ang range cutcomes assessed
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Prior estimates of goal attainment -2-
ACTIVITIES

— Percentage of total school time in gifted programs.

Percentage of time in gifted programming which focuses upon;¥*

— accelerating traditional coursework

— Qaining broader Knowledge

problem solving skills

— general creativity

[y ]

reative products
— developing effective attitudes
cul tural enrichment

comnunication skills/social skills

% note total will be greater than 100 since some activities focus on more
than one.

COWNSELING

Portion of students who will feel they received high quality counseling in
these areas.

—— vocational, career, & educational

[ personal and/or social
PARENT INVOLVEMENT

—— Fercentage of information that may be of interest to parents that is
communicated to them. '

, Percentage of parents who have had input into the G&T program such that
it actually influences something about the child’s education.

COGNITIVE OBJECTIVES

- Percentage showing a greater than one year gain in general achievement
over a one year period.

g;;_;PerEentage mastering a specific domain of achievement(e.g. computer
skills, French)

0
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Prior estimates of goal attainment -3-
AFFECTIVE OBJECTIVES
—— Average percentile (based on norms) on attitudes toward schooling

= Average percentile (based on national noerms)en aspirations and
motivation :

—_— Average percentile (based on national norms) on self-concept inventory.
CREATIVITY OBJECTIVES

— Percentage showing a agreater than one year gain in general creativity
over a one year period.

- Percentage having generated a specific creative product in a gifted
program evaluated to be beyond the talents of 80Z of average students.

PERCEPTION OF NON- PARTICIPHNTS

~e=—— percentage of positive attitudes of teachers not teaching the gifted
and talented

—— percentage n¥ positive attitudes of parents and students who chose not
§ aPtlElpatE

‘»\

=— percentage of positive attitude of parents and students excluded from
participation.

ACCELERATED COURSE CREDITS: What percentage of students in the G&T prog-am
receive accelerated course credits (credit for courses théy would have to
take at a later time in school or in college) .o
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Frogram Report Requirements
Identification

1. For each measure used
a. briefly describe the measurement instrument.
provide a sample of the instrument if possible
b. reliability, validity statisties.
c. reference for instrument.
d. describe what the measure was intended ta assess.
Cachievement, aptitude, creativity, special talents)

2. Describe the method by which these measures are combined,
weighted, etc. and particpants are chosen.

Evaluati on

1. Describe instruments, provide samples, reljability data,
and provide references.

. Describe how evaluation is compiled and used.

. Describe and differentiate long and short term evaluation.

W M

T ime = =activities=s
1. Report the percentage of total school time students generally
spend on special activities for Gifted and Talented.

2. Dégcﬁibe act{uitiesg

a. Description of activity.

b. What péercentage of all G&T students participated
€. What percentage of the total program for those

students did this activity represent.

d. What percentage of this activity was focused on;*
accelerating traditional coursework.
gaining broader Knowledge
— problem soliving skills
general creativity
specific creative products
developing effective attitudes
cul tural enrichment
communication/social skills

*tatal may be greater than 100% since many
’ a¢tnu1t|eg have dual purpnsﬁé

Counseling -

1. Describe any additional activities and resources for vocational,

Educatlﬁnai and career counseling beyond that which is .
aditigﬁally provided to ali students '

2., Describe any activities and/or special counselor preparation for

dealing with personal problems unique or more common among gifted

and talented students.

ha
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Report requirements Page 2

Parent Inmnvoluwvement

1. Describe information materials, organization of meetings, etc.
designed to keep parents informed regarding special G&T activities
for their children.

- 2. DEEEPIbE mechanisms by which parents ¢an contribute and haue
input to the G&T program. .

Ou tcome =

7-7
—
s

1. Describe specific domains <e. 9. computer skKills, language
creative projects like plays, art, etc.) where achievement sh
assessed from your program.

a. Blueprint or outline the achievemnt.

b. Describe the pnpgiation of students benefiting from this
outcome.
c. What percentage of the overall GA&AT population does

this group represent.
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{’ . Avatlability Analysis Worksheet

GRADE % 1DENTIFIED “ ABLE “ TOTAL PROG NET PO
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SUM OF ALL PORTIONS Q0 —

Divide by 132 for AVERAGE FORTION e e

\W\

¥ ldentified is the portion of the upper 5% of all students based upon
identification measures who are designated or identified as gifted.

% Able is the portion of those identified students who are able to 7
-participate. Here we are looking for the portion as reduced by obstacles to
'participation (e.g9., lack of transportation, conflict with other activities,
etc.?

% Total Program. It is unlikely that programs will be equally comprehensive
‘at all grade levels. First, assign the grade level that has the most
comprehensive program a 100. The assign a portion to each grade level
relative to the most comprehensive program.
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QUESTIONNNAIRE INSTRUCTIONS

For teachers

PLEASE READ THIS CaREFULLY

1. Do not write on the questionnaires. All responses should
be placed on the attached answer sheet.

2. Please use one of the pencils provided for you, since the
amount of lead from the pencil is an important part of
accurate scoring.

3. Carefully darken in your response completely. 'Notice that
many questions go from strongly agree to strongly disagree,
where 1 is agree and 5 is disagree or never to alwars where |
is never and 9 is aiways. Be sure you understand how to
record your answers on the answer sheet before »ou begin.

4. Enter raﬁﬁ Yast name, then leave a space, and then your
first name. Darken in the circles spelling your name,
filling in the blank between your last and first name.

5. Enter your sex, grade level, and date of birth (drepping
the 19 from your year of birth> and darken in the
corresponding circles.

6. 1f you are a teacher in the gifted program, darken in the
0 under the first column(column A> of identification number.
I1¥ you are not, darken in the number 9.

7. If you are not sure about what you are supposed to do,
FLEASSE aSK! !
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TEACHER QUEST]ONNARE
OPINIONS ON GIFTEDNESS

SA = strongly agree, A = agree somewhat, ? = not sure if 1 agree
‘or disagree, D = disagree somewhat, SD = strongly disagree.
12345 7 -
8/ A ? D SD 1. It is alright to have after school programs for gifted

students, but these students should not be released
from their regular classroom responsibilities.

SAa A ? D SD 2. The mind that can produce a quick answer to alm, -t
every question may yet need training toward
self-criticism and 12thinking of first impulses.

Sa A ?D SD 3. Suppression of intellectual controversy and unresolved
' ' differences of opinion in the classroom is the
responsibility of the teacher.

SA A ? D SD 4. It is appropriate to spend substantial amounts of
addi tional money to provide special educational
experiences for gifted and talented students.

SA A ? D SD S. It is not fair that gifted children are offered
special educational opportunities merely because of
their high intelligence and achievement.

S A 7 D SD 6. High intelligence is a characteristic which interferes
with common sSense.

SA A 7 D SD 7. I would prefer that my own children be very mentally
gifted.
SA A ? D SD 8. It isn‘t fair not to require certain assignments of

gifted childran merely bhecause achievemeni tests
~indicate they have already mastered the rontent.

Ssa a ? D SD 9. Teachers should have students write papers on topics
that are chosen by the teacher.

A ?DSD 10. Very bright children are usually impractical.

$

%\
L)
o
w
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o

Superior intellectual ability commonly leads to
emotional instability. :
Gifted and talented programs should be funded in the
same manner that funds are allocated to handicapped
Tearners. ' )

2
>
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13. Special pronrams for the gifted are necessary to
prevent the restriction of the qifted child’s learning
process. ’ .

8
D
")
2
1]
U\

SA A ? D SD 14, Creativity in children should be encouraged, even
though it may be at the expense of classroom order and
discipline at .times. -

SA A ? D SD 15. For the most part, gifted students merely need to get

more of what average students are learning.
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Opinions on Giftedness Page 2

(N ]

D 16. It is undemocratic to provide gifted children with
educational situations which differ from those of the
regular school program.

w o
>N
")

S

1ligent children are generally less friendly
and warm than other children.

1 would rather have children who are athletically
gifted than mentally gifted. i

A A ? D SD 19. The gifted can develop their potential in a
' conventional programj special programs should focus on
those who need help in mastering the basics.

SA A ?DSD 20. 1 believe a teacher should not give a student credit
for an answer which was a correct response to the test
question, but was not the answer the teacher was
seekKing based upon what had been taught.

SAA?DSD 21. Intellectually gifted children are generally less
happy than average children. .

/

SA A ? D SD 22. A teacher should try to get all students to solve math

problems by the same method, even if the student’s own
me thod works.

SA A ? D SD 23. Children frequently appear to be gifted because they
develop one capability at the expense of another.

SA A ? D SD 24. Gifted children, on the average, are superior in
physical, emotional, and social adjustment.

SA A ?D SD 25. Gifted children should always remain with their
chronological age group for the sake of emotional
adjustment.

SA ? DSD 26. 1f it’s good for the gifted, it’s good for alil.

SA A ? D SD 27. Gifted students are frequently more motivated te learn
than average students.

SA A ? D SD 28. Gifted students are often responsible for feelings of

Inadequacy among average students.

The money that t;xpéyers pay for special programs for

the gifted will be returned in the impact wel)

educated, gifted individuals have on society.

$
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v
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When a gifted student tries to tell the class how a
concept in one class is almost the same as a similar
concept in znother class, the teacher should stop the
student in order to prevent confusion in the class.
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OPINIONS ON SCHOOLING Fage 3

lents succeed if they act as if they like the
ents succeed if they know how to impress the right
le :

ents suiceed if they Kknow how to take tests.
Students succeed if they work really hard.

Students succeed if thég are intelligent or talented.
Students succeed if they are interested in learning.
Students succeed if they have the opportunity to

attend an excellent school system. : ;

It is very important for schools to prepare us for
Jobs that will give us a comfortable living,

It is very important for schools to prepare us for
Jobs that will give us long vacations and money to
travel.

It is very important for schools to prepare use for
Jobs that will give us plenty of free time.

It is very important for ééhaali to give us the sKills
that will get us top jobs with high status.

Péddling is frequently the most efficient way of
correcting student misbehavior.

It is desirable to require pupils to sit in assigned
seats during assemblies.

Pupils are usually not capable of solving their
problems through logical reasoning.

Directing sarcastic remarks toward a defiant pupil is
a good disciplinary technique.

Beginning teachers are not likely to maintain strict
enough control over their pupils.

Teachers should consider revision of their teaching
melthods if these are criticized by their pupils.

The best principals give unquestioning support to

teachers in discipiining pupils. "

Pupils should not be permitted te contradict the
statements of the teacher in class.

It is justifiable to have pupils learn many facts
about a subject even if they have no immediate
application.-
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OPINIONS ON SCHOOQLING Page 4
Too much pupil time is spent on guidance and
sctivities and too little on academic preparation.

Being friendly with pupils often leads them to become
too familiar.

It is more important for pupils to learn to obey the
rules than that they makKe their own decisions.

Student governments are a good "safety valve®™ but
should not have much influence on school policy.

Pupils ~an be trusted to work together without
supervision.

If ;-pupil uses obscene or profane language in school,
it must be considered a moral offense.

If pupils are allowed to use the lavatory withcut

getting permission, this privilege will be abused.
A few pupils are just young hoodlums and should be
treated accordingly.

It is often necessary to remind pupils that their
status in the school differs from that of the
teachers.

A pupil who destroy school material or property should
be severely punished.

Pupils cannot perceive the difference be tween
democracy and anarchy in the classroom.

Pupils often misbehave in order to make the teacher
look bad.

Corporal punishment is useful in reminding students of

* their place in the school.

-
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GIFTED AND TALENTED PROGRAM
ATTITTUDES TOWARD BIFTEDNESS AND
SCHOOLING DATA ENTRY AND EVALUATION

This program was designed to be an exceedingly simple
approach to compiling data gathered using the Gifted and
Talented Program Survey of Attitudes Toward Giftedness and
School ing.

To load this program, typej

LOAD"ATT" ,

When the cursor appears, typej
RLUH

When you press the space bar, the main menu will appear. As
with the MUCAPE program, you may now change the screen border by
pressing the letter b, the screen background by pressing capital
B, and the. character color by pressing c.

1. LOAD A DATA SET ALREADY ENTERED. 1f you have already entered
data or you have created files downloaded from opscans, you
-, would press <F1>. You are then prempted for the name of the
file you wish to load. 1t is imporlant to note that this
program automatically adds "—att” %o the title of any data
stored on the disk. When you want to load this. data, the
computer will add "-att® to whatever you enter. This decreases
the likelihood that files from one program will be confused with
files from another program.

inine i data set is entered or loaded, you
may append a second Cor third and so on) file to this data.
After pressing <F1)>, you will be asked whether you wish to have
a4 new file or add loaded data to a pre—existing file. 1If you
enter the letter a, new data will be appended to the data
already in the computer.

2., BEGIN A NEW DATA SET. This option, selected by PFESSIHQ
{F2), is identical to option <F3)> except for the fact that the
memory is reset erasing all previous entries.

3. ADD TO AN OLD DATA SET. When <F3> C(or <F2>) is pressed, the
computer prompts for entries.fram the questionnaire. You are
prompted for each of forty one entries into the questionnaires.

ATTITUDE PAGE 1
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Notice that the numbers on the questionnaires which correspond
to the 41 entries will vary but you will be prompted with the
number that corresponds to the number on the questionnaire.
When the prompt appears "Is this right?", CEaREFLIL_L.v check
insure th:t you entarid the data acturat-ly. The ﬂnlr way to
data on a word pra:.;sar, cﬁunt over to the errant number, ‘and
being careful to enter the number in the same space, replace it
with the correct number. To avoid this complexity, be careful
to enter the data accurately. If you press the letter n, you
will be able to go back and reenter the data from the form on
which you made your mistake.

You are then asked if you want to enter another. Pressing
the letter y will take you back through the data entry sequence
while pressing the letter n will take you back to the main menu.

4. COMPILE THE DATA. aAn example of the report produced by the
compile data option is attached. When you press <F4)>, you will
be prompted for the date and a title. These will appear at the
top of your report. Retain the report for entry using the
HMUCAPE program.

S5. STORE A DATA SET. You will be asked to assign the data a
name. Be careful about the name you select. The name can be no
more than 10 characters long. If the name you enter is longer
than ten characters, additional characters will be truncated.
You will want to remember the name for later retrieval. Be
careful not to copy a file over another student interview file
you want to Keep. The program adds *“-—att® to the end of each
program name which will make it unlikely that you would write
over anything but another file from this program. After storing
this data, you may then reload it, add additional data that is
collected and generate new and additional reports.

7. FINISH. Make sure you have stored all data before exiting
the program. Otherwise all new entries will be lost.

ATTITUDE PAGE 2
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6T RELIABILITY ANALYSIS

FILE NINME  (CREATION DATE = 08/12/85)

FEE2s e a s s RELTABILITY ANALYSIS FOR SCALE

B OF CASES =

STATISTICS FOR
SCALE

ITEN-TOTAL STATISTICS

82.55914

25.82293

SCALE
IF 1TEM
DELETED

89.88172

81.43728

B0.35554

78,9343

79.94774

80.21854

77.74918

80.94057

8.13242

80.10753

B0.29032

72.96774

78.85735

80.726948

80.04073

8.18438

ga. 11111

B0.5498%

89.13620

80.07148

80.34050

78.83305

89.44314

80.42452

78.15034

89.40932

78.06244

89.22939

IF TTe

P ETen

190 Gidd
211.3240%
194.45048
1§.2.53441
184.726514
184,58152
194.54834
194.87973
21 .42488
186.82273
187.50893
199.71620
192.168948
20140477
192.97654
168.40275
183.58384
192.55955
190.0373¢
184.49361
185.29790
191.87265
19782451
205.00351
194.03351
196.74508
280.01323
19988004
193.¥1045
192.90403
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08/12/85

(E6TA

DEV & WARIABLES

1434452

CORRECTED
178~
CORRELATI(N

0.27285
-0.2049
0

0.52120

0.51614
0.23444
827101
0.09504
0.353315
0.47610
0.14305
0.373%5
8.09334
0.31154
0,505
0.54832
6.37579
D.45885
0.51448
0.40219
0.35400
0.23125
-0.01292
0.2474
0.32453
0.128%8

6.18782

0.33181
8.37044

SQUARED
HULTIPLE
CORRELATION

0.24841
0.25144
0.23726
9.26789
0.36161
0.40038
0.29527
0.21924
0.13426
0.44042
0.39124
0.19442
0.31485
0.13943
0.26173
6.35549
0.47286
0.2645
0.20165
0.41298
0.5112
0.32024
0.28514
0.17154
"~ 0.18584
0.20898
0.18554
0.43997
0.26087

PAGE

i

ALPHA
IF ITEM
DELETED

0.81124
0.82585
0.80847
D.60816

0.814%2
0.80044
0.80248

0.79824
0.60482
8.88037
029819
0.811%4
0.82034
0.81162
0.80667
0.81403
0.813%7
0.88§47
0.80709
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FILE NONTE (CREATION DATE = #8/12/85)

seassandsBRELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR SCALE (6Ta ' EEEXEREERER

RELIABILITY COEFFICIBNTS AN 1781
ALPHA = 0.81404 STANDARDIZED JTEM ALPEA = 0,80427
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APPENDIX I

PROCEDURES FOR CONVERSION FRCM OPSCAN

FILE TO ATT PROGRaM FILE




S ING T ICAL SCANNING FOR ATTITUDE
USING OPTICAL SCaNNING FOR
THE FOLLOWING STEPS ARE NECESSARY WHEN REORGANIZING ATTITUDE

SURVEY DATA FOR COMPILATION USING THE ATTITUDE PROGRAM ON THE
COMMODORE 64. 1) BOTH TEACHER AND STUDENT OPSCAN DATA MUST BE
REFORMATED; 2) THE DATA MUST BE CONWERTED SO THAT OPSCAN NUMBERS AND
CODES ARE EQUIVALENT TO THOSE WHICH WOULD BE INPUT DIRECTLY. STEP ONE
1S COMPLETED USING THE TWO PROGRAMS WHICH FOLLOW. STEP TWO IS :
COMPLETE BY RUNNING THE PROGRAM "ATT.CONV®. WHEN THE ATTITUDE
CONVERSION PROGRAM IS RUN, THE OUTPUT FILE WILL HAVE "-ATT" ATTACHED
TC IT, THUS MAKING IT READY FOR LOADING INTO THE ATTITUDE PROGRAM FOR
COMPILATION OF A REPORT.

PRIME FTN77 (FORTRAN) PROGRAM

*%% T.ATT.REORG
s#% REORGANIZES OPSCAN DATA WITH 1ST COLUMN
#%% INDICATING GIFTED ¢0» OR NOT (9)
#%% AND 41 GIFTED AND SCHOOLING ATTITUDE RESPONSES
#%% PLACE THE WORD END AT THE END OF EACH FILE
*%% CHANGE FILE NAMES IN OPEN STATEMENTS
CHARACTER%*129 SCAN1
CHARACTER*72 L1,L2,SC
OPEN (6, FILE=’R-TA’,STATUS = ‘NEW’, ERR =999) o
OPEN (S, FILE=’ROWAN.TCHR’,STATUS = ‘OLD‘,RECL=129,ERR=998)
5 READ ¢5,100) SCANI
SC= SCAN1 (:13)
IF (SC.EQ.’END’) GO TO %00
L1 = SCAN1 (22122)
L2 = SCAN1 (47:107)
. WRITEC6,200) L1,L2
100 FORMAT (A129)
200 FORMAT (A1,A4d1)
é GO TO 5
998 PRINT 800, ‘FAILURE 5°
GO TO %00
999  PRINT 800, ‘FAILURE &°
‘800 FORMAT (A%,3X,I14)
$00 CLOSE (5)
CLOSE (&)
STOP
END
.BOTTOM.
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REORGAMNIZING STUDERNNT #§1’ﬂ§jlﬁ'LJE}EE
QUEST EEFQFQ%%I?FEEE FOR USE WITH
cBM &S£9 FPROGRAM
PRIME FTN77 (FORTRAN)> PROGRAM

TOP.
#n# S.ATT.REDRG
##% QUTPUT OF ATTITUDES ON GIFTED AND SCHOOLING
#%% COLUMN 1 IS GIFTED (0) OR NON (%)
##% COLUMN Z = 42 ARE ATTITUDE RESPONSES
###ENTER INPUT aND OUTPUT FILE
*x%% WRITE END AT THE END OF INPUT FILE
CHARACTER®*1846 SCAN1
CHARACTER*72 L1,L2,SC
OPEN (&, FILE="R-SA“ ,5TATUS = “NEW’, ERR =?%?%)
OPEN (5, FILE=‘ROWAN.STD’,STATUS = “0LD” ,RECL=186,ERR=9%8)
READ (5,100) SCANI .
SC= SCAN1 (:3)
1IF (SC.EQ.“END“)> GO TO %00
L1 = SCAN1 (22:122)
LZ = SCAN1 (137:)
WRITE{(&6,200> L1,LZ2
100 FORMAT {(A184)
200 FORMAT (Al ,A41)
GO TO 5
*98 PRINT 800, “FAILURE 5-
GO TO 200
9P PRINT 800, “FAILURE &6°
800 FORMAT: (A%,3X%,14)
200 CLOSE (5>
CLOSE (&>

[0 ]

STOP
END
-BOTTOM,
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GIFTED ANSID TALENTED PROGRAM
STAFF TRA=m INING AND SUPPORT
INTERVI EW FOR=M COMPILATION PROGRAM
This program wa¢ desigh :ed to be an exceedingly simple
approach to compiling data gemathered using the Gifted and
Talented Program Staf# Infor:mation Interview Form.

To load this program, type;
LOAD" STeaFF" .=

When the cursor appears, typ-ej

When you press the spxce bar , the main menu will appear. As

wi th the MUCAPE program, you may now change the screen border by
pressing the letter b, the secreen background by pressing capi tal
B, and the character color b= pressing c.

1. LOAD A DATA SET ALREADY EMITERED. If you have already entered
data, you would press <F1), You are then prompted for the name
of the file you wish to loadee It is important to note that this
program automatically .adds "—staff™ to the title of any data
stored on the disk. When you want to load this data, the

- computer will add "~staff" tco whatever you enter. This

decreases the liKelihowod tha®® files from one program will be
confused with files from ano®Eher.

2. BEGIN A NEW DATA SET. Thia= s option, selected by pressing
{F2), Is identical to option {F3> except for the fact that the
memory is reset erasing all porevious entries.

3. A TO AN OLD DATA SET. Whmen <F3> Cor <F2>) is pressed, the
computer prompts for emtries €rom the interview form. Education
is figured by simply countingg down from the top to the category
selected. Enter the values F—or each of the seventeen questions
in sequence. When the prompt appears "Is this right?,
CAREFUIL LY check to i nsure that you entered the data
accurately. The only way to c:-orrect the data after you enter the
letter y is to load the data on a word processor, count ' over to
the errant number, and being careful to enter the number in the
same space, replace it with t he correct number. To avoid this
complexity, be careful to ent er the data accurately. If you
press the letter n, youw will be able to go back and reenter the

STALFF PAGE 1
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data from the formsn on which you made your mistaks,

You are then asked if you want to enter another. Pressing
_the letter y willd take you back through the data entry sequence
while pressing thwe letter n will take you back to the main menu.

4. COMPILE THE DATTTA. An example of the report produced by the
compile data opticon is attached. When you press <F4>, you will
be prompted for fiwhe date and a title. These will appear at the
‘top of your report#t. The three pieces of data between the two
heavy l1ines represssent the three pieces of information to be
entered into the porogram evaluation as assessments of goal
attainment. Retsgi@n the report for entry using the MUCAPE
program.

5. STORE A DATA SE=T. You will be asked to assign the data a
‘name. Be careful about the name you select. The name can be no
- more than 10 charusmcters long. !f the name you enter is longer
‘than ten character~s, additional characters will be truncated.
You will want to P ~emember the name for later retrieval. Be
careful not to coboy a file over another staff file you want to
keep. The prograhm adds "-staff" to the end of each program name
which will make it= unlikely that you would write over anything
but another file f=rom this program. After storing this data,
you may then relolad it, add additional data that is collected
and generate new land additional reports. ’

7. FINISH, MaKe %ssure you have stored all data before pressing
this Key. Otherwi- se all new entries will be lost.



Gifted anmnrd Talented FProgram
St a+FF Imformation INmnterwisw Form

1. EDUE%TIGN {check highest level attained)
[] Less than a Bachelor‘s degree
L]l Bachelor’s degree
[]1 Bachelor’s degree nlus additional credits
L] Fifth year comp]etuan
[1 Fifth year plus.....
[] Master“s degree
[l Master”s degree plusiiis-
[]1 Ph.D.

TRAINING IN GIFTED
Coursework
2. Number of cour

r ifically designed to deal with G&T ..
. 3. Number of cred

c
rs associated with these coyrwes —— .

workshops oattended .
contact hours associated with workshops

the past two ryears
1 specifically designed to deal uith G&T .

urs associated with these cOyres .

-
-
o W)

1
vears have you been teaching special cotent for G&T

1i. Estimate, roughly, the percentage of teaching tine you allocate
to special activities for gifted and talented students during the
period specified in item 10 ___.

SCHOOL SUPPORT
{2. Estimate the percentage of your time which is allicated to
gifted and talentcd programs which reflects an extention of the
number of man hours which would otherwise be vtilizelin teaching
students ______.
13. For workshops attendec in the past two years, whil percentage of
expenses were paid for by your school _______.

14, For workshops attended in the past two ?éaﬁéi whit percentage of
the time attended was during hours in which you woulitypically be
in school _______. : ’

15. On the average, how many hours per week do »ou spnd working
with gifted students in activities designated for gifted ‘
students_____. : :

164. How many hours per weeK do y@u spend preparing fr activities
ﬂé;lgnated for gifted students______.

' 17. How many of these pfepératian hours are during atual school
time B '




APPENDIX K

TIME ON GIFTED ACTIVITIES DIA=RY




IVITY DIAaRY

Name e ) , _

Teacher IJ Student [ )

Week of . ——
Enter times in the following format. Taree hours and 20 minutes = 3h2n

l’hﬁdiy Tuesday Wednesday Thirsday Friday

hrs in school - S— S R v

hrs in GAT S i PR N ——

hours in gifted programming which focus uponj#

accelerating traditional coursework . — S — S—

gaining broader Knowledge — — e,

problem solving skills - s S

general creativity ——— . S— S

creative products’ — R S S S

developing effective attitudes N— I — - —— R

cultural enrichment - , — - . ~— I

communication skills/social skills S e ——— —— s

*Activities may focus on and count toward more than one of the above citegories.

Ed
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STUDENT INVENTORY ON ACTIVITIES AND COUNSELING

MANUAL AND INTERVIEW FORM
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GIFTED AND TALENTED PROGRAM
STUDENT INTERVIEW ON ACTIVITIES
AND COUNSELING COMPILATION PROGRAM

This program was designed to be an exceedingly simple
- approach to compiling data gathered using the Gifted and o
Talented Program Student Interview on Activities and Counseling.

TQ load this program, type;
LOAD"SIaC" ,a
When the cursor appears, type;
RUN

When you press the space bar, the main menu will appear. As
with the MUCAPE program, you may now change the screen border by
pressing the letter b, the screen background by pressing capi tal
B, and the character color by pressing c.

1. LOAD A DATA SET ALREADY ENTERED. If you have already entered
data, you would press <F1>. You are then prompted for the name
of the file you wish to load. It is important to note that this
program automatically adds "-siac” to the title of any data
stored on the disk. When you want to load this data, the
computer will add "-siac” to whatever you enter. This decreases
the likelihood that files from one program will be confused with
files from another program.

2. BEGIN A NEW DATA.SET. This option, selected by pressing
<F2), is identical to option <F3)> except for the fact that the

memory is reset erasing all previous entries.

3. ADD TO AN OLD DATA SET. When <F3> Cor <F2>) is pressed, the
computer prompts for entries from the interview form. You. are
prompted for each of the twelve entries into the data form. When
the prompt appears *Is this right?", CaREFUL_LY check to
insure that you entered the data accurately. 'The cenly way to
correct the data after you enter the letter ¥ is to load the
data on a word processor, count over to the errant number, and
being careful to enter the number in the same space, replace it
with the correct number. To avoid this complexity, be careful
to enter the data accurately. If you press the letter n, you
will be able to go back and reenter the data from the form on
which you made your mistake. )

STAFF PAGE 1
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You are then asked if you want to enter another. Pressing:
the letter ¥ will take you back through the data entry sequence
while pressing the letter n will take you back to the main menu.

4. COMPILE THE DATA. An example of the report produced by the
compile data option is attached. UWhen you press <(F4)>, you will
be prompted for the date and a title. These will appear at the
top of your report. Retain the report for entry using the
MUCAPE program. :

5. STORE A DATA SET. You will be asked to assign the data a
name. Be careful about the name you select. The name can be no
more than 10 characters long. If the name ryou enter is longer
than ten characters; additional characters will be truncated.
You will want to remember the name for later retrieval. Be
careful not to copy a file over another student interview file
you want to Keep. The program adds "-siac® to the end of each
program name which will make it unlikely that you would write
over anything but another file from this program. After storing
this data, you may then reload it, add additional data that is
collected and generate new and additional reports.

7. FINISH. Make sure you have stored all data before exiting
- the program. Otherwise all new entries will be lost.

STAFF PAGE 2
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ACTIVITIES

— Percentage of total school time in gifted programs.

Percentage of time in gifted programming which focuses upon;#

— accelerating traditional coursework

— Qaining broader kﬁéuiedge

— problem selving skills

———— general creativity

— Creative products

— developing effective attitudes
| m——— Cultural enrichment

communication skillss/social skills

* note total will be greater than 100 since some activities focus

COUNSELING
I believe that the quality of wvocational and career counseling I
have rcieved is}

e
] excellent

1 good

1l adequate

] mildly inadequate
] very inadeguate

e )

believe that the quality of educational counseling 1 have
ecieved is;

[]l excellent

{1 good -

[1 adequate _

L] mildly inadequate

[l very inadequate

L)

-

believe that the quality of personal and social counseling 1
ve received is; ~ : :

L1 excellent

L1 good

L] adequate

[l mildly inadequate =
[] very inadequate
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1. Dt;l not answer on the questionnaires. All respo
be circled on the attached answer sheet.

in hal¥ so that the husband and
independently,
This

2. The answer sheet is cut
wife may choose to complete the questionnaires
expressing their opinion without review by the spouse.
is your choice.

Using the same qﬁégticnnairé but different answer sheets,

3.

each parent should respond to the questionnaire.: Then place
only the answer sheets in the return envelope. Seal the
~envelope and mail it. g

4. If one parent is absent, simply check the parent absent
box and return it with your answer sheet.

5. If you have any questions, please call;

John Klein, Ph.D.
783-2530

34



GIFTED STUDENT FPARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

SA = strongly agree

y A = agree somewhat, ? = not sure if 1 agree
or disagree, D = disagree s

omewhat, SD = strongly disagree.

2345

Sa A ? D SD iI. I generally feel that I am well! informed by the school
regarding special activities and opportunities for
gifted children.

SAa A ? D SD 2. I have had sufficient opportunities for input into the
activities for gifted and talented students.

SA A ? D SD 2. I have found resistance in my school district to
expressing my opinions regarding programming for
gifted students

The school rarely takes sufficient initiative in
getting information about the gu%ted programs to the
parents of gifted students. :

3
D
v
o
o)
o
»

It is alright to have after school programs for gifted
. students, but these students should not be released
~ from their regular classroom responsibilities.

$
D
"
v
&
4

euerr questlan may ret need tralnlﬁg taward
self—criticism and rethinking of first impulses.

of intellectual controversy and unresolved
of opinion in the classroom is the
ity of the teacher.

oW
-
-0
e
MW‘W
U’\ﬂt-

]
oD

o

sio
ENCes
sibi

\m\ |
p— \um =

SA A ? D SD 8. It is appropriate to spend substantial amounts of
additionai money to provide special educational
experiences for gifted and talented students.

Ssan ? D SD 2. It is not fair that gifted children are af%eréd
special educational opportunitiec merely because of
their high intelligenee and achievement.

SA A ? D SD '10. High intelligence is a characteristic which interferes
with common sense.

Sda A ? D SD 11. I would prefer that my own children be very mEﬁtaliy
gifted.

Sa A 7 D SD 12. It isn’“t fair not to require certain assignments of
gifted children merely because achievement tests
indicate they have already mastered the content.

SA A ? D SD 13. Teachers should have students write papers on topics
‘ that are chosen by the teacher.

g
g
J
o
%‘?

»

%)

L] |
w

L

It

m b

14. Very bright children are usually impractical.

Superior iﬁtéile;tgai ability commonly leads to

emotional instability.
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Parent Questionnaire Page 2

1 23485
SA A 7?7 D SD 1&. Gifted and talented programs should be funded in the

same manner that funds are allocated to handicapped
learners.

SA A ? D SD 17. Special programs for the gifted are necessary to
prevent the restriction of the gifted child’s learning
process.

SA A ? D SD 18. Creativity in children should be encouraged, even
though it may be at the expense of classroom order and
discipline at times.

SA A ?DSD 19. For the most part, gifted students merely need to get
more of what average students are learning.

S@ A ? D SD 20. It is undemocratic to provide gifted children with
educational situations which differ from those of the
regular school program.

SA A ? D SD 21. Very intelligent children are generally less friendly
RN and warm than other children.

I would rather have children who are athletically
gifted than mentally gifted.

SA A ? D SD 23. The gifted can develop their potential in a
conventional program; special programs should focus on
those who need help in mastering the basics.

SA A ? D SD 24..1 believe a teacher should not give a student credit
"for an answer which was a correct response to the test
question, but was not the answer the teacher was
seeking based uporn what had been taught.

intellectually gifted children are generally less
happy than average children.

I
")
v
W
=
h
w

SA A ? D SD 26. A teacher should try to get all students to solve math
problems by the same method, even if the student’s own
me thod works.

SA A ? D SD 27. Children frequently appear to be gifted because they
develop one capability at the expense of another.

SAA ? D SD 28. Gifted children, on the average, 'are superior in
phrsical, emotional, and social adjustment.

SA A ? D SD 29. Gifted children should always remain with their
chronological age group for the sake of emotional
adjustment.

SA A ? D SD 30. If it’s good for the gifted, it‘s good for all.
SA A ? D SD S are frequentl, more motivated to learn

31. Gifted student
rage students,

than ave
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Parent Questionnaire Page 3

1 23 4 5
SA A ? DSD 32. Gifted students are often responsible for feelings of
inadequacy among average students.
SA A ? D SD 33. The money that taxpayers pay for speciai programs for

the gifted will he returned in the impact well

educated, gifted individuals have on society.
SA A ? D SD 34. When a gifted student tries to tell the class how a
: concept in one class is almost the same as a similar
concept in another class, the teacher should stop the
student in order to prevent confusion in the class.

Students succeed if they act as if they like the
teacher.

$
D>
3
]
m
9
W
J

3

A ? D SD 36. Students succeed if they Know how to impress the right
people.
A ? D 8D 37. Students succeed if thef know how to take tests.

Students succeed i they work really hard.

2 2
)
(v
[y}
2
i
frin]

[Fa]
Iy

€D 39. Students succeed if they are intelligent or talented.

> D D P D
N

)
o O ©O

SD 40. Students succeed if they are interested in l+arning.
s

2%

5D 41. Students su

u red if they have the opportunity to
attend an e 11 1 t

. It is very important for schoois to prepare us for
Jobs that will give us a comfortable living.

D
)
L]
0
=
Y
[
Q

D
W
[w]
w
D
£
(1]

It is very important for schools to prepare us for
Jobs that wilil give us long vacations . nd money to
travel . '

SA A ?DSD 44. It is very important for schools to prepare use for
Jobs that will give us plenty aof free time.

Sa A 7D SD 45. It is very important for schools to give us the skills
‘that will get us top jobs with high status.

46. 1 have the following suggestion(s) for improvina the county
proaoram for gifted and talented students.

]




L ANSWER T SHEET ' ANSWER SHEET

[] Parent unavailable?

- age of chiid — aQE
‘L1 male child [] female child L3 male

[
-
[ ]
b=
\M\
W
]
)
m
L]

SAa = strongly agree SA = s

A = agree , A = aqree.

? = not sure if 1 agree ? = not sure if I agree
= disagree somewhat .D i

= strongly disagree. §D = strongly Jdisagree.

. SA 1.

2. SA
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MASTERY OF SPECIFIC CONTENT DOMAINS REPDRT FORH




MASTERY GOF SPECIFIC CONTENT DOMAINS

The method we are currently using to evaluate gifted and
talented programs in your schools permits the use of subjective
“estimates to augment or replace objective assessments. In this
eua]uatlan project, . we will be collecting subjective estimates in
areas where time constraints preclude the collection of objective
iiiisgméﬁtﬁi HiEtEF? of specific content domains is one such area.

"A specific content domain refers to a activities in which the
'§tgdent studies a specific area of content not within the common
curriculm; e.g. computer sKills, a language, Greek mythology,
calculus, etc. . :

Mastery refers to the following. First, assume that you had
set up criteria associated with a specific content domairn prior to
study of that content domain; these criteria appropriate. to the
.study time interval and sufficiently challenging to the gifted
:hlldi Then a§se5§ the portion of those criteria that have been

7 " Please follow these steps in estimating mastery of specific
content domains for students. Record your responses on the back of
this sheet, attaching additional sheets if necessary.

Teacher’s Name:

1) What is the total number of students in the Gifted & Talented
Program who participate in W;T activities supervised by you.

2> What number of these students have participated in activities

designed to achieve mastery of a specific content domain .c—————-

3> On page two in coluinn one, list all students who have
participated in activities designed to achieve mastery of a specific
content domain.

olumn two, specify the content domain each individual

5) In column three, what portion of the criteria for mastery of the
specific content domain were mastered by the individual. Your
criteria may or may not have been well formulated while the activity
was underway. -For the sake of this estimation, consider a set of
h¥pothetical criteria appropriate to the time interval and
sufficiently challenging to the gifted child.
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