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Much gifted education research has focused on whether certain be-
haviors are common in all children, or are more typical of gifted
children. The importance of this distinction is central to identifica-
tion and education of gifted children, an issue that has divided the
field.

This study investigated (1) the frequency of sixteen overt be-
haviors identified in the literature as being more common in gifted
than in nongifted students; (2) the annoyance level teachers fsel when
these behaviors are exhibited:; and (3) the eriteria elementary teach-
ers rate most important in selecting students for gifted programs.

One hundred and thirty grade 3-6 teachers in Distriet 4J, Eugene,
Oregon, completed an inventory that (1) requested data on their sex,
teaching experience, experience with gifted students, and gifted
education preparation; (2) asked them to rate the frequency of the

sixteen behaviors in a recent gifted and nongifted student, and the




level of annoyance they felt when the behavior was exhibited; and

(3) select from twenty-nine criteria used to place students into their

district's gifted program, the fifteen criteria they considered most

important.

Findings

The study group (96 women, 34 men) had limited preparation in
gifted education, and limited experience with gifted students.
Teachers with more gifted education preparation had typically
not worked with more gifted students.

The study group reported that the sixteen behaviors identified
as characteristic of gifted children were not common in either
their gifted or nongifted students. Some significant differ-
ences between the two groups were reported, but the pattern
was not as clear as the literature suggests. All frequency
means were low; and for each behavior, from 20% to 60% of the
teachers reported the behavior was not exhibited by their stu-
dents. All means were low on teacher annoyance, with no sig-
nificant differences between the two groups. The response
pattern indicated that teachers were slightly more tolerant
when working with gifted than with nongifted students.

The study group did not reach complete agreement on the most
important criteria for gifted program selection. Most agree-
ment was reached on intuitive characteristics: inquisitive-
ness, comprehension, critical thinking, and interest. The

group also rated teacher recommendations highly.



vi

N VITA

NAME OF AUTHOR: Virginia M. Schwartzrock
PLACE OF BIRTH: Glendale, California

DATE OF BIRTH: April 25, 1931

UNDERGRADUATE AND GRADUATE SCHOOLS ATTENDED:

Pepperdine University

* University of Southern California
Universidad Nacional Autonoma de Mexico
Los Angeles State College

\ Utah State University

l University of Oregon

DEGREES AWARDED:
Bachelor of Arts, Pepperdine University, 1953
Master Teacher of the Arts, University of Southern California, 1965
Master of Science, University of Oregon, 1977
Doctor of Philosophy, University of Oregon, 1982
AREAS OF SPECIAL INTEREST:
Elementary Curriculum and Instruction
Supervision for Improvement of Instruction
Education for the Gifted and Talented

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE:

Elementary Teacher and Music Instructor, Los Angeles City Schoels,
1953-1957

Elementary Teacher, Music Supervisor, Preston, Idaho, Public
Schools, 1957-1962

Elementary Teacher, Student Teacher Supervisor, Los Angeles City
Schools, 1963-1968




’h-b__

Elementary Teacher,

vii

Director of Accelerative Activities, The

American Intermational School of Warsaw, Warsaw, Poland,

1968-1971

Elementary Teacher,
Teachers, School

Liaison Supervising
Clinical Professor,
Resident Teacher

AWARDS AND HONORS:

California Congress
Teaching, 1966

Cooperating Teacher for University Student
District 4J, Eugene, Oregon, 1972-1977

Teacher, University of Oregon, 1977-1979

University of Oregon/Eugene District 4J
Master's Program, 1979 -

of PTA Honorary Life Membership for Exemplary

Oragon Education Association Leadership Award, 1982

PUBLICATIONS:

"Future Dimensions in Curriculum," California Parent Teacher
Association Journal, March, 1966




viii

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

To my doctoral advisor, Robert Sylwester, I extend my heartfelt
thanks and my deepest respect for his guidance, his superb abilities,
and his commitment to me and to my needs. His contribution to my
academic and my professional growth is immeasurable.

I am also indebted to the members of my dissertation committee:
Fay Haisley, Hill Walker, Charles Stephens, and Barre Toelken. Fay
has continuously supported my projects and my endeawvors, and T treasure
her friendship and her support. Hill Walker first "planted the seeds"
of my study by sharing his work in the area of excepticnal behaviors,
and by encouraging my interest in behaviors of gifted children. Charles
Stephens contributed very useful ideas to relate my study to the needs
of Eugene School District 4J. Barre Toelken holds a very special place
in the history of the Schwartzrock Family, and he is always available
to support our endeavors. My love and my thanks to you all.

To my friends and my colleagues in Eugene Schocl District 4J who
participated in the study with warmth and with good humour, I extend
my affection and my thanks.

Finally, to my husband, Herman, and to my daughter, Xaren, who
encourage me to accept new challenges, and who actively aid and support
these challenges, I dedicate this dissertation with my love and my

thanks.




Chapter

I.

II.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
THE NATURE AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY.::sassanatsssssasnsss .- 1
STl s b (ol o o Bere gl g e R P S LU e e el A Pl 1
Rationale for the study 2
Significance of the Study....... Mo o e DRSS W 4
A Statemant of the Problem, .., ..ccsissssssnsssasisassnass 5
Rasdarah - HYporhaBee! - ooy s o S s e 5
Definition of Terms Used in the StudyY. . ....ceceesnssssns 6
REVIEW OF THE LITEPATUBE, ., scvceacssanioapsasassasesssssnsas 7

A History of Gifted Education in the United States,..... 7
Early History = 1860=1925......c00:0000 S e Dl i 8
The Importance of the Binet Scales to Measure

Intelligencs Followed by the First Flowering

Periods«--.- Sy sl Pl L R LS e S e 2 e L
Lewis Terman's Longitudinal Study: A Landmark

Study in the Characteristics of Gifted

e A T o L L L N R P R X! 11
A Period of Decline: 1925-1950..... o i e R R AR 12
The 1950s: The Second Flowering Period........ceeev.a-. 13
The 1960s: Turmoil and the Seeds of the

PH e L AR AT S LI s o v v mim oo i’ o [, 15
The 1970s: The Full Flowering Period.......cccececeeas. 17

The Present Decade: Decline, Status Quo, or
Comprehensive Integration of Gifted

B Y P o o o w, oe o o il e o A it et ol §
Characteristics of the Glfted. ... o cibivisesseiaysians 23
Personality Characteristics of the Gafted............... 25
CEBAETUE TN o a diee 0 niomrnimim im mwm g 7 i mim (n  h  me 26
Self-Concept: eserssanisassannsasn sesssresnctsnncnanersnss 29
Task Commitment....eeioness R S S P S P L ool 30
Differences between Gifted Men and Gifted

e T R T e o oL ety PETES LaR . |
Characteristics of Very High Ability Children........... 32
Learning Styles of Cifted StudentsS..c.ceececncccnascnnaes 34
Characteristics of Gifted UndarachieversS......ccivveivnen. 34
The Nature of Talent as Opposed to Intellectual

Gk P m N s & 70 a0 v 0 e (T L e e 4w e e i B 36

Strengths and Concomitant Problems of
[elig o T e S o e R B i A e L s 37



x
Chapter Page

Problems Inherent in Attempts to Identify

Glfted and Talented Children for

Accelarative Public School Programs. .. ....-c.ccecaceanns 41
The Debate over the Use of Standardized

LR ST S O e e K S SRR o S e S B . 42
Teacher LUBNCITICALION s siasis saisalensmeneiisnssss i aiararen 3
Measurement of Creatdivity. ... . ... .. .. ... ...... 45
Identification of the Gifted Cultural

R o e e L e (L A L P S o P 48
Informal Assessment MOAElS..eicoeesnens enlesinainsenareianis s 43
Current Uses of Multidimensional Approaches

in the Identification ProCesS......ceeeicscecnarenanas 50

T R R s o i i oo ) om0 o A A0 e Ao o e ) L i 53

The Development of the Gifted Behavior

TILTENIEOPA w50 s o5 4@ se e e e o o s (o bea)y A e e e ATt 53
The Addition of the Second Component of

e o 55
The SENAY CROUDE ot e tr v e ol swte de e wra s o et aa e e e e e 56
Methodology (Data Gathering)..eceeicerciccianssnnannaans =
The Final Study GYoUD-:eesisesecasisaresmncassnssananans )
Praatment oF the Db sy snresm e ne aniewess e s 60

IV, BESULTS::enceencrnsssssnsssnssonessnsrsonssssnsnsnsssnsannes DI

Categories of Data that were Assessedsessscssnsssscnssss B3

15 T a g o Sl ek L S e R e S e N 63
BYPOLHERIE Taiwae g emn s sn s smn s smsaines sone e ssssssssssis 68
Bypothesis TL.cssessassassnssssssssisns S AR R e e e 72
Relationship between Behavior Freguency and
Y T o o T e o e e e e e 75
Selection of Gifted Criteria....ssissesvieisvesrvssasnss 77
V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS « ««e. .. sessasnemns 87
TREEORIAEL 6T+ vdsvie s b s e R R R A A R A R 87
Review of the DaEeratul e iaeasensieme s emsaesmes s vess 833
The Design of the StUdY e snvscnsrsasssnarssansnnsasnns s0
T L a4
Conclusions and Inplications..sece iaueaeeeessesetesie. 95
T e 1 ot F sl B RS e S A P e g St T S e e e A 100
Limitations of This Study. +ecccecricrcecncrcnnncnannnanas 101

AFPENDICES

A. PACE Student Selection Process and Criteria:
School District 4T ------=s.02 A R v e S



FPage
B. A Preliminary Form of the Behavior Inventory
Used inya Field Study-dn 198D cocuiisasseriinain e itiens 107
C. The Gifted Inventory Packet Used in the Study.............. 112
D. Letter from the District 4J EResearch Review
Committee Granting Permission for the Study............. 117

E. A Letter to Principals Describing the Operation
and Timeline of the StuldVi.ivascinstsissnsssrsnssenensnesidd

F. A Follow—up Reminder to Teachers Included in the
Rvalkablel SENAy Popubalon. il shanis e e miie s seieahissias 121

G. Responses from Fifty-seven Teachers Describing
Important Criteria Not Included on the Criteria
List Used by School Distriot dJ. .. ievsasisiasasasansaa 123

BIELIOGRAPHY..... AR S e e e e e iaele e e e s e e ke e e e e e 13T




LIST OF TABLES

Table 1 Page

1. Demographic Profile of Study Group of 96 Females
SHC I MATEE & vv: oy o S e o ohonr B B o e (o o e BT T 78 S 66

2. Crosstabulation of Categories of (1) Experience
with Gifted Students and (2) Gifted Education,
Controlled For BeX...i..i-aeeesvs B G e S R TR T 67

3. Crosstabulation of Categories of (1) Years of
Experience and (2) Preparation in Gifted
Eduration, Contrelled Eor Seg. i iciaiaciisnsaas sannssdaaias 68

4, Rank Order of the Comparison of Means of Fregquency
of Sixteen Behaviors as Exhibited by FACE and
Non=PACE SEUAENtS il i s aons et h o s bt s ak e s e e 70

5. Rank Ordexr of the Comparison of Annoyance Level
Means of the Sixteen Behaviors in PACE and
i HONNERIEE SENFERPEE o o oo erame e e aoni s ek m e as 8 e (e o S4B e 520 73

6. Results of Pearson's Product-Moment Correlation
Coefficient to Determine Presence/absence of
a Linear Relationship between Frequency and
Annoyance of Sixteen Behaviors for PACE
StudentsS,..eencerres T e LT ey Y S N e e 76

7. BResults of Pearson's Product-Moment Correlation
Coefficient to Determine Presence/Absence of
a Linear Relationship between Fregquency and
Annoyance of Sixteen Behaviors of non-PACE
UGNt . s ds snsnnsacnueaineniasenoneeanesisinesesnsesseiassse 78

8. The Study Group Rank Order of Criteria for the
selaction  OF FAUE SEUAOAES & e e o Bt Mo i e wia s e e s aiaie ]

9. Comparison of Rank Order by the Total Study Group
o, Each DemcirAPhic SUD=BEOND v e atntstd e s s e e e § s 83




CHAPTER I

THE NATURE AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

Introduction

During the latter part of the 1970s, extensive studies were made to
determine the learning characteristics and optimum learning climate of
intellectually gifted children. Not since the early part of the twenti=-
eth century when Lewis Terman (1947) conducted his now famous longitudi-
nal study of BODU gifted men and women and their relative success during
adult years, has research on gifted characteristics commanded so much
attention among educators nationally.

The results of research on learning characteristics of gifted stu-
dents has initiated an interesting controversy among leaders and re-
searchers in education for the gifted. This controversv centers around
the gquestion of behavior and learning characteristics unigue to the in-
tellectually gifted: Do gifted students displav behavioxrs that are
different from nongifted students; and are these behaviors threatening
to teachers who are not trained specifically in gifted education?

One side of the controversy focuses on the work of J. P. Guilford

(1976) , Paul Torrance (1970), May Seagoe (1974), ané Barbara Clark (1979).

These four authorities svpport the premise that gifted student:z do display

characteristics that are unigue to their needs, their intellectual pro-

cesses, and their natures; and that these characteristics and behaviors




are irritating to classroom teachers who attempt to work with them with-
in the structure of the average classroom. Paul Torrance states the
problem:

Counselors and teachers become irritated with
creative and gifted children who seem to create problems
for themselves by trying consciously to be different--
searching for their uniqueness. . . . They reject the
demands of their society to surrender their individuality
because they want to own themselves totally and because
they perceive a shortsightedness in the claim of society
that all its members should adapt themselves to a norm
for a given time and place (p. 32).

The other side of the controversy regarding behaviors of gifted stu-
dents focuses on the work of Joseph Renzulli (1975), Walter Barbe (1976},
and James Gallagher (1975), who conclude that the range of characteristics
and behaviors of gifted students does not differ significantly from non-
gifted students; and that, in fact, gifted students are usually better ad-
justed in their academic and social relationships than their peers. These
three authors and researchers conclude that education for the gifted can
easily be incorporated into the public school organizational structure. A
recent comment of Gallagher (1978) summarizes their conclusions:

There is a growing suspicion that the importance of
intelligence in the development of personality character-
istics may have been overasstimated. We have demolished
the point of view that high intellect is associated with
instability. In its place, however, we have added the

concept that high intellectual ability has actually aided
a person in making a good adjustment (p. 43).

Rationale for the Study

My interest in gifted education emanates from my role in Los Angeles




City Schools as a gifted curriculum resource teacher, and as the coordi-
nator of accelerated activities for gifted students in an American in-
ternational school in Eastern Europe., My experience gained through di-
rect teaching contact with gifted students; my interviews with teachers
and consultants involved in PACE and TAG Programs throughout Lane County;
and my direct observation lead me to support the latter side of the cur-
rent controversy regarding characteristics of intellectually gifted
students. It appears that gifted students display a similar range of
characteristies and behaviors as their nongifted peers; and that teach-
ers seem to react in much the same way, whether the behavior is dis-
played by a student identified as gifted or one who is not identified.

This background led to the present study, a comparison of gifted/
nongifted elementary students on the presence and annoyance level of 15
behaviors identifed by Seagoe (1974) and Clark (1979) as being common
in gifted children.

In most school districts the task of designing appropriate and
eguitable criteria for identifying intellectually gifted children is a
formidable one. Two factors used by many school districts to identify
gifted students are:

l. A score of 135 or abowe on a Stanford-Binet, SOIC
or WISC individual performance test.

2. Bn evaluation by teachers/counselors that concludes
that the student works with superior rationale and

ability in several areas: academic/creative/
intellectual.

In District 40 (Eugene, Oregon) selection is based on criteria




listed on a student criterion summary sheet (see Appendix A,) Students
must achieve a minimum score of twenty-four points on the weighted
criteria included on the summary sheet to be considered for the gifted
program. In spite of this extensive identification approach, however,
teachers in the district complain that students are included in the pro-
gram who fail to benefit from accelerated and/or enriched activities;
and, conversely, other capable students are excluded from enrichment
activities. This study will also attempt to determine criteria identi=-
fied by classroom teachers as appropriate for the selection of gifted

students.

Significance of the Study

A research study based on the aforementioned issues can make a
significant contribution to current literature available on the design
of gifted education. Questions regarding the design of effective in-
structional strategies for working with gifted students, and the ne-
cessity of separating gifted students from their peers for portions of
the school day, can be influenced by results of this study and other
studies designed to determine the learning and social characteristics of
gifted students. In addition, District 47 may benefit from the results
of this study since it is a follow-up to a correlated study on teacher
attitudes toward gifted children completed by Fhea Forum (1980) of
District 4J. The results of Forum's study revealed no significant dif-
ference between classroom teachers and gifted education specialists on

attitudes toward gifted students.



Eugene District 4J currently operates Project PACE ("Program for
Advanced Curriculum and Enrichment") to sarve the special needs of nearly
500 identified gifted students in the district in grades one through
nine. A research study focusing on behaviors of gifted students,
teachers' levels of tolerance toward these behaviors, and teachers'
perceptions of the appropriate criteria for identifying gifted students
will provide additional information to PACE specialists as they strive

to provide guidelines for an effective, eguitable enrichment program.

A Statement of the Problem

This study will investigate three areas related to education for

intellectually gifted elementary school children:

A. Do elementary classroom teachers in Eugene, Oregon,
District 4J agree that the sixteen overt behaviors
identified by Dr. May Seagoe (1974) and Dr. Barbara
Clark (1979) are more common to intellectually
gifted children than to their nongifted peers?

B. Do the elementary teachers in the study group find
these sixteen overt behaviors more annoying when
they are displayed by gifted children than by their
nongifted pesrs?

C. District 4J uses 29 criteria in the selection of
students for the district PACE Program. Which
fifteen of the criteria items do elementary teachers
consider the most important in the selection of PACE
students, and what criteria items would the study
group add to the list?

Research Hypotheses

H,: The study group's response pattern will show that
teachers see no significant differences between
gifted and nongifted students in their display of




the sixteen selected behaviors.

H,: The study group's response pattern will show that
teachers see no significant differences in their
tolerance of the sixteen behaviors when they are
displayed by gifted as compared to nongifted
students.

Definition of Terms Used in ths Study

The terminology used in the study generally reflects the standard
vocabulary used in research and in the field of education. However,

four terms germane to this study are defined below:

PACE: "Program for Advanced Curriculum and Enrichment."
The title of the program for identified gifted students
currently in use in District 4J, Eugene, Oregon. During
the 1981-1982 school year the program cperated for
students in grades 3-9. Identified students worked with
either a gifted specialist or a member of the school
faculty each week in accelerative projects and activities.

Overt Behaviors: Student behaviors that can be seen or
heard and are therefore measurable.

Behavior Inventories: A term used to describe the format
of the guestionnaire completed by teachers to indicate
the following:

A. Whether or not each behavior was exhibited by gifted
and nongifted students, and the rate of freguency in
each group.

B. Levels of annoyance when behavicrs were exhibited by
gifted and nongifted students.

C. The fifteen items of criteria that teachers selected
as the most appropriate for the identificatrion of
students for PACE.

Demographic Distribution: The range of socio-cultural-
economic population factors found among the fourteen schools
used in the study.




CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter presents a review of the relevant literature in three
areas that directly relate to this study:

A. A History of Gifted Education in the United States

B. Characteristics of the Gifted

C. Problems Inherent in Attempts to Identify Gifted and Talented

Children for Accelerative Public School Programs.

A History of Gifted Education in the United States

In American society there is a love-hate relation-
ship with giftedness and talent. On the one hand, we
revere the gifted individual who has risen from humble
background. We are proud to live in a society where
talent can triumph over poor environment or limited
family status. On the other, our nation began by
battling an aristocratic elite and we are strong in
our commitment to equalitarianism. We do not wish a
new elite class to develop. As a result, we waver in
our attitudes toward the gifted (Gallagher, Weiss,
1979, p~ 1)

Patricia Weiss and James Gallagher's statement regarding the capri-
cious attitudes of American society toward its gifted citizens provides
an appropriate introduction tc a review of gifted education in the
United States. A review of the literature reveals levels of commitment

that ebb and flow into three separate time periods. Each period--

labeled a "Flowering Period" by Paul Witty (1971)--developed as a result



of events that took place outside of the educational arena, and yet
created a hue and cry for increased educational opportunities for the

gifted.

Early History - 1860-1925

Most authorities in the field of gifted education trace the be-
ginnings of the concept of "giftedness," and subseguent attempts to
provide special education for "giftedness," to the development of the
Binet Intelligence Scales (1906-1916); and to Lewis Terman's classic
longitudinal study (1%21-1977) of 1,528 young students identified as
gifted by the Stanford-Binet Individual Test of Intelligence. However,
other significant studies and educational endeavors prefaced these two
important events.

buring the founding years of our American Republic, Thomas
Jefferson wrote in his "Notes on the State of Virginia'": "We hope
to avail the state of those talents which nature has sown as liberally
among the poor as the rich, but which perish without use, if not sought
for ard cultivated" (reported in Gallagher, Weiss, 1979, p. 1l).

In spite of these lofty sentiments, howewver, the first appearance
of a gifted child movement following the Civil War emerged as an off-
shoot of the cynical, anti-reform, social Darwinism that facilitated
the growth of American capitalism (Hildebrand, 1978). Since it was
widely believed that mental ability was scarce, it seemed wital to find
and train the handful capable of leadership. The major trend in this

era was multiple tracking: the establishment of fast, medium, and slow
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groups. Little evidence exists to suggest that placements resulted in
major changes in course content. They were merely devices to allow
N students to proceed more rapidly through the standard curriculum.

Gallagher and Weiss (1979) cite a number of administrative programs
during this period that took cognizance of the gifted student. 1In 1867,
William Harris, then superintendent of the St. Louis Public School
System, introduced a plan of flexible promotions that recognized child-
ren's different rates of progress. The provision allowed children to
advance at their own paces and called for promotions every five weeks
if justified by achievement.

The first multiple tracking program probably occurred in Elizabeth,
New Jersey, in 1866. Similar programs appeared in the states of Massa-
chusetts and Michigan.

The first attempts to initiate an understanding of the gifted and
their behavior were undertaken by three developmental psychologists:
Yoder (1894), reported by Terman and Oden (1918), and Dolbear (1912).
These studies tended to refute earlier beliefs by Lombroso (1893) and
Nisbet (1895) that giftedness related to severe maladjustment, and even
insanity.

Erwin Johanningmeier (1978), in his study of the work of Daniel
Starch, cites Starch's attempts in 1906 to determine a scale of pupil
ability and related achievement in an effort to determine the worth of

various school subjects. According to Johanningmeier, Starch was the

first psychologist to indicate a relationship between potential ability

and motivation.
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The Importance of the Binet Scales to Measure Intelligence

Followed by the First Flowering Period

The development of instruments to measure the intellectual ability
of young children was one of the major movements of the early period of
gifted education. The English scientist, Sir Frances Galton (1902),
first expressed interest in an instrument to measure individual differ-
ences. However, Alfred Binet (1906) and Theodore Simon (1906), two
French scientists, gave practical application to Galton's ideas. Binet
and Simon devised the first intelligence test primarily to identify
children who were mentally retarded. Their ideas were adapted by Lewis
Terman (1954) who revised the Binet scale in 1916 and published the
Stanford Binet Individual Test of Intelligence. This test played a
major role in the development of programs for the academically gifted.
It allowed schools to identify children for placement in special pro-
grams for the gifted, and served as the basic identification tool for
the next four decades (Renzulli, 1979).

Following the development of the Stanford Binet Individual Intelli-
gence Test, a wide variety of programs emerged designed to individualize
instruction for the gifted. In Illinois, New York, and California (San
Francisco) , contract plans were initiated for individualized instruction
for gifted students.

In addition, high ability grouping remained an option for gifted
students. One of the best examples of high ability grouping is the
Cleveland Major Work Classes, a program that began in 1921 and continues

today. In the Cleveland Program considerable emphasis is placed on en-
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richment, special curricula, and acceleration of course content rather
than merely speeding the child through the standard curriculum (Marland,

1972) .

Lewis Terman's Longitudinal Study: A Landmark Study

in the Characteristics of Gifted Individuals

Lewis M. Terman, a Stanford University psychologist, became involved
with Binet's intelligence scales in 1908 when he conducted the first re-
vision of the published versions of the mental tests.

The standardization of the scale was based on tests of a thousand
children whose intelligence guotients (IQs) ranged from 60 to 145. This
contrast in intellectual performance between the dullest and the bright-
est of a given age so intensified his interest in the intellectually
gifted that he determined to launch an ambitious study of gifted child-
ren.

In 1921, Terman obtained a large grant from the Commonwealth Fund
of New York City for the purpose of locating a thousand subjects with an
IQ of 140 and higher. Eventually, his study included more than 1,500
subjects.

Terman identified the purpose of the study as twofold: first, to
find what traits characterize children of high IQ; and seccndly, to
follow these children for as many years as possible to see what kinds
of adults they might become (Terman, 1954).

In the beginning of the study, subjects were given comprehensive

physical, mental, achievement, character, and interest tests. The child-
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ren were tested and interviewed again in 1928, and then assessed by
gquestionnaire or interview in 1940, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1972, and most
recently in 1977.

Life study research began with the Terman study, developed in con-
cert with his colleague Melita Cden (1968). Daniel Goleman (1%80)
delineates the major findings of the study after the latest (1977)
assessment:

A. The subjects were neither physically nor socially inferior. As
they grew older they surpassed their peers in accomplishment.

B. Although most have done well in their careers, none has
achieved the summit of true genius. The group included few
millicnaires, and hardly any creative artists.

C. Subjects who were accelerated in school generally remained in
school for graduate work.

D. "Life satisfaction" and achievement appear to depend upon the
personality traits of persistence in the accomplishment of ends,
self-confidence, and freedom from feelings of inferiority.

Terman's study, as it progressed, permanently buried the sarly

myths surrounding giftedness and instability. In addition, his conclu-
sions regarding acceleration fostered the approach of gifted education

later on in the 1950s (Sisk, 1980).

A Period of Decline: 1925=1950

The second quarter of the century saw major changes in our American

society. Depression followed prosperity, and ancother World War followed
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the depression. The ebb and flow of provisions for gifted children was
clearly seen in the decline of special programs. By 1948, less than one
percent of the larger school districts described their programs as in-
volving some kind of ability grouping (Gallagher, Weiss, 1979).

During this era the developing science of genetics attracted much
attention. The individual intelligence tool became the tool in genetic
studies conducted by Hollingsworth (1926), Witty (1951), and Terman and
Oden (1947). The role that early experience plays in performance on
intelligence tests was ignored in favor of an interpretation that the
test measured hereditary characteristics and socio-economic background.
Based on the results of her studies, Leta Hollingsworth (1926) devised
a special program for students with unusually high IQ (180 and above)
in New York. The program allowed students the freedom to explore a wide
range of curriculum options.

One of the primary spokespersons for gifted education during the
post World War II years was Paul Witty who continually reminded the
institution of public education that "there continues to be a very great

neglect of gifted and creative people" (Witty, 1951, p. 16).

The 1950s: The Second Flowering Period

Although the shock of the Soviet launch of Sputnik in 1957 triggered
an unprecedented action on behalf of the gifted, educators had begun to
express their lament over public indifference to gifted children much
earlier in the decade (Tannenbaum, 1980).

In 1950, the Educational Policies Commission Report decried the
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school's neglect of mentally superior students and the resulting shrink-
ing of manpower in the sciences, arts, and professions.

Criticism of the elementary and secondary schools came also from
the academic community. For example, in 1953, Bestor, an academician,
published a sensational indictment of public education (Bestor, 1953).

In 1954, Dael Wolfle, then Director of the Commission on Human Re-
sources and Advanced Training, contended that the United States failed
to prepare enough men and women in the natural sciences, the health
fields, teaching, and engineering. He revealed that only six of ten in
the top 5 percent, and only half of the top 25 percent of high school
graduates went on to earn college diplomas (Wolfle, 1954).

In spite of these warnings, however, America retained a sense of
security and superiority, based on our economic and nuclear advantages,
until the launching of Sputnik in 1957. Suddenly the nation was faced
with a clear implication that the Soviet Union could now deliver a
nuclear attack, and a half decade of frenetic activity followed to im-
prove the curriculum and encourage gifted students to pursue careers in
mathematics and the physical sciences.

Public and private money became available for a myriad of special
projects. Notable were projects sponsored by the National Science
Foundation, the School Mathematics Study Group, and the Physical Sciences
Study Group. Jerome Bruner became a prominent spokesperson for the move-
ment, and he later described the major principles of the curricula de-

signed in these projects:

The first principle is that understanding fundamentals
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makes a subject more comprehensible, . . . The second
point relates to human memory. Perhaps the msot basic
thing that can be said about human memory is that unless
detail is placed into a structured pattern, it is rapidly
forgotten. . . « Third, an understanding of fundamental
principles and ideas appears to be the main road to ade-
quate transfer of training (Bruner, 1966, pp. 23-25).

On the basis of these principles, the "new curricula" developed
during the period required students to approach the subject matter as
the specialist approaches it, and introduced important ideas at an early
age (Gallagher, Weiss, 1979). The importance of the movement was that
for a brief time teachers were encouraged to teach to the highest level
of abstraction instead of to "the mean."

Two important works during this period served as a portend of
things to come. J. P. Guilford's paper on creativity urged psychome=
trists to abandon the assumpticn that only tests of intelligence should
be used to locate the total population of gifted children (Guilford,
1950) . His ideas about creativity were adapted by Getzels and Jackscn
in their classic study of "high creative--low IQ" and "high IQ--low
creative" students at the University of Chicago High School (Getzels
and Jackson, 1962). The study gained immediate attention among educa-

tional researchers since it used creativity measures to identify a talent

resource that would be overlooked by tests of general intelligence.

The 1960s: Turmoil and the Seeds of the

Third Flowering Period

The decade of the sixties opened with bright promise. The in-

auguration of John F. Kennedy as President exemplified the promise of
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bright, young minds. Kennedy gathered around him a cadre of precocious
young people, and the gifted felt that our nation was worth serving.

The dream of serwice to the nation by the gifted soon eroded with
the subsequent assassinations of Kennedy, Martin Luther King, Robert
Kennedy; and with the disillusionment of our youth with the Viet Nam
War. The life of campus dissidents became strangely paradoxical. Many
of them espoused the habits of intellectualism, yet at the same time
they rejected excellence and its trappings as violations of democracy
and too stultifying to the attainment of joy and total liberation
(Tannenbaum, 1981).

The focus on science and technology, fostered in the previous decade,
declined as a result of social unrest and a lack of opportunity in tech-
nological fields.

In spite of the political and social climate, important work in the
areas of problem solving and creativity emerged during this era.

J. P. Guilford further developed his model of the structure of in-
tellect. His theoretical model proposed several major dimensions that
were linked to creatiwity and not covered sufficiently by standard in—
telligence tests. Among these were the intellectual operation of di-
vergent thinking--the ability to think of many different answers and
produce unique sclutions to problems (Guilford, 1968).

During the decade from 1960-1970, E. Paul Torrance was responsible
for at least seven major bocks and monographs, as well as a score of pro-
fessional papers, on the relationship of creativity to giftedness.

Calvin Taylor (1967) in collaboration with Ellison, James, and Fox
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(1971) initiated prediction studies to determine characteristics of
high ability other than IQ. All of the aforementioned works played a
vital role in divorcing the concept of giftedness from the concept of
fixed intelligence based on mental tests.

A landmark legislative action toock place in the waning months of
the decade. The Congress included under the Elementary and Secondary
Amendments of 1969, Public Law 91-230 which mandated a study by the U.S.
Commissioner of Education to determine the extent to which the needs of
the gifted and talented were being met. The final report, released in
1972, prefaced the third Flowering Period in gifted education.

The law also provided that the gifted and talented be included under
funding sources for Title III (Innovative Programs), and Title V (State

Administration Improvements).

The 1970s: The Full Flowering Period

The focus on curriculum for the gifted in the seventies is best
exemplified with the term, "Federal involvement"; for it was the inter-
vention of federal public laws, mandates for studies and research, and
funding at the federal level that initiated renewed interest in educa-
tion for the gifted.

At the onset of the decade a congressional mandate that added
Section 806, "Provisions Related to Gifted and Talented Children," to
the Elementary and Secondary Education Amendments of 1969 led to federal
support of program initiatives throughout the country (Tannenbaum,

1981).
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Public law 91-230, passed as part of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Amendment of 1969, mandated a study by the U.S5. Commissioner
of Education to determine whether the needs of the gifted and talented
were being met. The report, under the direction of then U.S. Commission-
er of Education, Sidney Marland, was published in 1971 and became known
as the Marland Report. Among other components, the report provided the
first official differentiated definition of giftedness based on criteria
beyond that of fixed intelligence:

Gifted and talented children are those identified
by gualified persons who by virtue of outstanding
abilities, are capable of high performance. These are
children who reguire differentiated educational programs
and/or services beyond those normally provided by the
regular school program.

Children capable of high performance include those
with demonstrated achievement and/or potential ability
in any of the following areas, singly or in combination--

1. General intellectual ahility.

2. Specific academic aptitude.

3. Creative and production thinking.

4. Leadership ability.

5. Visual and performing arts.

6. Psychomotor ability. (Marland, 1972, Executive

Summary, p. 9)

The report culminated with the following conclusions:

1. A relatively small percentage of the nation's 2.5 million gifted
and talented children were actually benefiting from existing
educational services.

2. Services for the gifted had a low priority at wvirtually all

levels of government and school administraticn.

3. Little was being accomplished in education of the gifted because
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of other funding priorities and lack of trained personnel
(Marland, 1972).

As a result of the Marland report, the Office of Gifted and Tal-
ented was established within the Bureau for the Handicapped in the
Office of Education. The Office received its first funding in 1976
under Public Law 93-380, Section 404, and the federal leadership began
to grow and expand (Sisk, 1980).

One of the most successful efforts during the period of funding in
the 1970s was the establishment of institutes and centers devoted to the
development of curriculum, advocacy for the gifted, and state planning
programs. Notable among these centers were the National State Leader-
ship Training Institute, the Leadership Training Institute in Ventura,
California, and the Michigan State Project for Gifted and Talented
(Trezise, 1976).

Public Law 95-561, passed in 1978, directed that 75 percent of all
federal funds be given directly to the states upon their submission of
a state plan delineating how they planned to channel funds to local
school programs. The intent of Congress was clearly to maintain fund-
ing but to shift the burden of implementation to the states in order to
stimulate the development of local programs. As a result, numerous local
school boards expanded their programs for the gifted with the aid of
matching state and local district funds.

Tannenbaum (1981) points out that a major shift in school district
policy during this period moved from merely providing "provisions" for

gifted and talented to the implementation of actual programs.



20

The passage of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of
1975 (PL 94-142) promised new hope for advocates of mandatory education-
al programs for the gifted. The law extended the basic right to all
handicapped children for A "free and appropriate education within the
least restrictive environment." The law also mandated the use of in-
dividualized educational programs (IEP) designed and maintained for each
handicapped child (reported by Cole and Dunn, 1977).

Strategies defined in Public Law 94-142 were adapted by designers
of gifted programs, and expectations were high that a federal act would
be initiated to require similar provisions for the gifted. In Oregon,
guidelines for gifted IEPs were presented in the Oregon Series on Tal-
ented and Gifted Education, a project supported by a grant from the U.S.
Office of Education to the Oregon Office for Talented and Gifted Edu-
cation.

In preparing gifted IEPs, the Oregon State Plan for Gifted and
Talented (1976) states that

Differentiated educational programs for able and gifted
children should provide opportunities to:

1. acquire basic skills and explore more advanced ideas
and issues earlier than their age mates

2. study subject matter in greater depth, or perform
at a higher level or skill

3. satisfy their unusually high desire for self-
fulfillment and the benefit of society

4. find productive ways of expressing their unusual
talents and capacity for versatility

5. receive special guidance in making choices and plans
appropriate to their different rates of personal
growth and development
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6. be exposed to a wide variety of demanding learning
experiences in and out of a formal school setting
IEP guidelines include the following elements:

1. A statement.of the present level of the student's
educational performance.

2. A statement of the annual goals including short term
objectives.

3. A statement of the specific educational services to
be provided and the extent to which the student will
be able to participate in regular programs.

4. The projected dates for initiation of such services
and their anticipated duration.

5. Appropriate objective criteria, evaluative procedures
and schedules for determining whether instructional
objectives have been met. (Haisley and Wilhelmi, 1978)

By the fall of 1978, all states except Arkansas, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, New Hampshire, and Wisconsin had established state programs
for gifted and talented (Mitchell, 1980); and federal funding had in-
creased from 2.56 million to 3.78 million (Sisk, 1980).

Bolstered by funding from federal, state and foundation funds,
research concentrated on characteristics of giftedness (Mary Meeker,
1979; Barbara Clark, 1976; Joseph Renzulli, 1978; May Seagoe, 1974),
creativity (Torrance, 1979); problems of gifted minorities (Mercer and
Lewis, 1978; Colangelc and Exum, 1979), and gifted underachievers

(Gallagher, 1275; French, 1981).

The Present Decade: Decline, Status Duo, or

Comprehensive Integration of Gifted Education?

The onset of the present decade predicted a bright future for edu-
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cation for the gifted and talented in the United States. Federal and
state funding was at an all-time high, and a special task force created
by U.S. Commissioner of Education Ernest Boyer (1976-79) identified the
focus of federal support for gifted education in the 1980s.

In addition, a new cabinet-level Department of Education was es-
tablished by then President Jimmy Carter in 1980, with an expanded
Office for Gifted and Talented Education.

Events in the political arena, however, once again caused a change
in the direction of gifted education. A new administration assumed
power in January 1981, and the specter of the "New Federalism" foretold
an end to large-scale federal support for gifted education. Within a
year the new Department of Education had been reorganized with an em-
phasis on a reduced level of federal involvement (and funding) for public
education; the Office for Gifted and Talented Education had been reduced
to that of an advisory agency; and funds for gifted and talented educa-
tion had been compacted into "block grants" along with a host of other
educational priorities to be distributed at the discretion of the states.
George Kaplan writes, "The Reagan mission in education is, of course, the
dismantling of the past fifty years and not a diminution and rearrange-
ment of the existing order" (Kaplan, 1982, p. 592).

In addition, administration officials spoke of open competition be-
tween private and public schools to provide quality education.

what does this new direction at the federal level mean for gifted
education at the school district level? Do we foresee another ebb in

the development of programs for the gifted and talented? Prominent
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spokespersons offer their assessment of new directions in education for

the gifted and talented:

Many people in our field look at the federal
situation with great dismay and become discouraged.
However, we must keep in mind that it is local and
state support for gifted education that have provided
the leadership for the growth we have experienced. . .
We are reaping many of the fruits planted by federal
monies. . . . I believe we can see a bright future
ahead for gifted children if we continue to be staunch,
vocal advocates of an appropriate education for these
children. (Ken Seeley, Editorial, Journal for the
Education of the Gifted, 1982)

\\ For long-term success, gifted programming must be
woven into the fabric of education, not stitched on like
a patch on an old pair of jeans. It must be seen

as an integral part of the school's effort to provide
the most appropriate possible programming for all
students. Thus, gifted education and regular educa-

tion must seek opportunities for synthesis and collabora-
tion, not isolation and competition. (Donald J. Tref-
finger, Editorial, The Gifted Child Quarterly, 1981)

The future of education of gifted and talented
children in the United States will depend upon several
factors: the ability of educators to conceptualize
special needs and programs for these children; the
ability to demonstrate and evaluate progress in special
programs; what else is happening in the educaticnal
system; and the public attitudes toward the desirability
and importance of special programs for the gifted. What
individual communities and the collective American socie-
ty decide to do about special experiences for gifted
children in the future probably depends more on societal
attitudes and values than on educational evaluation.
(Gallagher, Weiss, 1979, p. 31)

Characteristics of the Gifted

It seems appropriate to state that contemporary gifted education

represents the sum total of its history: that research and projects
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completed throughout the 20th century formed the foundation for both the
curriculum and the organizational format currently in use. Particularly
in the area of characteristics of the gifted, previous work contributed
to the development of a ﬁulti-dimensional focus used to identify both
gifted and talented students.

Research in characteristics of the gifted emerged from an earlier
definition of "fixed intelligence" as identified by Binet's Intelligence
Scales (1906-1916), to a broader base of characteristics that includes
the areas of creativity, social adaptability, cultural influences, task
commitment, and self-concept.

As mentioned in the section on early history of gifted education,
the studies of Yoder (1894), Dolbear (1894), Terman (1906), and later
Terman and Oden (1918) played an important role in initiating an under-
standing of the gifted and their values. Since these studies indicated
that gifted individuals were found to be better adjusted and more popular
with the general population, they refuted earlier beliefs that giftedness
is often linked to severe maladjustment, and even insanity.

One of the best early summaries of the traits of the gifted was
based upon studies by Catherine Cox (Miles) (1926) on the characteristics
revealed in the childhood biographies of 100 geniuses; and the biographies
and papers of 301 eminent men and women. She listed the following per-
sistent traits as differentiating these individuals from the general
population: independence of thought, perceptiveness, understanding,
strength of memory, originality, creativeness, depth of understanding,

trustworthiness, conscientiousness, strength of influence on others,
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persistence, devotion to distant goals, and desire to excel.

The major portion of work on characteristics of the gifted is con-
centrated on specific traits, and specific categories of gifted popula-
tions. For purposes of clarity, significant studies will be reviewed
under the following sub-headings: Personality Characteristics; Creativi-
ty; Self-Concept; Task Commitment; Differences between Gifted Men and
Women; Characteristics of Very High Ability Children; Learning Styles
of the Gifted; The Nature of Talent as Opposed to Intellectual Gifted-
ness; Characteristics of the Gifted Underachiever; and Strengths and

Concomitant Problems Inherent in Giftedness.

Personality Characteristics Among the Gifted

James Gallagher (1975) sums up the results of research on personali-
ty characteristics of the gifted: "Whenever one finds a group of child-
ren who receive high social acceptance, it is wery likely that he will
also find good personal adjustment. By and large, this seems to be the
case in investigations of the gifted so far" (p. 41).

Not only did Terman's group (1954) seem well adjusted in childhood,
they also showed a slightly below-average incidence of suicide and
institutionalization for mental illness in later life. In addition,
studies by Gair (1944), Gallagher and Crowder (1957), Hildreth (1938),
Lightfoot (1951), Mensh (1950), and Ramaseshan (1957) indicated that
gifted children had fewer personality problems than the general popula-
tion.

These studies, however, despite their consistent findings, hawve not
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completely settled the issue of giftedness and personality maladjustment
probably because instability can be found in the highly creative and the
unusually gifted.

One personality féctor that appears to be closely related with high
ability is that of independence. Lucito (1964) compared fifty-five
bright and fiftv-one dull sixth grade children cn a task that measured
conformity to group judgment. Results indicated that the bright child-
ren were significantly less conforming to peer opinions than were the
dull children. In point of fact, none of the dull children gqualified
for the "independent category," as defined by Lucito.

R. M. Smith, in 1962, compared forty-two intellectually gifted
adolescents of average intelligence on six different criteria of person-
al and social adjustment. The groups were esquated on variables of sex,
social class, religion, nationality, and age.

Results of Smith's study indicate that gifted students were signifi-
cantly different in one major area--a tendency to display mores dominant

forceful, independent, and competitive types of behavior (Smith, 1965).

Creativity

The transformation of old information to sclve new problems is the
definition most often used for creativity. As Barron (1969) states:
"Creativity may be defined quite simply as the ability to bring something
new into existence. . . . The 'something new' is a form made by the re-
constitution of, or regeneration from, something old" (Barron, 1969,

e 10) .
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As stated in the section on History of Gifted Education, J. F.
Guilford's work, particularly in the construction of his three-dimension-
al conceptual cube, Structure of the Intellect (Guilford, 1968), under-
girds much of the effort to measure and educate for creativity. His
operation defined as divergent thinking represents a free and open style
of intellectual operation in which the distinguishing characteristic is
a large number of possible associations and possible sclutions.

The most effective reviews of the correlates of creativity have
been done by Dewing (1970), Wallach (1970), and Dellas and Gaier (1970).
These studies based their definitions of creativity on Wallas's four main
stages of the creative process.

l. Preparation. This is the stage in which the problem
is investigated from all directions and is primarily
a problem-identification and fact-gathering period.

2. Incubation. In this stage the person is not con-
sciocusly thinking about the prcblem. Some kind of
internal mental process associates new information
with past information. Some type of reorganization
of the information seems to be going on without the
individual being directly aware of it.

3. Illumination. This is the stage during which the
"happy idea" occurs. It has been referred to as the
"iha Phenomenon!"™ In this stace, the creator sud-
denly sees the idea, ccncept or solution to the
problem.

4. Verification. This is the stage in which the idea
which has been obtained through the first three
stages is put to the test to see if it has wvalidity
or not. (Wallas, 1926, as reported by Gallagher,
1975, pp. 249=-250)

E. Paul Torrance points out that creative traits in gifted children

are often not wvalued by teachers. 1In 1965, Torrance determined the ten
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most highly valued characteristics of students (as indicated by over a
thousand teachers) to be the following:

1. Consideration of others

2. Independence-in thinking

3. Determination

4. Industriousness

5. Sense of humor

6. Curiosity

7. Sincerity

8. Courteousness

9. Doing work on time

10. Healthy

Torrance notes the absence of such traits as the courage of one's
convictions, independence of judgment, and ability to find alternative
solutions=-qualities characteristic of the creative child (Teorrance,
1965, p. 228).

Donald W. MacKinnon, in his study of the relationship between
creativity and intelligence in American architects, failed to prove that
creativity was linked significantly to intelligence, or that the more
intelligent person is necessarily the more creative one. Ewidence in
his study does show that the more creative a person is the more he/she
reveals an openness to feelings and emotions, a sensitive intellect and
understanding of self-awareness, and interests that include many defined
as "femine interests" by American culture (MacKinnon, 1962).

Finally, Sandra Howell, Oragon gifted specialist, cites the import-
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ance of humor in the creatively gifted student: "The tendency to see
familiar things and situations in unusual ways, the attraction to the
§ unconventional, and highly developed wverbal skills blend together to

produce a keen sense of humour" (Howell, 1979, p. 8).

Self~Concep£

Terman and Oden's longitudinal study of over 1,500 gifted subjects
first identified the relationship between self-concept and realization
of gifted potential (1947). One of the major findings of the study con-
cluded that achievement and "life satisfaction" depended upon--among
other personality traits—-a sense of freedom from inferiority.

This relationship has been confirmed by numerous other studies,
most significantly those by Roe (1252), MacKinnon (1962), and Maslow
(1970) . Maslow found that the "self-actualizing person'=-=-one who appears
to be using all his or her gifts and talents--generally feels safe and
unanxious, accepted and loved.

Two recent studies point to a high correlation between self-concept
and giftedness. Romeria Tidwell (1980) and Nicholas Karamessinis (1980)
conclude that the gifted appear to have higher esteem than the general
population, and view themselves as being largely in control of their own
lives.

James Alvinc in his plea for guidance for the gifted summarizes
the importance of self-concept in the development of gifted potential:

Gifted students have often been described as the

"other minority" and as such, they are perhaps the most
neglected of all student populations. Like members of

Roahe o o o o e o
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other minority groups, they may experience problems
related to poor self-concepts, social isolation,
alienation, and uncertainty concerning their roles in
society. Caught in the middle of conflicting societal
values--between democratic respect for differences and
the tendency to view giftedness as elitist and there-
fore undesirable--gifted children absorb great psycho-
logical and sometimes even physical abuse. Low self-
esteem and a general sense of personal deficiency can
develop when these children internalize society's
schizophrenia. (Alvino, 1981, p. 65)

Task Commitment

Most authorities define task commitment as "the ability to per-
severe in the completion of a task." Once again we begin with Terman's
conclusion that achievement and life satisfaction depended (among
others) on the trait of persistence in the accomplishment of ends
(Terman, reported by Oden, 1968).

Joseph Renzulli, one of the current gifted specialists who adds
a note of practicality to the concept of giftedness, insists that the
trait of task commitment must bear equal weight with intellectual in-
telligence and creativity in the identification of gifted children.
Renzulli states that children with well-developed test-taking skills
and lesson-learning abilities are not always equally well developed in
the ability to pursue the completion of a task (Renzulli, 1981).

Renzulli's focus on task commitment is supported by a recent study
of 200 men historically recognized as highly eminent by Walberg et al.
The study concluded that concentration and perseverance in tasks were
outstanding childhood traits that foreshadowed the degree and kind of

eminence achieved by the subjects (Walberg et al., 1981).
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Finally, studies by Haensly (1980) and Ryan (1981) revealed a
significant correlation between motivation and task commitment among

young gifted children and later success.

Differences between Gifted Men and Gifted Women

Throughout the present century, researchers and theorists have main-
tained an active interest in the academic, social, and cultural differ-
ences between boys and girls, men and women. As in other areas, studies
in the differences between gifted boys and girls have reported similar
findings. Walberg (1969), in reviewing the performance of gifted girl
students in physics programs, concluded that the subjects tended to be
conforming, docile, dependent, and liable to hold back intellectually in
favor of their feminine roles and group approval.

Gallagher, Ascher and Jenne (1967) reported a similar finding in
a study of students in twelve gifted junior high classes. The boys in
the classes were significantly more apt to challenge the opinions of
their teachers and peers than the girls in the classes. In addition,
the girls did not express themselves as often, although their written
expression compared favorably.

Three significant studies in the literature attempt to answer the
question, "Are differences between men and women due to innate sex-linked
characteristics, or to differential cultural stimulation?"

Astin (1972), in a study of girls and boys participating in math and
science contests, concludes that parents tended to encourage boys in

these endeavors more than they did girls, and that such encouragement
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seems reflected in girls' choosing of more artistic and social types of
occupations.

Sears, Maccoby and Levin (1957) in their longitudinal studies
stressed the marked differences in cultural patterns and categories of
expectations among boys and girls.

Gowan and Groth (1972) explored the vocational choices of young
girls in a summer school program for the gifted. He reports that when
asked about their vocational choices, the majority of the girls re-
sponded with choices that reflected their perceived expectations of
society rather than their personal choices.

Carolyn M. Callahan, in her responses to the work of Gallagher,
Maccoby, Gowan and Roth, states that current studies offer little evi-
dence that innate intellectual abilities account for the overwhelming
dominance of males among those identified as productively gifted indi-
viduals. Rather, she suggests that it is the result of values and ex-
pectations ingrained in our culture; and she suggests that it is the re-
sponsibility of the schools to develop a curriculum that develops the

abilities, the behaviors and the goals of gifted girls (Callahan, 1981).

Characteristics of Very High Ability Children

It is in the study of unusually high ability children that one
encounters problems of social and behavioral adjustments. One of the
earliest investigations of the difficulties of extremely high ability
children was conducted by Leta Hollingworth (1942). In her intensive

analysis of twelve children who scored above 180 on the Binet scale,
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Hollingworth identified five general conduct problems with which these
children miust learn to deal:

l. To find enough hard and interesting work at schocl.

2. To "suffer fools gladly."

3. To keep from becoming negativists toward authority.

4. To keep from becoming hermits.

5. To avoid the habits of extreme chicanery (Hollingworth, 1942,

p. 299).

Hollingworth's observations are supported by Terman and Oden (1247)
who found that for such a youngster social adjustment was his most diffi-
cult task.

Ruth Lundy (1978), in her study of the dimensions of learning for
the highly gifted student, found three common characteristics among 100
highly gifted students: (1) the students wanted to choose the peer con-
text 1n which they learn; (2) the students described thelr needs for
some part of their learning to be self-directed; and (3) wvariety in
learning experiences was valued by the students.

Kirk (1972}, drawing on the work of Catherine Cox (1926) in analyz-
ing the biographies of eminent men, discovered that many of the extra-
ordinarily intelligent men of the past did not receive formal education
and instead were privately tutored. Kirk raises three serious guestions
about the education of the highly gifted:

1. 1Is it necessary to segregate wvery superior children
from their childhood peers in order to educate them
for a scholarly career?

2. Can such an education be accomplished in a school
situation?
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3. Is such exemplary achievement the result of a
tutorial system which can begin at an early age,
uncontaminated by a school curriculum and grade
placement? (p. 116)

Learning Styles of Gifted Students

The majority of work on the learning styles of gifted students has
been conducted by Rita and Kenneth Dunn, and by their associate, Gary
E. Price. Drawing on the 18 learning style elements included in the
Dunn's 1978 learning style inventory, Rita Dunn and Gary Price identified
the following learning characteristics of gifted children:

1. Gifted subjects preferred a more formal design of
curriculum.

2. Gifted students did not need as much structure in
the learning situation, were less responsible but
more persistent than the nongifted group.

3. The gifted group preferred to learn through their
tactile and kinesthetic senses, and indicated less
preference than their classmates for using the
auditory sense for learning.

4. Design structure and responsibility were the ele-
ments that discriminated most between those subjects
identified as gifted and those identified as non-
gifted. (Dunn and Price, 1980, p. 34)

Investigations of gifted learning styles are assuredly in prelimi-

nary stages of development. It is assumed that replications of the work

of Dunn and Price will challenge, or support, their conclusions.

Characteristics of Gifted Underachievers

The term "gifted underachiever" is a relatively new term in the
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literature of gifted education. The term represents those children
whose achievement is far below what we would predict on the basis of
high IQ results. Most of the studies on these children reveal disturb-
ances in the family relationship; however, these disturbances lie within
the realm of the psychological, rather than the physical environment of
the home (McGilvray, 1964).

A number of investigators have suspected that the negative atti-
tudes of underachieving students are closely related to family attitudes
and values. A study by Pierce and Bowman (1960) found that high-
achieving high school students felt that their fathers were a more im-
portant influence in their lives than did the low-achieving students.
When asked who was the most important influence in their lives, the
underachieving boys would often name a male figure outside the family
in contrast to the high achievers who would more often name their
fathers. The study also indicated that girls who are poor achievers
seem to have mothers of low authoritarianism, whereas high-achieving
girls seem to have mothers of high dominance (Pierce & Bowman, 1960).

Drews and Teahan (1957) concluded that "Parental intervention is
necessary for the development of proper ego controls within the child
so that he can adjust to the reality demands of the school room" (p. 13).

0O'Shea (1970) compared bright junior high boys who were low achiev-
ers with those who were high achievers. The low achievers had signifi-
cantly poorer family relations, and were less aggressive, less conform-
ing, and less persistent. These conclusions clearly support Terman's

conclusions (1968) with regard to underachievers.
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Joseph French (1981) in his study of high ability school "drop-
outs" in Pennsylvania, concluded that the drop-outs differed from the
general population in such areas as personality, interests, educational
skills, and in particular, family orientation to school processes.

One of the most extensive studies of underachievers was conducted by
M. C. Shaw in 1961. Shaw identified over 628 underachievers in thirteen
school districts in California. His results indicated that the under-
achievers exhibited a greater negative self-concept and a generally more

negative outlook on life than the high achievers in the study.

The Nature of Talent as Opposed

to Intellectual Giftedness

Within the last decade, the question of talent in performance and
aesthetic skills has become a moot subject in the identification of
giftedness. Authors such as David Feldman (1979) contend that "all
children are gifted or talented, and it is up to the educational system
to discover each child's gifts, and then to provide an environment in
which these gifts can be expressed" (p. 663).

Sandra Howell in her description of the characteristics of talented
and gifted children contends that talented children may not necessarily
be intellectually gifted; however, they are capable of high performance
in the areas of art, music, dance, drama, mime, athletics and fine co-
ordination (Howell, 1979).

Studies by Ellison, James and Fox (1970), and Taylor and Ellison

(1967) focused on the identification of talent using biographical data
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in conjunction with particpation in artistic activities and the judgment
of "raters."

A significant study by Ellison st al. (1971) indicated the feasi-
bility of using the relationship of teacher ratings, motivation, ex-
pression, and separate criterion measures specifically designed for each
artistic area to identify talented children.

How can we provide quality educational experiences for the total
spectrum of all intellactually gifted and all creatively talented child-
ren? Perhaps the most practical answer comes from Joseph Renzulli who
suggests in his Open Door Model of Identification that all schools
identify a "talent pool" of twenty-five percent of the total school

population. Members of the talent pool would include talented children

|
|
|
|
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as well as those who are intellectually gifted. Rotating projects are
then designed to offer experiences and activities in the areas of inter-

est and abilities inherent in the school's talent pocl (Renzulli, 1981).

Strengths and Concomitant Problems of Giftedness

In concluding the section devoted to characteristics of gifted
children, it is appropriate to cite the work of May Seagoe and Barbara
Clark. Both of those authors focus on the relationship between strengths
of the gifted, and concomitant problems that emerge when schools attempt
to provide an appropriate educational setting for gifted students.

May Seagoe cites generally accepted strengths of gifted students,
and concomitant problems that may affect their school/classroom adjust-

ment.




Characteristics

1

Keen power of cbservation;
naive receptivity; sense of
the significant; willing-
ness to examine the unusual

Power of abstraction, con-
ceptualization, synthesis;
interest in inductive
learning and problem solving;
pleasure in intellectual
activity

Interest in cause-effect
relations, ability to see
relationships; interest in
applying concepts; love of
truth

Liking for structure and
order: liking for consis-
tency, as in value systems,
number systems, clocks,
calendars

Retentiveness

Verbal proficiency; large
vocabulary; facility in
exprassion; interest in
reading; breadth of informa-
tion in advanced areas

Questioning attitude,
intellectual curiosity,
ingquisitive mind; intrinsic
motivation

Power of critical thinking,
skepticism, evaluative
testing; self-criticism and
self-checking

Creativeness or inventiveness;

liking for new ways of doing
things; interest in creating,
brainstorming, free-wheeling

Concomitant Problems

Xos

Pessible gullibility

Occasional resistance to
direction; rejection of
remission of detail

Difficulty in accepting
the illogical; asks gques-
tions that reguire
spacialized knewledge

Invention of own systems,
sometimes conflicting

Dislike for routine and
drill; need for early
mastery of foundation skills

Need for specialized read-
ing vocabulary early;

parent resistance to read-
ing; escape into verbalism

Lack of early home or
school stimulation

Critical attitude toward
others; discouragement from
self-criticism

Rejection of the known;
need to invent for cnesslf




Characteristics

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Power of concentration;
intense attention that ex-
cludes all else; long
attention span

Persistent, goal-directed
behavior

Sensitivity, intuitiveness,
empathy for others; need for
emotional support and sympa-
thetic attitude

High energy, alertness,
eagerness; periods of in-
tense voluntary effort
preceding invention

Independence in work and
study; preference for indi-
vidualized work; self-
reliance; need for freedom
of movement and action

Versatility and virtuousity;
diversity of interests and
abilities; many hobbies;
proficiency in art forms
such as music and drawing

Friendliness and outgoing-
ness
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Concomitant Problems

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Resistance to interruption

Stubbornness

Need for success and recog-
nition; sensitivity tc
criticism; wvulnerability
to peer group rejection

Frustration with inactivi-
ty and absence of progress;
interrupts discussions
rather than waiting for a
turn

Parent and peer group
pressures and non-
conformity; problems of
rejection and rebellion

Lack of homogeneity in
group work; need for flexi-
bility and individualiza-
tion; need for help in
exploring and developing
interests; need to build
basic competencies in
major interests

Need for peer group rela-
tions in many types of
groups; problems in de-
veloping social leader-
ship (Seagoe, 1978)

Barbara Clark (1979) expands the idea of strengths and related

adjustment to three areas that affect classroom planning for the gifted:

(1) differentiating characteristics;

(3) possible concomitant problems (p. 23).

(2) examples of related needs; and



In her 1979 work, Growing Up Gifted, she displays examples of the

planning process necessary in caring for the differential cognitiwve

characteristics of the gifted:

Differentiating
Characteristics

Examples of
Related Needs

extraordinary guanti-
ty of information,
unusual retentiveness

unusually varied
interests and
curiesity

high level of
language develop=-
ment

high level of werbal
ability

unusual capacity for
processing informa-
tion

to be exposed to new
and challenging in-
formation of the
envircnment and the
culture, including
aesthetic, economic,
political, educa-
tional, and social
aspects: to acguire
early mastery of
foundation skills

to be exposed to
varied subjects and
concerns; to be
allowed to pursue
individual ideas as
far as interest
takes them

to encounter uses
for increasingly
difficult woecabulary
and concepts

to share ideas
verbally in depth

to be exposed to
ideas at many lev-
els and in large
variety

Possible
Concomitant Problems

boredem with regular
curriculum; impatience
with "waiting for the
group"

difficulty in conform-
ing to group tasks;
overextending snergy
levels, taking on too
many projects at one
time

perceived as a "show
off" by children of
the same age

dominate discussions
with infeormation and
questions deemed
negative by teachers
and fellow students;
use of verbalism to
avoid difficult
thinking tasks

resents being inter-
rupted; perceived as
too gseriocus; dislike
for routine and drill




Differentiating
Characteristics

comprehensive
synthesis

early ability to
delay closure

Examples of
Related Needs

to be allowed a
longer incubaticn
time for ideas

to be allowed to
pursue ideas and in-—
tegrate new ideas
without forced
closure or products
demanded
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Possible
Concomitant Problems

frustration with
demands for deadlines,
and for completion

of each level prior
to starting new in-
quiry

if products are
demanded as proof of
learning, will refuse
to pursue an other-
wise interesting
subject or line of
inguiry (pp. 23-24)

Problems Inherent in Attempts to Identify Gifted

and Talented Children for Acceleratiwve Public School Programs

In spite of an abundance of research on characteristics completed

during the previous two decades, the process of identifying gifted child-

ren with a significant level of accuracy remains the "Achilles' heel"
of gifted education.

Since early methods of identifying the intellectually gifted by
means of Binet's Scales of Intelligence, the process of identification
has expanded to include a wide range of both formal and informal assess-
ment technigues. Controversy still exists, howewver, particularly with
ragard to the use of standardized achievement tests, teacher identifica-
tion, measurement of creativity, identification of the gifted cultural

minority, and use of informal assessment instruments.




The Debate Over the Use of Standardized Achievement Tests

Gallagher (1975) reminds us:

The means of identification of gifted children in the
first two decades of this century was by teacher nomina-
tion. In many rural areas of the country it remains the
only means of identification. In this situation, the
actual definition of gifted children becomes "those
children who are doing well in school, much better than
their companions.” . . . Teacher judgment has been
gradually replaced as the prime identifying technigque by
standard tests of mental ability and achievement. The
operational definition becomes "those children who score
well on tests." This definition is only as good as the
tests, no better. (pp. 17-18)
In their report on a national survey of identification practices
used throughout the United States, Alvino, McDonnel and Richert (1981)
found that standard measurss of intelligence and achievement were being
used interchangeably. This situation suggested the following possibili-
ties to the authors:
a. uncertainty in the field as to the difference between intellec-
tual and academic abilities.
b. wacillation in the practices of identifying and measuring
intellectual and academic abilities.
c. a lack of clarity and precision in the federal definition of
giftedness, its categories, and their relationship to each
other (p. 129).
The prcblem in the use of standardized achievement tests as a primary
factor in determining giftedness is not so much what they identify; but
rather, what they fail to identify. Achievement tests are not designed

to measure originality, creativity, task commitment, leadership, or self-
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concept. Their ability to measure problem solving and critical think-
ing is limited since answers require, for the most part, a single con-
vergent answer.

Renzulli and Reis (1982) in discussing a broadened concept of
giftedness, state that

Programs that rely on traditional identification pro-
cedures may not be serving the wrong children, but they
are certainly excluding large numbers of pupils who,
given the opportunity, are capable of producing egqually
good products. High levels of productivity can occur
only when above-average ability interacts with task
commitment and creativity. (p. 620)

Treffinger, Renzulli and Feldhusen (1981) remind us that many edu-
cators have tended to view creativity entirely from a cognitive view,
ignoring the possibility that there may be an affective component to
creativity. We cannot make inferences from measures that are dis-
tinetly cognitive.

Alvino et al. in a national survey (198l1) found that standardized
achievement tests were being used for purposes and populations completely
antithetical to those for which they were intended.

In addition to the advantages for children who are intuitively "test
wise," gifted specialists point to the unusually heavy weight giwven to
chronological age in standardized achiewvement tests. Children who are

vounger in a specific grade level may obtain scores in the 90th per-

centile with a lower raw score than those who are older.

Teacher Identification

In their 1981 survey of gifted identification practices, Alvino




et al. found that second only to intelligence tests was the use of
teacher nominations. Traditionally, teachers have felt that they were
the best judges of gifted/talented potential and their subjective, non-
criterion assessments often play a major role in the selection of stu-
dents for gifted programs.

Recent studies of the efficacy of teacher identification reveal
some significant patterns of teacher behavior.

Peggy House (1979) surveyed twenty-four teachers of the gifted
enrolled in a Master's degree in gifted education. When asked to de-
scribe a "typical gifted child,"” the majority of teachers selected a
high achiewving, compliant student with strengths in language arts,
reading, and math.

Reschly and Lamprecht (1979) used a videotaped performance of a
child labeled either as gifted, normal, or educable mentally retarded
in asking teachers to make predictions regarding academic success. Re-
searchers found a significantly high correlation between labels and teach-
er predictions.

A review of the literature devoted to accuracy of teacher judgment
(Gear, 1976) indicated that teachers are relatively poor at this task.
Estimates of effectiveness ranged from 10 percent to 48 percent with a
median at 45 percent.

In a2 study to determine if appropriate instruction would improve
the accuracy of teacher judgment in identifying giftedness (24 teachers
were subjects), results indicated that effects of the training had a

minimal effect in general identification of the gifted, and no measur-
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able effects on teachers' attitudes toward gifted minorities and dis-
advantaged children (Gear, 1278).

The purpose of a study by Sanders (1977) was to obtain information
about variables which affect the initial screening by classrocom teach-
ers for pupils enrolled in gifted programs. Results of a guestionnaire
administered to 188 teachers indicated (1) a positive relationship be-
tween the number of pupils teachers classified as gifted, and the per-
cent of the population they believed to be gifted; (2) criteria empha-
sized by teachers in their selection were standardized achiewvement and
aptitude scores; classroom academic performance, intellectual character-
istics, and motiwation. Little emphasis was placed on creatiwvity,
leadership, psychomotor ability, or talent in the arts.

A ray of hope for training teachers to make accurate assessment was
described by James Borland (1978). A study at Teachers Collage,
Columbia University, asked teachers to use checklists to indicate the
presence or absence of certain behaviors rather than making a global
assessment. Significant, moderate correlations between teacher ratings
and IQ were cbtained, although teacher ratings were more accurate with
girls than with boys. Borland suggests that when presented with a di-
rective checklist of behavioral correlates of giftedness, teacher rat-
ings can be a valuable (if not always completely valid) source of in-

formation.

Measurement of Creativity

James Gallagher (1975) articulates the importance of creatiwvity in
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the identification of giftedness:

In the late 1960's, a genuine societal change began,
marked by our increasing concern about the nature of
artistic excellence, moral behavior, and that unpredict-
able, but highly prized, dimension of creativity. We
wished to add these dimensions to the definition of
giftedness, and the result is a broader statement of a
gifted child. (p. 26)

In concert with the inclusion of creativity within the definition
of giftedness came attempts to measure creativity. The task is a formid-
able one=--with few standard criteria-—and the results have been uneven,
at best.

Treffinger, Renzulli, and Feldhusen, in their paper on Problems in
the Assessment of Creativity, cite the following:

Given the existing array of ideas about creativity,
and the absence of "theoretical unity," it is not in the
least surprising that there exists a number of tests, all
purporting to be measures of "creativity," but differing
in a nurber of ways. Each instrument mirrors the parti-
cular set of beliefs and preconceptions of its developer
concerning the nature of creativity. Sadly, the theo-
retical rationale for such tests is often not even
sufficient to allow systematic tests of differential
pradictions. (p. 144)

In spite of the problems involved in establishing a standard set of
criteria for assessment of creativity, numercus attempts have besn made
to develop effective methods of assessment and measurement. Described
balow are representatiwve examples of such attempts.

Ellison et al. (1971) propose the use of the blographical approach

in identifying students in the area of creatiwve talents in art, music,

and academic areas., Through the isolation of common characteristics




found in the biographies, persons who are more likely to achiewve in
creative endeavors can be identified.

Wilson, Guilford and Christensen proposed in 1953 that tests of

originality be constructed tc measure the following traits:
a. uncommonness of responses as measured by weighting the respenses
of an individual according to statistical infregquency of those
rasponses in the group as a whole.
b. the production of remote, unusual, or unconventional associations
in specially prepared association tests.
c. cleverness of responses, as evaluated by ratings of degrees of
cleverness exhibited by the general population (repcrted in
Barbe & Renzulli, 1981, p. 182).
Sections of Mary Meeker's Structure of Intellect (SOI, 1878)
creativity assessment are based on the postulates articulated in the
1953 paper.

C. X. Rekdal (1977) looks at the potential of bio-inventory tests
as creativity screening tests for gifted students. The author summarizes
four bio-inventory instruments and concludes that "What Kind of Perscn
Are You?" (Torrance, 1976) displays the most consistent levels of wvalidi-
ty in identifying children with creatiwve potential.

However, in a study completed in 1978, eighty elementary-level

creativity tests were assessed on 36 criteria of educational and psvcho-
metric quality. Results showed that most were lacking sound supporting

evidence (Petrosko, 1978).




Identification of the Gifted Cultural Minority

Once again we turn to James Gallagher (1975) for an accurate sum-
mation of the problem of identifying the cultural minority gifted popu-

lation:

There are two general statements that can be made
regarding ethnic differences in ability at the highest
level of performance. First, ability at the highest
level can be found in every ethnic and racial group.

Second, there is a suspicious correlation between the

number identified and the groups which have been mem—

bers of the dominant culture for the longest pericd of
time. (pp. 52-53)

Clearly, children of minority groups who are not part of the cul-
tural mainstream suffer disadvantages in lancuage, cultural perception,
and ability to express their creativity within the standard norm of
acceptance.

One of the first attempts to analyze and summarize alternative
methods in identifying gifted minority children was completed by Asa
Hilliard in 1976. The final report addresses the problems involved in
identifying gifted minority children; and assesses the interaction of
cultural behavioral styles with standard gifted and creative identifi-
cation tools. A final section stresses the implications of cultural
behavioral style for gifted education.

A significant study by Paul Davis (1978) reports on community-
based efforts to identify gifted and talented Black middle schoocl stu-

dents in an effort to augment ineffectual school district efforts.

Known leaders in the Black community were asked to recommend students
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who displayed cognitive superiority, psychoscocial superiority or talent-
specific superiority.

Mercer and Lewis (1978) originally developed a schema entitled
System of Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPR) to prevent the
mislabeling of minority children as mentally retarded. Howewver, the
approach has proved to be, according to the authors, equally success-
ful in identifying gifted minority children whese abilities may be
masked by cultural differences between the home and the school.

SOMPA utilizes three assessment models: the medical, social
system, and pluralistic model. Each model incorporates scales to meas-
ure socio-cultural characteristics; and scores on esach scale are in-
serted into multiple regression equations developed for each ethnic
group.

Finally, a study designed to provide a relatively simple method of
ldentifying glfted Mexican=American elementary school children was
initiated by Chambers and Barron (1978).

Subjects were given the Culture Fair Intelligence Test, The Wallack-
Kagan Tests of Creativity, the Barron-Welsh Art Scale, the Barron Symbol
Egquivalence Test, and the Personal Adjectives Check List. Results indi=-
cate that all tests except the Personal Adjectives Check List were found

to be fairly consistent to teacher ratings.

Informal Assessment Models

In an effort to identify traits and characteristics overloocked on

formal assessment tools, a range of informal models ranging from anec-
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dotal records, biographies, guestionnaires, case studies to interviews
and verhal perception checks have been developed, field tested, re-
searched, and assessed with inconsistent and inconclusive results.
Alvino, McDonnel and Rickert's reaction to these informal measures
is stated in their 1981 survey of identification practices currently
in use: "“Rampant use of informal and subjective measures is taking
place with little monitoring for accuracy, commen criteria or evidence
of validation" (p. 131).
Gallagher, however, praises recent attempts to broaden the range of
identification tools. He reminds us that identification processes must
keep pace with an elaborate, all-encompassing definition of giftedness

(Gallagher, 1975).

Current Uses of Multidimensional Approaches in

the Identification Process

In an attempt teo reach as many potentially gifted and talented
children as possible, the current pattern among school districts is not
to rely exclusively on any one approach, but to use combinations of
identification methods and instruments.

A3 cited in an earlier section, Joseph Renzulli's "Revolwving Door™
Identification Mocdel has gained wide acceptance as an effective multi-
dimensional approach. The model was conceived as an approach te pro-
viding special education for academically gifted pupils in response to
the problems and criticisms associated with traditional identification

designs.
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In Renzulli's model, twenty-five percent of the school population
is identified in a schocl "talent pcol"” to be serviced with rotating
projects designed to their interests and abilities.

Students are identified with regard to above-average intellectual
abilities, creativity, and task commitment. The Revolving Door Model
uses multiple criteria including standardized tests and evaluations of
pupil performance and potential through teacher, peer, parent and self-
nominations. Renzulli feels that his model allows for both topical and
temporal modes of giftedness (Renzulli, 1981).

Methods for identification and selection of cifted and talented
children in the state of Oregon require the use of multiple identifica=-
tion processes as delineated in state guideline No. OAR 581-15-830. A
minimum of three of the following categories must be used in the identi=-
fication and selection process:

(a) Objective test information including one or more
of the fellowing:
(A) Intelligence tests
(B) Achievement tests
(C) Creativity tests
(D) Other tests as approved by the Department of

Education

(b) Subjectiwve measures and indicators including one
or more of the following:
(A} Teacher
(B) Self
(C) Critical others

(c) Documentation by other gualified professionals in
the given field or fields in which the pupil may
receive special instruction or services

(d) Other measures as approved by the Oregon Department

of Education prior to their use (Bagley et al., 1979,
p- 8)




The multiple criteria identification process used in District 4J,
Eugene, Oregon, is typical of the multidimensional approach used through-
out the state of Oregon. Criteria includes an individual intelligence
test, composite scores on all standardized achievement tests, individual
scores in math and reading standardized tests, a characteristics check-
list completed by a faculty selection committee, and teacher recommenda-
tions. Each assessment item is weighted according to the strength of
performance in the area, and minimum composite scores are required for
selection into the district program for the gifted (District 4J PACE
Manual, 1981-82).

Analysis of each student's scores is the responsibility of a selec-
tion team comprised of the gifted specialist, the principal, representa-
tive faculty members, and, occasionally, parents.

Distriet 47's identification process is an admirable approach to
a balanced identification program. The process, however, is time con-
suming, and school district personnel yearn for a less complicated
method that is at the same time even more effective than the current

system.
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CHAPTER IIT

PROCEDURES

The Development of the Gifted Behavior Inventory

The design of the inventory that serves as the focus of this study
was completed in the spring of 1981.

The inventory was designed to include sixteen overt behaviors
identified by Dr. May Seagoe of UCLA (1974) and Dr. Barbara Clark of
California State University, Los Angeles (1979), as concomitant problem
behaviors common to gifted children. The behaviors selected among those
identified by Seagoe and Clark are often cited as reasons for negative

attitudes toward gifted children both at schocol and at home.

1. Does not wait for a turn to speak; interrupts.

2. Involvement in class activity is dependent on level of
personal interest in the topic.

3. Is impatient with the lesser ability of others.

4. Dislikes routine and drill; seeks early mastery of skills.
5. May challenge the value of activities.

6. PResists interruptions when engrossed in an activity.

7. Seeks independence; may resist situations that require
conformity.

8. Needs success and recognition; is sensitive to criticism.

9. Uses wverbose explanations and descriptions.
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10. Begins many projects that are often not completed.
11. Displays stubbornness when trying to get his/her own way.

12. often invents his/her own system of doing something that may
conflict with the required method.

13. Tends to be brutally frank in appraising people and
activities.

14. Has a great desire to excel, ewen to the point of cheating.

15. Loses interest in discussions if unable to dominate.

16. Intimidates the teacher with questions that reguire

specialized knowledge.

The inventory was developed on the basis of (1) a study of the
literature, especially the Seagoe (1974) and Clark (1979) work on gifted
child characteristics; (2) consultation with University faculty and
Eugene, Oregon, District 4J staff members; (3) a field study in June,
1980, using a preliminary form of the inwenteory (See Appendix B) with
forty-five resident intern training teachers assigned to eight school
districts in Oregon; and (4) the final refinement of the inventory.

The field study produced means that indicated no significant dif-
ferences between gifted and nongifted students in frequency of the sixteen
behaviors, and in teachers' levels of annoyance when behaviors were ex-
hibited. All means were relatively low on a seven point scale used in
the inventory.

Following the field study in 1980, the final inventory was devel-
oped. The sixteen behaviors remained the same, as well as the dependent
variables of freguency of the behaviors (gifted versus nongifted) and

teachers' levels of annoyance when behaviors are displaved (gifted and
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nongifted) . School District 4J, Eugene, Oregon, was selected as the
site of the final study. In District 4J, students selected for the
gifted program are termed PACE students; therefore, the final inventory
used the terms "PACE student" and "nongifted student."

2dditicnal refinements were included, in the final inventory. Di-
rections were clarified; and four areas of demographic data were added
to provide a crosstabulation of responses on the inventory to the
following areas: sex of the subject, number of years of teaching ex-
perience, number of gifted students the subject had worked with, and
number of courses or workshops completed in gifted education (see

BAppendix C).

The 2Addition of the Second Component of the Study

After consultation with Dr. Charles Stephens of the Eugene District
Department of Research, Development and Evaluation; with gifted special-
ists in the district PACE Program: and with general elementary classroom
teachers, an additional area of investigation appeared to be germans to
the design of this study and to the needs of the school district.

The student selection process for the district PACE Program is a
comprehensive process that includes a wide range of criteria considered
in the selection of students for the program. Students must achieve a
minimum score of twenty-four points on the weighted criteria district
summary sheets to be considered for the program. (Summary sheets of
district criteria are included in Appendix A.) In spite of this

well-planned process, gifted specialists and elementary classroom teach-




ers feel that some students are selected for the program who do not find
success and satisfaction in the actiwvities, and that other capable stu-
dents who would benefit from program activities fail to gualify. During
econsultations it hecame apparent that some criteria items may be more
critical than others to the success and adjustment of students in the
PACE Program, and that these criteria should be given primary considera-
tion in the selection process. Therefore, an addition to the final re-
search study was an inventory of selection criteria currently used by
the district. Subjects in the study were asked to examine the twenty-—
nine criteria currently used by the district and select the fifteen that
they considered to be most critical (or highest priority) in the selec-

tion of students in the PACE Program.

The Study Group

Subjects in the study were elementary teachers assigned in grades
3, 4, 5, and 6 in District 4J, Eugene, Oregon, since students selected
for the PACE Program are drawn from these grade levels. In experience,
subjects ranged from first year teachers to those with twenty-fiwve years
of public school experience.

Fourteen elementary schools located in the Eugene Public School
District were selected for the study. The fourteen schools, listed in
alphabetical order below, represent a complete range of student demo-
graphic distribution in the district.

kdams Elementary School

Awbrey Park Elementary School
Condon Elementary School
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Edgewood Elementary School

Edison Elementary School

Ellis Farker Elementary School

Harris Elementary School

McCornack Elementary School

Meadow Lark Elementary School

Patterson Elementary School

Silver Lea Elementary School

Spring Creek Elementary School

Washington Elementary School

Willagillespie Elementary School

In addition, many of these schools included comparatively larger
populations of PACE students.
Crest Drive School, an elementary school with a large number of

PACE students, was not included in the study group. Teachers assigned
to Crest Drive School have received comparatively more training and in-
service in gifted education as the result of the work of the PACE
specialist assigned to the school; and in the opinion of the researcher,
Crest Drive teacher responses to the inventories may not reflect the
attitudes of the general population of elementary school teachers.

The sample population in the study included 155 elementary teachers

in grades 3, 4, 5, and 6.

Methedology (Data Gathering)

The District 4J Research Review Committee granted permission to
conduct the study in the Eugene District in May, 1981 (See appendix D).
Principals of the elementary schocls selected for the study were per-
sonally contacted during the same month, and again at the beginning of
the following school year (September, 198l1). During the personal inter-

view, principals were apprised of the purpose and intent of the study,




and details of the data gathering process in each school were finalized.
During September, 1981, final inventory packets were completed for

the study. EBach teacher packet consisted of the following:

1. An introductory page designed to engender participation,
2. A page devoted to the purpose of the study.
A page of detailed directions.

Form A, which included the four items of demographic data,
and the response section for a PACE student with the sixteen
behaviors in relation to freguency and levels of annoyance.
A seven point scale for the dependent variable of frequency
of the behavior ranged from "rarely" to "consistently"; and
a seven point scale for the dependent wvariable of teachers'
annoyance levels when the behavior is displayed ranged from
"not annoying" te "very annoying." In addition, Column I
indicated that the behavior is not exhibited by the PACE
student, and therefore is not an annoyance factor.

Form B, the response section for a nongifted student with
the sixteen behaviors in relation to fregquency and levels
of annoyance. The same seven point scale is used as well
as Celumn I when the behavior is not exhibited.

An Inventory of Gifted Criteria page listing all twenty-nine
eriteria used in the selection of PACE students. Subjects
were asked to select fifteen of the twenty-nine items that
they considered to be of highest priority in the selection
of PACE students. A section at the bottom of the page in-
vited subjects to write additional criteria not included

in the district's list that they considered important in

the identificaticn of gifted students.

(see Appendix C.)

The packet also included a statement of permission from the subject to

the researchers to utilize the inventory data for purposes of evaluation

and program development. The signed statement of permission was added
to the page detailing the purpose of the study.

A letter to principals of the schools selected for the study was




sent during the second week of November, 1981. Each letter reviewed
the operation and timeline of the study, and a sample inventory packet
was included. Principals shared the information related to the study
with teachers of grades 3, 4, 5, and 6 during a staff meeting.

I did not attend the staff meetings since I knew most of the teach-
ers in the schools. My presence might affect participation (which was
to be voluntary), and the cbjectivity of the responses.

Inventory packets were placed in the school mail boxes of third,
fourth, fifth, and sixth grade teachers in schools selected for the
study on November 23, 24, and 25 (1981). Collection boxes that included
an envelope for statements of permission were placed in each school
office. Teachers were asked to place completed inventory packets in
the collection box.

Cn December 1 and 2, a follow-up "reminder" was placed in the boxes
of teachers selected for the study (see Appendix F).

Collection of all completed inventories took place on December 15,

16, and 17 (198l1).

The Final Study Group

Of the 155 inventories distributed, 130 were completed and returned.
This figure represents an 84% response of the available population.

In thirteen of the fourteen schools selected for the study, the
percentage of completed inventories ranged from B6% to 100% of the avail-
able population of third, fourth, fifth, and sixth grade teachers. In

one school the percentage of completed inventories was 30%.
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The final study group included 96 women and 34 men who had from
1 - 25 years of teaching experience; who had worked with from 1 - 45
gifted students; and who had professional preparation in gifted educa-

tion ranging from no work to three University courses and five workshops.

Treatment of the Data

The computer system used for treatment of all raw data was the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). The development of
SPSS began in 1965 at Stanford University, and is currently located at
the National Opinion Research Center at the University of Chicago.

The SPSS program is an integrated system of computer programs de=
signed for the analysis of social science data. The system provides a
comprehensive package that enables the user to perform an unusually wide
range of data analysis within a flexible format. The program provides
the user with a well-defined set of procedurss for data transformation
and file manipulation, and offers the researcher a large number of
statistical routines commonly used in the social sciences.

Following is a list of SPsSS data analyses performed on the raw
statistics drawn from the completed inventories:

A. Demographic distribution:

1. Frequency of men and women.

2. Categories of years of experience.

3. Categories of numbers of gifted students placed in
subjects' classrcoms.

4. Categories of gifted education courses and workshops
completed by subjects.

B. The distribution of frequencies of each behavior as dis-

played by PACE and nongifted students, and means for each
behavior.
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The distribution of frequencies of annoyance levels for
each behavior for PACE and nongifted students, and means
of annoyance for each behavior.

A t test of means for the frequency of each behavior to
test the significance of differences in means between
PACE and nongifted students.

A t test of means for levels of annoyance for each be-
havior to test the significance of difference in means
between PACE and nongifted students.

A crosstabulation of each area of demographic data (sex,
years of experience, number of gifted students, and
amount of gifted education) by frequencies of each be-
havior to display the relaticnship of each demographic
variable to the dependent variable of classroom behaviors.

A crosstabulation of each area of demographic data (sex,
years of experience, number of gifted students, and
amcunt of gifted education) by fregquencies of levels

of annovance to display the relationship of esach demo-
graphic variable to the dependent variable of levels

of annoyance.

A crosstabulation of two independent variables (the
amount of gifted students and the number of gifted
education courses)==controlled for sex--to show the
relationship of one variable to the other.

A crosstabulation of two independent variables (the
number of years of experience and the number of gifted
education courses)--controlled for sex--to show the
relationship of one variable to the other.

The application of a two-way analysis of wvariance using
the independent wariables of sex and gifted education
courses and workshops by (1) frequencies of the behaviors
by PACE students; (2) levels of teacher annoyance with
PACE students: (3) frequencies of the behaviors by non-
gifted students; and (4) levels of teacher annoyance

with nongifted students. This application displays
differences between males and females, differences
between levels of gifted education, and the interaction
between the two wvariables working together.

The application of Pearson's Product Moment Correlation
Coefficient to the means of frequency of each behavior

and the means of annoyance for each behavior to describe
the linear relationship between the frequency of the be-
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havior and the levels of annoyance for teachers.

A distribution of frequencies for sach of the twenty-nine
PACE selection criteria.

L crosstabulation of the independent variables of sex,
number of gifted students, and gifted education to the
dependent variable, gifted criteria, to show the re-
lationship of each independent variable to the selection
of criteria.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

This chapter reports the data gathered in this study--a comparison
of gifted and nongifted elementary students on the presence and annoy-
ance level of sixteen concomitant behaviors identified by Seagece (1974)
and Clark (1979) as being common in gifted children.

The study also identified criteria the study group felt were most
suitable for the selection of gifted students.

The data analyzed in this chapter were obtained from an inventory
completed by 130 elementary teachers in grades 3-6 in School District 44,
Eugene, Oregon. Data were analyzed both in terms of the entire study
group, and in terms of four areas of demographic data: sex, years of
teaching experience, experience with gifted students, and the extent

of professional preparation in gifted education.

Categories of Data That Were Assessed

1. Demographic Data
A. A frequency distribution of each category of demographic
data.
8. The relationship of demographic variables to each other.
(1) The number of gifted students, and the number of
gifted education courses and gifted workshops com-

pleted, controlled for sex, to determine the follow-
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ing: Are teachers with more background in gifted
education assigned gifted students more often than
other teachers?

(2) The number of years of experience, and the number
of gifted eudcation courses and workshops completed,
controlled for sex, to determine the following: Do
more experienced teachers also have more background
in gifted education?

2. Testing Hypothesis I
B. H,: The study group's response pattern will show that
teachers see no significant differences between
gifted and nongifted students in their display of
the sixteen selected behaviors.
B. An assessment of the relationship of the four areas of
demographic data to H .
3. Testing Hypothesis II

A. H,: The study group's response pattern will show that

teachers see no significant differences in their
tolerance of the sixteen behaviors when they are
displayed by gifted as compared to nongifted stu-
dents.
B. &n assessment of the relationship of the four areas of
demographic data to HZ'

4, Relationship between Behavior Freguency and Annovance

The presence or absence of a linear relationship between the
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frequency of each behavior and the corresponding levels of
teacher annoyance.
5. The Selection of Gifted Criteria
A. The identification of criteria considered to be the most
important by the total study group.
B. The relationship of demographic data to the selection of

criteria.

Demographic Data

The 130 classroom teachers in grades three, four, five, and six
included 96 females (73.8%) and 34 males (26.1%).

Table 1l presents the demographic breakdown of the study group inte
groups by percentage,

The typical respondent was a female with eleven years of teaching ex-—
perience. She had the equivalent of two workshops in gifted education,

and had worked with about eight gifted students during her professional

career. Her male counterpart had a similar professional background.
The study group appears tc be reasonably representative of elementary
school staffs.

Table 2 compares preparation and experience in gifted education.
Two-thirds of the study group were in the lowest of four preparation/
experience guadrants, suggesting that the typical classroom teacher's

background and experience in gifted education is limited. Further, a

careful examination of the other three guadrants suggests that an in-

crease in preparation in gifted education did not neces

the assignment of more gifted students.




TAELE 1

DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF STUDY GROUP OF
96 FEMALES AND 34 MALES

Areas % % % % Median
Sex Female Male
73.8 26.1
Years of Teaching
Experience 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-25 11.3
Total 21.5 20.0 26.9 31.5
F 25.0 17.7 26.0 31.3
M 11.7 26.4 29.4 32.3
Professional Preparation 0-.66*% 1-1.66 2-2.66 3+
in Gifted Education units units units units 2
workeshops
Total 52.3 26.2 10.8 10.8 or
3 53.1 25.0 10.4 vy -0 RLER
M 52.9 29.4 s B P 5.8

Numkber of Gifted

Students in Career 1=30 11=20 21=30 30=-45 8.5
Total 57.7 28.5 5.9 6.9
P 59.4 271 B2 8.3
M 52.9 32.3 1157 2.9

*Professional education units were determined as follows: a cne=
or two-day workshop = 1/3 unit; a college course = 1 unit. Respondents
were grouped as follows: (1) less than one unit; (2) 1-1.66 units;

(3) 2-2.66 units; (4) 3 or more units.




TABLE 2

CROSSTABULATION OF CATEGORIES OF (1) EXPERIENCE WITH
GIFTED STUDENTS AND (2) GIFTED EDUCATION,
CONTROLLED FOR SEX

Number of Gifted Students

11-20 21-30

Professional Preparation

*% in upper left gquadrant

F - 66,7

M= 72.8

Table 3 shows the relationship between teaching experience and

professional preparation in gifted education. Eighty-two percent of the
men and 77.2% of the women had less than two units of professicnal pre-
paration in gifted education. Further, an increase in teaching ex-
perience in the study group did not result in an increase in profession-

al preparation in gifted education.




BH
TABLE 3
CROSSTABULATION OF CATEGORIES OF (1) YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

AND (2) PREPARATION IN GIFTED EDUCATION,
CONTROLLED FOR SEX

Years of Teaching Experience

1-5 6-10 11-15 16-25
% % % 5
F £11.5 9.4 17.7 13.5
0-.66
- M . e 0 18.2 18.2 1B8.2
g + ,
b P | 9.4 4.2 4.2 | 7.4
B 1-1.66 { | i
‘E“,; M 9.1 .~ 6.1 ' 131 3.0
B |
o E 1.0 3.3 | 350 ! 3.1
8 2=3.88
n M ' 3.0 3.0 e 6.1
3
g F 3.3 1o | 1.0 7.3
LI
M W AT oA 3.0

*% in the lower half of the Professional Freparation

distribution:
F=77.2
M= 82.0
Hypothesis I
H : The study group's response pattern will show that teachers

see no significant differences between gifted and nongifted
students in their display of the sixteen selected behaviors.

To test H , teachers in the study group were asked to review each
of the sixteen behaviors in relation to a recent PACE student with whom

they had worked. For each behavior they marked either (a) the behavior
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was not exhibited; or (b) the behavior was exhibited at a point on a
saven point scale ranging from 1 (rarely) to 7 (consistently). The same
process was completed in relation to a current non-PACE student in their
classroom.

Means for the PACE, non-PACE frequency of each behavior were com-
puted, as well as a t test between PACE/non~PACE means to determine
possible significant differences.

The results can be categorized into three areas of analysis:

l. Behaviors that are not generally exhibited by either the

PACE or non-PACE student (as indicated by more than one-
third of the teachers; and/or that have fregquency means

at 2.5 or below on a seven point scale).

2. Behaviors that non-PACE students exhibit significantly
more fregquently than PACE students.

3. Behaviors that PACE students exhibit significantly more
frequently than non-FACE students.

Findings

Table 4 shows that teacherszs indicated that many PACE and non-PACE
students rarely or never exhibit half of the sixteen behaviors (see #1
above) .

Teachers report means at or above the midpoint (4.0) on only cne
of the behaviors for both PACE and non-PACE students. PACE students
sometimes display a dislike of routine and drill and seek early mastery
of skills (4.5); and non=-PACE students sometimes exhibit sensitivity
to criticism, needing teacher approval (4.0).

Although means tended to be low, teachers report that PACE students

exhibit seven of the sixteen behaviors significantly more often than




TABLE 4

RARNY, OROCCR OF THE COMPARISON OF MEANS OF FREQUENCY JF SINTEEN BEHAVIOAS
AS ENHIBITED BY PACE AND HOM-PACE STUDENTS

PACE Students Hon-PACE Studentcs Slgmificance
Benavior Froquency pahavior Fronquency [ two=tad led
Behavior Descriptor not exhibited of behavior not axnibited af bahawior value probabilicy
. 3 . T
tsas warboss axplanations
and descriptions 26.8 3.0 49.6 1.2 a.489 0.000" PACE
Dislikes coucins and deilli sesks
warly mastecy of skills 12.%5 4.5 L8 2.4 B.55 0.000% PACE
Inveats own syatea that say
canflict with required asthod 1.9 3.2 1.0 1.6 7.7% 0.000" PAE
Incimidates teachsr with juestions <
that :mgquire spacialized kncwledge 45. 1% 1.1 66, 1% 0.5 5.1 0.000° PACE
jmeks indapardences may
remist conformity 266 2.0 17.08e 1.3 4.15 1.0C0" PACE
Resists interruptlons
an_sngrossed 18.0 a1 20.5 t.2 4.08 9.300" PACT
Laval of Lovolvement noa=
depends upan intarsst 0.5 2.4 0.2 1.0 =2.33 0,003 PACE
May challange valua of
astiviey 28.9 2.6 12.3 1.3 .93 9.004% PACE
Great dasire to excel; sven to noa=
the polnt 3f cheating 51.6%* 1.6 15,20 2.2 -2.76 0.007* PACE
Doas noc wale for a eurng nof=
latersupes 39.9=* 2.1 4.4 2.8 =2.61 0.010% PACE
Seqins many projects that are noa=
ofeen mot complacad 37,544 1.0 28.1 2.6 -1.43 0.014% pACE
Heads success and recogrnition;
ssnsitive to sriticism i6. 4 3.7 0.3 4.3 =1.39 6. 166
)
Tands to be brutally frank
in appralsing pecples and activities 19,1 .k 40.3"" 1.2 0.8L ¢. 418
Loszs imterest in discussions
if unable b3 dominate 49. 2% 1.7 50. 4% 1.6 0.71 0.477
Impationt with lemsar abilicy
of othars 42. 200 1.a 15,40 1.0 ~0.68 0.49%
DlZpiays stubDoImnass vhen
Lrying o get own way 1590 1.1 3.1 i.1 =0.32 0.748
P08

*e*more than 171 of the studants do not sxhibit the behavier
__Means ac or above midpoint on a 7 poist scale |

-]
o i




non-PACE students. These behaviors characterize gifted students as

having a need for independence and autonomy; a somewhat inflexible atti-
tude toward structure; and a desire to verbalize feelings and perceptions.

Although means tended to be low, teachers repecrt that non-PACE
students exhibit four of the sixteen behaviors significantly more often
than PACE students. These behaviors involve a need to be recognized and
accepted; and a lack of maturity in the area of task commitment. Non-
gifted students are characterized by teachers in this study as children
who seek their place in the classroom community, yet need to develop a
consistent, mature approach to educational endeavors.

In summary, teachers report significant differences betwsen PACE
and non-PACE students on eleven of the sixteen behaviors. The low means
reported on the majority of behaviors, however, indicate that these six-
teen behaviors are not consistently exhibited by either group.

Hypothesis I suggested that no significant differences would be
found between behavior frequencies of PACE/non-PACE students. Table 4
shows that (1) significant differences favoring PACE students were
found in about half (7 of 16] of the behavicrs; (2) significant differ-
ences favoring non-PACE students were found in a fourth (4 of 16) of
the behaviors; and (3) no significant differences were found in a little
over a fourth (5 of 16) of the behaviors. Overall, the findings do not

support the null hypothesis.

The Relationship of the Four Areas of Demographic Data to Hl

When means for indiwvidual subgroups (sex, teaching experience,




gifted education preparation, and experience with gifted students) for
each of the sixteen behaviors (PACE/non-PACE) were compared with the
study group means (thirty-two crosstabulations; thirty-tweo ANOVAs), no
significant differences were found. The study group appeared to be co-

hesive in its assessment of the fregquency of behaviors.

nggthesis II

H_: The study group's response pattern will show that teachers
see no significant differences in their tolerance of the
sixteen behavicrs when they are displaved by gifted com-
pared to nongifted students.

To test Hz, teachers were asked to review each behavior they had
marked as exhibited in a recent PACE student on a range of 1-7 (rarely
to consistently). For each behavior marked, a corresponding level of
annoyance was indicated on a range of 1-7 (not annoving to very annoy-
ing) . The same process was completed in relation to a recent non=PACE
student in their classroom.

Means for the level of annoyance for each behavior were computed
as well as a t test between PACE/non=-PACE means to determine possible
significant differences.

Table 5 displays the rank order of the comparison of means of
annoyance (PACE/non-PACE) and the corresponding t walue for each be-
havior. No significant differences were found. Thus, the null
hypothesis is not rejected.

It is probably important to note that comparisons were made only

on those behaviors that were exhibited by both PACE and nen-PACE students.




TROLE 5

FANK JRDER OF THE COMPARISOH OF AMNOYANCE LEVEL MEANS OF THE
SIXTEEN BEHRAVIORS IN PACE AND NQU-PACE STUDENTS

Laval of
ANNOYAnce Diffarence t Significance
Behavior Descriptor H Leval in Heans Valua Two=Tailad
X Probabilley

PACE 1.5

oisplays stubbornness whan trying to get own way 33 o =FACE 3.7 -0.29 -1.47 0.347
Serks indepandince; may resist situacicns that PACE 1.0

roquire conformicy 52 non=-FRACE 2.7 0.1 1.14 0.257
Tands to ba bruorally frank im appraizing poopla PACE 2.0

and activicies 51 non=FACE 2.1 =0,133 =1.01 0.317
FACE 1.3

Loses ificaresc in discussions if unable to dominete a2 non=FACE 3.1 0.24 0.83 0.411
Qften invents own systas that may conflict with PACE 2.2

roqulrad mathod 74 non-FACE 3.1 0,19 2.79 0.413
Hoads success and recoguition; sensitive PACE 1.2

s cFiticias o6 nen—FACE 2.1 9.12 a.78 2.416
Incimidates the teacher with guestions thac require PACE 2.1

spacialized knowledgs 17 non=-FACE 2.3 =0.16 =0.59 0.493
PACE 2.2

Uses verbose explanaticns and descriptions 55 1on=FACE 2.1 0.09 0.43 0.666
PACE 2.9

Hay challangs the valus of activities 63 non=FACE 2.3 0.08 0.34 0.735
Dislikes routine and drills seeks sacly mastery FACE 2.4

of skills e non=-FACE 1.5 =-0.06 =-0.13 0.741
Has a great dasire o sxcel, even to tha point PACE 4.1

of cheating 41 non=PACE 4.3 =0.13 =0.31 0.757
PACE 1.5

Begins many projects chat are oftan not compl 60 ron-PACE 1.6 =0.03 =0.11 0.914
FACE 1.7

Is impatient with tha lesser abilicy of others 5l nen=-FACE 3.7 =-0.02 =0.07 0.945
PACE ).5

Doos not waie for a turmy interrupts LT man-PACE 1.5 =0.01 =0.0% 0.953
involvenent in class activity is dependenc on PACE 3.2

level of inceceat a2 non=FACE 1.2 =0.01 -0.05 0.9%3
PACE 7.6

fasiscs interrupcions when engrossed in an activiry 88 nan-FACE 1.6 0.00 0.00 L.0o0

Total group M = 130

i
=




An examination of the N column reveals that in eleven of the sixteen
behaviors, fewer than half of the 130 teachers reported that both their
PACE and non-PACE students exhibited the behaviors. The behavior that
the most teachers reported both students exhibited was "needs success
and recognition; is sensitive to criticism” (75% of the teachers). The
behavior that the fewest teachers reported was "intimidates the teachexr
with guestions that require specialized knowledge" (20% of the teach-
ers) .

Only one behavior displayed by both PACE/non-PACE students eli-
cited an annoyance level at the midpoint of the seven point scale (a
desire to excel, even to the point of cheating). Other behaviors that
glicited comparatively more teacher annoyance are stubbornness, im-
patience with others' lesser abilities, and incompleted projects and
activities.

To summarize, teachers report that the sixteen behaviors do not
occur very often in either student group, and they are not highly annoy-

ing when they do occur.

The Relationship of the Four Areas of Demographic Data to Hs

When means for indiwidual subgroups (sex, teaching experience,
gifted education preparation, and experience with gifted students) for
each of the levels of annovance (PACE/non-PACE) were compared with the
study group's means (thirty-two crosstabulations; thirty-two ANOVAs),
only one significant difference was displayed.

About sixty percent of the teachers had reported that they were
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annoyed when their non-PACE student exhibited a dislike of routine and
drill. An interaction that involved the sex and amount of gifted edu-
cation preparation of the respondent was significant at the .05 level.
This finding, though statistically significant, was not pursued further
to identify the specific demographic relationship. The behavior in
question had a low owerall annoyvance mean and was not exhibited at all

by about forty percent of the PACE/non-FACE group.

Relationship between Behavior Freguency and Anncyance

To determine the presence or absence of a linear relationship
between the frequency of each behavior and the corxresponding level of
annoyance, a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient was com—
puted on the wariables of frequency and annovance of PACE student be-
haviors, and frequency and annoyance of non-PACE student behaviors.

Table 6 displays the results of the correlation coefficient on the
PACE wvariables. Eleven of the sixtesn behaviors show a significant re-
lationship (P <:‘05) between the two variazbles. The study group's
annoyance level increases as the fregquency of the behavior increases
with these eleven behaviors.

Teachers report that their annoyance level does not increase sig-
nificantly as the frequency of the behavior increases on four behaviors.
Two of these behawviors challenge the teacher's aunthority (intimidates
with gquestions that require specialized knowledge, and tends to be
brutally frank in appraising people and ideas). Two behaviors reflect

inflexibility among PACE students (resists interruptions; dislikes
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EESULTS OF PEARSON'S PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATION COEFFICIENT TO
DETERMINE PRESENCE/ABSENCE OF A LINEAR RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
FEEQUENCY AND ANNOYANCE OF SIXTEEN BEHAVIORS FOR PACE STUDENTS

Pearson's xr
Variables: Significance

N Behavior Two-Tailed
and Propability
Annoyance

Displays stubbornness when trying

to get own way B8l .50 .000*
Does not wait for turn; interrupts 75 .50 .000*
Uses werbose explanations and

descriptions 3 .45 .000*
Involvement in class activity depends

upon level of interest 88 .44 .000*
Loses interest in discussion if

unable to dominate 64 .43 .000*
Has a great desire to excel, even to

the point of cheating 22 40 «00L*
Begins many projects that are often

not completed 75 35 .001*
Seeks independence; resists situa-

tions that require conformity 93 +35 .000*
Needs success and recognition: is

sensitive to criticism 106 «32 -000*
Is impatient with the lesser ability

of others 72 32 .003%*
Often invents own system that may

conflict with the regquired method 99 .29 .002*
Intimidates the teacher with gquestions

that reguire specialized knowledge 68 .12 . 146
Tends to be brutally frank in ap-

praising people and activities 77 .12 .147
Resists interruptions when engrossed

in an actiwvity 104 11 1.225
Dislikes routine & drill; secks

early mastery of skill 109 .07 . 243
May challenge the value of an

activity 90 -.04 . 365

*p < .05
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routine and drill).

Teachers report a negative relationship on one behavior (may
challenge the value of activities). As the frequency of the behavior
increases, their annoyance decreases, indicating that they may become
more secure in responding to the behavior.

Table 7 displays the results of the correlation coefficient on the
non-PACE students. Teachers indicate that when working with non-PACE
students, a significant relationship exists between frequency and annoy=-
ance on all sixteen behaviors (P < .05). Their levels of annoyance in-
crease as the frequency of the behavior increases.

A comparison of Tables 6 and 7 suggests that the study group was
slichtly more tolerant of the behavior of gifted students than with

nongifted students.

Selection of Gifted Criteria

Sc¢hool District 47, Eugene, Oregon, uses twenty-nine criteria teo
select students for the district's PACE Program. Criteria range from
scores on individual intelligence tests and standardized ahievement
tests to performance in the classroom, and behavioral characteristics.
Students selected for the PACE Program must achieve a score of twenty-
four points on weighted criteria included on the summary sheet (ses
Appendix A).

PACE specialists, administrators, and classroom teachers complain
that, in spite of this extensive approach, some students in the program
fail to benefit from it, and others who could benefit are not selected.

The final page of the gifted inventory asked teachers in the study




TARLE 7

RESULTS OF PEARSON'S PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATION COEFFICIENT TO
DETERMINE PRESENCE/ABSENCE OF A LINEAR RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
FEEQUENCY AND ANNOYANCE OF SIXTEEM BEHAVIORS OF NON-PACE STUDENTS

Behavior Descriptors N

Pearson's r

Variables: Significance
Behavior Two-Tailed
and Probability

Annoyance

Does not wait for a turn to speak;

interrupts as .628 .000*
Uses verbose axplanations and

descriptions 63 .625 .000*
Begins many projects that are often

not completed 89 516 .000*
Dislikes routine and drill; seeks

early mastery of skills 87 .502 .000*
Involvement in class activities de-

pends upon level of interest 113 497 - 000*
May challenge the value of

activities 85 .491 LO00*
Tends to be brutally frank in ap-

praising people and ideas 74 L4613 .000*
Seeks independence; may resist situa-

tions that reguire conformity 78 .440 000*
Loses interest in discussion if

unable to dominate 62 .421 .000*
Displays stubbornness when trying

to get own way 89 .411 .000*
Is impatient with others of lesser

ability 81 328 «001*
Intimidates the teacher with questions

that require specialized knowledge 41 .323 .020*

Needs success and recognition; is

sensitive to criticism 113 . 300 .001*
Often invents own system that may

conflict with the required method 79 274 L007%
Has a great desire to excel, even to

the point of cheating 79 242 .016%
Resists in:erruptions when engrossed

in an activity 28 .169 .048*

*p < .05




group to review all twenty-nine criteria and select the fifteen they
considered most appropriate in selecting gifted students (see
Appendix C).

In addition, the teachers were asked to list additional criteria
that they considered important in the selection of students for the
PACE Program.

All teachers selected fifteen criteria. Table B ranks the criteria
selected by the study group, and provides the frequency/percent of re-
sponse for each criterion.

Three sets of tie scores occurred in the selection process. Tied
scores were ranked in the table on the basis of the higher response of
the tied items from teachers with the most professional background in
gifted education.

As indicated in Table B, the first fifteen criteria also represent
those selected by more than fifty percent of the respondents. The twe
criteria school districts use most commonly in selecting gifted students,

cores on IQ and standardized achievement tests, are not included in the
study group's top ten items, and the group also rated some criteria that
related to achievement guite low.

Respondents tended to rank criteria high that related to evidence
of interest, intuitive comprehension, inguisitiveness, critical think-
ing skills, and teacher recommendations.

Three criteria representing academic and behavioral maturity
appear in the top fifteen selections: (9) is gelf-disciplined; (13) has

a long attention span; and (l4) exhibits leadership qualities.
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TABLE 8--continued

Upen-Ended Response Categories (N = 85)

Percent
of
Descriptors Frequency Cases
Task Commitment : 32 37.7
Social Skills 12 14.1
Creativity 1L 12.9
Attitude 7 8.2
Interest in PACE 5 5.8
Self-Concept 4 &7
Talent 3 3.5
Maturity 3 3.5
Motivation 3 3.5
Responsibility 3 3.5
Exceptional 2bilities 2 2.3
Flexibility 2 2.3

Thus, Table 8 shows that the study group's criteria selection fails
to support the weighted criteria system currently used in the Eugene
district's PACE selection process, where all behavioral and intuitiwve
strengths are grouped together into one "characteristics checklist" in-
cluding twenty-four items. The characteristics checklist is counted as
one unit and given the same weight as IQ scores, and teacher recommenda-
tions (see Appendix A). Teachers in this study indicates that the

characteristics of comprehension, inquisitiveness, ability to see
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relationships, eagerness to do new things, a wide range of interests,
ability to make predictions from current information, an interest in

reading, and the characteristics of self-discipline should be counted
as independent criteria and given equal weight to teacher recommenda-
tions and scores on IQ and achievement tests.

When controlled by the four demographic areas, the top fifteen
rankings remained fairly consistent. Table 9 compares the rankings by
the total group with the top fifteen rankings by demographic areas of
sex, years of teaching experience, experience with gifted students,
and preparation in gifted education. In the latter three areas, the
total study group rankings are compared to the demographic group rank-
ings that include (1) the highest and lowest lewvels of experience,

(2) the highest and lowest levels of gifted education presparation, and
(3) the highest and lowest levels of experience with gifted students.
By comparing the two extreme subgroups, the effects of little/much
teaching experience, little/much gifted education, and little/much ex-
perience with gifted students can be assessed.

A careful analysis of the rankings between the high/low groups
leads to the following observations. The least subgroup difference
in ranking was between male/female respondents. The most difference
was between the two subgroups that had the meost/least preparation in
gifted educaticn.

Several wide wariations in ranking are worth noting. Teachers
with the most g¢gifted student experience ranked 'prediction ability'

first, while teachers with the least experience didn't include it in
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the top fifteen criteria. High/low teaching experience and gifted edu-
cation preparation subgroups ranked 'inguisitiveness' and 'relationship-
finding' criteria guite differently. Finally, females ranked 'a wide
range of interests' number six, while males ranked it number eleven
(tied).

Tables 8 and 9 reveal a noteworthy characteristic in the study
group. None of the twenty-nine criteria was selected by all 130 teach-
ers (high - 88%). 1In addition, the group's selection range included
all twenty-nine criteria. Chapter IT in this study discusses problems
inherent in attempts to identify and select appropriate children for
gifted programs. Teachers in Eugene, Oregon, appear to rzflect dis-
agreements among educators nationally in determining criteria for

identification and selection of gifted students.

Open-Ended Responses

Fifty-seven teachers suggested (l) c¢ritexia not included on the
district's list that they considered important in the selection of PACE
students; and (2) statements emphasizing the importance of specific
criteria already included on the district's list.

The total open-ended criteria generated by the fifty-seven teach-
ers included 113 separate statements. These statements fell into the
following fourteen categories:

1. The importance of task commitment (the ability to complete

tasks and projects). (32)

2. The importance of social skills with peers and adults. {12}
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3. Creativity and divergent thinking. (11)

4. A positive attitude toward all endeavors. (7)
5. An interest in the PACE Program. (5)

6. A positive self-concept. (4)

7. Talent in one or more areas. (3)

8. Maturity--both social and academic. (3)

9. Motivation. (3)

10. A sense of responsibility to learning and to acceptable be-
havior. (3)

11. Exceptional academic abilities. (2)
12. Flexibility in adjusting to new activities and schedules. (2)
13. A restatement of criteria on the district's list. (10)

l4. Miscellaneous: single statements that did not fall into a
category. (16)

(A display of all open-ended responses can be found in Appendix G).

0f the twelve additional categories of criteria (abowve) not in-
cluded on the district's list, the importance of task commitment pre-
dominated. It was menticned by thirty-two of the fifty-seven teachers,
almost three times as many as the second most mentioned criteria. MNo
other category commanded as much response as the area of task commit-
ment.

Three criteria mentioned by the study group appear to have more
support than low items on the total group ranking of the district's
lists: task commitment (37.6%), social skills (1l4.1%), and creativity
(12.9%).

In summary, teachers in the study group did not completely agree
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on appropriate criteria for selection of gifted students, although the
majority supported characteristics that related to thinking skills, and
their own recommendations. Many teachers suggested the characteristic
of task commitment as an appropriate addition to the district's list of
criteria.

Chapter V will include a summary and discussion of the study, con-—

clusions, recommendations, and suggestions for further research.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY , CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

This study investigated three guestions related to education for

intellectually gifted elementary school children:

A, Do elementary classroom teachers agree that sixteen overt
behaviors identified by Dr. May Seagoe (1272) and Dr. Barbara
Clark (1979) are more common to intellectually gifted children
than to their nongifted peers?

B. Do elementary teachers agree that these sixteen overt be-
haviors are more annoying when they are displayed by gifted
children than by their nongifted peers?

€. What criteria do elementary teachars consider the most im-

portant in the selection of students for gifted programs?

The first two study questions relate to a controversy in gifted
education. One side of the controversy, supported by Guilford (1976),
Torrance (1970), Seagoe (1974), and Clark (1979), supports the premise
that gifted students do display characteristies that are unigue to
their needs, intellectual processes, and natures; and that these char-
acteristics can be irritating to classroom teachers.

The other side of the controversy, supported by Renzulli (1975),
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Barbe (1976), and Gallagher (1975) concludes that gifted and non-
gifted student characteristics do not differ significantly; and that,
in fact, gifted students are usually better adjusted than non-gifted
students in academie and speial relationships.

The third study guestion relates to the criteria used to select
students for gifted programs, especially for the program in District
4J, Eucgene, Oregon, where this study tock place. School District 4J
uses an extensive process to identify and select students for the
gifted program (PACE: "Program for Advanced Curriculum and Enrichment") .
The process includes twenty-nine criteria that include scores on IQ
and achievement tests, teacher recommendations, and warious behavioral
characteristics. In spite of this well-planned process, district per-
sonnel note that some selected students do not find success and satis-
faction in the PACE Program, and that other capable students who would
benefit from program activities fail to qualify. Elementarv classrcom
teachers in the district do not generally agree on the relative import-
ance of specific selection criteria, and many feel that the district's

Selection process should be modified.

Review of the Literature

The literature in gifted education is extensive. 1It's split be-
tween empirical research, and the experience and opinion of the author.
Gifted education encompasses three developmental periods., Each peried
evolved from a force outside the educational arena, and each period is

well-represented in the literature.
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The first developmental period occurred during the years follow-
ing World War I, and came as a result of the development of instruments
to measur= the intellectual abilities of young children. Lewis Terman's
classic longitudinal study of gifted children served as a landmark in
identification and characteristics of the gifted (Terman and Oden, 1918).

The second period was the result of the Soviet launch of Sputnik
in 1957. MNational leaders decried the neglect of mentally superior
students, and public and private money became available to develop a
'new curricula' based on the principles of Jerome Bruner (1966).

The most recent period was launched in 1970 by Publiec Law 91-230
mandating a study to determine whether the needs of the gifted were
being met. As a result of the negative findings of the study, the U.S.
Office of Talented and Gifted was established, and funding for state
and local programs began.

The literature on the characteristics of the gifted suggests a
contemporary focus that features not only fixed intelligence, but also
creativity, cultural influences, self-concept, and task commitment.

In spite of an abundance of research on characteristics of the
gifted, the literature confirms that the process of identifying and
selecting children for gifted programs remains a difficult one. Con=-
troversy exists over the use of I) scores, standardized achievement
tests, and teacher recommendations as primary factors in determining
giftedness. Current spokespeople in gifted education suggest a multi-

dimensional approach using both formal and informal assessment measures.
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The Design of the Study

The inventory that serves as the data base of this study (Appen-
dix C) was developed through (1) a study of the literatuxe; (2) con-
sultation with University of Oregon faculty, and Eugene, Oregon, Dis-
trict 4J faculty members; (3) a pilot study using a preliminary form
of a gifted behavior inventory (Appendix B).

The inventory focused on sixteen overt hehaviors identified by
Dr. May Seagoe of UCLA (1974) and Dr. Barbara Clark of California
State University, Los Angeles (1979), as behavicrs thought to be
common to gifted children. The inventory behaviors were selected
from among these identified by Seagoe and Clark--behaviors teachers
often cite as the reason why teachers have negative feelings toward

gifted children.

1. Does not wait for a turn to speak:; interrupts.

2. Involvement in class activity is dependent on the level of
personal interest in the topic.

3. Is impatient with the lesser ability of others.

4. Dislikes routine and drill; seeks early mastery of skills.

5. May challenge the walue of activities.

6. Resists interruptions when engrossed in an activity.

7. Seeks independence; may resist situations that require con-
formity.

8., HNeeds success and recognition: is sensitive to criticism.

9, Uses verbose explanations and descriptions.
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10. Begins many projects that are often not completed.
11. Displays stubbornness when trying to get his/her own way.
12. Often invents his/her own system of doing something that may
conflict with the required methed.
13. Tends to be brutally frank in appraising people and activities.
14, Has a great desire to excel, even to the peoint of cheating.
15. Loses interest in discussions if unable to dominate. |
16. Intimidates the teacher with questions that require special-

ized knowledge.

During September, 1981, the final inventory for the study was com—

pleted. It included the following:

1. Preliminary material designed to (1) engender participation,
(2) explain the purpose of the study, and (3) provide direc-
tions for responding to Forms A and B.

2. Form A included the following: (1) four items that sought
demographic data, and (2) sixteen items that sought informa-
tion on the behavior of a recent PACE student. Respondents
indicated if and how freguently the student exhibited the
behavior, and how annoying the behavior was to the respondent.

3. PForm B was similar to the second part of Form A, except that
it sought freguency/annoyance level information on the be-
havior of a recent non-PACE student.

4, An Inventory of Gifted Criteria asked respondents to select

the fifteen of twenty-nine listed criteria that they con-
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sidered most important in the selection of PACE students. 1In
addition, respondents were invited to add additional criteria

they considered important.

The study group was composed of elementary teachers in grades 3-6
in fourteen District 4J Eugene, Oregon, elementary schools selected
for the study. Only teachers in grades 3-6 were involved since students
selected for the district's PACE Program are drawn from these grade
levels,

Eighty-four percent of the 155 teachers available completed the
inventory. This included ninety-six women and thirty-four men who had
from 1-25 years of teaching experience; who had worked with from 1-45
gifted students: and who had professional preparation in gifted educa-
tion ranging from no work to three University courses and five work=-
shops.

Data were analyzed via the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) computer system as follows:

A. Demographic distribution

l. Frequency of men and women

2. Categories of years of teaching experience

3. Categories of experience with gifted students.
4. Categories of gifted education preparation.

B. Freguencies and means for each behavior displayed by PACE and
nongifted students.

C. Frequencies and means of annoyance levels for each behavior
for PACE and nongifted students.

D. A t test of means of each behavior to test the significance
of differences in means between PACE and nongifted students.

E. A t test of means for levels of annoyance for each behavior
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to test the significance of difference in means between PACE
and nongifted students.

A crosstabulation of each area of demographic data (sex,
years of experience, experience with gifted students, and
amcunt of gifted education preparation) by frequencies of
each behavior to display the relationship of each demographic
variable to the dependent variable of classroom behaviors.

A crosstabulation of each area of demographic data (sex,
vears of experience, experience with gifted students, and
amount of gifted education) by frequencies of lsvels of
annoyance to display the relationship of each demographic
variable to the dependant wariable of levels of annoyance.

A crosstabulation of two independent wariables (experience
with gifted students and gifted education preparation)--
controlled for sex--to show the relationship of one wariable
to the other.

A crosstabulation of two independent variables (teaching
experience and gifted education preparation)--controlled for
sex--to show the relationship of one wvariable to the other.

The application of a two-way analysis of variance using the
independent variables of sex and gifted education courses

and workshops by (1) frequencies of the behavicrs by PACE
students; (2) levels of teacher annoyance with PACE stu-

dents; (3) freguencies of the behaviors by nongifted students;
and (4) lewvels of teacher annoyance with nongifted students.
This application displays differences between males and females,
differences between lewvels of gifted eudcation, and the inter-
action between the two variables working together.

The application of Pearscn's Product Moment Correlation Co-
efficient to the means of frequency of each behavior and the
means of annoyance for each behavior to describe the linear
relationship between the frequency of the behavior and the
levels of annoyance for teachers.

A distribution of frequencies for each of the twenty-nine
PACE selection criteria.

A crosstabulation of the independent variables of sex,
experience with gifted students, and gifted education prep-
aration to the dependent variable, gifted criteria, to show
the relationship of each independent wariable to the selection
of criteria.
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Findings

The study group of 130 grade 3-6 classroom teachers had
limited experience with gifted students, and limited prepara-
tion in gifted education. Teachers with more gifted education
were not necessarily assigned more gifted students: and the
most experiesnced teachers did not necessarily have the most
gifted education preparation.

The study group reported that their gifted students exhibited
seven of the sixteen behaviors significantly more often than
their nongifted students, and the reverse for four of the be-
haviors. All frequency means were low, indicating that
teachers do not see the bhehaviors displayed often in either
group., The respondents' sex, teaching experience, experience
with gifted students,; and gifted education preparation did
not significantly affect the response pattern.

The study group's sixteen annoyance level means were all low,
and no significant differences were found when their levels
of annoyance with gifted/nongifted students were compared.
The study group seemed slightly more tolerant of gifted than
nongifted students. The respondents' sex, teaching experience,
experience with gifted students, and the amount of gifted
education preparation rarely influenced the response pattern.
As the frequency of the behavior increased, the study group
reported an increase in their annoyance level on esleven of

the sixteen behaviors for gifted students. The five behaviors
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that did not register an increase in annoyance with fregquency
for gifted students are infregquent behaviors that might be
more annoying if they occurred gquite often.

5. Although the study group did not completely agree on the
importance of any single criterion of the twenty-nine used by
Eugene District 47 to identify gifted students, over fifty
percent agreed on the importance of fifteen of the criteria.
The highest level of agreement cccurred with comprehension
skills followed by inguisitiveness, ability to see relation-—
ships among unrelated ideas, teacher recommendations, and a
spirit of eagerness in trying new things. Scores on intelli-
gence tests did not appear in the top ten rankings, but did
appear in the top fifteen rankings. Composite scores on
achievement tests appeared in the top fifteen rankings; how-
evar, individual scores on reading and math tests were ranked
quite low. The study group's selection does not appear to
suppert the current weight given criteria by School District

4J in its selection process.

Conclusions and Implicaticns

The origin of the issues that led to this study and its findings
evolved from events that began in 1975 with the passage of The Educa-
tion for All Handicapped Children Act (PL 94-142). The law mandated
that handicapped children be placed in the least restrictive environ-

ment, and with their peers whenever possible. Classroom teachers began
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to work directly with a range of exceptional children, and engage in
related inservice training. Within a few years teachers began to dis-
card many myths about handicapped children--myths surrounding their be-
haviors and their capabilities. They began to view exceptional child-
ren as individuals with a range of behaviors and talents similar to
that found in the general population.

Bn additional link between this study's focus on gifted education
and education for the handicapped can be found in the design of the
behavior inventory wused in this study. Hill Walker of the University
of Oregon designed an inventory tc measure teacher expectations, social
behavior standards, and tolerance levels that teachers hold for child-
ren in general. The information gained from Walker's behavioral in-
ventory can be used to select potential placements for mainstreaning
handicapped students, and to determine the minimum behavioral require-
ments a handicapped child must meet in order to gain entry into the
classroom community (Hersh, Walker, 1281).

By adapting Walker's concepts of teachers' behavior standards and
tolerance levels, this study was able to assess teacher responses to
behaviors identified in the literature as being common in gifted
children.

The results of this study were surprising in light of Seagoe (1974)
and Clark's (1979) identification of a set of behaviors characteristic
of gifted students. The study group reported that while seven of the
sixteen behaviors were exhibited significantly more often by gifted

than nongifted students, four behawviors occurred more frequently in
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nongifted students. More important, frequency means for both groups
were generally in the lower third of a seven point scale; and for each
behavior, from 20% to 60% of the teachers reported that the behavior
was not exhibited at all by either the gifted or nongifted student
they had identified.

Teachers reported no significant differences in levels of annoy-
ance for either group, and their overall response pattern tended toward
slightly more tolerance with gifted rather than nongifted students.
Again, means were generally in the lower third of a seven point scale,
signaling that teachers do not see the behaviors as very annoying in
either group.

It would appear that the study group disagrees with the Seagoe
and Clark belief that the sixteen behaviors are typical in gifted
children, or in nongifted children for that matter; and it may be that
the response pattern reflects a more flexible current view of children's
behaviors in general. As a result of their direct experience with the
complete range of the student population (from handicapped to gifted),
teachers may now be signaling that it is no longer germane to attempt
to isolate a separate set of classroom behaviors to describe any given
student population.  Many teachers may now see classroom behaviors as
an interaction between teacher and student, or among students, the
student's response to the present environment. Teachers may believe
that many behaviors are individualistic, reflecting the individual's
ability to cope with a given situation. Therefore, they are not

necessarily representative of talent or ability or disability or
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handicap—--but rather of children's responses to the structure, the ex-
pectations, and the interaction in a particular classroom.

When asked to select the fifteen most important criteria from the
district's list of twenty-nine criteria used for selection of students
for gifted programs, the study group reflected a national disagreement
among researchers and authorities in gifted education. Like their
counterparts, teachers in Eugene, Oregon, could not all agree on the
best criteria to use in identifving giftedness. In fact, they were
unable to reach even 90% agreement on any one criterion.

The study group did indicate a preferred direction in gifted
student identification, however. Most agreement was reached on in-
tuitive criteria--characteristics that represent a concept of gifted-
ness that is broader than cognitiwve achievement. Teachers appear to
believe that giftedness is a complex concept--one that requires both
formal and informal assessment; and that teacher perceptions should be
an important part of the identification process. This suggests that
teachers must be knowledgeable in the area of gifted education.

The teachers included in the study group work in a district that
has the highest levels of experience and advanced training in the state
of Oregon. Over sixty percent of the teaching staff in District 4J
hold Master's Degrees, or higher, and over fifty percent are at the top
of the experience scale in the district (Eugene Education Rssociation,
1981). In addition, preservice and inservice training offered by the
school district, the nearby University of Oregon, and the county Educa-

tional Services District, is of the highest caliber.




99

The study group, drawn from that pool and affected by it, re-
ported that potentially challenging behaviors are not frequently ex-
hibited in their rooms, and are not particularly annoying when they are
exhibited. 1In addition, these teachers display a broadened concept of
giftedness based on more than cognitive achievement. The implications
for gifted educatioen are heartening.

; If experienced, well trained teachers are secure in working with
children who differ from the norm, then it may be possible to accommodate
the special needs of gifted children within the general classroom, with
the aid of graduate training in gifted educaticn, and the help of
gifted 5pecialist5 acting as consultants. In the event that funds for
gifted "pull-out" activities (where gifted students leave their class-
rooms to work in eluster groups) are eliminated, classroom teachers who
pursue training in the components of effective curriculum for the gifted
can work with specialists to design enrichment activities that are an
extension of their general classroom program.

Teachers in the study appear to believe that a broadened concept
of giftedness prioritizes intuitive strengths. Enrichment curricula
for the gifted, therefore, must prioritize activities that focus on
critical and divergent thinking.

Finally, teachers appear to believe that their perceptions should
be an integral part of the process of selecting students for gifted
programs. The literature points to problems of teacher bias, and the
use of inappropriate criteria in teacher selection. Graduate training

in gifted education can provide teachers with the appropriate base of
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understanding needed to participate effectively in the selection

Process.

Recommendations

School districts should assess the gifted education backgrounds
of teachers, and assign gifted students to classrooms where
teachers have adegquate preparaticn. Further, districts should
increase inservice activities that focus on enrichment acti-
vities (Haisley, 1973). Preservice programs at the University
level should include coursework devoted to the characteristics
of giftedness, and the components of effective accelerative
curriculum.

Selection and identification guidelines used by school dis-
tricts should provide a balance between criteria that repre-
sent cognitive achievement, and criteria that represent in-
tuitive characteristics that signal an ability to use informa-
tion in creative, productiwve ways.

Since teachers support their own recommendations, in spite

of evidence that points to teacher bias and to ineffectual
results (Gear, 1376), inservice programs for teachers should
include training in characteristics for the appropriate se-
lection of students for gifted programs.

Since the study group indicated a high percentage of agreement
on characteristics related to intuitive abilities, and to

task commitment, gifted "pull out" activities (where students
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work outside of their classrooms in cluster groups for periods
during the week), and classroom accelerative curriculum,
should be monitored to determine that activities are in-

cluded that strengthen intuitive skills and task commitment.

Future Research

This study might be replicated with teachers in different
geographic/demographic settings to determine whether the response
patterns of teachers in Eugene, Oregon, represent the general teacher

population.

Limitations of This Study

This study involved elementary classroom teachers only. The in-
clusion of gifted specialists and secondary teachers might have pro-
duced a different response pattern to the behavior inwventory, and to
the criteria selection. In addition, teachers were asked to select
only one recent gifted and nongifted student. Some teachers indicated
that their responses would vary according to the sex and the personality
of the student.

Finally, the delineation between "gifted" and "nongifted" on the
behavior inventory related to students selected for District 4J, Eugene,
Oregon's PACE Program, and those not selected. Teachers were not given
an opportunity to base their responses on students that they considered

gifted irrespective of the district PACE selection process.
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Hame School Date
Age Grade Sex Birthdats
A, Ascasscent Ttems 5 & 3 2 1
1. Intelligerce Test (I.0.} 135+ 130-134
2. Achievemept Test: COMPOSITE| 987 97-95% 94-307 B9=83% 82=73%
3. Achievemenr Tesc: MATH 987 97-95% 946307, 89-33% §2-75%
4. Achievement Test: READING 98T 97-95% 94-307 89-83% 82-75%
5. Characreristics Checklisgt™™ 120-110 109=36 95=34 83-72 71-60
6. Teacher Recommendacion 5 4 3 2 1
COLNGY TALLY OF CHECHI
WEIGHT 53 o =3 x2 x1
ADD AC RDSS + = + +
TOTAL SCORE
B. Other tests or evaluation results of record.
Instrument Results (grade/percencila scors) Data

€. Selection Decision.

*Total checklist score

e

selection Ledm Cnalonan
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Screening/R

PAGE Program
tudent Birthiace Ade sex _ Grade
bace
ity remuanead ta mam TRl o i
e Shink apeiy €2 this satld. [f the staiesent dows pineh
= Suidom
= Decasiennily
4 =otten
4 = Almase Abuavs
CATION SKILLS BEHAVIORAL CHARMCTERL
S Is very alert = gives ripid O S R ]
LTIRATE 3 5 answers.
o eoticnal wse of grassar. 1 1 L
B ¥ 2% % Im eager £a do new chings. N -
et L, vacabulary. L . -
chpt Lonal 23 & % Exhibies leadership qu 1 1 3 4 35
va use of expressive dody L2 & A , %
i ity Enjoys wecking alons. S I 5
1 b . i 4 3
~OMMENTS - ) 3 self-confident i 3
Is Inquisicive, 1 ¥ ¥as
Han & lomg attencisn span. 1 345
I8 & risk taker. 12 348
COMMERTS
d peers. L 1 3 & §
sy encesdingly T e
ACADEMIC CHARACTERISTICS
& 5 Ta an avid resder. D il i
= Resds nesr the top of the t ¥ 36y
Shows Lncerwst in sclence or 1 2 3243
T liceracure.
i Is surstanding in math. 1 A
in wel fdipniplinad. L 3 608
pa imong 1 1.3 4 3% Has & wide range of interests. 1 2 X &5
sala st b Has & mature sensa of humer 1 T 3ay
I8 sager © : others about L1314 .35 COMMENTS
farcvaries and idess COMMENTS
Telis tesginative stories. I R T W ]
trom urreat i DA

ind ideas.

tmaEuTE person

plecing the portion ake
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To be complered by the srudanc's rsacher.

11d be 3 candidate for the PACE Program?

COMMENTS
~ichour Rasarvation 5
ves &
Parhaps 3
Juestionable 2 -
So 1

STANDARDIZED TEST INFORMATION

Review all exisring school racerds. To ba complecad by designaced procedures.

DATE GRADE/AGE STANDARD
TITLE CIVER WVHEM TESTED SCORE C.E. PERCENTILE
OTHER IHEFORMATION
1. Iz tha child currencly raceiving othar educational services? YES %O
o Scholastie Information.
a. Record of skipping a grade: garade(s) placed year(s)
b. Record of ratention: grade(s) vetained yearis)

J. Relevant nedical/physical problems:

m
W

NO (I YES, describe).

ious enrollmenz in a gifted progran?




=
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APPENDIX B

A PRELIMINARY FORM OF THE BEHAVIQOR INVENTORY

USED IN A FIELD STUDY IN 1980




108

Think of
wored wit!

& pest recent glfted/talentad 3
in reggonding o the basavios =o

dant you Have
siptions below.

S L e i i e

In column 1, an She scale prow el s
hev well each statesent deszolizes - or re o -‘-‘i{: Bl i
senta - the scheal Babavier o7 the student. chavisr vai when

1. = prot descoipkive €f the student 1. = #az anneving

s 2"> fngar=pdiate valuss
3.

2a
7 interzediate vi
e

4. = meodarataly desesip

of the seodan: 4.= .modecately annoving

Sa. 5

== intercediate values interceciate values
&~ G:::’ >
7. = very deszpiptive ¢f tha studant Tam vmcy anmoving

T
56 7 12145487
i
eyt in the toplc. 123143587 12284587
kN atiant with the lezser ablifiss
ari. 12345%67 1234567
4. ma and drill; sesks
skills. 1334 567 12345657
£. challenge the valie of

in an

-
"
w
s
w
o
i
-
N
w
'
w
m
)

2. MNe auccesd and
is senaitive to 3
%, Us=x verlor= expla
cassript

10,
T2 3é 587 123 4% 67

1i,
132 345987 133 475 5.7

1.
“te regulired 12143587 1'F3 ¥9ew

1. Tends ko be bdrurally frask

apEralsing people and as:! 178 1.4 % 8% 123 58387

14, Has a greaat des
to tha paint of

n discuzsions L

te. 12 A5 67 12
ihe teachar v
specializag

fntersaz
unable ko diain

an
w
an
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1§. Inkinidates

o
2
a
-
-
m
&
w
o
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IMVERTSRY OF GIFT BEHAVIZAS
AS5SESSHENT OF TEIACHIR TOLIRANCI LEVELS

Far= 3

Select 2 ron=qlli ed/tacented student of the same Sex Itom
the same 3lass in respording & descriptions Selow.

1y an the scale srsviczd, sate
ho we) |ach stiton descriZes = or rascra-
sants = the school b vior of the student.

1. = not deszristive of ths studan:

2 it 2

? Lntarrediate valu walw
3. el :} lues
4. = moderaiely deacripiive of tha student 4. = medacately annoying
Fem

T intarmediate valuas =ntarcediste values

8. " . > o
7. = very descsiptive of the studant 7o = very ansoving

1. Does nct wait for a kusn Ec steak;

2.
1238807 123a85%57"
3.
123145687 12343587
4.
1'2°3 4557 12345617
Se
12348567 1234567
&
13034867 13345687
Te
1234867 1234567
B.
b B e Vo 12 re 58T
a.
S T B 1A 5T
il
LA g %8 1234 3687
11
1273 g 557 1238567
2.
L33 567 12143567
13.
13 4-8°8 T T2y 4587
15. £ desire o sxcel,
ko the goint of cheating, 17834557 122348567
15, Loses Interest Ln diszussions LF
uranla to dominate, 12314387 1 a3 5 &
I5. Intd
shat 123458 7% 12314567
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APPENDIX C

THE GIFTED INVENTORY PACKET

USED IN THE STUDY
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SCHOOL DISTRICT l EUGENE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

200 North Monroe  Eugene, Oregon 97402

The following survey is designed to assess three areas of investiga-
tion related to educaction for the incellectually gifted student:

A. Do gifted students exhibit behaviors that are different from those
of their nongifted peers?

B. Are behaviors more annoying to teachers when they are exhibited by
gifred students as compared to their nongifted peers?

C. District 4J uses a total of twenty-nine criteria items when
selecting a student for the discrict PACE Preogram. Of the twenty-
aine items, which are considered most important by classroom
teachers?

Your feedback will help us assess some importanct factors iavolving the
benavior of students identified as intellectually gifted, and the appro-
priace criteria to use in the process of selecting students for the
discrict PACE Program.

The enclosed packet of three inventories will involve approximately
twenty minutes for complection. When vou have completed the packet, return
it to the collection box located in your school office.

We value your feedback, and we hope that vou will take time to com-
plete the inventory packet. All responses are o be completed anonymously,
and returned in the accompanying unmarked envelopes. The permission
statement at the bottom of the page can be inserted into the collection
envelope also located in your school office.

Our sincere thanks for your help.

Virginia Schwartzrock
Resident Teacher Program

Robert Syvlwester
College of Education
Universicty of Oregon

I give permission to the gifted survev directors to utilize and dis-
seminate this survey data for the purpose of program evaluation and
development. I confirm that my participaticn is voluntary.

Signature = Pace
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THE GIFTED INVENTORY PACKET

Your feedback will help us assess (1) some important factors related to the
behavior of intellectuallv gifted students, and (2) the avpropriate criteria to

use in selecting gifted scudents for the District 4J PACE Program.

The three inventories will require aboutr 20 minutes to complete. When vou

have completed the inventories, return this form to vour school office.

Thanks so much for your time and your important feedback!

Directions for Completion of rhe Cifted Inventorv Packet

Proceed as follows:

Demographic Data. Respond to the &4 items.

Inventeriss A and 3.

1. 1If the student does not exhibit the behavior, place an X in Column 1, and 3o
¢n to the next item.

2. If the student exhibits the benavior:

A. Circle the number in che 7 poinr scale in Column 2 that best describes
hew frequentlv the behavior is exhibited (! = rarelv exnibits the

behavior ——> 7 = consistently exhibits che behavior), and

8. Circle the number in the 7 point scale in Column 3 that besc describes

wour level of annoyance to the behavior (I = not annoying ———> 7 =
very annoving).
Inventory C.

1. Use an X to identify the 15 criteria vou consider most impurtant in
identifying gifted students.

2. Add additional criceria not included in the list of 29 criteria.
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2. Appromimately how many gifoed scudents do you thine you have woried «LEh during wour

emaching caresc!

3. Nusser of years of tesching experience;

4. Surber of calle
on aduestion Tor gifced/calanced scudonts.

THVERTORY OF IFTED STUDDNT SCHAV LGRS
ASSESSYENT UF TEACHER TOLIRANCE LEVELS

Furm A

Think of a recest PACE student wich whos you haws worked, Use Column L, ar Columns !

£o the L6 behavior descriptions lisced helow,

Ealym 1 Bahuvior Sescripenry Solyma §
Bahavior iy 0ot Benarior iw
exhibired by ctha mxhinited:

PACE studant,
-
o 3
T
G on 5o next Liel. )] H
: £
3 |
1. Cows not walt for a turn to speak] 11t e 387
incerrupss.
3. lowolvesenc fn class accivicy is
dupandant on lsvel of perzonal inearssc 1.3 874 % &7
in the toplc.
3, ts impatimne wich the lesmer abiliry af ST I
otkers. i3

&: Dialikes routine dnd drill) sesks sarly L
mastary of sal.la.

3. day challmags she valus of accivicies. Fod %] 8 8%

&. Wadlars !acerruptlons vhen sngroaded La
an secivicy.

7. Sesks indeperdence; say resisc sicudcions
that raquire conforsicy.

8. Neels success and recognicion; (s
senpitive to criziciss.

9. Uses versose explinations and

descriptions.
18. Beging many jrojects that are often noc
—— laced. L ¥ &t
11. Displaws scuthornnmss shan crying o gee & F
hisiher owm vay. E & & a0

12, Ofeen Lmusnes nimihar sun svsren of faing
soostning chot =ay conflict With the EOE N &S
required =eciad.

13. Ta tc be brurally frank in agpraising g
pausla anc accivite EE Rankaed

L&, Ham @ gewas cesice to gucel, even o the

paine of cheating b
15, 1::-::-{::::‘:-: in discansions i Junasle ol T O T

16, Incimicares t9e epacher uith gusscions
shat revyifs sreciziisnd Hrewisige

cOurses, unrkahops fone day or sera) yuu have 1aken chat Focsned

nd 1 co raspand

folume )

Baravier iw:



Balett & sengifted szudemi ol the sace sem o8 the AT soudent bn Torm &

and ) te ressond to the 18 Sehaviers listed Selov.

E

Betavior ls net

mnimited by

e Stusest.
[44]

Go gn £o next ites.

NERERERRERIRE e

e

1.

i

Berariye Jeasfigiccy

Goes net WELT 07 & TITA TR Apei;
iateregen

Involveoent in class acEivicy i
darendent on level of persunal inceresc
ia the topin.

Is impatient wit® he lesser siiliz- af
v

Sisitkes routine snd frill; seeks early
sarsery ol shaides

Mar challenge 2he valis of serivities,
Sesysts ftAterrupiiong uhes eagriased ia
s sctivity.

Becas indevendence . oy resiet situacism
tht resulry conformdty.

Nerds success ant recsgnliion; is
sassitive te crdticisa.

Umem werSess anplanatisas and
aizriziiams.

Beagins 3aay prejecis that ere slzea sot
emmoleted.

Displave stubbermnass when Trying To get
Rin/her ov | vay.

Pfien inventn hisfher svm avstem of caing
seseehing TAAE miv confllet with he
TAfuLTe Iethad,

Tesds to he brweilly framh (s spprsizing
perple and sitvices.

Has & presu desire se smssl, sven @ The
poiet af chestimg.

Lesmn Lntevewi is discessises U osable
0 joainate.

miiatdaies A acher viUlM (uantlins
that requare speclalized mevieige.

Bemuvie
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by

Yery



INVENTORY OF GIFTED CRITERIA

Listed below are the 29 criteria Discrict &J uses to ldencify pifeed scudencts for the PACYT Program.
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Use an X to idencify the 13 ice=s that you consider the sost (mporcanc in tdencifying giftad students,

X
L. Achleves a scors above 130 an an individual intelligence tesc,
2. Ranks im the top five percent on composite achievesment tesc Jcores.
E S Ranks in the top five percent in math achlevement test scores,
&, Ranks in the top five percenc in reading achievement test scores.
5. Has been d by his/her cla teacher,
LB Shows exceptional use of grasmarc, )
7. Shows exceptional vocabulary.
LN Shows use 3f expressive body or faclal ge
9. Comprehensica skills exceed peers.
10, _____ TFollows directions excesdingly well.
1. Can show relationships among apparently uarelaced ideas.
12. > T eager to tell others about discoveries and [deas.
13, ______ Tells imaginacive scories.
16, Makes prediccions from current Information and ideas.
is, Is wery aler: - gives rapid ansvers.
16, s eager to do new things,
17. Exhibics leacership qualities.
18. Enjoys working alone,
19, s self-confidenc,
0. ______ Is inquisicive, very curious.
2 Has a long atzention span.
a. Is a risk caker.
3. Is an avid reader.
26, Reads near che too of the class.
W, ____ Shows incerest in science or literatuce.
26. Is outstanding tn math.
7. Is self-disciplined,
8. Has 1 wide range of interests.
9. Has 3 mature sense of humour.

On the lines below list amy fictors that you zannot find on the List of districe criceria above cpat ¥

consider to be impoczant in the identification of gifted studencs.
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APPENDIX D

LETTER FROM THE DISTRICT 4J RESEARCH REVIEW COMMITTEE

GRANTING PERMISSION FOR THE STUDY
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SCHOOL DISTRICT | EUGENE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

00 North Monree  Eugene, Oregon 97402

June 25, 1981

Yirginia Schwartzrock
4715 Manzanita
tugene, OR 97405

Dear Yirginia,

Your research request entitled, "A Proposal For A Descriptive Study

0f Comparative Behaviors of Gifted and Non-Gifted Studesnts and Related
Teacher Tolerance Levels to Bzhaviors Displayed By Both Groups" has been
received and reviewed by this district's Research Rewiew Committee. The
committee's recommendation was that the study be approved for inclusion

in the 1980-21 or 1981-82 research cycle of the district. [ «ill be happy
to assist in the implementation of this study in whatever way may be
faacible.

Sincerely,

Charles E. Stephens
Research Specialist

lah
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APPENDIX E

A LETTER TO PRINCIPALS DESCRIBING THE OPERATION

AND TIMELINE OF THE STUDY
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Noverber 10, 1961

135f Lind, Principal
“dars Elesantary School
ugens oistrict W

1 3 €3

Cear CIiff:

Enclosed you will find the couplete packet of gifted behavior investories,
and directions, included in tha fiald study that we discussed vhen | contaccad
you for permission to distribute the gifted behavior inventories to classroom
teachers in your school.

The packet is designed to invelve only a Tew winutes of each teacher's Cime;
and the entire project is designed to avoid fnterference with school busimess.

Listad below is a summary of the speration of the project:

Au I'f possible, will you fnform classroom taachars that 1 will distributas
the packets in their boxes the week of November 23rd,

3. Teachers who do complete the packet will find & box in the pffice
where cungleted invencories can be collected.

C. I will distribute one remindar to teachers ceacerning the investary
packet during the wee: of Novermper 30th. [ will afse distributz a
cepy of uy reminder to you.

D  Durinu the week of Decesver 7th [ will pick up the collection box
in your office.

1T you have guestions or concerns, pleass leave a ressage for me at
620-3830. @ will call you immediataly.

Asking friends for help in a field study endeaver is
Thank you for your warath and your susport.

vary difficuls for nel

Sincerely,

4 Schuartzrock
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APPENDIX F

A FOLLOW-UP REMINDER TO TEACHERS INCLUDED

IN THE AVAILABLE STUDY POPULATION
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HOW DO I ANNOY THEE? LET ME COUNT THE WAYS......

by Elizabeth Barrett Schwartzrock

First, I placed in your box a gifted behavior/characteristics survey
just as your thoughts were turning to Thanksgiving turkey and after-

dinner alka seltzers.

Now I increase the annoyance with a "gentle reminder" that there

is a collection box in the office for your completed survey.

Finally, I will rush into your room and serenade you with Christmas
carols sung by the three chipmunks if you are able to complete the
survey and turn it in to the collection box by December 10th.

O e I won't serenade you if you complete the survey?

At any rate, I'11 stop by after December 10th, and pick up the

collection box and cease my annoyance.
Lovingly,

Virginia Schwartzrock



123

APPENDIX G

RESPONSES FROM FIFTY-SEVEN TEACHERS DESCRIBING

IMPORTANT CRITERIA NCT INCLUDED ON THE

CRITERIA LIST USED BY SCHOOL DISTRICT 4J



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

i i

8.

19.

20.

21.

TASK COMMITMENT

Able to complete (follow through) on regular class work.
Has a sense of pride in accomplishment.

Can keep up in his regular assignments.

Will complete projects organized for PACE students.

Will finish a task.

Able to complete projects.

Enjoys and completes PACE activities.

Can finish a task, once begun.

Has a sense of task commitment.

Keeps up with class assignments.

Works hard to understand and complete classroom curriculum.

Wants to do extra or "over and above" work--not just a "goody-goody"
over-achiever.

Task commitment.

If the child has been given general directions for the completion
of a task, he/she will be able to figure out a procedure to get
the task finished correctly.

Completes assignments on time.

Brings closure to projects.

Knows that assignments are to be finished.

Finishes assignments and projects.

Does not have to be urged to finish a task.

Has pride in completed tasks that are well done.

Enjoys the ending as well as the beginning of a project.



22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29,

30.

3l.

32.

10.

Il

Finishes werk,

Has a spirit of task commitment.

Completes assignments.

Beyond the "messing around stage'"-—-wants te finish a project.
Understands the importance of completing a job.

Has task cocmmitment.

Able to complete an assigned task.

Finishes projects undertaken.

Children released for PACE activities must complete regular class

assignments.
Finishes his/her work.

Is responsible about completing assignments.

SOCIAL SKILLS

Social awareness is also a gift.

Socially mature so as to be able to function in a more open setting,

i.e., a PACE classroom.

Mature social skills.

Peer group interaction is good.

Is sensitive to others' needs and abilities.

Respect for adults and classmates.

Gets along with peers

Good communication skills.

Has good peer relationships.

Social skills, interaction with teachers and classmates.

Awareness of self in relation to others.



12.

10.

11.

126

Is socially aware.

CREATIVITY AND DIVERGENT THINKING

Student should be able to see another way to reach the same goal.

Given a set of materials, can corstruct a model living environment
to meet human needs on another planet.

Given a set of materials, can design and create an art form using
space/color, contrast/movement.

Given a problem in human relationship, can devise various resolu-
tions at his/her level.

I feel original thinking is highly important and should be con-
sidered essential to the contributing capacity of a gifted child.

Shows exceptional creativity/divergent thinking.
Creativity.

Exhibits creatiwvity and critical thinking skills. Has the ability
to reason through ideas and problems.

Demonstrates creativity in everyday activities--classroom and
home .

Creativity in the arts and language arts.

Can find many solutions to a problem.

POSITLIVE ATTITUDE

Has a positive attitude toward learning.
Positive attitude toward learning.

Has positive feelings about school.
Enjoys learning.

Greets each new challenge with joy.

Retains a positive attitude throughout a range of activities.
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Looks forward to a challenge.

INTEREST IN PACE

The student should want to be involved in PACE.
Really wants to be invelved in PACE.

An interest in PACE activities.

Expresses an interest in PACE.

Should not be forced to continue in PACE if not interested.

POSITIVE SELF CONCEPT

Strong self-concept.
A strong self-concept is important.
Feels secure about his capabilities.

Feels good about himself/herself.

TALENT

Excels in one or more talents.

Consideration should be given to talents above and beyond strictly
academic areas

Most of the criteria above deal with exceptional abilities in

math, reading or leadership. I have a student that is gifted in
art. What about her?

MATURITY--SOCIAL/ACADEMIC

Maturity level above peers.
Can make decisions with maturity.

Uses maturity both socially and academically.
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MATURATION

Enjoys new learning experiences.
Has a desire to be challenged.

Works for quality in all endeavors.

RESPONSIBILITY TO LEARNING/ACCEPTABLE BEHAVIOR

Responsible, reliable.

I think that a PACE student--most of all--should have a sense of
responsibility toward doing a good job at all times.

Responsible for the consequences of his/her behavior.

EXCEPTIONAL ACADEMIC ABILITIES

Able to demonstrate basic skills at a very high level.

Performance in class is exceptional.

FLEXIBILITY

Has a flexible attitude when changes occur.

Tolerance of a new idea.

RESTATEMENT OF DISTRICT'S CRITERIA
The district's test is on instruments which rate vocabulary know=-
ledge as the criteria for a high score.
Able to work independently.
Quite often I have a student, I feel, that ig gifted, but be-
cause of attitude he does not do well on IQ or achievement tests.

A teacher's request should be given more weight, at least for a
trial period for the student.
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The criteria for selecting gifted students should be achievement
test scores and intelligence tests, and only the top 3% considered.
Many are now in the program who are very average in ability and
performance.

Exhibits self-control.

Ability to think independently.

Does well in all subject areas.

Can use discrepant thinking.

Is strong in reading and math.

Is a self-disciplined student.

MISCELLANEOUS

Regular evaluation needs to take place on each PACE student to see
if child should continue in PACE the following year. Often a child
is identified in the primary grades and is "locked into" the PACE
Program and is "locked in" through grade six when participation is
no longer warranted.

Appears to have a great "storehouse" of knowledge about things
other than academic--trivia nut, so to speak. I have found that
most PACE students are able to answer a multitude of general in-
formation. In many ways this is "alert--gives rapid answers,"

or "has a wide range of interests."

Giftedness can be shown in any area. Students gifted in one area
are not necessarily gifted in another area--or all areas.

Can walk on water:

Asks thoughtful guestiens.

Has the support of parents.

Too many already!

Has parent support for involvement in PACE.

Intelligence tests are usually not a good identification tool.

A child may be gifted and not possess any of the skills or
gualities on the list.



11.

12.

13

14.

15.

l6.

Tries hard--gives his/her best effort.

Displays some humility, modesty.

The student can relate--and use--information acquired in
activities.

Shows skills in decision making.
Uses time well.

Has ability to involve others in his own ideas.

PACE

130



131

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alvino, James. "Guidance for the Gifted," Instructor. Vol. 415,
November /December 1981.

Alvino, James; McDonnel, Rebecca C.; and Richert, Suzanne. "National
Survey of Identification Practices in Gifted and Talented Educa-
tion," Exceptional Children. Vol. 48, October 1981, pp. 124-132.

Astin, H. "Sex Differences on Mathematical and Scientific Precocity."
Paper presented at The American Association of Advanced School-
ing, Washington, D.C., 1972.

Bagley, Richard, et al. Identifying the Talented and Gifted. Oregon
Series on Talented and Gifted Education, Oregon State Department
of Education, Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, Oregon
Association for Talented and Gifted, 1979.

Barbe, Walter B. "Grouping of Gifted Children," Educational Leader
ship. Vol. 13, January 1976, pp. 225-229.

Barron, F. Creative Person and Creative Process. Holt, New York,
1979.

Bestor, Arthur E. Educational Wastelands. University of Illinois
Press, Urbana, 1953.

Binet, Alfred, and Simon, Theodore. The Development of Intelligence
in Children (The Binet-Simon Scale). Translated by Elizabeth S.
Kite, New York, Arno Press, 1916.

Borland, James. "Teacher Identification of the Gifted: A New Look,"
Journal for the Education of the Gifted. Vol. 2, September 1978,
PP. 22-32.

Bruner, Jerome. Toward a Theory of Instruction. Belknap Press,
Cambridge, 1966.

Callahan, Carolyn M. "The Gifted Girl: An Anomaly?," Roeper Review.
Vol. 19, 1981, pp. 22-23.

Chambers, Jack A., and Barron, Frank. Identifying the Culturally
Different Gifted Student. Final Report submitted to The Depart-
ment of Psychology, California State University, Fresno, 1978.




132

Clark, Barbara. Growing Up Gifted. Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co.,
Columbus, 1979.

Colangelo, Nick, and Exum, Herbert A. "Educating the Culturally
Diverse Gifted: Implications for Teachers, Counselors, and
Parents," Gifted Child Quarterly. Vol. 21, Winter 1979,
PP. 22-23, 54-55,

Cole, Robert W., and Dunn, Rita. "A New Lease on Life for Education
of the Handicapped: Ohio Copes with 94-142," Phi Delta Kappan.
Vol. 59, September 1977, pp. 3-6.

Cox, Catherine. Genetic Studies of Genius, Volume 2, The Early Mental
Traits of Three Hundred Geniuses. Stanford University Press,
Stanford, 1926.

Davis, Paul I. "Community-Based Efforts to Increase the Identification
of the Number of Gifted Minority Children." Unpublished Doctoral
Dissertation, Eastern Michigan University, ¥Ypsilanti, 1978.

Dellas, M. and Gaier, E. L. "Identification of Creativity: The
Individual," Psychological Bulletin. Vol. 73, 1970, pp. 55-73.

Dewing, K. "Family Influences on Creativity: A Review and Discussion,"
Journal of Special Education. Vol. 4, 1970, pp. 399-404.

Dolbear, Katherine. "Precocious Children," Journal of Genetic Psychology.
Vol. 19, 1912, pp. 461-491.

Drews, E., and Teahan, J. "Parental Attitudes and Academic Achieve-
ment," Journal of Clinical Psychology. Vol. 13, 1957, pp. 328-332.

Dunn, Rita S., and Price, Gary E. "The Learning Style Characteristics
of Gifted Students," Gifted Child Quarterly. Vol. 24, Winter
1380, pp. 33-36.

Ellison, R. L.; James, L. R.; and Fox, D. G. The Identification of
Talent Among Negro and White Students from Biographical Data.
Report submitted to U.S. Office of Education, Department of
Health, Education and Welfare, Project No. 9-H-033, 1970.

Ellison, R. L.; James, L. R.; Fox, D. G.; and Taylor, C. W. "The
Identification and Selection of Creative Talent by Means of
Biographical Information." Report submitted to the U.S. Office
of Education, Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
Project No. 9-0215, 1971.

Eugene Education Association. 1981 Survey of Certified Staff Experi-
ence and Education. Eugene, Oregon.




133

Feldman, David. "Toward a Nonelitist Conception of Giftedness,"
Phi Delta Kappan. Vol. 60, May 1979, pp. 660-663.

Forum, Rhea. "An Assessment of Classroom Teachers' Attitudes and
Knowledge of Gifted and Talented Students." Unpublished Doctoral
Dissertation, Department of Curriculum and Instruction, University
of Oregon, 1980,

French, Joseph L. "The Highly Intelligent Dropout," Psychology and
Education of the Gifted. Barbe, Walter, and Renzulli, Joseph,
Editors. Irvington Publishers, Inc., New York, 1981, pp. 492-493.

Galr, M. "Rorschach Characteristics of a Group of Very Superior Seven
Year Old Children," Rorschach Research Exchange. Vol. 8, 1944,
FPRPs 31-37.

Gallagher, James J. Characteristics of Gifted Children: A Research
Summary. Department of Program Development for Gifted Instruction,
Office of the State Superintendent for Public Instruction,
Illineis, 1978, p. 43.

Teaching Gifted Children (second edition). Aallyn and Bacon,
Inc., Boston, 1975.

Gallagher, James J.; Aschner, M.; and Jenni, W. "Productive Thinking
of Gifted Children in Classroom Interaction." Council for Ex-
cepticnal Children Research Monograph Series BS5, Council for
Exceptional Children, Arlington, Virginia, 1967.

Gallagher, James J., and Crowder, T. "The Adjustment of Gifted Child-
ren in the Regular Classroom," Exceptional Children. Vol. 23,
1957, pp. 306~312, 317, 319.

Gallagher, James J., and Weiss, Patricia. The Education of Gifted and
Talented Students: A History and Prospectus. OCccasional Paper
No. 27, Council for Basic Bducation, Washington, D.C., 1979.

Galton, Francis. Hereditary Genius, and Inquiry in Its Laws, 1902.
Republished by the World Publishing Company, New York, 1962.

Gear, Gayle H. "Accuracy of Teacher Judgment in Identifying Intel-
lectually Gifted Children: A Review of the Literature," Gifted
Child Quarterly. Veol. 20, Winter 1976, pp. 478-490.

"Effects of Training on Teachers' Accuracy in the Identifi-
cation of Gifted Children," Gifted Child Quarterly. Vol. 22,
Spring 1978, pp. 90-97.

Getzels, J. W., and Jackson, P. W. Creativity and Intelligence.
Wiley and Sons, New York, 1962.




134

Goleman, Daniel. "1,528 Little Geniuses and How They Grew," Psychology
Today. Veol. 9, Pebruary 1980, pp. 28-67; 102-104.

Gowan, John, and Groth, N. "The Development of Vocational Choice in
Gifted Children," The Guidance and Measurement of Intelligence
Davelopment and Creativity. San Fernando Valley State College,
Northridce, 1972.

Guilford, J. P. "Creativity," American Psychologist. Vol. 5, 1950.

Intelligence, Creativity and Their Educational Implications.
Robert K. Knapp, San Diego, 1968.

Intelligence, Creatiwvity and Their Educational Implications.
Robert K. Knapp, San Diego, 1976.

Haensly, Patricia A., et al. "Task Commitment and Giftedness," Roeper
Review. WVol. 3, Fall 1980.

Haisley, Fay B. "An Evaluation of Academic, Attitudinal, and Social
Aspects in Students Admitted Early to First Grade." Unpublished
Doctoral Dissertation, University of Oregon, 1973.

Haisley, Fay B., and Wilhelmi, George. Oregon Handbook for Policy
Affecting Gifted and Talented Education. ©Oregon Series on
Talented and Gifted Education, Oregon State Department of Educa-
tion, Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, Oregon Associa-
tion for Talented and Gifted, 1978.

Hersh, Richard H., and Walker, Hill M. "Great Expectations: Making
Schools Effective for All Students."” A paper presented at the
Conference on Public Policy and the Special Education Task of
the Nineteen Eighties, Racine, Wisconsin, September 1981.

Hildebrand, Suzanne. Democracy's Aristocrat: The Gifted Child in
America, 1910-1960. University of California, Berkeley, 1978.

Hildreth, G. "Characteristics of Young Gifted Children," Journal of
Genetic Psychology. Veol. 53, 1238, pp. 287-311.

Hilliard, Asa G. Alternative to I{Q Testing: An Approach to the
Identification of Gifted "Minority" Children. Final Report,
San Francisco State University, San Francisco, 1976.

Hollingworth, Leta. The Gifted Child. The Macmillan Company, New
York, 1926.

Children Zbove 180 I0. World Book, New York, 1942,




135

House, Peggy A. "Through the Eyes of Their Teachers: Stereotypes of
Gifted Pupils," Journal for the Education of the Gifted. Vol. 2,
Summer 1979, pp. 220-224.

Howell, Sandra K. Characteristics of Talented and Gifted Children.
Oregon Series on Talented and Gifted Education, Oregon State
Department of Education, Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory,
Oregon Association for Talented and Gifted, 1979.

Johanningmeier, Exrwin V. "A Study of the Work of Daniel Starch: A
Chapter in the History of the Application of Psychology and
Statistics to Education and Other Areas." A paper presented at
the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Associa-
tion, Toronto, Ontario, March 1978.

Kaplan, George R. "Scme Cranky Fulminations on Reagan and Education,”
Phi Delta Kappan. Vol. 63, May 1982, pp. 592-595.

Karamessinis, Nicholas P. "Personality and Perceptions of the Gifted,"
Gifted child Quarterly. Vol. 24, Spring 1980.

Kirk, S. A. Educating Exceptional Children. Houghton Mifflin, Boston,
1972.

Lightfoot, G. "Characteristics of Bright and Dull Children." Contri=
butions to Education, No. 969, Teachers College, Columbia, New
York, 1951.

lombroso, C. The Man of Genius. Walter Scott, London, 1893.
Lucito, L. J. "Independence-Conformity Behawvior as a Function of

Intellect: Bright and Dull Children," Exceptional Children.
Vol. 31, 1964, pp. 5-13.

Lundy, Ruth A., et al. "Dimensions of Learning for the Highly Gifted
Student."” Palo Alto Unified School District, Publication No. 129,
Palo Alto, California, 1978.

MacKinnon, Donald W. "The Nature and Nurture of Creative Talent,"
American Psychologist. Vol. 17, 1962, pp. 484-495.

Marland, Sidney. "Education of the Gifted and Talented." Report to
the Congress of the United States, Washington, D.C., U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Dffice, 1972.

Maslow, A. Motivation and Personality (second edition). Harper and
Row, New York, 1970.

Meeker, Mary N. The Structure of the Intellect. Charles E. Merrill,
Inc., Columbus, 1979.




136

Mensh, I. "Rorschach Study of the Gifted Child," Exceptional Children.
Vol. 17, 1950, pp. 8-14.

Mercer, Jane R., and Lewis, June F. Using the System of Multicultural
Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA) to Identify the Gifted Minority
Child. University of California Press, Berkeley, 1978.

Mitchell, Bruce M. "What's Happening to Gifted Education in the United
States Today?," Phi Delta Kappan. WVol. 61, April 1980, pp. 563-564.

Nisbet, J. P. The Insanity of Genius. DeLa Nore Press, London, 1895.

Oden, Melita. "The Fulfillment of Promise: Forty Year Follow-Up of
the Terman Gifted Group." Genetic Psychology Monograph, Stanford
University, Department of Psychology, 1968.

0'Shea, A. "Low Achievement Syndrome Among Bright Junior High School
Boys," Journal of Educational Research. Vol. 63, 1270, pp. 257-262.

PACE Manual. School District 4J, Eugene, Oregon, 1981-1982.

Petrogko, Joseph M. "Measuring Creativity in Elementary School: The
Current State of the Art," Journal of Creative Eehavior. Vol. 12,
Spring 1978, pp. l09-119.

Pierce, J. W., and Bowman, F. "Motivation Patterns of Superior High
School Students," Cooperative Research Monograph. No. 2., 1960,
pPp. 33-66.

Ramaseshan, P. H. "The Social and Emotional Adjustment of the Gifted.”
Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, Uniwversity of Nebraska, 19537.

Rekdal, C. K. "In Search of the Wild Duck. Personality Inventories
as Tests of Creative Potential and Their Use as Measurements in
Programs for the Gifted," Gifted Child Quarterly. Vol. 21, Winter
1977, pp. 501-516.

Renzulli, Joseph S. "A Scale for Rating the Behavioral Characteristics
of Superior Students," Psychology and Education of the Gifted.
Irvington Publishers, Inc., New York, 1975, pp. 157-161.

. "What Makes Giftedness: FReexamining a Definition," Phi
Delta Kappan. Vol. 60, November 13978, pp. 180-184.

Renzulli, Joseph S., and Reis, Sally M. "A Case for a Broadened Con-
ception of Giftedness," Phi Delta Kappan. Vol. 63, May 1982,
Pp. 619-620.




137

Renzulli, Joseph S., and Smith, Linda H. “"Developing Defensible Pro-
grams for the Gifted and Talented," Psychology and Education of
the Gifted. Barbe, Walter, and Renzulli, Joseph S., Editors,
Irvington Publishers, Inc., New York, 1981.

Renzulli, Joseph S.; Reis, Sally M.; and Smith, Linda H. "The Revolving
Door Model: A New Way of Identifying the Gifted," Phi Delta
Kappan, Vol. 62, May 1981, pp. 648-649.

Reschly, Daniel J., and Lamprecht, Michael J. "Expectancy Effects of
Labels: Fact or Artifact?," Exceptional Children. Vol. 46,
September 1979, pp. 55-58.

Roe, A. The Making of a Scientist. Dodd, Mead, New York, 1952.

Ryan, Gary T. "An Analysis of Motivational Factors of Gifted Learners."
A paper presented at the third annual meeting of the Scuthwest
Education Research Association, Dallas, Texas, January 1981.

Sanders, Nell S. "Teacher Nomination of Gifted Pupils: An Analysis
of the Procedure." Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, Florida
State University, 1977.

Seagoe, May V. "Some Learning Characteristics of Gifted Children."
U.C.L.A. Educational Press, Los Angeles, 1974.

Sears, R. R.; Maccoby, E.; and Levin, H. Patterns of Child Grouping.
Harper and Row, New York, 1957.

Shaw, M. C. The Interrelationship of Selected Personality Factors in
High ability Underachieving School Children. Project 58-M-1,
California State Department of Public Health, Sacramento, 1961.

Sisk, Dorothy. "Issues and Future Directions in Gifted Education,"
Gifted Child Quarterly. WVol. 24, November, Winter 1980, pp. 29-32.

Smith, R. M. "The Relationship of Creatiwity to Social Class." U.S.
Office of Education Cooperative Research Project No. 2250, Uni-
versity of Pittsburgh, 1965.

Tannenbaum, Abraham J. "Pre-Sputnik to Post-Watergate Concern about
the Gifted," Psychology and Education of the Gifted. Barbe,
Walter B., and Renzulli, Joseph S., Editors, Irvington Publishers,
Inc., New York, 1981, pp. 20-37.

"The Devil's Advocate," Journal for the Education of the
Gifted. Vol. 4, Winter 1981, pp. 80-84.

Taylor, C. W., and Ellison, R. L. "Predictors of Scientific Perform-
ance," Science. No. 155, 1967, pp. 1075-1079.



138

Terman, Lewis M. "Genius and Stupidity: A Study of Some of the
Intellectual Processes of Seven 'Bright' and Seven 'Dull' Boys,"
Pedagogical Seminar. No. 13, 1906.

"The Discovery and Encouragement of Exceptional Talent,"
American Psychologist. September 1954, pp. 311-401.

Terman, Lewis M., and Cden, M. H. Cenetic Studies of Cenius. Stanford
University Press, Palo Alto, 1918.

- The Gifted Child Grows Up. Stanford University Press, Palo
Alto, 1947.

Tidwell, Romeria. "A Psycho-Educational Profile of 1,543 Gifted High
School Students," Gifted Child Quarterly. Vol. 24, Spring 1980.

Torrance, E. Paul. Rewarding Creative nggyior. Prentice-Hall,
Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 19265.

"Problems of Highly Gifted and Creative Children," Gifted
Child Quarterly. Vel. 5, Summer 1970, pp. 29-35.

. "Some Creative Dimensions to the Issue of Identification,"”
Issues in Gifted Education. Brief No. 6, Ventura County Super—
intendent of Schools, Ventura, California, 1979.

Treffinger, Donald J.; Renzulli, Joseph 5.; and Feldhusen, John F.
"Problems in the Assessment of Creative Thinking," Psychology
and Education of the Gifted. Barbe, Walter, and Renzulli, Joseph,
Editors, Irvington Publishers, Inc., New York, 1981, pp. 141-150.

Trezise, Robert L. "The Gifted Child: Back in the Limelight," Fhi
Delta Kappan, Veol. 58, November 1976, pp. 241-244.

Walberg, Herbert J., et al. "Childhood Traits and Environmental Condi-
tions of Highly Eminent Adults,” Gifted Child puarterly. WVol. 25,
Summer 1981.

Wallach, M. "Creativity," Carmichael's Manual of Child Psychology.
Vol. 1, New York, Wiley and Sons, 1970.

Wilson, R. C.; Guilford, J. P.; and Christensen, P. R. "The Measure-
ment of Individual Differences in Originality," Psychological
Bulletin. Vol. 50, September 1953, pp. 362-370.

Witty, Paul A. The Gifted Child. D. C. Health and Company, Boston,
1951,

. "The Education of the Gifted and the Creative in the U.5.A.,"
Gifted Child Quarterly. Vol. 15, Summer 1971, pp. 69-84.




Wolfe, Dael. America's Resources of Specialized Talent. Harper and
Fow, New York, 1954.

139



Typed by

Virginia M. Berg






