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Appr oved, 

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 i dentifica­

tion and education of gifted children, an issue that has divided the 

fie1d. 

This study investigated (ll 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 feel when 

these behaviors are exhibited: and (3) the criteria elementary teach­

ers rate most important in selecting students for gifted programs. 

One hundred and thirty grade 3-6 teachers in ~istrict 4J, Eugene, 

Oregon, compl eted 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 

V 

1. 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. 

2. The study group reported that the sixteen behaviors identified 

as characteristic of gifted children were not common i..n 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 . 

3. 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. 
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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 800 gifted men and women and their relative success during 

adult years, has research on gifted characteristics coMtanded so much 

attention among educators nationally. 

The results of research on learning characteristics of gifted stu­

dents has initiated an interesting contro•,ersy among leaders and re­

searchers in education for the gi fted . This controversy centers around 

the question of behavior and learning characteristics unique to the in­

tellectually gifted: Do gifted students display behavioxs that a=.-e 

different from nongi:ted 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 o: J.P. Guilford 

(1976), Paul Torrance (1970) , May Seagoe (19741, and Barbara Clark (1979). 

These four authorities support the pre~ise that gifted students do display 

characteristics that are unique to their needs, their intelle~tual pro­

cesses, and their natures; and chat these characteristics and behaviors 
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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 uni queness .... 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 ca~ 

easily be incorporated into the public school organizational stn1cture. A 

recent comment of Gallagher (1978) sur.unarizes their conclusions: 

There is a growing suspicion that the importance of 
intelligence in the development of personality character­
istics may have been ove~estimated. We have demolished 
the point cf 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 (? . 43) . 

Rationale foe the Stu=y 

My interest in gifted education emanates from my role in Les Angeles 
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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 simila.r range of 

characteristics 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 pr esent study, a comparison of gifted/ 

nongifted e l ementary students on the presence and annoyance level of 16 

behaviors identifed by Seagoe (1974) and Clark (1979) as being common 

in gifted children. 

In m::,st school districts the task of designing appropriate and 

equitable criteria for identifying intellectually gifted children is a 

formidable one. Two factors used by many school districts to identify 

gifted students are: 

1. A score of 135 or above on a Stanford-Binet, SOIC 
or ~ISC individual performance test. 

2 . An evaluation by teachers/counselors that concludes 
that the student works with superior rationale and 
ability in several areas: academic/creative/ 
intellectual. 

In District 4J (Eugene, Oregon) selection is based on criteria 
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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 gi fted 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 4J 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 Rhea 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. 
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Eugene District 4J currently operates Project PACE ("Program for 

Advanced Curriculum and Enrichm8nt") to serve 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 , equitable 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 peers? 

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 

The study group's response pattern will show that 
teachers see no significant differences between 
gi fted and nongifted students in their display of 



the sixteen selected behaviors. 

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 the 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 operated 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. 

Ovort Behaviors, Student behaviors that can be soon or 
heard and are therefore measurable. 

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

A. Whether or not each behavior was exhibited by g~fted 
and nongifted students, and the rate of frequency in 
each group. 

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

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

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

6 
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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 equalitariar.ism. 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 to 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 subsequent attempts to 

provide special education for "giftedness," to the development of the 

Binet Intelligence Scales (1906-1916); and to Lewis Terman's classic 

longitudinal stoo.y (1921-1977) of l,528 yoWlg students identified as 

gifted by the Stanford-Binet Individual Test of Intelligence. However, 

other significant studies and educational endeavors prefaced these two 

important events. 

During the foWlding years of our American Republic, Thomas 

Jefferson wrote in his "Notes on the State of Virginia": "We hope 

8 

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 am cultivated" (reported in Gallagher, Weiss, 1979, p. 11). 

In spite of these lofty sentiments, however, 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 fac i litated 

the growth of American capitalism (Hi ldebrand, 1978). Since it was 

widely believed that mental ability was scarce, it seemed vital to find 

and train the handful capable of l eadership. The major trend in this 

era was multiple tracking: the establishment of fast, mediwn, and slow 



groups. Little evidence exists to suggest that placements resulted in 

major changes in course content . They were merely devices to allow 

students to proceed more rapidly through the standard curriculum. 

9 

Gallagher and Weiss {1979) cite a number of administrative programs 

during this period that took cognizance of the gifted student. In 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 (19121. 

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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Followed by the Fi rst Flowering Period 
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The deve l opment of instruments to measure the intellectual ability 

of young children was one of the major movements of the early period of 

gifted educati on . 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 applicati on to Galton's i deas . Binet 

and Simon devised the firs t intelligence test primarily to identify 

children who were mental ly retarded. Their ideas were adapted by Lewis 

Terman (1954) who revised the Binet scal e in 1916 and published the 

Stanford Binet Individual Test of Int elligence. This test played a 

major role in the development of programs for the academically gifted. 

It allowed school s to identify children for placement in special pro­

grams fo r the gifted , and served as the basic identification tool for 

the next fou r decades (Renzulli , 1979) . 

Following the development of the Stanford Binet Individual Intelli­

gence Test , a wide vari ety of programs emerged designed to individualize 

instruction for the gifted . In Illinois , ew York, and California (San 

Francisco), contract plans were initiated for individualized instruction 

for gifted students . 

In addit i on , high ability grouping r emained an option for gifted 

students . One of the best examples of high abili t y 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 tl. ,,usand 

children whose intelligence quotients (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 secondly, 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-



ren were tested and interviewed again in 1928, and then assessed by 

questionnaire or interview in 1940, 1950, 1955, 1960 , 1972, and rrost 

recently in 1977. 
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Life study research b~gan with the Terman study, developed in con­

cert with his colleague Melita Oden (1968'). Daniel Goleman (1980) 

delineates the major findings of the study after the latest (1977) 

assessirent: 

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 

millionaires, 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 early 

11'\YthS 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 another 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 abili~y 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 l aunching 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 t he curricula de­

signed in these projects , 

The first principle is that understanding fundamentals 
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m!t.kes a subject more comprehensible. . . . The second 
point relates to hUI!lan 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 
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the specialist approaches it, and int roduced 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 assunption that only tests of intelligence should 

~e used to locate the total population of gifted children (Guilford, 

1950). His ideas about creativity were adapted by Getzels and Jackson 

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 Flowerina Period 

The decade of the sixties opened with bright promise. T~e in­

auguration of John F. Kennedy as President exemplified the ~romise of 



16 

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 service 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 canpus dissidents became strangely paradoxical. Many 

of them espoused the habits of intellectual ism, 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 

(TannenbaUD1, 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 creativity 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 solutions to problems (Guilford, 1968). 

During the decade from 1960- 1970, E. Paul Torrance was responsible 

for at least seven major books 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 



(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. 
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A landmark legislative action took 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 i nvol vement"; 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.S. Commissioner 

of Education to determine whether the needs of tho 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 qualified persons who by virtue of outstanding 
abilities, are capable of high performance. These are 
children who require 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 . 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

GP.n~rR) intPllectual ability . 
Specific academic aptitude. 
Creative and production thinking. 
Leadership ability. 
Visual and performing 
Psychomotor ability. 

arts. 
(Marland, 1972, Executive 
Summary, p . 9) 

The report culminated with the following conclusions: 

l. A relatively small percentage of tho 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 virtual ly a l l 

levels of government and school administration. 

3. Little was being accomplished in education of the gifted because 



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) . 
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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 

pr ograms. Notab l e aroong 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 implerrentation to the states in order to 

stimulate the developrrent 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 p rograms. 
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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 



6. be exposed to a wide variety of demanding learning 
experiences in and out ot 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 p rovided 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 e xcept 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 (S isk, 1980). 

Bolstered by funding from federal, state and foundation funds, 

research concentrated on characteristics of gi ftedness (Mary Meeker, 

1979; Barbara Clark, 1976; Joseph Renzulli, 1978; May Seagoe, 1974), 
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- creativity (Torrance, 1979) ; problems of gifted minorities (Mercer and 

Lewis , 1978; Colangelo and Exum, 1979), and giftod underachievers 

(Gallagher, 1975; French; 1981). 

The Present Decade: Decline, Status Quo, 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 gr eat 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. 'I'ref­
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 educational 
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 



24 

completed throughout the 20th century formed the foundation for both the 

curriculum and the organizational format cu.rrently in use. Particularly 

in the area of characteristics of the gifted, previous work contributed 

to the development of a multi-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 popul ar 

with the general population , they refuted earlier beliefs that gi ftedness 

is often linked to severe maladjustment, and even insanity . 

One of the best early suwnaries of the traits of the gifted was 

based upon studies by Catherine Cox (Miles) (1926) on the characteristi cs 

revealed in the childhood biographies of 100 geniuses; and the biographies 

and papers of 301 eminent men and women. She l isted the following per­

sistent traits as differentiating these individuals f rom the general 

population: independence of thought, perceptiveness, understanding, 

strength of memory, originality, creati veness , depth of unde rstandi ng, 

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 specifi c 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 very 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 Ternian ' 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, have not 
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completely settled the issue of giftedness and personality maladjustment 

probabl y because instability can be found in the highly creative and the 

unusually gifted . 

One personality factor that appears to be closely related with high 

ability is that of independence. Lucite (1964) compared fifty- five 

bright and fifty-one dull sixth grade children on a task that measured 

conformity to group j udgment. Results indicated that the bright child­

ren were significantly less con formi ng to peer opinions than were the 

dull children. In point of fact, none of the dull children qualified 

for the "independent category," as defined by Lucite . 

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 equated 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 more cominant 

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

Creativity 

The transformation of old information to solve 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, 

p . 10) . 
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AS stated int.he section on History of Gifted Education, J. P. 

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 solutions. 

The most effective reviews of the correlates of creativity have 

been done by Dewing (1970), Wallach (1970), and Dallas and Gaier (1970). 

These studies based their definitions of creativity on Wallas's four main 

stages of the creative process. 

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

2. Incubation. In this stage the person is not con­
~ciouGly thinking about the problGm. Sorn<> 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. Illwnination. This is the stage during which the 
"happy idea" occurs. It has been referred to as the 
"Aha Phenomenon!" In this stage, the creator sud­
denly sees the idea, concept 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 validity 
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 valued by teachers. In 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: 

l. 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 (Torrance, 

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. Evidence 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 derined 

as "femine interests" by American culture (MacKinnon, 1962). 

Finally, Sandra Howell, Oregon gifted specialist , cites the import-



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 verbal skills blend together to 

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

Self-Concept 
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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 (1952), 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 Alvino in his plea for guidance for the gifted SUJID!larizes 

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 



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 tenden~y to view giftedness as elitist and there­
fore undesirable--gifted children absorb great psycho­
logical and son-etimes 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-
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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) . 



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 
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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 studie~ 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 



32 

seems refl ected in girl s ' choosing of more artistic and soci al 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 i n a summer school program for the gift ed . 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 o f 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 

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

Characteristics of Very High Ability Children 

It is in the study of unusually high abi l i ty ch i ldren 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 ~eta 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 pr oblems with which these 

children must learn to deal: 

1. To find enough hard and interesting work at school . 

2 . To "suffer foo ls gl adly . " 

3. To keep from becoming negativists toward authority . 

4 . To keep from becoming hermits . 

5 . To avoid t he habits of e xtreme chicanery (Hollingworth, 1942 , 

p . 299) . 

Hol lingworth' s observations are supported by Terman and Oden (1947) 

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 highl y gifted student, found three common characteristics among 100 

highly gifted students : (1) the students wanted to choose the peer con-

text in which they learn ; (2) the students described their needs tor 

some part of their learning to be self-directed; and (3) variety in 

learning experiences was valued by the students . 

Kirk (1972) , drawing on the work of Catherine Cox (1926) i n 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. Ki r k raises three serious questions 

about the education of the highly gifted: 

1 . Is it necessary to segregate very superior chil dren 
from their chil dhood peers in order to educate them 
for a scholarly career? 

2 . Can such an education be accomplished i n a school 
situati on? 



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 
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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 : 

l. 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, t.~eir 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 inportant 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). 

O'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 i~ 

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. 11 

A significant study by Ellison et al. (1971) indicated the feasi­

bility of using the relati onship 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 intellectually 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 

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 pool (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 ~~Y 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 observation: 
naive receptivity; sense of 
the significant; willing­
ness to examine the unusual 

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

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

4. Liking for structure and 
order; liking for consis­
tency, as in value systems, 
number systems, clocks, 
calendars 

5. Re ten ti veness 

6. Verbal proficiency; large 
vocabulary; facility in 
expression; interest in 
reading; breadth of informa­
tion in advanced areas 

7. Questioning attitude, 
intellectual curiosity, 
inquisitive mind; intrinsic 
motivation 

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

9 . Creativeness or inventiveness; 
liking fo.r new ways of doing 
things; interest in creating, 
brainstorming, free-wheeling 

Concomitant Problems 

1. Possible gullibility 

2. Occasional .resistance to 
direction; rejection of 
remission of detail 
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3. Difficulty in accepting 
the illogical; asks ques­
tions that require 
specialized knowledge 

4. Invention of own systems, 
sometimes conflicting 

5. Dislike for routine and 
drill; need for early 
maetery of foundation skills 

6. Need for specialized read­
ing vocabulary early; 
parent resistance to read­
ing; escape into verbalisrn 

7. Lack of early home or 
school stimulation 

8 . Critical attitude toward 
others; discouragement from 
self-criticism 

9. Rejection of the known; 
need to invent for oneself 



Characteristics 

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

11 . Persistent , goal-directed 
behavior 

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

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

14. Independence in work and 
study; preference for indi­
vidualized work; self­
reliance; need for freedom 
of IT<Jvement and action 

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

16. Friendliness and outgoing­
ness 
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Concomitant Problems 

10 . Resistance to interruption 

11. Stubbornness 

12. Need for success and recog­
nition; sensitivity tc 
criticism; vulnerability 
to peer group rejection 

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

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

15. 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 

16. 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: 

(l) differentiating characteristics; (2) examples of related needs; and 

(3) possible concomitant problems (p. 23). 
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In her 1979 work, Growing Up Gifted, she displays exanples of the 

planning process necessary in caring for the differential cognitive 

characteristics of the gifted : 

Differentiating 
Characteristi cs 

extraordinary quanti­
ty of information , 
unusual retentiveness 

unusually varied 
interests and 
curiosi ty 

high level of 
language develop­
ment 

high level of verbal 
ability 

unusual capacity for 
processing informa­
tion 

Examples of 
Related Needs 

to be exposed to new 
and challenging in­
formation of the 
environment and the 
culture, includi ng 
aesthetic, economic, 
political, educa­
tional, and social 
aspects; to acquire 
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 vocabulary 
and concepts 

to share ideas 
verbally in depth 

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

Poss i ble 
Concomitant Problems 

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

difficulty in conform­
ing to group tasks; 
overextending energy 
levels, taking on too 
many projects at one 
t i me 

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

~ominate discussions 
with information and 
questions deemed 
negative by teachers 
and fellow students; 
use of verbalism to 
avoid difficult 
thinking tasks 

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



Differentiating 
Characteristics 

comprehensive 
synthesis 

early ability to 
delay closure 

Examples of 
Related Needs 

to be allowed a 
longer incubation 
time for ideas 

to be allowed to 
pursue ideas and in­
tegrat e new ideas 
without forced 
closure or products 
demanded 
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Possible 
Concomitant Problems 

frustration with 
demands for deadl ines, 
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 o r line of 
inquiry (pp. 23- 24) 

Problems Inherent in Attempts to Identify Gifted 

and Talented Chi ldren for Accelerative 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 Scal es of Intelligence , the process of identification 

has expanded to include a wide range of both formal and informal assess­

ment techniques . Controversy still exists, however, particularly with 

regard to the use of standardized achievement tests, teacher identifica­

tion, measuremenc 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 tteans of identification of gifted children in the 
firct 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 technique by 
standard tosts 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) 
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In their report on a national survey of identification practices 

used throughout the United States, Alvino, McDonnel and Richert (1981) 

found that standard measures 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. vacillation 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 problem 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 co identify . Achievement tests are not designed 

to measure originality, creativity, task .::cmmit.ment, 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-

ver9ent 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 equally 
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-

tinct1y cognitive. 

Alvino et al . in a national survey (1981) 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 unusuall y heavy weight given to 

chronological age in standardized achievement tests. Children who are 

younger 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 
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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 progre.ms. 

Recent studies of the efficacy of teacher identification reveal 

some significant patterns of teacher behavi or. 

Peggy Bouse (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 achieving, compliant student with strengths in language arts, 

reading, and math. 

Reschly and Lall9?recht (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 literat~re 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 wi th a 

median at 45 percent. 

In a study to determine if appropriate instruction would improve 

the accuracy of teacher judgrent 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-



able effects on teachers' attitudes toward gifted minorities and dis­

advantaged children (Gear, 1978). 
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The purpose of a study by Sanders (1977) was to obtain information 

about variables which affect the initial screening by c l assroom teach­

ers for pupils enrolled in gifted programs . Results of a questionnaire 

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 achievement and 

aptitude scores, classroom academic performance, intel lectual character­

istics, and irotivation. Little emphasis was placed on creativity, 

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 College, 

Columbia University, asked teachers to use checklists to indicate the 

presence or absence of certain behaviors rather than maki ng a gl obal 

assessment. Significant, moderate correlations between teacher ratings 

and IQ were obtained, although teacher ratings were more accurate with 

girls than with boys. Borland suggests that when presented wit~ a di­

rective checklist of behavioral correlates of giftedness, teacher rat­

ings can be a valuable (if not always completely vali d) source of in­

formation. 

Measurement of Creativity 

James Gallagher (1975) articulates the importance of creati v i ty i n 



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 creati vity. 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 o! creativity within the definition 
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of giftedness came attempts to measure creativity. The task is a formid-

able one--with few s t andard crit eria--and t he results have been uneven, 

at best. 

Treffingcr, 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 number 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 
predictions. (p. 144) 

In spite of the problems involved in establishing a standard set of 

criteria for assessment of creativity, numerous attempts have been made 

to develop effective methods of assessment and measurement . Described 

belaw are representative examples of such attempts. 

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

in identifying students in the area of creative tal ents in art, music, 

and academic areas. Through the isolation of common characteristics 



found in the biographies, persons who are more likely to achieve in 

creative endeavors can be identified. 

Wilson, Guilford and Christensen proposed in 1953 that tests of 

originality be constructed to measure the following t .raits: 
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a. uncommonness of responses as measured by weighting the responses 

of an individual according to statistical infrequency of those 

responses 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 (reported in 

Barbe & Renzulli, 1981, p. 182). 

Sections of Mary Meeker's Structure of Intellect (SOI, 1978) 

creativity assessment are based on the postulates articulated in the 

1953 paper. 

C. K. 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 Person 

Are 'iou?" (Torrance, 1976) displays the most consistent levels of validi­

ty in ident ifying children with creative potential. 

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

creativity tests were assessed on 36 criteria of educational and psycho­

metric quality. Results showed that most were lacking sound supporting 

evidence (Petroske, 1978). 
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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 i n 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 period of 
time. (pp. 52- 53) 

Clearly, children of minority groups who are not part of the cul­

tural mainstream suffer disadvantages in language, 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 i n 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 school stu­

dents in an effort to augment ineffectual school district efforts . 

Known leaders in the Black community wece asked to recommend students 
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who displayed cognitive superiority, psychosocial superiority or talent­

specific superiority. 

Mercer and Lewis (1978) ori ginally dovoloped a schema entitled 

System of Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA) to prevent the 

mislabeling of minority children as menta-lly retarded. However , the 

approach has proved to be, according to the authors , equally success­

ful in identifying gifted minority children whose abilities may be 

masked by cultural differences between the home and the school. 

S0MPA utilizes three assessment models: the medical, social 

system, and pluralistic model. Each model incorporates scales to meas­

ure socio-cultural characteristics; and scores on each scale are in­

serted into multiple regression equations developed for each ethnic 

group. 

Finally, a study designed to provide a relatively simple method of 

ldentltylng girted Mex1can-Arer1can elementary school cn1.1ctren 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 Syllt>ol 

Equivalence 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 overlooked on 

formal assessment tools, a range of informal models ranging from anec-



dotal records, biographies, questionnaires, case studies to interviews 

and verbal perception checks have been developed , field tested , re­

searched, and assessed with inconsistent and inconclusive results. 

so 

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 treasures is taking 

place with little monitoring for accuracy , conuoon criteria or evidence 

of validation" (p. 131) . 

Gallagher, however , praises recent atteapts 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 to 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. 

As cited in an earlier section, Joseph Renzulli ' s "Revolving Door" 

Identification Model has gained wide acceptance as an effective multi­

dimensional approach . The model was conceived as an approach to pro­

viding special education for academically gifted pupils in response to 

the problems and criticisms associated with traditional identification 

designs . 



In Renzull.i's model., twenty- five percent of the school population 

is identified in a school "talent pool" to be serviced with rotating 

projects designed to their interests and abilities . 

St udents are identified with regard to above- average intellectual 

abilities, creativity, and task commitment . The Revolving Door Model 

uses multiple criteria includi ng standardized tests and evaluati ons of 

Sl. 

pupil performance and potential through teacher, peer, parent and self­

nominati ons . Renzulli feels that his oodel allows for both topical and 

tempora l modes of giftedness (Renzulli , 1981) . 

Methods for identi f i cation and selection of gifted and talented 

children in the state of Oregon r equire the use of multiple identifica­

tion processes as delineated in state guidel ine No. OAR 581- 15- 830. A 

mini mum of three of the following categories must be used in the identi-

fication and sel ection process; 

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

Education 

(b) Subjective measure$ and indicators including one 
or more of the following : 
(A) Teacher 
(B) Self 
(C) Critical others 

(c) Documentation by other qualified 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) 
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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. 

District 4J's identification process is an admirable approach to 

a balanced identification program. The process, however, is time con­

swning, 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 III 

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 school 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. Resists interruPti ons when engrossed in an activity . 

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

a. Needs success and recognition; is sensitive to cri ticism. 

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 . Ofton 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 
activit ies. 

14 . Has a great desire to excel , even to the poi nt of cheating . 

15. Loses interest in discuss ions if unable to dominate. 

16 . Intimidates the teacher with questions that require 
specializod 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 inventory (See Appendix B) wi th 

forty- five res ident 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 frequency of the behaviors (gifted versus nongifted) and 

teachers' levels of annoyance when behaviors are displ ayed (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 terned PACE students; therefore , the final inventory 

used the terms "PACE student" and "nongifted student." 

Additional 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 

Appendix C) . 

The Addition of the Second Component of the Study 

After consultation with Or. Charles Stephens of the Eugene Di strict 

Department of Research, Develop:nent and Evaluation; with g i fted special­

ists in the district PACE Program; and with general elementary class room 

teachers, an additional area of investigation appeared to be germane 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. Studencs must achieve a 

minimum score of twenty- four points on the weighted criteria district 

summary sheets to be considered for the program. (Su.'IU!\ary sheets of 

district criteria are included in Appendi x A.) In spite of this 

well- planned process, gifted specialists and elementary classroom teach-
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ers feel that some students are selected for the program who do not find 

success and satisfaction in the activities, and that other capable stu-

dents who would benefit from program activities fail to qualify . During 

consultations it became 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

t i on 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-five 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 distri bution in the district. 

Adams Elementary School 
Awbrey Park Elementary School 
Condon Elementary School 



Edgewood Elementary School 
Edison Elementary School 
Ellis Parker Elementary School 
Harris Elementary School 
Mccornack Elementary school 
Meadow Lark Ele~entary School 
Patterson Elementary School 
Si lver Lea Elementary School 
Spring Creek Elementary School 
Washington Elementary School 
Willagillespie Elementary School 

In addition, many of these schools included compar atively larger 

populations of PACE students. 
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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 opini on 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. 

Methodology (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 schools selected for the study were per­

sonally contacted during the same month, and again at the beginning of 

the following school year (Septe~ber, 1981). During the personal inter-

view, principals were apprised of the purpose and intent of the study, 
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and details of the data gathering process in each school were finalized . 

During September, 1981 , final inventory packets were completed for 

the s t udy. Each teacher packet consisted of the following : 

1. An introductory page designed to engender participation. 

2. A page devoted to tho purpose of the study . 

3 . A page of detailed directions . 

4. Form A, which included the four items of demographic data, 
and the response section for a PACE student with the sixteen 
behaviors in r elation to frequency 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 variable of teachers ' 
annoyance levels when the behavior is displayed ranged from 
"not annoying" to 11 very annoying. " In addition, Column I 
indicated that the behavior is not exhibited by the PAC£ 
student, and therefore is not an annoyance factor . 

5 . Form B, the response section for a nongifted student wi t h 
the sixteen behaviors in relation to frequency and levels 
of annoyance . The same seven point scale is used as we ll 
as Column I when the bchGvior is not e><hibited. 

6 . An Inventory of Gifted Criteria page listing all twenty-nine 
criteria used in the selection of PACE students . Subjects 
were asked to ~elect f i fteen of the twenty-ni ne 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 identification of gifted students. 

(See Appendix c . ) 

The packet a l so 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 timaline 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 maeting. 
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I did not attend the staff meetings since I knew m:>st of the teach­

ers in the schools. My presence might affect participati on (which was 

to be voluntary), and the objectivity of the responses . 

Inventory packets were placed in the school mail boxes of third, 

fourth , fifth, and sixth gr~de 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. 

On December land 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 (1981). 

The Final Study Group 

Of the 155 inventories d i stributed, 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 86% to 100\ of the avail­

able population of third, fourth, fifth, and sixth grade teachers. In 

one school the percentage of completed inventories was 30'1. 



The final study group included 96 women and 34 men who had from 

l - 25 years of teaching experience ; who had worked with from l - 45 

gifted students; and who had professional preparation in gifted educa-
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t ion 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 l ocated at 

the National Opinion Research Center at the Univers i ty of Chicago. 

The SPSS program is an i ntegrated 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 procedures for data transformation 

and file manipulation, and offers the researcher a large number of 

statistical routines coll\llOnly used in the social sciences. 

Following is a list of SPSS data analyses performed on the raw 

statistics drawn from the compl eted 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' classrooms . 
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. 



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

D. At test of means for the frequency of each behavior to 
test the significance of differences in means between 
PACE =d nongiftad students. 

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

F . 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 re l ationship of each demographic 
variable to the dependent variable of classroom behaviors. 

G. A crosstabulation of each area of demographic data (sex, 
years of experience, nll!llber of gifted students, and 
amount of gifted education) by frequencies of levels 
of annoyance to display the relationship of each demo­
graphic variable to the dependent variable of levels 
of annoyance. 

H. 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. 

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

J . 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 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 variables working together. 

K. 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. 

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

M. A 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 SeagOQ (1974) 

and Clark (1979) as being comnon 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 4J, 

Eugene, Oregon. Data were analyzed both in terms of the entire study 

group, and in terms of four areas of demo9raphic 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 

l. Demographic Data 

A. A frequency distribution of each category of demographic 

data. 

B. The relationship of demographic variables to each other. 

( 1) The nu.-nbcr of gifted students, and the number of 

gifted education courses and gifted workshops com­

pleted, controlled for sex, to determine the follow-



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 

A. H
1

: 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 H1 . 

3 . Testing Hypothesis II 

A. H2: The study group's response pattern will show that 

teachers see no signi ficant differences in their 

tolerance of the sixteen behaviors when they are 

displayed by gifted as compared to nongifted stu­

dents . 

B. An assessment of the relationship of the four areas of 

demographic data to H2 . 

4 . Relationship between Behavior Frequency and Annoyance 
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The presence or absence of a linear relationship between the 



frequency of each bchQvior and the corresponding levels of 

teacher annoyance. 

5. The Selection of Gifted Criteria 
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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 1 presents the demographic breakdown of the study group into 

groups by percentage. 

Tho typical respondent was a female with cloven years of teaching ex­

perience . She had the equivalent of two workshops in gifted education , 

and had worked with about eight gifted students during h~r professional 

career. Her male counterpart had a similar professional background. 

The study group appears to 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 lowesc of four preparation/ 

experience quadrants, suggesting that the typical classroom teacher ' s 

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

careful examination of the other three quadrants suggests that an in­

crca:,e in preparation in gifted education did not neceeoarily s i gnal 

the assignment of more gifted students . 



TABLE l 

DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF STUDY GROUP OF 
96 FEMALES AND 34 MALES 

Areas 

sex 

Years of Teaching 
Experience 

Total 

F 

M 

Professional Preparation 
in Gifted Education 

Total 

F 

M 

Number of Gifted 
Students in Career 

Total 

E' 

M 

Female Male 

73.8 26 . l 

1-5 

21.5 

25 . 0 

11.7 

0-.66* 
units 

52.3 

52.l 

52.9 

1-10 

57. 7 

59. 4 

52.9 

6-10 

20.0 

17 . 7 

26 . 4 

1-1. 66 
units 

26.2 

25.0 

29.4 

11-20 

28 . 5 

27 . l 

32. 3 

11-15 

26.9 

26.0 

29.4 

2-2 . 66 
units 

10.8 

10.4 

11. 7 

21-30 

6.9 

5 . 2 

11.7 

16-25 

31.5 

31.3 

32 . 3 

3+ 
units 

10.8 

12 . 5 

5.8 

30-45 

6.9 

8.3 

2.9 

66 

Median 

11. 3 

2 
workshops 

or 
.66 units 

8.5 

*Professional education units were determined as follows: a one­
or two-day workshop = 1/3 unit; a college course= l 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 

CROSSTI\SULATION OF CATEGORIES OF ( 1) EXPERIENCE WITH 
GIFTED STUDENTS AUD (2) GIFTED EDUCATION , 

CONTROLLED FOR SEX 

Number of Gifted Students 

1-10 

units ' 
F *27.1 

0- .66 
M 30. 3 

F 17. 7 
1-1.66 

M 15.2 

F 7.3 
2-2 .66 

M 6 .1 

F 7.3 
3+ 

M 

*% in upper left quadrant 
F - 66.7 
M - 72.8 

11-20 21-30 

' "' 
17.7 3.1 

21.2 

4.2 1.0 

6.1 9.1 

2.1 

6.1 

3.1 1.0 

3 . 0 

31-45 

"' 
4.2 

3.0 

2.1 

1.0 

1.0 

Table 3 shows the relationship between teaching experience and 
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professional preparation in gifted education. Eighty-two percent of the 

men and 77.2\ of the wo~en had less than two units of professional 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. 
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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 

" 't 't 

F *11.5 9.4 17 . 7 
0-. 66 

M 18.2 18 . 2 

F 9.4 4.2 4.2 
1-1.66 

M 9.1 6.1 12 . l 

F LO 3.l 3 . l 
2-2.66 

M 3. 0 3. 0 

F 3.1 1.0 1.0 
3+ 

M 

•i in the lower half of the Professional Preparation 
distribution: 

F 77.2 
M = 82.0 

Hypothesis I 

16- 25 

't 

13.5 

18. 2 

7.3 

3.0 

3.l 

6 . 1 

7.3 

3.0 

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. 
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To tes t H1 , teachers in the study group were asked to review each 

of the sixteen behaviors in :elation to a recent P~CE 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 

seven 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 at test between PACE/non-PACE means to determine 

possi.ble significant differences. 

The results can be categorized into three areas of analysis: 

1, 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 frequency means 
at 2.5 or below on a seven point scale). 

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

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

Findings 

Table 4 shows that teachers 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 one 

of the behaviors for both PACE and non-PACE students. PACE students 

sometimes display a disl ike 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 tho sixtoon behaviors significantly more oftGn tha.n 
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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 report 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 between 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 behaviors; (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) ot the behaviors. overall, the findings do not 

support the null hypothesis. 

The Relationship of the Four Areas of Demographic Data to H1 

When means for individual subgroups (sex, teaching experience, 
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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-two ANOVAs), no 

significant differences were found. The study group appeared to be co­

hesive in its assessment of the frequency of behaviors. 

Hypothesis II 

The study group's response pattern will show that teachers 
see no s i gnificant differences in their tolerance of the 
s ixteen behaviors when they are displayed by gi fted com­
pared to nongifted students . 

To test H
2

, 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 annoying to very annoy-

ing) . The same process was completed in relation to a recent non- PACE 

student in their classroom. 

~~ans for the level of annoyance for each behavior were computed 

as well as at 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 correspondi ng t value for each be-

havior. No significant differences were found . Thus, the nu!l 

hypothesis is not rejected . 

It i s probably important to note that comparisons were made only 

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

with questions that require specialized knowledge" (20'!1 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 

elicited 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 H2 

When means for individual subgroups (sex, teaching experience, 

gifted education preparation, and experience with gifted students) for 

each of the levels of annoyance (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 . OS level . 

This finding , though stati stically significant , was not pursued further 

to identify the specific demographic relationship. The behavior in 

question had a low overall annoyance mean and was not exhibited at all 

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

Relationshio between Behavior Frequency and Annoyance 

To deter mine the presence or absence of a linear relationship 

botwoon the froquancy of oach behavior and the corrasponding level of 

annoyance, a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient was com­

puted on the variables of frequency and annoyance 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 variables . Eleven of the sixteen behaviors show a significant re­

lationship (P <.OS) between the two variables. The study group's 

annoyance level increases as the frequency 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 i ncreases on four behaviors. 

Two of these behaviors chall enge the teacher's authority (intimidates 

with questions that require specialized knowledge, and tends to be 

brutally frank in appraising people and ideas). Two behaviors reflect 

inflexibili ty among PACE students (resists interruptions; dislikes 
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TABLE 6 

RESULTS OF PEARSON'S PRODUCT-M:)MENT CORRELATION COEFFICIENT TO 
DETERMIITT: PRESENCE/ABSENCE OF A LINEAR RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 

FREQUENCY l\NO ANNOYANCE OF SIXTEEN BE:HAVIORS FOR PACE STUDENTS 

Displays stubbornness when trying 
to get own way 

N 

81 

Does not wait for turn: interrupts 76 

Uses verbosQ explanations and 
descriptions 3 

Involvement in class activity depends 
upon level of interest 88 

Loses interest in discussion if 
unable to dominate 

Has a great desire to excel, even to 
the point of cheating 

Begins many projects that are often 

64 

not completed 79 

Seeks i ndependence; resists situa-
tions that require conformity 93 

Needs success and recognition, is 
sensitive to criticism 106 

Is impatient with the lesser ability 
of others 72 

Often i nvents own system that may 
conflict with the required method 99 

Intimidates the teacher with questions 
that require specialized knowledge 68 

Tends to be brutally frank in ap-
praising people and activities 77 

Resists interruptions when engrossed 
in an activity 104 

Dislikes routine & drill ; seeks 
early mastery of skill 109 

May challenge the value of an 
activity 90 

*P < .05 

Pearson's r 
Variables: 
Behavior 
and 
Annoyance 

.50 

.50 

.45 

.44 

.43 

.40 

.35 

.35 

.32 

.32 

.29 

.12 

.12 

.11 

.07 

- .04 

Significance 
Two-Tailed 
Probability 

.000* 

.000* 

.000* 

.000* 

.000* 

.001* 

.001* 

.000* 

. 000* 

.003* 

.002* 

.146 

.147 

1.225 

. 243 

. 365 
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routine and drill). 

Teachers report a negative relationship on one behavi or (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 

slightly n:,re tolerant of the behavior of gifted students than with 

nongifted students. 

Selection of Gifted Criteria 

School Distri ct 4J, Eugene, Oregon, uses twenty-nine cri teria to 

select students for the district's PACE Program. Criteria range from 

scores on individual intel ligence 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 (see 

Appendix A). 

PACE specialists, administrators , and classroom teache rs complain 

that, in spite of this extensive approach , some students in the program 

fail to benefit from it, and others who could bonefit arc not scloctod. 

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



78 

TABLE 7 

RESULTS OF PEARSON'S PRODUC'l'-!-i'.)MENT CORRELATION COEFFICIENT TO 
DETERMINE PRESENCE/ABSENCE OF A LINEAR RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 

FREQUENCY AND ANNOYANCE OF SIXTEEN BEHAVIORS OF NON-PACE STUDENTS 

Behavior Descriptors 

Does not wait for a turn to speak; 
interrupts 

Uses vorboso oxplanations and 
descriptions 

Begins many projects that are often 
not compl eted 

Dislikes routine and drill; seeks 
early mastery of skills 

Involvement in class activities de­
pends upon level of interest 

May challenge the value of 

N 

95 

63 

89 

87 

ll3 

activities 85 

Tends to be brutally frank in ap-
praising peopl e and ideas 74 

Seeks independence; may resist situa-
tions that require conformity 78 

Loses interest in discussion if 
unable to dominate 62 

Displays stubbornness when trying 
to get own way 89 

Is inpatient with others of lesser 
ability 81 

Intimidates the teacher with questions 
that require specialized kncrwledge 41 

Needs success and recognition; is 
sensitive to criticism 113 

Often invents own system that may 
conflict with the required method 79 

Has a great desire to excel, even to 
the point of cheating 79 

Resists interrupt i ons when engrossed 
in an activity 

*P ( .05 

98 

Pearson's r 
Variables, 
Behavior 
and 
Annoyance 

.628 

. 625 

. 516 

. 502 

.497 

. 49l 

. 463 

. 440 

. 421 

.4ll 

. 328 

.323 

.300 

.274 

.242 

.169 

Significance 
Two-Tailed 
Probability 

.ooo• 

.coo• 

.coo• 

. 000* 

.ooo• 

. 000* 

.000* 

. coo• 

.coo• 

.coo• 

. 001• 

. 020 * 

. 001* 

. 007* 

.016* 

.048* 



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 as ked to l ist additional criteria 

that they considered important in the selection of students for the 

PP.CE Program. 
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All teachers selected fifteen criteria . Table 8 ranks the criteria 

sel ected by the study gr oup, and provides the frequency/percent of re­

sponse for each criter ion. 

Thr ee sets of t i e scores occurred i n the selection process . Ti ed 

scores were ranked in the table on the basis of the hi gher response of 

the tied items from teachers with the most professional background in 

gifted education. 

As indi cated in Table 8, the first f i fteen cri ter ia also represent 

those selected by more than fifty percent of the respondents. The two 

criteria school districts use most commonly in selecting gifted students , 

scores on IQ and standardized achi evement tests , are not included in the 

study group ' s top ten items, and the group also rated some criteri a that 

related to achievement quite low. 

Respondents tended to rank criteria high that related to evidence 

of interest, intuitive comprehension, inquisitiveness , critical think­

ing skills , and teacher recommendations . 

Three criteria representing academic and behavioral maturi ty 

appear in the t op fifteen selections, (9) is self- disciplined; (13) has 

a long attention span; and (14) exhibits leadership qualities . 
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TABLE 8--continued 

open-Ended Response categories (N 85) 

Percent 
of 

Descriptors Frequency cases 

Task ColllTiitrrent 32 37.7 

Social Skills 12 14.l 

Creativity 11 12.9 

Attitude 7 8.2 

I nterest in PACE 5 5.8 

Self-Concept 4 4.7 

Talent 3 3.5 

Maturity 3 3.5 

Motivation 3 3.5 

Responsibility 3 3.5 

Exceptional Abilities 2 2.3 

Flel(ibility 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 intuitive 

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 recom.-nenda­

tions (see Appendix A). Teachers in this study indicate that the 

characteristics o~ comprehension, inquisitiveness, ability to see 



relationships, eagerness to do new things, a wide range of interests , 

ability to make predictions from current information, an interest in 
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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 (l) the highest and lowest levels of experience, 

(2) the highest and lowest levels of gifted education preparation , and 

(3) the highest and lowest levels of experience with gifted students. 

By comparing the two extrene 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 most/least preparation in 

gifted education . 

Several wide variations in ranking are worth noting. Teachers 

with the most 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 'inquisitiveness' and 'relationship-

finding' criteria quite 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\). In addition, the group's selection range included 

all twenty-nine criteria. Chapter II in this study discusses problems 

inherent in attempts to identify and select appropriate children for 

gifted programs. Teachers in Eugene, Oregon, appear to reflect dis­

agreements among educators nationally in determining criteria for 

identification and selection of gifted students. 

Open-Ended Responses 

Fifty- seven teachers suggested ( l ) criteria not included on the 

district's list that they considered important in the selection of PACE 

student s; and (2) statements emphasizing the importance of speci f i c 

criteria already incl uded 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 commit ment (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 solf-concept. (4) 

7. Talent in one or more areas. f3) 

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 abil i ties . (2) 

12 . Flexibility in adjusting to new activities and schedules. (2) 

13 . A restatement of criteria on the district's list. (10) 

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

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

Of the twelve additional categories of criteria (above) not in­

cluded on the district ' s list, the importance of task commitment pre­

dominated. It was mentioned by thirty-two of the fifty-seven teachers, 

almost three times as many as the second most mentioned criteria. No 

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 (14 . lt), and creativity 

(12 .9\) . 

In sullllllary, 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 questions related to education for 

intellectually gifted elementary school children: 

A. Do elementary classroom teachers agree that sixteen overt 

behaviors identified by Or. May Seagoe (1 972) and Dr. Barbara 

Clark (1979) are more common to intellectually gifted children 

than to their nongiEtcd peers? 

B. Do el ementary teachers agree tl:at these sixteen overt be­

haviors are more annoying when they are displayed by gifted 

children than by their nongifted peers? 

C. What criteria do elementary teachers 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 characteristics that are unique 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), 



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 academic and social relationships. 

The third study question relates to the criteria used to select 

students for gifted programs, especially for the program in District 

4J, Eugene, Oregon, where this study took place. school District 4J 

uses an extensive process to identify and select students for the 
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gifted program (PACE: "Program for Advanced Curriculum and Enrichment") . 

The process includes twenty- nine criteria that include scores on IQ 

and achievement tests, teacher recornm.endations, and various behavioral 

characteri stics. In spite of this well-planned process, district per­

sonnel note that some selected students do not find success and sati s -

faction in the PACE Program, and that other capable students who would 

benefit from program activities fail to qualify. Elementary classroom 

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 i n gifted education is extensive. It's split be-

tween empirical research, and the exporionce and opinion of the author. 

Gifted education encompasses three developmental periods. Each period 

evolved from a force outside the educational arena, and each peri od i s 

well-represented in the literature. 
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The firs t developmental period occurred during the years follow-

ing World War I, and came as a result of the development of instruments 

to measure 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 . National 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 Public 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 establ ished, 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 IQ scores, standardized achievement 

tests , and teacher recorranendat ions 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 (l) a study of the literature; (2) con­

sultation with University of Oregon faculty, and Eugene, Oregon, Dis­

trict 4J faculty members; (3) ~ pilot st~dy using~ prelimin~ry form 

of a gifted behavior inventory (Appendix B). 

The inventory focused on sixteen overt behaviors identified by 

Dr. May Seagoe of UCIA (1974) and Dr. Barbara Clark of California 

State University, Los Angeles (1979), as behaviors thought to be 

collllllOn to gifted children. The inventory behaviors were selected 

from among these identified by Seagoe and Clark--behaviors teachers 

often cite as the reason why t eachers have negative feelings t oward 

gifted children. 

l. ooes 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 inpatient with the lesser abi lity of others. 

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

5. May challenge the value of activities. 

6. Resists interruptions when engrossed in an activity. 

7. Seeks independence ; may resist s i t uations that r equi re con-

formity. 

8. Needs success and recognition; i s sensitive to criticism. 

9. Uses verbose explanations and descriptions. 
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10 . Begins many projects that are often not co111pleted. 

11. Displ ays stubbornness when trying to get his/Iler own way, 

12. Often invents his/Iler 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 , even to the point 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 f i nal inventory for the study was com-

pleted. It included the following : 

l. 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 : (l) 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 frequently the student exhibited the 

behavior, and how annoying the behavior was to the respondent . 

3. Form B was similar to the second part of Form A, except that 

it sought frequency/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 . In 

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 sel ected 

for the study. Onl y 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 i ncluded ni nety-six wolll8n 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, Oemogr~pnic 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. E'requencies and means for each beha•,ior displayed by PACE and 
nongifted students . 

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

o. At test of means of each behavior to test the significance 
of differences in means between PACE and nongifted students. 

E. At 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. 

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

G. A crosstabulation of each area of demographic data (sex, 
years of experience, experience with gifted students, and 
amount of gifted education) by frequencies of levels of 
annoyance to display the relat i onship of each demographi c 
variable to the dependent variable of levels of annoyance. 

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

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

J. The application of a two- way analysis of variance us i ng the 
independent variables of sex and gifted education courses 
and workshops by (1) frequencies of the behaviors by PACE 
students; (2) levels of teacher annoyance with PACE stu-
dents; (3) frequencies of the behaviors by nongifted students: 
and (4) levels of teacher annoyance with nongifted students. 
This application displays differences between males and females, 
differences between levels of gifted eudcation, and the inter­
action between the two variables working together. 

K. The application of Pearson's Product Moment correlation Co­
efficient to the tneans of frequency of each behavi or and the 
creans of annoyance for each behavior to describe the linear 
relationship between the frequency of the behavior and the 
levels of annoyance for teachers. 

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

M. 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 variable to the selection 
of criteria. 
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Findings 

l. 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 experienced teachers did not necessarily have the most 

gifted education preparation. 

2. 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 behaviors 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 . 

3. 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. 

4. As the frequency of the behavior increased, the study group 

reported an increase in their annoyance level on eleven of 

the sixteen behaviors for gifted students. The five behaviors 
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that did not register an increase in annoyance with frequency 

for gifted students arc infrequent behaviors that might be 

more annoying if they occurred quite 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 4J to identify gifted students, over fifty 

percent agreed on the importance of fifteen of the criteria. 

The highest level of agreement occurred with comprehension 

skills followed by inquisitiveness, 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

ever, individual scores on reading and math tests were ranked 

quite low. The study group's selection does not appear to 

support the current weight given criteria by School District 

4J in its selection process . 

Conclusions and Implications 

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). rhe 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 behavrors and talents similar to 

that found in the general population . 

An 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 used in this study. Hill Walker of the university 

of Oregon designed an inventory to 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 mainstreaming 

handicapped students, and to determine the minimum behavioral require­

ments a handicapped child must meet in order to gain entry into the 

classroom colllllunity (Hersh, Walker, 1981). 

By adapting Walker's concepts of teachers' behavior standards and 

tolerance levels, this study was able to assess teacher responses to 

behaviors identified i n the l iterature as being common in gifted 

children. 

The results of this study were surprising in l ight 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 behaviors 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. 

To~chcrs reported no significant differences in levels of annoy­

ance for either group, and their overall response pattern tended toward 

slightly irore 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 t he 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 arr.ore 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 environ:nent. Teachers may believe 

that many behaviors are individualistic, re tlecting the individual's 

ability to cope with a given situation. Therefore, they are not 

necessarily representative of talent or ability or di3o.bility 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 refl~cted 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 identifying 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 cognitive 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 experioncc scale in the district (Eugena Education Association, 

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. 
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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 wh.en they are 

el<hibited. In addition, these teachers display a broadened concept of 

giftedness based on more than cognitive achievement. The implications 

for gifted education are heartening. 

V If experienced, well trained teachers are secure in working with 

children who differ from the norm, then it may be possible to accorunodate 

the special needs of gifted children within the general classroom, with 

the aid of graduate training in gifted education, and the help of 

gifted specialists acting as consultants. In the event that funds for 

gifted "pull- out" activities (wh.ere gifted students leave their class-

rooms to work in c l uster 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 

bo ,in 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 

1. School districts should assess the gifted education backgrounds 

of teachers, and assign gifted students to classrooms where 

teachers have adequate preparation. Further, districts should 

increase inservice activities that focus on enrichment acti­

vities (Haisley, 1973l. Preservice programs at the University 

level should include coursework devoted to the characteristics 

of giftedness, and the components of effective accelerative 

curriculum. 

2. Selection and identification guideli nes 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, productive ways . 

3. since teachers support their own reconunendations, in spite 

of evidence that points to teacher bias and to ineffectual 

result s (Gear, 1976), inservice programs for teachers should 

include training in characteristics for the appropriate se-

lection of students for gifted programs. 

4. 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/dem:,graphic settings to determine whether the response 

~atterns of teachers in Eugene, Oregon , roprcsont the general teacher 

population . 

Limitations of This Study 

This study involved elementary classroom teachers only . The in­

clusion or gifted specialists and secondary teachers might have pro­

duced a different response pattern to the behavior inventory , 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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APPENDIX A 

PACE STUDENT SELECTION PROCESS ANO CRITERIA : 

SCHOOL DISTRICT 4J 
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Aopena1x A 

PAC! Program 

Sti.-dent. s~ar r Sheet 

N..,. --------------

School _ _____ _ _ Dat e ____ _ 

Age _____ _ Gtade _ ____ _ Sex ___ _ iirthdat e _______ _ 

A•c••tn:enc. tt11a1s 5 4 l ! l 

1. Intcllt~cr.c.c '?est (I. O , \ 135+ 130-134 

2 . Achieve!:fle~t Test : com-osrrE 981. 97-95?. 94- 907. 89 - 837. 82- 7>7. 

3. Acl:ieve.merit: tut: MATH 981. 97. 957. 94-907. 89-837. 82 - 7rk 

4. Achieve1tet1t Ttst : READ HG 981. 97. 95i 94-90,: 89-337. 82•7~ 

s. Charac ~erbtics Checlclt,t·11> 120-uo 109• 36 9,~. 83•72 71•60 

6 . Te•che~ Etec:o:=e.nda.eion s ,. 3 2 l 

COLUMN T.~ 'l 0?' CM.!:CKS 

·,1ttG!!t xS x4 x3 x2 xl 

ADD ,c.ross .,. + .,. + 

TOi A!. SCORE 

a. Ot her r:escs or evaluation results of record. 

Inst runent Resul ts (grade/pe rcentile scor e) Date 

C. Selection Oecisio~ . 

...-rocal cheek.list score 
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Aopendix S 

Sc reen ing/!te:c ord Rev h w 

PAC?: Pr ogram 

IU rthcat e Grade 

Sc hool _ ___ ____ _ 

•• - • • I ~"' ~-. .... •••<I •o ~ ~• t"h O!l((l:St ( "'P •>e" 
- · •U· I f n r "'" •, •. i: ,i,t,Cf.-, 

.. ~•:• ~:~':.,1::, • :~~:-::;u .... \,., "'° u11u , ... , Cit t t,h c•U4 . If ,._ n ,.1-,,c <Ion 
l • l!lt Y • f 

t • S• I ,._ 
J • Ou u l - • 11,-

1x2r•••~- L.ol\swr;• 'Ill•• 
Sti<>"1' .-.o :,tlcu l <J• o! , u _.r. l l ) " S 

i hO._. .-.cu ,tion.-1 voc,11,,ular-y . 1 Z ) ' S 

SIW-oa u-. o, f .-.,uulv• )ody t 1 > ' S 
or f •c~• l 3,uurff , 

J;O~ t.'tTS '. ___ _ _ ______ _ 

!!'~~ 
~,)O)rt•bt-.1.1l.;11 , -..111, u ceit11. p .. u. l 2 ) • S 

f ollow11 • ~rei:1umt • r.Cec4 111f lY l J 4 $ 

~ll. 

~ !tf'S: - - - - --- --- - -

.;l.'l...,..:l'"!° orvu.ot-t.t:,rr 

( ,111 ,N. .. r •l•tlOft.,.l J I •-s 
.tp p•ra'>l 1v .-f>r•l,.c e<I t.i• ••· 

t , _.:~!!!..~~.:•!;. ~~:: .~~ 
r .. i, _. • • • 1~~1v• nor1u . 

.. _.,_,.,. ;>t..cJt ,• nJfl t t r o• : 11n" t 
;l'!tOfe.lll;t.ft .u 1d lde• • • 

l t l i.. S 

' . ' 
1 ? ) 4 S 

~,n: -------- ---

IUCAVlOtA.L C&\LtiC?Dt stt CS 

t• uur to do 11- tblou . 

&.a.llJ.b l U : udtn hip qua Ut1H. 

C llJO}' • -~"h•t <1 l<;111• • 

h ulf-confldcnt , 

h l ftlfUlSl tlW, Y4f7 CUf l 04J&, 

ii.at • l GQJ • tt•ntto-n • P• " · 

h • rltll. t t k.r, 

4 • Ottn 
' • • 1- •<AI - • 

1 ? ) 4 S 

l t ) 4 S 

L l l ' 5 
1. t ) ' s 
1 l l 4 S 

1 t l 4 S 

l l l .C. S 

l l > 4 S 

_,.., ------------

ACACINlC OIA.I.ACUisttCS 

t , "" ;t \'ld t ••d 41t. 1 ? l 4 

~•• t1U t .:?11 top of the c lu _., l : l 

St,,ov,; tnt•r• • t t n 1ch!rr.• o , 
11UUt\lt♦. 

t• o,.,u1•ftodtn1 ta M ch. 

l• ••lf-•ii•,:otplt.....t • 

~., • ;;-tde un.g• at tnur•• t • • 

Kat • 111o1co r• '""' ' of hu..Ot , 

t : l' S 

l ~ S 

l < l 

I l l • S 
l ) .. ) 

C~:-"ts; _ __________ _ 



~ECO~~OA":'10~: To b~ eoec,l~ t•e1 bv the "tud~nt '-; uachEH'. 

)o you think th1s $CUdo?nt should be a candidJ.te for th~ PACE P:-o~r am? 

co=ns 

Yes 

?o:-hop$ 

Juest ion.:1ble 

So 

STAnDARDIZtD n:ST INF'OR.'i.\Ttot-: 

Re,.,ie~ ali txlsti.na: school records. To be co~l•c~d b~• dts1an3ttd proc~ures . 
OATt GiWJE/ACE STAllOARO 
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TinE: CtVt?! tJH£S T'E:ST'ED SCOl.£ C . £ . P£RC£NT!L='. 

OTIE!< t:;FOal.'IA7ION 

ls th• child curU!"ltly :-aceivtns och•c- education.al servic:e.97 YES ~ (If YES,descri:)e) 

Collacer a.l S~holas~ic Infot':ation . 

a . Record of sk1?pit'lg ,1 gr.:ide: grade\s) placed _____ _ yeor(s J _____ _ 

b. ilccord vf C'et-,n tion: g!'4de(,) -rec.:a:.ned _______ _ 7c~r(3J 

3. Relevant ~tdical / :,l'\ysic3l problems : 

?r.l!:vious enrollment tn a gifted pt'ogr30? '!'ES NO (E YES. desc:-ibe). 
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A PRELIMINARY FORM OF THE BEHAVIOR INVENTORY 

USED IN A FIELD STUDY IN 1980 
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%ha'.'!:::- ·.ta..i ·.the:, !: oc:·.::-:-e1. 

l. • ~o: -'""'e·:!i-,: 

~:> •-.: e=-e~!a.to vab•s 

<. = moderat:e!y annoy~n1 

!:/ !:,,ter-.ei!!a:e •,11!.:os 

7. • ·te!"'f an-~:d,n~ 

5 6 7 l 2 l ' s 6 7 

l • S 6 z l .. 5 • 7 

l ' ! Q ' z l ' ! 6 7 

l ' S 6 7 l 2 .. s ; 7 

l < 5 5 7 2 ) • ; s 7 

l • S 6 2 1 5 0 , 
l • 5 6 7 l 2 l • 5 ; 7 

' • s s ' l 2 • . • 7 

• s .; ' 5 • , 
l . I ; 2 l • ! 6 , 
) • 6 . l 2 . ! 0 7 

. ' • , l , l • l 6 7 

1 • ' • 
, 1 z , • l • 7 

! • 5 6 ' l 2 l ' ; 6 , 
l • I 6 ' l 2 a s .; 7 

! ,; ' I 2 1 • s 6 



:!1v::::~:~car or cz::-:or: ..:.t. :r:-:~c 1r.::..::r:· st1.t.w1,:1s 
>.SS!SS:•:~'IT er -:r.;..c;;~., ':'~L!i\A.:lC! LEV~:.s 

re~-- ! 

Solc-:t a r.o-.-?!!' .. eC/ ':a.it!",t•~ :.::.:er:: of t~'! sa-::e sex :'!'On 
the sa:-:.e :ltss ii'\ res~o:-d!:-t; ::> :he C•s.::- !.;t!.?:"1! ~elo·.,, 
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I:i col-.:"":" 2, !"!It~ ~c·,: •iir.oytn;; ~!'le 
'!!c.!•1;1•1!.e:- ~.,a, ·,,rh•~ 1~ cc::::r:-!1 . 

1 . • not dcs.::-!~t!•,e o! tt':t! stuc!e!'t: 

~:/ lnter:-ed!ate •1al~u 

4. • c.oCe:-a:e1'! de:1::-!.;:!ve c! the st:.:~e:i: 

::/ int!!c-:::ied!ate vah.14s 

,. • vet'/ duc:-!~t!.·,e of the st..:den~ 

l. Cce, nc: ..-a.it !o:- -s t o:-:, t:: s:e4k: 
1:-.:a::·.:;::, . 

2. I:''"'oi':•"!"e'"~ ir e?u.s 1e-:!.·1!. "!·1 !.s 
de;e:-t•:-;: or :e•,•~ o! ?•:-:.::>:-.,: 
!!". te!'U'! ! -, '!:~e '!:~;::!.:, 

ls i-:.;:ac!,:it -.It~ '!~e le.st"~:- ¼!)!E: :, 
o'! o::-:e:-: . 

4. O!sllke, :-01.:::.r:e .i:-t~ ~:-!1:; ~el.:.: 
••=-! : oas~•r:• et' ,<!.:.ts. 

S. =~~!~~~t~::';1! :h~ •,a:·;t ~! 

6 . Rtsh~s ~r.t~t:-'.J;::-;:¢,s •.•1he:, tr.;:-o-:1ed 
if' '" •c:::~•1!:;·• . 

7 . Se• <:. !.n~•i:•,C•r-.ce; "'ll'.' =-~.s~s:: 
a!':·.J.,Hen: 1:',A-: r•~•:i:=-• ~~,-,!~r- i':'.'• 

e . Ne'!d3 !UCC:"?SS ,..,~ :'!!=z,;-:!':iot1; 
!.• ••"'•!.':~•.-o t., oi: :- i-:!i:1~-. 

9 . U!-es ':'!:-::o::e !Xi=lH·a:::!~ns st"t: 
<!ea-;:!;:1..1.or:, . 

: c. 

ll. 

12. 

l l . 

l< . 

lS . 

D1,;:l !'fS st·.:::or"',-:e!!'! •:1:'.e'" tr·11n<; 
to ,;o~ !':.!!./".o: o--:~ ··•1 -

0t'ten ~l".·:e:-:-:!I his/",'!!'" 0H1 ,._.,::,"It 
of Co!~-; s~,•~h!.:-.s; ;.~1:: :-ay con!E=: 
-,,,1th ·.re :eq~!:-"!C r.:e::l"!.od . 

Te~d~ ::o ~e ':-r•Jt:al!! fr.:<!'lie !r: 
•;:e:-,-!s!nq ;:t-:.~1• •~d •-:~!.·:!::!.!!s . 

Hu a. ~:-e!t dts1rt to ~xc:-cl . e·,en 
to t~! ;o!~t of c~oat!.:u; . 
Los•~ inh:-e s! !:: d!. s-:·.:u!.~"'15 t! 
u!'a!l~~ to do~lna.<:! . 

!"''!!~!Ca:es t!~ tH-::'!"!C" ~it?'! ~-.:•s::~cr.s 
th~ :t~:..:!c--e s.~-:~a~!:-:ed '.<ro--·l"1r.e . 

l ; 

) .. 
I 2 3 • 

I 2 1 .: 

I 2 3 < 

l 2 ' ' 
l ' ' ,. 

l 2 ' . 
l 2 ' • 
' ' ' 

l 2 J < 

l ) ' 
l 2 l 4 

l 2 J 4 

l 2 l • 
I 2 3 -1 

L • not annO'J!n,; 

~:> !.n t f :-:.e-: !..; :e vat ~e, 

.:. -= c.cde:-ate!.y anno-1!.:,g 
5

· ~ !.:, :tr-e~!.~:e vah1es 
6. / 

; 6 7 l < J .. ; ; 7 

s • 7 I 2 l .. s s . 
5 • 7 l 2 ) .. s 6 7 

5 ; 1 l 2 3 4 ; • 7 

' 6 7 I 2 J 4 5 s 7 

; • 7 • 3 ., $ ' 7 

s • ' l 2 l . s • 7 

• 5 l 2 ' s • 
' • ' l 2 ; 7 

' • ' l , • ; s 7 

; 6 7 l 2 3 ' s 6 7 

s 6 I 2 .. s e 

' • l 2 ; • 5 5 

; s 1 0 7 

5 6 7 l 2 ' ; s 7 

5 s 7 l 2 ) < 5 6 7 
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sc,oo, °'' ,m lf J '"'". '""" ,caoocs 

200 ,,>rlh Monroe Eugene. Or<gon 97402 

The following survey is designed co assess three areas of investiga­
tion related co education for che 1nc.e!lecc.ua.lly gifted student: 

112 

i\. Do gifc.ed students exhibit behaviors chat are: different !rem. t?-lcse 
of their nongifted peers? 

S. Are behaviors cnore annoying to t:2:achers when the~" are exhibited by 
gifced scudencs as compared co :heir nongi.:ce:d peers? 

C. District 4J uses a cocal of cwenc.y-nine criteria items uhen 
selecting a stude.ac for the disc.rice ?ACE Program. Of the. twency­
iline items I which are considered cost 1c.portanc by classroom 
teachers? 

Your feedback will help us assess some iaportant face.ors i:wolving the. 
behavior of students identified as incellectually gif ted, and t!le appro­
priace criteria co use in the pr:,cess of ,electing :1tudents for the 
dist!'ict PAC£ ?rogr.10.. 

The enclosed ;,ackec of three inventories will involve approximately 
twenty ad.nut es for completion: When you have completed ::he packet, rec.urn 
it co che collection box located in your school office. 

We value your feedback, and \.8 hope t!tac you wil~ take tice to coc­
plece the !,nve.ncor-:, packet. All responses are ~o be completed anony=.ously, 
and returned in the accompany1.ng unm.arked envelopes. The ?ermission 
stace:nenc at the bottom of the page can be inser:ed into the collection 
envelope a.lso loc.:ated in your school office. 

Our sincere thanks for your help. 

Virginia Schva.rc::roc~ 
~es idenc Teacher ?rograo 

Robert Sv h,1escer 
Colle~c oi Ec!uc.1.cion 
L"niversicy of Oregon 

! give ;,en.ission co the: gifted su r:vev di::eccors to utilize and dis­
.seoinate this survey dat.1 :or the ;>urpose of ;>ro gram evaluation and 
development. t confirm: cha.c. oy partici;,aticn is voluntary. 

Signature ________________ _ Cat~ ________ _ 
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Your :cedhack •.1!il ·'\elp us assess (1) some i~portanc t3ctor~ relaced C\J the 

1;,eh.1vi0r .Jt !ntelleccuallv gi~ced students. and (2) the :ii,9r"'pri;;1ce criteria t., 

..isc in SIi! lecc~ng ~i:"ced sc::dencs :"or che. Z)istrict 4J PAC~ ??"op;ra.m . 

:hi? :ti:ree !:i.vencor'!.~s w·ill require .ibl)ur. 20 ~tnuces co com.p.1.~ te. './hen -.,vu 

have: .::,,~plll! t:ed the in.vencories , !:'@cum :his ~om to your school office. 

':'hcU'lkS so □uch fot" you t" time and you ?" important feedbar;k! 

01..recc~on.s fo r Comolet ion of the Ci:"ted !nventor-v ?acket 

Pr{'lcced as follows: : 

De=-oJ:::--1phic Data. Respond co ch~ ' 1.t~!lls . 

~nven cor i~s .\ and B.. 

:! :!le stu<!en t does not c.xhibtc t!l,;: beh.a.vio r, ?l.1ce a:i. :< !n Co:uon l, ,rnd ~o 
i;.•n t:o t:le next ice:--. -

Ct : hi= studen t exhibits the '!>enilvioC': 

A. Clrc:le the number in che 7 point: sc.:il,;: in Column 2 t~at ~est descr~t-1.!s 
how frequent !·.· the b~~avior is exhibited f! • rarelv exnibits th~ 
bch.ivior ___. 7 • eonsiscenc.L:-- exhibits che b~h.1.vior), and 

S. Circle the. nuc:Jcr :n thu 7 roint ,;c.;'.l!e in Column J t!-tat bi!SC <lcs~:~ ~-..0:::11 
:uur leve.l oi annovJ~ce to the behavio r ( : • not nnnoy.nz .-.--:, • • 
\' e rv .1.nnov !.ng J . 

1. !:i.i,e an X co idenci::'y ch-e- ll criteria •.·uu ..:ons!.d.er- c:ost i:tpvrt.'.lnt i.n 
identif?tng p;ifted !Students. 

\C.:t.! addlt!.onal .;c-!1:-.:rt.1 not inc:luacd tn t:1~ list C"tf :..r., \"C'tteri.j, 
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l. --- :".oh, --- fe~l•. 

?. ApproJt1&,Jt•i.'f' IM)V -YA1 ,,: ted 1tud•"lt d,i )'OU thin.«. YO\I IIIYt •Ou•• ,11t!I Juuri, "'01.11" 
--- c:•.:tuni ::..ir•er! 

l, ___ $um•r c ( y•.ar• ->f teJCftltl( •x9•r~•nt•. 

<.., :;1,1r.i)•r ~t col le,:~ .;Oun••• v,nkafloci• 'on• day or »r•) 1u-11 ,._.,. ,o e.n ch.u focueil 
..... , ... euto,i , ... tifc:WH•l•11t ... HII~ 

t/fV~kY ,>r ':ltTC:O :n:ot't'f tc:HA'l131l5 
IJ!Ui5l'%:i? or Tf.AC:IU !<>LtW.<;t lr.tt.S 

Thh\k et a t ecent PA.CC st;1clult '-'1th ,..lloo )'QU !'love vf)tked, l.'u COl\oM l. ¢( W~i.w,,,• l 1n.d J co 1u 10114 
co cbe t6 1>,havtor d,tcr£pc:1on• lhc:•cl ~elo'W. 

~ 
l ehanor la not 
UR&ht•d !>y tile • 

PACt .tc.11denc. 

1, ~o.• ,._.,, '"'.i! t (or• turn to tpei.k: , 
Ulurr ... ,u, ' 

~ 
l■n••1Gt l • 

of!10:t••; 

' l ' ' 

~ 
li• l",av1ot ,a I 

• 1 

?. lQYoh•Cllftt ~, due .1a&.•11t1 u 
d•Oc•ft<S4:nc Of!. l•v•I o{ 11•r•00t•l ~IH.er.•t 
l,n th• tcpt<, 

l ' • , 1 ? 1 4 S ' 1 

). t.• t-,aneflt "1-ti<I th• l ••••r •\1J.i.q, ot 
oc.l:tn, 

~&eiO.as rovU"1,o ut4 inil.1 •••~• ••rl7 
oa•ury of ,,1. L• . 

,. xay ct.aa■n1• (ti• ,.1,,.. ot 11ct111t1H, 

6. l••~•u to.tur~pt!on• -AHin •n~tueed tn 
IA ..C(.i·11t:,. 

7, S••~ ~"1• par.d•~c• : M ~ t•11s , Otuati.ocu 
u1• t r•1-,11.re e~n.hna.u:,. 

8. til•ri• 1igcu1 ~d r•coct11thtt1; 11 
•attitiv• to c:: rtt:1e :.se. 

9. L'aH ,.r,.,•~ ••?1lmt!.-.. n.s .nd 
d•tcnpnons. 

l'l. l•c!.nt U"'Y ,rGi•"• t'l.£t .ara o!t•II 110c: 
~hod. 

11. 011J,J.ay• 111tutb,,..-"~•1n «1,en t!"'/'lllC :o 4•r 
httih•t ovn ,.,y. 

I!' . r.i,,.,, ,.,11w0n,., ,ii■il'l•r 'Wff .,.,.,._. ~! tot.nit 

101M;l'll1'11 c::,.11, uy ;ont Hc.t wall tti• 
tet;:1'1r•C uuod. 

1 ). ':'■nu <<: o• bro..r,llly fr~n; Ir! uor~;un­
,.t>?h •!\I: ,c:uvt~••· 

14. i•• • ?Ct)( c:••a• t(> O:(s1. CVffl (<, ~,. 

p.c,Ut ,,, ".:ll ■H~fllt 

1). Loau. tnt'-C<!tl 1n ot•<'-.Ft-1.-.na. ~! u• . .11-;.h 
, . •-.fl•t• 

16. tnt!ri<!oltt,l< , ... u,rttcr <,,11th OIUIU.Qftl 
ch•, ,,.....,.-. •••-=~~.i,11,,; o<no, - 1.~•--• 

1 

l 

I 

! 

l 

I 

' 
I 

1 

I 

! ' ' 
: l 

' 
, 

l ' 
I l ' 
l ' 4 

' ' 
4 

' ' . 

l 

2 

2 ' 
2 ) ' 

' • I I ' } 4 , 
! • 1 I • ) ' • ' ' 

' I , 
' • 

• 1 1 2 ' ' > • ' 
' • ' I 2 l ' ' • 1 

' • I ' ' l 4 ' ' ' 
' . ' l ' l . ' ' ' 
' ' ' ' ' > ' ' ' ' 

• 1 I : ) ' 
, • ' 

' ' 1 I l l ' 
, . 1 

' I ' I ' I I , 

' ? I ' l ' l • 1 

; 
' ' I ' ) , I 1 

• I I l 4 ) • 1 
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, _ ,_ • -,~,..., .......... ,11.. ·- ••••• •►• ~A(:t: ....... la , . .... "'· .... c...1- 1. - C:•:-· : 
MC ) te ,. •• ,, t• L ... ~· 'ke.&•LH'$ :.uu,4 ~• l w .._ 

.52.!..:!!0...1 
h.u•tot la »t 

ndll13".tM ~ 
:a. ........ . 

Co o• co a.a t uu. 

.. i.. a... ... --• .t •• , • tv-a le .,.... • • 
1Atet'hJU, 

2. ll"olveoent t a i:1u, 1ctl"U7 i, 
d••tfldeftt J• 1 • .,.1 of ;MU<'llel Laaan 

4 )uu .... ra.n11a .n•.d 1tt il; Ho ..a:17 
_, ,.s-,, ., ..... ~ • . 

S, Ml• .:.t14.ll.e11t• :" vah• o t a1,,t;•.nt1u. 

• t..•:.acs :..:1.:u .... ,: .ou \;'ff\ ,,._. ;utt :.a 

! "°tr.$• 11i1cuu u1t rec~tn!Uon; ts 
sc•.,~tlY• ti ,tfU!.c.tss, 

t ~,o 'IIUieu • • -..aau.•• __. 

to a.11.aa, s..a, 1n•.-,a :.."I.at ,,.. .,:.- =..c 
c-.. •tff 

U. ~1,,1a .. U \."en,•n w!ie, try\•; :♦ i•t 
llu Pier "', ""'" 

l! Of:M Utwdit ,oll'i♦?' ~ ,..,tt .. ,o! (:Ut,t 
•~l"l''"C ••• t ._., •-'!Ut "l'"I ,.,,. 
r, ,1-.rc .. uoc. 

l! t -1'11• ~~ " • "''" ••l!p , .,_..,. ' "' ~•r•\.•l"I 
,-u!.e .ar i .c:t·,,te, . 

lt. a. .• • er••• •••••• t• •-•I, • - t• ,..._ 
:• r: a! ~a1,-.c,. 

1$ &..••• :..111••1 h .u •. .-• ..,. " .,,.,,~;• 
":.~ 10.Ul'I• 

lt. :0,t.3l...,,.e, I• e.c:!'l,r "••" t ••t-~~• 
l" •l t~t1t.U O • b.!..n-4 illM'".,~ .. JC•• 

c.,;.,.. t 
Saa..-l•f' h 
._-, , 1utN 

.. 
j 
l ' l • I • 

l • • 
) I • 

l ? l . ' ' l ? l I • 
l . I • 

I . 
l ' l • 
l ? l . I • 

) I • 
l ' ) I . 
I ' 1 . ' . 
I ' ) I . 
I ? ) . • 

I ' 
I ' I • 

=--i 
!•'!l.l•Ut h 

!1 , 
:, 

" • 
i 

t 
I : • 

: l I . 
, , 
I • . 

l j • 
1 I . I • 
' I I • 

l • 
j • 

1 l . 
1 I ' I . I . 

I j • 
1 I . I • 

l I • 
I ' 

r 
~ 
i 
h 

1 

I 

1 

' 
1 

' 

I 
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!.bud tJ,,,lov .an ch• 29 cclc.n.a i)t.~crh:c .r.J u.es co 1d11ncl!:, cH t ■d •tudl•"c• !r:it t;h.4 Jl'AC! Pro1r.a.a. 
V.H u,, X. co id ■ntt.!7 ch• ll ii:.1:• ~~•c :!"OV c-ori11id■ r th• ;mat t-c,<1cunc in i,i1,uin.ic.tfvl11.t, 31!:•4! •uul1uu:9 . 

(X) 

Ad!.i•v•• a t.car• 1.!tov~ llO c,,111, ,ir, lmHvid11.al ~ntailig■ncti c ■■ i:.. 

l, J!Jnk• !n ch<1 CCIP Uv• p•tc•nt on (:g lll)Cnli:.• IIC~l•Y•MflC 1.41-IC ic:or•• • 

). Aanlta ~r, :h• cgp !i.v• pliCCltM. 11\ uc:t. -IC.h\4Wl(!MC1t; tHC 'l,C.O 'f.S. 

,. R.ulk• u, th.a CO!J !lve '41rccnc. 1.-:1 ra11dl.ng ..1c.hi ■v~11t c.■■ c 11cort•. 

-'· ff H "•"in. r•-c.~~~,j !:i,. hiblh■ r C:l.HH"OOCII c.•&el"t,u. 

6. Shov, ui:c. ~11t1Gn■ l 'llt• Ill-( fl,r' USIIM.I', 

7. Shou• e.xi::,apc Li;m.aL YOl:4Gu1,1,t7. 

II. Shav■ 111.a 0;t •!l';~rua1v• bod)' o r tai;~lll 1- ■•turui. 

9. ~uhian.1loa ••::1..lla ui.cud J>CUl-

10. f'ollv,,,s diuu tons ~ac■llildln.1.L1 l,JII.I.L, 

11 , 

11. 

C.in 1'hi:iw nh1.t0fl.1t.1.;,1- -11:WJn.• o11pp:au:nc.ly w,nl,at ■d ldau. 

ta u111:,1r t.tJ t•!~ oth•n ,.t:iouc discov,u"'!.H &nd ~t.u. 

1l - f•ll• 1-1!n11:.'!.v• uoru.1.. 

11.. ~~U• pndi.-c.r;.tcma f:o• <.urrant lnfor~t!on .uK '!.d.H1. 

1.). b var, al,u·-: - 1tv.$ r.a ,,l.d .111.Jl '-'•t it. 

U. [a u1•r to de, 11,w ch.tn1•• 

1.7. b.nibic ■ !utu,l'li1 qil.l&l!:iH. 

U. EnJot• vorl-. .:n1 1l-:in.. . 

19. b uH•,;;:on!U1M. 

20. :. ioquhiche, urv C'Llr!ol3. 

:l. Ka.. • lon1 at :o,t i im 19&11. 

2.2. t., • rulir. t•k•r. 

21. I• an ._,.,ld nader. 

:11i,. h•O H•t -:... ... to11- o! tl'I• dus. 

U. ShtN• tnc•rHC tn •c-hni:1 or l!:ar,cwc•. 

16, lJ OUCIUtld 1ct1 h\ 11.11tn.. 

21. lt .td!-d~:1i:1,-: tn•d. 

ZS. Hu. .1 wld• u 1• o: ~11uruc1. 

Z,, It•• J ut-..re Hf'l:H of :,ui:our . 

On ~l'I• U.n.H b•low l!.1c JIM"¥ r.:3c.coc1 t~at you !;U'ln.,t 1it1.d .i,n ch• Lht o( il•trl.:.c .:. riuru •bove Cl"l~c row 
c-ansi-d.r co be :.q,o,r:.ant ;.n. ~l'I• l,vcitHi.c11uo:1 o( 11:ced ~tudeoca. 
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sc,oo, o,s,m 1J: '"'"' •~'" ,rnoocs 

.:00 Nonh Monroe Eugen,, Or<gon 97402 

Vicginia Sc,wartzrock 
•715 l1anzanl ta 
Eugene . OR 97405 

Oear 1/frginia. 

June ZS, 198 I 

Your re,ear"eh request entitled, 11A Pr-opo~al for' A Descriptive Study 
Of Coolpa,at,ve Behaviors of Gifted and Non-Gif ted Students and Related 
Teache r Tolerance Levels to Behaviors Displayed By Both Groups" has been 
received and revfeved by this district's Research Rev iew Corrmittee. The 
corrmittee's recormiendat1on wa s that :he stu1y be aoproved for i nclusion 
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in tne 19~0-81 or !981-82 research cycle of the district. [ a1ll b~ happy 
to assist in the inp lementat ion of this study in whatever way may be 
feasible. 

Sincerely, 

Charles E. Stephon, 
Research Soec i al ist 

lah 



APPENDIX I:: 

A LETl'ER TO PRINCIPALS DESCRIBING THE OPERATION 

ANO TIMELINE OF THE STUD'/ 
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~liff Lina , or1nci~al 
Ad:u~s El e- .. entary Scr:ool 
~:.:;e!11: ::s:rict iJ 

Ceir Cliff: 

120 

·:over:)er lU . 19&1 

Erclosed you -.,111 find the cc1:~'le:e ?dCket of ~ifceo be~1cn1or iiwentories , 
~nd d1rec:1ons

1 
included in the f,eld stud✓ that \te Cisc:JS'SEHJ ,:hen·! contacce-d 

J'lJ for ;.:err.1ssi-,n to distri~ute :he gifted ~enavior inventor;es to c1<1ssroo::­
:e.1chel"'S in yc,.:r school. 

The µaci~et h desi13ne't? to 1nvc1·,e only d re'J rnini.:tes of e4ch teecher's :lr:-.e ; 
~na the eitire proJeCC 1s designed !Q dvoid interference ·,,l ~h school ou~iness . 

L1s:ea be1ou is a surrs:11!:ry of the ooer~tion of tne ;roject: 

~ - !f rossible, ,-,il~ ycu inform clJssroc::i t~.:cher-; ~ha: 1 wHl dis:r":;ut!! 
c.hc pacr.ets in their ooxes the .1e<?k of r:o·,er.iber 23rc . 

3. ietcnc;s ~·:ho ~o c'.:.<plett? :he packet ui: 1 fH:d a tox ;n the office 
:mc~e c~:i;;le:ed :r.ven:or1es cdn be co1 lcc ted. 

C. t Hill distribu~e one re:~1nder to teac:ier~ ccnc~rnl•1,; the 1:t'-'en:::>r•, 
;,ac?et du r- rn~ tne •.:ee< of ·iovel"oer- 30t:L i wli 1 aiso cis:r1,uta G. 
co;,: cf 1i;y rer.tinder t~ yo~ . 

O. J•irir;s ti-:e uee1: of Ce:e:.Jer 7t:!: ·.i:1il ,1ck up the coliec!lon =ox 
in yc;;r off1ce. 

I:' yo~ 11a11t: ~uest101s or concerns , ?lease leaved :;essi!i:;e for r.:e ct 
GZU- 3::o . i ~1111 cell you immedi~ta l y. 

;~s,:in-; fder)dS for he l ~ in a ff@ld sti.;dy encoa.vcr- is~ di'ficul-: :or "".i?! 

Th:1!'!1; yo'J for yoJr -.,a r ;;:th er.ct your stnport . 

S 10:cre ly, 
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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 

l. 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. 

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

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

3. 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 lDth. 

Or ..... I won't serenade you if you complete the survey? 

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

collection box and cease my annoyance. 

Lovingly, 

Virginia Schwartzrock 



APPENDIX G 

RESPONSES FROM FIFTY-SEVEN TEACHERS DESCRIBING 

IMPORTANT CRITERIA NOT INCLUDED ON THE 

CRITERIA LIST USED BY SCHOOL DISTRICT 4J 
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TASK COMMITMENT 

l. Able to complete (follow through) on regular class work . 

2. Has a sense of pride in accomplishment. 

3 . Can keep up in his regular assignments . 

4 . Will complete projects organized for PACE students . 

5. Will finish a task. 

6 . Able to complete projects. 

7 . Enjoys and completes PACE activities. 

8. Can finish a task , once begun. 

9 . Has a sense of task commitment . 

10 . Keeps up with class assignments. 

11. Works hard to understand and complete classroom curriculum. 

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

13 . Task commitment . 

14. 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 fini shed correctly . 

15. Completes assignments on time . 

16 . Brings closure to projects . 

17 . Knows that assignments are to be finished. 

18. Finishes assignments and projects . 

19. Does not have to be urged to finish a task. 

20 . Has pride in completed tasks that are well done. 

21. Enjoys the ending as well as the beginning of a project . 
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22 . Finishes work. 

23 . Has a spirit of task commitment. 

24. Completes assignments . 

25. Beyond the "messing around stagc"-- wants to finish a project. 

26 . Under stands the importance of completing a job . 

27 . Has task commitment. 

28 . Able to co!!plete an assi gned task. 

29. Finishes projects undertaken. 

30. Children released for PACE activities must compl ete regular class 
assignment s. 

31. Finishes h is/her work. 

32. I s responsible about completing assignments. 

SOCIAL SKILLS 

1. Social awareness is also a gift. 

2. socially mature so as to be able to function in a more open setting, 
i .e., a PACE classroom . 

3. Mature social skills . 

4 . Peer groUP interaction is good . 

5. Is sensitive to others' needs and abilities. 

6 . Respect for adults and classmates. 

7. Gets along with peers 

8. Good communication skills . 

9. Has good peer relationships . 

10. Social skills, interaction with teachers and classmates. 

11. Awareness of self in relation to others . 
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12 . Is socially aware. 

CREATIVITY AND DIVERGENT THINKING 

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

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

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

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

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

6. Shows exceptional creativity/divergent thinking. 

7 . Creativity . 

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

9 . Demonstrates creativity in everyday activities--classroom and 
home _ 

10. Creativity in the arts and language arts. 

11- Can find many solutions to a problem_ 

POSITIVE ATTITUDE 

1 . Has a positive attitude toward learning. 

2. Positive attitude toward learning. 

3. Has positive feelings about school. 

4 . Enjoys learning . 

5. Greets each new challenge with joy. 

6. Fetains a positive attitude throughout a range of activities. 
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7. Looks forward to a challenge . 

INTEREST IN PACE 

1. The student should want to be i nvolved in PACE. 

2. Really wa nts to be invol ved in PACE . 

3. An int erest in PACE activities. 

4. Expresses a n i nterest i n PACE . 

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

POSITIVE SELF CONCEPT 

1 . Strong self-concept. 

2. A str ong self- concept is important . 

3. Feel s socur e about his capabilities . 

4 . Feels good about himself/herself. 

TALENT 

1. Excels in one or more talents . 

2. Consider ation should be given to talents above and beyond strictly 
academic areas 

3. 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 

1 . Maturity lovel above peers . 

2 . Can make decisions with maturity. 

3 . Uses maturity both socially and academically. 



MATUAATION 

l. Enjoys new learning experiences. 

2 . Has a desire to be challeng d. 

3 . Works for quality in all endeavors. 

RESPONSIBILITY TO LEAR!IIl1G/ACCEPTABLE BEHA\TIOR 

l . Responsible , reliable. 

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

3 . Responsible for the consequences of his/her behavior. 

EXCEPTIOHAL ACADEM!C ABILITIES 

1 . IUlle to demonstrate basic skills at aver/ high level . 

2. Performance in class is exceptional. 

FLEXIBILIT'l 

l . Has a flexible attitude when changes occur. 

2. Tolerance of a new idea . 

RESTATEMEl:IT OF DISTRICT ' S CRITERIA 
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s na of 

1 . The district's test is on instruments •,mich ra e vocabulac, know­
ledge as the criteria for a high score. 

2. Able to work independently. 

3. Quite often I have a student , I feel , ~hat is gif ed , bu be­
cause of attitude he does not do well on IQ or achievea~nt ~ests . 
A teacher's request sho ld be given more '"eight , at lea for a 
trial period for the student . 
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4. 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. 

5. Exhibits self-control. 

6. Ability to think independently. 

7 . Does well in all subject areas . 

8 . can use discrepant thinking. 

9. Is strong in reading and math. 

10. Is a self-disciplined student. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

1. 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. 

2. 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." 

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

4. can walk on war.er! 

5 . Asks thoughtful questions. 

6. Has the support of parents. 

7. Too many already! 

8 . Has parent support for involvement i n PACE. 

9. Intelligence tests are usually not a good identification tool. 

10. A child may be gifted and not possess any of the ski lls or 
qualities on the list . 



11. Tries hard--gives his/her best effort. 

12 . Displays some humility, modesty. 

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

14. Shows skills in decision making. 

15. Uses time well . 

16. Has ability to involve others in his own ideas. 
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