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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF ATTITUDES OF PARENTS, TEACHERS, AND STUDENTS
TOWARD THE PILOT PROGRAMS FOR GIFTED AND TALENTED
STUDENTS IN SELECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN MICHIGAN

By
Belva H. Eiland

The purpose of this study was to survey and compare the pro-
grams for gifted and talented students in selected school districts
from those that participated in the Michigan Pilot Programs for Gifted
and Talented Students in 1974-75, 1975-76, 1976-77, and 1877-78.

Data for this study were collected through questionnaires,
audio-taping, personal interviews, and written documentation. The
attitudes and concerns of parents, teachers, and students toward
programs for the gifted and talented were vital in assessing the
institutional responses to the educational needs of these students.

Parents', teachers', and students' questionnaires revealed that
these groups shared favorable attitudes toward the provisions made for
gifted and talented students in the selected districts. The results
of responses obtained from directors of the programs revealed that many
similarities as well as variations existed in the general characteris-

tics of the programs.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Problem

Gifted and talented children are those . . . who by virtue
of outstanding abilities are capable of high performance. These
. . . children . . . require differentiated educational programs

and/or services beyond those normally provided by the regular
school program in order to realize their potential contribution
to self and society. Children capable of high performance
include those who have demonstrated any of the following abili-
ties or aptitudes, singly or in combination: (1) general intel-
lectual ability, (2) specific academic aptitude, (3) creative or
productive thinking, (4) leadership ability, (5) visual and per-
forming arts aptitude, and (6) psychomotor ability. (U.S. Office
of Education; cited in Marland, 1972, p. 10)

Americans typically have attended seriously to the needs of
gifted and talented students only when there has been a societal
need for social and scientific Teadership. The post-Sputnik
period produced the greatest flurry of activity relative to edu-
cational programming for the gifted. After waning interest on
the part of many people for about ten years, national concern
is beginning to focus once more on the question of how adequately
American schools are developing the valuable human resources of
the young who are gifted and talented. Serious public concern
about seemingly irreversible inflation, endless wars, depleting
supplies of energy and natural resources, poverty and overpopu-
lation, and the need for more effective social leaders in govern-
ment evidently has motivated this most recent refocusing on the
educational needs of gifted and talented students. (Whitemore,
1979, p. 159)

If gifted and talented students all too often feel dissatis-
fied with their educational experiences in the regular classroom,
their parents often express an even greater degree of dissatisfaction.
In fact, the parents of the students have in many parts of the state

of Michigan become so disenchanted with the schools in regard to their



provisions for students with exceptional abilities that they have
formed active and even militant parent groups designed to get the
schools to meet the needs of these students. It is gratifying, there-
fore, to find that the parents of the students in the state's pilot
programs express such a high degree of satisfaction with the programs
their children are in. Close to 100 percent of the parents responding
to a survey form expressed a high degree of satisfaction (Michigan
Department of Education, 1978).

Americans have great faith in the power of education to bring
out the excellence which may be latent or imperceptible in a person,
and their expectations are a clear mandate from society.

It has been determined that although there are children with
remarkable talents in different economically privileged families,
these talents rarely thrive in a nonsupportive family or a barren com-
munity environment (DeHaan & Havighurst, 1961). Some families either
may not be capable of recegnizing talent, or are unaware of what to do
with gifted children. Perhaps a family can be excused for this injus-
tice; an educational system or school cannot. It is the school's
business to recognize and devejop talent, regardless of parental
behavior or expectations. Because the school is a major community
institution for helping gifted and talented children, two indispens-
able functions should be demonstrated: first, the discovery of
talent, and second, the enrichment of experiences and essential train-
ing for different kinds of talent {DeHaan & Havighurst, 1961).

In a democratic society it is espoused that efforts should be

made to develop each individual to his/her maximum potential.



Therefore, it would seem that the neglect of the gifted and talented
is an undemocratic policy because they are denied the opportunity to
develop to the fullest extent in order to make use of their talents
for themselves and the benefit of humankind. The ultimate considera-
tion when recognizing gifted and talented students is the general
welfare of the community at targe and all inhabitants of the community;
it is not to serve the special advantage of the few who are gifted. A
parailel consideration is that every individual, whatever his gifts,
deserves the fullest opportunities for self-realization. This point
was emphasized by the U.S. Educational Policies Commission:

To say that every citizen in a democracy has the right to

demonstrate his competence to make use of social opportunities

is to affirm, in a limited sense, the principle of equal oppor-
tunity for ail. But to insist that equal opportunities must
always take the form of identical experiences is unrealistic.
Efforts to impose identity of experience on individuals of dif-
fering interest and abilities are not only foredoomed to futility;
they are also unfair--especially to those individuals who deviate
markedly from the average; and because they discriminate against
individuals in such minority groups as the handicapped and the
gifted, they are undemocratic. Moreover, to the extent that such
efforts succeed, they prevent the maximum development of the gen-
eral welfare. The democratic ideal can be most fully attained
when every individual has opportunity for educational experiences
commensurate with his abilities and for vocational responsibili-
ties commensurate with his qualifications. (Educational Policies
Commission, 1950)

Many schools have initiated programs for the gifted and tal-
ented in an attempt to meet the needs of such students. Even though
some are not successful, many claim a great deal of success {(DeHaan &
Havighurst, 1961). Successful programs are likely to be carefully and
thoughtfully established. They involve a large expenditure of time
and are not rushed into operation on the strength of coercion from a

citizens' committee or the blazing ambition of one school person



(Durr, 1964). Effective programs require evaluation components, goal-
setting procedures, analysis of methods for attaining these goals,
familiarization of everyone involved, and the development of an appre-
ciation for the proposed methodology.

The active support, effective involvement, and pertinent
knowledge of all those who are either directly or indirectly concerned
with the program is a major factor in a successful program for the
gifted (Durr, 1964; Gowan & Demos, 1964; Rice, 1970}. A good program
is more likely to become a reality when teachers, administrators, and
parents work together in planning it. The professional knowledge about
the gifted and talented programs that school personnel may contribute
may be supplemented with the kinds of parental understandings that
can only come from the home. A diversity of viewpoints and a wide
range of competencies, speciaities, and knowledge all contribute to the
successful program, and all can be viewed as the result of wide par-
ticipation by numerous individuals {Newland, 1976).

The formulation of sound purposes and goals is of great concern
in planning a program for the gifted and talented. The general pur-
poses of programs for the gifted and talented may be the same as those
for all students. However, before they can serve as true indicators
to guide progress toward a successful program, the goals should be
stated in terms of expected specific outcomes, and the outcomes that
are expected of gifted students may not be identical to those expected
of other students (Durr, 1964). The activities of the gifted and
talented program should include a variety of learning experiences.

These experiences should extend from knowledge mastery to the



development of skills, interests, aspirations, and attitudes because
the gifted and talented students tend to possess qualities of learning
capability and motivation that demand greater content coverage. For-
tunately, these students usually have characteristics that make them
want to explore widely. Goals must be established that are broad
enough to take advantage of the entities that characterize these
students as gifted and talented (Durr, 1964; Gowan, 1964).

Another important factor in programs that are soundly estab-
lTished and consistently worthwhile is evaluation, which should evolve
as a direct result of the stated purposes {Durr, 1964; Shannon, 1960).
This is essential both to improve understanding of the value of what
is being done and to become aware of ways for improving the program.
The important process of evaluation should be as objective as possible.
The quality of an effective program should not be based solely on the
feelings of school personnel. A feeling of well being by teachers
and administrators does not guarantee an effective program because
their emotional responses to a program may be based on factors that
have 1ittle or no béaring on its true worth. A sincere effort must
be made to obtain evidence that is least susceptible to extraneous
influences. Since the purposes of the program should be stated in
terms of pupil behavior, evaluation must be made in terms of changes
in that behavior (Durr, 1964).

The attitudes and concerns of parents, teachers, and students
toward gifted and talented students are important aspects in assessing
the institutional responses to the educational needs of this population

of students.



Purpose of the Study

This study was designed to survey and compare the programs
for gifted and talented students in 11 of the 18 school districts
that participated in the Michigan Pilot Programs for Gifted and
Talented Students in 1974-75, 1975-76, 1976-77, and 1977-78. The
specific purposes of this study were to:

1. Survey and compare the general nature of 11 of the 18
pilot programs reported in Michigan by the Michigan State Department
and funded by the State Aid Act of 1973-74, 1974—75; i975-76, and
1976-77. (Only 11 of these 18 school districts granted permission to
be included in the study.)

2. Determine and compare parents', teachers', and students'
reported attitudes toward the programs.

3. Determine if a relationship exists between the parental
educational experiences, socioeconomic status of parents, and reported
attitudes toward programs for gifted and talented students.

4, Determine if a relationship exists between the teachers'’
years of experience and their reported attitudes toward programs for
gifted and talented students.

This statement of purposes of the study was used to generate
the research questions for the study. These research questions are

stated at the beginning of Chapter III.

Need for the Study

Gifted and talented students have been recognized throughout
the world for many centuries (Gowan & Demos, 1964). They have tended

to be periodically in and out of the consciousness of educators and



citizens, and consequently the provisions made for these students
have been unsystematic and inadequate (Trezise, 1976). In the United
States there has been a resurgence of interest in the gifted and tal-
ented as a result of many criticisms rendered toward our American
school systems (Conant, 1958).

Since the more recent resurgence of interest in gifted and
talented students, many school districts have established programs to
respond to the needs of students who have been characterized as gifted
or talented. "Until 1973, Michigan appropriated no special funds for
the education of the gifted and talented. Any special programs in
operation were locally funded, as are most of the districts with iden-
tified programs today" (Michigan Department of Education, 1978}.

In the 1973-74 State School Aid Act, Section 47 appeared,
allocating $150,000 for pilot programs for gifted and talented stu-
dents. The language of the bill was as follows:

From the amount appropriated in Section 47 there is allocated
not to exceed $150,000 to applicant districts for the purpose
of experimenting with, evaluating and reporting upon programs
of special instruction for children who are academically
talented or gifted in terms of uniquely high intelligence or
special ability to such a degree that their academic potential
might not be realized in a normal instruction setting. (Michi-
gan Department of Education, 1978)

According to the Michigan Department of Education, in 1873-74,
65 districts made application, and the following districts were funded
at the indicated levels:

Cheboygan $13,288 Livonia $37,960

Flint 21,130 Niles 22,522
Lansing 21,328 Willow Run 32,772



Although these districts received their funds during fiscal year
1973-74, most of the programs were not in actual operation untii the
1974-75 school year.

Section 47 was included again in the 1974-75 State Aid Act.
The wording was the same, except that the funding was increased to
$250,000--an increase of $100,000. The funds that year were used to
continue support of the six original projects, and six new pilot
programs were initiated: Benton Harbor, Buchanan, Dearborn, Highland
Park, Kalamazoo Intermediate School District, and Union City. The
second jear, 84 districts made application. The 12 districts were

funded at the following Ieve]s:1

Cheboygan $ 9,500 Benton Harbor $31,000
Flint 14,100 Buchanan 24,000
Lansing 14,200 Dearborn 27,000
Livonia 25,300 Highland Park 31,000
Niles 15,000 Kalamazoo ISD 20,000
Willow Run 21,900 Union City 17,000

Again, although the funding occurred in fiscal year 1974-75, the pro-
gram operation did not actually begin until the 1975-76 school year.
Although the 1975-76 School Aid Act also contained Section 47,
the amount appropriated that year was reduced to $20,000. Therefore,
no new programs were initiated, but the existing 12 programs continued
to receive support,
The 1976-77 School Aid Act appropriated $200,000 for Section 47

programs. Since the initial six projects had been supported for a

1These figures do not necessarily indicate the full program
cost. Many of the local districts involved contributed local funds
to the program,



total of three years, they were dropped from state funding, thus
allowing six new projects to ba funded.

Accordingly, in the fall of 1976, appiications were sent out
to all districts, and by the deadline date, 90 proposals had been
received, In dJune 1977, the State Board of Education approved fund-
ing for the six new projects in six community categories (Metropolitan
Core, Cities, Towns, Urban Fringe, Rural, and Intermediate). These

districts, and the amounts they received, are as follows:

Metropolitan Core Grand Rapids $17,000
Cities Birmingham 17,000
Towns Chelsea 17,000
Urban Fringe Chippewa Valley 15,000
Rural Meridian 17,000
Intermediate Saginaw 17,000

Thus, during the 1977-78 school year these six projects, in
addition to the projects in Benton Harbor, Buchanan, Dearborn, Highland
Park, Kalamazoo Intermediate, and Union City, were in operation.

Even though these 18 pilot programs were funded and in opera-
tion from one to four years, there has been little categorical research
conducted in terms of an entire statewide effort related to the initia-
tion, development, expansion, and effectiveness of these programs for
gifted and talented students.

There appeared to be concern regarding the usefulness of the
information gained from these pilot programs for other school dis-
tricts in the state of Michigan, to the State Department of Education,
and to other agencies that are responsible for making decisions regard-
ing the future of education for the gifted and talented in Michigan

{Michigan Department of Education, 1978).
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Limitations of the Study

The limitations of the study included the following:

The study was limited to parents of gifted and talented stu-
dents, teachers of gifted and talented students, and gifted and
talented students; and did not include parents or teachers of students
who have not been identified as gifted and talented, or students who
have not been identified as gifted and talented. The parents, teach-
ers, and students who were included in the study were chosen because
of their participation or their children's or students' participation
in the program. Consequently, the findings, conclusions, and recom-
mendations of this study should be read with the understanding that
only parents, teachers, and students who were involved with programs
for the gifted and talented were a part of the study. It is acknowl-
edged that these participants in the study were very likely to have a
bias that other parents, teachers, and students would not have.
Parents, teachers, and students who were not involved in programs
for the gifted and talented were not included in the study because
of their limited knﬁw]edge of gifted and talented programs.

Only 11 of the 18 public school districts with state-funded
programs for the gifted and talented responded to the study. The
study was confined to those 11 public school districts.

The attitudes reported in this study were confined to atti-
tudes as perceived and expressed by parents, teachers, and students
toward gifted and talented programs in 11 school districts in Michigan.

This study was further limited by the use of a questionnaire

as the method of collecting data. It should be recognized that
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attitudinal scales represent the verbalized attitude that the indi-
vidual is willing to express,

Since the programs studied were all partially funded by the
state, it would be difficult to apply the conclusions reached in this
study to similar programs in schools where funds are not specifically
allocated for gifted and talented programs.

Finally, this study was not an evaluation of the quality of

the pilot programs for gifted and talented students.

Cefinition of Terms

The following terms are defined as they relate to this study.

Acceleration: Any procedure that allows a student to progress

more rapidly and complete a given school program in less time or at
an earlier age than the average student.

Durr (1964) stated that acceleration has two different and
commonly used meanings. One, acceleration means providing advanced
learning experience for a student while he physically remains at
grade level. Two, acceleration means the physical moving ahead of
the student so that he completes any given segment of the school pro-
gram at an earlier-than-average age.

Enrichment: An administrative procedure for providing more
opportunities for the gifted child to go deeper and more widely than
the average child in his intellectual, sccial, and artistic experi-
ence. The nature of the gifted and talented student is such that
effective enrichment of his education consists not in adding more of

the same content and activity to the program but in providing
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experiences of greater variety or at a more advanced level so as to
match his higher level of ability. It is a matter of quality, not
quantity.

There are two types of enrichment:

1. Enrichment in depth, which enables a student to study
more deeply the areas that are part of the reqular curricuium. This
means working at a more advanced level (vertical enrichment).

2. Enrichment in breadth, which, while it is not the most
common, leads the pupil to study areas that are related to but not
usually included in the regular course of study (horizontal enrichment)
(DeHaan & Havighurst, 1961).

Gifted and talented:

Gifted and talented children are those . . . who by virtue

of outstanding abilities are capable of high performance. These

. . children require differentiated educational programs and/or
services beyond those normally provided by the regular school
program in order to realize their potential contribution to self
and society.

Children capable of high performance include those who have
demonstrated any of the following abilities or aptitudes, singly
or in combination: (1) general intellectual ability, (2) spe-
cific academic aptitude, (3) creative or productive thinking,
(4} leadership ability, and (5) visual and performing arts apti-
tude. {Lindsey, 1980)

Grouping: This term refers to the organization of students
in administrative and instructional units in order to facilitate the
attainment of educational objectives.

Identification: Identification is defined as assessing the

abilities and talents of students in the school and selecting those

students who meet the criteria established for a program.
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Pull-out technique: This is a technique by which identified

students are taken out of the normal day's schedule and given classes

particularly designed to meet their needs.

Overview

This dissertation is organized and presented in the following
manner. In Chapter II a review of the literature is presented. This
review emphasizes those studies that have been conducted which relate
to gifted and talented students. These studies are found in journals
and doctoral theses.

Presented in Chapter III is the design of the study, which
includes the sample population upon which the study was based. Also
in Chapter III the operational measures are described. Finally, the
design and methods of analysis are discussed.

The following chapter is an attempt to provide an overview of
the pertinent literature involving programs for gifted and talented

students as they relate to this study.



CHAPTER 11

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A review of the literature for the study necessitates an
investigation of the previous research done in the area of correla-
tional studies of attitudes of superintendents, parents, teachers,
students, and laymen toward special programs for gifted and talented
students. The review further necessitates an investigation of the
three administrative approaches {or prototypes) that are the most
often used in meeting the needs of gifted and talented students, and
some of the important factors to be considered in any program for the
gifted and talented. It is hoped that this review of literature pre-
sents a framework that will be useful in the subsequent examination
of data in this study of programs for gifted and talented students.

Parents', Teachers', and Students' Attitudes

Toward Programs and Special Classes for
Gifted and Talented Students

The following studies describe parents', teachers', and stu-
dents' attitudes toward programs and special classes for gifted and
talented students.

One of the earlier studies of parental attitudes was conducted
by Frazer (1963). This study investigated parental attitudes toward
the special program for gifted sixth-grade students. An attempt was
made to establish those factors that contribute to the acceptance of

14
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special classes for gifted sixth-grade students and to identify and
cite the reasons for parental acceptance or rejection of the special
program., It was found that a stable community, satisfied with the
status quo, was reluctant to accept new ideas. The program was much
more readily accepted by parents of the laboring class than by the
managerial and professional group. These findings revealed that the
higher the educational level of the parents, the greater the number
who opposed the class. Furthermore, it was revealed that parents felt
the success of the class for gifted students was due largely to the
efforts of the teacher.

Myers (1963) conducted a study to determine if educational provisions
for gifted students are related to parental attitudes toward Jocal
schools. In this study a comparison was made between the attitudes
of parents of gifted children and those of parents of nongifted stu-
dents from two communities. Provisions were made for gifted students
in only one of these communities. The findings suggested, though
inconclusively, that attitudes toward local schools held by parents
of gifted children were related to special provisions for the educa-
tion of their students. The parents of gifted and nongifted students
in the community that did not have a special program for the gifted
tended to be less favorable toward the local schools.

Dunn (1969) conducted a study of the attitudes of parents con-
cerning a program-for gifted students to determine specific attitudes
that may contribute to the acceptance, rejection, or modification of a
program for the gifted. Comparisons were made between Catholic-

school parents and public-school parents. This study revealed that
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parents of gifted children as a whole overwhelmingly endorsed the
program. These findings also indicated that variables of sex and
sociceconomic level had no effect on parental attitudes. The most
favorable responses were related to enriched curricula, ability
grouping, stimulating presentations, offering one or more foreign
languages, challenging material, and willingness to repeat the decision
to enroll the child. A desire to continue the program was expressed
by 92 percent of the parents. Less-favorable attitudes were associ-
ated with location of classes, lack of transportation, 1imited oppor-
tunities for after-school activity, the "gifted" label, excessive
homework, and broken neighborhood friendship patterns.

A study conducted by Gregory (1975) involved gifted students,
both participants and nonparticipants in a gifted program, their
parents, and other community leaders. An attempt was made to deter-
mine (1) the types of ability and knowledge valued as a goal or objec-
tive in educational offerings for the gifted, {2) the value of provid-
ing different educational offerings for gifted high school students,
{3) the conditions fhat might discourage student participation, and
{4) the value of various types of programs or educationél offerings
provided for gifted high school students.

The findings of this study revealed that all groups agreed
that (1) a variety of qualitatively different educational offerings
should be provided for gifted and talented high school students; and
(2) there were conditions that discouraged student participation in
programs for the gifted, and changes or modifications to improve

student participation in these programs, as well as program evaluation,
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should reflect the views of the gifted students, both participants
and nonparticipants in programs for the gifted, their parents, and
community Teaders.

Smith (1959) focused on the expressed opinions of samples of
several populations in our society with regard to how the educational
needs of gifted students are being met at the secondary level and
what these several populations think should be done to meet the needs
of students. The findings revealed that most respondents were in favor
of providing some special consideration for the gifted. They aiso
favored the selection of teachers according to particular qualifica-
tions.

Stewart (1972) conducted a study to ‘investigate attitudes of
superintendents concerning programs for gifted students. This study
was an attempt to measure attitudes that were grouped into five major
areas: (1) philosophical approaches, (2} program development,

(3) staff and pupil selection criteria, {4) specific teacher compe-

tencies, and (5) current status and community influences. The find-
ings indicated that‘superintendents expressed the lack of financial

resources as the main factor that has hindered the expansion of and

development of programs for the gifted and talented in Alabama.

Caraway {1959) investigated the Broughton High School Program
for gifted students in an attempt (1) to discover materials and proce-
dures that could be used by other inteliectually gifted secondary-
school students, (2) to determine the effectiveness of the program on
academic achievement of those students in the special classes for the

gifted, and {3) to determine the strengths and weaknesses of the
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program. Results of this investigation seemed to indicate that
gifted students have different academic needs and interests from the
"average" students in terms of classroom objectives, matefia]s, and
procedures.

This review of selected Titerature seemed to indicate that
parents tend to endorse the provisions made for gifted and talented
students. They may tend to develop specific attitudes toward Tocal
school districts because of the special provisicns that are made for
students; therefore, parents of nonparticipants may tend to be less
favorable of special programs for gifted and talented students than
participants' parents.

Factors that may contribute to the acceptance, rejection, or
modification of gifted programs were related to the curriculum, group
patterns, materials and procedures, retention of students, location
of classes, transportation, opportunities for after-school activi-
ties, labeling of students, and the effects of the program on students’
social relationships. The organization of the program should reflect
the views of the students, parents, and the community.

There is a growing recognition of the importance of attitudes
in meeting the needs of gifted children. Attempts are being made to
measure and evaluate objectively and statistically factors such as
mental capacity, physical development, hereditary background, and
environmental influence and to determine their effects on the academic
achievement of gifted children.

Educators tended previously to consider mainly the mental

capacity of gifted children. However, mental capacity is but one
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factor among a multiplicity of traits that these children or any
other children possess that appear worthy of careful examination.
Educators have begun to analyze the importance of the environmentalr
influence.

There is an awareness that children come to school with atti-
tudes toward the social institutions and toward a variety of other
things. Peachman {1942} purported that hereditary and physical fac-
tors account for some part of the depth and intensity of children's
attitudes, but the environment probably plays the major role. The
school may be abie to do very Tittle about some factors that affect
children's attitudes, but school personnel should be alert to detect
the presence of these factors that affect children's attitudes and
to recognize the possibility of their effect on the achievement of
children. Since the school is directly responsibie for some atti-
tudes, it should approach the difficult task of endeavoring to foster
the most useful and desirable attitudes. Educators contend that atti-
tudes toward scholarship and intellectual 1ife seem to affect the
quality of the students' academic accomplishments.

The success of a program for gifted students is directly related
to the amount and kind of active support, effective involvement, per-
tinent knowledge, and attitude of members of the community, the beard
of education, the administrative directors of the educational system,
and the local school faculty.

In reports on classes for the gifted in Cieveland, Goddard
{in Peachman, 1942} recognized the presence of certain undesirable

attitudes toward special classes but denied the presence of undesirable
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attitudes within the classes themselves. The accusation was made
that segregated classes encourage conceit; however, he failed to

find evidence of suc!i attitudes among children who had participated
in such classes. Goddard believed that when undesirable attitudes
were found in children they were usually attributed to conscious fos-
tering by parents. However, Peachman asserted that it remains the
responsibility of the school to attempt to alter these attitudes by
teachers and parents uniting to remove egotism whenever it exists in
classes for the gifted.

Dye (1956) made a comparative study of a group of gifted
pupils and a group of average fifth-grade pupils for the purpose of
(1) determining the attitudes of the gifted child toward the school,
the curriculum, and the teacher; and (2) determining if there were
important differences in attitudes of gifted and average children.
The results of the study seemed to indicate the following: (1) The
majority of both gifted and average students appeared to approve of
their teacher. {2) A higher ratio of gifted students were unhappy in
school compared to fhe ratio of average students who were unhappy in
school. (3) Although both the gifted and the average groups appeared
to have favorable attitudes toward their teacher, school, and curricu-
Tum, the gifted group was almost consistently more critical than the
average group.

The results of this study seemed to imply that the kinds of
attitudes a person develops are dependent on the extent to which his
inner drives and urges are satisfied in his daily experiences. The

school organization and program should encourage attitudes that will
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be satisfying to the child. They should afford him an opportunity

to fulfill his wants and interest in a sociaily acceptablie way and
help him to form habits of behavior that will become so imbedded that
desirable attitudes may function in him for his own welfare as well
as for that of the group.

Stendler (1951) pursued a study of social-class differences
in parental attitudes toward school at grade one. She hypothesized
that there are social-class differences in parental belief in and
support of the school at grade one. Her findings seemed to indicate
that a child's chances of attending preschool decrease the further
down the social ladder his family is. She suggested that the results
of this study not be interpreted solely in terms of the economic
factor but may be due to differences in how social classes prioritize
schooling. With regard to educational aspirations, parental expec-
tations for children seem to be less ambitious for the lower socio-
economic class.

McGehee and Lewis {1940) conducted a study of parental atti-
tudes of mentally superior, average, and retarded children. The
study was designed to investigate differences in the attitudes of
the parents of superior, average, and retarded children toward the
child and the home situation, and, if differences existed, to deter-
mine the nature of those differences. Their findings seemed to indi-
cate that the differences between superior and retarded children could
not be set forth merely on the basis of mental ability. As a result
of these findings, they concluded that the retarded child is also

handicapped in many cases by parents whose attitude toward him and
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the home is negative, whereas the gifted child is apt to be aided by
parents whose attitudes may be rated as superior. Because of the
importance of parental attitudes in the development of a child,
undesirable parental attitudes may contribute to personality aberra-
tions and school failure. In contrast, desirablie parental attitudes
may tend to act as a positive force in the mental health and academic
success of the child.

Hamilton (1963) conducted a study of some general attitudes
and opinions of parents, teachers, and children about the characteris-
tics of gifted children and the instructional programs schools pro-
vide for them, and to ascertain the degree of relationship of specific
variables to expressed attitudes. As a result of the study, he con-
cluded that (1) Schools will be successful in fulfilling their obli-
gations to gifted children if they formulate their objectives with
consideration of the attitudes of the people involved. (2) Programs
should not be initiated until teachers are specially trained about the
nature of individual differences. (3) Schools should proceed with
caution and not make abrupt changes in the existing programs.

(4) Schools should avoid presenting innovations as being new or
unique. (5} There should be inservice training for teachers, and
teachers should assist in the formulation of the objectives of the
program. {6) Explanations should be made to parents in terms that
are meaningful. (7) New labels or names should be avoided; the term
“Gifted children's classes" is less desirable than simply “special
classes," "special-interest classes," or "advanced classes." The

identification of children and labeling them as gifted or talented
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should be avoided. Another group whose attitudes have great effect
upon gifted children is the educational group, which includes those
who work directly and indirectly with such children. Teachers must
take care not to impose their values on these children, and at times
it may be necessary to alter their own attitudes.

Teachers vary a great deal in their attitudes toward gifted
children. Many of them recognize the facts of individual differences
and how important it is to adapt the learning environment to satisfy
those differences by using a variety of materials and techniques to
help to do the job. Other teachers may ignore the high-ability stu-
dents or teach them as they would any average child. They may recocg-
nize certain characteristics in children and do not attempt to meet
their needs because of other demands in the classroom, such as the
slow learner and discipline problems.

DeHaan and Havighurst (1961) described the teacher’s attitude
toward the education of the gifted as "crucial." The teacher will be
able to help gifted children if he is sensitive to their needs and
willing to make chaﬁges in order to give them what they need.

The importance of the teacher was summed up well by Freehill
(1961) when he stated that "nothing in the home matters as much as
the parents and nothing in the school matters as much as the teacher."
Parents and teachers as surrogate parents are dynamic influences in
the child's life.

We may assume that when our schools recognize and make provi-
sions for individual differences of all children, better opportuni-

ties should result for the gifted.
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Jacebs (1972) investigated teachers' attitudes toward gifted
children through the use of a questionnaire. He attempted to develop
a measure for teacher attitudes toward the gifted and also to deter-
mine if their attitudes are positive or negative. His findings
revealed that the attitude of the kindergarten and first-grade teach-
ers, who are very influential in the early schoc] contact of young
children, was negative. He concluded that the impact of this attitude
on the child's acceptance of his high ability may be undesirable
because the gifted child may subtly be informed by the teacher that
one's brightness is not as acceptable as the behavior of the less
bright, more normal chiid. He further concluded that teachers as well
as others in society must be cautious not to encourage our gifted to
conceal their abilities by attempting to recognize, guard against,
and help modify those attitudes that tend to imply that giftedness
is less than desirable.

According to research, one may assume that the attitudes of
teachers infiluence the attitudes of the children whom they teach.
Haring, Stern, and Cruick (1958) suggested that if through certain
educational techniques one can change the attitudes of classroom
teachers toward a realistic acceptance of gifted children, these atti-
tudes of acceptance on the part of teachers will also influence chil-
dren in the direction of realistic acceptance.

A study of teacher attitudes toward special classes for
intellectually gifted children was made by Jdustman and Wrightstone
(1956). They attempted to determine the extent of the acceptance of

intellectually gifted children classes by teaching personnel.
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According to their findings, generally younger teachers and teachers
with intellectually gifted children experience showed more favorable
attitudes than teachers who had served in the school a greater number
of years and who Tacked experience with classes for intellectually
gifted children. The organization of classes for the gifted and tal-
ented may cause some deviation from normal school practices, and the
extent to which these classes are accepted by the teaching staff is
an important factor in assessing the teacher's contribution to the
success of the gifted child.

Smichens and Sellin (1976) made a study of 116 graduate stu-
dents in education toward attitudes about mentally gifted learners.
The specific dimensions of this study included {1) willingness to
support services, {(2) willingness to teach, and (3) preferred levels
of interaction. They also attempted toc identify the effect of cer-
tain variables regarding teacher attitudes. These correlates were
(1) sex, (2) curriculum preference (i.e., elementary vs. secondary),
(3) previous experience, and (4) perceived traits. Their findings
implied that (1) sex and elementary vs. high-school orientation had
relatively little effect on dimensions of attitude, (2) teachers of
gifted students need special training, (3) regardless of the type of
intimacy of contact, there was a marked preference for interaction
of the respondent's own child, and (4) the overall image of these
learners was of a learner who was desirable to teach but who had no
special needs for service.

A number of authorities have identified the importance of

acceptance and positive attitude toward the gifted. It seems basic
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that a teacher of the gifted ought to have a favorable attitude
toward the gifted child because unfavorable attitudes may be observed
by the child and may result in his developing a negative attitude
toward learning.

Wiener and 0'Shea's study {1963) was designed to (1) indicate
attitudes held by teachers, supervisors, university faculty members,
and university students toward the gifted and {2) to note the rela-
tionships between certain selected variables and attitudes toward the
gifted. Their findings indicated that the supervisors were the most
favorable, while the administrators were slightly less favorable,

The university faculty members were somewhat Tess favorable than the
administrators, and the teachers and students were the least favor-
able of all groups studied.

The results indicated that there was a highly significant
relationship between attitude toward gifted children and scholastic
aptitude of the teachers. There was no relationship between age, sex,
degrees held, field, income, or number of years teaching and the
faculty members' atfitude toward the gifted. There was no relation-
ship between age, income, years as administrators, position, grade
level, or programs for the gifted in school and the administrators'
attitude toward the gifted. The male administrators were more favor-
able toward the gifted than were the female administrators. There was
a significant relationship between educational degrees held and
attitude toward the gifted. The administrators with doctor's degrees
were more favorable toward the gifted than were the administrators

with bachelor's or master's degrees. There was a significant
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relationship between the existence of classes for the gifted in
school systems and attitudes toward the gifted. The administrators
with classes for the gifted in their schools were more favorable
toward the gifted than were administrators who did not have classes.
There was no relationship between age, sex, degree, income, number

of years as a supervisor, or experience in supervising the gifted and
the supervisor's attitude toward the gifted. There was no reiation-
ship between age, sex, income, number of years as a supervisor, or
experience in supervising the gifted and the supervisor's attitude
toward the gifted. There was no relationship between age, sex,
income, number of years of experience, or grade level and the teachers'
attitude toward the gifted (Wiener & 0'Shea, 1963).

The results of this study seem to indicate that understanding
and familiarity with gifted students affect attitudes, and if those
persons who most directly influence the attitude of students do
nof display a favorable attitude, improvement in student attitudes

and understanding may be 1limited.

Identification

Many educators agree that gifted and talented students have
potential abilities of an outstanding or unusual nature and that
these abilities can be enhanced by special opportunities. If our
schools are going to be responsible for enhancing these potentially
outstanding abilities, we need the best available measure to identify
and to arrive at an assessment of these pupils' potential which is as

accurate as possible, so these potentials can be turned into future

productivity.
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Rice (1970) and Barbe and Renzulli (1975) concurred that the
primary goal of identification procedures ought to be the selection of
the broadest possible range of gifted students; it stands to reason
that selection committees ought to be composed of a variety of pro-
fessional and talented members. Rice further suggested that general
identification committees in schools should include teachers from
various subject disciplines, administrators, school psychologists, and
specific community experts. Most professional educators in the school
ought to be in contact with the selection committee at some time since
(1) nominations should be openly competitive, (2) screening proce-
dures should be circulated among all teachers during annual survey
periods, and (3) in-service training for diagnosis and talent develop-
ment should be open to all teachers.

The process of identification should begin at the kindergarten
level, and should be a continuous process extending through the grades
(Martinson, 1965; Rice, 1970; Witty, 1971}. An interruption in this
process occurs at the time of certification; before this interrup-
tion the identification process tends to be historical. Data concern-
ing the individual's development are collected and assessed in terms
of his various potentialities, with special emphasis on his mental
abilities.

Gowan and Demos (1964) recommended some principles that should
prove helpful as guidelines. They stated, "It is first important that
the identification has a purpose and that some special activities with
the gifted should flow from their identification." They further sug-

gested that the process of organizing a program for the gifted should
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succeed explorations by teachers of the best ways to meet the needs
of gifted children. The program should be the consequence of good
guidance and faculty morale. It should fit into an existing program
for all children. Last, identification should disturb as little as
possible the child in his personal and social relationship. It should
not cause self-consciousness, parental conflicts, or unfavorable
publicity.

The following are suggested procedures to be used in the
identification process, in the order of preference, according to
Gowan and Demos:

Periodic evaluation to determine retention in program
Intelligence quotient as measured by group test
Reading grade placement

Recommendation of subject teacher

Review and approval of record by counseling staff
Score on standardized achievement test

Composite scores of various subject fields
Previous grades, all subjects

Previous grades, specific subjects

Parental approval

Intelligence from individual test
Social-emotional stability from teacher judgments
Recommendation of teacher outside subject field
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Kough (1960) stated that "standardized tests and teachers'
observation are the twc means by which schools can identify intel-
lectuaily gifted students." He contended that some abilities are
better measured by objective tests, others by observation, and still
others by a combined approach. Each of these methods has its own
Timitations; therefore, a good identification program should never
rely on a single technique, but on a wide variety of criteria.

Gallagher (1976) did not favor using teacher observations for

jdentifying gifted children. He contended that teachers make a



30

sizable number of errors in attempting to identify gifted students.
First, some tend to identify many students who tests indicate are
not gifted. Second, they do not identify some students who tests
indicate are gifted. Another error that teachers have been known
to make is in identifying most children who come from middle-class
and professional families.

vail {1979) contended that one reasaon for errors in teacher
identification may be due to the teacher's expectation of gifted
students to be cheerful and enthusiastic in responding to the class-
room program. Many of these students may be willing to conform to
routines, whereas others may resist. Consequently, some may be
regarded as behavior problems. Other gifted children may be labeled
slow Tearners because they are bored and do not respond to classroom
activities. Thus, the teacher may overlook these children. However,
those gifted children who are hardest to identify are usually the
anes who are most in need of special help.

Since research has shown teacher judgment to be fallible, to
decrease the possibility of teacher misjudgment, inservice training
for teachers concerning the behavioral characteristics of children
is needed.

McMillan (1976) agreed that test administration should be
combined with observation and nomination by teachers, parents, and
peers. The intelligence, achievement, and diagnostic tests may be
used as means to measure aptitude, creativity, personality, and inter-
ests. He also favored the use of self-nomination by gifted children

because interest and motivation play critical roles in achievement
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and, conversely, in underachievement. He cautioned against comparing
test scores as a means of choosing students for participation in
gifted and talented programs because an 1Q of 130 is often cited as
the "cut-off" score for inclusion in gifted programs. However,
because intelligence tests vary in their results {for example,
Stanford-Binet 1Qs average seven points higher than Wechsler IQs),
this "cut-off" score is not recommended. He further contended that
giftedness may not show up in test scores since tests tend to iden-
tify intellectual ability and specific academic aptitude. Certain
characteristics of giftedness may be measured by tests, including
creative thinking, leadership ability., visual and performing-arts
ability, and psychomotor skiils.

Many authorities have agreed that the best possible method
of identifying gifted and tailented children is the systematic adminis-
tration of group intelligence and achievement tests, plus inservice
training for the teachers concerning the behavioral characteristics
of these children. Even with these methods, it is possible that some
gifted and talented children may be missed, but anything less than
these procedures may assure that many potentiaily high-ability chil-

dren will be ignored.

Staff Selection

The quatity of instruction in any educational program depends
largely on the quality of the teachers themselves, for what the pupiis
learn and the attitudes they form will depend in large part on the

guidance they have received from teachers. Teachers help pupils to
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determine goals, establish values, select learning experiences, and
choose methods, and they serve as examples or modeis. Freehill
(1963) and Crow (1963) proposed that because the gifted and talented
child has made good learning progress on his own throughout the years,
he often has incentive and capacity to pursue learning on his own.
With respect to maximizing his Tearning in thinking strategies, uncom-
mon knowledge, and sophisticated methodologies, it is necessary to
find teachers who are equipped to handle such learning inputs.

Staffing patterns may be complicated by such factors as
scarcity of resource specialists, lack of time on the part of highly
productive intellectuals to devote to personal interaction with the
gifted and talented student, or failure of professional educational
institutions to capture their share of intellectuails (Rice, 1970).

The U.S5., Office of Education suggested teaching fellowships
and inservice training as major needs to "better prepare" teachers
of the gifted and talented. Sanderlin (1973) pointed out that in
1971 only the University of Georgia, Pennsylvania State, Kent State,
George Peabody College, the University of Iilinois, California State
University at San Diego, and the University of Connecticut were pre-
pared to give graduate degrees in gifted education. More recently,
other institutions of higher learning have initiated similar programs
(e.g., Michigan State University initiated a program in 1978).

The teacher's intellectual capability should be appropriate
to the educational level of the pupils. This is important for three

reasons: First, it is important that no communication gap exist
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between the child and teacher. Second, the teacher should be capable
of understanding the concepts essential to the learning of the child.
Third, the teacher should be sufficiently psychologically insightful
and intellectually competent to understand and work with gifted and
taiented children in their necessary progress from behavior that
involves higher-level conceptualization {Newland, 1976).

Hildreth (1952) suggested that the gifted and talented child
needs a gifted teacher. A rarer degree of competence is needed by
the teacher who attempts to direct the learning of gifted and talented
students. Hildreth further asserted that there is 1ittle documented
evidence to prove that teachers who are considered generally excel-
lent teachers would be excellent teachers for gifted children. Other
educators have agreed that the teacher of the gifted and talented
child shouid himself be gifted; however, this means that he should
have enough emotional balance and enough advantage from experience to
accept and work with students who are brighter than himself,

According to Mirman (1964), it seems reasonable and logical
that we consider teécher qualifications in terms of the characteris-
tics of the gifted and talented children themselves; however, to be
able to provide gifted teachers for these students may be advanta-
geous--it seems almost an impossible goal to achieve. Although good
scholarship and a wide cultural background are important, it is not
suggested that the teacher possess expertise in all areas of knowl-
edge in which gifted children may be interested.

Conant {1958) stated that the teacher of gifted students

should have in exceptional degree some of the qualifications expected
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of all teachers, e.g., a good mind, broad intellectual curiosity,
creativity, energy, experience, enthusiasm, emotional balance, per-
sonality, and a deep interest in students as individuals.

Witty (1951) suggested that the main concern of teachers of
gifted and talented children should be to help each child develop his
potentialities. To do this he should gain an understanding of child
development, and he should Tearn the counseling and group-work tech-
niques appropriate to the informal classroom. Recognizing the impor-
tance of parent-child relations and of neighborhood influences, he
becomes acquainted with parents and community 1ife.

Gifted and talented students need teachers with special traits
and skilis. Not every teacher can teach these students successfully,
but many can. Even teachers with all or most of the desired traits
should have special training in meeting the needs of the gifted and
talented (Epstein, 1979}.

Because of the vital role that staff members perform in deter-
mining goals, establishing values, selecting learning experiences,
choosing methods and materials, and serving as models for students in
gifted programs, these persons appear to be of utmost importance in
the success or effectiveness of the gifted programs. However, the
importance of trained personnel and the time factor seem to be very
pertinent areas that should be considered in the process of organiz-

ing a program for gifted and talented students.

Grouping

According to Gowan and Demos (1963), essentially all programs

for the gifted and talented are enrichment programs that are designed
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to provide for individual work, for differentiated assignments, for
greater depth of learning, or for more rapid pace. Each seeks to
enrich by providing more or different Tearning opportunities. These
arrangements may be categorized into groups: grouping, acceleration,
and enrichment.

Many educators advocate meeting the needs of all students by
bringing together students who have similar intellectual ability for
all or some portion of their educational experience. By grouping
students this way, the range of individual differences is reduced and
permits teaching methods and learning experiences that are appropri-
ate to the ability level of the students. It enables the teacher to
devote more time to gifted students than is possible when there are
slower students who need help.

According to Shertzer (1960), grouping may result in the
development of more realistic self-concepts among gifted and talented
students. Studies by the Talented Youth Project revealed that when
bright students were moved from broad- to narrow-range groups, their
self-estimates tendéd to go down and the gap between their percep-
tion of their present status and their desired status increased, thus
Teaving psychological space for improvement. This may be reason to
support the argument that grouping does not foster conceit and snob-
bery in gifted and talented students.

Anderson (1961) was supportive of the above findings because
he contended that grouping of gifted students may cause desirable
changes in self-attitude, both for the gifted and the average. How-

ever, working in a special group may give the gifted student an
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opportunity to see himself more realistically in relation to his peers
in ability. There is no evidence to support the notion that grouping
has any adverse effects on the social or personal attitudes or behav-
jor of children. Anderson further asserted that "grouping is a facili-
tator of better learning experiences for bright children, but it does
not, per se, result in greater achievement in the basic skills or in
general content without specifically designing varied academic pro-
grams for the various ability levels." Moreover, DeHaan (1961} and
Newland (1976) agreed with Anderson's suggestion that grouping not be
considered on the basis of general abilities, but instead it should

be related to specific objectives and kinds of abilities. Specific
situations, specific aptitudes, and specific interests of children
should be taken into consideration.

Some authorities have suggested that gifted children tend to
select their playmates and friends from their intellectual peers.
However, Anderscon stated that broad-range grouping does not foster
greater mutual acceptance among children of various ability levels.
Mann (1957) found that gifted children both chose and rejected typical
children. Typical children also seemed both to prefer and to reject
their own. Both the acceptance and rejection seemed to be stronger
within ability groups than across them.

Torrance (1965) described the results of many surveys on
grouping as crude and undifferentiated, and because these results
have not been uniformly favorable and many important goais of educat-

ing gifted children have not been considered in the evaluations, the
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results have indicated that grouping does not solve automatically the
problems of individualizing instruction.

An increasing number of educators favor some form of grouping.
Many of them, Tike Maclean (1956), have agreed with the policy of
placing gifted students in special classes at an early age, but have
emphasized that there are ways of including these students in school
activities involving them in heterogeneous relationships as an inte-
gral part of their education.

Torrey (1956) stood against grouping on the ground that it
solidifies socioeconomic differences. He advocated the use of better
teaching methods in which the child is allowed to progress at his own
rate.

Some writers have felt that grouping encourages competition
rather than cooperation and that the competitive spirit should not
exist in the democratic concept of the school. Fontaine (1941) saw
class distinction as hazardous and believed that grouping is more
1ikely to develop social misfits than leaders. Hinckley {1956)
criticized the groubing of pupils as a hampering element for a whole-
some development. He suggested providing special classes for the
gifted during study period.

Gowan's {1964) summary of research conducted by Laney and
LeHew in 1958 is an excellent review of reasons given for grouping
and also against grouping. They are as follows:

For grouping:
1. Assists the teacher in providing a program of greater depth

or breadth by more closely grouping intellectual or creative
peers.
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2. Talented students in a relatively homogeneous group will find
it more stimulating and interesting to explore new fields and
ideas experimentally and critically.

3. Since a relatively homogenecus group of talented students can
cover routine material more quickly, much time is left for the
teacher to quide activities of a creative nature.

4. The teacher also has time for enriched group out-of-school
a%tivities that might not be suitable for a heterogeneous
class.

5. A relatively homogeneous group of talented students can help
its members develop more realistic self-concepts. Working in
a special group gives the talented student a chance to see
himself in relation to his peers in ability. In addition to
recognizing his strengths, he also becomes aware of some of
his shortcomings.

6. The intellectually gifted child tends to select his playmates
and later, his friends from his intellectual peers. It is
probable that talented people tend to choose as friends those
whose talents lie in the same area. If this is true, the
youngster's concept of himself should be related to the kind
of people with whom he 1is going to spend most of his life.

7. Grouping of talented students stimulates greater efforts since
"success" 1in relation to others is not as easily achieved as
it would be in a regular classroom.

8. Intellectually gifted students are 1ikely to be discouraged
when they find that in college they are no longer outstanding.
They might be better prepared to cope with the problem of being
in an exceptional group if they had this experience while in
high school.

9. Better study habits are established by a program which enables
each student to work as nearly to capacity as possible most of
the time.

10. Research has shown the desirability of acceleration with the
gifted.

11. Restores confidence of slower pupils.

Against grouping:

1. Special grouping will foster the development of an inflated
sense of self-importance and may lead to their use of talents
in endeavors not closely related to the needs of society.
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2. Ability grouping results in a loss to the less highly endowed
students because boys and girls not in the special group need
the stimulation of ideas and products of the abler students.

3. Grouping on the basis of ability is undemocratic. It develops
snobbery in the segregated youngsters out of a sense of belong-
ing to an elite group, or being better than average.

4. Segregation prevents adequate training of the talented indi-
vidual for leadership because only if leaders have constant and
close contact with their followers can mutual communication and
understanding result.

5. Segregation of the talented may result in excessive competi-
tion, assignments, and overwork, which in turn may result in
lessening of participation in extracurricular activities or
worthwhile out-of-school pursuits.

6. Due to inadequate methods of identification, the wrong students
are sometimes picked for special groups.

There does not seem to be any clear-cut generalizable findings
that indicated either an overall desirability or undesirability of the
practice of grouping, at least so far as its value for the gifted and
talented is concerned. There is conflicting evidence of usefulness
in producing improved scholastic improvement in gifted and talented
students, and almost uniformly unfavorable evidence for promoting
scholastic achievement in average or low-achievement groups.

The effect of ability grouping on the affective development of
children is to reinforce favorable self-concepts of those assigned to
high-achievement groups, but also to reinforce unfavorable self-
concepts in those assigned to Tow-achievement groups {(Findley &

Bryan, 1971).

Enrichment
Enrichment is an administrative procedure for providing more

opportunities for the gifted child to go deeper and more widely than
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the average child in his intellectual, social, and artistic experi-
ence.

The concept of enrichment arises from the fact that the usual
educational provisions are not particularly satisfying, and they are
perhaps too scanty for inquiring minds with insatiable curiosity and
lively interest in Tearning. The awareness of these students' needs
has probably developed because of the demands of society and of the
gifted and talented students themselves for more and better education.
When students are prepared to learn at a greater speed and at a higher
level, it becomes the responsibility of the administrator and teacher
to provide new content and new activities for these students. Provid-
ing more of the same materials is not the answer to the problem of
enrichment.

Freehill (1961) contended that it is improper to consider
enrichment as though it were a special approach to meet the needs of
gifted students because all of the processes are for the purpose of
enrichment. Actually, it is a component of all programs for gifted
and talented chi]drén. Other supporters of enrichment have contended
that variety and exploration are more significant to the gifted than
are precision and intensive work. Enrichment opportunities should be
provided in terms of breadth and depth in addition to regular class-
room work.

Some proponents of enrichment favor it without acceleration.
Perhaps this is so simply to avoid the plans that require grouping or
acceleration of students. It stands to reason that enrichment may

degenerate into busy work for gifted and talented students.
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According to Gowan and Demos (1964), enrichment in hetero-
geneous classes requires the following conditions:
. A class size of not more than 25 students
. A specially trained teacher or a special teacher consultant
. Extra materials, supplies and books

. Freed time for the teacher to make special preparation
. A good program of identification and guidance

1

2

3

4

5

Kough (1960) stated that enrichment within the regular class-
room requires few, if any, additional expenditures or administrative
alterations. On the contrary, Gowan and Demos perceived enrichment
in the heterogeneous classroom as one of the most expensive ways of
meeting the needs of the gifted. They contended that enrichment as
a procedure for educating the gifted, if properly done {with release
time, special teachers, and special materials), practically amounts to
individual tutoring. When done in this manner, it is obviously effec-
tive. They further purported that it is relatively easy for an
administrator to make suggestions to teachers to gnrich their programs,
but unless the above conditions are being met, there can be no basis
for feeling that a valid enrichment program is in effect.
Proponents 6f regular classroom enrichment have argued that

an enrichment program allows gifted students to stimulate other stu-
dents intellectually; consequently, to remove these children from the
classroom would eliminate a source of stimulation for other chiidren.
They also have argued that the intellectually gifted are not neces-
sarily more advanced physically and socially, and therefore it may be
to their benefit to remain with their own age group. In contrast to
the above advantages of enrichment, other educators have argued that

enrichment may force both the gifted students and the slow students
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into the pattern of the average student because the gifted students
may become bored and not achieve to their full capacity, whereas the
stow students may become frustrated because they cannot work up to
the class standards.

Proponents of enrichment have further presented a phiiosophi-
cal argument for classroom enrichment on the basis that it is more
democratic than the other provisions that can be made for gifted
students. It eliminates the problems of segregating children, and
there makes for a more real-life situation with children of different
intellectual abilities. In opposition to the above statement, accord-
ing to research, those who oppose enrichment reject its democratic
value because they feel the home and community contact play an impor-
tant role in the development of wholesome social attitudes.

Stil11 another advantage claimed for classroom enrichment is
that it necessitates more individualized instruction for all students.
Some opponents of classroom enrichment have argued this point of view
because it depends too much on individualization of education, which
is almost an impossfbi]ity under our present system. Enrichment is
favored by still others, namely teachers and administrators, because
they feel that within this technique it is possible to make use of
grouping and acceleration. Others have contended that gifted children
may develop a feeling of superiority over the average members of their
class because it may be very easy for them to excel, whereas if they
were placed in groups with children who possess similar intellectual
abilities, they might gain a more realistic perspective of their

abilities.
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It seems apparent from the number and the nature of contro-
versies about the advantages and disadvantages of enrichment that
much additional research needs to be conducted in order to resolve
the relative meritof this approach when compared with other practices

being used to meet the needs of gifted children.

Acceleration

Any procedure that allows a student to move more rapidly and
complete a given school program in less time or at an earlier age than
the average students may be referred to as acceleration. It is based
on the philosophy that gifted students should not be restricted to
working at the same pace as other students of a similar age group,
but should be allowed to progress to more challenging work.

It has been proposed as a practical rather than an ideal
device for extending the educational horizons of gifted students
because it can save student time, it is easy to administer, it is
comparatively inexpensive, and it does not require differentiation of
the curriculum. Gallagher (1975) maintained that the methods used
for acceleration are widely varied and the results almost always
successtul. This is not to imply that because many evaluation reports
are favorable, the practice is either widely used or widely accepted.

A number of school systems have attempted to practice accel-
eration in their secondary and elementary schools. One method of
accelerating gifted students is to allow them to begin school at an
earlier age than average students. Investigators have noted that the

strict chronological age requirement for first graders has 1ittle or
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nothing to recommend it from a research viewpoint. The arbitrary
chronological age 1limit now used by school systems does not take
intc account either advances in teaching or the wide range of indi-
vidual intellectual differences in children with a chronological age
of six (Gallagher, 1976; Ward, 1975).

The results of evaluation of early-admittance programs have
been very favorable in Massachesetts, Pennsylvania, and Nebraska.
Children who were admitted early as a group were superior or equal in
characteristics to those children admitted at the regular age
(Gallagher, 1976).

Grade skipping is another means of acceleration, which is what
many members of society think about when acceleration is mentioned.
Some educators consider this practice as the least desirable because
of the possibility of a child missing basic infermation that is taught
in the grade to be skipped.

Another means of acceleration is having ungraded groups in the
primary grades so that sections of students can complete a particular
curriculum in less time and proceed ahead in the school program.

Gallagher (1975) stated that the available research indicates
clearly that moderate acceleration in the elementary school does no
noticeable harm to the gifted and talented child and has shortened his
academic operation by one-half to one year,

As a result of NEA research, Anderson (1961) stated, "The
research testimony as to the advantages of acceleration is weighty,
consistent, and continuous over several decades." This administrative

procedure has been approved by authorities such as Terman and Oden



45

(1954), who studied the effects of acceleration on a group of more than
one thousand students with IQs above 140. Terman and Oden advocated
acceleration since promotion is based primarily on mental age. They
further suggested that these gifted students should be admitted to
college at the age of 17 at the latest.

Morgan (1957) suggested acceleration for students with
Stanford-Binet IQ scores of 135 or higher when (1) the child is working
at or above grade Tevel in reading, arithmetic, spelling, and computa-
tion; (2) the physical variations are above mean for modal age of
grade; and (3) it is acceptable by parents.

Pressey (1962), a proponent of acceleration, according to
Anderson, was in agreement with Terman and Lehman when he stated that
gifted students should progress more rapidiy than the average young
person and should get into their productive careers earlier than
occurs with the lockstep because for some fields of endeavor, espe-
cially science and math, greatest productivity is achieved during the
twenties, chronologically.

Anderson {1961) reported that (1)} available research does not
indicate that acceleration is the best method for meeting the needs of
gifted and talented students; however, it is a desirable and practical
one; (2) the amount of acceleration has not been established;

{3) acceleration should not take place with students whose 1Q is
below 130; (4) when acceleration should take place is in doubt, but
three periods for it have been developed in the American school sys-
tem: {a) early entrance, (b) grade or junior high scheol, and

(c) advanced placement or acceleration into college.
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Terman (1954) reconmended acceleration of no less than one year
and no more than two years as the most satisfactory procedure for
gifted and talented students. He further stated that opponents of
acceleration argue that acceleration (grade skipping) intensifies the
problem of social adjustment, promotes bookishness, is detrimental
to physical and mental health, and leaves gaps in the child's academic
knowledge and skills although there is little evidence in support of
such contentions,

To adopt the practice of acceleration necessitates extensive
testing of students, which in turn requires adequate psychoiogical
services., If a school system is lacking these services, this may
become a barrier to administrators' acceptance.

It seems reasonable to conclude that all decisions about
accelerating students should be made on an individual basis in the
1ight of reliabie information about the particular students. Estab-
1ishing wholesale policies for or against this administrative proce-

dure would seem to be unwise.

Evaluation
The initiation of a program is only the beginning step of
meeting the needs of gifted students. Yet too often further steps
are not taken, since everyone feels that "something is being done for
the gifted." Unfortunately, it is not enough to know that something
is being done; it is crucial to know that what is being done is

effective and what ways it might be improved.
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Evaluation is an integral part of every program that is
organized for any educational objective. Therefore, it seems feasible
to initially organize these programs so that evaluation can occur
continuously and naturally in order to determine areas that need
improvement, modification, expansion, aﬁd deletion.

DeHaan (1960) contended that program evaluation should be
based on clear objectives that are cutlined early in the program.
Plans should be made beforehand concerning expected student attain-
ments and what the program should be in order for the evaluation to
be valid in terms of whether or not the original objectives have been
achieved. Evaluation must also be concerned with personnel, curricu-
lum, methodology, administrative structure, and educational resources.

The process of evaluation should include growth in achievement
in specific subject-matter understandings, critical thinking, inter-
ests and motivation, social attitude, and ability to work with others.
Therefore, many who consider programs in terms of possible growth
feel that great dependence on test evaluation could be detrimental
because standardized tests may not be appropriate for measuring all
the cutcomes of a gifted program.

Gowan and Demos (1964) suggested some areas of concern in any
general-consideration evaluation. They are:

1. Clarification of criteria from general to specific and

from long term to short term

2. The general experimental design or methodology

3. The source of data and techniques of data collection

They further suggested (1) the use of reaction surveys and

direct measurement. The simplest kinds of surveys may come from just
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asking the gifted and talented students about their reactions to the
educational environment. These reactions are useful for spot evalua-
tion and as hints to program modification and improvement. This is
the quickest and easiest way to detect and eliminate problems in a
program. (2) The use of direct experimental evidence to evaluate
special programs for gifted and talented children. These studies
should involve measurements upon criterion groups where certain vari-
ables have been controlled and a before-and-after measurement is used.

Halpert and Vredevoe (1965) recommended that any program for
gifted and talented children should provide for the identification,
diagnosis, prescriptien, motivation, freedom, flexibility, and evalua-
tion of the program. They emphasized the importance of freedom and
flexibility to students so they can strike out into creative and
pioneering experimentation and intellectual activities. They further
emphasized that no instrument can be designed that would fit all cases,
but certain common criteria must be recognized in order to appraise
the efforts of a program.

According to guidelines suggested by Halpert and Vredevoe,
evaluators should constantly direct their attention to three points:
(1) the school's philosophy and objectives, (2) characteristics of
students and community, and (3) the wide range of potentials that
should be conceived of when thinking about gifted and talented stu-
dents.

Shertzer (1960) asserted that in an evaluation of the effec-
tiveness of a program for gifted and talented students, the school's

total climate is highly important. For this reason, evaluative
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information should be obtained from as many participants as possible--
students, teachers, counselors, administrators, and parents.
Evaluation involves the descriptive act of stating what essen-
tial components are present or absent in a program and then making
judgments as to whether such components are functioning properly. If
certain important components are absent, the discovery can serve as

the stimulus for incorporation.



CHAPTER T1I

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The plan of this study was to determine and compare the
reported attitudes of parents, teachers, and gifted and talented stu-
dents toward the gifted and talented programs funded by the state of

Michigan in 18 school districts in Michigan. These schoocl districts

were:
Cheboygan Benton Harbor Grand Rapids
Flint (Beecher) Buchanan B1irmingham
Lansing Dearborn Chelsea
Livonia Highland Park Chippewa Valley
Niles Kalamazoo ISD Meridian
Willow Run Union City Saginaw

Letters were written to superintendents of these school dis-
tricts requesting permission to inciude them as part of the present
study. Of the 18 school districts that were funded and piloted by
the state of Michigan, permission was granted by superintendents,
directors, or other school personnel representing 11 school districts.

These districts were:

Cheboygan Willow Run Chippewa Valley
Flint Dearborn Meridian
Lansing Birmingham Benton Harbor
Niles Chelsea

They comprised the population for the present study.

50
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Research Questions

The purposes of the study were listed in Chapter I. The
statement of the purposes was used to generate the following research
questions:

1. What are the general characteristics of 11 of the 18 pilot
programs reported in Michigan by the Department of Education and
funded by the State Aid Acts of 1973 through 19772

2. What are the attitudes of parents, teachers, and students
toward gifted and talented programs in which they participated?

3. What is the relationship between educational background,
socioeconomic status, and attitudes of parents toward programs for
gifted and talented students?

4. What is the relationship between the teachers' years of
experience and their reported attitudes toward programs for gifted
and talented students?

The procedures developed for determining the attitudes of the
participants in this study were as follows:

1. A Tist of questions concerning gifted and talented pro-
grams for directors was developed.

2. A questionnaire to submit to parents, teachers, and stu-
dents in 11 school districts was devised.

3. A list of schools that participated in the Michigan Pilot
Program from the State Department of Michigan was obtained.

4. The superintendents of the involved school districts
were contacted requesting permission to include the district in the

study and requesting the name of a contact person in the district.
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5. A line of communication with the proper contact person in
each school district for the purpose of scheduling times for adminis-
tering the questionnaires was established.

6. A list of questions concerning the gifted program was
mailed to contact persons.

7. Questionnaires were mailed to contact persons in some
districts, while others were mailed to parents and teachers. Other
questionnaires were administered by the investigator.

8. Responses to questions were received from contact persons
in the form of tapes, personal interviews, and written documentation.

9. Questionnaires were received from parents, teachers, and
students.

10. Additional information relative to the 11 participating
schools was obtained from "Information on Michigan's Pilot Programs
for the Gifted and Talented, 1978," provided by the Michigan Depart-
ment of Education.

11. A system of treating obtained data was devised, as shown

in the section on Treatment of the Data.

Questionnaires

Because no attitude scale could be identified that could be
directly employed or readily adapted for this study, questionnaires
were developed for the purpose of gathering the attitudes of students
who were currently participating in or who had participated in the
gifted programs, their parents, and teachers toward the programs for

gifted and talented students.
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The questions used in the guestionnaires were adopted from
Musgrove and Estroff (1977), Batesman (1943), Silance and Remmers
(1934), and the Michigan Department of Education (1978). The primary
sources from which the majority of the statements in the question-
naires were adopted were attitude scales previously developed by
Musgrove and Estroff (Gifted Attitude Scale) and the Michigan Depart-
ment of Education (Michigan Department of Education's Instrument for
Determining the Attitudes of Students Involved in Michigan's Section 47
Projects Toward the Projects and the Instrument for Determining the
Attitudes Toward the Pilot Projects of Parents Whose Children Are
Involved in the Section 47 Projects).

As a result of the administration of Musgrove and Estroff's
Gifted Attitude Scale, a Kuder-Richardson reliability coefficient
(alpha) of .91 was obtained. Mehrens (1973) stated that "attitude
scales, by and large, have reliabilities arcund .75. This is much
less than those obtained for cognitive measures, and hence the results
obtained from attitude scales should be primarily for group guidance
and discussion." Consequently, the Musgrove and Estroff question-
naire should be viewed as reliable as perceived by Mehrens.

Statements from the three scales were examined to obtain
their frequency of occurrence. Those statements that occurred most
frequently on the three scales were revised and adopted for use in
this study.

The reliability of the questionnaires developed for this study
was determined from the administration of the questionnaire to the

population of this study and is discussed in Chapter IV.
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A Likert-type summative five-choice format was developed,
which was based on the work of Oppenheim (1966), Lemon (1973), and
Fishbein and Ajcen (1975). These choices ranged from 1 = strongly
agree, 2 = agree, 3 = undecided, 4 = disagree, to 5 = strongly dis-
agree. Likert's primary concern was with unidimensionality--that is,
making sure that all items in each cluster would measure the same
thing.

According to Oppenheim, there are a few disadvantages of a
Likert scale; it was pointed ocut, however, that the advantages out-
weigh the disadvantages. The reliability of the scale tends to be
good because of the greater range of answers permitted to respondents.
A reliability coefficient of .B5 is often achieved. Apart from their
relative ease of construction, these scales have two other advantages;
first, they provide more precise information about the respondent's
degree of agreement or disagreement, and respondents usually prefer
this to a simple agree/disagree score. Second, it becomes possible
to include items whose manifest content is not obviousiy related to
the attitude in question, so that the subtler and deeper ramifica-
tion of an attitude can be explored (Oppenheim, 1966).

Lemon (1973) supported a summative scale by emphasizing the
implications of its significance in assessing the opinion statements a
person is willing to endorse. The significance of summative scaling
is that it assumes that attitudes can be assessed by counting the
number of pro- or anti-opinion statements a person is willing to
endorse rather than trying to identify the statement that is ideal

for the person as a statement of his opinion.
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Population

The population for this study included the parents, teachers,
énd the gifted and talented students who participated in the pilot
programs for gifted and talented students in Michigan from the follow-
ing school districts.

Benton Harbor is a port, industrial, and commercial city in
southwestern Michigan, in Berrien County, 187 miles west of Detroit.
The population of 16,481 residents depends on the industrial activi-
ties, research, engineering, and the production of automobiles. It is
composed of a school population of approximately 10,349 students.

Birmingham, a city in southeastern Michigan, is in Qakland
County, 15 miles north of Detroit. The city, with a population of
26,170, is largely residential but has some manufacturers. The school
population is approximately 12,354,

Cheboygan, a port city in northern Michigan, the seat of
Cheboygan County, is 150 miles north of Bay City. The city, with a
population of 5,553, is a dairying, mixed farming, resort, and indus-
trial area. Cheboygan has a school population of approximately 2,911
students.

Chelsea, an industrial village of approximately 4,000 persons,
in Washtenaw County, is lTocated some 20 miles west of Ann Arbor. It
has a school population of approximately 2,647 students.

Chippewa Valley is a Macomb County urban-fringe district,
northeast of Detroit and immediately west of Mt. Clemens. It is

currently undergoing a rather rapid population growth as the
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metropolitan area expands. There is a school population of approxi-
mately 5,700 students.

Dearborn, a city in southeastern Michigan in Wayne County,
is 10 miles west of the center of Detroit. Residents of the city are
employed in industries in administrative, research, and manufacturing
capacities. It has a population of 104,199. The student population
is approximately 17,075.

Flint, a city in southern Michigan, the seat of Genessee
County, is 58 miles northwest of Detroit. It is one of the world's
leading centers for the manufacture of automobiles. The city has a
population of approximately 193,317. The student population is
approximately 40,255. Flint has a community-school plan financed in
the city by the Mott Foundation through a grant to the board of edu-
cation. Each city school is kept open at night and during the summer
for community activities.

Lansing, the capital of Michigan, is situated in Ingham
County, in the south-central part of the Lower Peninsula. It is
about 80 miles northwest of Detroit. The majority of the city's
industries are devoted to automobiles. Lansing has a population of
131,546; approximately 31,505 of this population are students.

Meridian is a rural, large lake area with a school population
of 2,200 students. Most residents are employed in Midland for the Dow
Chemical Company or Dow-Corning Corporation.

Niles, a city in Berrien County, is in the southwest section
of Michigan, 48 miles southwest of Kalamazoo and 10 miles north of

South Bend, Indiana. It has a population of approximately 30,000
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residents. Most residents are middle-class white- or blue-collar
workers. Numerous businesses and industries are located in the
community, giving Niles an urban, business-centered atmosphere.

Willow Run serves approximately 4,200 students, kindergarten
through twelfth grade. It is located in southern Michigan on Inter-
state 94, approximately 35 miles west of Detroit and 7 miles east of
Ann Arbor. From the air there is no apparent delineation between the
Wiliow Run Community School District and the City of Ypsilanti.

These districts were assigned letter designations for identi-
fication purposes in the study.

The sample consisted of 943 respondents. Initially, 1,030
questionnaires were mailed or delivered and 943 were returned. Of
this number, 508 were students, 283 females and 225 males, whose grade
Tevels ranged from first to ninth grade. Three hundred three were
parents of gifted and talented students, and 132 were teachers. A1l
8943 respondents' questionnaires were included in the tabulation.

There was a strong attempt to obtain responses from as many
students, parents, and teachers as possible. In the case of students,
a2 good representation was obtained. The results were less successful
with parents, and with the teachers there was even less success.

The reason for the reduced success ratio in the parents and teachers
may have been related to the fact that the student questionnaire was
administered directly by the teachers or director of the program,
whereas the parents' and teachers' questionnaires were mailed and

thus more flexibility existed in their responses.
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Seven of the 18 districts contacted did not agree to partici-
pate in the study for the following reasons:

District L--There was no response to any of the communications
requesting permission to include them in the study.

District M--The gifted and talented program was involved at
the time with two evaluation studies: one by the State Department of
Education and one by the school district. It was indicated that this
study would involve gathering data from the same population included
in the other two studies.

District N--The contact person indicated that the program
was no ionger in operation.

District 0--The contact person in this district stated that
the project was no longer state funded, and because of many commit-
ments at the time, they could not participate in the study.

District P~-This district declined to be involved because of
the data-gathering techniques, which would necessitate their identi-
fying specific students and revealing their addresses.

District Q--Initially, permission was granted by the superin-
tendent to include the school district in the study, but no response
was received to the request for the name of a contact person.

District R-~No response was received from this district after
several requests.

The districts that did not participate in the study can be

described as follows:
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District L, a district in southwestern Michigan, has a student
population of approximately 3,000. Auto parts and insulation materials
are manufactured in the city.

District M is located in a city in western Michigan. It is
an industrial and marketing center. The city has a population of
approximately 200,000, of which approximately 36,000 are students.

District N, a district located in a suburb of Detroit that
encontpasses 2.9 miles, has a population of approximately 30,000.
This school district has approximately 7,000 students. The city has
a large number of students from low-income families.

District 0 includes five counties in southern Michigan. The
gifted and talented program is consultive in nature.

District P is Jocated in southeastern Michigan, west of
Detroit. The city has a population of approximately 115,000. The
school population is composed of approximately 22,000 students.

District Q is an intermediate school district, which serves
13 school districts and parochial schools; serving 58,000 students,
including those of rural, suburban, and inner-city backgrounds. The
program is consultive in nature.

District R, a district located in southern Michigan, has a
student population of approximately 1,400 students. It is in an

agriculture and dairying area.

Procedures for Data Gathering

The data used in this study were collected from four sources:

the parents of participants, the teachers of participants, the gifted
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and talented students, and the directors of the programs. Table 1

summarizes the procedures used to collect data.

Treatment of Data

Data reported by district contact persons were tabulated and
analyzed. The data collected from the parent, teacher, and student
questionnaires were analyzed by doing a frequency distribution of the
responses on all items and determining the mean response of the group
for the purpose of describing and comparing the attitudes of the
sampled population. Scale scores were calculated and scale means
and variances were analyzed in order to characterize the attitudes of
the sample and to determine the variability of responses.

Cronbach's alpha reliability analysis was performed on the
items in each scale to determine the degree to which items in a cate-
gory measured the same underlying attitude.

The statistical technique, multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA), was performed between parent, teacher, and student ques-
tionnaires to determine if the three groups differed in their responses
on three common attitude categories.

Finally, cross-tabulations of the category items on the ques-
tionnaire with the educational and income Tevels of the responding
parents were made. Further cross-tabulations were performed on the
teachers' experience and category items. Chi-square tests were per-
formed on each cross~-tabulation to determine if category responses

were independent of the demographic variables.



Table 1.--Summary of procedures for data gathering.

District Parents Teachers Students Director
Questionnaires Questionnaires Questionnaires Questions mailed to
A mailed to parents. mailed to director. mailed to director; director. No response.
director adminis- Data received via
tered questionnaire. telephone.
Questionnaires Questionnaires Questionnaires Questions mailed to
mailed to director. mailed to director. mailed to director. director. No response.
B Returned by parents Returned through Director adminis- {Telephone number was
through U.S. mail. U.S. mail by tered questionnaire. unavailable.)
teachers.
Questionnaires Questionnaires Questionnaires Questions mailed to
mailed to principal. mailed to principal. mailed to principal. principal. A mimeo-
C Returned by parents Returned through Teachers adminis- graphed description
through U.S. mail. U.S. mail by tered questionnaire, of program was
teachers. received.
Questionnaires Questionnaires Questionnaires Questions mailed to
mailed to director. mailed to director. mailed to director. director. Returned
D Returned by parents Returned through Director adminis- completed.
through U.S. mail. U.S. mail by tered gquestionnaire.
teachers.
Questionnaires Questionnaires Questionnaires Questions mailed to
mailed to parents. mailed to director. mailed to director. director. Returned
E Returned by parents Returned through Director adminis- completed. Received

through U.S. mail.

U.S. mail by
teachers.

tered questionnaire.

additional document.

L9



Table 1.--Continued.

District Parents Teachers Students Director
Questionnaires Questionnaires Questionnaires Questions mailed to
mailed to parents. mailed to director. mailed to director. director. Two

F Returned by parents Returned through Director adminis- descriptive documents
through U.S. mail, U.S. mail by tered questionnaire. were received.
teachers.
Questionnaires Questionnaires Questionnaires Questions mailed to
mailed to principal. mailed to principal. mailed to principal. principal. No
G Returned by parents Returned through Returned by prin- response. Data re-
through U.S. mail. U.S. mail by cipal. ceived via telephone.
teachers.
Questionnaires Questionnaires Questionnaires Questions were
maited to parents. mailed to teachers. mailed to parents. answered via tele-
H Returned by parents Returned through Returned by parents phone,
through U.S. mail. U.S. mail by through U.S. mail.
teachers.
Questionnaires Questionnaires Questionnaires Questions mailed to
mailed to director. mailed to director. mailed to director. director. Returned
I Returned by parents Returned through Director adminis- completed.

through U.S. mail,

U.S. mail by
teachers.

tered questionnaire.

29



TabTe 1.--Continued.

District Parents Teachers Students Director
Questionnaires Questionnaires Questionnaires Questions mailed to
mailed to director. mailed to director. mailed to director. director. A tape-

J Returned by parents Returned through Director adminis- recording was
through U.S. mail. U.S. mail by tered questionnaire. returned.
teachers.
Questionnaires Questionnaires Questionnaires Questions mailed to
delivered to teach- delivered to teach- delivered by sur- director. Data
K ers by surveyor. ers by surveyor. veyor. Surveyor gathered via tele-

Returned by parents
through U.S. mail.

Returned through
U.S. mail by
teachers.

administered ques-
tionnaire.

phone.

£9
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Space was provided on the parent and teacher questionnaires
to make unstructured reactions to the gifted and talented program.

These responses are presented unedited.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF DATA

Research Question 1: What are the general characteristics of 11 of the
18 pilot programs reported in Michigan by the
Department of Education and funded by the State
Aid Acts of 1973 through 197772

Program Prototype

The following data pertain to the general characteristics of
the 11 responding districts' programs. These data were obtained as a
result of questions directed to the designated contact person in each
district surveyed.

0f the 11 districts that responded, districts designated A, B,
¢, D, E, F, G, H, J, and K had pull-out or partial pull-out enrichment
programs. These programs were those in which identified students were
taken out of the normal day's schedule and given classes particularly
designed to meet their needs. In districts A, C, D, H, and J, the
students were transported from their schools to another site for
enrichment classes. The enrichment class in district K was operated
in each of the six elementary schools in the district. Of the dis-
tricts that had pull-ocut enrichment programs, districts F and B oper-
ated programs in the senior high school. District F had an alterna-
tive language arts program, and district B had a personalized education

plan based on students' special interests, abilities, and educational

65
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goais. In this program, volunteer mentors (counselors or teachers)
were used. Districts A and E operated programs in the junior high
school.

District C operated two self-contained traditional-type class-
rooms to which students were transported within the district from
four elementary schools. In this district, siblings were permitted
to attend the same school so brothers and sisters could be housed
together.

In district F, the enrichment program was in operation in all
grade levels, 1-12. This program was facilitated by a "catalyst
teacher." District F used the term "catalyst teachers" to refer to
members of its staff who had classroom responsibilities and acted as a
liaison between the local staff and central office. In the elementary
buiidings the catalyst teacher was released from other assignments
one-half day on alternate weeks to perform his/her responsibilities,
while secondary catalyst teachers and counselors had one hour per
school day for this function.

In district I, the academic component was comprised of student
participation in a predominantly self-contained cliassroom environment.
The program inciuded both the artistically and musically talented,
as well as academically gifted students. The artistically talented
and musically talented program employed an after-school and weekend
format.

District K reported that it operated the enrichment program
in each elementary school and in one junior high school. A "Discovery

Center" was located in each elementary building, where the students
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participated in "directed studies class." The overall responsibility
for the center was assigned to a regular staff member appointed by
the building principal. A full-time paraprofessional was employed to
operate each center. The paraprofessional acted as liaison with the
classroom teacher and kept necessary records, including student
progress on instructional objectives.

Finally, district G reported that it operated an enrichment
program in three schools; however, the information obtained concerning
this program was very limited because the program had been discon-

tinued.

Identification Procedures

The procedures used for identifying students for the gifted
and talented programs were generally somewhat similar across districts.
A1l districts reported that they used parents', students', and teach-
ers' recommendations to some extent. The scores from achievement tests
were used to identify students in ten districts, District F used the
results of two or more group intelligence tests in combination with
achievement test scores. In this district, highly creative and
talented students who demonstrated exceptional ability in their indi-
vidual areas of interest, in the judgment of professional personnel,
were considered for the program. In a somewhat different approach,
district H reported that at least 10 percent of the students with SAT
scores at local norms and who combined low socioeconomic factors with
a capacity to do independent work and interest in extracurricular
activities, depending on teacher and principal judgment, were taken

into consideration in selecting participants.
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In district E, the selection process involved the nomination
of participants by parents, teachers, the student, and the peer group,
and the final selection was made by a majority vote of a committee
composed of the director of special education, the assistant superin-
tendent of instruction, a citizen selected from the middie-school
advisory committee or by the board of education, a middle-school
principal, and a middle-school teacher.

District H indicated that after students had been nominated
by parents, teachers, and peers, the final selection was made by the
quadrant principal, the home-school principal, and the program coordi-
nator by drawing from a pool of eligible students. District H used
the term "quadrant principal" to refer to the director of each of the
four components into which the school district was divided for elemen-
tary education.

District J reported that it used the Balwin Identification
Matrix and the Renzulli Checklist to select students for participation.
The Balwin ldentification Matrix consists of the results of eight
tests: (1) Standardized Intelligence Tests, (2) Achievement Test
Composite Score, (3) Achievement Test--Reading Score, {4) Achievement
Test--Math Score, (5) Learning Scale Score, (6) Motivational Scale
Score, (7) Creativity Scale Score, and (8) Leadership Scale Score and
Various Teacher Recommendations. The Renzulli Checklist is a method
for rating behavioral characteristics of superior students, consisting
of ten scales: (1) Learning Characteristics, (b} Motivational Char-
acteristics, (3) Creativity Characteristics, (4) Leadership Character-

istics, (5) Artistic Characteristics, {6) Musical Characteristics,
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(7) Dramatics Characteristics, (8) Communication Characteristics--
Precision, (9) Communication Characteristics--Expressiveness, and
(10) Planning Characteristics.

The procedures that appeared to be common among the districts
surveyed for identifying and selecting students for the gifted and

talented programs are shown in Table 2,

Goals for Students

The goals set for students tended to vary among the reporting
districts., According to the Michigan Department of Education {1978),
early in the 1976-77 program year, the directors of the 12 projects
and some of their staff members attempted to identify a set of pro-
gram objectives that would apply to all of the pilot programs and,
indeed, could be considered appropriate objectives for almost any
program for the gifted and talented. A set of seven objectives was
agreed upon. They are:

1. FEighty percent of the students involved in the Michigan pilot
projects for the gifted and talented will indicate positive
attitudes toward the projects, as measured by an attitudinal
survey prepared by the state program coordinator and adminis-
tered toward the close of the school year.

2. FEighty percent of the parents of students involved in the
pilot projects for the gifted and talented will indicate posi-
tive attitudes toward the projects, as measured by an attitu-
dinal survey prepared by the state program coordinator and
administered toward the close of the school year.

3. Eighty percent of a random sampling of the students involved
in the pitot programs will attain a satisfactory score on an
"Excellence Scale," when the students' products are indi-
vidually rated by a group of three judges.

4. Eighty percent of a random sampling of the students involved
in the pilot programs will attain a satisfactory score on a
scale designed to ascertain students' ability to gather and



Table 2.--Procedures for identifying and selecting students that were common among surveyed

districts.
o Procedures
District Achievement Intelligence Former School Reading Rzigﬁﬁgn- ngg;ggz_ Rgggﬂ;gﬁ_
Test Test Performance Level dation dation dation

A X X X X X X

B

C X X X X

D X X X X

E X X X X X X X

F X X X X X X X

G X X X X X X

H X X X X X X X

I X X X X

J X X A

K X X X X X

0L
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report data, when a student product is rated on the scale by

the student's project director or teacher.

5. gighty percent of a random sampling of the students invoived
in the pilot programs will attain a satisfactory score on a
Process/Product “Creativity Scale," when the student projects
are individually rated by a group of three judges.

6. FEighty percent of the students involved in the pilot programs
will indicate a favorable reaction to teaching strategies
designed to encourage creativity, as measured by an instru-
ment prepared for this purpose.

7. One hundred percent of the pilot project directors in the
Section 47 Program will submit at the end of the program year
a record of the contacts made to them as a result of their
involvement in the state effort.

Because these programs were diverse in nature, each program
had its own goals and objectives and was located at a variety of
grade levels. While it might be expected that the ultimate goals
of the programs for gifted students would be similar, a noticeable
lack of common terminology used in describing the goals set for stu-
dents was revealed.

Districts A, H, I, and J stated the students' overall goals
to be completing projects and group dynamics. Students were expected
to develop skills to expand educational, social, and cultural learning
through components that inciuded group learning, group thinking, value
clarification, independent projects, persuasion skills, and logical
and creative thinking.

The goals established for students in districts C, D, and K
were to do research and to pursue projects.

In district E, the goals for students were to develop initia-

tive and ability to plan personal programs, to provide opportunities

for students to work in small groups with others of similar ability,
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to provide students with an individualized challenging program, to
improve attitudes of gifted students, and to develop decision-making
skills.

District F reported that its students were to make extensive
use of the media resources, do exploratory activities, do in-depth
studies, and make use of creative pursuits and challenging experiences
through personalized programs.

Simitarities in the goals established for students in the

sample districts are shown in Table 3.

Teacher Qualification

School districts A, C, F, G, and K indicated that no special
qualifications were required for teachers of the gifted in their gifted
and talented programs.

District E required that the teacher of the gifted express a
desire to teach gifted students, possess successful teaching experi-
ence, and alsc have experience in teaching gifted or advanced stu-
dents.

Districts J and D required that teachers take some courses in
gifted education.

District H required the teacher of the gifted and taiented
program to have a master'’s degree, experience, and creative ability.

The only requirements for teachers in district I were that
they be intelligent and interested in gifted education.

The above findings seem to indicate that extensive qualifica-

tions were not required of teachers of the gifted. According to Gowan



Table 3.--Similar goals established for students in the sample districts.

Districts

Goals 3
A B Cc D E F G& H I J K

1. Increase opportunities for academic

growth X X X X X X X X X
2. Improve extensive development of

academic skills X ¥ X X X X X X X
3. Improve work and study habits X X X X X X X X
4. Expand interests X X X X X
5. Increase opportunity for individual

rate of growth X X X X X X X X X
6. Improve personal, social and emotional

development X X X X X X X
7. Improve production through improved

intellectual climate X X X X X X X X X
8. Improve educational motivation X X X X X X

9. Enhance appreciation of the creative
process X X X X X X

134

Note: Of the goais that were established for students and reported by each district, this table
shows those goals that were common among the districts.

%Districts B and G did not respond.
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and Torrance (1971), despite a vast amount of research, too little is
still known about the qualifications and characteristics of effective
teachers in general, let alone those of the gifted. However, among
those districts that required special qualifications of teachers for
the gifted, these qualifications involved five factors. These were:
(1) some preparation in gifted education, {2) experience, (3) intel-
lectual background, (4) desire to work with the gifted, and (5) crea-

tivity.

Provisions Made for Inservice for Staff and Parents

Provisions were made for inservice programs for staff and
parents in order to formulate plans for the pilot programs in most
districts surveyed.

Districts D, E, F, G, and K provided inservice time for class-
room teachers and parents. Regular meetings were held for teachers,
and planning and review sessions were held with parents. Some staff
inservice was conducted during regular staff meetings. District D
used consultants from a nearby university. District J reported that
inservice was provided for teachers by means of consultants. This
was later discontinued due to shortage of funds.

In district H, no formal inservice was held; however, they did
have a parent advisory committiee.

Teachers in district A were trained to use the Memphis Clue
format and later individual conferences with parents. Memphis Clue
format includes group dynamics, discussion groups, creative thinking,

persuasion skills, logical thinking, values clarification, independent
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projects, and mini-courses. Each of the components incorporates
many of the skills associated with reading, listening, writing, and
speaking.

District I provided inservice by holding regular meetings for
teachers and later sessions were held for teachers and parents.

Districts B and C did not report any form of inservice for
staff and parents.

From these responses, it can be seen that most districts
involved parents and teachers in the initial planning of the gifted
and talented programs. A1l districts except two indicated that par-
ents, teachers, and administrators were initially involved in the gen-
eral scheme of the program through workshops or inservice meetings.
In most districts, advisory committees were formed to offer advice on

the implementation and development of the programs.

Program Evatuation

During the first three years of the existing programs, evalua-
tion was performed by personnel from the State Department of Education.
Thereafter, evaluations by local staff members were conducted, and the
results were presented to the districts' boards of education or the
districts' administration and used to make modifications in program

structure and goals (Michigan Department of Education, 1978).

Selection of Directors

In the districts surveyed, much variation occurred in indi-
viduals assigned to the role of supervisor. Indeed, some of the

districts reported they did not have directors. In district A, the
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special education director was in charge of the gifted and talented
program. In district I, a principal wrote the program and became the
director after the program was funded.

In district F, the director of elementary and secondary edu-
cation, assisted by a resource teacher, coordinated the program.

Districts J, E, and K indicated the directors were chosen by
the director of elementary education or by the head of the curriculum
department.

The assistant superintendent appointed the director in
district G.

A teacher was nearing retirement in district H and expressed
an interest in gifted students and was chosen to work with these stu-
dents. After the teacher's retirement, the present director was
chosen.

In district C, a staff member expressed interest in gifted
education and was chosen as the director.

Districts D and B did not indicate the way in which their
directors had been chosen.

Most districts reported that their director had been chosen
by the central administration in the pilot programs.

Percentage of Director's Time Designated Toward
the Gifted and Talented Program

Four districts--G, H, J, and K--reported that the directors
spent one-half time as director of the gifted and talented program.
In district H, the director spent one-half time as director and one-

half time as teacher of the gifted students.
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In district A, no particular percentage of time was allotted
to the directorship of the program. The person in charge was also the
special education director.

In district E, the director spent two-thirds time as teacher
of gifted students and one-third time as consultant for the gifted
program.

In district I, the respondent indicated he was an elementary
principal as well as being in charge of the gifted and talented pro-
gram, which was an unpaid extra assignment,

District C reported that the principal was the director of
the gifted and talented program.

In districts E and D, 100 percent of the director's time was
spent with the gifted and talented program.

District B did not indicate the percentage of time the director
spent with the program.

There did not appear to be any commonality among the scheol
districts surveyed as to the percentage of the director's time desig-
nated toward the gifted and talented program. This seemed to be

related to the organizational structure of the school district.

Model of Curriculum

Four districts--F, H, I, and J--used the Renzulli Enrichment
Triad Model of curriculum, which includes sections entitled "General
Exploratory Activities," "Group Training Activities,"” and "Individual
and Small Group Investigations of Problems." The latter two are con-

sidered to be appropriate for all Tearners; however, they are also
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imbortant in the overall enrichment of gifted and talented students
for at least two reasons. They claim to deal with strategies for
expanding student interests and developing the thinking and feeling
processes, and for this reason they are viewed as necessary ingredi-
ents in any enrichment program. These two types of enrichment repre-
sent logical input and support systems for Type III Enrichment, which
is considered to be the only type that is mainily appropriate for
gifted students. Type III Enrichment, entitied "Individual and Small
Group Investigations of Real Problems," is the major focus of the model
and is intended to imply that approximately one-half of the time that
gifted students spend in enrichment activities should be devoted to
these types of experiences {(Renzulli, 1977).

The Memphis Clue format was used by district A. The Memphis
curriculum includes using a variety of components that expand educa-
tional, social, and cultural learning. The model components include
group dynamics, discussion groups, creative thinking, persuasion
skill, logical thinking, values clarification, independent projects,
and mini-courses. Each of the components incorporates many of the
skills associated with reading, listening, writing, and speaking
(State of Michigan, 1978).

Four districts--D, E, G, and K--reported they used no particu-
Tar model of curriculum.

Districts B and C did not indicate the model of curricuium,

if any, used in their gifted and talented program.
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Duration of the Program

0f the 11 districts surveyed, three school districts--K, H,
and C--reported their gifted and talented program had been in opera-
tion for five years. One of these districts, K, indicated its ele-
mentary program had been in operation for five years and the junior
high school program had been in operation for four years.

In two districts, A and F, the program had been in operation
for three years as funded. It operated on local funds for one year,
during the 1978-79 school year.

Four districts--I, D, E, and B--had operated gifted and tal-
ented programs for two years as of 1979. One of these districts, E,
said its middle-school program had been operating since 1977-78 in
grades 6-8.

District G reported the program had been terminated after one

year because of the tack of funds.

How the Programs Were Funded

The programs in all districts surveyed were funded under the
State Aid Act, Section 47, for the first three years. Seven of the
districts' programs were funded locally, as of the 1979-80 school
year. District B reported it was funded the first year partially by
the state, and the remainder of the budget was divided among the five
participating districts in the consortium. The consortium provided
the community and staff of the participating districts with the sup-
port and expertise necessary for the development, implementaticn, and

maintenance of individual gifted and talented programs.
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District E's elementary gifted and talented program was funded
locally, whereas the middle-school program was Targely funded by Sec-

tion 47.

Population of Student Participants

The response by school district of the size of the population

served is shown in Table 4.

Tabie 4.--Population of student participants.

District Elementary Secondary Grades Percent Total
A 180 125 g:g 305
B - - - - -
C 50 3-6 50
D 50 K-5 50
E 75 60 é:g 135
F 80 60 1-5 140

6-8
G 4-12 190
Ha 160 1-6 160
I 4-6 10
J 2-3
K K-12 5-10

3This district serves 160 students per semester.
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Table 4 shows the number of students served, according to the
responding districts. As indicated in the table, some schools indi-
cated the number of students served according to elementary/secondary
levels and grades, whereas others indicated the grades of students
served, and still other districts indicated the percentage of the
school's population and the grades served. One district did not dis-

close the number of students served.

Modifications Made in Programs

Many of the districts involved in the study reported that
their program had been modified since inception. District I indicated
after two years of operating the gifted and talented program, the
district's personnel were pleased with the present operation and felt
that few, if any, modifications were necessary.

District A reported that some modifications had been made in
its program. It had discontinued the use of ability testing in iden-
tifying students for the program. Modifications had been made in the
seventh- and eighth-grade honors program, an alternative language arts
and reading program.

District D reported that no major modifications had been made.
However, the program had been adjusted to fit the interest and abili-
ties of the students. Attention had been given to the amount of time
students were out of the regular classroom.

Modifications had been made in the curriculum in district H.
The curriculum had been limited to include science, social studies,

math, and art, interrelated with the learning-center approach.
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Various changes had been in district C, which included a
change in staff in the upper-elementary classroom. The directorship
had changed from the curriculum director to the two teachers involved.
The art, music, and physical education programs for gifted and tal-
ented students had been discontinued as a result of a millage defeat.

District E had made changes in the middle-school program by
dropping the pull-out procedures in favor of tracking gifted and tail-
ented students into two subjects, math and science, at the sixth-
and seventh-grade levels, and tracking eighth-grade gifted and tal-
ented students in four classes, math, science, social studies, and
language arts, depending on individual needs. Plans had been made to
add acceleration with enrichment because of increased time in the
program.

Two districts, B and K, indicated the possibility of expanding
the program to include the junior and senior high programs to all
schools by 1981-82.

It was reported by district J that within a year it planned
to use some of the formative data that had been gathered to alter the
program.

Modifications that had been made among the districts involved

in the study included:

Change in personnel
. Use of facilities and community resources

1. Expansion to include more students in the program

2. Change in the curriculum

3. Devised methods of identification of participants in the
program

4. Schedutling

5.

6
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Research Question 2: What are the reported attitudes of parents,
teachers, and students toward gifted and taiented
programs in which they participated?

Questionnaire Responses

The following data pertain to the results of the questionnaires
administered to parents, teachers, and students. These data are based
on a total of 943 respondents from 11 school districts in the state of
Michigan.

Two groups of data were obtained and analyzed from the three
questionnaires. Data from the parent and teacher questionnaires were
analyzed together because of the similarity in the design of the cate-
gories and the items. The gifted and talented were referred to as
"my child" on the parent questionnaire and "the student” on the teacher
questionnaire. Because of the Timited number of categories and the
design of the items on the student questionnaire, it was necessary to
analyze these data separately.

In analyzing the responses, an effort was made to determine
the Tevel of parent, teacher, and student acceptance of the programs
for gifted and talented students. This was accomplished by means of
a frequency distribution of the responses on all items on each of the
three questionnaires. The frequency distribution, percentage for each
item, mean, and standard deviation are shown in Tables 5, 6, and 7.
Comparisons are made between mean responses, without reference to

individual responses.
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Results of the Parent and Teacher Questionnaires

Category I: Response %o
Program Characteristics

This category comprised the attitudes parents and teachers
held relative to the specific characteristics or qualifications of
the gifted and talented program. Parents were more favorable to the
specific characteristics of the gifted and talented program than were
teachers, based on a comparison of mean scores for all items in the
category (Tables 5 and 6),

My child (students) would benefit more from a program within

the home building where students can move through the school years

faster. Thirty-eight percent of the parents agreed that students
would benefit more from an acceleration program within each building,
whereas 37 percent disagreed and 24 percent were undecided (mean of
3.0; Table 5-1). In contrast to the parents' attitude toward the same
item, 8 percent of the teachers as a group agreed while 73 percent
disagreed, and 19 percent were undecided. As a group, teachers did
not favor offering the gifted and talented program within each build-
ing, while parents as a group were undecided about this question.

The methods by which students are identified for participation

in the program are according to some well-planned procedures. Parents

responded favorably to the identification precedures used to choose
participants in the program. Sixty-one percent of the responding
parents agreed that the methods by which students were identified for
participation in the program were according to some well-planned pro-

cedures, while 28 percent of the parents were undecided. Fifty percent
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of the teachers agreed on the procedures, while 33 percent of the
teachers rejected the item and 17 percent were undecided (mean of 2.8;
Table 6-2).

The methods used to select students from those identified as

qualified for this program are satisfactory. The methods used to

select students after being identified for the program were supported
by 65 percent of the parents; however, 23 percent were undecided, while
11 percent disagreed. Teachers as a group were relatively less sup-
portive of the methods used to select identified students for the pro-
gram. Only 45 percent of the teachers supported the item, 41 percent
of this group rejected the item, and 11 percent were undecided (mean

of 3.0; Table 6-3).

Approximately 90 percent of the school districts surveyed
indicated some specific identification and selection procedures were
used in choosing participants for the gifted and talented programs.
According to the unstructured suggestions, teachers favored expansion
of the program to include more students, inclusive of creative stu-
dents and consideration of classroom teachers' choices of participants
in the program.

Students should go to different teachers for different subject

matter classes. Fifty-two percent of the parents agreed that more

departmentalization was needed in the gifted and talented program, 24
percent were undecided, and 23 percent disagreed with departmentaliza-
tion. Teachers were less supportive of the item; for example, 47 per-
cent of the teachers indicated an uncertain attitude, while only

31 percent agreed with the item and 21 percent disagreed {mean of 2.8;
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Table 6-4). The majority of the school districts' directors indi-
cated some form of departmentalization was used in the gifted and
talented program. Only one district revealed that a traditional-type
classroom approach was used in the program.

The amount of time students spent in this program seems

adequate. Fifty percent of the parents responded favorably to the
amount of time students spent in the program. Fourteen percent were
undecided, and 31 percent responded unfavorably to the statement

{mean of 2.7; Table 5-5). Only 43 percent of the teachers indicated a
positive response, whereas 22 percent were undecided and 35 percent
disagreed with the item {mean of 2.9; Table 6-5).

Adequate use is made of the community resources (field trips

and persons) in the program. Fifty percent of the parents agreed that

adequate use was made of the community resources, 21 percent were
undecided, and 28 percent disagreed with the amount of use made of
community resources (mean of 2.7; Table 5-6). Forty-three percent of
the teachers agreed with the statement, 37 percent were undecided, and
18 percent disagreed (mean of 2.8; Table 6-6). In the unstructured
responses, parents as a group indicated that better use should be made
of community resources. They favored more meaningful field trips and
use of professionals in the community.

Category II: Overall Evaluation
of the Program

The second category comprised the attitudes parents and teach-
ers had concerning the overall evaluation of the gifted and talented

program in their schools. Parents and teachers responded identically
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to the category based on a comparison of mean scores for all

items.

Gifted chiidren should not remain in reqular classes. Fifty-

cne percent of parent respondents were in favor of gifted and talented
students not remaining in regular classes. There were 30 percent who
were in disagreement, while 18 percent of the parents were undecided
(mean of 2.7; Table 5-7). Only 44 percent of the teachers expressed
support of the item, while 35 percent were in disagreement, 17 percent
were undecided, and 4 percent did not respond to the item {mean of
3.1; Table 6-7). It was indicated in the teachers' unstructured
responses that they were in favor of special classes for gifted and
talented students with some modifications, such as coordination between
classroom activities and gifted and talented program, expanded cur-
ricula, better communication between the classroom teacher and the
gifted and talented program teacher.

This program has had a positive influence on my child's

(student's) attitude toward school. Both groups agreed that the

gifted and talented program had a positive influence on students'
attitudes toward school. Eighty-two percent of the parents and 70
percent of the teachers endorsed this statement.

Special classes should be provided wherever possible for

gifted students. Both parents and teachers endorsed the statement

that special classes should be provided for gifted and talented stu-
dents. Eighty-seven percent of the teachers and 94 percent of the

parents supported special classes for these students.
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1 think this program is beneficial to the students involved

in it. Parents of participants in the program strongly agreed that
the program was beneficial to the students involved in it. Ninety-
six percent of the parents responded favorably to the item, while
85 percent of the teachers indicated support of the item.

The program should be expanded to include more children. It

was agreed upon by both groups that the gifted and talented program
should be expanded to include more children. Sixty-one percent of

the parents and 67 percent of the teachers agreed that the program
should be expanded to include more children. Twenty-five percent of
the parents were undecided, while 19 percent of the teachers were unde-
cided about the item.

The program should not be eliminated. Both groups agreed that

the program should not be eliminated for the benefit of the partici-
pants; however, the parents and teachers made suggestions for modifi-
cations. Ninety-five percent of the parents responded favorably to

the item, while 89 percent of the teacher respondents were favorable.

Students could not do just as well without this program. Par-

ents and teachers expressed agreement with the statement that students
could not do just as well without the gifted and talented program as
they did with it. Eighty-two percent of the parents agreed, while

74 percent of the teachers agreed with the item. Parents and teachers
appeared to be in favor of gifted and talented students attending the

program,
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Category III: Student Endorsement

This category consisted of the attitudes parents and teachers
had concerning the students' approval or support of the program,
Parents and teachers responded in a similar manner on the items in
this category based on a comparison of mean scores for all items.

My child (students) enjoys the program. Parents and teachers

expressed agreement with the idea that students enjoy the program.
Eighty-one percent of the teachers agreed, while 95 percent of the
parents agreed with the statement.

My child (students) is willing to spend time studying for the

classes in this program. According to the parents and teachers, the

students who participated in the gifted and talented program were
willing to spend time studying for the classes. It was indicated by
both parents and teachers that students did not resent the amount of
time they spent in studying for the classes in the gifted and talented
program. Ninety percent of the parents expressed a positive attitude
toward the item, while 70 percent of the teachers expressed a similar
attitude. Twelve percent of the parents who provided unstructured
responses suggested the amount of time spent in classes should be
increased. Six percent of the teachers provided unstructured responses
and offered similar suggestions.

My child (students) finds regular classes boring in comparison

to the classes in the gifted and talented program. Fifty-seven percent

of the teachers disagreed with the statement that students found regu-
lar classes boring in comparison to the classes in the gifted and

talented program. Eleven percent of the respondents agreed with the
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idea and 30 percent were undecided (mean of 3.6; Table 6-16). This
mean denotes that teachers as a group disagreed with the item.
Forty-one percent of the parents agreed with the item, 39 percent

disagreed, and 19 percent were undecided (mean of 2.9; Table 5-16).

Category IV: Student Outcomes

The student outcomes category comprised the attitudes parents
and teachers had concerning the consequences or results of student
participation. Parents were more favorable to the category than
teachers, based on a comparison of mean scores for all items in the
category (Tables 5 and 6).

The program is designed around the needs and concerns of each

child. Fifty-five percent of the parent respondents were in favor of
the organizational structure of the gifted and talented program in
terms of meeting individual needs, 15 percent disagreed, and 29 per-
cent were undecided (mean of 2.4; Table 5-17). This mean denotes
that parents as a group agreed with the item. Fifty-eight percent of
the teachers responded favorably to the item, 15 percent disagreed,
and 21 percent were undecided (mean of 2.7; Table 6-17).

Parents offered the following suggestions for the design of
the program in unstructured responses:

1. The content and assignments made in the gifted and
talented programs should be more meaningful.

2. The program should be better organized, and there should
be more preplanning for the program.

3. Gifted and talented program should be incorporated in
each home school.

4. Provisions should be made for acceleration with special
subjects.



10.

11.
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The classes for the gifted and talented students should
be smaller.
There should be some form of grading of students' effort.

Parents should be involved in the formulation of goals and
objectives of the program.

There should be differentiated staffing in the gifted and
talented program.

The number of teachers should be increased for the program.

Additional help (paraprofessional) should be provided for
the gifted and talented program.

The amount of time spent in transporting students to cen-
tralized Tocations should be decreased.

Teachers offered the following similar suggestions in unstruc-

tured responses:

1.

The gifted and talented program should be designed as part
of the total curriculum.

A curriculum should be developed for the gifted and tal-
ented program.

Students should be involved in designing the course of
study.

The gifted and talented program should consist of more
departmentalization.

Provisions should be made for the gifted and talented
program in each home school.

Teachers should be provided with a student's progress
report.

Acceleration classes should be provided in each subject
area.

Existing program should be coordinated with others within
the county or state.

Student participation should be limited to one year in
the program.
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The program helps students to think independently. It was

reported by 75 percent of the teachers that the program helped stu-
dents to think independently; 88 percent of the parents expressed
similar attitudes.

Students receive guidance in finding and developing ideas.

Both parents and teachers showed favorable attitudes toward the
quality of guidance students experienced in finding and developing
ideas. The idea was supported by 86 percent of the parents and 77
percent of the teachers. It may be interesting to note that two of
the State of Michigan's objectives for the pilot programs inveolved
students attaining a satisfactory score on their products as well as
the process. One of the similarities in the goals established for
students by the specifiedschool districts surveyed was to improve
production through an improved intelliectual climate.

Students learn to deal critically with ideas in the program.

The attitudes of both parents and teachers were favorable in terms of
how well students learned to deal critically with ideas in the gifted
and talented program. Sixty-three percent of the parents endorsed the
idea, while 32 percent were undecided. Sixty-two percent of the teach-
ers endorsed the statement, while 30 percent were undecided.

The program helps students tc become creative. The encourage-

ment of creativity was listed as a goal of the State of Michigan's
Pilot Program, as well as one of the similar goals reported by the
majority of school districts surveyed. Eighty-six percent of the

parents and 63 percent of the teachers responded favorably to the
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effects of the gifted and talented program in encouraging student
creativity.

The program helps to arouse students' intellectual jinterest.

Eighty percent of the parent respondents and 92 percent of the teacher
respondents agreed that the program for gifted and talented studenigu
helped stimulate students’ intellectual interests. To improve educa-
tional motivation was one of the goals generally listed by the
majority of school districts surveyed.

The program helps students to desire to excel intellectually.

The attitude of parents and teachers was positive toward the effects
of the program in helping students to desire to excel intellectually.
Seventy-six percent of the parents and 65 percent of the teachers
supported the idea.

Students who participate in this program are encouraged to

develop hobbies. It was indicated by 65 percent of parent respondents

that students who participated in the program for gifted and talented
students were encouraged to develop hobbies, compared to 49 percent of
the teachers who indicated a favorable attitude. Thirty-nine percent
of the teachers were undecided on the item (mean of 2.6; Table 6-24).

Students who participate in this program have access to a

variety of good books. Both groups responded favorably to the quantity

of books the students had access to in the gifted and talented program.
Sixty-three percent of the teachers supported the item, while 23 per-
cent of them were undecided. Sixty-five percent of the parents sup-

ported the statement and 26 percent were undecided.
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Students are missing the "basics" as & result of the program.

Eighty-two percent of the teachers and 89 percent of the parents
indicated the students did not miss the "basics" as a result of the
program. In the unstructured responses, parents suggested the curricu-
lum be more diversified to include the cognitive and affective learning
experiques. The teachers suggested better coordination between class-
room activities and gifted and talented program.

The program helps students to have self-confidence. Parents

and teachers agreed that the gifted and talented program helped stu-
dents to have self-confidence. Eighty-four percent of the parents
supported the item and 10 percent were undecided. Seventy-four per-
cent of the teachers supported the statement and 18 percent were unde-
cided.

Chitdren benefit socially by being placed in groups of similar

mental ability. Sixty-eight percent of the parent respondents

expressed favorable attitudes toward the social benefits students
experienced by being placed in groups of similar mental ability, while
20 percent were undecided. Fifty-six percent of the teachers responded
favorably to the statement, while 25 percent were undecided (mean 2.6;
Table 6-28).

The opportunity to associate with other gifted children helps

my child (students) adjust socially. Sixty percent of the parents

responded favorably, while 27 percent indicated they were undecided
relative to the social adjustments of students as a result of the

association of gifted students with other gifted students. Fifty-three
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percent of the teachers responded favorably to the item, while 29
percent indicated they were undecided (mean of 2.6; Table 6-29).

The opportunity to associate with older children and adults

to find others with their interest is an enriching experience to my

child (students). Eighty-three percent of responding parents agreed

that the opportunity for gifted and talented students to associate
with older children and adults to find others with similar interest
was an enriching experience, while 85 percent of the teachers agreed
with the item.

Category V: Instruction Methods
and Teacher Competency

This scale was composed of the attitudes parents and teachers
expressed concerning the skills, abilities, and methodologies of
teachers of gifted and talented students. The expressed attitude of
parents regarding this category was more favorable than the teachers',
based on a comparison of mean scores for all items.

The teachers in the gifted program should have special qualifi-

cations. Eighty-nine percent of the responding parents agreed that
teachers in gifted and talented programs should have special qualifi-
cations, whereas 79 percent of the responding teachers agreed with the
statement. It was suggested by 11 percent of the teachers in the
unstructured responses that only certified teachers should be used,
and paraprofessionals should be used only to assist the teacher in the
gifted and talented program. Two percent of the parents suggested in
the unstructured responses that teachers in the gifted and talented

program should have special qualifications.
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The teaching methods used in the gifted program are satis-

factory. Seventy-four percent of the parents expressed a favorable
attitude toward the teaching methods used in the gifted program. The
teachers were less favorable than parents toward the teaching methods
used in the program. Only 57 percent of the teacher respondents indi-
cated a positive response. Twenty-eight percent of the teachers indi-
cated a degree of uncertainty (mean of 2.6; Table 6-32). The degree
of uncertainty may be clarified in terms of the suggestions below,
made by teachers and parents to improve the gifted and talented pro-
gram in terms of instructional methods.

The teachers' suggestions were as follows:

1. More coordination between regular classroom activities
and the gifted and talented program is needed.

2. A greater variety of activities should be offered to the
participants in the program.

3. The number of required written reports in the program
should be reduced.

4, The number of hobby-1ike activities should be Timited in
the gifted and talented program.

5. The liaison between classroom teachers and gifted and
talented program teachers is needed in an attempt to meet
the needs of the gifted and talented students in class-
room situations.

6. More individualization for participants in the program is
needed.

7. Projects required in the gifted and taiented program
should not be repetitious of the projects required in the
regular classroom.

The parents' suggestions were as follows:

1. Provisions should be made for an increase in more chal-
lenging activities for students.
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2. There should be provisions for more diversified activi-
ties in the gifted and talented program.

3. The content and assignments should be rmore relevant to
students' needs in the program.

4. More competitive-type activities should be offered to
participants in the program.

5. An improvement is needed in the learning environment in
the classroom to include a more structured approach.

6. There should be a reduction in the number of required
written reports.

7. There should be an increase in the amount of homework
for participants in the program.

8. There should be provisions for more individualization
of instruction.

Students receive adequate student-teacher contact in the

program. Parents and teachers responded favorably to the adequacy of
student-teacher contact in the gifted and talented program. Seventy-
eight percent of the responding parents and 71 percent of the respond-
ing teachers expressed positive attitudes toward this item. In the
unstructured responses, suggestions were made by 7 percent of the
teachers to expand the amount of time students spend in the speciail
classes, whereas 13 percent of the parents made similar suggestions--
that the amount of time spent in classes should be increased.

The resistance of teachers and administrators has prevented

effective programs for the gifted. Parents and teachers in general

were uncertain about the resistance of teachers and administrators
being a factor in preventing effective programs for the gifted. Only
26 percent of the parents agreed with the item, while 41 percent of

the responding parents were undecided and 32 percent disagreed (mean
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of 3.0; Table 5-34). Twenty-four percent of the teachers agreed
with the item, while 30 percent were undecided and 43 percent dis-
agreed (mean of 3.4; Table 6-34).

Category VI: Availability of
Information About the Program

This category comprised the attitudes parents and teachers
expressed on the basis of their familiarity with the gifted and tal-
ented program. A similar pattern was exhibited by the parents and
teachers in their responses to the items in this category based on the
comparison of mean scores of all items.

I have been provided with enough information about the cobjec-

tives of the program. A favorable response was indicated by 59 percent

of the parents to the amount of information they had been provided
relative to the objectives of the program. Twenty-seven percent of
the parents disagreed with the statement and 13 percent were undecided
(mean of 2.6; Table 5-35). There were only 42 percent of the teachers
who responded favorably to the item, while 44 percent disagreed with
the item and 14 percent were undecided (mean of 3.0; Table 6-35).
Eight percent of the parents made unstructured suggestions for parents
to be better informed of the gifted and talented program. Similar
opinions were expressed by 15 percent of the teachers in the unstruc-
tured responses.

I have been kept well informed concerning my child's progress

in the program. Similar opinions to this item were expressed by par-

ents and teachers about having been kept well informed concerning

students' progress in the gifted and talented program. Fifty-three
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percent of the parent respondents indicated a favorable response, while
33 percent disagreed and 13 percent were undecided (mean of 2.7;

Table 5-36). Thirty-eight percent of the teacher respondents indi-
cated a favorable response, while 49 percent disagreed and 11 percent
were undecided (mean of 3.2; Table 6-36}. Five percent of the teach-
ers indicated in the unstructured responses that they would like to

be provided with some form of progress report, whereas 6 percent of

the parents made similar suggestions.

I am acquainted with the program. Eighty-seven percent of the

responding parents indicated they were acquainted with the gifted and
talented program in their school district, while 77 percent of the
responding teachers agreed with the item.

I would 1ike to become more acquainted with the program.

Seventy-six percent of the parents and 82 percent of the teachers
expressed a desire to become more acquainted with the program. Accord-
ing to the unstructured suggestions and comments from responding teach-
ers, the need to become more acquainted with the program was related

to the goals, objectives, and ongoing activities in the program.
Parents were less specific than teachers about desiring to become more
acquainted with the program in their unstructured comments and sug-

gestions.

Results of the Student Questionnaire Responses

The results of the student questionnaire responses are pre-
sented separately from those of the parents and teachers because the

1imited number of categories and the design of the items on the



Table 5.--Frequency distributions, percentages, means, and standard deviations--parent questiomnaire.

Strongly - Strongly No
Questions Agree Disagrez  Response  Jotal  Total

No. %
Ho, % Re. % Ho. % o, = Ho. % Ro. £

Agree Undecided Disagree 2

P
Q

CATEGORY I: RESPONSES T0 SPECIFIC
PROGRAN_CHARACTERTSTICS

1. My child would benefit more from a program within
the home building where students can move through 22 7.3 93 30.7 74 24.4 62 20,5 51 16.8 1 3 303 100 .0 1.2
the school years faster,

2. The methods by which students are identified for
participation in the program are according to 40 13.2 1456 48.2 85 28.1 4 7.9 8 2.6 - - 303 100 2.3 906
some well-planned procedures.

3. The methods used to select identified students 27 8.9 172 56.8 71 23.4 28

for this program are satisfactory. 9.2 4 1.3 1 -3 303 100 2.3 824
4. 3?2?2223tsgﬂg}gcg°m§gtgif£§;§2:5feaChE" for 43 4.2 15 38.0 4 8.4 62 205 8 2.6 & .3 303 100 2.5 1.04
B e ot aradents spend n this 14 4.6 154 50.8 41 135 71 234 22 2.3 1 .3 303 W0 27 1.08
6. Adequate use is made of the community resources 29 9.6 124 4.9 63 20.8 63 20.8 23 7.6 1 .3 303 00 2.7 1.12

in the program.

CATEGORY 11: OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE PROGRAM

7. Gifted children should ot remain in reguiar 53 17.5 102 33.7 55 18.2 66 2.8 27 8.8 - - 303 100 27 1.23
8. This program has had a positive influence on ' — - — -

my child's attitude toward school. 128 42.2 121 9.9 36 11.9 1B 5.9 303 Ge 1.8 .p64
9. Special classes should be provided wherever _— - . ==

possible for gifted students. 189 62.4 % 3.7 1 36 7 23 - 303 100 1.4 679
10. I think this program is beneficial to the - am

students invalved in it. 167 55.1 123 40,6 9 3.9 L] 1.3 - - - 03 100 1.% 625
11, The program should be expanded to include

more children, 77 25.4 107 35.3 75 24.8 39 12.9 4 1.3 1 .3 303 100 2.2 1.02
12. The progrzm should not be eliminated. 241 79.5 48 15.8 8 2.6 4 1.3 1 .3 1 .3 303 100 1.2 607
13. Students could not do just as well without 139 45,9 108 35.6 39 129 12 4.0 3 1.0 2 .7 303 00 5.7 .89l

this program,

CATEGORY 111: STUDENT ENODRSEMENT

14. My child enjoys the program. 181 59.7 108 35.6 3 1.0 9 3.0 1 .3 1 .3 303 100 1.4 .700

0oL
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Strangly No

Strongly . -
Question Agrée Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response Tg:al To%al 2 5
bo. % Ne. % Mo. % Mo, %X No. 2% MNo. % )
15. My child is willing to spend time studying
for the classes in this program. 103 34.0 169 55.8 20 o.6 g 3.0 1 .3 1 .3 jo3 100 1.7 718
16. My child Finds regular classes boring in 51 16.8 68 22.4 58 19.1 101 333 22 7.3 3 L0 303 100 2.9 1.23

comparison to the classes in this program.

CATEGORY iV: STUDENT OUTCOME

17. The program is designed around the needs

and Lonoerns of oach child. 40 13.2 128 42.2 88 2.0 4 135 4 1.3 2 .7 303 00 2.4 933
18, The program helps students to think _

independently. 85 28.1 181 59.7 31 10.2 6 2.0 - - - == 303 100 1.8 667
19. Students receive guidance in finding and 77 25.4 182 600 32 10.6 § 3.0 2z .7 1 .3 303 100 1.9 .In

developing ideas.

20. Students learn to deal critically with ideas
in the program. 42 139 150 49.5 98 232.3 B 2.6 2 .7 3 1.0 303 100 2.2 ,753

21. The program helps students to become creative. 92 30.4 168 55.4 0 9.9 10 3.3 2 g 1 .3 303 100 1.8 .764

22. The program helps to arouse students' intel- L
lectual interest. 105 34.7 176 58. 13 4.3 5 1.7 g 2 g 303 100 1.7 675
23, The program helps students to desire to
excel intellectually. 79 26,1 151 49.8 59 19.% 19 3.3 3 1.0 1 .3 303 100 2.0 .B25
24, Students who participate in this program are

encouraged to develop hobbles. 53 17.5 145 47.9 74 244 27 8BS 2 .7 2z .7 W3 W0 2.2 .878

25, Students who participate in this program
have access to a variety of gaod books. 61 20.1 136 44.9 79 26.1 23 7.6 3 1.0 1 .3 303 100 2.2 .B95

26. Students are missing the "basics® as a
result of the program. 2 J 014 4.6 17 5.6 148 49.2 119 39.3 2 g 303 100 4.2 .B05

27, The program helps students to have self-
canfidence. 69 29.4 165 54.5 31 10.2 5 5.0 2 g 1 .3 303 160 1.9 .808
28. Children bepefit socially by being placed in 61

groups of similar mental ability. 201 145 47.9 63 208 2 86 5 1.7 3 1.0 303 0 2.2 .97

tol
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Strongly

the program.

Strongly ; . No
Question Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response TES?] Tu;a] xz o
No. & No. % Ho. % No. & No. % Ko. %

29. The opportunity to associate with other gifted

children helps my child adjust socially. 57 18.8 125 41.3 83 27.4 ar 10.2 6 2.0 1 .3 303 100 2.3 966
30, The opportunity to associate with older chil-

dren and adults to find others with their B5 28.1 166 54.8 42 13.9 8 2.6 - - 2 g 303 100 1.9 722

interest is an enriching experience.
CATEGORY ¥: INSTRUCTION METHODS AND TEACHER
COMPETENCY
31. The teachers in gifted programs should have e

special qualifications. 120 38.6 149 §9.2 27 8.9 7 2.3 303 100 1.7 715
32. The teaching methods used in the gifted

program are satisfactory. 83 17.5 170 56.1 60 1%.8 60 5.3 1 .3 3 1.0 303 100 2.1 776
33. Students receive adequate student-teacher

contact in the program. 60 19.8 175 57.8 52 17.2 10 3.3 4 1.3 2 7 303 100 2.0 .788
34. The resistance of teachers and administrators o

has prevented effective programs for the gifted. 27 8.9 3 17.5 124 40.9 74 244 21 7.8 303 100 3.9_ 1.04
CATEGORY V1: AVAILABILITY OF IHFORMATION ABOUT
TRE PROGRAH
35, I have been provided with enough infarmation . .

about the program. 37 12.2 143 471.2 40 13.2 65 21.5 18 5.9 303 100 2.6 1.12
36. I have been kept well informed concerning

my child's progress in the program, 43 15.2 117 38.6 41 13.5 74 24.4 27 8.9 1 .3 klix} 100 2.7 122
37. 1 am acquainted with the program. 3B 12,5 211 €96 27 BY9 23 7.6 4 1.3 - - 303 o 2. .784
38. 1 would Vike to become more acquainted with 82 2.1 147 485 42 139 24 79 6 2.0 2 .7 33 100 2.0 .95

2ot



Table 6.--Frequency distributions, percentages, means, and standard deyiations--teacher questionnaire.

am =

-

Strongly : : Strongly No
Question Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree  Response Tﬁ:?‘ To;al %2 5
No. % Ho., % No. 2 Ho. % Ka. % No. %
CATEGORY I: RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC
1. Students would benefit more from an accel-
eration program within each building. 3 2.3 8 6.1 2% 18.9 43 32.6 3 40.2 -- - 132 100 4.0 1.62
2. The methods by which students are identified
far participation are according to some 5 1.4 50 37.9 23 17.4 33 25.0 11 8.3 -- - 132 100 Z.8 1.8
well-planned procedures.
3. The methods used to select identified stu-
dents for this program are satisfactory. 9 6.8 49 37.1 20 15.2 3% 29.5 15 1.4 -- -- 132 100 3.0 1.18
4. :"m";rg;""""'e"“"“‘”““ is needed in the N 83 W 235 62 47.0 22167 5 3B 1 .8 12 W0 2.8 1.07
5. The amount of time students spend in this . e
pragram seems adequate. 6 4.5 51 38.6 29 22.0 33 25.0 13 9.8 132 100 2.9 1.10
6. Adequate use is made of the community
resources in the program, 8 6.1 49 37.1 49 37, 15 1.4 9 6.7 2 1.5 132 100 2.8 1t.23
CATEGQRY I1: OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE PROGRAH
7. Gifted children should not remain in regular 23 17.4 35 26.5 23 27.4 26 19.6 20 15.2 5 3.8 132 100 31 1.7
8. This program has had a positive influence on
the students® attitude toward school. 33 25.0 58 44,7 25 18.9 9 6.8 4 30 2 1.5 132 w0 2.2 1.29
8, Special classes should be provided wherever
possible for gifted students. 58 43.% 57 43.2 7 5.3 7 5.3 2 1.5 1 .B 132 140 1.8 1.09
1G. 1 think this program is beneficial to the
students involved in it. 54 40.9 5B 439 1 8.3 6 4.5 3 2.3 -- -- 132 100 1.8 926
11. The program should be expanded to include
more children. 46 3B 42 1.8 26 19.7 15 11.4 2 1.5 1 .8 132 100 2.1 .22
12. The program should not be eliminated. 87 65.9 3N 23.5 9 6.8 1 2.3 1 .8 1 .8 132 100 1.5 .02
13. Students could not do just as well without 55 41.7 42 1.8 21 15.9 12 9. 1 8 1 B 132 100 2.0 1.17

this program.

€01



Table 6.--Continued.

— = e w o Ea aw B =

Strongly No

Strongly . .
Question Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree  Respanse Tg;a] Tu;al G o
No. % Ko, = Ho. 2 No., % No. 2 Mo, %
CATEGORY I11I: STUDEHT ENDORSEMENT
14. Students enjoy the pregram. 48 36.4 59 44,7 16 12, 6 4.5 2 1.5 1 .8 132 100 1.9 1.08

15. Students are willing to spend time studying

far the classes in this program. 28 21.2 64 48.5 25 183 10 7.6 3 23 2 %S 132 100 2.3 1.25
16. Students find their regular classes boring in

comparison ta their classes in this program. 3 23 12 9. 35 29.5 58 43.9 17 12.9 3 2.5 132 100 2.7 1.59

CATEGORY IV: STUDENWT QUTCOMES

17. The program is designed around the needs

and concerns of each child. 16 12.1 6] 46.2 28 21.2 7 12.9 5 2.8 5 3.8 132 100 2.7 1.59
18. The program helps students to think
independently. 29 22.0 70 53.2 23 17.4 3 2.3 2 1.5 5 3.8 132 100 2.3 1.54

19. Students receive guidance in finding and
developing ideas. 3 238 70 530 22 6.7 3 2.3 2 1.5 4 3.0 132 W0 2.2 1.44

20. Students Tearn to deal critically with

ideas in the program. 26 19.7 56 42.4 3% 29.% 4 310 2 1.5 5 3.8 132 100 2.4 1.55

21. The program helps students to become creative. 26 19.7 57 43.2 37 28.0 5 3.8 2 1.5 5 3.8 132 100 2.4 1.5
22. The program helps to arouse students’ intel-

lectual interests. 3k 27.3 70 53.0 16 2.1 5 3.8 1 .8 4 3.0 132 100 2.1 1.44
23. The program helps students to desire to excel

intellectually. 26 19.7 60 45.5 33 25.0 6 4.5 2 1.5 5 3.8 132 100 2.4 1.56
24. Students who participate in this program are 21 15.9 44 3.3 52 39.4 B 6.2 2 1.5 5 3.8 132 100 2.6 1.53

encouraged to develop habbies.

25. Students who participate in this program have
access toavariety of good books. 25 18.9 58 43.9 3 23.5 12 9.1 2 1.5 4 3.0 132 100 2.4 1.48

26. Students are missing the “basics" as a 4

result of the pragran. 3.0 6 45 12 9. 68 515 40 0.3 2 1.5 13 00 41 110

27. The program helps students to have self-
canfidence. 29 22.0 69 52.3 25 18.9 3 2.3 2 1.5 4 3.0 132 100 2.2 1.43

0!



Table 6.--Continued.

Strongly ; Strongly o
Question Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree  Response Tg;a] Togal x2 o
Na. &% Ho. % No., % No. % No. % Ho. % )

28. Children benefit socially by being placed

in groups of similar mental ability. 19 13.2 55 41.7 33 25.0 17 12.9 4 3.0 4 3.0 132 100 2.6 1.49
29, The opportunity to associate with other

gifted children heips the students adjust 17 12.% 54 40.9 38 28.8 24 10.6 5 3.8 4 3.0 132 100 2.6 1.48

socially.
30. The opportunity to associate with older chil-

dren and adults to find others with their 33 25.0 7% 59.8 15 11.4 2 1.5 1 .83 2 1.5 132 100 2.0 1.1

interest is an enriching experience.
CATEGORY V: INSTRUCTION METHODS AND TEACHER
COMPETENCY
3. The teachers in the gifted program should .

have special qualifications. 43 37.1 55 41.7 19 14.4 7 5.3 2 1.5 132 100 1.9 .93
32. The teaching methods used in the enrfchment

program are satisfactory. 13 9.8 &3 47.7 ja 28.8 9 6.8 6 4.5 3 2.3 132 100 2.6 1.34
33, Students receive adequate student-teacher

contact in the program. 24 18.2 70 53.3 26 19.7 3 6.8 2 1.5 1 .B 132 100 2.2 1.05
3. The resistance of teachers and administrators

has grevented effective programs for the gifted. 8 6.1 23 17.4 40 30.3 40 30.3 17 12.9 4 1.0 132 100 4 b
CATEGORY ¥1: AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION ABOUT
THE PROGRAN
35. 1 have been provided with enough information — .

about the objectives of the program. 13 9.8 42 3.8 19 14.4 35 26.5 23 17.4 132 100 3.0 1.29
36, 1 have been kept well informed concerning my

student's progress in the program. 11 8.3 39 29.5 15 11.4 45 34.) 20 158.2 z2 1.5 132 100 .2 1.46
37. I am acquainted with the program. 17 12.9 B85 64.4 5 3.8 18 13.6 & 4.5 1 .B 132 00 2.3 1.16
38. 1 would Tike to became more acquainted with 4 3.4 60 45.5 16 12.1 6 45 3 .8 1 .8 13 100 3.9 1.05

the program,

501
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questionnaire made it inappropriate to present them with the parents'

and teachers' responses.

Category I: Student Outcomes

The student outcomes category comprised the attitudes students
held concerning the consequences or results of their participation in
the gifted and talented program.

The program helps me to excel intellectually. Eighty-seven

percent of the responding students indicated that the program helped
them to excel intellectually, while 11 percent were undecided.
Seventy-six percent of the parents and 66 percent of the teachers
endorsed the item. Parents and teachers were less supportive of the
item.

[ get more out of this class than the classes at my regular

school. Sixty-five percent of the students indicated that they got
more out of the class for gifted and talented students than the classes
at their regular school, while 22 percent of the students were unde-
cided. The teachers responded less favorably to this item when com-
pared with the students and parents. Fifty-seven percent of the
teachers disagreed with the item, 11 percent endorsed the item, and

30 percent were undecided. Thirty-nine percent of the parents sup-
ported the item, 47 percent disagreed, and 19 percent were undecided.

I make good use of my talent in this class. According to 81

percent of the student respondents, good use was made of their talent
in the gifted and talented program. Sixteen percent of the students

were undecided about the item.



107

What I Tearn in this class should be very helpful in my requ-

lar school work. Seventy-nine percent of the student respondents

expressed a favorable attitude toward the effects of what they learned
in the gifted and talented program as being helpful in their regular
school work. Twelve percent of the respondents were undecided.

The program helps me to think without help from others.

According to 73 percent of the responding students, the program helped
them to think independently, while 19 percent of the students were
undecided. In comparing the results of this item with the responses
from parents and teachers, parents were more favorable than were the
teachers and students. Eighty-eight percent of the parents agreed
with the item, and 75 percent of the teachers were in agreement.

My own ideas are better accepted by the special program teacher

than by my regular classroom teacher. In general, students tended to

express favorable attitudes toward the gifted and taiented program,
but only 54 percent of them agreed that the special program teacher
accepted their ideas more readily than did their regular classroom
teacher. Thirty percent of the students were undecided.

The program helps me to learn to give reasons for agreeing or

disagreeing with ideas. In comparing the students' attitude toward the

program helping them to think critically with the attitudes of parents
and teachers, an overall favorable response was indicated. However,
the students responded less favorably than the parents and teachers.
Only 54 percent of the students agreed with this item in comparison to
63 percent of the responding parents and 62 percent of the teachers.

Thirty-six percent of the students indicated they were undecided.
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The program helps me to become creative. Eighty-six percent

of the students and parents agreed that the program helped students to
become creative, Teachers were less favorable; only 63 percent of
them were in agreement with this item.

The program helps to make my schoolwork interesting. Students

respended less favorably to this item than did parents and teachers.
Seventy-nine percent of the students responded favorably to the idea,
whereas 80 percent of the parents and 92 percent of the teachers indi-
cated a favorable response. This goal is common to both the State

of Michigan's Pilot Program and those schools surveyed.

The program encourages me to develop hobbies. It was indicated

by 73 percent of the student respondents that the gifted and talented
program encouraged them to develop hobbies, while 16 percent were
undecided and 10 percent disagreed. When compared with the parent

and teacher respondents, the students were more favorable to this item
than were the parents and teachers. Sixty-five percent of the parents
and 49 percent of the teachers responded in favor of the item.

I have the same neighborhood friends now that I had before

entering the program. Participating in the gifted and talented program

did not appear to measurably affect the participants' neighborhoad
friendships since 80 percent of the students agreed or strongly agreed
with this statement while 11 percent were undecided and 9 percent dis-
agreed.

Being in this program has caused me problems with other stu-

dents at my reqgular school. Participants in the gifted and talented

program reported that their participation in the program did not
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cause any significant problems with other students at school. More
specifically, 79 percent of the students disagreed that participating
in the program caused them problems with other students at school.

The students in this program were more fun to be with than my

regular school classmates. Students did not show a definite trend

toward responding to this item. Thirty-four percent of the students
agreed with the item, 33 percent were undecided, and 33 percent dis-
agreed with the idea (mean of 2.9; Table 7-13).

Category I1I: Instruction Methods
and Teacher Competency

This scale was composed of the attitudes students expressed
concerning the skills, abilities, and methodologies of teachers of
gifted and talented students.

I 1ike the way the teacher in this program teaches. A posi-

tive attitude was indicated by the students to the way the teacher in
the program taught. Eighty-nine percent of the students responded
positively to the item,

The class is very interesting. According to 88 percent of the

student respondents, the classes for gifted and talented students were
very interesting. Nine percent were undecided and 3 percent disagreed
with the itenm.

The class was not as interesting as I thought it would be.

Fourteen percent of the students indicated the class was not as inter-
esting as they anticipated it would be, 11 percent were undecided, and

74 percent disagreed with the item.
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Category III: Overall Evaluation
of the Program

This category comprised the attitudes students had concerning
the overali evaluation of the gifted and talented program in their
school.

I would gain more from a program like this in my own building.

Only 19 percent of the students agreed that they would gain more from
a gifted and talented program in their own building. Fifty-six per-
cent of the students were undecided, 23 percent disagreed, and 2 per-
cent did not respond to the item (mean of 3.1; Table 7-17}. Four of
the school districts surveyed indicated that students attended classes
in the gifted and talented program in their own building. Students

in these school districts tended to respond undecidedly to the jtem on
the questionnaire.

The class lasts too long. Eighty-one percent of the students

responded negatively to the length of the class. Six percent of the
respondents agreed that the class lasted tco long and 10 percent were
undecided.

The program is not worth my time and effort. Three percent

of the responding students agreed that the program was not worth the
time and effort, while 88 percent disagreed and 7 percent were unde-
cided.

I think the program is great. Eighty-six percent of the

respondents indicated they thought the program was great, while 9 per-

cent were undecided and 5 percent disagreed.
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The_program is boring. According to 90 percent of the respond-

ents, the program was not boring; only 4 percent of the students
responded positively to the idea and 7 percent were undecided.

I am pleased with the amount of time I spend in this program.

Sixty-six percent of the students suggested they were pleased with the
amount of time they spent in the gifted and talented program, while
14 percent were undecided and 20 percent disagreed.

I have benefited from this program. Attitudes concerning the

gifted and talented program being beneficial to the students appeared
favorable, as 87 percent of the students felt they had benefited from
the program, 10 percent were undecided, and 2 percent disagreed. When
compared to the teacher and parent responses, the students responded
more favorably to the item than did 85 percent of the teachers and
less favorably to the item than 96 percent of the parents.

Special classes should be provided for gifted children.

Eighty-four percent of the students were in favor of special classes
being provided for gifted and talented students, 11 percent were unde-
cided, and 5 percent disagreed. Ninety-four percent of the parents
and 93 percent of the teachers endorsed the idea. Students were less
supportive of the item.

The program should be discontinued. Ninety-four percent of

the students responded unfavorably to the item of discontinuing the
program. Only 2 percent of the students favored the idea, and 4 per-
cent were undecided. Ninety-five percent of the parents and 89 per-

cent of the teachers were in favor of continuing the program.
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I would 1like to see more students included in the program.

Only 58 percent of the students indicated they would like to see more
students included in the gifted and talented program., Twenty-five
percent of the students were undecided about the item. Sixty percent
of the parents and 66 pecent of the teachers indicated a positive
response to the item. Teachers indicated a more favorable attitude
toward the item than parents or students.

I attend the class because my parents encourage me to do so.

Sixty-eight percent of the student respondents stated they did not
attend the class because of parental encouragement, whereas 18 percent
indicated they attended the class because their parents encouraged

them to do so. Thirteen percent of the respondents were undecided.

Category IV: Student Endorsement

This scale consisted of the attitudes students had concerning
their approval or support of the program. According to the mean
score of each item based on the nearest whole number, the students
agreed on three of three (100 percent) items. Students responded
more favorably to this category than did the parents or teachers.

I am willing to spend time studying for the class. Seventy-

nine percent of the student respondents indicated a positive attitude
toward the amount of time they spent studying for the class. Fifteen
percent of the respondents were undecided. When compared to 90 percent
of the parents and 70 percent of the teachers who expressed a favorable
attitude toward the item, the students indicated a less favorable atti-

tude than parents and a more favorable attitude than teachers.



113

I enjoy the program. Ninety-four percent of the students

indicated they enjoyed the program, while only 4 percent were unde-
cided,

If I were chosen to be in the class again, I would attend.

According to 90 percent of the respondents, they would attend the
class again if they were chosen.

In summary, the expressed attitudes of students toward the
gifted and talented program were generally favorable. According to
the results of the questionnaire, the majority of the students indi-
cated they enjoyed participating in the program and benefited intel-
lectually from the experiences. As expressed by the students, they
did not indicate that their participation in the program had any sig-

nificant social effect on them.

Reliability Analysis of Categories

The reliability of the three questionnaires--parent, teacher,
and student--was determined using the results gained from administer-
ing the questionnaire to the participants in this study. This section
reports the results of that work.

Cronbach's alpha test of reliability was performed on three
categories {student outcome category, the overall evaluation category,
and the endorsement category) that appeared on all three question-
naires (parent, teacher, and student}. Each of these categories con-
sisted of items that were alike (Cronbach, 1949).

Alpha values were determined that indicate the degree of relia-
bility based on the value of 1; that is, the closer the alpha value is

to 1, the more reliable the data are.



Table 7.--Frequency distributions, percentages, means, and standard deviations--student questionnaire.

ATl TE T AE T EITEL TN EL I EEEE A rTIEEETTLASL A S A i =

Strongly Strongly No
Questian Agree Agree Urdecided Disagree g/ v Response Tﬂgal 70231 s a
No. % No. % Ho. % No. & No. % Ho. )

CATEGORY 1: STUDENT QUTCOMES
1. The program helps me to excel intellectually. 205 40.3 236 46.4 58 1.4 B 1.6 1 .2 - - 508 100 1.7 .732
2. 1 get more out of this class than the classes

at'my regular school. 166 32.6 167 32.8B 115 22.6 42 9.6 n 2.2 - - 508 100 2.3 .05
3. I make good use of my talent in this class. 186 36.5 227 44.6 7% 15.5 14 2.8 2 2 - - 508 100 1.8 .805
4, What I learn in this class should be very

helpful in my regular school work. 205 40.3 199 39.1 63 12.4 B 2.7 2 N 508 100 1.8 .927
5. The program helps me to think without help

from others. 150 29.5 221 43.4 99 19.4 33 6.5 5 1.0 -- -- 508 100 2.0 .915
6. My own ideas are better accepted by the special

prug;am teacher than by my regular classroom 128 25,1 146 28.7 157 30.B 43 9.6 28 5.5 -- - 508 100 2.4 1.12

teacher.
7. The program helps me to give reasons for

disapproving ideas. 83 16.2 191 37.5 187 235.6 47 9.2 6 1.2 - -- 508 mwe 2.4 509
B, The program helps me to become creative. 253 4%.7 183 30.0 57 1.2 15 2.9 - - - -- 508 100 1.6 .789
9. The program hielps to arouse ny intellectual 8 3.5 217 4.6 8 165 17 33 & B -- -- 58 100 1.8 .82
10. The program encourages me to develop hobbies. 167 32.8 206 40.5 81 15.9 47 9.2 7014 - -- 508 100 2.0 .950
11. I enjoy the same neighborhood friendship I

did before entering the program. 213 41.8 193 379 54 10.6 29 5.7 19 37 - -- 508 140 1.9 1.4
12, Being in this program has caused me probliems

with other students at school. 20 3.9 45 8.8 43 8.4 124 244 276 94.2 -- - 508 100 4.1 1.14
13. The students in this pragram were more fun to 95 18.7 78 15.3 168 33.0 9 189 71 139 -- -- 508 100 2.9 1.28

be with than my regular school classmates.

CATEGORY IT1: INSTRUCTIONAL METHOOS AND
TEACHER CONPETENCY

. {e;;;:sf“e way the teacher in this program 260 55.0 174 34,2 3 6.3 13 2.6 8 1.6 1 .2 508 100 1.6 .903
15. The class is very interesting. 263 51,7 185 36.3 4 86 9 1.8 6 3.2 1 .2 508 100 1.6 .87

16. The class was not as interesting as I
thought it would be. 22 4.3 52 10.2 55 10.8 147 28.9 231 45.4 1 .2 508 100 4.0 1.18

tLL



Table 7,--Continued.

N

Strongly . : Strongly No
Question Agres Agree Undecided Disagree  poc oo Response Tz;al To;al X2 o
Ho. % No. % No., % No. % Ho. % Ho. %

CATEGORY IIl: OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE PROGRAM
17. 1 would gain more from an enrichment program

in my own building. 51 10.0 45 B.8 287 56.4 79 15.5 3% 7.0 10 2.0 508 1w 3 .27
18, The class lasts too long. 10 2.0 20 1.9 53 10.4 150 29.5 263 51.7 12 2.4 508 100 4.3 1.8
19. The program is not worth the time and

effort required. 7 1.4 7 1.4 B 7.0 124 4.4 322 63.3 12 2.4 508 0 4.6 1.05
20. I think the program is great. N7 62.3 120 231.6 4 9.2 11 35 & 1.2 - - 508 100 1.5 .B86
21. The class is boring. 7 1.4 12 2.4 33 6.5 116 22.8 M0 66.8 -- - 508 100 4.5 .830
22. 1 am pleased with the amount of time I $pend

in this program. 152 29.9 185 36.3 71 13.9 58 1.4 42 8.3 - - 508 100 2.3 1.24
23. I have benefited from this program. 250 49.% 193 37.9 53 10.4 9 1.8 3 b - -- 508 100 1.6 .181
24, Special classes should be provided for o~

gifted children. 263 51.7 164 32,2 5 10.6 16 3.1 i 2.2 508 100 1.7 :931
25. The program should be discontinuved. 8 1.6 4 .8 18 3.5 B9 7.5 389 76.4 -- - 508 100 4.6 .728
26. I would like to see more students included

in the program. 142 27.9 151 29.7 127 25.6 62 12.2 2% 5.1 -~ -- 508 00 2.3 1.6
27. 1 attend the class because my parents _ .

encourage me to do so. ¥ 6.7 58 1.4 68 13.4 134 28,3 204 401 - - 508 W 3.8 1.2%
CATEGORY 1V: STUDENT ENDORSEMENT
26. 1 am willing to spend tine studying for 6 9.6 226 44.4 75 147 22 43 9 1.8 -- .- 508 100 1.9 .908
2%. 1 enjoy the program. 335 65.8 144 28.3 19 3.7 7 1.4 3 b - 508 100 1.4 .688
30, If I were chosen to be in the class again, -

1 would attend. 65 7.7 34 18.5 29 5.7 i1 2.2 9 1.8 -- 508 100 1.4 .839

Sit
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The purpose of the test of reliability was to determine how
consistent the items were within the category and to obtain an esti-
mate of the amount of random error.

The results of the reliability analysis of the three cate-
gories that consisted of similar items on the three questionnaires are
shown in Table 8. This table shows the degree to which items in a
category measured the same underlying attitude. In the student out-
come category there were five items that were similar on the three
questionnaires that showed an alpha .73597. The overall evaluation
category consisted of five items that were similar on the three ques-
tionnaires that showed an alpha .55527, whereas the endorsement cate-
gory consisted of two similar items on all questionnaires with an
alpha value of .64365. The alpha values indicated a reasonable degree
of consistency in the items,

A more in-depth assessment of the reliability of all categories
on each questionnaire was performed to determine whether the reliabil-
jty coefficient was acceptable in the reliability indices for the
parent, teacher, and student questionnaires in all categories. These
results are reported in Table 9. Where no alpha values are shown on
the table, this indicates the category was not included on that par-
ticular questionnaire.

Table 8 shows the similarities of items as they appeared in
different categories on the three questionnaires administered to
students, parents, and teachers in the target population.

The alpha values, which were based on the Cronbach alipha test

of reliability, indicated that the items in these three categories



Table 8.--Item similarities on the student, parent, and teacher questionnaires administered in
the 11 school districts in the sample population.

Student
Questionnaire

Parent
Questionnaire

Teacher
Questionnaire

Total No. of
Similar Items

Alpha
Values

Student Outcome
Category

Item numbers

1,5,8,9,10

Gverall Evalua-
tion Category
Item numbers
22,23,24,25,26

Student Endorse-
ment Category
Item numbers

28, 29

Student Outcome
Category

Item numbers

23,18,21,22,24

Overall Evalua-
tion Category
Item numbers
5,10,9,12,11

Student Endorse-
ment Category
Item numbers
14,15

Student Outcome
Category

Item numbers

23,18,21,22,24

Overall Evalua-
tion Category
Item numbers
5,i10,9,12,11

Student Endorse-
ment Category
Item numbers
14,15

Student OQutcome
Category

5

Overall Evalua-
tion Category

5

Student Endorse-~
ment Category

2

.73597

.5b527

.64365

LLL



118

measured the same areas. They were an estimate of how much of what
was represented by a score was due to measuring the same phenomenon,
rather than random error. The student outcome category (alpha value
.73597) had .26 estimate error. The overall evaluation category
{alpha value .55527) had .44 estimate error. The student endorsement
category (alpha value .64365) had .35 estimate error in the measure-
ment.

The closer the alpha value was to 1, the lesser the estimated
error; and the closer the value was to 0, the greater the estimated
error. The alpha values shown in Table 8 indicate the items in the
three categories approached Mehrens' average for attitude scales of

.75.

Parent Reliability Indices

The reliability of categorical items for the parent, teacher,
and student questionnaires is shown in Table 9. The response to spe-
cific program characteristics category (items 1-6) for the parents had
an alpha value of .52433, In the overall evaluation category (items
7-13), the alpha value was .70096. The student endorsement category
{items 14-16) had an alpha value of .58652. The alpha value of the
student outcome category (items 17-30) was .88807, while the instruc-
tional methods and teacher competency category (items 31-34) had an
alpha value of .73513. In the availability of information category
{items 35-38), the alpha value was .75859.

The indicated alpha values for the categorical items on the
parent questionnaire approached or exceeded Mehrens' average for

attitude scales of .76.
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Table 9.--Reliability indices for the parent, teacher, and student
questionnaires according to categories, based on Cronbach's
alpha test of reliability.

. Parent Teacher Student
Categories Alpha Value Alpha Value Alpha Value

Response to specific
program characteristics +52433 -61643 -
Overall evaluation .70096 .81836 .63359
Student endorsement .58652 .73472 .66500
Student outcomes .88807 .97261 .64886
Instruction methods and
teacher competency .73513 .60350 L7731

mation

Teacher Reliability Indices

The response to specific program characteristics category
(items 1-6) for teachers had an alpha value of .61643. The overall
evaluation category (items 7-13) showed an alpha value of .81836. In
the student endorsement category (items 14-16), the alpha value was
.73472. The student outcome category (items 17-30) had an alpha value
of .97261. The instructional methods and teacher competency category
(items 31-34) showed an alpha value of .60350, whereas the availability
of information category (items 35-38) showed an alpha value of .79324.

The indicated alpha values for the categorical items on the
teacher gquestionnaire approached or exceeded Mehrens' average for

attitude scales of .75.
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Student Reliability Indices

The student outcome category (items 1-13) showed an alpha
value of .64886. In the instruction methods and teacher competency
category (items 14-16), the alpha value was .77311. The overall
evaluation category (items 17-27) showed an alpha value of .63359,
whereas the student endorsement category (items 28-30) had an alpha
value of .66500.

The indicated alpha values for the categorical items on the
student questionnaire approached Mehrens' average for attitude scales
of .75.

Table 9 shows the reliability indices for the parent, teacher,
and student questionnaires according to categories based on Cronbach's
alpha test of reliability.

Where no alpha values are shown in the table, it indicates
these categories were not included on that particular questionnaire
(student questionnaire: response to specific program characteristics
and availabiiity of information categories). The alpha values were
an estimate of how much of what was represented by a score was due to
measuring the same phenomenon, rather than random error. The alpha
values obtained indicated an acceptable level of reliability for these

categories.

Multivariate Analysis of Variance

The results of the multivariate analysis of variance are
shown in Table 10. This technique was performed for the purpose of

comparing the three groups of respondents (parents, teachers, and
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students) over all three dependent variables (student outcome, over-
all evaluation, and student endorsement categories) which consisted
of identical statements on the three questionnaires to determine if

the three groups' responses to these statements were identical.

Table 10.--Result of multivariate analysis of variance between parent,
teacher, and student questionnaires and their contrasting
categories: Step down tests.

Contrasting Categories MANOVA Test
Questionnaires  gyydent  Overall Student F-Valye

OQutcome  Evaluation Endorsement P
Teacher-parent + X + 13.8633  .0001
Student-parent + + X 6.6420  .0002
Teacher-student + + + 22,1259  .0001

Results of the step down F's: + = The contrast was significant for

that variable.
X = The contrast was not significant

for that variable.

The F-test was used to compare the three groups over all
three dependent variabies and to determine which variable contributed
to the outcome. The level of significance was .05. This test indi-
cated that a comparison between the teachers and parents on all three
variables did reveal differences. However, the difference shown by
the overall evaluation of the program category was not significant,
whereas a significant difference was shown when the student outcome
and student endorsement categories were involved (F = 13.8633,

p = .0001). A similar comparison invelving the students and parents
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in the student endorsement category did not reveal any significant

difference. However, a significant difference was revealed as a

result of the student outcome and overall evaluation categories

(F = 6.6420, p = .002). 1Indeed, a significant difference was shown

between the teachers and students on all three variables (F = 22.1259,

p = .0001).

Research Question 3: What is the relationship between the parental
educational background, socioeconomic status of

parents, and reported attitudes toward programs
for gifted and talented students?

Cross-Tabulation and Chi-Square of Parents'
tducation by Categorical Items

The following data pertain to the results of cross-tabulations
of demographic variables with parent-reported attitudes toward pro-
grams for gifted and talented students. Cross-tabulations of the
categorical items on the questionnaire with educational and income
levels of the responding parents were made. Further cross-tabulations
were performed on the teachers' experience and the categorical items.
A cross-tabulation is a joint frequency distribution of cases accord-
ing to two or more classificatory variables. Chi-square tests were
performed on each cross-tabulation to determine if category responses
were independent of these demographic variables. Chi-square is a
test of statistical significance. It helps to determine whether a
systematic relationship exists between two variables. The level of

significance is .05 (Nie et al., 1975).
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Cross-Tabulation and Chi-Square of
Parents' Education by Specific
Program Characteristics

The results of the cross-tabulation of the mothers® attained
educational level and the specific recommendation category were shown
to be unrelated according to the chi-square test of significance.

The chi-square value of this cross-tabulation showed a significance
level of p = .4573 (Table 11). The cross-tabulation of the fathers'
attained educational level and the specific recommendation category
suggested a lack of a relationship between these variables according
to the chi-square test of significance (p = .0827, Tabie 12).
Cross-Tabulation and Chi-Sgquare

of Parents' Education by Overall
Evaluation of Program

The overall evaluation category cross-tabulated with the
mothers' educational level indicated a significant relationship between
these two variables according to the chi-square test of significance
(p = .0041, Table 13). In associating the fathers' education with the
overall evaluation category, the chi-square test of significance
(p = .3244, Table 14) indicated a lack of a relationship between the

two variables.

Cross-Tabulation of Parents'
Education by Student Endorsement

The cross-tabulation between mothers' education and student
endorsement category indicated that these two variables were unrelated
according to the chi-square test of significance (p = .5799, Tabie 15).

In associating the fathers' education with the student endorsement



Table 11.--Cross-tabulation of mothers' education by specific program characteristics.

Strongly Undeci Di Strongly No
Level Attained Agree Agree ndecided 1sagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. & No. % No.
8th grade -- -- -- -- 4 66.7 2 33.3 -- --
9th-12th grade 2 1.7 30 24.8 66 54.5 23 19.0 -- --
1-3 yrs. college -- -- 26 33.3 37 47.4 14 17.9 1 1.3
College grad. & .
post-grad. 14 20.3 40 58.0 13 18.8 2 2.9 2
No response
Chi-square = 11.85665 df = 12 Significance = .4573
Table 12.--Cross-tabulation of fathers' education by specific program characteristics.
Strongly . . Strongly No
Level Attained Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
8th grade -- -- 2 25.0 4 50.0 2 25.0 -- --
9th-12th grade 2 1.9 37 35.2 45 42.9 21 20.0 -- --
1-3 yrs. college -- -- 11 19.3 34 59.6 12 21.1 -- --
College grad. & L .
post-grad. 18 18.4 60 61.2 17 17.3 3 3.3
No response 35
Chi-square = 19.24928 df = 12 Significance = .0827

vel



Table 13.--Cross-tabulation of mothers' education by overall evaluation of the program.

Strongly . . Strongly No
Level Attained Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % Ne. % No. % No. % No.
8th grade -- -- 1 20.0 3 60.0 1 20.0 -- --
9th-12th grade 3 2.5 84 69.4 33 27.3 1 .8 -- -
1-3 yrs. college 1 1.3 57 74.0 18 23.4 ] 1.3 -- --
College grad. & . N
post-grad. 6 41  59.4 21  30.4 1 1.4
No response 31
Chi-square = 24.10383 df = 9 Significance = .0041
Table 14.--Cross-tabulation of fathers' education by overall evaluation of the program.
Strongly . . Strongly No
Level Attained Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
8th grade -- - 6 75.0 2 25.0 - -- -- --
9th-12th grade 2 1.9 75 72.8 25 24.3 1 1.0 - --
1-3 yrs. college - -- 40 69.0 17 29.3 1 1.7 -- --
College grad. & 7 7.2 57 58.8 31 32.0 2 21 - -
post-grad.
No response 37

Chi-~-square = 10.33033 df = 9

Significance

.3244

Gel
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category according to chi-square (p = .4691, Table 16) indicated the

lack of a relationship between these two variables.

Cross-Tabulation of Parents'
Education by Student Outcome

The chi-square test of significance used to show association
by cross-tabulation of the mothers' education with the student outcome
category revealed the lack of a relationship (p = .4808, Table 17).

In assessing the cross-tabulation of the fathers' education with the
student outcome category, a lack of relationship similar to that of
the mothers® was observed {p = .3927, Table 18).

Cross-Tabulation of Parents'

Education by Instruction
Methods and Teacher Competency

A relationship between the mothers' education and the instruc-
tion methods and teacher competency category according to the cross-
tabulation data did not exist as indicated by the chi-square test of
significance (p = .4743, Table 19). 1In associating the fathers' edu-
cation with the instruction methods and teacher competency category
according to chi-square (p = .0845, Table 20) indicated the lack of
a relationship between these two variables.

Cross-Tabulation of Parents'

Education by Availability of
Information About the Program

Cross-tabulations similar to the above made between the
mothers' education and personal knowledge category indicated no rela-
tionship between these two variables according to the chi-square test

of significance (p = .1273, Table 21). Finally, the cross-tabulation



Table 15.--Cross-tabulation of mothers’ education by student endorsement.

Strongly . . Strongly No
Level Attained Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
8th grade 1 16.7 1 T16.7 3 50.0 1 16.7 -~ --
9th-12th grade 13 10.8 59 49.2 43 35.8 4 3.3 1 .8
1-3 yrs. college 7 9.0 34 43.6 35 44.9 1 1.3 T 1.3
College grad. &
post-grad. 11.8 32 47.1 25 36.8 1 1.5 2 2.9
No response 31
Chi-square = 10.41199 df = 12 Significance = .5799
Table 16.--Cross-tabulation of fathers' education by student endorsement.
Strongly . . Strongly No
Level Attained Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. & No. % No. % No.
8th grade 1 12.5 3 37.5 4 50.0 -- -- -- --
9th-12th grade 12 11.5 48 46.2 40 38.5 1 1.0 3 2.9
1-3 yrs. college 3 5.3 33 57.9 20 35.1 1.8 -- -
College grad. &
post-grad. 13 13.3 39 39.8 40 40.8 5 5.1 1 1.0
No response 36

Chi-square = 11.71186 df = 12 Significance = .4691

Lzl



Table 17.--Cross-tabulation of mothers' education by student outcome.

gel

Strongly . 5 Strongly No
Level Attained Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % Ne. % No.
8th grade —- -~ 2 33.3 3 50.0 1 16.7 - --
9th-12th grade 2 1.7 51 43.2 61 51.7 4 3.4 -- --
1-3 yrs. college 1 1.3 41 53.2 32 41.6 3 3.9 - --
College grad. & L
post-grad. 2 2.9 23 33.8 39 57.4 4 5.9
No response 34
Chi-square = 8.53945 df = 9 Significance = .4808
Table 18.--Cross-tabulation of fathers' education by student outcome.
Strongly . . Strongly No
Level Attained Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
Bth grade -~ -- 3 37.5 5 62.5 -- -- -- --
9th-12th grade 2 1.9 53 51.5 a4  42.7 4 3.9 -- --
1-3 yrs. college -- -= 18  32.7 35 63.6 2 -- -
College grad. & - -
post-grad. 3 3.1 41 41.8 48 49,0 6 6.2
No response 39

Chi-square = 9.49689 df = 9 Significance = .3927



Table 19.--Cross-tabulation of mothers' education by instructional methods and teacher competency.

Strongly . . Strongly No
Level Attained Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
8th grade 1 16.7 2 33.3 3 50.0 -~ - -~ --
Sth-12th grade 16 13.3 71 59.2 31 25.8 2 1.7 -- --
1-3 yrs. college 8 10.3 43  55.1 23 29.5 4 5.1 - -
College grad. &
post-grad. 13 18.8 36 52.2 14 20.3 7.2 1 1.4
No response 40
Chi-square = 12.33799 df = 12 Significance = .4143

Table 20.--Cross-tabulation of fathers' education by instructional methods and

teacher competency.

Strongly . . Strongly No
Level Attained Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
8th grade 1 12.5 3 37.5 4 50.0 -- -- -- -~
Gth-12th grade 19 18.1 57 54.3 26 24.8 3 2.9 - -
1-3 yrs. college 1 1.8 35 61.4 20 35.1 1 1.8 -- --
Coilege grad. &
post-grad. 17 17.3 53 54,1 20 20.4 7 7.1 i 1.0
No response 35
Chi-square = 19.17221 df = 12 Significance = .0845

621
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of the fathers' education with the availability of information about
the program category indicated no relationship according to the chi-
square test of significance (p = .0557, Table 22).

Cross-tabulations of the parents' education with various com-
ponents of the questionnaire using the chi-square test of significance
suggested no relationship existed between the fathers' education and
the categorical items. The cross-tabulations of the mothers' educa-
tion appeared to be significant with only the overall evaluation of
the program category according to the chi-square test of significance.
The remaining categories did not prove toc be significant.

Cross-Tabulations Between Family Income
and Categorical Items

Cross-Tabulations Between Family
Income and Specific Program
Characteristics

A significant relationship was shown between family income
and specific program characteristics according to the chi-square test
of significance (p = .0000, Table 23).

Cross-Tabulations Between Family

Income and Overall Evaluation
of the Program

The lack of a relationship between this variable and family
income was demonstrated by the chi-square test of significance (p =

.4181, Table 24).



Table 21.--Cross-tabulation of mothers' education by availability of information about the

program.
Strongly . . Strongly No

Level Attained Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. & No.

8th grade - -- 1 1i6.7 1 16.7 3 50.0 1 16.7

9th-12th grade 4 3.3 43 35.2 39 32.0 29 23.8 7 5.7

1-3 yrs. college 10.3 34 43,6 21  26.9 12 15.4 3 3.8

College grad. &

post-grad. 10.1 26 37.7 25 36.2 10 14.5 1 1.4
Ho response 28
Chi-square = 17.63240 df = 12 Significance = .1273

Table 22.--Cross-tabulation of fathers' education by availability of information about the program.

Strongly . . Strongly No
Level Attained Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
8th grade -- -- 1 12.5 2 25.0 3 37.5 2 25.0
9th-12th grade 8 7.6 43 41,0 31 29.5 19  18.1 4 3.8
1-3 yrs. college ] 1.7 18 31.0 21 36.2 16 27.6 2 3.4
College grad. &
post-grad. 10 10.2 40 40.8 30 30.6 15 15.3 3 3.1
No response 34
Chi-square = 20.65064 df = 12 Significance = .0557

el



Table 23.--Cross-tabulation of family's income by specific program characteristics.

Strongly . . Strongly No
Income Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
$3,000 or less 1 100.0 -- -- -- -- -- - -- --
$3,000- 7,000 -- -- 4  33.3 7 58.3 1 8.3 - -
$7,000-10,000 -- -- 5 33.3 9 60.0 1 6.7 -- .-
$106,000-15,000 1 3.1 6 18.8 19 59.4 6 18.8 -- -
Over $15,000 -- - 51 25.2 110 54.5 39 19.3 2 1.0
No response 41
Chi-square = 138.01345 df = 16 Significance = .000G
Table 24.--Cross-tabulation of family's income by overall evaluation of the program.
Strongly . . Strongly No
Income Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. & No. % No. % No. % No.
$3,000 or less - - - - 1 100.0 - - -— -
$3,000- 7,000 - -- 9 81.8 2 18.2 -~ -- -~ --
$7,000-10,000 1 5.7 13 86.7 1 6.7 -- - -- --
$10,000-15,000 1T 3.2 25 80.6 5 16.1 .- -- -- -
Over $15,000 7 3.5 127 62.9 65 32.2 3 1.2 - -
No response 43

Chi-square = 12.34924 df = 12 Significance = .418]
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Cross-Tabulations Between Family
Income and Student Endorsement

Similar to the above variable, a relationship was nonexistent

according to the chi-square test of significance {p = .9730, Table 25).

Cross-Tabulations Between Family
Income and Student Outcome

Again the chi-square test of significance did not suggest a
relationship between these variables (p = .1240, Table 26).
Cross-Tabulations Between Family

Income and Instructional Methods
and Teacher Competency

The cross-tabulation of family income with this variable did
not exhibit a relationship according to the chi-square test of sig-
nificance (p = .9957, Table 27).

Cross-Tabulations Between Family

Income and Availability of
Information About the Program

A significant relationship was shown between the family income
and the availability of information about the program category,
according to the chi-square test of significance (p = .0274, Table 28).

It appears that a relationship existed between the family's
income and their attitude toward the specific characteirstics and
availability of information about the program categories, according
to the chi-square test of significance. No apparent relationship was
shown by this test to exist between the instructional methods and
teacher competency, overall evaluation of the program, student endorse-

ment, and student outcome categories with family income.



Table 25.--Cross-tabulation of family's income by student endorsement.

Strongly . . Strongly No
Income Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
$3,000 or less -- -- 1 100.0 - - -- - -- -
$3,000- 7,000 2 18.2 4 36.4 5 45.5 -- - -- -
$7,000-10,000 1 6.7 9 60.0 5 333 - -— - -
$10,000-15,000 3 9.4 17 53.1 12 37.5 - - -- -
Over $15,000 21 10.4 g6 42.8 84 41.8 6 3.0 4 2.0
No response 43
Chi-square = 7.01366 df = 16 Significance = .9730
Table 26.--Cross-tabulation of family's income by student outcome.
Strongly . . Strongly No
Income Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
$3,000 or less -— -- 1 100.0 -- -- - - -- -
$3,000- 7,000 - -— 5 50.0 5 50.0 - - -- -
$7,000-10,000 1 6.7 12 80.0 2 13.3 - -- - --
$10,000-15,000 - -- 15 50.0 15 50.0 - -- -- --
Over $15,000 4 2.0 77 38.3 109 54.2 11 5.5 - --
No response 46

Chi-square = 17.73319 df = 12 Significance = .1240
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Table 27.--Cross-tabulation of family's income by instructional methods and teacher competency.

Strongly . s Strongly No
Income Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
$3,000 or less - - 1 100.0 - -- - -- - --
$3,000- 7,000 1 9.1 6 54.5 4 36.4 -- -— -- --
$7,000-10,000 3 20.0 10 66.7 2 13.3 -- -—- -- --
$10,000-15,000 4 12.9 17 54,8 9 29.0 1 3.2 -- --
Over $15,000 26 12.8 11t 54.7 55 27.1 10 4.9 1 5
No response 42
Chi-square = 5.01132 df = 16 Significance = ,9957
Table 28.--Cross-tabulation of family's income by availability of information about the program.
Strongly . . Strongly No
Income Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
$3,000 or iess 1 100.0 “— -- - - -- -- - --
$3,000- 7,000 2 16.7 4  33.3 1 8.3 3 25.0 2 16.7
$7,000-10,000 1 6.7 9 60.0 5 33.3 -- -- -- -
$10,000-15,000 1 3.1 14 43.8 10 31.3 6 18.8 1 3.1
Over $15,000 14 6.9 69 34.0 69 32.0 42 20.7 9 4.4
No response 40

Chi-square = 28.52157 Significance = .0274

gel
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Research Question 4: What is the relationship between the teachers'
years of experience and their reported attitudes
toward programs for gifted and talented students?

Cross-Tabulations of Teachers' Experience
and Categorical Items

The following data pertain to the results of cross-tabulation
of teachers' years of experience with their reported attitudes toward
programs for gifted and talented students.

Cross-Tabulations of Teachers'

Experience and Specific
Program Characteristics

The results of the cross-tabulation between the teachers'
experience and specific program characteristics suggested that these
two variables were not related according to the chi-square test of
significance (p = .2808, Table 29).

Cross-Tabulations of Teachers'

Experience and Overall Evalua-
tion of Program

As in the above cross-tabulation, no relationship was shown
between this variable and the teachers' experience according to the
chi-square test of significance (p = .3805, Table 30).

Cross-Tabulations of Teachers'
Experience and Student Endorsement

The student endorsement category was shown to be unreaited
to the teachers' experience by the chi-square test of significance

(p = .2994, Table 31).



Table 29.--Cross-tabutation of teachers' experience by specific program characteristics.

Strongly . . Strongly No
Experience Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
1-5 years -- - 6 2i.4 13 46.4 7 25.0 2 7.1
5-10 years -- -- 5 12.2 18  43.9 15 36.6 3 7.3
10-15 years -- -- 5 16.1 18 58.1 7 22.6 1 3.2
15-20 years - - 2 14.3 4 28.6 6 42.9 2 14.3
20-25 years -- -- -- -- 9 90.0 -- -- 1 10.0
25-30 years -- - 1 25.0 2 50.0 -- -- 1 25.0
30 years or more -- -- 1 50.0 -- -- 1 50.0 -- -~
No response 2

Chi-square = 20.97227 df = 18 Significance = .2808

Table 30.--Cross-tabulation of teachers' experience by overall evaluation of the program.

Strongly . : Strongly No
Experience Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
1-5 years 2 7.1 17 60.7 9 32.1 -- - -— --
5-10 years 1 2.4 20 48.8 18 43.9 2 4.9 - --
10-15 years 1 3.4 20 6%9.0 5 17.2 2 6.9 1 3.4
15-20 years 1 7.7 8 61.5 2 15.4 2 15.4 - --
20-25 years 1 10.0 6 60.0 3 30.0 -- -- -- --
25-30 years - - - -- 4 100.0 -- -- -- --
30 years or more - - 1 100.0 -- -- - -- -- -
No response 6

Chi-square = 25.47160 df = 24 Significance = .3805

LEL



Table 31.--Cross-tabulation of teachers' experience by student endorsement.

Strongly . . Strongly No
Experience Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % Ne. % No. % No. % No. % No.
1-5 years 1 3.6 9 32.] 15 53.6 3 10.7 -— --
5-10 years -—— == 13 31.7 25 61.0 3 7.3 - -
10-15 years - -- 4 13.3 19  63.3 4 13.3 3 100.0
15-20 years - - 3 21.4 8 57.1 3 21.4 - -
20-25 years -— == 3  30.0 5 50.0 2 20.0 - e
25-30 years -— - 1 25.0 1 25.0 2 50.0 -— ==
30 years or more -~ - 1 50.0 -- -- 1 50.0 -—  --
No response 3
Chi square = 27.10803 df = 24 Significance = ,20%4
Table 32.--Cross-tabulation of teachers' experience by student outcome.
Strongly . . Strongly No
Experience Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
1-5 years 1 3.8 8 30.8 15 57.7 2 7.7 - --
5-10 years 1 2.5 14 35.0 24 60.0 - -- 1 2.5
10-15 years -- -- 16  51.6 12 38.7 2 6.5 1 3.2
15-20 years - -- 4 30.8 8 61.5 - -- 1 7.7
20-25 years - -- 2 20.0 8 80.0 -- -- - ==
25-30 years -— - 2 50.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 - ==
30 years or more - -- 1 50.0 1 50.0 -- - - -
No response 6
Chi-square = 19.95646 df = 24 Significance = .6992

8tl
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Cross-Tabulation of Teachers'
Experience and Student Outcome

The chi-square test of significance suggested that there was
no relationship between student outcome and the teachers' experience
{(p = .6992, Table 32).

Cross-Tabulations of Teachers'

Experience and Instructional
Methods and Teacher Competency

This category, according to the chi-square test of significance,
was unrelated to the teachers' experience (p = .4945, Table 33).
Cross-Tabulations of Teachers'

Experience and Availability of
Information About the Program

As in the cross-tabulation between instructional methods and
teacher competency, the availability of information about the program
category was shown to be unrelated to the teachers' experience accord-
ing to the chi-square test of significance (p = .3300, Table 34).

The above data suggest that there was no relationship between
the teachers' experience and the attitudinal categories according to

the chi-square test of significance.



Table 33.--Cross-tabulation of teachers' experience by instructional methods and teacher competency.

Strongly : : Strongly No
Experience Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
1-5 years 3 11.0 17  63.0 5 18.5 2 7.4 -- --
5-10 years 2 4.9 16 39.0 18 43.9 4 9.8 1 3.4
10-15 years 3 10.0 15 50.0 9 30.0 2 6.7 1 3.3
15-20 years -- -- 7 46.7 5 33.3 3 20.0 .- --
20-25 years - - 5 50.0 5 50.0 -- -- -- -
25-30 years -- -- 1 25.0 3 75.0 -- -- - --
30 years or more 1T 50.0 - - 1 50.0 -- -- -- --
No response 3
Chi-square = 23.43059 df = 24 Significance = .4945

Table 34.--Cross-tabulation of teachers' experience by availability of information about the program.

Strongly . . Strongly No

Experience Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.

1-5 years 5 17.9 5 17.9 10 35.7 10 35.7 8 28.6

5-10 years 2 5.0 8 20.0 1 27.5 15 37.5 4 10.0

10-15 years 2 6.5 12 38.7 6 19.4 6 19.4 5 16.1

15-20 years -- -- 4 26.7 1 6.7 7 46.7 3 20.0

20-25 years -- = 2 20.0 2 20.0 5 50.0 1 10.0

25-30 years -- -- 1 25.0 1 25.0 2 50.0 -- --

30 years or more -- -- 1 50.0 1 50.0 -- - -- --

No response 2

Chi-square = 26.46417 df = 24 Significance = .3300
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The review of the literature lent credibility to the concept
of employing a program for the purpose of making special provisions
to meet the needs of the gifted and talented students in our schools.
It further provided an insight into the three administrative approaches,
enrichment, acceleration, and grouping, that are frequently used in
meeting the needs of gifted and talented students, and some of the
major factors (identification, staff selection, and evaluation) that
should be considered in any program for the gifted and talented.
Finally, it established a framework that was useful in the examination
of data in this study of pilot programs for gifted and talented stu-
dents.

Studies of such programs revealed that different segments of
our society tend to endorse the provisions made for gifted and tal-
ented students; however, it was aliso revealed that parents may tend
toc develop special attitudes toward these programs because of their
child's involvement.

The intent of the writer was to obtain the attitudes of par-
ents, teachers, and students toward an educational program that dif-
fered from the traditional approach of providing for above-average

students.,
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The gifted and talented programs that were funded by the State
Aid Acts of 1973-1977 in the state of Michigan exhibited both similarity
and variability in implementation. Of the 11 school districts that
responded, 10 of these districts have pulil-out or partial pull-out
enrichment programs.

The data collected from the parent, teacher, and student ques-
tionnaires were analyzed by doing a frequency distribution of the
responses on all items and determining the mean response of the group
for the purpose of describing and comparing the attitudes of the
sampled population. Scale scores were calculated, and scaie means
and variances were analyzed in order to characterize the attitudes of
the sample and to determine the variability of responses.

Cronbach's alpha reliability analysis was performed on the
categorical items to determine the degree to which items in a category
measured the same underlying attitude.

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed
between parent, teacher, and student responses to determine if the
three groups differed in their responses on three common attitude
categories.

Cross-tabulations of the categorical items on the questionnaire
with the educational and income levels of the responding parents were
made.

Finally, cross-tabulations were performed on the teachers’
experience and categorical items. Chi-square tests were performed on
each cross-tabulation to determine if category responses were indepen-

dent of the demographic variabies.
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Space was provided on the parent and teacher questionnaires

to make unstructured reactions to the gifted and talented program.

These responses are presented unedited in the Appendix.

Summary of Results

Research Question 1

for the

What are the general characteristics of 11 of the 18 pilot
programs reported in Michigan by the Department of Education

and

The

funded by the State Aid Acts of 1973 through 19777

procedures used for identifying and selecting students

gifted and talented programs were the use of:

1 L Do —
+ =

The

districts.

Lo~ gbwho —
. s s o+ o

Achievement test batteries

Intelligence test

Former school performance

Reading level

Parent, teacher, and student recommendations

goals set for students tended to vary among the reporting
Those goals that were similar were to:

Increase opportunities for academic growth

Improve extensive development of academic skills
Improve work and study habits

Expand interests

Increase opportunity for individual rate of growth
Improve personal, social, and emotional development
Improve educational motivation

Improve production through improved climate

Enhance appreciation of the creative process

Among those districts that required special qualifications of

teachers for the gifted and talented, the qualifications involved five

factors:

-

OB W N -

Some preparation in gifted education

Teaching experience

Intellectual background

Desire to work with gifted and talented students
Creativity
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0f the 11 districts, all except two indicated that parents,
teachers, and administrators were initially involved in the general
scheme of the program through workshops or inservice meetings. In
most districts, advisory committees were formed to offer advice in
the implementation and development of the program.

During the first three years, which was the duration of the
pilot programs, evaluation was perfarmed by personnel from the State
Department of Education. Thereafter, evaluations were conducted by
local district staff members.

Most districts' directors of the gifted and talented programs
were chosen by the central administration. There was a tack of com-
monality among the school districts as to the percentage of the
director's time designated toward the gifted and talented program.

Four districts used the Renzuilli Enrichment Triad model of
curriculum, and one district used the Memphis Clue format.

Of the districts surveyed, three school districts' programs
had been in operation for five years, two districts' programs had
been in operation for three years, four districts' programs had oper-
ated two years, and one district's program had been in operation for
only one year.

The basic patterns of funding for these programs were:

1. State aid

2. Local funds

3. Local funds with state supplement

Because of the design of gifted and talented programs in dis-
tricts in which students are removed from the regular ciassroom for a

length of time during the day and then returned to the regular
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classroom, no provisions were claimed for gifted and talented stu-
dents in regular classrooms in any of the reporting districts.
Modifications that have been made among the districts involved

in the study included:

1. Expansion to include more students

2, Change in the curriculum

3. Devised methods of identification of participants in the
program

4. Scheduling

5. Change in personnel

6. Use of facilities and community resources

Data reported by district contact persons were tabulated,

analyzed, and reported.

Research Question 2

What are the reported attitudes of parents, teachers, and
students toward gifted and talented programs in which they
participated?

Table 34 represents the summary of the responses of parents,
teachers, and students by categories. The percentage of parents,
teachers, and students who agreed, combined with the percentage who
strongly agreed with the items, are shown in each cell.

As determined by the parents' and teachers' mean scores on the
specific program characteristics category, the parents agreed on 50
percent of the items, whereas the teachers were undecided on 83 per-
cent of the items. On this particular category, the parents were more
supportive than teachers, in that they agreed that the identifica-
tion and selection procedures used for the program were well planned.

Both groups favored departmentalization. There was consensus between

the two groups about the amount of time students spent in the program
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and how adequate use was made of community resources by indicating a

degree of uncertainty.

Table 35.--Summary of parent, teacher, and student responses {percentage
of agreement).

Category Parents Teachers Students
Responses to specific program 50 0
characteristics o
Overall evaluation of the program 86 86 45
Student endorsement 67 67 100
Student outcome 93 64 84
Instruction methods and teacher
competency 75 50 67
Availability of information about 50 50 L

the program

The mean scores on the overall evaluation of the program
category indicated that parents agreed on 86 percent of ;he items and
were undecided on 14 percent of the items, while the teachers agreed
on 86 percent of the items and were undecided on 14 percent of the
items. There was a consensus between the parents and teachers by a
degree of uncertainty on the idea that students should remain in regu-
lar classrooms. These two groups agreed on the idea that the program
had had a positive influence on the students, special classes should
be provided for gifted and talented students, the program was bene-
ficial, the need for expansion of the program, the continuation of the

program, and the concept that students could not do just as well
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without the program. The students were less favorable than the
parents and teachers on this category. The students agreed that the
program was great, that they were pleased with the amount of time
they spent in the program, that they had benefited from the program,
that special classes should be provided for gifted and talented chil-
dren, and that more students should be included in the program. They
were undecided about whether they would gain more from an enrichment
program located in their own buildings.

According to the mean scores on the student endorsement cate-
gory, the parents agreed on 67 percent of the items and were undecided
on 33 percent of the items, whereas the teachers agreed on 67 percent
of the items and disagreed on 33 percent of the items. Again, a
consensus was revealed by both groups agreeing that students enjoyed
the program and children were willing to spend time studying for the
classes in the program. The parents were undecided about regular
classes being boring to students, while the teachers disagreed with
the idea. On this same category, according to the mean score, the
students agreed on 100 percent of the items. They indicated they were
willing to spend time studying for the class, they enjoyed the program,
and, if chosen, they would participate in the program again.

On the student outcome category, according to the mean scores
of parents and teachers, the parents agreed on 93 percent of the items
and disagreed on 7 percent of the items, whereas the teachers agreed
on 64 percent of the items, disagreed on 7 percent of the items, and
were undecided on 29 percent of the items. Parents and teachers agreed

that the program helped students to think independently, students
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received guidance in locating and developing ideas, students learned
to deal critically with ideas in the program, the program encouraged
creativity, it helped arouse students to desire to excel intellec-
tually, the accessibility of books for students, the enriching experi-
ence of students' association with older children and adults, and the
program helped students to have self-confidence. On this particular
category the students agreed on 84 percent of the items, disagreed on
8 percent of the items, and were undecided on 8 percent of the items.
They agreed that the program helped them to excel intellectually, they
got more out of this class than their regular classes, they made good
use of their talent in the class, the material learned in this class
should be helpful in reguiar school work, the program helped them to
think independently, the acceptance of their ideas by the special pro-
gram teacher, the program encouraged critical thinking, the program
encouraged creativity, it aroused their intellectual interest, the
program encouraged the development of hobbies, and they enjoyed the
same neighborhood friendship as before.

According to the mean scores on the instruction methods and
teacher competency for parents and teachers, the parents agreed on
75 percent of the items and were undecided on 25 percent of the items,
whereas the teachers agreed on 50 percent of the items and were unde-
cided on 50 percent of the items. These groups agreed on the idea of
teachers of the gifted and talented programs' qualifications and the
adequacy of student-teacher contact. Both groups were undecided on
the jdea that teachers' and administrators' resistance had prevented

effective programs for the gifted and talented. On this same category,
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the students agreed on 67 percent of the items and disagreed on
33 percent of the items. They agreed that they 1iked the way the
teacher in the program taught and that the class was very interesting.
The mean scores on the personal knowledge category for parents
and teachers indicated that parents agreed on 50 percent of the items
and were undecided on 50 percent of the items, whereas the teachers
agreed on 50 percent of the items and were undecided on 50 percent of
the items. Parents and teachers agreed they were acquainted with the
program but would like to become more acquainted with the program,
Both groups were undecided about having been provided with enough
information about the cobjectives of the program and about having been

kept well informed of students' progress.

Unaltered Responses

The unaltered responses that were made by parents and teachers
about the continuation/modifications of the gifted and talented pro-
grams of the pilot schools and the percentage of parents and teachers
who made the responses are shown in Appendix B. Suggestions of par-

ents and teachers are summarized in Table 36.

Research Question 3

What is the relationship between the parental educational
background, socioeconomic status of parents, and reported
attitudes toward programs for gifted and talented students?
In one category a relationship seemed to exist between the
parental educational background and reported attitudes toward the

programs for gifted and talented students. A relationship was found
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Table 36.--Parent and teacher suggestions for gifted and talented

programs .
. No. of
Suggestion Responses Percent

Parent Suggestions
1. Expand curriculum 18 37.5
2. Program should be designed to meet indi-

vidual needs and interests g 18.8
3. Make better use of community resources 17 35.4
4, Expand program to involve more children 8 18.8
5. Increase amount of time spent in classes 38 79.0
6. More parent-teacher contact 19 39.5
7. Provide parents with some form of progress

report 18 37.5
8. Parents should be better informed of program 25 52.0
Teacher Suggestions
1. Coordination between classroom activities

and gifted program 7 13.0
2. Inservice for classroom teachers on objec-

tives of program 10 18.5
3. Certified teachers, not paraprofessionals,

unless they are used to assist the teacher 14 26.0
4. Better communication between gifted program

teacher and classroom teacher 20 37.0
5. Provide teachers with some form of progress

report 36 67.0
6. Expand the amount of time students spend in

special classes 9 17.0
7. Expand program to include more students,

inclusive of creative students, and give some 20 37.0

consideration of classroom teacher's choice
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between the family's income and reported attitudes toward programs

for gifted and talented students on two categories.

Research Question 4

What is the relationship between the teachers' years of

experience and their reported attitudes toward programs

for gifted and talented students?

There seemed to be no relationship between the teachers' years
of experience and reported attitudes toward the programs for gifted

and talented students.

Conclusions

As the result of the information obtained through the ques-
tionnaires and the comments recorded by parents and teachers, the
following conclusions were drawn.

A11 three groups in most categories had a higher percentage
of agreement than disagreement. It could be concluded that parents,
teachers, and students shared faveorable attitudes toward the gifted
and talented program as measured by this study. Parents were generally
more favorable toward all categories than were teachers. The major
conclusions drawn as the result of the questionnaires and unstructured
responses were:

1. Parents responded more favorably to the response to spe-
cific program characteristics category than did the teachers. Teachers
were the most uncertain about the practices and procedures used for

identifying and selecting students for participation in the program.
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2. Both parents and teachers responded favorably to the over-
all evaluation of the program category. The students appeared less
favorable to this category than parents and teachers.

3. Both parents and teachers responded favorably to the
student endorsement category. The students responded more favorably
than either group.

4. Parents responded more favorably to the instructional
methods and teacher competency category than did teachers. The stu-
dents responded more favorabiy than teachers to this category.

5. Parents and teachers responded equally on agreement and
uncertainty on the availability of information about the program
cateaory.

6. Parents responded most favorably to the category that
stressed the cognitive aspect of the program.

8. Teachers appeared to respond most favorably to the cate-
gory in which they were given the opportunity to evaluate the program.

9. The majority of the students enjoyed participating in the
program, and they benefited intellectually from the experiences. They
did not feel that their participation in the program had had any
adverse social effect on them.

10. A1l three groups responded favorably to the categorical
items, which may imply that they felt the program for gifted and
talented students was effective. However, the parents and teachers
indicated a desire to have the program continued with some modifica-

tions.
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When the demographic variables were cross-tabulated with the
categorical items from the questionnaires, only limited positive rela-
tionships were revealed. Of the existing relationships found, it was
difficult to offer logical explanations for the observed relations.
The major conclusicns drawn as the result of the cross-tabulations
were:

11. A positive relationship existed between the mothers'
education and the overall evaluation of the program category. The
more education the mothers had acquired, the more positively they
responded to this category.

12. There was a significant relationship between the family's
income and the response to the specific program characteristics cate-
gory. As the income increased, the parents responded less favorably
to the statements in this category.

13. There was a relationship between the family's income and
the availability of information about the program category. As the
income level increased, the parents tended to respond less favorably
to the items in this category.

14. No significant relationship was found between mothers'
education and the specific program characteristics, student endorse-
ment, student outcome, instruction methods and teacher competency, and
availability of information about the program,

15. There was no relationship between the fathers' education
and their responses toc the categorical items.

16. No significant relationship was found between the

family's income and overall evaluation of the program, student
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endorsement, student outcome, and instruction methods and teacher
competency.
17. There was no positive relationship between the teachers®

experience and their responses to the items on the questionnaire.

Implications

As a result of the present study, the following implications
were drawn:

1. In those districts planning to implement a special program
for gifted and talented students, a needs assessment should be made
to assure that arrangements made for gifted and talented learners are
appropriate.

2. There seems to be no one best method used for identifying
participants in gifted and talented programs. The use of multiple
measures is important in reducing error and bias in the process of
identification.

3. A high degree of similarity existed in the highly diversi-
fied goals set for students by the various reported districts. These
similarities focused on improving, developing, and increasing academic,
personal, social, and emoticnal development. Districts planning to
implement a program for gifted and talented students should consider
all of these domains in setting program goals.

4, Since there seem to be no widely accepted criteria for
selection of staff, districts are autonomous in the requirements set

for the selection of staff and curriculum for the gifted and talented

programs.
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5. The involvement of parents, teachers, and adwinistrators
in the developmental and evaluative stages of the programs is seen as
contributive to the success of the program by the reporting districts.

6. Districts that accept categorical funds for gifted and
talented programs need to consider ways to continue and maintain pro-
grams after outside funds are terminated.

7. Parents, teachers, and students were pleased with the char-
acteristics and quality of the gifted and talented programs in meeting
the needs of students, with parents reporting slightly more favorable
attitudes. Districts planning to implement a program for gifted and
talented students need to devise ways to communicate with these three
groups about the program to maintain favorable attitudes.

8. The more formal education the mothers acquired, the more
positive were their attitudes when given an opportunity to evaluate
the gifted and talented program. Perhaps more attention should be
given to maintenance of communication channels for the parents of
students in gifted and talented programs with less formal education.

9. Evaluations that are carried out during the program's
operation should be used to indicate necessary modifications and
determine the total results of the program,

10. Locally designed programs tend to be isolated from the
regular instructional program. Attention should be given to integrat-
ing them into the entire educational structure of the school system.

11. As parents' income increased, they were desirous of more
information concerning the gifted and talented program. Districts

should be prepared to accommodate this desire.



156

12. Teachers' reported attitudes were not related to the
number of years of teaching experience. Teachers' years of experi-
ence alone should not be a criterion for staff selection for gifted

and talented programs.
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APPENDIX A
PARENT SURVEY

Your child has been or is presently a member of a special program for
gifted and academically talented students,

Below is a list of statements designed to survey the attitudes parents
of the student have toward the program. I hope you will take a few
minutes to fill out this form and return it in the self-addressed
envelope.

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of
the following statements by circling the appropriate letter(s). Please
respond to each item.

Strongly Agree............ SA
Agree.....ccivivininienaa. A
Undecided or Neutral...... U
Disagree....ocovivisannnns D

Strongly Disagree.........SD

DEMOGRAPHIC
Number of years you have lived in this city:
5 years or less

5-10 years
10 years or more

Optional

Occupation of parents: (Place a check after the one occupation
that best describes each parent.)

Mother Father
Housewife Laborer
Office Hork Managerial
Sales Work Professiona
Professional Sales Work
Laborer Office Work
Other Other
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Educational Background:

Mother

Below 8th grade

Completed 8th grade

Below 12th grade
H.S. graduate

160

(Place a check after the level that best

describes each parent.)
Father

Below 8th grade
Completed 8th grade
Below 12th grade
H.S. graduate

1-3 years of college
Coliege graduate
Post-graduate

1-3 years of college
College graduate
Post-graduate

Family Income: {Place a check after the income that most nearly
applies to your family.)

Less than $3,000 per year

$3,000-$7,000 per year

$7,000-$10,000 per year
$10,000-$15,000 per year

More than $15,000 per year

RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

1. My child would benefit more from a program SA A U D
within his or her building where students can
move through the school years faster than

usual by promotion.

2. The methods by which students are identified SAAA U D
for participation in the program are accord-
ing to some well-planned procedures.

3. The methods used to select identified students SA A U D
for this program are satisfactory.

4, Students should go to different teachers for SAAA U D
different subject-matter classes.

5. The amount of time students spend in this SAAA U D

program seems adequate.

6. Adequate use is made of the community resources SA A U D
(field trips and persons) in the program.

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD
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OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE PROGRAM

7.

10.

11.

12.
13.

Gifted children should not remain in regular
classes.

This program has had a positive influence on
my child's attitude toward school.

Special classes should be provided wherever
possible for gifted students.

I think this program is beneficial to the
students involved in it.

The program should be expanded to include more
children.

The program should not be eliminated.

Students could not do just as well without
this program.

STUDENT ENDORSEMENT

14.
15.

16.

My child enjoys the program.

My child is willing to spend time studying for
the classes in this program.

My child finds regular classes boring in
comparison to his/her classes in this program,

STUDENT OUTCOMES

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.
22.

The program is designed around the needs and
concerns of each child.

The program helps students to think inde-
pendently.

Students receive guidance in finding and
developing ideas.

Students learn to deal critically with ideas
in the program.

The program helps students to become creative.

The program helps to arouse students' intel-
lectual interest.

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA
SA

sD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD
SD

SD
SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD
SD
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24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.
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The program helps students to desire to
excel intellectually.

Students who participate in this program are
encouraged to develop hobbies.

Students who participate in this program have
access to a variety of good books.

Students are missing the "basics" as a result
of the program.

The program helps students to have self-
confidence.

Children benefit socially by being piaced in
groups of similar mental ability.

The opportunity to associate with other gifted
children helps my child adjust socially.

The opportunity to associate with older children
and adults to find others with their interest is
an enriching experience to my child.

INSTRUCTION METHODS AND TEACHER COMPETENCY

31.

32.

33.

34.

The teachers in the gifted program should have
special qualifications.

The teaching methods used in the gifted program
are satisfactory.

Students receive adequate student-teacher
contact in the program.

The resistance of teachers and administrators
has prevented effective programs for the gifted.

AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION

35.

36.

I have been provided with enough information
about the objectives of the program.

I have been kept well informed concerning my
child's progress in the program.

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SD

Sb

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

Sb

SD

SD
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37. 1 am acquainted with the program. SA A U D SD

38, I would like to become mgre acquainted with SA A U D SD
the program.

What suggestions do you have for improving the program?

Comments:
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APPENDIX B
TEACHER SURVEY

Your student(s) has been a member of a special program for gifted and
academically talented students.

Below is a Tist of statements designed to survey the attitudes teachers
have toward the program. I hope you will take a few minutes to fill out
this form and return it in the self-addressed envelope.

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of
the following statements by circling the appropriate letter(s). Please
respond to each item.

Strongly Agree...........c..... SA
Agree. ...oiiiiiiiii ittt A
Undecided or Neutral........... U
Disagree....cvveeiiinisnncennan D
Strongly Disagree....ieesneseen SD

RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

1. Students would benefit more from an accelera- SA A U D 5§D
tion program within each building.

2. The methods by which students are identified for SA A U D SD
participation in the program are systematic.

3. The methods used to select identified students SA A U D SD
for this program are satisfactory.

4. More departmentalization is needed in the SAA U D SD
program.

5. The amount of time students spend in this pro- SA A U D 5D

gram seems adequate.

6. Adequate use is made of the community rescurces SAA U D SD
in the program.

OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE PROGRAM

7. Gifted children should not remain in reguiar SAAA U D SD
classes.
8. This program has had a positive influence on SAA U D SD

the students' attitude toward school.
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11.

12.
13.
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Special classes should be provided wherever
possible for gifted students.

I think this program is beneficial to the
students involved in it.

The program should be expanded to include more
children.

The program should not be eliminated.

Students could not do just as well without this
program.

STUDENT ENDORSEMENT

14.
15.

16.

Students enjoy the program.

Students are willing to spend time studying for
the classes in this program.

Students find their regular classes boring in
comparison to their classes in this program.

STUDENT OQUTCOMES

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,
22.

23.

24,

The program is designed around the needs and
concerns of each child.

The program helps students to think inde-
pendently.

Students receive guidance in finding and
developing ideas.

Students learn to deal critically with ideas
in the program.

The program helps students to become creative.

The program helps to arouse students' intel-
lectual interests.

The program helps students to desire to excel
intellectually.

Students who participate in this program are
encouraged to develop hobbies.

SA

SA

SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA
SA

SA

SA

SD

SD

SD

SD
SO

SD
SD

SD

SD

Sb

SO

Sb

SD
SD

SD

SD
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.
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Students who participate in this program have
access to a variety of good books.

Students are missing the "basics" as a result
of the program.

The program helps students to have self-
confidence.

Children benefit socially by being placed in
groups of similar mental ability.

The opportunity to associate with other gifted
children helps the students adjust socially.

The opportunity to associate with older children
and adults to find others with their interest is
an enriching experience to the student.

INSTRUCTION METHODS AND TEACHER COMPETENCY

31.

32.

33.

34.

The teachers in the gifted program should
have special qualificaticns.

The teaching methods used in the enrichment
program are satisfactory.

Students receive adequate student-teacher
contact in the program.

The resistance of teachers and administrators
has prevented effective programs for the gifted.

AVATLABILITY OF INFORMATION

35.

36.

37.
38.

I have been provided with enough information
about the objectives of the program.

I have been kept well informed concerning ny
student's progress in the program.

I am acquainted with the program.

I would like to become more acquainted with
the program.

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA
SA

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SO

sD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD
SD
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TEACHING EXPERIENCE: (Place a check after the number of years of
experience that best describes you.)

1-5 years
5-10 years
10-15 years
15-20 years
20-25 years
25-30 years
more than 30 years

What suggestions do you have for improving the program?

Comments :
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APPENDIX C
STUDENT SURVEY

Below are some statements about the special program for gifted and
academically talented students which you have been a part of. The
statements are meant to find out your feelings about the program.

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each
of the following statements by circling the appropriate letter(s).
Please respond to each item.

Strongly Agree........... SA
Agree...coiiiiiiiniiial A
Undecided or Neutral..... U
Disagree.....cvvvvinvennn D
Strongly Disagree........ SD

STUDENT OQUTCOMES

1. The program helps me to excel intellectually. SA

2. I get more out of this class than the classes SA
at my regular school.

3. 1 make good use of my talent in this class. SA

4. What I Tearn in this class should be very SA
helpful in my regular school work.

5. The program helps me to think without help SA
from others.

6. My own ideas are better accepted by the SA
special program teacher than by my regular
classroom teacher,

7. The program helps me to give reasons for SA
disapproving ideas.

8. The program helps me to become creative. SA

9. The program helps to make my school work SA
interesting.

10. The program encourages me to develop hobbies. SA

11, I have the same neighborhood friends now that SA

I had before entering the program.
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SD

SD
SD

SD

SD

SD

SD
SD

Sh
SD
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13.
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Being in this program has caused me problems
with other students at my reguiar school.

The §tudents in this program were more fun to
be with than my regular school classmates.

INSTRUCTION METHODS AND TEACHER COMPETENCY

14.

15.
16.

I 1ike the way the teacher in this program
teaches.

The class is very interesting.

The class was not as interesting as I thought
it would be.

OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE PROGRAM

17.

18.
19.

20.
21.
22.

23.
24,

25.
26.

27.

I would gain more from a program like this
in my own building.

The class lasts too long.

The program is not worth the time and effort
required.

I think the program is great.
The program 1is boring.

I am pleased with the amount of time I spend
in this program.

I have benefited from this program.

Special classes should be provided for gifted
children.

The program should be discontinued.

I would 1ike to see more students included in
the program.

I attend the class because my parents encourage

me to do so.

SA

SA

SA

SA
SA

SA

SA
SA

SA
SA
SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

SD

SD

SD

SD
SD

SD

SD
SO

sSD
SD

SD
S0

SD
SD

SD
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STUDENT ENDORSEMENT

28. I am willing to spend time studying for SA°A U D SD
the class.

29. I enjoy the program. SA A U D SD

30, If I were chosen to be in the class again, SAAA U D SD
I would attend.

31. I am a girl. Yes No

32. I am a boy. Yes No

33. I am in the grade.
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10.
1.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

APPENDIX D
QUESTIONS FOR DIRECTORS OF GIFTED AND
TALENTED PROGRAMS

What program prototype was used?
What procedures were used for identifying students?
What were the goals set for students?
What qualifications were required of teachers of the gifted?
What provisions were made for inservice for staff and parents?

How were parents, teachers, and administrators initially involved
in the general scheme of the program?

How was the program evaluated and what use was made of the
evaluation?

How was the director chosen?

What percentage of his/her job was designated toward the gifted
program?

What model of curriculum was used?

How long was the program continued?

How was the program funded?

What was the population of children served?
Was a pulldut technique used?

HWhat is the geographic makeup of the district?

What modifications have been made in the program?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

APPENDIX E
PARENT COMMENTS

This program has helped my child adjust to her role in 1ife not
only in school, also in the family. I do hope the program is
allowed to continue.

As with any school program, there is not enough time spent with the
students. Regardless whether or not 2 child is intelligent or
slow, they all need a lot of time spent with them. I hope this
program continues.

Same classes are not up to par.
My child enjoys the program.
We are very satisfied with the program.

I was very proud when my child was selected for this program. It
has been a very good experience for her. Since she started the
program she has become more self-confident.

It would be wonderful for all children to have teachers like the
ones in this program.

My daughter has throughly enjoyed the program.

I hope this district sees the value of the pilot program and will
continue after the initial 3 years.

No responses were made due to the lack of knowledge concerning the
program and program communication. Communication can provide a
strong link between school and community and support for this and
other programs but people need to know especially in a relatively
nonprofessional community such as ours. 1 feel very strongly that
a gifted program should include children long before fourth grade.

My child disliked school and tried to be sick at least 1 or 2 days
a week before this class. Also he did not get good grades. Now
he likes schocl and does not miss unless he is really sick.

I did not understand why my child was selected for the program in
which she started two years ago. I have not heard anything about
her progress and I was never informed of what the program is about.

I do not think there is enough parent contact.
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I think some of the class projects were particularly helpful in
expanding my child's horizon.

We need more time. My child would like a full day of this kind
of thing.

I'm sorry I'm not that informed on the program and don't feel I
can give honest opinions.

I only know about the program from what my 10 year old tells me.
She loves to attend the class and she likes the teacher real well.

Why are special education students on the low range given more
special programs and provided with transportation while the bright
students have few programs (often cut from budget) and must pro-
vide own transportation?

Being bright in these days is not enough. Developing a sense
of personal worth and achievement is one of the greatest things a
school can give.

I am very sorry to say that I am not all that familiar with the
program. This questionnaire has brought that to my attention.
When my second grader didn't want to go to school anymore because
of boredom and repetitious school work, I was thankful that our
school had this program available to her.

This program has been very helpful to my child. I only wish it
was expanded to include more children.

My son's teacher {classroom) takes away his gifted program privi-
ledges if he gets out of line in anyway, which I feel is very
unfair.

Children should have the mixture of special class along with
regular class.

1 have two children in this program and they seem to enjoy the
program and I believe when children enjoy the things they are
involved in they tend to gain more from them.

My child wrote a letter to the Board of Education requesting they
provide this program in high school as it does mean that much to
him,

In regular classes too little is done for those who want to learn.
Too much stress is placed on equal education.

I didn't even know we had a gifted child. I was never informed
about this program.



28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34,

35.

36.
37.

38.

39.

178

Our son was chosen for this program to give him more confidence

in himself. I think the program along with the teacher has done
our son a great deal of good. He has the confidence he needed,

which has improved his grades dramatically.

These questions got me involved more deeply in your subject than
what I had expected. Right now the selection seems to be on the
basis of good grades and good work, etc. but what about those who
may not get good grades but can draw, act, or write good stories or
poems at this very young age. It seems to me these would be gifted
but overlooked because of not having good grades. I really appre-
ciate being a part of your survey, particularly at this time when
many parents feel that their children are not Tearning enough in
school today.

I think the program has instilled the hunger for more education
and to keep going to better oneself.

The solution to all our problems 1ies with those who have the
knowledge and ability to make thisworld a better place to live.

I therefore believe that programs to develop the intellect of our
gifted children should be given top priority in our educational
system.

I would like to see more schools involved in this project. HWe are
moving to a different school district and I have heard they do not
have a similar program.

1 feel the program is very much improved over last year. My child
is much happier in the program and is doing many interesting
projects.

I was kept informed of my child's progress by her and in some ways
I think parents can participate or help the child in some programs,
if possible.

A well-provided program for students who teachers feel can benefit
from it. The program helps students to excel in their particular
fields of interest., I 1ike the program and feel it has helped my
child to seek and learn more about himself and others around him,

I have two children in the program, both have enjoyed it immensely.

The program has been a great help to my child and I would Tlike to
see it expanded to all schools.

I have two children in the program and it really gives them a boost
to be recognized as special pecple.

My child enjoys the time spent in the enrichment classes. The
teacher encourages him in his studies.
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I think there are too few children allowed to take advantage of a
program of this type. Many gifted children are not given the
opportunity to channel their talents into an area of interest or
future careers. I feel the proportion of monies divided among
educational fields are inadequately distributed.

My child has only been in the program a short time. He was so
proud to become eligible for the enrichment class. Because his
regular teacher sets goals for him, he has worked hard to complete
these goals hoping to be able to participate in the enrichment
class. It has helped his problem with shyness and growing up. I
am very pleased with his progress. I would 1ike to become more
familiar with the program and possibly meet his enrichment class
teacher. This would help me to become familiar with my child's
abilities and progress he is making in this class.

Gifted children need a program Tike this to be able to develop
their full potentials.

My child loves the program and I would like to see it continued
and expanded to include other children.

As a parent, I feel this program is very good. I would like to see
another program formed for middle level children to hold their
interest in school as well.

This program has been very beneficial to two of our children who
have attended elementary schocl here.

I am very pleased with the program and my child is doing many
interesting things.

It has been a good program for my child.
It would be nice if more children could participate. We spend
billions trying to teach and train the retarded and handicapped,

especiaily those who can never be on their own and I would like to
see some of this money go to benefit the smarter child.

The enrichment program is a good one.

I feel this program has given our child self-confidence and it
will benefit her in the future.

This is a good program.

I am grateful for the time and money spent on gifted programs,
so few systems provide anything for these children.

My child loves the program and the teacher. On the days when
enrichment classes are held there is no grumb]ing.about going to
school. Her regular classroom was a boring experience.
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My child has been in the program for 2 years. The few times I have
visited the class it has seemed to be very disorganized and
undisciplined. The children were all participating and seemed to
be enjoying themselves but in such a disorganized way. 1 do not
know if the teachers have special training for this type of work.

This program is very good for my child because he is in a slow
learning classroomand this program gives him a chance to use his
mind more.

By the 2nd semester our son disliked the program so much he would
purposely miss the bus so he could stay in his regular classroom,
His daily class teacher was excellent and he didn't 1ike to miss

out on fun with her.

Many teachers (regular classroom) are opposed to the enrichment
class and do not like to give the students their work when they
return to their classroom.

I would like for my child to be in this program until she completes
high school.

I am pleased with my child's report. Her teacher kept me well
informed on her progress. It is helping her to get along with
children regardless of race.

This has been an excellent program for our child. She is always
wanting to try new things and needs to be kept busy; this program
provided this for her.

My child did very well in the program. I have had 3 children in
this program. Academically there are three grades above grade
level. This program teaches them everyday common sense, they are
lost if something doesn't come from a book.

I feel the program in our school is well planned and adequate.

This kind of program has helped my child to look for better ways
to improve himself.

My daughter really loved this program. I wish they would keep it
in our community; however, the school district feels there is not
enough community concern about it.

I can see where the enrichment program has really helped my child
in becoming a better student and a better person.

The gifted program has helped my child enjoy some things he likes
and enjoys.
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Both our children enjoyed the program and would like to be in it
again; however, they did not feel it was far more beneficial than
their regular classroom. They were very disappointed in missing
several good art projects in their home school.

I am sorry that my comments were not more positive but our experi-
ences with the program were not all that great, possibly because
of my daughter's age and other things going on in her period of
rapid development.

The enrichment program was a good supplement to our son's education
at his regular school. 1 feel it stimulated his interest but I

do not feel a child should go into a total program of this type or
be pushed ahead a grade or two, many problems (socially) develop
from this. Many thanks to the school district for allowing him to
participate.

The program is excellent.

I've been thoroughly excited and pleased to watch my son grow so
much during his exposure in the program.

I do feel this program helped my child but I personally thought
more effort should have been made to inform parents of what is
happening in the program and what the objectives are.

Our child has enjoyed the class particularly meeting others at his
level. We have been particularly pleased with his regular school
and the efforts made by the staff to individualize work and keep
him interested and working up to his ability so 1 do not feel as
strong a need for a "special program," although it was a positive
experience for him.

I felt that the special program teachers didn't attempt to know
the students as they should have. When we attended conference the
teacher didn't even know our daughter's first name; this is inex-
cusable.

Our child now has well-defined opinions on the program, mostly
positive ones. The problems she had with students at her reguiar
school were caused by carelessness on the part of the staff and
other parents who focused too much attention on the "special pro-
gram" and therefore "better" nature of our daughter's involvement.
This initiated our efforts to play down this "special" concept.

We wanted her to remain inaffected by the recognition and attention
so that her self-image would remain natural. It seems from our
discussions with her, that she gained instead some sort of stigma
among her peers. The competitive nature of 1ife will certainly
become apparent in due time. The value of the program or other
such programs to the individual child can be gained without the
perception of Toss to others.
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I feel that just because a child is gifted many times the "basics"
are overlooked and just taken for granted that he knows them.

This program has met with considerable opposition in our area ever
since it was introduced. I believe part of it is due to the limi-
tation in size. If more children could be invoived, it would be
better received. The concept of the program was very beneficial
to my own child but it is a reality that not all children {perhaps
most children) do not belong in this type of program. It has
enriched her growth and I am sure she is better prepared for junior
and senior high school than the average child in our community,

My own opinion now is that the rest of her education here will be
a challenge as there is little to stimulate her interests since
there are limited resources available in junior and senior high.

I feel this program gives the children a chance to excel without
the peer pressure to be ashamed of "doing well." The students
encourage and help each other to move ahead. The “in thing" in
this class is to meet a challenge and conquer it. I 1ike that idea.
My child feels better about school now that he can work ahead when
he's finished with his regular assignments. In the "regular class-
room" he was a little bored and frustrated after finishing his
assigned work quickly. His teachers didn't have time to give
enrichment assignments and let him work ahead as they had to deal
with the average and slower student as well. My child's test
scores have averaged almost two years higher in this program than
they were before he entered. He has been much happier and much
more enthused about school since entering the program. Needless

to say, I'm very supportive of the program.

The program is definitely an asset to the educational program and
should be continued. 1 think the program would be more readily
accepted by other students and parents if the name was changed.

There is always money for children who are Tow academically but it
is always a battle to get money for those on the end of the scale.

This community is resistant to change and new ideas. Peer pressure
among the teachers, a school board Tacking in experience and educa-
tion itself, parents of children who didn't get into the class, all
have contributed to our overwhelming resistance to the original
conceptual organization of the program.

1 was in such a program as this when I was in school and I still
feel that the experience was invaluable.

The program has made school a much more interesting and challeng-
ing place to be for our child.
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I hope the program for gifted children goes beyond the 8th grade
so that there are more opportunities for advanced learning accord-
ing to the students’capabilities.

I am very grateful to this program because my children were becom-
ing very bored with regular classroom procedures.

This is my child's third year in the program and this is the first
year that I have not had to get after her about completing a special
project assignment. Her teacher gives them time during class to
work on special assignments, also, she has used the school library
for reference materials when needed.

My strongest criticism of the program is the attitude of regular
teachers and the school administration on behalf of resistance
toward the program,

The success of this program in our middle school has been primarily
due to the personality and teaching ability of the teacher in
charge. He has organized a program which fits the needs of many
students.

I think the gifted program is a wonderful educational experience
that should be continued and spread over the U.S.

My only negative corment is that the teachers of these students
should be better informed as to what is happening in the program
and how they can help these children in the regular classroom.
Each child is different, but a gifted child has learning diffi-
culties, such as boredom from repetition that many teachers do not
recognize. As these children progress and are not challenged,
they turn-off on school and become problems. I would like to see
this attitude eliminated.

The government should spend more money on gifted programs.

This type of program is long overdue, it should be continued and
receive sufficient funding to do a significant job for ALL stu-
dents who qualify.

I would 1ike to know more about my child's individual response to
the program.

My child seems to enjoy the close attention that the teacher pro-
vides for her. She has progressed farther than the average child
of the same age and this could only have been made possible through
this program. It gives her a chance to expand her mind and she can
still enjoy her friends of the same age group when she returns to
regular class. I sincerely hope that the program is continued for
her sake and for the sake of others,



95.

9.
97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

184

We think the program is great. The teacher is what a teacher
should be. She does a super job andbrings out the very best in
our child. Because of this program we have decided to remain in
this community.

The program is fantastic.

The teacher was a fine choice as a teacher for this group. She
has good ideas for the program.

Many of our opinions regarding the program are based an its short
1ife and therefore tend toward the uncertain category.

My child has improved in many areas as a result of this program
mainly in the area of shyness and being a perfecticonist. My child
is no longer afraid to try something new and to make a mistake.

Since this is a new concept in the school system, it is very dif-
ficult to evaluate the program. Our child is very enthusiastic
about the class and the teacher. I feel the teacher has some
fantastic ideas.

I'm very pleased my child has had this opportunity and hope the
program is continued and expanded.

Programs for the gifted are extremely important to keep a child
from becoming bored and becoming an underachiever. Association
with children of equal ability is important to keep the child
from feeling that he is strange or different. It's very easy for
a child to try to be like everyone else and not develop the tal-
ents that make him unique.

Many of the projects have created a jealous or envious attitude
among peers. Is there some way these neat learning activities
could be shared more?

One positive aspect of having the program in our school is that it
helps my child to feel less "different" than he would otherwise.
Gifted children often hide their abilities in the regular classroom
in order to not appear different. I think the program has helped
some children to feel it is good to have special abilities and to
feel proud of it.

My child enjoys this experience. We are very happy with his
interest and enthusiasm toward school, part of which we feel is a
result of this experience.

Our special project program is a step in the right direction. It
should be expanded.
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My daughter has developed both intellectually and socially in
this program. She is now very excited about school whereas in
the past she found it most boring.

I think my child is becoming a very intelligent young lady and
thinking for herseif. Her teacher is a very nice person.

The program is getting the kinds worked out. My child would pre-
fer going away from regular school for the whole day over having
the program in the same building.

I hope this leads you to work with and for gifted children. They
do need teachers on their side.

What effect will this program have on my child's permanent record
as to ability in one given area of achievement?

The gifted program does not fulfill my expectations. There is
much voom for improvement.

My son has enjoyed this program and hopes to continue with it in
the future.

Administrators and teachers treat gifted programs as rewards for
good grades rather than as a necessity to prevent the loss of our
most gifted and intelligent students.

I am grateful that my son had the opportunity to be a part of
this program. I know he thoroughly enjoyed it.
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Students need to be challenged . . . . . . . . . . .. ..

Provisions should be made for more diversified activities for
students (e.g., games, debates, science experiments, com-
puter programming, and investigative activities)

Expand the curriculum for gifted students to include math,
science, art, writing and other creative skills, foreign
language, computer science, social awareness, attitudes,
fine arts, astronomy, news media {e.g., newspaper, self-

awareness, industrial arts and value clarification} . . . . . .

The content and assignments should be more meaningful . . . . .

Provide more competitive types of activities (e.g., spelling
bees and quizzes) . . .« . . v v o i h e e e e e e e ..

More structured approach should be used in classes
Less writing of reports . . . . . . . . . ..
Children need more homework . . . . . . . . . . . .
More individualization . . . . . . . . . .+ . ..
Better organization and preplanning of program

Program should be designed to meet individual needs and

interest . . . L L L L i e e e e e el e e e e e e e e
Begin program earlier during the year . . . . . . . . .« . ¢« . .
Make better use of community resources (e. g s mean1ngfu1

field trips and professionals) . . . . . e e e e e e e e
More resource materials . . . . . C e e e e e e e e e e e e

Program should be expanded into Junior High and Senior

High School . & & v v v v vt i v et s v s s e s e e e e e e

Expand program to involve all grades . . . . . . . . . .

Program should be expanded into lower grades . . . . . . . . .

Expand program to involve more children . . . . . . . . . . ..
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Initiate program again in school district . . . . . . . . .
Increase the amount of time spent in classes . . . . . . .
Incorporate gifted programs in home schood . . . . . . ..
Acceleration of students (grade skipping) . . . . . . .

Acceleration within special subjects . . . . . . . . ...
Smaller classes . . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e

Grading of effort . . . . . . . . ¢ v v ¢ v ¢ v o o0
Better discipline . . . . . . . . . . . ¢ .. s e e e s
More student-teacher contact . . . . . . .. . . . . ..
More parent-teacher contact . . . . . . . . . .. . .. ..

Parental involvement in the formulation of goals and
objectives . . . ¢« . . . it h i e e e e e .

Provide parents with some form of progress report . . .
Parents should be better informed of program

Provide inservice workshops and open house for parents

Differentiated staffing . . . . . . . . . « + o o v o+ . .

Special qualifications for teachers . . . . . . . . . .

More teachers for the program and additicnal help .

Less teacher bias on choice of projects . . . . . . . . . .
Teacher should be more flexibie . . . . . + « + « « + « . .

Petter cooperation from classroom teacher . . . . . . . . .

Better communication between program teacher and
classroom teacher . . . « . « v ¢ ¢ « 4 + o 4 o 4 s

Better-defined selection procedures . . . . . . . e v e
Continuity after identification . . . . . . « . . . . o

Screen students prior to fall . . . . + ¢ v ¢ ¢« ¢ o v ¢ o s

Less building administrators' power . . . . . . . .
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More funds aliocated for programs . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
Attempt to solve social problems . . . . . . . . . . . .. ..
Provide transportation . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e

Less time transporting students to centralized area .

Provide busing for special classes only where there are

too few children to warrant @ class . . « +© & & & ¢ = « « o o »
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We do not have a smooth-functioning program. It exists in name

only. We have a "great books" program for 3rd, 4th, and 5th graders;
it does not fill their need for active challenges. I'm not impressed
by it. Give us a program that is an active and growing thing,--a
living entity. Give us a good solid criterion for judging and dis-
covering these "gifted" ones, then show us how to be flexible with
them. Help us understand and work with these young people by giving
us a newsletter that shares these experiences, gives hints, offers
suggestions, honestly evaluates things that turn sour, go wrong or
turn kids off. After all, our grown-up ideas about what these kids
need or would Tike aren't what they want or work best with.

A program must have funds to be successful. Our program depends on
teacher volunteer time; it is not enough. When school boards will
pay for education for ali students then we will be able to begin
meeting gifted students' needs.

Some children, whose scores (SAT) don't qualify them, would quaiify
if teacher judgment was involved. My children seemed to be dis-
couraged by the research format of the program.

I have inadequate information about the program.
I want some other data other than child's notebook.

It would be neat to have a person who could come and help teachers
meet the needs of these special children.

I feel it is an excellent program. I just do not know how the
class is taught or what the kids do.

My student has been in the gifted program for the past year. I have
very little knowiedge as to what really is going on in the program.
There is no communication from his class to me so I can extend his
activities.

Qur program for next year will be different; our children will have
definite subjects as part of the program. They will not have to do
work they missed by being drawn from our regular classes. This
method is preferred by students and teachers involved.

I firmly believe that the program here at our school is a poor
excuse for even the simplest program for the gifted.

Our country has sorely neglected the development of the brain power
of the future.
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Our program tends to be a babysitting job with gifted children.
How nice! This program is ridiculous.

Our teacher for the gifted is excellent.
We have an excellent person running the progran.

The teacher in our school has done an outstanding job with the
children; in fact she has done the best of all the teachers who
preceded her. I disagree that the gifted teacher should have
special qualifications.

Classroom teachers need extra help and materials for the gifted
children. These children usually finish their work eariy and
need extra learning to go on . . . for these students.

I have mixed feelings about gifted education especially when there
are so many kids with learning problems and Tower ability that need
so much extra time and help (and don't always get it).

I feel our program is a great success.

With the program the classroom work is less boring if the teacher
cooperates and doesn't require make-up work for the time students
are out of the room.

Since this program is relatively new, there are many things about
the program that I have not formed opinions on yet. My children
are young so I don't see a lot of advanced things on their own yet.

I have had 3 students involved in AIC, all have not been interested
in going to the class. Our in-building program appears more inter-
esting to the students.

I would like to see parents and teachers involved more.

I'm not so sure that using the SAT 1in choosing kids for the program
is an appropriate tool.

I feel closer contact between the centralized program and indi-
vidual schools would be helpful. The evaluation at the end was not

too beneficial.
Good idea and needs to expand.

My students were excited and really enjoyed the classes, This is
a great program. [ wish I could send more than 2 students.

The gifted program teacher should contact teachers, if stgdents
are having difficulties concerning adjustment, behavior, interest,
or completing assignments.
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Have a teachers' visitation day where teachers can go see children
at work.

Some participants need some counseling or time with special teach-
ers. Children can be accelerated and also have many problems of
their own. Special teachers should be trainad enough to spot
these children and offer help and encouragement when needed.
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APPENDIX H
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1. Expand curriculum to include reading and research . . . .

2. Look at program as a part of total curriculum, not as an

"extra" . . . . . . ... .00 L. C e e e e e e e e e e e e
3. Develop a curriculumoutline . . . . . . . . v « v v « v « o .
4. Permit students te help design the course of study . . . . . .
5. Coordination between classroom activities and gifted

program (e.g., long-range goals, projects, plans) . . . . . . .
6. Less writtenreports . . . . . . .« . . o0 .,
7. Better choice of activities . . . . . . . . . . . .. L. ..
8. More departmentalization in specific buildings rather than

removal from reguiar building . . . . . . . .+ . . .« . . ..
9. Fewer hobby-Tike activities . . . . . . . e e e e e e

10. Make suggestions to classroom teacher on how to meet the
needs of the gifted children in the classroom . . .

11. Inservice for classroom teachers on objectives of the

Program . . . . v 4 4 4 e s s e e . s e e e e e e e e e e e e
12. More individualization . . . . . . . . . . ..
13. Provide materials to use in reqular classroom . . . . . . . . .
14. Less repetition of class projects . . . « . . . . . . . .
15. Provide for more seif-expression . . . . . . « ¢« &+ « ¢ + « .+ .
16. Provide a full-time teacher for the gifted . . . . . ..
17. More staff team teaching/extra staff . . . . . . . . « . ..
18. Building administrators should not be in charge of gifted

CTaSSES OF Programs . . « & s o o o & s o o o » o o o & o s o o
19. Certified teachers, not paraprofessionals unless they are

used to assist the teacher . . . . . . . . . o ¢ o0
20, Utilize community resources . . . . « v o « o « o« « o &
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Involve more teachers and parents .

Better communication between gifted program teacher and
classroom teacher . . . . . . . . . « . . W e ...

Better communication between gifted program teacher and
parents . . . . . . . 0 0w w0 e e coe e

Release time for classroom teacher for visitation to
observe gifted program . . . . . . . . . . . .

Provide teacher with some form of progress report .

Program in each buiiding . . . . . . . . .

Do not take child out of regular classroom . . . . . . .
Require students to do regqular classroom work . . . . . .
Student evaluation of program . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

Expand the amount of time students spend in special classes .

Special classes should be held during reguiar school hours

Expand facilities . . ¢ v v v ¢ v ¢ o v v e o v s s o & 0 o

Expand program to include more students, inclusive of
creative students, and give some consideration of
classroom teacheyr choice ., . . . . . . ..

Expand program to include all grades . . . . . . . .

Improve educational opportunities for all students . . . . .
Provide acceleration classes for gifted students in each
subject area . . . v 4 b v e ke e e e e e e e e e e e e
Use school lunch time and recess time for independent
projects . . . . . i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
Expand program into high school . . . . . . . . . « . . . . .
Better organization . . . . . . . . . .

Make provisions for minority student involvement without
insult & 0 0 e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Coordinate existing program with others in county/state .

20



42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.
50.

51.
52.
53.
54.

197
Have state guidelines to provide for identified students
who may move from one school district to another . . . .
Initiate programs of this kind in other school districts

Better defined selection procedures (e.g., more guidelines,
special testing) . . . . . . . . ... e e e e e e e

Greater weight should be given tc teacher recommendation
than to test scores in selection of students

Once identified, student should be picked up actively
SOONEBY v v 4 o & o o o o o o o o v = o o o & R

Limit student participation to 1 year so other students

can participate . . . . . . L L 0 L e e e e e e e e e e e
SAT scores may not be appropriate as an identification

device . . . . . . .. Ch e e e e e e e e e e

More aptitude testing . . . . . . . . . . . .

Screening should be done so a gifted student is not placed
in the program when it may be detrimental to the student
as a child who is an underachiever may feel production is
unimportant . . . . L L L L 0 . 0 e e e e . .

Consider whether child can afford to miss the basics

Provide time for special teacher counseling with students . .

Evaluate students each year in June for later placement .

More funding for gifted programs
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