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) ABSTRACT
In response to a mandate from th. Congress (Public Law 91-230, Section 806)f

a study was conducted on the gifted and talented which consisted of five major
activities: review of research, analysis of educational data bases and the
development of 3 major. data base, public hear;ngs to interpret regional needs,
studies of programs in representative states, and review and ana]ySIS of the

children. Recommendations and details of the study are found in the text and i
Volume 2 (ED 056244). Major: findings include: a conservative estimate of the
number of gifted and talefted from the total elementary and secondary school -
population of 51.6 million is 1.5 to 2.5 milljon; existing services for the
gifted serve only a small percentage of the total; differentiated education for
the gifted and talented is perceived as low prlorlty at Federal, State, and_mos
local Tevels of government; 21 states have legislation to provxde services but i
many cases this merely represents intent;.services for .the gifted can and do
produce significant outcomes. Ten major actlvxtnes to be initiated In 1971 are
outlined., (RJ) :
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATION

WASHINGTON, D.C., 20202
October 6, 1271

Honorable Spirc T. Agnew
Praesident of the Senate
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. President:

In response to the 1970 Congressional mandate (p.I.. 21-230, Section -B06)
for a status report on education oi gifted and talented children, X am
submitting ten copies of the Office of Education's Report to Congress
{(Volume I) and ten copies of the background papers prepared for this
study (Volume 2).

In this painstaking study, the Office of Education has called on the best
minds within our agency and in the field of special education. It has
confirmed our impression of inadequate provisions for these students and
widespread micunderstanding about their needs. | '

Chapter VIII of the Report outlines the immediate steps we are taking in
response to some of the major deficiencies uncovercd. A program group is
being organized within the Office of Education for long-range comprehensive
planning in cocoperation with State and local educators. i
- . R 1
! ' o
We welcome your advice and assistance in improving the education of ona
of our most neglected and potentially produccive groups of students.
. . ’ | . ! i
Sincerely, ‘

, k A
AN e
s./P. Marland, Jr. g :
U.8. Commizsioner
of Bducation . a

|
i
|
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AMD WELFARE
OFEFICE OF EDUCATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202

Cctober 6, 1971

Honorahle Carl B. Albert
Speaker of the Housa of Representatives
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Speaker:

In response to the 1970 Congressional mandate (P.L. 91-230. Section B806)
for a status report on education of =ifted and talented children, I am
submitting ten copies of the 0ffice . Education's Report to Congress
(Volume I) and ten copies of thébachground papers prepared for this

study (Volume 2).

In this painstaking study, the office of Education has called on the best

‘minds within our agency and in the field of special education. It has

confirmed our impression of inadequate provisions for these students and
widespread misunderstanding about their needs. .

Chapter VIII of the Report outlines the immediate steps we are taking ir
resporise to some of the major deficiencies uncovered. A program group is
being organized within the Office of Education for long-range comprchensive
planning in cooperation with State and local educators.

We welcome your advice and assistance in improving the education of one

of our most neglected and .potentially productive groups of students.

Sincerely,

(ANl
S.|P. Marland, Jr.
U.S. Commissioner
of Education. = '



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Backg: ound and Methodology of che Study

Educators, legislators, and parents have long puzzled over the
prﬁblem of educating gifted students in a public educational program
geared primarily to a philosophy of egalitarlanism.
elementary grades and that theéa-chl]dren in later life often make
outstsnding contributions teo our society in the arts, gbliticé, business
ana the éGiEﬁééS; But, disturtingly, research has_:aﬂfifmgd that‘many

talented children perform far below their intellectual potential. We

. are 1ncrea51ngly be1ng stripped of the comfortable notion that a erUht

mind will make its own way. Intellectual and creative talent cannot

survive educational neglect and apathy.
This loss is partlcularly évldent in the minority groups who have o

in both social and eau"atlcnal environments every’ conflguratlan calculatedr

to stifle Eoténtial talent.

7

The Congress of the United States expressed its interest and concern

by passing a 1andmark.additian to the Elementéry and Secondary Education

Amendments of 1969 (Puhlle Law~91=236}, seetion 806, "Provisions related
to gifted and talented chlj&rén. This: amendment, unanimously géssed in
the House and Senaté} provided for two specific.chahges in existing legisé
latior:, ?t“iglieated congressional intent that the gifted and talented
student sha41d benefit from Federal educatlcn 1eglslatlen*—nmtably tltléﬁ!

IIT and vV of th Elementary and Secendary Educatlcn Act and the teacher

fellawship pravisicns qf the Higher Educatlan Act cf 1956. section 806

P T VIR S PP

dlrecte& the Commissioner oflEducatlon to ccnduct a study to: -

]
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1. Determine the extent to which special educational assistance
programs are necegssary or useful to meet the needs of gifted
and talented children. .

2. sShow which Federal education assistance programs are being
' used to meet thes needs of gifted and talentea children.

3. Evaluate how ex;st;ng Federal educatlonal 3551stance programs
can be more effectively used to meet these needs.

4.  Recommend new programs, if any, needed to mégt these needs.
« This report ié the Commissioner's response to that m%hdaﬁe;

The "study was assigned by the .Acting Commissioner of Eduéégicn to the
then Deﬁuty Assistang Séc:etary/meputf Commizssioner for Flanﬁing, Research,
and ﬁvéluétiun (in the Ufficé.;f kducationy, nqw-the‘§§figé cf tﬁe Déppty
Commissioner for bevelcpmént. The étﬁdy‘yas planned, éccfdiﬁaéed,,aﬁé
directed by Jane Case Williams. ’ .

Because this stﬁ?& represented an area of concern for both thé.Feaeral

and non—Fedefal sectors, anémgffered‘thé U.5. Office of Education (USOE)

the opportunity to study an eaucatioﬂgi%pzcb}gm w%tﬁ nationally signi-
ficant, long-term implications for society, it Qés determined that the
study would bhe done directly fr@ﬁ tﬂé Office of Education. This arrange-
ment enabled the Office to: 1) call on its la%ge feservcir)ef expertise

among staff people, 2) contract for technical services as needed, 3) ut-
ilize -the regional offices of USOE, and 4) draw on nationally known experts

(-

in the fisld.

B

The plan developed for the study, as acceptad and émplified by the

infermal adviéary panel, consisted of five major activitiés:
1. Rev1ew,of research, other available 11terature,and expert kncw—
ledge. : s

2, Analysis of the educational data bases available to USOE and
the development of a majer data base through the "Survey af

s
e

<



Leadership in Education of Gifted and Talented
Children and Youth" (Advocate Survey) .

3. Public hearings by the Regional Assistant Commissioners of Educa-
tion in each of the 10 HEW regions to interpret regional needs.

4, studies of programs in representative States with long-standing
statewide support for education of gifted and talented children.

5. Review and analysis of the system for delivery of Cffice of
Education programs to benefit .gifted and talented children.

This study began in August 1270 with he development and acceptance
v of the plan and conc.uded in June 1971 with the preparation of the final
report, which is based on .the findings and documentation from the five

major activities.

public Law 91-230, Sec:ion 806, states that the Commissioner of
Education shall ¢afine "gifted and talented” for purposes ¢f Federal
education programs. The definition established by the advisory panel

reads:

t .
Gifted and talented children are those identified by professionally ~
gualified persons who by virtue of ouistanding abilities, are capable
of high performance. These are children who reguire differentiated
educational programs and/or services beyond those normally provided
by the regular school program in order to realize their contribution
to §elf and society. ’

= =
5 '
' Children capable of high performance include those with demonstrated
achievement and/or potential ability in any of the following areas,
- singly or in combination: ™
1. general intellectual ability
2. specific academic aptitude
3. creative or productive thinking
- 4. leadership ability
5. wvisual and performing arts
6. peychomotor ability. :
" . It can bEJassumgéithat utilization of these criteria for identifi-
cation of the gifted and talented will encompass a minimum of 3 to 5
percent of the school population. o
ix o 7



‘administered by US6E.

Evidence of gifted and talented abilities may be determined by a
multiplicity of wdys. These procedures should include objective
measures. and professional evaltation measures which are essential
components of identification.

admlnlstratars, school psychaloglgts, caunselors, currlculum 5pec1al;stsi
artists, musicians, and chers with special training who are also
gqualified to appralse pupils special competencies.-

The advisory panel established three characteristics for a differen-
tiated educational program:

1. A differentiated curriculum which denctes hlgher
cognitive concepts and processes.

2. Instructional strategies which accommedate the
learning styles of the qlfted and talented and
curriculum content.

3. Special grouping arrangements which include a-
variety of administrative procedures appropriate
to-particular chilﬂren, i.e., =pecial clas es,
honor classes, semina;s, resourceé roomsh and the,
like. ' !

v

and in the research review. ‘. . B

It Qa% determineé.éarly in tﬁg—ﬁavalopment of the study plan that
inclusion in the Eiemenfary and Seccnd;;y Amendméﬁts would &élimig the
study Papulation to thé elementary and secondary schﬁﬁliage (Sal7yyeérs),
élthcugh recommendations wifhin,tﬁe,regort have implicatiané f@r‘éarlg
education of gifted and talented:;hiidren (befére age 5) and post-

B P T B

secondary education. . : B _ o Toe

Because of the inadequacy of available data on. education programs

" of other Federal agencies the stady was 1imitédrtc educétion»prcgraﬁs

s - -

.
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Findings and Action Steps:

This study bas prédu;ed reéémmeﬁdatioﬁs on special programs and
suggested pfibriiies in plannihq individual programs, estimates of the
prcfe551cna1 support and teacher training requ1red, and adjustments in
.legal definitions that would enchance the pOSSlbllllty of State and
1Q§al fi£§a}rsuppgzt. Deta;ls may be found in the text and Volume IT
(appandlxeé) The major flndlngs Gf "the studyfrﬁhésé with partigqular

relevance to the futur@ plannlng of the Office cf Education—-may be- sum*~

- marized as fol .
o ' »== A gonger t;ve.estlmatg of the gifted and talented population
ranges between 1.5 and 2.5 million children out of a total
, elementary and secondary school populatlcn (1970 estimate)
e N . &f 51.6 million.

-~ Existing services to the gifted and talented do not reach
large and significant subpopulations (e.g. minorities and
dlsadvantaged) and serve only a very small percentage of the
glfted and talented pOPulatlQn generally, -

w = . -frleferentlatéd educatlcn for the glfted and talented is
e - presently perceived as a very low priority at Federal,; State,
© 7 and most local levels of. government and educatlgnal adm;nls—

. trat;cn. . . B
— , B I La. L 4l .
er - ‘=‘!Although 21 States have ,eglslatlcn to pravaae resources to
¢ = &chool districts for sgrvices to the glftea and talented,

Esuqh leg;g}atlon in man; cases merely repréSEﬂts lntent

.

e

“'aerEven ‘whére’ there is .a 1egal or adminlstratlve bas;s for prov;s;on
. af SﬂerCQS,‘ﬁLnding p*lDr;tleF; erisis concerns, and lack of
< personnel caﬁ$erpfagra@§ for the gifted to -be’ mlnlseu]e or

theoretlcal.

! e - . .
. . o f . agi . - - a
ET I 2 =

S Ve ThHere is an. enormous ;ndlyldual andgscc;al cust when talent among

A - .. the Natioj.'s chllﬂten and’ youth goes undlsccvered and unﬂevelap%%
B o @hese studean cannot ord;nar;ly excgl w1thout a551stance.

<= Ident:f;catlcn of tﬁe glfted is hamgered not ‘only by ccsts cf i

. o -*_»gappxogrlate "testing--when these methcﬁs are known and " adapted-—but

o . " also by.apathy and even hostility among teachers;’ admlnlstratars,

T~ gulaance counselcrs and psychclag;sﬁs. : : , -

1

- @i ed and talented chlldren are, ;n'fact; deprlved and can suffer
v, . . . -

- | L g T T :
v . . L - ) , N s . o B !

" u
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psychological damage and permanent impairment of their B
abilities to function .well which is equal to cr‘greater

than the =imilar deprivation suffered by any other popu-
lation with special needs served by the Office of E&ucatién;

——;SpéC1al services for the gifted (such ag the alsadvantaged)
" and talented sill also serve other target pOEJlPthnS singled .
v out for attent;cn and suppért. .

—~ Services prcv1ded to glfted and- talentgd Childreﬂ can and do
produce 51gn1f1cant and measurable outcomes.

el

" == States and. local ccmmunltles look to the Federal Gove;nment
for leaderxrship in this area of educatlon, w1th or without .
m3551ve funding. , p. - : .

-- The'Federal role -in delivery of Services to the gifted and
talented is presently all but nonéxistent.
These'findiﬁqs,which aré documented in Volume IT, provide ample

evidencé of the need’for action by the U.S. Office of Education to

-

eliminate the widespread neglect of ¢ifted and talented children.

Federal 1eadéfghip.in'this effort is required to confirm and maintain
provisions for the gifted and talented as a national priority, and to

encourage the States to include this priority in their own planning.

Recognizing these needs, the U.S. Office of Education is taking steps

to meet them immediately. Ten major activities,under existing education

legislation, will be initiated in-1971..

1. The Deputy Commissioner for School ‘Systems will complete a
planning report for the Commissioner on impleméenting a Federal
role in education of glfted and talented chlldren by Fabruary l,

51972. - RGN - s

2. Assignment of continuing program responsibility for gifted and
talented education within USOE will be made to the Deputy
Commissioner for School Systems, with the expectation of further
delegation to the Bureau of Education for the Hand;capped.-

A staff program group - will dnitially consist, K of three
prgfesgicnal positions with - apprapriate secretarlal ana staff .
support serv1ces. -



DTSR BBty s tromer

i

i
.

10.

11.

" gifted and talented education.

A nationwide field survey will obtain information on
successful programs and program elements, develop more
precise cost figures, improve evaluation procedures,
furnish the bases for model programs, and develop a
clearinghouse on gifted and talented education.

USOE will utilize title V, ESEA and other authorizations,
to strengthen State Education Agencies capabilities for

USOE will support in the summer of 1972 two national
leadership training institutes to upgrade supervisory
personnel and program planning for the gifted at the
State level. '

USOE will support additional program activities in major

research and d~wvelopment institutions which have the interest

and capacity work on learning problems and opportunities
among minority groups.
) v

USOE will build on the career education models being developed
by the National Center for Educational Research and Development

by including program activities specific to employer-~hased
caresr education for the gifted and talented.

The Commissioner has requested special attention in at least
one of the comprehensive experimental schrol projecis to the

individualization of programs to benefit the gifted and

talented students as a component of the comprehensive design

to effect educational reform.

USOE will continue to encourage ESEA title III activities

through communication with State education agencies, issuance

of program guidelines, and cooperative assignment of USOE
title III program staff to the Gifted and Talented Program
Group. S

One staff member will be identified in each of the ten
Regional Offices of Education as responsible, at least
part timaz, for gifted and talented education. '

The existing OE programs relating to hioher education will

be carefully studied by the Gifted and Talented Program
Group in order to.pptimize their potential for the gifted
and talented population and teachers of these students. .

xiii -
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTIGN

For many years, interested educatcrs, responsible legislators, and
concerned parents have puzzied over the problem of educating the most

Qiftéd cf our students in a public educational program geared primarily to

a philosophy of egélitarianiém. -

<

We know that gifted children can be identified as early as the

elementary grades and that these children - in later life often make

‘cutstanding contributions to our society in the arts, politics, business,

and the sciences. But, disturbingly, research has confivmed that many

talented children underachieve, performing far less than their intellectual

potential might suggest. We are increasingly being stripped of the

comfortable notion that a bright mipd wiii make its own way. On the contrary.,
intellectual and creative talent cannot survive educational neglgét and apathy.

This loss is particularly'eﬁident in the minority groups ‘who have in'
both Sécial and educational environments every configuration calcuié;éd to
stifle pctentiai talent. .

The Congress of the United States expressed its interest and concern by
passing arlandmark addition to the Elémentary and Secandary‘ESuééEiéh“'
Amendments of 1969, section ééé; "Pravisiané related to é&fted and’talentéd
childrenil/ This amenament, unanimously passed in the House aﬁagSenate,

provided for two spécific changes in existing législatich. It explicated

I7 On January 28, 1969 the proposal was jointly introduced by Congreszman
Erlenborn and his’ colleagues in House and by Senator Javits and his fellow
Seénators. H.R. 4807, the Gifted and Talented Children Education  Assistance

. Act-of 1969, passed the House. .5.718 was incorporated in Public Law 91-230
(the“E?EA admendment of 19692), which was signed into law April 13, 1970.
Minor diffirences in definition of gifted and talented in_ the two versions
were resolved as "children who have outstanding intellectuil-ability and
creative talent." Section 806 amended gection 521 of the Highér-Education

- Act of l%ﬁS\jrelating to fellowships for teachers) . SE T .

a . |
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congressional intent that the gifted and talented student should benefit
from Federal education legislation,notably from titles III and V of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) and teacher fellowship provisions

of the Higher Education Act of 1965. Sectian 806 directed the Cammissioner of
Education to conduct a study to: )

A

1. Deteérmine the extent to which special educational assistance
programs ar.: necessary or useful to meet the needs of gifted
and talented c¢hildren.

2. BShow which existing Federal education assistan programs
are being used to meet the needs of gifted an :alented
children.

3. BEvaluate how existing Feaerél educaticﬁal assistance prégrams
can be more effectively used to meet these needs.
) 4. Recommend new prcgrams; if any, needed tﬁaméét tﬁese needs.-
This report is the Commissioner's respcnée té that mandate-.
éhe study was assiéﬁed’by the Acting Ccmﬁissicner df Eégcation to thé
=

Deputy Assistant Secretary/Deputy Commissioner for Planning, Research, and

Evaluation (in the Office of Educatian), which_is now the Q0ffice of the—Devut§

~Commissioner for Development. ‘The.stuéy was planned, cooxdinated, and directed

by Jane Case Williams, Office of the Deputy Commrissionexr for!Develcpment_

Because this study represented an area of concern for both the Federal

and. the non-Federal sectors, and offered the U. S. Office of Education (USOE)

the opportunity to study an educational problem with nationally significant
long-term implicatians for society, it was détérminad that the study should‘be(

canducted dlrectly frcm the folce of Educatlgn. This arrangement enabled the

1

Office to: l) call upon 1ts 1arge;reservcir of expertlsa among staff people,

s

2) cantract fc: Lechnlcal serv;ces as needed, B)Aﬁtlllze the reglcnal offices

ef USCE, and 4) draw on natlcnally kncwn expartsgln the i;ela-

a
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The plan developed for the study, as accepted and amplified by the

informal advisory panel (listed in the acknowledgments section), consisted
of five major activities:

1. Review of research, other available literature,and expert
knowledge. :

2. Analysis of the educational data bases already availakle to
USOE and the development of a major data base through the
"Survey of Leadership in Education of Gifted and Talented
Children and Youth" (Advocate survey. )

3. Publlc hearings by the Reg1onaé Assistant Comm1551oners of Educatien
in each of the 10 HEW regions to intexrpret ;eglonalﬂneedsm

4. Studies of programs in representative States where state- .
wide support to education programs for g;fted and talented.
children have been ccnductea for several 'years.- .

-hs

5. Review and analysis of -the system for delivery of Office
of Education programs to benefit gifted and talented children. -

The study began in Augusf 1270 with the development and acceptance
of the plan and:ccncludad in June 1971 with the preparation of the final

report, which is based bn the flnd;ngs and documentation f:cm the five

major act1v1tles, Thro ghaut thé Study, there has been contlnucus 1nteraét1cn

améng the maﬁcr contractors, experts‘on the gifted @nd talentga, and Office

of Educat;on staff asslgned to the proje ~.

Public Law 91-230, sec. 806, dlrects the cammlsSLoner of Educatlon to

define gifted and talented children for,pu:poses'@f.Fedaral educat;cnr

programs. . The definition established by the addvisory panel reads:

 Gifted and talented children are those identified by professionally
qualified persons who by virtue - of outstanding abilities, are

capable of high performance. - These are «<hildren who require differentiated
educational programs. and/or serxrvices beyond those normally- prcv1ded by

the regular schqol Erogram in order to realize their contribution “te self
and saclety.

=

chlldren capable of high performance 1ncluae those w1th demanstrated
achievement and/or Jpotential ability in any of the follcw1ng ‘areas,
singly or in comblnatian._ 7 o - . - ’




. general intellectual ability
specific academic aptitude

. «creative or productive thinking
. leadership ability

5. wisual and performing arts

6. pseychomotor ability

WL b
N

It can be assumed that utilization of these criteria for identification
of the gifted and talented will encompass a minimum @f 3 to 5 percent
of the school populatlon. ;

Evidence of gifted and talented abilities may be determined by a
‘multiplicity of ways. These procedures should include objective _ _
measures and professional evaluation measures whlch are essentlal
~component5 of identification.

P:ofessi@nally qualified persons include such individuals as

teachers, administrators, schocl psychologists, counselors,

curriculum specialists, artists, musicians, and others with speeial )
training who are also gualified to appraise pupils' special competencies.

According to the advisory panel, a differentiated educational program

has three characteristics:

1. A differentiated curriculum which® den@tes hlgher
cognltlve concepts and processes. oo

2 Instructional strategies which accommodate the
. learning styles of the glfted and talentéd and
cuxrlculum Ecntent. . ) -
3. Special grouping arrangements which ineclude a-
. variety of administrative procedures appropriate
» to particular children, i.e., special classes, honor
classes, seminars, resource rooms, and the like. ' ’ - e

©oy . . -

-

This definition was subsequently tested through the Advocate Survey
’ o e . o ’ : :
and in the research review; the quéstion of definition is discussed in

. -

chapters 1T and III.L

Early in the develcpment cfathe study plan, it was aete:mlned that
-

1nc1u51cn 1n the Eleméntary and Secondary Amendments would del;mit the -

- gtudy populatlen ta tn%%elgmentary and secandary schoal 1ge (5 - 17 yeaxs),fvrj?h

oy
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1lthough recommendations within the reso rt haVﬁ implicafions for the early

education of gifted and talented children (before age 5) and PDSt’
@

secondary education.
The study was additionally limited tec education'prcgrams administered

by USOE for two reasons:

- 1) The Commissioner of Education is mandated to "prepare and make

available in such form as he deems appropriate a cataleog of all

Federal education assistance programs whether or not such programs
are administered by him ..." (Public Law 91-230, title IV, sec. 413).
 The mandated catalog for FY 1970 was takep from the OEO Cataleg of

Federal Domestic Assistance and submitted to Congress with the
. / -
Commissioner's annual report. Fede:aljeducaticnal programs conducted
: /
by'other agencies cannot quretrieveé‘tnrcugh use of descriptors
%ynchyﬁcug with "gifted and taleﬁtei,“’indicating that programs are

not so claSSJfled at present. The data base is yet in an initial

stage of development, with ava;lable .data of quesﬁlonable rellablllty

£

and validity. ey

2) An unPubllshed Federal task fc:&e study of gifted and talﬁnted
'edugaticn,Agngletea in 1968, yndicatgd problems in defining
and thaining usabié data from;eauéationai programs of other
'Federal agencies whi;h benefit;thergiftéd and talented. Such
aﬁjanalysisnguid clearly be b%yaﬁd the scope of the present study.
Méintenance cf’tﬁe catalog of ?ede&al educational assistaﬁge‘Prograﬁs
on a current basis»wi;i provide the universe which-canvenablé USOE. to evaluate.

the impact of'cthé:;Fedgfgl programs .on (the education of gifted and talented

. children and youth; ‘the Office of Education recommends such an analysis.

"
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Statistical data were collected and analyzed for the present study
from four -major sources:

== The Advocate Survey was designed to detexrmine the current
thinking of th: leaders in special education for the gifted
and talented, on the need and the responsiveness uf education.
A 26-page guestionnaire was sent to 239 experts in the field.

~= The School sStaffing Survey, a pilot survey in 1989-19270
followed by a full-scale review in 1570-71, includes
schoel data acquired from elementary and secondary
school principals concerning staffing and the services
to the children and youth in their scho~ls.  The survey
tapped a representative sample of U. 5. schools and pupils.

-~ Project TALENT is a longitudinal study of 400,000 students
who were in high school (grades 9-12) in 1960. Data are
available from one questionnaire administered in 1%60 and
twe followup studies conducted 1 year and 5 years after
graduation. A large nunber of mentally gifted participated.
A broad range of datg has been collected on achievement,
social influences and development, intellectual ability,
and other factors. (See appendix E.)

-~ The State Survey (OE Form 115) was prepared in the Office
of Education and = nt by the Regional Assistant Commissioners
of Education to each of the 50 State Departments of Education,
as part of the regional hearing procedures, to elicit infor-
mation about current support for education of the gifted.

lOne majér'source of data feor this report has been the research 6n the
gifted and talented.:which'is summarized in appendix A. Chapte; IT —-
Profile of”thg‘Gif£eé and Talentgg;éopulatign - and %hapter Iv - What
is 2 Gocd Program for éhs Gifted? == lean heavily on this research.

" Anothex i@portant source cf data,pr6ved to be the_rééiénai hearings,
which weré'dééigned\to ieach*a broadly repreééﬁtative:gfbup afvprofégsionals
and lay persons concé:ﬁedeith eaucation fof the giftéd and talented. USCE's
foice of Regional foicé Cccrdinatign {OROC), direéﬁed each of fhe 10

Regional Assistant Commissicners of Education. to hold hearings on the subject

'énd p:cvided'them”ﬁith appropriate backéibund;matéfials and survey inst:umegts,

I~-6
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The hearings, though‘:o%A‘gquizéa by the congressional amendments, were
a viable way to gathér information and demonstrated the ro.e of the regional
offices in the assessment of educational needs throughout the country. Both
oral and written testimony far exceeded expectations; over 500 persons
testified and over 400 parents wrote to state their broad support for some
positive action_in this area. A summary of the regional hearings, which
ineludes many of these stétements, forms appendix C. Together with material

vidence

(11}

gleanéd from the Advocate Survey (appendix B) and the research
(appendix A), the testimony at the regional hearings forms the basis for
chapter III, which outlines the need for special programs for the gifted.

Among the issues cevered by the State Survey were the availability

of staff for gifted programs at the State level, eﬁabling legislation for
the gifted, action planning or study groups, special training provisions,
major deterrents to State action, and étaté use of Federal funds for gifted
education programs. Chapter V_is based on ﬁhis survey. '

;// To complement this general data on activity at the State 1ave1é this
'l report includes the ae§elcpmentalAhistory of four strong statewide programs

.«'f; =

for the gifted == in Ccnneéticut}icaiifgrnia; Georgia, and Illinois. ‘These
programs are summarized in chapter v1I and detalled in appendix F.
The special study made of the USOE delivery system to the g;fted ana

talented addresses 1tself to the requirement in section 8Q6 concerning the

= ! .

Federal role in gifted educatign and to recommendations for new programs Or -
arrangements to meet the needs of the gifted and talented. This assessment,

summar;zed in chapter VII, conflrms thg—findlngs and opinions delineated throughout

the Commissioner's study and pr@p@ses:alternatives for action.




Chapters II thrcughllv Presgn;ﬁtﬁé“;rébléms and needs. Chaptexs V
through VII describe the status'of State and Federal efforts. To help
bridge the gap between where we are and where we should be, the finail
chapter of this report (VIII) summarizes ﬁhe recommendations from the studf

- and outlines action steps to be taken in l97é. |

Eeca@se this wﬁeia efforf,is sbout human beings, and rather special

ones, this report begins with a description of these young pecple.

S
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CHAPTER IL

PROFILE OF THE GIFTED AND TALENTED POPULATION

The gifted and talented: Who are they? Are they really sufficiently
different from the norm to warrant special planning and atteﬁtion?

One ready source cf lnformation regarding these guestions—-—and others--
can be found in the research on the gifted and talented DVEI the past 50
vears. Agpendix 3 provides dgtails and saurges for the generalizations
which follow.

From the research findings é profile emerges of a group that is distinctive
in performance or .potential; it is a group by no means insignificaht in
nunbers nor limited in scope throughout our society. Here are some of the
characteristics cfrthe gifted and talented, as seen by those who have studied
or worked with them over the years.

Probably the area in whi?h the gifted and talented are recognized most
frequently is -achievement. Laggeﬁséalg studies over the past 50 years ha@e
uniformly agreed that these individuals function at levels far inraavance of
thél£ ageﬁate%i Beginning at the early primary grades and even atvthe time of
school entry, the gifted and talented present challenging educational problems
because of their deviation frbm the norm.

Typiecally, half of the glfted have taught themselves to read(befcie’séﬁcpl
entry. Some of thém learn to read as early as 2 years and éppreclable numbers
are reading at 4. In ccmpariscn with their classmates, these chLléxen deﬁafu

increasingly from the average aérthey progress through the grades, if their

educatipgalﬁgiog:am7permit$} Cx




In one statewide study of more than 1,000 gifted children at all
grade levels, the kindergagten group on the average performed at a level
comparable to that of second~grade children in reading and“ﬁéthematics; the
average 'fr::r fourth and f,ifi;h—g;‘aaégifﬁed children in all curr_j.c:ulu:m areas
was beyond that of seventh grade pupils. In another S;udy a representative
sample of gifted high school seniors took the Graduate Record Examinations
in social sciences, humanities, and natural sciences--examinations normaliy
used for admigsigﬁ to graduate study.

In all of the tests, -the high school seniors made an average greoup
score which surpassed the average for college seﬁiérs: in the social
sciences, they -surpassed the average of college seniors with majars:in that

field. These findings on the attainments of gifted students are typical.

WHAT ARE THEY LIKE--PSYCHOLOGICALLY AND SOCIALLY?

Early studies by ?o&er in 18294, by Terman beginning in 1904, and Ey
Katherine Délbear in 1912 igitiated aﬁr current understandings of the
gifted and their behav1or, These studies refuted earlier beliefs about
the "mad genlus" syndrame, althcugh there are recent writings wh;eh show
that g;ftedness may produce sever: problems for certain 1nd;v1duals. In
gené§a1, g;Ftéd children have been fcund to be better adjustad and moré
popular than thé géneral population, althcuéh tﬁerefare definite relation—

ships between educational opportunities and adjustment.

IT - 2
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Exceptional capacities create probhlems: for most pecple, even at
the earliest ages. Young gifted chlldreﬁ encounter dlfflcultles in
attempting t; manage and dirgct activities. Sirnce their ideas aiﬁfer.
they lose the participation of others and find themselves marginal ‘and
isélateﬁ. Of all children in a large gifted population, those at
kindeﬁéarten level were reported by teachers to have the highest incidence-
of poor peer relationships. This was-ascribed to tﬁe lack of experience at-
this age in adawpting tgrrequirements, in coping with_frusﬁratiéné’;br in
maving available a reperteoire of suitéble substitute acﬁivities, ag older
pupils would.

When conditions are changed and the gifted and t;lentgd are given
opportunities to satisfy their desires for knowledge and peffefmange,
their own sense of adequgcy and well-being improves. Those who cgni
function within ai apprcpfiate learning milieu -lse improve in their
attitudes toward themselves and others. If education and lifevexgeriEnces
foer the gifted are what they should be, thé likelihood tﬁat the gifted and
talented will relate to the tcﬁél society and work within it-actually is
enhanced.

The gifted explore ideas aga issues’ egrlier than their peers. While
they enjoy scc1a1 aSSchatlonS as others do, they tend early t@ relate
to older companlcns and to gamzs which 1nvolve ;ndiv1dual skills or some
lntellectual pursuits. The glfted chlld is not necessarily a g;lnd‘ or - : i
a 'laner,‘ desplté the fact that he dsvelops special ;ntere;ts early. :

Biographical data from studfes of large populations reveal that these

o8 :'Ir'_ 3




" superbly in many fields and do so with ease.

indiviaualsrcharacte:igtically perform in outstanding fashion--not only
in widely varied @:ganiﬁéti@nsr in community gr~ups, in student -overn-
ment,éna in athletics.’ The total impression is of people who perform
ﬁhilé the academic advancement ©f the gifﬁﬁd has generally been
.fecognizea even though it has not been se;yééﬁffﬁg early social and
psycholégical deveicpmént of the‘giftéa has been>less frequenfiy noted.
Gifted pupils, even when very young, depart from self-centered concerns
and values far earlier than’thgif chronological peers. Problems of
morality, religion, and world peace may be trouklesome at a very early age.
Interest in prcblems.bésétting séciety is comﬁon even in eleméntary—age
giftedrchi;dren.
"The composite impression from étudies ranqing from childhood to adults

is of a population which values independence, which is morertask-*and

contribution-oriented than reccgnitionsorienteé, which prizes integrity and

=

independent judyment in decisjionmaking, which rejects conformity for its
own sake,jand which possesses unusually high social ideals and values.
Of all human groups, the gifted and talented are the least likely

to form stereotypes. Their traits, interests,:cagacitieswaand alternatives

_present 1limitless possibilities for expressian;'the chief impressi.n

one draws from studyingvthis graup:ﬂét either the child or adult level, is

i I

of almost unlimited versatility, mu;tiple iélents, and countless ways of
effective expression. Because gifted péople have many bptions, they often
also encounter problems of choice.r When yocu do well in science but also

love music, where does the energy go in a career? Again, there are numerous
. - - - . . [ = - ) .
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examples in Terman's lohgitudinal study of men and women who have been

as productive in an avocation as in their chosen careers.

) WHAT ABOUT THEIR SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ORIGINS?

The eeeuﬁpticg that the giffed and telented coﬁe from privileged
environments is erronecus. Even in the Terman etud?} which made no pretense
- = B s

of eemﬁfehensive'seereh and identification, some perﬁicipante came from
econemieelly deprived nemee while the majority came-from homes with certain
advantagee, the Terman group included representatives of all ethnlc groups
end_ell aconomic levels, with 19 percent of the parents representing skillea
and unekilled labor.

A later California study (e)more thorough but by ne means complete
search for gifted children in certain rural seFtiene) found thet‘SOIPer=
cent of parents were in agricultural, elerical&ueerviee; semi—ekiiled,
unskilled, semi=-professional, or sales oeéhgatiene; Jenkine found an
incidence of nearly one percent of gifted Neér@ee;in eegregeted Chicago

[

school classes in the early 1940°'s,, despite his extremely limited ecreening

and referral pzoceiuxee, ' /7

Even though the major studies have not employed detailed ccmmunity

eearches, eiftedness has been found in all walks of life.

1

CAN WE IDENIIF¥ THE GIFTHD AND TALENTED° IV

—»~obv10usly, We can identify giftedness——er it identlfies itself, ;~~

u

Eext;eularly when a 2*year‘old begins;tc read or play the piano. BuE
identification is really much more complicated. It includes many factors:
1) age of identification (given the well-known sensitivity and adjustability-

)



of the giftea,‘h@w is it identified afteg the child has learned to conceaal
it to survive happily am@ﬁé his peers?); 2) screening procedures ~d ftest
accuracy; 3) the idéntificationtcf children frow a Variety of etﬁnic groups
and cultures; and 4) tests of ;reativi%v (before that creativity |

has been demonstrated in performance) . What then is our capacity to locate

the glfted and talented within the school populatian?

+

Can we identify the Very young gifted or talented child?

On the basis of both early and current studies, we can identify. thase
Ed

¢hildren, guite apart from their tendency tc'emarge at times on their dwn.

Attémpta to ;dentlfy gifted children through tests at-the kindergarten laevel

have bean successful when careful prel;mlnary search and scraenlng have

been utilized.

Alth@ugﬁ mich has been sald about the low relat;onshlp between 1nfant
tests and thé§é §s;d during the school years, infant tests.are primarily
mctor.tests; Later tests emghasiéetferbal abilities. ’ |

Bloom, after ana;ysié of major lcngitudinal spﬁdies, concluded that
general lntelllgence develops lawfully, that the greateszst lmgact on 1I.Q.
from env;ronmental factcrs wcula probably take place between ages l and 5,
with relatively little impact after ade 8. This cbsarvatlan is very s;mllai
to Hollingworth's observation that methods cf'measuring iﬁtelligencé had low
pred;ctlve value when applled before 7 oxr 8 §ears af age; when applied at

or after 7 or'S, the methods available even in l939 had hlgh Pred;ctlve pawer,

3



~ Since the gifted child is-advanced beyond his age group, wé magyf
agsume>gféate§'gtability of in,glligenCé thaﬁ:iﬁ:the-évexagé or below
average; young gifted children can be inéiviéually tested and accurately
identified more easily than can young mentally reta:ded chlldren, who

are similarly deviant frcm:the norm.

£

A

How acgurate are screening procedures and tests? .

Types of screening processes commonly employed in identifying the

gifted have included teacher nomination and group testézrrﬁbth“meanswhave_
about the same level of accuracy, and both fai} to identify lafge number§
of gifted children. ‘ - . 7

| A number of studies have shown. that individual ﬁésts identify gifted
childien much more acéurately than do gréug measures. Half of an iaenfifie§
gifted populatlon remains un1dent;f;ed with grc p tests alone. One stﬁdy

ointed out that group test ratings tend to be hlgher ﬁo: the below average

individual, while, for thE=abave average,, group test sééres arz lower than

those obtained on the individually aaminié;e:ed Binet test scale.

Data provided by a t§st”9ubliSher showed that the\&iécrapancy betwzen
gz;up scores and indiyiéuai’;careé increaééd as thé inteiliéence level -
st _ - 7 ‘ ,
increased. 'The most h#éhly gifted children were penalized masz by group
test scores; that lS,,the higher the ability, the greater the prDbablllty the

- ;o

group test would DVE§1cck such ab;lltyi

Teachers’alsa are able to ngm‘nate abDLt hal the gifted. (Similar

levels’ of accuracy accu: when they attempt to ncmlnate £Ee creat;ve )

It is unsafe to a;sume that teachears w;ll ident;fy even the hlghlx g;fted;

according to one study in which™ 25 per- cent of the most gifted were missed.

EEE # . / -\“»w

- R - el

s




ERIC

A

‘ based on tw1n studies over a 2D—year period, ascribe from 60 to 88 per

The question of test accuracy for children of varying environments
is troublesome, as is the relative impact of heredity and environment

on test ?erformanceg - It has long been recognized that extreme

environmental factors affect the performance of children in many areas,

including intelligence. The measuxed 1,t 1ligence of children declines
N .

when.they are isolz :d sr‘emotidnaliy starved, as it does when verbal

‘and nonverbal stimuli are lgcking- Varicps estimates of the

pIQPDItanSlOf 1nte111gence variance due to- heredlty and environment, .

cent to herealtxﬂ' 'All of the researchers agree that some part of the

'vafiancemmustiﬁéiattributed ;é the effect of the environment in which

children are reared. . T e e L el e
a Y i . . - -
Can we identify the gifted from m;ncri;iesfand diverging cultures?
r ’ N . §
s 7 ’ ) : A B

Th~ problems of screening and iderntification are complicated by

assumptions that télents_cannct be found as abundantly in certain groups

‘as in cthers*—f%th the amphasls heaV11y in favor of the affluent. These

¢ s "

B _‘.f' B R
assumgtlons maé -have influenced meage& search and identification among
other groups. Eﬁére 1s,amp1e ev;dencé that highly gifted children can .

. ! L o . i
be identified in all groups within our society. T

. From a number of sources, Jenkins gathered case records on Negro ¢

Lo . i .
- - * -

ichiiérén of 'rare ability. He found seven children whose Binet I.0.'s were

above 170, four above 180, and one above QQQ._(Estiﬁatesicf incidence in the

general population of I.Q.'s of 170 are one in 10,000, and for I.Q.'s of 180,,

one in a million.) Neverthelegg, it has been cbserved that Indians and
. 7 y a
€ x - " *
Ir - 8
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Negroes, to name itwo minority groups, have been insufficiently xe-

presented in the public school groups surveyed. In 1556, Sinsberg and
\

his asseciaﬁes analyzed Negra‘patent;al and described it as the largss
untapped talent pool.

To upg:x de educational opportunities for minority grups is one
thing, but tc-discover and - to nurture the genius of the cﬁe in a million
is angther, ;na it is a more difficult task.

i It is reascnably'Well—kncwn that with halp; young childfg; from
P@v&rty bacqucunds can 1mprcve their I Q léVElS slganlcantly. One
;unﬁrovers;al study claimed that chlldren gain in measured ablllty Slmply
through teachers being’ told that they are bright, the theory being

the * self-fulfilliﬁg prcphecyi“  ﬁviaance from various studies and

reviews suggests rather that the more specific an@ﬁcaﬁefuliy E}anned

Vthelin;e:ventibn, the Eetter the_rasults.' And the earlier the better.
‘ “-;_ Fér too little.éttenticn has:been given to Ehe effect of psych$1ogiéal
“ factcrs on fhesdéveioémeﬁﬁ ;f %ééifudeskaﬁd achievement amang=mipgrities
and the poor. Significant here is-theﬂintellectual apathy and withdrawal
young Indians as they reaéh aﬁclescenée and become aware of their
future 93551b1l1t1es «Bronfenbrenne: cbserved that Negro ﬁays (whu

are expected to earn a 11v;ng) perform less’ well than Negra gl?ls to a

Tt e i e gy

Greater éxte“h than is trune in the white population, and that the dlfference

- 5 /

increases with age. These prabléms are espec;ally significant Wlthln |
|

T

minority youth of the hlghest capac1ty. - .
) \

L - Since “the full range of human talents is rep:esentéa in all the

races of man and in. all socio—economic levels, it is undjust and unproductive
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to allow social or racial background to affect the treatuent of an

individual.
4

Can,We‘Eﬂentify_thg:gxgativa;anﬁ Telented?

vl ‘

So far, no distinction has been made between the academically,

y

intellecﬁually-gifted and those who exhibit great prowess-in the arts

" o possess that quality of creativity cne associates with the arts.
Complications in answering this guestion arose with the initiation

of é£fé;ts to identify potential creétivity and dormant ﬁalapts_thrdﬁgb

s

tests of various kinds. Still remaining to be settled, thfbugh longituéinal
studies, is whether a test of creative process will'iaenﬁify the

person who will later be recognized for creative production.

Initial studies to develop measures af*@bilities et identifiad by
traditignal group and individual inteiligencé tésts were carried on hy
{

Gu;lfcrd and his a350:1ates. Thegé studies resulted in a number of tes

'de51g£ed to measure convergent and divergent thlnk;ng abilities. Many

‘of these tests were adapted to or used directly‘in subsequent studies o

to determine creativity_iﬁ;childfen,and_ycuthﬁ/an& to compare creativity

i .
. . . /
/

“and intelligence in variqus pé%ﬁlaticns. / » C s
: } j ; _ :
Controversv erunépd'f:om certain stuales—-n@t:bly those of Get?els

]
Jackscn, and Tarrance-EWhich found dlfferences between p@kﬂla*iﬁns of

/

high lntelllgence and thDSe labeled creatlve. The cléavage between

. - ; / .
enthus;asts for the c;éativity tests and,skeptics produced dehate on

!

the me%surement of huéan abilities alcng w1tn hundreds Qf studles_pn

measures to: 1dent1fy creat1v1ty. . The c#ntrcvergy in many respects

was reqln;scen§ of at between Terman gnd Stenququ 1n the early 10205,

| . 5 - Pk
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when Stenquist doubted the valve of the Binet test hecause his tests
of mechanical aptitude produced results at grzat odds with those of the

Binaet. Man

LY

persons have pointad out that nany of the terms used by th:
creativity enthusiasts, and descriptions of the creative person, are
suspiciously similar to those found in the recent literature of child

psychology and educatibn—-such terms as "giftedness, "aiscovéry,"
"intuition," and "intelligence."

The measuré%'d@velépe& by Guilfoxd to ident;fy SPecific traits or
to identify éfeativity! Studies of the creativity measures and their
relationship to intelligence measures have prodﬁced a preponderance
of evidence that the use of a common térm "creati%ity"-is misleading, \
since the measures hear no moré relationship to one another than they
do to measures of intelligence.

There are higher relationships between general igtelligence and the
individual tests of creativity than_amégg the individuai measures them-
sdlves. Although a few studies have supported the creativity-intelligence
distinction, most have established substantial re;atiaﬁships between
creativity and intelléctual aptitude.

Greater accuracy in the use éf labels has been one result of the
research 'in creativity. Tha trend 15 away rrcm the glcbal ‘use_ Qf
féreativity"{asva psjchclcgical concept similar tc\intelligegcei Gcldberg

"has suggésted the use of the term "ocreative" be assigned tc'ﬁcvel,

reallty adaptéd, d;sclpllned, ana fully reallzed products, and that

"dlvergent thlnklng" be used to descrlbe new attributes of ab;l;ty. 3 Tl

L
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Recent scholars have. recognized thé contradictory nature of time
and scheduled tests to measure creaﬁivity, and have scught écndi;icns wnich
will more realistically permit open and oviginal réép@nse. Research -orkers
have begun ﬁ@ develop tests to be administered under more open conditions,
and to tap ideaticnal flueq;y appropriate tc”?élevaﬁﬁ rather than whimsical
productivity. These studiesf and studies on{g&glitative valués in children's

products, should .xtend the poéSsibilities to identify added capacities and

talents.

HOW_MANY GIFTED AND TALENTED STUDENTS ARE THERE?

Considering the complex profile of this group, it is no simple task to

sort out the number of gifted and talented young people in our society.

Some young people with potential mask their abilities in order to adapt

to a more mundane group; others cannot find an outlet in the scheool setting
for their*gar;iculér talents. Haﬁy teachers and administrators turn

a blind eye on theﬂﬁery brightvchild even.when talent is evident. The
infinite variety within the population itself is a challenge; to be gifted

fs to be different and unigque--and, too often, invisible.

'What is a good operational definition of "gifted and talented”?

This is the basic question when special educaticn programs are being
considered. Despite divergent opinions about what.constitutes "giftedness"
or "creativity" or "talent," workable criteria must be established to provide

1

for the young people we know are there.

II - 12 -
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Generally, the following evidence would indicate special i -ellectunal
gifts or talent:

——Conszistently very Superior Scores On many appropriate
standardized tests.

—-Jadgment of teachers, pupil personnel specialists, administrators,
and supervisors familiar with the abilities and potentials of
the individual. B

——Demonstration of advance skills, imaginative insight, and intense
interest and involvement. o

=—Judgﬁent of specialized teachexs (including art and music), pupil

personnel specialistg,and experts in the arts who are qualified
to evaluate the pupils demonstrated and/or potential talent.

While an operating definition is required, there are some pitfalls
in aescribing‘giftedn355 too specifically, §afticularly in defihitions
writteh into léw,: The Special Study Project for éifted Children in Illinois
i5 a case in point. From the beginning of the pfcgram in 1959, planners
sought to avoid placing a definition of the term ?giftéa children" in the
legislation for two major reasons: Eirst; specification and description of
human abilities was, they thought, a P:leeﬁ for behavioral scientists,réﬁﬁer
than legislato:s@< Definitions employed at the operational level in schools
shculd be rgspé%sive to-nggﬁﬁcientific findings and response should not be’
delayed by legal‘restricticns, Second, the planners recognized that allocation

" of funds reguirés description of the special category; but they recommend that

this description be made in administrative regulatiehs and formulas for support
rather than law. Thus, fléiibility was retained while the need for expenditures

control by the State education agency was met.

II - 13
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What is a Good Estimate of the Number of Gifted and Talented Children?

The legal defiition employed in Illinois, then, is:

"Gifted children are those children whose mental development

is accelerated beyond the average to the extent that ther

need and can profit from specialliy planned educational

sexvices."

The acdministrative regulation controlling expendi. 5 for the gifted

and talented is a formula which allows the district to usc 2 percent of its

enrollment in applying for reimbursement; for example, Reimbursement = 2%

(enrollment) x $40. In seeking to meet a variety of special abilities, districts’

may involve as many as 5 EercehtAcf their pupils.

Qﬁé'mustaprqjggﬁ here from the studies of the gifted and at the same
time consider the pcin;_théfmiS‘recurrenErthr@ughcut this study--that there
is undiscovered genius and talent. So we are dééllng with estimates. Numbers
presumed to be §iftea or talented have varied considerably in recent eééiﬁéfésJ
Up to the end of the 1950's;vmcst research workers énd other experts agreed
that the'gifted included those within the uﬁper 2 to 3 percent of intellectual

ability, defined as a Binet I.Q. of 130 or more. More variance was intrcdu;ed

" by those wishing to include soeial, mechanical; and éthe: aptitudas/’and by’

those who saw intelligence and talent as different dimensions.
The potential numbers involved by the use of selected percentages from

the total population appear in table 1. The total census projection for

the 1970. United States elémentgryﬁseCQnaary schoélrpapul%tian wag 51,500,000.;! ~

a

1/“Pr032ct1cns of Educational Statistics to 1978=79, Washington, D.C., U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, National

Center fcr Edusatacnal Stat;st;cs {OE-10030-69). . /
IT - 14 -
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Table 1

NUMBERS OF PUFILS IN VARIOCUS
BERCENTAGE GROUPS TC BE
GIFTED AMD TALENTED

Percent Nuwber of Gifted and
of Pupils _ ' Talented Pupils
1 516,000
2 1,032,000
3 1,548,000
5 2:;580,000
10 . 5,160,000 - .
15 : 7,740,000

These numbers in table 1 would increase if the gifted at preschool

levels were incliuded. Obviously giftedness is not manifest at a seét time;

even though not recognized, it is presént as a potential from birth. Attention

Pable 2 indicates that of 11,906,000 3=, 4-, and S-yeax old children in
October 1968, 3,@29,000 were enrolled in preschool programs outside of the

regular schqol.gf If a ccnservgtive 3 Qexceht of the total werc estimated
to be gifted; 117,870 young ghi;dxen would be accessible for special early
childhood prcgrams. Another 242,310 glfted preschoolers are not in ahy

programs ! chever, the proportlcn of children in programs has increased

from 1964 to 1968, suggesting that .the gifted have become more access;ble.

Z/Nehrt, Rcy,c. and Hurd, Gordon E Preprimary Enrollment .of Children

under 8ix, October 1968. U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfaré;‘

Office of Education, June 1969 (0B -200.78-68) .
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Table 2

TRENDS OF EARLY CHILDHOOD POPULATION, *

AGES 3-5, AND SCHCOL ENREOLLMENTS T N zs“‘x
Octaber 1964 to Octocber 1968
(Numbers in Thousands)
3-Year 0lds 4~Year 0lds . 5-Year Oldgvrgi
Year Pop.. Enrollment Pop. Enrcllmént, Pop. ; Enrollment
1964 4,238 181 4,148 617 é,llo 2,389
1965 4,145 203 #4,238 ) 6é3: l . 4,162 2,521
1966 4,087 248 4,155 785 i‘ 4,244 2,64;‘
1967 3,992 273 4,088 éjzl 4,162 — 2,724%
1968 3,811 317 4,000 " .o11 ' 4,005, , 2,701+ °

[} =
v

* Excludes Ssyear 0lds enrolled in prlmary school .+1966=-505,000;
1967--444,000; 1968——444 000. . - .

In view of what we linow about early chilahcodfieaining, to be
able to reach and sustain over 100,000 gwfted and talented éﬁildxen at

the beglnn;ng o: thelr formal schooling  is- 51qn1flcant But this is onilv

a fraction of the whole glf ad populatlen. Some Pecp%e put the figure

c

at 3 percent Sf the totalischool pcpulat;en whlle cthers would range ag

-:’

'fdr as 15 percent to include those. ch11dren w1th a spec;al talent who

K
mayv lack the full spe¢trum of "glftedness.f This may be too braad,

But even taking the verv conservative.estimate of 3.percent,the size
. - , . T e :

of the populationé?lgs milliéandemagés attent%cng

- 4 ‘ ~
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EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF RESEARCH

Gifted and talenteduycuth sre a unique popuiation, differing markedly
om their ags peers in ab111t1esr talents, interests. and psychological
maturity. They are the most versatile and complex of all hw " groups,

pcsslbly the most neglected of all groups w1th special educatlonal needs.

Their sens;t1v1ty ta Dthers “and ight- into-existing s;hooi CQnaltlonS

make them especially vulnerable, because of their ability to ccnceal th51r

giftedness in standardized surroundings and to seek alternative outlets. The

resultant waste is trégic.

Research studies on spetial needs of the gifted and talented demonstrate

the- need for special programs. Contrary to widespread belief, these students

cannot créinari;y excel withouvt assistance. The rélaﬁively few gifted stuaents

who have had the advantage of special programs have shown remarkable 1mProvements

in self- undersband;ng and in ablllty to relate well tc others, as well as in -
impxéved aca@emic and creative perfgimance. The Ercgrams have not

produced arrogant, selfish snobs; special programs have.extended a : L
sence of reality, wholé56mg humility, selferesgect; aﬁa;resggct for others.

A good program for the gifted increases their involvement and interest in

xlaarning through the reducation. of the 1rrelevant anﬂ reaundant, These

ST B
statementsdc not imply in any way a "track gystem" for the gifte& and talenteda

Identification of the glftea and talented in dlfferent parts of the

country has been‘giecemeal,,spcradié, and sometimes nonexistent. Vexy little

identification has been.carried on in depth, or with appropriate tgstingv

instrﬁmépts.” Many of the assumptiéﬁs about glftedness and its 1nc1c:nce “in-

various parts of the American society are based on 1nadeguate ‘data, pazt;al

Y
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information, and group tests of limited value. The United States has been

their lives, and individualizing their education.
gifted in

inconsistent in seeking ocut the gifted and talented, Tinding them early in

Particular injustice has
occurred through apathy toward certain minorities, although neglect of the
this counttry is a universal, inereasing problem.

The next chapter discusses the typical obstacles and necessary steps
~in-overcoming this neglect. :
? g B
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CHAPTER ITIX

SPECTRAY., PLANNING NEEDED

Although special programs for the gifted and talented havéibéen
conducted ovér the- 1ast half century, the grov*51ons have reached only
a few students. Programs have never been widespread, even at per;nds
of high interest. After a 20—yea; dreought, eff@fts.té provide for the‘
: glfted and talented reached a peak after the first Russian space launﬂh,
| JThen, during the ;360'5, interest waned or was drowned out-by othét
cries for help. |
.The f@llcwiansectians document a résurgencetef concern in many
quartets, some of the querie’ about theineed,fer-sgécial'prcéiam$.
have béen answered by research findings. A éummary:éfithe Advocate

gurvei discusses the views of ex erts in the field. And,&finally,

the testimony at the rtglcnal hear;ngs expresses a need felt throughout

the country.. The details andeQCHmentation of these sectipns:are

found in Volume IT.

-3

THE RESEAgQH“SAfsf;ﬁ. . : : _ { o . : . ? S
} . = i 2 7 -/

- Because many of these basic questic?s b@rderlan therﬁhi}cséphicgi; , .“ ;f

? rect responses from research are dlff-lcultV But some éiatific;tion‘ . f )/

about éft=expressed dcubts is possible.: %; -5 /

Aren 't Spec1al1Prcv1s;cns Undemccrat;c'?‘s |

‘ 243

if democrat;c educatlanal practice, is interpreted as the same

B

education for all the answer 1s yes.» If we believe that democratic

i 1

educatlan means "vproprlate éducatlanal appgxtunltles and the right = ‘

te educatlon in keep;ng w1th one's -ability to bene 1t, the answer lszné,K : :

‘ \ , S .

If one takes the affirmative stand, then all spec’al educatlonal pr@qrams j .
; - :

X - b= 1
'
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" TALENT ability range were secretar;es or typlsts (see appendlx E)-.

would disappear, and hundreds of millions now expended by tF : States and
‘the Federal Government would be diverted to other uses. >chg£ facets
of the guestion sthan the philosophical, however, have‘been\examinéd in
research. Among these is the waste of talent, sémetimes 5rqught on by
the éxtré control rﬂquireditcﬂadjust té pressures in the society.

n a study of 251 studeants of hlgh ability Mlner répcrted that
54.6 percent were wcrklng below a 1evel cf whlch fhéy ware Lntellectually
capable. The majority were w@rking at least;fpur qrades pelcw that at
@hich Ehey could be working. The‘authcr ccncludéd that the overall piQtufé
was one of marked wastage of 1ntellectual *hillty w1th1n the school syﬂtem.

In a study of Mlchlganahggn snhocl graduates Dressel and Grabow fcund
£hat gifteﬂ hig? schgcl‘students gained Sétisfactian in extra-class
‘activities anﬁ/high schoci'inﬁoivemeﬁt but remained apathetic toward
classwork aﬁdfGOﬁfSéS}

Approximately 3.4 perceut of the d;@pcutsvin“an@tﬁé¥ statéwidé:stﬁdy
waée founﬁ,ﬁo have ;n I.Q. of 120 ox higher. On individual tests this
could be apprec1ably h;g 2r. Almecst twice as many gifted g;rls as
boys were drppauts. 'The total loss rerresented a l7.6 peraent loss

thrcugh/drcpouts amcng the gifted.

Gifted wémeﬁ hs e encgugteréaﬂsﬁecialrp;oblems; While more girls

‘atténdrccllegé and enter graduate studies, they are still penalized

socially if'they have interests in traditianally mésculinﬁ 'fieids.“

Altheugh the g;fted tend to retalp the1r hlgh tesﬁ ccmpetance 1ntg
23

adolescence and adulthocd, Plrlseregre=s toward thﬁ mean of the general

; -

cclleg& populaglgn more than bcys;: r;ve years after hlgh schccl ;; \\\:

,lgraduaticn about cne-fourth of Ehe g;rls in the tﬁP‘Q% percent of the Prcjeet

.
‘-:- B . e
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CERIC

' dissatisfaction with oneself and others.

Pressey stressed the early. accomplishments of Eaydn, Mozart,

Berlioz, Wagner,and others, who piayed, composed and/or conducted
. . . !

their own ccmpcsitioﬁs between the ageé.ﬂf 6 and ifg. But heﬂalSO
pcints to others who were productive at a éreat age —EEMicﬁelangelc
was chief architect of St. Peters rfrom age 72 until '82; Benjamin
Franklin begah hisbaﬁt@bicg;aphy at 65, finished it at\sz, and‘at 70.
helped draft the Declaration walndepenaénce. | |

The benefits acctulng to the person who is fully educated WL‘l
begin earliér if they are to begih at a;i -~ and last mﬁch lcnger than
the formal school years. \ : .
Lifelong contributions will be advantageous to thE-SDCiéﬁy as a

_whole. Rather than'argue that special planning is undemocratic, one

e /

might’ canclude that the spec1al planning should be carrled on ‘for the

benefit of the democr.uiy.

Wouldn't Funds be Better Spent on the Disadvantaged? The Handicapped?

! ' e o i
Large—-scale studies indicate that-gifteﬂ andftalenféd children
are, in fact, disaavantaged and handlcapped in the usual school -
situation. Terman cbserved that the glfted are the most retarded

group in the schools when mental aqe and chronological ageg,are

. compared. Great dlscregancles existed durlng his stuay, and continue
to per31st between what the glfted child knows and what he is of‘ered,
" whether in aradpkLc or aItlSth a:eas. The  ensuing boredom leads to

1underach;evament and unworthy pattérns of funct oning, along with

/
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Raph, Goldberg, and\Passow pointed out a number of studies
\ .

,which{indicated predisposi#ion\t@ underachieve ‘ent in bright pupils as

1dent;flable by the third g?a i. They recomﬁendéd early identification

in terms of cognitive as weli as Sacicaperséﬁal factors, té permit

schools to prev nt rather thag Hévejtpﬁcuré hnderachievement. Their

) 7
own work w®thn gifted underachievers at the high school level, as
. _' B - \\

well as their evaluation of an éxtepsive b.dy of research literature,

ated

e

suggested that efforts init the senior high schocl lavel

'

=
ot

had little PerISE of success, since underachievement at that stage

A\

hecame a deeply rooted way of life hnamenable to change.

Some of, the traits in the 1nd1vlduaL ith pDLentlal for

\
i}

originality are both socially apprsved and disapproved. Those

s .
clearly dlsapplaved are rebelLLQQS'éss} disorderliness, and exhibitionism;
Q ';
thoge apnroved include independence of ﬁudgment, freedom of expression,
A
and g*;g;nallty of constructlon and 1ns;ght. Inm ny school 51tuat1@n’

i

even the socially approved tralts would bé subjéct to censure. Much

!
cf the e@ucational disadvantage-ér hanéicap faced by the gifted and

talented lie:r in the extnrnal re;tllct;one which prev.nt a satisfying '

existence: k ' |
Finally, the extension of cppcrgpnitié. to the gifted should
. i
, ) : . [
ingrease opportunities for gifted from minorities or whe ara otherwis

\m‘

i
£ H

hapdicapped. | ' ' I
;ra—ﬁr'- ' . i
/ \ ‘!

Sh;p]d Career' Education for the Gifted 4y a Priority?

T

\ .
\Ev1aence from school Systems in whleh the gifted have been

glven cppartuALtles to work w1th s#ec;alésts of similar interests and

i a =

EN . /

to explorg:occuga%icns inﬁicates strongly that career education is

‘pngreatHValue in allowing gifted stuaentsitg assess career options

rir-a 47 SR
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and in mctivating them to go to college. The gifted face career
problems becausze of the many cptions available to them. Some
evidenceﬁééists that opportunities to work with community specialists
increases the motivation and échool performance.cf the gifted. - The
enrly contributions of the gifted and talented made at other times in
‘history came abcut thJ_;c:ugh individual work affiliations and close
tutorial relationships. Proper career education could contribute in
similar fashion, and could be of particulrr SLgnifiéance for those
vith highly specialized ta;enﬁsi Benefits would accrue to students
and for mentors who, as others have reported, develop respact for
"students and schools through the asscciaticn.

Careé:l:“ education is of particular importance to minority and
rural students. Assignment to a gifted adult with similar interests

may: profoundly affect school and career decisions.

; ’ 154av§oo§7Prégram’f9rthe,Gift§§ a Good Program fcr all Children?
No. If the Qroéiam we#e gcéd for all children, it would not
be good for the gifted. Pupils Qho are advaﬁced»é or more years
'DEy;nd tﬂeir contemporaries need to work with content and ideas
‘ apprapxigte fa? £hém, but beyond thé‘cayacity of their peers.
Cﬁildréﬁ who have developed specialized talents, if they are truly

spécialized, need tutorial attention at their level of capability if

they are to'improveJiVQ;hér childrentcaﬁnct compete with the highly

talente@, advgnééd perf?Fmer, "The "ighly gifted will depart increasingly

fram;ﬁhe noiﬁ in attainmeﬁts ii‘their proérams are sui;able; thei#

théirﬁééucati@nal expériences,lwhile pxgpei for them, hecdme

incféasingly inappr@priaﬁe for>their agemates.  Yet the gifﬁedlcannct
/5usuaLly be_piaced with clderx"normél" children who a:ersﬁgpésediy at

[ at the same mental level but who aétualiy differ from the gifteéfin_

| ' B " s 48




their 1 2eds and mental furicticning.

The pzégram f@r all children is necessarily adjusted to the norm
or average. The result is that those who are markedly different in
potential encounter a program of limited significance.

Do'Spezial Eng;ams Deprive Regular Children of Models, or Assgcigﬁi%é
with the Gifted and Talented?

The question implies that the gifted and talented are placed in
completely separate programs, and that they do not associate with
others during the school day. This is not the case in the vast
majority of programs. One characteristic of programs fér the gifted
isrﬁhe great variety of arzangemeﬁts} iﬁ school systems with a
history of consistent Planqing, the varie£y increases year by year as -
planning for improvement continues. -

Even in programs in which highly gifted and talented students work
in seminars, independent study, énd incdvidual tutorialr, the gifted
spend some time with Dtherrvrcups, and pericéically bring their
creative Ercducti;ns o élasses or the entire student Qroup iﬁ the
form of craative.publicaticns, inventions, original plays, éqd other
media. o

Further evidence that special programs do nc£ cause separation

is seen in the improved social status of gifted students who have

participated in special groupings. As their educational fare becomes

o
’

more* adeguate, they apparently relate more successfully to others and

actually increase in social stature.

What Benefits will be Derived from Special Education of the Gifted?

The importance to the public of edﬁcating the gifted has never

jE

been greater than at present. <Conservation as a social priority

S B, O
ation and not solely Sut of respect for the

includes human conser

- - . - PR S—



indivicial's right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.

Conservation of the gifted and talented reguires tha?jsociety tolerate
. _/ N
the right of the individual with exceptional abilities and talents,

i

" even though unconventional, to attain hi. g@als,'/ﬁut it means that

T IU

7
! : .
as invention and creation are encouraged and theg necessary learning
, ;

is supported, increased digcoveries may gererate possibilities for

improved conditions of life in many areas -- /economic as well as social.

As .leisure time increases, the creative and; artistic will be vital to
- - /) 1

the total well-being of society, as both artists and teachers. The

/
‘

creatively scientific will be indispensabile in efforts to cure

soclal and human ills. /

THE EXPERTS SAY . . . : /

— . /

The Advo:ate Survey, sent to 239'experts on the gifted, prév1ded

‘recomméndatigns on the develagment qf'grcvisicﬁs for the gifted and
talented. -The advocates, representing various séctigns 0} the Nation,
were chosen becauée of theirx spgcializeé knawledéeland experience.

Many of‘FheiIEQecommendations were virtually uﬁanimousiif These expert

opinions are confirred by'other data included here from the gchoq; -

Staffing Survey . “ .o

lynless otherwise noted in the text or in footnotes, the data in this
section are derived from A Survey of Leadershlp in Education of Gifted
and Talentea Children and Youth Silver Spring, Maryland: Operat;@ns
Research, Inc., 1971. :

25chool staffing Survey, Spring 1970. Washingtdﬁ,:D'C.; U.g. “Deégifﬁent
of Health, Education and Welfare, folce of Educat;on, National Center for
Educatlonal Statlst;cs.

A more complete summary of both surveys may be fornd in-appendix B of
this report: Advocate Survey. and Statistical Findings. - .




Identification of the Gifted and Talented

More than 80 percernt ' of the advocate respendents agreed that
.the categéry_"gifted and talented"™ should include ﬁhosa with high
gennral intellectual ability, those with specific academic aptitude
and/or those with ability in visual "and Eerfcrming-arts. Thgy also
supported inclusion of thcsé with underﬁével@ped potential. About
50 percent favéréd‘igcluaing those with social adeptness and
psychomotor sbility.

Tﬁe general;view was that the gifted and talented c%giﬁe
viewed and vnderstood by the majority of educators and‘iaymen as
tl.ose of high intellectuzl ability, those with high creative ox
productive thinking ability, those with specific high academic

[
aptitude, and?ér those with high ability in the wvisual and performing
arts. Th' se Egrms are, of course, not mutually exclusive.

The definition of the talented was more incl sive. While 82 percent.._.
T

‘would confine the gifted to 5 percent or less of the pcpulaticn
G : ' ) . :
éhé talented were rrmarded by the experts as 11 to liipercen;;g
the gepﬁlationi The mean percentages for each category, giftééiand L -
talentediggicbale are gamewhat\lesg than:%hepercé‘t- chosen, since-
‘38 percegt f?&cr?d ;én%iﬁiné éhe gifted to 2 percent  or less,
andﬂthé rémaigae:fé?gse the categor?IB £o 5 percent ., Similarly,
47 percent limitgé‘fhe télenteé to 5 percent: or %éss.

“ﬁeariy f@ur/éﬁt of fiygigf the réépondentskfavoréé continuous

screening and search, or search‘aﬁfleast annually fér the gifted. and
talented. Two-thirds’ favored at least annual re=evaluation,
‘presumably to beg certain that'plécemeht and educational plaﬁning were o . o

appropriate. . . .

L
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The aﬁvoaates favored the use of mulaipia means fcf idén:ification
of the gifted and talaaaed, including measures of iﬁtelliganca,
achievement, talent, and creaaivity. The highast rank was aacafdad
the individual intelligence test, a means ﬁfesently not used in most
States because of the cost involved. (Group measures fail’tc locate
half of the gifted and talented in any population.)

N Agparentl§ ;he advocates were concarned by tha failure of:schaal
parscnpel to iaentify_tha gifted, as Wallgas by the well-known ability
of the gifted to cancaal their true abilities and to adapt thaﬁaelyaa
to 3chaol<affarings.ahd requifements. Repqrts} such as those afﬁthe -

57.5 percent Of schools ﬁaaionally stating in the School Staffing ) o

Survey that they had no gifted gﬁg}%ikfﬁgab tedly led the respondants “to

Ed

]

3

raecommend involvement of all Eérsons in the search oncaaa, chocl

‘psychologists were seen as most important, with talént specialists ‘f o

& .

£ .
next. Interestingly, sevenexperts advocated the use of professional artists,

a practice not common in schdgla. The relatively low ranking of B

e . . - . , o

schopl administrators and curriculum specialists may have been due
A L : - . B : t

te their less direct contact with children,faiﬁceft@aﬁhera.and 4

guidance counselors were ranked high. o~
‘The statistic, notad above, of no gifted supils bj 57.5 pazéent"- = ,'F

= - * o

of all U.5. schcols survayad in 1969- 70 is depr9551ng. It may be

. - : T

:Fattrlbuted to W1despread 1gnarance, apathy and indlffarence, or S ke o
*outrlght hostility toward the notion that glftea and talented young ' :

-

,i people nerit attention to théir learning_naada. fLess effort to- ‘, ot .

= . - A 5
[ . ) . i

identiiy is made at the alamahtary level than at the saccndazy, ST .
P -

'although raaaarch stresses the advantages qf aarly 1dant1f1catlcn , _e’ el

‘_é; and planning. Gifted ycung people Wlth the ab;llty'td 1nvent, create, = ‘i Xi

s

e

SR I A LI
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[
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and contribute to socléty «t an early age apparently would have little

opportunity in the majority of our schéols, and probably no encouragement, -

under present conditions.

< iy ——

Ihg,Status'cf E?pvisionsifcr the Gifted

The éxpe%té ﬁreéent'a dismal view of the adequacy of programs.
Nearly 41l communities are described as having very few pr@visi@nsf‘
or none at all. The neglect is greatest at the early sch»ol years;

but ewven at high school level, little is done. Educational planning

. for the gifted has had low priority, and few persons are aware.of
the tfagiclwéste of human potential. The often verbalized principle
. N ‘ i )
of quality=?§ucatién for all has only bégn implemented ir isolated

= L. ”instances,_often regarded as experimental} temporary programs. Most
"services for the gifted are.reported in the cities and suburbs,

: SN : e
atthough these services are meager at best.
“““The lack of provisgions for %he'idehtifiéd gifted is revealed in

) _the Schpalﬂstaffing Sufvgf, Of those recognized as gifted, the
“ - - ’ :

majérity receive scant attention at best. One third or more of the

' H -

| v -known gifted receive no special instruction. With the exception of
- - 1 1

P large cities with some grouping, the majority of gifted children

= : D are given any special attention they(do receive in the regular class-

. _ Z , n . . 0
. q Yreoom from the regular teache¥. As evident in research studies, 'sven
T *.? o Y " . ' o : ) o

. -the. sympathetic and conscientious teacher in the regular classroom

- L nraﬁgly finds time to devote to the gifted and talenﬁed pupil. Most
NP identifiéd gifted children therefore receive little or no attention

—_— o at theﬁéleménfary school level, while the programs at the secondary
I : R : ' .
level consist mainly oi separate part-time classes. .

i
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Lack of opportunity for the gifted secondary school student to make relevant
contacts outside of the formal classroom situation is evident .in the

School Staffing Survey, where less than 2 percent were given opportunities

to work with specialists or in other school settings. Yet many gifted and

tald 1ted students are at a level of kn@ﬁiedgé which requires such opportunities
One of the features of an excellent program is its

if they are to learn.

and contlhu~ng diversification of resous Jes.

increasing use
\ ) TWéﬁtY*SéVén schcol\systems, chosen from a national %ample for their
) N
S model programs for children w;th exceptional learning needs, reparted only
3/

five programs for the;gifted.g Other categories commonly had three to fcur

times as many programs; the only exéepticn was- the multiple handicapped which

is-relatlvely'new, as contracted with the gifted, a category which hés
existed, though neglected, for the past half century.

Even in .hose local districts seleéted as models in :heir prévisi@ns

.
..

for chlldren with. unusual learn;ng needs, the glftea have the lowest pzlorlty

4/ ;
'for expend;tures, The average of $92 for the glftea beyon” the regular per

Pupil-exgenditures,-is miniscu;e,ccmpared to bther Sgecial programs (ranging

ﬁp tc $1,729). However, it is ‘considerably above amounts allocated per

qiﬁté& pupil by the few States providing support.

v

-

L}

i S e 1. e st e

- 3/ -

In Abstracts o Natlcnal Educational Flnance . Project Satellite T

Prqgects Reported at First National Ccnference, Decembe: 7=8, 1970.
See also Figure 3, appéndlx B of this report. .

¢
)

4/ :
Rossmiller, Richard A., Hale, James A., and Frohreich, Llcyd E.,

* Educational Programs for _Bxceptional Childrén: Resource Ccnflguratlons

Natior al Educational F.narnce Praject Special Study

e

and Costs. Madison:
No. 2, August 1970, -See also FLgure 4, agpendlx B of this report.
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Seéeral areas in which these funds are\curféntly expended are ~reas in-
which programs for the Qifted could bhe improved thrcugh suppart,.fFupds

are allocated to the follow1ng categcrles relevant to the gifted: P

”he use of Federal funds ha; marhedly strengthened Federzl,
State and local programs for the handicapped, through imé;oved preparation
of specialized peré@nﬁel, guality of research, and understanding and
support of the %ducaﬁion-prgfession and the public. The
funds have unﬂoubtedly improved life Dpportunlt - for thousands of
the handlcapped and mambers of their families. These programs vividly

demonstrated the social béneflts from a Federal lnvestment in the

education of specific trrget populations with needs which cannot ~e

“met by general education.

The need for funding support for the gifted and talented is
critical. If funds can be devoted similarly to program improvement,

personnel preparation, improved and extended research, and general

support and understanding, the educational opportunities and life

”ﬁgssiblities for this groups also will improve. . ; “

Many experts in the Aé?qgate Survey chserved that the gifted

were losing to the competition of other probBlems. It is 'seen even

in States which support programs, such as california, where the /
= i |

allocation to State operations for the gifted in the 1971-72

ce ) ‘

budget shows a dECliﬁe.

Aéﬁhé fiscal year 1971 funds monitored by the Bureau of Education for

. the Handicapped, U.S. Office of Education, total $i97,7é75633.

/

To strengthen educatlonal and :elated serv;ces,for pxesahool elementary

!
i

and secondary children; taip;évide grants fcrysuppleméntar?,

.

-innovative, or exemgl;;zgprpjectsffér,éducat;onal-imﬁré%eméntz

S . ; ,", ) . ) l

to develop mode. prescho 1-and:early childhood programs; .

Y

&
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i
i
i

T. provide vocationa. education and services; to improve recrultment

: , Y
: 5 . . A /
of educational personnel and to disseminate information on educational ;o
opportunities; to provide for research, training of personnel, /
. . . 7
and to establish and operate model centers; to promote new knowleadge i

\
and 'developments for this populaticdn; to prepare and inform teachers

and others who work in the eduéauiog'sf the target population.
The amount allocated to these'categ@ries t@téls $102,.588,116, of

which $47,138,116, comes from title ITT of ESEA and the Vocational

'

Education ,Act, Part B of the 1968 amendment, which earmark a percent of
funds for the handicapped.
Similar categorical allocations, with specific designation of the

giftéﬂ and talented, would strengthen educa :ional eff@fts for this

_group. States have made litt] : or no use of Federal funds for the

i .
1

gifted and talented. Without sPeciaF definite designation of fund use
for this population, it is not .likely that they will. '

i

The cost of guality educatioﬁal<opgor£unities for the gifted and

talented would be relatively low, cpmpared to other programs. Even

1
~

in Strictly“fiscal terms, the expenﬁitureé‘wauld be returned to the
. L . ! § -
Federal Government.. - The productivity ¢f a well-educdted, well-adjusted

‘gifted or talented adultfwaula be of benefit in maﬂy Ways,-inclﬁéing the
monetary sdvantagé. ) ~T
. . c \\
Income figures for males in the|United States, compi.ed by the U.S.
Departmert of Zommerce for the decade 1956-67, indicate that as education
increases, lifetime ingome climbs steéply. Investment in:education of

3

'Vthe giffed wpula.beiretuxnea'shértlg t@lghe\ireasury througﬁ additiénal e

income tax. T . ol T : /.
R . . .- . ‘v'

R R | . ;

.;)' . . N . 0 . ; B T . P:

J ¢ o . . K o v C . * R N . I S
In Digest of Educational Statistics, J970. U.S. Department of Health,.- .

Education and Welfare, Office of Bducation, (OE 10024470). See also -
Figure 5 in Appendix B 6f this report. o ‘ : : ; o

III (¥ 13 -
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greuplnge, and part-time qgeuplnge as a means tﬁnazd adequate

Categorical al'ocation of even 2 percent of the Federal

N

‘expenditure for education would _produce: more than $50,000,000 from

The flgures fer 1967 68 representvvu 2 percent

&/

present income.

of the tDtal expendltuze were S48 DOO c00 .=

Views On Frograms

Some contradiction is seen in the recommendation that programs

be continuous throughout the school career of the gifted child by

o5 pewcent of the respondents, while most also responded that

prograﬁe'aheuld be started in grades four to six. The item required

a forced choice due to limitations éf—fuﬁde as to level at which a,
: ‘ ! e - 2 = — — L
) ! . /
The eeléctien‘ef the elementary grades
!

pregram should be started.
alsc may recegnTze the fact that most programs stlll

operate at the eecendazy Level on a too-littleeand=toe—_ate basis,

despite abundant keowledge from reeeareh that gifted ehiidren have

the’ greatest adguetment prebleme to face at school entry’and durlng

1 /

the Erlmary gradee when patterns Qf underachlevement be?ome entrenched .
The experts generally supported summer programe, the use of i

|

|

cemmunlty resource pereennel, ;nd1v1&ual;zed 1nstruct;on, sEee;al
T

PO |

1
1

Felt that the cholces were ‘made enly as better than '
f 1

PreVie;cna, 'Some fe

———— : |

=

.::‘7;(’77> " i r
: : |

nothing; however. v - : . [

/
i

- T [ . : , |

. : ] i .. - = 5 § 2 = N +
Conventlenal oreetaeéaréazed curriculum reqﬁiremente were;eeen
e i 4.—/ : .

/
/

as unlmpcrtant te the glﬁted and talented. Rather than atudging

.

cpen;currlculum

grade level cehtent requ :ed of theltotal group,’ aﬁ
—_—7 ./ {

: 6/D1gest ef Educatlengl_sxaglst;ce¢,1970. U 5.
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ERIC

bhased on individual interests was favored, with large blocksﬁgf
independent time. The gifted and talented were seen as capable
of self-management and decisicnmakiﬁg for both content of study
and classroom procedures.

These recommendations are compatible with the program research
studies, which found that deletion of irrelevant or unneces:sary
content in faver of opportunities to study and learn in depth
produced better & hievement and bettér adjustment in- the gifted
and talented. s

The need to adjust to different learning styles among the
gifted was seen as. essential by 89 percent of the respondents.

As déscrihed by various fesearch studies, the gifted are complex,
highly diverse individuals, with aﬁ unlimited array of interests and
talents. Among the gifted and talenteé, one may find pers.ns who
respond and funétién rapidly., thé$e,who_a:e deliberate and
contemglative;‘thase who are logical and direct, or those who

are exploratory and circuitgu§. Tge guality of end product maykbe
excellent (and different) from any of tﬁ@se, but teaching the

gifted does not cgmfcrtabl§ permit standard rules of procedure.

The experts saw as the most impértént program 6bjegtive the
stimulation of individual interests. Next, in order of importance,
were the‘deqelapmept of student initiétive, the development cfaself—
accéptaﬁ%e,%céncept development, ;na recognition of the early ability

to undertake complex learning tasks.



Close to 90 percent of the advocates felt that differentiated
programs for the gifted need greater resources than programs for
regular students. chever% adeguate inservice preparation may reduce
unessential program expenditures. Teachers with background knowledge
are prone to use better existing resources, and to free students to
seek needed materials or specialist personnel; they are more willing
to ask for assistance from parents and consultants who can bring in

necessary resources, or arrange for student contacts with them:

The need for regular teachers to carry on differentiated
experiences_ for the gifted, yhether or not they are in special
programs, is a recognition é% ithe fact that attention to the gifted
in,Gniy a special program may mean neglect for tbe greater part of
the school week, particularly if the special program is a few
sessions per week or.less. Tiaison hetween regular and special

/

tant effort to differentiate programs in both
rd

n

teachers, and con

settings, are seen as important.

“he Successfu __Teacher of the Gifted and Talented

‘

Although 15 percent of the advocates saw all teachers as
regular classrooms without special provisions, the majority equated
specializad programs or separate grouping of the gifted with

:

recognition of the teacher as a teacher of the gifted.




only 12 of 204 respondents felt +that an adequate supply of

personnel was available to teach all of the gifted within their

4]

tate. The prgésing need for preparation within the ranks of those
teaching is Séen“in their recommendations for summer institutes,

and inse£§iée.grograms and‘wcrkshcpg during the school year.

Most of the respondents also favored: the development of advanced degree
programs with specialiéati@n in teacﬂing the gifted.

To attract teachers who &ould specialize in_the education of
the gifted} the advocates recsmméndéd subsidies for €raining,
university courses and training centers, inservice preparation for
those already in the profession, and the devela§mént of positions for éh@Se
qualified. The heavy advocacy of inservine preparation is doubtless
Aue to the knowledge that many teachers are currently working with the
gifted without background, as well as knowledge qf recent findings
that even the best teachérs can improve their skills and abilities in
working with the gifted and talented throGgh specialized preparation.
(Important too is the research finding that even limited special
Ereparaﬁion reduces hostility toward the gifted, and increases support of

them as a group.)

Other School Personnzal

.

Nearly all of the experts recognized the need for inservice

g

- ~ preparation on the gifted for school administrators. Administrators
.affect teaching in many ways by their decisions as well as their

attitudes. The administrator can encourage or discourage teachter

ERIC I | o



B

interest through his remarks and behavior. His support must b
active to encourage teachers in the éextra efforts regquired to
maintain programs of high guality.

School psycholegists and guldance counselors were seen as
mildly'cr highly positikeltcward £he gifted by approximately two-
thirds'@f.the respondents, while SQGi?llWGrkerS and tutorial
workers were characterizecd as neutral, negative, or unknown.

The ﬁeeﬁ for sgécial preparaticn.to develcp understanding of the
gifted is apparent for social workers and tutors, who déal chieflyA
with remedial needs. A research study established school
psychologists as relatively more hostile toﬁard the giftea than
other persons in education, despite theif'aﬁvancedipreparatiani

Approximately 90 Eerceﬁt of the experts agreed that the
teacher of the gifted should have ready access to gpecialiéea
cqnsuitant help gnd to auxiliary ﬁaterials. Consultants have
made appreciable improvements:ih the gquality of programs, ghrough
inservice assistance for teachers, other school personnsl, and paxents,
and thrcﬁgh arréﬁging for atce;s to learning materials.

Experts agreed that much of Fhe responsibility for program

77777 : ¥
for the gifted at the loca%.level_ The need undoubtedly is seen
as one for a constant interéretér ané advocate for ﬁhe gifted, as
well as one who would have the éuthcrity to arrange optimal learning’

situations and affilistions.

81
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Only 3 percen: of the experts felt that pupil personnel workers

show a positive attitude toward the giftesd, while 22 percent of

£l

negative attitudes, other cono:rns.

the responses describe
or apathy and indifference toward the gifted.

The great majority said that pupil personnel workers are not
equipped for the task of working with the gifted. The recommendation
that they be given added preparation came from BSPéICent of the
éxperts, with the most importanﬁ need being that of information
régarding the gifted and their needs.

" studies have shown that pupil personnel workers are indifferent
or hostile in their attitudes toward the gifted; it is supported as
well by the general failurelté éeék and recogﬁize the gifted in the

schools.

Recommended Priorities for Expenditures

f Priorities reécmmended by}thé experté for expenditures were

;. 1) inservice preparation of teachers and other pe:5ﬁp£el, 2) pilot
and experimental programs, and 3) direct aid to Schgél systems.

The cost of inéer?ice preparéticﬁ of teachers apparently was
interpreted as involving both patt*timé and’ full-time study.
Estimates ranged widely, with 35 percent of therégPerts choosing
a sum implving full-time fellowship study.

At the local level, the greatest need was fo¥ personnel. This

Y

. .. . P . .
category received double the number ‘of first choices given to

Y —

) inservice teacher preparation. _

Y

I ’ IQ(, 446-587 O - 71 = 5 ,‘;ff
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"as lack of public awareness and lack of funds. The berief that the

AL the State level, therexgerts again endorsed support of an
office to coordinate and strengthen programs for the gifted. JThis
need far outweighed others in importance.

Over 90 pexcent of the regpondents mentioned psychological
serviées and guidance counseling as impor tant needs cf‘the gifted.
Their perception of need .is supported by research studies in which
highly gifted students have been found to reguire expert psychoioglcal
a551sténce in adapting to énv;rcnmental frustratlcns, and in understandlnq
themselves and their relationships with oﬁhers. The problems of coping
with attitudes and misunderstandings of others, freéuent feelings éf,‘
difference and inferiority, frustrations in learning,  educational choices,
the development of tolerance and understan&ingJ all require special 5elp.
Parents frequently need assistance along with thg%r ch;;ﬁren_

Support for Programs

The majority of advocates felt that education for the gifted was
not a continuing priority in thei;;;omﬁunitiés. They recommended the use-
of various modes for infdrming legislators, the gereras public, and
educators, ipcluding -media,iéxperts,nand parents of the gifted.

The cgpésition to special education for the gifted is seen mainly

gifted can manage without provisions and that other priorities are
more important were also men:ioned. The major efforts of all agencies
responsible for instituting prégramé for the gifted were described as

2

disor ganlzed or nonexistent. -Support in rural areas was seen as the worst.

Advocacg of programs for the g;fted rests Pr;marlly with those

most diréctly gcncerned and affected: teachers of the gifted, parents,

and children. Most others are seen as:neutralfgza

IiI - 20



ERIC

The experts alluded to the problem of communication with others
about the gifted énd their needs. The most imp@itant function of a
State consultant was seen as interpretation and dissemination of
knowledge. -Half of the respondents suggested information to the lay
public as necessary to attain éupﬁort for the gifted.

|

described by one advocate as falling on parents who "weep alone for

their chiidren."’

REGIDN%L HEARiNGS—*ZﬁE PEOPLE SAY...
The call for oral -testimony on educétiénVEOE the gifted by Regiocnal Assist-

ant Commiss’oners of Education in the 10 HEW regions of the country drew a

surprls_“ﬁ number and wide vafiety of witnesses. A total of 295

perscns from diverse backgrounds delivered oral testimony:.school
administrators, teachers, parents, students, State legislators, school

poard members, =tc. The results of the oral and written testimory were’
combined because they were so;similar. In general, the testimony . e
confirmed more elaquently and spec;flhally the results of the State

Survay. Educatlcn foz the glfted is seen as an important and long-term

concern of educators but good intentions and plans are’innundatea by a
z A * )

flood of immediate problems. Appendix C of this report details tﬁe

findings.

—

Perceived -Needs

<" Curriculum. Ehémféggimény analysis was divided into statements of

.‘Specific needs and,:e;@mmendations. In the area of needs, @nerméjcr theme

1

talented students to move forwgrd on their own, or to modify existing
+ i IR N . -
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'?;Qmplex society was,st:essed by the w;tnesses,_ Interestingly encugh A

cur Louvlum o talls Laer ooy o PRI N SRS Fhiia

maintained that i.iciative

to An inavpropriate sducatioral program.

i = =2
Teachers. A 5@;@1@ strong need was expressed for better prepared

teachsrs. Almost one -half of the witnessés spontaneously mentioned this

need, expressed as strongly by the teachers as by .the other witnesses.

. There was a consensus that teachers ave currently not prepared and

cannot handle the special educational issues presented by gifted

youngsters., More specific needs for better and more specific leadership

at the State and Federal levels were menti@heé primarily by administrators

and others who know the structure of the educational system at first hand.

=

parents and teachers generally focused on the guality of the immediate |

delivery of services to the gifted student .
P / i ’ N

- -

Special Classes. Under organizational needs, testim@ny stré%sed

the need for partlal separatlon ‘for a part Df the educatlonal program

s

to allow giftea ycungstersvtc work with one "anothér and to allow for
necca ssary freedom to-explore. There was & gene%al.rejeéticn:@f a .

complate separation for the entire day in elther speclal schools or

.

speCIaL claqse%. “

A

Séﬂlegy ] ﬁééds. The soc;etal need ﬁor glfted leadershlp in a

N

very few Qf the Witnesges mentlcned the need for the gifted to prov1de

)

“us withtprctectién éggggst hosti;e powers that,segmed,the mgjcz 1mpetus’

$ N -
™~
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to some educational movements, such as the NDEA in the late 1950's .
The th:eag of a techn@logically_su@eri@r"Russia caused a
gﬁeat flurry to improve our educaticnal‘pr@éraﬁ fof talented students.

. i .
Do we have to have this kiﬁé cfrbcgeyman to ﬁhrust in front of the
public in order to force it to act?"Mﬁst we create a §;;sis, artifical

or real, so that the: problems of the gifﬁed can get the same level of

attention as the disadvantaged childbgﬁd'the_handicapped child?

Recommendations
G N N

stimonsy

@

The .recommendations from the t generally took the form of

requests for general SupQéft for the gifted and talented rather than

specific proposals. The structure and time.limits of the hearings were
not econdurive to major innovative ideas. They did, however, underline
; o o . B

several major points.

1. A strong need was expressed for additional funds
. and higher priority for gifted programs. A clear
accompanying sentiment was that such funds would have to ”:
T i Ca . -

_ come “from the Federal Government: Over 55 percent of the

witnesses stressed.the need for Federal funds. Thése

tlosest to the school finance position--administrators

and;séhébl board members--were overwhelming in. expressing

v 3 s -
\ . . -

E ,negd\fo: Federal assistance. B 7 ;2_

2, Nineteen percent of the witnesses spontaneously noted that
funds needed to be earmarked for spegifﬁc spenéingrcn the
P ; < -

% .

SR -~ . gifted. Tbey‘inéicaﬁei yehemently that unless funds
were eafmarkeq‘fér the gifted, they:wculd be siphoned
‘off into other problem areas.: L R
- ’?"‘J - ’
L
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3. Request for more_trainj:ng support tfrom the federal level

f@llows up the need for better prepared teachers. Over

25 péréént of the witnesses wished for more teacher
tréining help in both inservice and préserﬁice programs.
_%5 The major :equééﬁ for s§ecific State and Federal action was
'maintaining a'hiéhér Efio;ity for the gifted in the State and
Fedéial decision making channe]s;» The Federal Government
. . ﬁ@uld be ﬁore o é catalyst, previding'fundé and such special
services as training fellowships. The Sfate would retain leadership
?ésgcnsiﬁilities for the basic program and would help tailor
the program to local and regional needs.

In looking at possible differences between téstifier; from different
regions of the country, two regions tha£ had few dévelépéd programs for
the giftad'vefe compared withrtﬁé Qtﬁer regicnsﬂ£éi§tivelyifar along
in their‘ﬂééelopmental pf@grams for the gifted. The former placed

their pfimary concern on the need for teachers and supplementary personnel
to d@él directly with the talented student while the latter stressed
the need for marérétate anénfe&e:al leéﬁgrship.
E Stédents express- ? iore inﬁggést in éégaté: opportunities for
creativé work, and for partial seg;égaticn'gf the talented, rather
- than ﬁuli seéreégticﬂ ih'the;r séhcél pfégram:F Admiﬁistraﬁcrg paid
; more attention to aéministraﬁiée concerns and teacha:s to issues
L VR o
- o 7 -
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surrounding the immediate instructional program. Parents, not knowing
the c@mplexities of thg school system, merely stressed theiyr great
dezire to get something moving.

The most frequently mentioned sgecifiéyfgcommendatiéns were:
1) leadership persons in visible positiéné at thg state and the
Federal levél. (specific earmarking amendménté +o title V ESERA were
mentioned qﬁite often) ;' 2) maae; and démaﬁstra%één programs to bring
greater visibility to efforts for the giftgd!iB) training fellowships and
gcholarships to improve the educe tional greparéticn for f%achérs and
other specialists who want.té spend more time working with the gifted;
4) more research and aev%;gpment.eﬁﬁerts earmarked for the gifted,
particularly in specific new curriculum advances and reforms; 5) a
majof information exchange of proéram ideas and materials.

The overall portrait has been one of a great desire for educational
leaders ané citizens to modify scmehow the ‘crisis @r;entation’ that
controls educational deéisiénmak%ng‘_today and to add some specific,

definable plans and resources allocated for maximizing our societal asscts—-

our talented children.
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REEPRESENTATIVE GQUOTES FROM TESTIMONY

REGIONAL HEARINGS ON EDUCATION FOR THE GIFTED

With confidence that ogur children are our greatest
single national asset, we feel that every investment
in them ‘is an investment in cur national future. With-
out a doubt, they who will make the greatest contribu-
tion to soclety, they who will provide the leadership
and the brainpower...they are the gifted. As respon-
sible parenis, educators, citizens, yves, as taxpayers,
we must invest in our naticnal future.

(Parrinc - Region V)

Conforaity is precisely the cross upon which special
education for the gifted hangs supine.
(Beer - Region X}

Oce of the thing~ that concerns me-is that practically
none of the teachers we have been able to hire have
had any preservice experience, either in courses for
the gifted or experience with talented groups.

(McGaire — Region VII)

Unl=ss the initial development comes from the Federal
Govermment, we cannot rely upon State and local govern-
ments to bring from their limited resources, that thrust
which is necessary tc get these programs cff the ground.
(Weintraub — Region III)

Quality programs develop where one person, usually not
a line administrator, sees 1t in his Interest to become
an advocate for the gifted program. He organizes a
group of people around himself and together they forge |
the climate essential co the development of the program!
The more outside money the advocate has, the more help
he can muster from outside and inside the district, and
the stropger his position, the better the program.
(House '— Region V)

The neglect of the education of this gifted child,
whether he or she comes from a white middle class
: family in Forest Hills, Queens, or from a poor black
-~ b : or Puerto Rican family in Harlem, is a problem as great
I as any of the ills facing our society.

. (Feit - Region II)

Every individual is unhappy unless he can exercise his
.outstanding talents. He is frustrated and this is the
situation, I think, with many of our children today.

- " (Guilford - Region IX)

G
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WHAT IS A GOOD PROGRAM FOR THE GIFTED?

The major thrust in American education today is to free all
stucents to learn at their own pace—-and to place on them more respon=
sibility for their educatien.

Such arrangements és flexible scheduling, independence of mobility
in learning, decisionmaking and planning by pupils, the planning of
cﬁrriculum based én pupil interests, use of community specialists,v
research seminars, and flexible time blocks have been successfully used.
As educators study and evaluate various arrangements,; they learn of their
value for children with exceptional learning needs.

Information on prcauétive approaches to gifted aeducation is cited

in several sources in Volume II of this report. The common denominators

"of successful programs for the gif%ed have been support for a given

plan, inse:yice assistance to teachers, continuity of the program,
and opportunities for the student to develop genuine relationships in
the school setﬁingi

Programs of a few weeks' duration have been less fruitful than a
sustained effort. The least productive results come from regular classeé,
although elementary teachers and administrators initially favor tnis

arrangement.
) :Frcm all availéble evidence, some kind of grouping is needed for
the nurture of the abilitiés and talents of the gifted, accompanied by
quality control with well prepared teachers and staff members,

consultant assistance, and careful evaluation. Special grouping and

special planning, carefully conceived and executed, provide oppertunities

Iv-1
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for the gifted to function at proper levzls of understanding ané
performance. Those who oppose grouping have relied on ?pinicn or poorly
designed studies rather than available evidence. Recent studies have
shown that simple administrative arrangements alone produce no change.
If it is tc Suc;ged: any plan mﬁst iﬁclude active and appropriate

intervention.

CAN PROGRAMS FOR THE GIFTED DEMONSTRATE YHEIR EFFECTIVENESS?

In 211 of the data gleaned from the research, from testimony .at

the regional hearings, and from tho State Survey, one fact is clear.

Every respondent started with the premise that}special programs fpr the
gifted and ta;énted;are'egggntial. But the ccnsideration of 5ubsﬁan£ia1
investment in such spec;al programs requires a cl.zer lock at this
assuﬁpticpg One must also ask whether special programs de, in fact,
expand thelchildis ability to perform in accordance with ﬁis innate
gifts and talents.

The four case s;udieg in chapter VI provide a record of éxpérienca'
‘over the last 10 vears for a sizable population. The following excerpt
from the review of research (appendix A) presents a broader, more
general view. | |

Special provisions, including acceleration ané!&érious special
groupings, have been beneficiél te gifted children. .Studieé have shown
that gifted children can condense school requirements and covér them
faster with no‘éifficulty and with superior perfcrmaﬁcé.

Followup studies of pupils who- had pa:ticipatéd in special classes
have méaéuredfacademic achievement, social gﬁjustﬁeﬁt, health;*ané'

. _f;:i' }
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parscnality factors. Clear suppert for special groupings was Found
in New York, in the Major Work Classes of Cleveland, i, “os Angeles,
and in numerous other locales. Participants showed improvement not
onlv in academic areas but also in personal and social areas.

Special experimental classes ~ave shown that gifted students can
meet any standard requirementé and simultaneously absorb.the meaning,
history, and syﬁﬁo;s of a given discipline; study pertinent biograph-

“

ical data; apply princigles and insights from thes discipline to other

field% of knowledge; and display mcge originiality in their performance
than control groups.

Interage groups have produced beneficial results ﬁhén accompanied
by special planning and special teacher preparation. The attitudes of
teachers, administrators, pupils, and parents who have participated
were generally favorable. Better teaching has produced a higher
level of thinking, guestioning, self-reliauce, and classroom-relation=
ships.

Special adaptations to improve léa;ning opportunities have
producéd favorable social results as wgll. Sgeciél wo:kshé§r
experiences_helped to dé;eicp and xeinforce friendships ém@ng the gifted

both in and out of school. ‘Most of the Cleveland Major Work Class

pupils adjﬁséed well and approved of their special class experiences.

L Pﬁpilsafrsm—fufalﬁscthiSthaﬁattended*Satu:daj”éiasses in the ' Y

California State program gained significantly in social status within

their‘iegular classrooms, despite the fact that their peers were

completely unaware of the special work. -

=
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This growth is true of the elementary grades and junicr and
senior high school levels as well. Gifted high school. pupils
wiro had participated in special programs gained in personal and social
maturity, compared to equally gifted nonparticipants. All of the
evidence from the asséssment of gersonai, saciai, and psychological

factors indicated that gifted pupils who participate in programs do

so with no da;;ée and many gains.

Recent research has concentrated on specialized studies, and
interventiéﬁ or analysis in areas of talent and creativity as well
as academic ability.

Specialized counseling for able disadvantaged students has
proved beneficial. étudénts were found to improve scholastically
and to eérg more diplomas. Students who participated in special
counseling sessions for a year or more showed improvements in se;f*
attitude, relationships with others, and achievement. k

A recent study produced significant gains in tests of'fluency,
adaptive flexibility, and originality. The gains were in divergent
respanse‘(reiated to créativitg) £ather‘than in écnve:§3ﬂt or cognitive
areas. The attitudes of the students tcwara'craativity were better

than controls'. Art education focused on creative behavior and problem

_solving was determined to be important for gifted young people-

A 3-year study to test the influence of a creative-aesthetic

approach to school readiness and beginning reading and arithmetic

tests of ecreative thinking, problem solving, and originality.

ERIC



Fluency., f;egibilityr and oviginality ratings were consistently around
the fif*h-grade level.

Programed instruction for specific skills and television
instru;tion have beénrféund effective with gifted students. Programs
designed to use multiglé resources have shown that gifted 5tudent$
score significantly higher than equally gifted controls in ability to
learn, in motivation, in their use of abilities, aﬁd in self*indentity,

In the California State study, special arranqements'fgf more

than a thousand pupils accommodated special talents, school system

philosophies, the rural gifted in remote schools as well as the- full-

(9t

time and part-time needs of the urban and suburban gifted; community

resources were meshed with student inter sts. Carefully matched control’

groups were established. The highly significant gains of the special groups

at all grade levels in academic, social, and psychological areas were
attributed to careful preservice and inservice preparation of teachers;

the assignment of spécial consultants for full-tire assistance;

wide variety of sommunity resources; close interschool liaison; and

close collaboration with parents.

The &ources and details of these studies can be found in

Volume IT.




CAN THE CURRENT PUBLIC SCHOOL STRUCTURE PROVIDE ADEQUATELY FOR THE

GIFTED AND TALENTED?

Yes, given certain conditions. Schools which provide adequately
for the gifted and talented are thosé in which educational plans are
basea on the actual needs and interests cf the pupil, where freedom from
the restrictions of structure reguirements and schedule are possible, where
pupils ére given access to needed resources regardless of lacaﬁian,
and where suitable teachers are utilized whether they possess credentials
or not. Such schools have administrators who'are fully aware of the
gifted and their needs, and a faculty who have studied these pupils.
Parents ars closely involved in these programs. A special consultant
assigned to the gifted is available to provide inservice and direct

assistance to the adult participants.
WiaT ARE THE NECESSARY JOMPONENTS OF A GOOD PROGRAM?
Do we need new buildings, ;}graxieé, and laboratories?

Is Speééﬁl_traﬂspgiﬁatian necessary?

Are there special media needs? Material needs?’

Intelligent use of facilities and materials is governed by the

knowledge of the users. if&tha£%§gcwledge is absent, cépital'exﬁenditureg
will be Wasﬁed. | | |

Iﬁrurban ecmmuhities where lib;gries and laboratories are avéilable,
educators have made speciéi arrangements for individuals to use
materials aﬁd.té experiment undex sﬁpe:ﬁision, Good libraries and

1aba;atery~space—innschocls'arewhighiyfdesirable1ﬁwithvapen areas

| . B Ivisu ;75
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for special projects and study. Evep_with goog iibr;riés and ade-
guately stocked laboratories, it is negessary teo use auxiliary

re soﬁrcps and materials, if the special interests of the gifted are
+to be met. Special prodrams havé been restricted in their success
because of limited ﬁacilitiesi‘ Pz@visions should be made so that
gifted students, Whetﬁer urban or rural, have access Tto resources
and space.

Special transportation funds should be availéble for neeﬁea
study and research cppcrtuﬁitieé? These shuﬁld not be categoxri-
cally limited, but should be documented and justified. These funds
may be required for widely varging and sometimes unpredictable
purpases, ranging from archaeological studies by special interest
groups, to gatbering of research specimens for marine, botanical, or
geological reseazcg, to visits to specialized libraries and
museums , -to special cantaéts with artists; from iﬁ&iV%ﬁuél studies
of political p;QCéss, to documsntary studies, to recording of intexr~+
view or photographic data, to acquisition of unaccessible materials.

Media and material needs are also unp:eéictable in advance.
Fuﬂdé should be made available for purchaéé.of standard equipment
and expendable supplies so ﬁhatnstudents_whc wish to function in
areas of creative expression may do so. The young painter or
musician should not be restr;cted by the nonavailability of
supélies, equ;pment, musical scores, Or su;table ;nstruments.
Similarly, the youndg person who jishes to report his research
findings creatively should have acceas to the necessary photo-

graphic or graphic resource mag?r;als and media. Ready avail-.
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ability of materials and encouragement to use them enhance interest
in learning and extend talents.

See Volume II for details’ and documentation of these gensdralizations.

WHAT KINDS OF PERSONNEL ARE NEEDED?

The teachér is the key to effective programs and the erffective
use of resources. Preparation of teachers to work with the gifted
should precede expenditures on materials and facilities, which should
be recommended by inférmal school personnel after careful planning
for a given population of gifted and talented pupilis.

The need for the special teacher Qreéaraticn is apparent. Teachers
with no special background have been found disinterested in and even
hostile toward the gifteé_a They believe that the gifted willrréyeal
themselves through academic grades, uhat they need all existing content
plus more, and that teachers shau}d.add £© existing curriculum
requirementé rather than delete anything.

Teachers who have worked with special programs tend to be
eﬁthuéiastic, whereas those who have not are generally hostile.
Opportunities for eiperience with prcgra;é and inservi;e pregarati@nr
pgoduce changés {0 more favorable teaéher §ttitudeé;towardebcth gifted
ghild;en and special programs-

The need for general in%erviée programs is evident from findings
that 50 percent a; ;ublic school gducatcrs opposed acceleration,
desPiteéresea;ah evidence that acceleration isubeneficial¢ét eveiy
level from kindergarten to cellege_v Even in stulies which havqufgduced
Zsigniéicantiypfavcrablé results, authors have cémmentgduﬂn lack of

articulation, heavy demands, evaluation problems, lack of teacher

background, theiiﬂabil}ty of the school to deal with basic problems,

—y £ .
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and the unwillingness of the faculty members to free éifted students for
naaégé independent lesrning.

Fven when teachers of the gifted are carefully selected and
represent the hlghcst levels of p:o;eSSLQnai competence, their
“teaching pérformance éan be significantly improved through inservice
study. nghly deslrable changes in the quallty of learning,
communication, classroom content, and diversity of classroom exper;ences
Ea@éxresult&d. Other benefits ;égartgé by teachérs include lnciease
in teaching skills, knowledge of subjaéﬁ maftef, and increased “
appreciation of the needs of the gifted.

Studies of 5uccessfﬁl teachers for the gifted typically have dealt
with their characteristics and behavior more often than with their
specific Eréparat;o;. In general, the successful teachers are highly
intelligent, are interested in scheolarly énd;artistic pursuits, ﬁéﬁé“~~-._

:wide interests, are mature and unthreatened, pessessra serizse of hﬁmor,
are more studen£ centered than their colleagues, and are enthusi-
astic about both teaching and advanced -study, -for themselves.

The problem of credentials poses difficulty when the chplex1ty
and diversity of teach1ng the glftéd and talented at all levels is
cansidereé?u Qulte ev1dently an array of prescrlbed courses typical
of other‘ézedentials is inadequate; Ercbably'the credent;als shéuld

i ' be planned as an individualized program of studies. Recémmendations
fcrhsu:h a_program have been cutlineé‘;n a recent pﬂhlicatiéﬁ dealingg
with prefess;enai standards for teachers and other personnel.
achoalgpersonnel cher than teachers need épec;al E:eparatlan
to understand the needs éf—the gifted. ;Eﬂministratcxs then’éetgr— ' e

ﬁine the existence of programs, decree their abolition, or deny the

need for them. , . é‘ 78 o | . . i
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Dve: balf cof a reg;esentative sample,of schools in the United States
repprted ggégiftéd students in their schégisxriThe’statement may be
ascribed to apathy or hostility, but not to fact.

Even groups with special Pxépa:atio§ which presumably should make
them eﬁpecially'aléft to. individual differ;nces are indifferent or
hostile toward the gifted. Counselors invsevexal sﬁudies'were found
to be more concerned with remgdlal problems than with thé gifted,
-Studeﬁt perscﬁgel departments‘in'zQ western colleges and universities
gave little special attention to the gifted and their Prcbiems_ Cne
‘study found significantly greater hostility tewérd the gifted among
school psychologists than among other sthool personnel.

All of thesé étﬁdies indicate the need fér.ccmPrehensive inservice
Prepagafion-for those schcél Qgrscnnel whq‘caﬁtact or affect the gifted!»

:Ieachergrwhg are prepared ana interesﬁed need inforﬁed aﬁﬂlsymgathetic
auxiliaxy suppc:ﬁ.

vglume II prcv1des dpcumentat1on of these assertions.

- WHAT DOES A GDOD PRDGRAM Cl('.):'f"a'l"3

[

We frankly.ﬁon't know because an.thimai' program haz never been
funded. ’Ccsts of programs for th& gifted are fiaquently constrained or

limited to the monies Whlch can be made avallable= -which in turn can-

+ -
=3

“ ) i o i
strains the kind of activities carriesd dut with 'funds_».That lS,

limitations of expenditutes to 540 pgr:cﬁild servad “can scarcely do
' ’ - ) & :
more than support é’prograﬁ for.iéentificatign cf the ;arget;population;

”he'éxGESS cost"- fram VaIlQuS E;ogLams for the gifted and taleﬁted

,-f

>ch11dren dces 1ncrease the ccst af educatlon for these students beybné

& i

the average per caplta expendltures in the schacl dlstrlct. -The 1nter= A

M) = ',
action between availahle funds and educational respcﬂses progiaeé
makes it aiffiguit:tg project costs for a naﬁioﬁalfprog%aﬁ with any

# A
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expendlture fcr the qlfted would he $32,SQG DOD rather than the current

degree of cer?aimﬁy because: (1) what would or could be provided in
various areasvseems to depend on amounts of funds available; §pﬂ

(2) there ﬁés been no evaluatién of the cost effectiveness of various
approaches for helping the gifted reach their maximum lével of ‘per-
formance; cost figures for déﬁelcpmgnt are financiallv optimal
programs are nonexistent.

Until basic cost data can be accumulated from a statistical search,
only estimates based on local and State experience can be used. Estia
mates would differ markedly if existing support levels are used as a
criterien, as opposed to:ccsts_dccumentéa by studies. For example, the
Illinois support level is $28 per child per yearﬁﬂ%lif@rnia provides
$65, including identificztion. Administrators responsible for programs

indicate that these sums Gannct beninterp:eéed as more than token

=

payment to encourage local effgrt. " The California'state Department of

Educatlon has for several years suppcrted blllS to increase aid to the

gifted by $2OG per pupil each yeari In 1971, no 1ncreasé ig being

j
- A :

advocated, since the department is Ercmétingxlggiglation to increase’

"t

- pasic support-rather than cétegorical aia.' Funds are not-allocateé

by local school systems for the glfted, in splt% of ev1dent need.

If the Callfcfgla alloqatlon were that recommenaed in- 1961; the State

$7,000, 000, o o .

Slnce very. few States have had’ expex;ence“w;th the conduct of state-

- _ '_\

wide pzcgrams, and even where these exist the suépcrt figure is far

fram:ideal;‘the:pxcblem-ef ccsts-mérlts further investigation.
: - [} . L > - '

ERIORITIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Data from resea;ch gtudles suggest that these priorities be established:

1. Systemat;e 1nserv1ce preparatlon for' school Dersgnnel. 1nc1ud1nq

ey .ggo
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teachers and others who affect the learning opportunities of the
gifted and talented.

a. Fellowships for sﬁecia; prepératien

k. Support for inservice workships and c;:ourse work

c. Establishmént.ci'preParatién centers for aemcnstrati?n

programs, expe:imentaticn, research, and teaching

2. Support of research aﬁd experimental programs.

a. Programs to imgr%ve identification 6f gifted from va:ieq

backgrounds and cultures

b. Programs to identify added human capacities ‘and talents
c. Programs to impr@%eﬁprogram evaluation
d. Programs to expand learning opportunities in the arts

e. Programs for preschool gifted and talented, incigding those

: from poor economic backgrounds
f. Exemplary programs in school systems :
E 3. -Establishmént of é Federal office for dissemiﬂaticn of infarmatigﬁ
g and\imérogement éf efforts for thé.giftéd
'é a. Uéewpf media to improve understanding by educators and.the
§ - . ‘ :
i general pgblic‘ﬁ
- . LT
b. Disseminat;on_cf informati?nal materials to educators
c. Provision of leaaership to State and national educational
agencies, to assure gréper use of available and future funds.
d. Development of linkages for better ﬁﬁderstanding
4. Suppcrt fér’évaluatioﬁ and dissemination of new findings.
5. Continuing sugécrt'fer éxempla:y-pr@grais;
S o Now tﬁgt we have seen.wﬁatﬁthe needé are:fiéfﬁus see what is available
: : , . L
fQ:,thg giftéa'anﬂ talented in thelva:ioﬁs'Stateg; o -
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CHAPTER V

THE STATE SURVEY

Recause the Sﬁat%;gple is key to provisicn for gifted and talanted students,
pe . )

special attention has besen éééﬁsea on the States in *he USOE study and in
this report. V

As part of this study, a questionnaire prepared in the office of Educatien
was sent to each of th~ State departments of education on several major
dirensions of the gifted, including the availability of staff at the State
depa;tment level for gifted programs and the presence of enébling legislation
for the gifted. Inqﬁiries were made about planning or study groups active
in their State, special training provisions available, major deterrents to
State action, and Stat. use of Federal funds for education of the gifted.

Details and graphic presentations may be found on the State Survey in appendix C

of this report. Appendix D, also in Volume II, summarizes State laws for gifted
children.

The general definition of the gifted'child used in the regional survey
provided ﬁhe guideline for the State §g;v@g}

Gifted and talented children are those identified by professional
qualiified pexsons who by virtue of outstanding abilities, are
capable of high performance. These are children who: require
-differazntiated educational programs and/or services beyond those
normally provided by the regular school program in order to realize '
their contrlbutlag to’ self and s@c;ety. ) o -

The State Survey,y;elded significant information on the allocation of

resources at the State level and the impact of Eederal PrOgIamS for |

supplemeﬂﬁiﬁEffhcse resources. The -first questlan was: What available perscnneL

and 1eg151at1ve rescurce§ are currently available at the State level? The

breadth Qfﬁiﬁterest in thlS problem iz indicated by the fact that 21° States

-
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currently have legislation on their bookg that provide special resouxces

or incentives to local school districts té increase their program efforts

on education of the gifted and talented® those States that have ad@éted

sﬁch legislation represgﬁt a broad geographic spread throughout the country.
States in every HEW Ragi%n but one (Region IT) havé passed legislation for these
purposes. Ten ther States have now or have had planning commissions, but no

spacific legisléti@n as yvet.

State Leadership

Such 1egisla£ion, in many cases, merely represents intent. How that
intent is being implemente§ is of greater relevance to our current concerns.
There is a consistent portrait of a shortage of available resources.
The;survey asked w..ether there'is a staff person empléyéd at the State
dggértmggt level with major responsibilities for programs for the gifted in
that State.b Twenty—four of the States have designated such a person, including
three States with néfspecific iegislatiéﬁ, Howevex, in only 10 axe staff
members assigned that responsibility for 50 percent or more Df their time.
In maﬁy 1n§tances the. amcunt of time allocated to serv1ng gifted stuaents
1% but a small fractlan of a multltude of duties and respon31b111t1es
assigned to one of the high ranking State- cff;c;als; E 'V”J,E}?ﬁi _ /
The financial support for the State. Qersannel assigned tD the gifted |
almost invariably comes fram the State. ngn;y=ané States reported their
contr;hutians as half or more of the salary of these kef individuals. 'iny

3 States reportea ‘that a s;gnlflcant Propoxtlcn of a salary Qf a 1eadersh1p

person was being pala out of Federal funds, aesplte the clear cppcrtunlty in

3

'such programs astSEA title Vv, which ngviaes funds for strengthening State .

A
departmerits of education. 71“5a-
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- programs or course work in education of gifted students,

The <hinness of the leadervship st ff for the gified is even more strikingly
demonstrated by t@e lack of support staff or additional §ezsgnnel beyond the
single-desiqnatea léaﬂer. Over 40 States hire no support or consultative staff
or aﬁy additional personnel. The designated leader has few resources for
providing technical assistance to local education programs. C:7) 5 States
reported as many as 3 or more staff persons assigned to the séecific
responsibilities of education of the gifted.

The most typical personnel portrait at the Staté aépaztment is a single
individual, wit£ Qértat;me Iesgonsibility for the gifted and with no support
staff. Occasionally, thesxe is someone gravitzting toward this area of
gifted education because no one else is there. For example, Dr. Hugh
Templeton, Supervisor of Science Educatlon anNEW York's State Education
Depa rtment, was introduced in the oral hearings as Chief of the Bureau of
Seisnce Education, but unofficially he has been called "The supervisor for

education for the gifted without portfolio."

Personnel Training

Key to effective serxrvices for education of gifted and talented students - is

the commitment to special preparation for the éeducational personnel to work - 4
‘with such students. . The widespread general interest in providing some training ) f

in gifted education can be seen across the country in colleges and university :

and State depa;tments' %
that allccate a ﬁrcéarticn ef rheir training resources for inservice t:aining
of teachers on educatlcn of ‘the- gifted. Only the Mountain étates lack _ ;
identifiable college programs or State traihing efforts. Tnservice training

activities are utilized in practically all of the regions.
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'prpgram could become a reality.

Program Deterrents

One of the most siqnificant survey gues’ions dealt with the reasons

for limited resources for the gifted: What arxe the specific forces that

the States see holding back a more extensive operation? The differences

between the varicué regions wers not significant. Ehé problems ware seen
as the same, or extremely similar, from one region to the next. The aetgrzents
operating in one area of éhe countxy also agpeaxgd in the others.

The major deterrent, clearly, was the lack of sufficient funds to carry
out significant progrém activity; The kinds of financial resources necessary
to implement legislative intent are just not being allocated at the State
level. The second, and related, detexrrent is the pressure of cthei more

crigsis-oriented priorities.

In the responses to the State Sprvgi; additional notes were §ré?idea on
how the emphasis on children with sgecifi;veducatign problems wasyusiig up
the séarce availaple_zesources_ Little or nothing was left cver>far significanﬁ
but long-range problems that did not create immediate administrative crises --
§rcblews like educétion of the .gifted. Of lesser concern, but still mentioned
as important by a majority of the States, was the scarcity of adequate
personnel. Any major move in.thisbarea wéu;& have to include subgtantial

emphasis on the t:ainihggé?qetraining of personnel before an educational

Use of FeaéralﬂLégiélétian

H

‘The final crucial quest;nn in the State Survey was: To what extena are
‘ 1

Statés using the additional resaurces prcv1ded by Federal aid tc ;Pply to the

E;themswef:eépcating the gifted ag@ Ea;ented? The results present a
discouraging story on the use of funds for the gifted under the current Federal

guiﬁelines_

485 T ,



.educatien are cansidered.

Less than 15 percent of the States spent »ny ESEA title I funds for
the identification and develapment-of special programs for specially talented
youngsters from.ieprived circumstances.

Title V, ESEA, which permits strengthening of State departments of education,
repres =nted one major opportunity for use ?f‘Federal‘funds with relatively

little financial commitment. But only 9 States reported title V activities

H

for strengthening their programs for the gifted! Only 3 of these States

_put funds into the =support of leadership péfsanﬁél, while the others spent

such funds on a variety of administrative needs.

The most extensively used Federal provision was title III of gSEA, devoted
to strengthening and developing inngvativé programs and suppiementéry centers.
Over 20 percent pf thé States utilizé Ecﬁe ﬁitla III monies for the pr@qfams
directed to educating the gifted. However, a closer anaiysis révealéd a minimal
effor#.r Oonly 4 of the étates report 3 or more p;gjects with this
emphasis. .

Other potential Federal sources to strengthen training programs were )
ohviguslf doing no better. $i¥ percent of the States use none of thé
available Pederal 1egislationi whila anotherazgrpexcent use only the resources

of one or two acts, and these very sparingly.

The genaral portralt emarg:ng frcm the State Survey is clear. Most

/
/

of the Stateé have recognized that education of the gifted is an -area of’

substantial educational need and have tried, in a variety of ways, to put

some available resources to work. These eftcrts have been averwhelmea by the

more crisis’ orlented LSSUES of the depr;ved chlld, the alsrugt;ve chlld, the

g

The' llmltea resources available are abscrbeq/

child whc cannot lea:n, etc.

-by these prcblem ‘areas before such lcng—range educat;@nal issues -as glfted

.7
S

Unspecified Feéeral aid appears to be spent in



the game pattern, so that much legislatién that could benefit the gifted,

. is not, in fact, applied to their édncatidn problems. Four States have,
however, systématically:attackgd the problem of gifted and tglentgd education.
Let us turn now to the differing solutions they are developing for their

students.

oM
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CHAPTER VI
FOUR CASE STUDIES
While there are numerous programs for the gifted and talented,

the experience most pertinent to this study is those cases where the

\ planning and implementatioc.. have been statewide. Planners in other

\State agencies may benefit from the practical wisdom gaineZ in Con-

necticut, Califérnia, Georgia, aﬁd‘illingis_ _
-

These accounts are reprinted in full in appendix F {kThgvback—
ground of each programﬁig reported as fully as pcssible here to show
the derivation of interest and support and how each State arrived at
its own priorities.

CALIFORNIA'S PROGRAM FOR MENTALLY GIFTED MINCRS (MGM)

In 1955 and 1956, personnel in the California State Department of

Education participated in exploratory and planning meetingg on ‘the

J .
role of the State in enccuraglng schcol districts to make bpec;al pro-

visions for gifted éhildren. A Callfgrgla State Study cchﬂucted frcm
: A i 4
1957 to 1960 evaluated 17 differengggindsﬁo£~pregfam5ﬂﬁﬁmbéring 929

pﬁpils;.it'caneludéaétfﬂ
"The.special provisions made in these programs were
beneficial for the gifted...participatihg pupils made
Etrikiné gains in achievement wi£h aéccmpanying
pefsanal and saclal benefits."” -
,*Developmental act¥v1tles frcm 1961 to 1971 include. the demon-=-
stration prOJEct, Cal;fornia Projecf Talent (1963—1966), and a title

-V, ESEA preject (1968—l969)mta prepare a statew;de framework on gifted

education “and exemplary currlculum guldes.

BB_VI%l




fhe types of grégramsvwﬁich the initial Staterregulatians iden-
tified as appropriate for mentally éifted minors were:

1. Enrichment in regular classes.

2. Correspondence courses and tutoring.

3. Placement in advanced grades or classes.

4. Attendance iﬁ college Giassesrby ﬁigh school students.

. ‘ / .

5. Special counseling or instruct 2 outside regulai classrooms.

6. Special classes ~—ganized for gifted pupiis.

7. 'éthe:, or combination of programs.

Changes in the State regulations in 1969 established two general '
categories of pragrams: ‘special services cilactiviéies and special
day classes. *

During the first year of the program (1961=1962), school districtg

spent. an verage of $83“é§£féﬁpe;w§upi1 for mentally gifted minors. A

-few school districts spent as much as $900 extra per pupil. The aver-

age per pupil extra expenditure for 1969-1970 was $121. Pupil parti-
cipation grewifram 35,164 full-time egquivalent pupils (over 38,000
individuals) ig 1961;1962 to apgrcximateiy 112,000 full-time equivalent
pupils in 1970—1971. At the present time, 250 Callfornla school dis-
tricts {with about °5 pakcert Qf tha stataw1dﬁ pupil pcpulat .on) make

/

spec;al provisions for mentally glfted minors. Gtate money available

apprcximately $8.5 mill . o } L . ' %f—f—?mm;ﬁmwwﬁ

/‘

[ ERa

El

Ten years after the start of the program the State coht:;butesA’

up to $40 for 1dcnt1f1catlan (Qn a one—tlme basls) and up to $60

per pupil per year fcr the extra cgsts of ;nstruet1cn.' Over the past

@0 years a number of legislative. bills and studies pegged the needed

VI - 2 '
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support level at $150 to $200 per pupil, plus fund. for identification.

A report published by the California Assembly Intarim Committee on

Education in 19267 staued:

i. Contrary to some popular rotions, intellectually superior
children are often the most neglected children in the classroom.

2. Talent devclopment i- =n important part of any gf@wing and
productive staté.

"3. Without the intellectual aﬁd creative ski}ls to meet th% ﬁﬁkewﬁ

problems of tommorrow, any society will begin to stagnate and decay.

q-

mhe California Assembly ended its report with seven recommendations:

1. ...We recommend that legislation more clearly establish

the objectives in existing or altered MGM programs, and that

the education of gifted children: be given a more prominent place-
within the efforts of public -schools. T

2. ...We recommend that the State increase its support to a
‘maximum of $40 for identification and $200 for progranms....We
recommend that a sample of the existing school distriet programs
for mentally gifted minors be audited by the Office of the Auditor.
General to investigate|the validity of expenditures that have been
claimed for excess cost reimbursement.

3. We recemmend that /the State establish a system of scholarships
f. teachers of academically talented students to provide:them with
advanced training in subject ma@?gr specialties or in methods of
teaching gifted children....

4. We recommend that school districts be encouraged to seek the
best gualified teachers, both in subject matter training and
demonstrated competence in teaching ability and that some of the
additional salary cost be offset by State aid.. ..

5. We recommend that State teaching credential restrictions on

the grade level that can be taught be suspended for MGM programs,

if it is certified that a teacher who is not ordinarily authorized

to teach .a particular grade level is the best available teacher for

the giftéd‘prog;am and if the State Bcard of Education so approves.
. @ S

6. °...We recommend that provisions of the Education Code

goe:’



which specify certain subject matter and hours of instruc-
tion for public schools be suspended, upon approval of the
State Board of Education, for authorizec programs of ‘n-
struction for mentally gifted minors. Co ‘
7. We recommend the creation of a "Statewide Council on
‘Talent Development," composed of lay and professional persons
from all areas of public and private life, which would serve
to study methods to improve the education of mentally gifted’
miﬂors;"transmi+ innovations in cﬁrriﬁﬁlum aﬁd instructional
- o and stlmulate lmprovements in the quallty of ‘education offered’
to all of the school children. The statewide council would
be chargéerith the responsibility of presenting to the Legis-
lature specific and periodic propdsals for the imﬁrovemonﬁ in
public education' for the academLcally talented ar  school
"chlldren as a wholéq ’

1

S CONNECTICUT'S CDMPREHENSIVE MODEL FOR THE EDUCATION OF THE GIFT
C AND TALENTED®

Author John Hersey was chairman of a special study committee in

1986 which compiled a_comprehensive royort'oiltha needs for orograms in

- , ) “a E . . ‘ ‘ . . - B
connecticut fo the gifted and talentéd. Little orrno action was

- e

taken on the Roberts Repoft (the oommittéo :éport) until & nationwidé
2' search in 195541966 for a Goﬁsultant for the gifted‘éﬁaJtalénted to |
i 7“, provide léa&ersﬁip for the Stété and its 169 gohool distrioﬁs.
| Concurrently, the Staté Boaré of Education ofrangedaforré com-
oréhensive study of okiéting legislation xelated to}the edueationfy
. N of exceptlonal ch;ldren (1ncludlﬁg the handicapped and the educatlonally
'gifted and.talented)‘_ The 1966 report to the State anrd of Educatlon
. incluaod; . ) . . S _
e : . & . B ' 5"
. 1f‘ An analysis‘of pxoéedﬁreé, poiiciéé and p:oblems.

2. aAn ana1y51s of other conditions' in the State whlch
affected the.efforts of looal educat;onal agencles. s

R .. 3. A synth351s of the concerns and recommendatlons oﬁ : o
,Persons W1th1n the -State lnte:es*ed in- except;onal chlldren.

4. Recommeﬁaatlons concernlng leglslatlve p011c155 and
prcaedu:es. : *
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State legislation. . _ eh I - 'f\

s

The study found gaps and cﬁerlaps in the existing 1e§ielatioﬁ
for excepeional children. Some provisions were mandatory and bthers
were left to local ipitiative. Some etatutes delegated iheuffieient
auﬁh@r;ty for enfcrcement of the mandate and fer leadership ‘and

direction by ‘the State Department of Education.

There existed a severe shortage of professional personnel

competent to aiagﬂose, direct, experiment, evaluate, and program for

e zeptional children. This observation indicated thet instituions

of highe: learning had insufficient support by Legielationfﬁor such
. ) . / .
service. '
. . /
- One -of- the -mest eericus:gapsmugcovered in-ﬁhe study was the

complete absence of 1eglelehlén to provide for the educatlon of gifted

- 3

‘and telented pupils, those who are 1ntellectuelly unchallenged by regu-—

;‘L
lar curriculum and strategy, and those who heVE outstendlng talents

!

in the creetlve arts (mu51c, visual, and perfcrmlng arts) .

The study found the llmltatluﬂ .of financial éupport a major

. . block to adequate prev1elons for exceptlonal chlidren. None oi the

needs were fully met; some were much more adequaLely sexrved than others.

[

The pattern of . d;gferences ;n cla551f1caticn for.State funding compli-

cated procedures for claiming State aid. Inaaeqiate'and inequitable

fundlng encouraged the emplgyment of less than cpmpetent personnﬂl,

impropexr grouping. dlspropértlonate Puplleteache ratlcs, and 1nade—< ,
quate 1dent1f1cat;on; pregramlng N and'evaluegion eerv1ces; ‘ ' L 3

This study pointed to an all encompasslng pl ce of leglslatlon i

For all exceptional chlldren. The 1966 Chubbuck Report recommendea

H
3
i
.
'.‘i
1

that all exeeptlonel chlldren be sexviced under an umb:ella type of

it

¥ 92
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The State Board of Education  approved the Chubbuck Report in the .
fall of 1966 and the Legislative Commission began work almest immed-
iately on a “special educatioﬁ unbrella bili,“ which mendated SGEQQL
districts to provide programs and services ﬁg its mentally retarded,
physically handicapped, socially and emotionally maladjusted, neuro~
logically impdireg, ane. those suffering from an identifiaeble learning -
disability; and péimitted school districts to.provide special edﬁcatien
to pﬁpils with extraordinary learning ability or outstanding talent
in the creative arts. 7

ZPE Connecticut statute is predicateé on programing rather than
numbers of childreni) The local school district submits a piioci-
approval for a program; oﬁcé such a program is approved by the State
agencf, the local district is‘eligiblg to ask for twé—;hirds reimﬁ.
bursement éfﬁ;he program at thelclose of the fiscal. year.

E@£ the gifted and_talénte&,‘the most ccnsquential aspect of the
statute is thé'pravision>fcrradequate funding to local school districts.
A large number of schcol,districts;ncw:have the vehicle for imple-
mentin§ prcéiaﬁs; - o

chkingrih cooperation witg the State edﬁcatign agency, ‘the .
State's colleges and universities have helped increasing numbers of
_teachers and leadership personnel to imprcve tﬁeir ski;ls in diffe}en—
ﬁiated cufrieulum fef the gifted and taleﬁted: |
entire State on the eéucatien’uf the giftad and talenteéﬁ ncwgéhére
a;eLthree-graduaté level programs of training and four other insﬁi—

tutiens of ‘higher learning offering course sequences in this area

-6 g3
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of special education.

Since 1967, when efforts to activate fdrces on behalf of the
gifted and talented were begung the numbegg of local differentiated
prggrams have moved from 4 school districts to 62 schocl d;strlcts,
These 62 districts are serviced by 42 operatlonal programs to cover

many types of giftedness, Among the exemplary programs are:

1. An old ¢ .llege campus nsed as a talent retrieval center
for disadva..taged gifted talent.

2. A mountain top used as a site for highly gifted and
talanted pupils in . the earth and space science.

3. A renovated synagogue to sarve as a high school center
for pupils with outstanding talents in the creatlve arts from
18 surrounding school districts.

4. A six~town regi@nal center for gifted and talented. .
. / : .

In addition tc the pr@grams in operation, 20 additi?hal school
districts are planning to ;mplement programs for Ie;mbursémeﬂt in'
September 1971. More than 1,500 teachers, counselors, a#d leadershlp
personnel have enrolled in céﬁrses; inservice training, ana workshops'
to p*epare for ;mpendlng programs, and over 2iSDD'prQ£e%sionalepegsonnal

have. attended shsrt—term lnstltutes and conferences devoted entlrely to

programlng for glfted and talented pupils. The model to increase the

“quahtity and guality of programs for the gifted is directily related(;

4€-581 0 -1 -7
A

‘to three basic elements: o -

1. A sound legal and properly funded statute to prov;ae
reimbursement to local school ‘districts for special™
programs and/a: serV1ces for the glfte%!an&“talented.

2. Prov1slcn of full-time consultlve leadership by the
. State. education agency to assist local school districts in
programmlng for the glfted and talented. -

3. A coordinated and articulated pragram for teacher
training and retraining ;n the area of the’ glfted and

talented. R ,: , SR
) - 1. - ’
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GEORGIA'S PROGRAM FOR THE INTELLECTUALLY GIFTED

The Georyia Départment of Education Pregram for the Intellectually

Gifted is now in its 13th year. Interest within the State for such pro-—

grams dates back to a 1958 House Resclution requesting the status and

plans for education of Georgia's gifted children.

A small publication con education of the gifted. made available to

.all public school and Department personnel, began a series for schicol

officials. -

| .

h consultant on the gifted was added to the program staff in
AN

1258 ta\h;avide services to public school systems interssted in begin-

niné-speciél prog. s for the intellectually gifted. The first iears

were spent in: _ - )

1. . Curveying the State to determine ‘the status of special
- programs for the intellectually gifted. .

- 2. Orienting State Department of Edu;ation, university, college,
and public school personnel as well as laymen to the status -
of programs for the intellectually gifted in the State and
the. Nation. ) ’

3. Providing inservice training for department personnel.

4. 'Developing plans for demonstration or experimental
projects. ) S ] " -

.5. Providing consultive services to Public’schocl systens,
‘colleges and universities. | » .

From July 1960 to July 1961, the consultant participated in the:

Southern Régicnal E-lucation Board project, Education of the Giftéa,

a training program designed to piace within Southern State departments of

:eduqatiap one person informed on education of the gifted. The department

[ERIC

accepted the resﬁcnsibility for developing a lQFyegf plan of action.

This plan was daveloped by the .consultant working wiﬁﬁ‘twc éommittees-é

a statewidercammittee of public schecl,,state department, and university

VI -~ 8
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people; and a State Departmant of Educat’on committee.

. This plan, approved in principle by the Georgia Deﬁartment of
Educat;@n & Coordination Committee, recognizes the right of individuals
and the need for special programs for those who differ from most
children and youth. It permits a flé#ible State program with standards
that can be adapted to metropolitan, urban or rural students’ neeés.

Student participants were defined as théée with apwf.g. of 126
and above who could profit from unusual academic challenges. B

Al the April 1961 meeting of the State Board of Education; one
project per congressional district was approved. Projects'gégan in
the fall of 1961 and operated through the 1963-64 school year, when
they,wére terminated because of limited funds. According to information
from the participating systems, the projects were successﬁul and those
phases thcﬁ éc&ld become parts of the regular school inséructicn pro-
gram w1thed; f;ﬁanc;al suPport were absarbedi

The passége of the new Mlnlmum Fcundatlon P:@gram of Education
Act” of the 1964 General Assembly establlshed the Governcr s Honors -
Program. The basic plan for operating this program wasldévelcpedﬁby the

consultant for the gifted, a department committee and a statewide com-
T . .

mit&eei_ The program is now in its 8th year of Ggeration; A second

Kconsultant on the glfted was added to the department staff in 1967

to work Wlth the Governor s Honors program

5

Action by the 1968 General Aggembly brought new emphasis. to pxos

gram development for the intellectually gifted{ House Elll 453 mandateé

special programs for all - -exceptional children, including the,;ntelle;—

‘tually gifted, By echool year 1975=1976. To help impiement this bill,

the State Board of Educatlcn appraved a new State program fcr the “‘;

' A
k]
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intellectually gifted. The State Superintendent of Schools asked that
present State laws and operations be examined to see how special programs
could be established with no additional appropriation by the General
Assembly. Past exgeriénceishowed that such requests were deleted from
budgets prepared by the Budget Bureau for presentation to the General
Assembly. ;Fhe approved plan all@yed.cne instructional person in the area
of the gifted:tcré school system submitting an aggro&ed program plan.

The opening of the 1969-70 ;chool year brought 20 special programs
for the intellectually gifted in ' 0 school Systemsi The number of
systems operating special programs grew to 44 by the 1270-71 school year.

The approved plan stipulated that the plan be evaluated each yeo .
Since approval in 1968, Georgia's State‘éian haé_been-revised 50 school
systems may use more than one alictmént iﬁ'thé area of the gifted, pro-

et

vided the personnel invoived are: - |

5 ’ 1. Coordinators of programs for the sifted or consultants in the
: area of the gifted,

? 2. Resource teachers to work with all classroom teachers hav1ng
; intellectually gifted, orxr

3. Resource teachers who work part time with classroom teachers
having gifted students, and part time with gifted students.

‘The present State pregfam for the Qifted is two-fold: (1) local
- ) R ) o - . ’ = .
schoolyear program, and (2) the Governor's Homors Program for 400

.. gifted high schoocl junicis and seniors.

"In 1970-71, 44 school systems were operating agpreved‘State=suppcrtéd

e

vprograms'during the regular school year. Partigipatiﬁg are 4,871 students.

in grades '1to 12. These programskprovide fd: those whose mental ability

places them in theiupper 2 tc 5 percent éf the genera; schogl pOQulatlDﬂ.

Tha Governcr s chor Program is an 8-week summer’residential program

P
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for 400 upcomming juniors and seniors whérhaéé either high mental ability
or a special talent in art, music, or drama. -

_Both State—cperéted programs are-tctally financed with State funds.
Approximately $409,l75.wexe spent on regular “hool grcgrams and $279,566
for the Governor's-Honors Programs, making a total of %688,741 spent on
special programs for the gifted and talented during FY 1971.

In November 1970, the State Board of Educatién apprcvedrthé gifted
as an endg:sement area for a teaching certificate. Personnel in the area
of thé gifted may be professionally certifiéd iﬁ the area of the gifted
if they complete 25 guarter hours of appropriate specializedwstudy; This
app;éval was brought about through involvement of a Georgia Teacher Educa-
tion Council Committee. Through the Department's Unit Teacher Recruitment
and Special Programs, a small number of grénts are available fo special
study in the area of the gifted; The State Board of Education has naméa‘
the area of the gifted as a critical field of education for which special
teacher preparation is necessaxji |

At the present time, on;y ona graduate instituticn in Georgia offers
‘a series of teacher preparation courses in gifted'eiucaticnﬁ Hawever;
two other graduate insti;utions are pianning“such courses.

Since January 1958, a number of activities‘rélatea to the education
of the gifted have been'éa:xied out by the Georgia Departﬁent ofVEducaticni
Many of the goals set forth in the lQ—?éar plénvof action have been reached,

in full or in part.

ILLINOIS' SPECIAL PROGRAM FOR THE GIFTED ' .

out of ﬁhe initial planning phase, 1959-~-1963, a set of principlés
emérged for the rationale of the Illinois Plan:
: P et ‘ 2 ) e
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' deflnit;cg of giftedness. State funds may be used for services such

_ for books and other materials, or for inservice teacher training.

" allowed wide latitude in expendlng funds. Funds provide Qply an

1. G;fted children exist within all .evels of sogiety, within all
racial and ethnic groups, and they come from every kind of home.

Any programs to develop their talents must be concerned with their
diversity. Among the differences which vitally affect program devel-
opment are the differences between elementary and seécndarylSchaols;
between urban and rural =etting, and between gifted children whose
school achievement is hich and those whose achievement is low.

2. A 3tate plan must take into account the ways in which inrnovation
occurs in schools. Brickell's study of innovation in the schools of
New York State 1ndlcafes that journal articles, convention speeches,
and research papers are less influential in .fostering change than is
the onsite visit by the practitioner to a school in which the changes
has been programmed and put into operation.

3. The General Assembly has delegated major responsibility for the
operation of schools to local boards of education. In_recommending
State action we do not intend to displace or discourage local initi-

ative. We would like to expand the range of possibilities open to
local districts in providing for their gifted children....

4. Research on gifted children has gone forward for more than 40
years.. We now know. more than enough to support extensive, and more
adequate programs for g;ftea children. Yet our current knowledge

and our current best efforts are sure to be madiflea as research in
this area continues at an accelerated pace. Thus State action, while
necessary, must be flexlble and must not establish rigid formulas and

detailed prescrlpt;ans.. Study and'exper;mentatlon should continue B
with State support so that 1mprovement may be continuous and responsive
to new scientific findings.

The fiVe parts of the Illinois plan are:

1. Reimbursement for Services and Materials

'Any school district in Illinois may submit a plan for improving
its services ‘to gifted children. The district may employ its own

as counseling, diagnosis, and consultation on a variety of problems,

Reinmbursement funds may not be used to pay teachers' salaries,
and the funds are limited in application to fewer than 5 percent of
the PﬂPllS enrolled in the district. The distribution formula takes
account of the wealth of the district and the number of g;fted pupils
‘served. Application prccedures are simple and school districts are

average of %28 per pupil each year.

- — Total expenditures for relmbursement, 1963-71, are $l§ 450,000
or 59,8 percent of total éxpenditures for the Illinois Plan.
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2. ngqgstrati@n-Centg;s

!

Demonstration centers provide for all Illinois educators and
other citizens convineing and readily accessible operating programs
using particular approaches to educate gifted chilaren-

At the outset; -demonstration centers werg'expe;usa to exemplify
the following apprcaches:

a. Acceleration of highly gifted pupils.

b. Individualized instruction through such means as team
teaching, nongradea plans, independent study.

c. BSpecial -classes for the highly gifted, w1th specially trained
teachers, superv;sars and consultants.

d. Special attention to gifted youth among socially and cultur-
ally unéefprivileged groups.

e. Curriculum improvement throudgh prcgrams which emphas;ze hlgher
level thought prccesses, creativity, divergent thlnklng.

f. Special attention to the emoticnal and social adjustment oﬁ
gifted pupils. ‘

Each demonstration center is responsible for showing the program
to visitors and for evaluating the program. Where possible, each
demonstration center is the responsibility of at least one full-time
professional staff member of the local district.

By 1970, 26 demonstration centers wexe in eperation, employing
an expanded set of functions. Total expenditures, 1963-71, are
56,300,000,0r 19.4 percent of the total.

. Egggz;mental,Ergjéctg

To advance knowledge about practical programs for the gifted, the
State has provided funds for experimental projects in schoel districts,

- colleges and universities.

Total expenaltures for expexlmental préjects, 1963-71, are
$2,274,000,0r 7 percent of the _total:

4, Sta;e'staff

To administer the pragrams of reimbursement, demonstration, ex-
perlmentatlcn, and training, a Department of PBrogram Development for —
Gifted Children was established in the Office of the Superintendent
of Puhllc Instruction. -
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7 Total expenditures for acdministration at the State:level,
1963-71, are $21,103,900:0r 6 pc..cent qf the total.

5. Training Program

To help meet the great need for specially trained personnel to
carry out the other parts of .the plan, State support is provided for
fellowships, academic yvear institutes, and summer institutes.

Total 33penaitures 3953—71, are $2,524,000,0r 7.3 percent of
the total. .

In, evaluating the two majoxr components, Illinois measuvred the,

effectiveness of tneir policies and practices.

2

The program of reimbursement of materials and services has success-

fully supported sigﬁifiéanﬁ educational improvemec :s.based upon proven

practices related to programs for gifted children. There has been an

new programs have been initiated and most students are now in districts
with such programs.
The number of teachers, special personnel, and students in classes

has also increased. Many districts are using special materials and method-

I3

ologies.

The program has been less successful in saving talent by identification

‘and development of pupils who, despite high ability, have not acquired the

necessary knowieage and skills to fully utilize this ability. ,
_ There is considerable "spill-over" of techniqhes‘originatgd in gified
classes into regular classes; ‘Many reéula: teéchers are also béing trainea
in the inservice Apragfamsi In the;r‘effect on the rééular school program,
the,égeéial.ﬁ:céréq; for the:gifted;ha§e:been highi? successful.
The léast suééessful effort has.been to}igcc;pqtétevgvaluatiéﬁ pro-

céﬂures in all phases of the proérami Only 15 p%;’ nt of the districts
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have miﬁimally’adeéuéte evaluation.

Personnel and kh@wledge;.}afher than physical facilities, are the

hal - .
major limitations for future development of the individual programs.

The centers, for the most part; have egcellent programs , but'visiﬁc:s
havs not adapted whéle programs: f

All deronstration éenters were successful in establishing programs _
that met';he requirements of the State policy: 1) internal consistency;
2) research basis; 3) educatinnal significance; 6) exportability;
7) uniqueness; apd 8) growth in guality.

fhese four States demonstrate the possibilities for gifted programs

@ : .
when commitment is evident. Each State, however, has been handicapped
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CHAPTER VLI
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' . . !
THE FEDERAL ROLE--THE USOE DELIVERY SY .TEM

# = *

“~

pPart C, section 806 of Public Law 91-330 stipulates that the

- Lo

Commissioner észducaﬁicn shall: "}:: ’ .
show which existing Federal® educatlcnal a551stance programs

are being used to meet the needs of gifted and talented,
ehildren, and

’evaluate haw!exlstlng Federal educational assistance can be
[mgre effectively used to meet these needs....!

P

1Y

LEGAL ‘FRAMEWQRK FOR OE PROGRAMS

I :
! . . -
In response to this mandate, investigations of the legal

- . JPER.
f

framework within which educational programs are develaped included:”

. tities I, TI, III, V, and "III of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) as amended, thraugh 1970,

cally ﬁeﬁtioned the qifted'and talented as.recipients for program

funds, and 1egisiatife restrictions that_wculé*disallow funds for
: . 1l . : ¢ - . T
" this peopulation. | : . T . :

; - &

s li

the Education of the Handlcapgpd Act, replac1ng tltlé Vi of =
ESEAR as of July 1, 1971, .
A
the Higher Education Actxéf 1965,
the National Defense Education Act of 1958 (NDEA),
. the CaoperativevResearch Aét, " j
the Eéonomic Dpportuni?y Act of 1964, andfther E
Vacag%gnal Education Act of 1963i  ’ ) L
v - This review was primarily conéérneé-with 1égislatién thchfﬁgecifi!

o

prpend;x G of 'this repcrt prcvxaes more- speclfic information. ghout
the population and hoy these data were derived, a
of the assessment ‘of the OE dellvery aystem. Artihur D. Little, Inc.
conducted the study under cantract tc the fo;ce of Education.
*\ . ,n‘l. . R
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s well ‘as other details
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A review 'of this material indicated no restrictions within
these laws that would bar funds from the gifted and talerited. 1In

most cases, however, the main thrust of the legislation i= for a
. o .

e targeted population such zs the disadvantaged or hand:capped, so

that?giftgd and talented ghil&ren copld only be served by these

7
i . e I

-

prdgram funds if they are also .disadvantaged or handicapﬁedi Although
| : . - - - i

I B L - : : .
funlds could reach gifted and talented students through such legis-—
1 3 . R

oo T laticn, it is rare to find funds being used in this way for two

reascns: 1) Because the legiélaticﬁ &oés not specifically mandate

~
~programs for glfted and talented the 1ntergréters &f -the legis-

77 . . lation do not entertain using. funds this way, and 2) since glfted and
talented are not an identified priority at the Fedaral level,
- B - ® “
program officers do not focus - on thls Popnlatlon.

L . - Other than Public Law 91!2303 the - ampndment of tlties ITI and -

- -gfﬁyof ESEA, and the teacher felléwshiptpgrtian of the Higher Education
= . Act, no legislatién specificaliy meﬁfions thié P@Puiaticn.

Lo

V-taiented children. It allews funds for speclal instruction .and equ}p;
; v ' ' T SR, L ’ o
. P merit for students interested in advanced scientific subjects, foreign
- : . - = Ve - =5 > = .
' : ; :‘T’. St . . : ) L L e

» 7 langudges, and other academic areas not taught in local schools. It

3 ‘gpecifies funds can be used for modern educational equipment and gqualix

. - = - v
] “ y B - ~

. . - - tag . e :
" for” the beneflt of children. fThis legislathn Aalso allows funds for

- ; . testlng students to identify those w1th @ﬁtstanalng aptltudes and -

(A « S

M abilities. = . % B IS ‘-‘

y .. i . N : . . B C . . .QQ . . . '\__,"\

fied personnel, including artists and musicians, on a temporary basis.

" | - ESEA, title v, allows funds tB be used by lbcal QLEA) and State (SEA)
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agen$;es for-consultlng help and technlcli'sarv1ﬁes 1n§?art;cular area-*‘#
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of education. Some SEA's are using title V funds for salaries fox
I : s 5 =
part-time consultants on the gifted and talented.
Evidence from the contracted study demonstrates that mless funds are

earmarked by législaticn for a targeted population, it is highly

"unlikely that ny funds will be expended on gifted and talented

youth to meet their needs, except as d;sa&vantagad ycuth handi-

capped youth etc. This handicapped p@pulatién was in the same
i

situation as the gifted and talented untll it became a dESIQDatEd

f.

population undexr title VI of ESEA. The dejelépment of the Edgcaticn
for the‘HandicéEPéd Actvprcvides an insﬁruct§VE model of fsgusing
Federal funds on a targeted area of concern.

The Edﬁcation Proﬁeési;né'DivaicpmentVéctf(EPDAi Erc&;des for,

funding programs or projects to prepare teachérs\ané other education-

'al, personnel to meet the special needs. of exceptionally gifted stu-

‘Since the gifted and talentea;are not a maj@rfUSQE/priéiity'and

-

dents and/to prepare artists, craftsmen, scientists, artisans, etc., to

teach or otherwise assist in educational programs or projects.

because there is not a: larqe grassroots advccacy Jroup, this. pa;t

o _ S

of the EPDA is not amphaSLEQé o S .

ALth@ugh the Natlonal Defense Educatlcﬁ Act of 1968 (NDEA) does

J L .

n@tﬁspecifi¢ally mention giftéd and talentéd thld:en, it does fund
. | . ' . = ) 41' . ) )
stxangthening;of instructién.in science, mathématics, modern féreign

| - -

5

/
languaqes, and other subj acts. By extenSLQn/of thé lmpllcatlon cf

NDFA funds cculd be cha Eeled for déV81Qplng prcgrams in thesc area’

) ﬁQ: glfted‘and talented h;ldren and youfb.f ihis law views tcp=grade

I -

. .
1nstructl@n 1n these areés asucrxt;cal to the prctecticn of this

§ - /

country, and by lmgllcatfon, the develcpmgnt Df students q;fted or
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talented ig4these areas as é national rescurce to be developed.
This act could bé;part of a delivery system for the gifted and
talented.

,VTﬁe Cooperative ?esea:chléct enables the OE tc conduct
research, survéys, and demcnsﬁratich projects, and tc dicseminate
information.der.ved from these activities. The Commissioner can
also make granté to other agencies to assist in providing trainiﬁé

and research in education. 1In situations beneficial to this country,

the Commissioner can make grants to appropriate agencies tc construct

facilities for conducting such research.

Review of the legal framework for USCE programs indicates no

‘direct -barriers to gerving gifted and talented children and youth

via a USOE delivery system using Federal funds. ' Since the legislation
does téxget specific popu;aﬁions other than gifted and talented, the
gifted and talented gan‘Eé'serVed by. present USOE programs if they

are parﬁ of the legally spec;f;ed pépulation. - ESEA, ﬁiplés III and Vv,

are the-only major pieces cf 1égis;ation,ta£geted for elementary and
. ) ,

secondary students. that specifically mentioned the gifted and talented.

RELATTONSHIP BETWEEN THE OFFICE OF EDUCATION, STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES,

* N i . \‘
AND. LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES '
In assessing the Office of Education delivery system of programs

targeted for the glfted anﬁ talented, it is necessary to consider the

relatlonshlps w1th;n the eﬁucatlonal system. The  smallest unit in thls

'hlerarchy is thé 1ndlv1dual ‘school in some local educatlonal agency.

These schools are'sﬁbcrainaterta some 1oéal governing unit such ‘as a’

local school board and superintendent 6r a consortium. Such an LEA

‘generally determines the policy that governs its schools. If citizens

. -
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can bring zihougi: Qrgssure to bear at bthis point, the§ can olp shape
the educational priorities of their scaocol system. '

The local school board, usually through the superintendent of
schools, is subject to its State Education Agency policiesrthfcugh thé
leverage of fuﬁaé.r In all States, money appropriated'fcﬁ educational
purposes reaches the LEA only if the LEA complies WithAreguIaticns
and guidelines set by the SEA.

The SEA generally works within the framework of its State laws
and Federal laws andvrequlations. The Federal Govermnmént also use
money leverage ﬁs affect SEA priorities, which are.also subject to
influence by citizens and LEA pressure. In responding to controls
aﬁd guidelines from USOE, the SEA might have direct contact with
a bureau, an office or a regional office.

Under the directiog of the Commissioner and his deputies, the

~ USOE interprets\laws'and makes them operational. The bureaus act
as catalysts between the laws and the SEA'S and LEA's. 'USOE- does
not dictate what happens in the scheools but through its bureaus and
offices sets guideliﬁ%s férfﬁ?ggraﬁing that SEA's and LEA's can use in
épPlying for funés. The SEA or LEA can alter Federal Priorities to

meet local needs if the use can be justified under the guidelines.

Any delivery system targeted for gifted and talented children
must go through this chain before the student is finally affected.

[ " IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS. ®

Some ESEA, title ITI funds and title V funds are being specifi- )

cally used for the giftéd and talented. The amount of such funds ié;

so low-—~less than §$10 per treated student, that one can conclude:

n .,. | '%; -?g(?;? :
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There is wvirtually no USCE delivery system of education progvams

for the gifted and talented children and youth of this country.

Many factors account gér this s;tuatlcn, but each is so closely inter-—

twined with others that the delivery system is a package. Six major
influences militate against the development of a Federal delivery system
of .an educational package targéted at our gifted-and talented:

1. Although the need for such programs has been established in
research and via some interested professional and lay groups, it
has not received wide support among American educators and, .hence,
little public support except for parents of glftea and talenteé
.children.

2, There is no categorical Federal legstatlon which establishes
the g;fted and talented .as a targeted population. This has kept
the visibility of these children very low and makes it difficult to
focus Federal resources on the area. (Public Law 91-230 is a
recent exception.) o

3..8ince priorities do not focus on this population, present USOE
activities do not include gifted and talented children and youth
as a targeted population. Once existing funds have been disbursed
to meet the priorities and crises of OE, there is little likelihood
of money reaching these students.
4. The relationship of the Federal Government to State and local
education agencies had traditionally been one of nonintervention.
Statutory program funds have begef distributed to these agencies
for use as they see fit.within the broad guidelines of the law.
. This permlts general prlcrlty setting at State .and local levels
4o meet local needs and ‘priority concerns.

5. The expressed priority of gifted and talented children and
youth is so iow within USOE that although discretionary funds:

- could be used to plQque prcgrams, thls avenue is seldom used.

6. Since there is no Federal educational fccus on and leadership
within the area of the gifted and talented, locally funded programs
targeted for this population have functioned in isolation, preventing
sharing of knowledge and further development of programs nationally.

. ro . ’
These six circumstances function as barriers against the development of ¢
a Federal educational delivery system for the gifted and talented.- At
‘ i s . 3 :
the same time, unmet needs at the State and local level must be resolved if
-

a Federal delivery system is to operate effectlgslg in the field. Specific
mgl(.i‘aé
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needs are for:

1. A national center or agency to fulfill the role of monitor-
ing, assessing, and coordinating the present (limited) program
activity for the gifted and talented to coalesce them into a
significant countrywide effort.

2. Some agency or intermediate office to coordinate and
disseminate research efforts which can catalyze these efforts
into significant program activity at the local and State level.

'3. A centralized hijective agency to evaluate which lines of
program activity have been successful in delivering programs
to the gifted and talented. ‘

4. Leadership which can fulfill not only the above three
needs but also, through interaction with LEA's and SEA's,
assist them in setting program priorities, focuging resources,

and planning program activity to meet these needs.

FRAMEWORK FOR FURTHER PROGRAMING

In order to develcpuwithin the Office of,Edugaﬁicn an effective
delive:g system of programing for gifted and talented Children and
y@uth,'it will be necesgary to remove Or subétantially reduce the
?arriérs'@uilined above-ané.aisc to develop. a process that wili
meét,thg‘n@eés.f@r 1eédéf$hlg iﬁ developing State_ané local program
activity %;ﬁ these students. ﬂThe contracted study recommended .
‘the féilowiﬁé as part of a frame‘Y@?k for helping this happen:

- Some mechanism or agency‘shauld5b3‘set up within USOE to
l s 3 = P o * -
: coordinate national activity in the area of programs for




w
e 1o

3
~ERIC

gifted and talented children and youth which can fulfill
the leadership needs outlined above. 1In order to make this
mechanism or agency most effective, a process must be
developed which can remove or neutralize the barriers which
at present militate against the existence of a delivery
gystem within USOE. )

Legislation should be enacted which focuses attention and

priority on gifted and talented children and youth. This

legislation should provide funds to assist SEA's and LEA's
in developing a delivery system fé; their own areas. The
Jetermination to provide support by means of categorical
and formula funds should be carefully weighed in order to
insure that USOE .can meet the needs of the leadership role.
If noncategorical funds alone are provided, it is unlikely
that they can be used to provide leadership and it is
unlikely that they will have strgng impact on

the target population.

This legislation should provide for funds to be used at
each level of activity within a complete delivery system.
This inecludes activity at the teacher training level,
activity at the LEA and SEA leadexshlg level, activity
at the research level, activity at the appl;ed level

for utilizing results of the resedrch and activity and at
the dissemination level for maximizing the possible
return and ripple effect of successful program efforts.

' The mechanism or agency set up should work very‘clésely.

with many divisions and bureaus across the USOE spectrum,
&.9g.,the Bureau of Educational Perscnnel Devaloprent,
the National Center for Educational Research and Develcp—
ment, the Bureau of Higher Education, the Bureau of

Elementérg and Secondary Education, Experimental Séhccl
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Office of Program Planning and Evaluation, and the

National Center for Educational Communication. Failure

to set up a mechanism to capitalize upon present expertise and
structure within USOE will not only result in expending funds
for duplicative services but it will also lessen the opportunity
to focus the energies and interests of cooperative bureaus and
divisions on the development of a cdelivery system within USOE.

Programs and project planning funded from USOE should meet
stringent requirements. Any project approved for funds should
declare how it is building-upen the present body of knowledge
regarding gifted and talented, and spécify the assumptions it is
predicated on and the programing built on the assumptions to
produce the expected outcomes. @

All programs to be funded should not only declare their evaluation
plans ahead of time, they should also declare what kinds of
conclusions are expected from the collected data. Failure to
meet this requirement will seriously impair what can be learned
from the programs. .

. Provisions on a natiocnal scale must be made for communicating
: .local program results to research centers and for ccmmugicating
research results to the LEA's and SEA's. The results of these
efforts should, in turn, be communlcated to help all educators
understand. the needs of gifted and talented children and youth,
the ways in which these needs can be met, and how to effectlvely
plan to meet these needs.

The framework itself, however, is not sufficient to insure a success-

. ful delivery system. It is necessary to provide for continuity of program

prlorltles across changes in administration. For exam;lg, in the late

-1950's, with the aawn of the space age, national attention was focused on

the. gifted through a series of NSF and NDEA programs, but those initial

efforts have lost their impact because the priorities of the 1960's shifted

to the problenis of poverty and the disadvantaged. It is further important

T to maintain-program continuity when a new Conmissioner of Education takes

office. Thls contlnu;ty of fouus doas th mean that new admlnlstrat ions of

Commissioners of Education should not be able té set their own priorities

2
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but will insure payoffs from programs scheduled to run for several years.

STRATEGIES AND ENTRY POINTS

Given that USQE sets up an agency or mechanism as the 'focus for a

national, coordinated delivery system, what avenues should USOE pursue in

USOE for it?

‘egstablishing this agency and what are the best entry points within the

Three alternative strategies te set up an agency cor mechanism are:

1)
2)

3

USOE could
USOE could

USOE ‘could
coordinate

create a new bureau solely responsible for GTCY;
create a new division within a bureau; oxr
set up a GTCY Program Group with the responsibility to

or orchestrate and focus resources for GTCY.

4
i

Appendix G discusses the proé and cénsféf each strategy, along with

/
i

. procedures for fitting each into the exis _ing structure.

The final chapter summarizes the findings in this and preceding chapters

“

and proposes some immediate steps in rezponse to the major deficiencies

uncovered.

T




CHAPTER VIII

SUMMARY , FLNDT&GS, AN% THE OrFPICE OF EDUCATION'S REéEONSE

The Commissioner's study has produced many reccmmeﬂdatibns from various
sources concerning the need for séecialagrchams, suggested priorities in
ﬁlanning individual programs, éstimates éf the professional support and
teacher training required, and a&justments in leéal definitions that would enhance
the possibility of State gnd locél fiscal support. Details on these recommen=
dations may be found in théwtext o% in the appendixes of this report.

The‘staps'to be taken by the foice cf Education in response to these
recommendations are, however, the respons;billty of . the Commissioner of Educa-
tion. These follow the summary and major flndlnge of the study éutlined below.
While they reflect the néeas indicated \by various contributors, they are also

tailored to 1) the desire for some ;mmadlate action consonant with other priori-

fles Ldentlﬁléd w1th1n the program of thé folce of Education and 2) a consist-

aent and sustained effort over several yearsﬁ ]
g - T ' ™

SUMMARY AND MAJOR FINDINGS

There can be few, if any. exceptlgns ta\the cbservations threading thrcugh¥

out th;s study that the gifted and talented y uth are a- unique ?GPulatlén, dif-

1
1
‘
3
t

Fnrlng markeélv from their age peers in abllltlés, talents,‘lnterests, and

|

ESYChéngical,matuI;ty, Ihe most Véfsatlle and, complex of all human groups,’

. . a
they suffer the neglect that is typical of al gfcupb with spec;al educatlcnal

| needs. Their sensitivity to others and insight J\ntn existing school ccndlt;.cns .

‘make them especially-vuinérablé; they frequently &anceal,;he;r giftedness in
étandarﬁized surroundings. The resultant waste inxhuman terms and natiocnal
. L . . L - R - \

s 0 ) \ : o - ) :z_

‘resources is tragic..; A \

The relatlvely few glfted studentsJthfhave had the advantage of special '
. - : \ ‘ o
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of gifted and talented,

izing

pPrograms have’shown remarkable improvements in self-understandinc and in

ability to relate to athers as well as in improved academic and creative

perfcrmance. But many more young people go unnoticed. Verv little identi-~

fication has been carried on in depth, or with proper testing instruments.

Many of the aésum?tiéns about giftedness and its incidence in various parts
of American society are based on inadequate data, partial information, and |
group tests of .limited value.

Bcc@r@;ng tc the testlmgny and experience of professionals and pa:ents
our educaticnal system has been inconsistent in seek-
ing the gifted and talented, finding them =sarly in their lives and individual-

Yo
ucatlon.

)
and incgnsigtgncy toward the gifted and talented.

théir e Qur educatlonaL system mirrors Soc;ety s amb;valence

Special injustice has
occurred through apathy toward certain mifdeorities, although néglect of the
gifted in this countr— is a. universal and increasing problem.

The major findings of the study--those with particular relevance to the

futuze Elann;ng of the

ffice of Educatlcn=imay be summarlged as fclldws:
- - A conservative estimate of gifted and talented children ;
ranges between 1.5 and 2.5 million out of a ‘total elementary

and secondary school populatlcn (1970 est;mate) cf 51. 6 miilion, -

. Ex;st1nzlserv1ces to glfted and talented 'children - an& youth do
not rea large and significant subpopulations (e.g., minorities
.and dlsadvantaged) and serve only a very small percentage of the
gifted and talentad E¢amaﬁtazy and secgnda;y population generally.

. Differentiated. aducatlon far the gifted and talented is presently -
- perceived as a very low priority at Federal, State, and most local
levels of government and educat;anal admlnlstratlon.
1 .
. Although 22 States have leg;slatlan to prav;&e rescurces to school
dlstrlcts for services \to the gifted and talented, such 1eglslat;gn
in many cases merely represents 1ntent.

f\, Even where the:e is a légal or admlnlst:atlve basis, or prov;slon
: of serv;ces, fundlng priarltlés, crisis concerns, and lack of




perscnnel cause programs for the gifted to be miniscule or theo-
retical.

. There is an enormous individual and social cost when talent among
the Nation's children and youth goes undiscovered and undeveloped .
These students cannot ordinarily excel withcut assistance.

. Identification of.the gifted is hampered not only by costs of
appropriate testing -- when these methods are known and adopted ==
but stem alsc from apathy and even hostility among teachers,
administrators, guidance counselors, and psychologists...

. Gifted and talented children are, in fact, deprived and disad~
" vantaged, and can suffer psychological damage and permanent |
impairment of their abilities to function well whieh is equal .to
or greater than the similar deprivation suffered by any other
population with special needs served by .the Office of Education.

» Special se;vices for the gifted and talented will, in fact, also
serve other target populations such .as the disadvantaged singled
cut for attention and support.

. /
@7 . . . ) .
* Services provided ;é gifted and talented children can and do
produce s%gnificaqﬁ and measurable outcomes.

/
/

- States (and 10cal/gemﬁunitiés) look to the Federal Government
for leadership in this area of education, with or without
massive funding. ; :

- The Federal role in delivery of services to the giftea and talented

is presently all but nonexistent. g
These fin&ings,:whicn are. documented in the appendixes, provide ample
i evidence of the need for action to eliminate the widespread .neglect of j
: this pcpulaticn. .Pederal leadership- in this effort is required .to confirm- i
s -énd establish provisions for the gifted and tal /A 8 a national priority, %
_ "~ and té.enécurage the States to include this priority in their own planning. S
{ The experiences of the disadvantaged and-handicapped tell us that little :
- o is done systematically for special needy groups until the Federal , : N
l, / . “ ) ] . . . . ) : %‘% =
2 Government takes an interest’ and stimulates acgtion. . B
THE OFFICE OF EDUCATION'S RESPONSE ~ - : P o | -
A . The finaings of this study are not surprising. It is obvicus that - :
the attention to the gifﬁed%m,,, c‘h arose almost 50 years ago ‘has waxed and - ’k
1185 ‘virr -3 - S i
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_waned but never ;ea?hgd‘gde 1evé1 of a total national dommitment. The

" L YL [ .
Sixties“marked_a.reversalvgf.thg strong interest during the Fifties,
crigi: 211y sparkéd by-foundatioﬁ'pzogramé suppo:tin§ advanced placement,

early admission to cﬁlleéeyand similar changes tcdard 1nd1v1dugl1§:blon,

and by streng g@vernmeni supporb for sb;enge programs at the ead: cf the

. -~
- . N !

decade. . e . i

2

Coﬁmiss;gne: S, P. Marland, Jr. has observed that a curve of funding

éﬁpp@ft:ﬁbﬁld show a profile of our'society itself, the work of education
B - . < : "

génerallg;-hat especially the work of therofficé of Education. The Office

(of~Educat10n is concerned about that distribution’ curve. There has been

finadequate attention €6 the dlsadvantaged, ‘to 1ﬁ§ro"ﬁd V®catlcna1 education

*'and educatlﬂn fcr the handicapped, to the thrust for. equal education

3

QPP rtunities, to integratlon. All of these are massive pzcgrams o

salve massive problems.’ p

[ ‘
That is where ‘our leQIltles have bean. That -is where the priorities

of thls Admln;stratlon are. We are working hard on these prcblems.

) 4
But over on the other side of the curve are other neglected pe@ple.;

In terms of cur‘naticnal éipenéiture Erdfila, the Commissioner has emphasized,

we are not 1ett1ng;1t be kngwn that we are concernea about them. ‘We are

*

,not fly nq +the f]ag f@r fhose ‘great 1nte]leets that are brlghter than most
of the rest of us and whc, 1ndeed, mlght help as t@ raise our slghts.

Thcusands, tragically undlscavered, are 1n thEerry PQPULatIODS (sueh as

[
tﬁe dlsadvantaged, the hané;cagped, and mlnarlties) on wham we are cdhcenﬁrat;ng

;x“\w*w\ e
-‘ét-

iﬁ other ways,; AQPQLatE attértlon to- the glfteﬂ and talented is needed to

raund gut “our educatlcnal program. o : ' > sl e
I o ) SR 7 s
WEQeducatcrs need to ;each these gifted young people, to encourage them,

jal

‘ !

and tc’rele§se them; Weé can do lt and still woih.cn the priorities for all.

i
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; S
of the disadvantaged minorities and others long

We can do it at the Federal level, the Commissloner has emph

neglectec in our society.
can be done at the State and local levels as

asized; it
15 well.
* gingle school administrator cagxdeplay what energies he has, what
energies his faculty has, what résourcé? the Board éf Education has in
! :
ways tﬁat'gre compatible with, but whicE~w1ll still not handicap, the
rest of hié‘pragram.

y
l

None of these comments implies a "track system" for the gifted.

Educators can do so much for sczve:y 1itt1é\w1th able chlld:en simply by
of the schools.

\
free;ng them under teachérs whc reccgn;ze and respect them.
commun;ty .resources we haVE not begun

" There

v

to tap tc re;nforce the efforts

Tt does not take a lot of money, and it does not necessarily take
TH -

new laws, but it does take concern and 1nterest and  commitment.

£

i)

ﬁnject th;s feeling and p:op051tlon 1nto a systen, whether a large

or a small system, ‘there has to bé an 1nd1v;dual in charge giving ccmplete
V
and full -time eommltment and creat1v;ty tc it,.:

devices for atructurlng change in a system

Thére are any hunber of
the w1sdam and creativity cf

But‘ln the end,

it depéndé upon
that person in charge and whether the :h;ef
executlve offlcer wants to back uP the perSDn anéwhelp him or ¢er to move .

l
Of the items c;ted in the study, othe: than the general neglpct Qﬁ
\

"~ the glfted and talented populat;en, the most frequently mentlﬂned was the
Federal level. 5. P. Marland, Jr.,_recently stated-
as Commissioner of Education,

o
=r

need for plac;ng laadershlg perscns in VLSlble pDSlthnS at the Sfate and
S

to this group cfryouné pecplé.

"With th1s report, I,
become -a VlS;blE advocate for 1ncreased attention
i
‘Rathef;than'prépcéing extensive objectives
now, either in terms of mcﬂef or legislation,
l S )

CERIC

—J,-VF}_& .
T believe we ought to initiate
11y AMI-os



those things we can realistically accomplish immediatelf within the Office
of Bducation in order to meet the problems suggested in the study. The
end product of this study will never be reached wholly. It will continue
to grow, we hope, and remain infinite in . its possibilities. But firsﬁ it
must begin and we believe the most apgfbpriate way is by injecting the
principle of action on behalf of th; gifted into our Qngoing programs.”

The 0ffi.. of Education will institute within its operational planning
system specific goals and objectives for én increased Federal rclé of
education for gifﬁed and talented children. The Commissioner has gnnéunced
his intenticu to establish a nuacleus piééram staff under the Deputy
Commiséiener for échcbl System$; the director of this staff will, in effect,
be "in charge" of the gifted-%ﬁd talented target group on behalf of the

‘"office of Eduzation. The responsibilities of thefpragram staff will be

to develop é%able plané for the utilization and management of. various OE
resources which ¢an be committed to chis effo¥t. This is not a program
with a one-year priority life. Part of the operational planning system

provides for a continuum and a maintenance of national focus on this effort.

g Some preliminary Federal objefitives, based on the study's recommendations,
i are: )
: * To establish a working program group for gifted and talented

: education . . ‘ . : - . e
. - To increase the number and capability of staff responsible for
: ~gifted and talented education in the regional offices and the

g . State educaticn agencies
: - - To expand the availability of improved instruments and
: procedures to identify, gifted and talented si.dents and to
: . evaluate programs for this group

“§ . '+ = To increase the number of gifted ahd talented whc are served

{ ' : .

by high quality programs.

- o . 118
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Eleven action steps have béen developed as feasibility or data development
projects ﬁo help meet these objectives on a short-—term basis while an
integraced plaﬁ is devised.

The 5-year planning cycle begins with the implementaﬁion report

described under actlcn stﬁP 1 ( see below). 'The remain%nd steps are

conﬂernea with lmmealate actions to establish the leadershlp ‘function in
the Office of Education and to maximize the-spread of tﬁls effort to the
States and local education aqenéiesi Th-~a are immediate steps the O ins
of Education can-aﬁd will take in 1972 to' launch the Federal prégram for
the gifted and talented. No new—legislatian is needed f@f th.m. These
changes can be initiatgd wnile long-rauge planning is kegun at the
Federal, State, and local levels, by both tha Fublié and-grivgtézsectgrs,
to systematically aﬂeiiarate proﬁlems ideﬁtified iﬁ this study.

1.'7P1ann1ng _Report: The Deputy Commissioner for Sthol Systems will

 complete a Plann;ng repcrt for the Con nissioner on lmplementlng a
Federal role in educaticn of gifted and talented children by
February 1, 1972; This report will pféviQEVEDntinuity between the
study ag& the im§lemeﬁtatian of action Stéﬁs by GSGE; Tc be igc?ﬂded

-in this regc*t are recormendations ccnce*ningz

; ~- guantitative DbjECtIVES and goals far glfted ‘and talented
! ) - educatlon,

- 1dent1f;catlon of and plannlng for publlc.ana prlvate
respon51b111tles in. qnational emphasis on improving educational
[oppcrtunltiesfggr glfted and talented children.

= stvengthenlng of State—Federal relatlcnshlps in education cf
- - gifted and talented..

- programmatic and administrative requirements for expansion of
v programs-ﬁaticnally._' ’ .

b

: ~ .= rcles of public ané private 1nst1tut10ns for the creative and
. performlng arts in the: ;dentlflcatlcn and develagment and operaticn

phases. 119
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-- administrative requirements for the Office of Bducatica program,
including regulations, guidelines, budget, staffing, and staff support.

2. PréﬁfagLfggj?psibilit

: Assigmment of continuing program responsibility
for gifted ané talented education within USOE will be méde to the |
Deputy Commissioner for School Systems with the exnectation of further
delégaticn to the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH). The

stabl;shed BEH'naticnal ‘structure.of services, staff training programs,
media development centers, research and network for dissemination, will
greatly enhance the outcome of even minimaluresc§rces within USOE for
gifted and talented education.

li

Because of the comparability of certain ccnslderatlons in programning
for all areas’ Qf exceptlcnallty in educatlcn, the addition of th;:

respansibility to the Bureauvef~Educatién for the Handicapped wculd be

entlrely consonan with exlstlng réSPOn51bllltlES cf this bureau. Lleaily,

hcwever, pragram funds must Le sp2c1f1cally separate and addltl@ﬁal to funds

appropriated for education of the handicapped or mﬁét be identified for

coqperativeﬁapélication with BEH and othar OE units.

A staff program group will initially consist of three professicnal.
é . | positicﬁs with appropriate secretarial and staff support services. This
S will become the Gifted and Talented Prdgram Group, a nucleus staff to be
‘augménted by wérking relationships with staff from programs ;hrcuthgt ‘-
the Department which have siénificant poténti%l to bénefit gifted-ana‘
talented chlldren (e.g., title I, tltie v, ESEA, Talent Search, Upward

-1 Eeund and Early\ﬁblldhocd programs) . From the eiementary secondary level,

G

*the staff will Wﬁrk up through. h;gher educatlcn and down through preschaol

Iy

education to pramete contlnulty +throughout the schoel system. The“

ES

prograr group w1ll have line authcrity 1n administration of prcgrams Spec1f1- L

. i _
cally for glftea agd talentgd eduCatlc1. Theg wxll furnlah lnfcrmatlon and

\}111.“_"_5 120 o R
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seck the advice of regional, State, and local specialists as well as
gifted and talented pupilsrand their parents.

3. Nationwide InVEntory and Assessment of Current Programs-

The program group will superv1se a field survey Gf programs for the
gifted and talented across the c@uﬁtry in order to:

. Obtain information on successful programs and program
¢ lements —~- as judged by gifted and talented students
themselves, and by their parents, peers, teachers, and
communities.

. Develop more precise cost figures on alternative apprdaches to
educaticn of SPElelc groups of students.

. Improve evaluation procedures and encourage their 1ncsrpcra;1on
in all programs for the gifted and talented.

. Furnish the bases for model programs which can be field tssted
for acceptability, student achievement and creative product1v1ty,
and relative costs.

_ - Develop a clearinghouSe on gifted and +a1ented educat;un.

Under the d;rect&cn of the prOgram group, the survey will be ccnducted

“hy gifted and talented students working as summer interns in .the Off;ce

’
i

« of .Education. * The students will be encouraged to gubmit a report
detailing their own recommendations on future directions for special
programs. Tha Office's program planning and evaluation staff and other

i : resourcés will be utilized for technical elements of this project.

[}

°

4. Strengthenlng State Educatlcn Agencies: USOE wili utilize title V,

4

ESEA ana cher authorlzatlons to strengthen State education agencies.

Meetings with SEA'sg and other means w1ll also be planned to improve the

capablllty Df SEA s ta 1nst1tute or. 1mprcve their programs for gifted

-and talgnted education.

. v - . f
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Leadership Development and Traipingg' USOE will support in the summer
of 1972 two national leadership training institutes to upgrade
sugerviscry'persbnnel and program plann}gg for the gifted at the
State lavel. This willliﬁvolve cooperative arrangements, drawfﬁg on
the prototype programs in sevsral States where teachers of the gifted
recei-e specializod training in centers attended by selected hiéhly
gifted high scﬁaal juniors and seniors and recemnt grgﬂuatesi in’the
‘national institutes, participating leaﬁers will include the following
representatives: 1) officials from a cadre of States, 2) a speciélist
in education for the gifted, 3) a person W¥th legislative staff
experience, and 4) glfted and talented students. The program of the
institute will aim at the development of a strategic plan for the
education of gifted gnd. talented, with all participants. lncludlng the
students differentiating their own roles in siuch a process. Followup
services from the c. traliéeé-staff cf the institute are-Eﬂvisioﬁea
as an integral part .of the program

For th;sé purécﬂes, grants of apéxox;mately $100,000 each will be
-mad%’tc-ﬁwc State éepartments of education. Applicants for these grants
will bé regﬁired to identify matching or other sourcec of funds to
support the non-training parts of  the sumﬁer programs. 1In fiscal year”
197;, USéE'will alsc'supgg:t 6 planning grants to enccﬁragé‘replication

of the national institutes in other States. ’ 0.

‘Research and Development for Minority Groups: USOE w 11 suppor%:

- additional program activities in two major research and development
B B o= . o ‘

institutions which have the interest and capacity to wcrk_on learnihgr

problems  and cppcriunities améng minority groups. Thase activities are.

sPeclflcally deslgned to call attentiorn to the prﬁsengﬁ of numercus

. : VIII - 10 ‘S £22
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gifted and talented in these groups, cited in the Cemmieeicnefféwh
study, and to provide needed research in the development of appropriate
models for their education.

One contract, at aboutl$25,QDO, will support an intensive search
for children of high pctenfial among its specific targ:t population of
disadvantaged preschool-aged children, and to demonstrate and evaluate
differentiated education for the highly gifted and talenced in this group.
Agether eontxaet, at about $50,056,{§111 develop and test an accelerated

bilingual program for highly intellectually gifted children among the

Mexican-Americans and other children in their schools.

A particular objective .. each contract will be the development of
improved instruments te'aetect the gifted and talented in thesc populations.

Career Educatlen Mcdela- USOE will buala on the career education models

. being developed by the -National Center for BEducational Research and

Development (NCERD)! by including program activities epecific to
employer-based career edueatleu for the gifted and talented. The career
education models are designed o display the wide range of Wark p0551b111t1es
and to prov;de earlier opportunities (grades one to 14) for students to
explore and test out a variety of occupational flelde at all levels.
The employer=baeed model acknowledges that mueh learning does take plaee
in non-academic settings and pIQV1des the Qp§ortun1tlee for the gifted
and talented to work with pfcfe551cnals and experte other than eaucatcee,
a need cited in the Commissiener'e stady. )

Thz current models under develeﬁment will accommodate the needs of
some gifted students by providing themewith app;enticeship;work axperiences

ttached to advanced 9951t1one in management, computing, planning

.

c0mmieeions, and the 111-:e.r A plan epec;flcally for the talented, in -

)f
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10.

institutions reiated to the performing arts, will be ‘developed after
the general models have been tested. Approximately $202,000 will be
devoted to the design and pilot testing of such a plan in 1973.

Experimental Schools: The Commissioner has asked that at least one

of the comprehensive experimental school projects devote attention

to the individualizatior of programs to benefit the gifted and
taléntéd students as a comgcnéntrof the comprehensive design to effect
educatign reform. This activity is in direct response to a significant
finding 6: the étudy that in e. Ly childhood, gi%ted agd talented
séﬁdentslare most ﬁeglectéd. and where special attention isprovided
thexre is ina@gguate and insufficient follow-through in the total

educational epvironment.-

Sy 'lementary-Plans”and Centers: Title III, ESEA, has already been used
=upp it} L 19 ==

by many  States to support their program activities;iﬁ'gifted and talenﬁéd}

education.. In FY 1972 and rY 1973,’U86E will continue tc'encaurage these

activities through éqﬁmunicatiqn with State education agencies, issuance
C v .

of program guidelines and cooperative assignment of USOE title III

prdgram staff to- the Gifted and Talented Program Group.

Regional Offices: One staff member will be identified in each of the -

ten Regional Offiggs cf Education as responsible, at least part time,

for gifted and talented education. -The relevaﬁt activities will include

liaisgon with: the Office of Education national office, developmental

assistance to the State education agencies, continuous dissemination
of information, and management of specialized regional activities as

they arise.: ' Cae

& . A ey
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11. Higher Education: The existing OE programs relating to higher education

will be ;arafully studied by the Gifted and Talented Prggram Grou» in
érder to @Ptimiée their potential fof the<tal2ﬁtéé‘gcpulation and their
teachers. The %jéctivés of the Talent Search, Uéwara Bound and
Stuéent aid pr@graﬁs<relate to disadvantaged,-icw=inccme, and minority

groups, many of them underachieving gifted and talented students.

/' These higher education programs have as their clientele- the sgcgndary .

school-age group from which students .of particularly high potential

are identified and supported in extending their horizons to facilitate

their success at institutions of higher learning. Fellowships are

available for potential higher education personnel, who would educate

potential tea@hefs of the gifted and talented.
~.The expertise of staff personnel in the above-mentioned programs
AN ' I s
.

will be utilized as part of the Gifted and Talented Prcgram‘Group,,with

the expectation of expanding the curtent focus and béttef %aentifying

7

and serving the needs of the high potential disadvantaged student -t - T/
_ /
the elementary anﬁmsecpnaaryJievelg /
/ ' /-
] - j
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"Equal education is the foundation of. the right
to be a human being.....This does not mean that
any gifted child or any child having a greater
capability to learn may o shall be deprived of
his or her opportunity of learning more. It |
de~s mean that every child shall have the equal ‘
opportunity to learn to the best of his or her
ability. That opportunity must be made available '
to all on equal terms." ; -

Alfred Gitelscn, Judge

County of Los Angeles

. Superior Court Case 822854

As quoted in "The Bulletin of the Gifted Children's
Asseciation;y San Fernando Valley, I’nci;,“ May 1971.

i
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