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ABSTRACT
In response to a mandate from th,.; CongreSs (Public Law 91-230, Section 806),
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 ef 0,.majorciata base, public hearings to interpret regional needs,
studies of. programs in representative stateS, and review and.analysis of the
system for del ivery of Office of Education programs to benefit gifted and talented
children. RecommendatiOns and details of the study are found in the text and in
Volume 2 (ED 056244). Major'findings include: a conservative estimate of the
,number of gifted and talented,from the total elementary and secondary_school
population of 51.6 million is 1.5 to 2.5 million; existing serviees for: the
gifted servp only a small percentage of the total; differentiated education for
the gifted and talented is perceived as low priority at Federal, State, andmost
local levels-of government; 21 states have legislation to F>rovicie services but in

many cases this merely represents intent;-services for_the gifted can and do.
precluc.e !ignificant outcomes. Ten major activities to be initiated in 1971 are
outlined.. (RJ)
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
OFFICE OP EDUCATION

WASHINGTON. 0.C. 20202

October 6, 1971

Honorable Spiro T. Agnew
President of the Senate
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. President:

In response to the 1970 Congressional mandate (P.1 91-230, Seion 806)
for a status report on education or gifted and talented children, I 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 Educa_mon has called on the best

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

confirmed our impression of inadequate provisions for these students and

widespread mi2understanding about their needs.

Chapter VIII of the Report outlines the immediate steps we are taking in

response to some of the major deficiencies uncoverod. A program group is

being organized within the Office of Education for long-range comprehensive

planning in cooperation with State and local educators.
1

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

of our most neglected and potentially produbcive groups of students.

, Sincerely,

S MArland,
U.S. Commissioner
of Education .



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
orrICE or EDUCATION
WAS N GTON. D.C. 20202

October 6, 1971

Honorable Carl B. Albert
Sneaker of the House of Representatives
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Speaker:

In response to the 1970 Congressional mandate (11.1.. 91-230 Section 806)

for a status report on edue4ion of aifted and talented children, I am

submitting ten copies of thelpffice c.-] Education's Report to,Congress

(Volume I) and ten copies of thOpac!:ground papers pre,pared 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

response to some of the major deficiencies uncovered. A program group is

being organized within the Office of Education for long-range comprehensive

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,

Marland, Jr.
U.S. Commissioner
of Education



EXECUTIVE U -LARY

BackE,Jund andli_1:10_21Lii.12e Study

Educators legislators, and parents have long puzzled over the

problem of educating gifted students in a public educational p ogram

geared primarily to a philosophy of egalitarianism.

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

elementary grades and that these thildren i4 later life often make

outstanding contributions to our society in the arts, politics, business

and the sciences. But,'distur;zingly, research h- _confirmed that many

talented children perform far below their intellectual potential. We

-are increasingly being stripped of the comfortable notion that A bright

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

surv ve educational neglect and apathy.

This loss ,s pa ticularly evident in the minority groups who have

in b th social and educational environments every-configuration calculated

to stifle potential talent.

The Congress of the United States expressed its interest and concern

)317 passing a landmark addition to the Elementary and Secondary Education

-

Amendments of 1969 OiVa1ie'l,a0u91-2,30Y section 806, "Provisions,related

to gifted and tn7ented chilciran." This,amendment unanimously passed in

the House and Senate, provided for two specific changes in existing legis-

latior. n..-explicated congreesional intent that the gifted and talented

stutient shc-ald benefit from Fede al edUcation legislation--notably

III and V of he Elementary and Secondary Education Act and the teacher

fellowship provisions of the Higher Education Act of 1956. Section 606

directed the Commissioner of EduCation to conduct a study to:



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

2. Show which_Federal education aSsistance programs are being
used to meet the needs Of gifted and talentea children.

3. Evaluate how existing Federal educational asSistance programs
can be more effectively used to meet these needs.

,4. Recommend new programs, if any, needed to meet these,needs.

This report IS the Commiss -16r's response to that mandate,-
,

The'study was assigned by the.Acting Commissioner of Education to the

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

and Evaluati a (In the Office of 1-14ucationli, nelw the Office of the Deputy

Commissioner for Development. The st,kay.was planned, coordihated,.and

directed by Jane Case Williams.

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

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

the opportunity to study an educationai-problem with nationally signi-
.

fic long-term implications for society, it was determined that the

study would be done directly from the Office of Education. This arrange-

ment enabled the Office to: 1) call on its large reservoir of 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 field.

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

informal advisory panel, consisted of five major activities:

1. Review.of research, other av ilable literature,and exper know-
ledge.

2. Analysis of the educational data bases available to USOE and
the development of a maior data base through the "Survey of

_



Leadership in Education of Gifted and Talented

Childten and Youth" (Advocate Survey).

3, Public hearings by. the Regional Assistant Commissioners of Educa-

tion in each of the 10 HEW regions to interpret i:egional 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 Office of

Education programs to benefitgifted and talented children.

This study began in,August 1970 with '-ltdevelopment and a- eptan e

of the plan and concuded 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 91-23g, Sec:ion 806, states that the Commissioner of

Education shall define "gifted and talented" for purposes df Federal

education programa. The definition established by the advisory panel

reads:

Gifted and talented children are those'identified by professionally

qualified persons who by virtue of ou -tanding abilities, are capable

of high performance. These are children who require differentiated

educational programs and/or services beyond those normally provided

by the regular school program in order to realize their contribution

to self and society.

Children capable of high performance include those with demonstrated

aLchievement and/or potent'al ability in.any of the following areas,

-singly or in combination:

1, general intellectual ability
2. specific academic aptitude
3. ereative or productive thinking

- 4. leadership ability
5. visual and performing.,arts
6. psychomotor ability,

t dan be assuwedthat 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.



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

Professionally qualified persons include' such indiViduals as teachers,
administrators, school psychologists, counselorS, curriculum specialists,
artists, musician's, and others with special training, who ate al8o
qualified to appraise pupild' special competencies.

The advisory panel established three characteristics for a differen-

tiated educational program:

1. A differentiated curriculum which denotes higher
cognitive concepts and processes.

Instructional strategies which accommodate the
learning styles of the gifted and talented and
curriculum content.

Special grouping arrangements which include
variety of administrative procedures appropriate
to-particular chi*dren, i.e., special classes,
honor classes, seminars, resource roomsl and the
like.

This definition was subsequently tested through the Advocate Survey

and in the research review.

It wag determined early in the-development of the study plan that

inclusion in the Elementary and secondary Amendments would delimit the

study population to the elementary and secondary schdol age (5-17 years),

although recommendations within the,report have implications for early

education of gifted and talented _children (before age 5) and post-

secondary education.

Because of the inadequacy of available data on education programs

of Other Federal agencies the study was limited to education programs

'administered by USOE.

,



Findings and Action_Stepe:

This study has produced recommendations on special programs and

suggested prio-ities in ]-lannihg individual programs, estimates of the

professional support and teacher training required, and adjustments in

legal definitions that would enchance the possiblility of State and
(-

-0
local fiscalsupport. Details may be found in the text and Volume II

(appendixes). The major findings of the studythose ith particular

relevance to the future planning of the Office of Educationmay

marized as fol_

be sum:-

A cOhsertive estimate of the gifted and talented population
ranges het een 1.5 and 2.5 million children out of a total

elementary and secondary school population (1970 estimate)

Of 51.6 million.

Existing_services to the gifted and talented do net reach
large and significant subpopulations (e.g. minorities and
disadvantaged) and serve only a very small percen..age
glfted and talented population,generally.

1

- - Differentiated education for the gifted and talented is
presently perceived as a very low priority at Federal; State,

and most local levels of government and educational adminis-

tratiqn.

-- Although 21 States have,ILegi.slationto prOWde resources to
iohool districts for,s rvices to the gifted and talented,

.sUdh leqp.! lation in many cases merely represents intent.

Een -where-there is_a legal or administrative basis for provisiOn
: -

of SerViee, _funding Prioritier, orisis'concerns, and lack of'
p'ersonnel...caUse-prog:raog-for the ig;fted to-pe minisct.fle or

theoretical '

=ere is ap.enormous individual and..2bocM1 c0St when talent among
tWe Nati4.'s 'Children ,and-Youth.goes undiscdvpred and undevelope
-These student.s cannot Ordinarily Occel: without assistande-

.
4

%

-- Identification of the gifted is hampered not only by costs of,
appioOriate-testing--when thepe mithods are known and'adopted-=but
also byrapathy Ind even hostility aiming. teachersi'administrators,
/uidance Counselos and psychologists.

Gifted and talented -children are in' fact i deprived and can suffer

xi



psychological damage and permanent impairment of their
abilities to function:well which is equal to or) greater
than the 7dmilar deprivation suffered by any other popu-
lation with special needs served by the Offi6e,of Educati

,Spdcial,services for the gifted (such ap the disadvantaged)
and talented all also,serve other target.populations singled
out for attention and support.

-- Services ,provided to gifted-and talented chi dren can nd do
proude significant and measurable outcomes.

States anl local Communities, look to the FederalGovernment -
for,leadership.in this area Of education, with'or withOut
massive-funding.

The-Federai role in delivery of Services to the gifted and
talented is presently all but nonexistent.

These findings,which are documented in Volume II, provide ample

evidence ofthe need,for action by the U.S. Office of Education to

eliminate the widespread neglect of #lfted and talented children.

Federal leadershipin 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.

The Deputy Commissioner for School'Sistems will complete a
planning report for the Commissioner on implementing a Federal
role in eduoation of gifted and talented children by February 1,

-T1972

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 Handicapped.
A staff program group will Initially consist,of three
professional positions with -appropriate secretarial and staff
support services.



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.

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

-gifted and talented education.

5. USOE will- support in the summer of 1972 tmo national
leadership training institutes to upgrade superviSory
personnel and program planning for the gifted at the
State level.

6. USOE will support additional program activities in major

research and (3^1Telopment institutions which have the interest

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

7. 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-based
career education for the gifted and talented.

8. The Commissioner has requested special attention in at least

one of the comprehensive experimental school projects to the
individualization of programs to benefit the gifted and

talented students as a component of the comprehensive design

to effect educational reform.

9. 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.

10. One staff member will be identified in each of the ten
Regional Offices of Education as responsible, at least

part tira, for gifted and talented education.

11. The existing OE programs relating to higher education will

be carefully studied by the Gifted and Talented Pxogram

Group in order to,optimize their potential for the gifted

and talented population and teachers of these students.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

For many years, interested educators, responsible legislators, and

concerned parents have puzzled over the problem of educating the most

gifted of our students in a public educational program geared primarily to

a philosephy of e -Iit r;_enia

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

elementary grades and that these children in later life often make

-outstanding contributions to our society in the arts, politics, business,

and th_ sciences. But, disturbingly, research has confirmed 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 mind will make its own way. On the contrarY,

intellectual and creative talent cannot survive educational neglect and apathy.

This loss is particularly evident in the minority groups who have in

both social and educational environments every configuration calculated to

stifle potential talent.

The Congress of the United States.expressed its interest and concern by

passing a landmark addition to the Elementary and Secondary Zeucation-

Amendments of 1969, section 806, "Provisions related to gifted and talented

children.1/ This amendment unanimously passed in the Houke an&Senate.

provided for two specific changea in existing legislation. It explicated

-1/ On January 28, 1969 the proposal was jointly introduced by Congreetman

Erlenborn and his'colleagues in House and by Senator Javits and his fellow

Senators. H.R. 4807, the Gifted and Talented Children Education Assistance

Act\of 1969, passed the House. S.718 was incorporated in Public Law 91-230

(the'ESEA admendment of 1969), which was signed into law April 13, 1970.

Minor difAprences in definition of gifted and talented in_the two versions

were resolved as "children who have outitanding intellectual ability and

creative talent." Section 806 amended section 521 of the Higher-Education

Act of 1 65\(relating to fellowbhips for teachers).



congressional intent that the gifted and talented student should belefit

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. Section 806 directed the Commissioner

Education to conduct a study to:

1. Determine the extent to-w ich SPecial educational assistanCe
programs are necessary or useful to meet the needs of gifted
and talented children.

2. Show which existing Federal education aSsistan programs
are being used to meet the needs of gifted an Jalented
children.

3. Evaluate how existing Federal educational assistance programs
can be more effectively uSed to meet these needs.

4. Recommend new programs, if any,.needed to meet these needa.

This report is the Commissioner!s response to that mandate'.

The study was assigned by the Acting Commissioner of Education to the

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

Evaluation (in the Office of Education), which is now the Office of the-Deputy

-Commis ioner for Development. The study was planned, coordinated, and directed

by Jane Case Williams, Office of the Deputy Commissioner for Development.

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

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

the opportunity to study an educational problem with nationally significant

long-term implications for society, it was determined that the study should_be

conducted directly from the Office of Education. This arrangement enabled the

Office to: call upon its large/reservoir of expertise among staff people,

2) contract for technical Services as needed, 3) utilize the regional offices

of USOE, and 4) draw on nationally known experts,in the field.



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

informal advisory panel (listed in the acknowledgments sectio-), consisted

f five major activities:

1. Review of research, other available literature, arid expert
knowledge.

2. Analysis of the educational data bases already available 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 Sur_yez,)

3. Pbblic hearings by the Regional Assistant Commissioners of Edue tion
in each of the 10 HEW regions to interpret regionallneeds,

4. Studies of programs in representative States where state-

wide support to education programs for gifted and talented

children have been conducted for several'years.,

5. Review and analysis of-the system for delivery of Office

of Education programs to benefit gifted and-talented children.

The study.began in August 1970 with the development and acceptance

of the plan and conclUd4 in June).971 with tie preparation of the final

report, which is based n the findings and documentation from the five

major activities. Thro ghout the study, there has been continuous interaction

amähg the major contr tors, experts on the gifted abd talente,d, and Officc

of Education staff assigned te the projE

Pbblic Law 91-23 Sec. 806, directs the Commissioner of Education to

define gifted and .talented Children for purposes of.Federal education

programs. The definition established bY the adVisory 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 children who require differentiated
educational programs.and/or services beyond those normally provided by

the regUlar school program in order to realize their contribution to self

and society.

Children capable of high performance include those with demonstrated
achievement 4nd/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. visual and performing arts
6. psychomotor ability

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

Evidence of gifted and talented abilities may be determined by a
multiplicity of ways. These procedures should include, objective_
measures and professional evaluation measures which are essential
,components of identification.

Professionally qualified persons include such individuals as
teachers, administrators, school psychologists, counselors,
curriculum specialists, artists, musicians, and others with special
training who are also qualified to appraise pupils' special competencies.

According to the advisory panel, a differentiated educational program

has three characteristics:

1. A differentiated curriculumwhiCh denotes high r
cognitive concepts and processeS.

2 Instructional . strategies which accommodatethe
learning styles of the gifted'and talented and
curriculumcontent.-

3. Special grouping arrangements which include a
variety of administrative procedures appropriate
to particular children, i.e., special classes, honor
classes, seminars, resource.rooms, and the like.

This definition was subsequently tested through the Advocate Survty.

and in the research review; the quOStion of definition, is discussed in

chapters II and III.

Early in the development of.the mtudy plan, it was determined that
4

inclusion in the Elementary and Secondary Amendments would delimit the

study population to the,elementary and secondary school age C5 - 17 years),



Although recommendations within the rc,2 rt havo i'mplications.for the early

education of gifted and talented Children (before age 5) and post:-

secondary educati

The study was additionally limited te education programs 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 catalog of all

Federal education assistance programs whether' or not such programs

are administered by him ..." (Public Law 91-230, title IV, sec, 41

The mandated catalog for FY 1970 was taken from the 0E0 Catalog of

Federal Domestic Assistance and submitted to Congress with the

Commissioner's annual report. Fede 1/educational programs conducted

by other agencies cannot be.retrieved tnrough use of descriptors

synonymous with "gifted and talented " indicating that programs are

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

stage of development, with available,data of questi liable reliability

and validity.

2) An unpUblished Federal task force study of gifted and talented

education, _completed in 1968, indicated problems in defining

d Obtaining usable data fromieducational programs of other

Federal agencies which benefit the gifted and talented. Such

an analysis would clearly be beyond the scope of the present study.

Maintenance of the catalog of Fede61 educational assistance ProgramS

current basic will provide the uni rse which an enable usaE to evaluate

the impact of pthe Federal prograMs.,on the education of gifted and talented
. 7

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



Statistical data were collected and analyzed for the present study

from four-major sources:

The 1_14dy2srve-- was designed to determine the current
thinking of th leaders in special education for the gifted
and talented, on the need and the responsiveness of education.
A 26-page questionnaire was sent to 239 experts in the field.

The School Staffing Survey, a pilot survey in 1959-1970
followed by a full-scale review in 1970-71, includes
school data acquired from elementary and secondary
school princiPals concerning staffing and the services
to the children and youth in their schools. The survey
tapped a representative sample of D. S. 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 1960 and
two followup studies conducted 1 year ahd 5 years after
graduation. A large number of mentally gifted participated.
A broad range of data has been collected on achievement,
social inflUences and'development, intellectual ability,
and-other factors. (See appendix E.)

The State Survey_ (pE Form 115) was prepared in the Office
of Education and s 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.

One maj6r source of data for this reporthas been the research on the

gifted and talented, which is summarized in appendix A. Chapter II --

Profile of the Gifted and Talented Population and Chapter IV What

is a Gdod Program for the Gifted?-- lean heavily on this 1-psparch-

Another iMportant source of data proved to be the regional hearings,

which were designed to reach a brOadly representative-group of profee-i nals

and lay persons concerned with education for the gifted and talented. DSOE's

Office of Regional Office Coordination (PROC), directed each of the 10

Regional Assistant Commissioners of EducatorL to'hold hearings on the subject

and provided them with appropriate backgreundjaateri ls and survey instruments.
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arings, though ..ot euircd by the concressional amendments, were

a viable way to gather information and demonstrated the ro.;_e of the regional

offices in the assessment of educational needs throughout the country. Both

oral and written testimony fax exceeded expe tations; 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

includes many of these statements, forms appendix C. Together with material

gleaned from the -.12.dmaatere- (appendix B) and the research evidence

(appendix A) the teatimeny at the regional hearings forms the basis for

chapter III, which outlines the need for special programa for the gifted.

Among the issues covered by the State Survey were the availability

of staff for'gifted programs at the State level, enabling legislation for

the gifted, action planning or study groups, special training provisions,

major deterrents to State action, and State use of Federal funds for gifted

education programs. Chapter V is based on this survey.

To complement this general data on-activity at the-State level; this

report includes the developmental _history of four strong statewide programs

for the gifted 7- n Connecticuti- California, GeOrgia, and Illinois. TheSe

programs are SummarizedA.n chapter VI and detailed in appendix F.

The special study made of the USOE delivery system to the gifted and

talented addresses itself to the requirement in section 896 concerning khe

Federal role in gifted education and to recommendations for new programs,or

arrangeMenfe- to meet the needs of the gifted and talented. This assessment,

summarized in chapter VII, confirms the-findings and opinions delineated throughout

the Commissioner's study and proposes alternatives for action.

4
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Chapters II through IV present-te problems and needs. Chapters V

through VII desccibe the status of State and Federal efforts. To help

bridge the gap between where we are and where we should be, the final

chapter of this report (VIII) summarizes the recommendations from the study

and outlines action steps to be taken in 1972.

Because this whole effort is about human beings, and rather special

ones this report begins with a description of these young people.

1 - 8



CHAPTER II

PROFILE OF TgE GIFTED AND TALENTED POPULATION

The gifted and tal nted: Who are they? Are they really sufficiently

different fr m the norm to warrant special planning and attention?

One ready seurce of information regarding these questions--and others

can be found in the research on the gifted and talented over the paSt 50

years Appendix A provides details and sources for the generalizations

which'follow.

From the research findings a profile emerges of a group that is distinctive

in performance or.potential; it is a group by no means i_significant in

numbers nor limited in scope thr ughout our soci ty. Here are some of the

characteristics of the gifted and talented, as seen by those who have studied

or worked with them over the years.

Probably the area in which the gifted and talented are recognized most

Large-scale studies over the past 50 years havefrequently chievement

uniformly agreed that these individuals function at levels far in advance of

their ageMates. .Beginning at the early primary grades and even.at the time of

school entry, the gifted and talented present challenging educational problems

because of their deviation from the norm,

Typically, half of the gifted have taught themselves to readioefore school

entry Some of them learn to read as early as 2 years and aPpreciable nuMbers

are reading at 4. In comparison with their classmates, these children depar,

increasingly-from the average as they progress through the grades, if their

educational program_perMits.
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In one statewide study of more than 1,000 gifted children at all

grade levels, the kind -garten group on the average performed at a level

comparable to that of second-grade children in reading and mathematics; the

average for fourth and fifth-g ade-gifted children in all curriculum areas

was beyond that of seventh-grade pupils. In another study a representative

sample of gifted high school seniors took the Graduate RecOrd Examinations

in social sciences, humanities, and natural sciences--examinations normally

used for admission to graduate study.

In all of the tests, _ the high school seniors made an average group

score which surpassed the average for college seniors; in the social

sciences,they surpa sed the average of college seniors with majors in that

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

WHAT APE THEY LIKEPSYCHOLOGICALLY AND SOCIALLY?

Early studies by Yoder in 1894, by Terman beginning in 1904, and by

Katherine Dolbear in 1912 initiated our current understandings of the

gifted and their behavior- These studies refuted earlier beliefs about

the "m4 genius" syndrome, although the e are recent writings which show

that giftedness may produce seve _ problems for certain individuals. In

general, gifted children have been found to be better adjusted and more

popular than the general populati n although the e are definite relation-

ships between educational opportunities and adjustment.

II - 2



Exceptional capacities crea e problems for most people, even at

the earliest ages. Young gifted Children encounter difficulties in

attempting to manage and direct activities. Since their ideas differ,

they lose th_ participation of others and find themselves -arginaland

isolated. Of all children in a large gifted population, those at

kindergarten level were reported by teachers to have the highest-incidence'

of poor peer relationships. This was as ribed to the lack of experience at-

this age in adapting to recuirements, in coping with_frustrations, or in

having available a repertoire of suitable substitute activities, as older

pupils would.

When conditions ar changed and the gifted and talented are given

opportunities to satisfy their desires for kn ledge and performance,

their own sense of adequacy and well-being improves. Those who can

function within an appropriate learning milieu -lso improve in their

attitudes toward themselves and others. If education and life experiences

for the gifted are what they should be, the likelihood that the gifted and

talented will relate to the total society and work within it actually is

enhanced.

The gifted explore ideas and issues erlier than their peers. While

they enjoy social associations as others do, they tend early to relate

to older companions and to games which involve individual skills or some

intellectual pursuits. The gifted child is not necessarily & 'grind' or

a 'loner,' despite the fact that he develops special interests early.

Biographical data from studfes of large populatiOns reveal that these



individuals,characteristically perform in outstanding fashion--not only

in widely varied organiations, ix

ment,and in athletics. The total impression is of people who perform

ccOmunity grnups, in student 7overn-

superbly in many fields and do so with ease.,

While the academic advancement 'Rot the gifted has generally been

ognized even though it has not been served-, the early social and

psychological development of the'gifted has been less frequently noted.

Gifted pupils, even when very young, depart from self- entered concerns

and values far earlier than 'their chronological peers. Problems of

morality, religion, and world peace may be troublesome at a very early age.

Interest in problems besetting society is common even in elementary-age

gifted children.

The composite impression from -tudies ranging from dhildhood to adults

of a population which values independence, which ig more task-4 and

contribution-oriented than recognition-oriented, which prizes integrity and

independent judgment in dedisfonmaking, whidh-rejects conformity for its

own sake, and whidh possesses unusually high social ideals and values.

Of all human.groups, the gifted and talented are the least likely

to form st reotypes. Their traits, interests, capacities, and alternatives

present limitless possibilities for expression; the chief impressi,n

one draws from studying this group, at either the

of almost unlimited versatility, multiple talents

effective expression. Because gifted people have

dhild or adult level, is
7--

and countless ways of

many 'options, they often

also encounter problems Of choice. When ydu do well in science but also

love music, where does the energy go in a career? Again, there are numerous



examples in Terman's longitudinal study of men and women Who ha e been

as productive in an avocation as in-their chosen careers.

MAT ABOUT THEIR SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ORIGINS?

The assumption that the gifted and talented come from privileged

envi. nments neous. Even in'the Terman study, which made no pretense

of comprehensive search and identification, some participants _a:me from

economically deprived homes while the majority came=f o_ homes with certain

advantages7 the Terman group included representatives of all ethnic groups

and ail economic levels, with 19 percent of the parents representin- skilled

and unskilled labor.

A later California study (a more thorough but by no means complete

search for gifted children in certain rural sect ons) found that 30 per-

cent of parents were in agricultural, clericalç service, semi-skilled,

unskilled, semi-professional, or sales occupations. Jeukins found

incidence of nearly one pe cent of gifted Negroes in segregated Chicago

school classes in the early 1940's despite hls extremely limited screening

and referral procedures.

Even though the major studies have not employed detailed community

searches, aiftedness has been found in all walks of life.

CAN WE IDENTI THE GIFTED AND TALENTED?

Obviougly, we can identify giftedness--or it identifies itself, r

particularly when a 2-year old begins to read or play the piano. But

identification is really much more complicated. It includes many factors:

1) age of identification (given the well-known sensitivity and adjustability.

440.587 0 - 71 - 3



of the gifted, how is it identified after the child has learned to conceal

it to survive happily among his peers?); 2) screening procedures -A test

accuracy; 3) the identification of children ftaja variety of ethnic groups

and cultures; and 4) tests of creativity (before that creativity

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

the gifted and talented within the sehool population?

c_412_2_Lys_ identify tiL..1.eLeLl_ing_gif-ted or talented child?

On the basis of both early andcurrent studies, we can identify. tht.se

Children, guite apart from their tendency to emerge at times on their Own.

- .

Attempts to identify gifted children through tests-at-the kindergarten level

have been successful when careful preliminary search and screening have

been utilized.

Although much has been said about the low relationship between infant

tests and these used during the school years, infant tests-ate primarily

motor tests; later tests emphasiZe v bal abilities.

Bloom, after analysié of major longitudinal studies, concluded that

general intelligence develops lawfully; that the greatest *Pact on Q.

from environmental factors would probably take place between ages 1 and 5,

with relatively little impact after age B. This observation is very similar

to Hollingworth's observation that methods of measuring intelligence had lnw

predictive value when, applied before 7 or 8 years of age; when applied at

or after 7 or,8; the methods available even in 1939 had high predictive power,

II - 6
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Since tha gifted child is-advanced beyond his age group, we may

assume greater stability of in lligence than in-the average or below

average; young gifted. children can be individually tested and accurately

identified more easily than bal young mentallY retarded.children, who

are similarly deviant fra- the norm.

How accurate are screening procedures and tests? .

Types of sc eening processes commonly employed in identifying the

gifted have included teacher nomination and group tests. Both meansihave

about the same level of accuracy, and both fail to identify large nuMbera

of gifted children.

A number of studies have shown that individual tests identify gifted

Children much more accurately than do group measures. Half of an identified

. . r

gifted population remains unidentified with grc p tests alone. One study

pointed out that group test rratings tend to be higher for the below average

individual, while, for the-above average,group test seores are lower than

those obtained on the individually administered Binet test scale.

Data provided by a test publisher showed that the discrepancy between

group scores and individual scores increased as the intelligence level

increased. 'The most 14ghly gifted children were penalized most by grow

test scores; that is,fthe higher the ability, the greater the probability the

group test would overlook such ability.

Teachers'also arc able to nominate about half of the gifted (Similar

levels'of accuracy occur when they atteMpt to nominate the creative.) ,
-

It is unsafe to apsume that teachers identify even the highly gifted,

according to one 4tudy in which 25 per- cent of the most gifted were missed.
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The qUestion of test accuracy for children of Varying environments

is t oUblesome, as is the relative irnpactof heredity and environment

on test perfa ance. -It has long been recognized that extreme

environmental,factors affect the performance of childrenin.many areas,

including intelligence. The measured intelligence of children declines
0

when,they are iSels 2,do emotiOnally starved, as it does when verbal .

and nonverbal stimuli are lacking. Various estimates of the

proportions/ of intelligence variance due to heredity and environment,

based on ,twin studies over a 0-year period, ascribe from 60 to 88 per

cent to hereditY,. All of the researchers agree that some part of the

varianceMust be attributed ,to the effect of the environment in which

.children are reared.

Can we identify the gifted from min rities and diy2Igillu_sHltiarel

Th- problems of screening and identification e complicated by

assumptions that talents,cannot be found'aS abundantly in certain groups

_s in others-with the emphasis heavily in favor of the affluent. These

/

aSsumptions ma -have influenced meager search ahd identifiCation a ong

ere is.ample evidence that- highly gifted children can

be identified in all.groups,Within our society.

From a number of sources -Jenkins gathered case rec rds oh Negro

children of'rare ability. He found seven children,whose Binet I.O.'s Were

other groups-

above 170, four above' 180, and one above 200.

general population of IQ.le of 170 are

CEstimates of incidefice in the

in 10-,000, and-fer I.Q.'s of 180j4

one in a million. Nevertheless, it has been observed that Indians and
ft

II -



Negroes, to name two minority groups, have been insufficiently re-

)resented An the public sohool groups surveyed. In 15 6, (lin berg and

his associates analyzed. Negro potential aAi6 described it as the large-'

untapped talent peel.

To upgi educational opportunities for minority grups is one

thing, but to discover and-to nurture the genius of the one in a million

is another, and it is a more difficult task.

It is reasonably Well-known that with help, young Children from

poverty backgrounds can Improve their I.Q. levels significantly. One

controversial study claimed that children gain in measured ability simply

through teachers being'told Lthat they are bright, the theory being

the self-fulfilling prophecy. Evidence from various studies and

reviews suggests rather that the more s ecific and ca-efullyjolanned

the interventien, the better the results. And the earlier the better.

Far too little.dttention has been given to the effect of psychological

factors on the development of gptitudes and achievement among-minorities

and the poor. significant here is the intellectual apathy and withdrawal

young Indians as they readh adolescence and become aware of their

future poseibilitie

ere expected to earn

greater extent

increases ith

-Bronfenbrenner observed that Negro boYs -(who

ejAving) perform less well than Negro girls to

than is tru

age.

a

in the white population, and that the difference

These problems are especially significant within

minority youth of the highest -apaeity.

Since the full range of hunan talents is represented in all the

races of man and in, all socio-economic levels, it is unjust and unproductive

It



to allow social or racial background to affect the rrea-a,dent of an

individual.

\IdetyLitua Creat i an nted?

far, no distinction has been made between the academically,

intelle tually gifted and those who exhibit great prowess .in the arts

o possess that quality of creativity one associates with the arts.

Complications in swering this question arose with the initiation

ef orts to identify potential creativity and dormant talents.thretigh

tests of various kinds. Still remaining to be settled, through longitudInal

studies, is whether a test of creative process will identify the

person who -ill later be, recognized for creative production.

Initial studies to develop measures of abilities hot identified by

traditional group and individual intelligence' tests were carried on by

Guilford and his assoCiates. TheSe studies resulted in a number of tests

designed to m azure convergent and divergent:thinking abilities. many

ef these tests were adapted to or 'used directly in subsequent studies

te determine creativity, in children and youth, and to compAre creatxv4ty,

and.intelligence in va ious p4Ulations.

Controversy érupedfrom 'cr tkin stUdies--4!otably those of Getzels,

JacksOn, and Torrancehich found differences betwe_n populations of

high intelligence and those labeled creative.. The cleavage between
H.

enthusiasts for the orektivity tests and i/skeptics produced debate on

the me4surement of huLitan abilities along/ with hundreds (;). studiespn

measures to,identify creativity. .The c4ntroversy in many respects

was reminiscent of tIat between Terman and Stenquist in-the early 1920
.



when Stenquist doUbted the value of the Binet test because his tests

of mechanical aptitude produced results at great odds with those of the

Bin.-ztt Many persons have pcl.ntcAd out that many of tne terms used by tb

creativity enthusiasts, and descriptions of the creative person, are

suspiciously :;imilax to those found in the recent literature of child

psychology and educatibn--duch terms as "giftedness," "discovery,"

"intuition," and "intelligence."

The measures develciped by Guilford to identify specific traits or

human abilities were combined and adapted bv subsequent researchers

to identify creativity. Studies of the creativity measures and their

relationship to intelligence measures have produced a preponderance

of evidence that the use of a common term "creativity" Is _isleading,

since the measures bear no more relationship to o_eIanother than they

do to measures of intelligence.

There are higher relationships between general intelligence and the

individual tests of creativity than among the individual measures them-

"
sOlves. Although a few studies have supported the creativity-intelligence

distinction, most have established substantial relationships between

creativity and intellectual aptitude.

Greater a= acy in the use of labels has been one result of the

research in creativity. The trend is away from the global use of

"creativity as a psychological concept si ilar to intelligence. doldberg

has suggested the Use of the term "oreativ " be assigned to novel,

reality adapted, disciplined, and,fully realizad products, and that

"divergent thinking" be Used t6 desCribe neW attributes of ability,

SC



Recent scholars have recognized the contradictory nature of timr-1

and scheduled tests to measure creativity, and have scht conditions -anich

will more :ealisticallv pel-mit open and esponse. Searc --.Drkers

have begun to develop tests to be administered under more open conditions,

and to tap ideational fluency appropriate to relevant rather than whimsical

productivity. These studies, and studies on clualitative values, in children's

products; should kxtend the POSsibilities 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 groupl- thers cannot find-an outlet in the school setting

for their particular talents. Many teachers and administrators turn

a blind eye on the_very bright child even when talent is evident. The

infinite variety-within the population itgelf is a challenge; to be gifted

to be different and unique--and, too often invisible.

Whatierational definition of " ifted and talented"?

This is the basic question when special education programs are belng

considered. Despite divergent opinions about what,constitutes "giftedness"

or "creativity or talent," workable criteria must be established to provide

fiat- the young people we k-now are there.
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Generally, the following evidence would indicate special ellectnal

gifts or talent:

--Consistently very superior sc -es on many appropri te

standardized tests.

--Judgment of teachers, pupil personnel specialistse administrators,

and supervisors familiar with the abilities and Potentials of

the individual.

--Demonstre.tion of advance skills, imaginative insight, and intense

interest and involvement.

--Judgment Of specialized teachers (including art and music), pupil

personnel specialistS,and experts in the arts who are qualified

to evaluate the pupile demonstrated and/or potential talent.

While an operating definition is required, there are some pitfalls

in describing giftedness toospecifically, particularly in definitions

written into law The Special Study Project for Gifted Children in Illinois

1s a case in point From the beginning of the program in 1959, planners

sought to avoid placing a definition of the term "gifted children" in the

legislation for two major reasons: First, specification and description of

human abilities was, they thought, a problem for behavioral Scientists,rather

than legislators. Definitions employed at the operational level in schools

should bp responsive tonew_scientific findings and response should not be'

delayed by legal restrictions. Second, the planners recognized that allocation

f funds requires description of the special category; but they reconmiend that

this description be made in administrative regulations and formulas for support

rather than law. Thus, flexibility was retained while the need for expenditures

control by the State edudation agency was met..
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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 they
need and can profit from specially planned educaLional
services."

The administrative regulation controlling oxpeidi for the gifted

and talented.is a formula which allows the distri t to use 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 percent of their pupils.

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

One mast-project here from the studies of the gifted and at the same

time con ider the point that is-recurrent throughout this study--that there

is undiscovered genius and talent. So we are dealing with estimates. Numbers

presumed to be gifted or talented have varied considerably in recent estimatea.

Up to the end of the 1950' st research workers and other experts -agreed

that the gifted included those within the upper 2 to 3 percent of intellectual

ability, defined as a Binet I Q. of 130 ornore. More variance was introduced

by those wishing3 to include social, mechanical, and other aptitudes, and by

thosa who saw intelligence and talent as different dimensions.

The potential numbers involved by the'u of selected percentages from

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

the 1970 United States elementary-secondary school population was 51,600,000.1

IT-FiTojet-ducational Statistics to 197_87794 Washington, D.C., U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education., National
Center for Educational Statistics (OE-10030-59).
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Table 1

NUMBERS OF PUPILS IN VARIOUS
PERCENTAGE GROUPS TO BE

GIFTED AND TALENTED

Percent

2f:tgELL

Number of Gifted and
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 included. Obviously giftedness is not manifest at a.set time;

even though not recognized, it is present as a potential from birth. At ention

to the preschool gifted population therefore merits serious consideration.

Table 2 indicates that of 11,906,000 3-, 4-, and 5-year old children in

October 1968, 3,929,000 were enrolled in pre chool programs outside of the

2
regular school. If a conservative 3 percent of the total were estimated

to be gifted, 117,870 young children would be accessible for special early

childhood programs. Another 242,310 gifted preschoolers are not in anv

programs! However, the proportion of children in programs has increased

from 1964 to 1968, suggesting that the gifted have become more accessible.

./Nehrt, Roy,C. and Hurd,-Gordon E. Preprimary Enrollment.ofChildren

Under Six, October 1968. U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

Office of Education, June 1969 (a&-20078-68).
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Table 2

TRENDS OF EARLY CHILDHOOD POPULATION,'
AGES 3-5, AND SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS

October 1964 to October 1968
(NuMbers in Thousands)

Year Enrollment Pop. Enrollment

1964 4,238 181 4,148 617

1965 4,149 203 4,238 683

1966 4,087 248 4,155 785

1967 3,992 273 4,088 872,

1968 3,811 317 4,000 . 911

POP7 Enrollment

4,110, 2,389

4,162 2,521

4,244 2,64'

4,162 2,724*
-' N,

4,095 2,701*

* Excludes 5-Year olds enrolled in primary,school: k1966-7505,000;
1967=-444,000; 1968-444,000.

In view of what we ;now about early childhood learning, to be

100,000 gifted and talented Children atable to reach and sustain Q,

the beginning of their formal schooling is significant. But this is only

a fraction of the whole gifted population. Some people put the figure

at 3 perceit pf the total.school population while etherS would range ag

.

far as 15 percent to include those children with a special talc. t who

mav lack the full spectrum of,"giftedness." This may be too broad,

but even taking the very conservatiVel-estimate of 3,percent,the size

of the population==1.5 million-.:-demands attention.



EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS 0 RESEARCH

Gifted and talentecLyouth re a unique population, differing markedly

f:.:om their age peers in abilities, talents, inter_ ts. and psychological

matur::ty. They are the most versatile and complex of all huz groups,

possibly the most neglected of all groups with special educational needs.

Their sensitivity to others and inSight-into-existing !_cqcg?iL bonditjbns

make them especially vulnerable, because of their ability to conceal their

giftedness in standardized surroundings and to seek alternative outlets. The

resultant waste is tragic.

Research studies on special needs of the gifted and ta]ented demonstrate

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

cannot ordinarily excel without assistance. The relatively few gifted students

who have had the advantage of spe ial programs have shown remarkable improvements

in self-understanding and in ability to relate well -t(:) others as well as.in-

i proved academic and creative performance. The programs have not

produced arrogant, selfish snobs; sPecial Programs haveextended a

senEe of reality,, wholesome humility, self-respect, and respect for others.

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

learning-through the reducation of the i relevant
-

d redundant. These

statementsdo not imply in any way a "track system" for the gifted and talented.

Identification of the gifted and talented in different parts of the

_coUntryhas been paecemeal, sporadic, and sometimes nonexistent. Very little

identification_has been carried on in depth, or with appropriate testing

instrurdents. Many of the assumptions About giftedness and its inciCence-lin

various parts of the American society Are based on inadequate data, partial



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

inconsistent in seeking out the gifted --d talented, finding them early in

i-heir lives, an e. individualizing their education. Particular inp stice has

occurred through apathy toward certain minorities, although neglect of the

gifted in this conntry is a nnive al, increasing problem.

The next chapter discusses the typical obstacles and necessary steps

An-overcoming this neglect.



CHAPTER III

SPECIAL PLANNING NEEDED

Although special programs for the gifted and talented have been

conducted over the-last half century, the proVisions have reached only

a few students. Progr: s have never been widespread, even at periods

of high interest: After a 20-year drought eff rts. to provide for the

gifted,and talented reached a peak after the first Rus n space launch,

Then, during the 1960's, interest waned or was drowned out-by other

cries for help.

=The following sections document a resurgence of conce n in many

quarters. Some of the guerie§ about the need for special programs

have been answered by research findings. A summary of 'the Advocate

Survey discusses the vie s of ex erts in the field. And, finally,

the testimony at the regional hearings expresses a need felt throughout

umentation of these sections arethe country. Ihe details ahd do

found in Volume II.

THE RESEARCH_SAYS-'.

Because many of these basic questions border on the philosophical,

dir ct responses from research are difficult. But some clarification

about oft-expressed doubts is possible.

Aren't Specia4 Provisions Undemocratic?
oft

If democratic educational p actice,is interpreted as the same-

eduCation,for all the answer is yes. . If we believe that democratic

education means rnprOpriate educ tional. opportunities and the right

to educ tion in keeping with one's ability to benefit, the answer is'no,

\

If one takes the affirmative stand, then all spec1al educational programs



would disappear, and hundreds of millions now expended by tY States and

'the Federal Government would he diverted to other uses. Other facets

of the question than the philosophical, however, have been examined in

researdh. Among these is the waste of talent, sometimes brought on by

the extra control r-quired to,adjust to pressures in the society.

In a study of 251 students of high ability Miner reported that

6 percent were working below a level of which they were intellectually

capable. The majority were working -t least:foUr gradee below that at

which they could be working. The author concluded that-the overall picture

was one of marked wastage of:intellectual bility within the school system.

In a study of Michigan-lligh echool grad-ates Dresseland: Grabow found

that gifted hig school students gained satisfaction in extra-class

activities and/high school invôlvemert bUt remained apathetic toward

classwork and courses'.

ApproxiMately 3.4 per -t of the dropouts in another statewide study

were found;to have an I.Q. of 120 or higher. On indiVidual testS this

could be appreciably higher. Almost twice as manY gifted girls as

boys were driopoutS. 'The total loss represented a 17.6 percent loss

through/dropouts among the gifted.

-

Gifted wdMen ha-e encountered special problems While more girls

att nd college and enter graduate studies, they are still penalized

socially if they have interests in traditionally masculine fields.0

Although the gifted tend to ,reain. their high test competence into

adole cence and adulthood, ,::irls,regress-toward the mean of the general

college population more than boy . Five years after high sch ol

graduation about one-fourth of the girls in the tcpi212 percent of the P o ect

TALENT ability range were secretaries or typists (see apPendix E).



Pressey stressed the early,accomplishments of Haydn, MoZart,

Berlioz, Wagner,and otherswho played, composed andjor conducted
/

their own compositions between the ages of 6 and 17. But he also

points to others who were productive at a great age -- Michelangelo

was chief architect of St. Peters rrom age 72 until 89; Benjamin

Rranklin began his autobiography at 65, finished it at\82, and at 70

helped draft the Declaration of. Independence.

The benefits accruing to the person who is gully educated will

begin earlier if they are

the folLal school years.

Lifelong contributi

begin at all -- and last much longer than

ill be advantageous to the society as a

whole. Rather than argue that special planning is undemocratic, one

might-conclude that the special planning should be carried on'for the

benefit of the democ,wy.

wouldn't Funds be Better ent pn the Disadvanta ed7 The Handicapped?

Large-scale studies indicate that.gifted andtalenff4d children
-

are, in -kict disadvantaged and handicapped in the usual school-,

situation. Terman observed that the gifted are the=most retarded

group in the schools when mental age and chronological ages are

compared. Great discrepancies existed during his study, and continue

to persist, bet een what the gifted child knowa and what he is offered,

whether in acadef Lc or artistic areas. The-ensuing boredom leads to

:underachievement and unworthy patterns of functioning along with

dissatisfaction with-oneseif and others.

446=587 0 7 11 = 4
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RaOh Goldberg, and\passow pointed out a number of studies

which indicated predisposition to underachieve ent in bright pupils as

identifiable by the third grade. They recommended early identification

in terms of cognitive as well as socio-persdnal factors, to permit

schools to prey nt rather tha have_to_cure Underachievement. Their

own work w'th gifted underachievers at the high school level, as

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

suggested that efforts initiated at the- senior high scho-1 level
\

had little promise of success, sin e underachievement at that stage

came a deeply rooted way of life Unamenable to change.

Some of,tne traits in the individual with potential for

originality are both socially approved and disapproved. Those

clearly disapproved are rebelliousness disorderliness, and exhibitionism;

those aporoved include independence of udgment, freedom of expression,

and originality of construction and ins ght. In many school situation7

even the socially approved traits would be subject to censure. Much

1

of the educational disadvantage' or handicap faced by the gifted and

talented lie:,.: in the external restrictions which prevcnt a satisfyihg

exiStence4

Finally, the extension of opportunitiE, to the gifted should

t 1

increase Opportuni ies for giftedfrom minorities or who are otherwise

hadicapped.

/

Sherd Career' Education for the Gifted b Pr.iPriW__

school systems in which thegifted have been
I

given Opportunities te Work with'4)ecialists of similar interests and

to explore'occupations indicates- strongly that career education is
ka

.

,
,

LEvidence fro

of great value in allowing gifted st de-ts-tlo assess career options

III-4



and in motivating them te go-to college. The gifted face career

problems because of the many options available to them. Some

evidence exists that opportunities to work with community specialists

increases the motivation and school performance of the gifted. The

erly contributions of the gifted and talented made at other times in

history came about through individual work affiliations and close

tutorial relationships. Proper career education could contribute in

similar fashion, and could be of particur significance for those

with highly specialized talents. BenefitE would accrue to students

and for mentors who, as others have reported, develop respect fo-

'students and schools through the association.

Career education is of particular importan7e to minority and

rural students. Assignment to a gifted adult with similar interests

may-profoundly affect school and career decisions.

a

Is A Good Program"forthe Gifted a Good Program for_all Children?

No. If the program were good for all children, it would not

be good for the gifted. Pupils who are advanced 4 or more years

beyond their contemporaries need to work with content and ideas

appropriatefor them, but beyond the capacity of their peers.

Childrn who have developed specialized talunts, if they are truly

specialized, need tutorial attention at their level of capability if

they are to improve Other children cannOt compete with the highly

talented, advanced performer. -The 'lighly gifted will depart increasingly

from-the north in attainthent6 if their programs are suitable; their

their educational experiences, while proper for them, hscome

increasingly inappropriate for their agemates.
. Yet the gifted cannot

usually be placed with older."normal" Children who are supposedly at

at the same mental level but who actually differ from the gifted in

II75 4LE



their ):,eds and mental functioning.

The program for all children is nec ssarily adjusted to the norm
__-

or average. The result is that those who are markedly diffe,--ent in

potential encounter a program of limited significance.

Do Special Pro rams De.rive Regular Children of odels, or Association
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 for the gifted

is the great variety of arrangements; in school systems with a
_

history of consistent planning, the variety increases year by year as

,

planning for improVement continues.

Even in programs in which_ highly gifted and talented students work

in seminars, independent study, and irOvidual tutorialn, the gifted

spend some time with other e:roups, and periodically bring their

creative productions to classes or the entire student group in the

form of creative publications, inventions, oriaina] plays and other_

media.

Further evidence that special programs do not cause separation

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

,
participated in.special groupings. Av their educational fareMecomes

.._.-

morekadeguate, they apparently relate more successfully to others and

adtually increase in social stature.

What Benefits will be_Derived from Seecial Education of the Gifted?

The importan e to the public of educating the gifted has never

been greater than at present, Conservation as a social priority

includes human conservation and not Soldly'dUt of respect for the



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

Conservation of the gifted and talented-requires that'society to3erate

right of the individual with exceptional abilities and talents,

even though unconveni.nai, to attain b L, goals. /But it means that

as invention and creation are encouraged and the necessary learning

is supported, increased discoveries may generate 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

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

creatively scie-tifi_ will be indispensable in efforts to cure

social and human ills.

THE ExPERTS SAY

The Advocate Survey, sent to 239 experts on the gifted, provided

recommendations on the develorment of-provisions for the gifted and

talented. The advocates, representing various sections of the Nation,

were chosen becatse of their specialized knowledge and experience.

Many of their recommendations were virtually uhanimous..1/ These expert

opinions are confirr'ed by

Staffing Survey2/

ther data included here from the School ,

1Unless otherwise noted in the text or in footnotes, the data in this
oection are derived from A Survey of Leadership_in Education of Gifted
and Talented Children.and Youth. Silver Spring, Marylandl Qperations
Research,'Ine., 1971.

2 -School Staffing Survey_, Spring 1970. Washington, Er.C.: U.S. DepartMent
of Health, Educatiori and Welfare, Office of Education, National center fOr
Educational statistics.

A more complete summary of both surveys may be found in-appendix B
this report: Advocate.Survey_and Statistical Findings.
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Iden ificatio_ of the Gifted and Talented

More than 80 percent 'of the advocate respondents agreed that

the category "gifted and talented" should include those with high

genoral intellectual ability, those wIth specific academic aptitude

and/or those with ability in visual and performing arts. They also

supported' inclusion of those with underdeveloped potential. About

50 percent favbred .including those with social adeptness and

psychomotor ability..

The general view was that the gifted and talented can,be

viewed and understood by the majority of educators and laymen as

those of high intellectual ability, those with high creative or

nroductive thinking ability, those with specific high academic

aptitude, and/or those with high ability in the visual and performing

arts. Th'se terms a e of course, not mutually exclusive.

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

would confine the gifted to 5 percent or less of the population

the talented were _ogarded by the experts as 11'to 15: percent o

the population. .The mean percentages for each category, gifted and

talented, probably are somewhat less than thepercr A:- chosen, since-

38 percent favored confining the gifted to 2 percent or less,

and the remainderTchose the category 3 to 5 percent Similarly,

47 percent limited the talented to 5 percent- or less.

Nearly four,Out of five;bf the re pondents favored continuous

screening and search, or search at l-.'least annually fe the gifted and

talented. Two-thirds'favored at leaet annual re-evaluation,

.presumably to lag certain that placement and educational planning were

appropriate.



The advocates favored the use of multiple means for iderydfication

of the gifted and talented, including measures of intelligence,

achievement, talent, and creativity. The highest rank was accorded

the individual intelligence test, a means presently not used in most

States because of the cost involved. (Group measures fail to locate

half of the gifted and talented in any population.)

Apparently the advocates were concerned by the failure of school

personnel to identify the gifted, as well as by the well-known ability

of the gifted to conceal their true abilities and to adapt themselves

to school .offerings and requirbments. Reports, such as th se of the -

57.5 percent of schools nationally stating in the School Staffing

Survey that they had no gifted

recommend involvement of_all persons in the

tedly led therespon-dents to

search process, School

, psychologists were seen as most important, with talent spe 'Ialists

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

a practice not common in schdW:S. The relatively low ranking_of
--

school: dministrators and curriculum specialists may have been due

to their less direct contact with ch4.1dreni: e-t47,+-he _and

guidance counselor8 were ranked high.

(

'The Statistic, noted above,: of no gifted-7.,upils by 5-7.5 per-Cent

of All U.S. schools surveyed in 1969-70 is depressing.. It may be

attributed to Widespread ignorance, apath4And indifference or

outright hostility towardthe notion that:gifted and talented young

people rerit attention to their learning ne ds. tess effort to-
_

identify is made at the elemehtary level' than at the secondary,
. .

althOUgh research stresses the advantages %of early identification

. arid planning. Gifted young people with the ability-':Ed invent, create,



and contribute to,so,diety t an early age apparently would have little

opportunity in the.majority of our schools, and probably no encouragement,

under present conditions.

The Status of Piovisions for the Gifted -

The experts present a dismal view of the adequacy of programs.

Nearly alr communities are described as having very few provisions,

dr none at all. The neglect is greatest at the early sch-ol years;

but'even at high sChool level, little is done. Educational planning

for the gifted has had low priority, and few persons are aware,of

the tragic'waste of human potential. The often verbalized principle

of quality educatibn for all has only been implemented in isolated

instances_ often regarded as experimental, temporary programs. Most

rvirces for the gifted ara,reported in the cities and stiburbs,
-

although these services are meager at best.

-The lack of provisions for the identified gifted is revealed in

the School Staffing Survey. Of those recognized as gifted, the

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

-Anown gifted receive no special instruction. With the exception of

large cities with some grouping, the majority of gifted children

are given any special'attention they d- receive in the regular class7

rooth from the regular teachei. As evi ent in reaearch studies, even

:the:sympathetic and conscientious teacher in the regular classroom

rarely finds time to devote tT the gifted and talented pupil. Most
-

identikied gifted children therefore receive little or no attention

at the2elementary school levei, while the programs at the secondary

level consist mainly of deparate part-time classes.



.leck of opportunity for the gifted secondary school student to make relevant

contacts outaide of the formal classroom situation is evident dp the

School S ffing Survey, where less than 2 percent were given opportunities

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

tal(Ited students are -t a level of knoWiedge which requires such Opportunities

if they are to' learn. One of the features of an excellent program is its

increasing use and continuing diversification _f resou1,7es.

Twenty-seven school,aystems, chosen from a national 'sample for their

model programs for children with exceptional learning needs, reported only
3/

fiye programs for thegiftpd. Other categories commonly had three to four

times as many programs; the only exception as-the multiple handicapped which

is relatively new, as contra-ted with the gifted, a category which has

existed, though neglected, for the past half century.

Even in _hose local districts selected as models in their provisions
,

for children witirunusual learning needs,
4/

-for expenditures. The average of $92 for

the gifted have the lowe t priority-

the gifted beyon-1 the regular per

pupil expenditures, de miniscu e compared to Other Special programs (rangino

up tc $1,729). However, it is-considerably above amounts allocated per

gifted Pupil by the few States providing support.

3/
In Abstracts of_National Edudational Finance Project Satellite

Projects Reported at First National Conference, December 7-8, 1970.
See:also Figure 3, appendix B of this,report. .

Rosarbiller, Richard
Educational Programs_

and Costs. Madison:
No. 2, August-1970. -

A,, Hale, James A4-, and Prohreich, Lloyd E.,
for Exce tional Children: Resource Configurations
Natior1.1 Educational 1%nm-ice Prolect, Special Study
Spe also Figure 4,,appendix B of thiS repprt.
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The use of. Federal funds has markedly strengthened Federal,

State and local programs for the handicapped, through imProved preparation

f specialized personnel, quality of research, and understanding and

support of the education-profession and the pUblio. The

funds have undoubtedly imProved life opportunit, for thousan& of

the handicapped and mejriers of their families. These programs vividly

demonstrated the social benefits from a Federal investment in the

education of specific t7rget 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,

pe sonnel preparation, improved and extended research, and general

support and understanding, the educational opportunities and life

possiblities for this groups also will improve.

Many experts in the Advocate Survey observed that the gifted

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

in-States which support programs, such as California, where the

allocation to State operatiens for the gifted in the-1971-,72

Ca.

budget silt:Ms a decline.

Tbe fiscal year 1971 f-ands monitored by the Bureau of Education for

,Ahe Handicapped, U.S. Office of Education, total $197,7674633.

Several areas in which these funds are currently expended are -reas in

which programs for ths gifted could be improved through support. /Funds

are alloCated to the following categories relevant to the gifted:

To Strengthen educational and related Services fOr preschool, elementary

and secondary children; tO provide grants for supplementary,

.innovative Or exemplarxprojects _for educational. im ent!
,

/ t
i

,

to deN,elop mode prescho 1-and,early'childhood programs;
_

111 - 12
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provide vocationa education and services; to improve recruitment

of educational personnel and to disseminate information on educational

opportunities; to provide for research, training of personnel,

and to establish and operate model centers; to' promote new knowledge

and 'developments for this population; to prepare and inform teachers

and others who work in the educacion of the target population.

The amount allocated to these categories totals $102,588,116, of

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

Edueation,Aet, Part B of the 1968 amendment, which earmark a percent of

funds for the handicapped.

Similar categorical allocations, with specific designation of the

gifted and talented, would strengthen educa':ional efforts fer this

. g up. States have made littl or no use of Federal funds for the

gifted and talented. Without speciatl definite designation of 'fund use

for this populati itis not faelli that they will.

The cost Of duality educational opportunities for the gifted and

talented would be relatively low, Co paredto other programs Even

in strictly-fiscal terms, the expenditureS,would be returned to the

Federal Government. The produCtivity_cf S welleducated., well-adjusted

7gifted or talented adult would be or benefit in many ways, inclUding the

monetary odvantage.

Inceme figU es f r males in the United States, compi-ed by.the .U7S-

Department o commerce for the deca e 1956-6'7, indcate1 that as aduCation
5/. ,

increases, Iifetime7ingome climbs seep3y InvestMent in education of

to the,Treasury through additionalthe gifted would be ret ed shortl

income tax.

In 2i0EI21_Edllatlonal Statistics;_ 970_ U.S. Depatment of Health,
Educatieh-and Welfare, Office of tducation, '(OE 10024470). See also
.FigUre 5 in Appendix B Eif`this i7epa-rt(.
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Categorical allecation of even 2 percent of the Federal

expenditure for edueation would ,produce more than $50,000,000 from

present income. The figUres for 1967-68 represent 2 percent

of the total expenditure were $48,000,800,

Vi ws On Programs

SoMe contradiction is seen in the recommendation that programs

be continuous throughout the schoel career of the giftedehild by

95 peweent of the respondents, while mOst also responded that

programs should be started in grades four to siX. The item required

a f rced choice due to limitations 4 funds as to level at which

program should be started. The -election of the elementary gradeS

41

also may recognize the fact that most programs still
I, A

operate at the seCondary level on a top-little-and-too-late basis;

deaPite abundant knowledge from research that gifted children have

th greatest adjustment problems to face-at school entry/and during-
/

the_primary grades when patterns of underadhievement b ciitte entrenched.
1

The experts'generally.supported'summer pregramS, tile use Cf.

-unity resource personnel, individualized instruction, special
,

upings, and part-timegroupings'ae a Means toward adequate
,t

,

proVisions. 'Some felt that the choices wee made only as better than!!
,

!

nothing-,- however.

Conventional Or_Standadlzed Curriculum requirements were:5 en

as unimportant to,the gifted,and talented Rather than studying
1

grade lffel content required'of theZtetal group, an open!curriculum
:

L/Di est 0 f Educat1o4LS±atistics 1970 U '..S . Office of Education
t

(0E=10024-70). ' /



based on individual interests was favore , with

±nendent time, The gifted and talented were

of self-management and decisionmaking for both

and classroom procedures,

These recommendations are compatible

large blocks of

seen as capable

content of study

ith the program research

studies, which found that deletion of irrelevant or unnecesE.ary

content in favor of opportunities to study. and learn in depth

iiroduced better a-hievement and better adjustment in the gifted

and talented.

The need to adjust to different learning styles among the

gifted was seen as essential by 89 percent of the respondents.

As described by various research studies, the gifted are complex,

h'ghly diverse individuals, with an unlimited array pf interests and

tale_ts. Among the gifted and talented, one may find pers..ins who

reSpond and function rapidly, thoSe who are deliberate and

contemplative, those who are logical and direct, or those who

are exploratory and circuitous. The quality of end product may be

excellent (and different) from any of hese, but te--hing the

gifted does not comfortably permit standard rules of procedure.

The experts saw as the most important program objective the

stimulation'of individual interests., Next, in order of importance,

were the development of student initiative, the development of self-
.

acceptanee, cOncept development, and recognition of the early ability

to undertake complex learning tasks.



Close to 90percent of the advocates felt that differentiated

programs for the gifted need greater resources than programs for

regular students. Howeve , adequate inservice p -p_-ation may reduce

uneSsential program expenditures. Teachers with background knowledge

are prone to use better existing resources, and Lo free students to

seek needed materials or specialist personnel; they are more willing

to ask forassistance from parents and consultants who can bring in

necessary resources, or arrange for student contacts with them

The need for regular _eachers to carry on differentiated

exp- =iences_for the gifted, rether or not they are in special

programs, is a recognition die fact that attention to the gifted

in,only a special program-may mean neglect for tbe greater part of

the school week, partic.ilarly if the special program is a few

sessions per week or.less Liaison between regular and special

teachers, and consta_t effort to differentiate programs in both

settings are seen as important.

Successful Teacher of the pifted and Talented

Although 15 percent of the advocates saw all teachers as

teachers of the gifted, whether or not the children were found in

regular classrooms without special provisions, the majority equated

specialized 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 wes available to teach all of the gifted within their

State. The pressing need Zor preparation within the ranks of those

teaching is seen_in their recommendations for summer institutes,

and inservice programs and workshops during the school ye,".

Most of the respondents also favored the development of advanced degree

programs with specialization in teaching the gifted.

To attract teachers who would specialize in the education of

the gifted, the advocates recommended subsidies for training,

university courses and training centers inservice preparatio- for

those already in the profession, and the development of positions for

qualified. The heavy advocacy of inservloe preparation is doubtless

due 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 teachers can improve their skills and abilities in

working with the gifted and talented throUgh specialized preparation.

(Important too is the research finding that even limited Special

preparation reduces hostility toward the gifted, and increases support of

them as a group.)

Other School P -sonnel

Nearly all of the experts recognized the need for inservice

preparati n on the gifted for school administrators. Administrators

affect teaching in many ways by their decisions as well as their

attitudes. The administrator can enc u_ ge or discourage teacher

60
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interest througi his remarks and behavior. His support must be

active to encourage teachers in the extra efforts required to

maintain programs of high quality.

School psychologists and guidance counelora were seen as

mildly or highly positi've toward the gf_fted by approximately two-

thirds of the respondents, while social workers and tutorial

workers were characterized as neutr 1 negatwe, or linknown.

The need for special preparation to develop unde standing of the

gifted is apparent for social workers and tutors, who deal chiefly

with remedial needs. A research study established school

psychologists as relatively more hostile toWard the gifted than

other perso s in edu ation, despite their advanced preparation.

Approximately 90 percent of the experts agreed that the

teacher of the gifted should have ready access to specialized

consultant help and to auxiliary Materials. COnSultants have

made appreciable improvements in the quality of programs, through

inservice as i tance for teachers, other school personnel, and parents,

and through arranging for learning materials.

Experts agreed that much of the responsibility for program

success and decision should be assigned to a special.co sultant

2

for the gifted at the local level. The need undoubtedly is seen

as one for a constant interpreter and advocate for the gifted, aS

well as one who would have the authority to arrarge optimal learning

situations and affiliations.



Only 3 percent of the experts felt that ptroil pesonrieJ. workers

sow a positive attitude toward the giftecr!., while 22 percent of

the responses desoriced negative attitudes, 911her conns

or apathy and indifference toward the gifted.

The great majority said that pupil personnel workers are not

-ipped for the task of working with the gifted. The recommendation

that they be given added preparation came from 85percent of the

experts, with the mo t important need being that of information

regarding thr 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 failure to seek and recognize the gifted in the

school .

Recorrinended P: rities for_IEEnditures

Priorities recommended by the experts for expenditures were

1) inservice preparation of teachers and ,Dther pe nel, 2) pilot

and experimental programs, and 3) direct aid to school systems.

The cost of inservice preparation of teachers apparently was

interpreted as involving both part-time and'full-time study.

Estimates ranged widely, with 35 percent of the experts choosing

a sum implying full-time fellowship study.

At the local level, the greatest need was for personnel. This

category receiv d double the numberof first choices given to

inservice teacher preparation.,_

- 19
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the St t level, the exp again endorsed support of an

office to coordinate and strengthen programs for the gifted. IThis

need far outweighed others in importance.

Over 90 percent of the rapondents mentioned psychological

services and guidance counseling as important needs of the gifted.

Their perception of need s supported by research studies in which

highly gifted students have been found to require expert psychological

assistance in adapting to environmental frustrations, and in understanding

the selves and their relationships with otbers. The problems of coping

with attitudes and misunderstandings of others, frequent feelngs of

difference and inferiority, frustrations in learning,.educational choices,

the developme t of tolerance and understanding, all require special help.

Parents frequently need assistance along with their children.

Su ort for Programs

The majority of advocates felt that education for the gifted was

not a continuing priority in their communities. They recommended the use

of various modes for informing legislators, the general public,and

educators, including media, experts and parents of the gifted.

The oppoSition to spe ial edu 7 ion for the giftad is seen mainly

'as lack of public awareness and lack of funds. The ,befie,_ that the

gifted can manage without provisions and that other priorities are

more important were also meado_ d. The major efforts of_all agencies

responsible kor instituting programs for the gifted w _e described as

disorganized or nonexistent. 'SUPport in rural areas waS seen as the worst.

Advocacy of programs for the gifted rests primarily with those

most directly concerned and affected: teachers of the gifted, paren

and children rost others are ueen as neutra143:3
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The experts alluded to the problem of communication with others

about the gifted and their needs. The most important function of a

Stat., _consultant was seen as interpretation and dissemination of

knowledge. -Half of the respondents suggested information to the lay

public as necessary to attain Support for the gifted.

The present burden of education for the gifted and talented was
:-

deseribed by one advocate as falling on parents who "- -7 alone for

their children."

REGIONAL HEARINGS--THE PEOPLE SAY...

The call for oral testimony on education for the gifted by Regional Assist-

ant Comm sshmers of Education in the 10 HEW regions of the coUntry drew a

surpriTn4ner and -ide variety of witnesses. A total of 295

persons from diverse backgrounds delivered oral testimony;.school

administrators, teachers, parents, students, State legislatorsi school

board membersv etc. The result's of the oral and written testimony

combined because they were so,similar. In general, the testimony

were'

confirmed more eloquently and specifically the results of the State

survey. Education for the gifted is seen as an important and long-term

concern of educaters but good intentions and plans are innundated by a

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

findings.

Perceived-Needs

Curriculum. -The testimony analysis was divided' into stataments of

,specific needS and,recommendations. In the area of needs, one major tbeme

repeatedly mentioned was the need for curriculum flexibility to allow

talented students to move forward on their oftl, or to modify e*isting
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cur;culum to t

maintained that iHti-tive and

r,aq1=-1±r.-A (77,nfom:, tr, 1 aunrom iatc and L.,rogram.

Os-

the-

Teachers. A second strong need was expressed for better prepared

t_ 2hers. Almost one.half of the witne,sses spont- e usly mentioned this

need, e-pressed as strongly by the teachers as by the other witnesses.

,There was a consensus that tea hers are curr ntly net prepared apd

cannot handle the special educational iss es presented by gifted

youngsters.. Fiore specific needs ter better d more specific leadership

at the State and Federal levels ,.ere mentioned primarily by-administrators

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

Farents and teachers generally focused on the quality of the immediate

delivery of services to the gifted student.

Special classes. Under orgvizational needs, testimony streesed

the need for partial separation for apart of the educational program

-

to allow gifted youngsterS,. tO work with one another and to.allow for

neccessary freedom to-e*plore. There was a general.rejection.of a

complete separation for the entire day in,either special schools or

special classes,

Society's The societal need for gifted leadership in a

complex society was stressed by the witnesses,. Interestingly enough;.

Very tew of the witnessee mentioned:the need for the gifted to pr vide

us with,protectidn against hostile powers that.seemed.the major impetUs
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to some educational movements, such as the NDEA in the late 19,50's .

The threat of a technologically "uperior'Russia caused a

great flurry to improve our educational'program for talented students.

Do we have to have this kind of bogeyman to thrust in front of the

public in order to force it to act? Ilust we'e eate _ crisis, artifical

pr real, so that theproblems o'f the gifted can get the saMe level of

attention as the disadvantaged child and the handicapppd child?

Recommendations

The.recommendations Eiom the testimonY gen _allv took the form of

requests for general support for the gifted and talented rather than

specific proposals The structure and time-limits of the hearingswere

not conducive to major innovative ideas. They did, however, underline

several major points.

1. A strong need was expressed for additional funds

.and higher priority for gifted prograin. A clear

accompanying sentiment was that such funds would have

come-from the Federal Government:- Over 55 percent of the

witnpsses stressedthe need 'for Federal funds. Those

Olosest to the school finance position--adMinistrators
-

and,schOol board meMbers--were overwhelming In expressing

ne9d for Federal assistance.

Nineteen percent of the witnesses spontaneously noted that

funds needed to be earmarked,for speeifid spending on the

-
.,gifted: They indicated vehemently that unless funds

.
,

were earmarked,for the gifted, they would be siphoned

Of:f into otner problem areas.'
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3. Request for training support from the 1,'ederal level

folloWs up the need for better pr-,pared teachers. Over

25 percent of the witnesses wished for more teacher

training help in both inservi e and preservice programs.

The major request for specific State and Federal actj.on was

maintaining a higher priority for the gifted in the State and

Federal decision making channels., The Federal Government

would be more Of a catalyst, providing funds and such ppecial

services as tradning fellowships. The State would retain leadership

responsibilities for the basic program and would help tailor

the program to local and r gional needs.

In looking at possible differences between testifiers from different

regions of the country, two regions that had few developed programs for

the gifted- were compared with two other regions relatively far along

In their deVelopmental programs for the gifted. The former placed

their primary concern on the need for teachers and supplementary personnel

to deal directly with the talented student while the latter stressed

the need for more State and Federal leadership.

Students express,1 Aore interest ip greater oppo tunities for

creative work-, and for part al segregation of the talented, rather

than ,full segregation in their school program. 2Administrators paid

'

more attention to administrative concerns an,a t a hers -o issues

:67
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surrounding the immediate instructional program. Parents, not knowin;

the complexities of the school system, merely stressed their

desire to get something moving.

great

The most frequently mentioned specific recommendations were:

1) leadership persons in visible positions at the State and the

Federal level. (Specific earmarking amendMents to title V ESEA were

mentioned quite often)1'2) Model and demonstration programs to bring

greater visibility to efforts for the gifted4 ,3) t aining fellowships and

schOlarahips to improve the eductional pr paration for teachers and

ether specialists who want to spend more time working withrthe gifted;

4). more research and developmentefforts earmarked for the gifted,

part?--larly in specfic new curriculum advances and reforms: 5) a

major information exchange of program ideas and materials.

The overall portrait has been one of a great desire for educational

leaders and citizens to modify somehow the 'crisis rient tion' that

controls educational decisi'n aking :today and to add some specific,

definable plans and resources allocated for maximizing our societal assts--

our talented childr

68
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REPRESENTATIVE QUOTES FROM TESTIMONY

REGIONAL HEARINGS ON EDUCATION FOR THE GIFIED

With confidence that our children are our,greatest
single national asset, we feel that every investment
in them is an investment in our national future. With-
out a doubt, they who will make the greatest contribu-
tion to society, they who will provide the leadership
and the brainpower...they are the gifted. As respon-
sible parenL,9, educators, citizens,:yes, as taxpayers,
we must invest in our national future.

(Perrino - Region V)

ConforTlity is precisely the cross upon which special
education for the gifted hangs supine.

(Beer - Region X)

Oce of the thingi that concerns meis 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.

(geGaire - Region VII)

Unless the initial development comes from the Federal
Government, we cannot rely upon State and local govern-
ments to bring from their limited resources, that thrust
which is necessary to get these programs off the ground.

(Weintraub - Region III)

Quality programs develop where one person, usually not
a line administrator, sees it in his interest to become
an advocate for the gifted program. He organizes-a
group of people around himself and together they gorge
the climate essential co the.development of tile program
The more outside money the advocate has, the more help
he tan muster from outside and inside the district,.and
the stronger his position, the better the program.

(House'- Regim V)

The neglect of the eduCation of this gifted child,
whether he or shecomes from a white middle'class
family in Forest Hills, Queens, or from a poor.black
or Puerto Rican family in Harlem, is a problet as great
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)
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WHAT IS A GOOD PRoGRAM FOR THE GIFTED?

The major thrust in American education today is to free all

stuAnts to learn at their own pac--and to place on them more respon-

sibility for their education.

Such arrangements as flexible scheduling, independence of mobility

in learning, deeisionmaking and planning by pupils, the planning of

curriculum based on pupil interests, use of community special'sts,

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.

Informati n on productive Approaches to gifted educatien is cited

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

f successful programs for tne gifted have been supi.)ort for a given

plan, inservice assistance to teachers, continuity of the program,

and opportunities for the student to develop genuine -elationships in

the school setting.

Programs of a few weeks' duration have been lesa fruitful than a

sustained effort. The least productive results come from regular classes,

although elementary teaChers and administrators initially favor this

arrangement.

From all available evidence, some kind of grouping is needed for

the nurture of the abilities and'talents of the gifted, accompanied by

quality contra with well prePared teachers and staff members,

consultant assistance, and careful evaluation
...

Special grouping and

special planning, carefully cenceived and,executed, provide opportunities

IV-1
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rlr the gifted to tunction at p r levels of understanding and

performance. Those who oppose grouping have relied on opinion or poorly

designed studies rather than available evjdence. Recent studies have

sh wn that simple administrative arrangements alone produce no change.

If it is to succeed, any plan must include active and appropriate

intervention.

CAN PROGRAMS FOR THE GIFTED DEMONSTRATE THEIR EFFECTIVENES

In all of the dat'a gleaned from the research, from testimony at

the -egional hearings, and from the State Survey, one fact is clear.

Every respondent started with the premise that,special programs for the

gifted and talented are essential. But the consideration of substantial

investment in such special programs requires a cl_ser lock at this

assumption. One must also ask whether special programs do, in fact,

expand the child's ability to perf _m in accordance with his innate

gifts and talents.

The four case studies in chapter VI provide a record of experience-

Over the last 10 years for a sizable population. The following excerpt

from the review of research appendix A) presents a broader, more

general view.

Special provis.tons, including acceleration and various special

groupings, have been beneficial to gifted children. Studies have shown

that gifted Children can condense school requirements and cover them

faster with no difficulty and with superior performance.

F011owup studies-of pupils wipai.had participated in special classes

have measurecyacademic achieveMent, social
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pc:sonality factors . Clear suppert for special groupings was ,:ound

in New York, in the Major Work Classes of Cleveland, Ancelcs,

d in numerous other locales. Participants showed improVement not

only in academic areas but also in personal and social areas.

Special experi ental classes 'lave shown that gifted studenta can

meet any standard requirements and simultaneously absorb_the meaning,

history, and symbols of a given discipline; study pertinent biograph-

ical data; apply principles and insights from the discipline to other

fields of knowledge; and display more originiality in their performance

than control groups.

Interage groups have produ ed beneficial results when accompanied

by special planning and special teacher preparation. The attitudes of

teachers, administrators, pupils, and parents who have participated

Were gene ally favorable. Better teaching has produced a higher

level of thinking, questioning, self-reliailce, and classroom- elation-

ships.

pecial adaptations to improve learning opportunities have

produced favorable social results as well. Special workshop

experiences helped to develop and reinforce friendships among the gi- -d

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

pupils adjusted well and approved of their special class experience

Pupils-,from-rural-sehools-who-attended-Saturday-classes in the

California State program gained significantly in secial status within

their-regular classrooms, despite the fact that their peers,Were

completely unawarp of the special work.



This-growth is true of the elementary grades and junior and

senior high school levels as well. Gifted high school pupils

had participated in special programs gained in personal and social

maturity, compared to equally gifted nonparticipants. All of the

evidence from the assessme-t of personal, social, and psychological

factors indicated that gifted pupils who participate in programs do

so with no damage and many gains.

Recent research has concentrated on sp cialized studies, and

intervention or analysis in areas of talent and creativity as well

as academic ability.

Specialized counseling for:able disadvantaged stUdents has

proved beneficial. Students were found to improve scholastically

and to earn more diplomas. Students who participated in special

counseling sessions for ayear or more showed improvements in self-

attitude, relationships with otheri., and adhievement.

A recent study p oduced significant gains in tests of fluency,

adaptive flexibility, and originality. The gains were in div rgent

responseArelated to creativity) rather than in convergent or cognitive

are The attitudes of the students toward creativity 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-aestbetio

approach to school readiness and beginning reading and arithmetic

produced significantly higher scores for kindergarten children on

tests of creative thinking, problem solving, and originality.



Fluency, flexibility, and oiginality ratings were consistently around

the fifh-grade level.

Programed instruction for specific skills and television

instruction have been found effective with gifted students. Programs

designed to use multiple resources ha- shown that gifted students

score significantly higher than equally gifted controls in ability

learn, in motivation , in their use of abilities, and in selfindentity.

In the California State study, special arrangements for more

than a thousand pupils accommo3ate-1 spe ial talents, school syst,m

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

-time and pelt-time needs of the urban aad suburban gifted; community

resources were meshed with student inter ts. Carefully latched 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 nreservice and inservice preparation of teachers;

the assignment of special consultants for full-time assistance;

appropriate learning, oppertunitie (both in and out of school); a

wide variety of Jommunity resources; close interschool liaison; and

close collaboration with parents.

The Sources 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 those in which educational plans are

based on the actual needs and interests of the pupil, where freedom from

the restrictions'of structure requirements and schedule are possible, where

pupils are given access to needed resources regardless of location,

and where suitable t achers 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 are closely involved in these programs. A special consultant

assigned to the gifted is available to provide inservice and direct

assistance to the adult participants.

WaAT ARE THE NECESSARY COMPONENTS OF A GOOD P G _7_2

Do we_need new-buildin s, libraries, and laboratories?

Is special transportation necessary?

Are there special media. needs? Material needs?'

Jntelligent use of facilities and materials is governed by the

knowl dge of the use s. If-that knowledge is absent, capital exenditures

will be wasted.

Ih urban communities where libraries and laborato ies are available,

educators have made special arrangements for individuals to use

materials and to experiment under supervision. Good libraries and

laboratory pace-in-schools are-highly-desirable, with# open areas
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for special projects and : 'udy. Even with good libraries d ade-

quately stoc ed laboratories, it is neeessary tc use auxi3iary

resources and materials if the special interests of the-gifted are

be met. Special programs have been restricted in their success

because of limited facilities. Provisions should be made so that

gifted students, whether urban or rural, have access to resources

and space.

Special transpo tation funds should be available for needed

study and research opportunities. These should not be categori-

cally limited, but should be documented and justified. These funds

may be required for widely varylng and sometimes unpredictable

purposes, ranging from archaeological studies by special interest

groups, to gatherin4 of research specimens for marine, botanical,or

geological research, to visits bo sPe ialized libraries and

museums,,to special contacts with arLists; from individual studies

of political proCess, to documentary studies, to recoraing of inter:-

view or photographic data-, to acquisition of unaccessible materials.

Media and material.needs are also unpredictable in advance.

Funds should be made available for purchase of standard equipment

and expendable supplies so thatstudents who wish to function in

areas of creative expression may ac so. The young painter or

musician should not be restricted by the,nonavailability of

supplies, equipment, musical res, or suitable instruments.

Similarly, the yourx4 person who wishes to report his research

findings c eatively should have aCcess to the necessary photo-

graphic or graphic resource maWials-and media . Ready avail-,
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ability of material' and encouragement to use them enhance interest

in learning and extend talents.

See V II tor detail.- and documentation of these gen ralizations.

AT KINDS OF PERSONNEL ARE NEEDED?,

The teacher is the key to effective programs and the effective

use of resources. Preparation of teachers to work with the gifted

should precede expenditures on materials and facilities which should

be recommended by informal sehool personnel after careful planning

for a given population of gifted and talented pupils.

The need f r the special teacher preparation is apparent. Teadhers

with no special badkground have been found disinterested in and eVen

hostile toward the gifted. , They believe that the gifted will reveal

themselves through academic grades, that they need all existing content

plus more, and that teachers should add to existing curriculum

requirements rather than delete anything.

Teachers who have worked with special programs tend to be

enthusiastic, whereas those who have not are generally hostile.

Opportunities for experience with programs and inservice preparation

produce changes to more favorable teaCher attitudes. towardboth gifted

children and special programs-
,

The need for general inservice programs is evident from findings

that 50 percent of.pUhlic school educators opposed acceleration,

c\
desPite resealch evidence that acceleration is.beneficial at every

level from kindergarten to college. Even in stu- es which have produced

significantly favorable results, authors have commented on lack of

articulation, heavy demands, evaluation problems, lackof teacher

background, th& inability of the school to deal wlth basic problems,

77
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and the unwillingness of the faculty members to free gifted students for

ne= led independent leer

Even when teachers of the gifted are carefully selected and

represent the highest levels of professional competence, their

'teaching performance can be significantly Improved through inservice

study. Iiighly desirable changes in the quality of learning,

communication, classroom content, and diversity of classroom experiences

haN)e-,resulted. Other benefits reported by teachers include increase

in teaching skills, knowledge of subject matter, and. increased

appreciation of the neds of the gifted.

Studies of aucces ful teachers for the gifted typically have dealt

with their characteristics and behavior more often than with their

specific p eparation. In general, the successful teachers, are highly

intelligent, Are interested in scholarly and artistic pursuits, have -

wide interests, are mature and unthreatened, possess a sense of h

are more student centered than their colleagues, and are enthusi-

astic about both teaching and advanced tudy..for themselves.

The problem of credentials poses difficulty when the complexity

and diversity of teaching the gifted and talented at all levels is

considered Quite evidently an array -f prescribed courses typical

of other credentials is inadequate; probabay-the credentials should

be planned as an individualized program of studies. Recommendations

for such A program have been outlined a recent pUblication dealing

with professional standards for teachers and other personnel.

School personnel other th-- teachers need special preparation

to understand the needs of the gifted.. , Administrators pften.deter-

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

need for them.

IV -9 .
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Over half Of a representative sample of school.s fn the. United States

reported no gifted students in their sch6ols! -The'statement may be

ascribed to apathy or hostility, but not to fact.

Even groups with special preparation which presumably should make

them expeciallr alert tiaindividual diffe cnces are indifferent or

hostile toward the gifted. Counselors in several studies were found

to be more concerned with remedial problems than with the gifted.

Student personnel departments in 20 western colleges and universities

gave little special attention to the gifted and their problems. One

study found significantly greater hostility toward the gifted among

school psydhologists than aMong other sbhool personnel.

All of these studies indicate the need for comprehensive inse:rvice

preparation-for those school personnel who contact or affect the gifted.

Teachers who are prepared and interested heed informed and sympathetic

auxiliary support.

Volume II provides-doCumentation of these ass rtions.

WHAT DOES A-GOOD PROGRAM-COST?

We frankly.don't know because an ,optimal program h - never been

funded. Costs of programs for the gifted are frequently constrained or

limited to the monies which can be made ,available7-which in turn_con--
-,,

strains the kind.of activitieS carried odUt with thee funds. That is,

limitations of expenditures t 40'por.child served =-can sCarcely do

more than support a program tor. dAehtification og the ,targetpopUetion

The 'xcese cost "'from various rograms for tha gifted and talented

Children ,does increase the cost:of education f r these'students beybrui,

the averagever capita expenditures in the sohpol distriet, ,The inter-

,

action between available funds and educaqpnal responses proyided

makes it difficult-to project coats for a nationar:program with any
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degree of certainty because (1 ) what would or could be provided in

various areas seems to depend on amounts of funds available; and

(2) there has been no evaluation of the cost effectiveneSS of_ various

approaches for he/ping the gifted reach their maximum level of'per-

formance; cost kigures for development are finenciallv'optima

programs ate nonexistent.

Until basic cost data can be accumulated from a statistical search,

only est±mates based on local and State experience can be used. Esti-

mates would differ markedly if existing support levels are used as

criterion, as opposed to --sts documented by studies. For-ex: ple, the

Illinois support level is $28 per child per yeariCalifornia provides

$65, including identifi,..ation. Administrators r -ponsible for programs

indicate that these sums cannot be interpreted as more than token

payment toen-ourage local effort. The California State Department of

Education has for s veral years supported-bills to increase aid to the

gifted by $200 per pupil each year. In 1971,.no increase is being
-Y

advoCated, since the department is proMotinglegislation to 'Increase'

basic support rather than catenrical aid. Funds are not allocated

J-
blvlocal school systemsjor the gifted,, in spite, of evident need.

If'the California allocation We e'that recommended in'19.61, the State"
s

-
0

.
-

expenditure fox the-gifted woad be 32,500,000 rather than the current
_ _

$7,000,000.

Sinoevery few States have had:experience4withsthe condUct of state-

wide programs, and even where thee exist the supiport:figure is far ,

from ideal, the problem of cots- e ite further investigation.

PRIORITIES_AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Data fro research.studies suggest that'these.p iorities be establishe

Systematic insèrvicepreparatión for school personnel including
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teachers and others who affect the learning opportunities of the

gifted and talented.

a. Fellowships for special preparation

b. Support for inservice workships and course work

c. Establishment of preparation centers for demonstration

programs, experimentation, research, and teaching

2. support of research and experimental programs.

a. i'rbgrams to imprOve identification of gifted from varied

backgrounds and cultufes

b. -Programs to identify added human capacities'and talents

c. Programs to improe'program evaluation

d. Programs to expand learning opportunities in the arts

e. Programs for preschool gifted and talented, including those

from poor economic backgrounds

f. Exemplary programs in school systems

Establishment of a Federal office for disseMination of information

and,improvement of efforts for the gifted

a. Use pf media to improve understanding by educators and the

general public 1

b. Dissemination of informational materials to educators

c. Provision of leadership to State and national educational

agencies, to assure proper use of available and future funds

d. Development of linkages for better understanding

Support for evaluation and dissemination of new findings.

5. Continuing support f r exemplary prog ams.

14ow tUat we have seen what the needs are, let,us see what is available

for the gifted and talented in the various States.
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CHAPTER V

THE STATE SURVEY

Because the State/7role is key to provision for gifted and talented students,

special attention has been focuSed on the States in the USOE study and in

this report.

As part of this study, a questionnaire prepa ed in the Office of Education

was sent to each of tb,, State departments of education on several major

dilTensions of the gifted, including the a -ilability of staff at the State

department level for gifted programs and the presence of enabling legislation

for the gifted. Inquiries were made about planning or study groups active

in their State, special training provisions available, maj r deterrents to

State actionr and Stat use of Federal funds for education of the fted.

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

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 the guideline for the State Survey_t

Gifted and talented children are those identified by professional

qualified persons who by virtue of outstanding abilities, are

capable of high performance. These are children who require

differentiated educational programs and/or services beyond those

normally provided by the regular school program in order to realize

their contribution to self and st?ciety.

The State JLEmzyielded significant information on the allocation of

resources at.the State level and the impact of Federal programs for

__
supplementing those resources. The-first question was: What available ersonnel

and legislative resoürce S are currently available at the State level? The

breadth of interest in this problem is indicated by the fact that 21 States



currently have legislation on their books that provide special resources

or incentives to local school districts to increase their program efforts

on education of the gifted and talented/ those States that have adopted

such legislation represent a broad geographic spread throughout the country.

States in every HEW Regien but one (Region II) have passed legislation for these

purposes. Ten other States have now or have had planning commissions, b t no

specific legislation as yet.

State Leadershi

Such legislation, in many cases, merely represents i tent. How that

intent is being implemented 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 employed at the State

department level with major responsibilities for programs for the gifted in

that State Twenty-four of the States have designated such a p _s n, including

three States with no, specific legislatiOn. However, in only 10 are staff

members assigned that responsibility for 50 percent or more of their time.

In many instances the amount of time allocated to serving gifted students

is but a small fraction of a multitude of duties and responsibilities

assigned to one of the high ranking State officials.

_The financial support fpr the State personnel assigned to the gifted

almost invariably comes from the State. Twenty-one States reported their

contributions as half or more of the Salary of these key individuals. Only

3 States reported that a significant proportion of a salary of a leadership

person was being paid out of Federal funds, despite the clear opportunity in

such programs as ESEA title V, which provides funds for strengthening State

departments of education.
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The thinness of the leadership st:::.ff far the gifted is even more strikingly

demon trated by the lack of support staff or additional pers nnel beyond the

single designated leader. Over 40 States hire no support or consultative staff

or any additional personnel. The designated lea er has few resources for

providing technical assistance to local education programs. cr2 Ti State

reported as many as 3 or more staff persons assigned to the specific

responsibilities of education of the gifted.

The most typical personnel portrait at the State department is a -ingle

individual, with part-time responsibiaity for the gifted and with no support

staff. Occasionally, there is someone graviteting toward this area of

gifted education because no one else is there. For example, Dr. Hugh

Templeton, Supervisor of Science Ed- ation in New York's State Education

Department, was introduced in the oral hearings as Chief of the Bureau of

Science Education, but unofficially he has been called "The sup -visor for

education for the gifted without portfolio."

Personnel Training

Key to effective services for edecation of gifted and talented students is

the commitm nt to special preparation for the educational personnel to work

with such students. The widespread general interest in providing some training

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

programs or course work in cduc tion of gifted:students, and State departments

that allocate a proportion of their training resources for inservice training

of teachers on education of the gifted. Only the Mountain States lack

identifiable college programs or State training efforts. Inservice train

activities are utilized in practically all of the regions.



Froaram D terrents

One of the most significant survey quesions dealt with the reasons

for limited resourcles for the gifted: What are the specific forces that

the States see holdin-back a e exten_iv eration? The differences

between the various r gions were not significant. The problems were seen

as the same, or extremely similar, from one region to the next. The d terrents

operating in one area of the country also appeared in the others.

The major deterrent, clearly, was the lack of sufficient funds to carry

out significant program activity. The kinds of financial resources necessary

to implement legislative intent are just not being allocated at the State

level. The second, and related, deterrent is the pressure of other more

crisis-oriented priorities.

In the responses to the State Survey, additional notes were provided on

how the emphasis on children with specific education problems was-using up

the scarce available, resources. Little or nothing was left over for significant

but long-range problems that did not create immediate administrative crises --

problems like education of the.gifted. Of lesser concern,'but still mentioned

as Importanthy a majority of the States, was the scarcity of adequate

personnel. Ani major move in this area would have to include substantial

ehasis on,the trainin etraining of personnel before an educational

program could becoMe a reality.

Use of Federal Legislation

iThe final crucial question in the State Survey was: To what extend are

States usin e additional resources 'rovided by Federal aid to apply to the

rob lems educatin ifted and talent d? The results present a

discouraging story,on the use of_funds for the gifted under the current Federal

guidelines.



Less than 15 percent of the States spent ,,,ny ESEA title I funds for

the identification and development of special programs for specially talen ed

yonngsters from deprived circumstances.

Title V, ESEA, which permits stx ngthening of State departments of education,

represented one major opportunity for use of Federal funds with relatively

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

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

:put funds into the support of leadership pe sonnel, while the others spent

such funds on a variety of administrative needs.

The most extensively used Federal provision was title III of ESEA, devoted

to strengthening and developing innovative programs and supplementary centers.

Over 20 percent of the States utilize some title III monies for the programs

directed to educating the gifted. However, a closer analysis revealed a minimal

effort. Only 4 of the States report 3 or more projects with this

emphasis.

Other potential Federarsources to strengthen training programs were

obviously doing no better. Six percent of the States us- none of the

available Federal legislation, while another24 percent use only the resources

of one or two acts, and these very sparingly.

The general portrait emerging fr m the State Survey is clear. Most

of the stateS have recognized that education of the gifted is an area of

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

some available resources to work. These efforts have been overwhelmed by the

more crisis oriented issues of the deprived child, the disruptive child, the

child Who cannot learn, etc. The'limited resources aVailable are absorbe4/

.by these pr blem areas before such-long-range educational issues as gifted .

education are considered. Unspecified Federal aid appears to be spent in
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the same pattern, so that much legislation that could benefit the gifted,

. is not, in fact, applied to their edUcation problems. Four States have,

however, systematically attacked the problem of gifted and talented education.

Let us turn now to the differing solutions they are developing for their

students'.



CHAPTER vi

FOUR CASE STUDIES

While there are numerous programs for the gifted and talented,

the experience most pertinent to this study is th se cases where the

planning and implementatio.i have been tatewide. Planners in other

\State agencies may benefit from the practical wisdom -ai p71 in Con-

necticut,. California, Georgia, and Illinois.

These accounts are reprin ed in full in appendix F. The back-

ground of each program is reported as fully as possible here to show

the derivation of intereat and support and how each State arrived at

its own priorities.

CALIFORNIAS PROGRAM FOR MENTALLY GIFTED MINORS MGM

In 1955 and 1956, personnel in the California StateDepartment of

Education participated in exploratory and planning meetinga on the

7

role of the State in encouraging school districts to make Special pro-

visions for gifted children. A California State .,tudy conducted from
1 ,

1957 to 1960 evaluated 17 different kinds-of-programs-numbering 929

pupils; it c nclude-d:-

"The special provisions made in these programs were

beneficial for the gifted...participating pupils made

striking gains in achievement with accompanying

pe onal and sOcial benefits."

Developmental activitie frem 1961 to 1971 include the demon7-

stration projeCt California Projectyalent (1963-1966) and a title

V, ESEA project (19,68-1969)_to prepare a statewide framework on gifted

education and exemplary curriculuM gUides.



The types of programs which the initial State regulations iden-
.

tified as appropriate for mentally gifted minors were:

1 Enrichment in regular classes.

26 Correspondence courses and tutoring.

3. Placement in advanced grades or classes.

, 4. Attendance in college classes by high sehool students.

5. Special counseling or instruct 1 outside regular classrooms.

6. Special classes -ganized for gifted pupils.

7. Other, or combination of programS.

Changes in the State regulationS in 1969 established two general:

categories of prpgrams: special services or activities and special

day classes.

During the first year of the program (1961-1962), school districts

spent an Nerage-of $83 extra per pupil for mentally gifted minors. A

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

age per pupil extra expenditure for 1969-1970 was $121. Pupil parti-

cipation grew from 35,164 full-time equivalent pupils (over 38,000

individuals) in 1961-1962 to approximately 112,000 full-time equivalent

pupils in 1970-1971. At the present time, 250 California school di

tricts (with about 95 percent of the statewide pupil population) make

special provisions for mentally gifted minors. State money available

for the mentally Gifted Minor program in the 1970-1971 school year,is

approximately $8.5 million.

Ten years after the start of the program the State contributes

up to $40 for idcntification (on a, one-time basis) and up to $60

per pupil per year for the extra costs of instruction. Over the past

40 years a nuMber of legislatkve-bills and studies pegged the needed
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support level at $150 to $200 per pupil, plus fund_ for identification.

A report published by the california Assembly Intrim Committee on

Education in 1967 sta,ed:

1. contrary to some popular r.Dtions, intellectually superior

children are often the most neglected children in the classroom.

2. Talent dev,-_1ment 1- an important part of any growing and

productive state.

3. without the intellectual and creative skills to meet the unkown

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

The California Assembly ended its report with seven re mmendations:

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

the objectives in existing or altered MGM programs,4nd that
the education of gifted Children: be given a more prominent place'

within the efforts of public-schools.

2. ...We recommend th4 the State incease its support to a
maximum of $40 for idenpification and $200 for programs....We

recommend that a sample' of the existing school district programs

for mentally gifted ml ors pe audited by the Office of the Auditor.

General to investigate the validity of expenditures that have been

claimed for excess cosf reitbursement.

3. We recvntmend that the State establish a system of seholarships

fc teachers of acade4tically talented students to providethem with

advanced training in ubject ma4er specialties or in methods of

teaching gifted. Chi]. en...

4. We recommend that school districts be encouraged to seek the

best qualified 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 eo

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 gifted program and if the State Beard of Education sp approves.

6. ...We recommend that provisions of the Education Code
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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 Th-
struction for mentally gifted minors.

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 educatien of mentally gifted
minors;-transmit innovations in cUrriculum and instructional
techniques to the public school authorities of the State,
and stimulate improvements in the quality of,education'offered
to all of theschool Children. The statewide council would
be Charged'With the responsibility of presenting to the Legis-
lature specific and periodic propOsals for the imProvement iu
public education for the academically talented ar' school
children as a. whol

CONNECTICUT'S COMPREHENSIVE MODEL FOR THE EDUCATION oF THE GIFTED
AND TALENTED

AUther John Hersey was chairMan of a special study ccimmittee in

1956 Which compiled a comprehensive report of,the needs for programs in

Conne-ti ut fcr; the gifted and talented. Little Orono action was

taken on the Rebgrts Repert (the committee report) until a nationwide

search in 1965-1966 fOr a consultant for the gifted ar;d-talented to

provide leadership for the State and its 169 'school districts

Concurrently, the State Board of Education arranged for a com-

prehensive study of existing legislation related to-the education-

of exceptional children (inclOdift the handicapped and.the educationally

gifted and talented). The 1966 repprt to the State Board ok Education

included:

1. An analysis of procedureS, pOlicieS and problems.

2. An analYsis of other conditionein the State which
affected:the efforts of local educational agencies.

3. A synthesis of the concerns and recommendations of ,

pe sons within the State interested in-exceptional children.

Recommendations concerning legislative policies
procedures. "
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The study feund gaps and ovorlaps in the existing legislat on

for exceptional children. Some provisions were mandatory and Others

were left to local initiative, Some statutes delegated insufficient

authority for enforcement of the mandate and for leadership and

direction by the State Department of Education.

There existed a severe shortage Of professional personnel

Competent to diagnose, direct, experiment, evaluate, and program for

exTleptional children. This observation indicated that instituions

of highe7 learning had insufficient support by legislation/for Such
-7

;

service.

-One of-the-mostserious gaps_uacovered i the study was the

complete absence of legislation to provide for the eduCation of gifted

'and talented pupils, those who are intellectually, unchallenged by regu-:

lar curriculum and strategy, and those who have outStanding talents

in the creative arts (music, visual, and performing arts).

The study found the limitation of financial pupport a major

blOCK to adequate provisions for exceptional children. None of the

needs were fully met; some were muCh more adequalely served than others.

The pattern of-differences in classification forlState funding compli-

cated procedures_for claiming State aid. Inadegivate and inequitable

1competent personnel,funding encouraged the employment of less than

improper grouping, disproportionate pupil-teache ratios, and inade-

quate identification pirograming , and evaluation services.

This study pointed to an all-encompassing pice of legislation

or all oxpeptienal children. The 1966 Chubbuck *eport recommended

that all exceptional Children be serviced.under an'umbrclla type of

State legislation.,
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The State Board of Education approved the ChubbuCk Report in the,

fall of 1966 and the Legislative Commission began work almost immed-

iately on a "special education uMbrella bill," whieh mpndated school

districts to provide prograMs and services to its mentally retarded,

physically handicapped, socially and emotionally maladjusted, neuro-

logically impaired, an(. those suffering from an identifiable learning

disability; and permitted school districts to,provide special education

to pupils with extraordinary learning ability or outstanding talent

in the creatiVe arts.

The Connecticut statute is predicated on programing rather than

numbers of Children. The loc 1 school district submits a iIO.

approval for a program; once such a program is approved by the State

agency, the local district is eligible to ask for two-thirds reim-
,

bursement of the prog am at the close of the fiscal -year.

For the gifted and talented, the most consequential aspect of the

statute is the provision for adequate funding to local school districts.

A large number of schooldistricts now have the vehicle for imple-

mentin programs:

Working in cooperation with the State education agency, the

State's eolleoes and universities have helped increasing nUMbers Of

teachers and leadership personnel to iMproVe their skills in differen-

tiated curriculum for the gifted and talented.

In the fall of 1966, only one course was being offered in the

entire State on the education of the gifted and talented; now there

are three graduate level programs of training and four other sti-

tutions of higher learning offering course sequences in this area

VI - 6
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of special education.

Since 1967, when efforts to activate forces on behalf of the

gifted and talented were beguni the numbeA* of local differentiated

programs have moved from 4 school districts to 62 school dist icts.

These 62 districts are serviced by 42 operational programs to cover

many types of giftedness. Among the exemplary programs are:

1. An old cA.lege campus lised as a talent retrieval center

fc disadva:Ltaged gifted talent.

2. A mountain top used as a site for highly gifted and

tal!mted pupils in.the earth and space science.

3. A renovated synagogue to serve as a high school center

for pupils with outstanding talents in the creative arts from

18 surrounding school districts.

4. A six-town regional center for gifted and talented.

In addition to the programs in operation, 20 additional school

distri ts are planning to implement programs for reitbursement.in'

September 1971. More than 1,500 teachers, counselors, arid leadershiP

personnel have enrolled in courses; inService training, and workshops

!

to prepare_for impending programs, and over 2,500professionalpersonnel

have attended short-term institutes aridconferences devoted entirely to

programing for gifted and talented pupils The model to increase the

'quantity and quality of programs for the gifted is directily related,

to three basic element

1. A sound legal and properly funded statute to provide

_ reimbursement to local school districts for special-

programs and/or services for the giftecl and:talented.

2. Provision of full-time consultive leadership by the

-
State education agency to assist local school districts in

programming for the gifted and talented.

3. A coordinated and articulated program for teacher
training and retraining in the area of the gifted and

talented. r,

0

40-59.7 0 - 71 -



GEORGIA'S PROGBAM FOR THE INTELLECTUALLY GIFTED

The Georgia Department of Education Program for the Intellectually

Gifted is now in ita 13th year. Interest within the State for such pro-

grams dates hadk to a 1958 House Resolution requesting the status and

plans for education of Georgia gifted children.

A small publication on education Of the gifted. made available to

,all pUblic school and Department personnel, began a series for school

consultant on the gifted was added to the program Staff in

1958 to Provide services to public school systems interested in begin-
__

ning special prog_ ms for the intellectually gifted. The first years

were spent i_;

1. .Curveying,the State to determine'the status of special
programs for the intellectually gifted..

2. Orienting State Department of Education, University, college,
911d public school personnel as well aa 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.

5 Providing consultive services to public school systems,
c lieges and universities.

From July.1960 to July 1961, the consultant participated in the

Southern Regional F-Iucation Board project, Education f the Gifted,

a training program designed to place within South rn Statg:department$ of

education one person informed on education of the.gifted. The department

accepted the responsibility for developing a 10-yeak plan of action.

Th s plan was developed by the,consultant working with two committees--

a statewide coMmittee of public school.State department, and university
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people; and a State Department of EducaCrIn committee.

.This plan, approved in principle by the Georgia Department of

Education's Coordination Committee, recognizes the right of individuals

and the need for special programs for those Who differ from most

children and youth. permits a flexible State program with standards

that can be adapted to metropolitan, urban or rural stud-nts' needs.

Student participants were defined as those with aI.Q. of 120

and above who could profit from unusual academic challenges.

At the April 1961 meeting of the State Board of Education, one

project per congressional district was approved. Projects began in

the fall of 1961 and operated through the 1963-64 school year, when

they, were terminated because of limited funds. According to information

from the participating systems, the projects were successful and those

phases which could become parts of the regular school instruction pro-
.

gram without financial support were absorbed.

The passage of the new Minimum Foundation Program of Education

Aceof the 1964 General AsseMbly established the Governor's Honors

Program. The basic plan for operating this program was developed by the

consultant for the gifted, a departm nt committee and a statewide come-

mitEee.. The program is now in its 8th year Of operation; A ,second

consultant on the gifted was added to the department staff in 1967

to %For.- with the,Governor's Honors prOgram.

Action by the 1968 General Assembly brought new emphasi o pro-

gram development for the intellectually gifted. House Bill 453 mandated

special programs for all-exceptional children, including the.intellec-

tually gifted, by echool year 197-1976. To hell; implement this bilqf
;

the ,State Board of Education approved a new State program for the
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intellectually gifted. The State Superintendent of S hools 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 experience showed that such requests were deleted from

budgets prepared by the Budget Bureau for presentation to the General

Assembly. rhp approved plan allo d one instructional person in the area

of the gifted to a school system submitting an approved program plan.

The opening of the 1969-70 school year brought 20 special programs

for the intellectually gifted in 0 school systems. The number of

systems operating special programs grew to 44 by the 1970-71 school year.

The approvea plan Ltipulated that the plan be evaluated each yaL.

Since approval in 1968, Georgia's State plan ha$ been revised so school

systemr, may use more than one allotMent in the area et,the gifted, pro-

vided the personnel involved are:

1. Coordinators of programs, for the jfted or consultants in the
area of the gifted,

2. ResoUrce teachers to work with all classroom teachers having
intellectually gifted, or

3. Resource teachers who work part time with classroom teachers
having gifted students, and part time with gifted students.

'The present State program for the gifted is two-fold: (1) local

schoolyeat program, and (2) the Governor's Honorb Program for 400

gifted high school juniors and seniors.

'In 1970-71, 44 school systems were operating approved State-supported

programs during the regular school year. Participating are 4,871 students

in grades lto 12. These programs provide for those whose mental ability

places them in theupper 2 to 5 percent of the general school popUlation.

The Governor's Honor Program is an 8-week summer'residential program
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for 400 upcomming j iors and seniors who have either high mental ability

a special talent in art, music, or drama.

.Both State-operated programs are totally financed with State fuads.

Approximately $409,175 were spent on regulax 'hool programs aril $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 Education approved the gifted

as an endorsement area for a teaching certificate. Personnel in the area

of the gifted may be professionally certified in the area of the gifted

if they complete 25 quarter hours of appropriate specialized study. This

approval 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 g ants are available fc7 special

study in the area of the gifted. The State Board of Education has named

the area of the gifted as a critical field of education for which special

teadher preparation is necessary.

At the present time, only one graduate institution in Georgia offers

'a series-of teacher preparation couaes in gifted education= However,

'two other graduate institutions are planning such courses.

Since January 1958, a number of activities related to the education

the gifted have been carried out by the Georgia Department of Education.

Many of the goals set forth in the 10-Year plan of action have been reached,

in full or in. part.

ILLINOIp' SPECIAL PROGRAM FOR THE GIFTED' .

Out of the initial planning pliase, 1959-19 _, a set of principles

emerged for the rationale of the Illinois Plan:

4.}6 .537 = 7 B
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1. Gifted children exist within all _,evels of society, 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 secondary schools,
between urban and rural setting, and between gifted children whose

school achievement is hich and those whose achievement is low.

2. A State lab must take into account_the wa s in which innovation
occurs in schools. Brickell's study of innovation in the schools of
New York State indicates 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 recommendin
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 knowjmore than enough to support extensive, and more
adequate programs for gifted children. Yet our current knowledge
and our current best efforts are sure to be modified as research in
this area continues at ah accelerated pace. Thus State action, while
necessa must be flexible and .must not establish ri id formulas and
detailed rescri tions.. Study and experimentation should continue
with State support so that improvement may be continuous and responsive
to new Scientific findings.

The five parts of the Illinois plan are:

1. Reimbu sement for Services and Materials

Any-school district in Illinois mal, submit a plan for improving
its services to gifted children. The district may employ its own
definition of giftedness. State funds may-be used for services sueh
as counseling, diagnosis, and consultation on a variety of problems,
for books'and other materials, or.for inservice teacher training.

ReiMbursement funds may not be used to pay teachers salaries,

and thejunds are limited in application to fewer than 5 percent of
the pupils enrolled in the district. The distribution formula takes
account of the wealth of the district and the number of gifted pupils
served. Application proCedures are simple and school diatricts are
allowed wide latitude in expending funds. Funds provide only an
average of $28 per pupil each year.

--:Total expenditures for reiMbursement, 1963-71,are $19;450,000
or 59,8 percent of tOtal_expenditures for-the Illinoia Plan.
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2. Demonstration'Centers

Demonstration centers provide for all Illinois educators and

other citizens convincing and readily accessible operating programs

using particular approaches to educate gifted children.

At the outsedemonstration centers were expected to- exemplify

the following approaches:

Acceleration of highly gifted pupils.

b. Individualized instruction through such means as team

teaching, nongraded plans, independent study.

c. Special .classes for the highly gifted, with specie ly trained

teachers, supervisors and consultants.

d. Special attention to gifted-youth among socially and cultnr-

ally underprivileged groups..

e. Curriculum improvement through programs which emphasize higher

level thought processes,- creativity, divergent thinking.

f. Special attention to the emotional and social adjustment of

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 were in operation, employing

an expanded set of functions. Total expenditures, 1963-71, are
$6,300,000,or 19.4 percent of the total.

Experimental Projects

To advance knowledge about practical programs for the gifted, the

State has prcirded funds for experimental projects in school districts,

colleges and universities.

Total expenditures for experimental projects, 1963-71, are

$2,274,000,or 7 percent of the total.

4. Sztate-Staff

To administer .the programs of reimbursement, demonstration, ex-
perimentation, and training, a Department of Program Development for

Gifted Children was established in the,Office of the Superintendent

of Public Instruction.
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Total expenditures for a(7Pinistration at the,Statelevel,
196371, axe $21,103,9001or 6 pe_oent of 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
fellowships4 academic year institutes; and summer institutes.

Total eXpenditures ]963-71, are $2,52400O,or 7.8 percent of
the total.

In evaluating the two major components Illinois measured the

effectiveness of tneir policies and practices.

The program of reimbursement of materials and services has success-

fullY supported significant educational_ improveme ::s.baSed upon proven

practices related to programs for gifted children. There haS been an

enormous increase in the number ahd extent Of local gifted programs. Many

new programs have been initiated and most students are now in districts

with such programs.

The rber of teachers, sPecial personnel, and students in classes

has also increased. Many diStrictS are Using special materials and _thod-

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 knowledge and skills to fully utilize this ability.

There is considerable uspill-over" of technigUeS originated in gifted

classes into regular classes. 'Many regular teachers are also being trained

in the inservice programs.. In their effect on the regular school program,
-

the.special 1A.cagrams for the gitedhavebeen high3JY successful.

The least suceessful effort has been tO incorPorate evaluation pro7

cedures in all phases of the program. Only 15 percent of the districts

VI - 14 ,
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have minimally adecluate eValuation.

Personnel and knowledge, rather than physical facilities, are the

major limitat ons for future development of the individual programs.

The centers, for the most part, have excellent progr- s, but visitors

have not adapted whole programs

All demonstration centers were successful in establishing programs

that met the requirements of the State policy: 1) internal consistency;

2) research basis; 3) educational s gnificance; 6) exportability;

7) uniqueness; and S) growth in quality.

These four States demonstrate the possibilities for gifted programs

A
when commitment is-evident. Each State, however, has been handicapped

by the lack of federal assistance, which chapter VII will discuss.
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CHAPTER VII

THE FEDERAL ROLETHE USOE DELIVERY SY TEM

A -

Part C, sectton 806 of -Public Law 91-4 0 stipulates that the

Commissioner of ,A.Education shall ;

show which existing Federal ,educational assistance programs

are being used to meet the needs of gifted and taletted

children, and

'evaluate howlexisting Federal-educational assistance can be

imore effectivej used to meet these needs

LRGAL !FRAMEWORK FOR OE PROGRAMS

/n response to this mandate, inveatigations of the legal
/

framework within which educational programs are develOped included:-

titles T, II, III, v, and 'III of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act (ESEA) as amended through 1970,

the Education of the Handicapped Act, replacing title VI of

ESEA as of July:i; 1971,

the Higher Education Act of 1965,

the National Defense Education Act.of 1958 (NDEA

the Cooperative Research Act,

the Economic Opport nity Act of 1964, and the

Vocational Education Act of 1963.

This review was primarily con,_ :led with legislation which specifi-

cally _entioned the gifted and talented as,recipients for program

funds, and legislative restrictions that would-disallow fiinds for

1
this population.

lAppendix 0 of this report provides more specific information about

the population and how these data were derived, as well as other details

of the assessment of the OE deliVery sYstem. ArtnUr D. Little, Inc .

conducted the study under contract to the Office of Education.
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A review of this material indicated no restrictions within

these laws that would bar funds from the'gifted -nd talented. In

most cases, however, the main thrust pf the legislation is for a

targeted population such as the disadvantaged or handicapped,- so

that-gifted and talented children cc:Old only he Served:by these

prOgram funds if they are also disadvantaged or handicapped. Al-hough

funds could reach gifted and talented Students through su h legis-

latioi it is rare to find fundS being used in this way for two

reasons: 1) Because the legialation does not specificallymanaate

A
-programs for gifted and talented, the interpr&ters,df-the legis7

lation do not entertainusingfunds this way, and 2) since gifted and

talentea are net an identified priority,at the Fec.7.eral leVel,

program officers do not focus'on this:population.

Other than Public Law 91-230, the.amendment of titles II and ,

_V f ESEA, andthe teacher fellowship,Portion of the Higher Education

Act, no le islation sPecifically, mentions thia population.

ESPA,title_III stipulates that fUnds can be used for gffted and

talented childrem It allows funds for speoial instruction and el4p7

ment_for students inte4-ested in advanced scientifiC subjects, fOreigh

''langUages, and other academic areas not taught in l_cal schools.. It

Specifies fUnds can be used for modern educational equipment 4nd quali:
_

fied personnel, including artists and musi ians, _n a temporary 1)AS-is.,

for the benefit of children. This legialation _Also aIlowS funds for

testing students to identify-those with outstanding:aptitudes and

abilities.
7

ESEA, title V, allows funds tb be used by'lecal-(LEA) andState (SEA)
. , _ i

_ -

agenc.ies for Consultina help and technicaservic s inarticular areai
,

.
2

. .
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of education. Some SEA's are using title V funds for salaries for

part-time consultants on the gifted and talent d.
4

Evidence froth the contracted study demonstrates that unless funds are

earmarked lay legislation for a targeted population, it is highly

'unlikely that apy funds will be expended on gifted and talented

youth to meet their needs, except aS disadvantaged youth, handi-

capped youth, etc. This handicapped population was in the same

situation as the gifted and talented until it became a designated

population under title VI of ESEA. The develoP_ent of the Education

for the handicapped Act provides an instructive model of focusing

Federal funds on a targeted area of concern.

The Education fessia s Development Act-(EPDA1- provides for:

funding programs or projects tc prepare teachers and other education-
.

'al . personnel to meet the special needs of exceptionallY gifted stu-

dents and[to prepare artists, craftsmen scientists', artisans, etc., to

teach or otherwise assist in educational programs or projects.

-',Since the gifted and talented are not a major-US9Elpriptity and

because there is not a;large grassroots adVocacy roup, this.part

,of the EPDA is not emphasized.
1

. , .. .

AlthoUgh the National Defense Education A-t of 19GB (NDEA) does
i

not,specifieally mention gifted and talented children, it does fund

I

/strengtheninwof instruption.in science, mathematics, modern foreign
-:

languages and other subcts . By4extensionlof the' implication of
1

4 4'
'NDEA, funds could.be cha IneIed for d veloping programs in these area:6

for gifted and talented hilaren and youth./ / This law views'top-grade

critical to Elie protinstructioh in these are,s

1

country, and by imlicat

as tion of this

the development of students gifted or



talented in these reas as a national resource to be developed.

This act could be part of a delivery system for the gifted and

talented.

The Cooperative Research Act enables the OE to conduct

research, surveys, and demonstration proj cts, and to dicseminate

informatiOn-der_ved frem these activities. The Commissioner can

also maice grants to other agencies to assist in providing training

and res arch in education. In sItuations beneficial t o this country,

the CoMMissioner cap make grants to appropriate agencies to construct

facilities for conducting such research..

Review of the legal framework for USOE programs indicates no

direct-barriers fo.S _ving gifted and talented children and youth

via a USOE delivery system using Federal funds. Since the legislation

does target specific populations other than gifted and talented, the

gifted and tale ted can-be served by; p esent USOE programs if they

are partof the legaii.11 specified population 'ESEA, titles III and V,

are the-only major pieces of legislation,targeted for elementary and
_

secondary students.that specifically mentioned the gifted and talented.

ETATTONSHIP BETWEEN THE OFFICE OF EDUCATION. STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES,

AND OCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES

In assessing the Office of Education delivery system of programs

targeted for the griftedftnd talentedi it is necessary to consider the

elationships within the educational system. The-smallest unit in this

hierarchy is the individual Soh ol in some local educational agency.

These schools are subordinate -to some local goVerning unit such as a
,

local schpol.bOard and superintendeat or a consortium. Such an LEA

generally determines the policy that governs its schools.
-
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can bring enougil pressure to boar at Lhis point, they can cp shape

the educational priorities of their so.nool system.'

The local school board, usually through the superintendent o

schools, is subject to its State Education Agency policies through the

leverage of funds In all States, money appropriated for educational

purposes reaches the LEA only if the TPA complies With regulations

and guidelines set by the SEA.

The SEA generally works within the framework of its State laws

and Federal laws and regulations. The Federal Government also use

money leverage to affect SEA priorities, which are,also subject to

influence by citizens and LEA pressure. In responding to controls

and guidelines from USOE, the SEA might have direct contact with

a bureau, an office or a regional office.

. ,

Under the direction of the Commissioner and his deputies, the

USOE interprets laws and makes them operational. The bureaus act

as catalysts between the la s and the SEA's and LEA's. USOE does

not dictate what happens in the schools but through its bureaus and

.offices sets guidelines for7.Proarming that SEA's and LEA's can use in

applying for funds. 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 III funds And title V funds are being specifi

cally used for the gifted and talented. The amount of Such funds ia.

so low--less than :10 per treated student, that one can conclude:



There is virtually SOE delivery system of education p ()grams

for the gifted and talented children_ Ang_r21.1th of thisuat-.

Many factors account for this situation; 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 targeted at our gifted-and talented:

.1. Although the need for such programs has been established in

research and via'some interested professiOnal and lay group , it

has not received wide support among American educators and,.henee,
little public support except for parents of gifted and talented

,children.

2. There is no categorical Federal legislation which establishes

the gifted and talented-as a targeteelpopulation. This has kept
th,, 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.)

3Since 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 0E,,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 nonintervehtion.

Statutory program funds have been-,distributed to these agencieS

for use as they see fitwithin the broad guidelines of the law.

This permits general priOrity setting at State,and local levels

,to meet'local needs and priority concerns.

5. The expressed priority of gifted and talented children and

youth is so low within USOE that although discretionary funds
could be used to provide programs, this avenue is seldom used.

6. Since there is no Federal educational focus 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.

These six circumstances function as barriers against the development bf

a Federal educational delivery system for the gifted and talented.-

the same time, unmet needs at the State and local

a Federal delivery_system is to operate effectio

VII - 6

At

level must be resolved if

the field. Specific



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 actilrity at the local and State level.

3. A centralized 1-)jective agency to evaluate which lines of

program a.ctivity 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,.focusing resou ces,

and planning prograM-activity to meet these needs.

FOR FURTHER PROGRAMING

In order to develop_within the Office of Educe:ion an effective

deliv ry system of programing for gifted d talented children and

youth, it will be neces Ty to remove or substantially reduce the

barriers o tlined above,and also to develep a process that will

meet the rice& for leadership in developing State and local program

activity f71)i theSe students. :.The contracted study recommended

'the following as part of a frame 'ttork for helping this happen:

Some mechanism or acency should'be 'set up within USOE to
coordinate national activity in the area of programs for

-109
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gifted and talented children and youth which can fUlfill
the leadership needs outlined above. In 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
system within USOE.

Legislation should be enacted which focuses attentiOn and
,priority on gifted and talented .children and yeuth. This
legislation should provide funds to assist SEA's and LEA's
in developing a .delivery system for their own areas. The
determination to provide support by means of categorical
and formula funda 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
thatt they- can ba used to provide leadership and it is
unlikelY that they will have strong 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 includes activity at the teacher training level,
activity at.the LEA and SEA leadership leVel, activity
at the research level; activitY at the applied level
for utilizing results of the research and activity and at
thedissemination level for maximizing the possible
return and ripple effect of successful program efforts.

The mechanism or agency set up should work very closely
with many_divisions and bureaus across-the USOE spectrum,
e.g.,fthe Bureau of Educational Personnel Development,
the National Center for Educational Researdh and Develop7.
ment, the Bureau of Higher Education, the Bureau of
Elementary and-Secondary Education, Experimental School ,

110
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Office of Program Planning and Evaluation, and the
National Center for Educational Communication. Failure
te set up a mechanism to capitalize upon present expertise and
structure within USOE will not only result in expending funds
for duplicative serviL:es but it.will also lessen the opportunity
to focus the energies and interests of cooperative bureaus and
divisions on the development of a delivery system within USOE.

Programs and project planning funded from USOE should meet
stringent requirements. Any project approved for funds should
declare how it is buildingupon the present body of knowledge
regarding gifted and talented, and specify thP assumptions it is
predicated on and the programing built on the assumptions to
produce the expected outcoMes.

A11 programs to be funded should not only declare their evaluation
plans ahead of timev they should also declare what kinds of
conclusions are expected from the colleCted date. Failure to
meet this requirement will seriously impair what can be learned
from the programs.

Provisions on a national scale must be made for communicating
local program results to research centers and for communicating
research results to the LEA's and SEA's. The results of these
efforts should, in turn, be communicated to:help all educators
understand.the needs of gifted anc: talented children.and youth,
the ways in which these needs can be met, and how to effectively
plan to Meet these needs.

The framewerk itself, however; is not sufficient to insure a success-

ful delivery system. It is necessary to provide for continuiey of program

pri rities across changes ii administration. For example, in the late

.l950's, with the dawn of the space age, national attention was focused on

the,gifted through a series of NSF and NDEA programs, but those Anitial

efforts have lost their impact because the priorities of the 1960's shifted

to the probleMs of poverty and the disadvantaged. It is further important

.to maintain program continuity when a new Commissioner of Education takes

office. This centinuity of focus does not mean that new administrations of

Commissioners of Education should not be able to set their own priorities

9



but will insure payoffs from programs scheduled to run for several years.

STPJTEGIES AND ENTRY POINTS

Given that USOE sets up an agency or mechanism as the focus for a

national, coordinated delivery system, what eve u_- should USOE pursue in

establishing this agency and what are the best entry points within the

USOE for it?

Three alternative strategies to set up an a e_cy or mechanism are:

1) USOE could create a new bureau solely responsible for GTCY;

2) ys0E could create a new division within a bureau; or

3) USOE 'Could set up a GTCY Program Group with the responsibility to
coordinate or orchestrate and focus resources for GTCY.

Appendix G discusses the pros and cons:of each strategy, along with

procedures for fitting each into the exiIng structure.

The final chapter summarizes the findings in this and preceding chapters

and proposes some iffimediate steps in re,l;ponse to the major deficiencies

unCovered.
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CHAPTER VIII

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, AND THE UrFICE OF EDUCATION'S RESPONSE

The Commissioner's study has produced many recommendations from various

sources concerning the need for special,programs, suggested priorities in

planning individual programs, estimates of the professional support and

teacher training required, and adjustments in legal definitions that would enhance'

the possibility of State and local fiscal support. Details on these recommen-

dations may be found in the text or in the appendixes of this report.

The steps'to be taken by the Office of Education in response to these

recommendations are, hoWever, the rredponsibility of.the Commissioner of Educa-

tion. These follow the summary and major findings of the study outlined below.

While they reflect the needs indicated by various contributors, they are also

tailored to 1 the_desire-for some immediate action consonant with other priori-

ties identified within the program of th.e Office of Education and 2) a consist-

ent and sustained effort over several Years.

SUMMARY AND MAJOR FINDINGS

There can be few, if any, exceptions to\the observations threading through-

out this study that the gifted and talented y,uth are a unique population, dif-

fP.ring markedly from their age peers in abilities, talents, interests, and

psychological maturity. The most versatile and\complex of all hUman groups,

they suffer the neglect that is typical of all groups with special educational

needs. Their sensitivity to others and insight into existing school conditions

make them especially vulnerable; they frequently. Conceal their giftedness in

A

standardized surroundings. The resultant waste in\human terms and national

resources is tragic.

The relatively few gifted students who have had the advantage of special
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programs have shown remarkable improvements in self-understandinc and in

ability to relate to others as well as in improved academic and creative

performance. But many more young people go unnoticed. Very little identi-

fication has been carried on in depth, or with proper testing instruments.

Many of the assumptions about giftedness and'its incidence in various warts

of American society are based on inadequate data, partial information, and

group tests of,limited value.

/loco ding to the testimony and experience of professionals and parents

gifted and talented, our educational system has been inconsistent in seek-

ing the gifted and talented, finding them early in their lives and individual-
)

izing their e ucation. Our educational system mirrors society's ambivalence

and inconsistency toward the gifted and talented. Special injustice has

occurred through apathy toward certain minorities, although neglect of the

gifted in this countr- is a universal and increasing problem.

The major findings of the studythose with particular relevance to the

future planning of the Office of Educationmay be summarized as follows:

A conservative estimate of gifted and talented children
ranges between 1.5 and 2.5 million out of a total elementary
and secondary school population (1970 estimate) cf 51.6 million.

Existing services to gifted and talented children,and youth do
not reath large and significant subpopulations (e.g., minorities
and disadvantaged) and serve only a very small percentage of the
gifted-and talented elementary and secondary population generally.

Differentiated education for the gifted and talented is presently
perceived as a very low priority at Federal, State, and most local
levels of gove nment and educational administration.

Although 22 States have legislation to provide re ources to school
districts for services Ito the gifted and talented such legiSlation
in many cases merely represents intent.

Even where there is a legal or administrative basis or provision
ofservices,fundingpriorities, crisis concerns,a d lack of



personnel 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 withcat assistance.

Identification of_the gifted is-hampered not only py costs of
atipropriate testing -- when these Methods are known and adopted

but stem also 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 which is equalto

or greater than the similar deprivation suffered by any other
population with-special needs served by the Office of Education.

Special aevices for the gifted 4nd talented will, in fact, also

setve other target populations such ae the_disadvantaged singled

out for ettentien and support.

Services provided O gifted and talented children can and do
produce significant and measurable outcomes.

States (and local communities) look to the Federal Governme t
for leadership in this area of education, with or without

massive funding.

The Federal role in delivery of services to the giftea and talen ed

is presently all but nonexistent.

These findings, whion aredocumented in the appendixes, provide ample

evidence of the need for action to eliminate the widespread neglect of

this population. Federal leadership-in this effort is required to confirm

and establish piovislons for the gifted and tal e s a national priority,

and to encourage the States.to include tnis prierity in their own planning.

The experiences of the disadvantaged and,handicapped tell us that little

is done systematically for special needy groups until the Federal
41

Cevernmeit takes an interest 'and stimulates action.

THE OFFICE O' EbUCTIONS RESPONSE

,The finairgs of this study are not surpriiin4. It is obvious:that

the attention to the gifted' dh arose almost 50 years ago 'ha seaxed and
_ .
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waned but never reaChed.tlie level of a total na ional Commitment. The
-

Sixties-marked a-reversal_of the strong interest during the Fifties,

crigL 1.1y spa ked by 'foundationprogr- s supporting advanced placement,

early admission to d011eg d similar changes toward individualiz7.aon,
\

and by strong government suppor for science programs at the endof the

decade

CoMmission r S P. Marland, Jr. has observed that A curve Of funding

support would show a profile of our society itself, the work of education

generally but especially the rk of the Office of Education. The Office

,of'Education is cencerned about that distribution curv . There has been

, -

inadequate attention toi the Aisadvantaged,-to iMprorcd vocational education

ducation for the handicapped, to the thrust for.equal education

rtunities, to integration. All of these are massive prog ams to

solve massive problems.

That is whereour prio
_

!

ties have be,an. That is where the prorities

of this'Administration are. We are working hard on these problems.

But over on the other side of the curve are other neglected people. '

In terms -f our national expenditure prdfile, the Commissioner has emphasized,

we are not lettingit be known that we are concerned about them. We are

,not fly'_ng the flag fox-those-great intellects that are brighter than most

of the re of us and who,-indeed, might help us to raise our sights.
.0`

Thousands, tragically undiscovered, are in the-very populations (such as

tt.e disadva.ntaged, the handicapped, and minorities) on whom we are cOhcent ating

dn other ways. Adequate attention to the gifted and talented is needed to

--
round out cur educational program.

We,educators need to reach-thesegifted young people, to ene Urage them,

can do it and still work on the priorities for all_
6.-nd to release theca..
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of the disadVantaged minorities an others long neglectet_ in our society.

We can do it at the. Federal level, the Commissioner has emphaized; it

\

can be done at the State and local levels as well.

7 single school administrator can deploy what energies he has, what

energips his faculty has, what resources the Board of Education has in

ways thatare compatible with, but which\will still not-handicap, the

rest of hieprogram.

None of these comments implies "track system" for the gifted.

Educators can do so much for so marY little\with able children simply by

freeing them under teachers who recpgnize and respect them. There, re

community,resources we have notbegun to tap; to reinforce the efforts

of the schools.

It does not take a lot of money, and it does not necessarily take

new lawe, but it does take concern and interest and commitment.

To-inject this feeling and proposition into a sy tem, whether a large

or a sMall'system, there'has to be An individual in charge giving complete

and full-time comMitment'and creativity to it.. the e axe any number of

devices for structuring change in a system. But in the end, it depends upon

the wisdom and creativity of that person in charge and whether the chief

executive officer wants to back up,the pereon andllelp him or ?'Ier to move.

1

Of the items cited in the study, otherthanithe general neglect of

' the gifted and talented population, the most freqU ntly mentioned ,Was the

need for placing leadership p rsons in visible popitions at the Btate and

Federal level. S..B. Marland, 3 ,,recently,stated: "With this report, I,

as Commissioner of Education, become -a visible advo ate for in -eased attention
,

to this group of young people. Rather' than" prop ping extensiveobjectives

now, either in terms of meney or legislation, I believe we ought to initiate
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those thillgs we can_realistically accomplish immediately within the Office

of Education 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 first it

must begin and we believe the most appropriate way is by injecting the

principle of action on behalf of the gifted into our ongoing programs."

The Offi, of Education will institute within its operational planning

ystem specific goals and objeotives for an increased Federal role of

education for gifted and talented children. The Commissioner has announced

his intentiou to establish a naleus program staff under the Deputy

Commissioner for School Syst ; the director of this staff will, in effect,

b "in charge" of the gifted and talented target group on behalf of the

Office of Edu_ation. The responsibilities of the/program staff will be

to develop viable Edens for the utilization and ma agement of various OE

resources which can be committed to nis effort. 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.

Some preliminary Federal objeatives, based on the study's recommendations,

are:

To establish a working program group for gifted and talented
education.

To increase the number and capability of staff responsible for
gifted and talented education in the regional offices and the
State education agencies

To expand the availability of improved instruments and
procedures to identilfy,gifted and talented stidents and to
evaluate programs for this grup

To increase the number of gifted Ad talented who are served
by high quality programs.
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Eleven actionsteps have been developed as feasibil ty or data development

projects to help meet these objectives on a short-term basis while an

integrated plan is devised.

The 5-year planning cycle begins with the implementation report

deseribed under action step I (see below). The remaining steps a

concerned with immediate actions to establish the 1 adership function in

the Office of Education and to maximize the spread of this effort to the

States and local education agencies. Th:2e are immediate steps the flf rf=1

of Education can and will take in 1972 to launch the Federal program for

the gifted and talented. No new legislation is needed for th_m. These

changes can be initiated while long-ra,ige planning is begun at the

Federal, State, and local levels, by both tl-g public and private s ctors,

to systematically ameliorate problems identified in this study.

1. Planning Report: The Deputy Commi sioner for School Systems will

co ,plete a planning report for the CoLmissioner on implementing a

Federal role in education of gifted and talented children by

February 1, 1972. This report will provide continuity between the

study and the implementation of action steps by DSOE. Te be included

in this report are recommendations concerning:

quantitative objectives and goals for gifted and talented

education.

-- identification of and planning for public',ind private
responsibilities in national emphasis on improving educational

,opportunItiffe orgif ted and talented children.

c'
strengthening of State-Pederal relationships in educat on of

gifted and talented.

programmatic and administrative requirements for expansion

programs nationally.

-- roles of public and prixpate institutions for the creative and

performing arts ,in the identification and development and operation

phases. us
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-- administrative reguirements for the Office of Edueatieb program,
including regulations,gUidelines, budget, staffing, and staff support.

2. PreerRm_Responsibility: Assignment of continuing program responsibility

for gifted and talented educatien within psm will be made to the

Deputy Commissioner for School Systems with the expectation of further

delegation to the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH). The

established BEH-nationai structure of ser7tices, staff training programs,

media development centers, research and network for dissemination, will

greatly-enhance the outcome of even minimal-resources within USCE for

gifted and talented education.

Because of the comparability of certain considerations in progrl Tang

for all areaSof exceptionality in education, the addition of this

responsibility to the Bureau of-Education for the Handicapped would be

entirely consonant with existihg responsibilities of this bureau. Clearly,

however, prograM funds must be specifically separate and additional to funds

appropriated for education of the handicapped or must be identified fer

cooperative application with BEH and other OE units.

A staff program group will initially consist of three professional

positions with appropriate secretarial and staff support services. This

will become the Gifted and Talented Program Group, a nucleus staff to be

augmented by working relationships with staff from programs throughout ,

the Department which have significant potential to benefit gifted and

talented children (e.g., title I, title V, ESEA,-Talent Search, Upward

Bound And Early _ildhood ograms). 'Froth the elementary-secondary level,

'the staff will work.up through.higher education and'down through preschool

edneation to pre:mote continuity-throughout the school system. The

program group will have line authority in administration of programs Specif
.

.

.

cally fo Aifted and talent(d'educatici. Th00411 furnish informat on and
-, ..
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seek the adviOe of regional, State, and local specialists as well as

gifted and talented pupils_and their parents.

Nationwide Inventor- and Assessment of Current PX'OgraMp.:

The program group will supervise a field survey of programs for the

gifted and talented across the country in order to:

. Obtain information on successful programs and program

clements -- as judged by gifted and talented students

themselves, and by their parents, peers, teachers, and

communities.

. Develop more precise cost figures pn alternative apprOaches to

education of specific groups of students.

. Improve evaluation procedures and encourage their incorporation

in all programs for the gifted and talented.

- Furnish the bases for Model programs which can be field, t..?sted

for acceptability, student achievement and creative productivity,

and relative costs,

Develop a clearinghouse on gifted and talented educatio-i.

Under the direction of the program group, the survey will be conducted

by gifted and talented students workin4 as simper interns in,the Office

of Education:' The students will be encouraged to submit a report

detailing their own recommendations on future directions for special

programs. The Office's program planning and evaluation staff and other

ources will be utilized for technical elements of this project.

4. Strengthening State Education Agencie USOE will utilize title V,

ESEA and other authorizations to strengthen State education agen ies.

Meetings with SEA's and other means will also be p- lanned to improve the

capability of _SEA's to institute or improve their programs for gifted

and talented education.
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_
Leadershio Develppment and Training: 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. This will involve cooperative arrangements, drawing on

the prototype progr s in sev-iral States where teachers of the gifted

recei7o specialized training in centers attended by selected highly

gifted high school juniors and seniors and recent graduates. In the

national institutes, participating 1ew9.ers will include the following

representatives: officials from a cadre of States, 2) a specialist

in education for the gifted, a person with legislative staff

experience, and 4) gifted and talented students. The program of the

institute Will aim at the development of a strategic plan for the

education of gifted,and talented, with all participants including the

students differentiating their own roles in stch a process. Fellowup J-
,

services from the c tralized staff of the institute are envisioned

as an integral part of the program.

For these purposes, grants of approximately $100,000 each will he

made, to two State departments of education. Applicants for these grants

will be required to identify matching or other sources of funds to

support the non-training parts of the summer programs. In fiscal year-

1973, USOB will also support 6 plann ng grants to encourage replication

of rhe national institutes In other States .

esearch and Develo ment for Minority Grou .USOE w:11 suppor':

additional program activities in two major research and development
%

institutions which have the interest and capacity to work on learning

problems and opportunities among minority groups. These activities are

specifically deSigned to call attentior. to the presence of numerous
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gifted and talented in these -groups, cited in the Commis-ioner's

study, and to provide needed research in the development of appropriate

models for their education.

One contract, at about $25,000, will support an inte sive search

for children of high potential among its specific targt population of

disadvantaged preschool-aged children, and to demonstrate and evaluate

differentiated education for the highly gifted and talented in this group.

Another contract, at About $50,000, will 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 2 each contract will be the development of

improved instrumehts to.detect the gifted and talented in these populations.

7. Career Education Models USot will build on the career education models

__being develOped by the-National Center for Educational ResearCh and

Development (NCERD) by including program activities specific to

empleyer-based career education for the gifted and talented. The career

education models are deSigned to display the wide range of workpossibilities

and to provide earlier opportunities (grades ope to 14) for students to

explore and test out a variety of occupational fields at all levels.

The employer-based model aCknowledges that much learning does take place

in non-academic settings and provides the opportunities for the gifted

and talented to work with professionals'and experts other than educators,

a need cited in the Commissioner's study.

The current models under development will aeCtImmodate the needs of,

some gifted studentsby providing them with apprenticeship:work experiences

attached to advanced positions in management, computing, pi.anning

.commissions, and the like A plan specifically for the talented, in
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institutions related to the perfo_ ing arts, will be 'developed after

the general models have been tested. Appr i_ately $200,000 will be

d-voted to the design and pilot testing of such a plan in 1973.

8. Emp.T.iti.9.1 schools: The Commissioner has asked that at least one

of the comprehensive experimental school projects devote attention

to the individualizatiai, of programs to benefit the gifted and

talented students as a component of the comprehensive design to effect

education reform. This activity is in ,diret response to a significant

finding or the study that in e ly childhood, gifted and talented

students are most neglected, and where special attention is-provided

there is inadequate and insufficient follow-through in the total

educational enVironment.,

9. Supplementary Plans_and_Centers:

by many'States

Title III, ESEA, has already been used

ta support their program activities n gifted and talented,

education.- In FY. 1972 and IV 1973, USOE will continue to encourage these

activities through communication with State education agencies, iss anee

of program guidelines and cooperative a signment 'of uSOE title III

program staff to the Gifted and Talented Program Group.

10. Regional Offices: One staff member will be identified in each of the

ten Regional Offiaps of Education as responsible, at least part time,

for gifted and talented education. .The relevant activities will include

.liaispn with the Office Of Education national office, developmental

assistance to the State education agencies, conti'mous,dissemination

of information, and management of specialized regional activities as

they arise.:
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11. Higher Education: The existing OE programs relating to higher education

will be carefully studied by the Gifted and Talented Program Group in

order to optimize their potential for the talented population and their

teachers. Thc 'jectives of the Talent Search, Upward Bound and

Student Aid programs. relate to disadvantaged, low-inc me, and Minority

groups, many of them underachieving gifted and talented students.

/ These higher education programs have as their clientele'the secondary -

school-age group from which students of particularly high potential

are identified and supported in extending their hoizons to fa.A.litate

their success at institutions of higher learning. Fellowships are

available for potential higher, education per

potential teacher's of the gifted,and talented.

nnel, whO-Would educate

\The expertise of staff personnel in the above-mentioned programs

will be utilized as p_ t of the Gifted,and Talented PrograM Group, with

the expectation of expanding the current focus and better identifying

and serving the needs of the'high potential disadvantaged student -t

the elementary and secondary level.
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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 phild having a greater
capability to learn May Pr shal. be deprived of

his or her opportunity'of learning more. It

dcls mean that every child shall have the equal
opportunity to learn tp 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
Association, San Fernando Valley, Inc.," May 1971.

_
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