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‘ e F
- P The goal of the Study of Verbally Gifted Youth as outlined in :

v

the original proposal is *o identify and encourage a form of talent

[ "o M ’

., t not usualiy recdgnized by the American educaﬁ;ohal system. We - - .
) argued that in an increasingly specialired and wechnoczatic cul ture -

N °
. ) » M .

it is important to develop means for finding and rgwarding young

people with é,precociou; abilitytto deal with.moral, social, and
political-prob}ems. T;; problem as.wé see it is’tordevélsp means
for tﬁe gys;ématiéﬂgetection of, say, ;?}SJ Mill, Talleyrand, and e
Thomas Jefferson-in early adoléscence. Secbnd;ry goals include ‘ )
N . -
. - finding means for encog;aging this Ealent, evaluating these enxich-

>
PR
- o °

N A4
ment efforts, disseminating our findings tp schools,® parents, and

~ ¢ . f LT -
interested goyvernment agencies. -
. . N , - .

= * . - 3 . ‘
We were intexested in forms of intellectual talent in additioh

= » -

: to scientific and mathematical ability, and we chose the title “Study

-

Y

1 - of Verbally Gifted Youth" to denote this. We were in fact concerned

with humanistic precocity--in the traditional sense of humanism.

* LY q -
-J 3 As noted in Appendix C, “imanism has Nistorically. meant a ‘concern
¢ . * : .
.8 ¢
. with éthics, politics, and social welfare. unly in the ldst 10
R - . - 4

! to 20 years ‘has it come to denote a neo-Romantic fascination with

P

”~
L d

subjective inner experience and narcissistic individualism. Because

: . )

\ 2
L] . .
of the unpleasant contemporary connotations of the .term humanism,
’ N >

we have retained the title of the Study of Verbally Gifted Youth.
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Summériziné the foregoing, oaf*broject is concerﬁéd‘w%}g:ux

(1) identifying~youngsténs who show a preéoci;usiconcern with and .
abiiity t0‘rgason ab@ht, social, moral, aqd'poiiti;ai problems; >
2) Ee;elgping means for encouraging. and facjilitating. thege’ |
é?ilities; 3) ‘gvalﬁafing ;ur efforts in this regq;é; (4) . for-

mulating a, curriculum package and- set of counseling aids that other

. 4 “ ' s

PN . : & . . .
groups’ and égencles may use for these purposes; and (5) wusing our p

data to reconceptualize the nature of human inteliigence. .
. —_ . - { - 1] Y .

~ In three years we have accumulated enough data to begin speaking
- )

P

‘sensibly about most of these issues.' .In Section II.we will describe

u’ L4 * ~ - - . A
our efforts at formulating a conceptual, and empirical definition of |
. L4 . b:
humanisti¢ precocity. Section III presents an evaluation of our past
. " - -

strategy of identifying humanistic precoc}tx and describes our present.’

.

. = ’q : .. .
strategy. Section IV outlines our efforts*at training humanistic v e

F * " . R
talent, while Section Vgcdntains an -evaluation of our work in this

- .
5 [ * ¢

regard. Section VI tells of our counseling and exporting activities. -

.

Section VII contains somé. speculations about what we think we know

[ [ 3 & . ”
B N . . A4 .
at this point concerning numanistic talent, &nd Section VIII outlines
£ ) . ’ ’ ’ d a
33 % o

bur future plans. - ) .

* .
- N -
~

L & Defining 'Humanistic Precocity
¢ ’ s b ‘ . .

F

Our definition of humanistic talent, has evolved through three o

'Y . -

x ' A -
stages. Initially we had a negative definition--i.e., citing William

" James' line that algebra is a form of low cunning, ‘we thought humanistic .
N .- . A\ o L . ' ...’
.. precocity was something other than mathematical and scientific precocity. -

=
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R B What, tHat was exactly, however, we weren't sure. - We,beiﬁeveg'ft'had
. = - * ‘ - /

v R foea s .t c e e : . -~
z . to do with the ability to reason incisively and well with complex
o - o T e
= - moﬂ!l, social, and polikicai issues. ' AS a means of clarifying our
r 4

i / J - - - B .
¢ .
- N N . & . - - . ¢ 2
7 . .
»n

‘deflnltlons we carried out d series of analyses comparing students
P

S

7 . with | high g quantifatlvé*aptltude and -well= developed 1nterests in -
//////i matireriatics and science with sfgdents who had hlgh verbal aptltude i
. : e * Lt ey
v . . . A

and less sinterest in math and science. The personality and tempera-
. 'v ! . g M -
mental characteristics of—mqthematicaily as—opéose@ to verbally
. oriented students ha¥e been rather‘extonsively studied; howeves,
» . s , " - [ —— . ) *
‘e . . -

- the sample$ we had available provmded a unlque opportynity to in- *

N ‘e ’

Search and. winners in our VegbaltTalent Search--i.e., between. mathe-

. ¢ : * N . -~
‘o T . - &

matically talented students withsactiVe interests in science and
. o verbaliy talenteé studeﬁts. i On the other hand, the score deflned
“ ‘ by ShT-m-— SAT-Q }uuidlstlnck personologlcal correlates that were,

*

r . "the same for both groﬁps. ngh verbal as well as high quantl—
/ ) N | -

‘. A
-

tatlve scores are assoc1ated with maturity, " 1ndependence,kw1de .

o . . [

interests, and an urbane inteilectual style regardless of the students’

i
il

- . . expressed preference for mathematlcally cr verbally orlented éubject
= . : .o . “y
] matter. These findings are 1nterest1ng but suggest that differential
« . BN 1 » .

math-verbal scores are not in %hemselves relevant to_ the srudy of
. , I

. i

Humanistic precocity. : j

-
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T, . estigate this issue. A full account of our "math-verbal comp;résons" 3
, ‘ is presented in Appendix A, %he major findipos of which cait be sug- i
. - marized asaéolIOWS; ’There age no important personal}tyﬁdifferences .
. ¢ 3 - . e ’
v ! between winners in Rrofessor%Julian Stanley/s Mathematical Talent . l:/l

i
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Since humanistic precocity concerns ‘the ability to reason with

-
. . - *

social and political probléems, a,mbre.sensible wa§ to invedtigate this

..

sort of talent would be to.do it directly, i.e., to give students
: " .

problehs’og tnaﬁ type tb\ieason with.,” Using a’strﬁctﬁked irterview -
- C . ¥ .
a 4 . 3 .
developed by Professox Joseph Adelson at the University of Michigan--
N .

-~ “ -

a. set ofthestions'that»probe how one reasons about the use of law .as
a means for regulating social conduct--we tested our winners in the
1974 and 1975 samples (N = 165). fie tested an additional 25 very

bright youngsters located by Roger Webb and Stephen Daurio in 1973 -

*
.

and 1974; these students ranged in age from 8 years, 3 mos., to 12,years, 2 mos,
The'tgsults of these analydes are presented in Appendix B, and can. ‘
- 14 * .7 “ -

be summarized as follows. First, the develophental trends in politi-
. =~ .

.~

cal reasoning previously noted by Adelsvun were replicated here.

¢ . iy

-

‘Second, brightness gives an ad@antage in reasoning ability; these very

1

-able yogngsters were about-three years ahead of Adelson s sample at

"% J

ahgvpﬁases in the development of their political reasonnng skills. .

Third, the youngest children tended to evaluate laws in forms-of

personal criteria (e.g., it istood if it is good for me); they
B , ~

) . z
were unable to generalige from the regulation of a specific action

-
-

to the regulation of classes of behavior; and they were unable to

think In terms of the regulation of social conduct in general.

f;naily,'even among our oldest and brightest students there were

¢ -
i

noticeable differences in reasoning ability.

Taken together the analyses presented in Appendices A and B

* 2

lead to the following ‘conclusions regarding the nature and

-




D . - v . =
., . - .
\, - N /‘ ~ L 1 . 7

identification of humdnistic talent. 'First, it is -probably present

* & - -

. w1th equal frequency in populatloﬁs of Sclentlsts and artists, .en-

0 2

- LA

- * P ¢ I
glneers and llterary critics, mathematlclans and phllosophers.

. e .
Seaond; humanlstlc precocmty 1s related to intellectual precoclty

broadly defined, althoughcthe relatlonshlp is far from pérfect. Y

* LN -
ThlS TMeans that, thlrd, medsures such as %AT-V will have some
. - - S - < T
utlllty‘ln 1dent1fy1ng humanlstlc precoclty, but measureS>of "g" Lt

will_have to be supplemented by other7 more, taskrspécific selection )
¢ &

devices. Fourth, direct assessment of the guallty of a, chlld's moral,

'y - . e
., .

social, and political reasonlng seems tb be a promlslng means of
v

- ‘ .

1dent1fy1ng thlS talent..

-
s

- ' III. Selecting Humanistic Preco&ityz .
¥ . . 4,.

‘o 2 , - . . .
For -the first two y%?rs a portion of “the projett was devoted to .-

-
- e

evaluating-t+“e useFfulness of ‘measures such as SAT-V as a means for

) N 3

identifying humanistic talent. Our, evaluation‘bf this strategy is ; e

“ ..

pzesentedfin Appendix C. Brlefly, Appendlx C -notes, that students -

selected on the bas1s of very high scores for SAT~V tend to be un-
X

usually mature and well-adjusted, but that they w1ll vary consmderably N

: ,
-
® - *

in humanlstlc reasonlng ability. 1In addltlon, and as noted above,

in this very high range of intellectual talent tﬁe critical detexr- . v .

*

minants of humanistic performance are probably personality and bio-

graph:.cal‘rlables. . s ' ) o ‘\w‘i

) , For these reasons”selection procedures for this year's.group %, . -
. * . . .
. . R . .,
were organiaed somewhat differently. Through newspaper and radio LA )
' ) N “-‘ :

advertisements, letters and phone calls to-virtually every relevant

3 - = <
- *
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“ were given the verbal portion of the Differgntial Aptitude Test éPAT),

-

;‘ 14
e

prircipal in'Béltimofe and the five adjacent counties, over 1,000 . ,
> . Ve . -
./

applications were received for this year's search. These appli-

~

. ‘l . . 3 - 3 ;‘
cations were individudlly screened, and.each was given.a three part
\‘ L4 = .

2 3

o

score. Performance and academic

‘on standaxdized vocabulary tests
“grades ‘were each given a unit weight of oné, and non-academic

-
~

B - . Y >
achievemént in the arts, sciehces, agrictulture, neighborhood or-

ganizations, or any other sphexe of "real life" activity was given
v . : . - .

a weiéht of two. This means in. effect that a stqdenf could be in-

., .Y "
vited to take part in our

program if he or she ‘hagd good academic
= \

+
- AN

potential and an outsﬁénding record of non-academic accomplishhent

or putstanding acédpmié potential and a good record of non-academic

-achievement.

-

. ’ ) 4 . ¢ F—
From this origiggl list we selected 500 applicants who fit the

above descriptién and invited them ﬁb take part in a testing session

e t -

at Johns Hopking in Febr@aryh 1975, and at,the Wye Institute in rural’

Eastern Shd}eQMaryland in January, 1975. At the testing the students

-

o

v ) b ’ -
a reliable measure of verbal'ability, the Chapin Social Insight Test,,

the Barron;Welsh Art Scale (to as§ess~créative potential), Gough's

-, N

Adjective Check List (to assess self-image), "a biographical inventory,
* o~ N - s *
and-an accomplishments check list.

The most interpregfble results

* - .

Erom this testihg are presented in Table 1. The results, in addition
t * . . - - .

>

By

- -~ N

show that these students compare

L

earlier on the basis of SAT-V

tq_those‘presen%ed in Tables, 2 and 3,

tﬁ those chgsen

rather faVofabiy wi v

- *

scores. Table 4 contains correlations between the DAT and jindices

-
N N

>

-

A
A}

-
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of social class. These correlations are closely comparable to those
. - - ¥
. .2 , € . . - &

obtainedfearlier. . Table 4 presents. the social class corfélates of

n the other selection variables és well. As can be seen from
Table 4, only the Differen;ig}wAégitude Test is substantially
e ) ~ N &

- R N S~
, correlated-with social class.
. ¢ ' - ‘ ' .

2. .
We then formulated a rational, a priori regression equation

- { N

A} B . .
\ 1 - e - - <o
qased on oyr experience and the results of the analyses from.the

, - ‘\ . . . ..".‘ .

pficeding two years. Tﬁe equation assigned unit weights to scores

. b

on _the.DAT, the Chapin Social Insight Test, the Barron—Wej'{sh Art

3 N
Scale, and Leadership Accomplishments; it assigned oné half of a
& A . v
N - . AN N
gnit-sgore to Math-Science Accomplishments and one half a-unit-qgoré

- 2
~ . #

to Art=Writing Accomplishments. Students were assigned scorec using¥;

i

* this regression equation, separately by sex and grade. We then

Ce .
M -
L} =) - N

— = “
selected the 120 students with the highest Scores on this regression

. . .

- equ;tion (58 bpys; 62 gir?:) as our Taleng Search winners for 19i5ﬁ i} -
. On the basis Bfrghé regressioh éqvationxfhe winners, relative to . B
. °o£hgr spddents’theké ;ge! shoutd be bright, sociailf-acpﬁe,lcreative,
[ ‘ - : .
with qurisma and Persqnalfénéigy; they should think imagipaﬁivg%XMh;hNi;_
X . —

épa well about social and political problems, and have the dr%ve¥énd— .
- e ", A s - . . .
T . social skili necessary to put their ideas into effect.. ’ -
. . ; . . * - . . . . ) A .
". “This. revised selection strategy produced a rather different
- x v (I 2 .

- - . - . B e =) R

subject sample as Table- 5 re@e@is. At é\ﬁéfe obvious level, howesver,

’ ] o C . s, . S
- °‘ﬁ' it is ihteresting to hote that as a result of this selection strategy,
= } N . . - . - . . 5
. ;T , about 10% of the final Sample was Black—-and ‘this is the first time
‘ f v . N © ' .' ) i 3 :
A j “‘ that Black students have appeared in.our final sample, -
Py -, o . X k4 f' .
= ">,./ .
Y Fd
2
-
O ’ -

RC
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Looking now at Table 5, students chosen on the basis of our _
. 94' - ’
v regression equation seem to resemble politicians. They are extra-
o verted, outgoing, free-wheeling, and,only moderately interested in . L
~ : - . i e - : e
- ideas. As a group, they seemed more physically attractive, mature,
. and better-adjusted than did the students from the first two years.
t
3 i 3 . A . . . = T
- This has costs and benefits, as will be seen in Section V below. -
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IV, The Sugmer Enrichment Program - 1975

The project's largest enrichment effort to date was completed

N

in. the summer of 1975. Four staff members offered a total of six

-

. /) - - - B - . - . - Y
social scCience courses- and one writing course. The social science

< .

course is our major systematic effort at curriculum development.
- . . . . ' _ " s
The curriculum was carefully planned in advance, .and .all -three

social science instructors followed the same basic format; the
; 1

. - et . - . - . -
differences that emerged in their respective- courses were -the

g:oduct~of differences in personality rather than course design.

¥

Descriptions of the social science course and the creative

-

1

writing course follow. .
1 b}
< . ) .
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The Social Scie% Course - 1975 . -

. .

Week 1. - - . . e
LA
The readings and discussions of the first week introduced the ¢

-

students to the geéneral perspective of the social sciences and
. .o o
served as a framework for subsequent discussions. Homans' The .
«:- . N . o A
Nature of Social Science was the basic text for this -week, Homans .

2y

particularly emphasized the problem of explanation and the chiracter

of the laws and generalizations produced by, social sciences. Class.

discussions compareéd this, approach with classical fpatural science, .

- - -

logic and common sense, religion, and folklore. This comparison

Id was_aided by additional iiaéing assiénéé to students, which was . ’ B
s le » . . - )
‘t5ﬁﬁseven chapéexs from Howells' book’ on primitive religions, The =
v . - 0 .
&Heéthens. ’ ) Lo ) ) L N .
Th§:Nature of Sociél Sciehce is a rather .diffig¢ult work; ) ’ ) 3

- .

; its implications, appeared to'be missed by many students. Most claimed

s
»

., it was boring and repetitious. ’The Heathens,. on the other hand, won

s
-

general Spproval: Howells used very interesting examples to demon-

- -

strate the function th&t supernatural beliefs play in helping primi-~

tivé people maké Sense af théir world: ’ v '
—“ﬂ? ’ ’ ) . . .

The lesson of week one was "necessary but not sufficient” in ]

’ ! . . ) ~

texms of students' understanding of social science. In succeeding

-

, weeks it required follow-up that stressed the role of proof and . .

L] I'd
evidence in reaching sound, Justifiabie conclusioéns.,




W

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L .

Selectlons from Confad s The Many Worlds of -Man furnished a nen-

Week 2.

3 - ‘-

. E]
" The second ,class focuséd on human evolution. The intention
e .

was ‘to explore the. 1mp£ncatlons of man [ blologlcal herltage. N

- Bt

technical 1ntroduction to evolution,AtheAbiological bases) of be- .

-

havior, and racial variation in man. A more sophisticated summary - °

e T -
-

of evolution, “Méﬁ_asja(Bioiogical Species," by Mayr, .. supplieé;//) ’
t * . .

details ‘about the types of evidence which .have been used jto

support the theory of evolution. Mayr also proposed .probable ¥ ¢
- s * *

consequences of evolution for modern living ahd vice-versa. Although ,
o *

’

.

too technical for studéhtsiwith'iittle background in bidiogy, this ©

LY

selection was valuable as a demonstration.-df how a scientist ,reasons e

¥, !’ 7 .

about events for whlch convincing proof 'is missing.

: -

o ~
Two factors that interfergd~with §$udents"hhdef3tanding of .
this topic ppesentedfa fine opportunity to revigw conceptis from
. S ‘

i ¢ I ’ o2

-

T U . - - ) \ . . . . ) . .
wegdk*one. Flrs-i/zhe,students were more inclined to a»Lamarklan ‘
=’ ’

(inheritanéé of acquired charauterlstlcs) than a Darw1n1?n theory B

("céhance" evolutlon through survival of thé fit)r""Scientific hyé

) . .

pothesis testing can be demo_nstrated by consider‘ing the !differer;t
- 1 8

il b = LY

implications of these theories. Second, .at least a few students

.

objecteﬁ*fo the eyplutibnary theéory because of its conflicts with

réLigioqs betiefs. This conflict parallels the first wee&'S‘dis- .

» = - v

cussion of sgientific versus religious explanations and permits a .

-

comparison of their overlapping and separate functions. »
. : » : & 0 . -

. *




Week 3.

. . oo .

Culture develops with|physical evolution, but it is uvhigque in °
R ° .

‘evoiutionarzuhiétory—beCause it‘%resedfs a‘cénéeptualﬁpaxallel to

3 3

- bHysiQal evolution® The third class considered thé development of

., cultures as the human counterpart of instinct. ‘

v

j };: The readings for this%week subplied both general principles
SN E . L
L - .- " : . ‘ L.
’,5 and specific examples ‘6f cultural variitions. The selections taken
- L1

. . -

y 4
. from Conrad's The Many  Worlds of Man stressed the potential \value

*

of cultural dfvgrsity for social chahge. Examples of succes%ful

[N

adaptations tnr a variety of environments illustrated the advantages

6f these différences. Erikson's ethnologies.of the- Sioux and the

»

. - .

Yurok Indians in Childhood“and“Society'sdpplementediCdnrad,by \\

describing how cultural practices-‘generate the personalities that @

e

in turn gustain the clhlture:., His account also emphasized how a

- =

- — - -
- - » . .
« - - -
- .
- - .

- e “* culture ‘miy Becqme dysfﬁngtiona% in relation to a changing physical
5 P - . {%A - - -
and social environment. ’ ' e
‘ * - - . ;r” ) ."S:; v
- ‘Students responded en%ﬁusiaéticaily to these :gadingsf ;They
o . ‘ ’ é/ﬁ I A
seemed particularly impressed by ,th ~range«of—behaviors,desiplbed. *
’ - X

v

The 'subtlety of the mechanisms that created these variations. appeared
- ™

& : o - + h -3
to elude many»of them, however. They seemed more interested in the
. i -
authors' descriptions than in theif analyses.
- : ’ :h
"Week 4. . - . ‘
The emphasis on humans as. a biological species organized,intqu

cultural groups was expanded in week four by a ‘consideration of

persons as individuals. The réadings included representative psy-

x

B chological and-sogiological theories of personality. Erikson's
’ N . . o
- - N . . v§“ -
;"' : I 4 .7
. 18 : '
- ‘ /, - -

’ . _ -
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o . 4

;\‘\ _"Eight Stages o%aMah," a relatively understaridable and straight-
forwa;d account of a sophisticaééd»psthplbg;gal t:}ieory,‘w’as‘vcon-‘r
. . » kfééﬁedfyiﬁh Berger's presentation of role ﬁheqryiiq Invitation Eg
Sociolbgy. EMAZ-‘n;‘\r ‘ : . . . o
4 . _ . .
LS ( . ~ With tHis a§ Background; qlas%xg%scussion.ceqtered ?h ‘the réot
\ ideés Qf.peréonality %heory, i.e.; the éigaéﬁgsualggé?ry should in-

.
) \ . S

L]
. 3 Each idea--motivation, sociali:zation, self-concept, unconscious, .

< .

-explanation, and psychological health--was defined .and..discussed

\ using example§ from the readings. and the experiences of the

-
L el -

students. s - S~

)
%
¢ *

Students appeared to enjoy ‘discussions of personality even : ,

more than éhIfﬁféI anthropology.. It may -be that they un&erstobd;
s 1 Al ~ .
the material more readily because of its immediate application to
’ . . o, 2
their own experience; perhaps the fevel of analysis required was

s ’ less abstract. Finqlly,‘fhe—discussion revolved around material

s, .

N

“hot included in the reading, necessitating more direction than

clude to be an adequate description and analysis of person;iffy. —

. . , s ;
usual on the part of the instructor. Many students- appeared to

AJ >
be more: comfortable ahd :t0 sense more progress in this relatively

“« e

structured class situation.

Sy

Week 5.

I

2

d - People are rulerfollowing animals; their values are reflected

LY

in the patterns of behavior that are éhltuﬁélly'ihherftedz The
study of the process of acquiring and developing these paﬁterns of

o behavior, socialization, was the focus of readings and discussions

¥

<




~— .

the fifth week.® Conrad's The Many Worlds of Man described ways

-

o . _ . . . b . . 5 ..
in whlch‘soclexles transmit and enforce their values, e.g., gossip, .
a 7 .

Fidicule, réwards, and religion. In Invitation, to Sociology, !

] 'Berger supplemented Conrad's account with a detailed discussion
- s ) ] o ) .
) of sociél controls and their ultimate reliance ondphysical force. .

Selectlons from Osgcar ;ewmf ethnograﬁhles ‘of urban poverty in

MeXICO, Flve Wamllles,,proélded students w1th an opportunity to |
. R . ) <
apply the lessons of Conrgd and Berger to .real and contemporary . Lo

N o

family and cultural sett}pgs. o T ) . R S

. '
o~ ' >

For many, the réadings were the source of two significant

. z _7_____,.—-'————"’”—4(
“insights. Almost githoqﬁ ereption students were impressed by - ’

: the stark descriptions of poverty in Flve Famllles.,—L'ewisIQ . . b

volume reads like a novel, and it generated an empathic resPOhsg

‘in these relatively advahtaged students. ~The*si§gisions_LéWis'

' described were familiar enough.thaé students were compélled to =~ ~% .
R ) \
1dent1fy with them but dlfferent enough tnat students were forced . .

s
H o ;=

to suspend some ofthelr culfurally determined prejudices. Second,

N y . ot TN
t

hey readily grasped the notién of social control. Aithough some

questioned its necessity, almost all were able to correctly
identify -examples in. their own experience and in Five Families.
. R Y R LN . " B i -
L . . [ ¥ *

For the first time many seemed to become aware of the poweriof

'Y}

S ’ i

the socioldgical perspective for rmaking sense of the world.‘/ o, e b
7(’4 e R N «

. . T e .
. . Week 6. ‘ : BT
B “w » % N . » . LA » ¥ -

- “The theﬁe,of Conrad's The Many Worlds of Man is that diversity

is among the most valuable of humén trajts. This leads to a position

’
wy e
H

kY



°

@

-

& =

. , '
_-of cultural relativism. That is, we are all creatures of the insti- =

-
<

tutions we create; the cultural systems of other pegples’work for

-

‘them and must be judged on their own texrms. In week -six, we com-

pared this éroposition to a pOSitign of cultural absolutism. That
is, each person must develop crite}ia for evaluating social in-

€
€

- . ~

stitutions.
The reading for this week supéorted a relativistic stance.’

The class completed The Heathens by Howells and two more iglections

. I3

‘e . _ .- . ® 3 3 ® 3 ". 3 . - .
in Five Families. The criteria for an absolutist position were

generated by students' responses to questions such as: "When would
. : e ] - - -

it be moral or immoral to intervene in another culture?"™ Although

o

many students oiiéiﬂaIl?“vbigédisupport for relatiyvism, they

-

-seemed willing to intervene for pragmatic (e.g:, eép@pmic) or
. ideological reasons (e.g., ﬁolltx@al systems or religious beliefs).

-® R o
* \ .

‘They generally did not look to thexsocial sciences,‘é(g., psychology

-

or anthropology., for pgssible crité&ia.

Week 7..

= Cultural change was the topic of the seventh clasé% It ih-

corporated lessons. from eariier weeks and challenged students to

confront the conflict between growth and change on the ohe.hand
\ ) T. . :
and stability and order on the other. Students réad the‘figél

selectien from Lewis' Five Familiéé, which portrayed a'néuveaq

R

’ i : 1 . . ri
riche, Mexican, family, the Castros, aping American values and

customs, Compéé?h the Castros,to,preViQus families; they could

trace the transition ofiMexico from.a rural farhing cultgfé\towards

. - - - -




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘were -convinced, however, that an individual can exert significant v e
= ’ * “ ’ : ’ T e
influence on a group. ) T ) .
. - d »
i ) ¢ L3 s
-~ Week 8. - - . -

“  the course as ethically neutral; others bélieved that knowledge they . "t
- 13

- P E
-

" an urban Americanized society. . Additional reading, a chapter from

4

Webster's tex%, Actions and Actors: Principles of Social Psychology,

introduced students'to research on'ieadegship. A factually correct, -

but not too technical account, this chapter provided students with 3

- 7 ’ <t
-

-a perspective from»whfbh to consider the role of leaders in social

- L
1

change.

© -

- " [

—_ ~ -

Students appeared to appreciate the. variety of mechanisms that
" generate change--e.g., environmental changes, cross-cultural contact,. .

inventions, and social innavations--and they were able to produce
. 13 /

many -examples of each. Those who read the Webster chapter_also. ...

demonstrated ‘an increased sensitivity towards the roles that a .-

. . R . 3 B :
-leader plays in maintaining order or encouraging: change.. ‘Not all
. . 4 . 4

- o . : > -

For the eighth week the Syliabus calleé for a discussion of

ethics and humanism as’ a basis for moral -conduct. No rdadings - . *

were assigned; the object was for the sfudents to, consider the
. i . v % ‘

o

4
meaning of ethics, humanism, and pragmatism, and ‘to- reason in- .

-

teiligently abbuf these issues on the basis of the ‘material they .

. . . . e CA
had considered in the preceding-‘weeks: The class was divided over

LY - . . e - .

. 3 3 '3 . * 7 . :
the implications of social science for moral behavior. Some saw .

—..-had acgquired .-brought wi&h‘igwgg}igggiggi_gé'gonsidq; guidelines for _ '

s

behavior. The course dévelopers were biased toward this latter.

* ki
ey
-
* » ot

. " E AT




N -
- 2L L . e ¢ s ’\‘
. point -of view. Indeed this was one"of the functions for ‘the -enrich-_ ., o
: Y "ment program: to expose stu ieez;xts vgith leadership potential to as

. ‘ < “ )
. o sophisticated humanistic curriculum that they could refer to in
. orming judgments and takingjactioh in their day to day lives. - " e
. . i . * .
-4 . } B N ’
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The Creative Writing  Summer Program - 1975 f

-

.

= <

" The dinstructor for this course was a professiounal writer who had
- . & “? -4

cw D »

o

.“ . o S . .
both experience and interest in helping young writers develop their
creative abilities. His objectives for this_course (which, is being

continued through'the academic year 1975-1976),and his impressiéns 5f

- the results are summarized briefly below. The lesson plans for the
P v ' N . @ ‘1
¢ surmer session are also -outlined below: . |
AN , “ - ’
L R : . !
N . Objectxveé'* ? oa o - :
v . ( .
»  The, purpose:bf the course, as in the past, was to'deve}og the'
L reading .and writing seﬂéitivity of the students through an exgloration -

. -~

a
.

ERIC:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

: “-important in cuftrent literary speculation--were presented in.a non
. A . - N

of various literary forms; the questioning of formally defined cate-

. ® T
gories (e.d., What is poetry? What is prose? Fact? sFiction?); and.
the questioning of the nature of language. Thésé questions-;bery

y

1
I 3 *

- " . QK’ i
theoretical way and always in relation to concrete examples., .

h

. . . . : '
The genres studie@ and practiced were: 1. Poetry, 2. Fiction
(ﬁhcluding humor), 3. The New Journalism. The central questions to

- LR RN . L.
be raised im relation to these genres were quescions of narration:

i

Wh

~.0- -

~

’

- . ] i )
is tpé\n@xratot? ‘What is his/her relation to the "story"?, How is

«

the reader's relation dependert and independené of this? For what
the epe : f
U l

\reésons do’we come to trust or mistrust the narrator? °1Is there any
. 1
"event" ("story") which is independent of q narrator? (of, at least, .

i

an implicit "I" or "we"?). What kinds of narrative strateéies are open

x~ = N

to “the writer?, etct .

h *

-3 :

L -
C 24 x

* «

1
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As in the past, clagg'time was divided betwegn discussions éf the ., 1,
étudeﬁts” writing; éiSCdésions of ;sSigned reading, and time to write
in cgéss. Explication of tiggpiéa%rog theoretical points was rélated.&
’ to spec;fic texéé.gr to spegi%ic writing aséignméhts. ?hfee anthoio- _ ‘°
gies ‘weré used; t&gugh_adgigional,mateff§I§fQ§§§'prqviéeduhs noted below.

2o c
..

.« The anthologies were: : . < B

‘ . .8 . oo
" . 1. The Conséious,Reaéer, edited by Caroline Shrodes,xﬁ%;?y -
- - 5 .
FinesEOng, and Michael Shugrue. 'Macmiilan{ 1974. i

2.‘ Nakéd{Poetgx, ;di&ed gy,stephen Berg and Robe;t Mezey,. :

Y - Bbbbs;v&Mérril_l, 1969. ) - R ’ SN
. © . rﬁv“Thé Me Nobody -Knows, edited by Stephen Mf‘joseph, Avon: . : o

I _ Books, 1969, i .k » )

v . N ‘ . )

- . - + The First Class . > ;. SRV

Prior to the meeting of the fiékﬁ:giass, a piede of “journalism.

(newspaper or madazine article)‘was-distributed to the sﬁudentsf -Tﬁex . 6: .
- . N s . . -

®

"{"w;wéré asked to classify it as Mobjective” or "subjective" (or in any

way thégjﬁﬁSﬁﬁﬁt-appqpp;iate, using these. categories as adguide) and &k' - E
¢ ° . . . B
to &ive'réasons for their cldssification. - ;
N i “ -
In cogﬁungtiqp with the aboye the students were asked_to read ' .ot - )
"Vietnam Supgrfiéﬁio?,“ by Alain Arias-MissoA. The Etudents we?e N
o asked to consider‘this»éiece, tsing the same categdries as guides;
. A 3 - . . . 1
to~co;page it to the article; gndftohbe prepared to articu%ate‘theiro - A . .
. . 1Y
“ reasons for classifying the two. o - . L : ,/ )
¥ These two piecés provided the bgsis forhintxog;cing avpgeliminary o, Toh

discussion of the questions raised at the beginning -of this.report. °




E

L2

. /t-

1cle was explored f01 its usé of metaphor, a possible "hidden" .

-

.

_—

[}

3

L)

contrlbuted two words; whlch were written on the board.

-narrator, etC. As a classroom demonstratlon leadlng to a dlscussgon

N »

. e -
of rhythm add 11ne-breaks (enjambment) in poetry, the 1nstructor . 7z
,\ v . . . P4 - ‘;
broke the artlcle 1nto 11nes to show how this procedure can change o
A > ra : - . B < - -t .’
the impact of a gfven piece: Some poems were\then eiplored‘to reveaI T
¥ . » . T " -
ways of us1ng enjambment to compllcate meaning, to modulate"the rhythm, 2
- 5o , S o I "
‘of the voice, etc. . { N t(“’k - R
e . L . b hid ) e A Q' v
The writing in class- c5hs1sted of an exerc1se-theﬁﬁn§tructon had
.r/ Y - S < . ‘ .
found\very successful and enjoyable in workshops for both-students«and ‘
- . Lot P . 2 [

teachers 1n The Maryland*Poets-ln—the-Schools Program Each student

- / B - . . - -

-Qhe object was o

s N o ~

Th1s~was a uséful way to” begln s §

-, -

to use all thé words in a sinéle pbemg

worklng ‘with® words and thelr assoclathns as sensuous materlal -

-

seelng the poem develop from words rather~than‘concepts. It also

gave everyone an initial opportunlty to practlce the use of enjamb—-~

s Rt

ment and to dlscus§ their reasons for thelr 1ine—brqaks <Y

- t

% .

Home-writing for~the,Eirst‘Clas§

#

-

’

”

* =

%

i
.

The students rewrote a newspaper gart¥cle land projected themselves

r

»

. ?

[y

"Then they
4 . . " ) . “«

of the artlc;e (or part of another one) and found a poem in

into the situgtion using first person narration.

took parnt
. o
.ot

< -
ij_:_—l o €yzy

‘o

‘,

8

broke it into rhythmlc lines: to see 1f dolng so slgnlflcantly changed *

-

its 1mpact . *

-1
]

4

-

’

s

»

.

L
~

.

s,

. Home-reading for the Flrst

.

A

.

,v

.

4
Class<

R
“a

H o

M

B

2
*

R

*° James Agee and Walker Evans and Introduction to The Children. of

' ‘Foreword \through Book Two of Let'-Us Now Praise 'Famoi‘zs.pMen,;by Y e

% T * “

Sanchez, ,
+

—_— - v : -
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by OsCar Lewis. )
’ ) ¢

“ Glnsberg, YDulce et Deborum Est,“ by WLlfred ‘Owen:

¢

Poliéibalapoems: "For—the Union'Dééé"‘and “The Mouth of the

-

Hudson," by ‘Robert Lowellq Part II bf ‘Howl and “Amerlca," by Alan

’
2 -

¢ / . /
T ! The Sécong Class o ' .

“The Ageé,énd the ieWisupieCes were discussed in terms of the
TR . ___/ i s , 7
narrators gné—in conjunction with questions raised in-the first

class. (Eor examplé: Which narrator did yoqigeq to know betﬁeré -
Which opé' didhyoq’iike,'reSpecQ,more?§ Why? Which ¢ne questioned
: Ca L : 7
th'owﬁ role more? Is this questioning important?fl A discussion of
. » . - . . .

/
K R » ' |
political poems -as well as the students' own writings accounged\fori
i
Q i
. the,remaining class time.
EE ey - Home- readlng for' the Sécond Cl *- ;

fl "The Ethlcs of EKiving Jim Crow," by Rlch {d Wright.

2. "The. Chicago, Def;nder Sends .a Man to thJI Rock," by -
Gwendolyn Brooks; "Status Symbgl,“ by Mari. Evans;
"Blabﬁ?%ourgéoisig,? by>Lefothones (Baraka). °

3. "The 51%" by Frank Campbell; "G Brroad ay.™ by Tim
. Enggl; "Crlmlnals," by anonymoua, "Lockéa in the Outsxde,"
:by'ﬁq;lfgjﬂquoway{ “Rejoice,"'by'CLOrox% . ‘

Ay

TE s T g, “Fifth:EVenpe Uptowﬁh"'by James Baldwin;|"Letter from

~  Birmingham Jail," By Di. Martin Luther King, Jr.; "To

. . f ) o N ] ) )
{Mississippi Youth" and "Message to the Grass Roots," by e

2 / ~ :
o ; Malcolm X. .

»
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P s

" of the narrgtor; and. to think of possibly creating a "fictional"

“their situation and their feelings about it, or create a fictional .

-

S\ - ' -. I @ - o * ,,._,..__,;.

e — - B

The problems the students weré to considef with these readings,o ’ N

includéd "Sé?tiﬁg up" an "event" using poems, autogiographyp an essay, oo
; ) N
a\Spéech: ggtting an idea of how complex any "event"lis;»and'therefore, ' W
how complég a fesponse is‘necgs;ary. 2 «
- g .. Home-writing for the Second Class ‘ ’ )

The studénts were asked to write a "report" of this "event,"

to think'of what kind of narration was most appropriate. "subjective"

or "objective"; a poem, essay, oi—épeeéh; Eo ‘think of the pérépectivé

narrator--i.e., someone from aidiff;ignt background, N
N ’
i ! "and/or

to write a piece (poem, essay,. speech,”autobiography)‘describing

4

=

narrator to do this, or report obféctively, in the third person, as a

newspaper would. They were then urged to think about why ‘they chose et

AY

the form they selécted. . - : ' -

.

y / . ' - “rga

. The Third Class
By this class, ,the students were becoming more accustomed to. the
. - . *
. * ’ N -s‘ - ' .
"self-critical and objeotive seminar atmosphere. Discussions became -

- -

more uséful. As a result, from this point until the end of the course,

. o x - . .
most in-class time was devoted to reading aancritically analyzing .
. . ] Y . v f{{,}_« , \ “: _;‘:‘ . ;
the wotks of the individual students. This week's works included - ’
T . i .
the dramatic mondlogue form: the speaking voice, creating a - -

- . v

character, etc.
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Home-reading_for thégTh}rd Class »

{
{
i

¥

X}

The Prologue to The Invisible Man, by Ralph Ellison; "My %as£°

>
[w)
=

hess," by Robert Browning; "A Servant,to*Servants,"&by Robert ‘ :

» - f

e et (I R 1 oo

K
)

st; "The Lady{s Maid," by Katherine Mansfield; "The Pied Piper"

PRt

. andﬂ?Lament" (two poems by the instructor). . - .
Y .

‘Home-writing for the Third Class - ¢

.

%
- A The assignmgntfwas to write a.dramatic monologue in either

-

prose or poetxry. . :
L4 >

1
-

. ' Fourth élasé ° . -
. . ’ ; ) ; .
Againf, there was discussion of readings and student writings

. .t
N

and a continuing discussion of narrative perspective with an em- 4

. -

< phasis on ways of using third person narration. Reading in class

b

includg@uWéflace Stevens' "Thirteen Ways of Looking at a Blackbird."

M 4
Jﬁ Writing in=class was of poetry describing an object or animal from

- - hid

a number of perébectives. . ' '{“,, ] ®
H ' ’
Home-reading £dr the Fourth Class

L3
2

. "The Prison," by Bernard Malamud; "The Rocking-Horse‘winner{" -

-

o by D. H. Lawrence (the former being a good example of third person Q%g?

-_-

narration which is simultanecusly exterior and interjior to the char-

L3

acter; the latter, an example of an apparently 6bjective third person

» o —~

.
2

. «-vho nevertheless is implicated in the story). ~ . ! ’

3 woe ) - st § T ‘
%ﬁﬁzﬁib - Home-writing for_  the Fourth Class. -t
; Ok - ‘:c!
Y

o (:-ﬂ, ",«.7 - hd . .
0N L %" The students were ‘to begin a long short story using -third -

£

person narration,

- . . B
. . - ., A .
- = A -
<y R
B . .
.
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P —_ Fifth Class —
There was discussion
¢ . -

i

%

% . L :
-of reading and writing (as usual), as well
" source for contemporary writing..

as preliminary discussion of dreams and the function of dreams as a
]

“

Theoin-class reading included.

L3 -
sefécteQ~poems using dreams.. These came from -several sources,
R SN ’ '

including works by other®young wriferébas well as :the instructor's
work. , \ e 7

4

-

Y v
1 -

\‘

i

|

\

-
.

Home-reading for the Fifth Class
. <

, "The

“Snow%line}" by John Berryman; .'A Dream of Burial," by James
} ~ A .
-Wright;. Teﬁy. No. 1 from. Samuel Beckett's Texts for Nothingj

{

L%

-
~

A
4

\ -
>

~ =7
x 1 > B -
£aét Son," by Theodore Roethke; "What a ‘Proud Dreamhorse,"by

. L . .
e. e. cummings; "The Zoo Keeper," by the instructor.

*
.

Home-writing for'tﬁé*Eifth Class

1
»

»
s
T~

]
a
of, dream.

The studéFts were to continue and finish a short story and
1 ¥ Lo - 2, 4 . .
to write a longer poem or a short, short story using the techniques

;

3

e
'
*+

. Sixth Class

by preliminar?

‘Class ‘began With,aiécussions of reading and writing, followed: ~

y discussion of humor. Readings’'in class included

Short selections from Woody Allen and S. J. Perelman as a way of

¥

'begiﬁning to see what strikes us &s funny and -why.

Home-reading for the Sixth Class
N 5 |
“"Rhinoceros,"

o LY
(¥he story) .by Ionesco; "Report," By Donald
Barthelme; "Thi UnicTrn in the Garden," by Thurber; "Examining
Psychic Phenom

*
&~

I3

na," by ‘Woody ALlén;‘"The'Ekpeiled,“ by Beckett;
"In Order To," by Kenneth Patchen.

¢,

- 30
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-~ Home-writlng for the,éixth Class

-

- The assignment was to write a humorous piece--poem, essay, or
A + - N R
story! ¢
The Seventh and Eighth Classes . . o
. .
" These classes 1nvolved 1n-class reading of original creative

#

" works by the students. P%eces were critically analyZedrby members

" a

o Y ‘ of the class. Homework involved re-working pieces tQ'incg;porate' .
- critical.suggestions. - ' e ’
-
. : lhe Instructor?s Overall Impressions . - . B
E" : }n'plannipg the course, tbe‘instructér had expested‘to~give as ' -

much time to a close reading of the assigned texts as to the criti-
cism ofkstuQent writing, maihtaining that_evaluating the prodhcts and
techniques of 'established writers‘is an important source for a writer-- .

%

particplarly for a beginning writer. But the instructor found ‘the -

students more sKilled and inferested in writing than reading: ~ ®

Critical technigues were approached, therefore, primarily through
¢
¢ discussion of classmates' work, though if time had permitted, more _

< R -

reading and more discussion of outside textS“would*have’been in- .

'cluded; If the course Were.offeredAagain, however, alternating

e T .
2 . . ;.

reading and writing assignments would probably prov1de a broader . .

and moxe effectlve learning experience. The class reading was _ - -
- r . . A

impoftant--learninq the pleasures of re-reading--and can be‘taught‘ ;
; to this age group, given 'their intel}igence_and maturity, but it might

' N a

e < be’'tried in some more coherent and systematic way.
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13

Oné of the 'most positive aspects of the course was the creation

‘uhappy“ ending) . . PN

of an atmosphere in which class criticism of the“wfiting could go on
b ) R
in a friendly and mutually respectful atmosphere. At the beginning

i 14
s

_of the course it was decided that each student wouid read his or her

own work rather than employing any system of.anonymity; Negative as
Py - - . .
well as positive comments were exchanged without "personalities" en<
b ¢ 3 ; -~ M
tering.into the process. As the ‘classes went bz, openness in this ’

area increased‘éh&jby the end of the cgurse, most of the students
felt that the class was a good place to be and work in; Ehat'they could
s 3 . .
Y " '

live with *the anxiety of sharing their writing %itﬁ othexs.

-

Both the instructo:;anﬁiﬁhe students gvaluated the course favorably.
i ) .
The instructor's objectives were demanding and technical, the atmosphere’
was ohe of a worksh;;T\and‘the‘majOrity of the é;udénts.wejé able and

- v

willing to work on their writing objectively and. professionally. *
3
Alghodgh writing ability was not uniform, it was: evidenced in-tﬂe

- ’

writing samples and critical statements that all the -students bége-

~+
v Py

fitted from the course, espegially in‘the use‘qulihe-brgaksnand_rhythm

’ . . / .
in poetry, the avoidance of cliche, the use of imagery, and ‘the problem
of resolution and‘qlgﬁute~in general (i.e., avoidance 'of the.stock
. - SR

<

- -

- ‘Clearly not all the s;ﬁdénts were gifted writérs. Perhaps only

half the, class could be considered so. But since all showed poten-
. ‘_ A4 -

-

tial for imprévémeng of technical writing skills-~if not for becoming

. i ;
professional writers--it was decided to continue thevse%%nar forcall

5
.

the students- this fallion a once-monthly -basis, This fall -seminar

R
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will allow the students to continue working at a H.ev'elo considerably ) oy
more advanced than that provided by their schools, and will allow. . .
them the opportunity for extensive critical reading, which they
felt that their school literature courses -did not.offer. . T
. ’ M f#_‘fc
. " )
» ,
- - i 3 8 s ¥

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




R V..

Program

Evaluation

[4

-~

(ARSI

. gram make in .students tegted:abilities and attitudes?‘ Second, how:

Our'eValu;EEQnﬁiékég'EWO*féfmsff On thé one hand, and ina ~—
relatively Iimited sense, we must evaluate the effects of our

-

summer program; —An-—evaluation-of-our-earlier *énrichment efforts
appears in Appendix D. In a -more extended sense, we must try to

evaluate our total effort in tefmg‘of,both selection. and training.

Discussion of these efforts is presented in two selections below.

- ¢

P -

A. Course--Evaluation

.- An evaluation of the - summer enrichment program must proceéd

—

élong three lines. First, what kinds ofﬁdifferehceé did this pro:

¢ . -

diqfstudeﬁts,perceive'the'program—-was it satisfying, or §tulti-
fying, or challenging? Finally, did the students and the curri-
culum meet the gogis of the staff?

-

- The methodology for this évaluation parallels that of the first
)

two years, reported in' Appendix D. Three types of tests were used -

to medsure (a) changes in cgeative or divergent thinking-=The

Consequences Teép; (b) changes in reasoning ability or convergent

thinking~~the Concept Mastery Tést; ‘(c) changes in-global attitudes

. toward schéol and tollege--a semantic differential. Students iﬁ

hY

all seven classes, were tested before and after the summer ‘program.

A -
The data include the 88 students for whom there are complete
. . ..

data.

¥




p The Consequences.Test consists of two forms--one developed
i~ A

. ) , by Guilford; the other, by members of our staff (Hegan, Kilkowski,

/ - EEA 2
’ - - -~ -
o, oL et L]

& Viernstein). Five- items.describe unusual situations for which
- H - - .

the student must list possible conseguences- Egrvegaméie: yﬁat A ) -

would:be the results if people no longer wanted or needed sleep? . -

The test is highl§‘s§eeded}Sbﬁt‘the'number»of—Qifferen;_consegdéﬁEes e
produced;varies widely émqng students and is- unrelated to intelli- .
gence as measured by IQ. Terman's Concept Mastery Test, on the

S%hg; hand, is a vefbalr¥eeseeing scale gonsisting‘of vocabulary -
items and analogies. It is mubh,mere difficeié than standard 19

or verbal ability tests and is pdrtlcularly as?roprlate forhlghly
selecﬁﬂi samples. The -semantic dlfferentlal assesses attitudes N o

“ toward school, Math, English, and cdllege, along dimensions of ~
*Liking, utility, andlacgessibiii;y. “There- are nine scales rénging
from 1 to 7 for each concept, with three scales for -each dimen- - .

*

fsiQn,.e.g.qzlike-dis;ike, good-bad, pleasant-unpleasant. Each ‘
4

D student makes a total of 36 judgments. .

| These instruments were §II,used in the first xwo years of

- \ ) . . , .
i thls progect and it is informative to compare the 1975 sample L. .

w1th the earliervgroups. Table 6 includes data -on the Conse- -
N -

) ‘ %. " quéncdes, Concept Mastery Test, and Semantic Differential. The
- ’ ‘l A

important thing to remember when reviewing this table is the nature

\ of ‘the selection strategies employed €ach year. In 1973, an SAT-V

- \ -~
.

\ < cutoff of 570 was used; and in 1974, 500 was the minimum score.

b -
>

R B
N i
= - - X . . .
A .

IR
','1» &
-

.
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In" 1975, multiple criteria were usediwhich included approximately
a 90th percentile Score on a grade i%§§1 verbal ability té§t. The.

-

»

Qegfeasing scores on the Concept Mastery Test reflect these,chaﬂges“ _

in verbal ability requirements. It is_significant, however, that

there was no corresponding temporal decline in Consequences scores.

The ‘'stability of group averages for the Consequences indicates that

this aspect of humani%tic talent has not been. affected by changes

in selection strategy. Similarly, méasured attitudes are constant
s ) e )
racross all three years, and the implication is the same.

“

\‘:These’pre-test scores are all impressively high or positive.

The average scores on the Concept Mastegy Test ranged from 66 to

43. These may be compared with 60 earned by a sample of'air force captaiﬁs

or with the average of 18 found among the‘ﬁost‘advanced eightﬂ
graders in ailpcal junier high school class. Finally, the

semantic diffgrential scores correspond to an..average rating
~ - . —
of approximately 2-1/3-on a scale of 1 to 7 (positive to negative), 5.
éhange scores appear comparable across all three samples; the

-

‘significant differénce between t@g 1973 and 1975 CMT pre~tests does

the result5~discuSSedzbeloy.

not seem critical given the nature of
IS . ' .
Table 7 presents the comparisons of average gain scores for the

.

ek H

-

“three enrichment grdups] and Table 8 reports\iif before and after

data for.1975 alone.

At
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™

The—levels -of. relative improvemenht on the Consequences test
*-—-—E_T__,__M —_ o :

is particularly interesting.’ The Productive Thinking Pid&f&ﬁﬁ?““‘*“*-—-ﬁ-___h

(Covingtonj Crutchfield, Davies, & Olton, 1972) was part of the
enrichment package %n 1973. It was not used in 1974 and only

N “
indirectly involved in 1975. Instructérs.did make an effort to

-

.‘engourage- creative thinking, hqwgyer.&,The results clearly indi-

o
RS LSS LA -
.

cate that thé Productive Thinking Program is-effective in boosting

- -

divergent thinking scores.” Although' students improved in
- e . )
thinking in 1975 (see also Table 7), the results were not as strong

as in 1973. These data‘suggest that,df%ergent thinking can be

divergent

enhanced; and more so by direct, focused training than by -sincere
- S e
but diffuse encburagement. - 24

Scores on the Concept Mastery Test showed consistent improve-

. hd R -

ment all three years: - Although the gain for 1975 students is close

‘to being significantly less than for 1974, that gain still repre-

f

? sents a significant improvement over 1975 pre-test levels. The

o v

facts ‘that students werefpdrtially selected on the basis ‘of high-

verbal ébility (on the Differeritial Aptitude Test), and that their
. » * . " M ’
initial CMT scores were quite high increase the difficulty in demon-
. E . :

oF . o
strating improvement on the CMT. Therefore, the -gain -of seven points

ey

for 1975 lends support to the .conclusion that the enrichment program
eﬁaendggs real improvement in developed verb;i reasoning s%iils.
SLudents' aétitudeé toward school, Math, Egglish, and college
) : v
did not signifigantly changelqufing any 6} the years of Fhe program--
at least not a;Ameasuted'by a qeﬁanlic differeﬁtiai administered

1 e

P - s -

i &

?
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immed%qtely afﬁgr'the program. There are some Sta?istically sig- .

- b
nificant -differences in attitude changes between the three enrich-

. [ -

& . ) ! = - .
. ment programs but the actual changes have been small, and do not

- &

he;it much comment or speculation. It is sufficient to say that’

. i f»,_'
1975 ‘students grew Iore favorable toward school both in comparison
. . L% - . -
. to their pre-test scores and in-compariscn ¢o-ﬁhefdirectipn evi-
- ] . . . | o
- i
I -
!

L -

|

Until now the 88°students from 1975 have Qegh treated as a - -
4. ) ; - J .
“homogeneous, group. Actually these students formed seven separate

~

ctasses. There were four different instructors;%hree taught two

denced in 1973 and 1974. . - .

.

. . e L . I .
sections of social science each and one taught a; class in creative

H .

.

i

writing. It is *important to note that gheré was very little vari-

'
*

- . ] . . j .

ation in gain scores acgoif instruetors or acro;s subjects. .This
1 i

. - .

suggests that the positive results- are not tiedjnarrowly to a
. T . g .

" -
L4

.

- © e e . ,‘ H M . .
specific curriculum or instructor. Unfortunately, the uniformity

of improvement also makes it difficult to deteghine precisely %hat »
) ) . ) ’ - —

) i - . . i
factors are enhancing wverbal reasonlng«skllls.; We can only ndtee

some obvious similarities among the courses and instructors over
» > '.A = * ? - R

.
. ! PR
| [

the{past_threé years.

- b 3 . . * . !
Afi courses. were conducted at a college level. All~demanQea '

- f

& -
‘ L

.considerable independence, initiative, and inﬁelligebce on the part
I

+ -

of the students, and all included students whé could reésonably'ﬁe

NS
-
~

expected to demonstrate these qualities. All;instxuctors haq

prior efbeqience teaching--on a college levél?~and all :had véfy

high expectations of their students. Each&iqétructdr had adequate

.

1

v
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time to prepare Iéssohs,@@plreview stud;:és' work, and to give them

N , M , - -
extensive feedback on their performancg. Finally,,gl% instructors
@éfé“éeekinghggyanced’degxeés, but more ihportaﬁh%y they weéé . .

»,

actively working‘in. the diScipLines they were teaching. The

.
-

writing instructors are both published authors &and“the social , .
. . N . i o ) ¢

science instructors are each; engaged in psychological research. .

’ . : . I .
Because these variables are all gonfounded with one apgtherj—and .

N .= or sufficient any one is for producing

[ —_—— N -

Kl
-
k]

-

might be noted, howé&er, that some of" -

the Productive‘&hinking Program, which

with other less obvious ones--it is impossible, to say ‘how necessary ;

w

rgagonably be duplicated in.public or priQate schools, but others

aré mich less easily4dqpliqé;¢d. It should be further noted that

> ~e

. o Enfichment Program as effective in engendefihg some of+the changes -
- 1Y I3

3 o‘ v '

. B . .
- »
A}

talent.

€
o]

7

OEEREE . - .o .

pro&ement in divergent thinking, has-'been successfully used in

-

coliege’graduate*with no prior teééhing experiencesy " -

s

Ehatlone”wogld reasonably associapé with enrichment

*

resulted in significant.im-

A > s

thé/obi?nyed chadges»<,It ‘
. N o - hd

EheseneongitionéAgguld .

i

<. . .

¢

- > o . <« y . T e . .
public school settings and, in our program, -was taught by a recent ) .

.

.

In bgérq;l terms then, we would have to judge our Summer ) . .

M 7

. - . ;
of humanistic s
M ) v “:t’ -

- ot -

-

7




Selection Evaluation, e oo , 'Q‘ - \\g
kr) > i i 0 ) . -
J . . -
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-

B _ This year, as in the past, our ultimate criterion for evalu— N

. "{ » / L]
Sy .ating our program 1s,our own staff Judgments about the "kinds, of P

- ” .
o - - . » ., v . . - T
% .o -..,., T <

students we have recruited to‘our program. ‘Each year the,staff has . o,

- . e

rated'the'studentS'in the enrichment=prggram for "humanistié‘péten- L.

. . 4
- f . »

tial"--a complex, global assessment reflecting our ' judgments abdut o
» . N e R ]
s C each student s originality, intellectual maturity, and potential = )

A - A
for making a contribution to some aspect.of humanistic inquiry. ‘ . - Sl o

l‘j ‘ r o, ‘; Tt . s '~ ’ "-’M

It is. in‘bne sense logically Circular to attempt to yalidate

. ..
%« - o4 *

L -\ é: s ¢
Rt - ¥ = r . N

- ’ one's criterion ratings, nonetheless we attempted to do Just that

. “ * “§"’ "‘.- \ ve v ' | ) L owF i

" . with this year's sample. Table 9 contains the. relevant’ information; TN R

T Y >A - - - [y . ~ . .
. L . . . &

two points-about this table are important. -First, although the three

. M -

"staff members were rating different groups of students, the pattern ’ R

.

. . . 5 - & :
of correlations ‘aCross the three raters is quite cons1stent, sug— ” g

“

. . + . s

. gesting that their ratings'are comparable. This is essential, since N el

. . . b ¢
'~ LN 2
-, . . Y, . L s q

t ‘ et
no additional means are available to assess the reliability of

. . . Tyt
r s
"

thesé ratings.  Second, the highest»qorrelatidns'ik Table- 4 are s
between staff and peer ratings. This not'only attests to theLre: -, o

liability of the ratings, but reflects on their validity as well. ° . .

L In the major assessment studies of the 1950!s and 1960's, peer - e

" - i oy . :»“" - -

; ratings p@gved time. and again to be the assessment variable‘with‘ " L5
- . t . . .

. -

the greatest predictive~§alidity. Table 9, then, attesgts to both st

the validity -and reliability of our staff ratings. : . .

[l .-

’ O v
Table 10 presents.data on our selection process and the nature
. bl

.

.
P |

i N Y

LR 7
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v

of humanistic brecocity. There are three points about this table

«

ST . £hat should be noted. First, as would be éxpécted, staff. ratings.

/ 5 x

- - - - . ‘0“ . 3 - ) ~-
' are uncorrelzated with the regression- equation. scores used for
- - AN

e s - . - . } - s - g )
selection--because the variance in.these scores is severely re-
o G

.
)
-

<

duced as a result of the selection process.. :Second, as a result

of the new selection ¢riteria, verbal ‘IQ varied more in this-sample
than ih’éither of the -earlier groups. ‘ConseQuépﬁly,“CMT sco;esi

4 .
. . .

a b again béééme relevant to studépﬁg' performanee .. Third, for this

" sample the key vgriablés'defiﬁiné.hgmanistic precocity, the
e ool -

s characteristics most related to performing well in our program,
. . " - ) N ) > =
were, CMT scores and-self-estimates. We were .somewnhat- surprised

o
[ & y

- M & kY
- N _ P . K]
~ to see verbal IQ re-emergée as a relevant variable forkour“purpgses.
- B ra x . -

-

-

- " The correlatioﬁs between staff ratings and self-estimates, hbﬁ}ver,
. - - B H R /

P ‘ reveal that there is more to ‘humanistic precocity than verbal 'IQ. -
” o . Specificaily,‘the éelf—eStipatés scores reflect students' self-

e ’ _ concepts with regard- té the following.l0 dimensions: general energy

. level, good judgment,“probabiiity of Being a success in life, per-

- -

sénally well-organized,. persistenﬁ, confidence about .the.future,

.y N

resourcefulness, leadership pqteﬁtial,*religiosity, and ability to

A

. i adjust to new situations. 'Further analyses will be pecessary to
- ’ .- . K . ‘c
determine whether all of theseAse%f;descriptive ché&&cteristics -

o ]
. A

. are egﬁally relevant to humanistic acpqmp;ishméngi Generally,

however, humanistic precocity seems toAbe.bestrééfined in terms - , .

LI I § ., R
. T of intelligence and a particular self-concept defined in teérms of ,
,;';‘: » i v A. v . . . .’ :; .

' oo the variables listed above. ) “ TR

) > i

-
- . l/ .
e h - . [3

.
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vI. Se;vice Activities

5

Sincelthe pfgjgét's inception- ‘two objectives have been sought
” M— 'Y Y M

as a meéné bfiprovfding service to the parents, educators, and
students interesfed iq the épécial.pgo%%em§aof the.Ygrbélly and
humanistically gifteq. ‘;;e fir§£ goai isﬁacédemié andt§ocaFional
'counéeling for studénts_Who participate 'in the Spencer Project; this.
is an ongoing activity continued during %ﬁg’first three‘yeais of the
,é;oject.. The second objective is, b;badly speaking, information
d &>

disgeminafion-—t;ying to reach,the'ﬁidest gﬁdience to effect the
greatest improvement in the overall educatioh and training of

@

humanistically gifted youngsters.

A report of .our counseling activities involves separating
Spencer Projeqt:participants,iﬁté two groups: past participants.

including Talent Search winners in 1973-1974, and current partici-

“ . =

pant%, the 1975 Talent Search contestants. Our. primary contact with

past participants is-through. the Student Newsletter (started in
December, 1973). During the past year four iséhqs,of the Newsletter

have ofgered students a challenging‘reading list, enc raged partici-

v - . 3 A - Y ‘
pation in college courses and aavanqed pla;ement,progrgms, brought

special activities and programs to the attention of inferesteé«

- .
2

readers, -and brovi@ed a forum for "horizontal" informatibh ex- .
. - / . )
*-change among youngsters.. An example of this last point involvgs .,
y L . x\.. . . \“4’ .t‘ ° -
one girl who togk part in the Social Sciences Seminar last summer.
h - B ; . : C

1 IR

" At her instigation, a group of students from her summer class

-
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organized a seminar to discuss 'the topic."Utopia." Readings included

/ ’

works by Plato, More, Huxley, Orwell, and Skinner. This student-

mediatéd seminar was an overwhelming success; plans are being made

to continue the seminars. ) s

For the 1975 Talent Search contestaﬁts wg‘were)able to tdke ad-

-

_ vantage of our experience and Qéckground'during,the first two years

in order to- d6ffer counseling on a much wider basis. This was the
first year in which we were able to invite back for counseling both

winners and non-winners from- the Febxuaty testing session. As,a

.

" result we provided career and educationai counséiiﬁg to approximately

500 students and their pérents duging three sessions in April, held

at the Wye Institute (on Maryland's Eastern Shore) and at Johns

Hopkins. The format for each session' included an'inférmal pre-

%

sentation followed by questions from parents. A product of these

meetings was ¥ brief, iqgorhatiVeﬁ"Cdunseling Gu{de,“ made available

forqsubsequenﬁ distribution.

»

. . . . . \
Written with two goals in mind, the “"Counseling .Guide" intro~ \\

%,

*

duces verbally gifted students to: vocational, educational, and extra-

curricular“alterpétiveS»anﬁ‘éncouragés students to pursue thes

alternatives on their -own. Briefly stated, it includes a dis-
° ‘ . "2 a

cugsion of the @obland Self-Directed Search. (furnished to all

»

Talent Search pdrticipants), college courses, early college en-

.

tranc¢e, grade-skipping, in-gradé_acceleratidn, advanced placement

£ 1 . )
opportunitiés; national and state resources for the gifted, and

~

other gctivities such as the Washington Summer Seminar, the Ex-

ploration Scﬁolarship Program, etc.

T <
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¢
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“The "Counseling Guide" represents a beneficial service. gener-

ated by the Study of Verbally Gifted Youth. Ultimately, however,

2
. I3

.

we prefer to encourage and instigate this kind of activity at the
~ 4

state and local educational lev3l§. This is but one of the many :

reasons hhylour_projec; staff was dctive this past year .in dis- ) . '

. . s 8 . - ” - . j . .
seminating information about the project at numerous professional
. . o g . ‘
conférences, workshops, and seminars as well as many less formal

- ' meetings and dis-ussions. Perhaps 'the best way to present this s

£

heterbogeneous list of "events" is in the following chronological; -
- . \ - - ’ , . .

t
» annotated outline. ., .

. ’ .
- N * ’ - - .
. -

1974 1 Oct. Peter McGinn, Instructor .0f the 1974 Soc1al Science
’ v ,Semlnar, held .the first meetlng of a sxmllar course
for local junior high school students. The course ,
covered. the material in shorter classesvover 12
weeks rather than eight. . NOEE
17 Oct. First meeting with Mr. James Nelson, D\rertor, Wye
Instltute, tc discuss- selectlon strateqgy ﬁor Wye's
" 1975 summer program on the Eastern Shore of Mary-
land, to -be held in conjunction with the Study of
Verbally Gifted Youth; .

*7 Nov. Meeting with Dr. Hal C. Lyon, Director, Office of
‘the Gifted and Talented, U. S. Office of Education,
Washlngton, D. C: . . . . i

) 7-8 Nov. Maryland State Conference on Education of the Gifted

) and Talented. Study of Verbally Gifted Youth partici- . -

- pated in a,joint project w1th the other Hopklns Spencer
projects. At this ¢onference selection “strategy for' .
R the Third .Annual Talent Search was announced. .

10 Dec. Dr. Hogan -addressed .the Harford County (Maryland)
Parent—Teachers Assoclatlon <o ) . s

. . .
% L d
&

" 19 Dec. Counselors from " the Montgomery County (Maryland)
; . ' school system, @s well as representatives from two
s Baltlmore City schools, met with the Project Staff to
dlscdss the pOSSlblllty of-initiating a course in thelr
schools s1mllar ‘to our Social Sciences.Summer Seminar.

2

ERIC .
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1975 1 Feb. ' The Third Annual Talent Search for Verbally

8 Feb.

3 March &

5 April
12 April
- -7 19 Aapril

21 April

re

B 16-17 May

3 June

30 June

<

%
o

w
o -
',

0
<

.

= .

Gifted Youth. Durlng the tésting session,
DPr. Garvey met with parents.to discuss the
project and to answer guestions. .

‘Montgomery County (Maryland)- Conference on the
" Gifted and Talented. §. Daurio and P. McGinn,

members of the ‘pProject staffh,partlclpated in a
panel discussion entitled "Identlflcatlon of Gifted
and Creative Children: The IQ and Beyond." A *
summary of the flrst two years' work and the prospect
of change for the Third Talent Search. was discussed .
before. more “than 400 educators, teachers, and
parents. 4

Staff“led,dlSCUSSlOn of the Study of vVerbally °
Gifted Youth in- educatlonal psychology seminar
conducted at the .American University, Washington,
D. C. . . . y

-~

Testing of Eastern Shoré Talent Search winners at
Wye Institute. Conducted counseling session for
parents during the’ testing.

Testlng of greater Baltimore Talent’ Search winners
at Johns Hopkins. Coénducted: coun$eling sess1on for
-parents durlng the testlng.

g

General counseling sessmon for "non—wlnners" and ]
parents held at Johns Hopklns (Baltlmore area students)

and the Wye Instltutc (Eastern Shore students)

Staff<led dlSCUSSlon of Study of, Verbally Gifted Youth
in seminar on education of the gifted, conducted at
The Johnsg Hopklns Unlver51ty.

Special two-dayfworkshop on the social psychology of
prejudice, held at the Wye Instltute for 17 Eastern
Shore studentg, aged 14-16.

Project Associate M. Viernstein addressed the Prince
George's County ' (Maryland) Parent-Teachers Association.

First meeting of student-initiated seminar -for Soc1a1
Sciencés Summer students from 1974 took”place at Johns -

KHopklns. Toplc for the first seminar: "Utopla "
i

-
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AR ' . "VII. Summing Up *

~

ft»might be useful to attempt a provisional summary of what )

we have accomplished after three years' work stud&ing—humanispic

Precocity. There areiperhaps six accémplishments’thét we can point
tb as having potedtial sigﬁifiéancé.'First we have a definition,

v ¥ - - .
in both conceptual and psychometric terms, of humanistic. precocity

- ~.,

that we are reasonably satisfied with. It is a precocious ability

~
s -

to reason incisively and well with SOcial,.moral,j%nd political
issues. Secpnq( this ability is not the property of young peéople

(with;vérbal as opposed to quantitative interests. Rather, it

-~ -

seems evenly distributed across the spectrum of aéademic and prd-

fessional specialties, Third, humanistic -precocity is a fdpctién

. . . . . )
of verbal intelligence, -a preference for unstructured, open-ended— -

problems, and a particular self-image that can be summarized. as

-

‘engrgetic, persistent, confident, and extraverted. Fourth, it is

: N\ . h
Ppossible to quantify these elements that define humanistic pre-
> : : B

cocity; therefore, it is.now possible to select it with better than

L3

chance- accuracy. Fifth, the ‘curriculum that we have -devised for

training of humanistic precocity seems to work--at least in the

short run.. Finally, the parents and students who have come into

contact with our prodram are routinely very grateful for th? time,

v e

e

"
>
-

“attention, and concern with the problems oflthé gifted that we have

- L 34 .
,ggrn able to provide thém with. The project has cfegted a‘gregt‘

hd o

fdéal of good will on the part of concerﬁéd parents and pupiis

. <
¥

in the Baltimore metropolitan area. ) ’ ’ £

-

6




/o v . .
We can-also begin to .outline our plans forothe~next two years. \ . .

We are faced by certain ménpdwer<éonstraints (two of our staff are -

‘in.their l;st year) that makeiahother Iafgé—scale testiﬁg,gnd summer
p:bgram'not feasiblg*-the:organizétioﬁ and conduct of these large-=
’ R : ‘ CT .

. scale testings and enrichment prodrams take-a staggering amount of

_tiﬁe. In addition, we have. an enormous amount of data on hand which

-
N " . s
T = P -

is as yet upanalyzed. Consequently, the bulk .of our €nérgies over

<
-

the next yéar will be spent analyzing and reporting on the mass of

‘data. we have accumulated over the past three~yeaxs. In addition,
1

;///;’/,-~' . we, feel it is”impqrtanﬁ'£0—remain in contact with the most im-

pressive of the students we have identified thus far. This longi-

tudinal follow-up is necessary in order to determine the presence . N

. .
- ‘-

+ of long-term effects of our earliep‘efforts,' Oné--of our brightest
’ @ - A -,;«Q e . L
gtudents from last year remarked that it wasn't untili six or seven ) *
. ’ . .
- months later that she finally’reali?ed‘what’he were trying: to 0

e .

. accomplish in the éumﬁer enrichment program. ?o some- kind of. ’
g systematic longitidinal follow-up seems adv@sabie and netessary:
for a full evaluation of the effects-of ou;Axntgrveg;ionﬂprogram«— N

We intend to continue our writing course- on a monthly .basis .

L7 hd . ¢

. over the rigxt year, in part as a service to the students and in
- part as a means fof-developiﬁg_more fully a writing curriculum for

= -

. thése.ﬁighly able students. This Means in efféect that we should
have ‘tvo curricula available for distribution;py 1977.-

In the fourth year of the projecty‘théh, we will be concgrned

]

’ o Mes ,.7- - t, .7 - :
with data analySis and reporting, following. up our best students,

B,

) . : e
Q. ) . r!l;/f o i “
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. : . i . s .
~We have taken a rather low profile. concerning vur activities in
. T ] - - .

42 .

< Ed

and- elaborating our writing curriculum. In fhe £ifth year, our

- major effort wiil—be toward producing a synthesis of all our

work. This product will be in a book length report of our
activities, and this should coridume «the. bulk of our time--there

will be endless final analyses to run, data to*verify, etc., and

we will have a very iimitéd*staﬁf at that time. We will continue

to follow up our best students, -and we will begin making major

efforts to publicizé our findings and our curricula packages..

A : 2

i

- the past because we feélt -we lackéd a sufficient data base to 'speak/

/

-

authoritatively about: the haturedaﬂdgurtu;eof humanistic talént.

A

We believe that we can>how begin to contribute more positive

statements. - . -

"

YT
v
-

(RN

"
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) Table 1 , - s
"Total Talent Search - Test Results ° B -
. ’ W ¢
< Chapin -‘Welsh ‘DAT )
' - N Mean SD. Mean SD Mean SD
. =4z — - - —
_ Girls - 309, 20.1 4.5 - 21.6 12.2-  38.9 7.0
Boys 197 18.7 4.6 19.2 12.I  39.7 5.9
8th grade girls 168 19.5 4.2 22.1 12.4 37.8 6.9 ,
9th grade girls 141 20.8 4.7 20.8 12.0 40.1 6.9
8th grade boys . 124 18.1 4.8 18.7 12.0 38.% 6.0° -
P "9th grade boys 73 19.7 4.1 20.0 12.1  41.5 5:3
T . : ) s . —
~, Enrichment group girls’ 62 22.5 - 4.1 28.3 12.4 40.8 6.2
i Enrichment group bbys 58 21l.6 5.1 25.2 12.6 41.8 5.4
J—
Y., .
’ +
vyt
; .
s L




abaTT0o.

.

'

‘3bBT100 dwos ¢

> o«

..‘ _~
*buoxls pue ‘Irey ‘3ysSITS

®3enpexb Tooyss ybrty

©

I
1 i >

~

¢ ~

A

~Hooﬂwom ubTy mﬁmw

~WHmcoﬁmmmwoumﬂEum
1SI9NTOM PITTTHSUN PUE PITTINSTWOS

" 4 . .
‘3ulalsTxautu :1S3TI0633eD msow.hﬂ pPopoOo sem
*Surty 951 JO S9ATINOIXS pue STeuoTssazoxd xofeu {Sassaurt
‘suxTy vmuﬂmtiaﬂvme.wo,mm>ﬁusum%m ‘sTeuorssayoxd aoutw
SURTOTUYDD] ?SIIYIOM PITTTIYS.

|

TOOUDS 103 BUTHTITI,

Shq TTPWS IO SI03BIISTUTWDER pue
!sossaursng A332d yo sisumd pue
:S9TI0H83ED SATI UO pPOPOD SeMm uor3jednooQ

q

9637700 ueyy sxowW ‘I3EnDEIL
:S9T20693e0 IATI UO PIPOD SEM UOTIEONPH,

6°0

.

-

-

Z.91Tqes ,°*

4

®leg TRUQTAYPPY pue oStyderbousq
> g -

60 v vy L%.o .oy L0 S*p 6°0 vy L0 vy
€ 9r0 vz 9°0 4 9°0 vz L0 v.m Y bz
£°¢ L0 9°g 60 S°¢g 80 v€ L0 S°¢€ 80 5°¢g

,th\ 1°1 1°€ 1 6°¢ T 6°2
v T e 0T e ot eve
vee €1 mmm €T |, v €T vee
AN 1 Tt T 2 1 T°T 2°T
‘2T T 0°1 ST ° T°T S'T 11
9° %1 €0 . 9°€T 9% %1 9°0 T°91
dS~ UesH . ~as ueSH as UeSR as IR as Teon
. . (ee=n) 7 (PeT=N) N) *(89T=N) (L6T=N) (e0g=N) .
.mhom,, mhom,, STaTO ., skog v STITH
apeas yig °peis yag -epean PRI ulg | .

A

TSAST 20TOYD *200 3ST

oy

Tooyss x03 BuryiT
o ’

.nﬁm>mﬂ ‘000 §,I3Y3oN

T9A9T
e

T3a8T

q

wmm¢mﬂ *onps s,aayzed.

- SBUTTqTS x86uUnck &

*onpe s, I3YIon

‘020 s,x3yzeq

<

N SBUTTqTS a9pTO #

’

a6y

E Y

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

IC

L.




-

Table 3 . . -
School ." Type .

" Girls (N=309) Boys *(N=107) . J:
" Public Schools " 88% ¢ 49% ) ’
Private Schools 10 . 18

Parochial Schools ‘12 33 '

R -

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



; Table .4 - - )
' Correlatidhs Bétweén selection tests and ’ ’
4 '
" indices of social class . ’ :
) . !
] ' ‘ a7 ) Total
" ~ Chapin ° Barron=Welsh DAT Accomplishments
il Girls Boys Girls.” Boys Girls: Boys- Girls Boys
‘ \ (N=310) _(N=197) (N=310) _(N=197) (N=310) ,(N=197) (N=310) _(N=197).
.‘ ! . . ) 7: - ) - o R 7 ‘ - 77” I ) . “ o ~ e ‘;\'}i%{‘;;‘*
Father'§, educ. level J12% .06 -.13* -.02 L24%%% .09 .07 ~15% "’f Y
Father's occ. level .09 A2 -.13* .02 .13* ,15% .06 .05 I
o ‘ L. ‘ z
Mother!s educ. level .10 .12 ~-.08 -.02 |, .13* Je* .08 05 o
/I ' . ; : P
g B . . ' ) . . - i
Mother's occi level ‘-.02 .03 ' -.0L .03 14 =7 .07 * -.01 H
. « ¢ ‘\ . . ) B
CHapin ~. ’ -.11 .13 L35%kk 27%%k 02 .14% j
* Y ‘- N t - ’
Barron-Welsh = . -.06 -.11 .06 .00
‘DAT \ -.02 .10 H
*pL.05 - . N - EE
**p £ .01 , L. | ' : /
**+p.¢ ,001 ) ST ’ e - ,
(Note: for mother's occupational leveél, N = 157 for girls and N = 99 for boyfs) >
" \ . -t -, . .
e - \
- \
/ .
i
1
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e et ? v Table $ <.
- ’ . + T
s . . \» " -
0

' Comparison :o‘f p.rev{.'“ous énrichment students (Group I) -

o N with: J.‘975 entichment students (Group II) ‘ 0 .

o - \l ) :;T* ) ., % ‘; IS T . \

’ " s . - ) o *
Lo T Total Groups Girls | ' ‘Boys .
o Group T Group II GroupI Group II Group I Group II .
L . (N=58)  (N=120)  (N=33) (N=62) (N=25) (N=58) Y
B L) .. Mean .. HMean . Mean .. Mean . Mean Mean:
t -, . . ¢ ¢
r‘»‘ertmam CMT oA . 61.2 40.8*** 58 .2  37.6*** 63,9 - 44.2%**
* Chapin -, : 21.4  .22.1.« 22.5 22.6 19.8.  21.6
CPI ’: ' B ~ B .-
Dominance, ~27.9 31.8%%* 277 3. 1**’&128.2 32.6%%*
. Capacity for Status ) 19.7 "19.9 L1l9.8, 20 7 \.‘ 19.8 18.9 ) .
. Sociability - 24.5 . . 27.2%%%x  24.6 27, 1* Y 24-6,. 27.2*%
‘Social Presence . ~° 35.3  37.6%*  35.8 38.2 4.7  37.0
. Self-Acteptance® |, 21.4 23.8%#* 21,4  23.7**  21.4 23.8%*

. Sense ‘of Well-Being . 33.6 32.7 34.0 32.1 33.4 33.3 . .
Responsibility- . 30.2 28.4* 31,0 28.0*%% 29.2  .28.9
Socialization . 37.7. 37.0.  38.6 3720 36.5 36.9
Self-Control ., =~ - 25.5 21.5** 25,3  20.6%** 26.5  '22.5*

. Tolerance - - 22.2  ,19.9% 23,1 19.9%* 21.3 ' ‘' 19.9

- Good Impression ’ 14.6 14 27 14.4 | 13.4 . 15.5 15.2 .- .-
Communality 24.6  .r 24.9 25,2 .25.1 23.7 24.7 4
Achievemént via Conformance25.3 .25.1 25,7 't 24.9 25.3 25.2

" Achievement via Independence2l.6 19.2%%% 21,6  19.2%* ° 2.7 19.1%%
Intellectual Efficiency*®  40.2 38.6* , 40,3 . 38.8 40.0 38.4. °
Psychological Mihdedness 11.8 11.4 , 11:.2 11.6 12.8  1l.2*%

. Flexibility . 3.0 11.9 13.1  12.4 12.5 11.3
_ Femininity . 21.2  .19;9%  22.7 22.0 19.0 1™ 0 -
- Empathy ey T .. 23.0 24.4% ° 24,9 25.1 21.7 23.5 ,
_Autonomy .o 21.5 23.3***x  ]18.8 . 23.5%xx ]18:5 23.0%%* |
. Myers-Briggs : - . ) ’ '
* Extraversiod . - - 13.9 16.59%* 15,8 18.1 11.7 15:6*
Sensing .. 4.8 6.7% 3.2 6.3%* 7.0 7.2,
Thinking M 7.6 9. 5% 4.5 - 8.6%*%x 11.9 10.5; -
Judging * .°  10.3 11.6 9.5 10.5 1.3 12.8
Introversioh, 12.7°4 . 9,9% 11.2 . 8.9 . 14.2 - 10.9*
" Intuition. 19.3 16.4*** 20.1.- 16.6*** _18.4 16.2
« o N - " : 7o \
Feeling ' . 13.6 12.1, 16.8 13.5*** .9.2  30.5 .
Perceptidn : . - 16.8 i5.3 17.5 16.3 . ‘15.7 ~ 14.3 -~
Holland $DS e . - e
Realistic - * . 20 ° 2.8 - 1.2 1.7 3.0 4.0 Y
Investigativee 10.8 8.9 8.4. 7.5 11.7 10.6 .
_Artistic - 8.9 .8.1 1.2  10.1.  ~6.1 5.9 . -
Social : N < g.onx 8.4 10.4%* 5.7 7.3* .
* -Entérprising - N 5,5%%% 2,9 " 4,6** 4.9 GF%//////
Cénventional 1.0 1.6% 0.8 1.3 1.3 f{l )
Barron-Welgh - *23.0 26.8. 24,0 28:5 - 21.9 ///2 .1
CPI Creativity Equation, -14.6 .~ 14.8 16.0 17.4 12.1 12.0/
(Group Average) ) & ) . . v vl )
*p< .05, **p<,01, ****p <. 001 (two-tailéd) ) . !

. C e . " x l...': '.'.
| Bk A R
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11975 £ 1973, "p<.001 . . .
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’ Table 6 - . PR ’
K . N ©$ -
) . - .XL _ "o LY > —
. . Comparisons of pre-test scores. for - . . -
= ‘ . ' . ~ - B & d S ’
o three enrichment groups | :- ' )
. R - Sy . .
. .. 1973 1974 1975 -
. . . (n=26) . (n=26) (N=88)

7 Mean Sb " \Méan SD Mean , 'SD .
Consequénces Test .. 29.1° 9.3 2\8.1 7.0.. 2&9.4 ‘8.5
Concept Mastery Test 66.0 _21.2” 58,2 ° 19.3 42.9  18.9° 3

. . -~ N '
Semantic Differential N . ’ )

(range of possible scores: t ,f ~ ‘
positive = 9, .negative = 63) . s \ . T
. schéol . 21.3 7.6, 20.5  .8.3° 22,0 8.2 3

,? ' // ] 7 ) ) c 5 e
Math / 21.7  10.3 22.4  13.7  22.8- "I2.3°
: Eyl';sh _ 233 10.9. 2.8, 11.0 202 10.7
i /c llege/ Co "18.7 © 6.2° 17.6  §.3+ 17.0 7.2
[ . : _ ~ ; . s .- _ " ”
t . i e
I N k
a | -

e
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Table 7
three enrichment groupé

<

»

: . 1973
) ‘ (N=26)

Sb

\:
\
o

Mean

. - by . y
Comparisons of average gain scores for

‘«\

1
(N

5
“

-
974

=2§
v D

| _Consequences Test
} -

» s B L |
[ Contept Mastery Test

Semantic ﬁiffereﬁtialc
Ki {Note: , .positive values
»__correspond to decréases
"ot - in attitude) o

7.3

“ i
0.7

-7 13.0

3.42

6.4
. 7.1
. 8.8

7.8

. School o 2.5
N e . Matr_ ( . -1.2
Lo English A - 3.3(.),
;: '0“ . ' "qulege . - ‘ , i.?
. . 7. 7 :
i" . Y a s -
< o e <1973, p <,01

v
-

- o :fb 3 .

< . L ‘\‘-1975i<1973 p<.l,

p-:.i N
Yy

- S 1975< 1974

> .
M P o
« . , s
‘ M € ~ “
. » » . S
.
- »
' I
- \ 3
> 4 =
- L Y 1
5 »
.
: i -

p<.05 (one-tailed)

(-

e . \ A -
T e T \ : ”
; i ‘ "CS,9,75 <1974, p<l .
. s oy « o s .
<o a ¢ . T,
p 1975< «179‘73_; .p<.001, 1975< 1974, p<.0l
L . e o ., .
R » 1975< 1973, p<.l :
. o "/ . Lo,
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Appendix A ) T .

The personolbgical'significance»of'qifferential

~

. math and vérbal talent . o . \

2 by ’ ’ -

Mary Cowan Viernstein and*béter McGinn

g -

" Investigations of the personological: correlates of verbal as ' .

' -,

[

s

contrasted with quantitative talent can be placed- in three cate-

gories: 1) studies of "differential vefbai-quantitativé ability"

in which persohs obtaining higher scores on measures of verbal than /
. IQuantitative abiliéy have been compared with persons scoring highe
> ’

B

on quantitative tﬁan verba} measures (e.g., McCarthy, 1953; Altus,
1958a; 1958b; Nélson & Macgoby,-l966); 2)\ studies combarihg indi-
Y;duals with high verbal and unspecified quantitative scores yith. ’
those Qiéh«high quant;tative but unspecified verbal scores (e.g.,
_Macgoby.& Rau£_1962; Bing,.1963); 3) studies(cbmgaring.persqns
.. . wiFh different 6ccup§tipnal choices, vocational ihterests, fields
‘of study, or per;ogélity traits in terms of verbal and. quantitative 4
- <,
, : ability (e.g., Roe, 1953a, "1953b; Gilbert, 1953; Goldman & Hudson,
1973; Hudson, 1966;~Niéhols, 1964; Elton & Rose, 1967; Johnson, 1965)..

Studies in the first two tfpes haQetﬁsed’ﬁrimarily extreme

B

. e R
group comparisons, with groups being defined in terms of verbal and

quantitative scores at least one standard.de?EEEESHMEBSGEﬁEHé”ngup

mean. Results have tended to: support, the view of distinct "verbal™

- >

‘ ' and "quantitative"‘types of beople, with verbal persons appearing

more subjective, imaginative, feminine, independent of authority,

introverted, distractiple, articulate, and intuitive than

b

AN




‘ .. . ) g e
_quantitative persons (Altus, 1958a,,195§p? Spilka & KimbTe, 1958; -
: SRt ; he

‘difficqlt—;p compare results. Moreover, there have been contra-

-

~

» KR

* y

Block; Levine, Q.McNémér, 19Sij4§anders,gMefferd,_& Brown, i960{ i Y
Maccoby & ‘Rau, 1962). However,:as McCarthy (1975) points .out, -
methodélgﬁig% have varied so much across studies that it is then 
dictions in the findings .(Altus, 1958a, 1958b; Maccoby & Rau, 1962;
Ferguson & Macdbby, 1966)., making guestioﬁéble any profile purported

to describe "verbal" ot "quantitative" persons.. The evidence must

" be regarded as suggestive rather than concilusive.

Indications. are clearer’in~Stﬁdie§ of the third type. Differ-

° .

ences in verbal and quantitative abilities can be predicted: from

career choice; field of stddy,’perSOnality measures, and interest

_inventories. People in eggineering, mathematics, and science score

higher on quapti@ativevand lower -on verbal m;égazégﬁthﬁh”peqp;e in
the artst humanities; or ;ocgég saiehoééo(Géldma;A& ﬁuds;n, 1973;

Hudson, ngG)n.»Per§onsvwith a masculine style on pers;ﬁality
Aeasures score"significanéfy'higher on quaﬁtitative and lgwér 6n‘ -
verbal megédrés than subjeéts cla;sified as having a feminine style

-

(Altus, 1958a; Spilka & Kimble, 1958; Dublin, Elton, & Berzins,

. - . *
1969; Elton & Rose; 1967).. In one study (Johnson, 1965), Strong
. - . ‘

Vocational Interest Blank scores which reflected academic achieve=

= - - - ’

' ment were found to be ‘a sensitive predictor of verbal-quantitative

-

difference scores.

¢ ¢

~ -

The present report investigates the pegsonological correlates

>

of verbal and quantitative talent in a sample of unusually talented"

~
. "

adolescent boys:. Combinations of the three methods discussed above

¢

-

61 '
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: . |1 .
. are used. This work is important to illuminate the rvle of

\

methodology in findings of personality correlates of differéntiaf

’Yverbal-quqngitqtivé’abiiity and- to further explicate th% underlying

meaﬂlng of verbal-quantitative abiiity profiles. Finall%, this

study helps investigaté the nature of verbal and quantitative .

.

personality profiles in talentéd‘adolescenqS. . ;

- Method' ’ . \

>

Sample. The subjects were 12 or 13 year old boys chosen from

- - Y

a larger sample (N = 283) of participants in a Vefbal'Talentx
all Bflwhom had scored-at or above the 98th éercentile on a étan-

- b ’

. i
dardized measure of verbal intelligence--or from a sample KN7§ 63)
. T . .o o |
of winners in a Mathematical Talent Search, all of whom had scordd

B ¢
’

rcentile on a standardized measure,of quantitative

* . 1
s

above the 99th pe
reasoning (Stanley, Keating, & Fox, 1974). Most wére from smalil,

A i

Search--

-

upper-middle classifaﬁilies, and over 80% of their<§arents had ét least™ kS

{

A

) . - { .
a college degree. All students completed the Verbal portibg of the ,

i

Scholastic Appitude Tiﬁt (SAT-V); the 65 Mathematical Taient Search
A - - ]

- }
o

winne£§ and 1;7‘of the Verbal Talent Search,participants also comf

pleted the Quantitative séctiqn:of tge SAT (SATLM) and the Ailporé;

Vernon-Lindzey Study of Values (A&L).

.,, Three groups were formed. &he fi;s; (N=182) consisﬁédlof all
e *

- < . K N
those who had completed the SAT-V, the SAT-M and the AVL. , The

S

difference between the SAT-V and SAT-M scores was calculated for

T : J :
each subject, and these difference scores were correlated with the

»

-

AVL.

%

|

\
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- 28

. ) The second group (N=85%) consiéteé of boys with either high .. N

SAT-V aﬁa unspecified SAT*M scores (N=20) or high SAT-M and uh- -0

4

3 5 - N , . .
specified SAT-V scores (N=65). High SAT-V scores were defined as B - =
o i R lé;{ . ¥ ; . - : N R N '
550 or above for 8th graders, 500 or above for 7th graders. High . o
. r ¢ A - )

*

" SAT-M scores were 640 or higher. TThe-subjectS'completed'a Battery
of additiohal tests inéluding: the Californi; Ps&chological In-
'ventory (CPI; Gough,. 1969); the Myers-Briggé Tipe Indicator (Myers,

v tié‘ﬁ)?ﬁoll’and's‘Sei:f-Diréc‘:ted_Search (sDS; Hglland, 1972); the N
;, - ° Terman §oncept Méstery.TeEt (CMT; Terman; 19%6); the Remote As;o= ] ‘

T ciates Test (RAT;’Medhick & gednick, 1967);‘khe Bér;on-éelsh Art

- . . " . ¢ [ -

" Scale (Barron, 1965); and the Chépin~$dcia% Insigﬁq Test (Gough; ‘

-
. - v e .

- 1965).. Correlations were computed between the scores on all tests
- - _»f

and the SAT-V minus SAT-M difference scofes.
3 v 5 * ’ : L.
_+  The third analysis compared a group of 30 boys who partici-

- -
1 7 A

" pated in a Mathematics Talent Search and are characterized by very

) - high SAT-M scores (640 or better) with a group of 30 bbys who took
J " ' ' ¢

L - . -t > * .
v . part.in the Verbal Talent Search and are characterized. by very high
. M # . .

Ty

. . scores on SAT-V'(gso-or better for‘8;h graders, 500 or better for

-

- ’ L . M

. ‘7th graders). The éubjeqts completed all the tests described above.
Groups were then compared using t-tests. For the high SAT-M group,
correlations were computed hétween all tests and SAT-V minus SAT-M

difference scores. This was not done for the verbally gifted group, c

since only half of them had taken the SAT=M, °

’

»*

/
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. senlo;; tested w1th the SAT ln 1972 73, thus, ‘these boys are on the | .

' :

jl
a2 . Results ;
Y . Y N ] . B
Table 1 summarizes the data‘for the first group. SAT-V and *
SAT—M scores for this sample (X 482.1 and 548.0) are about one- . "

3 * s

half sigma above the average*scores for all co;lege bound juniors. and

-

5

» .
>

whole duite talented for ﬁhelr ages. For purposes of computatlgn;

400 was- added to the;differeneénbetween the SAT-V.and SAT-M scores.

The mean difference (X = 335.6), however, shows that for the entire ]

1

sample the average difference between SAT-V and SAT-M is less than

one sigmal Results for,the Study of Values (AVL) indicate that the

»
N

- . T s . s .
group as a.whole is primarily theoretical, with political, economic,
o . .

and social values following in order of dmportance. Such a profile —

corresponds to.that of -one who is intellectually curious, academi- .
* . .

-~ ¢

cally motivated, ratlonal, practlcal, and soclally responsmble. -

ngh scorers. on the differential ablllty score: SAT-V minus- SAT-M plus

- . <,

400 tend to Have—equai score§ on both the'SATévfand the SAT-M, whereas . . |
. L3 ] - . ;
. . ) . -

bOY{JNitH lower d%fference scoreS~tend to be more discrepant in
the}r'v%rbai and quantitative abilities. The oorfelation between
the Aesthetic scale of the AVL and the SAT-V minus SAT;M difference
score indicates that high scorers (e.g., tboge wiéh high verba1‘5cores .
and high quantitative 3cores{ orewith 1oy verbal scores and low quanti- |
tatiwve scores)value form and harmony, independence and self-sufficienéf.

The negative correlations with the Economic and Political values suggest

L4




~ - 5\
that such boys are little interested in the practical aﬁfairs, per-

. N \%
sonal power, or influence.. . ’ \\
' . - . » 5

See -

\
Table 2 presents results for the ‘second group. The average
e
B \. < .
SAT-V. and SAT-M scores of 546 and’64l places these boys in the ppger

-

- . i . -
20% of all college~bound high school juniqrs and seniors taking the .

\

; ;o ’ \
SAT in 1972-73. Further ‘indication of the high intelligence of “\

these students is shown in their average Terman Concept Mastery

[

~

Test score (X = 58.8), which. is roughly equivalent to the score

-obtained by_an‘average colledge graduate, as reported -in the Terman

Test Manual. . RS .

o : ) ; & ‘

Correlations between the SAT-V minus SAT-M difference scores
~

with other itest scoreS'reveal,variations within this group. Most

boys in this grodp have relatively high ‘SAT-M scores. Consequently,

hEgh scorers on the SAT-V mlnus SAT-M plus 400 dlfference scores )

4
I A

tend to be high on both verbaI and mathematlcal ability whlle boys .
with lower difference scores tend to be less talented verbally.

Boys who tend to be talented_verbally as well as quantitatively
. - - ’
scoré higher on the. CMT than. boys Mith—higher differenoe»scoresd a

<

result which is not surprisingvsince there is a strong positive coxre-
s ‘ . -3 :

lation betweEn SAT-V and the CMT.' Correlations with the RAT and
‘Barroanelsh Art écale, both‘neasu;es of potential creativity, o

suggest that boys yith larger differegée scoresvforﬁ potentially

. \ . N

Zreative associations, and prefer des?@ns\that are aZymmetrical and
- LB . !

»

complex over designs that are org{E&zed and s1mple. AVL results for
S Y N
this group parallel those obtained with, the larger group--the boys
/

with high verbal relatlve "to Ehelr quantltat;ve abllltles are more

4




L. 60 : Y
, ’

. , ‘
interested in form and harmony than in practical pursuits o? personal

. \ power. From the Myers-Briggs Type'Indicator and CPI results, such:
AR AR
\ v ¢ A e V7

b§ys appear more intellectually or1ented have a wider range of

-

i interests, and have a greater poteptial_ﬁor academic achievement.

Results of the third analysis, comparison of high SAT-V scorers

~

= =elf-selected for a Verbal Talent Seareh with high.é%T5M~scorers self-

- .

éelected~for a Mathematics Talent Gearch, are given in Table 3. With

..._____—.-___.......—-..-_...____._...__.___.-——_._——...__

\

1

four exceptlons, there are no dlfferencesrln the’ two groups. The
- / A :
groupé dlffer in terms of SAT-V and SAT-M, but of course these 3
x &
differences are artifacts of the selection process. They also

—— = . L4

b
0
?

o * . differ with. regard to the Terman Concept<Mastery Test, a result

which is again not surprising due to the strong positive correlatign
i : ' L4 ’ '
between the SAT-V and the Termap. The difference on the Barxon-
$

. .

Welsh Art Scale suggests that the young mathemat1c1ans prefer

|

de51gns that ‘are organlzed, symmetq1cal, and simple; the verbal

o

boys ‘on the other hand prefer de51gns that are unflnlahed, asym\\

* metrical, and complex. _The pattgrh,gffthe remaining test scores fgr

L4 -

both the verbal and math groups matches that of the 85 boys describad

above, and reported in Table 2. Thus boys in both groups are bright,
X . ., } \ ’ . N

socially perceptive, introverted, theoretically oriented, and poten-

tially creative.‘ Correlations of SAT-V - SAT-M differentials with
test scores for boys in the math group once agaip para;lel those
a . . ¥ .

obtained for the larger, mixed group of 85 boys. s

A
+

[}

. , . ‘ \6”851\‘

- 4

-
>

kY
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i
\
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7
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«

A

I

areas seem to show the most-intellectual and academic promise.

“Discussion

The subjects of this study were self-selected'for partici-‘

a

. 2 ‘ ‘ .
pation in either a Verbal or Mathematical Talent Search. They

.

Y

are exceptionally bright and come from primarily upper-middle

class homes. Thus{ the.results have limited generaiity. .None—

. «
.t §
' N

theless, the findings may yield clues in the search. for stylistic
* . 4 . = . ’ " .
variations-in human intelligence.

. ' . . T \
" Four points are implicit in the findings of this study.

&
»

First, a comparison of groups formed on the bas1s of tested

abllltles plus demonstrated interest shows no differences in the

.
t
*

modalspersonalitmes of the.Verbal and quantitatjve groups, even

v

though.an array'of_the most powerful and best developed assess- .

F
7

ment deVices currently available was: used. -This suggests that

¢

in comparisons of verbally and quantitatively talented adolescents,

the groups will be primarily distinguished by their interests. -‘

v o
« v

61

9 .
Second, there seens to_be a stable set. of personality variables

associated with differences in .verbal and guantitative abilities,
. ?4{' 3

ag defined by the verbal minus math differénce scores. -

-

3

\ “Third, boys who are talented,in both.berbal and'quantitative

- "~

\

*

\ - [

- They abpear intellecthally curious and independent, and -potentially

‘creative .

<
¢

Fourth, the kinds of math-verbal differences observed depend . in

paxt -on the methodology of the study. :Comparison of groups with

differential math-verbaliabilities and interests yields no diffgrences

+

- -

! ;o .
N
* ’
N - .
N . 5%
.
.

~

3




“ . N
\
bl ~ =
- . - .
) 1 . . ,
N . N

~ N ’

. in pergonality profiles, whereas within~group studies result in |
1 e [ <

“ . ’ . - ¢ - N -
significant.correlations of math-verbal difference scores with
N ~ . - = .
v ! v‘\ » r _ . _
personality variables. Use of math-verbal difference scores may .. .-

- v

.be of questionable value; since the relative strength of verbal or
. , \ .
.quantitative talent is obscured in' the calculation. After all, - 4

there, are ﬁany pairs of verbal and. math scorei‘which will yiéld

Lo
-

i . ! ) i .
a given verbal minus math difference “score. Math—yerb§l‘differ>

s .7 L

Lo P
entials seem most useful in -defining membership for a four-fold

- -

typologf of verbal-quantitative abilities: -high verbal-high

- qdantitative, low verbai—high quantitative, high vérbalflow e

. . . : ¢ . .
quantitative, and low verbal-low quantitative.. - . .
- . P . . ) h\:&a‘ . ] .
These results seem to indicate that differential math-verbal ) .

LA Pan £ . .. . . .
x4 . - e ,

scores are' irrelevant to a sciences-humanities distinction. | . \

v
-

‘Math-verbal differences. are reliably associated with certain pé}sonality N
) ] . - ' N e
, . . ] . = y -

' styles{ but’ these styles propabiy occur with. about gé&al fre- ¢

queﬂé% in all disciplines: Vocatian»seeﬁ,éetermined‘bz persanal T

pre@ilections that are independent |of the variables described ) ;

.
* -

: - ’ - . I Lo cess e .
heres, Thus the two-culture, sciences versus humanities distinction
= 4 * .

. s s P DI !
. may, after all, be*@rrelevantwith respect to the intellectual and F .

persohality characﬁeristiés of the individuals involved in thesEJen-

- [

{

*  terprises. ) : .

on

EMC : ¥
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Table 1

- —w

Correlations of verbal-quanti.tative difference scores

with‘v;riables listed (N = 185 boys) _ /.
- . 5‘},&\ N . ’
~ Correlations with SAT-V -
Mean SD SI}T-’M + 400 - -
. A N
SAT-V . . 482.1 100.0 , - Rci L i
SAT-M - ' 548.0 127.9 | - 5orws ‘
AVL X -
Theoretical . - . 47.1
‘Economic ' 41.3
Kesthetic o T 35 .4
Social . 40.1
Political ’ ' _42.7
Religious | o ' . 33.4
SAT-V = SAT-M -
+ 400 ‘y' - 335.6
*p <.05 :
**p < .01 j ) ’
falkalal ° G ooi

R i1




Correlations of vefbaI-quantitative differenbe scores with

SAT-V

SAT-M

Texman CMT.

RAT ~-

Barron-Welsh Art Scale
Chapin Social Insight Test

Study of Valués (AVL)
Théoretical
Economic '
Aesthdtic:
Social s, «
JPolitical
Religious |

SAT-V - SAT-M + 400

 Myers-Briggs Type, Indicator (N=41)

!Extraversion
Sensation . .
ThinKing
. Judging
Introversion
Intuitign-
Feeling
Perception ,

California Psychological Inventory

Dominance -
-Capacity- for Status-
Sociability
.Social Presence
'Self-Acqeptance
SEn§e of’Well-Being
Responsibility
Socialization
Self-Control
Tolerance,
Good Impression
Communality -

Achieyveément via. Conformahce

-

e 24.6

67

Table 2

X

Mean

546.4
640.6
58.8
14.4
19.3
20.4

50.1
42.2
33.9
38.8°
44.2
30.9

305.1

[

| mad
. .

.

.

Il el wd
WOOULND DO
. .

O WNNOWIW!

28.3
18.0
22.7.
35.0
20.4
32.6
29.5
37.3
25.4
20.5-
1470

LJ

A}

.24.8:

Achievement vig Independence . 20.1

"Intellectual Efficiency
Psychological Mindedness

Flexibility
*Femininity —
Empathy
Autonomy
Lo

38.1
1.8
12.4

17.7 .

s 20.7
21.4

»

vai}ables listed (N = -85 boys)

Correlations..with

SD SAT-V —/8AT-M +400
90..7 .78k k%
79.6 ~.65x%*%
20.8(N=83) L50***

4.7(N=41) .32%
12.7(N=81)- L 34%%

.26

4.6 (N=40)

< (8,4}
o

.

. .

QAo u oo
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.

. .

3 et 0 .

.

.

¥

3 o .
DDA OWOOWVWONNBENNRFNWWIN
t

.

13
. . o .

L]
.

: ¢ .
W WS B WD WO KW
* * P

.

.0
-.25%
_3Gkk¥
207
-.27*
.03

~.10
-s39%
-.14
0L -
01
.26
.14
‘-.05

-.01
.20

Wl

-.06
.03
.14
., 25%
.18
.12
L27*
.07

-. 06
.09
. 30%*
L3TRER
217 .
LAl
.19
,04

.05
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) Table 2 (continued) - -7
S 3
-~ Holland Codes (Self Directed Search) % . N N
Realistic (R) 11, ¢
Investigative (I) . 63 . C T
Artistic (a) . 10
-Social (8) EERY )
Enterprising (E) . V3 . .
Conventional (&) . . . 8
) . T - ’ o -/ )
*p <.05 v . . : . °
? -
**p <01 . : ; ' ‘
K

*%*p < J001-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.
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Table 3 ..

[y

Comparison of verbally talented with quantitatively. talénted

-
.

LR
#

. Verbal Group

‘boys (N = 60)

.
-~

1] Qb «

. -Math Group Correlation with
(N=30)- (N=30) SAT-V - SAT-M+ 400
Mean ~ sSD” ° Mean * SD for Math.group-(N=30)
© SAT-V . ‘ "584.7 46.5 507.7%** 99.4 LO0**K

SAT-M" , 544.3 74.3(N=14) 686.0t** 50.9 . .01

Terman CMT 7033 18.5- 53.4%*x  19.4 N VAL

RAT . ’14.9 4.1 .713:5 5.2(N=21) .34

Barron-Welsh. 21.3 12.5 .14.6% 10.5(N=29)  .52%*

Chapin 20.8 5.1 19.4  3.5(N=20). .35

AVL _ , . (N=13) - .

Y Theoretical 49.1 5.7- 52.0 7.8 .17

. Economic 42.7 8.l 42.3 7.4 -.33

. Aesthetic . 34.9 7.9 32.3 6.5 T, 48%*
Social 40.8 8.2 37.0 8.0 -.14
Political 42:5 6.7 46.6 . 6.4 -.15
Religious +30.0 10.7 ‘ 29.8 12.3 .00

SAT-V - SAT-M # 400 460.7 65.1(N=14) 217.3 88.9

Myers-Briggs i (N=21) '

* Extraversion » 10,2 “ 5.5 10.6 6.0° ¢ -.26

. Sensation 7.1 .6.7 9.2 6.9 -.48%%,
Thinking "11.8 5.8 AL 64 -1
Judging 12.4 7.0 12.3 . 6.1 -.10 .
' Introversion . 16.1 .6.1 16.4- 6.6 .27
Intuition 178 5.4 " 15.6 5.4 L37*
Feeling » 9.5 6.4 7.4 6.6 .06
Pexception 15.1 ~ 7.4 14.4 6.8 .03

CPI : . ) N . ’

‘_ Dominance . . _29.% 10,2 . 28,0 " 6.9 °.06.. -
Capacity for Status 18.7 3.6 17.8% 3.9 .44* .
Sociability 23,3 5.0 22.6 4.8 .35,

Social Presence 3.0 6.1° 35.2 6.0 .31
Self-Acceptance 20.7 4.1 20.2 3.1 © .26 .
Sense of‘'Well-Being -31.9 5.1 32.0 5.7 .26

, Responsibility 29.3 5.2 28.3 4.8 .36*
Socialization 36.7 - 5.7 36.3 5.6 .24 -
Self-Control 24.8 8.5 24.8 7.8 .15 2

. Tolerance 21.1 4.5 ©19.6° 5.6 J46%* ° ;
Good Impression 13,1 6.0 13.8 5.3° .30
Communality 24.1. 2.7 24.4- 2.3 -.12
Achievement via S - *

Conformance . 24.6 4.5 24.2 4.0 w32
Achievement via S 0 ’ : :
Independence - 20.4. 3.8 19.7 4.2 .46**
\ PN '
i ~. - '7{) vt -

"
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‘Table 3 (continued)

Verbal Groupm v

Math éroup

. [NERLNY
TS T o e T
wa

- P

Correlation with

-

_Mean. § Mean ™ SD  SAT-V - SAT-M+ 400
’a —_ = R — i >
CPI (continued) , ) ’ r
: Intellectual” - . .
"Efficiency 38.4 4.8 37.2 5.4 58*k*
“Psychological = s )
Mindedness .11.9 2.8 11.9 3.0 .39%
] Flexibility 12.6 3.6 12,5 4.2 .16
Femininity 19.0 3.8 17.1 3.8 .21
i Empathy:-- 21.00 “4.0 20.7 3.4 .40*
. Autonomy 20.7 2.9 21.7 3.0 .18 e S
: \ - .
i -Holland Codes % - % -
: R . 3 . 10 .
i I 71 58 ’
: A- = \ 16 . 10 .
S ' 10 3 -
E - ‘ 3 - )
C - , - 16 -
T dp< .05 ‘ - .
© kkp < 0] . P . .
*xxp < 001 * )
P<. .
s e ’ )
! i 3
. ' ) N\
3 - - \4
c‘ * N :
v . ’
i o ’ - ’ |
1 N
A. '\'_,'
9 j ’ -
L] rm v
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N K The development of political reasoning in &

N

verbally .taléented children
Stephen P. Dayrio and Robert Hogan
- - - The Johns Hopkins University -
’ ' +Statement -of the Problem - i
- . “//7 Efforts to identify and characterize young people Vith:humanistic
R © 4 talent require consideration of the dgeneral topic of reasoning ability.

R How well can verbally gifted youngsters respond.to compléx social -

probléms involving issues of ‘social policy? Does ‘verbal precocity.

ok .
- o

imply precocious réésoning ability? What are the implications of this
. ) o -
‘inquiry for selecting humanistic talent among adolescents? This paper

kS

T . v : . N
(3) attempts to articulate a more ‘intellectually satisfying -con- °
s - ) . )

. " ceptualization of the transition from concrete to abstract modes of

o thought.. - ) S A

~

The paper buiyds on threé considerations. from earlier research.
MA

¥

First, in a very important s;udy, adelson, al. (1969), interviewed

L3

80 avérage and 40 bright ‘middle-class white children ranging in age

. -

. ' once, it ié determined to be a public health hazard.
IQ differences, yet none of a significant order was found. However,
1 cox \ e

in studies;of intellectual precocity %nd Piagetian-oﬁeratiéns

y g -
» N \ ]

” 1)

ERIC ° | 7

“ (1) compares gifted children with bright and average children in térms
of a specific political dilemma, (2) éxamines the relationship of °
e political,maﬁurity with’age in a verbally gifted sample, and N

from'll to 18 using a hypothetical legal problem: how to regulate smoking

Aﬁelson tested for




s .

(Keatlng, 1975 'Webb, 1974 Daurio & Webb, 1975), 1nte111gence dia

4 “

confer an advantage in terms of precocious acqulsltion of tormal >

operatlon§. To resblve these apparent contradlctlons,,thls‘study

‘compares v z brlght (IQ3>160) children with bright and average

E,V! 'ochlldren based onresponses to_ Adelson s'"smoklng problem o

- P Y
. N .

Seconq, Adelson reported s1gn1f1cant changes in adolescents' view
. ~ / . - _

~ R A : - &

o - S .

e of the law occurring between 13 and 15 years of age. After age 15,
H = * 4 B T &

{ . = 4 . . :

! children*were more apt to (a) discuss law in abstract rather than con- .
crete terms, (b) view law- less as restrictive and more as beneficial,

(c) -consider amendments as a solution to the legislative dilemma,

and (d) shift from an absolutist toaa funCtional view of law. The g T

present study repllcates these flndlngs us1ng a very talented sample. ) .

mhlrd, in the literature of developmental psychology from Werner

¢ % » -

, ~ and Piaget to the present, a single developmenta; theme lsqreported —
’ L . continuwously. The notién is that mentation evolvesnalong a dimension

. *y . t »
. '

.characterized at the immature end as concrete, and at the mature end S
. i 'giw .
. as abstract. The terminology changes from erter to writed. Jbut the *

Y e
~
- 5

concreté-abstract q;stlnction is “latent in virtually all discuksions

. of oognitive‘development. Despite the robustness and apparent utfmity.
. : %f this dimension, it has two problematioal features. On the one "

* * ' % ) : » } ’

hand it carries a great deal of Platonic metaphysical baggage--i:e., "e .
M f . .. b . ’ ‘k‘:\‘ . 4
./ those who can think "abstractly" are presumed to perceive the world . .

of 16ea1 forms that lies behlnd the dross of reality, on which those who y
think’ “concretely" seem to be flxated On the other hand, the concrete-
» o . - =,

abstract distinction is s1mply too, broad and 1mprec1se to be useful; for -

- R .
¢ 3

¢ "instance, Adelson reporte€d coding as: abstract, "Any. evidence of a ,
3 . Y .
Q o - : K . ] . .

.

-




cv

.

) by the Anne Arundel County, Maryland, school system. IQ ere deter- °

_the Stanford—Binet (Slosson[ 1961). seven girls and 18 boys were

LS N ~ <

generallzlng or a gynthesizing tendency, however dlffuse or thlnly © :

A

'!

\ L
detailed" (p. 328). In contrast, this paper -attempts to refine the; : ‘
. . . 2 . 4 e

°* ¢
T

" (] (] ' *
abstract-concrete dimension. e .

@

.0

~.

A Method ’ -
el '§ '

Subjects. Thirty-eight white, middle-class, and very bright

: »

children, ranging in age;fr m 8:3 (8 years, 3 honths) to 14:4 were »

<

studied (X = 10:4; SD = 2:0).
. 4 - t

-

mined by the Slosson Intelllgence Test which correlates above .9 with

included in this sample.

Thirteen older students ranging in ade from 12:7 to l4:4 were

selected from the i914 Spencer Verbal Talent Search winners; Seven

»
]

boys and six glrls in this group scored from 490 through 670 on the

- C . e -

(-m‘ -
-

verbal portion of the Scholastlc Aptitude Test, the mean SAT-V score

for these subjects-was 558. There were ho siqgificant sex differences

o Povn R

in either group; boys and girls consequently were combined for the sub~-

4 - . -

-

L
sequent analyses. . . . . ,
r'd
o ~

. . ’ ‘
Protedure. ' Children were tested "individually in their homes during

a single fivé week period. Data were obtained through an interview

which offered the following dilemma adopted from Adelson. Inter-

views were tape recorded and'later’transcribed.
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’ As you probably know, many / people including most sclentlsts
who hHave studied the problem believe that, cigarette smoking
is bad for your health. /Let s imagine that the legislature
in'a payticular state is con51der11g the .possibility of out- .
law1ng _smoking altogether. The majorlty of the legislature
feels that cigarette smoking is undesirable. because of»the
effects on health. The question they asked themselves was .
what, if anythlng, the government ought %o-do about it, . 2
Should the government forbld smoklng or not° Why?
oW, here~s~wh§t’?appened A ma]orlty of ‘the: legislature voted
or a law to forbld smoklng with a fine for those caught selling
- smoking cigarettes. ‘But the law dldn t seem to work
Cilgarettes wére 'smuggled into the  state and, people smoked
sa¢ret)y. X majority of -the . egIslature Stlll believed' 1n
torpidding smoking, and ‘the problem they had was how to en-
fotce the luw. What do you think ' they shoulg, do in this case?

L4

»

Two. different polnts of view emerged in the discussions of

‘the legislature. Some sald that a law that didn't work was no k
"good -ané -cught to beé voted out. Others felt that the law should -
be made to work and thought thefe .should be even heavier fines :
-to make the law-work. What' argumengs would favor keeping the

law? at arguments would. favor repeallng the law? Which . Lo
591Uti4§ asé you prefer° . ¢ :
v/ - ¥ ~

The protocols were scored for the following nine dimensions:-

| - ce c s .
glcpal "abstraq “—"concrete rating; "beneficjal"-"restrictive" . .

kt
Y B 1

“ - "- y LA I : "
v1ews‘of the lgw, “amendment“--no amendment" solution; "paternalism"-

P

oo . @ .
"civil llbertaé;anlsm"; government's response to v1olatlons of the
pooT 2 . .
a. 2 | - N

law: "revise or repeal”-"enforce more. strongly"; "pragmatic versus \

1‘ T —

absdggtlst v1ew of the law i 1mpersonal"—'persbnal" consideration

xr

of the issuey "general"—"partlcular" perspective; and "metaphor;cal"

"llteral." The flrst six d;men51ons are adopted from Adelson's studyﬁ

T
~

together with two addltlonal dlmen51ons——“Dracon1an tendencies" and
"competent reasonlng:~vscored'oﬂ a four polnt,Lcale, they form the basis

§ . ) . i
of comparison‘between Adelson's sagple and our.verbally gifted youngsters.
The last three‘dimensions repreSent a- more detailed analysis of the global

“absfragt"-"concrete" distinction and will?be.reported in the next )

section.




* Adelson reported that Significant changes in adolescents' view of

-—

J\

Resplts

-
i

13 * ,/ .
Reliability. Protdcols were scored by three/;aters; inter-

correlatiohe between raters‘%br 11 scoring.c egories/areireported
. y . . |

in Table 1. Subjects" sFores were the average of these three

[

. \ , Lo )
&atipgs. The reliability of these ratings, estimated by Qeans.of

a— b

the Spearman—Brown‘fqrmu%a, ranged from .76 to .94, values that are, *

i

quite respectable.

Comparison of Adelson's samplevwltﬁ,verbally gifted children.

9
¢

%aw occqr roughly between ages 13 and 15. However, Table 2- suggests

changes on at least four dimensions.occurring,between the ages .of

9 and 10%. Younger children in the gifted sample\\e g., below 10%):.

|
1
i
(a) were less likely to generallze beyond the specxflc problem or o

attempt to put the problem in a larger context; (b) v1ewed=law=as g

strlctlve, that is, as restzalnlng man's hostlle 1mpulses, (c) were

paternalls§f§’rather than. c1111 llbertarlan, and (d) were less likely

. EY “{\
to take a pragmatlc view -of the law; -they evaluated laws without

“ . ‘
., - !

- - » B
regard for their negatlve sqcxal consequences .-

)

’
-’ A
. B

Table 3 testifires to the stabdlity of Adelson (S earller flndlngs-

Age is correlated sxgnlflcantly with the foIlowxng flve dlmenSLOns

|
|

-
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/ﬂl) progression from concrete to abstract.reasoning ability globally’
definedL (2) a beneficial rather than restrlctlve view of law; (3) the

» -

ablllty to generate an amendment solutlon to the 1eglslat1ve dllemma,

y o e . .

(4) & civil llbertarlanlsm as opposed to a paternalistic view of govern-

ment; and (b) the ablllty to reason by taklng 1nto account both sides

- . .
of a difficult issue. ) :

The Concrete-Abstract Distinction ; . . .

A careful ‘review of our protocols suggested that at Iéastathree themes |

are confounded in the gIbbally‘defined concrete-abstract distinction. '
i 1 : . - I‘ . ks ) - ) L) ‘ ’ ¢
In the first case there seemed to be a dimensidn defined &t one end by
; 8 ! R

P

S . . . . N 3 T, . -
a tendency.§Qapersonallze problems--to Justlfy'reséonses in terms of

(A ’ ‘

appeals to ope's own likes and‘dislikes, or in terms of the habits and
{ ’ o o

preferences of one's family and friends. Over time this tendency K j
-~ L. - N

appears to give way to the ability to think,impersonally, fo justify

-

-
®

responses in tgrms broader rather than personal preference.
- , ,

The second theme confounded by the concrete-abstrdct dimension

«

can ‘be described by the bi-polar adjectives "partigdlar"-"general:"; ,
. ' .

Y. -~ M} .
Particularistic responses focus exclusively on the problem at hand--
here this means the regulation of smoking in tbis particu;ar case.

t

Responses classified as "general" deal with the particular case as an

~ »
- s

instéhéé°of a more general problem=-here this means the. regulation of
-

-

smoklng as a particular example of the regulatlon of a- class of poten-
tially self-abusive chemicals. o 1 -t .
S A} . -~ . . .

The third theme ohscured by .the concrete-dbstract\distinction is

the polari;y defined by the terms "1iteral" and "metaphoricalu" "In ;

i
.
+? «

lthe present case 11teral-mindedness referred to discussions that w\ye

‘
\ x °

\

A d -

82 : :
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o

.
s
<«

confined to the problém as stated. Those responses that saw the problemn

!

as oné instance- of the use of laL to “egulate social. conduct in genéral

.t were Judged to be’ metaphorlca ] v . T )

o
2 »

—

Table l provides ev1dence that the smoking dilemma protocols can

A 1 . A -

- = ~ -
© ' be reliably sCoréd for these three'themes of:persona}&impersonal, par-

N et e

1

b v . . w < :; / o ﬁ
ticular-general, and literal-metaphorical. The average correlation, across,
o - o " :: ) . . ’ A

- all three items and raters was .707 This value could have been improved
W . - S : : / [ Dt ) . o \
had there been any discussion amongbthexrahérs to "calibrate" their.

] ’ . N s 'll \rgx . .
. o . / B . V. *
. ratings. - & ¢ . . ) , !
1 { ) -
. ¢ 7/ lé" - f NS :
- The next questign conceresnthe deqree to which these three themes
- v . . *
> - . - Y

K %

7are re;ated to the concrete-abstractudimension. Table 4 indicates that’

3y \ . . Y .

R

o these themes "are more hlghly correlated with_ the rated concrete- o

o .
/ ! L I
g aBStractness of the protoqols than they -are with Bbg another. ‘The
* multiple ¥ of theSélﬁhfee!Qariables with concrete-abstract will be..
. b e Lo, L. - .
- {subsgantial. éonQEquentﬁy, these‘data‘support the notion that it is
/

4 ”

<§
important to dlstlngu;sh at 1east three separate themes ithat are or-

dinarily confounded under the concrete abstract contlnuum, themes that
: / 3
- » s K * - > .
- prov;de non-redundant,Information;about‘cognitive Style. - .
- .t ° ' . @ <
-JA . - w ] ;: '.c‘ ‘ ] : ; B ) N bg . .
o, . ‘ /Insert Table 4 about here o
' 7 ‘-—-“‘-r"--r":; ------ e -
. L. oo . 'i ‘ s . - g . i ) _ )
The fina] question‘conéerns,;he deveiopmental’status:of‘these'
’ ! * “ & . ‘ -
dimensions. Table~3 prov1des 1nformatlon on this pclnt. Concernlng

-\\
.

the personal-lmperSQnal dlmens1on, 1n thlS sample of" unysually brlght
* N M "i') 1

younPsters almost all, of them gave lmpersonal responsés, therebyv ren-=

< < 13
*a .

derimgfisighificant correlation«mathematically,impossible.to achieve.
\J A L3 1 * ' - & ’ ‘3’ -
’ N - . ‘emr o - - - -
The particular-general dimension had & less truncaced eadorsement
- * . - .

< P . .
* - rd

- -

.

-

MR
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. | cos
. frequency and the correlatlon of .63 strongly suggests -that it is related

y
t

L

to age. icre were,. once again, relatively few,metaphoricakbresponses.
h

>

Consequen%lY3 the’ correlatlon of age with the llteral-metap rical -dimension
. t

=

’ is a*tenuated,,but smgnlflcant nonetheless. It seem7 safe to\conclude that
- ) ' (‘
these three dlmeuslons are aﬂl developmental variables. -
. \ . " *)
AFlnally,rand perhaps moét gratifyingly, these three components

)
‘w

of the concrete—abstract d1menslon form 2 perFect Gu%tman scale; ‘hat

R 4

{ v 3 -
is, 1n/?6/case does a chrld\:ho gives personallzed résponses also ilve
i . *
AN

£y

genergl responses. SlmllarlyJino student whose responses are char-

f acterized as partlcularlstlc;wasrcapable of a metaphoxical reply

@ ) ) \ ‘ ! >
» =) \\.

\\ i

.

~ Discus’sion \\\L !

e

: -This répl;catlon of Adelson's findings with our younger but in-
f
L4 i

tellectually precoc1ous chlldren suggests four p01nts. Flrst, repli— \

-

) catlbﬁ of the pattern of responses on’ the var10us§d1mens1ons strongly\j
. Ki D e [ !

e R

sugdests that .as polltlcal reasonlng abillty matures it increasingly ‘

. \\

takes lhto account the complex dialectic .1 nature ;of social Lssues and

4 A Y \ ~ \
e |
1ncreasmngly regards law as-beneficial, as an insFrument for promoting \ \\
L soc1al welfare. _Moreover, maturlty of political reasonlng is con- \
"‘:vt_ 3 .
E {
«”,* gruent with the reallzatlon;that certaln "real %orld" problems are '

a
.

e . . . ‘. R . .
+ + in prlnelple 1ntractable; therefore4~resolutlon,of complex issues
’ “ W5 : ) ?’" J‘ . l;’ ( A
. Wﬁl%'ﬁnddﬁptedly involve compromise or amendment--witness the legacy

. 1nherent in  the- Constltutlon through the foreslght of its authors.

h

e ettt

; Second, repllcatlon,of Adelson S flndanSiw1th a zounger‘though 1 (
.o : : [

O S more 1ntellectually precoclous sample is consistent. with other research

s 4 : i A ’AJ\
reported in the field of Intellectual precoclty and cognitive development

3

i
!
{
¥
!
: 1 A
@ E_ N . ] . . <« ¢ W t . .
| \
I
i
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That is, tmusual verbal talent seems to confer an advantage in reasoning
- N e

- about complex poIipicéltproblémsu"ﬂowever, two qualifications are,

necessary. First, for -the gifted sample there was little variation

* .

across age in terms of how the. government ought to respond to vio-

lations of the no-smoking law; the oYerwhelming majority of children
. ' 2 ) ’

suggested increased enfofcement of the law. Second, nothing differ-

entiated our very bright sample as to tﬁe sevéiity wiﬁﬁﬁwhich the
oL ; ) — LT
government_oughp-tOAenforce this law; 13-year-olds wégg»just as Firm

as é-ggar-olds in gpecifying_draqoniaﬁ measures- be appl;;E>t6—
malgfagtors. These résultstsuggest éhgt‘very bright 8—‘t? 14-¥ear-
?1ds Aéy be capable Qf-§alkih§iabout gomﬁlex §é;ial problems Qt a
"high lével of sbghistiqation{ but théir Suédestions for deaiAng‘With
these .problems in.reql%t§vmayfbe»nb=mé£e mature than.tﬁbée of less

gifted ageymates. Thus age confers Someghing- above and beyond IQ

J »
© & ,
>

to the maturation of sqgi7l réason"?,z
&
&hird? even among the oldest and'bribhtest students there were .
N A . ]

notable differences in reasoning ability. Therefore, a more precise

_formulation of the felatiogffip between intellectual‘precocity and’ '
.o - ) . -
political reasoning ability -suggests only that on_the average verbally

-~ . . -

gifted children will .demonstrate mor¢ mature responses to complex

. Z
. . 6

. social problems than less Ea&enﬁéq peérs. p -

“ x. ’ a

>~

) . ’ . * L4 N .
Finally, tha* 7. three components of the concrete-abstract .dimension *
L]

form,a Guttman scale~<the ability to think impersonalgy is one requirement
*for the‘appearance of generalized tﬁbught! which in turn seems necessarx

N -

for.métaphorical thought--iﬁplfés the three forms of thinking distinguished

"here seem to form a tight hierarchical, age-related structure. Further

<
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; . resedarch will be necessary to determine the correct age parameters of I .-
.. ’ N . _\ S '
. o . v * . & R B
. these .1eve,Is‘;§f thought. "In the meantime, however, they seem to warrant
© . .
< v . N - * hd
. . . 14.% .
4 serious attention as a more” discrete and differentiated way of con- , . - .
. - - . 3 . . B . - . .
ceptualizing those phenomena normally seen as manifestations<of the :
C e A . ? AN
‘g s " ey - ’ - -
transition from .concrete to abstract modes of thought. ! :
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Table 1

-

.

K3

-

. o ) ) . .
';n%er:ater correlations- among. three raters for 11 categories.

o~

S
ol

>

oL, R . ‘ ) -
Dimension Rater #1- Rater #1 .- Rater #2 = |
R RN ‘Rater #2' Rater #3 - Rater #3 .
_ Concrete-abstract? .64 .85 .55
Beneficial-restrictive view of law® .54 - .61 42"
Amendinent or ‘compromiseP . +60 .72 - .73
Paternalism-civil libertarianism® N .85 .94 .90
Government's response to;Niélations ‘ ] . :
of the law€ .70 - .73 . .88
Draconian ten@eﬁciesc .81 .82 .89
Competent reasoning® .57. ) 69 .70
. , ,
Pragmatism®, . .60 .68 .89
Personal-impersonal? . .65 .93 .52
R ~ L3 L : I} .
- Particular-general? .46 ° .57 .69
Literal-metaphorical? =% .81 =%
- ‘\ . ;1; .
a *
N = 38 Rater (2) found no incidence of meta-
. phorioal reasoning among any of the
)3 ) * y 38 subjects; therefore, no correlation
N = 37 ] coefficient may be‘ reported.
- ¢ °
C " » . .
N = 36
- .
H ¢ - .
IS S.'. -~
s ~
&, .
. i * 0»‘*'




oo
5

N .- Table 2 \\i ) " ’
’ Lt . s SN ©

"

._‘ . N - // ) : Aze ) < \
Dimensions ) R 9 . 10X 13 N
. o v . . .
N\
) . Abstract .30 50 .71 N\
\ Concrete - .70 .50. .28 N
N - . - \\
Beneficial .10 - .35 .78 N
Restrictive ' .90 .64 .21 \
‘ Amehdment - .20 ;07 .57 ,
+*{No Amendment . .80 .92 .42
- Paternalism ° .90 .57 " .50 '
. Civil'Libertarianism - S N0 S s42 .50
"7 Revise or Repeal . &, .30 :35 .28 )
‘Enforce - the Baw ~-:- -~ —  — 90~ -~ ——64- - L7T .
P . )
~Draconiaquepdenclesb ) "2.9 2.9 2.4
- PO . - ¢ . ’
Competent Reasoning® 1.9 .7 2.9 ’ .
Pragﬁatism, ' .20 " .64 . .42
Absoiutism . .80 .35 . .57

v - - L -

Note:_ aAges are rounded to 9, 10%, and 13 years, N = 10, 14, and 14,

' réspectively.
bScores on this variable ranged from 1 to- 4. ‘Coding- was as -
follows: 1 = repéal or revise- the law, 2= educatlon, compro-

i -
. -

: mise or persuas1on, 3 = any force br coersxon by any means, e.g-.., e
’ -
) increase of taxes, 4 = develop spec1al pollce, increase sur- '
" h " veillance, etg. . ) o,

i 5 I4 - -
) ThlS variable -was alsc scored fxcm 1 to 4.’ The hlghest rating =
Was coded, for arguments that‘ﬁfscussed both sides of «he issue,
e . followed loglcally, and reflected humaneness (i.é., a realization
Y %hat some people are addicted and cannot help themselves) 1 re-

flected lrrelevant arguments -or appeals made to empty slogans.

*
., = . .o N
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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- ERI

84
- R P
. . .
Table 3
Correlationﬁ\betWeeﬁkage and L;.variabigs listed
. £l -(N = 38) ~ -7
€ ° Q:‘ ‘ b o
Abstract-concrete © .47
Beneficial-réstrictive - 7,502
U . L3
Amendmer t-solution ) 5 .37°
Paternalism versus civil liberty ~. 524
Government's response to viblétions‘
.0f smoking law - NS .
'’ Draconian teﬁdendieé ) NS
Competent reasoning : .562
- d. '
Pragmatism ’ R . NS
. Impersohal-personal T NS
General-particular ,632
o R
Metaphorical~literal . .35
5 B e -
v / A . -

b ¢ ‘
p<.0l * '
. , .
-
C
p< .02 . .
- +
. - N T
\ d i ' Q.‘v
: - ~
. L]
N p<.05 " N
.
-
’ . -
t \.7
- v ‘ -
) ~ N -
" -
. -.
. * ¢
-
] C
4 ’
A . -
“ T e
2
- ' .
- c
“ ' [N q )- . ’
dt)
v - ’ * )
.
. - .
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o ° Appendix C

o * - . ¥

) R - . - N .o ) -
Humanistic pbrecocity and general-intelligénce: Te¥man revis_i’tegl1

e by - -

“ -

Robert Hogan, Mary Cowan Viernstein, and Peter V. McGinn

The Johns Hopkins .University
. (‘."
Terman's pioneering study of giftedness (1925-1959) provided a

F3 ?

. . .

-
-

valuable portfait of the correlates'and conseQuthes of intellectual’

Q

Precocity .and made a 1ast1ng contrlbutlon to the study of .incddvidual

o-
~

a;fferences. . In a well*known essay entltlgd “The two cultures and- R
- Y M .
the sc;entlflc revolutloﬂ," C. P. Snow DreSents a cogent argument
S - \\l
for the necesolty of dlstlngulshlng scientific fron 11terary tn-

- . e i+ t
&
telllgence; "It seemed to us,.hOWever;.that there are at least three
~
@ - N - . o hd

distinguishable cultures in the intellectual community-: the scien-

——— —_— e e e -

. e -
-

tific, .exemplified in recent times by persons such as” Rutherford,

., - . LB a, -
g:-’i’hi;f;e‘in, and Bohr; the Iiterazry, symbc‘alized for ‘exg‘mple by Ca'n%'tJS, .

‘Elliot, and Mann; and the humanisfic, personified by‘Ffeuda’ﬂillz

- -

It further occurred to us that "ese dlstlnctlons

and’DurkHéim.

v -

mlght p01rt the way toward rev131ng and extendlng Terman's original

flndlngq concerning a globally defined c6ncnpt of ;btelllgence. For

s

the past three Years Protessbr Julian StanLey at Johns Hopkins .has "

» .
- r - -

bBeen studying the naturé. of sc1ent1fic uhd mathematlcal precocity
Nk ;
- e

The»auﬁhors, on_ the

(Stgnley, 1973; SLanley, Leatlng, & Fox, 197”)

other hand, have beenfconceﬁned with develdping means to identify

- 23, . * . * hd
. . ” el . - * oy [
humanistic talgnt in early adolescence. - -, -~
C . :
- L.m M T . .
; <
5‘3_ T @ P 9 ~ + -
. - .9z

~¢

i

(29




4

The term “Humanistig” has%falleh on hard tires; it has comd to.

%,

. >
. g
-

&genote a viewpoint that emphasizes\the primacy-of emotion over ‘thought, -

- > o 4

) L. - . : . ’ '
self-exploratioh over Socia) problem sol+in , and a narcissistic
. LA} ng

. v 13

Ay

b -

) search for self-perfection over wofking-for the betterment of man- . -

. . . « .7 )
N - kind (e.g.» Laing, 1967; Reich, 1970; Roszak, 1968; Schutz, 1973);
- ' . . [

- This is a gross perversion of the meanlng of humanlstlc 1nqu1ry. . )

t' .
’q’ .

| .
‘Tradltvohally, humanlsm ha< meantAa concern with ethlcs and pOllthS, . .

-

L . . with sogial:philqsophy, with the nature 6f a.just society, and with

K -
- LY - ° .

an analysis of %the social, economic, and psyeholbgical impédiments \\\\
. k. '.

-

-

to ﬁuman welfare.'nggalem§peaEing, Humanisqwrefer§_;9»any,inquiry

o

that takeS=tne well being.and,hagpines7 Qf*mankind'in tlis liﬁewae
- ‘ o o o .t 2 ] - ; ¢
- - 2 . R . . 3 A RN

’ ) " its primary- focus. < In twentieth-téntury philosophy humanliﬁ‘further

a

o
. . ’ ) , oo '
emphasizes irecason, science, and ‘social engineering as means_fér

- " solving huTan prohlems. The Positivism of Comte, the, Riagmatism of _ -
. »~ -.‘_v, -
Jambs, and the Utllltarlanlsm of Bentham and Mlll ex;mDLlfy thlS meaning.
| 4] LA R
? ,

of humanlsm. ,Ideally,‘then, a study of humanistic precocmtv should T

L3

« [P .

,permlt the“ldentiglcatlon of ebmte,,uamee, Bentham, Hlll, Hume, ﬁiaget,
Qa \ N

o i - . Al ¥ "
- - -Thomas Mgre, and Durkhelm-ae schpol children. ) )

. = H - . ’ L i &
- i Y 1

. ' - WA ,mQ . .
T .. - Stanley (1973) has been able to locate sgientifically and -mathe- °

* L .,‘ .

. matically precocious youngstere\by using measuress of hign»leael . ’
' - Y v,
) quantltatlve aptltude. Followmng hlS lead, ve bave spent two years - .

\ . >

trying to 1dent1zy humanistmc precoclty by Js;ng measures ﬁy.htgh 1evel

.
. N
”‘ A - " . A
-

B o verbal aptltude. ¢ The remainder of this paper*descrlbes the rcault

11 v » !

N

and'shor nlngs @f this, selectlon strategy. . .t -

ERIC-

A ruitoxt provided by exc [
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N . ”\ ! .
> . Method ? 7

//' o

. i [
Sample. The subjects were ch@sen from a larder semple (N

659)
/-

ho

/
ux

f/l

3
.

. I
/j§/garticipants in a "Verbdl Talent Search"--12 or 13-year-olds 1
h. e’

ad scored at ox above the 98th percentile orr a standardized mea

4 © LERA

of verbal achievement. All 659 subjects completed the Verlal'po

. o S _—-m —-—-—~<:—“—“"H"

of the Scholastlc Apcltude Test (SAT—V), a blograohiéal lnventory

$'adapted fromSchaeﬁer (1970)” and a background questlonnalre listing

~

. . P f
the occupation and education of their parents, as. well as their own
. . . i 3
vocational aspirations. T ! . e

Students earnlng the hlghest SAT-V scores (i) ~c130, X = 595)

%

were invited .to return foxr further testlng and to partlclpate in a

summex enrlchment,program- In>alr, 58 students took part in the

4

entlre program (10 of these students were orlglnally 1dent1f1ed as

,/4<

/ \ 14

; 7 — 7
high SAT-V scorers in Stanley's" !athematlcal Talent Search" (N = 77§))¢

] ’ A

, - A
These youngsters are wvery bright; in verbal ability'theytrcprcsent

ad s
¥

perhapsfthe top half of one percent of\the 12—and'i3ﬂyeaf-olds in

A

the Baltimore—Washington metrgpoiitangarea. They ﬁprmed our.rgitial

ah9@§;is£ich11y gifted sample.". They coggleted an~egtensive,h€ttery

of additionai tests including: the California gs&chological Iﬁuentorv
T ;

(Gough,1969), the Myers-Brlggs Tyﬁe Indxcator(nyers, 1962); Holland's

p——

Se1f~Dmrected Search ‘(Holland, 1972), the Ter@an Concept Mastery

i \

Test (%erman,el9561; the Remote ﬂsSocrates TeSt (Mednlck &

Medn1c~741967), the Barron-Welsh Art. Scale (Blrron, 1965), and
. - -—--r“*r

!

fthevChap;n Social IHSLthJTeSt (Gough, 1965). Personality types of

chlldren and parents were classxfled by applylng quland g classifi-

1

caclon (tiolland et a]., 1972) and Vlernsteln S é%tuns Lon of Lhe

A >

’




>
-

the chlldren and to the occupat10ns~of Lnelr parents: .The congruency
- of the child's and parents personalltles, deflned by Holland S typo ogy

(Holland, 1073), -was then assessed -using tnc system descrlbed by Vlern—
. - ra

.

steln and Hogan (in press), where—scores‘ranée from 1 (lowest) to 4

;\

s

(highest). ] S ’ ’ i

a
'

.o
>

The flnal 58 students conpleted a“Seven week college level course ’

, / o . [

. \__ R
, at Johns hopxlnsb taught by our progect-staff. Students studied either
Iiterature~or social scien%e. At the end_of the course each studenF
e ' .

v, l o

\
was,rated for hu¥gnlst1c glftedness, on. a sca1e from zero to three,
.‘(‘ ' e P

Y bv ‘the 1nstructor and by Lho'prOJect directox

. The ratings were made
b iw(

- '~
ndependently, however, dlscuss10n of the students by the raters nay.,

have lnflated thelr rellablllty, whlcn averaged‘about .70. The averT
»? }. Lol

' ?
N -

LN 4 L
<" age rqtlng for each studgnt was considered to beAgnlandex of humanistic.

P T . . ) ‘ . . L
gi:Stedness, i.e., the ratings reflect our judgment oncerning how,we%l
and_e%fectively these students could reason about sociocultural, moral,
- [
. T, - . . N 1
and political issues--éssential components of humanistic talent as we
3 v

A v .
have defined it.” The average‘rating for the boy's was 1.85 (SD = .83);
. - , . B . - L .
P - , * R Al
for the girls, X = 1.79 (8D = .95). ' Cor

Y \ {
. Correlati7ns were computed.between

° X
scores on the various tes
! - e }
regression analyses wére be:formed to determine the pattern of v 'Lﬂ
. - . |
— - (e ) a . ‘ ~ .. .; - V#‘: $ { {‘
ablés most predictive -of humanxstchglftedniFs. o A

Step—w1 e,
4

ts and‘thisvcriterioZ Variable:

.
; ¢ st
< —




_ testing were on

N - ¢ 2

B LY . T
to 'the average score for all college-bouhd junlors and senlors tested

\
with the SAT in 1972~73, and indicate that students taklng part in this

/dy . [}

/ . \e
e v & . . S . - \
2 whole a-very select group. Table 1 also suggests K

! .

. - - - : . . N N
B s -

grades.
is 585, placing the? in tne upper 16 percent pt all cqiiege-npund:
'school juniors and_geniors taking the SAT-V in 1972<73

:,ijEZ;;;e of 58 conta%ns'somelunusualiy able YSungsters asddefinedﬁ

well-standardized reasure of verbal ach;eyement

5

« »

-

.
13

“ ¢
In terms of thelr bachround characterlstlcs, these 58 students

i

were predominantly uoper—niddle class.

(809 of the nothers and 8%% of t

1

are

i

-

—z\, oi
“ /

i, . .
o ‘! .

PR < - *

Thelr parenms are well educated

—

0
[y

[y

v -

s

-

Q

-

fo——

‘ .
o

~.{“

:

. ;Thus;th

I
t

he fathers have at least a col

s
! [

i f -

that théié is %Ij§rge jump in SAT-V scores.between the 7th and 8th
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The’aﬁerage SAT-V score for the»humanisticailj gffted samzle
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degree) and 78% of tne fathersnare in profess}onal 1evel yobationsla

.
:

* Tables 2, 3, fnd 4 present lnformatlon concernlng thc peﬁsOnallty

-
™

1

impressively high, particularl when compared with scores for average
. p:\ /E » N
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-
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f and cognltlve function ng of:odr glfted c'amole. In general,’ the scores’

]

. . - ) J _ : . -
scores for the total,Verbal Talent Search Sample‘(x = 442.9) are comparable:
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13-year-olds. On the Terman Coﬂcept Mastery Test, for example, the ayerage *

” »

L score of 60.6 is greater'thgn the average score 4§'= 56) for air Force

- i

Captains as reported in the Terman Manual. &aAn average scoxe orf the

¢ Remote Associates Test of 15.9 is on a par with UCLA freshmen as re-

: rorted in the RAT Manual. The gifted sample's score of 21.4 on'the.

Chapin Social Insight Test, a measure designed to assess interpersonal

-
:

and social acuity, is_ also equal to the mean score for college fresnhmen.

-

In terms of cognitive functioning, our gifted sample can be described as

A having a well-defined ability to think abstractly, to relate ideas that

3
5 -

. o= . b I N
are remote 1in ordinary semantic space ;(i.e., to form unusual and poten- -
{ -

. , * .
- tially ‘creative associatiqns), and to formulate socially inq;ghtful~

. /
solutio%s to interpersonal dilemmas (demopétrating thereby a precocious
‘ * . =

11

level oé\sociél acuity). Thus humanistic giftedness as ‘defined by
1

. \ . - ~.
SAT-V isiassociated with abstract reasoning capacity, original men-~
- <, 1 A ‘ S

P -
- .

IKQZ - tation, a%d pe;ceptive soéial judgment. N
j
i The éersonality correlatés of this vexy able group are described
in terms o? the California Psychoiogipal Inventory (CPX), the Myers;
) ; .
Briggs Typé Indicator (MBTI), Holland's Self-~Directed Search (SDS), and
the Barron—%elsh Art15cale (BWAS).‘”Fhese'youngsters appear simi{ar to
) adults of slightly more than averageksocial g%fectiveness. However,

<

-

. they score noticeably higher than aflullts on CPI scales for Self-

€ .

Acceptance, Achievement via Independe ce,‘and Flexibility. This indi- s
) . -

cates "a remarkable degree of self-confidence, spontaneity, independence;,
- ;,. . N

A

and, possibly, self-indulgerice. When tYe gifted sample is compared with

youngsters‘their_own.age {Lessinger & Mjrtinson, 1961) they present a picture
|
£

of unusual personal soundness, social e fectiveness, and maturity of interests.
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On every scale except Com??nality {a valiéity key) lhe enrichment group

scores about one and a half standard deyiationssabové an average ;ighphv'
. - //
" grade sample. This suggests that tkey are substantially fiore .socially
. . ) *
poisedi nature, embitious, intellectually motivated, and sélf-confident

-
.,
e -

than their less talented péérs.

Moreover, in comparison with a‘gifted sample of the same age
o ” '

destribed by Lessinger and Martinson (1961), these students receive L

narkedly higher scorés on scales that reflect pérceptiveness, in-
-

e

tellectual ability, and creative potential.

The CPI describes how a ‘person appears to others who know him well.

’
<

Tne HBTI, on the other hand, characterlzes people in. terms of how Lhey

4 "
¥

se their minds. As Table 4 indicates, the boys in our sample are Intro-

.

verted, Intuitive, Thlnklng, Perceivers (INTP's). According to the MBTI

-
z - .

\
ideas rather than people and’situations. They tend to be intellectually

!Manual, such persons are interested in principles rather than things,
£

decisive -but soc1ally shy .and detached, and they excel at mauhqmatlcg,

philosophy, and psychology. As teachers they are more interested in ideas
2 .
than in students; as researchepg they are more interested in solutions

A - L4

»

than applications. The girls are Extraverted, Intuitive, Feeling, Per-—
ceivers (ENFP's). Such vomen are enthusiastic innovators, with a good.

deal of imagipation; confidence,'and impulsive -energy. They'are inter-

4

‘ested in people and are gcod at manipuylating them. 1In the absence of

E
» . .

.o . .
self-discipline, however, these persons tend to squander their ability
: . Ny =

and energy on ill-advised and irrelevant tasks. At their besffthef

N o

may be inspired teachers, scientists, or artiste.

g

Data from uolland's'SDSafunther support these patterns; these
‘ . 3 ’ -~ M '
data suggest that the boys have primarily Investigative intexests;
= ’ 1 * . i / B
consequently, they will tend to be academicﬂlly'orientcg, socially ,

4
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witharﬁwn,'analyti?, critiqgl, ratioyal, curious, and‘interpersonally
U
reserved. The girlé‘&;e primarily Artistic, and should be giiginal,
1.‘\ . M e
intuitive, and spontaheous, preferring unstructured problems and en-
#*

vironments. They also tend to be socially outgoing and(}n@ereﬁted in

-

. - 13 ¢

people. Although the boys' and.girls' Holland codes were égualiy con*~

4 * ..

“ gruent with their mothers' codes, 'there was a significant diﬁference’in
&# Fé B
. congruency with fathers' codes. ~ '

The creative potential of this group can be estimated by means of

. i “Ir ;
the Barron-Welsh Art Scale, and by a CPI-based rezression equation. The- §

se
-

Barron-Welsh Art S.ale, a measure of preference for'compleiity in visual - . .
designs, has been found repeatedly to correlate with demonstrated crea- ) |
. - & d » . - R :
tivity in adult life. Thé average score of 23.1 for our youthful sample

LY -
o« -

"~

N / is‘substantially'higher than the average score for adults (15.1 for men, .

18.1 for women) in geﬁeralx Using a CPI regressidh equation originally

»

developed to predict creativity in architects (llall & MacKinnon, 1969)

the average score for our sample wa§x}4:3; for the girls the sbore vas
i X - -

. . ~
. R

16.0; the figurqﬁfgr the boys was 12.1.. The mean scoge for creative
* qrcHitects in Hall/ and MacKinnon's sample was 11.7.
Responses to the biographigal inventory indicated that these

*
-r -

youngstérs read avidly, that they have many hpbpies} that most have

> N ”

several close friends in ‘school, and. that the yirls write more for en- .

joyment than the boys: Boys have more science hobbies and are more in~ -

terested in mechanical and electronic objects. ~ - © .
o

~ The foregaing can be supmarized as follows., Humanistically gifted -

~

adolescents, as defined by Qerywhigh scores for SAT-V, are bright, socially&
14

2 o
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
L.

“the staff ratings veresused in & step-wise regression analysis to iden- , -

i)

a K . .. . - «

peréép;ive, and potentially creative. There are also important sex

s
- - -

dlfrerences- the boys are ihtroverteé, theoretically oriented, socially

p a

reserved—-jugion sgereotypés.of the ivory-tower academic; _the girls are’ s
LT : M T : .
extraverted, action-oriented, -and socially -outgoing--they seem to be en-

* “
*

thusiastic innovatérs,égpt perhaps fickle and impulsive. :
Thesg impressive signs of talent and competense generally accozd
with Terman's findings concerning thé favorable attributes of high in-

-

telligence. Nonstheless, we were primarily impressed with, how much these -

.
. -

youngsters varied ln terms of their ability to reason ﬁh%aelously and to

-

8

reach sound,. defenslble conclusions. Simply stated, in spite of their .

€ @
high test scores there seemed to be a noxmal distribution of "good

-
-

sense" within the group, based on guality of each student's writiné
M . - [~
and class pagticipation. - \ ; _ . :

s <

“Phe staff ratings were designed to help us determine the character-

»
. »

isl}CS of those students who’were impressively cogent and incisive in
dealing ?ith gqmélex sécial,'moral, and political issues. Correlations
£ R
were computed bersen 51 assessmentﬂyariables and staff ratings, A . {
separat;ly by sex. iWith rhe exception of the Barron-Welsh Art Scale . .

and the Conventionaf scale of thé SDS, this correlational analysis was not very

- > - «

¢ ) . * + -
frultful, which may be dne in part to some restrictions of range in-
» . ‘.
¢ .
herent in this' sample (see Tables 2,. 3, 4, and 5). - . . \
%

-
.

The 12 variables with the largest zero-order correlations with .

-
"

° : J s,

tify the best lirear combination of these veariables to predict humanistic .

giftedness. For girls the five variable equation included three items .

._-....--.-_—__———-————._._—_._.--——_...__...__.__.-.-.._.-._-.-—-.-
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T

from the biographical questionnaire, Communality froem the CPI, and“Téfma@'s

>

. ' @
CMT. The multiple r for this five variable equation was 0.58 (p <.05f.

»

¢ .
For the boys, the equation included congruency with mother's Holland code, v

three iﬁéms’fpom the biographical inventory, .and level of‘fathcr's occu-

a

. . “
pation. “The multiple r was 0.79 (p <.01). .

¢
. )

For girls the'equatioh,fs: ) - i
. ©» staff rating = -.10 (CPI Communality) + .55 (having a. .
>
‘significant part in a'play) + .01 (Concept Master Test) -

+ .10 (invehting or wxiting) + .12 (writing poems)'+ 3.24: 2

- -
For boys the equation is: _ o * y
staff rating = .65 (Congruency with mother's Holland ¢
o ~ : ‘
v code) + .05. (totzl Biographical Inventory) - .08 (CPI .

e
e £

Achievemént by Confofmance){+ .6l (scientific hobby)

-

"+ .33 (level of. father’s occupation) - 2.35.7 3

<

Discussion ) , N
= . -

‘Our initial selection procedures produced an over-representation ;

of uppér middle class subjécts, and this. restricts the generglity of

our results. Nonetheld&ss, the findings of the first two years of a

L]

study of humanistic precocity’ ihdicate that bright and talented students
- J . i

can be identified 6n the Ba;is~of SAT-Vgrb;i scores, and that, as ori~
. . & ’ -
ginally reported by Terman (1925-1959), such talented adolescents are

~

S
in’ many ways better endowed than their less gifted peers. - ' ) //

3

However, we found that witﬁin a group of very briéht youngsters

o
w )

. ¥ “ .
. . . . 2} ) . . e . eq . -
there is still considerable variation in the ability to reason well.

-

Lok
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o - . .. . .96 \ . ‘\ . C e
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- , L. i . -
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\
1
1
|

.
-~ -

L4 ”sA
- "o

. . It a%Fearg tht bove a certain level of %eoted 1ntclllgéhce the crlhlcal

deternlnants of numanluulf per;ormanqg (pagtlpularl{ for boys) may bes .
v . ' : -
personality and b%pgrgphical variables. I% this otherwise rarified

. . ¢ e

. | '
<sample, humanistic precocity for. girls seeﬁed rclateQ,to,ﬁncényentionality
. oA (

p (CPI Communality scores), role-taking abili&y (aéting%in plays, and

» he . ‘

. | p
possibly writing), and abstract reasoning ability (CM’).X. For boys

- - |

. . S* . . LU
- humanistic precocity was a function of ,good adjustmeng,based on -en—~

it
3

> : . ) , \ o -
. couragement by a parertal model (as reflecteq in conggulnce with g
. .' - . "‘\ ’
. mother's pgrsonalityy, energy level (total score on our giographical .
.8, C. , |
Inventory), indepandence (low scores for CPI Abhievemeht via Conformance),
8 ’ ’ ¢ i i

N and social class. No claims are nade for the generallty of these variz

.
.

f?

ables and their regression weights. We Wwould expect, h oweLer, that the

¥

\w//

. s _ . o Lo .
general picture of humanistic precocity for boys, and girls as mirXored
9 . ’ 4

in this equations has some validity.

-

. <

e —

v

> Finally, one may ask®whether we have identified the so‘§§ of

G ’ . v
youngsters who will become Dag Harmersk8lds, Willie Brandts,\and Golda

- . ‘ \

- Meirs. Williath.James argued that X...effective genius is for%ed .

A N . . ‘ ’ E ¢
’ ...when a superidr intellect and a |, sychopatﬁlc temperament c%alesce."

P ¢ ) .

. . . e
This, type'of person "...is liable t fixed ideas,and‘obées§ioJ§..." ) ‘

-

. . ‘ s “!
L ‘dence of vadequate control,mechanisms.}." as teStlfled Qj thelr;success

(ilacXinnon, 1962, p.~ 488). Terman is largely crcdltéd with de&tré;lng ’ g

4 e
. » A

’ o thé "myth" that genius is associated wi h drivenness. Ouxr data clearly

-




7

E

-

ry . LT

support his findin@ftha; intgllectual giftednesEL psychoWetrically defined,’*

_1is associated with dood adjustment and psycnological health. It is also

clear that; althoush Terman's sgbjggtg were high achievers by conventional

N .
v

standards, none were of Nobel qguality--and we ﬁad the same feeling about

¢ o - > + -

our subjecté: ‘There may be a qualitative diffefénce,between‘thé Kinds

of genius identified by standardized measures of'ihtelligence and the -

genius of a Jefferson, Talleyrand, or bisraeli. In gxplaining these

- e
- ¥

ryth may have to be resurrected.

ot ~ .
<

latter cases, James'
3

-
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"ﬁaving a sign{ficant"part in a'play" is scored 1 or 0 (yes.
. .- .

-
.
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~

"Writing }oems" X
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-
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"
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»

"Total biographical inventory" is the sum of the scokes of

-

y of writing poems,‘
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no). "“Inventing or.writing" is a“‘five point, selfffeport index

invéqted,or literary products generated.
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Table 1 -, ) 5
* LN . )
Scholastic Aptitude Test - Ve¥bal ,Scores~‘\ *
b . . N hd Tt . -
} P . '1 « K . - » . :\
o : \ L o 1973 CT 974,
" Group j N _ - Mean - SD N . ‘Mean ‘.SD
! . ) o« ° A ’ « &~ ’ Coew )
A. Total Talent Sedrch ot L -
+ - 7th Grada. 'Girls. “65~r391.8 87.1 114 41274 80.3
8th Grade Girls 99  1473.3 '88.7 142 472.1 91.8
. ,' i
L omy
7th Grade Boys 51 /409.-4 77.5- 68 . 416.2 82.2
~ ~. \J
8th Grade Boys ¥ - ?’ 475.8 89.5 98~  453.2 77.6
B. Enrichment Group ; . _ .
Enxichment GXoup'- Gir¥s 17 599.4 33.4 16 570.6 61.8
Enrichment Group -'Boys 14 '30.2 12 %42.7* 81.9
o -
.‘ g

Note--_ *denotes & significant sdx difference (p <.01) -

3

*

-

-




Girls

N=33

. . . Mean
LS. . " : Y
. *  SAT Verbal , .
2 s ¢ ' °
. Remote Associdtes Tdst « o« 16.8
Terman Goncept Maste»y Test 58.2
[y .
- . - . '-- ’ * :
Chapin Social Insight Test 22.5 .
..4':" * .. -r.! - )
Note-—-.*denotes a significant sex dif
. Lid
- Il e o [ 4
- v
i,“ - ,"0*. * N
- - 2 3.‘4
' .
N = £
. 3 /
* ‘\ *
. * o 1 . .
L
&
- ’ - . - }
» * »,’
a . - R
N -
~ . N .
. .
* -+
- - . .
O “4 . ) k
EMC .. ¥ - ‘108
o @ . "

»
.

SD

Boys
. N=25
Mean
A

A ~
-
.
e
*
.
-~
~
B > )
L]
. LY
.
.
* .= .
-
.
» . *
‘ .
-
&
‘:

SD

587.6 . 50:1 - 580.8 ¥ 67.0

4.4

~

ference (p <.08)"."
s 9 B .

Correlations
with staff
ratings

Girls Boys
.07
.01

.27

-
’-
-
N
-
-
%
.!
N .
-
£
L4 -
- .
u'{ -
;i "
N
‘ .
-
-
.
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-
-
-
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.t

N te.--asterls(c denotes a significant. sex difference (* p<. 05;

/

¥

a: signifigant correlation (p <.05)
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w1 . Table 3 !
N 2,
. T - Enrichment Group CPI Results _—
) . g ’
. T o \
%o ,
’ 0 . N
1 4 3 N - . . .
N e 4 ¥ Correlations
: | | Girls : qys’ with staff
.\ - v N=33 24 - .- ratingss
\ Mean SD Mean SD Girls Boys -
California Psycholog*cal Inventoxry . ' . )
. Domlnance 27.7 6.6 28.2 :;-.\5 .09 .17
- Capacity for Status o 19.8 _ 4.9 19,8 3.3 — .3L-— .24
e e SoedabilityT T T 24.6 5.2 2.6 4.9 . :20 -.01
Spcial Presence T, 35.8 7.3 34.7 6.1 .18 .05 -
-  self-Acceptance .21.4 3.8 21.4 3.8 >\()4 .16
, Sense of ell-Being ’ 3420 5.4 33,4 5.1 .14 0L
. . Responsibility . S 31.0 4.6 , - 29.2 4.8 .11 n.lO
8 * Socialization 38.6 5.8. 36.5 5.5 =-.06 - " 13
- Sel£-Control - 4 25.3 8.5 26.5 7.9 £io -.03
: - Tolerance. . 23.Y 4.9 21.3 5.1 .07 .18
© Good "Impression ! - 14.4 5.3 - 15.5 6.1 -.01 20
[ . . Communality ® < 25.2 2.1 - 23.7% . 2.8, -.3832 ~=.18
- . Achievement via Corifo¥mance 25.7 4.2 25.3 4.1 17 =26
‘ sAchiévenent via Independénce 21.6 3.9 21.7 3.7 - .07 ©.07,
. *  Intellectual EBfficienty 40.3 5.1 40.0 4.9 .05 14
* . . Psychological Mindednesss' 11.2 3.1 12.8% 2.5 .03 .10 .
. T ¢ Flexibility - A3.1 4.0 12.5 - 4.3 .03 .11
Femininity s - 22.7 . 3.1 . 19.0%% 3.4 " -,10 ~-.31
. Empathy . , - ' 24,0 ¢ 4.1, 2L,7% 4.1 .18 .30
. Aut_oano:'ny;' ’ 18.8 4.3 18.5 3.1 .20 .06
: - -~ hY 4

*hkp L .00'1)

Lol
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Enfichment Group Myers-Briggs, SDS, Barroh-Welsh and CPI

’

-
[

Extraversion

- Sensing
Thinking
Judglng

=

Creativity Equation Results

JMyers-Brigygs. Type Indicator

-

I °

Introversion e

Intuition

Feeling
° Perceptio

s

Realistic

n

.

{Investigative-

JArtistic
Social

[+

Enterprising

.. Conventional

Congruency with motﬁé}'

i

holland s Self Dlrected'Search

Y ed
P

|
|
|
|
|
s

Barron-Welsh Art Scale

0.9
Congruency with father! \ HollandCode 2.6 0.9
n

CPI Regression Equatlo

Creativity

*b <.05
*hp <’.01

*¥kp <. 001

(3

\

=

HollandCodez -8

NS I R NN X
SWoOwVW®WWVW

NOoO O WU WO
. . g
VO N 0

e

11.

20. .

6. .
17. .

N=30

1.2 1.9
8.4 3.8
11.2 - 249
8.4 3.9
2.9 2.2
0.8 1.0

Boys
N=24
Mean SD
I1.7% 5.8
7.0*%* 6.6
11.9%%% ‘5.8
1.3 .7.5
14.4 - 5.8
18.4 5.3
9:2%%% 6.1
15.7 8.0
=24
. 3.0%* 2.5
&l 7% 3.4
6.1%%% 4.0
. B.7** 2.9
4.9%% 2,9
1.3 15
2.6 L.0
2.0% .0
21.9 13.2
12.0%*% 4.5
[

. Correlations

with staff
ratings
" Girls Boys
.15 .18
~-.09 -~.08
,09- ~.0l
-.04 .07 |
-.14 .09~
17 .05
.00._~.01
.02

-0t

A0 . .12

.01 - -.04
-.13 .18
-.07 .24
-.0L - .00
=.44* 7= ,53* °
-.09 . .57**
-.29 .21
;osﬁ L42%
~.07 N

3

-
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. *p <.05

.
-
.

.
«

loﬁ

. o« t
t
£

I Tabld 5
» \
b

- * LY

LY <
Variables Listed

Biographical- Inventory . ems
Number of collectioRs
Frequency of attending nlays
Acting in plays
Inventing or ‘writing

“Writing poens - .
. Number of paintings framed

P -
Al

1

»
¢ ~

./ Biographical Inventory Items '
Art-writing hobby

) ScientiFic‘hobby ) -

. Number of frightening items when young
Number of times stayed up late for pro:]ect
Numbexr-of close friends

Total Bioéraphiéél Inventory activity score

E
-~ -

‘ﬁ‘“ﬁevelﬁgfkf?ther’s occupation ,

i

~

+

Correlations of Staiff Ratings with

Girls (N=33)

-;24

.19
.36 *
21 ¢
.23

<29 .

.26
.26

~.38
.34/

-.36

2
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/ . N - . -
i . i - S . . .
Evaluation of a program for the enrichment of humanistic talent .
/ / P o

.. Peter McGinn and. Mary Cowan Viernstein

© i - ]

5, ’ : . , .
; ] :
If our cohtemporary society were & .person, a clinician might

hesitate to call it healthy. A Jungién therapist would see_it as

. ) e e Lo . c . .
imbalanced. The(ze;tgexst-personallty 1s overinvested in its animus,

- q

5 -

e %
It can be easily argued that such a;spl;t is uncharacteristic 6f a

prdductive zeftgeist.

'
!

\ [
-

W8 ’ - . o \‘ .
‘This animus nurtures talentin science and:technology,. and the -

v
. . - - ad

: Fi present era will be gemembered as one of great.invehtions and dis-
- . o 3 ) . -
- 'coveries, But it‘will‘also'befWOndered’ﬁhy this era produced so
. - . x “ A . )f

s Y L.
relatively few great moral thinkers or social leaders. The authors
SR are concerned about this lopsided embhasis on technicdl achievement.
“
For the past three years we have been. 1nvolved in developlng means .t

N

~
to identify humanlstlc talent-in early"adolescence and ‘to foster
Y - (.

P, its development (Hogan, Viernstein, & McGinn, 1975).

g A "

4

4 , ’ . 1
<

Humanism is used here ‘in its traditional sense-~it refers to
: i

P a concern with ethics and social philosophy, and with the nature .
- \\\, ,_“ N T ,

e

‘1 -
. ;‘ A

powers (in -the broadest sense) to understandyng man @nd improving-

- [N «

his condition. In this view, intelligence is more than the capacity

s ) to analyze and abstract, It also includes depth of judgment, per-

spective, sensitivity, recognition and éﬁpreciation of complexity,

and a habitual willingness to question.. . ! T,

[RIC - . 2 112 -

i e
. | . 4 . ) . N o P

£ of a Just soclety. “It is the appIitatlon*of~all -our 1ntellectuaLW—w-~y«"»

; N : . - -
/ g N . .

technologlcal achievement, while it Ras represse d_i“s_qniﬁéhﬂhumanismhAh“"‘
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The purpose of this paper is to descri and evaitate’ a prograﬁ
. ¢

L

Given tfe overarching goal of . e ,“,.;“_.-

for enhancing humanistic giftedness.

— fostering: intelt ctual talent in young students, several possibilities
s - L - * -t
.- e . :
. presénted, themselves. Plato had developed a model the phllosopher— - .

’
L

e ] klng, in The publlc, but of course that is a utoplan v151on, almost .

. <
P

_incomprehensgible in our Present world. A cultural enrichment program;
¥ S s -~ .

akin to a "ggéat books" curriculum, is a second model (the multiplef

[ - R _ —~

3Vitamin'approach), énd ra&icai reformation of the educational §¥stem

. as Pproposed by A, S Nelll (1%0) or possmbly even Coleman (1974 )t

K ‘ “ L
W i

represents a third. ) v ’ ‘e .

. f/ i
3 For an initial, attempt, however,wechoseeaslmple, stralght— R ST .

Al .;:: N
forward model-—'the mlrror-lmage apnroach." Stanley and his asso- & e H :
v { ?
% N . 2 -y
s

. ciates (Stdnley, Keating, & Fox, 1974; Kea&ing, in press) . have -

demonstrated that’students exceptionally talented in-.mathematics

- » —
. .« -

- may be identified at an eag%y age’ (junior high school) *and passed
B répiély thréugh a mathematics. seguence. ‘They "have used a very diffi~

4

cult standardized test designed for much}olﬁef students, the guanti-

tative'seqtioh of the Schdlastic quitﬁde Test (SAT-M) to select

- . 7 , . .
- > L. : . - . - > . P =
these mathematically precocious youngsters.* The mirror-image is

-

to identify verbally gifted students using SAT-Verbal, -and then

provide them with a sophisticated academic experiencde. °“The pur-
. bose of th%s paper is to report what can be ?ccomplished-b} the

- o e P N

mirror-image approach to facilitating humanistic competence.

- * g .
- = > N
. .
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Method

Samplé

-]

The subjects were 52 seVeénth éhdwéightﬁ éradggs, 21 maieé and

e ~

hd °

- 31 females. They were selected on. the basis of exceptional per-
, - -

, ‘ 2 N .
formance on the verbal portion ‘of the§SAT. They were part of an .,

‘original group of over 1400 who-participated.in either of two ver-

. ~

bal talent Searches (Hogan, Viernstein, & McGinn, 1975). or a mathe-
r'/ ’ ‘ -

-

matical talent search (Slanley;;keating; & Fok, 1974). This sample
‘is e;cepti§na11y‘éb1e; theAavgf;gé'sédre on SAT-V was 580\ which
places ihese“sevenph andreighfh graders in. the 85th percentile of
"+ "eleventh and=2yelfth-gr§dérs ;ho are applying’to'éollegeu Most
-were from small,. dépef ﬁiadle class fémilies. Their éarents are

well-educated (over 80% have at least a éoiiege degree) . Other ,

~

ability and personality tests indicate that these students ére“‘

» * B

multitaleptedi They appear substantially more socially poised,

-
-

mature, and ihtelfectual}y motivated than less talentednstudéntso

their own--age, (McGinn, ;nApress; Hoganl Viernstein, & McGinn, 1975).

,
B - A - i
~

Experimental Deéign . :

-

.

- ’A variatign of a pre-test po;t-lest control broup design was -
. N - =
used. See Table 1. The project described Were took place over

. £ -
two surmmers. In year l students chose to participate in}sither a

soqial science (X) or a creative writing course (Y), both of which

- - e o e o e e e e o o et e ot e o . o

Insert Table-1 about here

.




3

. ° .
were designed and conducted by the authors, or, their associates’

4

SR P

wmﬁ____All—§tééents tmyear T alsSo took part in a s pplementary "creativity

course" (Z)., The Productivé Thinkin Program §Covington, Crutchfield,

bavies, & Q}ton,'l972){; In year 2, a second group of students was

& .

. . 3 3 - - - . - . L] ~
again offered the choice of social,sciencé or! creative writing. The
S, S A 1 19 4 e

. . [T

Produccive Thinking Program was not offered in. year 2. \ff-equiga-

- . —

’

"

_lence’on pre—testswbetween-years 1 and*2 can be established, this

design permits a clear tes$t of The Productive Thinking Pfogram; It..
: - : o i

also allows a-weak test df’the relative effeurs of the social sc1en(°

o

and creative writing courses. Unfortunately, the uniqueness of the
& - * - - ’_‘._ 5
. ;o ,
sample and other administrativé considerations made a no-treatment .
Y Y

- ¥ ) P

) . P SR A

ggptrol Jroup very impractical. - :
4 “*'_,‘. i ;-' L .,

- ey
e

A long term evaluatlon of these courses w111 be concerned with

,
.

a comparison of the real-life pergprmapce of thé students who par-
n ? . . e )
ticipated in the various curricula. The mirror-image -approach
A ™ . ; . l
gpggested another, more immediate evaluation, however. Can imprpve—

z

mént be demonstrateq on standardiied‘testS—of vérbal fhtelligenée

or creat1v1ty? The Concept Mastery Test (CMT) was designed for use

with Terman' s&glfted group (Terman, 1956). Thus it was sufflclently
aﬁr i .
Lo v . -
dlfflcult for the present sample also. JIt consists of two sections,

’
o

vocabulary and analogies, which are summed to give a total score.

«

There is only one form of this test, and it was used- for both pre-
test and post-test.

Créativity was assessed by the Remote”Associates Test -(Mednick &,

Mednick, 1967) and ‘the Guilford Consequences Test (Wilson, et al.,

i953). - - ,




~The RAT demands t?at the‘stﬁdént connect iﬂe%§;Wﬁ3se relationship’

— g— \" - e o ,:

[

is not obvious at first. Each item consists of thxee words. for

i' - - T :
. Py

which a single best associate can be giVen. For example, in

o

the item: POKE,OéO MOLASSES, theanswer is SLOW: . ’1{@ test con-

A

tains substantial %ace'validity in that it requires the cognitive
i

flexibility and abf\ ity to producé unusual ideas often ssociated I

°
v b - .v. \’\

with creativity. Mednick and Mednick (1967) have summarﬂzed research

—

4
~ o't\ - ',

that indicates the RAT is a_better,predictor,of éreative sgientific

LT

performance than are giadesor aptitude tests. Critics\(e.g
\\\\\\\?allacﬁ, 1970) have pr

r

i R «
) that the RAT has two dﬁ n ions~~associative flegibility and ve
ability. <;;\s\it shoula\not be -considered. completely independent

\4\\

L] * \‘*\

t

of intelligenge. Only: one form*ofltgeiRAT is,publiShed; a sécond

. . .. - e

X
B/U)

experimental, form was obtéined from the authyrs EB‘useHagla‘post—“

* - ] =

) i | A lii‘jtg\

-testey s
< v '

. - s ..

The Guilford Conseque%q&s Test is ene=of several Such tests

Y
.

meéasuring ideational fluency and divergent thinking. Five items

. -
-

describe unusual Situations for which the student must *list as many

qonsequenCesfas possible. Fo;\exampleﬁ What would be the results if.

people no longer needed or wantéd sleep? Althoﬁgh.these consequences

A 3

" may be scored in sevetal.ways—rnumber of different consequences,
3

- N *

*number.of different categories of consequences, 6figinalit§t and

< -

uniéueness;—only the first was used in.thisfstudy. 'The research of
Wallach and others (Wallach, 1970) suggests that the total number of

.consequences has both convergent and discriminant validity as a

\ N B

. k] N -
s
. -

]11:£33 - a ‘ | .




»

. * measure of cgéativity.and ideational fluency independent of in- o

- -

>
- o @

~ telligence. Different forms were used for pre-test’ and post-test,

. * one published by Guilford and- the ‘other designed expressly fof

<

- o

this study. .

‘-

Finally, a §§@an§ic,differentiai—waS“u§éa°to assess stu@entsf

- > ~ -

attitudes toward school, Mathematics, English, apdncollege. This

instrument was developed by Hogan and Horsfall (1970) to evaluatu: '

« ? £Y -

) ) ] It measures attitudes alohg three dimensions: 1liking, perceived

7gﬁility,.aﬁa perceived accessibility.. That i$; do students like

school, do they see educatfop‘aé uéefui,'and do they see it as.

attqinable? There were ,nine scales, ranging from 1 to 7 for -each.

of the four éoncepté listed above. Thus -each student made 36

-

q - ”
;nfhdgments. These may be summed to yield a total score or each con-

cept or dfmension~maX'be’studiéé“sebarateiy.

4 -
L ® -

¥ »

/ 3

Description of the. Treatments* ’ < ‘ vt

-

Social Science, Year 1. The course consisted. of séven weekly

meetings of ,two hours each. i@ was a general introduction to the

MY - N

ocial sciences, comparable in difficulty to a first year course at

»

s
. R \ ) N o
. selective university. The course was centered on three books on

‘N\ . cul turxal anthfopology, which were studied from the sociological

2
B *

N - point of viggiggPsychologigél aspects of the readings'wgre empha-
i) - ¢

sized where they.were appropriate. The intellectual objective of

AN

1)
_ the course was to show how people create their cultures,lghd how
: cre eowryT
1

f all courses is available from the
course syllabi,’and instructors'

N

*A complete description

authors. Included are detaile
. descriptions of each class.:
&) o ) .

7 the effects of a tutoring program on a group of inner city youngsters.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

S s T T T e

-

the' culturé in turn creates its people.. Analysis of ideas, in terms

of such aspects as implicit and explicit assumptions, internal con-

-
>

.sistency, explanatory power, and validity, was stressed. The‘basic

. . N . . ’ -0 o :
. .emphasis was on method and conceptual innovatica. AN
1 - - o - N

-

* "The instfuctor'attémpted to serve as a guide rather than an

e - -

t

- . - >, .,
authority, stressing respect for the students' intelléctual efforts.

v *

. The aim was a search for truth about the situation (i.e., trying to

avoid use of the’ "big lie" as a control device), to follow an:

“7 . .
) idea °
L s . . ¥ R, ) . . . . "‘
. Yo its conclusion rather tham to- adhere to a rigid singleness of
A o . M . “ -

— ¢ -

. -

) e ., . ~ .
purpose. There was an effort to reward diverse contributignsé to !

encourage-each individual's talents, gnd Eo’help the students develop

, £ -
- . 4 - -

. Lo o
their own values and purposes. The strategy was an attempt to supply

an atmosphere of freedom.to try out ideas wiqhout“ﬁénalﬁy within a

, context of relatively high academic standardé. .

o

>

\Social_Science, Year 2. This course was designed essentially
as a replication-of the first yea{&é program, " although there were

The actual number of hours. in élass was- increased by

’

differences.

.- o approximatei§ 50%; there were eight weekly meetings o§ three hours ‘.

F
. = . * — . .
In addition, there was @ new instructor, a new set of readings

73
each.

- ) ) ] ’ TR )
was 'used, and more emphasis was placed on @ritten home assigrments.
: . 3 -

» v .
& . P !

- Creative Writing, Year 1l.- The course was brepaqed as-a first-

3

year collede course in writind, and aspécts of writing essential. to .

£ v

performance in college level social sci:ence and humanities classes
~a

were stressed, although other features conceived to be basic to ..

creative writing were also included. The seven major objectives

LS

i

t

e
P

<5,
“,(: s
o

3

-
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[

for the stu'dents~inc1uded: learning to ,analylz/'é\‘andﬁtszerent

. +

writing styles; writing precise descriptions and explanations;
: - q =N
.- . \

C e . . . . . . -
_yrltlng persuasive arguments; recognizing log;ca%Aerré§§ﬁ}n others, \\\ )

) aggumenté;‘absfracting articles and essays; wgiting,imag%nativé‘;" N \
essays or poems; and asking the kinds of questiohs»that-wqpld,be ! !
\ asked in various disciplines in collége>wprk. < MY . °
. 1

S s 7
& e e

. - = . . L . L 4 - —
As in the Year 1 Social Science course, the class had seven
+ - 2t - i

¢ . § A . = : . ‘ .
. ,weekly meetings of two -hours each. Classes consisted of discussion

X N i

o of rassigned readings s of the students' present and previous wbrk .
Val K A . R

. -‘:' . . i ¢ = .
4 (gome of which was réad aloud for criticism), and of ways to improve
! - ) ’ - - ” = . ‘c
LT ) both writing and thinking. A basic text, Language in Uniform, was .

. .

g~ . o , used and Subplemented with excerpts of other wiitings for specific
- ¢ - )

. . .. ‘.
assignments. L. n -

, o TF » Creative Writing, Year 2. In contrast to the course offered - .
. A S e ) - ‘ . &
. during the previous, summer, no attempt was made to train students -

e

=
- v

. 4n the more :practical aspects of college-level writing skills, such
.as outlining, summarizing, or preparing repor'ts. The emphasis was
* . . . 3‘: B . . .
: . : . . . . L. o - >
.solely on practice and training in creative writing and critical

't ] ¢ - \ .

reading. This change was in response to suggestions made by the "

4 -
-

) firsf Year's students and-inStructor, who taught the secandf§55}

2
* . "

-t = N
as well. As with the-second Social Science course, class’time was

increased to eight weekly three-hour meetings. .

Productive Thinking nggraﬁ. This course ‘was foered as a v

*
-
.

v

'S * - !
supplement to all studerts in the writing and social science courses ——
‘. . a . R . e . . i ) Y . N
during the first year of the,progpagg The class met for six weeks,
. « T a ;}‘f's’::* v ' b

M >

. ' one hour pef week. The rationale undérlying the course was a belief - .

.
.
- . A -

CERICT - . 19

.
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: " » . ‘. N
= " - N
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3
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' ' cluded that offers the opportunigy to exercise newly depeloped

=

LA v
that skills in productive thinking can’be'demonstrated and made ) o

accessible to young students through a focal -and systemat1c effort. &

-

- x‘ L s e
Both=standardized‘materials and supplementary:diseﬁ%sions were ’ .

employed. The objectlve'materlals cons1sted of The Productlve . .

-
Y

placedwboth/op the generatlon and critical analysis of a -variety

" - of lectures, class assignments, and .class discussions. .The purpose - -

ships.that can be discovered by.disciplined'thinking.

Thlnklng Program, develope@\py Cov1ngton, Crutchfleld, Dav1es, ) -

— - -

and Oltoﬁ. ThlS _.Semi=programméd package contains 15 basic lessons,

fpm T -
—_ — v

“in each a mystery unfolds. At selected pomnts in the lesson, students
are asked to reply to p01nted questions or, to generate suggestions-

about the proper course of action. for the(hain characters.

>~ B

Dlnéct feedback 1s ‘given in the Tesson booklets which affords

qf‘
°

students ah immediaté evaluation of the quality of their responses. 8
. RN 4 ’ B R .
7 [ - N
To' complement the core of the package, a lengthy workbook is in- .

‘ -
skills in assessing and solving real-world problems«such as the o,
) b e {

discovery of’ penlj}llln, -the development of the hydrofoxl, and

-

the consequenc///of the bulldlng of Jthe Aswan dam, phas1s is .

¢

-

of approaches, d process that presumably leads to the most pro-
ductive and worthwhile ends.
* - ° - ) . \ = .

*The less structured aspects of the course consisted primarily

’ B

of these activities was to discuss and to amplify the structure of
; K s
the productive thinking package and to emphasize the unusual, comr - L
) . . ° . \
. o - AN
plex, and subtle relationships that exist "out there," relation- .

-

R

, -«
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Hypotheses—""" -~ K ‘

el 5 A
The enrichment program déscribed above hight be expected to-
<, ) - f:é}}‘ “ -
produce changes *0f three types: (a) changes in convergent

_thinking; .(b) -changes in divergent thinking;Aand (c)- changes in

. .

students' attitudes towards school. An improvement in. vocabulary

- 1] L) - & . . »
and- reasoning ability as reflected by scores on the Concept. Mastery
* =4
e

‘Test -was predicted for all four groups.. The advanced level,of the

x

curriculum and the heavy instructional emphasis on intellectual

AN ]

" skill deveIopment, along with the stimulation pgovidedvﬁy very

g ¥ .

able classmates should all contribute to an increase in tested
ability. . )

Improvément in divergent thinking was considered, desirable

e

-

for all groups, and all instructors were alert to encouragé its.

development. Nevertheless, relatively more change can be pre-
- .‘§ .
dicted for the groups that received direct training in creativity

*

through the Productive Thinking Program (PTP). Using the Torrance

'Tests of Creative Thinking, Tfeff%nge; et al. (1974), .and Shively,

et al. (1972), found significant improvement on tests of verbal
fluency *after °exposure¢to the PTP.. Their research involved ele-~

mentary students<-the level for which the PTP was originally de-

veloped. bebie and Dacey 11967) *did not £ind similar results with
A3 ., Ll - . 4 . .
an eighth grade sample, howeveg; and suggested that as f% stands
. - » . S -

the PTP loses effectiveness as the age of the students increases.
. - ) - N ;,.——' - “
Improvement was expected.with~the. present sample because the .

*

Productive Thihking-Prqgram was .supplemented by acti&i;ies which

e

made it dpprépiiate for .our more addanced group.

' L
- ¢ . T - . «

¢

~ 8
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. M 3 . - . . . . T Yy .
. There were no specific predictions -made for ‘the semantic o “

.
. . N . ; . T . . L]
. . ~ ~

;s differential, although a general improvement in‘attitude was ex-<

K - . LR
. o - > - ~ ] hid
. S -— - - - ..

. P . td .
o pected based on the Previous research of Hogan and Horsfall (1970).,” =
- . ” v A T <‘v9 4 Fa . :

- fat g . ,
using a very different t§pe of sample. .The use of the semantic ": “& - -~

. . ) »
- . Ly -
o

'
-
£
-

differential in the present study was exploratoryi

, B R A v

* v . - ™ o 3 A\"e!
M - « 7 N LN

. 9 .

. , :
i . Results Ty T ST
- - . . N . - . 5

."Tables 2 and 3 presentaa cumparlson of.results “fof the Year 1 . ’ S

. . \‘{w = ¥ o 4 .
oty

L T and Year 2 programs s The flrst essentlal fact to notice in Table 2
N .

a - - . -
:Q,S N

. o lS the %ear equlvalence of the fwo groups on .the pre-tests. 'Noﬁe of . Y

a~

# e -

W the differences is close'tofs;gnificance. This is true also when. -
) y o ) . ~ . \ o 4
- the creatlve writing dgroups are compared w1th the soc1a1 sclence ‘ .

B v ¢ . 4

classes. Although'some differences may‘behattributed tO'students.

- +
- ¥
* e N

by v1rtue of their selectlon of dlfferent courses, no s1gn;f1cant

. B .

® A i . "
< .
‘ dlfferences were dlscovened on the three pre-tests. . .
: ) .
“ -

—_ As"predicted, there was s;gnificant'improvementJboth years . .

: 4 B . - S . t Y \ . CoC
’ on the Concept Mastery Test. In addition, Table 3 shows that the

© hd % *

v -

programs both years were edualiy'efﬁectivevin demonstrating this - -

., - @ .

- e Ty

improvement. . é ‘ ) a . _ A ‘i ~ s
-ﬂ. . . ) 3 . -

- Also as predicted, there was‘significant improvement on . ;
N i‘f N A3 N ‘ ot . ’ . hed
\ creativity tests only in Year 1, when.the Productrve Thlnklng ) .
AP T : T . . v " .
. Progr was employed. The results’ for the Qonsequences are . . .
°jstralghtforward. Scores for students in Year l 1mproved sig- . yr ST
M . M R . B PN :

. - - -t ?
nlflcantly whlle those in Year 2 remalned essentlally unchanged,
> . . B N t a

® .
. as may be *en in Table 2. This comparlson 1s conflrmed by the . v -

. > significant ‘difference in gain scores reported in Table 3. . - .
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s ©~ - .
- s . < . . N
3
\,‘_ g 7 . . &
:'j,. P . e ‘Insert ‘Tables 2 and 3, about here . )
—_— - - ?".'”' """""""""" FETTETTE T N v
R - I ’ ] "‘ L. 0 .- . \‘ ; 8
et g . u The results employing the RAT are less stiong but, in the same y .
~ - . - > . ’f \;.. o ) . L ,;.e o
C N dire'c'tion. . Although. there was no significant improvement either . . ¢
ot =ty ) N . ] =
oA . . .ygar, Studeht;s in Year 2 actually lost ground. Thus there'was. a i
‘/ L~ T i ., .
N .- .t = N . L ! s
", ¢ - sigplificant difference in teims of change -scorés in. favor, of . -
. o ! Y e r ; . -
Students, in .Year 1 ?.'S :Q’redlcted. ae ot ' - .-
L‘_":*T_, i 5 o The re,sults' of a.multiple regression equation performed ‘to
yoae - R . ~ . - . ’ .
ar 5 wiw Lt o, _* . P . . ' vy
-»" ! predict gain dgores on eaéh of the ‘three driteria confirm the cen- . Cot
+ L ) tral role of the Productive Thinking Program in improving creativity \

.t AL - s . . : o - . * . P

: - M 4 ° - < . - 3 . . 3
R ot sc'og;es. Predictors used were: =participation in.PTP, sex of student,

X e . SRR ) : . :
4 re ! v, A ;- . - . . .
, and enrollment in writing or social science. Using these three vari- |
- N - . " ’ ' . ’ P - . - . .
. : <, - - » N . it
) 4ablés,” gain scores on,the Concept Mastery Test were unpredictable. -
\:'J‘: TE o Less -than 2% o_f/thé' variance could be accounted for. On the ) ’ -
K;. - e ‘-T’l' i (PO ¥ (:‘ ._’:. . " o « . . ¥
. Consequences, however, 18% of the variance could be explained,
-/,;'I-f’::*"/.: . 14% by the PTP alone. For the RAT,: 9% of the variance was due : .
Lo « . . . . ] A N R . - - .
’ " . to the PTR; dnothér 4% was agcounted for by the positive corre- ' .
M - ‘ . . . .-
IR lation be’twe'en‘t.the ‘creative writing course ana'=RAT\gain scores. »
. e . =z ‘
:-\ “ H - - - ‘; - £ . , A . .
e Y . . Ffom pre-test to post-test there yere no significant differ-

T - * . - A & v . -

L - F,_;,/\ . . . ¥ N : R . . Lo
DT epces for attitudes as meagsured by t:}le‘semantic, differential. On .~
e N N ' . B -
- . T . . + - N . " v
SN 7. scale’of 1 to 7 (positive to negative), the average pre-test.
s - rating was approximately 2-1/2, a féthef positive figure; " After, .
T . - X oo s
7 B o ;the program these evaluations ’sh'ifted almost imperceptibly toward

‘)} ) ” ‘ . . -
‘ ,m—:”"{;) the. negative pole. There was no significant difference between
s I ’ .7 . .
— "stidents in the two years of the program,

s . o \ - ) *
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Discussion

A}
4

The results of this program are -encouraging; however; they

“

. 5o~ : :
can be considered valid only for this restricted sample. For

- R .

these very bright stﬁaéﬂts, an intensive and very sophisticated

-

* »

academic intervéntion—resuits.in impreéssive gains in reasoning

#

- -

4 kY

ability even -over a very high starting point. The lack of a ‘fio-

treatment control group- is grounds for caution. It is possible.

-

that the obtained gains. may be due to practice, but these students
. _ are experienced test takers who had achieved remarkably high scores

even -on their first -exposure to the Concept Mastery Test. More- |

-

err,,both the RAT and thé Consequences test would, seem more
- * -

R . - ~ . ‘g) f
susceptible to practice effects even with alternate forms. than

-

5 »

the CMT, but there was no improvement on these tests the second

year, when the Productive ThinkingﬁProgram was not employed.

¢ . 3

Since the creative writing and the Social science -courses
A e

" .seemed to ﬁroduce an equal degree of improvement, the impetus for ,

. .

- ¢hange is most liﬁikyxindependent of the uniqué content of each of
f “ . - . 2
. w : - X A . ..
‘these courses. ’MacK}nnon (1966). haé)suggested';hat-the value of
-] . | ., ¢ ,

- < -

such courses as writing or social -science lies i& their common -
- . t . . < o 2 Pk
-concern with the human experience. In- such areas the student is

- M e £

. f 3
* 'brought to an awareness of the meaning and use ggtha;ogy and méta-
¥ . : N T e i

phox, and the symbolic equivalents of varied: experiences.: They .

, . .

) have the effect of liberatihg the mind, opening ;tudents to the
3 N . . - . \.‘ L . 4 . . :

! possibilities of imagination, and imﬁuing)theﬁ with an appreci-

« ¥

ation of the nature of human nature. ] o

\]

-
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Is is equally poséible, however, that the faétons responsible

3

ok . : v : s . Lo
for students' improved performance are more’mendane. Flrst,ﬁthe

P

instructors of these courses were graduate students in their re-

spective fields, and most likely have an orientation tdwéxds the

subject mattex;thaf'is—different”fer’tﬁéﬁ:bf:ﬁoét junior high

teachers. The creative writing teacher, for .example, is a serious

writer with a number of publications to her credit. Likewise the

-

social science instructors are actively engaged in psycho}ogical

-
-

research.
¥ - <

.

Second, the academic requirements of these courses were ex-

’ €

traordinarily demanding. Hfhe standards of performance were made

- -

quite clear to the students, and they received regular guidance

towards meeting these goals. in‘;éditién, readings and assignments

x

- L4

were designed to challeﬂge them as they were probably seldom

s e

challenged otherwise. Moreover, the emphasis in cl&fEbﬁpbn dis- "

>

" cussion and mutual criticism eficouraged students to assume respon-

~

sibility for their own learning and to be less, reliant qpon'tﬁe

»
>

instructor§.

“

Finally, it is very probable thét thé students benefitted from

contact with one another. For many of th;m, tﬁis was their first
opportunity for extended theractidn with inteliectual peers of

fhei;;own‘;ge. ‘Wheéhér or not';his‘is a—shfficient enrichment :
E@reatment, it is probable that it is a necessary condition for the

I

other factors to have a_positive.effect. 5

a

The da ‘a collected on divérgent thinking support two related

conclusions. First, performance.on such tests is remarkably

125

5

f
~

P

K

b




-

-

, fesistant to change. A high level enrichment program had no effect

on thése scores when it was not coupled with a focused” attempt to

- . .

enhance creativity. Thus, even an dcademic environment that en- r

cerages'spbntaneity and intuitiqg does not appear sufficient

by.itself to encourage divergent thought. Divergent
thiﬁkihg appears to?depepd on. diréct -skill development. -

| R . .
o \Secdﬁd) this study supports the research that has fund the

4 LB
Productive Tbinkihg Program to be a satisfactory curriculum for

i - R

this,éurpose. It extends the previous research in a very sig-

! , \ : .
niféca?t way, however. The PTP was designed primarily for average ' .

L | —

fifth &;adé}s, but its authors claim the PTP spopldﬁbezusefﬁl for

\

students along all p6ints of the intelligence contiruwum. To our

khowledgg, this is the first empirical ‘test of this hypothesis

-
\ «

for very brlyht, older students. According. to the two criteria
used, L was qulte successful. 0f course, it must be- remembered

that the PTP was Supplemented by otherﬁactiyitigs”designed‘t6 make
*< Lt -
- B aet - 'S

it more agpgppriate for our sampleqf““

The lagy of'att;tudéwchange as measured.by the -semantic ™ ™ .

"dlfferen~1al'is somewhat puzzling. Its earlier use by Hogan and

>

’Horsfall demonstrated that it is sensitive epough.to measure

T

change. |Presumably, the»effectS'of an’ enrichment program on the =
attitudes towards school -of 'a rather advantaged sample are more
subtle tth the\effects on a dlsadvantaged group. Also it is
possible, as one of the participatfing stu@ents recentlyrsuggested,‘
that the full imeact of this intervsntion-does not impress students

i ' . & A
until they have returned to their regular classrooms. In addition

[

) ) :152ﬁ3‘ .
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.Flrst, thls approach has led to the design of an 1nterventlon pro-

-

the experience may supply them with a new standard of reférence that

is independent of the—ones they implicitly used when making their

. . . i .
earlier ratings. TheSe factors may explainaouf null results, but they

still give no clue as to what types of attltude change might be ex-

-

pected if 4 more sensitive 1nstrument were USed.
!

At this point it is pos31ble to present an evalpation of the

- . - - {
appropfiateneSS—of the mirror-image appréach to humanistic talent.

&

- e —
atd
.

gram that has measurable short-term erécts. Furthermere,, these

results are at least‘theoreticaIiy rélated to humanistic accom-
‘ [

plishment. The mirror-image approach has aiso‘oonfizmed that there

is a pool &f academically'tagented,zhighly verbal adolescents who are

=, .

begging for initellectual stimuldtion. On the other hand, our clinical ~

impression of the children selécted by the mirror-image approach is
ambivalent. We were tremendously lmpressed by roughly one-thlrd of,
the sample but another one-thlrd seemed to ‘demonstrate no exceptlonal

promise. We are forced to conclédenthat "verbally gifted" -and

. .

"humanistically talented” are not Synonymous althoughgthey are °
123 4

probably related. Our observatlons and the research of Holland
. £

(1961) “and others further suggest_that:}m must at 1eas€“supplement

%
\

aptltude measures w1th some indices of accompllshmentf

“« ~.“’ .
In summary, this paper has geviewed a research program desiéhed

to foster humanistic'talent, A successful project for mathematically
; A

talénted youngsters served as a model for the present study. Students
with exceptionally high verbal ability participated in special summer

I3
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enrichment courses. Impressive gains -were recorded on -a test of

verbal ability. ?erformanCe on creativity tests was likewise en-

hanced by paréicipation in .a productive thinking program. These
¥

vpositive nesults:démonstraée.both,the need for, and the—pptential

-

-

c

benefits of; special courses for verbally gifted youngsters. In
s * . * 7
A
terms of the long- range goals of the project, however, the method

<

of s€lection and possibly .the type of enrichment .need to be modi-

P < " "l l' p -« -
fied. Hogan, Viernstein, and McGinn (Appendix- C) and Daurio and

s

Hogan (Appendix B) have summarized data.indicatinigﬁatverbal‘pxef
coéity and humanistic giftedness are Bot‘equivalent. An- optimal

eririchment program may réqiire a break from a model based upon

-
»

academic acceleration.
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Table 1. -
* ]

;
Experimental Design
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. : Table 2 N _ e
. ' . 7 5 ‘7 ' . - . ) ; -
o Comparison of pre-test and.post-test scores for : ' ~
] A . Year 1 and Year 2 ehrichment groups
< ; .
R ‘ A Year 1 (N = 26)
’ ‘ T b Prestest Post-teést - ) ]
g Mean SD. Mean . SD- t . p .
v Concept Mastery Test 66.0 21.3 76.2 19.0 4.2620 7.001
y " Consequences . 29.1 9.3 34.3 9,1 3.6093 .001 iy
- Remote Associates Test 16,5 4.7 " 17.7 4.1 1.4749 NS e T T
i . : : RN .
L e T Year 2 (N = 26)
" Concept Mastefy Test 58.2 19.3 71.2 15.8 4,538 —
. +7 -
Consequences 287 7.0 28.8 . 8.1 "1.0957
___,__ﬂ—w—f——““fﬁéJ‘ﬂﬂ ] . ; '
. . Remote Associates Test 16.0 3.3 14.7 3:;2 -1.7521
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Table 3
“ ) N ) 1 ) B . . 'y -~
Average- gain scores -- Year 1 and Year'2 . R . -
Enrichment G'ro’i)i)s ‘_‘ ' “ &
3 _\ 3
« Year 1 -(N=26) Year 2 (N=26) "’ - -

v . Mean- -SD ., Mean _  SD ‘t.... p -

Concept Mastery Test 10.2 _ 12.1—13.0  14.6 70.7550 NS

MCb_qseqqén’c"e”é T 1 5.2 7.3 0.7 §.4

A

Remote Associates‘TeW 7 .




