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is pmaper discusses a number of alternatLve aDproacbgs to*ard provi d1n
ted children in a public s school system. These oo

for.the education of gif

aporoaghes are examined and coanared in terms of academic ef ffectiveness,

adminipstrative nractlcablllty, political acceptablllty, and economic feasi-

blllti. Tt is concluded that thé homogeneops grouping of gl;ted children
on the basws of ‘their ability in a.single, or few, school(s) for: 1nstructlon

purpo es would be the ontlmun anproach
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~ The d1 cussion or. exanmination ‘of any'pwrclcular asoecu of 'a public school
sxs»ev (such as prograns for the ”lfqu) should be based on an understanding
" the' systex's ruodarental purpose--ar understand.mrr ot vhy public elementary
and second ' schools exist in the first place; mhap therr respons1b111t1es
“are, and what they are supposed to accowollsh. .There are. differing perceptions,
o ‘ among profes sional educators as well as ‘the general public, as to.what this
° -~ .. purpose rs or, should be. At the risk- of oversimplificdtion, the" can be sum-
o narized as essequlallv two contrastlnr views: ‘

. . S
- H

-one view holds that the basic purnose of a publlc JunOOl sysfem is
to teach ‘each student the academic skills he will need later in 11fe, to develop
hlS nental ablllties, and to strmulate hlS 1nte11ectual grovth :

: . -another v1eW'holds that the purpooe of schools is to promote uhe
self developreno of each student in the personal and social sense, to instill @

in him a sense of oelonglng and a feellnc of- self-worth and to assure his
happlness. o . e e C S

, As stated in the haster Plan of the Boaxd of Educatlon of Charles Count
Larjland FY 1975-FY 19 )80, the mission (or DurposeTToE the Board of Educamlon
is "to ‘operate a public 3Ch001 system whrcheprov1des for the rntellectual
development of each [studen¢J . Thus, it appears that the local system adheres :
to the former of uhe two views presented above rather than the latter. ‘

ey ~

- Three clarifylng p01nts are very 1moortant to make here, since thls
: ob ervauwon can very easily be mlslnterpreted.

FlrSu, thlc view does not 1imply that public educatlon should be of
benefit to only a few because of an emphasis on theoret1c31 or 1moractrca1
knovledge, or on learning which only orepares a studen* for hlgher education
(as might be inferred from such terms as 1nte11ectua1 or "academic"). On
the conurarv it includes developingz the basic mental skills which every adult
rieeds and should be able to use in the everyday process of lrv1ng in our-
socleuy Such skills as reading and.bveing able to comprehend vhat is :.ad, A

aking arluhaetlc calculations, communicating orally or in writing--these are
in fact 1nter1cctual" capabllltles, regardless of hOW'pracclcal and dovn—to-.
- earth thev may also be. . - e

.
~
.

Second this: view does not 1mply that educatlon conslsts only of 1nte1~
lectual develoonent that, for. exaxple, character dcvelopment is unimportant.
It simply recognizes that &ertain aspects of a young person's total educatlon
‘are outside the resoons1b111ty of the public, school and that those other .
responsvbwlltles should ‘be borne by other parts of our society--most impor-
tant1J by the “family.. It also recognizes .the impracticality of attenptlng _
" to address anvthlng other “than intellectual development in. the schools, con~-
sidering the limited’ emount of time available. (Fewer than .20% of ‘a school- ..
age child's waking. hours are spent in school, and this hardly seems sufficient
, to permit an. efoan51on of" the schoql's basic role. ) Finally, and perhaps
. most srgnlrlcantl it recognizes that -an emphasis on learning in the schools

' does not detract from a student's eventual ability to lead a satisfying, ful=-
-filling life--it enhances it. Development of moral character, adJuSument to S :
life, social developrent, self-confidence-~these are not so much alternatlxes AR

-

to learning as they are reasons for learning
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Tormel responsibilities .for a student's social or emotionel development, the -
~school exﬁervences The diversity of the student Donulatlon in a Uubllc school

" student with the .opportunity to associate with others of different social °
- of the multi-faceted demécratic society 1n\wh1ch he will eventually live, .as .

_and is not--strictly sneaxlng--a nart of it.

~ expected to-accompllsh, the important queotlon of "how" to achieve this objec-

"able the necessary resources and must manage and apply these resources effec-

'develpplng these, in turn, involves virtually ‘all of the facets of nmanagerent
requiredninAany’?deiness‘: plannjng, budgeting, organizing, motivating and

‘a school system resides witHin that 'system, and that e/erCLglnv these is an
1mportant oart of “eetlnﬂ the systen's- ngectlve. .

~dent. This is the range of differing capabllltles of the utudents-ln the
'system. School systems exist to transmit knowledge and develop intellectual
-skills, and. the degree to which a sastem is able to perform this function

- s ¢ R . . .
¥idh IR B . -

- —Third—this-view-does-not—irply that, because a public_-school hasno -

students in-the_ systern, do not derive any benefits in these areas from their
system--which sinmply reflects the diversity of the comrmnity--provides each

background, ‘race, religion, ‘ethnic ‘origin, -and economic situation: Through
this opportunity he is able to develop some understanding and annrec1at10n

an adult. . Tbls ‘is an c“trezely valuable 51de-benellt oi a public scheol
educatlon, wut it derlves Trom the context in whlch that educaulon is nursued

“In” short, the oo.ectlve of a school sy tem is the intellectual develon-_
ment of each student. But this is only a stateweﬂt of "what" schools are '

tive remains to be addressed. There are two 51gn1f1canu asnects to be con-'
sidered in this regard, which are dlgcussed belon.

; The Llrst of these, obv1ougly, is the. overall quallty o; the school
system itself. In thejtask of strengthening its quality, a school system
may be thou*ht of as 51n11ar to most other organlzatlons it must 'have avail-

tively. TFor a school system, the rost important of these resources would
seem to be its teachers, its facilities, and its professional admlantratlve
staff. Any system striving for excellence would certainly con51der capable
and dedicated tecachers, modern facilities, and an imaginative adiministrative
staff to be requisites: for neeting its fundamental purpose. " Acquiring and.

‘training personnel, evdluation of ongoing and proposed programs, etc. liore-
over, these are functions wblch gre internal to6 the school system and are
therefore largely within the control of the system--at least to the extent

that any public 1nst1tut10n controls its own operations. It .can be concluded,
therefore, that- the. -responsibility. and‘authorltj for imoproving the quality of

But thore 1s another aspect of nubllc educatlon mblch is out51de the
control of a school systenm, a and- vhich nonetheless irfpacts ﬂreatly on ‘the
systém's success: in providing for the intellectual devethmcnt of each;stu-

depends prlmarllv on its. overall quallty, as discussed in ‘the previous para-
graph. But the degree to which it.actually does ‘verform this function depends
not only on-the quality of the system but also on-the: abilities and potential: --
of its students. -In other words, teaching is an attribute of the school

system alone, out learning is noi--learning (i.e., intellectial develonwent)

is dependent uwpon. both the teacher and tre student.. And students possess
wvidely difrering capacities for learning. One does not need to he =2 clin;éal"

"psycholog ;ist .or to rely only on scnolarly research to accent thls”élmnle fact;

one's own & -3Jv exnerlences in’ deallng with others PrONLde annle GV1dence

a
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— thatfpeoaleAare;notwintcllcctually idgntipaliv&DIJLRuSSell!Suauffer,Wcuszg_g_;m‘;_4mT
- rently serving as a consultant to the Charles County school system, illus- .,

trated the degree of differente existing among children vhen he said recently
that "a tyoical fourth srade” class will span a verformance range of seven -
vears"; that is, coue of the studéents in the class will be Der;orm1n~ at the
Tirst grade level.while"ot‘ers will be at the seventh grade leve Similar
observations are borne,out|by the results of the standardized testa adninis-
tered annually “to Charlesklounty gtudents. lr. A. Brian Klein, Dlrector

of Evaluation and Researcii|for the Churleo,Countv school system, has said
that the statistical distribution of neasured.intelligence quotients for
" Charles County students does not differ significantly. from the distribution

of IQ's nationally. Simpl" stated, this means that even though the majority .
of students have IQ's at or near the - o6verall average level, substgntial num-
“bers have IQ's vhich are either very much hlgher or very much lover than

this average. lore specifically, IQ's of Charles County school ¢hildren

range Trom a - Xow of around rO to a hlgh o; over 150.

Faced'with spch'a diverggnce in student intellectual-capability, how' - .

- is a school system to neet|its responsibility for the intellectual development
of each "*udent The question is particularly perplexing for a public ‘'school
systiem whiﬂh being suppo“"ed by public funds, rwust prov1de an equal educational
opvoruunlty ;or all studepts.j (

But What,is equallt)' in this context? It could be interpreted as
the?presentation of identi¢al material to all the students in each grade
level, addressed to the average level of capability in that grade. Vhile .
. " this woaTd neet the- needs of.the majority of students, hovever, it would
. ‘do a disserv1ce to both the slower and the br ighter students: the former
would not be able to keep up and the latter would become. bored, ‘both groups
“would qulcxly lose ‘interest and HOUlV&tLOD. . So the result of this interpre-.
. tation could not be considéred equality. (Dr. Stauffer‘likened’this;to_asking'
‘a shoe store fora pair of|"fourth grade shoes" for a fourth grade child--
the inference being that a;'"fourth grade education" would be an equally wnsat-.
isfactory objective to seei indiscriminately»for. all. fourth grade students.)
Another interpretation could be to nreoenb‘waterlaW such that all students -
. could. reach an identical level of academic achievement in each grade Tevel.
~ -But, given the range of capabilities within each.grade, this would be pos-
. 51010 only when the naterial vas suitable for the slowest students siuce
their achievement would be|the only level which all -students could reach.
In the very strict sense this would produce eqaé.’results but certainly it
could not be. considered to| be equality in educatlon. (To extend Dr. Stau¢;er .
analovy ;urther, this would be like buying the Smallegt size shoes for an
entlre clazs to wear.) :

. ' lme answer to this dilemma lies in the recognltlon of the intellectual
differences among childrenl .“Each child should be afforded an education in
- which he can’ develod to “the makluum of hnis capablllty, and géi chlldren.should

N . be eﬂpeﬂted to achieve such alevel of development. This, then, . conat*tutes
" equality in education: every student educated to.the sare extent relative to
" his—ca Dabllluy, and such eguality should be a fundamental goal of public edu- . .
cation.” Like many- goaio,.thlu probably repreoenta~an 1deal which. can never

be fully realized--but thils is not sufficiént reason not to uterQ to reach

-it. s \ .
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—Of —eouxr e7—$eecplﬂuw1nvdlveswﬁore thqn»glmnlyAgpresenxlnv .axerialein'
Cstudents. This is ot best a mechanistic way of. describing the > functions of
a teacher. Effec»v*e teaching -~te@Cth" which Dromotes learning--requires .
capitalizing on every young verson's innate desire to learn.- Satisfying
this desire iz a rewerding experiencé for a student; this comes from nmoti-
vation, which must be nurtured by challéenge. But challenge must be care-
fu]lygla sched to the student's capability; too little challenge results
3 in ‘boredom, “too much in'f ustration. From this need Tor challenge,. coupled N
.~ . with.recognition .of the ihtellectual diffeyences among children, it follows
. directly that instructional programs should exist. vhich are dlfferentlatcd
according to the particular level of uhe student belnr adaressed .
Special education prograiss are perheps'the foreﬁost‘example of .such
deferentLatlon in the current educational environment. These are directed
toward a segrent of the school population who,. ar-a group, are at a distinet
educational dlsadvantaee for a varle@v of reasons they are unable to benefit -
from normal school curricula and programs. They need separate, dedicated
prOJrams to enable them to reach theLr%“ull potential. TIn recent years this
need has becone recognized by the general public, by the educational com-
munity, and by the legislative and executive branches of government ‘at various
levels.” This group of ‘children--the socially or economically dLoadvaDtaged '
and -the menually, emotionally, or phy51cally handicapped--are a winority of.
- the tozal 'school population), but they-are nonetheless deserving of concerted
C . attention because of their particular c1rcumstances. Yet, in the words -of
" Dr. Harold C. Lyon of the U. 8. Of ffice of Education, "there is another minority
g denoted not by race; socio-economic background, ethnic origin, or impaired facul-
f' . ties, but by their exceptional ability. They come from all levels.of society,
L from’ all races and natlonal origins, -and are equally dlstrlbuted between the
sexes."

e B - These children with exceptional ability-— Gllted children<-are also
T at a distinct educational dlsadvantafe. . They are neither motivated nor- -
nalleﬂged by the ordinary school currlcula and they experlence difficulties
. - in the classroor,  agein quoting Dr. Lyon, "precisely because: [}heoe,currlcula
e are ordinary. Education is a mass.enterprise, geared by economic -aecessity
’ as well as.oolitics to the abilities of the majority=<and the ragorlty are,
by definition, average, but just as a child of less-than- -average mental
ability has trouble keenln ‘up with his classnateo, s0 a -child of above -
- averase- a0111LV’nas trouble staying behind with them. Gastering.in'a few )
Voo dafe naterial that other children require weeks to unders tand he becomes bored,
: rcutleos, anxious to move on. - Prevented from moving ahead by the rigidity
of normal-school procedures--assigned to a class with others of the: same age,
exnected to devote the same attention to the same textbqpks, requlre@ to te
: ~ present for the same nuriber of .hours in.the same seat--%%e‘bl¢ted *om&gster
. “typically takes one of two tacks: he conceals his eblllty, anxious nb¥ be
o " embarrass others or draw their rlchule by superior. ver Tormance; or, not
understanding his frustration, bec mes a dloc1p11ne problem. ... It is time -
. ‘for us to recognize that unusual ability can prove - a barrwer to achievement, =~
and that it.is peculiarly in our national interest to. assure the development . ,
of children vho have potentlal to make eytraordlnary contrlbutionc to our - 1
common 1ife.” : g - '

\)‘ ‘A - . . .~A } V .. - ‘bl_' o ‘ . .." o - : .
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T zmprosches o ditterentiated instruction fJor the gifted

Th%se generally'fall.in the following ca,egOriee:‘

— 4 variety or
can be uu"re'“‘ed

’

R A '
~-Individualized instruction: each Chlld in a class receives 1nerhc-
> tion t his partlcu]arllevel frOW.hlo reﬂular cl $sT00M tealbcr,

|

| - J

-En*ichfenu. ' more advanced and 'aried VOrk is‘aSS'gned to ‘the gifted

child, auzln in h1s regular classroom meotl S ‘

. *3 i

) ' PR ’

1.-ACCe1erapion. the gilted ChJ¢d is .advanced one ox more grades .
be"ond tMe normal 1 level for h1s agze;

“ s -

are~groupeé
at their level

;Senarate classes: - gif.wd ¢hildreén within & schoo]
together (elther vart of the day or all da") for 1nstruc»10n
‘of caps= lelty, L o ) .

-Sebaraoe school(s) glfted chlldren from throughou a_Scheol system
gned. to a s1ngle school.; .. . ' o i

are as 5
. 2

TPe dlSthCtlon between *hese are neither clear-cut nor. absolute, sfince
they in fact represent-a continuum or rangé of approaches. Be ause of this
it is difficult to.evaluate then 1nd1v¢dually in absolute teriig. But théyimust
~ be exanined and evaluated nonetheless ; decisions concerning new prqgrmné in -
‘the schools should be made’ consC1ously and raolonally, not spon,anepusl& on
the bas1s of ewpedlence or ‘current c1rcumotances.

" There ‘are a nunber of perspectives from whlch such exear mlnat on
evaluation should be .undertaken. Tlrst and of course most impo tant (agaln
bearlng in mind the rundamentaT purpose of the school svstem),
of academic ef ec°1veneso—-Does the proposed nev prog—am provide
intellectucal developuent of thestudents?’ ‘But, important as thl‘
is, it relates only to whether the proposed. proeram will work. 'VPQEQQ?A?; B
-prograr can waork depends on three other questions: - 'Ts it administrativ ly
practlcable.h“ls it politically acceptable? And, Is it economicallly feagidlet
o —--For-convenienée;each of these will be addres sed separately below, but it must

- be recogn;zed that these four"questions are all. highly 1nterrelate . \

Considering academ1c effeCulveness “there seems 11tt1e doubt that a given
teacher deallnr with a group of students in a class can be both rore ef;ectlve'
‘and ‘rore efficient if that group. cons1ots of students’ who are reLatlvelv
homogeneous in terus. of academic ability. Effective because he can ddress= ,
- his teaching efforts to the paatlcular level appropriate for the entire dlass,
" and efficient because he need not "spread himself too thln by attempting to
“devote individudl attention to the few students vho are either far ahead or
far behind the rest of the class. The ]atter p01nt constitutes the rnajor argu-
nert against "‘nd1v1duallzed instruction”" and "enrichment" as apvroaches to’
gifted education. In a class with a wide-range of abllltles, the teacher rust
) of neccu31ty devote nost if not all of his time %o the average Ludenou--.
> simply -because they comprise the overwheluing majority of the .class. Because:
= of.this, for example, ."enrichment" in practlce_oLten*devolves to giving the
_ brighter child more of the same Work as the rest of the class instead of more:
- advanced wvork--and more of the same work is preelselv what the gifved child -~
does not need; he has- robaol already mastéred the. work, and will only become
bored . Another wav in whlch 1ndlw1dua11,ed 1notructlon or enrlcnment are

- . _ e
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- Orten Imprerented im practive—ts to-simply-allow the gifted-childto————
nroceed essentially on his own--on the implicit assumption that, since e
is brizht, he. will naturally excel arlynay . But this simply is not true; -
uﬂe gifted. child nCCdo to be taught, just.as,any other child. And teaching, '
a5 stated car11er reqnlres challeng e--challenﬂe vhich mist be externally
furnished. If the teacher does attempt to meet the gifted child's needs
1n51VLdoa11y, other children in the clas$ often show animosity toward. hin
since to them it apnears that he has been singled out for special treatment
) and recoénltﬂon " Tnis in turn can cause the:gifl “ed child to. be reluctant to
de*onatrate his 1nuellectua1 capability in class, for fear of being ogtxaCLzed
by his classrates. (Inc1denu°11y, such reticence on the part of a gifted
child has the effect of naskipng the child's ability from his teacber, the sub--
ject of identifying gifted children will be addressed later.) Tre converse
reaction is .also possible: . the gifted th‘d may develop a tcndency to behave
in a superlor (i.e., domlneerwng) manner +toward his less capable classrates.
£11 of ‘these. considerations ,argue aLalnst leaving” a gifted child in his normal
classroom;'orj stated differently, they .argue in favor of acceleration, special
classes, or special schools. There are those in‘education vho teke the posi-
tion that children sbould‘nOt be so- removed from their. 'regular class o1
the grounds that they need -tne benefit of "peer association" and that their
elass“ates n=ed the benefit of tnelr leadersh;p abilities. Each of these
seints can be rebutted. Flrst the avowed desirability of peer association
seers ‘to be Founded not so_much on the basis of educational need as ok social’
need--and the proper place of social considerations in thé:public schools
(es importart side benefits but secondary te the basic educational purpose)
nas been'nreﬁiously discussed. loreover, there is no reason to expect thet a
group -of gifted children- will be any less socially heterogeneous than ‘the total
school vonulauwon from which they vere selected; i.e.,. they will still be
‘penefitting from peer association in the social sense. Second, removing
intellectually superior students from their regular classeés will not deprive
"Jthe re;eining students in terms of leadership; on the contrery, those remain-
ing students will nave a rreater opportunity to develop and demonstrate “their
leadership abilities. wi%hln their oim group. Rather than veing deprived, they
3711 themselves benefit. .These arguments -also ‘support the practice of acceTera—
'ulon, except tnat g student who+has been advanced one grade nay still not be
ar.ong a brouﬁ vhlck' hares his abllltJ, i.e., he may still be intellectually
suDerlov to the c1ass. In fact; considering the relatlveWy small dlllerepce"
in 1ptelllcence between- any two consecutive grades the majority of gifted.
children proovably have capabilities well above: those o the students at the
next grade- level. - For exarmple, an elbht-year old with an IQ of 125 (a1level
cormonly accepted as representing a minimum definition of glluedness) has ‘the
“intelligence of a ten-year old, a differénce in this case of two rades. ,
'ro students with hlgher”IQ' s, the differences would be even greater. ' But
aavanc1ng a child.two. or more grades places him among -students who are older, . .- -
~physically larfe ‘and ‘more mature than he. Even though he would be aca-
derically able to handle the work of the class, such.an environment is- llkel
- to adversely arfect: his emoc1onal well-being to the point of hls wn:hdraxunrr
irow any Dart1c1patwon with the rest of the class. . In terms .of academi v
effec°1veneos, none “of the objectives raised above gpilies to either separate
: CIasse rede up cntlrelj of gifted students or to a. separate school for gifted.
pese approaches to gifted education (particularly the latter) permit the’
:ﬂrou)lng of children who are skpllar not only in 1ntellectual ability but
in cnxonolo*loal aze, Phy svcal developrn ent and oOClal and erotional maturity

“h
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2s véll., Under such conditions, a teachér can devote maximum attention to

aameducarlon which will reach all of his students both effectively and effi-
tlently--the very antithesis of the 1nd1v1duallzed 1nstruc§10n or enrlchment

apsroaches dlscusSed earller.

A key Iac+or whlch must be recognlaed concernlnn the second magor ques;

- tion--adiinistrative practicability--is the limited number of gifted children

to be found among the 'school population in. a scheocl system. For'the sake

- of dlaCUSSlOﬂ, it can be ‘assured. that no more than ten percent pf the stu-
~dents in a system.are gifted. TFurthermore, it is not unreasonagble to assume
“that these students. are‘distribuced relatlvely uniformly throubhout the

systen; i.e., that they are not concentrated 1n any vparticular age group

" or grade level, nor at any varticular school. Under such clrcumstances, every

r‘lassvoo"x in every school has a likelihood of contalnlng a small pumber of .
gifted students. If .either 1nd1v1duallzed instruction or enrichm Q¢ are to.
be implemented as the approach to glfted educatlon, thererore, every‘ceacher_.'
in the school system would have to receive some degree of “training, vprepara-.

’uwoh, and/or indoctrination in’ deallng with-gifted children; also, 1t is not
- unlixely that each teacher would expect some supoort in the form of special

materials or prore051ona1 staff. a551stance.' Considering the limited amount .  °
of time each teacher hat available %o work with a very small segment of the
class, as disgussed- in the previous paragraph, both individualized 1nstructlon

‘and enrlcqrent would appear to be extremely inefficient approaches to glfted

education: A large amount oi effort. is required to produce ‘a'small amount
of results -dispersed throughout the system.. In addition,. dependence on the:
1ndiv1dual efforts of virtuwally all the teachers in the system--whlch would
be reguired by the nature of. these approaches--would make uniform administer-
ing of the program on a. system-w1de basis extremely difficult. Acéeleration
suffers from the 'same dlsaavantage. But the use of separate classes or a

separate school for the gifted allows a, degree of concentration of both stu-

dents and teachers .along with the resulting administrative e;f1c1ency,
system-WWde nanacement and eva]uatlon advantages. . :

mhe adontion of any program,by a public'instituﬁion is conTihgent upon
political acceptability--"political"” being used here in its legitimate, -

" nistorical sense,'not with' the pejorative connotation often assocvated with,
“the term today. This simply means that the.program must be acceotable to

the constituency served or (since opposition is more ‘often vocalized than
support) must not be considered unacceptable.— It is in this area that 1mple-
.ensacvon ‘of differentiated gifted education faces & hurdle, on ‘two counts. o
Cne is ‘the belief that a child. involved in a glfted education program 1s
receivinz a “"better" education than a child who is not. The other is the

‘belief that the establishment of separate gifted programs is unfair, undemo--
' cratﬂc, and possibly even illegal. The first of these attxtudes has been

add“essed earlier in this péper: when éach child rece1ves an education geared
to his own oartlcular capabilities, no one receives a better: educatlon than -
znyone else; e reh' in fact receives an equal education relative to those

capabilities. The second belief mentioned can be largely ansvered by this

same argument, but the answer deserves elaboration because it is held not ,
only by Some members of the general public: but--lncredlble as this may seem-- .

by oroLeSS|onals in the field of education as well, 1nc1ud1n some in the
Charles County syetcm. Witness, for exanmple, the folloving commehto.and

.szabc”cpts .

s -




p'from grouping students in classes according to thelr ablllty beoause the
. Devartmént o" Health, mducat'on,,and Welfare would not pernit it;

‘system. Attitudes.such as these must be recognized and. dealt with if a

:Derhaps only. a nlnor impact on acceleratlon. ~But, they could generate a strong

- systems. Philosophiecally, these arguments. are ‘correct--hut practlcal realities e

,p'because these resources are limited. 'The Charles County Board of Educatlon,
“in its recent Position Statenent on Legislation concernlng glfted educatlon,

. to institute a gifted education program and must rely instead on funding from - -d
"the State govermment. This position is no doubt based on the, apparently . . _

‘. -a Charles Countj school principal has ard that he is orohlblted

f,- -a Board of Educaplon staff member stated-that the “track systémnen .
is 1lleaal » the ‘lmplication being that ability groupiﬁg*iS'prohibited by '
1a“7 ; . . . . v , ] .t K

1fted Programs. in Charles County by saying that ”all” of his stmdgnts are
A

B 5Lrted , " . } o B _ A \r

. > 7
-

* . e -another prlnSipal responded to Q recent survey of 1nd1v1dua1 school "\,~ _'w

o -a Board of Educatlon starf rienoer has rererred to the grouplng of
g3 "ted students in full tlme, separate classes as forming "an ellte cadre,
rike a bunch of Nazis" . L ' Pa C

‘

Actitudes conéerning the "illegality" of ability groupinb probably stem from_<

overgeneralization of recent court decisions. ' The courts have determined °

that when a sthool system groups children in dlzferent levels in such a way
that the guality of education differs from level. to level, this difference T

in ‘quality tends to keep students in the level at whiZh they were originally

assigned and that these circumstances constltute unfaiy and illegal d1scr.m1-j~

' a_natlon.’ Surely any rational person would. agree that such a practice--the so- )\

called track system--should be considered wrong by any ‘standards. But should
its condemnation be viewed as a blanket prohlbltlon against any attempt to’
place -students of similar academic capabrllty in the same class? .One would
suspect not--particularly in light of the many special education programs ¢+ _
that are being ifAitiated for children who have lesser ab111t1es. But it -~ -
is being so viewed by at least.some offic1a1s in theé Charles County school

differentiated gifted program is to be established. - They would probably .
have -little or no. 1mpact on the individualized or enrichment approaches, and

negative reaction to the use of sévarate classes or a- separate school for |
gifted, if the purooses for such Drocrams were not carerullv explalned in a . S

'iadvance. S : . - . ; : R o

T i
~—

. Plna11y, we' come -to the question of econorlc fea51b111ty--vh1ch second
only to academlc effecbrveness is probably the most important aspect to be . : |
considered in examlnlng proposed programs for.a school system. Some might’ B .1;3
\

: argue that.the money spent for education is not an expense of government but

rather an investment in the future of our community and our gociety;. that our
children represent a national resource which must be developed to its fullest
possible extent; that we can afford nothing less than the-best educational

still dictate that choices on how to allocate” flscal resources mist be made
has stated that it is now unable to provide the financial support necessary

logical assumption that such a new program ‘would necessarily require signifi-
‘cant additional expenditures. Perhaps individualized instruction and accelera-
tion are aporoaches which vould require relatlvely high to»al exnendltures :




Acceleration would seem to requlre little if any additional\ expenditures.

The approaches which might intuitively seem to be pronibrtIEbly expensive = - e
are the use of separale classes or.a separabe school--partifularly the latter, o .
"vhich connotes the building of a new iac1lity ‘'and the hiring of additional = B
teaching staff. But. this asswiption can be disputed by recognizing a simple

fact: gifted chlldreh are nov a part of the school population. Identifying

cour gifted chlldrep as such does not create additional students and therefore )
does not create a need for more teachers, diiferent materials, or newdfacilities,\
“since’ these’ children are already in the school - system--being taught by cur-

rently employed teachers, uolng available materials, and occupying existing -

+ facilities. But they are dispersed throughout the system. in regular class- RO
"~ rooms, and are not receiving the benefits of &n educaticu directed toward A
their level of capability. Bringing then together into separate classrooms -

or in a. separate school would not require either the hlrlng]oi additional

- teachers or the construction of a a new school bulldlng, rather, it would S

requlre the rearranging of ‘students and teachers and’ teachers at 1ac1lit1es -
. -Wwithin the- systeri--and this could be done without Incurring major additional :

" costs.  This is not to say that the optimum quantlty or quallty of the reoources TR

.required now necessarily exists within the system, For cxanple, there may - | L

or ray not be any teachers in the system who have been rérmall trained in

gifted education. Hoyever, there are  teachers.who have shown a prOLessronal o

interest in this field; others could no doubt be found. - The 1ove toward a . - -

. differentiated gifted procram, using a dedicated facility, could be begun - 7

now; as thé prograr became established, these teachérs could direct their own™™ ., - ./ ..

proress1opal dewelopment effort “tovard tralnrng Ain gifted education and the’ ' '

school system's recrultlnv progran: could seek to assure that an. apnroprlate

Droportﬂon of newly-hlred teachers- vere quallfled in glfted educatlon. o . i

. . because of thé- dlSﬁe*sed nature of these aoproaches, as' d1scussed nrev1ousl).
\
|

s

L ‘ " The points made in the preceding paragraphs are shown in abbrcv1ated" L N
for:m in the attached chart, which compares each of the five approaches to
gifted education against each of the four evaluation Tfactors discussed. The
possible 1nterrelat10nsh13s oetveen the various evaluation factors have not
been discussed (for exarmple, qpn-unlrorm adninistration of a gifted program ..

T could have a derooatory effect on political. acceptabllltv, excessive cost

h could lirit academic eIfectlveness; etc.); nevertheless, the: major aspects
. to be considered in evaluatlng possible gifted educatﬂon programs have been
covered. From this discussion, it is concluded that the establishment of a :
separate school for the gifted children ofC€harles County would be the best L
alternatlre both edu atlona%%y and. econow;callj . . o o

N

prograns to matters of general policy, without beconming 1nvolved in the . *
‘details of specific procedures or nractlces.f There is one such specific aspect
of gifted education, hovever; vhich is deserving of attention here;. this is ‘ '
the question of how students should be selected for inclusion in a gifted
program. It is suggested that for a number of reasons, the procedures used
. . for Ldenu1LV1nv_511ted chlldren should be obJectlve rather than subjective.
e . That is, to the meximuwsi-extent possible, selection should be based on the
results of unifornly administered testing lrograms_rather,u an the Jjudgments
* - of tedchers or.other: educators. Iumerous standardized tests are already
being given to the students in the system, so -one advantage would be that
already available data can be utilized as a part of the selectlon}process.ﬁ

This paver has attempted to restrict its discussion of rIifted’educatio’n ' ?

R

EMC .' o _‘ ‘ | B | o T o | . . | . u(‘,‘ . . ‘:- .’ | | l ‘;’;

JAFunText provided by enic . M . K . : -
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The'uSGﬂof tests also removes--to some e tent-~the human element Irov%the

‘procegs; leeding experts Ln oLfLed education believe. that oenchnrs are Tikely

to e unaole to identify a gifted child . 1n~+he1r classroom {one redson for .

'thlo--the subdued behav1orjof some .gifted children--vwas cited- earlier in this, \
paper). Soue might object to reliance on testing since such tests do not =

lend thenselves to the identification of artlstlcallv'or muorcally glrtea

“children.. This is probably true, -but ‘since a gifted éducation. program in’ - -

v

Charles County would be a totally new: venture,; perkaps it would be edv1sable
to limit its apolication %o the 1ntellectually gifted 1n1t1ally and expand--
the program into other areas of giftedness later as the program beca e estab-
148hed .and. the people 1nvolved éalned experience. Findlly, an advantage of’

'»uelng uestrne s that Lt provides & reaoonabry uniform and demonstrable hasis

for selection, which is ‘necessary to assure uhat entry into uhe nrogram is admln-
istered equita ably and w1ohout dlscrlﬂlnatlon. i

- .
’

The major conclu51ons of thLS - paper are that dedlcated dlfferentlated

‘academic programs for-gifted children are necessary in Charles County to
~.reet the needc of these children; that such programs -can best be rmnlemented

bv grouring the childran by ablllty\(ldeally, for the gifted, in a. geoarate

_scbool) that such grouping educationally benerlts'all of the children in

i
the systemn; and that this- approach is: both econanlcally feasible and admin--

glsuratlvely practlcable. One uncertainty ‘1iss inthe area of pollulcal

acceptability, .considering the attitudes of some nembers Jof the -general. Duollc

and of some of the professionals 4n the Charles Cfunty system. 'nopefully,
the discussion presented in. this: paper will serve‘to change sqme of these
attltudes.' N L : , PR

In swmary, it_ié"recommended'tﬁaf: o | ~d.‘i« | ',-. L
-the pronram for gif ed chlldrenrembodled .Ain System Ob Jectrve Number,
ll of »the Board of Lducatlon lMagter Plan be 1mplemented on a systel-w1de baols,

!
4

-the 51fted nrocram have as one of” Ltg ba51c roundaplonsuthe concent

-;and bractlce of abllwty grou01np to. the maximum extent posurble, ' L T

i \ | L -

. f._-uhe use of already available fac111t1es materlals, and. personnel

v for the gifted UrOgr am be phorouohly examlned as ‘a primary means for 1nple-f
~‘menu;ng the p rogran w1thout addi 1onal nagor rlscal 1mpac» ‘on the oystem,

o --the emphasis ;n 1d°nt1¢1catlon -of 71fted chlldren be on ﬁhe use
of .objective rather than subdectlve technloueo.

E T . . N . . - S
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1) Tb\°'pa er was 1uten prle the utbox was a ricmber of tbe AdVLOOTy Rewre~

sentatlve C'tizens Co ncil's Ad Hoc Committee on Cugrd.culuri. It TLO ents his
iews, and not necess&rWIy those of the 00unlttee as a whole.
) A variety of sources was utlllved in m:ena.rln'7 the paoer,'lncludlno conver-
setions with private individuals end Wluh professionsl members of Lhe educatlonal
comrsunity, discussions .at meebings of the ARCC: Curriculum Coxm;ttee, the author's
cersonal experiences. both as e student and as a varent, and the erolpbs of a -
nurber of seholars and observers in.the field of educai1on.' SUeClLlC citations
or the-lat+er are not. included in the paper; ‘the decision . to omit’ those was, nade
vr&nar11V_ the b&Slo of editorial convenience, and in recovnluLQn[o» the ba31c:

(’)

- intent of tde paper: to convey the views of a single, reasonably well- informed,

nrivate c1tiaen on one dspect. of public education in an obJectlve and rational

'manner. L is not intended to be a scholarly creatJue,'and 1ndeed no useful .

purpose wou1d be served by atﬁembtlng ‘to ‘make it 50.

: ; ,'

On the contr@ry, an ef;ort to nrove any p01nt made in’ uhe Daner by c1t1ng

,tbe aonrovrlaue supporting literature- would probably only encou¢qge some readers’

to "disprove" the point by reference to-the. works :0f other mrltegs who.hold
differing vievs. negardWess of the nature of the particular point under con-
tention, such conilicting evidence would not be difficult to locatc. If the
author ‘has' learned anytn1n~ as a result of his efforts in thls area co date,
it is that the opinions of exberts in the field of education dllfer, tlat the.

-results o"“esea“cn vhich has been conducted are either inconclusive or sub-

ject to dlz_erenu interpretations which ‘lead to conflicting conclusions, and

“that, in short,.there does not nov exist (and.t possibly never will exist) a. .
unified oodv of knovled ge -about education agalnst vhich all educatlonal queu- >
-tions can be rigorously eth1ned and positively answered. This simply means '

that, in the final analy31s, decisions concerning the central. oIrpose or dlrec-
tion"of'a given Du071c :school system are essentially Judgment° ~Jjudgments’ which «
cannot be rade solely on the basis: of sc1ent1f1c evidence, but should take. into
~accouht a variety of attitudes, opinions, éxperiences, viewpoints, and perceptions
as well, It was in the splrlt of attempting to provide adwice and ouggestlons
rather: tnap docunerted "facts" that this paper was. wvltten.

. e

Zoweﬁer,-fof those readers who haye‘hissed the .point of the preceding
paragravh; or -are wncomfortable reading & document -which is not replete with
superscriots, footnotes, et seg's, et al's*; or feel that an absence of cita-
tions is an indication that thls Daber must ‘be lacking in SChOlaotIC or intel-

e o

. lectual 1nuebr1uJ, a listing of the various 1temo coqsulted in. ‘the preparatlon

- ¥el ctuera & ’ . A e o

eRIC

A v provided by erc |

of this paper h as ocen attached. e R o \
k : : : N
3) ¥inally, a note of anorec1atlon is in order. the opoortunlty to part1c1nate
in, ‘and perhaps contribute to, the workings of the local school systen- has T
been valugble and Lnformatlve. Ihe Charles County school administration--both
-the. Board of Education and its prof es sional staff--has demonstrated an.apparently
.sincere desire to actively seek the' adv1ce of the public vhich it serves. For

RN

unls~~ntevest, VhLCh is not unlvevsally shared among Dubllc»scnool-s stems, it

is to te boxfonded . R "

“u
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