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ABkRACT.

T is Paper ddscusses a number of alternative approacheS to,dard prbviding

education of" gifted childrendna pubic school s>> stem These

aporoa hes are .ekamined andpMloared in terms of academic effectiveness,

admini trative wacticability, Political acceptability, andeconomic feasi--

bilitl . It is concluded' that they homogeneoUs grouping of gifted chiIdren

on th basis of theit'ability in a:single,_or few, schbol(s) for.iPstruction

purpo es :would be the optimum approach.
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The discussion or examination of any particular aspect of a public school
system (such as programs for the gifted) should be based on an understanding
of the' system-'s fundamental purpose--an understanding of why publiq elementary
and secondary schools exist in the first place, 1,hat their responsibilitieb.:

'are, and what they are supposed to accomplish. ,There are differing perceptions,,
among nroiNssional educators as well as 'the General public, as to what this
:ourpose is or, should be At the risk of oversimplification, they can be Sum-
marized as essentially two contrasting vies:

-one view holds that the basic purpose of a public systeth is

to.teach each student the academic skills he will need later in life, to develop
his mental abilities, and to stimulate hisintellectual growth;

-another view holds that the purpose of schools is to promote the
self-development of each student in the personal and social sense, to instill
in him a sense of belonging and a feeling of self-worth, and-to assure his

.happiness.

As stated in the Master- Plan of the-Board Of Education of Charles County,
aryland; FY 19757.FT1751, the mission (or purpose)of.the Board of Education
is "to operate a public schoOl'system which-prOvides for the intellectual
development of each Estudentl".. Thus, it appears that the local.system adheres
to the former of the two views presented above rather.than the latter.

Three clarifying points are very important to'make here, since this
observation.can.very easily be misinterpreted.

First, this viewdoes not imply that public education should be of
benefit to 'only a few because of an emphasis on theoretical or impractical.'
knoWledge, or on learning which only prepares a student" for education
(as might be'inferred from such terms as "intellectual" or "academic"). On

the contrary, it includes developing the basic mental skills which every adult
needs and should be able to use in the everyday prOcess of living in our
society. Such skills as reading and.being,able to comprehend- what is 1...ad,
making arithmetic calculations, communicating orally or in writing--these are
in fact "intellectual" capabilitiet, regardless of how practical and down-to-.
earth they may also be. .

_ .

Second, this:view does not imply-that. education consists only of intel-
lectual developMent; that, for:example, character development. is unimportant.
It sir'ply red.oghizes that dertain aspects of a young person'stotal education
are outside the responsibility,of the public. school and that those other

1,responsibilities should. be borne by other parts of our society--most iMpor-
-tantly,-bythe7tfamily- It alSo,recognizes the impracticality of attempting
to address anything other than intellectual development in,the schools, con-.
sidering the limited amount of time available, ,(Fewer than of a school-

age childismaking,hours are spent in school, and this hardly seems sufficient

to permit an.expansion of the school's-basic roleO Finally, and perhaps
most :significantly, it recognizes-that-an emphasit on learning in the tchOolt
does not detract from A student's eventual ability to lead a satisfying, ful-

-filling life-it'enhances it. Development of moral character, adjustment to
life,- social development,'-self-cOnfidence--these are not so much alternatives

to learning as they are reasons for learning.



this vIewd-oes-not-imply_Tthatr_because.a public- school. has
for.qal reseonsibilities-for a students social or'emotional development, the
studentsUalthesyste/Ido-not derive any benefits in_;:these areas from
.school experiences. The diversity of the student population in a public school
systemWhich simply refleCtsthe diversity of .the coMmunity.;7brovideS'each
student with the.oJnertunity to-associate-with others of different social, '
background,: race, religion,-,:ethnic:briin, and economic situation :Through .

this opportunity he is able -to develop some understanding and appreciation.
of the'mUlti-faceted demcratic society in1Whicbhe will eventually:live:as,
an adult.. This 'is an extremely valuable side-benefitof a public school
education, but it derives from the context in which that education Is pursued
and-is not -- strictly speaking - -a nartof it.-

'In short,. the objectiVe of's school system is the intellectual develop-
ment of each student,' But' this is only a statement of "what!' schools are .
expected to accomplish; the important question of . "how" to- achieve this objec-
tiVe.remains to be addressed. There are two .significant aspects to be con-*
sidered in this.regard;.which are-discussed.below.

The first of these, obvioUsly;is the _qualityof the school
system itself, In the4task of strengthening'its quality, a'school -system_
may be thought. of as similar to most other organilations: it mUsthave. avail=
able the necessary resources and must manage and apply these resources effce
tively. For a school. system, the Most importantof.these resources' would
seem to be its teachers, its facilities, and its professional administrative
staff. Any system striving for excellencewouldcertainly consider capable.
and dedicated teachers, modern facilities; and'an imaginative adMinistratiVe
staff tb.be requisiteS-for meeting its fundamental purpose. and.

developing these; in turn,., involves virtually 'all of the facets Of management
required-in:any. "business, ": planning,' budgeting, organizing, motivating and
training personnel, evaluation of ongoing and propOsed -programs, etc.
Oyer, these are functions, which are internal to the school system:and-are
therefore largely within. the control of the systemat least to the extent
that any public institutioneontrols its own operations. It.can:be concluded,
therefore, -tha.t_the-resPonsibility_and_authority for improving the'qUaiity'of.
a school system resides witan that Systet, and that exercising these is an
iMportant_nart of meeting the systeM.'s-Objective. .

But-there is another aspect of nubile education which is outside the
control of aschool systeM, and-which nonetheless impacts greatly on the
System's success -in providing for the intellectual development-of eacMstu-
dent: This is: the range of differing capabilities of the-students-in. the
system. School systems exist to transmit.knowledge and develop intellectual
skills;andthe degree to which a system is able to... perform this function
depends primarily_ on its. overall quality, as discussed in the previous para-

graph. But the degree to which it- actually does perform this function depends
not only onithe quality or the system but also on-theabilities and -
of its students.:In other words,: teaching-is an attribute of the school
System alone, but learning is not -- learning (i.e., intellectual development)
is dependent upon. both the teacher..and-the student.. And students-possess

widely-differing capacities- forlearning. One does not need to 11?ea clinical

psychologist _or to rely only bn.scnolarly.research to accept thiSimplefact;-'
one's own.daily.experiences in dealing with others provide ample:eVidence.
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Faced with such a div rgence in student intellectual capability, how
is a school system to meet its responsibility for the intellectual development
of each student? The quest ion is particularly Perplexing for a public school
system -which', being supported by public funds, must provide an equal educational
opportunity for all'studerqs.-

i

But what is ,"equality' in this context? It could be interpreted as
the'4presentation of identical material to all the students in each grade
level, addressed to the avirage level of capability in that grade. While
this would meet the needs f the majority of students, however, it would
do a disservice to both th. slower and the brighter students: the former
would not be able to keep up and the latter would become bored; both groups
would quickly lose interest and motivation. So the result Of this interpre,
tation could not be consid red equality. '(Dr. Stauffer likened this to asking
a shoe store for r-a pair of "fourth grade shoes" for a fourth grade child- -
the inference being that a "fourth grade education" would be an equally unsat-
isfactory objective to see': indi-scriminately-for.all fourth grade students.)
Another interpretation coo d be to present material such that all students
could reach an identical 1 vel of academic achievement in each grade level.
But, given the range of ca abilities within each grade, this would be Pos-
sible only when the material was suitable for the slowest students since
their achievement would be the only level which all students could reach.
In the very strict sense t is would produce equal results, but Certainly it
could not be.considered to be equality in education. (To extend Dr. Stauffer's
analogy further, this vouls be like buying the smallest, size shoes for an

entire class to wear.)*

The answer to this di emma lies in the recognition of the intellectual
differences among children. Each child should be afforded an education in

which he can develop 'to th maximum of his capability, and all children should

be expected to achieve sus a-level of development. This, then, conatItutes

equality in education: every student educated to the same extent relative to
his-capability; and such equality should be a fundamental goal of public edu-

cation. Like many goals, this probably represents-an ideal which can never
be fully realized--but this is not sufficient reason not to strive to reach

it., d \
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Ofc-od.rse-,--teaching involves raore_than___simply_p_. resentine___material t

students. ThiS is at best a mechanistic way of. describing the functions of
a teacher: Effective teaching77teaching Which promotes learning-requires'.
capitaliing on eyery young Persons innate desire to learn. Satisfying
this desire is a rewarding experience for a student; this comes from oti7.

vation, which must be nurtured by challenge. But challenge must be tare-
fullyvLatched to the student's capability; too little .challenge results
in:boredom;'too much in frustration. From this need for challenge, coupled
with.recognition of the fhtellectual differences among children, it.-follows
directly that instructional programs should exist Which are differentiated
according to the particular level of the- student being. addressed.

Special education -Programs are perhaps the 'foremost'exaMple of such
differentiation in the current educational environment. These are directed
toward a segment of the school population who, ar a group, are at a distinct
educational disadvantage: for a variety of reasons they are unable to benefit
from normal school curricula and programs. They need separate, dedicated
programs to enable them to reach their full potential. In recent years this
need has become 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 disadvantaged
and the mentally, emotionally, or physically handicappedare a minority of
the total school population; 'out they,are nonetheless deserving of concerted

attention because of their particular circumstances. Yet, in the words of

Dr. Harold C.*Lyon of the U. S. Office of Education, "there is another minority
denoted not by race, socio-economic background, ethnic origin, or impaired facul-
ties, but by their exceptional ability. They come from all levels of society,
from all races and national origins,and are equally distributed between the
sexes."

These children with exceptional ability--"gifted" children=:-are also
at a distinct educational disadvantage.,.They are neither motivated nor
challenged by the ordinary school curricula and they.experience difficulties
in the classroom, again quoting Dr. Lyon, "precisely because Ehesc curricula)

are ordinary. Education' is' a mass .enterprise, geared by economic necessity
as vell as Politics to the abilities of the majorityLA.and the majority are,

by definition, average, but just as a child of less-than-average mental
ability has trouble keeping.uP pith hiS classmates, so a child of above

average abilitY has trouble staying behind with them. 1,1astering in'a few

days Daterial that other Children require weeks to understand he becomes bored,

restless, 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,

expected to devote the same attention to the same te-xtbcpks, required, to be

present for the same n&ber of.hours in the same seat --tie gifted'youkgster

typically takes one of two tacks-: he conceals his ability, anxious no*be
embarrass others' or draw their ridicUle by superior Performance; or, not

understanding his frustration, becomes a ditscipline problem 'It is time

for us to recognize that unusual ability can prove a barrier to achievement,

and that it.is Peculiarly in our national interest to- assure the'delielopment.

of children who have potential to make extraordinary contributions to our

common life."



4. variety or ao.)roaches-tO-aifferentiatea instruction or the gifted
can be suggested. TheSe generally fall ,in the following ca egories:

-Individualized instruction: each child in
,

a class e receives inStruc-
tion at his particular level from his regular classroom teelheri

-Enrichl,ent: 'A-aore advanced and varied Work is ass!gned to the gifted
child aEain in his regular classroomSetting;.

.ACceleration the gifted child is advanced. one
beyond the normal leVel for his age;

-Separate clasSes:' gif, d thildren.within a school
together (either Part of the day or all day) for instruction
of capability;

more grades

are Grouped
at their level

-Separate school(s): gifted children from throughou a school system
are assigned to a single school.

The distinctions between these are neither cle4r-cut nor csolute, slince

they in fact represent a continuum or range of approaches. Be ause of this
it is difficult to evaluate the individually in absolute term . But thy-rst

1

ibe examined and evaluated nonetheless; decisions concerning nee p9grams in
the Schools should be made' consciously and rationally, not spon.aneouslY on
the basis of expedience or current circumstances.

There are a number of perspectives from which such examinat'on d
evaluation should be .undertaken. First, and of course most, impo Cant (again
bearing in mind the fundamental purpose of the school system), ,i.- the question .

of academic effectiveness--Does the proposed new prog-am provide 'or i creased
intellectual development of the students? But, important as this question
is, it /elates only to 1,tether the proposed program_ will work. Uhpther a
program can work depen6s.on three other questions: Is 'it administrativ ly
practicable?,..,Is it politically acceptable? And, Is it economical y
For convenience, each- of these will be addressed separately below, ut i must
be recognized that these four questions are all highly interrelate

Considering academic effectiveness, there seems little doubt that a q-ven
teacher dealing vith a group of students in a class can be both wore effective,
and more efficient if that group.consists of students'who are relatiVely
homogeneous in terms of academic ability. Effective becauSe he can address
his teaching efforts to the particular level appropriate for the entire class,
and efficient because' he need not "spread himself too thin" by attempting to
devote individual attention to the few students Who are either far ahead'or
far behind the rest of the,class. The latter point constitutes the major argu-
ment against "individualized instruction" and "enrichment" as approaches to
gifted education.. In a class with a viderange of abilities, the teacher must
of necessity devote most if not all of his time to the aVerage students--
simPly,because they comprise the overwhelming majority of theclass-. Because
of.this, for example, -"enrichment ", in practice often-devolves to giving the
brighter Child more of the same' Work as the rest of the class instead of more
advanced vork--and more of the same vok..k is precisely what the gifted child
does not need; he has-probably already mastered the work, and Will only beCome
bored7Another way in which individualized instruction or enrichment are

8



,pften imtlenontedTtnpraoul e Siffayj allow the gifted child to
nroceed essentially ol.1 hili:own-7.on the 41Plicit aSsumption that, since\-kle
is bright, he will naturally excel anYway. thiS simply is not .true;

_the giftedchildneeds to be taught, just.as',any other child, And teaChing,
as stated earlier, requires challenge--challenge which must be externally
furnished. If the teacher does attempt to meet the gifted child's needs

other.cbildren in the claSS often show animosity toward him
since to them'it appears that he has been singled out for special treatment

-and.recogntion. This in turn can cause the gifted child to :be reluctant to
demonstrate his intellectual capability. in class, for fear of being ostracized .

by his classmates. .(Incidentally, such reticence on the part of a gifted
child has the effect of -masking the child's ability from his teacher; the sub-'
ject of identifying gifted children will be addressed later.) Thc converse
reaction is.also possiblethe gifted, child may develop a tendency to behave

. in a superior (i.e., domineering) manner toward his less capable classmates.
All:of these.considerationsrargue against leaving 'a gifted child in his normal
classroom;, or stated differently, they argue in favor of acceleration, special
claSses, Or special schoolS. There are those in education who take the posi-
tion that children should not be so removed from their "regular" class, on ,

the grounds that they need.the benefit of "peer association and that their
classmates need the benefit. of their leadership abilities. Tah'of these
dints can be rebutted. First, the avowed desirability of peer association

seens.to be founded not se.puch on the basis of educational need as olr social'
need--and the proper Place of social 'cOnsideratios in the public schools :

(asiMportant side benefits but secondary to the basic educational purpose)
:has been 'previously discussed: Moreover; there is no reason to expect that a
group of gfted-childrenill be, any less socially heterot.l.eneous than the total
school population from which they were selected; i.e., they will, still be
benefitting from. Peer association in the soCial sense Second, removing'
intellectuallY superior students from their regular classes will not deprive
the students in terms, of leadership; on the .contrary, those remain

ng students will have_a greater opportunity to develop and demonstrate -their
leadership abilities within their oWn group. Rather than being deprived, they

----:-- will-themselves benefit. .These arguments also support the practice.of accelera-
tibn,' except that-astudent:who-has-been ad.anced one grade Pay still not be
az:Ong a group which shares his ability;.i.e., he may still be intellectually
superior to the class: In fact, considering the relatively small difference

t in intelligence between any two consecutive grades, the majority of gifted.
children probably ha=re capabilities well above those of the students at the

next grade 'level. For example, an eight-year old with an IQ of123 (a level
conponly accepted as representing a' minimum definition of giftedness) has the
intelligence of a ten-year old, a difference in this case of two grades:
:For students with higher'IQ's, the differences would be even greater.' But
advancing a child.two or more .grades places him among-students who: are Older, .

,
Physically larger, and more mature than he. Even though he would: be aca-
demically able to handle the work of the class, such an environment is-likely
to adversely affecihis emotional well-being to the point of 1.1j Withdrawing
from any participation with the rest of the class. iriterms:of.apadertic
effectiveness, none of the objectives raised above agilitaLte either: separate
classes made up entirely of gifted students or to a Separate' school for gifted':
'24ese approaches. to gifted education (particularly the latter) permit .the:
r-rduping of Children, whO are Similar not only in intellectual-ability but
in chronological age, physical deve.iopment, and social and emotional: maturity

. I

.



as well. Under such conditidns, a teacher can devote maximum attention to
education which, will reach all of his students both effectively and effi-
'ciently--the very antithesis of the individualized instruction or enrichment .

apnroaches discussed earlier.
.

A key faCtor which must be recognized conderning the second major clues- .

lion.alanistrative practicability-71.s the limited number of gifted children
to be found among the "school Population ift.a school system. Fore the sake
of disCussion, it can Le'assuM:ed. that no more than ten. percent pf the stu-
dents in a systemare gifted.. Furthermore, it is not unreasonable to assume
that these students. ere'distribuGed relativeiSr uniformly throughout the
system; i.e., that .they are not concentrated in any particular agegroup
or gradelevel, nor at any particular school. Under such circumstances, every
classroom in every school has a likelihood of containing a small pumber of
gifted students. If.either individualized instruction or enrichm-kt are to

. be implemented as the approach to gifted education, therefore, every,teacher. .

in the school system would have toreceive some degree of trainingprepara
tion, and/or indoctrination in dealing with*giftedchildren; also, it is not
unlikely that each teacher would expect some support:in'the form of special
materials or professional'staff assistance. Considerin'g the limited:amount.
of time each teacher ha's available` -to work with a very small segment of the.
Cla8s, as disCussedin the Previous paragraph, both individualiied instruction
and enrichment would appear to be extremely inefficient approaches to gifted
educationL:A large amount of effort is required to produce amount
of resUlts,dispersed throughout thcsystem- In addition,dependence on the-
individual efforts Of virtually all the teachers in the system-which Would
be reauired bY:the nature of. these approaches,vould'make uniforth administer-
ing of the program on a system - bride, basis extremely difficult. Aceeleration
suffers from the 'same: di(Sadvantage. 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 efficiency,
system -wide management, andeyalUation advantages.

The adoption of any program by a public institution is contingent upon
.

political aCceptability--"political" being used here in its legitimate,
historical sense, not With the pejorative connotation often associated with.
the term today. This simply means that the.Program must be acceptable to
the constituencjserved or (since opposition is more'often vocalized than
support) must not be considered unacceptable---- It is in this area that imple-
mentation'of differentiated gifted, education faces a hurdle, on two counts.
One is the belief that a child involved in a gifted education program is
receiving a "better" education than a child who is not. The other is the
belief that the establishment of separate gifted programs is unfair, undemo-
cratic, and possibly even illegal. The first of these attitudes has been
addressed earlier in th -is paper: when each child receives an education geared
to his own particular capabilities, no one receives .a better education than
anyone else; each in fact receives an edual education relative to those

capabilities% The second belief mentioned can be largely answered by this

same argument, but the answer deserves elaboration because,it Is held not

only by some members of the general public but -- incredible as this may seem-- .

by professionals in the field of education as well, including some in the
Charles County system. Witness-, for example, the following comments and

.statements:

I0
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-a Charles County school principal has said -that he is prohibited
from .grouping student's in classes according to, theirabilitybecause the
peoartmdnt of Bealth, Education),and Welfare would not permit it;

-a Board of EduCation staff member stated that the "track system"
is "illegal", the implication being that ability groupingis prohibited by
lay.;

-anotherprin al responded to recent - 'survey of individual sChool'
gifted programs A.n Chafes County:by saying that "all" of his studpnts are
gifted;:

. .

-a Board o Education staff- member has referred to grouping of
cr4"ted students in full-time, separaZe classes as forming an elite cadre)
like a- bunch of Nazis".

Attitudes. conterning the "illegality" of ability grouping probably stem from
evergeneralization of .recent court decisions,- The"ceurts have determined "
that when a ischool system groups children -in different levels n such a way
that the .quality of education differs fron-leYel.to level, this difference
in quality tends to keep students in the level at whih they were Originally
assigned. and that- these eircumstances.constitute unfai4 and illegal discrimi=
nation.. 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 bCianket prohibition against any attempt to
Place.students of similar academic capability in the same class?'One would
suspect notparticularly in light ef the many special education programs /

that are being initiated for children who have lesser abilities. Butit
is being so-viewed by at least. some officials'inethe Charles County school
system. Attitudes. such as these must be recognized and:dealt with if a
differentiated gifted program is to be established. 'They.would probably .

have little or io.irnpact on the individualized Or'enrichment approaches, and
perhaps only.a minor impact on 'acceleration. :::BUt,,they could generate a strong
negative reaction to the use of Separate classes. or aseparate school for
gifted) if the purposes for such Programs:Were not cartfully.ekplained in a
advance.

,

Finally,.wecoMe.to. the question of economic feagibility--which, second
only to academic effectiveness, is probably the most impontant aspect to be
considered in examining proposed programs for,a school system. ,Somemight
argue that-the money spent for education is not an expense of government but
rather ari investment,. in the future of our' community and our Society that our
children represent a national resource vhichmust be developed to its fullest
pbbsible extent; that we can afford nothing less than the-be6t educational
systems. Philosophically,- theSe arguments are correct -.but practiCal realities
still dictate'that choices on how to allocate fiscal resources mhst be made
because these resources are limited. The CharleS County Beard.of Education,
in its recent. Position Ztatement on Legislation concerning gifted education)
has stated that it is now unable to provide the financial support necessary
to institute a gifted'education program and must rely instead on funding from
the State government. This position is no doubt based on the. apparently
logical assumption thatsuch a new program would necessarily require signifi-
cant additional'eXpenditures. Perhapsindividualized instruction and accelera-
tion are approaches which would require relatively high total.expenditures

8



because. of the dispersed nature of these approaches; as discussed previously.
Acceleration would seem to require little if any additional expenditure's.'N

The approaches which might intuitiVely seem to be prohibiti ly expensive
are the use' of separate cIastet or, a. separate school--partycularly the latter,
whlch connotes the building of a-new facility 'and the hiring of additional
teaching staff. .But. this assuftption canbe disputed 'by recognizing a simple
fact: gifted chilaren-are now a Part of the school population. Identifying'
our gifted children-as such does not create additional students And therefore
does not 'create a need to-2. more teachers, different materials, or new'facilities,
since these children are already.in the scOolsystem--being taught by clirr
rently employed teachers,'Using available materials, and occupying existing.
facilities. But they are dispersed throughout the system, in regular class-
rooms, and' are not receiving the benefits of an' educatic directed _toward
theirlevel.of Capability. Bringing them together into separate classrooms
or in 4 separate school would not require either thehiring, of additional'
teachers or the construction of a nett school building; rather, it would :

require the rearranging ofstudents and teachers and'teachersat facilities
within the system--and this could be done without incurring major additional
costs. This is not to say that the optimum quantity 'or quality of the rePources
.required now necessarily exists.within the system. for "(ample, there may.
or maynot be any teachers in the system yho have been temp:11y trained :in
gifted. education.' However, there are.teachers_WhO have.showna professioal
interest in this field; others could no doubt' be' found. The !ove.toward a

differentiated gifted program, using a' dedicated facility; could be begun ''

now as the program became established, these teachers could direct their own
professional development:effort'towara training .in gifted-education and the
schOol system's recruiting prograM could seek to assure that an appropriate.
proportion of newly-hired teacherswere:qualifiedin gifted education. i .

. . .

..,

The pointb made in the preceding paragraphs are shown in abbreviated
forM in the attached chart, which compares each of the five approachesto
Gifted education against each of the four evaluation factors discussed. The
possible interrelationships betveen'the various evaluation factors, have not
been discussed (for example, non7Unfformadminittration of a gifted Program
could have a derogatory effect on politicaacceptability; excessive cost
could limit academic effectiveness; etc.); nevertheless, the major aspects:
to be considered in evaluating possible gifted education programs have been
covered. From this discussion; it is concluded that the establishment of a
separate school for e gifted children of _Charles County' would be the be6t
alternative both edu ational2y and_ecenomica.11y.

This nac'et has attempted to restrict its discussion of gifted' education
programs to matters of general policy, without becoming involved in the
details o specific procedures or practices. There is one such specific aspect
of gifted education, however, which is deserying 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 identifying gifted children should be objective rather than subjective.
That is, to the maximum'extent possible, selection should be ba.ed on the
results of uniforray administered testing programs rather than the judgments

of teachers' or.othereducators. Numerous standardized tests are already
being given to the students in the system, soone advantage would be, that
already available data can be utilized as a part of the selection process.

12
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The use of tests also removesto some extent--the hum onan element frythe
process; leading experts in gifted education believe, that teac hers .are likely
to be unable to identify a gifted child .in their classroom (one reason for
this- -the subdued behavior.of some gifted childrenvas cited earlier in this,
paper). Sone night object to reliance on testing since such tests-_do not
lend themselves,to the identification of artistically or musically gifted
children. This is probably true,-but since-a gifted education program. in'
Charles County would. be a totally new venture, perhaps it would be advisable
to limit its application to the intellectually gifted initially and expand
the ptogram into other areas of giftedness later as the Program beca e estab-
lithed andthe people involved gained experience. Finally, an adVantage of
using testing Is that iptovides a reasonably uniform and demonstrable basis
for selection, which is 'necessary to assure that, entry into the program is admin-
istered equitably and without discrimination,

The major conclusions of this paper are that.dedicated, differentiated',
academic programs for gifted children are necessary in Charles County to
meet the need:: of these children; that such programs can best be implemented
by grouping the children by ability-(ideally,_-for the gifted, in a separate
school) that such grouping educationally benefits' all of the children in
the system; and that this-approach is both economalcally feasible and admin.-
:istratively.practicable. One uncertainty-lies in:the area of political
acceptability,.considering the attitude's of some rdembets,of the-general public--
and of some of the professionals in the Charles COunty 'system. Hopefully,
the disousSion presented in this paper will serveto*change some of these
attitudes.

In zumnary,- it is recommended that:

-the program for gifted children embodieddn System Objective Number,
11 of-the Board of Education laster. Plan ,be implemented on a system-wide basis;

-the gifted program have as one o.its basic foundations, the concept
and practice of ability grouping to the maximum extent possible;

-the use of already available facilities, materials, and personnel
4:Xl for.. the gifted program be thoroughly examined'as a primary means for inple-

menting the program without additional major fiscal impaet on the system;

-the emphasis in identification.of.gifted childten-be on the use
of.objective rather than sub.jectiVe techniques.-
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NOTES

1) Ihis'Ipaper as writtenvhile the author was amember of theAdvisory.Repre-
.sentative-Oitizens. Council's Ad HocCommittee on Curriculum. If:prosents his
.individual views, and not necessarily those of the Committee as a whole.

.2) A variety of sources' was'utilized.inpreparing the paper; including conver-.
sationS vith private individuals-and with.. Professional members'of the educational
ca-amunity, discussions,at:meetings-of. the ARM :Curriculum. CommIttee, the author's
personal expeiences.both as a student and as a Parent, and the writings of a
number of scholars and observers -inthe field of education.' Specific citations
of the latter are nOtintiuded.in the Paperthe decision..to omitthos'e.waS, made .

Primarily.onthe baSis of editorial convenience, and in recognitionlof the basic_
intent of the paser: to convey the views of a single, reasohably.Well-informed,
rivatetitizen on one Aspect. of public education in. an objective and rational.

manner. It is not intended to be a scholarly.treatiSe. and indeed no useful
purpose would be served by attempting to-make it so.

On the contrary, an effort to "prove" Any point made' in the paper by citing
.the appropriate supporting literature.wouid.probablionly encourage some readers
to "disprove' the point by reference to,the.vorks,of other writers vheihold
differing views. Regardless of the nature of the particular point under Con-
tentibn.ysuch 'conflicting evidence would not be difficult to locate. If the
Author has learned anything as a result of his efforts in this area to date,
it is that the opinionS of experts in the field of education .differ, that
results o research vhich has been conducted are either inconclusive or sub-
ject to different interpretations vhichaead to conflicting conclusions, and
that,'in short,-there does not now exist (and4,ossibly never .ill exist) a.,
un:'.fied.body of knowledge :about education ;against hich all educational ques-
tions can. be. rigorously examined and positively answered: This simply means
that, in the final analysis, decisions concerning the central,pnrpose or direc-
tion-of'a given,public,school systeM are essentially judmentsjudgments- which
cannot be merle- solely on tho.basis-of scientific evidence, but shOuld takeinto
Account a variety of attitudes, opinions,' experiences, viewpoints, and perceptions
as well. It vas ./1 the spirit of attempting to provide adviice and suggestions,
rather than.docurlerted "facts" that this pAper was- written.

HoweVer, for those readers vho have missed the .point of the preceding
paragraph; or are uncomfortable reading a document ,which is not ,replete with
superscripts, footnotes, et sea's, et .al's *;. or 'feel...that an absence of. Cita-

lions is an indication that this Paper must ,;Se. lacking in scholastic or intel-
lectual integrity) a listing of the various items consulted in the preparation
of this paper has:been attached.

))

3) F.-fhally,, a note of aPereciation is. in order: the opportUnity to participate
in, And perhaps contribute td, the. workings of the local School system-has
been Valuable and infbrmatiVe. The Charles :County school administration--both
,the. Board of Education And its professional staff--has demon-strated an apparently
.sincere ;desire to actively seek theadvice of the public which it For

this :interest, Which is not universally shared among publiCschool systems it

is to be cos _::ended.

*et cetera
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