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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
4

SCREENING RESCREENING:FOR THE GIFTED AND'TALENTED,PROGRAM

1980-81. AND1981-82- SCHOOL YEARS

BACKGROUNDI,

The purpose of thepresent study'Was to reexaMine.the tereen4ng process being

-Used to,select'Students for gifted and talented programs and fo' determine,

whether problems in screening, noted in 'au. earlier., study have been

overcome. SpeCifically, the study was designed to

Detepmine 'whether- the rellised screening procedures' were being

implemented in an appropriate and uniform fashion
.

o :Aisess*the extent tc:C which more black and Hispanic students were

:-

included in the sFeening° and being A.elected for:. programs %in.. an

eqUitahle fashion
,

. ,

.

.

.,...:_.

o_ findings from the 1979-80: study regarding the use of,

various instruments and procedures-

The study_looked -both At-Schools conductinirtcreening for." the first time in

1980-81 ("initial screening") And atischoOlilwhich- had conducted initial

screening activities in-prior years .-,iniciitional scycening.'activities in

198182 "rescreening"). "Initial Screening":refers to'the first time that a

schoolOsmaily implementS the MCPS procedures for .screening and selecting

students. As of November, 1982, all'elementaryschools will have conduct&d

initial:Screening.::: Once initial screening has'been 'conducted, rescreening .:of

students may.,take' place f# later-ears. Reicreening activitiesinclUde:the

reassessment of students who hadpriviously heen'pereened and. the:screening of

students new to the.schoOL'whobe classmatea participatedAn earlier screening

activities.: Nine schools were eXamined in .the- initial screening study;

thirteen schools were examined :in the rescreening study. .-

..

1: S. Gross and J. Frechtling, Screening for thd-.Gifted 4nCTalented Program:

An Examination of the Process-and Procedures, Department of.- EducationaX

Accountability, Montgomery ;County (Md) Public SChools, Mareh,49481,

2. Equitable means a proportion eqUal'io that in the school population:

3. Initial: screening .consists of two p aseti global screening,...the'first and

most general phase; and specific .screening, the second, ailOnare :.detailed

phase, designed to gather more:information on Stndentii&O li.0e,dhown any

indication of giftedness in gobal screening. StUdintanre then seleCted for',

programs based on iboth their performance n SpeCifiscreening and

professional judgment.:

if



The findings_
guidelines
prObleis co
participati
.screening

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

that while- some changes consistent vitt the revised

en :place, in.the.acreenina and selection:proCess, serious

xist; and procedures intended to increases minority
ving:only.a Slight impact.. -Further, implementation ofthe.
inuea to bejncOnsistent-.Acroai.schools.

Preliminary ex
that U;

differences exist
gents

:aST, a whole,

.
selection of students
follow.

of the prOCedutes used: for -rescreening of students

s. an.' .especially problematic area, and that important
w7rescreening istondUcted in different schOols, ,T$ken

a suggeat that serious inequities still eiistj.n the

for gifted and talented 7progr-ams. specific Jinding$

. INITIAL SCREENINO 80 -81

The Population-Screened and Selected

I, .
.. . ii

.
o A large increase in the percentage ofstudents.screened and selected

for gifted and talented programs-was ,found is 1980 -81 compared to

1979-80 (Exhibit 1). For, exemplet .22 percent of the eligible

population in the schOols examined were selected. for programs in

1980-81;/..the comparable Sure' lor the 1979=80. sample was 8

percent.

Exhibit 1 also showa.that. nequities:1n' the participation rates Of

the' different racial groups continue :,to .exist/ '':- While more
students in all racial' grodps were included .in the globat"--nd

specific', screening( 'pools in 1980781 than" were ,in the past;, the

propottions selected for programs increased less lot blacks apd

Hispanics (8 and 9 Y.percent increase, respectivq.y) than for:,Asians

and whites (21 and 15 percent increase; respectively).
.

4. Examination of the schools included in the .1979-80 sample shows no

consistent attribute such as student achievement, school' location, size, etc.
that would account for these changes. Thus they appear to result frop changes

in the screening and selection practices used in the schools.

5. It must be noted that the 1979-80 figures are based on 15,368 studenis.in

'40 schools, while the 1980-81 figures are based- one,5,019' students in 9

schools. However, the racial .breakdowns of the two samples are practically

identital, and both groups are very similar, to MCPS' overall popUlation

breakdowns. Therefore; it is felt that the comparison presented here is

justified.

'E-z 5



EXHIBIT E-1

A.Comparison of Students Screened and Selected: 1980-81 and 1979-80

Race, and Year .51

Students Included.

Sample.Pqpulation in Global Screening

Number 'I

Asian

Black

. Hispanic

Total

1980-81

1979-80

211

889

1980 -81. 362 12

1979-80 2,004 , 13'.

1980-81, 121

1979-80 606

1980 41, 2,324 77

1979-80 11,836 77

1980-81 '3,019

1919-80 15,368

Number
()-

X
a

4.

159,

249,

1.

'75

28

271 75

467 23'

124Ib),
100

120 20

1,593 69

,2,9/4 25

2,153i 71

3,852** 25

Students Included in

Specific:SCreening

NUmber
%6),

Students Selected

for Programs

Number

145 69

161 18

183. N
131 1,

96 79

58 28

82 9

39 11
,

b2 , 3

14 12

01 10, ,. 19 ..3

1,390 60' 548 24

1,959 17 ',1,081: 9

1,8181i: 60. 659 22

2,326**** 15 1,257**** 8

* Includes 5

10 Includes 31

*** Ineludes 3,

**** Includes

***** Includes

6921115

students for whom race is unknown,

students for whom race is unknown,

students for whom race is unknown,

students for whom race is unknown.

studints for whom race is unknown,

I'

i.

(a) Figures are percentages of population by race

globally screened, specifically' screened, and

selected for programs.

(b) More Hispanic students screened than contained

in data base:school .enrollments,' probably due

to high mobility tote in .some



The Screening Procesa

.

- Schools varted in. the proportion .of students screened.
Proportions' of students included in the-global.screening pool ranged
from 14 to 100 percent over the nine schools in the sample; partici-
pation rates in specific .

screening raged from 9 to 91 percent of the
school population. ; .

The data confirm the previous study' 'findings regarding the.

performance 'of minority students on the screening instruments and the
importance placed oa standardizea achievement tests in screening and
selection Asienj-tind white students attained the-global criteria
most often-on the standardized tests, while blaCks and Hispanics
generally' perforated poorly on these measures. Additionally, despite
'the guidelines whiCh emphasize that test scores. must be viewed
'cautiously, few students were selected. for programs who failed to
attain,the,global criterion-on the tests. ..

o

.

Greater emphasis'oprofessional. decision making ,occUrred' in the
1980-81 'screening effort.' :The data show, however,:that professional
decision making assisted Asian students the most and Hispanic,'

.students,.the least. Of those selected for'programs without meeting
the specific criteria, 53 percent were 'Asians,- 43 percent were
whites, 42 percent Were blacks, and 29 percent were Hispanici.

o The findings indicate that several changes have taken place in the
use:of instruments for screening and selettion consistent with the .

revised guidelines but that standardised achieyeient'tests continue
to receive the major emphasis.in many'schools. Exhibit .2 shows, the
tests used for global and specific screening. The only instruments
used for screening 'purposes across the board in 'all nine schools in

the 1980-81 sample were the standardized achievement:tests and the,
Raven Matrices.

.RESCREENING

Most-of-the problems identified in Initial. screening were also found in
rescreening. Further, even more severe problems p.the. consistency. of.
implementation of the procedures were observed.

Population Screened and. Selected

o Analysis of data by race showed that black students continued to be
underrepresented, while improvement was shown for Hispanics. In the
sample schools, .4 percent of the black students were selected lot
program participation following subsequent screening. The populatOn

6. In two out of the nine schools, practically all students were.glOballyjand
specifically screened. Their screening practices affected the uniformity'. of
the 'proCeddres and served to inflate, the overall percentages of students
globally and specifically screened..

E-4



EXHIBIT E-2,

Instruments Uied in Gifted and Talented Global and Specific Screening'

Instruments

Recommended Used In Used In

Grades to be Global' Specific

. Used Screening Screening .
Description of Information /Subtext Used

V.

Nomination InstruMents

Staff nomination

(miscellaneous checklists

including Renzulli -Smith

and Renzulli -Hartman) ;.

Self-nomination

X .
Teachers r spond to t checklist of.characteristics such as

verbal ab lity, creativity, reasoning ability and lea rship.

.Parent Nomination

Peer Nomination

(classroom survey activity

conducted by teacher)

Raven Progressive Matrices

K-6

3-6 X.

K-6 X X

Standardized Group Achievement Tests

Stanford Early Schol Achievement K-1 X X

Test (SESAT)

Stanford Achievement Test 2-3 X

'Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 4-6 X X

(ITBS)

California Achievement Test 3-6 X X

Cognitive Abilities Test (CAT) 4-6 X X

Short Form Test of Acadeilc

Aptitude (SFTAA)

2L3 X
o

Other individual'or Small Croup-

Administered Tests

CIRCUS ,K -1

Students complete a form which includes writing a paragraph

indicating the reasons they wish to be considered for ,gifted and

talented program.

Consent fora, indicating their:wiih to haVe students included

included in the screening.

Students nominate peers who gecko know about a lot of different

things, who would be best at figuring out what to do in a strange

place, or who have thi most original or creative ideas.

Nonverbal tel.liased on imbedded

Levels I and II: Environment, 'Math, and Aural Comprehension.

Primary I - Grlde 2: Language, Vocabulary leadidg'Comprehension,

Math Concepts, Math Application; Primary II -Grade 3 :. Vocabulary,

Reading Comprehension, Math Concepts, Math Application.

Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Math Concepts, Math

Application

Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Math Comprehension,

Math Concepts and Application, Total'

Verbal, Quantitative, Nonverbal

Language: Vocabulary, Memory. Nonlanguage; Sequences, Analogies.

Total

Now Much and,How Many (Q:aonitative) and Think it Through

e 1 (Reasdning) .

9 1103PYAVAILAIII
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in these schools was 11 percent black. IU contrast, the school

population contained
.
4 percent Hispanic students and 4 percent ,of-

those selected were Hispanic,

o . AnalYsis of_redcreening activities by grade level showed a range

within the 13 schools of 1 to 6 grades being included.
...t

Rescreening

o Implementation of- proCedures was not uniform across the 13 schoOls.
Differences not in accordance with guidelines were found in the

instruments:11nd subtests of instruments used and the criteria for
selection emplOyed. . For example, eight .schools required that

students meet three or more specific criteria for selection, three
schools required.fhat students meet"two criteria, one school required
that studedts-meeefive criteria, and.one schobl used only results on
the California Achievement Tests in Grades 4 and 5.

CONCLUSIONS.AND'RECOMMENDATIOES

Two major findings emerge frOm the analyses:

9 Implementation of the screening processes continues to be

inconsistent across schools and diverges from the countywide
guidelines.- The lack of consistency. is even more severe where
rescreening -is involved.

o Despite efforts
screening pools,
are not being
numbers,-

of school staffs,to include minority students in the
these students, particularly blacks and. Hispanics,
selected for prol;ram participation in representative

These findings lead staff. to raise some very fundaiental questions about
screening and tht approach that. Montgomery County has, to date, adopted.
Whileit is clear that there are some very understandable reasons for trying
to implement a uniform procedure which relies in large part on standardized
achievement- test instruments, he procedure as it now stands must be
questioned from threejerspectil:ee..

o There is no evidence that the present criterion used for performance
on the standardized tests discriminates between students who can
succeed in gifted and talented programs and students who cannot.

o ;Given what is . known about tile performance of minority students on
most standardized achievement-tests, it is likely that black and
Hispanic students. will continue to be underrepresented in gifted and
talented programs as long as selection continues ,to be based in large
part on these instruments.

o Uniformity of implementation is very difficult to,achieve, and the
tendency of schools to modify the screening procedures has been
documented repeatedly. While some of the modifications clearly
appear to be less than desirable,Ithe possibiliv that( greater local
flexibility might well serve a positive purpose7tannot be dismissed.

OP

E-6
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.-

therefore, it is time to take a ve seriouelook at the,cdrient. screening

.process -and to reexamine. some critical i sues.. First, -xeconsideration,should .

be given, to the requirement-that .s reening be unifOrm across all-'schoolS.

Rather;4greater emphasis should be placed on using. measures which directly' 4,

assess -the ,skills needed tofunctidnAn the
,..

:particular progEam provided* by a

given .school. This seems reasonAble, and even, :desirable,..'given. thAt i'the

services currently provided .vafy greatly in bdth.content and Heiivry th;:)de:,

Ratherthan seeking uniformity in screening, die val should" be. to assure. that

the' screening. rOcedures appropriately measure' the particul4r content and
objectives orthe program.to be;,dePliYeted. .This approach would not negate .the
possibility 'of using some comma,: core of measures forscreening acroSs.all-
schools, but it would imply thatthe common core . should, .be supplemented' by

measures which vary as-a funCtion Of. variations: in programs provided -.-- ;

f

Second, in selecting, measures, consideration should',..be given to using

instruments and assessment approaches not currently, inclUded in the current

systemwide screening procedures. Of 'special concern' is the inclusion of

instruments better able. to identify gifted Hispanic and -black students. At

least' three types of assessments come to mind which warrant further

consideration measures of.creAtiVity, measures of. specific content skins,
and work samples.

MEASURES OF CREATIVITY

As part of a.special.project designed toidentify potentially gifted:students
among culturally different- populations (Program of ASSessment, Diagnosis, and

Instruction), staff of the Gifted and Talented. Program are experimenting with .

alternative screeningapproaches. One component of the process is to gather.'

performance data on tests designed to measure creativity, which is defined to

.include characteristici such as curiosity, flexibilitji Andependence, and

originality. i In this projeCt, these instruments are being used to identify

students for special instruction who show the. potential for academic

giftedness not for direct entry into gifted and talented programs, It is not
1unreasonable tosuggest, however, that measures of creativity might be--useful

as direct indicetorsof giftedness. Indeed, one might suggest tha *it is foi
the academically creative student that special services should be provided as,

.. well as (or instead of) for the Student with general academic talent.'. Given
these, considerations, further exploration of this area seems warrAnted.

_

MEASURES OF SPECIFIC CONTENT SKILLS

At the secondary schobl level, it is not uncommon to select students for

special programs based mainly -on performance in a specific content area;

rather than general academic functioning. A candidate fore advanced placement

in mathematics, for instance, does not have to.be a high achiever in. English

to gain access to the advanced mathematics program. At the elementa-ry level,

however,, it is current practice to require a high degree of general acadetic
proficiency regardless of the specific nature of the' program. While this

approach may be well suited to some programs, for others it may indeed be a

mismatch. Consideration should, therefore, be giyen to more closely linking

the skill areas tested to the skill Areas a program is designed to address,
where general academic enriehment is not the goal.



WORK SINTI,ES

Most of the.perfOrmance measures currently used for *Oreening, and even the

alterti-tives describech.'above, can be categOiiied astists of"\some skill or

behavitEaltraitl. An alternative to this 'approach. is:. to' use 'Work samples

designed. to "assessperforMance, on tasks similar tothose with which the
_student will be dealing in the instructional.prograbwhich will be provided.'

For example, a ,school.' is screening candidates' for a creative writing

program, samples of work produced by the studentg:should,beelicited. If the l'

program is -intended' to broaden problem- solving skills, performance in

situations.' where problem .solving is reqUired,-shtuld-be examined. This

approach to assessent, while uncommon in MCPS where 'admittanCe tt.pfograMO

for.the cognitively or aeadethically gifted is concerned,.is based.'.111.-rectly on

the model used by the arts,; such as music or denCe. In a sense, the stud
propoging that the,student !'auditioe,for the program. 4

This year, such. an approachis being tried for selection into the Magnet

Cluster Program at Burning. Tree .Elementary School. One.component of the

screening will be the assessment of.student performance in tasks .similar to

those which will be required during the school year. This is an approach

which should be looked at for more broad-based adoption.

With these issues in mind, it is'recommended that the following modifications

to the Gifted and Talented Selection Process be considered :..

o -Consideration . .should be given to modifying- or eliminating. the

current general screening process, Which theoretically identifies

overall. acadeMic : giftedness, and replacing it with screening

procedures .which are more tlosely, 'attuned :to the content and

objectives of the actual piograms,offered. Use of the more

specialized screening approach would .enable students wha.are. not the

high test achievers overall to be more readily selected. for prograMs
tapping,theirparticular,area ofstrength,- and it is. -felt that more

minority students. would legitimately qualify for programs under this

type of ecteening.approach.,

Continued efforts should be expended on .explOring alternatives. to

the current means of selecting studenis,..with emphasis placed on

identifying students,.using,both.nontest materials and tests which

measure'. competencies not adequately assessed by tests of generalized

academic achievement.

v6,-,b92b/75
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Wenstaff of a program.' being evaluated are not in agreement.with-:the'

Department of Educational AcCountability vis -a -vis findings' or. vedOmmendatioris

included in a DEA report, the Policy on Educational Accountability :provides

for staff comments to be included as anaddendum to the DEA report.:

. .

. . ,

In accordance. with this policywe'provide in this section comments by staff

from the'Gifted and Talented Program which take iisue'with some facets of .this..

report.



. ,

COMMENTS FROM-GIFTED AND TALENTED sup

In the spring of 1980, the Office for Instruction and Program.Developient
(OIPD) initiated the collection of data concerning the screening and selectidn
-of students for gifted and.talented programs and requested that screening data
continue to be analyzed each year. The information, base, provided by analyeis'.

of the data in this 1979-:80 study led to modificatiohs'in the identification j

process and provided the impetus for the Project to:Minimize.SC:aoecondmic anO,'

Cultural Hatriers.in-theEducation of Gifted and Talented funded first through
Title IV-C andmovithiough Block GiantFunding.TThe'Title IV-C.on-site
evaluation team of the Maryland State Ddpaitment of Education cothmdnded
Montgomery County'Public.Schools for seeking and publishing data which
revealed Underrepresentation of-minority students and for. initiating a project

which will address the'problethin a ldhg-range ,.

The'197980 and 1980-81 studies will again provide data helpful'in 'Structuring.

andimproving the iMplementatiori of the 14ntification procedures. The
'Departmentof.Educational AccountabilitYWEAYhas issued this report.
analyzing the data and' making certain conclusions and recommendations°. In

several respects,-the OIPD disagrees with or woUld.wiah to annotate the

report's analmisanaconclusiOns:
,

.

1. The report prepehts aconfusing picture' of theflaCk of consistent__

ithplementation of the identifiCation prOcedureS. As revised in the :spring

of 1981, the iAntification, prOCedutes provide schools the option of using

some specific screening proCeduree with all studenits. Such use increases

the percentage of studelits.in.glObal screening. However, differenCes
between school which folloW the regular glow. screening procedures and,

those which d ide to use'thisoption are interpreted as evidence of

inconsistent plementation of the identification.procedures;:in fact,
this differette.sUggests only that schools are using different allowable

options.

Q. The data in this report do revealthat there are schools which do not

implement thesidentifiCation procedures, as written. This information

confirm:a the need for better. administration'and monitdringTof the
implementation process.

3. The report says "comparison of specific.Screening data from 1971-80 and

1080 -81 shows some improvement for Hispanic's but not for blacks in terms

of the percentage.of their population. specificallyscreened.":The
following chart taken from Exhibit 7 reveals that enormous impfbirement is

shown in the percentage of the black population specifically screened in

1980 -81 compared with 1979 -80. While approximately four times .

whites and Asians were'' specifically'screened in 1980 -81 compared .

1979- 80,.almost eight times as many blacks and Hispanics, were speOlically
screened. 'The percentage of.blacks inthe sample population whd,were
specifically screened in 1980781. (51. perCen0 does fall short of:the
average (60 percent); still, the improvement Shown over the 1979 -80 data

is significant.,

15



Participation in Specific Screening by Race:

'A Comparison of 1979 -80 and,1080-81 Data

1979-80. `-

Asians Blacks Hispanics Whiter

Sample population - 889. 2,004 606 11,836.

.Students in specific screening 161 131 6 1,959-

Proportion of popUlation .181 .065 .101
-..

,166

1980-81
.s7iii1 iPopUlation 211 362. 121 2,324.

Students in specific-dcreening -- 145 .
183 96 1,390

PrOpOrtionof population .687 .506- .793 .598

.
.

. .

.

4. The report Indicateefthat "procedures intended'-to increase minority

participation are:haVifig only a slight impact :" The-folloWing*.chart is

.1 taken from Exhibit.9of.,the report. An examination of the chart indicates

...theducrease'is'3.5 times greater -for bloiks and 3.7.times for Hispanic.

students compared with 3 times greater,for'Asians and2.5 times:for. l'

Whites. The figures do Continue to' show underrepresentation'.of.blicksIO

HispanicS, but some improVement has/ocCurred,
, .

Selettion for Gifted and Talented Programd by Race,:.:

"A Comparison of 1979-80 And 1980-81 Data

1979 -80

Sample populatio4
Students 'selected
Proportion of population

1980-81
Sample popuiation
Students selected
Proportion of population

Asians Blacks. Hispanics. Whites

1,

889 _ 2,004 6060, 14.,836

82 62 19 i't081
.092 .031 .0.31 *.091

-
1

211 362 . 121 2,324

58 39 14 548

.275 :108 .116 .236

5 One school in the. 1980 -81 study is'obvioUely atypical in the sample. In

fact, 54 is the highest percentage ever reportedihy a school* and. data is

gathered: from- elementary schoolannually The dati from this school

affecte the resultsof'this report in two ways. First, the report

indicates that the percentage of students now found-in gifted and talented

programs is 22.ae contrasted to 8 in the. 19-79780 study.,:.If school five

were removed from the data in Exhibit 4, the percentage of students.

selected for programs would be 16.. It does seem that this percentage more

accurately reflects the average percentage identified.in elementary

schools in MOPS. (It should be noted that the difference in percentages

reported between 1980-81 and 1979 -80 (22 and 8) is the result of schools,

*This same school did not fully implement the identificatftwProcedures.



screening almost all of their grades in 1980-81 but only 61 percent in

1979- 80.,,, Percentages are based.on:the,total.school population.in both
studiei, not-the number of students'in grades screened.)

Second,. 100 percent of the students selected for programs in schoolfive
were white. If this school were removed from the data in Exhibit 9,the
Percentage of white.students 'selected for'programs would 6 percent,,not

23 percent. In .this tase the number of whites' seltcted-in 1980-81 would

be 1;7 times the number selected in 1979=80 compared with 3.5.tor black

and 3.7 for Hispanics,

6. The conclusions and recommendations of DEAdo not.seem to b basede baseupon
findings of the report. The-report claims both thaeinconaistenty:eXists
and that inconsistency may ha4erfinding.minority,students. It then-

recommends that consistency be abandoned as a goal, MCPS identification
procedutes reflect the current thinking in.the state of:Marylind.

has a working draft of minimum standards fofidentification;..one'crtterion
of the. document states, "TheA.dentification procedure!, and criteria are

clearly stated and uniformly implemented throughout the. system.
,s

The recommendations include.theadditiOnttneasures.of creativity,

content specific skills, and work Pamplestó present peocedurei in order

to identify gifted Hispanic and blackstudents, These additions May, 7.

,assist in improving minority identification In fact, worksamples. and .

performance levels'arensed by school teams to support professional

decision making. However, the principle/fallacy in these suggestions is

the lack of awarenese.of the intervening variables at work with culturally

diverse_ groups. Changing the - identification procedures will never be the

complete answer ,to more,equitable access to gifted and talented programs.

The problem is much'more 'complex than simply finding additional'measures.- -

Amore long-range approach .to' equitable identification should emphasize

early identification of potentidlly gifted students.'. What is needed is a

program which provides a nurturing eduCational'environment fot students

who. have the potential for suctessfulparticipation in a gifted program
but have not had the experiences or learning environment necessary to

prepare. them for one. The Program of Assessment, Diagnosis, and 4

Instruction (PADI) was designed to proVide such a program and has been

operating in two MCPS schools for the last 18 months. Beginning-in the

1983-84 school year, the program will be expanded to six:additional

schools. As the'program expands. to provide educational experiences for

more of the county's minority yOuth, we'expect todeejmprovetent in
minority tepiesentation in gifted and. talented programs. We will be

setting interim goals in- order t more realistically chart our progress

over the coming years.
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SCREENING, AND RESCREENING FOR THE GIFTED AND TALENTED PROGRAM
1980-d1 AND 1981-82 SCHOOL YEARS

BACKGROUND

In the spring 'of 1980, the Department of Instructional Pinning and Develop-
.

ment requested that the Department of 'Educational Accountability conduct a

study, of dar.& collected regarding screening and selecting gifted and talented

students duringIthe .1979-80 sqhool year. The results of this study, published

in March, 1981i yielded the following major findings:

In the `40 schools involved the,study, 25 percent of he siudents

eligible for inclusion in the screening pool were globall' screened,

15 percent participcied in specific screening, and 8 percent were

selected for programs.

o Asians and.whites. were overrepresented relative to pleir. popul4ty.bn-.

proportions at ell 'levels of the selection procees, and black
Hispanic students were underrepresented.

o Male and female students were epproximately equally represented in

screening and selection across the 4Schools as a whole, but figures

for individual schools varied cbnsiderably.
. -

o Implementation of the procedures varied considerably across ,schools

and administrative areas. a

Generall4, . use ,of standardized .achievement tests in screening-

aediated Asian and white_Ajtudents in selection for-gifted. and

talented programs but did not and ma)Phaveharied blacks and

.Hiepanits, Selfnoinination and peer nomination were helpful to black

students; and' .the Renzulli checklists,. Riven PtOgressive Matrices,'

and CIRCUS subtests assistediblackeand.HisPenics. in. qualifying for.

programs.

As a result of the Lfindings' re0Orted in the DEA study;',the.Department of

InetruCtional :Planning, and Development. made several changes to their

guidelines for screening and.:selecting students foa r gifted .and talented

-programs. The changes included the following:.

1. S: Grodsand J, Frechtling, :Scrieening for the Gifted and Talented Program:

An Examination of the Procesa and Priocedures, Vols. I and II, Department of

Educational Accountability; Montgomery 'County (Md.) , Public Schools, March,

1981. ' :

2. See ..Exhibit 7Y 4 complete listing of instruments used in global and

specific screening:

MCPS Procedures for,Detision Making in the Identification of. Intellectually

and Academically Gifted and Talented Students, March, 1981.



EXHIBIT 1

Population Globally_ Screened by School

School

Number.
Globally
Screened

Percentage Number Percentage

of Those Percentage Passing of Those

Globally of School Global Globally

Screened Population Screening -screened
. ,

1 41 2' 14 -33 83
2 292 14 .63 108 37

3 - 229 11 61 137 60,,

4 207. 10. 78 . 105 51

5 406 19, '89 165 41

6 -397(a) .18 93. 109 28

253(b) 12 100(c) 91 36

8 217 10' 90 136 63

-9 112(0 5 37(d) 84. 75

Total 2,153: 100 1: 968 45

(a) An additional .34 special education students, at School 6 participated in

limited screening activities. None of these students were selected for gifted

and ,talented programs, and generally they.failed to attain 'criteiion on'the

various screening instruments. Therefore, it was felt that inclusion of them
4

.

in this repprt would detract.from the validity of the-results.

(b) This school*oontains only Grades
Ng

K-3.

(c) More students were screened than are.shown in school enrollment figures.

This is a result of the. high mobility rate at this school.

(d) Only screened studnts in Grades 4-4

21

I°



o Inclusion of'the Riven Progressive Matrices in Grades, / and 3 for

global screening (formerly it was used solely in specific-screening).

o Emphasis on profeallional decision making for students whose sdlect4on

decisionfor gifted and talented programs was not clear-cut.

o InCluSionof minority students in.Grades 3-6 in the; specific pool if

.
they have attained one or more of sheAslobal criteria. (compared to two-'

criteria for whites)..

o ProviSion of "th option fox .schools to use specific screening

instruments in the global screening if they are willing to take on the

additional work incurred.
, .

THE PRESENT STUDY

In the spring of 1981' the Spring of 1982,'DEA conducted a second study of

screening ana selection. practices for gifted and, talented programs. ThW

purposes of this study included examination of the screening and selection

processes used by schools in years subsequent to the initial year of screening

and, selection, reexamination of prior findings with respect to the usefulness

of particular instruments/procedures in initial screening and selection, awl

documentation of changes in practices over-a period of time. Specifically,

the study focused on the following:

o Determining whether moreblack and Hispanic students were being

included.in the seteening,and.being selected for programs in a more

equitable., fashion and whether the ratio of males to females was

maintained

o Docuienting the extent to which the revised guidelines were being

followed

A

o Determining Whether screening procedures were being implemented more

uniformly

o Reexamining findings in the. 1979-80 study regarding the various

instruments and procedures

In order to conduct the second study, It was necessary to identify schools

that were involved in the initial stages of student identification in 1981-82

(initial screening) as well as a subset ,cif schools that hid conducted initial

screening activities i prior-years and additional screening activities in'

4. Professional decision making suggests individual consideration of students,

as well as the possibility of including additional data in the decision-making

process.

3
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1981-82 (rescreening) subsequent
5

to the changes in the screeningt,Thirteen schbols, were identified by. the Gifted and Talented

Progra% aff -as schools that screened students for the first time in

1980-81. Nine' of tfiesescboolS agreed to participate in the study. 'Twenty

schools were selectedat random to submit their data on rescreening activities

conducted in 1981782., :Thirteen of thes6.20 schools agreed to participate in

the study. All screening and r10*eening data were collected by Central

.Office Gifted and Talented Staff.

Y

FINDINGS

The findings' indicate that, while some changes have taken place in the

screening and selection process over a period .,of time, serious problems

continue to exist in implementing the selection process and that procedures

intended to increase minority participation are having only a slight impact.

Further, implementiktion of the screening process' continues to be inconsistent

across schools. Preliminary examinatigh of the .procedures used for

rescreening. of students suggests that this is an especially problematic area

and that many differences exist in how rescreening is .conducted. Taken as a

whole, the data suggest that serious inequities still exist in the selection

of students ior.gifted and talented programs.

GLOBAL SPECIFIC SCREENING, AND PROGRAMSELECTION:'INITIAL SCREENING.

The Population Screened and Selected

Screening and Selection-by School

Global Screening: Of the 3,019 students enrolled in regulaY, classes in Grades

K-6 in the nine scho9le studied in J980-81, 71 percent were included in the

global screening pool. This is almost three times the proportion of

5. Rel---7,
0
4,,s7 ar",,ities include initial screening' of students, entering the

earliest grace i;Ifted and talented programs are '*ovided in the

school, initial screening of students in other grades who ailS':new to the

school,and rescreening of students screened but not selected In4prior years.
fr.' At the time of the study, most elementary Ochools were well underway in. the

screening andsdlection process or had completed their major screening, in

earlier yeare..

7. Students may be included in the global screening pool, if they shbubany.:

indication at all of potential for giftedness. Once in the pool, information,

is gathered' from a variety of sources listed in Exhibit 2. Modifications to

.
the global screening process were made in 1980-81. These include (-1) relaxing

the standard for movement into the specific screening popl (passing global

screening) from the attainment, of two global screening criteria 't.

criterion if the student is in Gradei K-2 or is a minority student; (2).

including the Raven Matrices as a global screening eriterion.in Grades 2 and

.3; and (3). relaxing the standard for achievement test scores in Grades K-3,

Allowing one Score of stanine i3 or 9 to indicate attainment of the criterion.

for all tests vs. two 8's or 9's which was required previously for most tests.
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EXHIBIT 2

Instruments Used'in Gifted and Talented Global and Specific Screening

Instrufents

Recommended Used In . Used In

Grades to be Global , Specific

Dal 'Screening Screening Description of Information/Subtest Used

Nomination instruments

Staff nomination

(miscellaneous checklists,

including Renzulli -Smith

and Renzulli-Rartman)

Self-nomination

Parent Nomination

.Peer Nomination

(classroom .survey activity

conducted'by teacher)

. r

Raven Progressive Matrices

'P. .

.

9d

StandardiZed Group Achievement Tests

Stanford Early School Achievement

Test (NWT).

Stanford Achievement Test

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills

(ITBS)

K-6 X X Teachers respond to a checklist of characteristics such as

'verlial ability, creativity, reasoning ability and leadership.

3-6 X Students complete a form which includes writing a paragraph

indicating the reasons they wish to.be considered for Gifted and

Talented program.

K-6 $insent form, Indicating wish !Owe students included'

included in the screening. ! '

3-6 X 'Students nominate peers who eees'to knowebout a lot of different

, things, who would be best at figtirimq out what to do in a.strange

plice, or who brie the most original or, creative ideas, .

'K-6

K-I

X Nonverbal test based on imbedded figures..

X Levels I and Its Environment, Meth, and Aural Comprehension

2-3 X X Primary I - Grade 2: Language, Vocabulary, Reading Cosprehension,

Math Concepii, Math Application. 'Primary II-Grade 3: Vocabulary,

Reading Comprehension, Meth Concepts, Meth Application.

4-6 X X

California Achievement Test 3-6

Cognitive Abilities Test ..(CAT)

Short Form Test of Academic

Aptitude (SFTAA)

Othet individual or Small Group -

Administered:Testi

'CIRCUS

Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Meth Concepts, Math

Application

Reading Vocabulary, Reeding Comprehension, Math Comprehension,

Math Concepts and Application, Total

' 4-6 X X Verbal, Quantitative, Nonverbal

2-3 X Language: Vocabulary, Memory, Nonlanguage; Sequences, Analogies,

Total

K-1 X Now Much and How Many (Quantitative) and Think it Through

(Reasoning)

5



students' included ,in the. 1979-80 Sample'. (25 percent), indicating a

considerable .change in practice over the-year's time.
1

however,.inclution practices varied among the nine. schools. (see Exhibit '3),

pith a range of 14 to i300 percent ofthe student body of the school being

included.ln the global pool. .

Specific Screenirig: The proportion of students includ§d in specific screening

in 19db-81 four times thatincluded'in'1979-80. In 1979L80, 15 perdent

of.the Achools" population was. included in specific screening; in 1980-81, the..

comparable figure was 60 percent., AtleastTart of this increase is due:to
the inclusion' of 'virtually all students globally screened in schools 5 and '6,

in the specific screening p9o1. Also, it may be noted that many,mota students
were included in specific screening overall than fidd actually .attained the

criterion forpassing global, screening (1,818 students vs. 968 students),

suggesting that professional decision making also may haye played a role in

this increase frod4; 1979-80,to 1980-81. -All-schools 'except schobl 1inclmded
more studentsfp the apedific pool than. had:passed global'screening. However&
inclusion practices 'by,school again varied as the. range' in'school proportion

specifically screened ranged from 9 to 91 percent. :

Program Selection: Not surprisingly, the overall percentage of Cudents

Selected for gifted and talented programs also increased sharply in- 1980 -81..

In 1980-81,'22 percent of the eligible population in the nine schools was

selected fair gifted and talented programs (see Exhibit 4), compared to 8

percent of the 197980 population; 'Selection rates did vary. considerOly -by

school, hoigever. -The proportion of students.selected for programs in-198081
varied from 10 to. 54 percent of,- each 'School's population. Varia,tipns.

proportions of students ,eelected for gifted and leented progrdms may have

several causes: differences in student achievement, changes in screening.

8. Central Office Gifted and Talented Staff reported that'based upon review of

the information provided by schools for this study, they felt that some

schools had neglected to report the names .of all students who had been

globally screened. Obviously, this factor would,i.mpacf upon the data that are

reported.

9. The purpose of specific screening is to gather additional data on all

students who have shown any indication of giftedness in the global-screening

process. The specific screening process utilizes some of the same, data used

in global screening, namely test data and peer nomination (but with higher
criterion, levels -in .Grades 3 -6), and additional data obtained from

individually administered. tests or from additional teacher ratings of,

.

behavior. .

10. Examination of schools included in the samples shows no.,consistent attri-

butesuch as student ,achievement, school location,- size; etc. that would

account for these changes. Further, analyses of .the. relationship between

California Achievement Test results and percentages of school popmlatiOns .

included in gifted and talented programs revealed only a moderate correlation

(.55).

6



"EXHIBIT 3

Studehts Included-in SPecific,Screnning by School:
.

NuMber .Included . Percentage of percentage of

'School in Specific.-Screening School Population Those Globally Screened

\ ..'1

2

j.3

4 .

5

6

*.7

'8

9- -

27

201-
183

204
406
388
156,

145

108

.

.

"

9

43
.41

77

`'89

91'

65
65

.39.

..
68
69
80

. 99
100

9862

Total . 1,818 60
.

84

EXHIBIT, 4

'Students` SeleCted for Gifted and:Talented Programs by School

.

Number Selected Percent

School for .Program

of

School-RoPulation-
. .. .'

1 29 10 '73.

2 51 11 18

3 45'- 12 '''*gq. !..:

4 44 -. 17 ,-21,

5 244 54 60..

6 985 20 ..,. 21

7 ..61,: 27* ..2,7,

8 50 2D 23r.

9, :: 45 16

Percentage of ,

Those Globally-Screened

*Based on 2.53 'students screened, whichis more -than 100 percent' of school

,enrollMen-figures.

00



3racticTif over a period of--time, or greater use oprOfessional decision

making.

Screening and Selection by Sex

Exhibit-5 dontains'the screening.and selection findings 'for 1980 -81 by .sex.

When compared-with. the 197.9 -80 findings,the'participation rates for females

are slightlYdecreased. In 1979 -80, 49 .percent of those globally .screened

Were female, as were 50 percent bf those specifically screened,:and 4.9 percent

of those selected: In 1980-81, ciparable percentages for females were 49,

48;And 47 percent, respectively.
.

EXHIBIT 5 .

SCreening and Selection by Sex and School

.,Included in F- -Included in

I Glabal Screening Specific Screening Selected for Programs

School %Male

1 45

2 48

3 , : 47

.4 51

5 56

6 52

7 .59

8 53
9 53

Total 51

%Female %Male Female' .
%Male %Female

'55 44. 56 41 59'

52. 48 53, 43 .57

53' ,45 . 55 56 '44 ..

49.. 54' 49 46 55

44 56 - , 44 59 41

48 53 47 '-60 49

50. 55 ' '47 52 48

48: .
50 50 44 56

47 53 : 47 47 '53

49 52 48 53 47

11, Students in Grades K -2 who have attained_3 or more specific screening

criteria and students in Grades 3 -6 rho have attained 4 or more criteria puse-

be selected for programs. HoWever;.studerits.who fall below theee:brite0a but

attain at least 1 .specific criterion must. be considered 'individually:.

Additional information may 'lie. brought to bear on the deCision, or try al

.-placement in a. program. MaYbe.considerech
:

'i12. It-is as med that population proportions-for both years approximate 50

percent maleS,.50 peOentfemales. .
.

,
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Screening and Selection by Race

Global Screening: The 1980-81 global.screening data show improvement aver. the

1979-80 study which found that blacks and Hispanics were 'somewhat underrepre-

sented in the global pool.

In 1979-80, slightly fewei black and Hispanic students were globally screened

than would be expected according to the .Overall percentage of students

included. in screening. .Twenty-five percent of the sample population, was

globally screened, but 23 percent of the, black students and 20 peicent of the

Hispanic students were globally screened.._Ift 1980-81, this trend reversed,

With 75 percent of the blacks and Hispanics as opposed to 71 percent of the

sample population -being' globally Screened. Exhibit 6 shows the distribution

by race of. atudents-in theample schoOls, and the proportions of each racial

group4ncluded in global screening for both 1979-80 and 1980-81. :

Specific Screening: 'Comparison of speciiic screening data from 1979-80 and

1980-81 shows improvement for Hispanics and blacks iu terms of the percentage

of their population specifically screened "(see Exhibit 7). However, the data-'

show that black students continue. to be underreprdsented in the specific

screening pool.
,

The data show that while 60 peraent of the 1980-81 sample population was

specifically screened, 50 percent of the blacks and, 79 percent of the.

Hispanics were specifically screened. Although these figures are better than

1979-80 (15 percent of the population aPicifically screened vs. 7 percent 'of

the blacks and 10 percent of 'the Alispanics), the proportions still fall

considerably short of expectatiOn for black students. However, Hispanic

students were specifically screened in higher proportions than thioverall '

population (79 vs. 60 percent).
_._

Examination of Exhibit.8 indicates, however, that the overwhelming majority of

the students who actually passed the specific screening process in 1980-81

were Asian and whit
pass.

oth in terms of their proportionate share of the entire

,group who pas ecific screening and in terms of their, respective

percentages of their cial groups that were' globally screened. Exhibit '8 =

also shows that twice the proportion of Asians and whites compared to blacks

and Hispanics acquired some specific screening credits, regardlesa of whether

or not they passed specific screening. No comparable data areavailable for,

1979-80.

Program Selection: 'Even.thoughblack'and Hispanic atUdentiOiad,:b.een.. in4uded

in global-and-specific seteinitwiff-Targer numbers 1T1.080=81 thanpreviousiy,

the data show that they aontinUeta.be seriously, .underrepresented :in 'program.

selection. Further,' professional, decision making,. although clearly in

evidence, does not appear .to be helping black .and Hispanic students.'

Examination of the data indicates that only half the percentage of 'blacka (11

vs. 22 percent) and Hispatids (12 vS...:22Pettett)t4ire:select4d fot Progtamsj4.'

in 1980 -81 when compared to the overall 4.ercentage !elected for programs.

Asian and white students continueta be dvrmtesented compared to the sample .

as a wha. In addition, 'while 500 studen4wereselected for programs who

did not pass specifiC screening, itapPeats that this process is more helpful

to Asians than to. blacks and Hispanida. Fifty-three percent of the Asians who

attained at. least one specific criterion but did not pass.the sp cific

screening were, delectetlfor. prograMs. In contrast,. 42 percent of the bl cks



EXHIBIT 6'

Global Screening by Race - 1979-80 and 1980-81

1979-80

Sample Popula- Students Included

Race tion by Race* in Global Screening,

1980-81 Students in

Sample Popula- Students Included 1980-81 Who Passed

tion by Race! in Global Screening **Global Screenin

Number % Number ,% * ** Number % Number %*** . Number,

Asian 889' 6 249 28 211 7 159 75 87

Black 2,004 , 13 467- 23 362 12, ' 271 75 114

Hispanic 606 4 120, 20 121 4 . 124**** 100 37

White 11,836 77. 2,974 25 2,324 77 1,593 69 730

Total***** 15;368 100 3,852 '25 ,019 ' 100 2 153 71 968

15

42

30

46

45

,OPopulation.by race in' he sample schools,

* *Comparable figutea'not.available for 1979-80,

***Percentage of population by race globally 'screened.

***More Hispanic students.screened'than'containedin 'data. base school enrollments,

inobably due to high Mobilitirate in some schools...

****notaLincludes Eskiios, American Indians, and students whose race is not known,'



s
IBIT 7

,Specgic Screening by Race - 1979-80 and 1980-81

1979-80' 1980-81

Sample Popula= Students Included in Specific Sample Popula- Students Included ii,Specific.

Race tion by Race*

Number Z

Screening '.,
tion by Race* 1 Screenlif

Number Z**

% of Those,

Globally .:.Number Number

of Those

%**. Globally

Screened Screened

Asian 889 6. 161 18 65 , 211 '7 145 69 91,

Black 2;004 13 131 7 28 362 12. 183 50 68

Hispanic 606 4 61 10 51 '121' 4 96 79 .77'

White 11,836 77 1,959 17 66 2 324 47 1,390 60 87

Total*** 15,368 100 2,326 15 100 3 019 100 ,1,818 60 M

*Population by race in the sample schoole.,:,

**Percentage bf population by race specificalWscreened.

***Total includes tskimos, American Indians, and studeithhOse race is-not blown,

(

3.2

33



EXHIBIT 8

Specific Screening Results by Race

Students Obtaining-One.
or More Specific Screening

Race. Criterion:But Not Passing:.
:Specific Screening

Asian
Black
Hispanic
White

Stud is Passingep

Screening
NuMber- Percentage* Number ;Percentage*

86 54 12 8

83 31 4 2

42 34 2 2

911 :57 152 10

1,122 52 170

*Figures areperCentages of all students in racial group globally screened.



and 29: percent 'of .the Hispanids were selected for program participation

without-passing the specific screening criteria. Exhibit 9. shows the racial

breakdown of Students selected for gifted and talented programS in 1979 -80 vs.
.

1980-81.

The Process

.Students Assessed or Nominated by 'Each Instrument

The data indicate that some changes have.been made. in the emphasis on the

types of screening instruments used, particularly an increase f.in. the use o,

peer nominaticm(one'of.few instruments. found in. the previous'study to assist

minority students in the screening process), the Raven Matrices, and the

Renzulli-Hartman. However,standardiZed tests. continue to receive heavy use
in the _screening process, with the. Cognitive Abilities Test used for 73

percent iS the available pool, the.Callfornia Achievement .test. used for 43

percent,. and the ITBS for 61 percent. Exhibit 10 displiys the students

assessed or nominated by each.of the instruments/procedures used in global

and/or'. specific screening, the grade levels in which the instrument. or

procedure.is applicable, and- .the. percentage assessed from the applicable

global; or specific 'pool.. Further analyses of each Of the-instruments are

presented in Appendix A.

Instruments/Procedures Used by Each School

Exhibit 11 presents the Anstruments and procedures used by each school. These

data illustrate the continued emphasiS on the standardized testsin the

screening and selection process. All nine"schools used the standardized tests

and the-Raven Matrices, but three of theSchools (schools 4, 5, and 6) used no
additional global nomination procedures exCept'peer nomination; and a fourth

school (school 1) used only parent nomination.

GLOBAL SCREENING, SPECIFIC SCREENING, AND PROGRAM SELECTION:
RESCREENING CONDUCTED IN 1981-82

Once the 'major screening activities. have been completed for the first timein

a school, procedures for screening students in subiequent .years.:take two .

forms: 1) initial idreening, including the complete global screening,

specific screening, and selection for programs of the incoming_ class of

students -in.. the ,earliest grade in the school in *doh gifted and talented.
programs are4offere4;.ind..2) rescreening_of-Studints in other grades who were

preViously screened and initial screening of students new to the school in
these grade levels. The screening and selection data presented in this report
are .for the rescreening/screening activities in the.grade levels other thin

the earliest .incoming. grade. for the 13 schools that repotted their.

activities. Findings for the initial.screening of students in the earliest

grade served are presented in Appendix B.

13. Use of the California Achievement Test ie not fully reflected here since

such a large porcentage of.the students had been 'tested using the ITBS prior

to the MCPS testing changeover.

13

35



EXHIBIT 9

Program Selection, by Race-'1979-80 and 1980-81

1

1979-80

Sample Poppla-

\. tion by Race* Students Selected for Programs

Number % Number %**

%. of Those

Globally'

Screened

Asian 889 6 82 9 33

Black 2,004 13 62 3 13

Hispanic 606 4 19 3 16

Willie 11,836 77 1,081 9

0

36

Total**-* 15,368 100 1, 257 33

1980-81

Sample Popula-

tion by Race* Students Selected" for Programs

Number %

21i 7

362 12

121 4 1

2,324 77 ,1

3 019 100

Number

-

I**

% of Those

Globally

Screened

58 .28 37

39 11 14

14 12 11

548 24 34

.659 22 31

*Population by race in the sample schools.

**Percentage of population by race selected for programs.

** *Total. includes Eskimos, American Indians, and students whose race is not known.



,EiHIBIT 10

.Populations AssesSed by Global and.Specific Screening Instruments

Instiument ,

Number of
Schools,

Grades in Which
Used Used

Number of
Students

. Screened

Percentage of
Available

Pool*
._

)

Staff Nomination K-6 3 451 21

Self-naminition
Parent Nomination

4-6
K-6

3

6

'- 451
11,143

39

53

Peer Nomination 3-6 8 1,542 99

Nomination by Others
in the School .

K-6 4 874 41

Nomination by Others
in. the:Community .

K -6 1 217 1,0

SESAT, K-2 1 12. 2

Stanford Achievement Test '2-3 1 7 1

ITBS .
4-6 9 700 61

California Achievement Test 3-6 9 670. . 10,,

Cognitiye,Abilities Test 4-6 9 843 7.3

Short Forth Test'of

Academic Aptitude 2-6 9** 501 . 26

Raven Matrices, K-6 9 - 2,019 96***

Renzulli-Smith .
.K-1 1 50 22-

Renzulli-Hartman 2-6. 8, 1,240 78 `,

CIRCUS-Think it'Through K-1 3 86, 38

CIRCUS-How Much and How Many K-1 3 130 .58

*Available pool.represents the number of students in the respective global,

and/or specific pool for the gradealoyels in which instrument is used.

**Not usedin Grades 4-6 in four schools.

***Intludes global pool 'for Grades 2 and 3 and specific pool-for all other

grades."



EXHIBIT 11 .-

, . .

Illistruients/Predures Used by School

Instrument School:

Staff NoMination.
Self-nomination
Parent Nomination
Peer Nomination
Nomination by Others

in the.SchoOl-
Nomination by Others

in the Community
SESAT , ,

Stanford AchievementTest

California Achievement Test
Cognitive Abilities Test
Short Form Test.of

Academic Aptitude
Raven Matrice0
Renzulli-Smith .

Renzulli-HATMan
CIRCUS -Think It Through.
CIRCUS-How Much aria How Many

x-x.xx.x'xx
X X X

X X X X x,x
X X xsx X X X X

X x X x x'
x x X X X' X. X

X vX7.
a.

A X R. X
!....., "t -.

1 ..X . X X
.

.X X X

4

16

39

4



The Population Rescreened and Selected

Rescreening and. Selection Overall

Exhibit 12 illustrates. the lirade lev4la by .seXtcil*" in which rescreening

activities tool&place-ii grades other than/the ea incoming grade. With

the exception of schools 3, O.,.anff9.,, rescreening- tivities took place in .all

appropriate grade .1eVels..E*hibie.13 presents the rescreening and seleCtion
data by school.' Fourteen peteent:Ofthe students- in grades other than;

incoming grade. were Inelnded;in the global rescreening,' 13 percentwete

included in specific'tescring,:and 3 percent were selected for progranis.2-

By school there ..was ;Considerable variation, partieularly in global'

rescreening, where from ff.t61.00 percent wererescreened.

Rescreening and SelectionA)ilace

Exhibit 14 presents,the-population of the 13 schools ,broken down by racial
group., Exhibits, 15. throhgb..217 present the, racial proportiens by school who
were includei in global andapecOic rescreening and who weie selected for.

programs. The. data show. that; while black students were overrepresented in
globa'lreicreening (15. percent .of.)tiris group vs. 11 perCent of the population

> in the 13 schOols); they were -- underrepresented-..among.those selected for
programp44 percent of that groUp),

Hispanic students, who comprised '4 - percent -,of the population, of the 13

schools, represented 4 percent of thelatadinis included in giolk.rescreening
110and ;.4 percent of phoaeselected .fof:piograms. Asian students were

overr4iesented. among those selected fet ptograms.(10 percent vs. .5.percent of
./ the population in-the 13 school,$),-as.'vere whites (82 plItent of -those,

selected vs. 79 percent of the echool4s-pcifilation).

, 11

School

. -
f-E-Kitp,3!T 12

Rescreening by School and Grade

.1'

2 3 4 5
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EXHIBIT' 13

Global and Specific Hescree ng.anCi Salectionfor Program
. ,

in Graidgii;:=0.ther than Ear. .est IriComing.Grade by School

. .

tudentii

Percent4aof,
"StUdenta;.*'',',
Grades 1306.11(1.Y.-

School No Earliest.'Grada.

1 (a)
2 28.
3 28
4 65
5 42
6 65
7 118
8 71

, 21
10 38
11 26
12 (d)
13 (d)

9
8 ,*

14*
37

100(c)
3P 2 -

9
8

Specifically
Rescreened
Percentage 9f ::
Students 'in
Grades BeYond

fib. arliest Grade

:-.47(b) .15 F.

16 5:
28 8'

14

20
. 21, 9

38%, 9
12';

16
-17

Students. Selected'
for" Programs
Percentage of
Students in-
Grades Beyond

No. Earliest Grade:

5
1

1

5
1

7

10
3
2
2

6
5

'16(b)
4
4
17
2

13
11

7
'5
7.
8

10'
17

TOTAL 502 '14
^-

489- *13 121

,

0

. .t pz.. .
i

. (a). tRoblilly screened all students in Grades 1-3, ut no. detai d figure were
'ided' - .... . ,,,..f,, .

prov ,A
"...:Ir ' v, ..1

. ,t " ..\ 4, : .

(b) Forty-seven students in Grades 1-3 in this school kozere included in
,specific rescreening. For Giades 4 and 5, studehts \who i,era;not ,previously
identified were included in gifted and talented programsVf they. got, .,9'.-s .on

figuresCalifornia Achievement 'Test. However, no figues were provided *regarding
the numher of fourth- and fift11-krade students selected.,,in this manner.

° ;*(c) /*fore students y4escreened school enrollment :flue to high, mobility rate.

(d):No ilobal'adreening having been coAducted.

.4,



Percentage of StudentS Race;and School .for the Rescreening

Sairiple of Schools,

School

1

2

3,

4'

5

7.

,8

9

10
11

12

13

8 .

4

6

9

7
5

7.,

8

8

,

TOTAL 5

.

'Black Hispanic Other

11%
6

15

4%
1

2Y

77%:
93

79

10 2 ,80

13 1 82

10 :7

O

77

, 34 12 45

10 6

13

'10 1 83

1 1 .96

39 19 . 34

6 5

11 44 79 .

'' (a) Percentage less' thasn hale of 1 percent...ii,...

r



13101IBIT ,15

Students Included in Global Rescreening. by School apd Race
)

' Total .
Percentage' of . Asian Black Hispanic : : .White

N
0

Included /, Students int,

in Global, ',''' Grades Aber :.

+Sehool Rescreening' Than Earliest

. Incomii Cride'

NUMber

Rescreened'

Percentage

of Those

Rescreened

Number

Rescreened

Percentage

of Those
,

Rescreened

Percentage

Number of Those

Rescreened. Rescreened

r ^

Number .

Rescreened

lercentage

of Those

Rescreened

I

I

3,

6

t7

". 8

9

10

11

dii

13

(a)

28

. 28

65

42(b)

65

4111

71 ,

21

38

26

(c)

1 (c)

(

9

8

18

14

37

100

32

9

9

8

.

0

, 3

11

1

. 3

13

6

0

0

, 0

11

17

2

5'

"11

8

0

11

,0

5

2

. 2...

3

'6

42 '

11

0

2

2

, 18

7

3

7

9

36

'16

0

5

8,

1

0

/

0

1

1

2

, 3

9

1

2

0

0",

0

4 '

2

5

5'

7

1

J0,,

0

0

' '

23

22

51

33

53

54

53

19

32

24

.

i ,

82

79

78

19

81

46

75

90

84

92

total 502 14 41 8. 15 151, 19 364

(a) Globally screened all students it'Grades 1-3,'but .no detailed figures were provided.,

(b) Race unknown for 2 of theseltudints.

(c) No indication of global screening having been conducted;

(d) Percentage leas than. half of one percent.



EXHIBIT 16

Students Included in Specific Rescreening by SchoOl and Rice

Total Percentage:of .
Asian ,' Black Hispanic lifite

Included Students in ' Percentage, Percentage Percentage, Percentage

in Specific Grades Other - Number , , of Those Number , of Those, Number of This Number . of Thos.,

School Retcreening Than Earliest Rescreened Rescreened: Rescreened RosCreened Rescreened Rescreened Rescreened loicreined

Incoming Grade

47(a) 15 1 ,
1.

2 16 5 . 0 , 0 2
'''

3 28 8 4 3 11, 2

4 59 16 10 17 2

5 42(b) 14 1. 2 3

6 51 29 2r 6

, 7 41 37 6 15 13

'" 8 46 20 .5 11 9

9 21(c) 9 0 0 ,.' 0

N , 10 38(c) 9 4 11`'' 2

hi

r
2

13

7

3

7

12 '

,1/4 '32 °

20

0

5

1 44 2 , 44 94

0 , 0 14 87

.1 4 22 79

1 2 .46 78

2' 5 34 81

3 6 41 80

3 7 ', 19 46

1 2 31. , 67

2 10 19 90

0 0 32 84

,
. t 11 12 4 0 0 '0. 0. 0 0 , 11 100

12 27 16 2 7 10 ' 37 5 19 . 9 33.,,

13 ,: 61 17 8 13 0 .7 ' tl ', 7 11 39 64

Total : :489 13 41 .57 li 26' S 362 74

(a) Forty-seven students in Cradea.173.in this school were included in specific rescreening/screening. :F6r grates 4 and 5studeits vho were

not Previously identified !eta included in,Cifted.nnd Talinted programs if they got 9's on, the California AChievesentTests: '

(6). Race unknovu fOr two of the student.

(c) Same studenti globally and specifically rescreened/screened.

(d). Percentage less then half of One percent.



Percentage of EtuClents Selected for Programs as a Result of Rescreening by SchOlend Race

Percentage of
$

Students In . Asian. Black Hispanic ,. ., White

Grades Other. Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage

Total illan Earliest Number, of Those Number of Thise Number of Those Number of Those

School Selected Incoming Grade Selected Selected Selected Selected Selected Selected Selected Selected

1

2'

3

4

5

6

7

8'

9

NI 10
N

111

12 _

13 .

, Total

, 16(a) 5. 1

4 1 0

4 1 2

17. 5 3

2, I 0
'43 7 0

11 10 ,1

7 3 '1.

5 2 .0

7 2 2

8 2 10

.10 6 0

17 5 2

121 12

6
0

50

18.

.0

0 :

9

14

0

29

, 0

0

12

0 0 0 0

0 , 0 0' 0

0 '0 ' 0 0: .)

0 0 0 0

0 '0 0 0

1 8 0 0

3 27 0 0.

0 ,. 0 0 .0

0 0 1 20

0 0- 0 0 .

0 0 0 0.

1 10 ,2 20.'

0' - 0 2 12

15 94

4 100

2 30

14' 82

2. 100

12 . 92

7 '64..

6 86

4 i 110

5. 71

8 "' po

7 70 ...

13, 26':

10

T

99

war Immo

82

(a) Sixteen 'students selected in Grades 1 -3' in this school. No figures were provided regarding dumber)) of students

in Grades 4-5 identified by the California Achievement Test,

4



The. ProCess

Instruments1ProcedureaTsed in. Global Rescreening

Exhibit 18 -bresents. -the, instruments used in the' 13 schools for global
14

rescreening Although most of the chools'conducting global rescreening

used a variety of instruments, 2 schools used only the Raven MatriceS in
,

globalres'c*r-N eenill"e"er'1"meofthese'schools(school5),tlie
Raven

Matrices was thtonly'instrument used in global and specific rescreening.

.S6hools also differed'in the extent to which piment nomination and parent

permission were used as criteria.in screening. In four of the.13 schools,

neither parent nomination nor parent permission were' utilized. Two schools

(15 percent) included parent nomination in global rescreening. but 'did not

obtain parental pertission for specific rescreening; and conversely, two

schools (15 percent): did not use parent nomination. but sought parental

permission. In the remaining five .schools (38 percent), _both parent

nomination and.parent permission were utilized.

Thirty -three students from 4 of the 13 schools who had attained the global

screening criteria were not specifically rescreened due to lack...of parental

permission. Among these 33 students, there were ,27 white 'students (82

perCent), 5.Asians (15.percent), and 1 black student (3 percent)..4."Bad these

students been ,enrolled in schools not requiring-this-permission they might

well be included in programs today'l

One final observation about the use of instruments is also worthy of note.

The data show that 0.168e schools employing the California Achievement Test and

Cognitive Abilitias'Testin global screening also. relied upon parent,, staff,

and peer -nomination as sources of data. This reliance oni4Apotination

criteria in addition to test data is a -departure from the tif011 pattern

observed _in initial screening, nately, heavier reliane on staff

recommendations and test scores to the excluSion.of parent:and peer data.

Instruments /Procedures Used in. Specific Rescreening

Exhibit 19 presents the instruments used in the 13 schools for specific

rescreening /screening. ..Instruments/procedures used most frequently among the

schools were the RaVen Matrices, the Short Form Test, of Academic Achievement

(SFTAA),' '.and the. Renzulli- Hartman .teacher checklist. The California

Achievement Test, Cognitive Abilities Test, and. peer nomination were utilized

somewhat less frequently in the specific rescreening, and where. they were

utilized, they tended to be,used in'combination with the Raven, 'SFTAA, . and

Renzulli-Hartman.

14. Ten schools provided global rescreening data for analysis; an eleventh

school (school 1) globally rescreened students but provided no data, and two

schools (12 and 13) did not globally rescreen students.

15. Parent peimission to include students in specificscreening is required

unless the total grade is being specifically screened. None of the 13 schools

specifically screenedeentire'grades of students.
.



EXHIBIT 18

Instruments/Procedures Used in Glob#1 Rescreening by School and Grade

California Cognitive

iarent Staff Peer Self- Achievement Abilities. Raven Parent

:hod Nomination Nomination Nomination nomination Test Test Matrices Permission

1

2

3

4 2,3,4, 293.596

5,6
(b)

:

5

6 4,5,6 4,5,6

7 2 1,2

8 2,3;4,5 2,3

9 1,3,5

10 1,2,3,4, 3,5

5,6
A

11 2,3,4,5,6

12

13
.4

5

3,4,5,6

4,5,6 4 5 6 \ 4,5,6 4,5,6

-1,2

-3,4,5 3,4,5 4,5

3,5 3,5 5,

3,4,5,6 3,4,5 4

5 5

3,4,5,6 4,5,6

3,4,5,6 3,4,5,6

3,4,5,6

3

3 4 5,6(c)

2,3

3,

2,3

2,3,

x(a)

(a) X=Parene permission required_before studevtcoUld be
'included ikipecific screening.

(b) Numbers in cells'are grades in.:Whieh Instrument/procedure was used.

(c) In this school, only the Raven Matrices was
adminiitered to students in Grades. 3-6 as part of

the rescreening activities.
Yrhelavin'scoriWas.used. in,addition to whatever test scores or

old screening data were available for the students.

50
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Instruments/Procedures Used in Specific Rescreening by School and Gra4L

California Cognitive

Peer Achieveient Abilities

School Nomination Test
k
Test

1 4,5

2 3 4 5' 4

3 5 5 5 ,

4 3,4,5,6 4,5,6, 4,5;6

5

6 4,5,6 4,5,6 4,5,6

7

8 3,4,5 3,4,5 4,5

'9 3,5 3,5 4 5

10 3,4,5 6 3,4,5 4

11 '3,4,5,6 3,4,5,6

12

13 . 3,4,5,6 4 6 4

Stanford

Raven, (a) Renzulli- Renzulli- . Achievement (b) (c)

Matrices SFTAA Smith ..,, , Hartman CIRCUS Test SESAT Other

v.

1,2,3 2,3 1 2,3

t.

3,4,5,6 3,4,5,6 :4.5,4,,6

5 i 5 5

2,3,4,5,6 2,3,4,5,6 2,3,4,5,6
I

, 1,4 5 6

4,5,6 4,5,6 4,5,6

1,2 2 1 2

2,3,4,5 2,3 2,3,4,5

1,3,5 3 1 3,5

1,2,3,4,5,6 2,3,4,5,6 2,3,4,5,6

2,3,4,5,6 2,3,4,5,6 2,3,4,5,6

i,2,3' 2,3

2,3,4,5,6 2,3,45,6 '2,3,4,5,6

1,2

(a) SFTAA = Short Form Test of Academic Achievement.

(b) SESAT = Stanford arly School Achievement Test

(c) Other = RoUgh Dehaan and Boehm

(d) Numbers in cells are grades in which instrument is used,

52
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Examination 'of the . specific rescreening cr ening data indicates that use of
the instrufgentaipicceduree in specific resc ee ing/screening was not 'Uniform
across thej3-schoOls. :Specifically,. differe ces were found in the use of'the

I. i r.
Californit4chieVemefittest,*the Short, Form Test of ACademic Achievement

.

(SFTAA),:*heIlenzulli-RartMan t cher checklist. The differences, for the
'Most'part?coneerned the subteitS 4. and the "cut- score" valueS: considered
sufficient for attainment of thesp'cific criterion,

For example, there*was no engoriity.An'the:WitYtheCalifOrniaAchievement
Test results were included in'the'sPecifiCscieeffing.Proce0.00M the 10 schodle_
in which, it was :tainted. Five .SCoresare sVkilable for' inclusion in the
decision- making process lot, th-4.- California: t four tsubtests, and the :total
score. MCPS- guidelines.4uggest.two*7mbre OftheseScores-beat.staninc9
for .attainmentof phe..sichooi.. (10' percent,
considered. all fiVerscores ih thislirocesswhiletheremaining nine schools
(90 percent) utilized only from the; fOur subtest scores. In two A
of the,schools'. (0:percent), two statest- scores of .stanine 8 or better
sufficed as OpeCific-screening criterion;in: one. school (10. percent) one
.score. at stanine sufficed : The "remaining .seven schools. (70 percent),

1
considered'

6
two .scores at .stanine- 9 for attainment of'' the.specific

.

.._
Criterion. -Thus, based upon .the luck of the draw regarding,.ttfe:chool in
which the testing took,place, students would.either, attain, or .not- attain a

specific criterion the'Californfa AchievemelAilest. SiMildi differences.-L
were found for theSFTAA.results.

.Three subtests.are, contained iife:..Reeculli-HarimSc 'checklist, and MCPS
.,4Uidelines .. suggest attainmentroftwo out of- three butoff scores for the
specific criterion. Three (25...petcent)Vof? the . 12 schools.:in,:which the

.

wsit'administeredonsiderede.attainment of bnli:;:ohe'Cutoff:.

score sufficient for.the specific.::criterionEy 'contrast,. in .:three:OtherY.,
schools, the T.RenXulli-Hartman was:;00tcompleted(ferthe-stedent'Unless'he/she
had alreadyattained-a specific Criterion-oneither:theRaven matricesCor the
SFTAA.. Thus; in. these schools, the. Renzulli- Hartman was useeasthejinal.
cut, rather than as one of several:criteria to .-be employed. in professional
dediSion malbeg'

Program Selection

The MCPS fdX,jkifted and talented screening and selection suggest
attainment of three'or more specific criteria for ,program selection in Grades:
K-2 and four or more for Grades 3-6. In examination of the rescreening/
screening data, differences were found between gcnools in implementation of

.

this guideline as Well.

\*6.' One of these seven scthools.iltilizedthe Califoinia.Achievement Test as the
sole rescreening criterion' in Grades 4 And 5. :According to :,..the;:echool

principal, students in these grades who had not previously been selected for
gifted and talented programs were automatically included if they obtained two
or more stanine 9 scares On the California. .. .J3, use of this process the
principal indicated that many MOre.students were enabled to be included-in
school's Gifted and Talented PrograM.
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'Iti.',:eaghti of the "schools (62 percent), it -appears thit attainment of three

tOeCifie%trieria was 'the' cutoff score for'yautOnlitic. program aelectio#,

regardless of grade.. level, 'In.these sChooltsofte students. with feWeT than

-three te,riteria were .given .speCial condideration by committee fot piogram

seleCtion. , The remaining, five school's departed further from the selection.

,guidelines.. School .1 employed only the California Achievement Test results at

a'Ys4eeninv device in Grades 4...and 5 '(see footnote 23). School'3'S students

p4ificiVted in an area7basedpalout program that had Very. few openings.

Thus, ''st'udents in, tlileschoOl were required' to attainjive specific criteria
fOr-PrograM Candidacy. SChOols 7 and 12, whosdHstudent bodies tended to

be '`I.Owerachieving than 'the MCPS. average on standardized tests,,contideiedt0o
criteria for program efectioh.. School 13, whose 'aiudent:IbOdY

tended to be more highlyThichieving on:, standardized 'tests than the MCPS
.

average, also sonsidered,two.criteria sufficient for program selection. ,These
listaonly serve to mphasiie, once*again, pie differencet ift'praCtice.acrOss

o

;the MCPS schools.*

The Use of Professional Decision Making

The use of professional decision making inyescreenin appears to be helping

the whil§' students, substantially more than it 'is helping minority
students. , Of the'121 students selected for programstin the 13 schools as

.a result of rescreening, 11 students frOm 4 schools had notations next td the
selection dec sion indicating additional input frorethe selection committee in

the, decision, making.. The':' 11 students, who all had' fewer than the'normally

required crite fa for selection; were comprised of 10 whites (941 'percept) and

1 Asian ( per ent).

Eight st n 4..:frot two additional tichodis,-who did not have the required

number of, ri eria had "maybe"noted-At.:i thete.,_:,there were

sevenwhl:t 88 percent) and one Hispanic (13 per'C'ent)': '

'

17. A student in,. this school,who was-Considered eligible for. the Gifted.ancf.

Talented Prograth by school staff witallowed to take the SFTAA four times.

until she "finallygot a stanine 9.score":and could. qualify for the program.

18. The teacher responsible for the Giftedand;jalentedTrogram in one school
reported to DEA that_in the past., tifioriti students received "an, additional

point" in the ,teleCtiOnPrGetie. -Shelindicated, however,'that thitgracice
it not being followed thit year (1982-83).-.

a. ,

.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
4.-

-,Two major findings emerge from -the analyses: ;

IMplementa06n- screening. .processes. bontinues- to ,;be

inConigetent across schools' and diverges from the countywide

:guidelines. The lack ConsiSieiiOy 48 even; more severe where.;

retweening firlhVOlVed,

,

Despite.efforts . on .the part of 'school Staffs'. to iroiclude mincititYa:

students in the Iii, reeving pbols, these studenta, particularly blacks

4
and Hispanics , re 1,tot being selected .:forlirOgrani :.participation In

.
6

' repreeentatiVe-n 'sera ii. --
. . ,,1 ';

, ,,, '
°These findings 'lead us to., raiSel 1. some very" fundamental ":'questions abo,U t

screening and the fipproacUlthat rMo.litgomery ' County...1*s , to date, adopted.
While it is clear that there: are some .very Understandable" reasons fOr trying
to implement a uniform procedure which relies in large part OhrstandardiZed..
ighieyemetit test instruments,.' the procedure as,' it now stan'ats. must be

' .

At.

questioned-4i= three:perspebtives. !

. .

o There As no evidence that the jpreSent Ctiterpn .uSed for performance

#(*.the' standardized tests disCriminatee between : students 4110 can
or

Hi4cdeed in gifted and talented progra* and students Who cannot

o GiVen what is. f Ispown aboUt -the performance of minoritY:,Studenta on.

most standardized achievement tests,- It 14. 'likely that .; black :and;
p-

Hispanic : students will- continue tO 7 be underrepresented in gifted and

.,,,. talented programs .

si4o4; as selection contin4eato- be based iniarge ..

Art on theSe instruiiieikte

Uniformity of iviementatIon is very difficult to achieve, and the

tendency 'ofbchooli to modify the . screening procedures has beep'

4cuMented :repeatedly. some of "the : modifications clearly

ear to be less than des irable;,_ the :posSibilitythst ? greater

xibility might-well serve a posicvepurpOse :cannot be diStiased.-.
. .

Therefore, it is ..time to ''r -take a. very serious look at the current screening

:process and to reexamiht:sOMA issues.. First* reconsideratioh: should

bcf given : to the. requirement that screening be uniform .across all achoOls..

'41tather, greatereMOOks 4. hould be plaCed on, using measures. . which :directly

assess /the skills fie ed..i9 function. in the particular program provided

'.Thia seem: reasonable, and even desirable given that the

seri4,00 currently. i!orbiided vary greatly in both content ancldelivery.'mode..:

vN:

gather'-..tlian Seeking unifotmity. in Screening, the goal . shoul4 bef, to assure "..' that,

the screening procedures appiOpfiatelY measure the . particular content:: and

objectives of program to: be de4Fered. This approach would not negate .Ole

-pOsSibility W.:)4sihg some common core of measures for screening across all

schoola but it would imply that the core should be supplemented

measures which vary- as a fUnctiOn.Of in -program provided.

SeCond, in selecting, measure, . conSideration should be -given to using

instruments and assessment approaches notlUrrently Included : in the currgnt

systemwide screening' procedures:4,, .0f special concern is, the inclusion of



..;,4
. , .

'' to identify gifted. Ihispanic and black= 'Students. . At :*
assessments_ come to mint which wartant:' ti"filri4er
of 1.-Creativity,,; measures of -specificitcontent skills

; *of
.4

instruments better abgh
lea' at three types of
conideration: .measures
and *ork samples.

Meas res of Creativity -*

tit

As part of a special project designed to identify potentiapy, gifted; studeits
among culturally different Ropulations (program .,of t,.f and
Instruction),; staff of the Gifted and

.One,
Pq.gramiare 4sperierkti,t. with

alternative Screening approaches .0ne the.,prOCese-isirto-gather:
performance data on tests designs -to measure4tIrelitiVity, which 14*slefinedi to c

include charactefistiis ; such .aS.;*.curiosityl w. independence, and
originality. In thiS ifroject,:.thea0 instiutefiteAre*..being toed to 4 Identihr
students for speCiel ' instrzUCtion itzjaO : the poterVal fO! acitemic"/
giftedness, lot for direct. entry into. gifte and taiRnted programa:Y. alp not
unreasonable to suggest, howekrer,, that me ores of citteitivity might .4e' useful
as direct.]indicators. of gifteduesti..,.-7 Indeed; on might suggest that it is! fort, ,

the academically: creative student that special., services should, be PiroVidhd as .

well as (or instead of) for tile, tudent with Onerai' actidemic. talent. 4 Given
these considerations,: further exploratia ,oi. .seems warranted.

- "

Measure's of Spedifia. Content Skills 0.

At the secondary school. level, it ,:eis vnO4,4%tincommon to select students for
special/programs. based 'Mainly on performance in. a specific content area,
rather than general " academic functioning: candidate for advanced Placement
in matheniatics, for, instance, does nOt.have to be a. achiever in English
to gain access to r'the advanced niatbematics, prOgrani- At the elementary leVel,
however, it is Current practice" to require, a .,,high degree dif.' general academic
Proficiency regardless of .specifiC. nature.; of the program. :While this
approach may be well suited. to 'some.. programs, 'for Others it; may indeed be s
mismatch. Consideration.i should, ,itherefore;.- be given to more ..closely
the skill areas tested 'to-the skill ireas :a program is designed to address., ;

where general academic: enrichnient is not the goal. :.
!.' ::.

Work Samples
. :

Most l of the performance measures: currently Used for screenIng, and even the
alternatiVea described Above, edit ..be categorized as '!tesWof" ,some.. skilk or.
behavioral. trait . . alternative. to this approach is to,,,:use work samples .'
designed to assess per4ormance on tasks ' to ,those with which. the
student will. 'be" ..4.dealing in the instructional . program which will .be proVided.'For example,' if gScreenin candidates:, /or a .. creative writing
program, samPles' ..Of work produced by the students thotIld be elicited': thee
program intended.: to broadest problem- solving skflle. performance's
situations:, t.._24.ete, Problem '4 scihiing riquirek should. be : *examined. This
approach to aSsessment,. while uncommon in: MCpS c-Oliere . admittance to progr,athe 4 44,,,

for the cognitively or acadeMiCally.gifted is concerned, is ;.based . directly on
the model used by the arts; si.ICh, as music *r dance. In a,..senSe, the *study is it,
proposing that the,Gstudent:7auditici.e'for the. PrOtram. ,

^ a

This year, sticht.w.1' an,,,::.4proach iS wing tried for selection into the Magnet
',Cluster Program ; at . ruing Tree Elemen,tary School. One component, of the

.004-

to



screening wilL'bethe assOasment.Of etudentTerforMence. in tasks similar to

those..Whichl will to required during the school year.. This is an approaCh

Which shonldilpeloOked at' lor more `broad- based adoption.

A* With these issueein mind, it is recommended thaithe .following modificatiOns ;

the.gifted and.Talented Selection Proceds be considered:

o Consideration should,. be -given to modifying or eliminating the

. current general 'screening nroces6,: which 'theoretically:identifies

overall: academic giftedness, and replacing it with screening

proCedures whit-WW6---EaTii777Closely, attuned to the ..content". and

objectives..: Of the actual programs offered. Alse of the more

specialized screening approach would enable students, who are not the

high test 'achievers overall tobe more rfadilyselected for. progranis
tapping their partictilar area'ofstrength, and'it is -felt that more

minority students .wottld legitimately.qualify for,prograMsunder this

type of screening appro4ph.' ,

o Continued efforts:shoulObq expended on exploring 4k4ernatives to

the current means ,of seleCtingHstudents,, with emphasis. placed,on.

.,Adentifying students using both nontest materials and tests :whichy

measure tompetendiea:'nOt adequately assessed by testivof generalized

academic achleveMant.:
4

'-r

..692b/75
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Criterion: Staff Nomiiation

Number of Students Screened Using Criterion; 451

Number of 'Students in Global Pool: 2,153Number

Pero1ntage of Global Pool Screened Using Criterion: 21

Attainment of

Global

Criterion

Number

Yes 132

No 319

Number and

461:::111;:reae:Ilinugg

Number Percentaie

122 92

139 44

Number and

Imquiring Professional

Decision Making

Number

:::g:::ce'ntage'

Selected forPassing

Number' Percentage Number 'Percentage . Number Percentage

69
52 28 21 64 '49

124 39 11 3 46 .14

?.
Criterion Not Used

1,702 707 42 930 55 131 8 549 32

A-2



Criterion: Self-nomination

Number of Student& Screened 'Using Criterion: 451

Number of Students in Global Pool: 1,154

Percentage of Global Pool 'Screened Using Criterion: 39

hutment of

Global

Cr

Number and Number and Percentage Number and Percentage Number and'Percentage

Percentage Pissing Requiring Professional Passing Selected for

Making Specific-Screening. Program------

Number , Number Percentage Number Percentage Number 'Percentage' Number Percentage

Yes 81 72 89 34 42 '14 17 26

No 370 174' 47 191. 52 37 10 68 18.01,',
91

YI

61
A -3



Criterion: Parent Nomination

Number of Students Screened Using Criterion: 1,143

Number of Students in Global Pool: 2,153

Percentage of Global Pool Screened Using Criterion: 53

Attainment of

Global

'Criterion

Number

Yes 259

No. , 884

Number and

Percentage Passing

Global Sir en

Number Percentage

245 95

344 39

-Number and Percentage Number and Percentage Number and Percentage,

Requiringlrofessioii1 Passing Selectedjor

Decision-Miking Specific Screening Progtam

Nuiber Percentage

159

pf 368

61

er 'Percentage Amther, Percentage

'q 5

52 50

20 148 57

138 16:'."

p

I,

r

Criterion Not Used

1,010 379 ti
596 59 67

,

31j 37.



.

Criterion:. leer*mination .

Number of Students Screened Using Criterion: 1,542

Number 'of StudentilaGioballoOh 1,551

Percentage of Global. Pool.. Screened, Criterion: 99

.

Attainment of

Global

Criterion .

Number and Number and Percentage

Percentage, Passing. Requiring Professional,

Global Screening Decision Making

Number and Percentage

Passing

Specific Screening

Amber and

dSelecte for

Program

Number Number Percenta e Number Percenta e Number Percenta e Number Percenta e

Yes 424 370 250 59..

No 1,108 358 32 578 52

0 '

117 J.28

14 1

242 57

230 21

. Attainment of

Specific Criterion,*

Yes 248 224 ,90

5041,294

'

..142 ,;;;.57'

53
686.'

105 42

.26 2

166 67

306 24%...

;

Criterion Not Used

9 6 67
4

'8 89 0 0 6 67

*

*Five or more nominations.

**Eight or more nominations.

65 A-5
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Criterion: 'Nomination by Others in'the School

Number of Students Screened Using Criterion: 874

Number of Students in Global Pool: 2,153

Percentage of Global Poul Screened Using Criterion;

Attainment of

Global

Criterion

'Number land

Percentage Passing.

6 Global Screening

Number:, Number Percentage

7i 91'

34'8 44

'Yes 78

No 796

Number and Percentage'

Requiring PrCifessional

Decision Making

gutter, aid Percentiie

"11,aseing

:':-,Specific Screening

Umber and. percentage,

'Selected for,

?to' am

Number. Percentage lumber Pere tage Number Percentage

45 , 58

305 18

2i

157

4,

ft

Criterion Not Used

1,279' 549 41 .773 60 `,446

ij

61

cJ
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a

Criterion: Nomination.byrpthere in the'Community

Number of Students Screened .Using Criterion). 217.

Number'oNtudents in Global Podl: 2,153

Percentage%of Global.Pool Screened `Using Criterion: j10.

a.

Attainment; o

Global

Critirion'

11

Number

.
timber and

Percentage Pasting:

Giobil.Screening.:

'';

NuMber Pereentage

Number and Percentage

Requirtng Professional

Decision Making

Number Percentage

lhimtmx and.Percenta e

Passing

She ific Scitenia.4

Number

Selected for ,

Number Percentage Nuiber Percentage

Yes 3* 3 100 100 0

No 214 133 62 81 38 22

1,9364 832 43 1,067 55
15?

0

10

2 674

48 22.

60' 32

*Number of atudentescreened using this criterion at one,school.

**Number of students at other schools it the sample.
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mT

Cflterion: Stanford'Early School Achievement Test (SESAT) - Environment, Math, Auiil Comprehension,

4
'Nupber-of Students .Screened,Using,Criterion; 12

lug* of Students in 010balTool:' 602i

Percentage of Global Pooh .
Screened Using Criterion; ,. 2

Attaigment of Number ands` Number and.Percentage

Percentage, Passing Requiring ProfessiOnal

Criterion** Global Sdreenini ' Decision Making

Number Percent4ge

Yes 12 ' 12 100

tNo 0

4

Number an0e0entage Number and Percentage:

Passing-. , 'Selected fot A,

SRecific Screening Trogram

Number Percentage.'
.

Number Perceitase Number .Percentage

7

3 . 25 io

tAttainment of

Ipeeific Criterion**

12 12 A 100

No

25 10 83

friterion Not,Used

590

!!

'222 38 278
y.

171 , 29

*NutiOer of students included in global screening in Grades K, 1 and 2.

**61oba1 and specific criteria are then same: de or moreigganigisCores of 8 or more.

t ,.(tp



Critericolitanford Adieltemifit Test 7 Vocabulary, Reading Compression; Math Concepts, Math Problem'Solving

Number of Students RertAted Using Criterion: 7

Numbq of Students Pool: 766*

Percentage olGlobal Poi4 Screened Using Criterion; 1

Vi==!IMM

Attainment of

Global

kico**

Number, and

Percentage Passing

Global Screening

Number and Percentage

Requiring Professional

Decision Making

Number and Percentage

Passing

Specific Screening

Number andlercentage

Selected for

Program

Number Number Percentage. Number ,Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

Yes 7

No

71 7 100 0 0 6 86

Attainment of ,

Specific Criterion * **

Yes 7

NO 0

5 100 86

Criterion Not Used

759 369 9 366 48.
.1

48

,r

. 207 27

*Number of students included,in global, screening in Grades 2 S 3.

**Aatanine score of 8 Or more on 2 subtesta.

04 score of stanine 9'on 2 subtests.

"s\



Criterion: Iowa Tests of Basic Skills - Vocabulary,;Reading Comprehension, Math Concepts

polving

Number,of Students Screened Using,Criteriom. 700

NUmberof Students in Global Pool: 1,154

leiceninge.of Global Pool Screened Using Criteriomq 61

Math Problem

'...okttainment of Number ind:J

Global erectile Pasqng

Criterion*' Global Screldiai

00b#:iiiifTeiCentige

,1,1,,,eqUiring'professional

Making

Number and PerOntite NOW 4114.4rtet,.

Passing Selactedlor

Spicificlireininff Ira ram

itentile Nither

.)SteUtne,B.or)tbrip ,,su test 8

4



Criterion; California AchievementTest - Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, .Math Computation, Math

Concepts and. Application, Total

Number of Students Screened .Using Criterion; 67Q

Number of Students in,Global Pool; 1,551

Percentage Of Global Pool Screened Using Criterion: 43

,t

Attainient of Number and :::,...Number,andoPercentage

Global.. Percentage i*epig.4equiring Professional

Criterion* 'Aeciiion Making.

Number : Number Percentage. Number Percentage,

Yes . 253 196

No 417 113

Attainient of

'kecalraells**

Yes 146

No 524.

109

Criterion Not Used

200

'881 425

Number and Percentage Number and Percentage

Passing Selected for

Specific Screening Program .

Number Percentage NumbIr Percentage

78. . 186. 74 48 19 177 70

27 189 45 1 0 ,I 41 10

75 102 70 44 30. 124 85

38 273 52 5 1 94 18

48 461 -52 82 260 30

era

IStanine 8 or more on at least 2 subtests and/or total.

Stanine 9 on at least' 2 subteste and/Or total.
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Criterion: Cognitiie Abilities Test - Verbal

Number of Students Screened Using ,Criterion!

Number of Students in,Global fooll 1,154

Percentage of Global Pool Screened Using Crit

.04

it rive, Nonverbal

73

Attainment of Number Aind Number and Percentage Number and Percentage Number and. Percentage

Global Percentage' Passing, Requiring Professional 'Passing Selected for

Criterion* LGlobalStreenig11 'Decision Making Specific Screening Progr

Yes,

Number Numbet Percentage,,, Number Percentage Number Percentage , Number?' Percentage

101 19 270 to

,tNo
16'

*Stanine ti Or mote on at least 1 subtest.

**Stanine 9 on at least 1 subtest,



. °

Citerion: Short Form Test of Academic Aptitude' - `Language

ember of Students, Screened Using Criterion:', 501*

olbet..Af Students, in Global Pool: *920
.

trceotage.of Global Pool, Screened bang .Criterion: 26

ttainment of

Global

:riterion**

Number

Number and

:percentage;Passin

Zobal Screening

er Percentage

Number, and Percentage Number and Percentage Number and Percentage

4',,Requiring Professional ' Passing 'Selected fOr

Decision ',faking Specific Screening ' Program

Number, Percentage Number Percentage Number.' Percentage

es. 223. 190 85. 161 72 43 19 147 66

278 .147 53 143 51 ' 1 38 14

ttainment

pecific CriterieU***

es 110 '100 85 79 ,67 .39 33 81 69

38&. 237 62 225 59 104 ' . 27

riterion Not Used

1,419 599. 710 50 .116 402 28

*457 of 'the 501,students Screeneti.had flci total score reCorded.

**Sranine 8 or mere on at least 1 subtext

:**Stanine 91on At least 1 ubtext or, total.,.



Criterion: Raven iiitrices'

Number of Students Screened Using Criterion: '2,019

Nunber of Students in Pool: 2,101"11

Prercentage of Global Pool Screened Using Criterion: 96

,

'At ainment of Itunber,and , ., Number and Percentage , Niimber :and, Percentage um Or an( Percentage

,iGlobal Percentage Passing Requiring Professional*, Passidp. ; Selected for

diiterion** .Global Screeniig Decision Min if ic Screening .. ,Program'

Number Number Percentage Number Percents : Percentage r Number Percentage
v

Yes 369 321 . 87 329 .89 11 188 51.
,,, ..

No 565 69 12 151 .27 91 16

Attainment of

Specific Criterion'*

Yes 1,075 138

e
'1+

69
907 84 168 16 571 53

",No 944 194 21 192 20 2 it 77 8

Criterion Not Used

1h-

.1Stude s, in, grades 2.3 screened in global ,screening; all others 'screened in specific sc4antii);.

*Critei t(for global ancl specific screening is 90th percentile or more.

35 18

-A-14



Criterion: Renzulli-Smith

Number of Students Screened Using Critetion: 50

Number of Students in Siecific Pool:' 226.

Pewentate of Specific toorScreened'Using Criterion: 22

Attainment of 0 Number and Number and Percentage Number and Percentage Number and percentage

Specific Percentage Passing Requiring Professional Passing Selected

Criterion* GlobiaScreeninDecisiontIMIL 'Specific. Screening'" Program
.fmmlislarIN

f

Yes

'No

Number Number Percentage Number Percentage

1

19 13 68 11 90

31 17 55 17 55

Number Percentage Number0ercentage

2 11

0 ,0

Criterion Not Used

lo7b 75 43

90

55

'
'

18. 22

*Score of .45 or more,
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4riterion: Renzulli-Martman - Learning, Motivation, Creativity

Number of Studio' Screened Using Criterion: 1,240

Number of Students in?Specific Pool: 1,592 e

Perc,4age Di Specific Pool ,SCreened Using Criterion: 78

Aitainzent of

Specific
Criterion*

.Number

Yes 313

No 927

er and

Pere fie Passing
Global Screening

Number y, Percentage

NUOer andigercel#80 bilker and .0:Tteptage'4,,,,, 10ii; andleicettige.

.Requiring Professional Pa

Decisin raking Specific Screening Pioram.
: ssing .Selected. foDecision

1 r

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number 4ereentap

26i

425
y

46

84

Criterion Not Used

352 1165 r 47

0 17

193 , 02

;84 4 63 '

147 42..

120 38 253 81

243 26

41 12 20

11 *

*TOo'or moreof the fo loping scores:

; IL

24, or more on
p

nLearn ror Motivation

i25 or more onCreativity
+ft ,

0 ,

0 4

e

0

nA
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. .

Critetion CIRCUS TIC. T40401.:

Number of StudeiitsoSCree,,, Using; Criteria r! :8b

Number' Of :Students' in,lpeCi is ,Po4k;

Percentage 'of ipecific, criene(4,184g riterion:

cr

, . i ..:,'" r % i , . ,

.,

,Attainmint of Number `iiid 1)er-ind:Pet.ce0Cage Nsiber`,.00,,?w e and Percentage .,

ifpecliid .., ,P0iintme,'Passing,'. 144' Profeisional: '. `l.Pa , 5.01edted,'.for
. i i,

; trittrionii # Gltbal''rSiri4iiii .:` on' Making SpecifiC,'ci ''b, .,Program
i
; ...

,,NUmber .0,



Criterion: CIRCUS: Ho:0inch, and How Many

Number of Students: Scree:10%4in 'Criterion: 130

Number of. Students in Spec lo Pool: '226*

.
Percentage of Specific 401 Peeled Ning Criterion:

yl

Attainnient. of Number 'Number and Petientage Number, and.Percentage Number, *and Percentage

Specific Percentage Bassin & Requiring Professional
SeleCted for

Criterion** Global Screening Decision- Making ,Specific Screening Program

/

Number NUtber Percentage , Number Percentage. 00,

Yes, 69 ,

61

Criterion Not Used

96

11 16 61 88

9 15 25 41

12 13 23' 24

8

0

Percentage ' Number.. Percentage

12 49 '71

. r

1

.o'

0 16 17

*Number of students specifically screened in Grades X and 1.

**Scores of 27 or more for kindergarten; 54 or more for first grade:

0
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INITIAL SCREENINp IN EARLIEST GRADE SERVED:

THE POPULATION SCREENED AND SELECTED

Screening and Selection'

1981-82 RESCREENING ACTIVITIES

Six ofthe thirteen schools reported initial screeang activities for the

198182 school year (see Exhibit B--1). Studerits were initially screened in.

Kindergarten (2 schools), first . grade (2 schools), . and second grade

(3 schools). Five of the six schools reported their global 'screening

procedures, The data show, that 83 :perdent of the incoming students were

.globally screened, 35 percent were' included in spedific screening, but only 8

percent were selected for programs.. By school; 43 to 100. percent of the

incoming 'grade were globally screened (see Exhibit B-r2.),, 26 -to 51 pe*cent were

included in specific screening, and 0 to 30 percent -were-:, seledted for

programs. School 5 included '164 students: in global# screening but selected 'no

students from, this group for gifted and talented programs'.
; f.6

EXHIBIT B-1
s

Initial Screening of Earliest Grade by Grade and Schotci

c

School

1

2

3

5

6

10

11,

12

13

X

O

c.

9 4
n



EXHIBIT Br2.

G.obal and Specific Screening and SelOtiOfol.Prograina in
.

the
.

n.

p

t-t)

InComing,Gzade by aclool
. P

Students Included
in Global. Screening

PercentageT'of
School' Number Incoming Grade

Students Included in
Specific Screening

Percentage of
Number Incoming raile

.1. (a) 13

2 52 79 25

5 164 99 53
6 21 43 21

7 112 100 6) 31

34 51 34

Total 30(c). 83(C) 177

26

38

32

43'

-736

51

Students Selected
for Programs

Nuni"be.r;',,)Zdotrintgaggroadef

8 . -r 16

5

0

0

12
0-

14

30

35 ' i) 43

(a) 'Globally screened all students in 'Grades K-3, but no detailed figures were

provided.
(b) More atudents screened than school enrollmeat due to high mobility rate.
(c) Does not include school 1.

Initigl Screenihg and Selection by Race ,

' . .

0. . .

Exhibit B-3 presents the population of the. six' broken dOWn by,racial
group. Exhibits B-4 throngh B-6 present the racial-proportions bk. school who

Were. included in global and apedific screening and who' Were'selected for
programs. The ata indicate that while proportionately more blacks and

IHiapanics were included global .acreening than theirvrcentages of the
4. sample populat4n would 'suggest, fewer blacks and Hispanics IWIere ;included in..

specific ,screeping or'aeleCted for prograMs. Adong the six schools 12 percent
of t e popula ion was blatk and 4 percent was Hispanic. In ,glohal :screening,

ther were 7' percept black :students and 6 percent Hispanica; in specific
scr ning, t re' were percent blacks and_ 3 percent Hispanics; and among.
thO selected.for prograMS were 5-Percent' blacks.and 2 percent Hispanics':

;'

47 C ..,
C.. . v,.

f °' .:',
1.. No analyses were conducted; by se

.

r



11{.HISIT R-3.:

Percentage of Students :by Race affiCSChool

for the Initial, Screening Samp lebSehools

School Asian 'Black

8% li%

0(a) 6

4

6

9 .-34

7

Totql



L'

EXHIBIT,B-4

Students in Incoming Grade Included in Global Screeiing by School and Rice

4. Asian . Black ' Hispanic White

Total , Percentage 1 of X of % of 2 of

Globally 'of Entering' lumber Those Number Those Number Those Number Those

School Screened Grade Screened Screened , Screened Screened Screened Screened Screened Screened

1 (a)

i 52 79 4 0

5 164 99 8 5 26

6 21 43 0 0 0 k0
7 112 100(b) 7 6 38

8 34 51. 1 3 2

Total 381(c) 83(c) 18 . 66

V t
4.9, 0 0 50 , 96

16 0 1 1 129 78'

4 19 17 81

34 r.. 14
. o

50 ... 45 .

6 i 1 40- 30 88

17 22 276 72

' (a) Globally screened $11 students in grades K-3, but qp detailed figures were provided.

(b) More students screened than school enrollment due to high mobility rate.

(c) Does not include school 1.
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EXHIBIT B-5

Students, in IncOming'Grade Included' in Specifii Screening'by School and Race'

41

ffmrrommirerrwe' memmfaremismrs*mEmswmowsmwmarmawwwwswrtatrToii

Total Ada Black Hispania' White

Included Percentige X of ,77= Z of X of

fn Specific pf__Ektering,--Number Nuiber Those Number Those Number Those

1School Grade Screened Screened Screened Screened Screened Screened , Screened' Screened

I

1 13 26, 15 o,

2 25 38 1' 4

5 '53 . 32 . 6 3

6' .21 -/ 43 0 0

7 31 / A 8

8 34' ' .51 3 2

Total 177 35 13

.0

26

. 6

/ 0 0 11 85

0' ,24 , 96

' 1 2. 46 87

4 i 19 17 81

0 ' 0 23 74

3 30 88'

151 85

c.
gr

EXHIBIT

i's

Students in Incoming Grade Selected for Programs by Scho'ol and,Rece

f.

.Asian Black . Hispanic White

Percentage % of o X.4f of

Total of Entering Number Those Number Those ,Number Those Number Those.

.School Selected Grade Screened Screened Screened' Screened Screened° Seriened Screened Screened

,1 16 .. 2 15 0

;, 3 5 0 0 0

5 0 ':0

6 0 0

7 12 14 0

8 20 30 1 5

Total 43

0

10

0,

0

6 25

3, 100

21' 100 1°0
16 80

37 i ,86



The Inst

Exhibits,

global. 4-

,the
Moreovet it
screening*,

while in speci
Academic Achieveme

Half :of the s
specific screen
global screen
or.parent nomi
eligible to be

4
.

cedures Used inInitial Screening

,

.
.

--13-43 --present- the-T1nstrumente7tited-in-th-e-Siii-ighota----sfs4
;

screening of the incoming classes..,. The Raven datrices'was
\

t widely Used--\in both. ,gIobaland specific screening.:

only global' instrument .used'in school'..;2. In global

schools alSoused pl4rent nomination and staff nomination,,
Bening half the 'schools" used the Short'. Form .Test' of ',,

ihellenzulli-Smith,the RenZullt,Hertmani and CIRCUS.
.7

ls required parent permission prior:to inClOding:itudents in
and two other schOoliruSedparent nomination as one of the
ropduree. However, achoolA2uSedneithdOparent permission.

There Aid' not appear/ to" ,be any students who were
ude&in specific screening whose PefentS denied permission..

-.- .

Further inconsistencies ware notedr:,i.n the way the ..specific screening.

,instruments were Utilized. In schoOL4 the Renzulli4ffartian-Was administered

onlY for ihose students who met the criterion on the RavenOr the Short Form
Test of Academic Achievement. In Gi*:114'1 in'school 5, the. Renzulli-Smith was

administered only 'for those seu ents who met the criterion on the CIRCUS or
Who received staff nomination. Addi onaily'the Raven.was administered 'only
if the student met the criteriOno the Renzulli - Smith. Inconsistent use of

the instruments /procedures might result in the 4.1ling out A3f :students :'who

.could have the potential: of being included in programs xfhx.'p professional

decision making is used.

USE OF PROFESSIONAL DECISION MAKING

Only one of the six schools (school 7) indicated, that students had been

included in programs based on a committee decision. Three white students who

had attained one specific criterion were selected for program participation.
In school 2, there Were five ,students for whom the selection decision was
questionable at the time of data collection. All five students had attained

up) specific criteria, and presumably committee decisions would be made for
these students. Of the five students, there werefour whites'and one Asian.

2. The, use of parent
screened. However,
screened.

permission is not. required. if the :entire 'grade is

79 perceniO17the enteriengs grade 10:schoolr2 was globally
o A.' .

B-r7
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EXHIBIT 8-7

Instruments /Procedures Used in Global Screening of Incoming Classes by School and_Grade.

Stanford

Parent' Staff. . Nomination Raven Achievement Parent

chool Nomination Nomination by Others Matrices SlIAA
(b)

CIRCUS. Test Permission(

($
1,2

a)

6

8 1

Si

2

1,2 a 1

2

X

a) Numberssin cells are grade levels in which instrument/procedure was used.

b) SFTAA=Short Form Test of Academic AchieVement

c) X=Parent permission required before student could be included in specific screening.i

92b/75



EXHIBIT B-8

Instruments/Procedures Used in Specific Scrdeuing of
InComing Classes by School.and Grade

School
,Raven
Matrices

. (

SIPTAAu""
Renzulli-
Smith

Renzulli-
Hartman CIRCUS, SIESAT(c) Other(d)

1. K(a) . K

2 2 2

5 1,2

6 2 2"

7 K

8 1

(a) Numbers c3cells are giade levels in which instrument/procedures

(b) SETAA=Short Form Test of Academic AchiOvement.
(c) SESAT=Stanford Early School Achievement Test.
(d) Other=Kough/DeHaan and Boehm.

692b/75

103
R_9

was used.
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