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_ The purpos€ of the present study was to reexamine the
screen1n9 process be1ng used to select students for gifted.and

. .talented programs in’ the: Montgomery County Public Schools, Maryland

and tz‘determlne whether problems in sEreening have been overcome.
ically, the study was designed, to: (1) determine whether the
revised screening procedures were being 1mp1emented in an appropriate -

* and uniform fashion; (2) assess the extent to which more Black and

.this report, are also 1nc1uded (Author/BW)

Hispanic students were included in the screenzng and being selected

for programs in an equ1tab1e fashion; and (3)' reexamine findings from
a‘1979- -80 study regard1ng the use of various instruments and P

procedures. The f£indings indicate that while some changes ‘consistent -

with the revised gu1de11nes have taken place in the screening-and :

selecﬁmon process, serious problems continue to exist; and procedures)

intended to ‘increase minority" participation are having ‘only a slig

impact. Further, implementation of the screening process continues to .

be inconsistent across schools. Comments by the staff of the Gifted

and Talented Program, which took issue with some of the £1nd1ngs 1n '
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A S BACKGROUN‘Di R
;// The purpose’ of the resent study was to reexamine the screening process: being
Used. to: select students for gifted ‘and - talented programs and  to determine
whether problems . in screening, noted - in ‘an earlier study have been_-

overcome. Specifically, the study was designed to: y'f/

-

A}

9 Deteymine ‘whether the remsed screening - procedures were‘. being"'

o implemented in an appropriate and uniform fashiom v ,1“ ‘ i s

o ;Assess the extent to' which more. bzack and Hispénic students were
,included in the sﬁreening and being

elected for. programs ~in - an
equitable fashion_ . -,.“,/ 4 .

R P e ad bt it —

;o“,"{Reexamine findings from the-.1979 80 : study regarding the use of
'various instruments and procedures “_‘; e co

" The study Iooked both at- schools conducting screening for the first time qn . o
1980-81  ("initial screening") and at ;:schools ‘which had conducted initial ~’
screening activities in" prior years and. additional screening activities -in

- 1981-82 ("rescreening'). "Initial screening" refers to’the first time that a
school” fo ally implements the MCPS procedures for - “screening and selecting ,
students.” As of November, 1982, all elementary schools will have. conductéd .

" 4initial screening. Once initial screening has been conducted, resc;eening -of |
students may .take ’ place in later-years. Rescreening activities ‘#nclude the
reassessment of students who had; previously been screened and the’ screening of
students new to the school, ‘'whosé classmate$ participated’in earlier screening

. activities.’ Nine schools were ekamined in -the- initial screening study,
< thirteen schools were examined in the rescreening study. S
. . ' ) ,. ) ) ., ) - v‘ ) /

. 1. S, Gross and J. Frechtling, Screening for the Gifted and Talented Program.”.
An Examfnation of the Process-and Procedures, Department . of - Educationak.
Accountability, Montgomery County (Md p) Public S¢hools, March, 1981 e »f‘\*g

- 'o

" 2. Equitable means a proportion equal to\chat in the school population.,zt-f'«

3. Initial screening consists of two phases: global screening, the’ first and -
_ most general phase; and  specific _screening, ‘the second . and more “detailed

phase, - .designed -to gather more. "information on students who haVe ‘shown any -
- indication of giftedness in global screening. Students are then selected  for .
i.’"" programs based on tboth , their performance Xn specific :iscreening and |
'~ professional judgment.: o T
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St sinadwy oF FINDINGS L \/

.. The findings; . hat hhile- some changes consistent with the revised"
" guidelines ' ' in .the. screening and selection. process, serious

) 'problems_cof and .procedures intended to increase minority
: ving only a 8light impact. "Further, implementation of - the .

b inues. to be incohsistent across schools - .
X \.‘ ] e . ¥ .
: of the procedures used for rescreening of students
© an.’ especially . problematic area, :and that important -
rescreening is ‘conducted in different schools. _Taken
suggest that serious inequities still exist in the
Specific findings

differences exi

.fas: a whole,

the .

¢

The PoPulation Screened and Selected ' _ : o
’ 'Y .. o ' o . ) . LR
.o A large ‘increase in the Percentage of students«screened ‘and selected

for gifted and talented programs was afound in 1980-81 compared to

1979-80 (Exhibit 1). For example, 22 - percent of the eligible
population in the schools’ examined were selected for programs in-

_ 1980-81; 4' the comparable Eégure for the 1979-80, sample was 8
N T percent R '
" Exhibit 1 also shows that inequities in’ the participagion rates of
' the  different racial groups 'continue . to .exist,/”7 While more
stddents in all racial’ grodps were included .in the globai‘(and :
specific’ screeningf pools in 1980-8% than’ ‘were 4n the past; the
proportions selected for ‘programs increased 1less ‘for blacks agnd
Hispanics (8. and 9 {-percertt increase, respectively) than: for Asians
.and whites (21 and 15 percent increase, respectively) e

4

'Y ; ' . . bd N . .

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

consistent attribute such as student achievemént, school location, size, etc.

that would account for thése changeg. . Thus. they appear to .result from chénges
™ 1in the screening and selection practices used in the scheols. “

5. It must be noted that the 1979-80 figures are based on 15, 368 studengp in
‘40 schools, while the 1980-81 figures are based- ,019° students in 9
schools. However,  the racial breakdowns of the. two samples are practically

, identical, and both groups are very similar. to  MCPS' overall population
breakdowns. Therefore, it 1is felt that the comparison presented here is
justified. - : ' P
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4 Comparison of Students Screened and Selected 1980-81 and 1979 80

v

r .

Students lncludedl

Students Selected

EU . Students Included in |
‘QMummﬁ'ﬁ&mﬂmmm mmmMmg% nmmnmm%,rammm _
- i Waber = ‘% Number - (a) Mumber Z(a‘  Nugber & 4) '
, .”":‘-‘ A ' E ’,_ ' , ! ' ‘ I " -
+ . bslan - C - ‘ o ~ : S
- - 198081 - Al o 1 159 T 4s . 69 0 58 B
1979-80 889 6 49 -8 el 18 B - 9
;vBlack-i . v A . o fﬁ; S
Co L 198081 ¥ 1. Db 18 30 <39 Tl
99-80 2,00 .17 4T 23"( RN »szj. 3
1. .. Hispanic | | : S LIS A “'f | f .
c o e, b w® I
. - 1979-80 606 b 120 20 6l 0. 19 L3
. thite o ) . N t o o :_;I"i; ‘ e
. 1980-81--. BT S 1,593 69 CoLaw0 e 58 . U
| 1979-80 © 11,836 - 2,974 5 L9 Y 31,081: T9
' - 1980-81 3,019 sk 0 TSIk 60 659 - 22
1979-80 . - 15,368 . 3,852%% 25 ‘Llﬁ%“ﬂ'li"] 1,2574kkkk 8 - " .

! o

g * Includes 5 students for whom race 18 unknown.
‘4% Includes 31 students for whom race 18 unknow,
k4 Includes -3 students for whom race 1 unknowm.,
LLEL Includes (D 7 students for whom race 15 unknown,
kkkk Includes students for whon race is unknown,

~ (a) Figures are percentages of population by rece
globally screened, specifically screened, and
selected for programs,
(b) -More Hispanic students screened than contained
in data base schoollenrollnents, probably due
to high uobility Yate in, some schools.
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The Screening Process—

’el 3
=

o ’Schools varied widely in the proportion” 6f -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 sBecific screening ranged from 9 to 91 percent of the
school population. P . -
o The data confirm the previous studyJZ ‘findings regarding the
; performance "of minority students on the screening instruments and the - =
importance placed on standardized achievement tests in screening and
selection. ~ Asian. and - white students attained the -global criteria
2. - most often on the standardized tests, while blacks and Hispanics
- generally performed poorly on these measures. * Additionally, despite
" ‘the gufdelines which emphasize that test scores. must be viewed
cautiously, few students were selected for programs who failed to
attain the, global criterion on the- standardized tests . 4 . '
o Greater emphasis on’. professional 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. O0f 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 Hispanics

o  The findings indicate that - severa1 chezges have taken place.in the
use’ of instruments' for screening and selettion consistent with the

Y _revised  guidelines but ‘that standardized achievement ‘tests continue -
o " to receive the major emphasis .in many “schools. Exhibit 2 shows the -
testd used for global @and specific .screening. The only instruments
used for screening purposes acrosg the board in all nine - schools in
the 1980-81 sample were the standardized achievement ‘tests and the,
Raven Matrices. k . \ B e
| AR . T T,
RESCREENING : . : S N L _
o : e ':,,w .
ﬁ__—ﬁ——Most—of~the problems identified in’ initial‘_screening were also found - in
rescreening.  Further, even more severe ' problems in “the- consistency. of
implementation of the procedures were observed. ' B :
Population Screened and Selected S _ »

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 wvere selected for
program participation following subsequent screening The populatgpn 3

LR - . . 5

\ . —— - -

6. In two out of the nine schools, practically all students were. globally and
. specifically screened. Their screening practices affected the uniformity of

: . the " proéedures and served to inflate. the overall percentages of students
z s globally and specifically screened.A' ot . )
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Instruments Used in Gifted and Talented Global and Specific Screening '

. . - Recomended Used s TsedIn

, " Crades tobe Clobal Specific o : c "
Instruments , - . Used  Screening Screening . Description of Information/Subtest Used R
. . ' . \ ‘ “-' . . '4‘ ", T
. Nomination Instruments L o ' . . : .
0 : N : ‘ K o
Staff nomination . o , : ‘ :
- (niscellaneous checklists - K-f R Y . Teachers respond toa checklist of characteristics such as
" including Renzulli-Snith - {\g"-' e s _verbal abjlity, creativity, reaaoning ability and les rship, ,
" and Renzulli-llartnan) ' : T . g -
) Self-noninatidn . = SRS S Studenta complete a fors vhich includes uriting ] paragraph

indicating the ressons they wish to be considered for gifted and
talented program,

Consent fora, indicating their vish to have students dncluded

Parent Nonination
, ‘ . included in the acreening. ‘ .
- ‘' ) ) ¢ . , . . |
- - Peer Nonination 36 ¢ Students noninate peers who seen’to know about a lot of different |
, (classroom survey activity ’ " things, who would be best at figuring out what to do in & strange
m conducted by ‘teacher) . - , place, or who have th! nost original or creative ideas. ’
¥ ' o o . . ) . N K
. Raven Progressive. Matrices' o ' .
k6 X X Nomverbal tes".fdased on’ inbedded \fgu{ea.
Standardized Croup Achievenent Tests . . L . . ' '
Stanford Early 'Schopl Achievement Kl ) r 3 Levéls I and 11: Environment,'ﬂath, and Aursl Comprehension.
Test (SESAT) - ‘ _ " v
Stenford Achievement Test 2-3 DI 8 Primary 1 - Gride 2: Language, Vocabulary‘, Readirig Comprehenaion,
| : N | ' Math Concepts, Hath Application; Primary Il-Grade 3: Vocabulary,
y . Reading Comprehenaion, Math Concepts, Math Application
“owa Tests of Basic Skille 4=b X X Vocabulary, Reading Conprehenaion. Math Concepts, Math
- (1185) .~ Application R
California Achlevesent Test 3-6 ¥ X Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehenaion. Hath Conprehenaion, -
. N oD Hath Concepts and Application, Total ,
" Cognitive Abilities Test (CAT) 4=b - X X Varbal, Quantdtntive. Nonverbnl
Short Forn Test of Acadenic' . =1 . | s i Language: Vocabulary, Memory. Nonlanguage, Sequences. Analogies. L
Aptitude (SFTAA) . Ny ! ' Total ' ‘
* Other individual‘_or Small Growp- e ) . ‘ N o
Adnindstered Tests ) : LN . . » ot
‘CIRCUS ) k] IS How Moch and-tow Many (Quan itative) and Think it Through
. S S (Reasoning) , =
. L - " ‘ ' '. . . . P
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in these schools was 11 percent black. In contrast, the school
. population contained 4 percent ﬂispanic students and 4 pertent of:
) those selected were Hispanic. . o
. ' . " - : . . .
o ! Analysis "of resdcreening activities by grade level showed a range
within the- 13 schools of 1 to 6 grades being included. o

<
-

Rescreening Processf“'L T B o ' . i
: .. . . a
S - o Implementation of - procedures was not uniform across the 13 schools.
. Differences not in- accordance with . guidelines were found in the
L . -instruments and subtests of instruments - used and the criteria for
: -7 sgelection employed . For example, eight .schools .required that

students meet three or more specific eriteria for selection, three
. schools required .that studénts meet’ two criteria, one achool required
" that students meet five criteria, and one school used only results on
« the California Achievement Tests in Grades 4 and 5. '

T coucwsxous AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Two major findings émerge from the analyses:
. < . .

- 0 . Implementation of the screening processes continues . to be"

' inconsistent across  schools and diverges from the countywide
'_gpidelines. The - lack of consistency is even more severe where

rescreening is involved. y
: ¢

0 Despite efforts of school staffs to include minority students in the
. : screening pools, these students, particularly blacks and. Hispanics, .
T ~ are not being selected for program participation in representative
- numbers.- &v: -
~These findings lead staff to ‘raise .some - very . fundamental questions about °

screening and the approach that Montgomery County has, 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 on standardized

achievement - test instruments, qthe procedure as it now stands ‘must be

- questioned from three perspectiﬁeé :

-

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

o _Given what is .known about the performance of minority students on
most standardized achievement tests, it 1is 1likely that black and
- Hispanic students will continue to be underrepresented in gifted and
talented programs as long as selection continues to'be based in 1large

~ 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, 'the pOSSibiliéy that . greater local ‘-
flexibility might well serve a positive purposeéftannot ‘be dismissed.
E~6
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_ Therefore, it is time to take a ve seriou§:look at the cirrent screening
.process .and to reexamine some critical issues. First, reconsideration ‘shoyld
be given to the requirement. ‘that . screening be uniform across all‘schools.

Rather, greater emphasis should be placed on using . mehsures which directly'

assess the .skills needed to function.in the: particular progEam provided by a
given scliool. This seems reasonable, and even -‘desirable,. ‘given' that  ‘the
services currently provided vary greatly in bdth coritent and deliggry mode.

" Rather than seeking uniformity in screening, the goal should be- to assure ‘that -

. the’ screering . procedures appropriately measure the- particular content and

objectives of the program to be: deaivered .This approach would not negate _the

possibility " of using some commo . core of medsures for. _screening across. all’ - .
' _schools, but it would imply that’ the common core shonld . be supplemented’ by -

measures which vary as a function of variations in programs _provided.

. >
. .o
] o ="

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

.instruments and assessment approaches not currently included in the current

systemwide screening - procedures. 0f "special concerii’ 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 skills, :

and work samples.

MEASURES OF CREATIVITY .

. 14

- As part of a special project designed to identify potentially gifted students

among culturally different populations (Program of Assessment, Diagnosis, -and
Instruction), staff of the Gifted and Talented .Program are experimenting with .

" alternative screening: approaches. One component of the process 1is to gather"

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

“include characteristics such as curiosity, flexibility, .independence, and

originality. % 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
unreaSonable to suggest, however, that measures of creativity might be/fuseful

~as direct indicators of giftedness. Indeed, one might suggest thag§ ‘it is for

the academically creative student that special services should be pfovided as:

. well as (or instead of) for the student with general academic talent. Given
these: considerations, further exploration of this area seems warranted

MEASURES o SPECIFIC CONTENT SKILLS | N

At the secondary schobdl level, it is not uncommon to select students for
special programé 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 -elementary level,

" however,, it 1is current practice to require a high degree of general academic
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
mismatgh. Consideration should, therefore, be given to more clos¢ly linking

the skill areas tested to the skill areas a program is designed to- address, .

where general academic enrichment is not.the goal.
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'.WORKSXMPLES“-*V__' e
Most of the: performance measures currently used for screening, and even the '
" alternatives described.‘'above, can be categorized as."tesns of" some skill or
- -behaviqral traity’ An alternative to this approach is. to use 'work samples
designed to ‘assess. performance on- tasks ~similar to those with_which the:
.Student will be dealing in the instructional progran ‘which will be provided"
For _‘example, . if: a school - .is screening candidates ‘for a creative writing, . =
. program, samples pf workcproduced by the students; should be-elicited. = If the
prog&am is  .intended to broaden problem—solving skills, performance in
situations where problem .solving ~is required should -.be. examined. This .
approach to assessment,' while uncommohn in MCPS where admittance to’ programs
for: the cognitively or academically gifted is concerned, ‘is based” directly ‘on :
the’ model used by the arts, such as music or dance. In a seuse, the study is a7

proposing that the, student "audition" for the program. : 3 v
;- This year, such: an approach .is being tried for selection into the Magneth ._
+ ° 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 ,
N which should be looked at for more broad—based adoption. e l : ) -

With these issues in mind, it is recommended that the following modifications o
to, the Gifted and Talented Selection Process be considered a

0 -Consideration . should be given to modifying ‘or eliminating the
current general screening process, which theoretically identifies

- overall. academic giftedness, © and - rep1acing it with screening
. procedures which are more closely "attuned  to the content . and -

e *  objectives of - the actual programs:, ‘offered. Use of the more

C .specialized screening approach would enable students who are . not ' the

high test. ‘achievers overall to be more readily selected for programs

tapping their ‘particular area of strength, and it is felt that more-

minority students- would legitimately qualify for programs under this

type of screening approach '

3

o Continued efforts should_be expended on \exploring alterratives. to -
. the current means of selecting students, with emphasis placed on
identifying students,‘using both nontest materials and tests which
measure . competencies not adequately assessed by tests of generalized
academic achievement.

692b/75
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. ) . ..

When staff of a program’ belng evaluated are not in agreement with the*

Department of Educational Accountability vis-a-vis findings" or ‘recommendatiods |

included in a DEA report, the Policy on- ‘Educational ~‘Accountability - provides_i ;

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

In accordance with this policy, we provide in this section comments by staff
from the' Gifted and TaIented Program which ‘take issue with some facets of this[

report. o . o Ty N

.
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47 COMMENTS _FROM. GIFTED AND TALENTED STAFF

, e a»,;gi* R T »
In the spring of 1980, the Office for Instruction and Program Development :
(OIPD) initiated the collection of data ‘concerning the screening and selection
-of students for gifted‘and talented programs and requested that screening ddta
‘continue to be analyzed each year. The information base, provided by analysis’

~ of the data in this 1979-80 study led to modifications 'in the identification ) ™~
process and provided the impetus for the Project to Minimize, Soaioeconomic an¢/ )

) Cultural Barriers. in the  Education of Gifted and Talented funded first through
Title IV-C and .now through Block Grant. Funding...The ‘Title IV-C on-site

- evaluation team of the Maryland State Department of Education commended
Montgomery County Public Schoolg for seeking and publishing data which
revealed underrepresentation of-minority students and for. initiating a project
which will address the problem in a ldhg-range fashion.’:.

) Vo . ! €,
. : : - . ¢ . 1
v ', - ) ’ .
,

The 1979—80 and 1980-81 studies will again provide data helpful in structuring
and’ improving the implementation of the identification procedures, Thé
Department of - Educational Accountability (DEA) has issued this report.

~ analyzing the data and making certain-conclusions and recommendations. In L
s several respects,- the OIPD disagrees with or would wish to annotate the
report's analysis ‘and conclusions. S _ . -

.
’ .

1. The repoxt presehts a confusing picture of the lack of consistent
implementation of the identification procedures. As revised in the Spring
. of 1981, the id@ntification procedures provide schools the option of using
.. some specific screening procedures with all students. Such use increases
the percentage of. students.in global screening. However, differences. *.
between schools which follow the regular globgl screening procedures and '
those which dgfide to use this option are interpreted as evidence of
inconsistent jgplementation of the identification. procedures; in fact,
. this difference- suggests only that schools are using different allowable
options. . .

2. The data in this report do reveal that there are schools which do not .
. implement the identification procedures as written. This information
) " confirms the need for better administration and monitdring of the - . -
implementation process. N . - , . ) <

3. The report says comparison of specific screening data from 1979—80 and

1980-81 shows: some improvement for Hispanics but not for blacks in terms
of the percentage .of their population specifically screened ~The
following chart taken from Exhibit 7 reveals that enormous improvement is

. shown in the percentage of the black population specifically screened in

-~ 1980-81 - compared with 1979-80. . While approximately four times ‘as many
‘'whites and Asians were specifically screened in 1980-81 compared with .
1979-80, almost eight times as many blacks and Hispapics were specifically
screened " The . percefitage of .blacks in. the ‘sample population who were
specifically screened in 1980-81 (5L percent) does fall short of ‘the . :
average (60 percent), still the improvement shown over the 1979-80 data - .
is significant.\_ : : S

15




- e

-

' Particlpation/iﬂbspécific Screening By‘Racéz

A Comparison of 1979-80 gnd 198081 Data -,
. ; : ) . :  ~ ' ' . L ] .‘“Aéians Blacks .Hiépaniés.;White& - *
| '1979-80 v+ . . h
‘Sample population = - - - 889. 2,004 - 606 11,836
Students in specific screening - 161 131 : 61 1,959
-+ Proportién of population - ° .181~ - .065 .101- . .166
1980-81 = - - o S
. ,s‘.Samplé_pophlation S 211 0362 ¢ - 121 ¢ 2,324
"~ Students in specific gcreening ~ 145 . 21837 96 . 1,390
Propqrtiéq;of population ~ ~  .687  .506 - ~.793 .598

- 4, TheJréporp:indicatespthé: "procedures intended’to increase minority
: participation are having only a slight impact," The following chart is
.., * taken from Exhibit .9 of the report. An examination of the chart indicates .
" ‘the dincreasé is 3.5 timeé'greater'fbr‘blgéks-and 3.7 times for Hispanic. v\
‘students compared with 3 times greateryfof*Asians and .2,5 times for %%ﬁa'_ .\\ '

3 H

- whites. The figures do continue té show underrepresentationtof,blaékéw
" Hispanics, but some improvement has‘occurred. o T e

Seléttioh for Gifted and Talented Programs by_Race} o

- "A Comparison of 1979-80 and 1980-81 Data S
: . "f“l S - o ASiané ~ 'Blacks - Kisﬁéniés:fWﬁites'
I ' R ' . : . D W E A Y]
1979-80 T . on ot SR TR
Sample population. =~ - - 889 . .2,004: . - 606 | 11,836 o
Students ‘selected o . - 82 62 7 19- ﬂi;081 .
Proportion of .population ' .092 .031  ,031 & 09L
: ) S v : o - o .\;_._'
1980-81 - - S R .
: . Sample population ' Co211 362 . 121 2,324 R
b .+ . Students selected ; : 58 39 ‘14 548
C . Proportion of population ©.275 c 108 116 .236

-

5. Ome school in the 1980-81 study is ‘obviously atypical in the sample. - In
fact,. 54 is the highest percentage ever reported,by a school* and data is -
gathered ‘from every elementary school annually. The data from this school

_ affects the results-of this report in two ways. First, the report '

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

~ programs is 22 as contrasted to 8 in the 1979-80 study. . If school five -
were removed from the data in Exhibit 4, ‘the percentage of students

" gelected for programs would be 16. It does seem that this percentage more
accurately reflects the average percentage identified in elementary o R 4
schools in MCPS. (It should be noted that the difference in percentages
reported betweer 1980-81 and 1979-80 (22 and 8) is the result of schools

v f
y . - . A

*This same 9chqo1‘did not fully iﬁplement the'identificatdnn}brocedures._;

1.6
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~ screening almost all of their grades in 1980-81 but only 61 bercent in -

1979-80. . Percentages: are based. on.the total school population. in both

‘studies, not-the number of students’in grades screened.) :

- . oL N -

Second, 100 percent of the students selected for programs in school five
were white, If this school were removed from the data in Exhibit 9, the
percentage of white .students selected for programs would 16 percent,, not

.23 percent. In this case the number of whites selected-in 1980-81 would

_ be 1.7 times the numbér selected in 1979-80 compared with 3.5 for black
and 3,7 for Hispanics. e v e

a

N 6.- The conclusions and recommendations of DEA do ngt seem to .be based'upon
- - findings of the report. The. report claims both thay inconsistency exists
o " and that incdngistency'may'hahpergfinding_minority‘gtudents. It then”
' recommends that consistency be abandoned as a goal., MCPS .identification
- . procedures reflect the current thinking in the state of Maryland. MSDE:.
“inen . has afhérking,draft of minimum standards fof"identifipatioﬁ;fone‘Cfitergon
' of the document states, "The identification procedures and criteria are:
clearly stated and uniformly implemented throughout the system.™ '
©*7. 'The recommendations include the additién ‘of measures of creativity, *
content specific skills, and work samples to present procedures in oxder
to identify gifted Hispanic and black students, These additions may
.assist in improving minority identification: In fact, work*samples and .
performance levels are used by school teams to support professional - .
decision making. However, the.prinqiple,fallacy in these suggestions is
- the lack of awareness of the interveninglvariables 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. -
A more long-range approach .to equitable identification should emphasize
early identification of potentially gifted students. - What is needed is a
program which provides a nurturing educational ‘environment for students.
who_ have the potential for successful.participation 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 ~
Indtruction (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
schéols. As the program expands to provide educational experiences for
more of the county's minority youth, we expect to see improvement in-
minority representation in giftedjand talented programs. We will be
. setting interim goals in order to\more realistically chart our progress
over the coming years. S T ' ' :

i
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SCREENING AND RESCREENING FOR THE GIFTED AND TALENTED PROGRAM s

Coiele 1980-81 AND 1981-82, SCHOOL YEARS DL

\ o S BACKGROUND

In the spring of 1980, the Department of Instructional Plhnning and Develop-

ment requested that the Department of ‘Educational - Accountability conduct a

study. of data, collected regarding screening and selecting gifted and talented.

‘gtudents during,the J1979-80 school year. The résults of this study, published‘

in March, 1981, yielded the following major findings.__ ' :

o .In the'\40 schools involved in,the study, 25 percent of ~the students .
eligible for inclusion in. ‘the screening pool were globall screened,
15 percent . participaEed in specific screening, and 8 percent were
selected for programs. ' N -

o Asians and whites were overrepresented relative to heir, populgtjon -
proportions: at 411 ‘levels of the selection process, and black an

' Hispanic students were underrepresented .

<0 Male and femdle students were approximately equally represented An

.‘; o for individual schools varied considerably. : . -
o Implementation of the procedures varied considerably “across schools
and administrative areas.. - . : _.4 N :

0" ' Generally, us (’of//standardized achievement tests -in . screening
" assisted Asian and white .students in selection for .gifted and
talented programs but did not. help and ma¥ have harmed blacks and
Hispanics. Self-nomination and peer nomination were helpful to black
students; and the Renzulli checklists, Raven Prdgressive Matrices, °
" and CIRCUS subtests assisted.blacks and Hispanics in qualifying for.
programs. S :

"As a result of thel findings reported in the DEA study, the Department of
Instructional Planning and Development' made several chinges to their
guidelineg for .screening and - :selecting students fgr gifted and- talented -
- programs.” The changes included the following:. . ' ’

.l. S. Gross "and J. Frechtling, Scrpening;for the Gifted and Talented Progr
+ An Examination of the Process and Procedures, Vols. I and 11, Department of
Educational Accountability, Montgomery County (Md ) . Public Schools, March,

1981. o |

' T A 8 N C . .
2. See Exhibit’“l ?fotgga.vcomplete listing of instruments used in global and
specific screening.’ IR , : : . i : .

3. MCPS Procedures for Decision Making in the Identification of. ‘Intellectually
- and Academically Gifted and Talented Students, March, 1981.

»

screening ‘and - selection across the 40 schools as a whole, but figures .
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» . EXHIBIT 1

' Population Globally_Screened by School -«
, _ o - Percentage .'\ Number Percentage
Number'. ' of Those - Percentage Passing of Those e
Globally Globally of School - Global ‘Globally
School Screened / Screened ' Population Screening -Sereened
1~ 41 . 2° }\ : 14 33 - .83  °
S 2 292 14 v .63 , 108 37
3 229 ..o v 11 ) B 137 60,
4 207. - 10 D 78 © .15 -0 51
5 406 ST 19. - - . 89 : 165 - 41 .
6 - -397(a) .18 .93 109 28
L . 253(b) - 12 0 100(c) 91+ 36
8 - - 217 10 : . ..90 . 136 ° . 63
.9 . . l12¢dy . 5 . - 37(d) 2RN 84. - 75
) ‘ ~ s . ] .
'Tbﬁsl . 2,153, .- 1oo ot 7L -, 968 - 45

. ~ . : \
_(b) This schoolfcontains only Grades K-3.

v

(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 ‘critetrion on  the -

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

in this report would detract.from the validity of the -results... R S
B - B ) . 1 ! B . N

(c) More students were screened than are shown in schobl.eﬁrgllméht figures.
This is a result of the high mobility rate at this school. .

~

¢d) Only screened students in Grades é-ﬁl
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o »'Inclusioh'of'the»RAVen Progressive Matrices 1in Grades 2 aﬁd '3 for

global screening (formerly it was used solely in spgcifig‘scteening),

o W ‘ L o .
o Emphasis on professional decision making for students whose sélectjon
S decision, for gifted and talented programs was not clear-cut.

o Inclusion. of minority students in Grades 3-6 in the.: specific pool if

: " “"they have attained onme or more of theaglobal criteria. (compared

criteria for whites). ’ : : S ' _ '

o Provision of " the option for . schools to use specific screening

 instruments in the global screening if they are willing to %ake
. additional work incurred. : : :

CY - .

-

-

tq'tw0"

on the

. ' THE PRESENT STUDY r )
In the spring of IQBIfhﬁﬂ{Zheispfing of 1982, DEA. conducted a second = study of -
screening and selection: practices for gifted and talented programs. The .

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;§e1ection{“reexaminatioﬁ'of1p:ior findings with respect to  the ~usefulness '
~of particular instruments/procedures in initial screening and selection, and -

documentation of changes in practices over a period of time. Specifically,
the study focused on the.following: : o _ .

o Determining whethef' more' black and Hispanic students were being

included- in the screening and being selected for programs in a more

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

maintained
. , . ) _
) o' Documenting the extent to which the revised guidelines were ‘being
<, followed o . v
. . . ‘ ) . .
o Determining whether screening procedures were being implemented more
"~ uniformly C - .

o Reexamining findings 1in 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 of schools that had conducted initial
screening activities it prior. years and additional screening activities in’

RV |

-

4, Professional decision making suggests individual consideration of students,
as well as the possibility of including additional data in the decision-making
process. ' N R : ' . :

- . . . ‘ L . o ‘s

.- .
| ) » . 7



1981-82 (rescreening) subsequent5 to the  changes in " the - screening

guidelings Thirteen schools  were identified by the ‘Gifted and Talented
Prograng gtaff as schools that screened students for the first time in
1980-81. Nine  of these'schools agreed to participate in the study. Twenty

schools were selected  at random to submit their data on rescreening . activities
conducted in 1981-82. drhirteen of these 20 schools agreed to participate in . .
‘the study. All screening .and ' © creening data were «collected by Central
Office Gifted and Talented Staff. ~-ﬁ¢'. .

—

K4

FINDINGS

s : - . . _ - :j ] | .

. v

The findingd indicate that, while some changes have taken place in the
screening and selection procéss over a period  of time, serious problems
continue to exist in implementing the selection process and that procedures
intended to increase minorfty participation are having only a slight impact.
Further, implementation of the screening process continues to be inconsistent
across schools: Preliminary examinatidn 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 for gifted and talented programs. P

‘e

GLOBAL SC“EENING, SPECIFIC SCREENING, AND PROGRAM.SELECTION:'INITIAL SCREENING.

The Population Screened and Selected | ‘ ) ' o ' &

Screening and Selection by School S , -

Global Screening: Of the 3,019 students enrolled in regular classes in Grades
K-6 'in the nine schogls studied in 1980-81, 71 percent were included in the
global screening pool.’ . This is almost three ‘times the proportion of

[N

5. Res ' -n~efing ar**"ities include initial screening of students entering the
earliest grade ... . ..... gifted and talented programs are'}kovided in the

L school, initial screening of students in other grades who aré ‘new to the

school, and rescreening of students screened but not selected incprior years.
&. At the time of the study, most elementary $chools were well underway in the.'
screening and selection process or had completed their major screeningv
earlier years. ' \
7. Students may be included in the globgl screening pool;if they show.any*f
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 Grades K-2 or is a minority student; \ZL
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 8 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. ’

L o

. 23
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m m YA‘ lm.m.! Inatruments Used {n Gmed and Talented Global and Specific Screening

- » - .
N | ‘ . ' » . ) N | :
. o .‘ : Recommended .- Used In . Used In T o T o
' ' A Grades to be  Global , Speciﬂc S . S
Instrubents b ) U!fi : Scmning Screeuing -Description of Information/Subtest Used -
b X L \
. Nonination Intruments \
" Staft wonination. - o o o | ’ o .
" (niscellaneous checklists « Kb . X X ‘Inchera respond to a checklist of characteristics such 48
' . including Renzulli-Snith SR ‘verhal ability. crutivity. reasoning: |bility and ludmhip.
" and Renzylli-Hartman) : Lo _
¢ . Se,].f-nomination‘ | S X + . Students compleu a forn which inclodes writing a paragraph .
o - - {ndicating the raasons they vish to be considered for Gifted md ,
‘ . , \ o Talcnted progm. e . :
. » ' ' ’ ' ﬂ '
. 4 ) . '
Co . Parent Nonination S 6 X . - Chngent form, indiuting thedr vish to, bm studcnts ncluded
‘ | A ' focluded n the screeniog, L
Peer Nomination k6 . X . *Students nonime peers who en o koow tbout & Lot of difterent _
- [classroon survey activiy . ., things, vho would be best at fi}dring out vhat to do in a strange
conducted by teacher) : : place, or vho have the Bost: orisinal or. crutiu {deas.. .
_' N ‘ .
w S N ’ . ,
Raven Progressive Matrices ' ' .
/ oy k-6 X X Nouverbal test based on inbedded figures. . °
Standardized Gtoﬁp Achievament Tests ! .
Stanford Early School Achlevement Kl CX X levels I and II: Environment, Hnth.'ind Aural _Colpubmlon
. Test (SEQAT). X - ' . | o
Stanford Achievepent Test | R L X X 'Primy I - Geade 2: Languigs, Vocabuhry, Reading Colprchmion.
, ’ ‘ : ‘Math Concepts, Math Applicatien. ‘Prinaty 11-Grade 3: Vocabulary, -
Ruding Comprabension, Math Concepts, Math Applicntion. .'
lowa Tests of Basic Skills . “b-h X X Vocabulu'y. Reading Colpnhension. mh Concepta. Math
(1785) . x . * Applieation o ‘
California Achievement Test )b X X Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Math Comprehension,
o ' Math Concapts and Application, Total N .
Cog'nitlive Apiiit;es Test (CAT) . ' &6 - X , X Verbal, Quantitative. Nonverbal ;" i
S.hort'l’_orm ."Best of Academic - 3 ' X Language: Vocubuluy, Hmry. Nonlanguage; chuences, Analogies. X
Apt’itude (SFTM) S ' S Total _
Other individuaI ot hmall Group- ' ‘
Muinistered: Tests ‘ R |
Q. orts T Hich od v any (Qutitattve) nd Thik 1t Through
]:MC o ' . _‘ L . (Reasoning) A X
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students  included . in | the 1979480. sample' (25 percent), indicatingv a
considerable change in practice over the 'year's time. . T

- N - ‘ . .
HoWever, inclusion practices varied among the nine. schools (see Exhibit 3), o
with a range of 14 to }00 percent of the student body of the school being o
included in the global pool.” - . _ .

s - . i

AV N

Specific Screening: The proportion of students includgd in specific screening
in 1980-81 . is four times that included 'in 1979-80." 1In 1979-80, 15 percent
of the schools population was, included in specific screening; in 1980-81, the.
comparable . figure was 60 percent._ At least part of this increase is due to
the inclusion of virtually all students globally screened in schools '5 and 6
in the specific screening pool. Also, it may be noted that many,morc students
were included in specific screening overall than had actually attained the.
criterfon for passing global. screening (1,818 students vs. 968 -students) ,
.suggesting that professional decision making also may have played a role 'in
this increase from, 1979-80 to 1980-8l. - All schools except school 1 included
more students . in the specific pool than had.passed global screening. "However
inclusion practices °by, school again varied as the range in school proportiong
specifically screened ranged from 9 to 91 percent.

. <

Program Selection' - Not surprisingly, the overall percentage of \séudents
selected for gifted and talented programs also increased sharply in-1980-81.
In 1980-81, 122 percent of the eligible population in the nine schools was
selected for gifted and talented programs (see Exhibit 4), compared to 8
percent of the 1979-80 population. -Selection rates did vary. consider’/ly ~by
school, hoWwever. -The proportion of students selected for programs in 1980-81
varied from 10 to 54 percent of: each ' school'$ population Variations in.
proportions of students .- gelected for gifted and t lented programs may have;
several causes: differences in student achievement, changes in screening

N
[

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. 0bviously, this factor would .impact upon the data that are
reported. , : : . A.‘A

9, The purpose of specific screening 1is 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- '
butes “such 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 populations .

included in gifted and talented programs revealed only a moderate correlation
(.55). ' ' e

-
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”"”‘f 3 _‘cs EXHIBIT 3

Students Included in Specific Screening by School

PO

. Number Iﬁcluded "?ercentage of _  Percentage of - .
School in Specific Screeningr SchooltPopulation Those Globally Screened

S R s
.2017-..‘ R Y
| 183 49 T 80
Lo 206 1T S99
S 408 . . B9 . 100 ¢
388 C9r T 98
156 . 6 . 62
: 145 . - . .. 65 . o 'y 67, "
P © los i - 39 N\ 96 Iy

.q>d$<ic\u:¢~o:nyw

CTotal . L 1,818 i o600 oo T 84

Lol

R R L ,"- o L EXHIBIT A

N . o -A
| . L. "

Students SeIected for Gifted ‘and Tglented Programs by School

L

S i - . Lo : $

T 3 g g

Gt N Number Selected Percentage of - ‘~; Percentage of - F,
" 7. School f{.v for Pr;gram I..” School Eopulation Those Globally Screened

o L

0 T | SRR Ry 18 .
o 45 _‘ 12 - IERRL 20 Lo sk
L2660 54 . o ,60.~.-. RS

,“’* 85 - oo io200 Coas2l
B L T2 A ST S SR

: . s T 20 L 23"rff~p_~'-;
% s T 16 I | L

“
s

VOV S WN
<

o

v

“Total,. Tt Te59 B el o igE T e s gy
R ST »:'.._'“-.:_-_; A AU A : ) e e
- . . Lot e L i e S P - e L Yo i e

*Based on 253 students screened, which is more’. than 100 percent of school
enrollmenc figures. e T e e o
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practicTT .over a period .of time, or greater use of professional decision’

making.” o : L S .

Screeninggand Selection by Sex

. !‘

11. Students in Grades KrZ who have attained 3 or more specific screening'
criteria and students in Grades 3-6 who have attained 4 or more criteria must”
-, be selected for programs. However, students who fall below these criteria’ but

Exhibit 5 contains the screening and selection findings for 1980-81 by ‘sex.

When compared -with . the 1979-80 findings, the- participation rates for females

_are slightly. decreased. In.1979-80, 49 . percent of those globally screened-

were female, as were 50 percent ‘of those specifically screened, . and 49 percent -

of those selected; In 1980-81, cggparable percentages - for _females were, 49,
48, ,and 47 percent, respectively. ‘

e
?

53

= 4
EXHIBIT 5 o
4 y ' Screening and Selection by Sex and School
Included in - f?* ~fncluded in . ' :
Global Screening Specific Screening = Selected for Programs
School ‘ZMale ZFemale. 9Male  iFemale . -~ 7Male ZFemale
1, 45 55 IV '?/56?' S 59"
.2 , o 48.. - 52 - 48 0 ). 53, : - 43 .57
3, 470 53 45 . 55 : ' 56 - 44 -
4 51 3 51 . - 49 46 .55
5 - 56 -56 . 44 .59 41
) 52 . 53 47 . 60 40
7 50 53 - 47 - 52 ~v~98
8 .53 ! 50 - 50 . 44 - - 56
9 53 - 47 .- 47 . .53 o

\

1 R ) w®

!

attain at least 1 specific criterion must be considered , individually.

Total Z ;1.-\49 . w52 48 < 53 4T . -

Additional information may ‘be - ‘brought to- bear .on the decision,.or ;%731 :

"placement in a program may be considered g

12 It is assWmed that population proportions for both years _approximate 50

percent males,.50 peﬁ@ent females. , S N
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- ._Screéning;gpd Selection by Race IR
Glob@i, Screening: . The 1980-81 global.screening data show improvement over,thef]_f  .
1979-80 study which found that blacks aund. Hispanics were somewhat underrepre- °

sented in the global pool. .

-

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

‘than would be expected according to the Joverall percentage of students’
included 1in screening. Twenty-five percent of ‘the sample population was .
globally screened, but 23 percent of the black students and 20 percent of the -
Hispanic ‘students were globally screened. .In 1980-81, this trend reversed, o
‘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 students in the sample schools, and the proportions of each racial
group .included in global screening for both 1979-80 and 1980-81. - N

Specific = Screening: . ‘Comparison of speéific screening data from 1979-80 and.
.1980-81 shows improvement for Hispamics aund blacks in terms of the percentage
of their population specifically screened (see Exhibit 7).  However, the data .
show that black students continue. to be ‘underrepresented in the - specific
screening pool. ' ' ’ B -, ' L s o
The data show that while: 60 . percent .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 tham
"1979-80 (15 percent of the population specifically screemed vs.. 7 pércent ~of .
the blacks .and .10 perceunt of ’the *Hispanics), the proportions still fall:
considerably short of . expectation for  black students. ‘However, Hispanic .
students were specifically screened in. higher proportious tham the overall
population (79 vs. 60 perceut). * = Co : L
, . ) ST o ,
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 white_poth in terms of their proportionate share of the entire -
~..,group who pasged ecific .screening 'and -in- terms of their respective
percentages of their phcigl groups that’. were globally screemed. Exhibit 8 -
also shows that twice the proportion of Asians and whites compared to blacks
and Hispanics acquired some specific screening credits, regardless” of whether
_ or mnot they passed specific screening. - No comparable data are available for -
- '1979-80, - e R :

i

Program Selection: “ Eveun though black ‘and Hispanic Students had, been  included &
- in  global-and-specific—screentng fu T4arger uumbers i 1Y80-81 than .previously,
the data show that_they'continﬁe'to.be seriously. underrepresented .in “program.
-selection. . Further,” professional- decision making, although. clearly in
evidence, does not appear to be helping black and Hispapic,s;udents;‘ e

- , SR Sy . ' S R
Examination of the data indicates that only half the percentage of ‘blacks (11 -
'vs. 22 percent) and Hispauics (12 vé}j22"péféént)¥wéf€:selectéd for programs._ *
in' 1980-81 when compared to -the ‘overall fqéfcentage~.sélectéd for . programs,
~ Asian' and ‘white students continue to be dﬁQp; resented compared to the sample
_as a whole. In addition, while 500 studenfs. were. .selected for programs who -
' did not ~pass specific Screening, it appears that this process is more helpful
to Asians than to blacks and Hispani¢s, Fifty-three percent of the Asians who
attained at least ome specific criterion but did not pass.the spgcific
screening were delected for programs. In contrast, 42 percent of the blhcks

«
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- s\: [,Gionsl_Screening By'Race r 1979-80 and 1980-81 !
o 19980 - 188l Stidentsin .
< - .‘Sample Popula- Students Included Sample Populs- Students Included  1980-81 Who Passed -
. Race .. tion by Racet “4n Global Screening tion by Racet in Global Screening Global Screenin ko
\ - Number % . Number  AA* Number 4  Number  At*% Mmu,ﬂ ’ -
o @6 W9 B w7l B H %
CBlack 02,004 .13 woon o % wloam oo W e,
© Hispanic - 606 4 . 120 20 ARV R IR v R -3
Wi ILE6 T ug B R T L e 70 6
Cfolttt IS 10 3812 0910 L5 oo W
B ‘ — ' - ‘ e I:{;f.:_ e
5 | : t B
e *Population by race in'the sample achools, ‘

**Comparable figures not available for 1979-80,
+k+Dercentage of population by race globally ‘screened. |
kkxtlore Hispanic students screened than contained in data base school enrollnents,'.
_probably due to high gobility rate in some schools. ' -

*****Total includes Eskimos, American Indians, and students whose race is not known.'.
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' EmBIT 7

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

~4 . . . q \
T =
- Sample Popula= “ Students Included in Specific Sample Popula- Students Included: i&Specific
Rece .~ tiom by Race* '~ Screening - tion by Race* T Screenin |
- coy ZofThose Co Tof Those -
o Number A Number %** Globally Nugber % Number - -Z**‘ Globally
g o co . Screened A ' . Screened
dslm 89 6 6L 18 o w7 W& o
‘Black  cULoos 13 L7 8. %212 183 50 8
. Hispanic - 606 .4 6l 10 s ok oh % 19 m’
-~ White . 1,8 -7 L9911 e a3 L 6 R “ |

Togltst 15,68 10 oo 15 a0 309l LEs 6 B

p
-
- T
Nk
*Population by race in the sample schools’. , o ,
*kPercentage of population by race specifically screened. o |
*k¥Total 1nc1udes Eskinos, American Indians. and studenfd’ vhose race 13 not known. -
. | r .
. ’ ‘ l. . * . « ..
. ¢ , o
.‘-‘ Y o ' ¢ ] \J l | 3
' Q \: 9 ‘ 3 f—




o . .~ EXHIBIT 8 .
A‘ . . | ) ,.4._ -
‘Specific Screening Results by Race
: N\,.  Students Obtaining One - ,
. -+ .. . .or More Specific Screening °  Studepts Passing
~ Race. : - Criterion But Not Passing - ;gecific-l
R ' .Specific Screening ‘__ Screening
_ »  Number - Percentage* Number :Percentage*
 Asfan 86 Cos4 .12 g "
. Black © 83 31 g 2
© " Hispanic - 42 34 : 2 2 .
White - 911 . .37 : - 152 .10
. 1220 . 82 | 170 8

4"*Figures are percentages of all students in raéiallgrgdp globally screened.

-
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.-_and 29 percent of .the Hispanics were selected -for program participatian

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

« breakdown ~ of studedts selected for gifted and talented programs in’ 1979-80 vs.
' 1980—81 , , _—

The Process o R | .

.Students Assessed or Nominated by Each Insttument )

-

The data indicate that some changes have been made in the emphasis ‘on the
types of screening instruments wused,’ particularly an increase in the use of,
peer nominatign (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 ¢ the available pool, the. California Achievement Test used for 43
percent, . and the ITBS for 61 percent, Exhibit 10 displays ‘the students
assessed or nominated by each of the instruments/procedures used in global
and/or " specific Bcreening, - the grade levels in which the dinstrument 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 . ' " I ’

-

'Exhibit 11 presents the instruments and procedures used by each school. - These

data illustrate the continued emphasis:- on the standdardized tests-in the
screening and’ selection process. All nine’ schools used the standardized tests
and the Raven Matrices, but three of the schools (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 SCKEENING SPECIFIC SCREENING, AND PROGRAM SELECTION'
RESCREENING CONDUCTED IN 1981 82

Once the 'major screening activities have been completed for the first time in
a school, procedures for screening students in subsequent ' years - take two .
forms: ~ 1) initial screening, 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 which gifted and talented 2

programs aret®ffered; and 2) rescreening of atudents 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 than

"the earliest .incoming grade for the 13 schools that reported 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 i% not fully reflected here since
such " a large percentage of the students had been ‘tested using the ITBS prior

to the MCPS testing changeover.,

35
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. Progrn Selcttan by Rae-~ 19380 and 1980-81

C loms0 iog0-81

' - Sample Popyla- ol Sample Populs- - - . . - ‘
“BRace - tlon by Race* Students Selecged'for\Proggams  tion by Race* . Students Selected for Programs

L . kof Those . .. ThofThse
Nober ~ - Mumber ~ %4  Globally " Number 7  Nmber M+ Globally. '

* Screened . . Screened
Asten I . O A I N
Black 2,006 13 62 3 K 392 12 K Y| S U
Hispanic - f06 4 19 3 e 7) N U LN 3 L
hite 1,8% . Lol 9 ¥ L3 n k % 24 . W
Totalk*k 15,38 100 L2 8 . 3. 3,09 100 o 65%9. 2 3
; . o ‘ - ‘ ' i :‘ ) " ' . ! )
*Population Bi,racélin the sample schools, \ = a RN |
x%Percentage of population by race selected for programs, - ¢

kk¥Total includes Eskimos,<American Indianp, and students whose race is not known,
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_EXHIBIT 10

_Populations Assessed hy Global and Specific Screening Instruments

Number of
. Schools  Number of Percentage of
4 _ . Grades in Which Students Available
Instrument ~ ° ~__Used Used _._Bcreened Pool*
. J
Staff Nomination . K=6 -3 451 21
Self-nomination : : . 46 3 451 39
- Parent Nomination S ~ K-6 6 1,143 - 53
Peer Nomination ,  3-6 -8 1,542 . 99 -
Nomination by Others : - '
in the School S K-6 4 874 41
Nomination by Others ' o _
\ in the Community . K-6 1 217 10
© SESAT. . - K-2 1 122 2
Stanford Achievement Test ‘2-3 1 -7 » 1
ITBS . - 4-6 9 700 ) S
. California Achievement Test . 3-6 9 670 - . 43,
Cognitive Abilities Test 4-6 -9 843 . 73
Short Form Test -of : ' , : : o« :

Academic Aptitude '~ = . 2-6 9k - 501 . 26
Raven Matrices, — . K-6 9 - 2,019 96**% .
Renzulli-Smith Lo . K=1 1 50 22 - ’

# Renzulli-Hartman . o - 2=-6 8 - 1,240 78 ™.
CIRCUS-Think it ‘Through - K-1 .3 8. . 38 o
CIRCUS-How Much and How Many K-1 3 130 .58 i .

. L%
*Available pool. represents the number of students in ‘the respective global
.and/or specific pool for the grade ngels in which instrument is trsed

PRI

**Not used: in Grades 4-6 in four schools.

***In&ludes global pool “for . Grades 2 and 3 and specific pool for all other
grades.’ , . .
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S : '7"'-5{ - EXHIBIT 11 .-,
i .v‘ ;Iﬁégruments/PFocedureg;Used by'Séhooi -

© - Instrumemt . Scheol: 1 2 3. 4 5

‘ Staff Nominatfon
Self-nomination o o
Parent Nomination X
Peer Nomination S ' o
Nomination by Others SN

in the. School~ - _ ..- . s .

‘Nomination by Others..

>4 b4 B4 4
> >4 M

-

in the Community ’
_SESAT IR T
Stanford Achiévement Test

ITBS . R
"-California Achievement Test
Cognitive Abilities Test
Short Form Test of ¢ " ' e
Academic Aptitude '

VEVEVEVEY
© bq 54,54

L
L
e

- Raven Matriceg _ X _}c. X

.'Renzulli-Smith . ‘ . 3@215?&
Renzulli-Hahtman. | IR 5 S
CIRCUS-Think It Through- : . RS &
CIRCUS-How Much anfl How Many L S &
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The Population'Rescreened and Selected~;i7-f" : ':<j .a';*;-g": -?'33_”'

: RescrE i ng and Selection Overall ;;;'L?:;;":

i%

Exhibit 12 . illustrates the grade Ievels by' schpol in which rescreening

activities took_ place in grades other than; the.ea lest incoming grade. With

‘the- exception of schools 3, 65-and:9, rescreeninﬁ tivities took place in .all :
_appropriate grade levels. ,«Exhibit 13 presents tHe - rescreening and seleétion .

~'data: by school. Fourteen percent-of the students in ‘grades' other than: the

incoming grade were included "in the ~global  rescreening, '.13 percent veré;"
included in specific rescreening, and 3 percent : -were selected- . for programs. :
By schoql ' there. ..was ’ considerable variation, particularly "in global

rescreening, where from 8 to 100 percent were rescreened.

. . . s

Rescreening and Selection by Race

v,

_ Exhibit 14 presents the population\of the 13 schools broken down : by racial

group., Exhibits* through, 17 present the racial proporti ns by school whO'.
g " gselected for.-*

~ were included in global and- specific rescreening and who we
programs. The data show- that, while black students were overrepresented in’

global.rescreening (15. percent of;this group vs. 11 peréent of the population. "
» in." the’ 13 schdbls), ‘they, - were underrepresented- _among . those selected forj*

.f Zprograms;(é percent of that group)n ;.uﬁ j* . S

Hispanic students, who comprised 4 percent “of the population ‘of the 13

- .schoals, represented 4 percent: of the stﬁdents included in global .rescreening

s

2 nd - 4 percent of . those -gelected. for programs Asian students were
'overrebresented -among those selected fot programs. (10 percent vs. 5. percent of

‘ the population in the 13 schools), - a5 'were whites (82 p~?tent of those:.'"“‘

selected vs. 79 percent of the school s p0pu1ation)

'»'

m@"'lz . ;

e .0 - Rescreening-bj'School and Grade

e

School 1 .7 2 3 4 5 6
"I NS . .
e e x X X X .
. L 2/{3 : S * X X + X
%. 3 T S _ .
T X X X X :
5 X X N ‘,X_;'f’:_‘._ X .
6 ) SN 3 - 2 X
7, e F - ,
9 X - X - ,
10 ¢° X X X ¢ X
11 . X X X = X Gy
12 i ' I
13)’ R X X X
. S wb
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L CERHIBITIS G o oNc L 2
Global and Specific Rescree ng and Selection for Prograés
Earliest Inc°ming'Grade by School

ffl '.udents Specifically \ StudentsPSelected

. S Rescreened . Rescreened - ) - for’ Programs
R "ul Percentage oj Pergentage of . " . Pertentage of

* o Students; n’ : Students 'in - . " Stydents in’
L . Grades - Beyon - Grades Beyond*’ Grades Beyond' .

School - rliest Grade

: No. Earliest Grade.

. ""No. Farliest Grade

(b) Forty~seven students

specific

rescreening.

«c n?'f"

.
'&1 .

T

in Grades

" For Grades’

1 " (a) o 15 -,vs_.<"'. 16(b)' . 5 -«
2 2. 9 e 5 4 |
3 28 c8 g 41
4 65 18 , 16 17 5
5 42 1477 - 14 _ 2 |
77,118 - 100(c) SOINREE'Y REETIIL IS § BN [ S
8 71 .32 . . LT 20 T 3,
9, -~ 21 . T9 9 eT 5L 2 e
10 38 9. . 9" 7. 2
11 26 .. 8 4 8 2
12 @ . o= 16. 10" 6
13 @ - 17 ° 17 5
TOTAL - 502" 14 489 13
. T i
h- o

1-3 in this,'schOOl Awere included in'
who Qere ‘not previously.

4 and 5, students

identified were .included. in gifted and talented programs

the California Achievement “Test.

f.. they. got,

the number of fourth— and’ fiftﬁ—grade students selected Jdn this manner.

P-,'

9 8 son.-

However, no figures were . provided regardihg fff

(c) More students nescreened than school enrollment due to high,mobility rate.

7
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(d) No indicationfof global sdreening having been conducted
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.10

11%

15

397

._'_13. ..
.34
10 .

—
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.,Other'f'

”772
.. 93
" =79 :
.80
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. 0.
» TOTAL
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Percentage of Studentsfby Raeejaqd School for the Rescreening Lot
» , Sample of Schd"ls’”»~. . o
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(b) Race unknown for 2 of these- students, - R .

(c) No indication of global screening having béen conducted. . S .
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b). Race unknm for tvo of the studentl}
| --( ) Sm students globally and speciﬁcally reucreemdlacmned . *_ e

C{g) Pcrcentage lm thar half of one PLIC&M. o

: ‘ . . .
N (a) l?orty-uven students in Gradea 1-3 in this school vere included {n npeciiic rescmninglscmning. Tor graﬁes § md S.\studcnn vho vare
ot previoualy 1dent1fied vere 1m:1uded 1n Gifted nnd 'lalented progms if they got 9's on' the CaIifornia Achievmnt Tast. R o
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| exnlm 17 R
Percentage of Studente Selected for Programs a8 a Reeult of Reecreendng by School and Rece R
. »t o
- Percentage of - “"~. T e -
© Students T’ Aslan- . Baek - Hispanic ..* - White
' Grades Other - Percentege o Dercentage . - Percentage - Percentage
 Totsl - Then Rarliest Number ‘of Those  Nuber of Those  Number of l'hoee Number of Those
School ‘Selected Iucoming Grede Selected Selected Selected Selected Selected Selected Selected Selected -
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(e) Sixteen students eelected in Gredee 1- 3 in this school. Mo figuree were provlded regerding dunbere of etudente |
o Grades 4-5 identified by the Celifornie Achievement Test, . | | A
. '\' N
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Instrdﬁents/Procedures"Used in Global Rescreening ’ e

Exhibit 18 iﬁféseﬁts‘*che4 instruments used in the’ 13 'schools for. global
rescreening .  Although  most of the schools conducting global rescreening
' used a variety of instruments, 2 schools used only ‘the Raven Matrices jn
global rescreening. ~ Moreover, in one of these 'schools (school 5), .the Raven

.\ Matrices was the only ‘instrument used in global and specific rescreening.

.Séhools also differgdﬁfh‘the qxtent to which pigent .nohihatioﬁp and parent
permission were used as criteria in screening. ™ In four of the 13 schools,
neither parent pominatioﬁ nor parent permission were ~-utilized. Two schools
(15 percent) 1included parent nomination in global rescreening but ‘did not

obtain parental permission for specific rescreening; and conversely, two

schools (15 percent)- did not use, paremt nomination- but ' sought parental
permission. In the remaining five  schools (38 percent),  both parent
nomination and parent permission were utilized., . T .
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). » Had these
students been enrolled in schools not requiring this- permission, they might
well be included in programs todayJ ‘ P

One final observation about the use of instruments is also worthy of note.
The data show that tiose schools employing the California Achievement Test and
Cognitive Abilities Test in global screening also. relied upon ~parent,  staff,
and peer nomination as sources of data. This reliance oqﬁ@@@@nomination
criteria in addition to test data is' a -departure from the tg feal  pattern

. . pEcs
observed in dinitial screening, namely, heavier ' relian‘éﬁr on staff .

recommendations and test scores to the exclusion of parent and peer data.

a i '

Instruments/Procedures Used in Specific Rescreenin&l

‘Exhibit 19 presents the instruments used in’ the 13 schools  for _épecific
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. - 8

’”~

14, Ten schools provided glé%al reécreening data for analyéis; an eleventh

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

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

}5. Parent peimission to include_students in specific,screéﬁiﬁé is :eduired
unless the total grade is being specifically screened. None of the 13 schools
specifically screened-entire’ grades of students. R

-

. . . 4
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| instruﬁentsl?foceduréaUs;dlin Gibbgl Rescreening by Sghooliaﬁh Grade
) . | e balifornia Cognitive . B
Parent . Staff 'Peer ' Self- - Achievement Abilities Raven  Parent ' .-
chool ,Nodinatiqn Nomination Nbﬁination_ nomination Test Test . Matrices Permission
e 234 256 LeSE . BhSE &56 %3 X
5,6(b) S 4 o ' : L o AR
s o o s
6 456 b56 bSE BSE (k56 ka6 X
o S Y AR §
R X W W SIPUS X B X SN =
eouas %5 .5 s X
0 “LLYLE 35 RAS6 ks 4 o3 %
n LELSE 0 LRSS LeS6 23 X
13 |

—

a) X=Parent' permission required before student could be included in spécific screening.
b) Numbers in cells are grades in which instrument/procedure vas used, . .
(¢) In this school, only the Raven Matrices was adninistered to students in Grades 3-6 as part of
" the rescreening activities. - The Raven score vas used in addition to whatever test scores or

old screening data were availsble for the students, L o Y s -
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Instruments/Procedures Used in Specific Rescreening by School and Gradé'
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(a) SFTAA = Short Forn Test of Academic Achievement " o S

 (b) SESAT = Stanford arly School Achievement Test . ' o L

~ {c) Other = Xough Dehaan and Boehm SR : ' .

(¢) Numbers in cells are grades in which instrument is used,
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- Program Selection

‘most ‘part, concerned the subtests us
: sufficient for attainment of the’ sp ific criterion.‘,‘ ?:

. .-.."» » ;.
s ]

Examination of - the. specific rescreening §CT ening data indicates that use of

‘the instruments/procedures in specific resc eeaing/screening was Tnot ‘uniform

across the 13 ‘schogls. .'Specifically, differences were found in the use of the
Califernia: AchieVement Test, thg Short Form Test of Academic Achievement
(SFTAA),f*and the Renzulli—Hartman tqacher checklist. ‘The differences, for the

} and the "cut-score"  values:  considered

s
je" o0

For 'example,» ‘there: "was .no uniformity*invthe w&y the California Achievement

Test results were included in the specific screehing process.in the 10 schodls'
in which: it was ~utilized. TFive 'scores, are available for inclusion in the
‘ decision-making process for. thq California.. four subtests, and the .total
- score, MCPS- guidelines uggest two QT more of " these scores -be. at . stanine 9

for attainment of the. spebific ’criterion. Only one school  (10' ‘percént)
considered all five: .scores in this process, while the 'remaining nine schools

(90 percent) utilized’ information only from the four subtest scores. In two

of the schools (20 - percent), two subtest scores of . stanine 8 or better
sufficed as a specific ‘scréening criterion, in - one school (10 percent) one

.score at stanine 9 sufficed. The remaining seven schools (70 percent)

considered1 two . scores at - stanine - 9 for ., attainment of ' the ,.specific
criterion. -Thus, based upon  the luck of the draw regarding .the school in
which the testing took .place, students would either attain ox not attain a

specific criterion . via the Californfa Achievement.Test. Similar differences -

[

were found for the SFTAA results. _ »////

" . ’ ¢
"\' N . om .l‘
«

';Three subtests are. contained in' the .Renzulli-Hartman checklist, and MCPS . :
;guidelines. suggest .attainment "of - “two out of ' three cutoff scores for the '
<specific criteribn. Three (25. perCent) - of " ‘the . 12 schools ."in. which the "=
'Renzulli—Hartman was administered considered( attainment of onlyuone cutoff ..
“score sufficient for the specific’ criterion.\. By contrast, in = ‘three ~other. ‘.
schools, " the .Renzulli-Hartman was .npt. completed(for the student’ unless ‘he/she. -

had already attained a specific criterion on: either the Raven matrices’ or- the

SFTAA. Thus, in these schools, the Renzulli-Hartman was used as’ the final..ff
cut, rather than as one of several. criteria to be employed in professionall_-'

decision making.'  « . ‘ _”~ o - N ‘.

-

The MCPS guidelines fdrt gifted and talented screening and selection suggest, ﬁ
attainment of three’ or more specific criteria for program selection 1in ° Grades .

K-2 and four or more for Grades 3-6. In examination ‘of the rescreening/

-screening data, differences were found between schools ‘in  implementation of
this guideline as well : -

. ( ',l.n : ' :. o .! : ' | ._T:g-.

et

'av"‘ e

One of these seven sc ools ﬁtilized the California Achievement Test as the

sole rescreening criterion in- Grades 4 and 5. :According to :.the;.school
principal, students  in these grades who had not previously been selected for
gifted and talented programs vere automatically ‘included if they obtained two

or more stanine 9 scores on the California..- By use of this process the
principal indicated that many more- students were enabled to be included in hisu
.school s Gifted and Talented Program. ’ -

.r




"The Use of Professional Decision Making
1 . s ) - . L
'~The use of professional decision making in rescreening appears to be helping

’ A »

L PR S ‘ R 4
s : LI
.4

- specific criteria was 'the cutoff score for’ automatic program selectioﬂ,
regardless of grade . level., 1In.these schools, .some students.with fewer than

In eight aof the ;schools (62 percent), it appears that attainment of three’

-three : ériteria were given special consideration by committee fof program ~

seledtion. » The remaining five schools departed further from the selection.
guidelines.' School .1 employed only the California Achievement Test results as

a. screening device ,in Grades 4 and 5° (see footnote 23). . School 3's students =

particigated in an area—b?sed pullout ‘ptogram  that had very féw openings."

- Thus," 'students 1in. t school were required- to attain five gspecific criteria

- for . prdgram candidacy. ' Schools 7 ‘and 12, - whose student. bodies tended to

" be ?Iower. achieving than the MCPS average on standardized tests),; considered WO

'7_ criteria sufficient for program seléction.. School 13, whose ‘student * body

’ tended to be more highly achieving on ' stdndardized tests than the MCPS

average,kalso gonsidered two criteria sufficient for: program selection. : .These;'

‘datg--only serwe tgo emphasize, once again, the differences in- practice .across
the MCPS schools._ e : - :

v

the . whit - students. substantially meore  than - it °is "helping. minority

students. « Of the 121 students’ selected for programs ,in - the 13 schools. as

.a result -of rescreening, 11 students from & schools had’ notations next to the

. - selection ‘decision indicating additional input from'the selection committee in

. the decision: making..‘ The . -students, who all had fewer than the’ normally,

required criteria for selection, were’ comprised of 10 whites (91 pércepz) and .

1 Asian ( 'per ent) S ﬁ_}-‘ e ;,.“ N‘ . ,

lents. - from two additional schools who did not have the required

number of 'ri"eria had maybe noted as a decision.; 0f theseL ,there - were

S e ._-_v -

17. A student in this schoolawho was- considered eligible for: the Gifted. andv

Talented Program by school staff was. allowed to take the SFTAA four times.
until she "finally got a stanine 9. score and could qualify for the program.

' 18.\ The teacher responsible for the Gifted and’ Talented Program in one school

reported to DEA that in the past, mihority" students received "am additional,
point" in the : election prﬁcess. ‘She- indicated however, that’ this Rractice
is not being followed this year (1982—83)

.t

- ,..

--'.'



o Two major findings emerge from the analyses.

~04O

. ) .
. ‘_,,\._.. ; . . \_

;’f 0, Implementation of “the sc;eening .processes . bontinues . to .be T

inconsistent across ' schools andl diverges ~from: the . countywide

.;guidelines. .The ' lack'. *dﬁ consistenoy' is even : more severe where

e

“resq;eening 18~ involved.

,' . ST . L f’ .o Coen

.and Hispanics, fare ;pot being selected formrogramaparticipation in

v

.8tudents’ in,the Egreening p&ols, these students,. particularly blacks

'AA!epresentaéive—n ibers o

-r.q C i oo R e

'jfhese _findings 1ead us‘ t0f.raiset°some very fundamental questions- about

’ écreening and " the. épproacﬂ%.that Montgomery County* ‘has, to date,’ adopted

f?While it is clear that there’ are some very understandable ™ reasons- for trying
: implement a uniform’ -procedure which relies in. Iarge patrt on’standardized S
ﬁqchievement test instrumehts, -the - proqedure as it now. stands must . vbe

":questionef from three perspectives. SR ‘of}, : j,
‘0 There As no'evidence that the present criterion used for performance

'.,». - i

* o ;[}DeSpite effortB on the part of school staffs to’ inckude minoritym

. or thé standardized  tests. discr}minates between - students who.. .an_ﬁﬁ

-asucceed in gifted and talented programs and students who cannot., -

v, \;_~

‘o rGiven what is Kpown ahout rthe performance of minority students on.:

if‘ Gg*”'imOSt standardized ‘achievement tests, it is 1ikely that - black . ‘and.
= Hispanic - students will continue to be underrepresented in gifted and

' St
A ..'

: égrt on these instrum'pts:,

° : Uniformity of imp%ementation is very difficult to achieve, and the'

8 o _ tendency ochoolé" to modify the screening procedures - has " been’
'}Q*é. ” dpcumented repeatedly. " While  some. of -the modifications clearly

quear to be less than desirable, the’ possibility that .greater: local
f xibility might well serve a posit}ve purpose cannot be - dismissed

be: given to. the requirement that -screening be uniform across all gchools..
s_Rather, greater: ‘emp hould be placed on. using measurés.. which . directly
-assess._ithe skills riedtled to function: in the. particular program provided by a,

iveh.school This. seeggf reasonablé and ' evern desirable, given that. the

Second, in selecting measures, consideration _should be ‘given - to using
. instruments and assessment approaches not'currently included in .the. currgnt,

© systemwide screening procedures., of special concern is.the inclusion of

. L el - -»
ow - cp e e el . Co . .

‘3'servipes currently provided vary greatly in both content and’ delivery mode.;’
'Rather than seeking uniformity in’screening, the goal should be to assure’ . that.
 the screening procedures appropfiately measure the particular content and
- objectives of . ﬁhe‘program to be del&yered This. approach would not negate the .
- possibility of - Aiging - some common core of measures for- screening across all
.schoolg, but it WDEid Amply tha% the common 'core ‘should | be supplemented by
measures which vary as. a’ function of vqtiatiqns in programs provided o .

.

1@g _talented prognams asflong as selection continues to be based in. large ;,

. Therefore, it. is time ‘to rtake a very serious look at the current screening *:
g@process and tw reexamine - -gomé. critical issues,  First, reconsideration  should



ly instruments better abﬁ! éo identify gifted Hispanic and black-students. .At ‘-j;‘;
‘leal t . three -’ types ‘of assessments. ‘come, to mind ‘which - warfantH further ™

.?.Meas ires ' of Creativity.:V." PR

. i
As pagt of a special project deslgned to ide

'HInstruction), staff of the Gi
. alternative screening ap] roaches One compt ts of the”process~
'-performance ‘data on tests i

"originality. In this ﬂroject,n
~ students . for, 'special ‘instrug
; -giftedness, ﬁot for direct entr fin,t,g gift:&

congideration: -measures of wereativity,. measures of - specificfcgntent skills,.,ifuﬁi
and ork samples. B T A q :

A . D » o
=

1 K v e . :$;("..,; RE E .
¥ potentia}ly gifted» studeﬁts T
opulations (Program-of Assegsment, D agnosis& and: @; e
ted and Talenfed Prggram are . egperimern ting‘ with g *
todgant-herof-"'"‘"

among culturally different- ¥

-include charactefisties “suc
-'ibging qsed 2o« identiify o
' potensial fof academicff~

_ ) ﬁnted programs.” It is. not’ ;
unreasonable "to . suggest, however, that. mefBures of,cf%ﬂtivity might he useful
as direct: indicators of giftedne }‘,Indeed, ‘one, might suggest that. it 1gt for

i
wpo

‘r

" the academically cteative student’ that special services should;be pfovidéd as_r 7§mrf
_ well as ‘(or-instead of) for the,student wifh g@neral“‘achdemic talent. » Given .. ,4‘
L these considerations, further exploratioﬁ of - this' eaiseems warranted o
3Measures of Specific Content Skills ";3gj' T - fﬁg
) ) v~. o8 ,\. . , .

}aAt the secondary school level,, At 3is’yno&*uncommon to select students for -

»?special programs, based mainly on penformance 4n’ a, specific ‘content  area,:

« “rdather - than - general" academic functioning.,’A candidate for advanced placement

., in mathematics, forainstance, does. notjhave to bé _a: high achiever - in: English
“.” to gain acceéss to:thie advanced mathematics program.’ At the elementarv level,

however, it is.current: practice to’ require a high degree of " general academic

- proficiency “regardless of the specific nature. of the program.v ‘While this-

approach may be well suited to some programs,‘for others it may ~ indeed “ be a,. f"&t.l

- mismatch. Consideration “should, ,therefore, be: given to - more close1y 1inking, e R

' ~the skill areas tested" to the skill" areas a program is designed to - address,

* '.., o . .;_,

where general academic enrichment is not the goal o o ¢f .

5
T,
PRl

. Wprk Samples - oo, f7~ o -,fl]_rs- f";tQIQ ,-; i

a

"Most of the performance measures current1y used for screening, and even the'j.’ff'g

a1ternatives described ébove, can .be categorized ag tests ~of" some 'skill or
behavioral ‘trait. An “.alternatfve. to this approach s toeuse -work" samples .
designed ‘to assess perﬂbrmance _on - tasks”’ similar_ to “those ' ‘with = which. the
student will be dealing in the instructional program which will be provided..

‘For example, if a 'school is screeningr candidates’ Ior a . creative writing . -

-'program, samples -of work produced by the students 'Bhould be e1icited* Mf the, .

‘program  is intendéd . to broaden problem—solving skills, - ..performance*’ain‘ S
‘situations,_ziese problem solving is. required .should. - be’ *examined - This C e
_approach to sessment, while uncommon in MCPS - where admittance .to- programe . fv‘#
for the cognitively or academica11y gifted is concerned 1is based directly on: . ’
“the’ model uséed by the arts, such’ as music ﬂk dance. In a‘sense, the study is .
proposing that the student "auditidh" for the program.f“'- 4 . ! g
. .,', Lo * .r' »o

h:ThiS, year, suchs.an approach is Hting tried for seleq;ion into the Mﬁﬁnet J
TClusterlvProgram at iﬁhrning T;ee Elemen;ary School One component of the = =

o C S 22 Ll e A

f}:f.',_~_¢“sad§ ot aﬁ\%? U S
L B LI T ~ T -




o B
¢ A L "', o " : “? ) ‘;-" . . ]
T screening will be the assgssment of student performpnce in tasks. similar to *
.~ thgse. which will e ‘required during the school year.. This is an approach-
ﬁ;’s T which shouldEbe looked at for more broad-based adoption. . S

& With these issues’ in mind, it 18 recommended that ‘the- following modifications,'

';# qto the Gifted and Talented Selection Process be considered'
6 o) a Consideration should be given “to modifying or ,eliminating the

. current general "Screening process., which theoretically “identifies
- - overall academic’ giftedness, - and replacing it withg_scrggning_?___
A ¢+ -~~—1ﬂ~“procedures"wh1cn are more,.closely attuned to the. content. and

‘ " . objectives . of - the actual programs offered ~Use of - the morew
5i§;~,ﬂ L pecialized screening approach would enable students who are not . .the
e .7 high' test achievers overall to:be more regadily selected for programs .
. Lt - tapping thelr particular area ‘of strength, and it is felt - that more .
S PR RN minority students would legitimately qualify for programs under this’
e e T type of screening appro%ph R _ , - :
© o (i .
: _ o i
e : B ) Continued efforts should*be expended on exploring alternatives to
mtloL the current’ means’ of gelecting -students, ,with emphasis placed.on.
a0 _l'identifying students using both nontest materials and tests ‘which.-
' - ; . measure competencie& not adequately assessed by tests. of generalized .
. ;'academic achievemgnt. SR -
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\ e - Statistical Analyses by -
S U Screening Tnstrument/Procedure
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Criterion: Staff Nonination f’i',v o
* Nugber of Students Sereened Using Criterion. i1
‘Numbet of Students in.Global Pool: 2,153

Peruntage of Global Pool Screened Ueing Criterion' 21 "

¥

Attainnent of N Nmnl;er .and  Nusber and Percentage Nuuber and Percentage .Nnnner and Percentage'

Global Percentage Paesing ‘Requiring Professional - Passing ‘Selected for
Criterion Global Screening : Decisinn Makin . Sgecific Screening Program

lttmber | Nunber Percentage Number Percentage i usber * Percents i Nunber Percentj_.'

10 Y e o om - m ot :' " R
BT U W I ‘}ftv ¥ on 3 f-ll 6 1 "
'. cebberton Yot Usid o 2
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Criterion. Self-nonination
 Number of Students, Screened Using Criterion: 451
MﬂuofawmminmwnPwL 1,15 .

Percentage of: Global. Pool Screened Using Criterion. ) S
, Attajmment o ‘of  Nuberand  Nusber and Percentage Nunber and Percentage Number and'Percentage -
Global: - Percentage Pgssing Requiring Professional =~ Passing « . Selected for
QM&ﬂmLﬂ___JHdmL&wudqt——Jhdshnm&m; &aﬁﬁrﬁmmadg ' Program———
Nunber . Nunber Percentage _Humber Percent_ge Nunber"Percentgge .. Nunber Percentage__
T B oo % R Woem . % mo
Cowomooow oW mon @ 0 .8 B
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Criterion: Pmnt Nomination -

Number of Students Screened Ugdng Criterion' 1 143 R
. Nuber of Students in Global Pool: 2,133 -~ - e

Percentage of Global Pool Screened Using Criterfomt 53 . . T

.

/.

o ‘ : o : G ‘ RIS
| Attainment of . Number and Nunber and Percentage Number and Percentege Nnnber and Percentage |
Global | Percentage Passing Reqniring Professiotial Passing - : Selected for

“ Criterlon Global Screening Decieion MekinL Speeific Screenin ing Prognm
Number _Number - Percentaje_' udber Percentqe ‘ Nunber: “Percentage éhmber Percent L
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INITIAL SCREENING IN EARLIEST GRADE SERVED'I

| THE POPULATION SCREENED AND SELECTED ' »
"-"M:. ' oo .
Screening and Selection %f SR I R s o T

. Six of the thirteen schools reported initia

1 screenlng activities “for the

procedures,

The data show. that’&83 ‘percent  of the . incoming"

.globally

screened,

‘students . were

L

1981-82 RESCREENING ACTIVITIES . =~ |

. 1981-82" school “year ‘(Bee Exhibit B=1). Students were initially’ screened in.;,.
“‘Kindergarten (2 - schools), first .grade (2 schools),,. ‘and . second grade - -
3 schools). Five : of . the - six schools reported - their globgl screening-

O ‘ 35 percent were' included in specific. 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-2), 26-to 51 pe;cent were -

included in specific screening, ‘and 0 -to. 30 percent . “were . . selected - for

programs. . School 5 included 164 students: in. global*scteening but selected no; o
students from this group for. gifted and talented programs%_yg_. S
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Global and Specific Screening and Sel;ttibn fofaPrograms in the T g f;
R Earl:leét Incoming Grade by sc'hoo1 Dol :
e . ' “ :-' ‘—‘ N S _.4 St ‘ . o
Students Included. ;Students Included in e Students Seledted .
. in Global Screening - Specific Screenin ng - for Programs'-g..ﬂ
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(a) Globally screened a11 students in'Grades K—3 but no detailed iigures vere EQ;L
provided . -
(b) More students screened than school enrollment due to high mobility rate. jfiw
(c) Does. not include school 1 - w .
- ‘. . u
,Init%ﬁl Screenihg and Selection by Racel . ;
_Exhibit B-3 presents the population of the: six schools broken down by,racial
- group. Exhibits B-4 through B-6 present the racial -proportions by school who
‘were included ‘in global "and specific ‘screenin and vho were ‘selected for -
: programs. The - jata indicate that while proportionately more blacks and
-'Hispani¢s were j ncluded Ain global * screening . than their: qptcentages of the
» o sample populatipn would suggest, fewer blacks .and Hispanics ' were , included in-
an specific screening or ‘selected for programs. " Adfong the six schools 12 percent
5» of the population was blagk and 4 percent was Hispanic. In ,global -screening; T
. therg were 4é7 perceg black students and 6 percent Hispanics; in specific
L scré ning, tHere were percent b1acks and 3 percent Hispanics; and . amongj
’f" tho selected for programs Mene 5 percent blacks and 2 percent Hispanics ‘
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The Instrygs Jcedures Used in Initial Screening

;~B-8 —present the"“instruments”‘used in the six séhools fdr

global pe scréening of the incoming classes. .The Raven matrices ~ was
the Bt widely . used - \in both’ global. and specific screening
'Moreove_, 1t j only global instrument . used’  in school 2. In global
. screening, * ha  schools also- used parent nomination -and staff nomination,

g ggAcademic Achieve .

Y

eening half the \schools used ‘the Short - Form :Test ' of -
éhe Renzulli—Smith, the Renzulli-Hartman, and CIRCUS.

while in speci

"", and two other schools used parent ‘nomination as one of the.
global screen ro(z'edures However, schoolp2” uﬁed neith‘parent permission
or.parent nomif There -did not - appear/ﬂto be' any students who were:
eligible to be . -ciuded in specific screening whose pafents denied permission

Further inconsistencies wore note& in the way the specific screening
. instruments were utilized. In school 2 the Renzulli-Hartman was administered
only for those. students who met the criterion on the Raven or the Short Form v
Test of Academic Achievement. In Grade" 1 in: school -5, the Renzulli—Smith was,
" administered only ‘for those stud;gts who met the criterion on .the CIRCUS or

who received staff nomination.* Add{ onally, the Raven was administered only
if -the -student met the criterion’ ok the Renzulli—Smith Inconsistent use of:
the instruments/procedures might result in the sruling out ‘of . 'students .’ 'who

could have the potential: of being included in programs where professional

decision making is used. o S 3
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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 studefits 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
tﬁ specific criteria, and presumably comnittee decisions would be made for
these students of the five students, there wvere four whites and one Asian
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2. The, use of parent permission is not. required. if the entire grade is

screened. . However, .79 percent of the entering grade ia. school'2 was globally
screened. - o .
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s EXHIBIT B-7 .
‘ni Instrumennglgngpgdn:gg Used in Global Screening of Incoming Classes by School and Grade »
S . .b,; , : ' " ' ‘ E ‘ : _ Stalfford ‘ : “
. . ~Paremt' - Staff - Nomination Raven (b) - ' _Achievement I’au:ent:.‘(c
chool . Nomination Nomination by Others Matrices SFTAA CIRCUS  Test Permission
f_ i . , . . ' , % |
1 o R | o ' S .‘ | - . X
2 2
o ) /
5 1,2® 1,2 s 2 2 2 1
6 | 2 2 X
7 K K K X
. .
8 )\ 1

a) Numbers.in cells are grade levels in which instrument/procedure vas used,
b) SFTAA=Short Form Test of Academic Achievement
c) X=Parent permission required before student could be included in specific screening.fd
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EXBIBIT B—B .

) Inatruments/?rocedures Used 1n Specific Scréening of ' ,
Incoming Classes by-School, and Grade g . N

& 2

- School Matrices SFTAA » ‘Smith ~~ Hartman  CIRCUS  SESAT Other ST
1 @ SR e K- - K 'K e
2 2 2 2 ’ |
5 1,2 2 1 , .2
6 2’ 2" 2 )
. 4 -
7 . K . ‘o K
8 1 a L . e . 1 | - .'. -"_ X 1
_ (a) Numbers ;;\cells are grade levels in which instrument/ptocedutes was used.
(b) SFTAA=Short Form Test of Academic Achievement. v ; . A
(c) SESAT=Stanford Early School Achievement Test. ~ . S - :
(d) 0thet=Kough/DeHaan and Boehm. i o S L
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