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To Sidney L. Pressey, Dean A. Worcester, and James R. Hobson, strong

proponents of educational acceleration for intellectually talented youths, and to

the great founders of the gifted-child movement, Lewis M. Terman and LetaS.

Hollingworth, who stressed both acceleration and enrichment, we dedicate this

first volume to treat both alternatives extensively.
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PREFACE

 

The acceleration versus enrichment controversy has existed virtually for as

long as there have been sizable schools. Early entrance and ‘‘double pro-

motions’’ seemed morenatural in the context of the one-room schoolhouse than

they do today. The issue hasled to a great deal of argument, most of it unsup-

ported by firm empirical evidence. Seldom is it even recognized explicitly that

there are about as many different ways to speed up the educational progress of an

intellectually talented youth as there are waysto ‘“‘enrich”’ his or her educational

experiences(e.g., see Stanley 1978 for a list of the former). It was the purpose of

the 1977 American Educational Research Association symposium,on whichthis

book is based, to explore the situation from many points of view and to see what

studies thus far indicate. We were fortunate to assemble an outstanding panel and

to provide its members in advance with some of the most relevant literature,

including a rather thorough survey prepared by Stephen P. Daurio especially for

this symposium. Wehope that this volume will steady the keel a bit by coun-

teracting unsupported statements that favor either point of view. This does not

mean we are neutral, however. In our opinion, empirical evidence strongly

supports the value ofletting intellectually brilliant youths move ahead education-

ally at their own preferred rates, rather than being held to the lock step age-in-

grade pace that characterizes most schools.

The three editors collaborated closely from the inception of the idea for the

symposium through the publication of this volume. The symposium itself was

organized by Julian Stanley, managed by William George, and supervised tech-

nically by Sanford Cohn. Preparing the manuscriptitself was the responsibility of

Messrs. George, Cohn, and Stanley, in that order. Considerable assistance was

provided by Camilla P. Benbow, Catherine M. G. Cohn, Lynn M. Daggett,

Ann R.Eisenberg, Karen J. Feinstein, and Lauren B. Mardell. Typing was done

expertly by Lois S. Sandhofer and Laura M. Thommen.

This is the ninth volume based on the annual Hyman Blumberg Symposia on

Research in Early Childhood Education. The symposia are supported by income

from a $110,000 endowmentgiven to The Johns Hopkins University in 1969 by

the Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America. The late Mr. Blumberg wasthe

executive vice president of ACWA.Financial support for this particular project

of the Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth (SMPY)at The Johns Hopkins

University also came from the Spencer Foundation of Chicago.

XUll



Acceleration and Enrichment:

A Controversy in Perspective



1

ACCELERATION AND ENRICHMENT:
DRAWING THEBASELINES

FOR FURTHER STUDY

Sanford J. Cohn

 

THE CONTROVERSY IN PERSPECTIVE

For nearly forty years prior to 1970, the acceleration versus enrichment argument

lay dormant as far as the public was concerned. The Great Depression had

eliminated the prerogative for public-interested disagreement for all but a few

educational and psychological investigators. Before that time, however, there

had been proponents of educational acceleration and others who favored enrich-

ment. Each group considered its own a singularly appropriate underlying strategy

for educating intellectually gifted youngsters. But with few jobs waiting for

graduates after 1929, there seemed to be no reason or purpose even for brilliant

students to finish their formal schooling. In the ensuing absence of public debate,

the unrivaled assumptions implied, and even voiced, by advocates for enrich-

ment became entrenched firmly in the nation’s public consciousness. Some of

these assumptions were clear expressions of the mythology that had developed in

regard to great intellectual talent and precocity. ‘‘Early ripe, early rot’’ was but

one epigram that encouraged educators of the mid-1900s to suppress actively the

rapid intellectual development experienced by some youths. Parents of such

children were counseled to avoid even considering accelerative educational plans

for their children. The price one ‘‘surely’’ would have to pay for moving more

rapidly through the educational lock step than did one’s age mates washis or her

‘‘social and emotional adjustment.’’ Counselors predicted lives characterized by

loneliness and despair for these children if they chose to skip a grade in school or

even to move ahead more quickly in certain subjects. Montour (1977b) has
explored this theme expertly.

We cannot doubtthat these counselors were acting in good faith by voicing

their professional concerns, inasmuch as similar feelings were voiced by many

other professionals throughout the hierarchy of educational practitioners. After

all, America of the early 1900s was considered a ‘‘melting pot’’ culture. Social

3
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pressure to conform addedto the depression’s economic realities. Sameness and
assimilation were thought to lead to social acceptance and therefore to be basic
among the attitudes needed by the many then-recent immigrants to the United
States. Counseling intellectually gifted children toward programs that would
‘‘enrich”’ or broaden their cultural assimilation (via academic experiences) was
consistent with these outlooks. Enrichment seemed to offer less conspicuous
methods for teachers and administrators to deal with the special educational
needs of these children. Accusations of ‘‘elitism’’ thereby could be avoided.

The year 1971 saw a resurgence of public debate aboutthe relative merits of
enrichment overacceleration. In that year Julian C. Stanley, a noted educational
measurement specialist, formed his actively interventional Study of Mathemati-
cally Precocious Youth (SMPY)at The Johns Hopkins University with substantial
support from the Spencer Foundation of Chicago. Stanley chose to continue the
empirical study of strategies for educating gifted youths that had been begun
implicitly by Lewis M. Terman in his Genetic Studies of Genius series and
carried out more explicitly by Leta S. Hollingworth (1942) in her studies and
counseling efforts based at Teachers College of Columbia University. The empir-
ical evidence gathered by SMPYsince its inception has formed the. basis of
outspoken advocacy by Stanley and his associates for educationally accelerative
techniques to help those mathematically brilliant youngsters who are eager to
proceed quickly and to excel in high-level mathematics curricula.

Not only has SMPY worked with thousands of youths who reason extremely

well mathematically, but also it has served as a training ground for a numberof

educational and developmental psychologists under the mentorship of its foun-

der. New programs for studying specific issues concerning educationally ac-

celerative techniques have been created by these and other SMPY-trained per-

sonnel. (Once such methods are developed, they are validated first; only then are

they applied to the education of mathematically gifted youths.) Lynn H. Fox’s

Intellectually Gifted Child Study Group, for example, directs its energies

primarily toward the study of sex differences among mathematically talented

youths and of ways to minimize their effects amonggifted girls.

In less than a decade a small but vociferous group of professionals has

become the national advocate for educational acceleration. Practitioners and

other investigators who either actively or quietly support the use of accelerative

techniques haverallied to join forces with this group. Still, champions of accel-

eration represent a tiny minority among educational specialists interested in

gifted students. Because many of these advocates come from the tradition of

empirical study in education and psychology, they have madean effort to sub-

stantiate their claims with fairly rigorously determined evidence. Professionals at

SMPY and at projects stimulated by it have published numerous books and

articles. They and their former prodigies have received considerable attention in

the press and electronic communications media, even to the extent that several

States, counties, regional units, and localities, to say nothing of one South

American country, have begun programs using the SMPYstrategies as their
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model. Such projects, which replicate the continuing string of SMPY pilot

studies, eventually will serve to help the public assess the value of accelerative

techniques for mathematically brilliant youths, and perhaps for children with

other talents as well.

The major point of this brief perspective is that a controversy presently

exists—perhaps even rages! Even a naive spectator attending one of the national

association conferences for the gifted would notice the incipient, but growing,

dialogue.

The purpose of this book, the fifth volume in the SMPY Studies of In-

tellectual Precocity series, is to set forth clearly the positions of the partisans in

the acceleration-enrichment debate. In order to accomplish this end, the editors

have chosen, first, to place the argument in historical perspective by tracing it

through the educational and psychological literature; second, to provide the

reader with several glimpses or highlights of relevant literature espousing each

viewpoint; and third, to recapitulate the present status of the dialogue as ex-

pressed in an eighteen-member symposium. Since SMPYis intended asa series

of longitudinal investigations into the effects of accelerative intervention in the

education of mathematically brilliant youths, we hopethat this volumewill serve

to mark the base lines against which the results of these long-term efforts eventu-

ally will be judged.

THE STRUCTURE OF THIS VOLUME

In his review of 182 books andarticles (chapter 2), Stephen P. Daurio identifies

four sources of problemsthat enter into the acceleration-enrichment controversy:

(1) the tradition of the age-grade lock step in the American educational system;

(2) resistance among the populace to the use of standardized tests that are appro-

priate for identifying talented youths; (3) practitioners’ selective recall of social

adjustment problems among those children who have accelerated through the

formal schooling process; and (4) confusion over the definitions of the terms

enrichment and acceleration. Daurio treats each of the first three issues in turn.

First, he reviews the history of chronological age grading in America. Second, he

discusses the use oftests in identifying intellectually talented youths. Andthird,

he offers an analysis of educators’ ‘‘selective’’ versus ‘‘representative’’ biases

against acceleration. The major portion of his paper, however, traces the de-

velopment of and conclusions drawn from observations of programs and reports

on studies that favor either enrichment or acceleration as an appropriate strategy

for educating intellectually gifted students. It is in this section that Daurio ad-

dresses the definitional problems regarding the terms enrichment and accelera-

tion.

Daurio delineates two kinds of enrichment. Thefirst type, called ‘‘lateral,

nonaccelerative enrichment,’’ is traced chronologically via programs developed

in school systems throughout the country. Little empirical evidence exists that
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substantiates the appropriateness of such programs. Then Dauriodifferentiates a
second type of enrichment, ‘‘relevant academic enrichment,’’ into three sub-
classifications: special schools, special programs within schools, and fast-paced
classes.

Daurio’s treatment of relevant enrichment techniques in chapter 2 makes
special note of two inherent problems. First, ‘‘relevant’’ enrichment generally
exposes students to curricula they typically would encounterlater in their educa-
tional careers; hence it often results only in postponing boredom. Second, en-
richment programsproved beneficial not only for intellectually gifted students
but also for students of more average ability. Consequently, such strategies could
not be described as ‘‘qualitatively differentiated’’ for gifted students, an impor-
tant evaluative criterion suggested in guidelines provided by national legislation
(Federal Register 1976).

Chapter 3 of this volumeis a reprint of the 1951 article by Meister and Odell
entitled “‘What Provisions for the Education of Gifted Students?’’ It appeared
originally in the National Association ofSecondary School Principals (NASSP)
Bulletin. Meister and Odell provide a glimpse of educators’ arguments that offer
social and emotional maladjustment as justification for counseling students to
avoid breaking the educational lock step.

A more up-to-date definition of enrichment is provided in chapter 4, which

is excerpted from Joseph S. Renzulli’s The Enrichment Triad Model: A Guide

for Developing Defensible Programs for the Gifted and Talented, published in

1977. In this brief article enrichment is defined, assumptions underlying its

utility are outlined, and several specific enrichmentactivities are introduced.

In chapter 5, ‘Career Education for Gifted Preadolescents,’’ Lynn H. Fox

offers an example of relevant academic enrichmentthat avoids both of the prob-

lems mentioned above. In the programsthat Fox describesthe student is provided

with information relevant to planning his or her educational future. Such infor-

mation generally is not offered elsewhere in the typical schooling process. As a

result boredom in the class or at some later point in time is an unlikely conse-

quence. Moreover,the types of careers discussed are geared to the completion of

a considerable amount of formal education. Most of her procedures involve

accelerative strategies to complete such schooling rapidly and well. Since only

persons of exceptionally high ability are advised to consider these strategies,

such programs do offer ‘‘qualitatively differentiated’’ training for gifted young-

sters.

The problems that enrichment strategies seek to avoid (especially social

and/or emotional maladjustment due to displacement from one’s age peers) must

be considered in the light of the problems such methodscreate (e.g., the stigma

of segregated age grouping by ability without subsequent programs that are

appropriately challenging).

Empirical evaluation of these techniques has advanced little since Dean

Worcester addressed them in his 1956 monograph, The Education of Children of

Above-Average Mentality. (The section of that monograph entitled ‘‘Enrich-
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ment’’ has been reprinted as chapter 6 in this volume.) Worcester examined the

practical issues relevant to enrichment programs: the time during which they

should be given; their advantages and disadvantages, and variables such as class

size for segregated groups and the social adjustment of students in these highly

differentiated situations. In his summary he compared acceleration and enrich-

ment. He maintained that through 1956 ‘‘no good studies’’ had been conducted

that compared the relative merits of the two strategies. It appeared that any

method aimed at meeting the special needs of the gifted had value. However,

Worcester concluded that ‘‘We do know that the accelerated students have saved

time.”’

Since 1956 only one substantial study has been made (Goldberg, Passow,

Camm, and Neill 1966) that compares the respective techniques. Althoughit is

not reprinted in this volume, its method and conclusions are summarized below.

In brief, enriched and accelerated programs were wedded with specific curricula

for mathematics instruction (contemporary versus standard) for seventh-grade

students chosen onthe basis of high general intelligence (IQ over 120). Fifty-one

classes (about 1,500 pupils) comprised the initial population sample. After the

three-year duration of the study, however, only thirty-seven classes remained

(868 pupils). Although a numberof other problems involved with longitudinal

field research were encountered in addition to loss of subjects, several conclu-

sions were suggested. In simplified form they were as follows: (1) contemporary

mathematics appeared to produce better results than did standard mathematics;

(2) accelerated programs were better than enriched ones; and (3) contemporary-

accelerated programs produced the best results ofall.

In his literature survey Daurio found a considerable numberof studies that

offered empirical evidence supporting claims for the relative benefits of educa-

tional acceleration. Inasmuchas concern for the gifted student’s social and emo-

tional development forms the justification for caution against accelerative op-

tions, Daurio traces the evolution of this argument carefully. The practice of past

educators, and even present ones, has been to exercise extraordinary restraint in

applying accelerative techniques. Such caution wasoffered in spite of considera-

ble evidence reported by Terman andhis associates that there was a positive

relationship between mental developmentandsocial and emotional adjustment.

In volume 4 of the Genetic Studies of Genius Lewis M. Terman and Melita

H. Oden addressdirectly ‘‘The Problem of School Acceleration.’’ Their essay is

reprinted as chapter 7 of this volume. The evidence provided is encouraging and

the conclusions drawn support the use of accelerative techniques. The authors

argue that conservative applications of accelerative strategies such as skipping a

single grade often were insufficient to meet the actual needs of brilliant young-

sters. In their opinion several grade skips might be more appropriate if spaced

properly throughout a youth’s educational years (e.g., fifth to seventh grade,

eighth to tenth grade, or eleventh grade to college, in a kindergarten throughsix,

seven through nine, and ten through twelve grade setting, respectively).

Daurio breaks down evidence regarding accelerative techniques into three
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broad categories: studies of early entrance to college, rapid completion of the
bachelor’s degree, and acceleration prior to college entrance. Within the first
class, he cites the importance of biographicalcase histories. An early associate of
Terman, Catharine M. Cox, based the second volume of the Genetic Studies of
Genius series (1926) on a review of biographical data concerning the early lives
of 300 “‘geniuses.’’ About the same time Leta S. Hollingworth employed case
history techniques in gathering evidence to support her developmentof special
schools for the gifted and counseling strategies for intellectually prodigious

youngsters. More recently, Kathleen Montour, a former SMPYproject associate

who received her baccalaureate from The Johns Hopkins University in 1976,

traced the lives of a rather large number of prodigies, many of them still living.

She emphasizes the necessity for excellent detective work and discusses some

secrets of her research techniques (Montour 1978a). In an impressively detailed

article about the tragic case of William James Sidis (Montour 1975a, 1977b), she

traces the well-publicized decline of this once famous mathematical prodigy and

compareshis sad circumstances with those of the magnificently successful Nor-

bert Wiener. She also has scrutinized the later lives of a number of prodigies

identified in the past. Leta S. Hollingworth served as the source of some case

studies (Montour 1976d, 1977c), as did the famous 1940s radio show ‘‘Quiz

Kids’’ (Montour 1975b). Montour used a more nearly pure retrospective method

(similar to Cox’s technique) in tracking downthe early experiences of a number

of more modern intellectual Wunderkinder, including Merrill Kenneth Wolf,

who earned his bachelor’s degree at age 14 (Montour 1976a), and Charles Louis

Fefferman, who at age 22 became the youngest American full professor

(Montour 1976b). She also performed retrospective analyses of such outstanding

present-day scientific personalities as Wernher von Braun, Harold Brown, and

Robert Burns Woodward (Montour 1977d). Several historically eminent prod-

igies who lived in prerevolutionary America (Paul Dudley, Cotton Mather, and

John Trumbull) underwent her detective-like scrutiny as well (Montour 1976c).

Computational skill was contrasted with mathematical reasoning ability in her

comparative study of the early lives of Zerah Colburn and Carl Friedrich Gauss

(Montour 1976g). A problematic literary genius, Thomas Chatteron, was studied

against the backdrop of a socially manipulated mathematical prodigy, Evariste

Galois (Montour 1978b). Montour hascarried her passionate interest in ferreting

out early facts about prodigious children into areas other than the intellectual,

among them talent in the drama (1976e), in the opera (1978c), in the world of

finance (1976f), and even in gymnastics (1978d).

With the exceptions of Sidis and Colburn, whose childhoods were exploited

ruthlessly by their parents, the early and rapid educational development experi-

enced by these prodigies demonstrated no consistent relationship to social malad-

justment or emotional problems. Family dynamics were found to beat the root of

the serious problems and maladjustments that have occurred in a few prodigies,

even in the extremely morbid caseofthe brilliant youthful murderers, Leopold and
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Loeb (Montour 1977a). For those whose lives were problematic, possessing

extraordinary intellectual abilities served to help them survive.

These glimpsesinto the past have been corroborated in a preliminary fashion

by recent prospective evidence gathered among SMPY’s hundreds of early en-

trants to college, as well as from The Johns Hopkins University ’s own experience

in this area (Eisenberg and George 1979). Most of these youngsters appear

remarkably well adjusted and successful, both academically and socially. But

anecdotal evidence cannot stand alone. Daurio also reviews a number of data-

based studies of younger-than-average-aged college entrants. Among these

studies, the 1949 monographentitled Educational Acceleration: Appraisals and

Basic Problems by Sidney L. Pressey has become a classic work oninvestigating

the relationship between entrance age and pace through college and the effects

such variables have on subsequent academic and personal success. Chapter 4 of

that monograph, ‘‘Outcomes and Concomitants of Acceleration in College,’’ has

been reprinted as chapter 8 of this volume.

Other social experiments focusing on early entrants to twelve major U.S.

colleges or universities were performed during the early 1950s. Sponsored by the

Ford Foundation’s Fund for the Advancement of Education, these studies were

distinguished not only by their attention to the social and emotional adjustments

of the participants, but also by the fact that they represented the first prospective

studies of acceleration. Results from the follow-ups of the younger-than-

average-aged college entrants overwhelmingly supported the use of early en-

trance as a viable technique for meeting the educational needs of intellectually

brilliant youngsters. This support was based on the observation that the social

and/or emotional maladjustment predicted for the early entrants occurred no

more frequently than it did among college students of typical age. This observa-

tion and other conclusions have been recapitulated in detail in chapter 9, “‘A

Summing Up.’’ The essayis taken from They Wentto College Early, the second

evaluation report issued in April 1957 by the fund.

In his classification of studies on accelerative techniques, Daurio includes

‘‘acceleration prior to college’’ last. Several methods for bridging the transition

from high school to college are discussed. Besides the retrospective assessment

of acceleration conducted by Terman and Odenaspart of their 40-year follow-up

of high-IQ youths, several other investigations into the use of accelerative

methods at the secondary level are reviewed. Included in this section is the

extensive evidence gathered by SMPY in implementing its ‘‘smorgasbord’’ of

educationally accelerative options for the intellectually talented, especially for

youths of junior high school age.

Similar techniques for early entrance and rapid transit through elementary

school form the substance of the final category of evidence regarding accelera-

tion that Daurio offers. A particularly outstanding example of longitudinal re-

search concerning accelerative methods employed among children of elementary

school age is James R. Hobson’s 1963 article from Educational and Psychologi-
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cal Measuremententitled ‘“High School Performance of Underage Pupils Ini-
tially Admitted to Kindergarten on the Basis of Physical and Psychological
Examinations. ’’ The conclusions that Hobson drawsfrom his data form a bulwark
of support for the use of these Strategies among young children. This article is
reprinted as chapter 10 of this volume.

Daurio madeno attemptto evaluatethe relative balance of evidence support-
ing enrichment as opposedto accelerative strategies for educating gifted young-
sters. The excerpts andarticles, their number and content, speak for themselves.
The present status of the enrichment/acceleration controvery is summarized well
and the case for acceleration is articulated clearly in Julian C. Stanley’s 1976
article from the Phi Delta Kappan entitled ‘‘Identifying and Nurturing the In-
tellectually Gifted.’’ The article appears as chapter 11 of this volume.

THE CONTROVERSY TODAY

The controversy today stands approximately as follows: accelerative Strategies
have achieved maximal support from the results of experimental and quasi-
experimental studies but only minimal acceptance among educationalpractition-
ers. That the debate continuesis illustrated adequately in the final chapterofthis
volume, ‘‘Educational Acceleration of Intellectually Talented Youths: Prolonged
Discussion by a Varied Group of Professionals.’’ Position statements in the
debate are offered here by eighteen professionals: program directors, practition-
ers, and educational psychologists. These discussions among symposium partici-
pants were designed to clarify or amplify specific points, as were the interactions
with the audience attending the symposium held at the 1977 annual meeting of
the American Educational Research Association in New York City.

Althoughshe wasunable to attend the symposium, Dr. Dorothy A. Sisk, then
director of the National Office of Gifted and Talented, U.S. Office of Education,
was asked to add her comments. Her statement closes the discussion and the
volume. In it she warns of the dangers of enrichment alone, as well as the
dangers of inadequately planned and unbridled acceleration. She suggests instead
sensible plansthat stress meeting the needs of individual students, both in terms
of timing their identification and pacing their facilitation in terms of instruc-
tional style and curricular content for enrichment. She concludes that a rap-
prochement between acceleration and enrichment may bethe solution.

It is interesting that the single experimental study (Goldberg, Passow,
Camm, and Neill 1966) comparing enrichment with accelerative options for
mathematics instruction provided results that indicated a combination of
Strategies as the most effective technique. In a sense, this three-year study sets
the stage for a number of multigenerational longitudinal studies, only some of
which have begun. Following the example set by exponents of controversial
issues in psychology and education, perhaps we need to look at the more com-
plex interactions. How might the type of strategy be varied to achieve the most
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appropriate program for a gifted youngster accordingto hisorherability, age, or

sex? The base lines have been drawn for several studies that address but a few of

these specific questions, namely talent in mathematical and verbal reasoning.

The ground is broken, but the field barely has been touched.
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EDUCATIONAL ENRICHMENT
VERSUS ACCELERATION:

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

 

Stephen P. Daurio

INTRODUCTION

The impetus for this report stems from current controversy over whether ‘‘en-

richment’’ or ‘‘acceleration’’ is better suited to meet the special educational

needs of intellectually able students. Of course, there are those who question the

validity of any type of intervention designed especially for a subsample of the

educable population. Vociferous claims of ‘‘antidemocratic’’ or ‘‘antiegalitar-

ian’’ are raised by parents and educators who believe equality of educational

opportunity implies equal experiences during equal lengths of school timeforall

children and adolescents. On this point, however, the U.S. Office of Education

recently reported to the Congress that ‘‘We are increasingly being stripped of the

comfortable notion that a bright mind will make its own way. Intellectual and

creative talent cannot survive educational neglect and apathy’’ (1972, p. 1).

Thus, in the present review it is assumed that educational intervention on behalf

of the intellectually able indeed is appropriate. Consequently, evidence related to

the specific type of intervention, namely enrichmentor acceleration, is reviewed.

Problemsin the controversy over enrichmentversus acceleration stem from

at least four sources. First, age segregation in American education has been a

‘‘tradition’’ for only little more than one hundred years (cf. Kett 1974). Second,

there remains opposition to the use of tests to identify promising talent at young

ages. This opposition exists despite a sixty-year tradition, beginning with the

work of Lewis Terman (1916), which has shownthe high reliability and validity

underlying psychometric tests of intelligence. Third, educators’ perceptions of

the ensuing effects of acceleration often are biased through ‘‘selective’’ rather

than ‘‘representative’’ recall of adjustment problems following such intervention

(see Laycock 1964). Fourth, confusion over definitions of enrichment and accel-

eration often blinds educators to the communality of both interventions, that is,

the desire to improve the quality of education for bright children and adolescents.

13
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This introduction describes briefly the first three aforementioned problems
for two reasons. First, it is believed that certain misconceptions concerning
educationofintellectually able youths are pervasive enough to warrant focusing
upon these areas. Second, evaluation ofthe efficacy of different types of educa-
tional interventionsfor the gifted depends uponthe delineationof certain assump-
tions and the elimination of common pitfalls. Following these remarks, this
report focuses at length on a variety of enrichment and acceleration Strategies
implemented primarily during the past half century. Within these two major
sections, the definitional problems are discussed.

History of Chronological Age Grading in America

In a recent report to the President’s Science Advisory Committee, Joseph Kett
(1974) expertly outlined the evolution of chronological age-grade grouping in
America. Prior to 1860, heterogeneity in the schools was the rule. This was a
simple extension of the age mixture characteristic of children’s social and work
experience. Concerning education around 1830 Kett wrote, ‘‘Few educators
foundthe association of boys of 12 with young menof 20 in academics or college
anomalous, perhaps because age heterogeneity in the schools reflected the more
fundamental age heterogeneity of the family and the peer group”’ (ibid., p. 11).

According to Kett, age segregation was a by-product of the educational
reform movementled by Horace Mann and Henry Barnard. Similarly, age segre-
gation was contemporary with industrialization and preceded the rising tide of
immigration by only a few years. Thus, the structured school experience that
resulted from ‘‘enlightened ideas about childhood’ (ibid., p. 18) after 1820 also
served the economic andpolitical needs of a society transformed by industrializa-
tion. Age-grade grouping was well suited to the Americanization of immigrants.
Moreover, the elementary schools and later the high schools provided the practi-
cal training that was necessitated by the increased specialization of industry.

Chronological age-grade grouping initially affected elementary schoolchil-
dren aged 7 to 14 years. Yet as early as 1890 there was a substantial rise in the
high school population. Kett offered two possible reasons for this. First, greater
family affluence permitted extended schooling for children who no longer had to
work. Second, educational certification provided an opportunity for poor chil-
dren to be upwardly mobile. It was the Depression of the 1930s, however,that
solidified age-grade grouping in the high schools as an Americaninstitution. This
was because *‘... the high school was defended in the 1930s more explicitly

than ever before as a ‘cure’ for unemployment”’ (ibid., p. 27).
Thus, age-grade grouping is a relatively recent phenomenonofthe past 100

years or less, depending on the geographical region being considered. Although
based upon well-intentioned concern for educational reform, the practice initially
was well suited to the political and economic needs of the nation; however,
age-grade grouping survives to this day essentially unchanged. Therefore, it is
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important to underscore both the relative brevity of this ‘“‘tradition’’ and the

multifaceted considerations underlying age homogeneity in order to provide

needed perspectivefor this literature survey. In addition, an objective evaluation

of enrichmentand acceleration as educational methods depends uponthe elimina-

tion at the outset of unwarranted assumptions concerning chronological age-

grade grouping.

Use of Tests in Identifying Intellectual Talent

A second problematic area involvesselection strategies for the identification of

precociousintellectual ability. These strategies are necessary precursors for as-

signment to either enrichmentor acceleration programs. According to the 1972

Office of Education report, ‘“Types of screening procedures commonly em-

ployed in identifying the gifted included teacher nomination and group tests.

Both meanshave about the samelevel of accuracy, and both fail to identify large

numbers of gifted children’’ (U.S. Office of Education, p. 18). Nearly three-

quarters of a century of evidence, however, supports the notion that intelligence

test scores actually are valid indices of scholastic aptitude and that they usually

are superior to teachers’ judgments.

Two classic longitudinal investigations initiated during the 1920s attest to

the reliability and predictive validity of intelligence test data. First, Terman’s

retrospective account of more than 1,000 gifted California children unequivo-

cally underscored the value of test scores in the identification of unusually high

intellectual ability at young ages (see Oden 1968; Terman 1925, 1931, 1954; and

Terman and Oden 1947, 1959). Second, Hollingworth’s independentinvestiga-

tions, conducted at about the same time but in the New York City public schools,

corroborated Terman’s findings (see, e.g. Hollingworth 1942, Lorge and Hol-

lingworth 1936). In addition, related research conducted during the Second

World Warreported results consistent with Terman and Hollingworth (Hildreth

1943, Witty 1940). Recent investigations have provided further evidence that

tests of intellectual ability and intellectual aptitude indeed are valid predictors of

precociousintellectual ability (see Chauncey 1958; Chauncey and Hilton 1965;

MacDonald, Gammie, and Nisbet 1964; Mauger and Kolmodin 1975).

Perhaps the most convincing evidence in support of the validity of group

measures of intellectual ability follows a series of recent investigations being

conducted by the Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth (SMPY) at The

Johns Hopkins University (Keating 1976; Stanley, Keating, and Fox 1974).

SMPYresearchers emphasize the importance of using appropriately difficult

tests for the mostintellectually able students. This use mitigates common “‘‘ceil-

ing effect’’ problems associated with the use of conventional tests designed for

less gifted agemates (Keating 1976, Keating and Stanley 1972). Adherence to

this testing strategy has led to the outstandingly successful identification of large

numbers of precocious mathematical reasoners who, as junior high school stu-
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dents, perform as well as or better than high school seniors on the College Board

Scholastic Aptitude Test. Even more surprising have been results from two

SMPYstudies in which group tests were found to be far better predictors than

teachers in the identification of mathematical talent (Stanley 1976c, 1976d).

Educators’ ‘‘Selective’’ versus ‘‘Representative’’ Biases

Excessive concern that potential social and emotional maladjustment will follow

the acceleration of intellectually able youths represents the third problem area.

Contemporary sentiment reflects a conservative educational perspective analo-

gous to that which presupposes that teachers are as goodastests in identifying

intellectual talent, despite evidence to the contrary. Moreover, educators’ percep-

tions of chronological age-grade groupingastraditional and purposivedolittle to

countermand widespread zealous caution regarding acceleration.

In an important monograph Pressey (1949) posed an interesting historico-

political analysis of the antiacceleration sentiment that was prevalent following

World WarII. According to Pressey, the 1920s and the 1940s were similar in that

during both decades acceleration was rather widely implemented, althoughcer-

tainly for different reasons:

Twice in recent educational history, efforts to vary the rates of progress through

educational programs according to ability have been aborted by an inadequacy of

method plus a handicapping circumstance. In the twenties, there was muchinterest in

the ways of adjusting progress to ability, and in the gifted child. However, social

maladjustment was not adequately guarded against and became unduly feared, and

the depression made the hope of early graduation into employment seem futile. The

second world war brought sweeping practical experiments in acceleration. However,

the burdensomeness of the lengthened school year as a method, plus the apparent

unwisdom of accelerating young personsstraight from high school into collegiate or

vocational competition with the great number of older veterans, brought a reaction

against rapid progress. Instead, the tendency has been to lengthen professional pro-

grams and to emphasize the value of maturity because of the admirable record of the

veterans in college. Educators, believing as they do in the great worth of their work,

have an understandable hesitancy about plans which deliberately seek to reduce the

total time the ablest students have to profit from their schooling. Furthermore, the

unfortunate custom of expressing amounts of education in terms of time taken leads

to the implication that shortening time inevitably reduces value. (ibid., pp. 140-41)

Pressey’s remarks reflect an ‘‘interactive trichotomy’’ of sorts. Note that he

reported that the acceleration interventions of the 1920s and the 1940s were

curtailed through an ‘‘inadequacy of method plus a handicapping circumstance. ”’

However, it is impossible to separate the ‘‘method’’ and ‘‘circumstance’’ prob-

lems from what Pressey called the ‘‘unfortunate custom of expressing amounts of

education in termsof time taken.’’ Put differently, the educational “‘lock step,”’

an intrinsic component of chronological age segmentation, provided only tenu-
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ous support for the acceleration efforts of the twenties and forties. Consequently,

these efforts faltered, probably due more to the ‘‘handicapping circumstance’’

than to the ‘‘inadequacy of methods.’’

There are at least two other reasons for contemporary antiacceleration senti-

ment among educators. First, it seems that a disproportionate amount of caution

against acceleration stems from the unfortunate case of William James Sidis (see

Montour 1977). Yet, according to Stanley, ‘‘For every William Sidis whore-

nounces intellectual pursuits because of extreme—and apparently quite

unwise—parental pressure, there are many persons... who benefit greatly from

the time saved, frustration avoided, and stimulation gained’’ (1976e, p. 237).

The second point regards what some researchers have called educators’

stereotypes of gifted youths (e.g., Solano 1976) and, by extension, of gifted

accelerants. According to Laycock, this stereotyping represents a problem in

perception, what he terms educators’ “‘selective’’ use of evidence despite psy-

chologists’ ‘‘representative’’ research concerning the effects of acceleration.

‘‘Administrators have reported the cases they remember best, while psycholo-

gists have insisted upon good samples... It is particularly disquieting to realize

that more administrators these days have at least had token exposure to survey

methods, experimental-logic, and statistical reasoning’’ (Laycock 1964, p.

1006). In other words, administrators’ reluctance to endorse acceleration, despite

evidence supporting the intervention procedures simply may reflect these indi-

viduals’ choice to overlook such evidence.

In this report, research is reviewed concerning enrichmentand acceleration

as educational interventions appropriate for the needs of intellectually able

youths. Laycock’s point, however, is intended to denote a commonpitfall;

namely, some educators tend to disregard empiricism whenthe issue of accelera-

tion arises. Moreover, the question of socioemotional adjustment following ac-

celeration is perhaps the mosttypical point of disagreement among proponents of

acceleration or enrichment. Therefore, throughout the report close attention is

directed to data bearing onthis issue.

ENRICHMENT

Lateral, Nonaccelerative Enrichment

This section reviews so-called lateral enrichment (cf. Havighurst, Stivers, and

De Haan 1955). Stanley (1976e) uses two terms to describe this type of interven-

tion: irrelevant academic enrichment, and cultural enrichment. According to

Stanley, ‘“‘Irrelevant academic enrichment... consists of setting up a special

subject or activity meant to enrich the educational lives of some group of in-

tellectually talented students. It pays no attention to the specific nature of their

talents’’ (ibid., p. 234). Notice that this designation disregards the question of

segregation based on ability. That is, it makes no difference whether the special
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activity occurs within the regular classroom (heterogeneously grouped), or
within an ability-segregated classroom (homogeneously grouped). The nature of
the intervention actually is appropriate for most students—if not presently, then
perhapsin a year or so.

Three criteria characterize lateral, nonaccelerative enrichment as discussed
in this report. First, the intervention is claimed to be appropriate for individuals
with superior intellectual ability. Second, there is great likelihood that such an
enrichmentintervention also is appropriate for less intellectually precocious indi-
viduals. Third, lateral, nonaccelerative enrichment maintains the individual’s
age-in-gradestatus; that is, no attempt is madeto accelerate the educational pace
of the students.

The Havighurst, Stivers, and De Haan (1955) definition of lateral enrich-
ment corresponds to our definition: /ateral enrichment is ‘‘encouraging older
children to broaden their experience by working in areas not explored by the
average student’’ (p. 21). According to Havighurst, lateral enrichment includes
training in the following areas: art, music, drama, creative writing, and foreign
language, provided such language is studied at an unusually young age, for
example, during one’s elementary school years.

The lateral, nonaccelerative enrichmentliterature reported in this section is
divided chronologically into four subsections: pre-1950, 1950 to 1959, 1960 to
1969, and 1970 to the present. Additional referencelists, including citations to
review articles, follow each subsection;in all, seventy referencesarecited.

Pre-1950. One of the earliest interventions (Danielson 1929) described an
attempt to group homogeneously students at or above Stanford-Binet IQ 125 fora
reading course in generalliterature. Separate special classes for bright students in
California in the 1930s have been reported (Addicott 1930, Goddard 1933, and
Gould 1939). Dransfield (1933) cited the administration of an in-class enrich-
ment program for students of above-average ability. In addition, Osburn and
Rohan (1931) notedthatactivities clubs were organized for the gifted in Wiscon-
sin; such clubs were intended for individuals interested in radio, newspapers,
forestry, mechanics, and arts andcrafts.

During the 1940s considerable attention was paid to the formation ofspecial
enrichment classes for the mentally gifted (see, e. g., Brown 1949, Handy and
Lindstrom 1944, Mosso 1945, Nelson and Carlson 1945, Shearer and Fannin
1949). For communities too small in population to offer special classes,
Thorndike (1941) suggested the provision of a room wheregifted children might
work independently in order to avoid the repetition of classroom instruction.
Mosso (1944) suggested starting a “‘library corner’’ for students of over 120 IQ
in which they could engage in independent study or hold seminars. Seegers
(1949) emphasized investigation, reading, and creative work within the

heterogeneously grouped class for the child with an IQ above 135. Similarly, a
national survey following World War II found strong support for within-class
enrichment (Wilson 1949). Additional references on this topic are Cook (1948),

Jensen (1927), Miles (1946), Newland (1941), Witty (1940), and Woods (1944).
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1950to 1959. During the early 1950s a numberofreports called for special

enrichment programs to meet gifted students’ needs (Anderson 1954, Hayes

1954, Shufele 1953). Bowman surveyed twenty-four California school systems

concerning provisions for gifted students. Enrichment in the regular classroom

wascited most often, followed by elementary school ‘‘grade-skipping’’ in eleven

of twenty-four California cities. Nevertheless, ‘‘double promotion,’’ as this type

of acceleration sometimes was called, was much less commonin the secondary

schools. Bowman suggested that this circumstance was due to decreased need

because of ‘‘wider course offerings’’ in high school (1955, p. 199).

Three yearsprior to the Soviet launching of Sputnik, Oliver (1954) suggested

the following five enrichment devices that fit the criteria for inclusion in the

category ‘‘lateral, nonaccelerative enrichment’’:

1. Have gifted children do more toward planning, carrying out, and evaluating of

their own work.

2. Expand the range of interests and experiences, especially through the activity

program calling for full development of creative abilities.

3. Set high standards of accomplishment. ... The gifted should becomereadyto

prove their points.

4. Enlarge firsthand experiences through trips, excursions, construction activi-

ties, and supplementary reading. While it may be pointed out that such experi-

ences are valuable forall pupils, again it is a matter of degree, of realizing that

superior pupils ‘‘take away’’ much more from such experiences.

5. Develop civic responsibility through extra school projects. (Oliver 1954, p.

321)

Indeed, these activities inherently are worthwhile ‘‘for all pupils,’’ yet they

certainly are irrelevant for furthering skill in a particular area for which a young-

ster is exceptionally talented. Moreover, these suggestions seem better suited as

principles of general education, rather than special education.

Blaudauf (1959) reported an evaluation of an in-class enrichment program in

three Cedar Rapids, Iowa, schools for students of IQ 125 or higher. Slight overall

differences between control and experimental groups prompted him to suggest,

‘“‘The enriched curriculum may not have supplied a sufficient challenge to men-

tally advanced pupils, constituting a kind of interesting or uninteresting busy

work’’ (p. 183). However, Blaudauf noted that teachers in the experiment had

not been blind to subjects’ group membership and ‘‘may have unconsciously and

informally enriched their program’’ (ibid., p. 183); therefore, results from this

study are inconclusive.

Additional references include the following: Fliegler and Bish (1959), Gil-

foy (1958), Lesse (1957), McWilliams and Birch (1957), Newland (1953), Pow-

ell (1954), West (1958), Williams (1958), and Witty (1956).

1960 to 1969. California’s educational intervention for the gifted in the

1950s included enrichment in the regular classes, acceleration, and special

grouping at the elementary and secondary levels (Martinson 1960). These pro-
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grams received positive evaluations; according to Martinson, ‘‘[Those students]

whostarted the program year with high achievements,good attitudes and motiva-

tion, and high status with their classmates, madestriking gains academically with

no penalty to themselves in personal-social areas’’ (1960, p. 343).

Gallagheret al. (1960) attempted to adapt educational programming to meet

the individual needs of elementary school children. They reported positive sub-

jective attitude changes, although objective tests failed to demonstrate program

efficacy. Nine years later, Plowman (1969) reported the trend concerning indi-

vidualized instruction in the education of gifted children to be as follows: ‘‘In

general, enrichment programsin regular classes should provide greater breadth

and depth of learning, more opportunities for developing creative behaviors,

increased emphasis on rich social experiences, and ample freedom to pursue

independent study’’ (ibid., p. 548). It would seem, however, that the indi-

vidualized approach reserved for education of the gifted, like Oliver’s five en-

richment strategies cited above, ought to be incorporated within the aims of

general education.

Gross and Sabatino (1965) indicated positive gains in general reading ability

for gifted first and second graders enrolled in an experimental class. According to

Birch and Reynolds (1963), however, this has been the exception, since ‘‘Very

little work [was] described in the literature which could beclassified as research,

as field testing, or as demonstration with built-in evaluation devices’’ (p. 93).

The dearth of curriculum research contrasts markedly with developments in

modern mathematics and physics as reported four years earlier by Fliegler and

Bish (1959).

Perhaps the single most important shift since Terman’s work on educating

the gifted followed major contributionsin the area of creativity and intelligence

(Torrance 1962, Getzels and Jackson 1962). Torrance and Myers (1962) suc-

ceeded in teaching gifted grade-school children research skills and concepts.

They used the Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking, which have not been re-

stricted solely to use with intellectually precocious children (nor should they be).

Shouksmith and Taylor (1964) and Ewing and Gilbert (1967) reported posi-

tive effects on academic performanceresulting from high-ability intermediate-

school pupils in Great Britain and high-ability college students in the United

States. Despite the appropriate use of high-ability, noncounseled control groups

in both studies, the question remains as to whether counseling alone might

improve the academic performance of /ess able students as well. More research

is needed to answerthis question.

Additional references: Braunstein (1968), Enzmann (1963), Frierson (1969),

Gallagher and Rogge (1966), Gowan (1961), Hanson (1968), Hausdorff and Farr

(1965), Rippin (1969), and Rowe (1967).

1970 to the Present. Frierson (1969) reviewedthe literature on the gifted

and the talented and reported that ‘‘Since 1965, research related to the gifted has

indeed shifted dramatically from a concern for the gifted child to a concern for

the creative process’’ (p. 25). Continuing this trend was Torrance (1970), who
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advocated inclusion of creativity within a broader definition of giftedness.

Gowan (1971) recommended lowering conventional IQ cutoffs for inclusion

within the gifted child category because it was maintained that creativity and

intelligence correlated substantially below IQ 120. Other researchers reported a

continuation of lateral, nonaccelerative creativity training for the gifted (e.g.,

Bachtold and Werner 1970; Bachtold 1974; Wilson, Greer, and Johnson 1973).

Ryder (1972) reported enriching the lives of gifted fifth graders through

museumstudy. Similarly, Isaacs (1971) suggested the use of Greek mythology in

the education of the gifted. Toomin and Toomin (1973) recommendedbiofeed-

back as a potential means of enhancing the gifted child’s self-discovery, self-

awareness, and self-determination. Martinson, Hermanson, and Banks (1972)

described an independent study program for gifted students covering a wide

range of course materials. Finally, Dunn’s (1972) evaluation of one-day excur-

sions for gifted sixth and eighth graders to a college campus was negative mainly

because of the time that was wasted on the bus and because of the late hour

associated with termination of the excursion.

Each of these interventions—museumtrips, courses in mythology, biofeed-

back, independent study, and one-day excursions—undoubtedly are broadening

experiences in and of themselves. They exemplify the kinds of lateral nonac-

celerative enrichment advocated for intellectually precocious youths. However,

no research has demonstrated the suitability of such enrichment solely for those

individuals gifted in mental ability. A need exists for systematic evaluation of

lateral, nonaccelerative enrichment of the type described in this section—an

evaluation involving use of matched control groups of average and below-

average ability.

Additional references on this topic include Feldman and Bratton (1972);

Crockenberg (1972); Isaacs (1973); Lazar, Gensley, and Gowan (1972); Sato

(1974); and Stanley, George, and Solano (1978).

Relevant Academic Enrichment

This section reviewstheliterature termed relevant academic enrichment(Stanley

1976e, p. 235). The term relevantis intended to connote the idea that this type of

enrichmentfits the special educational needs of students with specific superior

intellectual abilities. In contrast with lateral enrichment, relevant academic en-

richment is appropriate solely for intellectually precocious youths becauseit

acknowledges the inadequacy of conventional education, given the above-

average special talents of a small number of students. Relevant academic en-

richment contrasts with outright acceleration because it maintains the age-1n-

grade lock step discussed earlier. Therefore, if one endorses the notion that

individual differences in mental ability exist but agrees with the relatively recent

tradition of age segmentation in schools, then one probably would advocate some

type of relevant academic enrichment.

One problem arises upon completion of such an enrichment program. Ac-
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cording to Stanley, ‘‘The more relevant and excellent the enrichment program,
the more it calls for acceleration of subject-matter or grade placement later.
Otherwise, it just puts off the boredom awhile and virtually guarantees that
eventually it will be more severe’’ (1976e, p. 235).

It is not difficult to discover why educators are reluctant to follow up true
enrichment with acceleration (see Keating 1976). In 1951 the principal of the
Princeton (New Jersey) High School commented:

By his very nature, the gifted child has an enriched life in his experiences, insights,
and appreciations. But the child cannot growto his potential with self-direction only.
He needs planned enrichment. The enrichment of Subject matter and other educa-
tional experiences seemsto have the advantage of adopting the material and teaching
to the individual without the accompanying possible dangerof social maladjustment
involved in ‘‘skipping.’’ (Meister and Odell 1951, p. 43)

According to Odell (1933), educators’ concern over acceleration’s potentially
detrimental social effects warranted maintenance of chronological age-grade
grouping within enrichmentprograms. Yet such programsweredesignedinitially
for students of superior mental ability in order that such students could progress
at rates appropriate to their ability. Undoubtedly, such contradictory educational
practices engender academic boredom forgifted students, if not in the short term,
then, ultimately at some point in time when education appropriate to their
abilities terminates.

In the following sections, three types of relevant academic enrichment im-
plemented during approximately the last forty years are presented.

Special Schools. Hollingworth (1936) described a newly opened, unique
elementary school designed for children with a tested Stanford-Binet IQ ofat
least 130. Speyer School was based on the principle that intellectually superior
children could master regular curricula in half the time it takes average-ability
students. However, in contrast to the special Termanclasses reported elsewhere
(Lamson 1930, Hollingworth 1929), Speyer School was designed for nonac-
celerative enrichment during the time saved by acceleration in the regular course
material. In other words, students at Speyer School worked through the ordinary
curricular materials at a faster pace, then participated in courses which they
otherwise would not have found in New York schools. The course enrichment
‘areas included French, art, nutrition, music appreciation, elementary science,
and the history of civilization (Hollingworth 1936, p. 87).

Over the years New York City was foremost in the establishmentof special
schools for intellectually precocious students. Since the 1940s Hunter College
Elementary School had provided special education for students of Superior ability
(Braumbaugh 1944, Hildreth 1952). Meister and Odell (1951) noted that four
New York secondary schools were designed specially for high-level ability:
Brooklyn Technical High School, High School of Music and Art, Bronx High
School of Science, and Stuyvesant High School. Since all of the above schools
employed curricula appropriate to the superior ability of their students, presum-
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ably progress through such schools could be accelerated. Instead, these schools

endorsed qualitative enrichment while preserving the chronological age-in-grade

lock step.

Special Within-School Programs. Two well-known examples of special

within-school enrichment programsfor intellectually superior students are the

Cleveland Major Work Classes (e.g., Goddard 1928) and the Colfax Plan in

Pittsburgh (Pregler 1954). One evaluation of the former project matched equally

bright graduates of the Regular Work Classes with Major Work Classes alumni

(Sumption 1941). Based on results from a questionnaire, Sumption reported

significant differences in favor of the Major Work graduates in areas of leader-

ship, reading activities, sense of social responsibility, and developmentof indi-

vidual attitudes.

Barbe’s (1954, 1955) evaluation of the Cleveland project reported a 77

percent return from a questionnaire sent to persons who hadbeen graduated from

the program between 1938 and 1952. Among those responding, slightly under

one-half voiced approval of the program, whilea little over one-third approved

with hesitancy. In contrast to Sumption (1941), Barbe had not matched Major

Work alumni with equally bright graduates of the regular course program. There-

fore, there remained some question about the overall efficacy of the Cleveland

Major Work Classes. Since the evaluation of a similar program, the Detroit

Major Works Project (Fine 1953), likewise failed to include a control group,

conclusions about such projects remain incomplete.

Parker (1956) reported a relevant academic enrichment program for bright

(IQ above 125) elementary school children in Iowa. Both experimental and

control groups were in the same classroom. Parker concluded the following:

(1) Normal achievement of mentally advanced pupils was notdisturbed adversely by

the provision of curricular enrichment, and in many cases significant favorable

differences in achievement were shown.

(2) According to the measuring instruments used, the provision of curricular enrich-

ment caused no detrimental effect on pupil adjustment and personality. . ..

(3) The data indicate that in the majority of cases curricular enrichment, when

offered to mentally advanced pupils in the regular classrooms, proved to be

beneficial to the average students in the classroom. (Parker 1956,p. 24)

Parker’s first two conclusions supported notions of the efficacy of the Iowa

program. However, the third point indicated that what may have been designed

initially as enrichment appropriate only for intellectually able students might, in

fact, have been interpreted too closely to mean general intellectual ability. If that

was the case, then the Iowaintervention for gifted children was in reality another

instance of lateral enrichment poorly suited to the specific needs and abilities of

the intellectually able.

Fast-Paced Classes. The third type of relevant academic enrichment,

fast-paced classes, also could be described as subject matter enrichment that
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might or might not be accelerative. During the past thirty years a number of

investigations have been conducted on the problem of subject matter enrichment

(e.g., Briggs 1947), especially in mathematics (Albers and Seagoe 1947, Fox
1974, George 1976, George and Denham 1976, Stanley 1976b, Wilson 1959).

Depending on the use made of time gained through such fast-paced classes,

studies of this type were either ‘‘terminal (one-course) enrichment’’ projects or

useful enrichment-acceleration combinations.

Wilson (1959) provided an example of nonaccelerative relevant enrichment

in which algebra was taught three days per week to gifted junior high school

students. During the remaining two days students engaged in activities pre-
viously discussedaslateral enrichment, for example, ‘‘preparation and presenta-
tion of individual research reports, visits to and note-taking at college lecture

series [and] field trips to local industries’’ (p. 157).

In comparison, Briggs (1947) reported a World WarII attempt at the Ohio

State University in which educational psychology students participated in a fast-

paced seminar course. Briggs stated that ‘‘When paired with others of equal

ability in regular classes, the ‘seminar’ students scored somewhat higher on

objective tests’’ (p. 214). Presumably the time saved by taking the fast-paced

seminar permitted students to graduate early since they were able to take more

course work and complete each course in a shorter period of time.

Those conducting SMPY,the Johns Hopkins Study of Mathematically Pre-

cocious Youth, have reported outstanding success with fast-paced mathematics
instruction for extremely able students of mathematics (Fox 1974; George 1976;

George and Denham 1976; and Stanley 1976b, 1977, 1978a, 1978b, 1979). For
example, Stanley and colleagues have demonstrated that for very superior stu-
dents, as few as 100 to 120 hours are sufficient to teach as much as four and
one-half years of precalculus mathematics (Fox 1974). If intellectually preco-
cious students avail themselves of the time saved through enrollingin fast-paced
courses to study their area of expertise further, then such fast-paced courses stand
in marked and obvious contrast to nonaccelerative enrichment (e.g., Wilson
1959). Moreover, a sustained effort, which is possible only through acceleration
at some point in an academiccareer,is less likely to ‘‘wash out’’ over time (see
Meeker 1968).

Some additional references are: Glennon (1957), Saslaw (1961), and
Williams (1958).

ACCELERATION

Pressey’s definition of acceleration presented in the introduction to his classic
monograph on that subject is most succinct yet pragmatically objective. Accord-

ing to him, acceleration is ‘‘progress through an educational program atrates
faster or ages younger than conventional’’ (Pressey 1949, p. 2). It is importantto
note, however, that entrance into an educational program—for example,
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college—at an unusually young age usually implies progression through an ear-

lier phase of the educational ‘‘lock step’’ at a rate faster than conventional. That

is, matriculation in college at a younger than conventional age usually meansthat

the individual ‘‘skipped a grade’’ or participated in an accelerated program. For

example, a student might complete junior high school in two years, rather than in

the standard three years (e.g., Woolf 1957). On the other hand, accelerants who

complete a program in less time than usual may not necessarily be younger than

the more conventional graduates. At the time Pressey wrote his monograph there

were many World WarII veteranseither enrolled or planning to enroll in college

in order to resume educational programs that the war had interrupted. If, for

instance, these veterans were involved in military service for at least two years

and in an accelerated college program for three instead of the usual four years,

this still would leave the veterans at least one year older than the usual age of

persons receiving their baccalaureates.

A second point concerning Pressey’s definition is that the specific type of

acceleration that qualifies a student for the category ‘“‘younger-aged accelerant”’

usually is not specified in the research literature. For example, a student who

begins college at age 16 undoubtedly is younger than most college entrants,

consequently, he or she is included in an experimental group of younger-aged

college entrants. Yet there is usually no mention made concerning how this

student qualified for college when he or she was one to two years younger than

the norm. There are at least five possibilities: early admission to primary school

at age 5 instead of 6; ‘‘grade skipping’’ in elementary school; ‘‘srade skipping’’

in secondary school; participation in a special accelerative or enrichment pro-

gram that may have shortened the elementary program by one year; or entering

college as a full-time student without completing the twelfth grade. (See Stanley

1979 for a more extensivelist.)

Moreover, if one considers younger-aged college graduates instead of en-

trants, at least five additional alternatives arise: entrance with sophomore stand-

ing based on advanced placementcredit; early completion of college with credits

earned through examinations and/or heavier-than-average course loads; atten-

dance throughout an extended four-quarter academic calendar, studying for two

degrees concurrently (e.g., B.A. and M.A., done fairly often at The Johns

Hopkins University); or skipping the baccalaureate and working directly for the

doctorate.

Most research on early or younger-aged college entrants fails to distinguish

among the types of acceleration that enabled students to achieve early entrance

status. Such literature does, however, attend very closely to the academic and

socioemotional adjustment presumed commensurate with early entrance (e.g.,

Fund for the Advancement of Education 1957, Keys 1938). Other researchers

studying college-level acceleration disregard age at entrance and evaluate, in-

stead, programsof acceleration that enable part ofthe initial cohort to graduate

earlier than is usual (e.g., Flesher 1946). Research concerning elementary and

secondary school-aged youths generally reports the effects of moving children at
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rates faster than conventional, for example, ‘‘grade skipping’’ or ‘‘double pro-

motion,’’ as it used to be termed (e.g., Klausmeier 1963). In contrast, at the

youngest age of participation in the educational process, considerable research

has been undertaken to evaluate the effects of early entrance to school (e.g.,

Worcester 1956, Hobson 1963).

Finally, research on educational acceleration for the most part reports retro-

spective methodology, usually case studies or group comparisons of accelerants

versus nonaccelerants matched on any number of variables from one to many.

Two notable prospective exceptions involved an experimentat the University of

Chicago in the 1930s and 1940s (Bloom and Ward 1952), and an early-entrance

program conducted by twelve colleges and universities during the 1950s (Fund

for the Advancement of Education 1957). Both types of analyses of acceleration

indeed warrantour attention. Moreover, the evidence compiled from successful

case histories of acceleration is impressive; several instances will be reported.

In order to look at acceleration more carefully, the following topics are

discussed: (1) caution concerning socioemotional adjustment; (2) studies of early

entrance to college; (3) research on rapid completion of the bachelor’s degree; (4)

acceleration at the elementary and secondary school levels; and (5) research on

early admission to elementary school.

Caution Concerning Socioemotional Adjustment

A review of the literature concerning recommendations that gifted youths be

accelerated revealed countless references advising educators to exercise extreme

caution with regard to accelerating intellectually able youths. Apprehension

stemmed from belief in the potential hazards of social and/or emotional malad-

justment coincidental with acceleration. Most early objections were based on

case studies of quite mentally apt children who were nor necessarily accelerated

or enrichedwithin the schools (Edelston 1950; Regensberg 1926, 1931; Thom

and Newell 1945; Wells 1949, 1950; and Zorbaugh 1937). However, results

from these cases are inconclusive, for not a single investigation or article re-

ported base rates for socioemotional maladjustmentin the juvenile population at

large. No attempt was made at matching gifted youngsters who had problems

with average-ability control children, similarly plagued, to determine whether

unusual intellectual precocity accounted for the socioemotional problems.

In contrast to the overwhelmingly cautious sentiment among psychologists

and educators, Hollingworth (1931, 1932, 1936, 1939) was quite reasonable and

optimistic in her regard for potential social setbacks among the gifted. Rather

than cite instances of social maladjustment, she pointed out that early problems

for young gifted children often disappear over time and on their own. On the

other hand, Hollingworth advised that there would be problems for educators

whose responsibility it was to forestall social alienation by the students’ less
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gifted agemates as well as to minimize gifted students’ disenchantment with

schooling.

Educators continued their cautious refrain about social maladjustment unless

acceleration was approved after very careful consideration of multiple factors

(Cutts and Moseley 1953a, 1953b; Morgan 1957). At most, educators would

recommendonly one year of acceleration (Hall 1958). There was no question

when it concerned deciding between social adjustment and mental growth

(Taylor 1943). This leaning toward a social adjustment policy occurred despite

considerable evidence reported by Terman (1925-1959) and his associatesthat

mental growth and social-emotional adjustment generally went hand in hand. In

contrast with Taylor (1943), Bonsall (1955) pointed out that, although very

bright accelerated children initially felt some socioemotional handicaps, they

evaluated the accelerative experience positively. This issue will be discussed

further at a later point in this review.

Recent writers still maintain a cautious regard for acceleration (Bridges

1973. Weinstein, Mitchell, Schwartzstein, and Hirschhorn 1966). For the most

part, however, these warnings are based more on intuitive than on empirical

grounds. All indications point to the maintenance of professional attitudes of

excessive concern over potential socioemotional maladjustment among in-

tellectually precocious young accelerates, andtoo little concern about the proba-

bility of maladjusting effects resulting from inadequate intellectual challenge.

Studies of Early Entrance to College

Biographical Case Histories. Three reviews, written approximately

twenty years apart, report abundantevidence of outstanding and extreme precoc-

ity throughout history (Hollingworth 1929, Miles 1946, Montour 1977). For the

most part, these are prodigies who completed college at unusually young ages

and continued their success throughoutlife. We quote at length from eacharticle

in order to underscore the extreme break with conventional age-grade grouping

practices exemplified by these individuals. First, Hollingworth cites seven in-

stances:

The following great and long-lived men, as examples representing many others,

entered the university as regular students before they were fourteen years old. James

Thompson entered at twelve years of age, becamea great engineer, and died aged

seventy. William Thompson,his brother, who later was made Lord Kelvin, entered

at the age of ten years, won famein the field of physics, and died at eighty-three. The

mathematician Gauss went to the university at eleven, won fame in his studies, and

lived a longlife of intellectual accomplishment. Justice Bennett Van Syckel entered

Princeton at thirteen, was graduated at sixteen, and died at ninety-one after a distin-

guished career, including thirty-five years of service on the bench of the Supreme

Court. Judge Lacomb, recently deceased, federal jurist in the United States for
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twenty-nine years, was graduated from Columbia College with honors at the age of

seventeen. He was so young when he received his degree in law from the same

university that he had to wait two years before he could be admitted to practice. He

died, aged seventy-nine. Elihu Root was graduated at nineteen from Hamilton Col-

lege, as valedictorian of his class, and at the age of eighty is actively engaged in such

a way to be called ‘‘counsel to the world.’’ (Hollingworth 1929, p. 274)

Next, Miles (1946) cites at least eight instances in which a combination of

excellent tutors and flexible college admissions policies permitted now-famous

individuals to enter college early as well as get a head start on significant careers:

Karl White, Macaulay, and John Stuart Mill were instructed individually at rates of

speed far beyond those of even the most superior of private schools or opportunity

classes, and the curricula devised for them were designed to cover by the age of 10 or

12 the elements and manyof the higher aspects of liberal education, including the

languages, literature, history, mathematics, theoretical science, and philosophy.

Many other children besides, including Lord Kelvin, physicist, his brother James

Thompson, engineer, Grotius, founder of international law, and the philosophers

Bentham and Scheiermacher, were prepared by tutors or under flexible school plans

which permitted college or university matriculation at the age of 11 or 12, followed

by long careers of brilliant and active accomplishment. Men whoachievethe distinc-
tion of inclusion in Who’s Who andthe notable group of starred men of science have
as a rule passed more rapidly through the elementary and college preparatory school
years than the average boy. (Miles 1946, p. 1029)

Third, Montour (1977) focuses on the unfortunate outcome of one man
whom she termed ‘‘the archetypal father-exploited prodigy,’’ versus the cele-
brated prodigy Norbert Wiener. In direct contrast with Sidis’s case, however—
and meant to underscore the infrequency of cases like it—Montour (1976, 1977,
1978) reviews many instances of successful completion of college at ages con-
siderably younger than usual. Two ‘‘precocious Harvard alumni”? exemplify the
degree of eminenceassociated with those cases cited by Montour:

Twoless familiar figures than the oft-cited cases of Increase and Cotton Mather were
even younger than Sidis when they got their degrees from Harvard. Paul Dudley,
whowasreally the youngest man to graduate from Harvard(not Sidis, as claimed),
entered at age 10 (class of 1690) andtook hisfirst degree at age 14. Dudley led a full
life at the college and became an eminent Massachusetts jurist who was appointed
Chief Justice in 1745. Andrew Preston Peabody was another youthful Harvard
graduate at age 15. Both an academic and a minister, he served as acting president of
Harvard College in 1862 and wasits overseer for ten years.... (1977, p. 276)

Successful prodigies that are more recent include Merrill Kenneth Wolf,
who took his bachelor’s degree from Yale at barely 14; John Rader Platt, who
took his bachelor’s degree from Northwestern in 1936 at age 17; and Charles L.
Fefferman, who finished college degree requirements at 17 in 1966 at the Uni-
versity of Maryland. Fefferman currently is Princeton’s youngest full professor
after having becomea full professor of mathematicsat the University of Chicago
at age 24 (Montour 1978, p. 277). In addition, Harold Brown, United States
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Secretary of Defense under President Carter, was graduated from the Bronx High

School of Science at age 15, completed his bachelor’s degree at Columbia at age

18, and earned his Ph.D. in physics at the age of 21 (Walsh 1977).

Recent preliminary follow-ups from the Study of Mathematically Precocious

Youth at The Johns Hopkins University (Stanley, Keating, and Fox 1974; Keat-

ing 1976) report successful college experiences among over ninety-five young

men and women whoenteredcollege at least one, and as muchassix, years early

(Stanley 1976f, p. 41). To date these youths have been remarkably successful

academically, socially, and emotionally. For journalistic reports about the van-

guard of this group see Time (1977) and Nevin (1977).

Early Studies of Younger Aged College Entrants. Two excellent reports

reviewed extensively the research literature prior to the mid-1930s. Pressey

(1949) cited eleven studies of younger-aged students who completed college

early. Seven of these reported results based on young entrants at the following

universities: Harvard (Holmes 1913), Columbia (Jones 1916), Minnesota (Pit-

tenger 1917), Dartmouth (Husband 1923), Northwestern (Lloyd-Jones 1929),

Columbia and Barnard (Gray 1930), and the City College of New York (Payne

1930). Pressey also cited four review articles in his monograph (Dwyer 1939,

Learned and Wood 1938, Odell 1933, and Silverman and Jones 1932). Sum-

marizing the foregoing review literature he concluded:

Evidence was practically unanimous that younger entrants were more likely to

graduate, had the best academic records, won the most honors, and presented the

fewest disciplinary difficulties. The evidence is also that the younger entrants are

highest in ability; their superior academic record is presumably a product of this

attribute... . Whenability is allowed for, the accelerated students thusstill turn out

as well as average entrants, or even seem to have profited to some extent by accelera-

tion. (1949, p. 78)

Keys’s (1938) review overlooked two studies reported by Pressey (1.e.,

Pittenger 1917, Lloyd-Jones 1929) but included five additional references. One

study, an exception to Pressey’s generalization, was reported in a footnote. It

noted that at the University of Illinois for the academic year 1909-10 correlations

of 0.09 and 0.20 between academic grades and chronological age were reported

for samples of men and women, respectively (see Keys 1938, p. 159). Two

references reported the success of young entrants to Purdue University (Remmers

1930) and Amherst (Phillips 1934). The remaining twocitations (Bear 1926,

Whinnery 1926) also reported higher grades among younger entrants when com-

pared with classmates in general (Keys, p. 160).

Keys, an early advocate of the use of controlled investigations in the study of

accelerative techniques, cited two studies (Moore 1933, Sarbaugh 1934) as

superior examples when compared with previous research because of their inclu-

sion of matched ability comparison results. According to Sarbaugh, fifty-seven

University of Buffalo students aged 16 or younger were paired with a control

group of equal size on (1) the New York State Regents examinations, (2) approx-
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imate class rank, and (3) the American Council Psychological Examination

scores. Average freshmen grade point averagesand individual subject scores for

the two groups were equivalent. Only 5 percent of the young group felt in-

tellectually handicapped in college; however, no comparison data on this point

were reported. Moreover, 32 percent of the young group reported some social

handicaps because of youth, but again, lack of comparison data renders such

percentagesdifficult to interpret. Undoubtedly, a certain proportion ofall college

freshmen experience somesocial and emotional maladjustment. Thus, normative

data are essential for valid interpretation of this type of results.

At the University of California at Berkeley during the period from 1922 to

1930 there were 238 entrants who were under 16% years of age (Keys 1938). In

order to assess the academic performance and socioemotional adjustment of these

young Berkeley students, Keys selected a control group of students aged 17 and

over. However, a comparison of the underaged group with conventional-aged

entrants revealed discrepancies in the socioeconomic backgrounds of the two

cohorts: ‘*The proportion of students with professional fathers is nearly twice as

great among the underagedas in the control group’’ (ibid., p. 177). Despite this

finding, Keys made no attempt to control for these outstanding differences in

socioeconomicstatus. In addition, and, quite surprisingly, Keys made no attempt

to match underaged entrants with regular-aged comparisons on the basis of

intellectual aptitude. Instead, he assumed the comparison students ‘‘were proba-

bly persons with records better than the average of their group’’ (ibid., p. 169).

Based on these two methodological problems vis-a-vis the comparison

group, results from the underaged Berkeley students’ experience, as reported by

Keys (1938), ought to be reconsidered. First, Keys reported ‘‘the academic

achievement amongaccelerated students was highly superior to that of the aver-
age student, for both men and women’’ (ibid., p. 261). Since these students were
able to enter Berkeley younger than the average college entrance age, there must
have been some degree of acceleration prior to college entrance, and it is quite
likely that such acceleration (for example, ‘‘double promotion’’) had been based
on superior intellectual ability. Thus, the fact that the underaged students were
successful academically indicated that, in combination with high intellectual
aptitude, acceleration was appropriate for these students. But no conclusions

may be drawn about whether entrance at younger-than-typical ages would have

been more appropriate for the group when compared with a group exhibiting

conventional progress through secondary school andcollege.

Second, Keys noted ‘‘more of the younger entrants at the University of

California considered their undergraduate social relations as unsatisfactory’”’

(ibid., p. 263). However, a little later he said, ‘‘It seems probable that the

‘difference’ which troubled one-fourth of those entering at fourteen or fifteen was

a penalty of their exceptional intelligence rather than their age’’ (ibid., p. 264).

Being unlike their classmates is what Keys meansby ‘‘difference.’’ It is likely

that comparison of social-emotional adjustment using controls matched on in-

tellectual ability would have attenuated these results and revealed the underaged

in a better light than Keys reported.
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Table 2.1. Pressey’s 1936 early entrants to The Ohio State University
 

Ages of entering college
 

 

Item 16 17 18 19 20 +20

1. Numberof students 78 624 1,266 488 275 308

2. Percentage of age group entering 3 20 42 16 9 10

3. Percentage of total group graduating 52 51 42 16 9 10

Percentage of each age group:
4. At 90th percentile or above 28 26 20 16 19 18

5. Below 40th percentile 27 20 26 25 38 26
6. MedianO.S.P.E. percentile at entrance* 72 70 66 64 61 69
 

aO.S.P.E. refers to Ohio State Psychological Examination. Table 2.1 is adapted from Pressey

(1949, p. 49).

Two Experiments: The Ohio State University and the University of Il-

linois. Four years after the Second World War ended, Pressey reported results

based on a study of 3,021 students who had entered The Ohio State University

more than ten years earlier. Table 2.1 is adapted from Pressey’s 1949 mono-

graph; the first two rows denote sample sizes and percentages of total group

comprising each age cohort. Data concerning the percentage of the total group

that graduated (row 3) led him to question ‘‘whetherornot the greater proportion

of younger entrants might simply have been the product of superior ability”

(Pressey 1949, p. 60). In addition, percentages of each group scoring above the

90th percentile and below the 40th percentile on ability norms (rows4 and 5) and

median ability percentile ranks (row 6) suggested some relation between in-

tellectual ability and academic achievement.

Pressey divided each age cohort into those scoring at or above the 80th

percentile and those scoring below the 40th percentile on ability normsat the

time of college entrance. ‘‘Seventy-five percent of those entering at sixteen years

of age who scored at or above the 80th percentile in ability were graduated.

However, only 24 percent of the less-able sixteen-year olds... obtained a de-

gree”’ (ibid.). Therefore, Pressey concluded that “‘Youngerable entrants clearly

are more likely to graduate... and the academic prognosisfor the least able is

equally poor, whatever the age’’ (ibid.).

Results from the Ohio State University underaged accelerants were com-

pared with results for a control group matched forintellectual ability, sex, and

educational program. According to Pressey, half of those who entered at 16 or

younger graduated within six years after entrance compared with 38 percent of

the group two years older on the average at entrance to college. In addition, a

larger percentage of youngercollege students were employed part time while in

school, and also took part in extracurricular activities.

During World WarII the National Educational Association encouraged col-

leges to accept intellectually able high school seniors as freshmen. In compliance

with this federal request, the University ofIllinois initiated a program based upon

the following selection criteria: (1) faculty referral, (2) minimum acceptable
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course experience, and (3) evidence of intellectual and socioemotional stability.

In 1943 thirty-six students meeting these requirements enrolled one to two

semesters before having graduated from secondary school (Berg and Larsen
1945).

Overall academic performanceofthe Illinois early entrants was quite favor-
able, that is, defined in terms of at least one standard deviation above median

achievement normsfor the college. In addition, the students madesatisfactory
personal and social adjustments. However, no data from comparison students,

matched on intellectual aptitude, were reported. Thus, the Illinois study was
consistent with the Berkeley data reported earlier (Keys 1938); likewise, it failed
to answerthe question whether or not the same sample would havefared as well
without having entered the university at an earlier age than usual.

The University of Chicago Program for Early Admission. Approximately
six years before the University ofIllinois initiated its program of early admission
and four years before the United States entered World WarII, the University of
Chicago began an experimental curriculum in general education (Ward 1950).
Five years later the university reached a decision that permitted awarding the
bachelor’s degree upon completion of a four-year program begunafter only the
tenth year of schooling (Bloom and Ward 1952). Reported elsewhere (Allison
and Bloom 1950; Bloom and Allison 1949; Ward 1950), the program of general
education at Chicago emphasized the need to demonstrate competence through
successful performance on comprehensive examinations. In addition, Chicago
introduced survey courses while eliminating compulsory class attendance after
the first two years of the program. In fact, the latter innovation generated more
unfavorable criticism than the practice of permitting students to enroll after their
sophomore year in high school!

In 1952 the University of Chicago respondedto the challengesit received for
a demonstration of the worth of its bachelor’s degree. One-third ofthe graduating
seniors (N = 105) accepted an invitation to take the Graduate Record Exam-
inations (GREs) as part of an ‘‘experiment.’’ According to Bloom and Ward
(1952), those seniors representing the college did not differ from their classmates
in scholastic aptitude, age, comprehensive examinations taken, or number of
years of schooling completedprior to graduation. At least 80 percentof the early
entrants scored above median national norms ofall GREs taken. In addition, the
University of Chicago seniors’ median rank onall eight tests of general education
averaged just under the 90th percentile mark, and their median rank on the index
of general education was at the 96th percentile. The underaged seniors had
demonstrated the unequivocal worth of a Chicago bachelor’s degree.

Despite the impressive results reported by Bloom and Ward (1952) the same
qualifications concerning the Berkeley (Keys 1938) andIllinois (Berg and Larsen
1945) samples applied for the University of Chicago early entrants. It was re-
ported that the seniors graduating in 1952 averaged two years younger than
conventional-aged college graduates that same year. However, the typical Uni-
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versity of Chicago undergraduate, who wastwo yearsolder, scored at the 86th

percentile on the Psychological Examination of the American Council of Educa-

tion. Thus, the norms against which the underaged seniors’ GRE performance

were compared must have been considerably below those appropriate for such an

intellectually able group. Nonetheless, the data were consistent to the extent that

the 1940s program at the University of Chicago was, indeed, appropriate for

highly intellectually able, younger students.

The Ford Foundation Program ofEarly Entrance to College. World War

II made unprecedented demands upon American education to produce well

trained, educated, competent personnel. But, following the war, interest in early

entrance programsat the college level waned until 1951, when our involvement

in the Korean conflict replicated wartime demands of the early 1940s. Against

this historical and political context emerged the Fund for the Advancementof

Education sponsored by the Ford Foundation.

The project began as a ‘‘Pre-Induction Program’’ involving four universities which

were concerned about the problem created for education by the manpower demands

of the nation’s military services. Underthe military draft regulations of early 1951 it

appeared that for an indefinite period young men would be drafted at age 18 or

shortly thereafter for at least two years of military service, just at the time when they

would normally have entered college... Discussions of the problem by representa-

tives of four universities—Yale, Chicago, Columbia, and Wisconsin—resulted in a

cooperative proposal to the Fund forthe establishment of an experimental program of

scholarships to enable younger mennot older than 16% to enter college for two years

of general education before military service. (Fund for the Advancement of Educa-

tion 1953, p. 69)

The aboverationale differed little from the impetus behind earlier programs

of acceleration at, for example, the University of Illinois, The Ohio State Univer-

sity, or the University of Chicago. However,the present investigation contrasted

with the earlier studies in two ways. First, the Fund’s Program of Early Entrance

was designed to attend very carefully to the socioemotional adjustment of the

accelerants. Second, the project represented the first prospective study of accel-

eration (with the possible exception of the University of Chicago ‘‘experiment’’).

According to the preliminary report, ‘‘Evidence was derived from systematic

observation of younger students from the day they entered college’’ (ibid., p.

70).

Between 1951 and 1954, 1,350 Ford Foundation ‘‘Scholars’’ were awarded

scholarships to attend twelve participating colleges and universities. Careful

records were kept of a selected group of ‘‘Comparison’’ students who were

matched with the Scholars on the basis of academic aptitude (Fund for the

Advancement of Education 1957, p. 8). On the average, the accelerants were 16

years old or younger, and only a small minority had completed the conventional

twelve years of precollege education.
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In general, colleges selected Ford Foundation Scholars on the basis of four
criteria: (1) scores above the minimum cutoff for regular entrants; (2) social and
emotional adjustment assessed during personal interviews: (3) financial need;
and (4) attendance in public schools. For evaluative comparison purposes, the
program provided for ‘‘carefully selected ‘matching’ students of comparable
aptitude’’ (ibid., p. 14).! Comparison students differed from the Scholars primar-
ily in that they were, on the average, two years older and already had obtained
their high school diplomas. In addition, although Comparison students in general
were aware of their participation in the project, they were not singled out as
distinguished young scholars or ‘‘Fordlings’’ as the group came to be known.
Also, the Comparison students may not have been as financially needy as the
Ford Scholars (ibid., p. 15).

The Educational Testing Service at Princeton conducted thefirst evaluation
of the Ford Foundation Early Entrance Program. Academic performance and
socioemotional adjustment were assessed on the basis of college records,
Scholars’ self-reports, a psychiatric evaluation, and Scholars’ and Comparisons’
essays based ontheir respective four-year experiences. Concerning the academic
performance, three results were reported. First, the Scholars exceeded both the
Comparison group and the general college population in grade point average and
class rank. According to the 1957 report, “‘Year after year, a higher proportion of
the Scholars than the Comparisonstudents ranked in the top tenth, fifth, and third
of their classes’’ (ibid., p. 24). Second, there was variation in the extent of
acceleration and in its mode of influence on performance: ‘‘Scholars with 11
years of schooling tended to do slightly better than those with only 10, but the
latter tended to do slightly better than those with 12”? (ibid., p. 26). Third, the
1952 Scholar group exceeded Comparison students on area test scores of the
Graduate Record Examinations.

Evaluation of the socioemotional adjustment of the Scholars focused on
whether or not they had experienced problemsdirectly related to having been
accelerated two years on the average. In other words, this evaluation assumed
certain base rates of socioemotional maladjustment exist in the general college
population, and proceeded to assess whether acceleration contributed dispropor-
tionately beyond what might have been expected. All indications reported prob-
lems of social maladjustment were notattributable to early entrancestatus:

Therate of failure amongthe first two groups was somewhathigher than that among
their Comparison students, but at most of the colleges where comparable data were
available it was lower than that among their classmates as a whole. Whenthe reasons
for failure were examined, they were found to be no different for the Scholars than
for college students in general.

The Scholars encountered moreinitial difficulties in adjusting to campuslife than

‘Note that when one matches, for example, a 16-year-old with an 18-year-old on a College
Board Scholastic Aptitude Test score such as SAT-V,the formeractually is the brighter becauseat 18
he or she probably will score higher than the latter did at age 18.
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their older Comparison students, but most of the difficulties were minor and were

soon overcome. (ibid., pp. 9-10)

In 1966, Pressey followed up 87 Scholars and 111 Comparison students who

had participated in the Early Entrance Program at Oberlin College ten years

earlier. Pressey reported that more than half of both groups later had obtained

advanced professional degrees, but that the Scholars had earned certification, on

the average, two years earlier than the Comparisons. In addition, accelerants’

retrospective accounts coincided with the data reported in the Fund for the

Advancement of Education monograph. That is, the early college entrants re-

ported experiencing “‘initial social difficulty because of youth at entrance butthis

soon passed’’ (Pressey 1967, p. 73). Based on Pressey’s follow-up then, the

1957 findings appearedto be reliable, at least for the students who attended one

of the twelve participating institutions. |

Finally, a related study of young college entrants at Harvard (Kogan 1955)

compared favorably with the Ford Foundation Early Entrance Program; however,

underaged accelerants at Harvard were not supported by the Ford Foundation.

Kogan investigated 90 young Harvard undergraduates who were not quite 17

years old by 1 January of their freshmen year. The Harvard students were

comparable to the Ford Scholars in age but differed in certification. Ninety

percent of the Harvard accelerants had completed four years of high school,

whereas 42 percent of the Fordlings left high school after only two years of

secondary education. According to Kogan, this difference probably was dueto

the Harvard students’ having been accelerated at somepoint prior to high school

or having been admitted to elementary school under age.

Kogan’s investigation bore more similarity to earlier studies (Berg and Lar-

sen 1945, Keys 1938, Pressey 1949) than to the Ford Foundation Early Entrance

Program. This was due to Kogan’s having assessed young entrants’ academic

performance and socioemotional adjustmentrelative to a// matriculated Harvard

students. Of course, we might reasonably assume the typical Harvard under-

graduate at that time was highly intellectually able compared with the average

college student. However, we have no way of interpreting how acceleration

might have altered the performance and adjustment of the underaged Harvard

sample compared with their not having been accelerated.

Kogan’s results were consistent with the Ford Foundation findings as well as

with results reported in other early college entrance literature. The younger Har-

vard students were ‘‘an over-achieving academically superior group. ... They

did not appear to have more adjustment problems than is characteristic of the

college as a whole’’ (1955, p. 135). Thus, based on numerous retrospective

accounts of early entrance to college, there appear to be no data reported in the
acceleration literature to refute the appropriateness of acceleration for intel-

lectually able students. Furthermore, the single major prospective report (Fund

for the Advancement of Education 1957) offers considerable positive evidence

that acceleration is indeed advantageous for intellectually able and socially

mature youths.
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Rapid Completion of the Bachelor’s Degree

The preceding section reported at length studies of early entrance to college;it

should be noted that these types of accelerative strategies generally imply en-

trance to college at ages younger than conventional. An alternative type of

acceleration (cf. Pressey’s 1949 definition) appropriate for shortening the time

needed to complete bachelor’s degree requirements involves academic progress
at rates faster than the mode. Both accelerative methods have two points in
common: each is designed to shorten time necessary for the baccalaureate; and
each is better suited for intellectually precocious youths.

This section reviews the ‘‘rates faster’’ acceleration literature and focuses
upon two methods. First, a series of investigations conducted during the 1940sat
The Ohio State University (Flesher 1946, Flesher and Pressey 1955, and Pressey
1944a, 1949) described the lengthened school year and heavier course loads as
two ways students wereable to finish degree requirements rapidly. Second, a few
years before the Ohio State University investigations, the University of Chicago
initiated a program through which its students could earn credit following suc-
cessful performance on placement examinations (see Allison and Bloom 1950,
Bloom and Allison 1949). In 1953 the Ford Foundation pursuedthis accelerative
method through funding a program for college entrance with advanced placement
credit (Fund for the Advancement of Education 1953). In years following, the
Educational Testing Service of the College Entrance Examination Board made
the Advanced Placement Program a more readily available, viable alternative.
Morerecent experience involves part-time college work for students whoarestill
in high school(see, for example, Solano and George 1976). This approach offers
a related accelerative strategy for intellectually talented young adolescents.

World WarII Accelerative Strategies at Ohio State University. For over
twenty years Sidney Leavitt Pressey (1944a, 1944b, 1944c, 1949, 1955, 1962)
has advocated less time-consuming undergraduate, graduate, and professional
programs. His 1949 monograph remainsa classic in the acceleration literature
and provides perhapsthe best source for a review of accelerative programsdating
back to the mid-nineteenth century in America. According to Pressey (1949), Yale
University’s Sheffield Scientific School numbered among the earliest prestigious
institutions offering a three-year bachelor’s program. Prior to 1900, four institu-
tions including Yale had initiated three-year baccalaureate programs: Cornell,
Johns Hopkins, and Harvard. In addition, Clark University maintained an accel-
erated collegiate program from 1902 to 1922. However, these four nineteenth-
century three-year programs, like that of Clark University, were relatively short-
lived (ibid., p. 10). By the end of the 1930s and the Depression, the University of
Chicago apparently was the only major institution to maintain a flexible
academic program permitting rapid completion of the bachelor’s degree.

The educational lock step with the typical age-grade grouping, even up
through the college years, continued to persist until America entered World War
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II. At that time, according to Pressey, ‘‘The Ohio State University was the only

institution anywhere which, upon the outbreak of the war, proceeded systemati-

cally to investigate the problem of acceleration and to someextent to direct its

practicein the light of its investigation’’ (ibid., p. 3). Althoughat least thirty-one

professional papers described some aspect of the Ohio State wartime acceleration

program, this section focuses upon three major reports (Flesher 1946, Flesher

and Pressey 1955, Pressey 1944a).

First, Pressey (1944a) described two Ohio State student groups that were

matriculated in 1941-42 and 1942-43. Among the former group (N = 1,122)

only 5 percent completed the bachelor’s degree in less time than conventional,

that is in fewer than three years, nine months. The second cohort (N = 1,030),

however, took advantage of the wartime accelerative options, and 33 percent of

this group finished in less than the regular time. Therefore, the above figures,

including both men and women, describe what Pressey called the ‘‘last pre-

acceleration and first accelerated graduating class’’ (1944a, p. 563).

Two reports subsequently were made concerning the 1942-43 accelerated

group: a description of methods used, and an evaluation of success(or failure) of

these accelerative methods. First, the accelerants’ overwhelming choice for rapid

completion of bachelor’s degree requirements involved yearlong classes during

the extended four-quarter academic year. ‘‘Sixty-three percent of the acceleration

[was] gained simply by attending a fourth quarter, 4 percent by extra load only,

and 1 percent by examnation credit alone, while 32 percent of the accelerants

used more than one method (ibid., p. 565). These findings led Pressey to term

this method ‘‘acceleration the hard way.’’

Pressey wasable to assess effects of acceleration in the following way. First,

he subdivided the nonaccelerants into two groups: the ‘‘regulars’’ who completed

the bachelor’s requirements in from three and three-quarters to four years, and

the ‘‘retardates’’ who took longer than four years to finish. Then he compared the

academic performance and the extracurricular participation of the ‘‘accelerates”’

with each of the nonaccelerated groups. Median ages at time of entrance were

comparable for the three groups, but median agesat graduation, although equiva-

lent for the accelerated and regular groups, were reported appreciably higher for

the retarded cohort. In addition, the accelerants had an advantage in terms of

general ability over the other two groups.

Results were reported as follows: the ‘‘accelerants’’ earned a higherfinal

mean grade point average than either the ‘‘regulars’’ or the ‘‘retardates’’; and the

‘‘accelerants’’ participated in approximately the same number of nonacademic

activities as the ‘‘regulars’’ and the ‘‘retardates.’’ In addition, separate analyses

of eighteen students completing the program in fewer than three years reported

their mean grade point average to be highest amongall three groups mentioned

above. Moreover, twelve of the eighteen three-year accelerants participated in

one or more nonacademicactivities (Pressey 1944a, p. 569).

In a second andrelated study Flesher (1946) reported on seventy-six women

in the Ohio State classes of 1944 and 1945 (N = 570) who had been graduated in
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three years or less. According to Flesher, the seventy-six female accelerants did

not differ in age at entrance from their female classmates; however, their group

mean for intellectual aptitude exceeded that of the regular students. Flesher

reportedly paired each accelerant with a female control matched on ability and

age at entrance to college and time of graduation. The accelerants outperformed

the paired comparison group (and the class in general) academically. In the

extracurricular areas the accelerants were more active than were the regular

students but less active compared with the control group. In general, however,

(Flesher 1946), these accelerants were matched with 145 graduates of the same

erated group.

The third study reported a ten-year follow-up of 145 accelerants who had

been graduated from The Ohio State University in three years or fewer between

1941 and 1945 (Flesher and Pressey 1955). As noted in the previous study

(Flesher 1946), these accelerants were matched with 145 graduates of the same

sex who were of comparable general ability and age at the time of entrance to

college and who had taken similar courses of study. Results were based on 81

percent and 71 percent return rates of questionnaires from the accelerated and

regular alumnae, respectively. Different response rates were not consideredto be

due to anything other than chance. Accelerative methods were reported as fol-

lows: ‘‘Ninety-two percent of the accelerate group, at least once, went four

quarters in school; over half took extra heavy schedules; twenty-nine percent got

some credit by examination; and over half used two or more methods’’ (Flesher

and Pressey 1955, pp. 321-32). In general, then, the accelerative methods used

reflected heavy academic course loads during an extended four-quarter program.

Results of the follow-up of female accelerants may be summarized in five

points. First, rates of employmentin college for both groups were approximately

equal. Second, very few accelerants considered their experiences as having con-

tributed disproportionately to their physical, social, or academic well-being.

Third, extracurricular participation in war-related activities was about equal for

the two groups; and, given the political and economic conditions generated by

participation in the war, Flesher and Pressey considered the accelerants’

nonacademicparticipation quite favorably. Fourth, 24 percent of the accelerants

but only 12 percent of the regulars earned degrees abovethe bachelor’s. Fifth, 29

percent of the married accelerants and 16 percent of the regular married alumnae

were employedat the time of the survey.

It should be noted that the accelerants studied during the war were not of

considerably higher intellectual aptitude than were students who completed the

bachelor’s at the conventional rate. Flesher and Pressey (1955) reported approx-

imately 10 percentile points were all that differentiated the accelerants from the

general, nonaccelerated college students. Therefore, it seems reasonable to con-

clude that ‘acceleration the hard way’’ is perhaps the one methodthat is least

restricted to students of unusually high intellectual aptitude. Hard work and

determination would seem equally important for yearlong academic perfor-

mance. The remaining studies reviewedin this section will consider accelerative

methods best suited to the mostintellectually able.
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Advanced Credit through Examination. In the preceding section we noted

that wartime accelerants at The Ohio State University sometimes received col-

lege credit through examination, thereby helping to facilitate completion of the

bachelor’s degree requirements. One study indicated that only 1 percent of the

men and women who were accelerated had taken advantage of earning course

credit based on examination performance (Pressey 1944a). A second study

(Flesher 1946) reported 29 percent of the female accelerants between 1941 and

1946 had gained credit this way. Despite the relatively low incidence of educa-

tional advancement through credit by examination, Pressey was indeed well

aware of the method’s potential. ‘‘Credit by examination has the double merit of

placing the student according to ability rather than academic time served (thus

preventing able students from learning what they already know) and advancing

such students more rapidly toward their educational goals. This method should

be more widely used than at present’’ (1949, p. 132). The phrase ‘‘academic

time served,’’ in addition to the notion of ‘‘acceleration in the hard way”’

(Pressey 1944a), underscores the idea that wartime accelerative methods might

have been better suited to individuals of unusual stamina and/or perseverance

rather than to those of unusualintellectual aptitude. Acceleration based on credit

by examination, however, denoted a return to the mainstream of accelerative

methods, namely, methods appropriate as education individualized for students

of unusually high intellectual ability.

Credit by examination was mentioned previously in this report (see ‘‘Biog-

raphical Case Histories’’) concerning historical prodigies’ early entrance to col-

lege. The preindustrialized era was not marked by chronological age-grade

segregation at all educational levels, and heterogeneously age-grouped colleges,

for example, were not uncommon. The entrance examination indicated the mea-

sure of one’s intellectual ability, and consequently, assessed one’s readiness for

college. In most cases readiness for college was considered independent of

chronological age. According to Bloom and Allison (1949), in the 1930s the

University of Chicago program for general education resumed a longtradition of

academic award based on students’ having passed comprehensive examinations.

The requirement for graduation in the college at the University of Chicago

included passing up to fourteen comprehensive examinations. ‘‘The principle

here places emphasis on the level of achievement rather than on the means of

developing such achievement” (ibid., p. 212). Thus, Chicago’s program marked

the inception of the more recent acceptance of credit through examination.

It is indeed interesting to note that even among underaged University of

Chicago scholars who had been admitted after only ten years of schooling

(Bloom and Ward 1952), exemption from prerequisite courses by examination

did not hinder the students’ subsequent course work in the samefield. “In 1945,

115 students who had enteredat the end of ten years of school were excused from

Humanities 1 or Social Sciences 1 comprehensive examinations. On the second

year comprehensive examination requirement, Humanities 2 and Social Sciences

2, 35 percent of those students made grades of A or B, while 22 percent made

grades of D or F. The corresponding figures for all students taking the com-
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prehensives are 29 percent A or B and 21 percent D or F’’ (Allison and Bloom

1950, p. 231). According to this account, underaged University of Chicago

students were not handicapped through advanced placement, even thoughini-

tially they were two years accelerated.

In the early 1950s, the Ford Foundation fundeda related project, the ‘‘Pro-

gram for Admission to College with Advanced Standing’’ (see Fund for the

Advancement of Education 1953, chapter 4). According to the preliminary re-

port, the program was begun in order ‘‘to enable and challenge the student to

proceed at his own best pace... here the burden [was] placed on both the high

school and college’’ (ibid., pp. 56-57). The practice of entering college with

advancedstanding rather than leaving high school without the diploma obviously

contrasted with the mechanics of two otherwise quite similar projects, the Pro-

gram for Early Entrance to College (Fund for the Advancement of Education

1957) and the University of Chicago ‘‘practice of general education’’ (Ward

1950). However, the objectives of all three programs werepractically identical:

to permit intellectually able students to complete bachelor’s degree requirements

as rapidly as possible.

In the mid-1950s, the Ford Foundation program for college admission with

advanced standing evolved into the College Board’s Advanced Placement Pro-

gram (CEEB 1973, Newland 1976). The procedure for entering college with

sophomore standing had been standardized. A student’s successful performance

on an Advanced Placement Examination (scores of 3 to 5 with a maximum score

of 5) could earn him orherupto one full year of college credit, depending on the

participating institution. Thus, according to the College Board, the Advanced

Placement Program established ‘‘an active consortium to which the nation’s high

schools [could] relate their local programs for thousands of young people dem-

onstrably able to complete a year’s worth of college-level studies before pro-

gressing from their twelfth to their thirteenth year of formal education’? (CEEB

1973, p. v). A more recent report (CEEB 1974) cites 136 academic institutions

that are prepared ‘‘to award immediate SophomoreStandingorits local equiva-

lent to students gaining full Advanced Placement credits.”’

The following account aptly describes the accelerative potential of the Ad-

vanced Placement Program. The student to which the report applies wasa partic-

ipant in the Johns Hopkins Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth (Stanley,

Keating, and Fox 1974; Keating 1976):

The SMPYcontestant whoin January of 1973 as a 12-year-old public school seventh

grader scored 800 on SAT-M managedto earn credit for two semesters of college

calculus while still 13 years old and two semesters each of biology, chemistry, and

physics while still 15 by making the highest possible grade (5) on each of four APP

examinations. Also, while 14 he earned an ‘‘A’’ from a major university by corre-

spondence study in a third-semester college course. And hestill has another year in

which to take several more APP courses before going off to MIT or Harvard a year

early, having skipped the eighth grade. (Stanley 1979, p. 178)

Scoring 800 on the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT-M) at age 12 is a remarkable

intellectual accomplishment, one of rare occurrence. However,slightly less ex-



Educational Enrichment versus Acceleration 4]

ceptional aptitude appears more often in the general secondary schools; for such

intellectually able groups the Advanced Placement Program providesa realistic

Opportunity to shorten the bachelor’s program by oneyear.

Finally, the Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth reported that over a

five-year period 131 intellectually precocious junior high school youths have

taken 277 college courses (Solano and George 1976). The overall grade point

average for these courses was 3.59, where A = 4 and B = 3. Recommendations

for part-time college level work for 12- and 13-year-olds were based upon their

having demonstrated unusually precocious intellectual aptitude as assessed by

appropriately difficult tests (Stanley 1976a). For example, College Board

Scholastic Aptitude Test scores of at least 550 and 400 on the mathematical and

verbal portions, respectively, were guidelines SMPY had established to insure

that the young candidates were suited for college work.

SMPY’s program for endorsing part-time college courses for intellectually

precocious young 12- and 13-year-olds seems appropriate for the unusually high

ability of this young group. Yet superior intellectual ability at this young age

might be facilitated better through more radical acceleration (for example, see

Stanley 1976f, pp. 40-41) some time prior to completion of a conventional

four-year secondary school program.It is likely that the usual Advanced Place-

ment Program courses in modern high schools, while appropriate for the needs of

bright high school seniors, might very well already be below the level necessary

to challenge such intellectually talented youths.

Acceleration Prior to College Entrance

The preceding two sections of this report have focused on accelerative methods

designed to bridge the transitional gap between secondary level education and

college (cf. Fund for the Advancement of Education 1953). Substantial signifi-

cant research over the past fifty years has focused upon the evaluation of ac-

celerative methods prior to college matriculation, strategies introduced at various

points during the conventional twelve years of elementary and secondary educa-

tion. In addition, at least four studies reported evaluative research pertinent to the

question of the age at which intellectually able students should be admitted to

elementary school (e.g., Baer 1958; Birch 1954; Hobson 1948, 1963; and Wor-

cester 1956).

The following section describes important representative acceleration studies

conducted during the past fifty years. Our outline divides the research literature

into four sections: (1) Terman and Oden’s (1947) follow-up of the 1920s Califor-

nia gifted sample; (2) secondary school accelerative methods; (3) elementary

school accelerative methods; and (4) studies of early admission to kindergarten or

first grade.

The Fulfillment of Promise: Terman and Oden (1947). Terman’s lon-

gitudinal investigation (1925-59) of more than one thousand gifted children in
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California undoubtedly is the most important study ofits kind (see Burks, Jen-
sen, and Terman 1930; Cox 1926; Oden 1968: Sears 1977; Terman 1925; Ter-
man and Oden 1947; Terman and Oden 1959). However, Terman did not intend
his study to be an experimenton acceleration of the gifted. Indeed, the investiga-
tion is quite unique in its comprehensiveness, andsinceit failsto fit neatly within
ourclassification of acceleration based on level of education at which the inter-
vention occurs, we have included Terman and Oden’s follow-up apart from the
other research. According to Stanley, ‘‘[Terman’s] study was descriptive and
observational, not intentionally interventional; he did not attemptto improve the
education of the gifted except by trying to modify the attitudes of most adults
toward extremely bright youths’’ (1976d, p. 5). Thus, this section focuses upon
chapter 20 in volume4 of the Genetic Studies ofGenius series (Terman and Oden
1947, pp. 264-81) in which data concerning the effects of acceleration among a
portion of the gifted population are reported relative to those who were not
accelerated.

Terman and Odendivided the gifted sample into three separate groups based
on chronological age at graduation. Group I included those who were 15.5 years
or younger, groupII included those whofinished between 15.5 and 16.5 years of
age, and group III comprised that portion graduating over age 16.5 years. If
conventional age-grade grouping practices resulted in graduation at 18 years
(plus or minus 6 months), then one might consider groupsI,II, and III as having
been accelerated 2 to 4 years, 1 to 2 years, and 0 to 1 year, respectively. Terman
and Oden reported a meanageat graduation of 15.9 years for a combined sample
(I and II) here referred to as the ‘‘accelerants.’’ The ‘‘nonaccelerants’’ (Id)
averaged 17.4 years of age at high school graduation. The sample sizes for the
groupsare reported in table 2.2. Comparisons between accelerants and nonaccel-
erants were reported for four categories. First, there was a significant positive
correlation between childhood IQ andthe degree of acceleration. According to
Terman and Oden (1947), however, ‘‘The correlation between acceleration and
IQ [was] very low, for among the nonaccelerates [there were] 50 men and 39
womenin the IQ range 150 to 190. In the schools these subjects attended, IQ’s
played little part in grade placement’’ (ibid., p. 268). In other words, despite
their superior intellectual ability, approximately 9 percent of group III graduated
less than one year younger than the age at which the conventional lock step
would have predicted.

Second, a comparison among the groups’ levels of academic certification
after high school graduation indicated two findings: (1) the greater the degree of
acceleration, the greater the likelihood of graduating from college and of remain-
ing for one or more years of graduate work (ibid., p. 270); and (2) Terman
reported sex differences indicating that male accelerants demonstrated better
scholastic achievement than female accelerants.

Third, greater occupational success was reported for the group I accelerants
(42.2 percent) than for the group III nonaccelerants (19.4 percent). That is, 42.2

percent of group I accelerants were employed in professional or upper-level
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Table 2.2. Sample sizes for three Terman and Oden groups reported by sex®
 

 

 

Group
(by age at graduation) Males Females Total

I. Age 15.5 or younger 36 26 62

Il. Ages >15.5 to 16.5 181 151 332

Ill. Older than age 16.5 568 430 998

Total 785 607 1,392
 

aAdapted from Terman and Oden (1947).

business occupations, whereas only 19.4 percent of the group III nonaccelerants

were so employed. Moreover, no relation between avocational interests and the

degree of acceleration was found.

Fourth, Terman and Odencarefully assessed the socioemotional adjustment

differences reported for the accelerated and nonaccelerated groups. Their conclu-

sions substantiated findings of earlier investigations (e.g., Keys 1938). ‘“The in-

fluence of school acceleration in causing social maladjustment has been greatly

exaggerated. There is no doubt that maladjustment does result in individual

cases, but our data indicate that in a majority of subjects the maladjustment

consists of a temporary feeling of inferiority which is later overcome’’ (Terman

and Oden 1947, p. 275). In addition, Terman and Oden noted that marital

satisfaction was unrelated to acceleration and that no detrimental effects on

physical maturation were assessed. On the contrary, ‘‘Children most accelerated

in school were on the average also accelerated in physical maturation as indicated

by age of puberty’’ (ibid., p. 279). Thus, based on evidence from Terman’s

gifted sample, acceleration for intellectually able youths, those with an IQ

greater than 135, was foundto be beneficial academically and vocationally. Only

minimal socioemotional maladjustment was reported; moreover, these problems

were short-lived.

Accelerative Methods at the Secondary Level. Most research cited in this

section reports evaluation of vertical methods for facilitating the education of

intellectually able youths. For the most part, these methods include grade-

skipping in junior and senior high schools. For organizational purposes, accelera-

tion at the junior and acceleration at the senior high school levels have been

combined underthe same heading. In addition, despite the possibility that accel-

eration sometimes is concurrent with relevant academic enrichment, this section

reports only data pertinent to secondary school programsin whichrapid progress

through school is a primary goal.

Coincidental with the inception of widespread use of intelligence testing in

schools (cf. Terman 1916), Alltucker (1924) reported evidence of positive

academic performance and good social adjustment among senior high school

students who had been accelerated approximately two years. Also, the academic

performancein senior high school for a sample of Wisconsin junior high school
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accelerants who had completed the regular three-year program in two years was

reported to be comparable with that of conventional-age high school students

(Unzicker 1932). A related study (Houghton and Douglas 1935)? revealed that

junior high school students’ academic achievement was equivalent to that of

Same-grade comparison students, though the students in the comparison group

were slightly abler intellectually and approximately two-thirds of a year older.

Two 1930s studies at the University of Buffalo (Strabel 1936a, 1936b)

reported favorable results both for accelerated three-year high school graduates

and for youngerhigh school graduates who had not yet reached 16.5 years of age

by commencement. Strabel (1936b) paired fifty-five three-year high school

graduates with two equal sized groups of four-year high school graduates

matched for sex, psychological test scores, class rank, and either age at high

school graduation, or age at high school entrance. Results based on freshman

academicperformanceindicated that the latter control group wasslightly better

in mathematics, while the accelerants had a slight edgein the social sciences. No

significant academic indices differentiated the accelerated from the two nonac-

celerated control groups.

Wilkins (1936) reported favorable results for 282 high school students who

were accelerated approximately one year. The single criterion for inclusion in

Wilkins’s study washigh school graduation before the age of 17. However, Keys

(1938) noted Wilkins’s unfortunate omission of a control sample with which to

compare the accelerants’ performance. Herr (1937) followed up junior high

school accelerants who had completed a three-year program in two years.

Seventy-nine accelerants were paired with an equal numberof nonaccelerants on

three variables: age at entrance to junior high school, IQ, and mental age derived

from the Stanford Achievement Test. According to Herr, the control group

included a large numberof students whose parents refused permission for their

children to enroll in the program. Results during ninth through twelfth grades

reported the accelerants’ performance as having equaled or exceededthat of the

nonaccelerants. Shouse (1937) repbrted similar findings for social adjustment

among accelerated junior high school students in a related study.

Keys’s (1938) study of Oakland high school students carefully divided 112

accelerants into two categories. First, 46 underaged students with IQs ranging

from 120 to 140 were matched with an equal-sized sample on the basis of

comparable IQ, sex, race, and socioeconomic status; however, the comparison

students were an average of nineteen months older when they graduated from

high school. Second, two groups of students who were accelerated approxi-

mately two to five semesters were subdivided according to IQ: (1) the superior

ability group (N = 24) had IQs above 136 and (2) the ‘‘bright-normal’’ cohorts

(N = 43) had IQs below 120. Therefore, Keys’s design permitted analysis of

variance among accelerants depending on two factors, chronological age and
intellectual ability.

Results may be summarized in four points. First, Keys found significant

2Cited in Keys (1938), p. 228.
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effects for intelligence that led him to conclude that acceleration of two or more

semesters for students below 120 IQ is ‘‘seldom advisable’’ (1938, p. 242).

Second, controlling for effects of intelligence among underaged versus regular-

rate students, Keys reported the younger group earned more scholarships, had

better study habits, participated in a greater numberof student activities, and

more often held elective offices. Third, according to the Bernreuter Personality

Inventory, sociability appeared to be related to differences in intelligence rather

than differences in age. Fourth, self-reported estimates of general happiness were

highest for the very bright and accelerated group.

Following Keys’s 1938 report, little evidence of acceleration at the secon-

dary level was reported. Keys had noted previously that most acceleration in

California during the 1930s had involved double promotion at the elementary

levels. This trend seemed to persist after 1940. In addition, two programs re-

placed grade-skipping as educational methodsfor facilitating intellectually able

secondary level students. First, programs of ‘‘relevant academic enrichment”’

followed growing sentiment that social maladjustment was due to acceleration

(see early discussion on ‘‘relevant academic enrichment’’). This attitude led to

disinterest in high school grade skipping. Second, programs for entrance to

college with advancedstanding (e.g., Fund for Advancementof Education 1953,

CEEB 1973) encouraged development of potentially accelerative, relevant

academic enrichment programsat the secondary educational level.

Three exceptions during the 1950s contrasted with the enrichmentactivity

schema and provided opportunities for students to save time at the secondary

level. Witty (1954) and Woolf (1957) described secondary schools in Baltimore

in which one year of acceleration was possible. Jansen (in Havighurst, Stivers,

and De Haan 1955) described a related program in New York City in which

‘‘some 62 regular junior high schools provide regular progress classes that allow

superior students to complete three years’ work in two years’ time’’ (p. 70).

Morerecentresearch reports successful results for an accelerated high school

program in Toronto in which students completed five years’ work in four years’

time (Adler, Pass, and Wright 1963). However, this kind of intervention is

similar to the Advanced Placement Program described earlier in this report in

which high school students may earn credit by examination for up to one year’s

work.

Also, recent extensive evidence from the Study of Mathematically Preco-

cious Youth (SMPY) at The Johns Hopkins University describes successful

implementation of a smorgasbord of accelerative educational provisions for in-

tellectually talented junior high school youths who are especially talented in

mathematics (Keating 1976; Keating and Stanley 1972; Stanley 1973, 1976d,

1976e, 1976f, Stanley 1977; Stanley, Keating, and Fox 1974; Stanley, George,

and Solano 1977). Grade-skipping is but one of at least five accelerative methods

employed successfully since 1972. Other methods are reported elsewhere in this

paper. These include part-time study in college, credit by examination, early

entrance to college, and rapid completion of the bachelor’s degree.

Julian Stanley, Director of SMPY since its inception, has reported two
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necessary conditions for successful acceleration based on his project’s experi-

ence. First, students must demonstrate unusual intellectual precocity on ex-

tremely difficult aptitude and/or achievementtests of the sort usually appropriate

for prospective college entrants. Second, students must be willing and eager to

progress at rates more rapid than those for which conventional education has

been designed. According to Stanley, use of these two criteria have been indeed

worthwhile:

Nearly all of our 44 early entrants to college thus far have done splendidly in their

studies and social and emotional development. Compared with the academic and

personal record of the typical Johns Hopkins student, the early entrants have been

truly outstanding. Only one has performed poorly. He wasa brilliant but headstrong

14-year-old who signed up for a heavy load of extremely difficult courses and then

would not study enough. By age 15, however, he had earned a year of credit and a

high school diploma. (1976d, p. 16)

Two points following this account need clarification. First, SMPY’s ac-

celerative strategy primarily relies upon grade-skipping at the secondary educa-

tion level. However, well-planned educational facilitation for these intellectually

precocious youths may incorporate many alternative methods appropriate for

students’ intellectual needs. No rules limit acceleration to any single strategy. In

contrast with earlier investigations, SMPY’s educative methods for the in-

tellectually able comprise a decidedly eclectic approach. Second, Stanley’s re-

ported 98 percent success rate, which is based on only one poor performance

among forty-four early entrants, is a reflection of the careful forethought and

counseling that are important aspects of SMPY’s facilitative methods. In addi-

tion, five radical accelerants, each of whom has skipped at least one year of

secondary education, were graduated from Johns Hopkins in May of 1977. At

that time, three were 17 years old, one was 18, and another was barely 19 years

of age (ibid.).

Accelerative Methods at the Elementary Level. The earliest reported pro-

gram ‘‘permitting rapid advancementof the capable’’ occurred in Saint Louis’s

secondary schools in the 1890s (Hollingworth 1929, pp. 276-77). Related pro-

grams prior to 1920 also were operational in New Jersey, Massachusetts, Ore-

gon, and New York. For the most part, however, identification of prospective

accelerants depended upon teachers’ judgments and class marks (ibid.). Follow-

ing widespread intelligence testing in the 1920s, special programs (e.g., Terman

classes) for intellectually superior pupils based ontested intelligence scores were

begun in New York City schools. Through the effective combination of enriched

curricula and moderate acceleration such programs genervally permitted educa-

tional facilitation appropriate to intellectually able students’ needs.

Lamson (1930) reported a follow-up of fifty-six very bright high school

students who hadparticipated in special accelerative-enrichmentclasses in a New

York elementary school. Thefifty-six gifted students’ average Stanford-Binet IQ

wasreported to be 155 (range 137 to 188); 110 control students were matched for
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sex, grade, and school, but not for intellectual ability. Lamson reported, ““The

rate of achievementonthe part of the gifted program wassignificantly superior to

the achievementof the control group. . . in spite of the fact that their chronolog!-

cal age was,on the average, two yearslessthanthat of the control group’’ (ibid.,

p. 73). In addition, a related study (Engle 1935) reported successful double

promotion for twenty-five students who were compared with fifty nonaccelerants

for educational, vocational, and social adjustment. However, without controlling

for mental age differences between groups in both the Lamson and the Engle

studies, it is difficult to separate effects of acceleration from those due to in-

tellectual ability.

Anotherearly investigation (Elder 1927) reported downwardshifts in grades

for a group of twenty-two ‘‘bright’’ and ‘‘very bright’’ elementary school chil-

dren who had skipped one grade. Elder assessed academic performance before

and after acceleration for the experimental group and for a control group of 696

nonaccelerated agemates. Although he found a general decline in academic

grades following acceleration, Elder reported a greater drop for those accelerants

whohad low gradesprior to acceleration. According to Elder, “‘if one were to

represent the standings before and after acceleration by two ogive curves drawn

from the same origin and combinedinto a single diagram,the parts of the curve

representing the higher percentiles would nearly coincide, while the parts repre-

senting the lower percentiles would be far apart’’ (p. 7). Thus, Elder underscored

the importance of nor accelerating elementary school students unless their aca-

demic performance demonstrated the intellectual ability necessary to meet the

greater academic demandsof a higher grade.

A considerable portion of the 1950s acceleration literature was concerned

with underage versus overage grade placement (e.g., Baer 1958, Holmes and

Finley 1957, Klausmeier 1958, Worcester 1956). Holmes and Finley (1957)

reported individual differences in combined achievementin six areas (reading

vocabulary, spelling, mechanics of grammar, reading comprehension, arithmetic

reasoning, and fundamentals of arithmetic) as having contributed 25 percent of

the variance in grade placement deviations within any one class for pupils in

grades five through eight. ‘‘Grade placement deviation’’ (p. 455) here refers to

differences between a pupil’s actual grade placement and that grade to which he

or she would have been assigned according to chronological age. Related inves-

tigations have indicated careful attention to results following either grade place-

mentdeviations based on birth date alone (e.g., Baer 1958) or deviations follow-

ing specific educational interventions such as early admission to school based on

mental and physical tests (e.g., Hobson 1948, 1963; Worcester 1956). These

studies will be reviewed in the next section.

Elwell (1958) reported successful accelerative methods for intellectually

able fourth and seventh graders; however, he noted somecurricular adjustments

were necessary for fourth and seventh graders in arithmetic and for seventh

graders in geography and history. Nonetheless, little social maladjustment was

cited for children who had been accelerated in groups. A related investigation
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(Morgan 1959) presented a five-year follow-up of a combined sex sample of

twenty-three very bright youths who had a reported mean Stanford-Binet IQ of

149. Twelve students were accelerated one year on the average; the remaining

eleven comprised the comparison group. According to Morgan’s report, ‘“The

accelerated [group] equaled the nonaccelerates in school achievement, surpassed

them in academic distinction and social leadership, and tended to have better

emotional adjustment’’ (1959, p. 653). Therefore, grade-skipping at the elemen-

tary level had a decidedly beneficial result for a bright though small sample of

accelerants.

A series of important investigations on acceleration at the elementary level

was conducted during the early 1960s in the Wisconsin public schools (see

Klausmeier 1963; Klausmeier, Goodwin, and Teckla 1968; Klausmeier and Rip-

ple 1962; Ripple 1961). Klausmeier and his colleagues were interested in the

effects of acceleration on intellectually able old-in-grade second graders. Fifty-

two students who were above the median chronological age of all second graders

and who had Kuhlman-Anderson IQs of at least 115 were ‘“‘ordered in pairs,

matched by sex, and then randomly assigned, one from eachpair to the acceler-

ated group, the other to the control group of nonaccelerates’’ (Klausmeier and

Ripple, 1962, p. 93). The twenty-six older accelerants then attended a five-week

summersession prior to their entrance into fourth grade. Six control groups were

reported: ‘‘Two groups of 26 nonaccelerated 3rd graders of SLA [superior learn-

ing abilities], 1 above and 1 below median CA; 2 groups of 26 nonaccelerated 4th

graders of SLA, 1 above and | below median CA; and 2 groups of 26 nonaccel-

erated 4th graders of average learning ability, | above and 1 below median CA”’

(ibid.). This design permitted evaluation of the effects of acceleration while

experimentally controlling chronological age and mental ability.

Evaluations of subjects’ academic and socioemotional adjustment were re-

ported after one year (Klausmeier and Ripple 1962, Ripple 1961), two years

(Klausmeier 1963), and six years (Klausmeier, Goodwin, and Teckla 1968).

After two years, no unfavorable socioemotional, academic, or physical correlates

of acceleration were found. Klausmeier and co-workers (1968) followed up

twenty-twoof the initial twenty-three accelerants after six years; in addition, data

were pooled from fourteen children accelerated from grades three to five. Four

control groups yielded base-rate data permitting evaluation of the effects of

chronological age and mental ability.

Results from this Wisconsin research series may be summarized in three

points. First, on fourteen of fifteen cognitive tests, neither accelerated group

performed significantly differently from a group of twenty-seven comparably

bright students who averaged six months older. Second, no differences were

reported between the two accelerated groups despite the fact that each had been

accelerated at different points in elementary school. Third, the accelerants’ par-

ticipation in school activities and in athletics was comparable to that of older,

bright nonaccelerants.

Overall accelerative methods at the elementary level, then, indicate positive

academic performance andsocial adjustment to be no different, on the average,
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from that of comparably bright, though somewhat younger-aged students. The

next section will set forth results concerning the earliest educational level at

which acceleration has been reported, the age at which the educational lock step

begins.

Early Admission to Elementary School

At approximately the time the United States entered the ‘‘space race’’ with the

Soviet Union, American educators were advocating early entrance to elementary

school as an accelerative method analogous to compensatory educational inter-

ventions for the disadvantaged (see Klausmeier 1958, McCandless 1957). It was

noted previously that approximately three-quarters of elementary grade place-

ment variance wasattributable to factors other than achievement performance in

six basic cognitive skills areas (Holmes and Finley 1957). Accordingly, most of

the variation in elementary grade placement depended upon chronological not

mental age at the time the child enrolled into school. Therefore, proponents of

early admission advocated provision for the intellectually able, overage student

to gain a year’s time at the outset of schooling.

An example of how chronological age-grade grouping adversely affects the

education of intellectually precocious youths recently has been reported (Stanley

1976d, pp. 5-6). Suppose an extremely bright child (e.g., of Stanford-Binet IQ

140) plannedto enter kindergarten in a school system in which one must become

5 years old before 31 Decemberin the year during which he/she desires to gain

admission. The average student would be approximately 5 years, 2 months old

and have an IQ of 100. At the same chronological age but with an IQ of 140, a

child would have a mental age of 7 years, 3 months. This would place the bright

child slightly above the average child entering second grade. According to

Stanley, a child’s date of birth either attenuates or aggravates the degree of one’s

academic ‘‘retardation,’’ assuming school admission is based upon some fixed

date before which a child must be a certain age in order to enter. If we follow

Stanley ’s example further, then a child born on 31 Decemberand aged 4 years, 8

months at entrance to kindergarten would have a mental age of 6 years, 6

months, while one born on | January of the same year would have a mental age

more than two and a halfyears higher than the average kindergarten pupil! This

discrepancy due to school admission based on chronological and not mental age

prompted Stanley to note, “‘If you expect to have unusually bright children,

arrange to have them born late in the year so that they will be somewhatless

overqualified than if they are born during the winter’’ (ibid., p. 6).

The remainderof this section summarizes four studies; three report on early

admission to school (Birch 1954, Hobson 1963, Worcester 1956), while the

fourth compares underage and overage students’ academic performance and so-

cial behavior (Baer 1958). Because the most recently published report is based

upon the earliest sample of underage entrants, we will considerit first.

Hobson (1963) described a follow-up of underage pupils first admitted to
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Brookline, Massachusetts, schools in 1932 (cf. Hobson 1948). His design called
for evaluation of two objectives: comparison of the high school scholastic per-
formance and extracurricular activities of students who were admitted to school
early based on mental and physical tests with that of their high school classmates;
and evaluation of the relative success of college admissions for the two groups.
Two samples of underaged students were reported. Group A comprised 550
underaged pupils admitted by tests (ABT) who were compared with 3,891
Brookline public school classmates. Group B included 91 underaged and 274
regular-aged pupils, subjectsinitially described in the 1948 report.

Academic performance data were available for group A; both academic
performance and extracurricular activities data were reported for group B. Ac-
cording to Hobson, group A boys and girls exceeded their older classmates in
percentages graduating from high school with honors and by the margin who
gained entrance to an honorsociety. Group B’s scholastic performance, based on
separate course marks received during four years of high school, wassignifi-
cantly better than that of the conventional-aged pupils during 1946 and 1947.
Also, group B’s average number of extracurricular activities exceeded that of
regular students over the four-year high school period, but the underaged boys
seldom achieved outstanding recognition in the so-called contact sports. Group
B’s college admissions data for the 1946-47 cohort were quite favorable. Ac-
cording to Hobson, ‘‘A significantly larger percentage of underaged boys and
girls went on to post secondary education’’ (1963, p. 165). In addition, if only
four-year accredited college data were includedin the analysis, the test-screened
males and females exceeded their regular-age classmates by 22.6 percent and
21.0 percent, respectively.

Hobson’s (1963) results may be summarized in four points. First, scholastic

performance continued and even increased throughout elementary and secondary
education for underage students admitted early to school on the basis of mental

and physical tests. Second, underage ABT pupils participated in extracurricular
activities more often than conventional-age classmates, although their participa-

tion in contact sports was not as great. Third, ABT youths exceeded classmates
in the number of honors and awards earned at high school graduation. Fourth,

more ABT high school graduates sought and gained admission to accredited
four-year colleges.

A second series of early entrance studies in urban and rural regions of «

Nebraska during the early 1950s was reported by Worcester (1956). Prior to

1955, and according to the law, a mental age of 5 years, 3 months was the

criterion for admission to Nebraska public school kindergarten.? In addition,

early admission was contingent upon an examiner’s judgment of social and

3According to Worcester (1956), the mental age criterion for admission to kindergarten was
changed from 5 years, 3 months to 5 years, 6 months in 1955. Apparently, it was thought that this

increase in age required for school admission would bolster chances for a higher success rate with the

early entrants compared to older, conventional entrants. From the point of view of acceleration

proponents like Worcester, this turned out to be an unfortunate amendmentto an otherwise judicious
Nebraskalaw.
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physical readiness. Two points concerning Worcester’s review of the Nebraska

programsare interesting in light of Hobson’s Brookline, Massachusetts, find-

ings. First, the amount of acceleration wasrelatively less for the Nebraskaseries.

However, according to Worcester, given the improbability of midyear pro-

motions within the Nebraska school systems, the underaged pupils actually

gained one year compared with what that state’s conventional age-grade group-

ing otherwise would have permitted. Second, IQs of the Massachusetts and

Nebraska samples were comparable, although neither state’s underaged popula-

tion demonstrated unusual intellectual precocity. IQs averaged approximately

110 for the underaged wko were an average of about 8 months younger than

conventional admissions students.

Worcester reported findings that supported early school admission for 381

Lincoln pupils and for smaller samples of underaged students who attended rural

Nebraska elementary schools.

There were nostatistical differences in physical development. In academic work,the

youngerdid as well or better than their older classmates. Judged by their peers or by

teachers’ ratings, they are socially and emotionally as well or better adjusted. They

have as good or better coordination. They are accepted by their peers. They like

school. They do as well or better than those of the same age who werea yearlater in

getting started in school. Indeed, no negative effects have been discerned. As com-

pared with those whotookthe test and did not passit, the younger ones had gained a

year of schoollife without loss in social adjustment. (1956, p. 28)

Onthe basis of this evidence, Worcester concluded that chronologically younger

aged pupils who were able to demonstrate academic readiness on mentaltests

should be admitted early to elementary school. Moreover, if we consider that the

mean IQ for underaged students reportedly was 110, then by extrapolation,

pupils of greater intellectual ability defined by higher mental age are better

qualified for early admission to school.

A third investigation (Birch 1954) afforded a two-year evaluation of forty-

three children admitted underage to the first grade in Pittsburgh schools. Based

on principals’ and teachers’ judgments of educational and socioemotional ad-

justment, thirty students received completely positive evaluations. Only five of

the forty-three students received any negative evaluations; yet Birch noted these

evaluations were nottotally characteristic of the five children. In addition, Birch

pointed out that Pittsburgh schools advised early entrance for those with IQs of

135 and above. Therefore, these data not only are consistent with Hobson’s and

Worcester’s findings but also denote the advantages of one year’s acceleration

for intellectually able 5-year-olds.

The fourth study reported a retrospective experimental design in which

seventy-three children with birth dates in January and February were matched

with seventy-three children whose birthdates were in November and December

of the same year (Baer 1958). The young-in-grade pupils were matched with the

old-in-grade students for IQ, sex, and in two-thirds of the cases, the school they

had entered. Mean IQs for both groups were approximately 111, and equivalent

IQ ranges from 100 to 130 were reported.
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It is important to note that neither group in Baer’s study was accelerated
through early admission to schoolat ages younger than conventional. In other
words, the design specified an eleven-year retrospective comparison between
underage and overage groups of pupils. Given the fact that the groups had
comparable mean IQsbutdiffered in chronological age from 9 to 12 months, one
reasonably might expect the old-in-grade pupils to have higher mental ages and,
thus, to outperform the younger pupils. Baer’s results indicated this indeed was
the case: ‘‘During the elementary school years... overage students were marked
significantly higher than the underage student, but the differences between over-
age and underage students tended to decrease as higher grade levels were
reached’’ (1958, pp. 17-18).

Twointeresting and importantfindings emerged from Baer’s data. First, sex
differences were greater than underage versus overage group differences on three
of the personaltrait ratings: dependability, attitude toward school regulations,
and emotional stability. This implies that the underage pupils were no different
from the overage students on important indices of personality quite related to
socioemotional adjustment. Second, according to Baer, the young-in-grade
pupils made average schoolprogress, and ‘‘as a group, they made average marks
in subjects, average scores on achievementtests, received average ratings by
their teachers on personaltraits, and did not mark significantly more problems on
the problem inventory than did the overage students’’ (ibid., p. 19). If the
young-in-grade students made average school progress but were surpassed in
performance by the old-in-grade pupils, then the overage students must have
made better than average academic progress. If that was the case, then it was
quite likely the overage students were, indeed, quite ready for an accelerative
intervention of perhaps one year, possibly at the time of admission to elementary
school. Moreover, old-in-grade and very bright (e.g., IQ = 140) students most
likely would excel (even these bright students mentioned by Baer) in achieve-
ment and would serve as even more appropriate candidatesfor at least one year’s
acceleration in school.

Thus, data from four investigations of early admissionto either kindergarten
or first grade and studies comparing overage with underage students unequivo-
cally favor acceleration through early admission to school. Underage pupils who
can demonstrate mental age performance comparable to mean performanceof the
grade they desire to enter should be permitted to enroll in that grade. Also, bright
overage pupils are at a distinct disadvantagein that certainly they are competent
to handle more appropriately difficult curricular materials but, nonetheless, they
must remain in their ‘‘proper’’ chronological age grade.

SUMMARY

The relative merits of enrichment versus acceleration for gifted students no doubt
will continue to be debated andresearched in future years. At present, an objec-
tive evaluation of the empirical findings leadsus to the following conclusions:(1)
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Academic enrichment (whetherit is ‘‘relevant’’ or ‘‘irrelevant’’) may be worth-

while for all students, and not specifically for the intellectually gifted. In this

way, enrichment programs seem to be more open to accusations of ‘‘elitism’’

than acceleration is, since no ‘‘special’’ curricula need to be established for the

accelerated student. (2) No studies have shown enrichment to provide superior

results over accelerative methods. Enrichment at best may only defer boredom

until a later time. (3) Much resistance to acceleration (or ‘‘srade-skipping’’) is

based on preconceived notions and irrational grounds, rather than on an examina-

tion of the evidence. Most resistance stems from concerns about the socioemo-

tional developmentof the accelerated student. Whenthe facts are studied, how-

ever, we find that such adjustment problems generally are minimal and short-

lived. (4) Accelerated students are shownto perform at least as well as, and often

better than, ‘‘normal-aged’’ control students, on both academic and nonacademic

measures.

It seems evident that, according to the findings of most of the studies re-

ported here, acceleration appears to be the more feasible method for meeting the

needs of gifted students. We would expect to find a diminishing adherence to the

age-grade lock step as more educators, administrators, and parents become aware

of the facts as opposed to the myths.
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WHAT PROVISIONS FOR THE
EDUCATION OF GIFTED STUDENTS?

Morris Meister and Harold A. Odell

 

PART 1: MORRIS MEISTER

The democratic right to attend high school has come to mean for most youth, the

right to study the same subjects, in the same way, at the same rate, for the same

length of time and subject to what are believed to be the same standards. The

trouble is that half of our youth cannot stand the process, and drop out before

graduation. Thepity is that half of the dropouts could have completed the course,

such as it is. Now, we must not be indifferent to the needs whichall youth share

in common; but it is not inherent in democracy that it emphasize a leveling

process. Our schools must become safe for differences.

How Manyin the High Schools Are Gifted?

Although there is no general agreement on the answer to this question, it is

essential to deal with it realistically. Let us, then, accept the rough line of

demarcation proposed by the Educational Policies Commission; namely that 10

percent of the six million boysand girls in American high schools have IQs better

than 120 and that, therefore, 600,000 of them are either ‘‘moderately’’ or

‘“‘highly’’ gifted. Twenty-five years from now, a very large proportion ofthis

group will be running the country; its business, its politics, its law, its profes-

sions, its arts, its science. Even if we disagree violently with using the intelli-

gence quotient as a criterion, and even if the 600,000 include some who should

not be there or exclude some who should be there, a major fraction of them is

certainly destined for leadership.

This paper includes excerpts from chapter 10, written by Dr. Meister, of P. Witty (ed.), The

gifted child. D. C. Heath & Co.

Reprinted with permission of editor, NASSP Bulletin. Published 1951 in NASSP (National
Association of Secondary School Principals) Bulletin 35: 30-46.
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How Large Are the High Schools which They Attend?

Of the 600,000 gifted students, as here defined, 200,000 live in cities with
populations of 100,000 and over. Such communities can afford to maintain
perhapsfourorfive different high school structures, each accommodatingatleast
500 students. Another 100,000 of the gifted boys and girls live in areas where
consolidation of resources are possible; so that again, several high schools of
reasonable size can be organized. In other words, abouthalf of the gifted children
attend high schools of 500 or more students and live in areas where several high
schools are reasonably available. The remaining half, or 300,000 gifted boys and
girls, live in such small communities where the high school population numbers
less than 500,orif it is larger, only one school is reasonably available in the
region.

These rough estimates are of prime importance. Cost ofinstruction, variety
of teachertalent, flexibility of program, and manyother factors which determine
provisions for individual needs, all depend upon the size of school unit. It is safe
to say that even with twice the amount of money now in sight for high school
support, no school unit of less than 500 students can offer the enriched and
flexible program required by the varyinginterests and abilities ofits students, not
to mention the special enrichments called for to meet the needs of the fifty
moderately and highly gifted boys and girls in every such school.

From a practical point of view, therefore, there is little to be gained for the
larger school from a consideration of whatis best to do for the gifted in the very
small school. Such schools are equally handicapped in caring for the entire range
of abilities, and represent a problem so different in degree as to constitute a
problem different in kind. Two tracks of study, research and teacher training
must therefore be launched. While the findings in each of the tracks will have
bearing on the other, each must proceed independently and in its own frame of
reference. The importantfact to note is that each ofthe tracks concernsitself and
will continue to concern itself for the next twenty years or more with half of the
600,000 gifted high school boys and girls in America.

What Opportunities for the Gifted in the Larger School?

At the high school level variability in achievement probably reaches its
maximum. The teacher meets about 150 or more students each day. It often takes
a month before he can call each of them by name. Associating different sets of
abilities and interests with these names is another time-consuming task. Yet, in
the class assembled at random, weexpect the teacherto organize smaller groups
for learning purposes. There may be need for as many as four or five such
groups. Not only interest and ability, but also subject status is important. Read-
ing comprehension also plays a part. Assignments must be varied. As many as
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five or six committees must be kept going. Students are transferred in or out.

Such groupings may be continued for a long time; others for only a day or two.

Different texts, tests, and supplementary materials must be procured, assembled,

and otherwise made available to each of the groups. He must meet parents and

become familiar with home conditions. Truly, the teacher of a heterogeneous

class must be Superman himself!

If society could afford a teacher for each student, the problem of caring for

individual needs would be largely solved. Since that is impossible, we must

perforce develop procedures for dealing with groups, large groups most of the

time, small groups someofthe time, and with individuals occasionally. Since the

larger school makes grouping more feasible, the development of procedures for

varying groups becomes moreattainable.

Some Devices Proposed and Tried

During the past twelve years the New York City high schools have experimented

with at least three grouping devices for dealing with gifted children. Each of the

devices has its devotees andits critics. The first is the organization of so-called

Honor Classes in the various subject areas. Thus, Honor Classes in English,

history, mathematics, language, and science are formed at each grade level. The

basis for admission is usually a high grade in the previous semester’s work in the

particular subject in question. Occasionally the IQ is combined with grades.

Since work is departmentalized, any given boyor girl may be doing Honors work

in English but attend a so-called normal class in other subjects. Someticklish

administrative problems frequently arise and even the very large schools findit

necessary to abolish some HonorsClasses on occasion. No thoroughgoing study

has ever been made of the outcomes from this plan; yet many teachers and

students like the arrangement. It does provide opportunity for enriching the

curriculum and for raising standards of achievement in keeping with student

ability.

A second device, somewhatless used becauseit is feasible only in a very

large school, is to organize an Honors School within the school. This tends to

select the college-bound students. A portion of the faculty is usually selected to

deal with these students. All the classes are then in the Honors category. The

special staff of teachers find opportunity to confer at regular intervals, so as to

coordinate their efforts. The degree of homogeneity attainable by this deviceis

not nearly as great as in the case of special Honors Classes. Administrative

problemsare less severe, if the school is large enough; but parent and teacher

objection is greater. There is also frequent complaint from students when com-

pelled to meet standards higher than those applied to their fellows in the more

normal segmentof the school. Though muchcriticized, those schools which have

Honor Schools praise them highly on the ground that they provide opportunities
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for the gifted they would never have had otherwise. While no thoroughgoing
studies on Honors Schools have been published, they have been discussed in
detail, with pros and consin the references cited below.!

Opportunities for the Gifted in the Specialized High School

A third device for reducing the magnitude of differences in instructional groups1S
to organize an entire school, its curriculum, faculty, equipment, and procedures,
around a purpose that is meaningful and attractive to the students. The latter
apply for admission; they need not enroll if the announced purpose does not
appeal to them. Further, all who apply are not admitted. The schoolis permitted
to develop such standards of admission, as are in keeping with the school’s
purpose and which will make it more likely that the student will profit from the
school’s offering. Early identification on the part of an individual of a strong
interest or aptitude producesa ‘‘halo effect.’’ It often services as motivation for
learningsin related fields and stimulates generalized achievements. Furthermore,
in the case of those ‘‘purposeful schools’’ which are based on areas of learning
requiring reading comprehension, possession of fundamental skills and ability to
reason, the school’s very purpose tends to select automatically a group of high-
level ability students.

So far as we know,the role of purpose has never been thoroughly explored
as a means of providing opportunities for the gifted. The specialized high school
is attempting to do this for large groups of moderately and highly gifted boys and
girls who, early in life, have identified for themselves a serious life interest and
aptitude.

The Specialized High Schools in New York City

The specialized high school is a school above the eighth grade, designed
throughout to meet the needs, interests, abilities, and terminal aims of a particu-
lar segment of the adolescent population. The opposite of the specialized high
school is the general or neighborhood high school, designed to educate all the
children of the neighborhood with only such adjustments to individual needs as
can be provided under one roof.

I. Student Selection on the Basis of Interest, Ability, and Terminal Aims
Creates Both a Favorable Learning Situation and a Democratically Desirable
Social Environment. Educators agree that the optimum learning situation is
one in which the tasks set the learner are within the range ofhis ability but
difficult enough to require considerable effort. If the task exceeds the capacity of
the learner, not only does he fail to learn anything by it, but, if the situation is
repeated often enough, he mayalso develop a sense offrustration.

‘Bulletins of High Points, New York City Schools, December 1930, November 1940, and
May 1940.
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A heterogeneousstudent body is sometimes urged on the ground of democ-

racy. This argumentis specious. It is not true that individuals in a democracylive

and work in groups as heterogeneous as the generality of the population. The

home, the family, and the circle of friends which surroundsit are all fairly

homogeneous groups. Even at work, one’s associates are not as heterogeneous

as the generality of the population. The goalto be striven for is a well-articulated

society and not a perfectly diffused one. It is not alwaystrue that bringing widely

divergent groups together in a school is the best method of teaching them to

understand each other, or of teaching them the way to make such contacts

pleasant and mutually helpful.

A completely homogeneousstudent bodyis neither possible, nor is it ever an

end which is sought directly by a specialized high school. The specialized high

school does seek to avoid the unworkable ranges now commonly found in the

general high school.

2. The Specialized High School Provides Many Students with a Purpose,

Which, for Them, the General High School Lacks. Purposeis the motive

powerof the learning process. Students can accomplish tasks quite beyond the

degree of competencethey usually display if they have a strong purpose whichis

their own. The many recent youth studies have shownclearly that the purpose

which dominated the general high school never became the abiding purpose of

many of the students.

The upper segment of high school students finds in the appropriate special

school a realization of purpose which they cannot find in the general high school.

They can do the required work in muchless timethan it takes the other students.

Whenthis extra time is not wasted, it is rarely employed at levels which bring the

maximum return. In a specialized high school this extra time is used to better

advantage.

3. The Specialized High School Is Consistent with the Ideal of a Well-

rounded Education. The specialized high school does not encourage narrow

specialization, nor an education devoid of the aesthetic and cultural content. And

there is nothing in the specialized school which makes this necessary. On the

basis of any definition of culture, the specialized high school is in a more

favorable position to create an environment conduciveto cultural growth. The

fact is that students in science high schools, for example, study more English,

more social studies, more mathematics and as much foreign language, music,

and art by comparison with the students in general high schools.

A well-rounded program does not necessarily produce well-rounded stu-

dents. A broad education is the product of broad interests. And interests do not

operate in single compartments; they reach out and include a numberofrelated

fields. If, on the other hand, the student lacks a real interest, the entire school

machinery will be able to do little more than to bring him to the point of passing

an examination.
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The interest pattern of the very intelligent is broad andit extends to things

not directly connected with the individual. For such an individual a real and

lively interest in world problems, in literature, in art, in music comesnaturally.

4. The Specialized High School Makes a Better Integration of the Cur-

riculum Possible. The human mind,like the human body, tends to function as

an organism rather than as a mechanism. Yet, the high school curriculum, with

its many “‘subjects’’ in airtight compartments, suggests a mechanistic approach.

Forthe students the curriculum is the sum of a numberof constants and variables.

Little provision is made for weaving the subjects into an organic, integrated

whole. This is not to say that all parts of all subjects can or should be fused. It

does imply that there are many ideas which belong together and that they should

be brought together in the learning process.

To do this with any effectiveness at all for the adolescent, one must utilize

the binding powerof his central purpose. Such a purposeexists for students in a

specialized high school. We can more readily bring ideas together that belong

together. While ‘‘subjects’’ and their syllabi look the same when written down

on paperfor both types of school, the teaching and the learning whichresults are

totally different. One need only to visit a classroom in English or social studies or

physics 1n a specialized high school to be impressed bythe extent and the quality

of curriculum integration.

How ManySpecialized High Schools in New York City?

The publicly supported secondary schools in New York City number about

eighty, exclusive of the junior high schools. About twenty of them might be

termed ‘‘specialized’’ in the sense that their philosophies, organizations, cur-

ricula, and equipmentcenter about a ‘‘purpose.’’ Not all of them set up specific

tests for admission; yet all of them are, in effect, selective; their “‘purposes’’ are

well communicated and well understood by teachers, parents, and students. At

least four of them center about ‘‘purposes’’ whichtendto select high-level ability

students. These are Brooklyn Technical High School, High School of Music and

Art, High School of Science, and Stuyvesant High School. Only the High

Schools of Music and Art and of Science are coeducational.

What Kind of Children Are They?

Hereis a brief and generalized profile: While he (or she) wants to go to college

and make‘‘science’’ his career, he is not too specific in this interest. He is a year

youngerthan the average high school student of the same grade; but he knowshis

fundamentals in arithmetic and spelling. He reads voraciously all kinds of books

and periodicals. Heis alert to current issues and is capable of profoundloyalties

and support to causes. He gripes about too much homework but puts a considera-
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ble amountof time on daily study, spending muchsparetime in his home ‘‘lab’”’

and with other hobbies. Because he is eager and vocal, he is sometimesdifficult

to control in class. He is hard on the teacher and can spot at once the one who

‘‘doesn’t know his stuff.’’ He has achieved an early sophistication in the impor-

tance of marks and is prone to become an “‘eager beaver,’’ wise to the ways of

short cuts to high grades. His mental and physical health is splendid. In our

school he welcomedthe adventof girls with wild acclaim—the alumni mourning

this event as ‘‘too little and too late.’’ Though young, heis proficientin athletics,

participating in baseball, soccer, swimming, basketball, tennis, handball, and

track. He may work after school and during the summer. Heis a great joiner of

clubs. His IQ is exactly at the median for the school and it is about 130. He gives

his teachers the greatest possible lift, spiritually and professionally; he leaves

them limp as rags at the end of the day.

About 2 percent of his classmates are maladjusted in one way or another;

some of them run away from home,or cheat, or cause other disciplinary infrac-

tions. About 5 percent of his classmates are hit hard by adolescence in about the

junior years, and go to pieces scholastically. The parents come from every

economic level and are engaged in many types of work and professional activi-

ties; but are all keenly interested in the school andthe progress of their children.

The Faculty

In the early years of the school’s history, the principal was able to select ten

young, well-trained, and competent heads of departments. They have been towers

of strength in developing the school’s philosophy and practice. Among the re-

maining ninety members of the staff, many able and superior teachers volun-

teered to transfer to the school from other schools. Due to an annual turnover of

about 10 percent in personnel, the staff as a whole has changed considerably over

the years. New personnel are obtained from civil service lists of licensed

teachers, and are, by and large, well-equipped. It may be pointed out that in

twelve years, more than thirty of the staff have won promotions as heads of

departments or school principals. Nevertheless notall of the present faculty are

ideally suited for the task of guiding gifted children. In this connection we wish

to endorse the point of view of the NEA Policies Commission asto the qualities

especially needed in a teacher of gifted children.

Some Student and Alumni Achievements

Practically all of the students are admitted to college. The record is perhaps best
summarized in the results of the class of June, 1950, which numbered 391 boys

and girls. They received 875 admissions from 125 different colleges and were

awarded 175 scholarships worth about $200,000.

Space hardly permits a description of the thousandsofbrilliant achievements
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to the credit of these gifted students. One 16-year-old was elected Fellow of the
Royal Microscopic Society of London for his work on microscopes. Another
discovered a new species of fruit fly and was acknowledged the discoverer bya
world-famous entomologist. A third student sent a sample of a new variety of
mold of neurospora to Dr. Doge of the New York Botanical Gardens, who named
it H.S.S., the initials of the school. Another boy made a discovery in protozool-
ogy which was independently made by a professor at Brown University and
published. One alumnus, as a junior at Harvard, was assigned to Dr. Op-
penheimer’s staff at Los Alamosandassisted at the trial of the first atom bomb.
The alumni now numbers about 300 doctors and dentists, about 1,500 engineers,
about 200 research men, about 500 laboratory technicians, and about 1,000
school and college teachers of science. Fifteen percent of the alumni have
gravitated to business, journalism, nonscience teaching, and other nonscience
professions. One has becomea well-known concert pianist; another an outstand-
ing artist.

Community Reactions

Dr. Vannevar Bush, formerly Director of the Office of Science Research and
Development, had this to say about the school five years ago:

Convinced as I am that there has never been a time whencultivation of sciencetalent

is so importantto the welfare of our nation and the world, I welcome the opportunity

to speak a wordfor the kind of program which the Bronx High School of Science has

been carrying on during the past seven years. This is a very positive contribution

toward replenishing of our sadly depleted stock of scientifically trained intelligence.

The breadth of the program of the Bronx High School of Science—inits inclusion of

ample study of the humanities—is not only a safeguard against the hazard of narrow

specialization but also the best guarantee that its graduates will have the depth of

understanding necessary for the full utilization of scientific skill in their later careers.

This praise in high places is couched in terms especially meaningful for these

times.

An internationally known writer, whose son attended the school and was

killed in the recent war, memorializes his son’s namein a biography in which he

speaks high words of praise for the school. In addition, he offers a prize of

several hundred dollars at each commencement to some graduate.

A parent whose son died while in attendanceat the school has established a

foundation which is currently paying all expenses of twelve graduates through

college and professional school, and supplies the school liberally with current

needs not otherwise obtainable. Recently the foundation established a Music

Lounge in the Library, with thousands of dollars of recordings and a sound

system which enables students to listen to records through earphones.

A leading department store merchant in the community, whose son found

security at Science after being unhappyin a private school, is seeking to express
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his appreciation in a contribution, without strings, which is measured in

thousands of dollars.
These material gifts symbolize the spirit of good will that has permeated the

community regarding the work of the school.

Some Unsolved Problems

Like any other venture into uncharted seas, the sailing has not all been smooth.

The general question of the specialized school as a moot educational problem is

encountered here in intensified form.

Somecontend that the secondary schoolis too early in a student’s career for

him to engage in any type of specialization. They point to the student whose

interest in science wanes, but who is unable to make the easy adjustment in

course that a large, diversified school makes possible. Of course, the school

attempts to avoid criticism on this score, by careful explanation of its purpose

and by screening of its entrants.

Anothercriticism concernsitself with the issue of democracy. Much has

been said on this question and surely the pros and consofthis issue have by now

been thoroughly set forth; but they have never been subjected to rigorous objec-

tive test. To those who deal with boys and girls in specialized schools day by

day, this criticism brings only smiles. They would challenge the critics, invite

them into the school to observe the children at work and at play. In all that they

do, they exemplify a free society in pursuit of democratic ideals in democratic

fashion. Modesty rather than snobbishness is the quality that predominates.

There are leaders and there are intelligent followers. The ‘‘purpose’’ around

which the school centers cannot and does not eliminate individual differences.

Democracy cannot mean that it is more important for a student to reach the

teacher’s minimum than to reach his own maximum.

Anothercriticism that has beenraised arises from the undisputed fact that the

entrance testing procedure tends to select students of superior intelligence. This

results in a concentration of such students in one school, and may attenuate the

honorrolls of others. While the answers to such questions as these lie in the

general province of educational values, it must be said that students with clearly

defined talents and interests ought not to be neglected. It has never been proved

that the less able need the presence of the gifted in order to achieve their

maximum.

Some membersof the faculty feel that some of our students work under too

severe tensions and at too great speed, with insufficient recreation. Others feel

that the school’s curriculum as organized at present does not allow pupils enough

time to avail themselves of the full and varied offerings of such departments as

art and music. These matters have been the subject of long faculty discussions,

and some modifications have resulted and others are under consideration.

Among other unsolved problems is the problem of teacher recruitment.
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There is great unwillingness on the part of school authorities to give special
consideration to the teacher needs of specialized schools. The teaching load is
still too heavy. Administrative and organizational regulations are too sharply
applied in view ofthe special needsof gifted children. One of the most annoying,
sometimesfrustrating problemsis the attitude of some superintendents and prin-
cipals toward the importance of special provisions for the gifted. Whenever a
crisis of one kind or another occurs, the authority is likely to say: ‘‘Well, the
bright kids will come outall right; they'll take care of themselves.’’ The fact is
that they do not.

A Final Word

I realize that in discussing opportunities for gifted high school students I have
focused attention entirely upon only half of the 600,000 gifted students in
America—the half that happen to live in populated areas. Yet, an attack upon
half of the problem is certainly worth while. Again, westress that the other half
of the problem is so different in kind that it warrants an entirely new approach by
those who must deal with the situation day by day.

The High School of Science is now in its thirteenth year. In that time it has
been accumulating convincing evidence that science talented youth need a
specialized type of secondary-school education—specialized, however, only in
the sense of giving science a special part to play in educating such youth for a
free society. It seems vital to the welfare of the country that we conservethis
special humanresourcefor the needsof a scientific age. No great nation can now
afford to neglect its science talent. Not only is national security at stake, but the
security of civilization itself.

PART 2: HAROLD A. ODELL

At the outset, it should be noted that the wording of the title of this discussion
commits us to the premise that special provision should be madeforthe group of
students identified as gifted. This point of view implies that such provision will
provide a more sound educational program forthis group. This writer wants to go
on record as saying: there is (1) the need of school administrators for a recogni-
tion of this problem, and (2) the need for special curricular provision for the
education of our superior boys andgirls. It should be concededthat this will not
be a definite discussion ofthis subject; but instead, some problemswill be posed
and some alternatives suggested.

There has been considerable research in the diagnosis and selection of gifted
children and some experimentation in the organization of ability groups as a
technique for educating the intellectually gifted. Little can be found in educa-
tional literature relative to the curriculum of special classes for bright children in
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high school. How shall the curriculum be organized for such a class? Whatshall

it include? How will teaching methods be affected under this plan? How can

results be evaluated? These and manyother questions have not been conclusively

answered.
In adult life, we have an obligation to our gifted contemporaries and these

leaders in turn have a debt to society. In the days of the ‘‘Jacksonian Democ-

racy’’ we were taught the rather fallacious doctrine that all men are equal. We

still seem to idealize the average man and tend to underestimate the worth of the

exceptional man.(This point of view does not include our professional athletes or

Hollywood personalities.) A scientific or artistic genius may be somewhatre-

vered, but we usually regard such people as ‘‘different.’’ The popular concept of

tolerance toward the gifted is not enough. All schools are responsible for the

discovery and the education of outstanding humantalent in a society ofself-

government where good leaders are indispensable.

Superintendent Campbell of the New York City schools succinctly stated a

long time ago that: ‘‘Education is something more than the process of guiding

youth out of the realm of incompetence. ... The school that fails to offer oppor-

tunity for the child of unusualgifts is as fully neglectful as the schoolthat offers

nothing to the child of limited endowment. The school must be as zealous to do

for the genius as for the dullard.”’

Most laymen and professional educators will agree that, in order to per-

petuate democracy, one of the prime requirements is to provide for an equality of

opportunity for all boys and girls of public school age. They would also concede

that schools should provide conditions that will permit a// pupils to develop to

the fullest extent. This is one of the fundamental concepts of the American public

schools (Cohen and Coryell 1935).

Another fundamental principle of education is the law of individual dif-

ferences. This concept of psychology has led most school administrators to

attempt the adjustment and adaptation of their educational programs to meet

these individual differences.

With the recenttrendto raise the compulsory school age, the adoption of child

labor legislation, and the economic depression, the secondary-school popula-

tion has changedin the character of its members as well as in the character of its

enrollment. A good many pupils of average or below average mental ability, who

haveless interest in academic learning, are now attending school. This segment of

the school population in a good many areas would be employedin industry or

agriculture, if it had the choice to make.

The increased range of the mental capacity of our pupils has resulted in

contributing to a condition where we do not actually provide equalization of

educational opportunity for our bright children. Some would go asfar as to say

that the schools are undemocratic because they are not providing opportunities

for the superior pupils to develop their maximum abilities. Democracy, in order

to endure, must develop leaders that have the training, the vision, the courage,

and the ability to furnish enlightened leadership. One place to stress leadership
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training is during adolescent growth. All the people can’t become leaders, but
people can betrained for leadership. Our gifted children constitute the schools’
greatest political asset.

One factor that influenced the policies of the school administrators toward
the problem of the atypical child was the emergenceandrefining of the science of
education. The use of tests and measurements, statistics, and the research in the
psychology of learning all contributed to the recognition of the problem.

Galton in 1865 (Hollingworth 1935) made probablythefirst scientific obser-

vation that the outstanding contributions to society were made by people of su-

perior ability. Cattell (ibid.) observed in his investigation of 1,000 American men

of science living between 1910 and 1915, who were the most outstanding in the
opinion of their contemporaries, that (1) the majority of the fathers of these men
came from the learned professions, (2) that laborers’ children were not among

them, and (3) that scientists tend to grow upin thecity.
These and other investigations seem to indicate that intellectual capacity is

inherited. Psychologists and sociologists do not all agree that great achievement
can beattributed entirely to the native qualities of the individual or to the
environmental conditions. It should be apparent, however, that a democracy,in
its own interest, should require that each person contribute to its society all that
inheritance and training can permit him. The public schools have an inescapable
responsibility in contributing to the maintenance of democracy. The high school
should make provision for the gifted for these main reasons: (1) such provision
will in itself discharge this responsibility by providing for the developmentof ail
the pupils to the full extent of their potentialities; and (2) it will furnish a training
ground for the future leaders of our democracy. If an adequate educational
program is to be provided, it must be adapted to meetthe individual needsofall
the pupils.

Wehave long admitted the need for special provision for the slow learner
and the mentally defective. We have gone to great expense in considering the
welfare of the mentally and physically deficient in the public schools, and in
private and public institutions today such financing is inadequate. Our sym-
pathies are aroused immediately when the needs of this segment of our school
population are known. Weare justly sentimental in our desire to help those who
are unable properly to help themselves.

Although we donot intend to play one against the other, the large group of
mentally handicapped (Goodwin 1941) has diverted our attentions from a more
important group of the ‘‘educationally neglected’’—the gifted. Schools and
teachers have, by habit or inclination, assumedthat the superior child will learn
without special attention. In the typical school room of a heterogeneous group,
the teacher of average ability devotes most of his time to the average or slow
learner. The superior pupil either forms habits of neglect or inattention that lead
to boredom and laziness or, upon his own initiative, he will vary his class

activities to suit his interests. Occasionally, a child of superior intelligence be-

comesa disciplinary problem, but usually he causes no disturbance. Working at a
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fraction of his capacities, he showslittle interest in drill but still manages to meet

the minimum scholastic standards required of the class. By permitting a range of

80 IQ to 150 IQ in the sameclass, we are actually promoting mediocrity.

There is general agreement that schoolsare failing adequately to educate the

superior child. But there is no agreement on the best provision for the solution of

this problem.

Of 1,430 young adults whoscoredin the top | percenton anintelligencetest

twenty years before, only 12 failed to complete high school, but 121 stopped

their education with high school graduation. More than one-fourth of the group

were employed in occupations requiring no more than average intelligence.

Terman (Terman and Oden 1947) established that ‘‘practically all the gifted

subjects were potentially college material and probably onethird left school with

less—often muchless than they should have had.’’ Tests administeredto fifteen

million men in the military services in World War IJ revealed that manygifted

men had not been discovered. The sinews of war demandedthat the armed forces

utilize the talents of these men.

A recent study (Goetsch) revealed that 90 percent of the superior students

who come from the upper economic class were attending college. Less than

20 percent of the superior student from the lower economic brackets attended

college. World problems of vital importance are leaving their impact. Educa-

tion is challenged to develop leadership. Special education for the gifted is not

only warranted, but the very continuance of democracy demandsit.

Two main problems emergein a consideration of this problem:I. Identifying

the Gifted, and II. Special Provisions for the Gifted.

I. Identifying the Gifted

Verbal ability is frequently overemphasized in our attempts to identify the

superior students. The world needs talents of many types—scientific, artistic,

and social—and much progress has been made in measuring talent as compared

to the casual, informal observations used formerly, but very few studies have

been made of the subsequent education of people with scientific or artistic gifts.

The discovery of the gifted is not easy. It involves serious problems in the

personality development of young people. It would be well for a schoolto define

the gifted before it begins the task of discovering students with these characteris-

tics.
In order to identify the gifted, the following criteria could be considered:

1. Teacher Judgment—Classroom teachers, guidance counselors, homeroom

teachers, athletic coaches, and activities sponsors should all be consulted.

They should be asked to differentiate between actual achievement and the

capacity to achieve. Special aptitudes should be identified and recorded in

such activities as writing, acting, and music. Studies have shown that boys

NORTHEAST TECHNICAL COMMUNITY
(OWVNE | TCOe 1 impnmanv
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and girls with marked mental ability are not alwaystalented in otheractivities
thanintellectual, but other investigations indicate that geniuses in music, art,
and science are usually characterized by a high degree ofintellectual ability.
Teachers must also be aware that chronological age is of paramount impor-
tance in identifying the gifted.

2. Scholastic Record—This should show evidenceof a continuity of achieve-
ment in relation to the personality traits of the student. Even though school
marks are not infallible, if enough evidence is available from a variety of
teachers, it becomesa reliable index of the scholastic ability of the student.

3. Standardized Tests—Intelligence and achievementtests should be adminis-
tered. Professor Terman’s policy of a ‘‘cutting’’ score of 140 IQ to identify
the intelligent gifted has found commonusage, or about the top | percent of
the total population. In selected communities or schools, this ratio would
increase. If the evidence selected from the abovecriteria is properly ap-
praised,a basis will have been establishedfor the identification of the superior
students.

II. Special Provisions for the Gifted

The education of the gifted must be different from the education of other students
in quantity, kind, and the demandsfor the use of insight. Ideally every school
and teacher should have a systematic organization and procedure for the educa-
tion of superior students, based on a local study and local needs.

Acceleration. St. Louis pioneered in the acceleration of bright pupils by
promoting them at short intervals (National Society of the Study of Education).
In 1868, Dr. W. T. Harris reported to the annual convention of the National
Education Association that the plan had the advantages of stimulating the
superior children to work up to their capacity. It is common practice, especially
in the elementary school, to permit bright pupils to ‘‘skip’’ one grade, on the
assumption that it would be uneconomical for them to spend the next year with
their ownclass.

This method has the advantage of challenging the more able student, andit
permits him to avoid frustration and growth of bad work habits. It is the easiest
administrative procedure to utilize. Time and expense will be saved for these
students. They will become productive at an earlier age. This technique has the
disadvantage of involving the danger of possible social maladjustment of the
youngster unless the bright student has matured in direct ratio to his intellectual
Capacity, and, even with acceleration, the younger, brighter child will learn
faster than his older classmates. Acceleration should not be resorted to unless a
Systematic evaluation has been madeof the individual student concerned.

Enrichment. Superintendent Shearer in 1896 devised a plan in Elizabeth,
New Jersey, for the division of each of the eight grades into sections accordingto
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ability. Essentials were covered by eachsection in proportion to the ability of the

class. The concentric plan at Santa Barbara, which divides each grade into an A,

B, and C group is somewhat similar. Minimumessentials are covered byall the

groups, but the B group does more workthan the C section, and the A group goes

a faster pace and covers more than Section B. This plan seems to provide more

for enrichment of the course of study than for the acceleration of the good

students. The students may advance from one section to the next, however,

which has the advantage of flexibility.

By his very nature, the gifted child has an enriched life in his experiences,

insights, and appreciations. But the child cannot grow to his potential with

self-direction only. He needs a planned enrichment. The enrichmentof subject

matter and other educational experiences seem to have the advantageof adapting

the material and teaching to the individual as enrichment doesin acceleration,

without the accompanying possible danger of social maladjustment involved in

‘‘skipping.’’ It also followsthe ideal of adapting school work to every individual

student and not for a group of students. One study (Sumption 1941) revealed that

better all-around results were obtained where a program of enrichment was

followed in comparison to a general school program. There is no available

evidence of cases where there was too much enrichment. There is no apparent

dichotomy between enrichmentand acceleration. As a matter of fact, they com-

plement each other. |

Enrichmentin the area of literature and writing is almost boundless when

motivated by superior teaching. It provides opportunities for more specialized

study as well as for opening up new, unexploredareas. In the activities program,

gifted students have an ideal climate in which to develop—student government,

music, a wide variety of clubs andathletics.

Ability Grouping. One of the plans developedrelatively recently, to com-

pensate for the weakness andineffectiveness of the regimentation of the grades

system, was the development of homogeneous ability grouping. According to

Billett, only one article appeared onthis subject before 1910 (Billett). There were

but five cities that provided for special classes or schools for gifted pupils before

1911 (U.S. Bureau of Education). Although there has been a substantial increase

in this technique, there has not been complete acceptance of such grouping.

Oneofthe first references to ability grouping is found in the Annual Report

of San Francisco in 1873 (Annual Report 1873). This report stated that pupils in

high school, ‘‘Shall be arranged in divisions according to proficiency.’’ In 1908,

Cleveland grouped somepupils according to a “‘proficiency, scholarship, ability,

industry, health, capacity during the preceding term, successive examinations of

the previous year, and marks received in examinations for admission’’ (Annual

Report 1908). By 1917, the Cleveland schools had begun a limited use of

standardized tests in grouping pupils for rapid progress (ibid.). But it was not

until 1921, with the aid of improvedintelligence tests, that Cleveland began its

well-known Major Work Groups. The Cleveland superintendent reported in 1938

that “‘the school program that best meets the needs of the child is the one that
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gives consideration to, and is based on, the child’s ability to do school work
successfully’’ (ibid.).

Ability grouping had its inception in the high schools, but in recent yearsthis
classification has found greater popularity in the elementary schools. In 1935,
out of a total school enrollment of 5,941,605 for the cities in the United States
with a population of 100,000 or over, only 2,293 pupils were classified in a
special class for the gifted. One thousand two hundred and forty-one of these
were in the Cleveland schools, and 273 in the Boston schools (Foster and Martens
1938). In its Honors Schools and Classes, New York City has made rapid and
significant studies in solving this problem.

Optimum learning in schoolis closely related to intellectual ability; there-
fore, as in acceleration, group learning can be accomplished moreefficiently by
grouping students on the criterion of ability than by chronological age. It is
desirable to use the IQ, the scholastic record, teacher judgment, and chronologi-
cal age ascriteria for ability grouping. By this policy all children are promoted by
natural growth and at the same time as are their classmates. In a ninth-grade
English class of 300 pupils, ten sections might be organized from oneto ten in
decreasing ability. Accompanied by the characteristic of pupil ability, provision
could be madeofthe variations in courses of study for college preparatory work,
business education, and general education. The number of sections in the English
college preparatory course would be determined by the numberof students en-
rolled in that curriculum. The average and the slow learners would,by that plan,
have their class work adaptedto their abilities and needs. These pupils would not
be as likely to get discouraged in competing with the bright pupils in a
heterogeneousclass. Thisfacility of variation could be applied to commonlearn-
ings in high school or college.

Becauseof the higher achievement standards required, ability grouping has
the advantage of challenging the more able students to a greater degree than does
a heterogeneousclass. The course of study for such a gifted group should actu-
ally provide the enrichment argued for by the advocates of enrichment. Enrich-
ment and individualization of instruction in a heterogeneousclassis difficult if
not impossible for the average teacher. Ability grouping, say its proponents,
would facilitate the differentiation of instruction required for the best educational
results. Bright students would haveless opportunity for the rapid growth oftheir
ego in a class whereit is not as possible for them to be Superior to their fellows.
Superior teachers, with skill and imagination that will inspire boys andgirls, are
essential for producing the best results in a class of superior students. Most
subject teachers say that teaching a bright class is much easier than a normal
class.

Advocates of acceleration maintain that ability grouping is undemocratic
because it offers different and better opportunities to a selected few andthatit
results in the developmentof a stigma for the lower ability groups. Other oppo-
nents of ability grouping contend that in the adult world one has to live with all
types of people and that ability grouping provides for an artificial conditioning
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for adult life. This argument may be counteredbystating that if ability grouping

is followed, homeroom groups, athletic teams, social affairs, and other school

activities should be composed of all students of all levels of intelligence. It is

generally agreed that ability grouping would be uneconomical, and probably

unwise, in small high schools.

Elective Courses. Schools that provide effective guidanceservices will be

able to tailor individual students’ schedules to the varying needs and abilities of

each student. Rightly or wrongly, gifted boys and girls will usually elect a

sequence of the traditional college preparatory subjects. Those with musical,

artistic, or mechanical talents will be interested in choosing courses that will

promote the utilization of these talents. Good counseling will be essential in a

school program that makes provision for a wide choice of electives. Such a

program hasthe advantage of enabling the studentto be better qualified to choose

an area of specialization in college while, at the same time providing oppor-

tunities for necessary general education.

No one of the four educational devices discussed above will be adequate to

meet all the educational needs of the gifted. Every superior student needs en-

richment. All need programs of elective courses. Able school administrators

should consider acceleration in individual cases and some schoolprincipals will

record success with ability grouping. In medium andlarge high schools, a com-

bination of several of these special provisions could be applied; in fact, many

high schools have incorporated all of these special techniques in their programs.

At the risk of seeming inconsistent, one should point out that some people do

object to making any special provision for superior students. People who object

to any recognition of gifted youngsters argue that it is incongruous in a democ-

racy to promote the formation of an aristocracy of the intellectually elite. In

passing, we might note that the same group also opposes any deferment for

military service of superior boys. They seem to confuse the issue with an appeal

to the emotions—believing that universal military service is a moral question, as

opposedto selective service. It would seem to us that the importantcriterion on

this question is whatis best for the preservation of our country and of our way of

life. Some would goasfar as to say that bright boys can contribute moreto their

country by continuing in their training than by being soldiers.

Fundamentally, the same issue exists in our public schools. Should the

schools, dedicated to the teaching of a democracy and good citizenship, make

special provision for gifted boys and girls? Should teachers apply or reject what

we have learned aboutthe law of individual differences? There are many things

at stake inherent in this question among whichare: (1) Whatis best for the bright

boy or girl? (2) How does this relate to society?

High school administrators have been frequently criticized as reactionary

and unwilling to adopt changesin educational practice. There are many reasons

why somehigh school principals find it undesirable or impossible to try out many

‘‘new’’ educational techniques—-some of these reasons are justifiable, but it
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should be possible for responsible educational authorities, such as state boards of

education, professional associations, or field service adjuncts of teachers’ col-

leges, to promote and encourage pilot studies in the area of the gifted child.

Without sacrificing educational standards, schools should be laboratories for

such experiments. High school principals should not resort to the old shibboleth

that college admission requirements prohibit such experimentations. This argu-

ment has assumed the role of rationalization with many school administrators.

Whenourhigh schoolprincipals agree that they have a special responsibility

to our gifted children and are willing to translate this belief into some experimen-

tation in educational practice to help carry out this responsibility—then we will

begin to record the evidence we need to support the conviction that, as a precious

resource, our gifted boys and girls deserve special consideration.
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THE ENRICHMENT TRIAD MODEL:
A GUIDE FOR DEVELOPING DEFENSIBLE

PROGRAMSFOR THE GIFTED

 

Joseph S. Renzulli

This chapter will describe and attempt to showthe relationships that exist among

the three different types of enrichmentthat are presented in figure 4.1. The first

two types, General Exploratory Activities and Group Training Activities, are

considered to be appropriate for all learners; however, they are also important in

the overall enrichment of gifted and talented students for at least two reasons.

First, they deal with strategies for expanding student interests and developing the

thinking and feeling processes and for this reason they are viewed as necessary

ingredients in any enrichment program. Second, and perhaps more importantly,

these two types of enrichment represent logical input and support systems for

Type III Enrichment which is considered to be the only type that is appropriate

mainly for gifted students. Type III Enrichment, entitled Individual and Small

Group Investigations of Real Problems, is the major focus of this model and the

proportions suggested in figure 4.1 are intended to imply that approximately

one-half of the time that gifted students spend in enrichmentactivities should be

devoted to these types of experiences. Because of the importance of Type III

Enrichment in the present model, it will be dealt with in two different ways. In

this section, Type III experiences will be described and a rationale will be

developed to support the assertion that investigations of real problems should be

the mainstay of programs for the gifted and talented. In the final section of the

book, specific suggestions will be offered in an effort to provide somepractical

guidance for implementing Type III experiences. Although some practical sug-

gestions regarding Types I and II are discussed in the present chapter, these two

types of enrichment have received a great deal of attention in contemporary

educational literature and therefore will be discussed here only as they interrelate

with Type III.

Reprinted with permission of publisher, Creative Learning Press. Originally published 1977 as

chapter 3 (pp. 13-17) in The enrichmenttriad model: A guidefor developing defensible programsfor

the gifted and talented. Wethersfield, Conn., Creative Learning Press.
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Fig. 4.1. The enrichmenttriad model

Before getting into a description of the three types of enrichment, however,I

would like to point out a few assumptions underlying the model. Thefirst

assumption relates to the way in which I will define the entire concept of enrich-

ment. By enrichment I simply mean experiencesor activities that are above and

beyond the so-called regular curriculum. Since I am defining enrichment in

relation to aspects of the regular school experience, I wouldlike to discussbriefly

a few concernsabout the regular curriculum and howit relates to the concept of

enrichment.

A great deal of our energy in gifted education has been expendedonciting

the ills and woes of the so-called regular curriculum, and there is indeed much

justification for such criticism. But because welive in a ‘‘credentialing’’ society,

one in which youngsters must pass SAT examsandpossesscertain basic skills to

climb educational and career ladders, I will make two simple observations about

the regular curriculum. First, there are indeed certain basic competenciesthatall

students should master in order to adapt effectively to the culture in which they

are growing; and second, the mastery of these competencies should be made as

streamlined, exciting, and relevant as possible. This is true for all students, and

especially for those youngsters who can master basic competencies in a highly

efficient and rapid manner. I am certain that you will agree that gifted programs

would bein serious trouble if high potential students fell behind on basic skills or

if they failed to get into college because of poor scores on admission exam-
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inations.! But rather than attacking the regular curriculum, I have simply learned

to live with it and hope that it will improve through evolution (and perhaps

through someinfluence from the types of experiences that are being advocated in

gifted education). We may not agree with the hurdles that students must jump in

a credentialing society, but we should not be naive enoughto pretend that these

hurdles do notexist.

The word enrichmentis, of course, an important concept in general educa-

tion and the concept certainly is not the exclusive ‘‘property’’ of persons in-

terested in the gifted and talented. In a certain sense it is impossible to disagree

with persons in general education who are fond of expoundingirrefutable truisms

such as ‘‘all circular experiences should be enriching for all students,’’ and

‘‘there is no such thing anymore as the regular curriculum; we individualize and

enrich the curriculum for all of our students.’’ But these statements are more

nearly idealistic rhetoric than reality; and even in schools which make much

fanfare about that magic word, individualization, it is a reality that most young-

sters spend the majority of their time covering a common bodyof prescribed

material at each grade level. They may cover the material at different rates of

speed, but there are very few youngsters who don’t jump throughessentially the

same set of hoops.

It is, however, precisely because the regular curriculum (even in its most

excellent manifestations) fails to meet the needs of all students that we require

special provisions for some youngsters, and in the case of the gifted and talented,

these special provisions almost always take the form of some type of curricular

enrichment. In its simplest form, enrichment may be merely a matter of introduc-

ing gifted students to advanced courses early. This practice, sometimes referred

to as vertical enrichmentor acceleration, usually consists of allowing students to

enroll in courses to which they would not ordinarily have access until later years.

Although this approach lacks imagination so far as curricular reconstruction is

concerned, it may very well be appropriate in subjects such as mathematics,

physics, and computer science that are highly structured and sequential in con-

cept complexity. Placing a youngster in an advanced course may indeed take care

of his or her need to be challenged and to interact with equally advancedpeers

and a morespecialized instructor; however, such placement may respect only one

dimension of the learner—his or her advanced ability. I am not against accelera-

tion or advanced placementcourses, but the word course automatically implies a

certain amount of structure and uniformity; and my experience has been that

when youngsters have simply been enrolled in advanced courses without any

concern for two other important dimensionsof the learner, then everyone ends up

marching to the tune of the same drummer,albeit at a faster beat.

This leads me to the second assumption underlying this enrichment model.

' Witness the recent congressional concern about the continuous drop in SATscores andcritical

articles in news magazines about incompetencyin basic skill areas. See, for example, “‘Why Johnny

Can’t Write,’’ Newsweek, 8 December, 1975.
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The learner has two other dimensions that must be respected in an enrichment
situation, and even an advanced course may fail to take account of (1) the
student’s specific content interests and (2) his or her preferred style(s) of learn-
ing.* An almost universal finding in the evaluation work that I have done in
numerous programs for the gifted has been that the greatest source of student
Satisfaction almost alwaysresulted from the students’ freedom to pursuetopics of
their own choosing in a manner with which they themselves felt most comforta-
ble. Thus, the second underlying assumption is that enrichmentactivities (with
the possible exception of some TypeIIactivities) must show complete respect for
the learner’s interests and learning styles, and that the point of entry for all
enrichment must be an honest and sincere desire on the part of the student to
pursue a particular topic or activity of his or her own choosing. Piaget has
pointed out manytimesthat all learning should emanate from the spontaneous
interests and activities of students. Although there may be some disagreement
with this statement so far as certain basic or required skills are concerned, |
believe that student interests should be the cornerstone of all enrichment activi-
ties. This approach almost guarantees a highly motivated learner, but it also
meansthat we must offer students many options, and we musttake the time and
developthe skills for assisting students in the identification oftheir true interests.

The third and final assumption underlying the model has to do with when
and where enrichment opportunities are offered. Since the model deals with basic
aspects of learning, I have no predetermined notions about the physical circum-
stances under which enrichmentexperiences should take place. It could be in the
regular classroom as an extension of the regular curriculum orit might be in a
special resource room or independent study carrel in the library. It might take
place in the community (indeed, Socrates did it in the market place in Athens), in
a college classroom or laboratory, or even through a correspondence course in
which the student never comesface-to-face with his or her instructor. It might
involve one child or many children, and it does not necessarily require that only
gifted children be involved in certain group projects which hold enrichment
opportunities. The unique feature is, however, that if a particular student has a
superior potential for performancein a particular area of sincere interest, then he
or she must be allowed the opportunity to pursue topics therein to unlimited
levels of inquiry.

*An instrumentthat is currently available to assist teachers in the identification of learning style
preferences is called the Learning Styles Inventory. This instrument is filled out by students and
provides scores for nine learning style dimensions including lecture, discussion, simulation, and
independent study. For further information about the Learning Styles Inventory, write to Linda H.
Smith, University of Connecticut, Box U-64, Storrs, Conn. 06268.
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CAREER EDUCATION
FOR GIFTED PREADOLESCENTS

 

Lynn H. Fox

There has been somerecent interest among educators and parents in increasing

the emphasis on career education in the general school curriculum. Manybelieve

that the learning of basic skills will be more meaningful to students if they have

some understanding of the need for these skills and knowledge for their later

adult roles. Intellectually gifted students are as likely as less academically

oriented students to need career education programs and counseling.

Although definitions of career education vary, it is generally agreed that

there should be three stages or phases in career education programs. Thefirst

stage is the development of awareness of the world of work during the elemen-

tary school years. The secondstage is career exploration in the early secondary

school years. The third stage is career preparation during the later secondary

school years until full-time entry into the labor force (Hoyt and Hebeler 1974).

In the developmentof the first stage of career education programs (career

awareness) it is important that the special needs ofintellectually gifted children

be considered. Most children, even the gifted, have few opportunities to learn

about the world of work, especially professional careers that are not highly

visible to the public. Some gifted students, particularly females and blacks, limit

their career options in scientific and technical fields by self-selecting themselves

out of mathematics and science courses in the high school years (Sells 1976). The

importance of female role models for gifted girls has been demonstrated else-

where (Fox 1976a, 1976b). Thus, for intellectually gifted students it would

seem important to include exposure to mathematical and scientific career areas

and role models in an elementary school career awareness program.

A series of discussions among Mr. Raymond Trimmer, director of education

for the Maryland Academy of Sciences, Dr. Gwendolyn Cooke, gifted child

coordinator for Baltimore City Public Schools, and this author, project coor-

dinator of the Intellectually Gifted Child Study Group (IGCSG) at The Johns

Reprinted with permission of editor, Gifted Child Quarterly. (Originally published 1976 in

Gifted Child Quarterly 20(3): 262-73.
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Hopkins University, led to the development of a model for a career awareness
program for elementary school students of high intellectual ability.! Several
unique aspects of this model evolved from these discussions. First, it focused on
the career awareness needs of students whoat an early age demonstrate superior
academic potential. Second, it is designed for students at the pre- and early
adolescent age when they may be presumed to be somewhatnaive aboutcareers,
open to and enthusiastic about new experiences and learning, and yet entering
into a level of cognitive development that enables them to deal with abstract
ideas. Third, this program stresses the teaching of broad job-related skills rather
than knowledge about specific occupations per se. Fourth, the program brings
college professors and college students into the elementary school to serve as
appropriate role models for gifted students.

In the fall of 1974, a design for a pilot program was developed. The program
itself began in the spring of 1975. Because computerscience andstatistical skills
are becoming importantfor careers in a variety offields at several levels, yet are
typically excluded from the core of elementary or secondary schoolcurricula,
applied mathematics was chosenas the focus for the pilot program. Four course
topics were chosen: computer science, probability, statistics, and geometric
drawing.

DESIGN OF THE PROGRAM

The format for the program wasa series of four mini-coursesin applied mathe-
matics developed and taughtby three college and university mathematicians from
The Johns Hopkins University, Towson State College, and Essex Community
College, and a professional staff member of the Maryland Academyof Sciences.
The classes met one day a weekfor one or two hours from February through June
of 1975. The majority of the classes were held at the GATE (Gifted And Tal-
ented Education project) school, which was then housed at the George Kelson
Elementary School in downtown Baltimore. Twoclasses of twelve students each
met separately for three of the courses and together for one of them.

Selection of Students

Twelve sixth-grade students, six boys and six girls, at the GATE school were
selected by Dr. Cooke and herstaff for the program on the basis of testing for
admission to the GATEschool,? and teacher or staff recommendations. Twelve

'The Intellectually Gifted Child Study Group wasestablished by a grant from the Spencer
Foundation of Chicago. Funding for the project was provided by the Spencer Foundation of Chicago
and the John W. Graham Fund.

*For admission to GATE, students are selected for general intelligence on the basis of subtest
scores on WISC, Raven’s Progressive Matrices, and other measures, including teacher, parent, and
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fourth and fifth graders (six boys and six girls) from a public elementary school

in Baltimore who in September of 1974 had beenidentified by IGCSG asbeing

mathematically gifted were also invited.? Three of the boys were fourth graders

and the remainder werefifth graders.

All in all, twelve boys and twelve girls from the two schools wereselected.

The group wasracially mixed. One boy was Oriental, and four boys and five

girls were black. The majority of the children came from middle-class families.

Description of the Courses

A computerterminal typed out a picture of Snoopy; students constructed ortested

dice of different shapes for ‘‘fairness’’; newspaperarticles on population statis-

tics and unemployment were analyzed; and students’ drawings of honeycombs

were compared with the real thing. These activities and more were part of the

four mini-courses in mathematics. Brief descriptions of the four mini-courses are

given below:

Geometric Drawing—taught by Dr. Martin Levin of Essex Community Col-

lege. Five weekly two-hour classes on geometric drawing were held. The

imaginative, artistic, and creative applications of mathematics were consid-

ered. Students were actively involved in geometric constructions and

drawings. Students compared their own geometric drawings to patterns found

in art and nature. |

Statistics—taught by Dr. Susan Horn of The Johns Hopkins University. Three

one-hourclasses introduced some basic conceptsin statistics. Students learned

about the use ofstatistical tests to analyze observed outcomesof events and to

predict future events. Students also gained experience with interpreting statis-

tical graphs and information of the type reported in newspaperarticles on the

population and economy.

Probability—taught by Dr. Phyllis Chinn of Towson State College. Six one-

hour classes were held to introduce the concepts of probability of observed

events. Students constructed dice of different shapes and numberof sides and

tested dice and coins for ‘‘fairness’’ and for decision making in varying

situations.

Computer Science—taught by Stephen Karon of the Maryland Academy of

 

peer nominations. Recommendationsby teachers and nominations by psychologists on the basis of

the WISC subtest scores were used to select the students for the career project. Later testing on the

numerical subtest of the Academic Promise Test showed that these students were very heterogeneous
with respect to mathematical aptitude. Some seemed very gifted overall, whereas others were clearly

more verbally than quantitatively gifted. All students seemed to enjoy the program and expressed a

strong interest in continuing the following year. Subsequent groups will be chosen on the basis of

mathematical aptitude.
3These students were selected in the fall of 1974 on the basis of scores on the numerical subtest

of the Academic Promise Test.
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Table 5.1. Summary of responsesto pre- and post-questionnaires, by sex, for the Career Education and
Mathematics Skills Project
 

 

Chi-square
Boys Girls significance

%o % level

Mathematicsis favorite Pre 92 67 Pre- to post-changes
subject Post 83 92 were not significant

for either sex.

Interest in mathematical Pre 42 33 Pre- to post-change
or scientific career Post 92 75 for boys was p<.01,

for girls was p<.05.

Liked mathematics more 92 75 N.S.
after the courses

Like school moreafter 59 67 N.S.
the courses

Courses liked a lot

Computer 100 83 N.S.
Probability 58 18 p<.05
S.atistics 42 73 N.S.
Geometry 25 42 N.S.
 

Sciences. This was a five-week series of two-hourclasses on fundamentals of
computers. Students learned about the binary number system and worked with
a computer terminal and an audio-oscillator. Students constructed a mini-
computer game out of beads and match boxes. The course was similar to the
program used at the Maryland Academyof Sciences for older students.

EVALUATION

The evaluation centered around two questions. First, did the students who par-
ticipated in the special career education program show any immediate change in
attitude toward mathematics and mathematical careers? Second, did the students
become more knowledgeable about mathematics and mathematical careers?
Questionnaires were given to the students before and after the program, over a
period of about five months. Parents were also asked to evaluate the program’s
impact upontheir children.

Students’ Attitudes

A questionnaire was administered to the students at the beginning and end ofthe

program. The students were asked about their interest in mathematics and

careers. On the second questionnaire the students were asked how well they had

liked each of the four courses. The responses to the questionnaires are sum-

marized in table 5.1.
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On thefirst questionnaire, 92 percent of the boys and 67 percentofthe girls

said mathematics was their favorite subject. At the end of the program, mathe-

matics was reported as the favorite subject for 83 percent of the boys and 92

percent of the girls. These changes were notstatistically significant.

On thefirst questionnaire, 42 percent of the boys and 33 percent ofthe girls

expressed strong interests in careers in science or mathematics. At the end of the

program 92 percent of the boys and 75 percent of the girls expressed strong

interest in such a career. These differences were significant.

On the second questionnaire, 92 percent of the boys and 75 percent of the

girls reported liking mathematics more after being in the program. Fifty-nine

percent of the boys and 67 percent ofthe girls reported liking school more,too.

The sex differences were not significant.

Of the four courses, the computer course was the most popular. It wasliked

a lot by 92 percent of the students. Significantly more boys than girls liked the

probability course.

Onthe basis of the questionnaires, it appeared that the program waseffective

in increasing interest in scientific careers and liking for mathematics, for both

girls and boys.

Students’ Knowledge

A secondpart of the pre- and post-questionnaire assessed students’ knowledge of

careers and selected topics in mathematics before and after the program. Thepre-

and post-questionnaire responses were typed and then put into random order,

with all identification as to name or sex of student or school omitted. The

questionnaires were then sent to two outside readers to rate the answers to each

question. The raters did not know that they were rating more than one response

for a given child or the nature of the intervention program in which the children

had participated. Discrepancies between the judgmentsof the twooriginal raters

were resolved by a third rater.
On this questionnaire, students were asked to describe six occupations.

Three of these (mathematician, statistician, and computer programmer) were

directly related to the four mini-courses, and three of these (sociologist, botanist,

and choreographer) served as controls. The pre- and post-questionnaire responses

were rated as clearly wrong or not known; unclear or circular; or correct. The

numbers of correct responses on the pre- and post-questionnaires are shown, by

sex, in table 5.2. The percent changeis also shown.

On the pre-questionnaire, only a third or fewer of the students could give a

correct description of any of the six occupations. On the post-questionnaire, the

students were more likely to give a correct responseto all six occupations. The

occupation for which there was the most change wasstatistician. On the pre-

questionnaire, only three of the twenty-four students (13 percent) could describe

that job, but.on the post-questionnaire, nineteen of the twenty-four students (79
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Table 5.2. Number and percentage of students correctly describing the occupations on the pre- and
post-questionnaires for the Career Education and Mathematics Skills Project
 

 

Pre Post Chi-square
Percentage significance

Occupations # % # % gain level

Math-related
Statistician 3 13 19 79 533 p< .01
Mathematician 4 17 12 50 200 N.S.
Computer programmer 8 33 9 38 13 N.S.

Non-math-related
Sociologist 5 21 10 4] 100 N.S
Choreographer 4 17 8 33 100 N.S
Botanist 9 38 16 67 78 N.S
 

percent) could give a sophisticated description of the occupation statistician. This
change wasstatistically significant.

The next greatest improvement was on the description of mathematician.
This difference was not significant. The descriptions of computer programmer
showedlittle improvement because both pre- and post-descriptions tended to be
too circular to evaluate. For example: computer programmers program com-
puters to solve problems.

The questionnaire also asked the student to define arithmetic and mathemat-
ics, and to answer several mathematical questions related to the mini-courses.
The number of students correctly answering these questions is shown in table
5.3. Although no attempt had been madeto teach the answers to many of the
questions directly, more students accurately answered the post-questionnaire
than the pre-questionnaire, with the exception of defining a fraction, which was
answered correctly by all but one student on both questionnaires. On the pre-
questionnaire, four of the seven questions were answered correctly by at least
half the students. On the post-questionnaire all seven questions were answered
correctly by 75 percent or more of the students.

The five questions which showedsignificant change after the program were:
whatis arithmetic?, what is mathematics?, the question on probability and fair
dice, the question on howartists use geometry, and the question on memory and
the computer. These results indicate that the students did learn some of the
content of the mini-courses. The teachers of statistics and probability expressed
amazementat the insights shown by someofthe students.

Parents’ Evaluations

Parents of the twenty-four students were sent a questionnaire to help evaluate the
program. A summary of their responses is shown in table 5.4. Parents of two
girls did not respond. All of the parents who respondedfelt the program should
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Table 5.3. Numberand percentage of students correctly answering the mathematics question on the

pre- and post-questionnaires for the Career Education and Mathematics Skills Project

 

 

Pre Post Chi-square
—_____—— —__—___—_ Percentage significance

Question # %o # % gain level

Whatis arithmetic? 16 67 22 92 38 p < .05

What is mathematics? 1 4 18 75 1,700 p < .001

Whatis a fraction”? 23 96 23 96 0 N.S.

Proportion question® 16 67 20 83 25 N.S.

Probability question” 4 17 19 80 375 p< .001

How mightan artist use geometry? 12 50 19 80 58 p < .05

What is memory in a computer? 9 38 21 88 133 p< .001
 

Alf 600 people in a city of 7,200 living people all get sick with the flu, what proportion of the

population has the flu? What changes in these numberswill make this proportion larger?

bWhatis the difference between fair and unfair dice?

be continued. Ninety-five percent felt the program had been veryinteresting for

their child and that the child had learned a /ot about mathematics in the program.

Only 38 percent, however, felt the program had helped their child learn a lot

about careers, although 55 percent said their child showedincreasedinterest in

career and educational plans.

Sixty-eight percent ofthe parents felt the program hadincreased their child’s

feelings of self-confidence a Jot. Sixty-eight percent of the parents felt that the

program had increased their child’s liking for school, and 91 percent felt the

program had increased their child’s liking for mathematics. Eighty-two percent

of the parents said their children talked more about the program than they typi-

cally talked about school. Thus, from the parents’ perspectives, the program

would seem to have been highly effective.

DISCUSSION

The evaluation of this pilot project suggests that the model is a good one.

Students clearly enjoyed the experiences and asked for them to be continued the

following year. Other students at the GATE school asked to be allowed to

participate in the future. Parents also approved of the program. The measures of

changein attitude and knowledgeindicated that, even on a very short-term basis,

the program accomplished someofits objectives. It is unlikely that this program

will have long-range effects in the coming years unless the students, particularly

the girls, have continued positive experiences in mathematics and science. En-

richment such as career education may be important, but it is not sufficient for

the development of mathematical talent.

The major drawbackof the modelis thatit involves a great deal of time on the

part of the professionals, yet they reach only a small groupofgifted students. It is
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Table 5.4. Responsesof parents to a questionnaire for evaluating the Career Eduation and Mathematics
Skills Project
 

Percentage of parents
 

 

Parents Parents

of Boys of Girls Total

Thought the program was very interesting to the child 100 90 95
Thought the child learned a /ot about mathematics 92 100 95
Thoughtthe child learned a /ot about careers 45 30 38
Child talked to parent about the special program after

every class 67 70 68
Child talked about program morethan he/she usually talks

about school activities 92 70 82
Child showedincreasedinterest in career and educational

plans 50 60 55
Program increased child’s feelings of self-confidence a lot 83 40 68
Program increased child’s interest in math a /ot 92 90 91
Program increased child’s liking for school a lot 67 70 68
Believe program should be continued 100 100 100
 

far easier to get professionals to speak on a one-time basis to a large group of

students than it is to have a professional take time to develop a curriculum and

actually teach several classes. Many professionals are willing to do so for the

equivalent of the salary they would receive for teaching a college course on a

part-time basis. Although this cost is minute relative to the huge amounts of

money spent on special programs for the disadvantaged and retarded,it is a fact

that few schools or school systemsare willing to spend the moneyforthis type of

program.

One possible solution is to develop and field test the curriculum for the

courses in much the mannerreported here and then have the college professors

and professionals teach the programsto classroom teachers whoin turn can reach

many children. The units taught by the classroom teacher could be enhanced by

visits to the classroom bythe professionals or field trips for the students to see the

professionals. This would make the program morecost effective. Whetheror not

it would be as interesting for the students is not known. IGCSG hopestotest this

approachin the near future. Mr. Robert Johnson, Director of Education for the

Baltimore Zoo, is currently helping with the first stage of this model. In the

meantime, students in the initial program and one new group of students are

continuing to enjoy a temporary extension of the original model from funding

provided by the Maryland State Department of Education.

Another alternative would be to have very able sixth and seventh graders

enroll for credit in computer science, elementary applied statistics, or related

subjects at a local college. As Solano and George[(1976)] showin theirarticle in

this issue, unusually able students as young as 10 to 12 years old can readily

succeed in such courses.
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ENRICHMENT
 

Dean A. Worcester

Enrichment as a way of giving better educational opportunities to the mentally
advanced child implies providing experiences for which the average or below-
average child lacks either the time, the interest, or the ability to understand.
Clearly, these experiences, if they are to be enriching, will be such as to widen
and deepen the child’s understanding.

GENERAL ASPECTS

To be enriching in the best sense, the added work should be integrated with the
general curriculum activities. Too frequently, enrichment has been assumedto
result from casual museumtrips, a foreign language taken for a semester or two
in the early grades and then dropped, turning on television for some national or
political event, answering the telephone for the principal, helping the teacher
with her records, helping the less gifted student with his work, making unsys-
tematic collections of almost any kind of material, and the like. Frequently, the
parents supply enrichment through such things as music lessons, typing lessons,
and travel.

The line between enrichment and busywork is sometimes a thin one. The
activities listed above may be enriching if they are carried on in a way that
develops meaningful relationships in the developing child. Enrichment requires
of the teacher much ingenuity and understanding. It is not enough just to say,
‘‘Go find something to do.’’ Necessary is the same discerning guidance needed
in the teaching of any subject.

Enrichment without acceleration is favored, at least verbally, by most ad-
ministrators and most teachers. It is in keeping with the tradition that it is good
for a child just to live a certain numberofyears in a schoolsituation. It is a plan
by which he will not leave home‘‘too early.’’ While heis still a child he has an

Reprinted with permission of University of Nebraska Press. Originally published 1956 as

chapter 3 (pp. 39-50) of The education of children of above average mentality. Lincoln, Neb.:
University of Nebraska Press.
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opportunity to enjoy a wide range of new experiences. He has his childhood.

Thereis truth in all of these points, but in each case only partial truth. To try to

keep a bright child thinking like a baby is as unsuccessful as to continue to dress

him in baby clothes. Where enrichment is real and adapted to the child, it is

highly valuable. But what is enriching for one may be boring for another.

Sometimesall of the group are “‘required’’ to experience the same enrichment.

To hold to any one method exclusively is merely to move from onelock step to

another.

Enrichment may be provided in any class anywhere. There is no school so

small, no community so isolated, that opportunities do not exist. An understand-

ing of the number system, and of other number systems, is not affected by

geographical location. Sandhill country aboundsin flora and fauna which may be

systematically collected and classified. The imagination and the inquiring mind

of the gifted child need only slight suggestions, encouragement, and sympathetic

cooperation to find valuable outlets of expression. But for enrichment the teacher

herself must be alert and imaginative. She must want to learn with the child and

be happy whenhis understanding goes beyond hers. She mustgive generously of

her time.

Enrichment is really very rarely encountered except in special classes in

whichthat is a definite aim. In a segregated (or selected) class in which thereis

little or no acceleration, such as is found in the Cleveland Major Work classes or

in those of Hunter College, we find genuine enrichment.

The Modesto Plan

At the senior high school level, an excellent provision for enrichmentis the

Independent Study plan as used at Modesto, California (1954). Here, a group of

gifted high school seniors who are preparing for college are assigned a daily

two-hour period with a special instructor. A program is mapped outin terms of

the interests of the individual student. Each, in addition to the regular required

work of his course, goes faster, further, and deeper, or engages in the study of

new fields. It is an avowedly ‘‘hard work’’ program and only those whose

parents and who themselves agree to it are accepted. The reports of this program

are enthusiastic.

When Should Enrichment Be Given?

Quite clearly, enrichment should be available to the bright child throughout his

learning experience. The kindergarten child may already be eager to get new

meanings of words; the fifth grader wants to explore methods of using nuclear

power; the high school studentis studying the possibilities of international coop-

eration.



100 Enrichment Literature

When determining the kind of enrichment, and the time forit, it is well to

consider the degree of insight which is likely to occur. This writer observed a

third and fourth grade class discussing the opening of the United Nations which

they had witnessed on television. The teacherled the children to commenton the

purposes of the United Nations. The observer had the definite feeling that their

comments were largely in terms of words rather than understandings, and he

could not help wondering if accelerating in tool subjects and enrichmentin terms

of insight into the United Nations’ affairs at a later time in the educational

venture might not in the long run have been moreprofitable.

The secondary school with its wide range of courses and its long list of

‘‘activities’’ offers many possibilities for enrichment. Not only may a person

take subjects other than those in his course of study, but numerous other avenues

of interest are at hand.

In the college or university the chance for enrichmentis, of course, almost

unlimited, provided that a hidebound university administration does not refuse

permission to register for extra hours. Even then, many a student has circum-

vented the rules by spending many joyous hours in the library or the

laboratory—with great profit, though nocredit.

Enrichment should be providedfor all children who can profit from it what-

ever type of program they are in. The accelerated child should have enrichment.

Indeed, if it be enrichment, acceleration in the sense of becoming more and more

separated from the average group is inevitable, whetheror not it is recognized by

name, and whetheror not the individual meets classes in another school building.

Values of Enrichment

The value of enrichmentis so obviousthat little needs to be said aboutit. Ifit is

truly enriching, it has to be of value. In small schools where there may be only

one gifted child at a particular educational level, or in schools with limited

facilities but good teachers, or in schools where there is prejudice against accel-

eration, enrichmentis particularly needed.

At the senior high school-freshman college level, much of the present over-

lapping could be obviated by planned enrichment. The study of the Ford Founda-

tion for the Advancement of Education has shownthat instead of taking the same

courses in these two years, with little added value, students may well be provided

with other content areas of study through cooperation of the high school and the

college.

Evaluation of Enrichment

There have been few attempts really to evaluate enrichment programs. Such

programs appearto be good prima facie. Those who have been enrolled usually

say that they liked the experience. One thoroughgoing attempt at a follow-up
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study of an enrichment program is Barbe’s (1953) study of graduates of Major

Workclasses in Cleveland. The Cleveland program beganin 1920 and has grown

steadily with special classes for the gifted in both elementary and high schools.

Children whose IQs: are 125 or more are eligible for these classes. They are

completely segregated. There is no acceleration. The aim is to cover more

material and to cover it in a more thorough and meaningful manner.

It is clear that the graduates of these Major Work classes have been success-

ful. College education was emphasizedin the classes and a very large proportion

of the students went to college (90 percent of the men and 63 percent of the

women). Of those who wentto college 67 percent were in the upper quarter of

their class. As a group, they are engaged in higher-level occupations than the

average. They are well adjusted socially and emotionally. More than 50 percent

of those who wentto college were membersof social fraternities. Most of them

are married and the divorce rate has been low. Theresults are very similar to

those obtained from other studies of gifted children—especially the study of

Terman and Oden. Since most of the children in these other investigations did not

have the opportunity for educational experiences given to the Cleveland children,

it cannot be asserted that the latter’s success was due directly to the Major Work

program. On the other hand, many of the Cleveland children lived in less favor-

able circumstances than most of those in the Terman-Odenstudy.

Barbe (1955) also secured from a large number of those who had been

graduated from the Major Work program their own evaluation of it. About half of

them approved the program with enthusiasm and 37 percent or more approved

with hesitancy. Only 7.9 percent disapproved.

It may be specially noted that 61 percent of the males and 74 percent of the

females believed that the classes had aided them in making good adjustment. The

aspect of the program liked best was the opportunity to express individuality in

an atmosphere free from regimentation. Least liked wasthe lack of social contact

with other pupils.

It appears, then, that in the minds of those who havebeeninit the program 1s

successful. Certainly it did not interfere with their progress (exceptthat it delayed

it), and in many respects it aidedit.

Disadvantages of Enrichment

1. As has been pointed out above, the term enrichment may coveractivities

which are only busywork or, rarely we hope, enriching only to the teacher who

gets some of her work doneforher.
2. When enrichment is accomplished in a special class in which enrichment

is the only planned difference from other classes, the school may becomeblind to

how different these children are from the others, and the children may become

restive—desiring the opportunity to move on to experiences for which they feel

their competence.

3. After all, enrichment is an individual matter; a program based on enrich-
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mentas its primary purpose is in danger of becoming merely a program—aset of

activities which are supposed to be equally attractive and profitable to all. This

denies the uniqueness of genius.

SELECTED CLASSES

Classes designed for gifted or mentally advanced children have been variously

named. The more common generaltitles have been segregated, sometimes

partially segregated or special. This writer prefers the word selected, as pro-

posed by Hildreth (1952). In particular school systems specific names are com-

monly used—such as Cleveland’s Major Work classes.

Whether or not children who are advanced mentally should be placed in

separate classes has been a matter of much debate.

Several years ago selected classes, under plans for homogeneous grouping,

were fairly common. Many of these were discontinued for various reasons.

Sometimes they were attacked as being undemocratic. Some people were influ-

enced by researches purporting to show that gains over those obtained in

heterogeneousgroupsdid not justify them. (Some of these researches forgot that

the reason for a selected class is to give the opportunity to do different things in

different ways. Clearly, then, the measure of success could not be the same for

these as for nonselected groups.) The present trend is toward more of these

classes.

Where the schoolis so large that there is more than oneclass of a given grade

in the same building, it is relatively easy to put the brighter ones together

unobtrusively. In the secondary school, divisions can be made among those who

show differences in competence in particular subjects. There is no implication of

a superiority-inferiority difference in the fact that one student is studying algebra

and another general mathematics, or that one is doing more advanced mathemat-

ics than another. Some people just like mathematics.

There are several matters to be kept in mind relating to selected classes:

1. Size of school. These classes are feasible only in those school systems

whose enrollmentis large enoughto justify a special room and a special teacher.

While such a class may combine more than one grade level—although in large

systems this might not be necessary—perhapstwelve pupils of approximately the

same educational level will be the minimum requirement. There are those who

will think this minimum too low. However, when onethinksof the willingness to

provide special instruction for the physically handicapped and the mentally re-

tarded in classes of this size, and when hethen thinks of the stupendous contribu-

tions which society may expect from the finest training of its finest minds, he

becomes eager to see what can be done whena teacherreally has time to devote

to the needs of a few outstanding pupils. Possibly the maximum size of such a

class may be as high as twenty, but it must be rememberedthat time for attention

to individual pupils is of first importance.
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2. Are selected classes democratic? A democratic society selects individuals

for all kinds of special purposes. In school weselect for the band, the school

paper, the football team. So long asthe selection is based upon ability and no one

is excluded becauseof race, social or economic status, or other factors not related

to ability, there can be no basis to the charge that selected classes are undemo-

cratic.

3. Do the classes produce snobs? It is sometimes feared that these classes

will result in their members’ thinking too highly of themselves. Much careful

observation has been given to children in selected classes with the almost 100

percent conclusion that such fears are groundless. Children are working together

in groups and on individual projects. In group activities they find others who are

their equals or superiors. They learn to respect the knowledge which each pos-

sesses concerning his own project. They mingle outside of their class with others

in the school.

It is much morelikely that an attitude of superiority will developif the gifted

child is in a mixed class. Here he is almost always right—he knowsthe answers

and the others know that he does. He may constantly compare himself with those

who do not have the answers. Heis frequently resented by the others.

An exceedingly commonpractice, and one far more likely to produce snobs

than a selected class, is to have those in a single classroom divided into fast

learners, slow learners, and, perhaps, a middle group. No situation could be

devised which is better adapted to making the bright child feel superior and the

slower one believe he is ‘‘dumb.’’

4. Special subjects. When upper grades are reached there may be selected

classes in special subjects. For example, a group interested in mathematics,

science, or literature may be formed which will not only cover the regular work

in the subject but roam farafield in it. This is one of the best ways of encouraging

talent. Where there are not enough children for a class, laboratory or library

facilities or special correspondence courses may be made available to an indi-

vidual.

Partially Segregated Classes

Some schools organize what are usually called partially segregated classes. The

children of high ability are kept together for certain portions of their work, the

remainder being done with the general group. In the Colfax School in Pittsburgh

the children of high mentality meet together for their academic work but are

undifferentiated from other pupils for social activities, music, and the like. The

Modesto plan, described above, also takes the gifted high school pupils from

their classmates for only a portion of the time.

This type of class is almost always employed as an enrichmentprocedure. It

usually assumes that the gifted children are like, or ought to be like, others inall

except ‘‘intellectual’’ matters. The assumption is of doubtful validity. However,
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whena well-organized program of workis provided, children in these classes do
profit substantially, and the lack of social contact with other children, mentioned
by those who had been in the Major Work program at Cleveland, is lessened.

Values of Selected Classes

Selected classes give opportunity for rapid progress, enrichment, or both. A
flexible program adapted to the needs of the particular group is possible. The
class movesatits own pace, neither waiting for nor neglecting the one who learns
a bit more slowly,

ACCELERATION AND ENRICHMENT COMPARED

It is unfortunate that we have no good studies which reliably compare the merits
of various methods of caring for the needs of the gifted. Apparently any scheme
which tries to do something for them yields value. Studies of enrichment show
those who have experienced it to be successful beyond the average in almost
every measurable respect. Studies of acceleration also show successful results in
every way. Whether or not one group would have been moresuccessfulif it had
had the other’s experience, we do not know. We do knowthat the accelerated
students have saved time.
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THE PROBLEM OF SCHOOL ACCELERATION

Lewis M. Terman and Melita H. Oden

 

There has been much controversy regarding the extent to which children of high

IQ should be allowed to become accelerated in school. At one extreme is the

opinion that the gifted child should be given a grade placement corresponding to

his mental age; at the other extreme are those who would base promotionson the

calendar without regard to mental ability. Neither of these extreme views has

many advocates, though the latter is perhaps more commonly held than the

former. The fact remains, however, that many educators believe considerable

acceleration is desirable, whereas manyothers are opposedto it.

Analternative is to provide special classes with an enriched curriculum for

the gifted. Such classes have been established in manycities during the last two

decades and have thoroughly demonstrated their value. In view ofthe fact that at

present special classes are available to only a small minority of gifted children,

we are usually faced by the choice between acceleration and nonacceleration in

grading systems designed primarily for the average child. Attempts are often

made to enrich the program for especially bright children in the ordinary

classroom, and such programsat their best can be very helpful. Unfortunately,

the so-called enrichment often amountsto little more than a quantitative increase

of work on the usual level. This may keep the gifted child out of mischief, but it

is hardly educational. Since only a very few of our California subjects had

enjoyed any special educational opportunities in the elementary or secondary

schools—beyond the opportunity to skip an occasional grade or half-grade—this

chapter will be devoted to an examination of the evidence which bears on the

advantages and disadvantages of acceleration.

The most common argumentsin favorof acceleration are that it improvesthe

child’s motivation, prevents him from developing habits of dawdling, allows

earlier completion of professional training, and makesearlier marriage possible.

The total cost of the child’s education would be somewhat reduced,butthisis

hardly a major consideration. On the other side it is argued that grade-skipping

Reprinted with permission of director, Stanford University Press. Originally published 1947 as

chapter 20 (pp. 264-81) of The gifted child grows up. Genetic Studies of Genius, vol. IV. Stanford,

Calif.: Stanford University Press. Copyright renewed 1975.
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aggravates the child’s problem of social adjustment, promotes bookishness and
one-sided development, is dangerous to physical or mental health, and leaves
gaps in the child’s academic knowledge and skills. Although our data do not
afford an accurate measureofall these alleged effects, they do furnish evidence
of considerable value with respect to some of them.

As an index of degree of acceleration, we have used the age at high school
graduation and have divided our Subjects into three groups: (1) those who
graduated below the age of 15 years 6 months: (2) those graduating between 15
years 6 months and 16 years 6 months; and (3) those graduating at or above the
age of 16 years 6 months. The distribution of ages for the three groups at high
school graduation is shown in table 7.1. If age 18 plus or minus 6 months is
considered the normal age for completing high school, those in group I are
accelerated from 2 to 4 years, those in group II from 1 to 2 years, and those in
group III from 0 to 1 year. Only 6.8 percent of men and less than 2 percent of
women graduated above the upperlimit of normal age as abovedefined; thatis,
above 18 years 6 months. The mean agesat completing high school were as
follows for groups I, II, and III, respectively: 14.9, 16.0, and 17.3 years.

Whenin the following passages the groupsare referred to as ‘‘accelerates’”’
and *“‘nonaccelerates,’’ the former includes groups I and II—i.e., those graduat-
ing from high school before the age of 16 years 6 months (average 15.9)—and
the latter term includes all graduating at 16 years 6 months or over (average
17.4).

Our data regarding the above groups will be presented under six heads: (1)
intelligence, (2) educational history, (3) vocational history and avocationalinter-
ests, (4) social adjustment, (5) marital status, and (6) physical and mentalhealth.

ACCELERATION AS RELATED TO INTELLIGENCE

The data here include the childhood IQs of those qualifying for the gifted group
on the Stanford-Binettest, 1940 scores on a groupintelligence test (the Concept
Mastery), and 1940 self-ratings on the extent to which early mental Superiority
had been maintained. The information is summarized in table 7.2. In this and the
following tables, the Ns for which data are available both on acceleration and on
the item in question are given in parentheses. Meansand percentagesare given to
the nearest first decimal.

The reader is remindedthat notall the items in the case-history record were
available for every subject. In the first place, there are thirty-seven men and
thirty-eight women notincluded in any of the acceleration groups because their
education had been irregular, because they had not completed high school, or
because the exact age at completion could not be obtained from our records.
Furthermore, the Stanford-Binet had been given only to those subjects who were
13 years or younger when located. These numbered 1,030 cases.! The Concept

"Of the original 1,070 Binet-tested subjects, 40 were deceased by 1940.
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Table 7.1. Grouping by age at high school graduation
 

 

 

 

Men Women

N Percentage N Percentage

GroupI:

13-6 to 13-11 1 0.2

14-0 to 14-5 6 0.8 3 0.5

14-6 to 14-11 10 1.3 7 1.1

15-0 to 15-5 20 2.5 15 2.5

Total, group I 36 4.6 26 4.3

Group II:

15-6 to 15-11 71 9.0 61 10.1

16-0 to 16-5 110 14.0 90 14.8

Total, groupII 181 23.0 151 24.9

Group III:

16-6 to 16-11 170 21.7 184 30.3

17-0 to 17-5 192 24.5 136 22.4

17-6 to 17-11 95 12.1 69 11.4

18-0 to 18-5 58 7.4 30 4.9

18-6 and above 53 6.8 11 1.8

Total, group III 568 72.5 430 70.8

Total, all groups 785 607

Meanages (years)

Group I 14.93 14.90

Group I 16.00 16.00

GroupIII 17.43 17.22

GroupsI and II 15.87 15.89

GroupsI, H, andIII 16.99 16.78
 

Mastery test of 1940 required supervision for its administration and so wasgiven

only at group meetingsor during a personal interview with subjects; those living

at too great a distance for personal contacts were not given this test. There were

in all 954 Concept Mastery tests given, without regard to whether the subjects

had originally qualified for the gifted study on a Binet or a group test. The

subjective report on maintenance of mental superiority was available for 1,252

subjects who respondedto this item on the General Information Blank of 1940.

Thus the populationsin parts 1, 2, and 3 of table 7.2, though overlapping, are not

identical.

The table showsa significant relationship between the degree of acceleration

and childhood IQ. Although the IQ difference between the accelerates (groupsI

and II) and the nonaccelerates (group III) is not great in the absolute sense, being

only 6.4 points for men and 3.9 points for women, itis statistically reliable. The

respective critical ratios are 5.6 and 3.5. Even so, the correlation between accel-

eration and IQ is very low, for among the nonaccelerates are fifty men and

thirty-nine women in the IQ range 160 to 190. In the schools these subjects

attended, IQs played little part in grade placement.
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Table 7.2. Acceleration versusintelligence

 

Acceleration groups
 

 

I II I+ I] II]

1. Childhood IQ (Binet)
Mean for men 161.1 155.1 15€.1 149.7

(27) (130) (157) (365)
CR: I + II vs. Il] = 5.6

Mean for women 155.3 152.8 153.1] 149.2
(20) (125) (145) (300)

CR: I + I vs. Il = 3.5

t
o . Concept Mastery point score (1940)

Mean for men 118.9 102.7 105.1 96.1
(18) (108) (126) (387)

CR: I vs. Il = 3.4; CR: 1 + Il vs. IL = 2.8
Mean for women 105.2 93.6 95.1 93.7

(15) (96) (111) (303)

CR: I vs. I = 1.9

3. Subjective report on present mental

superiority: now ‘‘less marked’’

Men 43.3% 35.0% 36.5% 31.0%

(30) (140) (170) (455)
CR: I vs. II = 1.3

Women 54.5% 41.7% 43.8% 46.8%

(22) (115) (137) (342)

CR: I vs. If = 1.1
 

The 1940 Concept Mastery scores show much the sametrends as the child-

hood IQs. Again the differences are more marked for men. For both sexes, group

I rates well above group III, the critical ratio being 3.4 for men and 1.9 for

women. However, whenthetotal accelerates (groups I and II) are compared with

groupIII, the difference, thoughstill in favor of the accelerates, is not striking.

For menit is fairly reliable, with a critical ratio of 2.8, but in the case of women

the average score is as high for group III as for groupII.

The subjective reports in the table on the extent to which early mental

superiority had been maintained are contradicted by the test scores. The latter

indicate that the highly accelerated have maintained their ability as well as the

nonaccelerates, whereas the subjective reports indicate a greater tendency among

the accelerates for mental superiority to become less marked. One must accept

the evidence of the test scores. The reports are probably influenced bythe natural

tendency of an accelerated child to become more conscious of his or her early

superiority than does the equally bright child who is not accelerated.

ACCELERATION AS RELATED TO EDUCATIONAL HISTORY

Table 7.3 presents data on the relationship of acceleration to the proportion

graduating from college, the proportion completing one or more years of
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Table 7.3. Acceleration versus educational history
 

Acceleration groups
 

 

CR: 14+ Il vs. Il = 5.3

I II I+ 0 Il

. Graduated from college
Men 86.1% 76.0% 77.7% 68.8%

(31) (136) (167) (373)

CR: I vs. Ul = 2.8;1+4+ Il vs. Ill = 2.6

Women 79.1% 71.6% 72.7% 66.3%

(19) (106) (125) (272)

CR: I vs. WI = 1.5;1+ I vs. Ul = 1.5

. Meanage at college graduation (years)
Men 19.9 21.1 20.9 22.1

(29) (131) (160) (354)

Women 19.8 20.6 20.5 21.6
(19) (105) (124) (261)

. Average college grade of B or better
Men 75.8% 77.1% 76.8% 71.5%

(33) (144) (177) (390)

CR: 1 + U vs. Ul = 1.3

Women 78.9% 86.9% 85.8% 77.4%

(19) (115) (134) (297)

CR: 1+ UHvs. Hl = 2.2

. One or more graduation honors

Men 40.0% 41.9% 42.2% 39.0%
(30) (136) (166) (346)

Women 47.4% 33.7% 35.8% 30.9%

(19) (104) (123) (265)

. One or more years of graduate work

Men 58.3% 54.8% 55.3% 43.4%

(21) (98) (119) (235)

CR: I + Il vs. Hl = 3.0

Women 58.3% 41.9% 44.2% 34.4%

(14) (62) (76) (141)

CR: I + Il vs. Wl = 2.2

. Earning 15 or more recommending
units in high school

Men 93.9% 87.0% 88.1% 82.4%

(31) (140) (171) (417)
CR: 1 + Il vs. Hl = 1.8

Women 95.2% 92.6% 92.9% 93.2%
(21) (135) (156) (381)

. Mean achievementtest quotient (1922)

Men 155.5 150.8 151.5 144.7

(16) (94) (110) (278)
CR: 1 + ll vs. tll = 4.9

Women 154.2 145.6 146.5 139.6
(12) (102) (114) (211)
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graduate work, ageat college graduation, average grade in college, the winningof graduation honors, and the high school scholastic record. At the end ofthetable are the mean achievement quotients for those given the Stanford Achieve-ment Test battery in 1922, though here the Ns are relatively small because thistest was given only to members of the Main Experimental Group enrolled in thesecond school grade or above.
Table 7.3 showsthat the greater the degree ofacceleration, the greateris thelikelihood of graduation from college and of remaining for one or more years ofgraduate work. In the case of men both trends are Statistically significant. How-

ever, the relationship may not be entirely one of cause and effect, since theaccelerates had also

a

little advantage in IQ.
A slightly larger proportion of accelerates than nonaccelerates madean aver-

age grade of B or better in college, and the accelerates did a trifle better in
winning graduation honors, despite the fact that for men the mean age of gradua-
tion was 2.5 years younger in group I than in group III, and for women 2.3 years
younger.

Turning to the high school record wefind in the case of mena fairly definite
trend toward better scholastic achievement by the accelerates. There is no such
relationship between high school achievement and acceleration in the case of
women.

The last section of the table shows that the accelerates greatly excelled
nonaccelerates in achievement as measured by a three-hourbattery of objective
tests given in 1922 when the subjects were in the elementary grades. The dif-
ference is highly reliable, thecritical ratio being 4.9 for men and 5.3 for women.
In the main, however, promotions were only very loosely correlated with the
amount of curriculum material the child had mastered. Probably the question of
promotion or nonpromotion was usually decided on the whims of individual
classroom teachers or school principals.

ACCELERATION AS RELATED
TO VOCATIONAL HISTORY AND AVOCATIONALINTERESTS

Table 7.4 gives for men the occupationalclassification by census groups, and the
proportion of each acceleration group in the A and C classifications for voca-
tional success. These groupsinclude, respectively, the most and least successful
20 percent of men.

The table shows that among menthe accelerates more often than nonacceler-
ates are in the professional and higher business occupations, and less often in
occupational groupsIII to VI. The data do not tell to what extent acceleration in
itself has caused subjects to choose a profession who would not otherwise have
done so, but we know of individual cases who believe that acceleration was a
factor in such choice. Especially in such professions as medicine, law, or univer-
sity teaching, an early entrance into graduate study is a real advantage to the
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Table 7.4. Acceleration versus occupational classification and vocational success (men)

 

Acceleration Groups
 

I II I+l Ul

Percentage Percentage Percentage _—Percentage
 

1. Census occupational grouping of men

Census groupI 51.5 51.2 51.3 44.4

CR: 1 + I vs. Hi = 1.6

Census groupII 36.4 28.3 29.7 24.2

CR: I vs. il = 1.4

Census groupsIII to VI 12.1 20.5 19.0 31.4

CR: 1 + Il vs. Hl = 3.6

2. In class A for vocational success

(A, B, C grouping) 42.2 22.2 25.6 19.4

CR: I vs. Hl = 2.6

N for percentages 33 166 199 509
 

gifted student. Part 2 of the table gives additional evidence on the greater voca-

tional success of men who were accelerated. Of the most highly accelerated men,

42.2 percent are in the A group for vocational success as compared with 19.4

percent of the nonaccelerates. In the case of women there was no significant

relation between acceleration and occupational status.

Finally, we have compared the acceleration groups with respect to their

avocational interests and their interest in twelve specific fields. One question in

the 1940 General Information Blank asked the subjects to indicate their avoca-

tional interests. Another item in the same blank called for ratings of amount of

interest in travel, outdoor sports, religion, mechanics, social life, literature,

music, art, science, politics, domestic arts, and pets. The results of these in-

quiries showednosignificant difference between accelerates and nonaccelerates

in the frequency with which any given avocational activity was mentioned,in the

numberof avocational activities engagedin, or in the average rating of interest in

the twelve specific fields named. The figures for accelerates and nonaccelerates

were almost identical with respect to these variables. The conclusionis that even

marked school acceleration has little if any effect upon either the kind or the

number of avocational activities, and that it has no narrowing effect upon such

interests as are represented in the twelve fields mentioned.

ACCELERATION AS RELATED TO SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT

The data on social adjustmentgiven in table 7.5 include the following items: (1) a

social adjustment rating based on information from parents and teachers in 1922;

(2) a rating on social adjustment by field workers in 1928; (3) another rating on

social adjustment in 1928 based on reports from parents; (4) preferred age of

companionsas reported by the subjects when in high school; (5) and (6) extracur-

ricular activities of the subjects in high school and college; (7) 1940 scores on a
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Table 7.5. Acceleration versus social adjustment

 

Acceleration groups
 

 

] I I+ I Hl

1. Social adjustment (1922):

parent-teacher rating ‘‘satisfactory”’
Men 88.2% 88.0% 88.1% 90.4%

(34) (167) (201) (518)
Women 95.7% 95.8% 95.8% 95.1%

(23) (142) (165) (388)

2. Social adjustment (1928):

rated as ‘‘satisfactory’’ by field workers
Men 70.0% 76.7% 75.7% 82.8%

(20) (95) (115) (268)

CR: I vs. HI = 1.5
Women 100.0% 81.7% 83.3% 85.9%

(8) (88) (96) (235)
3. Social adjustment (1928):

rated as ‘‘satisfactory’’ by parents

Men 81.5% 96.2% 93.7% 92.1%
(27) (132) (159) (356)

CR: I vs. I] = 1.9
Women 90.5% 92.2% 92.0% 97.4%

(21) (128) (149) (303)

4. Preferred older companions

in high school years
Men 71.4% 64.5% 65.7% 49.7%

(28) (138) (166) (364)

CR: I vs. U1 = 2.4;1 + Il vs. Ill = 3.5
Women 77.39% 72.3% 73.0% 50.5%

(22) (130) (152) (313)

CR: I vs. I] = 2.9;1 + Il vs. Il] = 4.9

5. Extracurricular activities in

high school: ‘‘several’’ to ‘‘outstanding’’

Men 32.4% 54.7% 50.8% 57.5%

(34) (159) (193) (497)

CR: I vs. III = 3.0;1 + Il vs. II = 1.6

Women 65.0% 59.3% 60.0% 62.3%

(20) (135) (155) (363)

6. Extracurricular activities in

college: ‘‘several’’ to ‘‘outstanding’”’

Men 33.3% 32.3% 32.5% 37.6%
(30) (130) (160) (343)

Women 22.2% 41.1% 38.2% 39.2%
(18) (102) (120) (257)

CR: I vs. Il + Hl = 1.7

7. Mean score on test of aptitude

for marital adjustment (1940)

Men 84.18 86.72 86.29 86.28

(31) (153) (184) (499)
Women 69.09 78.87 77.27 77.67

(24) (124) (148) (375)
CR: I vs. HI = 2.2
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Table 7.5. Continued

Acceleration groups
 

J Il I+ 1 Ul

 

8. Proportion mentioning only

disadvantages of acceleration

Men 76.7% 58.8% 62.1% 61.0%

(30) (136) (166) (195)

CR: I vs. If + Ill = 2.0

Women 52.2% 63.3% 61.4% 59.1%

(23) (109) (132) (159)

CR: I vs. + Ill = 0.8

 

test of aptitude for marital adjustment; (8) opinions of the subjects themselves on

the advantages and disadvantages of any acceleration they had experienced.

The social adjustment rating of 1922 was a composite based on twelve items

in the School Information Blank and six items in the Home Information Blank.

The information called for related to such matters as the following: amount of

play with other children, sex of playmates, relationships with other children

(companionship sought or avoided, teased, considered queer or different), un-

usual or abnormal sex interests or behavior. The information thus supplied was

evaluated as indicating ‘‘satisfactory adjustment,’’ ‘‘some difficulty in adjust-

ment,’’ or ‘‘serious maladjustment.’ Table 7.5 shows that for each sex the

proportion rated in 1922 as ‘‘satisfactory’’ was almost exactly the sameforall the

acceleration groups.

The field workers’ adjustment ratings of 1928 were for men slightly less

favorable to the accelerates than to the nonaccelerates, but for women there was

no consistent trend. The 1928 ratings based on information from parents indi-

cated a slight tendency to less-satisfactory adjustment among the most highly

accelerated, but for neither sex wasthis trend statistically significant.

Part 4 of the table shows a marked relationship between degree of accelera-

tion and preference expressed during adolescent years for older companions, the

trend being about the same for boys and girls. The reader will have to judge the

significance of this fact for social adjustment. Our opinion is that at the high

school age a preference for older companions is a favorable rather than an

unfavorable sign.

The ratings on extracurricular activities in high school showed norelation-

ship to acceleration in the case of women. Theonesignificant relationship in the

case of men wasin the smaller proportion of high ratings among those graduating

from high school before the age of 15 years 6 months. This sex difference may

reflect the difference between boys and girls in the age of reaching physical

maturation. The high school girl who is greatly accelerated is usually more

mature physically than the high school boy equally accelerated. In college,

however, the participation in extracurricular activities by men was about the

sameforall the acceleration groups. The highly accelerated women made a poor
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showing on extracurricularactivities in college, but the N of eighteen here is too
small to warrant any generalization.

The mean scores on the 1940 test of aptitude for marital adjustment were, in
the case of men, about the samefor all the acceleration groups. In the case of
women the mean for the highly accelerated was somewhat lower than for the
other groups, but the difference was not entirely reliable (CR = 2.2),

In the last section of the table we have summarized the opinions expressed
by the subjects regarding the advantages and disadvantages of acceleration they
had experienced. In the General Information Blank the statement was wordedas
follows: ‘‘Were you greatly accelerated in school? If so to what extent do you
consider this was an advantage or disadvantage?’’ It turned out that there were
subjects in all the groups who did not regard themselves as having been acceler-
ated; in fact there were sixty-four men and fifty-three women graduated from
high school before 17 who said they were not accelerated. Eight of these were
under 16 at high school graduation. On the other hand, there were a numberof
nonaccelerates (according to our definition) who considered themselves acceler-
ated. Ninety-two men and sixty women whofinished high school at 17 years or
over felt that they had been ‘‘greatly accelerated’’ in school. We have omitted
those who did not consider themselves accelerated from our computation of the
percentages given in part 8 of table 7.5. The responses were classified into three
categories: those which mentioned advantages only, those mentioning disadvan-
tages only, and those mentioning neither or both; but we have included in the
table only the percentagesalleging disadvantages. The figures for group II and
group III did not differ appreciably for either sex. Amongthe highly accelerated
(group I) there was a marked sex difference, a larger proportion of men than of
womenstressing its disadvantages. This is probably another reflection of the fact
that boys are retarded in their physical and social maturation as compared with
girls.

Our conclusion from the evidence of table 7.5 is that the influence of school
acceleration in causing social maladjustment has been greatly exaggerated. There
1s no doubt that maladjustment does result in individual cases, but our data
indicate that in a majority of subjects the maladjustment consists of a temporary
feeling of inferiority which is later overcome. The important thing is to consider
each child as a special case.

ACCELERATION AS RELATED TO MARITAL STATUS

Table 7.6 gives the data on four items relating to marriage: the proportion who
have married, mean age at marriage (first marriage if more than one), proportion
separated or divorced, and meanscore on a test of marital happiness.

The differences in the marriage rate are notstatistically reliable. For men,
the highest incidence was among the most accelerated, whereas womenin this
group had the lowest marriage rate. Separations and divorces occurred less often
amongthe highly accelerated.



The Problem of School Acceleration 117

Table 7.6. Acceleration versus marital status

 

Acceleration groups
 

 

I II I+ U III.

1. Are or have been married

Men 72.79% 68.2% 68.9% 70.5%

(36) (179) (215) (559)

Women 60.0% 74.0% 72.0% 71.5%

(25) (150) (175) (425)

CR: I vs. Il = 1.3

2. Mean age at marriage

Men 24.8 25.5 25.4 26.1

(26) (115) (141) (358)

CR: I vs. Il = 2.1; 1 + Il vs. HI = 2.1

Women 22.8 23.5 23.4 24.1

(15) (108) (123) (290)

CR: I vs. Il = 2.1;1 + II vs. HI = 1.8

3. Separated or divorced (percentage of

number married)

Men (1 case) 10.7% 9.5% 11.9%

(26) (122) (148) (394)

Women (1 case) 12.6% 11.9% 12.8%

(15) (111) (126) (304)

4. Mean score ontest of marital happiness

Men 56.6 62.8 61.7 58.8

(18) (82) (100) (274)

Women 64.7 63.6 63.8 62.0
(13) (68) (81) (213)

 

The mean age at marriage was appreciably lowerfor the accelerated group.

For each sex, group I was 1.3 years and group II was 0.6 of a year below the

mean of groupIII. This trend is significant from the point of view of eugenics.

The test of marital happiness showednoreliable differences in mean score

between accelerates and nonaccelerates. Among the women, both accelerated

groups averageda trifle higher than the nonaccelerates. On the whole, the data

suggest that marital adjustment is not appreciably correlated with degree of

acceleration.

ACCELERATION AS RELATED
TO PHYSICAL AND MENTAL HEALTH

Our information on this topic includes the following items: (1) a health rating

based on information secured from medical examinations and from several ques-

tions in the Home Information Blank and the School Information Blank of 1922

(our ratings of these data being in terms of ‘‘very good,’’ ‘‘good,’’ ‘“‘fair,”’

‘‘poor,’’ and ‘‘very poor’’); (2) a rating on nervous tendencies based upon the

responses to several questions in the Home Information Blank and the School

Information Blank of 1922; (3) a 1928 health rating made by parents; (4) a 1928
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rating on information furnished by parents regarding nervous tendencies; (5) age
of puberty as reported by the parents, based upon first menstruation of girls and
on voice change in the case of boys; (6) a self-rating on health made by the
Subjects in 1940 on a five-point scale from ““very good’’ to ‘‘very poor’’; (7) a
rating by us on all-round adjustment in 1940 based upon field workers’ confer-
ences with subjects, reports by parents or other relatives, and information which
came to us through letters or conferences.

The outstanding facts given in table 7.7 can be briefly summarized. The
proportion whose health was rated ‘‘good’’ or ‘‘very good’’ on the 1922 evi-
dence washighest in group I, but for neither sex was the differencereliable. It is
possible that good health was regarded by some of the teachers as a necessary
condition for granting extra promotions. The rating on nervous tendencies based
on 1922 evidence was best for the most accelerated, as was also the 1928 health
rating by parents. In the case of men the same wastrue of parents’ rating on
nervous tendencies in 1928, but on this rating women did not show any consis-
tent trend.

The meanageof puberty of group III was for men 0.6 of a year later than for
group I; for group II it was 0.3 of a year later than for group I. The trend for
women was the same as that for men, the figures corresponding to those just
given being 0.4 of a year and 0.3 of a year. The differences for both sexes
betweenthe accelerates (groups I and II) and nonaccelerates (group III) in the age
at puberty are fairly reliable, the critical ratio being 2.4 for men and 2.5 for
women.

The 1940 self-ratings on health by men averaged almost exactly the same for
all three groups; in the case of women, the self-ratings were highest for group I
(CR = 1.5).

Ratings on the all-round adjustment of men in 1940 were lowerfor group I
than for the other groups, but the differenceis not reliable. In the case of women,
the percentages rated ‘‘satisfactory’’ were almost identical in the three groups.

The data reviewed give no support to the fairly widespread opinion that rapid
promotion in school is likely to be detrimental to physical or mental health,
though one must bear in mind the possibility that physical health and good
general adjustment may sometimes have been regarded byteachers as necessary
conditions for extra promotion.

Section 5 of the table suggests that children most accelerated in school were
on the average also accelerated in physical maturation as indicated by the age of
puberty. The relationship verges on reliability. Here again it is possible that
teachers are sometimes influenced by the child’s apparent physical maturity in
permitting rapid advancement.

CONCLUSIONS

The controversy on the advantages and disadvantages of acceleration hinges on
the relative weight that should be givento intellectual and social values in the
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Table 7.7. Acceleration versus physical and mental health
 

Acceleration groups
 

 

I ii I+ UH Il

1. Health rating (1922) *“‘good”’ to ‘‘very

good’”’

Men 78.1% 75.5% 75.9% 74.3%

(25) (117) (142) (359)

Women 90.9% 83.2% 84.3% 83.1%

(20) (114) (134) (304)
CR: I vs. I = 1.2

2. Rating on nervous tendencies (1922)

‘‘satisfactory”’

Men 96.9% 84.2% 86.3% 82.6%

(31) (139) (170) (409)

CR: I vs. I = 4.1;1 4+ Il vs. WI = 1.2

Women 95.79% 93.6% 93.9% 90.1%

(22) (131) (153) (345)
CR: I vs. Hi = 1.2

3. Parents’ rating on health (1928) ‘*good’’
Men 100.0% 89.2% 91.1% 84.3%

(33) (140) (173) (398)
CR: 1 + Il vs. WT = 2.5

Women 100.0% 89.6% 91.1% 86.8%
(24) (120) (144) (302)

CR: 1+ II vs. I = 1.5

4. Parents’ rating on nervous tendencies

(1928) ‘‘satisfactory’”’

Men 96.9% 89.8% 91.0% 87.4%
(31) (131) (162) (368)

CR: I vs. I = 2.7; 14+ Il vs. Wl = 1.3

Women 85.7% 91.5% 90.7% 88.2%
(18) (119) (137) (292)

5. Mean age at puberty
Men 14.2 yrs. 14.5 yrs. 14.5 yrs. 14.8 yrs.

(21) (100) (121) (358)

CR: I + Il vs. Hil = 2.4

Women 12.7 yrs. 12.8 yrs. 12.8 yrs. 13.1 yrs.
(25) (142) (167) (414)

CR: 1+ II vs. WI = 2.5

6. Self-rating on health (1940) ‘‘good’’ to

‘very good”’

Men 90.6% 89.9% 90.0% 91.2%

(32) (158) (190) (497)

Women 92.0% 82.8% 84.3% 83.3%

(25) (134) (159) (389)
CR: I vs. HI = 1.5

7. Composite of 1940 data on all-round

mental adjustment ‘‘satisfactory”’

Men 74.3% 83.2% 81.7% 79.5%

(35) (167) (202) (537)

CR: I vs. II = 1.1

Women 79.2% 83.6% 83.0% 82.0%
(24) (147) (171) (411)
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educative process. If the child’s intellectual welfare were the sole criterion, then
promotion ought to be based primarily on mental age, since it is this factor that
chiefly determines the intellectual difficulty of the school tasks one is able to
master. The child whostarts to schoolat the age of 6.5 years with a mentalage of
10 years, can be brought to fourth-grade achievement before the end ofhisfirst
school year. We knowthis as fact becauseit has happened over and over among
the subjects of this group. Others in the group equally capable of making such
progress—andthis includeshalf or more of the subjects—have been caughtin the
lock step and held to school work twoor three full grades below the level on
which they could have functioned successfully.

Fortunately, this forced retardation does not slow up school achievement as
much as one might expect. The gifted child may get bored, but, promotedor not,
he manages somehow to achieve far more rapidly than his classmates. In a
majority of school subjects the achievement quotient almost keeps pace with the
intelligence quotient; or, stated in another way, the child’s achievement in the
school subjects closely parallels his or her mental age, although this is somewhat
less true in such drill subjects as spelling and arithmetical computations than in
the ‘‘thought’’ subjects. It is a fact of extraordinary significance that among our
10-year-olds there was almost no correlation between achievementtest scores
and the numberof years and monthsthey had attended school. Heilman’s notable
study (1928) showsthat this is also largely true of the general school population
at age 10. Achievement tests administered by Learned and Wood (1938) in
forty-nine colleges and numerous high schools show that even at the upper

educationallevels there is only a mild correlation between achievementattained

in a given subject and the monthsor years of formal study devotedto it. Incredi-

ble as it may seem, they discovered high school seniors who knew more science

than some university seniors who had majored in science and were aboutto begin

their careers as high school teachers of that subject.

Although children can and often do achieve remarkably in spite of being

denied the special promotions they have earned, a considerable proportion of

those in our gifted group languished in idleness throughout the grades and high

school and failed to develop the ambition or habits of work necessary to make

them successful in college. The question is, how muchrisk of social maladjust-

ment one can afford to take in order to keep the gifted child at school tasks

difficult enough to command his attention and respect. The data here reviewed

indicate that the risk of maladjustmentis less than is commonly believed. Our

case histories indicate that the disadvantages of acceleration so frequently men-

tioned by our subjects (see table 7.5) are usually temporary. Moreover, the

handicaps of social immaturity among the accelerated would not be so great if a

larger proportion of the gifted were promoted rapidly, since in that case the

underage child would not feel so conspicuous.
Sometimes, however, the choice between acceleration and nonacceleration

is unavoidably a choice between evils, each of which needs to be weighed against

the background of the individual child’s personality. No universal rule can be
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laid down governing the amountof acceleration that is desirable. Some gifted

children are less injured by acceleration of three or four years than are others by

one or two years. Important factors are the child’s social experience and his or

her natural aptitude for social adjustment. So far as physique is concerned,

perfect health is probably less crucial than physical maturity or even meresize.

The oversized, physically mature, and socially experienced child of 12 maybe at

less disadvantage in high school than the undersized, immature, and socially

inexperienced child of 14.

It is our opinion that children of 135 IQ or higher should be promoted

sufficiently to permit college entrance by the age of 17 at latest, and that a

majority in this group would be better off to enter at 16. Acceleration to this

extent is especially desirable for those who plan to complete two or more years of

graduate study in preparation for a professional career.

For a carefully controlled study of acceleration at the college level the reader

is referred to the excellent monograph by Keys (1938) whose findings support the

conclusions of this chapter at almost every point. Keys’s study is particularly

valuable because of his use of a control technique that enabled him to compare

accelerates in college with a group of nonaccelerates who were equally in-

telligent. Several recent studies by Pressey and his associates (1946) present

equally striking evidence on the advantages of acceleration for bright students.
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OUTCOMES AND
CONCOMITANTS OF

ACCELERATION IN COLLEGE

Sidney L. Pressey

At the beginning of the war, in four undergraduate colleges of Ohio State Univer-
sity, only 7 percent of men and 3 percent of women werefinishing a four-year
program in less than the conventional time of three years nine months, but the
number gradually increased until, in the school year 1944-45, 49 percent of the
men and 29 percent of the womenfinished in a shorter time—37 percent of the
men and 17 percent of the women in three years or less. The question now
concerns the effects of such shortened overall time for completing an under-
graduate program and, more generally, the relation of length of time, from
enirance to graduation, to college career. It should be understood that, through-
out the following discussion, acceleration is in this connection given a somewhat
special meaning: an accelerated student is one who has taken less than the
conventional time of three years nine months to complete an undergraduate
program. A regular student is one who has proceeded at the conventional pace;
usually he entered in September and graduatedthe fourth June thereafter, but this
leeway wasallowed, that he might complete his degree at the end of the summer
quarter or in exactly four calendar years. If a student entered in other than that
autumn quarter, a comparable length of time was considered regular. Retarded
individuals were students who took longer than the regular time. Students who
had not taken all their undergraduate work at Ohio State University were
excluded, but those who hadtransferred from one college to another within the
university were included.

Reprinted with permission of administrative manager from College of Education, Ohio State
University. Originally published 1949 as chapter 6 (pp. 75-91) of Educational acceleration: Ap-
praisals and basic problems. Bureau of Educational Research Monographs, No. 31, The Ohio State
University, Columbus, Ohio.
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Table 8.1. Age at entrance ofaccelerated, regular, and retarded students—percentages in each group

entering at each age
 

Age of entrance
 

 

Student Over Median

groups 16 17 18 19 20 21 21 Number age

Men

Accelerated 4* 33 40 10 4 3 6 397 18.3

Regular 3 28 42 12 6 4 5 540 18.4

Retarded 2 20 40 18 8 5 7 524 18.7

Women

Accelerated 5* 40 45 5 1 1 3 419 18.1

Regular 4* 40 47 6 2 1 1 1,106 18.1

Retarded 5 35 42 10 3 1 4 355 18.2

 

*A few 15-year-olds (less than 1 percent) were included.

GENERAL RELATIONSHIP OF TIME

IN COLLEGE TO SUCCESS THERE

For a first overview of the situation, all those accelerated for the school years

1941-42 through 1945-46 were combinedin

a

total of 816 accelerated students,

the regular students in a second total of 1,646 individuals, and the retarded

students in a final group of 879. The first issue relates to the nature of these three

groups.

Age and Abilities

Table 8.1 showsthat, in general, those students who moved through their under-

graduate programsat faster than the conventional pace entered college a little

younger, and those who took longer entered older. However, both medians and

distributions of entrance ages of accelerated and regular womenare practically

identical. And the slightly greater proportion of accelerated men under 18 can be

accounted for by entrance during the war, immediately upon high school gradua-

tion rather than in September. Only very rarely does a student move through the

twelve precollege grades at faster than the lock step rate, entering at 6 or

a

little

bit before and completing high school at 17 or 18.

Table 8.2 shows that, somewhatasa result of earlier entrance but primarily

of speedier progress in college, the accelerated students graduated at a distinctly

younger age than the regular; and the retarded were even older. Three percent of

the accelerated graduated at 19 or younger. About a third ofthe retarded men and

an eighth of the women graduated at 25 or older. Though many accelerated

students graduated young, more of Terman’s gifted group graduated even

younger; and the youngest of them did best.

Another aspect of the issue is the abilities of these three groups. Table 8.3
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Table 8.2.Percentages ofthe OhioState groups and of the Termangifted group graduating at each age*
 

Age at graduation

 

 

Student
Mediangroups 19 20 21 22 23 24 Over 24 age

Men

Accelerated 3y 19 47 16 5 3 7 21.6Regular 6 35 37 9 6 7 22.2Retarded 4 24 24 17 3] 23.9
Women

Accelerated 3t 29 52 9 3 ] 3 21.9Regular 7 54 32 4 2 ] 21.8Retarded ] 8 43 24 8 16 22.9
Terman groupt

Gifted men Tt 26 29 20 10 5 2 21.6Gifted
women 10+ 35 36 13 3 2 2 21.1
 

*The numbers in each group are given in column 9 oftable 8.1.
+Of the accelerates, less than 0.5 percent of each sex graduated under 19, and of the Terman casesonly | percent of each sex.
tTerman, L. M., and Oden, M. H.The gifted child grows up, p. 164. There were 519 men and386 women in the groups here considered.

shows, as would be expected, that the accelerated students scored highest on thetest of general ability given at entrance, and the retarded students lowest. How-ever, the differences were not great; the medians of the accelerated were only 10
and 7 percentiles higher than the mediansofthe regulars. Furthermore, about 30
percent of the regulars and a quarterof the retarded students scored in the upper
tenth and presumably hadsufficient ability to accelerate. It may also be noted
that a few students below the medianin ability, as tested, nevertheless were able
to graduate in less than the conventional time.

Relation of Overall Time Taken for a College Program to Accomplishment

The conventionalfirst issue is, of course, that concerning the scholarship of these
three groups. Table 8.4 shows that the accelerated students had the highest
scholarship, regular next, and retarded lowest, as shown both by median point-
hour ratios and by numbers with superior scholarship. Thus 37 percent of the
accelerated men and 46 percent of the accelerated womenhad records of B or
above for their entire undergraduate program, as compared with 21 and 27
percentfor the regular, and 11 and 18 percentfor the retarded. Moreover, thereis
no evidence that shortened programs tended to pull students down near the
dangerpointas regards graduation. Rather, the proportion of students just getting
by the minimum requirement for graduation (1.8) is lowest for the accelerated
group for the men (5 percent as compared with 16 percent for the regular and
28 percent for the retarded). In short, acceleration appears not to affect scholar-
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Table 8.3. Percentages of accelerated, regular, and retarded students having the indicated percentiles

on the Test of General Ability given at entrance*

 

O.S.P.E. percentiles
 

 

Student Under
|

groups 40 40 50 60 70 80 90 Median

Men

Accelerated 6 7 7 10 11 17 42 85.6

Regular 13 7 9 13 14 16 28 75.1

Retarded 16 7 10 14 17 14 22 71.9

Women

Accelerated 3 3 7 9 13 18 47 87.1

Regular 8 7 9 10 16 19 31 80.1

Retarded 9 8 9 17 16 12 29 74.6

 

*The numbers in each group are given in column 9 of table 8.1.

ship adversely—if anything, the reverse would appear to be true. However,there

is still the possibility that the effort of acceleration caused too great a concentra-

tion on courses and marks, and loss of larger values in college life.

Here, as in the study of underage students reported earlier, records of par-

ticipation in student activities were used as a rough indication of the student’s

adjustment to campus life and presumed beneficial participation. Table 8.5

summarizes the pertinent data from the student yearbooks. It shows in the first

column of figures the percentage in each group listed as participating in some

way in activities; the next three columns show the percentages in one or two,

three or four, and five or more activities, the median numberbeing given in the

sixth columnofthe table; the ‘‘held office’’ column showsthe percentages listed

in the yearbook as officer (president, secretary, chairman of a committee) in

some group. Almost all of the figures for the percentages participating in activi-

ties in five or more, and holding office, and for the median numberofactivities

are slightly higher for the regular than for the accelerated students.

However, it should be remembered that activities are in a large part or-

ganized ona three-quarter four-year basis, so that a student who does not moveat

the conventional pace and in the regular quarters (autumn, winter, spring) is ata

disadvantage. Most undergraduate student-organized activities are dormant dur-

ing the summer. The student who begins with one class but graduates with

anotheris less likely to become an active memberof a group or to remain with it

until he attains office. Such advantaging of the lock step student surely is not

inevitable,’ and might be modified if an institutionsetitself to do so. The figures

given would suggest that even under these handicaps most accelerated students

‘Students from Antioch College have reported to the writer that, between the first year and close

to the time for graduation, thereis little if any classification of students as sophomore, junior, or

otherwise—rather, all are simply students together. The constant coming and going involved in the

Antioch plan presumably is in large part responsible for this situation. However, the extreme em-

phasis on the class in the conventional small college appears both unfortunate and unnecessary.
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Table 8.4. Percentages in each group having the designated final cumulative point-hourratio*
 

Point-hourratio

 

 

Student groups Under 2.2 2.2 2.6 3.0 3.4 up Median

Men

Accelerated 5 25 33 23 14 2.85Regular 16 33 30 13 8 2.61Retarded 28 38 23 7 4 2.40
Women

Accelerated 5 20 29 28 18 2.93Regular 8 33 32 18 9 2.70Retarded 23 35 24 14 4 2.51
 

*The numbers in each group are given in column 9 oftable 8.1.

led a reasonably normal campuslife; presumably more favorable conditions and
a better guidance might have made outcomesstil] better. However, a third of the
retarded students werenotlisted as participating in anyactivity during college; in
median and in numberholdingoffice, they are the lowest group. Here, as in
scholarship, the retarded students, not the accelerated, present the most serious
problems.

A natural question arises concerning the use of various meansfor accelera-
tion. Table 8.6, dealing with this topic, shows that, as would be expected,
four-quarter attendance was most common,but heavy loads and credit by exam-
ination also helped someof the accelerated students to the extentthat 6 percent
completed the usual twelve quarters in ten (2 percent in nine quarters) and 37
percent of the women reduced time in residence by at least one quarter. Some
retarded students were in irregularly, some took light loads because of employ-
ment or poor health or poor work; hence their summerattendance and more
quarters in residence.

In short, it would appear that completing an undergraduate program in less
than the conventional time from entrance to graduation had not adversely af-
fected scholarship orseriously interfered with extracurricular activities. Rather,
those students who took longer than the usual time presented problemsin both
respects. However, the figures given included all accelerated and retarded stu-
bents, whether acceleration or retardation was only one quarter or was much
more marked; and material was unanalyzed as regards various factors. The next
step was to attempt some analysis, and with cases deviating substantially from
the usual time taken for their college program.

Outcomes of Acceleration and Retardation of One School Year or More

To investigate more adequately possible effects of acceleration as separate from
other factors, it seemed best to consider only womenstudents, since they were
not subject to the draft and other special circumstances of the war years, and to
consider only those who hadaccelerated to a substantial degree—enoughsothat
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Table 8.5. Participation in studentactivities of accelerated, regular, and retarded students—

percentages of each group participating and numberof activities engaged in

 

Numberof activities
 

 

Held Total

Participation }-2 3-4 Over 4 Median office cases

Men

Accelerated 82 45 20 17 2.2 21 397

Regular 80 41 21 18 2.3 26 540

Retarded 60 40 12 8 1.4 9 524

Women

Accelerated 82 33 22 27 2.9 19 419

Regular 89 29 27 33 3.8 31 1,106

Retarded 66 32 19 15 1.8 15 355

 

essentially a year was gained and that any unfortunate effects of acceleration

would be likely to show. It was found that a total of 104 women for the years

1941 through 1945 in the four colleges studied, had completed a four-year

program in three calendar years or less. These were paired with other women

who had taken the regular time of three years nine months, or four years, to

complete their college work, but who were of the same age and substantially the

same ability at entrance, entered in the same college year, took the same types of

program, and lived in Columbusor not, according as did the paired case. The

median age at entrance of both accelerated and paired individuals was 18.2 (this

being the same median ageasthat for all women entering over these years) and

median percentile on the entrance test was 90 for the accelerated and 91 for the

regular students. Both groups were thus superior; as indicated earlier in this

chapter, the median for all regular women was80. Similarly, eighty-two women

who graduated one school year or more later than the conventional time were

paired with comparable regular students. The median ages at entrance of these

last two groups were 18.0 and 17.9, and medianabilities for both 75.

Anelementary questionrelates to age at graduation of these groups. Median age

of the accelerated was 20.9, and oftheir pairs 21.8; for the retarded andtheirpairs,

23.8 and 21.7. The important concern is what these groups, which spent such

different total times in getting a college education, accomplished in college. Table

8.7 comparestheir academic records, first, for the initial three quarters, as an indi-

cation of academic competenceat the beginningofthe college career before accel-

eration or retardation presumably had really begunor at least had had time very

much to affect them; next, for the last three quarters, when any unfortunate

results should show most; and finally, for the entire undergraduate program.

At the beginning, the accelerated group, though equated with the control

group as to ability, was somewhat superior in scholarship, presumablyas a result

of better preparation, study habits, or greater interest. By the last three quarters,

this superiority had decreased slightly so far as the median point-hourratio is

concerned, although the accelerated students show an increased percentage of

very superior students and no marginal cases (below C or a point-hour ratio

below 2). For the entire program, the superiority of the accelerated studentsis
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Table 8.6. Percentages of each groupthat used three means by whichacceleration could be obtained

 

 

Men Women

Meansofacceleration Accelerated Regular Retarded Accelerated Regular Retarded

Attended two ormore summers 47 16 26 59 15 41Average course load of 18
hours or over 17 7 4 10 2 2Credit of more than 10 hours
by examination 9 3 2 13 5 5

Twelve quarters’ work:
Taken in 11 quarters 20 5 3 30 2 3Takenin 10 quarters or less 6 1 1 7
Over 15 quarters 15 22
 

clear, and also that of both groups, overthe general run of students. Those taking
five years or more throughout show poorer records thantheir controls. In short, it
would appear that for those students completing an undergraduate program in
three years or less, acceleration did not adversely affect scholarship; that longer
periods of time tend to be associated with less satisfactory college work; andthat,
in general (taking all these results together), the longer the overall time taken for
an undergraduate program, the poorer the academic record.

The next issue was, again, participation in activities. Table 8.8 indicates
that, although the amount of participation and numberof officerships were
slightly less for the accelerated than for the regular students, the numberpar-
ticipating was nevertheless the same in each group; and all differences were
slight in view of handicaps which the three-quarter four-year organization of
most activities puts upon individuals accelerating. Moreover, some accelerated
students, by using the meansof acceleration mentioned in table 8.9, finished in
only eight quarters’ residence and two years’ total time.? The retarded students
are the nonparticipating group.

A series of checks on after-graduation careers is planned. Table 8.10 shows
the first. Since the accelerated and regular groups were both from the same
graduating class, the accelerated group is almost a year younger. Comparison of
accomplishmentupon reaching the same age would seem fairer. But asit stands,
the comparison shows many more of the accelerated group obtaining further
schooling, almost as many having hadjobs, almostas many married—moreas of
the same age—asindicated in the note following the table.

RESULTS OF GUIDED ACCELERATION

The preceding data deal with graduates; and mostof the accelerates had, so far as
is known, shortened their college programs on their owninitiative and without

2See footnote below table 8.9.
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Table 8.7. Percentagesof accelerated andretarded studentspaired with regular students making certain

point-hourratios in the first three and the last three quarters in residence
 

Point-hour ratio

 

 

Students paired Over 3.5 Less than 2 Median Difference

First three quarters

104 Pairs:

Accelerated 12 3 3.11 28

Regular 8 6 83

82 Pairs:
Retarded 27 2.32

Regular 5 20 2.48 .16

Last three quarters

104 Pairs:
Accelerated 25 3.26 .20

Regular 11 2 3.06 |

82 Pairs:
Retarded 5 7 2.80

Regular 9 2.85 .05

Final cumulative*

104 Pairs:

Accelerated 11 3.10 .23

Regular 7 2 2.87

82 Pairs:

Retarded 9 2.51

Regular 5 2.56 05
 

*For a general basis of comparisons it may be mentionedthat the median final cumulative point-

hourratio for the total of 1,461 women graduating from 1941-42 through 1944-45 was 2.71, with 4

percent having 3.6 or over and 3 percent below 2.

special faculty guidanceor help. Presumably, careful initial selection might have

eliminated some individuals who did not do well and included someothers well

able to accelerate who did not makethe attempt. If acceleration is to be under-

taken, careful guidance of the program from the beginning might be advanta-

geousto both academic and other outcomes. Following a group through from the

freshman year would be even more informative. The procedure used so far might

not locate the casualties of acceleration: those who did come throughin a shorter

time might do reasonably well, but many others might attempt to accelerate but

wear themselves out, or for some other reasoneither leave school or drop backto

a regular rate. On the other hand, conceivably more students might finish a

program, if they could see their way clear to doing so quickly. The following

material deals with these issues.?

3The first data of this section are from the doctorate thesis of Kenneth M. Peterson. Men were

originally included in his study, but they were eliminated in compiling this report because their

academic careers were too dominated by the draft and other war influencesto besatisfactory for use
in this report. The material on accelerated students in home economicsis from the master’s thesis of

Eileen Smith.
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Table 8.8. Percentage of the pairs participating in activities
 

Participated in activities
 

 

In one In five Held
or more or more Median office

104 Pairs:
Accelerated 94 31 3.1 20
Regular 94 44 4.3 36

82 Pairs:
Retarded 68 12 1.8 16
Regular 90 23 3.6 26
 

Cases and Methodsin the College of Education

A total of 251 freshman womenentered the College of Education of Ohio State
University in the autumn quarter of 1942. It was decidedto present the possibility
of acceleration to those who seemed goodrisks for expedited progress. First
selection was of individuals scoring at or above the 70th percentile on the en-
trance test of general ability; 124 individuals so scored. The adviser of each of
these students was then asked whetheracceleration was considered feasible;in all
but 9 cases it was. The student health service was next asked to go overthe list
and note any students whose health records were such as to make a special
program unwise; in a few instances a special physical examination was given.
Only two students were eliminated because of poor health as thus determined.
The rest were asked to attend a meeting early in the autumn quarter when the
proposed program waspresented; attendance wasexcellent and the few absentees
were reached through their advisers. All these women were told that they had
been selected on the basis of ability, health, and advisers’ judgmentas capable of
acceleration. The meansof acceleration stressed as possible for the next quarter
was a Class load of twenty or more hours; however, summer attendance and

credit by examination were also mentioned as later possibilities. Students who
thought they might like to accelerate in some way were askedto talk the matter
over with their advisers and families. By the beginning of the winter quarter,
when the program was to commence,a few students had transferred to another
college or withdrawn from the university, but 109 remained of those selected as

probably goodrisks for acceleration. Of these, 61 decided not to attempt rapid

progress. The reason given by 33 was part-time employment or a crowded

schedule because of laboratory or other special courses; 10 were anxiouslest

their marks suffer; the parents of 9 students objected, on the ground either that

the program might be too taxing or graduation would occur too young; 4 desired

the regular time and moreactivities; 3 felt that there was ‘‘no need to hurry’’; one

wanted speech corrective help; and one gave no reason. The remaining 48 pro-

ceeded with the program, making their plans in consultation with Mr. Peterson,

who was in immediate charge of the undertaking throughout. Asassistant junior

dean, he wasreadily available to these students at any time. Once a year, from

1942 through 1945, he had a special individual conference with each. His effort
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Table 8.9. Percentage of the pairs using various means of acceleration

 

 

 

 

104 pairs 82 pairs

Meansof acceleration* Accelerated Regular Retarded Regular

Attended 2 or more summers 84 18 53 16

Average course load of 18

hours or more 29 5 1 3

Credit for 15 or more hours

by examination 19 7 6 6

 

* As a result of attending summerschoolandcredit by examination, 3 percent of the accelerated

students competed their programsin eight quarters of residence, 5 percent in nine, 12 percentin ten,

and 43 percent in eleven. Total time from entrance to graduation for 2 percent was only two years;

for one individual, two years three months; for 4, two years six months; 31 percent took two years nine

months, and the remainder three calendar years.

throughout was to assure a soundall-round development for each student. In the

beginning it had been hoped that various special means of facilitating the pro-

gress of these students might be used, such as rapid progress sections andrelax-

ing of prerequisites and requirements. Special means were not found possible,

however. Instead 89 percent accelerated,at least in part, by carrying heavy loads;

72 percent attended summerquarters; and 24 percent obtained credit by examina-

tion. The question now is as to outcomes with these students, using such

methods, and under such guidance.

Results of Guided Acceleration

For appraisal of the program, the selected accelerated group just described was

compared with three other groups. One consisted of the 61 superior students who

were invited to accelerate but decided not to do so, a second was a small group of

other students who accelerated although not so advised, and the third was the

comparatively large group of other students who did not meet the criteria estab-

lished for acceleration and did not attempt any speed-up. Table 8.11 summarizes

the academic careers of these women.It also includes in the lower part of the

table results for a small group of accelerated students in the entering class of

1943. Partly because acceleration was not so much urged, partly because there

seemed to be less interest, the number accelerating at this time was distinctly

smaller. And it will be noted that, throughout, the accelerated groups were small.

Nevertheless, the consistency of the findings would seem to warrant a considera-

tion of them.

The median age at entrance was substantially the same for all groups—

between 18 years 1 month and 18 years 3 months. The table showsnegligible

differences on the test of general ability given at entrance between those of the

superior group who accelerated and those who did not, and similar ones for the

accelerated and nonaccelerated among the remainder of the students.

The percentages given in column 5 of table 8.11 show that, of the superior
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Table 8.10. After-graduation record—percentagesofthe paired
accelerated and regular women students
 

 

 

104 pairs

After graduation* Accelerated Regular

Further schooling 27 10
Married 48 57
Full-time employment 76 79
Housewife only 13 16
Student—no employment 13 4
Unemployed—poorhealth 1
No record ] 3
 

*The accelerates averaged nine-tenths of a year younger.In
view of the age differential, comparison of accelerated students
in 1947 with regular as of 1946 is in certain respects fairer. In
1946, when of approximately the same age as the accelerated in
1947, 45 percent of the regular students were married and 68 per-
cent had had full-time employment. Agefor age, the accelerated
students thus seem ahead in such respects. As of the same time
after graduation, they are only slightly behind.

students, almost twice as many of the nonaccelerated as of those who accelerated
left college without a degree. With the other two groups, the percentage of the
nonaccelerated students not completing their programsin the college was mark-
edly higher. The percentages who attempted acceleration and then dropped the
program were negligible and, as might be hoped in view of the program of
selection, less for the superior than for others. However, it should be again
mentioned that the small number of cases makes such comparisons of little
significance.

The amountof acceleration wassubstantial; a fifth of the superior accelerates
graduated in three years or less (see column 7). By the regular time for gradua-
tion, or June, 1946, over twice as many of the superior accelerates had graduated
as of the superior nonaccelerates.*

The academic record in the initial autumn quarter, before acceleration be-
gan, was higher for each accelerated group (see column 3, table 8.12). This
would suggest better background and stronger motivation. The cumulative
point-hourratios in the next column show, however, that the accelerated main-
tained this superiority through their concentrated remaining academic career.

The distinctive feature of the findings given in these two tables is that
acceleration appears to reduce academic mortality—an outcome really under-
standable since, presumably,if a student sees his wayclearto finish in a shorter
time than usual, he is more likely to stay with his program underfinancial or
other pressure and hasless time for accidents of one sort or another to cut short
his academic career. To attempt acceleration thus does not seem to lead students
to overwork themselves to the point wheretheyare likely to leave school. Andat

“See second footnote following table 8.11.
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Table 8.11. Academic outcomes of guided acceleration among womenstudents
 

 

 

Percentage

Number of Age at Median Left Gave up Graduated in 3

Students classified students entrance ability* college acceleration years or lesst

Entered college in 1942

Superior:
Accelerated 48 18-2 90 33 6 21

Regular 61 18-3 87 61 0

Difference 3 28 21

Others:*
Accelerated 21 18-1 54 29 24 14

Regular 95 18-2 51 59 0

Difference 3 30

Entered college in 1943

Paired Students:

Accelerated 12 91 33 33

Regular 12 91 50 0
Difference 0 17 33
 

*Among the remaining women whoentered the College of Education in the autumn of 1942,

some students attempted programs in addition to those invited to do so because of their general
ability rating.

tBy June, 1947, 63 percent of the superior accelerated students whoentered college in 1942 and

25 percent of the superior regular students had graduated. The percentages for the corresponding

members of the pairs who entered in 1943 were 64 and 36.

least where there has been some guidance, once a reasonable program of acceler-

ation has been started, students seem notlikely to give it up.

Relationships to Nonacademic Experience and Personality

The program of the College of Education calls for the evaluation of each student

by a faculty committee at the end of the sophomore year, and sets up certain

requirements for admission to junior standing. Each student is expected to show

somebreadth of cultural interests and knowledge of current events as indicated in

part by good scores on the Cooperative Contemporary Affairs and General Cul-

ture Tests. It is considered desirable that he should have had some experience in

earning money. The college also strongly urges some work experience in a

settlement house, summer camp,or other type of service involving contacts with

children of school age. Travel is considered desirable. Participation in extracur-

ricular activities is urged. Advisers’ ratings of each student are considered, and

the attempt is made to appraise each as a total person. When the appraisal shows

a lack, remedy of the deficiencies is required before junior standing is granted.

For instance, a student ill informed about current events may be advisedto read a

desirable periodical and be checked again by test. Table 8.13 showscertain data

obtained in the appraisals for junior standing for both 1942 and 1943 entrants

who progressed thus far. The superior accelerated group shows medians dis-



134 Acceleration Literature

Table 8.12. Academic record made bythe students enrolled in the program of guided acceleration
 

Point-hour ratio
 

 

Median credit hours Median Cumulative third June
Students classified third June after entrance first quarter after entrance

Entered college in 1942

Superior:

Accelerated 173 2.9 2.93
Regular 146 2.73 2.78

Difference 27 0.17 0.15
Others*

Accelerated 170 2.60 2.84

Regular 14] 2.08 2.28

Difference 29 0.52 0.56

Entered college in 1943

Paired Students:

Accelerated 160 3.50 3.20
Regular 135 3.00 2.50

Difference 25 0.50 0.70
 

*See footnote marked by an asterisk appendedto table 8.11.

tinctly higher on the twotests than the superior group which did not accelerate;

and of the remaining cases not recommendedfor acceleration, those who never-

theless did expedite their progress scored higher than those whodid not. Acceler-

ation thus does not seem to have caused neglect of informative reading or other

cultural experiences. On mostof the additional items reported in table 8.14, the

accelerated stand higher than the nonaccelerated.° Again, it must be emphasized

that the numberof cases was small, but the findings are consistently in favor of

the accelerated groups. The small differences shown in tables 8.11 through 8.14

between the superior or selected accelerated students and the other accelerated

students would suggest that more students might have been recommendedfor

acceleration—and that methodsof selection should be improved.

Results of Guided Acceleration in Home Economics

The material which has just been reported had to do with guided acceleration in

the College of Education. A similar experimentin the School of Home Econom-

ics involved fewer cases but was similar in method and outcome. In November,

1942, records and personneldata on all nontransfer freshmen and sophomoresin

the School of Home Economics were examined; students who might possibly be

accelerated were differentiated as those who had been in the upperthird of their

high school classes (sophomoresand juniors had, in addition, to have cumulative

point-hourratios of 2.5 or better), who tested at entrance at the 70th percentile or

‘That these guided accelerated students were thus active and possessed broad interests is the

more significant in view of the large proportion (89 percent of the 1942 superior accelerated students)

whocarried heavy loads; 72 percent attended summerschool, 24 percent received credit by examina-

tion.
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Table 8.13. Median scores of the students accelerated and not accelerated, on two tests for junior

standing
 

 

Contemporary General Unconditional junior

Students classified affairs test culture test standing (percent)

Superior:

Accelerated 66 78 86

Regular 57 67 75

Others:

Accelerated 58 53 93

Regular 45 37 81
 

abovein general ability, were neither inadequate nor excessive in participation in

activities, were not employed over fifteen hours a week, and reported themselves

in good health. Students meeting these requirements were discussed with the

faculty guidance committee, and those whom it considered good risks were

invited to consider acceleration. Of 241 students in the two classes, 45 were

invited to try acceleration and 17 did so (though someaccelerated onlyto a slight

degree), as well as 19 who volunteered. The median point-hourratio by the end

of the winter quarter was 3.19 for the first group and 2.31 for the second; the

selection was thus vindicated. At that time, there were 11 students who had

gained at least a quarter (three students had gained two quarters, and three were

ahead three quarters). The median point-hourratio was 3.37, all but one had been

employed, and median numberof activities was five. Staff ratings on all were

high. By the spring of 1947, degrees in home economics were conferred upon 85

percent of those who had attempted acceleration, 46 percent of those who were

invited to try acceleration but did not do so, 45 percent of those not recom-

mended whovolunteered to accelerate, and 35 percent of those not recommended

who did not attempt any speed-up.

The numberof cases again is small, but the consistency ofall these findings

on guided acceleration in two programsand their congruencewiththe trend ofall

the findings in this chapter combine to suggest that they are significant. The

program ofselection for and guidancein acceleration again appears vindicated in

terms of total development; few showedevidence of difficulties along the way;

and academic mortality was not only not increased but actually reduced.

INTERPRETATION

In general, then, individuals who have completed an undergraduate program in

less than the conventional time appear not to have suffered in regard to academic

work or otherwise as compared with those who took the usual time; on the

contrary, those whotook a longer time to complete the program presented prob-
lemsin all the respects investigated. The question is how to explain such find-
ings.

The most important factor is believed to be this: the typical undergraduate
program is set at the pace of the average or slightly below-average student, and,
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Table 8.14. Percentages of the students who entered college in 1942 and 1943, accelerated and notaccelerated, on items of general living—facts gathered at the end of the sophomore year

Participated in activities*
 

 

Worked Service Five or HeldStudents classified for pay work Traveled Some more office

Superior:
Accelerated 86 89 65 70 31 34Regular 89 75 57 60 11 7Others:
Accelerated 93 85 84 90 10 30
Regular 92 88 62 55 12 9
 

*Information gathered from the 1945 students’ yearbook. These data are only for students who
entered college in 1942.

in consequence, students somewhat superior in ability and preparation find more
rapid progress entirely feasible and, perhaps, even more natural for them. The
difficulties of the retarded students suggest that, at least beyond a certain point,
interruptions of an academic program or combination ofit with substantial part-
time employment may so extend the program as to handicap the student. The
success of guided acceleration emphasizes the possibility that planning which
recognizes individual differences in abilities, maturity, and background, and
which attempts so far as possible to adapt both the academic program and other
experiences to each student’s best pace, may save time for many students—as
well as for the institution. The second factor recurrently emerging is the per-
vasively powerful influence of educational practice. Before the war, the three-
quarter four-year convention was so dominantthat progress at a faster rate was an
isolated phenomenon. Underthe pressure of wartime conditions these rigidities
gave way. But even toward the end of the war, the conventions began to appear
again; now they seem increasingly influential, except as the needsof the veterans
continue to get modifications for them. Throughout, the conventional organiza-
tion of student activities, in terms of the regular academic calendar and a four-
year program,has tended to handicapall (both accelerated and retarded students)
who did not conform.

However, the findings reported have dealt with certain relatively objective
data. It is conceivable that although school work and campuslife might be
maintained in an accelerated program, there would be more subtle lossin health,
emotional adjustment, or breadth of experience. Some evidence bearing on these
last points will be considered later.

SUMMARY

This chapter attempts to bring together certain relatively objective data concern-
ing outcomes or concomitants of progress through undergraduate college pro-
grams pursued at different rates.
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Whenstudents who had completed an undergraduate program during the war

years in less than the conventional time from entrance to graduation were com-

pared with those who had taken the usual time and others who had taken longer,

it was found that the accelerated students entered a bit younger and the retarded

somewhatolder, and that on the entrance test of general ability the accelerated

were slightly superior and the retarded lowest. Academic accomplishment

ranked, in the same way,as best for the accelerated and poorest for the retarded.

Participation in extracurricular activities was slightly better for the regular than

the accelerated, but distinctly poorer for those taking longer than the usual time.

An attempt to analyze the situation was made by pairing womenstudents

whohad taken three years or less for a four-year program with others of the same

age and ability at entrance and in the same program whohadtaken the usual time;

similarly, students taking five years or more were paired with regular students.

Again, the accelerated were found best and the retarded poorest in academic

accomplishmentas well as in participation in activities, judged by the record of

the total group.

In the College of Education and the School of Home Economics, trial was

made of carefully selected potential accelerates in terms of ability at entrance and

evidence from advisers and records as to all-round development. Only about

one-third of those invited to do so tried to accelerate. The academic record of

those who did was good, participation in activities was, for the most part, also

good, and evidence of all-round development as shown by a variety of ratings

was also superior. Most conspicuous wasthe fact that a much larger proportion

of the students who attempted acceleration remained in the college and com-

pleted the work for a degree than of the students of equal ability who progressed

at the usualrate.

Two major factors are seen to be of importance here. Academic programs

appear to be paced for the average student, with the consequence that their

superiors can readily and often desirably move faster. However, educational

convention puts a premium on the educational lock step. Greater flexibility of

programsandbetter guidance should then save time for both students and instruc-

tors, with even less handicap for the abler young persons.
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A SUMMING UP

Fund for the Advancement of Education

On the basis of the evidence gathered to date on the experience of 1,350 Early

Admission Scholars in the twelve participating colleges and universities over a

period of five years during which two groups of Scholars have graduated, it is

now possible to make much firmer judgments about the results of the

experiment—and aboutthe wisdom of early admission in general—than wasthe

case in the summer of 1953, when the Fundpublishedits first preliminary report

on the program. :

What does the evidence add up to? What were the conclusions of the inde-

pendent evaluators? How do the Scholars, their Comparison students, their par-

ents, the schools from which they came, and the colleges to which they went,

feel about the Early Admission Program in particular and the idea of early

admission in general? Whatare the implications of the results to date for secon-

dary and higher education as a whole?

This chapter will attempt to answer these questions on the basis of the

evidence accumulated thusfar.

THE JUDGMENT OF THE SCHOLARS
AND COMPARISON STUDENTS

In their senior essays, the 1951 and 1952 Scholars and Comparison students who

successfully completed their undergraduate work were asked to express their

judgment about the wisdom of early admission on the basis of their own experi-

ence and observations.

The Scholars were asked these questions:

In retrospect, how do you feel now about the advantages and disadvantages of

having entered college early? On balance, do you think it was profitable in your case?

Reprinted from They Went to College Early, Evaluation Report No.2 issued by the Fund for the

Advancement of Education (established by the Ford Foundation), New York, April 1957. Evaluation

Report No. 1, a preliminary report entitled Bridging the Gap Between School and College, appeared

in 1953.

138
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What advice would you give to a friend of yours who was considering the

advisability of entering college at an earlier age than usual?

Do you think the early admission idea should become a regular part of the

admission policy of American colleges?

The Comparison students were asked this question:

In your opinion, what are the advantages and disavantages of acceleration? On

balance, do you think the idea is wise or unwise? Under what circumstances?

The responses of the Scholars and Comparisons are shownin table 9.1.

Asthe table indicates, nearly nine out of ten of the Scholars who were about

to graduate said that on balance it had been profitable for them to enter college

early, and about eight out of ten Comparisons who were about to graduate

expressed themselves as generally favorable toward the early admission idea.

Rather marked changesin attitude are observed whenthe answersto the four

questions by the 1952 Scholars and Comparisons are compared to the responses

of the 1951 group. The 1952 Scholars expressed far fewer reservationsthan their

1951 counterparts about early admission, whether they were asked aboutit as a

personal experience, or in terms of advice to a friend, or in terms of a general

policy for American colleges and universities. (One Scholar, in an emphatically

affirmative answer to the latter question, wrote: ‘‘What I cannot understand is

how early admission was once a regular part of American education and then

abandoned. As you can imagine, I never miss the name of a great American

who wentto college early. Cotton Mather entered at twelve, Jonathan Edwards

graduated at seventeen. This list could go on and on.’’)

The 1952 Comparison students also expressed far fewer reservations than

their 1951 counterparts about the early admission idea. This increase in the

‘‘wholly favorable’’ category was not accompanied by any comparable shift in

the proportion of students expressing wholly unfavorable judgments, except that

a much smaller proportion of the 1952 Scholars rejected the idea that early

admission become regular part of the admission policy of American colleges,

and a somewhat larger proportion of the 1952 Comparisons were definitely

opposedto the acceleration of qualified students. Thus, the responsesindicate an

even stronger endorsementof the early admission idea by the 1952 Scholars and

Comparisons than by their 1951 counterparts.

In their appraisal of the advantages and disadvantages of early admission,

the Scholars and Comparison students were virtually in complete agreement. The

advantage both cited most frequently was a much greater academic challenge in

college than in high school. Fifty-eight percent of the 1951 Scholars and 82

percent of the 1952 Scholars cited this as an advantage. The corresponding

figures for the Comparison students were 61 percent and 72 percent. The views

expressed by the Scholars and Comparisonstudents on this point were interesting

and revealing. Many of the Scholars said that early admission to college had

‘‘rescued’’ them from an unchallenging high school experience. This view was

expressed in several different ways. One Scholar said flatly: ‘“The one year
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Table 9.1. The overall judgment of Scholars and Comparisons about early admission
 

 

1951 group 1952 group
Questions and responses % %o

Responses by the Scholars:

Was Early Admission profitable in your case?
Yes, very much so 42 75
Yes, with reservations 46 15
Neither profitable nor unprofitable 7 5
No, definitely not 4 3
No response 1 2

Would you advise a friend to enter college early?
Yes, definitely 12 27
Yes, with reservations 75 61
Only in exceptional cases 8 5
No, definitely not 3 3

No response 2 4

Do you think the Early Admission idea should become a

regular part of the admission policy of American

colleges?

Yes, definitely 4] 66

Yes, with minor modifications 31 15

Yes, with severe limitations 12 16

No, definitely not 15 2

No response 1 1

Responses by the Comparisons:

Do you think acceleration ofqualified students is wise?

Yes, definitely 12 32

Yes, with reservations 67 44

Only in exceptional cases 11 10

No, definitely not 9 13

No response ] 1
 

which I missed in high school was, as I was informed by my friends who

remained there, a complete waste of time.’’ Anothersaid: ‘‘I loved high school

because of the extracurricular activities and my friends, but I was wasting my

time academically. College classes were much more of a challenge.’’ A third

put it this way: “‘The [Early Admission Program] picked me up when still

had great interest and ambition, which I feel I would have lost in the next two

years... . [It] put me into a challenging intellectual atmosphere at precisely the

time when I was best equipped to accept it.”’

The tenor of some of the Scholars’ comments on this point suggested that

their criticism was aimed notat their high schools butat the ‘‘lock step,’’ which

frequently keeps able students from entering college when they are ready to,

regardless of chronological age or the numberof years of prior schooling. This

distinction was clearly made by a Scholar from a reputable high schoolin a large

eastern city who wrote: ‘‘I found at college an intellectual challenge and satisfac-

tion which I wanted out of high school workat that time, but which I could not
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seem to obtain, even thoughI feel that the high schoolI attended offered the best

high school education that one could receive in____.”’ It also was made by the

Scholar who wrote: ‘‘High schools are of necessity (and rightly so) geared to the

average student, since he forms the majority of our population. Yet if we are to

maintain our position of world leadership with any degree of dignity and self-

respect at all, we must not neglect the education of those who are our future

leaders and whoare at present marking time in an educational atmosphere which

is not challenging.’’

Several of the Comparison students made the same point. One wrote: *‘]

have known manyaccelerated students who would have been seriously frustrated

and perhaps permanently damaged by having to spend two additional years in

conventional high school.’’ And another, on the basis of personal experience,

wrote: ‘‘I see no reason, academically, why qualified students should notbe able

to accelerate their education. From my own experience, I believe that much of

the time in the last year of high school is wasted in that the material could either

have been taught earlier, or is repeated in college courses.

The next most frequently mentioned advantage on the part of both Scholars

and Comparisons was the opportunity for acceleration, which they described in

various ways—anearlier start on professional study, an earlier start on a career,

an earlier marriage, or an opportunity to finish college before being called up for

military service. Several of the students who cited this as an advantage men-

tioned that the time saved looked less significant from the vantage point of senior

year than of freshman year. Pearson concluded that most of these students were

more concerned with avoiding wasting time than with saving time.

The Scholars and Comparisons also agreed with respect to the major disad-

vantages of early admission. The most frequently cited disadvantage was that

early admission makespersonal and social adjustment to college more difficult.

This was cited by 58 percent of the 1951 Scholars and 65 percent of the 1952

Scholars. The correspondingfigures for the Comparisons were 95 percent and 85

percent. Here again the comments of the Scholars were interesting and revealing.

Said one:

On looking back over my past four years here, I am quite glad that I entered

college early. However, I honestly believe I am expressing the feeling of one who

has ‘‘made the grade’’ and not the feeling of one who has to do it over again. I

sincerely believe, however, that in four years time I have gotten much more out of

school than the average student, but it was a tough climb.

Another summed upthe matter in these words: ‘‘That there are difficulties

involved cannot be denied, and manyindividuals may find the adjustment prob-

lems very difficult to overcome, but for the majority I feel these will not be

insuperable, or even trying.’’

Several of the Scholars reported that early admission had actually enhanced

their social and emotional development. As one Scholar put it: ‘‘From myfirst
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moments on campus, college represented a new and exciting experience. I had no
difficulty adjusting to this new life, partly because of the sincere interest which
the faculty and upperclassmen took in us.... The newly acquired self-
responsibility was a challenge which stimulated my social and emotional matura-
tion.’’

The fact that the 1952 Scholars endorsed early admission with far fewer
qualifications than the 1951 group, yet cited the personal and emotional adyjust-
ment problem as a disadvantage with much greater frequency than the 1951
group appears to be somewhatcontradictory. Pearson concluded that the 1952
Scholars, in making an overall appraisal of their college experience, assigned
less weight to this disadvantage than their 1951 counterparts.

The reservations expressed by the Scholars and Comparisons in qualifying
their endorsementof the early admission idea were of such a natureasto indicate
that they had given the questions thoughtful consideration before answering
them. For example, in their answers to the questions about the wisdom ofearly
admission, the reservations dealt not only with the advantages inherent in the
program, but also with the kinds of students and the kinds of colleges where the

policy was most likely to be successful. In general, both the Scholars and the

Comparisons who expressed these reservations felt that the early admission pol-

icy should be adopted only by colleges capable of wise selection and proper

handling of such students, and should apply only to students who demonstrated

exceptional ability and a high degree of social and emotional maturity. One

Scholar wrote: ‘‘What is really needed... is a more effective high school sys-

tem, but until the answerto this comes, colleges should provide somesort of an

escape hatch for the students who are ready to handle advanced work.’’

After analyzing the Scholars’ reservations, Pearson concluded:

The impression one formsin considering these commentsis that the important

thing is enrichment of the educational program and recognition of individual ability,

rather than any particular partiality for the idea of early admission per se. These

students recognize that the offering of advanced college level courses at secondary

schools would probably be limited to a relatively few schools amongthe total number

in the country. To the extentthat this is possible, the need for a regular policy of early

admissionis limited. To the extent that this is not possible, a regular program of early

admission is essential. We believe it is clear from these commentsthat the Scholars

look upon early admission as a rather specific exception within the general

framework of American education, although from their point of view the exception

would be a most important one.

The qualities mentioned by both Scholars and Comparison students as desir-

able in applicants for early admission included mature appearance, sense of

responsibility, emotional stability, self-reliance, adaptability, high motivation

for college, and social maturity. Many of the students whopressed for appraisal

of these qualities admitted their elusiveness and confessed their inability to

describe just how an admission officer could determine their presence or absence
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in a specific applicant. ‘‘Their point,’’ Pearson observed, ‘‘is that intellectual

readiness for college does not presuppose emotional readiness for college and

somehowthe latter must be weighed in the balance.”’

Both Scholars and Comparison students were sharply split on the relative

importanceof intellectual readiness and emotional readiness. Some described the

ideal student as one who is in the top 5 or 10 percent of his or her class

scholastically, scores extremely high on college entrance examinations, and is

active in extracurricular activities and sports. There was general agreementthatif

such an individual were a sophomoreora junior in high school and was frustrated

by an unchallenging academic diet, he or she would be clearly admissible by

these high standards. However, it was far less clear from the essays whether

favorable early admission action shouldbe taken in the case of a student who was

strong intellectually but had a poorer chance of successful college adjustment.

One Scholar wrote: ‘‘My ownprejudiceis that only intellectual adequacy to do

the workis really relevant; I resent the present attempts of my own university to

impose social and intellectual orthodoxy by its admission policy.’’ Another

Scholar wrote that at his college ‘‘social maturity is much less important than

academic preparation.’’ Two other students suggested that the intellectually

strong youngster who was not well adjusted at secondary school was a likely

prospect for early admission becausehe or she probably would be no worse off in

college.

‘‘Quotations such as these,’’ Pearson observedin his report, *“‘contrast quite

sharply with the qualities of personal and social maturity which were mentioned

quantitatively more often among the essays. A conceivable reconciliation of

these somewhat divergent points of view is that intellectual competence is the

sine qua non for early admission; given this, the final decision should rest on a

relative assessment of the applicant’s challenge and adjustment at high school

and his likely challenge and adjustmentat college.”’

The Scholars and the Comparison students were unanimous in urging a

minimum ofspecial treatment for early admission students. Manyalso urged that

college counseling services should be improved. Reports on this aspect were very

favorable on some campusesandsharply critical on others. There was a general

feeling on the part of most Scholars that a strong counseling system wasessential

at any college admitting youthful students—not a system uniquely for them, but

one which they could share with the rest of the student body.

Finally, the Scholars and the Comparison students stressed the need for a

‘“‘good fit’? between the individual students and the individual college. *“This

requirement,’’ Pearson noted in his report, ‘‘came out in an amusing way in a

numberof essays where special and fervent pleas were made for confining early

admission to small liberal arts colleges, or to large universities, or to highly

selective colleges, or to engineering and technical schools. If one were to be

guided by the sum total of these suggestions, one would conclude that early

admission is a necessary feature at a// American colleges and universities. *’
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THE VERDICT OF THE INDEPENDENT EVALUATORS

The Pearson Evaluation

The principal conclusions reached by Pearson after his analysis of the senior
essays can be summarized as follows:

1. The evidenceis that adjustmentdifficulties were by no meanslimited to
early admission students, although more Scholars than Comparisons reported
such difficulties. The conclusion is that early admission was a contributing
factor—butnotthe sole factor—in the existence of adjustmentdifficulties among
the Scholars. However, although the Scholars were faced initially with a greater
adjustment problem than the Comparison students, they were able to effect as
successful an overall adjustment as the Comparison students.

‘‘Borrowing from Toynbee, the response to challenge, rather than the chal-
lenge itself, becomes a measure of success of the experiment and in these terms
we would record our conclusion that the experiment was a success for the
students whose essays we have considered in this report.”’

2. The Scholars’ definition of early admission as an exception to general
educational practice underscores a concern that the able student will be hurt
unless special arrangements are made to recognize and develophis orherability.
From this point of view, early admission or indeed any program of enrichmentis

viewed as giving the able student the same opportunity as that routinely offered

to other students. Similarly, the problem of trying to describe the student for

whom early admission would be wise is by no meansdissimilar from the problem

faced by the admissions officer in attempting to select candidates for regular

admission. Finally, the obligation of the college to insure a successful educa-

tional experience for the early admission student differs only in detail from the

college’s obligation toward normal-age students.

‘‘This suggests that the important lesson from the early admission experi-

ment is that the American educational system cannot afford to overlook the

individuality of the students with whom it deals. Whether these students are

normal age or underage, or whether they have completed a formal program in

secondary school is probably of less importance than their capabilities and aspi-

rations as individuals. The contribution of the schools and the colleges to society

is likely to be gauged in terms of how well these are recognized and developed,

rather than in terms of formal structures and prescribed programs.’”’

The Farnsworth Evaluation

Dr. Farnsworth and his colleagues, after studying the social and emotional ad-

justment of the 1951 Scholars, concluded that the Scholars adjusted to campus

life as well as their Comparison students and classmates and that the reasons for

failures among the Scholars were the same as for college students in general.
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They suggestedthat the following guideposts might be helpful to admissions

officers in selecting candidates for early admission, noting that most of them

apply equally to the selection of regular freshmen:

a. Such students must be carefully selected on an individual basis for the

individual college. They should be of the type most apt to benefit from the type

of education which the college has to offer.

b. Such students should have above average academic achievement and

superior intelligence.

c. Such students, except in unusual cases, should have completed the

eleventh grade.

_d. Personality wise, they should show evidence of emotional maturity at

least consistent with their chonological age, good ability in interpersonal rela-

tions, and freedom from excessive parental pressure toward early admission.

Students who have had frequent changesof schools without similar moves by the

family, who come from families with severe discord or who are using college

entrance as an escape from serious personal problemsare poorrisks.

e. Students who have had psychiatric illnesses should have had adequate

treatment.

f. Students with characteriological disorders should not be admitted. How-

ever, a distinction must be made between misbehavior as representative of

longstanding characteriological disorder and misbehavior as a manifestation of

adolescent rebellion. These latter cases, if the difficulties have been overcome,

either as a result of the natural maturing process or of psychiatric treatment,

should not be excluded.

g. In the selection of students for liberal arts courses, such students should

have appropriate educational values, or the capacity to acquire such values.

h. Close scrutiny should be given by large urban universities to students

from rural areas.

i. In selection, it is all too easy to err in not admitting the unusually in-

tellectually gifted student or the chronic dissenter who is not ‘‘well-rounded.”’

While ‘‘well-rounded”’ students are highly desirable, if this is used as the main

criterion for admission these unusual students may be passed over. Such students

may makegreat contributions in the future. As one dean said: ‘“There should be

room in our stable for all kinds of horses.”’

COMMENTS OF SCHOLARS’ PARENTS

The colleges and universities participating in the Early Admission Program have

not made a systematic effort to determine how the Scholars’ parents feel about

the program, but two colleges (Goucher and Louisville) conducted special can-

vassesof the parents of their 1951 Scholars shortly after their graduation. These

results, although based on a very small and incomplete statistical sample, tended
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to confirm the general impression reported by the colleges that the parents on thewhole have been favorable toward the program.
In the Gouchersurvey, twenty-six of the twenty-seven parents respondingsaid that if they had the choice to make again they would sendtheir daughters tocollege early. Many of the parental opinions reflected the same balancing ofadvantages and disadvantages as the Scholar essays. One mother, who said shewould again choose early admission for her daughter, remarked nonethelessthatthe girl had lost contact with her high school classmates and added on the

drawbackside: ‘‘It was, too, a lonely pinnacle of famein the adolescent commu-nity.’’ Another expressed the opinion that entering college early ‘‘helped to build
up her self-confidence and initiative.’’ Another wrote: ‘‘She was made more
resourceful and self-reliant: had to think and act independently.’’ And another:
‘‘T believe she matured in many ways sooner than if she had completed high
school. ”’

In the Louisville survey, eleven of the twelve responses expressed parental
approval of the Early Admission Program. The one exception, written by the
mother of a Scholar, said in part: ‘I would neverinfluence a boy or girl again
into giving up the last year in high school.... [My son] entered engineering
school at the age of 16. He needed the chemistry, physics, and math he would
have had his last year in high school. He was lost as far as the work was
concerned and very unhappy. He had always made good grades.... As far as
[my son] is concerned the early entry was notright and I’ve regretted it.’’

Another Louisville mother, who had two children in the program, wrote:
‘‘Since I wasn’t sold on the Program whenI first heard about it, I’m happy to
have the opportunity now to say I’m wholeheartedly in favor of it since our two
children have tried it.... They both seem happier and better adjusted at the
university than theydid in high school. Theyare certainly not either one geniuses
but I really believe now that they would have been wastingtheir time if they had
stayed in high school another year. They have even had moresociallife at the
university. ”’

Apart from the Goucher and Louisville surveys, a number of participating
institutions have reported their general impressions on the matter of parental
attitudes. Utah said it believed that most parents consider going to college early
to have been a successful and valuable experience for their children. Fisk re-
ported the reaction of parents to have been ‘“quite favorable.’’ Lafayette said a
few of the parents felt that it would have been better for their children to have
finished high school, but that most were well-satisfied with the results.

Oberlin reported that the reactions of parents have been difficult to evaluate.
It noted that where a Scholar was successful the parents were highly cooperative
and pleased but that where it did not work out ‘‘the reactions ranged from a
mature acceptanceto a projection ofall the blame on the College.’’ (In a number
of these cases, it reported, the Scholars had been strongly encouraged to apply
for the Fund scholarships by their parents.)

Wisconsin, on the other hand, reported that the attitude of its Scholars’
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parents has been ‘‘one of the most interesting and heartening aspects of early

admission.’’ The parents were pleased and grateful when their sons and

daughters did well, Wisconsin added, but ‘‘what is more important, when the

boys did badly the parents were extremely helpful and cooperative, and to this we

probably owe many of the successful recoveries from trouble the Scholars have

made.... It is interesting that three families have sent two Scholars each.”’

THE ATTITUDES OF HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

As with parental attitudes, the participating colleges have not made a systematic

effort to gather data about the attitudes of the high schools from which the

Scholars were chosen. However, Goucher and Louisville polled the secondary

schools from which their 1951 Scholars came, and several of the other colleges

have obtained, through correspondence and discussion, a general picture of the

reactions of principals and guidanceofficers.

The available evidence suggests that the character of high school reaction is

mixed, ranging from strong approval to strong disapproval, and that to some

extent it is in the process of change.

Ten of the twelve participating colleges have reported to the Fund on their

experience with high school principals and guidance officers, often in relation to

the difficult task of Scholar selection. According to these reports, many of the

college officials have encountered considerable resistance to the Early Admission

Program. Sometimes this has been vocal. Sometimes, as one college com-

mented, it has not: *“The general reaction has been to ignore the plan entirely.’”’

Many teachers and principals in secondary schools have been strongly op-
posed to the early departure to college of someoftheir best potential juniors and
seniors. As one principal frankly told a college official: ‘‘We don’t like the idea

of the colleges taking our leaders out of high school at the end of the tenth or
eleventh grade.”’

The dean of one of the participating colleges, reporting considerable high

school resistance to the Early Admission Program, voiced the opinionthatit ‘‘is

based partially on a genuine concern for the emotional and social developmentof
the individual and a belief that he will be harmed by taking him out of his
chronological peers and placing him with hisintellectual peers. It may alsoresult
partially from the reflection upon the job of the secondary school whichis seen in
the program.’”’

This dean noted that there appeared to be a marked difference among high
schools, depending on the quality of their own instruction. ‘‘Those schools
which were well-established and doing very good jobs saw this as anotherindica-
tion of the fine work they were doing in having their students qualify for admis-
sion after only two or three years with them,’’ he said. ‘‘On the other hand, the
weakerschools tendedto see this as a criticism of the programs which they were
performing anda reflection that they were doing so poora job that an additional
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year or two with them madelittle difference in the college success of the stu-
dent.”’

Some of the colleges and universities have reported cases of active high
school interest in and cooperation with the experiment. For example, one large
university reported that the majority of high schools from which its Scholars
came were quite enthusiastic and continuedto beso, except in the case of a few
Scholars who failed to stay. Another university, noting that a few high schools
have sent it a large proportion ofits Scholars, remarked: ‘‘Their views on the
program are, of course, colored by the experience of their boys; since they have
sent us applicants year after year they presumably approve the plan.’’

One university said that some principals in its state ‘‘have realized early
admission could take some burdens from their Shoulders, by removing some of
the pressure for college preparation of a few Students. If, for example, a boy
shows potentiality as a scientist, but goes to a school which does not teach
mathematics beyond algebra, early admission offers him a way to get his
trigonometry, without straining the resources of the school.”’

A numberofthe participating institutions reported that high school attitudes,
first largely negative, have changed, presumably asa result of experience with
early admission, and that there has been a growing acceptanceofits possibilities
during the last few years.

Aside from these general observations by the colleges the only direct evi-
dence as to the attitudes of high school principals and guidance officers is
afforded by the results of the Goucher and Louisville surveys. The responsesto
these surveys ranged all the way from strong approval to strong disapproval of
early admission, with most of the principals emphasizing that they felt it was
wise only for students of exceptional academic ability and social maturity. For
example, of the six principals responding to the Louisville survey, two said they
approved ofthe idea, one said the wisdom of early admission dependsentirely on
the student concerned, another said the idea had both good and bad points, and
two disapprovedofthe idea on the groundthat the early admission student misses
much by not completing high school. Following are samples of the range of
comments:

Students whoenter college too young seem to lack social maturity and often are
not accepted by the more mature college students. I often wonder how much these
students lose by not remaining with their classes and probably taking over positions
of leadership during their senior year.

Whetherornotit is wise for a high school studentto enter college at the end of
his junior year depends entirely upon the student concerned.... In brief, both the
academic progress and the social development of the student must receive equal
consideration in making the decision. In our opinion only a relatively small percent-
age would qualify socially.

I think the [Early Admission] Program has been

a

distinct service to the students
from this school, and I believe I would like to see the program renewed and the
Selections be made on anindividual basis.



A Summing Up 149

The pattern of responses to the Goucher survey was quite similar to that of

the Louisville survey. The principals and guidanceofficers of high schools that

had sent the largest numberof students into the Early Admission Program tended

to be the most favorably disposed toward it. The tenor of the replies suggested

that there were two major reasons for this tendency: (1) Since the senior classes

in such high schools were generally large, the Scholars were not “‘missed’’ as

muchas they were in small high schools; and (2) since the academic standardsof

these schools were generally high, the principals tended to be muchless sensitive

to the implication that the Scholars were offered a much greater academic chal-

lenge in college.

The reply of the scholarship counselorin a large eastern high school that has

sent nine students into the Early Admission Program aptly illustrates this ten-

dency. Asked to cite the major advantage of early admission from the student’s

point of view, she replied: ‘“The student stops ‘marking time’ and gets on with

the real work that he wants to do. If he’s mature enough,he gets real satisfaction

out of the greater challenge of college work.’’ Asked to cite the major disadvan-

tage of the program from the school’s point of view, she wrote: ‘“The schoolis

deprived in the sense that these Early Admission students leave gaps in their

class. The school no longer benefits from the stimulation of their superior work

and attitudes, and generally from their participation in the extracurricular life of

the school.’’ She added, however, that ‘‘since our early admission people are so

few in number, wefeel no significant deprivation; and since wefeel that the boys

and girls themselves are benefited, we are very happy to see them succeed in

college.’’

Principals of other large eastern high schools which havesentrelatively large

numbers of students into the Early Admission Program made similar observa-

tions. ‘‘Most high schools like to have bright students in their enrollment,’’

wrote the principal of a Massachusetts high school which has furnished eight

Scholars. ‘‘Occasionally key posts are left vacant (by the departure of early

admission students), but they are usually filled by another capable student.

Occasionally we find a brilliant student who is bored by his contemporaries; he

finds their activities childish. A change in environment could be helpful.’’

THE VIEWS OF THE PARTICIPATING COLLEGES

In preparation for this report, the Fund asked each of the participating colleges

and universities to study the records of the first two groups of Scholars ‘to

graduate and to judge whether early admission had been wise in each individual

case. The results of this appraisal are shownin table 9.2.

Astable 9.2 indicates, the faculty judgmentat the participating institutions

was that early admission was wisein the case of eight out of ten Scholars in the
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Table 9.2. Opinions of participating colleges about early

 

 

admission

Opinion 1951 group 1952 group

Wise 79.6% 76.4%
Opinion divided 14.6% 17.1%
Unwise 5.8% 6.5%
 

1951 group, and in the case of three out of four in the 1952 group. (It must be
remembered that the judgments covered only those Scholars who had survived
through senior year.)

The Fund also asked the participating institutions to appraise their experi-
ence under the Early Admission Program, and invited them to comment on the
broad implications of the results to date for American secondary and higher
education as a whole.

Excerpts from their reportsfollow:

The University of Chicago

The Chicago campus made adjustmenteasier in that there were so many students
of the sameage as the Scholars. For approximately ten years priorto the start of
the Early Admission Program, the University of Chicago had admitted students
to the College who had completed no more than two years of high school. The
Early Admission Scholars whoentered in 1951 and in each succeeding year were
only a fraction of the total number of entering students who had not graduated
from high school. I think, too, the curriculum made adjustment easier. The
curriculum at the University of Chicago is arranged so asto allow eachstudentto
proceed at his own best pace. But Chicagois a large metropolitan university, and
for many reasons a large university is not the ideal home for everyone, and I
suppose the youth of some Scholars makes adjustment to a metropolitan campus
difficult. The student body at Chicago is divided between commuting students
and residential students. There is not the homogeneity in campuslife that many
colleges can achieve. This may have been one factor affecting the younger
students, although the large numberof early entrants at Chicago has made possi-
ble the development of athletics and extracurricular activities which fit their
needs.

Despite all of these factors, however, I am confidentthat the overwhelming

majority of the Scholars (and other early entrants) at Chicago have adjusted well,

that they have been glad that they entered college early, and have found an
intellectual stimulation from college that they would not have found during the
corresponding years of high school. I see no reasonto believe that the intellectual

stimulation for this majority was achievedat the expense of social maladjustment

[sic]. They have more than held their ownin the social life of the campus.
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Columbia College

When,in the spring of 1955, the Columbia College faculty instructed the com-

mittee responsible for admissions that up to twenty-five early admission candi-

dates might be admitted within any one year, the action clearly had a double

significance. It represents, in the first place, a formal acceptance of the desira-

bility and practicability of early admission for qualified candidates. But the

limitation of the numberto be admitted reflects the special situation of Columbia

College. New York City and the metropolitan area offer a rich source of student

talent. We attract boys from this region as a national college which can be

reached by subway. However, most of our applicants for early admissionlive in

New York City. Our status as a national college is maintained by our capacity to

draw students from beyond the confines of the metropolis. Simply adding to our

representation from New York and its immediate environs will undercut the very

basis on which weappealto the highly talented youths within that area. More-

over, an increase in our New York City contingent would distort our preprofes-

sional balance, because a high proportion of New York City applicants for early

admission are premedical students of whom wealready haveas high a proportion

as we can handle without damageto ourliberal arts program.

If it were possible to secure a large number of equally able early admission

candidates from the country at large, Columbia would benefit greatly. But the

widespread announcement of the early admission opportunity in earlier years

produced very few candidates from good schools in other urban centers, and it

has been our experience that the boy from a small school, remote from an urban

center, needs, when he comes to Columbia, whatever assurance and maturity his

final year in high school or a year’s additional growth can bestow. Our National

Scholarship Program provides a direct answer to our problem here.

This is an immediate and practical response, dictated by our faith in the

value of the kind of work we can do with the able students, diversified as to

geographical origin and background, who come to us now. Muchofthe value of

institutions of higher learning lies in their distinctive capacities to contribute to

the nationallife.

But early admission, considered independently, poses no discernible threat

to such distinctive contributions as a variety of institutions afford, and it promises

to fulfill the hope of those who havetried it: to achieve a closer and more

efficacious relation between the school and the college. This, at least, is our

experience, and we are happy to report that Columbia and the youngsters who

came early to the feast have both profited.

Fisk University

It has been madeclearthat the distinctly superior student coming out of the tenth

or eleventh grade can succeed well with college freshman work provided the
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student also has good motivation and reasonable emotional maturity. The dis-

tinctly superior academic capacity of the Ford Scholars has emphasized the fact

that the college needs freshmancoursesat different levels to meet the ability and

preparation of a wide variety of students. (This variety is boundto persist in any

college which does not require entrance examinations either in aptitude or

achievement. )

The best of the Scholars have done so well academically that they have

challenged others to keep pace with them and have challengedinstructorsto raise

their expectation in certain courses. The leadership of the Scholars in various

extracurricular activities has stimulated these organizations very distinctly....

In connection with considering an appropriate curriculum for Ford Scholars,

we have reviewed and rebuilt our whole general education program for freshmen

and sophomores.

Goucher College

It is not easy to draw conclusions from an educational project that has been as

wide flung in its implications as the Early Admission Program, but with five

years of experience in it we would like to make twopoints: the first touching on

the merits of early admission vis-a-vis admission with advancedstanding, with a

side look at the much-discussed question of the social adjustment of those enter-

ing as early admission students; the second on qualitative differences that have

been revealed in the four early admission groups we admitted with the financial

aid of The Fund for the Advancement of Education.

In our opinion it is very doubtful that the so-called enrichment programs in

high school can meet as well as a college university the total intellectual and

social needs of patently superior students. We say this not out of a partisan

feeling for early admission but out of a realization that the superior student

should feel a gravitational pull not in one or two courses alone butin all the

student’s educational and social pursuits. This absolute need we believe can be

met by very few, if any, high schools in the country.

If we are asked by what signs we may know the superior student we would

point to an outstanding educational record in high school supported by College

Board aptitude and achievement scores in the 600s preferably, though some

scores in the high 500s would be acceptable. These objective data we would want

fortified by the recommendations of the high school principals.

Queried about social adjustment and maturity (two very different concepts,

not necessarily reconcilable) we would reply that an early admission student

should give evidence at entrance to college of the capacity to catch up in the

space of two years with those whowill be her college classmates. If the student1s

intellectually ready for college we think she should be admitted evenif there will

be someperiodsof social and personal strain ahead of her (and we would believe
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that in almost every case they would be inevitable). We are convinced that as

these stem from superior ability and differentness, the early admission student

has a better chance of meeting them more happily in a setting where the intel-

lectual is not considered a ‘‘freak’’ or a young Einstein. We believe that the

ampler ether of college or university will serve to help the student with superior

endowment to wait on the maturing processes of time without vulgarizing her-

self by seeking mere conformity or by denigrating her intellectual resources by

calling them ‘‘compensations.’’ In other words we believe that social maturity

can be soonerandbetter achieved by the superior student with less waste of spirit

in college than in high school.
As to the best time of entrance to college for the patently superior student

weare at this point almost inclined to say the end of the tenth year, though there

is a possible danger of shortchanging the student in her preparation for college

work in the sciences and mathematics. Our inclination toward the tenth year has

been influenced by the facts (1) that some of our tenth-year students have been

among our best; (2) that a lack of intellectual challenge mayresult in a dulling

of intellectual interests and/or in a failure of habits of industry, which failure

spread over two years in high schoolblights performanceandattitude in college;

and (3) that the longer a student is entrenched in the extracurricularlife of her

high school the harder it is to extricate herself without cries of woe from those

who are more interested in the extra dividends paid by high office in the senior

year than bythe intellectual and, we believe, total achievementof the studentin

question.
The second observation we wish to make is one which bears on the question

of qualitative differences within early admission groups. Webelieve that after

five years of experience in selecting early admission students for admission we

are better informed about what constitutes what wecall, reverting to an earlier

terminology, a ‘‘true Ford,’’ or an early admission student whom we would de-

fine as one who bythe endofthe first by second year of college has (1) made a

good beginning in self-knowledge (and discipline); (2) revealed purposefulness

in planning and execution; and, above everything else, (3) shown a sensitivity

to form and plan and order, this last in the high sense of Schiller’s ‘‘heilige

Ordnung.”’

But even developing expertness in selection has not increased our yield of

‘true Fords’’ in each class. Always they number about one-third of the group.

What makesthe difference between those equally endowed in mental acuity is a

question we cannotyet answer,if we ever can. But henceforth weshall be study-

ing subjective classifications, seeing how far they correlate with objective data.

Using the three criteria mentioned above in the qualitative description of a

‘*true Ford’’ we think we can divide by the end of the third year each early ad-

mission class into three groups: the first in patent possession of those qualities;

the second group definitely above average in their grasp of their value but not

(‘‘yet’’ might be added parenthetically since self-education will be carried on
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beyond graduation) in possession of them; the third group, average in their
ability to see order or to give form and orderto their plans and ideas. It should
be recognizedthatthesethree classifications are not based on such objective data
as grade point averages or College Board scores, but depend ultimately on our
judgmentof the studentin the light of valuecriteria. But the classifications can
yield interesting objective data. We intend to study and report on our findings
next year.

Lafayette College

Lafayette College feels that the Early Admission Program has been a success.
The record of the achievement of the Ford scholars in academic work and extra
activities is an excellent one. Forthis reason, the College plans to continue to
admit qualified students even though they have not been graduated from secon-
dary school.

Even though the groups to be admitted to college under this program will
probably never be large, the Early Admission Program does offer an excellent
Opportunity to the young man whois more mature intellectually, socially, and
emotionally than his age group. If he is desirous of accelerating his educational
program, it is evident that he can do so without losing any of the advantages of
college life.

University of Louisville

It is the opinion ofall persons concerned with the Early Admission Program that
it has been most successful. The University of Louisville has admitted students to
its College of Arts and Sciencesafter three years of high school since 1934, and
that program will continue. There is no definite arrangementfor financial assis-
tance to such students except that which the Student Aid Committee is able to
give them if they need help.

From our experience with the Early Admission Program during the past four
years, we have learned that a good student, after three years of high school, can
do a good job in college if he is well adjusted emotionally and socially before he
comes.

The program has caused us to examinethe aspects of our program thataffect
all students. We are now trying to locate within our own students the superior
student and to do more for him... . It is our hope that much morecan be done to
give more public recognition to these superior students and also to enrich our
academic offerings to them.

One of the main implications of the Program for secondary and higher
education generally is that more should be done to identify the superior student
and to enrich his educational program.
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Oberlin College

Therestill seem to be somereal difficulties in attracting and selecting appropriate

students for early admission. Thereis still considerable resistance on the part of

many secondary school educators to the early admission principle. This is based

partially on a genuine concern for the emotional and social development of the

individual and a belief that he will be harmed by taking him out of his chronolog-

ical peers and placing him with his intellectual peers. It may also result partially

from the reflection upon the job of the secondary school which is seen in the

program. Still a third difficulty in the wayof attracting the proper students for the

program lies in the fact that the schools which have given most publicity to the

Early Admission Program have been the better high schools and preparatory

schools which are doing a relatively effective job in their own right. The student

of superior ability who is stuck in a second-rate high school may not even hear

about the Early Admission Program, yet he is the person who could benefit most

from being selected for such advancement.

The results of the Early Admission Program at Oberlin were carefully re-

viewed during this past year and the faculty took action this spring to continue to

admit students who had a minimum of two years of high school work and who, in

the opinion of the director of admissions, were ready for admission to college.

There are, of course, broad differences of opinion about the advisability of such a

program among our faculty, but enough of them felt it had been sufficiently

successful to continue on the above-mentioned basis. No special scholarship

program will be offered for these early admission students who may be admitted

in succeeding classes, but they will be permitted to compete for any of the regular

admissions office scholarships open to four-year students.

The general success of the Early Admission Program certainly suggests the

lack of adequate provision in the vast majority of our secondary schools and

colleges for the truly superior student. It would appearthat there is a considerable

number of students who are marking time in many high schools during their last

one or two years there. If they are gaining much educationally, it may very

possibly be because they are educating themselvesas a result of their intellectual

curiosity rather than because of anything the schoolitself is doing to educate

them. At the same time it would appear that many students coming out of four

years of experience in good secondary schools may very well be marking time

educationally in the first year or two spent in college. The basic implication I see

in the results of the Early Admission Program is the tremendousneed for better

integration of secondary and college education and more provision for the educa-

tion of the superior student at both of these levels.

Shimer College

Shimer feels that the Early Admission Program has very real value for the

preprofessional student. Faced with a long program of specialization, the early
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entrant finds that his program is accelerated to such an extent that he may begin
his professional training at least a year earlier than the student whofinishes high
school before entering college.

In some measure, the admission program at Shimerwill undergo a slight
changeasa result of this recent experience. Probably the percentage of students
under the Early Admission Program will be somewhat decreased, with an even
greater emphasis on the student whois particularly qualified, both in terms of
academic preparation and social adjustment. The administration and faculty of
the college believe strongly in the Early Admission Program, and everyeffort is
being made by the college to secure financial underwriting for early entrant
scholarships.

While it is doubtful that this program with its limitation in numbers will
specifically affect the structure of the American education system, it would seem
that there is adequate evidencethat the qualified student can perform successfully
in college without the usually prescribed sixteen Carnegie units. This evidence
should lead to some revision of admission policy on the part of manycolleges
and universities since it is evident that neither the sixteen units are absolutely
required, nor are specifically required high school course groupings absolutely
necessary.

University of Utah

In summary, those of us who have been close to the Early Admission Pro-
gram at the University of Utah view the program after four years as asuccess-
ful and valuable experience. Webelieve, moreover,that this attitude is shared by
a great majority of the Scholars and their parents and by a growing numberof
high school administrators and teachers.

Webelieve the problem of the abler student to be especially serious and

difficult of solution in situations like ours, where state law requires all young

people to remain in school until they are eighteen or have been graduated from

high school and where a high school diploma, with rare exceptions, is a guaran-

tee of university or college admission. It will become increasingly acute in the

next decade with the great increase in students entering our gates. However,it

seems to us that the University of Utah with its geographically homogeneous
population andits potentially close relationships with the schools from whichits

students come has a very special opportunity and challenge to do something
aboutit.

Our special situation is but one illustration of the many striking differences

among our higher institutions, even among the small numberof institutions

engagedin the early admission experiment, and points out again that there are no
simple answers, let alone a single one, to the problem. However, webelieve that

there are some general implications from our experience for secondary and

higher education and for the Fund in planning its future program. We believe

that, theoretically at least, admission with advanced standing would be sounder
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psychologically for the students than early admission andbetterin its effect upon

the high schools. However, only a handful of schools in our state could possibly

carry out such a program, and even in them the problems of staff and finance

would be very great. The samelack of resources would confront any majoreffort

in behalf of the individual student such as is carried on in the Portland experi-

ment.
Under our circumstances the early admission program was the best im-

mediate answer. It caused the least disruption; except for the scholarshipsit cost

relatively little; and, as we have seen, it has been quite successful. However,it

has serious disadvantages. It inevitably serves too few of the students we are

trying to help; attractive scholarships play too great a part; the high schools are

too little involved; and the ultimate effect upon secondary education is negative

rather than positive.

This last is probably the most important point. To the student, the parents,

the schools themselves, and the public the inference is inescapable that the senior

year in high schoolis a waste of time. For the student, high school educationis a

truncated rather than an integrated and completed educational and social experi-

ence. The tendency for the school, if it is not simply hostile to the whole

business, is to feel that it can do nothing special for the abler student and to pass

the responsibility on to the college or the university.

Yet both acceleration and enrichment were desirable and even necessary for

our better students. ... One way to achievethe desired results for all might be for

the schools to reconsider a plan once in effect, if not now, in certain systems.

This plan provided a faster track for the better students, which began in the

seventh grade, eliminated the eighth grade, and permitted them to complete a full

senior high school program a year early and in sufficient numbers to retain the

values of their peer group. If such acceleration were combined with a rich

program of basic academic subjects and if the higher institutions were alert and

flexible in the handling of the students when they entered, great good might

result. The success of any such program would depend ultimately upon adequate

counseling based upon a conviction that individual differences make it as demo-

cratic and vital to identify and serve the needs of the student of high ability as the

student of low.

University of Wisconsin

The question is often asked, ‘‘Should the colleges make a general practice of

accepting students who have notfinished high school?’’ or its converse, *‘Should

high schools make a general practice of recommending such students to col-

lege?’’ As they stand, these questions receive a qualified negative answer; our

experience showsthat early admission demands what appears to be an unusual

combination of intellectual and social precocity. It is probably not as rare asit

seems on the surface; there may be as manyas a fifth of most high school classes

who could make the grade. But the vast majority of these would probably gain
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nothing by early admission, and the principals have undoubtedly been wise when
they have hesitated in recommending many applicants. On the other hand, there
are a few boys who have almost certainly gained more from college than they
would have from their last years of high school; a wise principal will be able to
pick them, andthe ideal situation would be that in which the Original suggestion
came from the schoolrather than the individual student or his parents. Unfortu-
nately, not every teacher’s judgmentis infallible, and the method of selection
remains a problem.

As they make their decision, they must take into account the matter of
finances. The Scholars have had muchless pressure on them to earn part of their
way than the majority of their fellow students, and this has undoubtedly been an
importantfactor in their success: at least two who have been dropped failed partly
because they were trying too hard to earn money onthe side. This is not easy for
boys of 16, for even in the summer they cannot get jobs at respectable pay. For
the past two years the stipends for freshman and sophomore Scholars have
averaged $540, of which $500 mustbe used for tuition and fees by out-of-state
students; Wisconsin students pay $180. About a fifth of the students accepted
have decided that they could not afford to take advantage of the offer. We feel
that any early admission student must be assured ofsufficient financial support,
either from his family or from scholarship aid, before he accepts the award; he
cannotrely on being able to pay his own wayuntil his junior year. After that, of
course, he is in the same position as any other student.

With all these restrictions, intellectual, moral, and financial, it is clear that
early admission is only advisable for a tiny proportion of high school students,
and that it accents more problemsthan it answers. It has long been patent that
most high schools cannotreally push their ablest students, and that the students
consequently are apt to lose their enthusiasm in the boredom of waiting for their
fellows to catch up with them. Twoof the Scholars, one in each ofthe first two
classes, compressed high school and college into five years and graduated as
members of Phi Beta Kappa;the very fact thatthis is possible points to the waste
of time which must often take place. Some of this waste can, perhaps, be
avoided; some schools have honor classes, a few are able to have a general
standard high enoughto keepall but the very ablest stimulated. Some duplication
of courses might be avoided, especially in the sciences and American history;
many colleges allow a student to take work at an advancedlevel in certainfields
if he can show heis qualified, and good high school teaching should certainly be
encouraged in this way. Even if the number of years of school and college is not
reduced, there is certainly a need to keep able students working at full capacity.
Early admission can do this for a few, but the solution on a large scale must be
sought elsewhere.

In sum, early admission has offered a partial solution to the problems of
getting the best from able students and of shortening the cruelly long period
necessary for technical training. The solution is only partial because probably
only a very few students have the balanced development of intelligence, person-
ality, and savoir-faire it demands. At Wisconsin it seems to have been generally
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quite successful, and it could be moreso if we hadbetter techniques of selection

and enough Scholars so that each one would not feel himself to be something

quite apart from the ordinary university student. It will probably always be

expensive, and there will always be some failures among the Scholars who

embark on this course, but the benefit to the successful is very great.

Yale University

It seemsto be true that the Yale environment presented a more difficult adjust-

ment problem to the Scholars than did many of the other colleges in which the

early admissions Scholars matriculated. The fact that almost all of the boys were

from high schools and many from relatively small schools no doubt made more

difficult their adjustment to a fairly sizeable campus in an urban center.

... the 1952 group seems to have made a more successful adjustmentto the

Yale environment. This can be attributed both to the fact that the adjustment

factor was more in our minds when we admitted the second group, and perhaps

too, to the fact that they were in no wayisolated during their first year on our

campus as were the 1951 Scholars.

Yale University felt that it had received maximum benefit from the Early

Admission Program as sponsored by the Fund for the Advancement of Education

after its first two years of participation. From that experience the university

decided to adopt as part of its admissions program measures which would give

qualified students desiring to enter college from their junior year in school a

chance to do so. To quote from the catalogue of Yale for 1955-56: ‘‘Although an

applicant is normally expected to have completed four years of secondary school

work for entrance, an exception will occasionally be made for a candidate of

unusual promise and maturity who has completed three years.’’ No particular

scholarship arrangements are made for this group other than those madeforall

applicants for financial aid. The university does not makea special effort to find

and encourage Early Admission applications.

Yale feels that early admissions should be part of the policy of every college

and university. It does not, however, feel that a specific numberof places should

be reserved for early admission candidates in each class, nor that a university

such as our own should make special effort to attract such Scholars other than

having as its policy the admission of those duly qualified.

THE FUTURE OF EARLY ADMISSION

In Bridging the Gap Between School and College, the Fund said that the prelimi-

nary results of the Early Admission Program were ‘‘decidedly encouraging.’’ On

the basis of the evidence presented in this report, it now feels that the results to
date have been impressive.

Although the period of Fund support has ended, eleven of the twelve col-
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leges participating in the experiment have incorporated the early admission idea
into their regular admissions policy. (Wisconsin has not yet taken any action on
the matter.) At least one of the colleges—Goucher—has set up a special
scholarship program for early admission students. At the other colleges, early
admission students are permitted to compete for scholarship aid on equal terms
with other entering freshmen.

There are some indications that the early admission idea is gaining wider
acceptance. The College Entrance Examination Board reports that 29 of its 169
member colleges had early admission programs in the academic year 1955-56.
Only six of these were participants in the Fund-supported experiment. It is
interesting to note that 27 of the 29 also had programs of advanced placement,
thus providing able high school students two different kinds of opportunity for
college-level work before graduation.

It is much too early yet to predict the future of the early admission idea, but
the evidence in this report clearly indicates that underthe propercircumstancesit
represents a promising approachto the problem of enabling the very best students
to realize their full potential. The risks of entering college early have been the
subject of much popular concern, and properly so. Buttoo little thought has been
given to the risks run by an able student in an unchallenging environment in not
entering college early. As one of the Scholars wrote in his senior essay: ‘‘There is
some dangerthat a young student’s talents will be harmed by being thrust among
older students who do not accept him. But the greater dangeris that he will be
allowed to stagnate in secondary school and will arrive in college lacking imagi-
nation and ambition, these having been ‘educated’ out of him. The harm to him
and society is great.’’

Richard Pearson observedin his report that “‘the important lesson from the
Early Admission experiment is that the American educational System cannot
afford to overlook the individuality of the students with whom it deals. Whether
these students are normal age or underage, or whether they have completed a
formal program in secondary school is probably of less importance than their
capabilities and aspirations as individuals. The contribution of the schools and
colleges to society is likely to be gauged in terms of how well these are recog-
nized and developed, rather than in terms of formal structures and prescribed
programs.’’

Yet there is some dangerthat in the decades ahead, when American colleges
and universities become engrossedin the problems attendant uponsteeply rising
enrollments, the capabilities and aspirations of the ‘‘unusual’’ studentare likely
to be neglected. College admissions officers, confronted with the happy prospect
of having many more applications for admission than there are placesto be filled,
may well tend to ‘‘play it safe’’ and to avoid the risks involved in admitting
unconventional students, particularly those who are younger than most and who
have had a less-than-normal high school preparation. It will be all too easy to
say, ‘“‘We’ll get them next year anyhow,and another year in high school won’t
hurt them.’’ But the evidenceclearly indicatesthat the superior student can be
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hurt by being detained in an intellectual environmenthe or she has outgrown. As

one Scholar wrote in his senior essay: ‘‘I don’t advocate anything so radical as a

society composed exclusively of eggheads, but it seems downrightcruel to force

a gifted child to suffer needless years of boredom (and boredom can be suffering,

I know) when he can have an opportunity (whether or not he utilizes it 1s

obviously up to him) to meet some fine minds on a college faculty which might

be able to salvage at least part of his intellectual potential before the habit of

mental laziness has completely encrusted him. ”’

The notion that the superior student does not need special attention because

he is bright enough to look out for himself is still widely prevalent, but an

increasing numberof thoughtful educators and laymen have begunto challengeit

and the assumption that regardless of ability and energy each student must move

with his chronological age group through eight years of elementary school, four

years of high school, and four years of college. Coupled with this has been a

critical reexamination of the meaning of educational equality in a democratic

society—a questioning as to whetherit means equal amountsof educationforall

or equal opportunity for each individual to develop his or her talents as fully and

freely as possible.

There is also a growing awarenessthat the health and vigor of our society—

and indeed evenits very life—depend on making the mostofall the capacities of

all of our people. And it has becomeincreasingly clear that if we are to make the

most of these capacities, we must not fail to provide for the fullest possible

development of our ablest young people. The Fund for the Advancement of

Education believes that the Early Admission experiment has clearly demon-

strated its promise as a meansto that end.
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HIGH SCHOOL PERFORMANCE
OF UNDERAGE PUPILS

INITIALLY ADMITTED TO KINDERGARTEN
ON THE BASIS OF PHYSICAL

AND PSYCHOLOGICAL EXAMINATIONS

 

James R. Hobson

INTRODUCTION

Logically, if we are to provide for individual differences after a child enters
school, it seems reasonable to recognize some of the more basic and obvious
differences as he or she approaches school age and to develop an elastic system
of school admission based upon those differences which are objectively measur-
able and which do not, in the main, depend upon environmentand training. In
fact, early admission may be the ideal method of acceleration.

The Brookline Plan of Underage Admission

For the past thirty-five years, the public schools of Brookline have admitted to
kindergarten all educable children who have attained a minimum chronological
age of 4 years 9 months as of 1 October. For the first fifteen of these years,
children from three to nine months or more below this age were admitted ontrial
following an individual psychological examination by the Department of Child
Placement and a physical and health examination administered by the medical
director. Approximately 115 children were admitted annually underthis plan and
individual records of the later school performance ofall children so admitted
have been carefully kept. The results of early research undertaken to appraise the
validity of the criteria used showed:

1. A significantly high positive relationship between mental age at entrance and

Reprinted by permission of the managing editor, from Educational and Psychological Mea-
surement. Originally published 1963 in Educational and Psychological Measurement 23(1): 159-70.
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both teachers’ marks and standardized achievementtest results through grade
four.

. Average marks and achievementtest results of the underage group higher

than those of the other children in every grade except kindergarten, where the

marks of the underage children were slightly lower on the average despite

higher average ratings on standardized reading readinesstests.

Later Studies

The results (Hobson 1948) of ten years’ operation of this elastic system of

admission confirmed both conclusionsof the earlier study and further indicated:

l. that the margin of average superiority of the selected underage children in-

creased as they progressed through the eight grades of elementary school:

. that the least successful group of underage children were those admitted with
an M.A. rating of 5-0, which was the minimum requirement;

. that the next least successful group was composed of those children more

than six months underage, although someindividuals in this group were very

successful;

. that underage children originally admitted by test not only exceeded their

fellows scholastically on the average but were referred less often for emo-

tional, social, and other personality maladjustments; and

. that, because of lower ages for school admission in large communities nearby

and the frequent changes of residence in a metropolitan area, by grade six

there were more underage children who had movedin than there were in the

group originally admitted by test. By grade eight there were nearly twice as

many, and nearly half of the group admitted by test had departed. As a result

of this research, the minimum M.A. required for admittion on trial was

raised to 5-2 andthe privilege of early admittion was limited to those within

six months of the required minimum chronological age for all children. This

plan has been followed for several years.

THE CURRENT INVESTIGATION

The three main purposes of the present study are:

1. to compare high school scholastic performance of underage children, origi-

nally admitted to kindergarten by test (ABT), with performance of the others
in their class;

. to compare high school activity participation by underage, test-screened chil-
dren and their classmates; and

. to gain someidea asto the relative success in college admissions of the two
groups.



164 Acceleration Literature

Table 10.1. Percentages of academic and extracurricular distinctions of underage, test-screened pupils
and others in ten graduating classes combined
 

Honor graduates Elected to Alpha Pi
 
 

Total N* Boys Girls Total Boys Girls Total
 

Underage, test-screened 550 18.8 25.4 22.7 12.9 18.7 16.4

Others 3,891 8.4 15.0 11.9 5.8 8.7 7.3

Difference 10.4 10.4 10.8 7.1 10.0 9.1
 

*There were 224 boys and 326 girls graduated (of 1,165 originally admitted to kindergarten in the

underage, test-screened group). The ‘‘Others*’ group was made up of 1,863 boys and 2,028 girls.

Two general investigations were made. The first was a comparison of dis-

tinctions. received by the 550 underagetest-screened children graduates in ten

classes and the 3,891 other pupils in those classes. The distinctions chosen were:

(1) graduation with honors (which denotesan all A and B record in grades eleven

and twelve); and (2) election to Alpha Pi, an undergraduate honorary society for

which thecriteria of selection are participation and prominencein extracurricular

activities as well as excellence in scholarship (the latter alone does not suffice).

The second study was a more detailed analysis of two early classes whose

scholastic performance through elementary school was reported in detail in an

earlier article (Hobson 1948). Analyses are made of scholastic performance in

high school, participation in extracurricular activity, and data on college admis-

sions.

COMPARISON OF DISTINCTIONS RECEIVED

A complete summary of the comparative distinctions received by the underage

graduates who wereoriginally admitted by test and the other graduates over a

ten-year period is presented in table 10.1. It should be noted that there is an

important factor which has some bearing on the performance of underage chil-

dren as compared with thoseof their older classmates. Because of lower entrance

ages in some cities near Brookline, we have by grade six as many underage

children who have moved into town after grade one as we have who were

originally admitted by test to kindergarten, and by grade nine we have twice as

many. The study reported in 1948 showedthat these children as a group werein

every grade (two to eight inclusive) more successful scholastically than the older

children in the class but less successful than the underage children originally

selected by test. In this study these children are in every case included in the

‘‘other’’ classmates with whom the underage accelerates are compared.

The data in table 10.1 show that the underage boysand girls exceeded their

older fellows in the percentage who graduated with honor by a marginstatisti-

cally significant beyond the 1 percent level of confidence.
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For election to Alpha Pi, at least one-third of the points presented as evi-

dence of eligibility for membership must come from participation in extracur-

ricular activities. The data summarized in table 10.1 show that the percentage of

underage boys and girls gaining election to Alpha Pi exceeded that of the other

boys and girls by a substantial margin, again yielding a difference significant

beyond the 1 percent level of confidence.

These data indicate that underage children originally admitted to kindergar-

ten on the basis of psychological and physical examinationsare certainly not at a

disadvantage during their high school years so far as honors and distinctions at

graduation are concerned. Bothcriteria indicate the previously reported superior-

ity of the experimental group holds throughout the public school years of these

pupils.

COMPARATIVE SCHOLASTIC PERFORMANCE OF
UNDERAGE AND OTHER GRADUATESIN TWO CLASSES

Since the elementary school records of the classes which graduated in 1946 and

1947 had been analyzed in somedetail in the 1948 study, it seemed fitting to

choose these two classes as the ones to be studied in detail through their high

school years. The criterion of academic success was GPAin the sixteen standard

high school courses. Table 10.2 presents these analyses.

In order to present the comparative scholastic performance of the underage

and other graduates by means of a single index, marks were translated into a

point rating scale used in many secondary schools and colleges in which an **A”’

counts four points, a ‘‘B’’ three, a ‘‘C’’ two, and a ‘‘D”’ one point. The dif-

ferences in the class of 1947 are all significant at about the 1 percent level of

confidence and beyond. Those in the class of 1946 will permit rejection of the

null hypothesis at somewhere between the 5 percent to 10 percent level of

confidence, chiefly because of the small number of underage boysin the class of

1946. If the comparison is based upon the separate course marks received by the

two groups during the four high school years, the differences areall significant

beyondthe 1 percent level of confidence.

EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITY PARTICIPATION OF
UNDERAGE AND OTHER GRADUATESIN TWO CLASSES

As stated previously, the second main purpose of the present study was to

investigate and informally analyze the comparative high school extracurricular

activity participation of two groups. Since the activity record of each graduate is

published with his picture in the yearbook andsince this record is checked by the

yearbook staff and reviewed by the faculty sponsors, the data published can be
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Table 10.2. Four-year academic pointratings of underage, test-screened graduates and others in two

 

 

 

 

classes

Class of 1946 Class of 1947

Total N* Boys Girls Total Total N* Boys Girls Total

Underage, test-screened 39 2.43 2.52 2.49 52 2.53 2.73 2.64
Others 336 2.22 2.33 2.29 388 2.18 2.38 2.28
Difference 21 19 .20 35 a) 36
 

*The class of 1946 was made up of 12 boys and 27 girls in the experimental group; 139 boys and
197 girls in the control group. In the class of 1947 there were 20 boys and 32 girls in the former, 197
boys and 191 girls in the latter groups.

considered more than ordinarily reliable. The time and opportunity for participa-
tion in extracurricular activities may be limited by out-of-school hours employ-
ment. Such employmentis listed and counted as an extracurricularactivity.

The data on extracurricular activity participation of the classes of 1946 and
1947 are shownin table 10.3.

The data in table 10.3 show that the underage boys andgirls of both classes
exceed their classmates of the same sex by a substantial margin in average
number of extracurricular activities engaged in over the four-year period. Both
the underage and other girls exceeded both underage andother boys both years as
well. The most significant fact for the purpose of this study was the revelation
that the underage boys and girls of both classes taken as one group had an
average of 18.8 extracurricular activities compared to an average of 12.1 activi-
ties per student among the other graduates in the two classes—a ratio of more
than three to two. The underage boys exceeded the other boys by a difference that
is significant at about the 2 percent level of confidence. The wide margin by
which underage girls exceeded the other girls is significant far beyond the |
percent level of confidence.

Apparently the accelerated status and youth of the underage children origi-
nally admitted by test was no handicap to them in extracurricular activity partici-
pation. Judging from the data on election to Alpha Pi, it appeared that they were
able to achieve more than their share of success and prominencein these activi-
ties.

A detailed analysis of the kinds of extracurricular activities engagedin by the
underage and other graduates would make aninteresting studyinitself, but thatis
too lengthy an undertaking to be included in this paper. An informal analysis of
the activities engaged in by the two groups of graduates shows no discernible
differences in the kindsof activities undertaken by the underage and other girls.
While 126 of the 224 underage boys took part in athletics, it appears from a
subjective analysis of all ten classes of graduates that the underage boys seldom
achieved eminence in the contact sports.

In any eventthe data in tables 10.1 and 10.3 will support the generalization
that the underage boys and girls were more universally active and successful in
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Table 10.3. Extracurricular activity participation of underage (ABT)* and other graduates in the

classes of 1946 and 1947
 

 

 

 

 

Underage Other

Boys Girls Boys Girls

Number Number Number Number

of activities of activities of activities of activities

Year Total Mean Total Mean Total Mean Total Mean

Class of 1946 138 11.58 583 19.33 1145 8.79 3023 14.85

Class of 1947 222 11.50 826 26.22 1841 8.55 3228 15.62

Both years combined 360 11.53 1409 22.89 2986 8.69 6251 15.24

S.D. 7.43 14.13 7.83 11.33

Difference 2.84 7.65

Both sexes combined N = 1,769 Av. = 18.8 N = 9,237 Av. = 12.1

 

* ABT = Admitted bytest.

extracurricular activity participations and that a larger share of them achieved

distinction in these activities than was true of their classmates.

POSTSECONDARY SCHOOL ADMISSIONS

OF UNDERAGE GRADUATES(ABT) IN THE CLASSES OF

1946 AND 1947 COMPARED WITH OTHER GRADUATES

The data in regard to college admissions for the classes of 1946 and 1947 are

shownin table 10.4, broken downinto regular four-year colleges which are fully

accredited and other advanced institutions which include junior colleges, busi-

ness and other specialized schools, and some of the newercolleges which have

not as yet qualified for full accreditation.

The data in table 10.4 show that a significantly larger percentage of underage

boys and girls went on to postsecondary education. If only four-year accredited

colleges are considered, the margin is even greater: 22.6 percent more ABTboys

and 21 percent more ABT girls went on to such colleges than wastrue of their

fellows. It may also be noted that, despite the entrance into the armed forces of

about one-third of both the ABT and other boys in the class of 1946, for the

two-year period the boys in each category exceeded the girls in percentage

gaining admission to four-yearcolleges. If 1947 is taken as a more normalyear,

the margin is sizeable. This is undoubtedly a reflection of the greater tendency of

boys to prepare for entrance into the professions andthe greater tendencyfor girls

to prepare for business, homemaking, and shorter-term occupationalspecialties.

The percentage of both ABT andother girls substantially exceeded that of

boys in their category in the matter of total postsecondary school attendance.

However, the ABT boys exceeded the older girls for the two-year period despite

the loss to the armed forces in 1946. The data presented in table 10.4 will amply
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Table 10.4. Admissionto postsecondary schools of underage (ABT) and oth dof 1946 and 1947 ge ( ) other graduatesofthe classes

  

 

 

  

 

 

  

    

Underage (ABT)
Other

4-year Other 4-year Othercolleges institutions colleges institutions
Class En. N % N % En. N % N %

Boys
1946* 12 6 50.0 1 8.3 140 36 25.7 26 18.61947 20 13 65.0 2 10.0 216 95 44.0 26 12.0
Total 32 19 59.4 3 9.4 356 131 36.8 52 14.6Difference 22.6

Girls
1946* 30 15 50.0 6 20.0 205 66 32.2 68 33.21947 32 19 59.4 10 31.3 203 72 35.5 59 29.1
Total 62 34 54.8 16 25.8 408 138 33.8 127 31.1Difference 21.0

 
*4 ABTand 45other boysof the class of 1946 entered the Armedforcesof the U.S. shortly beforeor immediately after graduation. These percentages are 33.3 and 32.1, respectively.

support the generalization that a larger percentage of underageaccelerates in the
classes of 1946 and 1947 gained admissionto first-class colleges for the purpose
of continuing their education than wastrue of their fellows.

A NECESSARY MAJOR ASSUMPTION

This has been an objective report of factual material recorded on permanent
recordsin the archives of Brookline High School. In arriving at the conclusions
summarized below it has been necessary to make only one major assumption,
namely, that no selective factor affecting the results of this research is involved in
the moving away from Brookline of more than half of the underage children
originally admitted by test before their graduation. The data in the 1944 study
showed an average of 117 underage pupils per year admitted to kindergarten by
tests and 115 per year completing grade one. The question is—arethe talents and
other personality traits of the 55 per year who remained to graduate approxi-
mately the same on the average as those of the 60 who have departed. Brookline
is an expensive town in which to own property. Consequently, a great deal of the
moving is occasioned by successful people in businessor the professions buying
homes in Newton, Needham, or Wellesley, Massachusetts, and moving from
their rented apartments in Brookline. The children of successful people moving
to homes of their own should compare favorably in the traits that make for
success in school as comparedto the children of families which Stay put. While
subjectively one might think that families whose children are particularly happy
and successful in school might tend to avoid moving while a child is in high
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school, actually the attrition during the high school years in the case of the

classes of 1946 and 1947 was approximately 60 percent of what it had been

during the last four years of elementary school. The class of 1946 lost twelve

underage accelerates in gradesfive to eight inclusive and fourteen in grades nine

to twelve inclusive, while in the class of 1947 the figures were twenty-five and

eight, respectively.

CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions appear to be supported by the data detailed in the

preceding sections of this report.

1. The scholastic superiority in elementary school of underage children, origi-

nally admitted to school on the basis of physical and psychological exam-

inations, is continued and somewhat increased through high school. This

conclusion is supported by thestatistically significant margin by which both

boys and girls in the underage (ABT) groups achieved higher GPAs and by

the percentage graduated with honor.

2. Underage accelerates (ABT) engaged in a significantly larger average number

of extracurricular activities over the four-year period. Their activity participa-

tion was not overly weighted with activities of a scholastic nature. Athletic

and social honors andelective positions came in for their full share of under-

age participation.

3. In the matter of honors, awards, and distinctions at graduation the underage

(ABT) boys and girls exceeded their fellows by

a

ratio of about two to one.

4. A significantly larger percentage of underage (ABT) graduates sought and

gained admission to accredited four-year colleges of superior standing than

wastrue of their classmates of the same. sex.

5. Initial acceleration, of children who are within a few months of the usual

minimum age for admission to school and who can demonstrate, in physical

and psychological examinations, physical fitness and mental maturity which

will insure their being undernoseriousinitial handicap as compared with the

average of their older classmates, is the ideal means of making initial provi-

sion for individual differences. It avoids the break in the continuity of the

educative process which is inherent in any system of grade-skipping or dou-

ble promotion after a child has attended school. It is a step in providing for

gifted children and saves a year for the candidate for the professions who

faces a long period of graduate and postgraduate study after college.

REFERENCES

Ammons, M. P., and Goodlad, J. I. 1955. When to begin: Dimensions of the first grade

entrance age problem. Childhood Education 32: 21-26.



170 Acceleration Literature

Anderson, E. E. (ed.). 1961. Research on the academically talented student.Washington, D.C.: National Education Association.
Beall, R. H., and Holmes, M. 1938. Identifying mature and immature first-year entrants.Newer Practices in Reading in the Elementary School (Bulletin of the Depart-~

ment of Elementary School Principals, National Education Association) July:257-58.
Birch, J. W. 1954. Early school admission for mentally advanced children. ExceptionalChildren 21: 84-87.
Carter, L. 1955. The effect of early school entrance on the scholastic achievement ofelementary school children in the Austin public schools. Journal ofEducationalResearch 50: 91-103.
Cone, H. R. 1955. Brookline admits them early. Nation’s Schools 55(3): 46-47.Dwyer, P. S. 1939. Correlation between age at entrance and success in college. Journalof Educational Psychology 30: 251-64.
Edmiston, R. W., and Holohan, C. E. 1946. Measurespredictive of first-grade achieve-ment. School and Society 63: 268-69.
Forester, J. J. 1955. At what age should a child start schoo]? School Executive 74: 80-81.Gates, A. I. 1937. The necessary mental age for beginning reading. Elementary School

Journal 37: 497-98.
Gelles, H. M., and Coulson, M. C. 1959. At what age is a child ready for school? School

Executive 78: 29-31.
Gray, W. S. (ed.). 1940. Reading in general education. Washington, D.C.: AmericanCouncil on Education.
Handy, A. E. 1931. Admission of underage pupils. American School Board Journal

83(2): 46.
Handy, A. E. 1938. Are underage children successes in school? American School Board

Journal 97(4): 31-32.
Harrison, M. L. 1936. Reading readiness. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.
Hausman, E. J. 1940. Ready forfirst grade? School Executive 59(2): 25-26.
Hildreth, G. H. 1946. Age standards for first grade entrance. Childhood Education 23:

22-27.
Hobson, J. R. 1948. Mental age as a workable criterion for school admission. Elementary

School Journal 48: 312-21.
Kazienko, L. W. 1954. Beginner grade influence on schoolprogress. Educational Admin-

istration and Supervision 40: 219-28.
Keys, N. 1938. Underage student in high school and college. Berkeley: University of

California Press.
King, I. B. 1955. Effect of age of entrance into grade one upon achievementin elementary

school. Elementary School Journal 55: 331-36.
Knight, J., and Manuel, H. T. 1930. Age of school entrance and subsequent school

record. School and Society 32: 24-26.
Lehman, H. C. 1953. 4ge and achievement. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Manwiller, C. E. 1936. Follow-up of pupils tested for placementin grade one before the

chronological age of six. Pittsburgh Schools, No. 10: 86-95.
Miller, V. V. 1957. Academic achievement and social adjustment of children young for

their grade placement. Elementary School Journal 57: 257-63.
Monderer, J. H. 1953. An evaluation of the Nebraska program of early entranceto ele-

mentary school. Ph.D. thesis, University of Nebrasks. Abstract: 1954. Dis-
sertation Abstracts 14(1): 633.



High School Performance of Underage Pupils 171

Nemzek, C. L., and Finch, F. H. 1939. Relationship between age at entrance to elemen-

tary school and achievement in the secondary school. School and Society 49:

778-79.

Partington, H. M. 1937. Relation betweenfirst-grade entrance age and successin the first

six grades. National Elementary Principal 16: 298-302.

Patterson, H. 1934. Chronologicalage ofhighly intelligent freshmen. Peabody Journal of

Education 12: 19-20.

Pauly, F. R. 1951. Sex differences and legal schools entranceage. Journal ofEducational

Research 45: 1-9.

Shannon, D. C. 1957. What research says about acceleration. Phi Delta Kappan 22:

70-72.

Smith, J. 1951. The success of some young children in the Lincoln, Nebraska public

schools. Master’s thesis, University of Nebraska.

Terman, L. M. 1954. The discovery and encouragementof exceptionaltalent. American

Psychologist 9: 221-30.

Washburne, C. 1939. Introduction to Child development and the curriculum, Part 1.

Bloomington, Ill.: Public School Publishing Company.

Wilson, F. T. 1954. Educators’ opinions aboutthe acceleration of gifted students. School

and Society 80: 120-22.

Worcester, D. A. 1956. The education of children of above average mentality. Lincoln:

University of Nebraska Press.

Wright, G. S. 1946. Permissive school entrance agesin local school systems. School Life

18: 20.



If
IDENTIFYING AND NURTURING
THE INTELLECTUALLY GIFTED

Julian C. Stanley

The main point of this article is that most of the supplemental educational
procedures called ‘‘enrichment’’ and given overly glamoroustitles are, even at
best, potentially dangerous if not accompanied or followed by acceleration of
placement in subject matter and/or grade. To state it more simply, for highly
precocious youngsters acceleration seems to me vastly preferable to most types
of enrichment. This appears to be especially true where mathematics and
mathematics-related subjects are concerned.

But what do I mean by ‘‘enrichment’’ and ‘‘acceleration’’? Unless we agree
on the differences between such processes, my points may be obscured in the
minds of those who consider enrichmentto be a form ofacceleration and acceler-
ation as being enriching. To me, enrichment is any educational procedure be-
yond the usual ones for the subject or grade or age that does not accelerate or
retard the student’s placement in the subject or grade. Admittedly, some am-
biguity remainsafter this definition, because it does not tell what is usual for the
subject, grade, or age. Illustrations of four types of enrichment may produce
better agreement.

One of these forms of enrichment—unfortunately, it is quite commonly
used—is what might be termed busywork. It consists of more of the same,
greater in quantity than is required of the average student in the class but no
different in level. One of our most mathematically precocious boys, an eighth-
grader with an IQ of 187 who had already skipped a grade, was required by his
Algebra I teacher to work every problem in each chapter rather than just the
odd-numbered ones. He could have completed the whole course with distinction
in a very few hours without needing to work many problems,but his teacher was
trying to hold him for 180 fifty-minute periods. It is a pity that at the be-
ginning of the school year he was not allowed to take a standardized algebra
test, learn the few points he did not already know, and move on to Algebra II

Reprinted with permission of editors, Gifted Child Quarterly and Phi Delta Kappan. Published1976 in Phi Delta Kappan 58(3): 234-37 and Gifted Child Quarterly 20(1): 66-75, 41. TheGCQ title is ‘‘The case for extreme educational acceleration of intellectually brilliant youths. ’’
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within a few days. At the end of the seventh grade, a boy less able than he scored

above the 99.8th percentile on a standardized algebra test (missing only two

items out of forty) without ever having had the course called ‘‘algebra.’’ Another

boy, more brilliant than either, scored forty out of forty whenstill a seventh

grader. These are not typical youngsters, of course, but in three years of math

talent searching in Maryland we have found more than 200 others rather like

them.

There is a happy endingto the story of the boy oppressed by busyworkin his

beginning algebra course. After the eighth grade he studied all of his mathemat-

ics part time at the college level, for credit. This took him through college

algebra and trigonometry, calculus, advanced calculus, and linear algebra with

an initial B and subsequent As. He also completed an introduction to computer

science in the Johns Hopkins day school with a grade of A at age 12. Fur-

thermore, he completed college chemistry through two semesters of organic

chemistry with As. At age 15 years and 2 months he becamea full-time studentat

Johns Hopkins, having sophomore status because of thirty-nine credits already

earned and living happily in a dormitory. As an electrical engineering major he

completed the first college year with eight As and only one B and finished the

junior year at age 16.

Though this boy did manage to turn the usually stultifying effects of

busywork into great motivation to detour further such obstacles and forge ahead,

it would be difficult to make a general case for this type of enrichment.

A second type often used is what I shall term irrelevant academic enrich-

ment. It consists of setting up a special subject or activity meant to enrich the

educational lives of some group ofintellectually talented students. It pays no

attention to the specific nature oftheir talents. If the activity is, for example, a

special class in social studies, it may be meant for all high-IQ youths. The math

whiz may enjoy it as a temporary relief from the general boredom of school, but

it will not ameliorate his or her situation in the slow-paced math class. It may be

essentially irrelevant to his or her main academic interests.

Mythird type of enrichment, cultural, might also be considered irrelevantto

the direct academic needs of intellectually gifted students, but it seems much

more worthwhile. The special social studies class already used as an illustration

of irrelevant academic enrichment merely introduces earlier what should, in a

good school, be available at a later grade level. Cultural enrichment. means

supplying aspects of the performing arts such as music, art, drama, dance, and

creative writing or offering systematic instruction in foreign languages before it

is usually made available. This can serve the unmet needs of many students,

however, not just those with high IQs or special intellectual talents such as great

mathematical reasoning ability or superb mechanical comprehension. Neverthe-

less, if supplied specifically for those students talented in one or more of the

performing arts or in languages, cultural enrichment becomes merely a type of

‘relevant enrichment,’’ which I describe next.

If a student is given advanced material or higher-level treatment of in-grade
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topics in areas ofhis or her special aptitudes, the enrichment mightbe said to be
“‘relevant’’ to those abilities. For example, mathematically able youths might
have a unified, integrated modern mathematics curriculum from kindergarten
through, say, grade seven, in lieu of the usual mathematics sequence for those
eight grades. This could be splendid, but imagine the boredom that would surely
result if as eighth graders such students were dumped into a regular Algebra I
class.

If the special mathematics curriculum extended from kindergarten through
the twelfth grade, it would be crucial that students completing it well should not
begin in college with the standard introductory mathematics courses there. The
same considerations apply in English, science, or social science curricula. The
more relevant and excellent the enrichment, the moreit calls for acceleration of
subject matter or grade placementlater. Otherwise, it just puts off the boredom
awhile and virtually guarantees that eventually it will be more severe.

Thus in my taxonomy there are four main types of enrichment: busywork,
irrelevant academic enrichment, cultural enrichment, and relevant academic en-
richment. All of these except cultural enrichment may be viewed as horizontal,
because they are usually tied closely to a particular grade or narrow age range and
are not meantto affect the age-in-grade status of the participating students.

By contrast, academic acceleration is vertical, because it means moving the
student up into the higher school level of a subject in which he orshe excels, or
into a higher grade than the chronological age of the student would ordinarily
warrant. If a seventh-grader is allowed to take algebra, usually at least an
eighth-grade subject, that is subject-matter acceleration. If a studentis allowed to
skip a grade, that is grade acceleration.

Often these two types of acceleration should go together. For example, if a
high school student scores well enough on the calculus test of the national
Advanced Placement Program, he (or she) will earn quite a few credits that
would be accepted by manycolleges. At Johns Hopkinshe or she would be ready
to take advanced calculus upon entry, and would also have 27 percent of the
credits needed to complete the freshman year. Passing three or four Advanced
Placement courses will give sophomore status at a number of colleges such as
Harvard.

Entering college before completing high school is another example of
grade-skipping. We helped a boy who was only 11% years old to become a
full-time college student, quite successfully, at the end of the sixth grade. He
skipped grades seven through twelve. Two 13-year-old boys entered Johns Hop-
kins right out of the eighth grade. A 14-year-old enrolled at the end of the ninth
grade. Another 14-year-old enrolled as a college sophomoreafter skipping four
grades. He is scheduled to complete the B.A. degree a few days after his seven-
teenth birthday. It will be illuminating to see in some detail how he accomplished
this remarkable speed-up.

Wefirst heard of this boy, whom I shall call Sean, in the fall of 1971. Asa
sixth-grader whose twelfth birthday came that 4 December, he wasrather old in



Identifying and Nurturing the Gifted 175

grade. According to local rules, he could have been a seventh-grader, but his

parents had moved to Baltimore from another section of the country that had

more restrictive entering regulations. Sean had greatly impressed the teachers in

the elementary school he attended, so during the summer following the fifth

grade he participated in a special computer science project conducted by the

Maryland Academyof Sciences. Through local newspaperpublicity the academy

heard of our new programs for mathematically precocious youths. It recom-

mended Sean to us, thereby making him the first participant in a five-year study

funded by the Spencer Foundation, although before the study began we had

enrolled two 13-year-olds as regular freshmen at Johns Hopkins.

Sean proved to be exceptionally able both quantitatively and verbally, but

especially with respect to mathematical reasoning ability. He had not yet learned

much mathematics, however. For example, he did not knowthe rule for dividing

one common fraction by another (that is, invert the second fraction and then

multiply), but learned the rule and its proof quickly—as Professor Higgins said in

My Fair Lady, ‘‘with the speed of summer lightning. ’’

Sean was not in a high enough grade that year to enter our first mathematics

competition, which wasrestricted to seventh and eighth and underage ninth

graders. It was not until we formed our first fast-mathematics class in June,

1972, that he, then 12% years old, beganto get special educational facilitation

from us. The story of that class is told in chapter 6 of our Mathematical Talent

book, which appeared in 1974 and covered the backgroundandfirst year of the

study. The class continued until August, 1973, and Sean was oneof its twostars.

He completed four and one-half years of precalculus mathematics well in sixty

two-hour Saturday mornings, compared with the 810 forty-five- or fifty-minute

periods usually required for AlgebraI through III, plane geometry, trigonometry,

and analytic geometry.

Sean skipped the seventh grade, which in Baltimore County is the first year

of junior high school, andin the eighth grade took no mathematics other than the

Saturday morning class. Also, during the second semester of the eighth grade he

was given released time to take the introduction to computer science course at

Johns Hopkins. He foundthis fascinating and at age 13 readily madea final grade

of A.

While still 13 years old, Sean skipped the ninth and tenth grades and became

an eleventh grader at a large surburban public high school. There he took

calculus with twelfth graders, won a letter on the wrestling team, was the science

and math whiz on the school’s television academic quiz team, tutored a brilliant

seventh grader through two and one-half years of algebra and a year of plane

geometry in eight months, played a good game of golf, and took some college

courses on the side (set theory, economics, and political science). He even

successfully managed the campaign of a 14-year-old friend for the presidency of

the student council. This left time to prepare for the Advanced Placement Pro-

gram examination in calculus and, entirely by studying on his own,also in

physics. He won fourteen college credits via those two exams.
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During the summerafter completing the eleventh grade, Sean took a year ofcollege chemistry at Johns Hopkins—as usual, earning good grades. That ena-bled him to enter Johns Hopkinsin the fall of 1974 with thirty-four credits andtherefore sophomorestatus. He lived at home and commutedto the campus withhis mother, who took a position at Johns Hopkins in order to make this easier(14-year-olds aren’t permitted to drive automobiles, no matter how far along incollege they may be). During the first semester he took advanced calculus,numbertheory, sophomore physics, and American government, making As onthe two math courses and Bs on the other two courses. Also, he began to getinvolved in campus politics. He got along well socially and emotionally. As hetold an Associated Press reporter who asked about this, ‘‘Either social considera-tions take a poor second to intellectual ones, or there are no negative socialeffects.... The most significant aspect of my life is having skipped grades.”’Let us recapitulate here. Sean began by being ‘‘enriched”’ in the AcademyofScience summer program forbrilliant elementary school pupils. That served as agood backgroundfor the college course in computer science, which wasintendedto be both enriching and accelerative. The fast-mathematicsclass provided radi-cal acceleration, becauseit telescoped into one year of Saturday mornings fourand one-half years of precalculus mathematics. Skipping four grades was alsohighly accelerative, as were the college courses taken and the Advanced Place-ment exams passed.
Sean is unusually bright, of course, and extremely well motivated, but he isby no meansthe ablest youth we have found. He has done the most differentaccelerative things, however. By contrast, another mathematically and verballybrilliant boy simply took a college course each semester or summer term fromage 12 to age 15. Besides that, he Skipped the second, eleventh, and twelfthgrades. This combination of college courses and grade Skipping enabled him toenter Johns Hopkinsat age 15 years 2 months with thirty-nine college credits—that is, 30 percent of the way through the sophomore year. Another boy skippedgrades eight, eleven, and twelve, took seventeen credits of college courses, andearned eightcollege credits in calculusvia the Advanced Placement exam.In thefall of 1974 he entered Johns Hopkinsat barely 15 years of age with 83 percent ofthe freshman year completed.
Manystudents in the study, including somegirls, are eager to move aheadfaster than the usual age-in-grade lock step. They do so with ease and pleasure.Wefind that the combination of great ability and personal eagernessto accelerateeducationally virtually guarantees success. Nearly all of our forty-four earlyentrants to college thus far have done very well in their studies and social andemotional development. Only one performed poorly initially, and even he im-proved rather soon. This brilliant but headstrong 14-year-old had signed up for aheavy load of difficult courses and then would not study enoughduringhis firstyear of college. Compared with the academic and personalrecord ofthe typicalJohns Hopkinsstudent, the early entrants have beentruly outstanding.
Perhaps our most interestingly different course has been college calculus for
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two hours on Saturday mornings to supplement high school calculus, so that

students can do well on the higher level of the Advanced Placement calculus

exam. With a class composed mainly of well-above-average tenth graders, but

with one student only 11 years old, this went along so well from September,

1974, until February that by then everyonein the group knew morecalculus than

most college students learn in two semesters. By early May only nine college

students in 1,000 score higher than the lowest-scoring one of the thirteen students

in this class—and that wasn’t the 11-year-old! All of these special students

scored excellently on the higher level (BC) ofthe national Advanced Placement

Program examination in calculus in May, 1975, and earned a year of college

calculus credit. Nine of them earned the highest score reported—that is, five ona

five-point scale, meaning ‘‘extremely well qualified to enter college Calculus

Ill.’’ Three earned fours, and one earned a three. A newclass with twenty-three

students began in thefall of 1975. All of them were eleventh or twelfth graders,

some as young as 15 years old.

Recently we had an extreme example of what powerful predictors of

achievementtheir scores on difficult tests can be for intellectually gifted youths.

The mathematics department at Johns Hopkins conducted a test competition for

eleventh graders. We heard about it only a week before the test date and got

permission to tell some of our participants. We hastily located the names and

addresses of nineteen persons who as eighth graders three years earlier had

scored high on the SAT-M in ourfirst talent search. These were not our very

best, because most of those had moved along beyond the eleventh grade; several

of them werealready in college. Of these nineteen, ten came for the test. Seven

of them had not been identified by their high school mathematics teachers, and

one of the three so identified was a memberof our calculus class whose father

teaches mathematics at Johns Hopkins.

Fifty-one students entered the contest, and their scores ranged from 140

down to 2. One of our group, not nominated by his teachers, was far ahead of

anyone else with 140 points. The math professor’s son ranked second with 112

points. Another of our group ranked third with 91 points. The highest scorer not

in our group ranked fourth with 82 points. The other seven nominated by us

ranked down only to 23.5 out of the 51. Isn’t it a bit frightening that a single

score from a test administered three years earlier identified high math achievers

much better than did teachers who have knowntheir students for at least seven

months?!

This finding is congruent, however, with Lewis Terman’s discovery of many

years ago that teachers are not good atidentifying students with extremely high

IQs. Apparently the math classes simply do nottap the best abilities of mathemat-

ically brilliant students, whereas the difficult test does. There’s a moralin this for

those who lean too heavily on teachers’ recommendations where intellectually

For details, see my article, ‘‘Test Better Finder of Great Math Talent Than Teachers Are,’’ in

American Psychologist, April, 1976, pp. 313, 314.
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gifted children are concerned. In selecting early entrants in our study, we payfarmore attention to scores on advancedtests and other evidence of marked precoc-ity than we do to school grades or recommendations, because most of the highschool courses are not pitched at an appropriate level of difficulty and challengefor such students.
It should be nosurprise that educational acceleration works well whenhighlyable, splendidly motivated students are given a variety of ways to accomplishit.From Terman’s monumental Genetic Studies of Genius and Sidney Pressey’sdefinitive 1949 monograph on Educational Acceleration through the experiencesof the University of Chicago, Shimer College, the Ford Foundation’s large early-entrance study of the 1950s, Worcester’s and Hobson’s work, and Simon’s RockCollege, up to the radical accelerative techniques we are developing, it is clearthat acceleration can work much better than so-called academic enrichmentforthose students who really wantit. Counter-examples are rare and likely to beatypical. For every William Sidis who renouncesintellectual pursuits because ofextreme—and apparently quite unwise—parental pressures, there are many per-sons such as Norbert Wiener and Sean who benefit greatly from the time saved,frustration avoided, and stimulation gained.
Webelieve that concentrating efforts on preparing ‘‘teachers of the gifted”’to enrich curricula is, while far better than nothing, a relatively ineffective andcostly wayto help the ablest student. At least, such teachers should help providethe smorgasbord of accelerative Opportunities and counseling in their use thatmany such students need.2
The procedures that we propose are not expensive. Most of them actuallySave the school system time and money. One does not need a large appropriationin order to encourage grade-skipping, identify students ready to move throughmathematics coursesat a faster-than-usual rate, encourage early graduation fromhigh school, help certain students enroll for courses in nearby colleges or bycorrespondence study, promote Advanced Placement exams, or even set upspecial fast-math courses. More than money, they take zeal and a distinctive

point of view.

Persons whohear about our study usually ask, ‘‘But what about the socialand emotional developmentof the students who becomeaccelerated?’’ We oftencounter with, ‘‘What aboutthe intellectual and emotional development and fu-ture success of students who yearn for acceleration but are denied it?’’ For morethan six years we have been studying the social and emotional development ofyouthsaccelerated in a variety of ways. If the accelerationis by their own choice,they look good indeed. Part of the problem is in the mindsof those skeptics whoautomatically assume that one’s social and emotional peers are one’s agemates.
Performanceof gifted youngsters, including ours, on such personality measures

*For more about this, see Daniel P. Keating, ed., Intellectual Talent: Research and Develop-ment (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1976).
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as the California Psychological Inventory showsthat emotionally they are more

like bright persons several years older than themselves than they are like their

own agemates. There is considerable variability, of course, but on the average

they are better matched socially and emotionally with able students who are

older. Thus, just as their intellectual peers are not their agemates, their social and

emotional peers aren’t either. For clarity of discourse, it would seem wise not to

use the word ‘‘peer’’ in this type of argument without prefacing it with one or

more modifiers.

Another question often asked us is, ““Why do youstart with 12- and 13-

year-olds who reason superbly mathematically? That is awfully narrow. Why not

be broader?’’ Well, neither mathematics as a field nor our various procedures 1S

“‘narrow.’’ Mathematics undergirds many of man’s highest endeavors. In a

sense, it is probably the most generally useful subject (although, of course, some

philosophers would argue about that statement). Wetry to approach talent in

mathematics comprehensively, but we deliberately chose to specialize in this

area where great precocity often occurs because one can be brilliant in mathemat-

ics without yet having had manyofthe usuallife experiences of an adolescent or

adult. Also, because of this precocity, many students in school are horribly

bored. Imagine having to serve time in first-year algebra for 180 fifty-minute

periods when one knowsthe subject well the first day of class! That is by no

means an uncommonoccurrence,and it may partially explain the lack of interest

in mathematics among many bright persons.

My own motivation to help accelerate the mathematical progress of fine

mathematical reasoners grew out of my early background. It seems sensible to

specialize in what one knowsand likes best. Many educational researchers dis-

like mathematics. Of course, they should concentrate elsewhere.

With more than 2,000 mathematically able boys and girls already identified,

we do not have time andfacilities to look for latent talent or potential achievers,

worthy though that pursuit surely is. We leave that to the many persons who

prefer to specialize in identification and facilitation of underachievers, ‘‘late

bloomers,’’ and the ‘‘disadvantaged gifted.’’ Aside from some concern aboutsex

differences in mathematical precocity, we havenottried to screen in a set percent

of any group. From socioeconomic and ethnic standpoints, however, the high

scorers have been a varied lot.

A well-known quotation from Thomas Gray’s famous elegy sums up the

case for seeking talent and nurturing it:

Full many a gem of purest ray serene

The dark unfathomed caves of ocean bear;

Full many a flower is born to blush unseen,

And waste its sweetness on the desert air.

Another poet tells us that ‘‘... a man’s reach should exceed his grasp, or

what’s a heaven for?’’
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It is our responsibility and Opportunity to help prevent the potential Miltons,Einsteins, and Wieners from coming to the ‘‘mute inglorious’’ endsthat Grayviewed in that country churchyard long ago. The problem haschangedlittle, butthe prospects are much better now. Surely we can greatly extend both the reachand the grasp of ourbrilliant youths, or what’s an educational system for?
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ABSTRACT

For many years various forms of educational acceleration have been used. James

Fenimore Cooper entered Yale College at age 13, Norbert Wiener was graduated

from a village high school in Massachusettsat age 11 and Tufts College (Phi Beta

Kappa) at age 14, and the brilliant young Princeton University mathematician

Charles Fefferman simply entered college at 14 without a high school diploma

and received his Ph.D. degree at barely 20. Entering school early, skipping

grades, moving ahead fast in a subject such as mathematics, taking college

courses part time while still in secondary school, doubling up to be graduated

from high school early, leaving high school for college without a diploma,

completing college in less than eight semesters, earning a master’s degree con-

currently with the bachelor’s, and myriad variations of these enable a relatively

few students to break the age-in-grade lock step that characterizes most schools

and colleges, both public and private, in the United States.

It appears that not a single substantial study has ever shown acceleration to

be harmful to the typical accelerant whois intellectually able enough to warrant

the use of such procedures. On the average the results are decidedly beneficial,

whereas the withholding of acceleration from able, well-motivated youths is

likely to harm their academic, social, and emotional development. Most evi-

dence against acceleration is of the “‘I knew a student who...’’ variety.

In April of 1977 the time seemed ripe for some of the best educational and

psychological thinkers from a variety of backgrounds and viewpoints to examine

this belief system andto try to ascertain its causes, consequences, and possible

antidotes. By having a lengthy, spirited exchange of facts and opinions among

some twenty professionals, each of whom summarized his or her own position

briefly, and the audience, it was possible to explore the issues and to move

toward resolving them. Such discussion seems neverto have been staged before

on nearly the scale of this symposium. Aided by background material furnished
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by the organizer (Julian C. Stanley), each symposiast prepared a brief positionpaper andreadit at the symposium. The names and the addresses ofthose profes-sionals follow:
Dr. Anne Anastasi, Professor of Psychology, Fordham University, NewYork, New York 10458.
Dr. Scarvia B. Anderson, Director and Senior Vice-President, EducationalTesting Service, Room 1040, 3445 Peachtree Road, N.E., Atlanta, Georgia30326.

Dr. Alvia Y. Branch, Social Science Research Council, 605 Third Ave.,New York, New York 10016.
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Dr. Virginia Z. Ehrlich, Project Director, Gifted Child Studies, 40 SeventhAve., S., New York, New York 10014.
Dr. Lynn H. Fox, Associate Professor of Education and Coordinator of theIntellectually Gifted Child Study Group (IGCSG), Evening College and SummerSession, The Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Maryland 21218.
Mr. William C. George, Director, Office of Talent Identification and Devel-opment (OTID), and Associate Director, Study of Mathematically PrecociousYouth (SMPY), The Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Maryland 21218.
Dr. E. Glenadine Gibb, Professor of Mathematics Education, The Univer-sity of Texas, Austin, Texas 78712.
Dr. Marvin Gold, Department Chairman, School of Special Education, The

University of South Alabama, Mobile, Alabama 36688.
Dr. Robert J. Havighurst, Professor of Education, The University ofChicago, 5885 Kimbark Ave., Chicago, Illinois 60637.
Dr. David M. Jackson, Co-Director, National Institute on Gifted and Tal-ented, 11539 Maple Ridge Road, Reston, Virginia 22090.
Dr. Nancy E. Jackson, Developmental Psychology Laboratory, The Univer-sity of Washington, Seattle, Washington 98195.
Dr. H. Thomas James, President of the Spencer Foundation, 875 N. Michi-gan Ave., Chicago, Illinois 60611.
Dr. Elizabeth I. Kearney, Curriculum Specialist, Gifted Program, Pasadena

Unified School District, 351 S. Hudson Ave., Pasadena, California 91109.
Dr. Daniel P. Keating, Associate Professor of Child Development, Institute

of Child Development, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455.
Dr. Albert K. Kurtz, State Consultant and former Professor of Psychology,

1810 Ivy Lane, Winter Park, Florida 32792.
Mr. Leroy Owens, Anchorage Public Schools, Anchorage, Alaska 99503.
Dr. Ellis B. Page, Professor of Education, Duke University, Durham, North

Carolina 22706. Formerly he was at the University of Connecticut.
Dr. Joseph S. Renzulli, Professor of Educational Psychology. The University
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'EDITORS’ NOTE:Professor Renzulli was unableto attend the symposium. Hedid provide theeditors with a position paper, however.It has been inserted at the point where he would have spoken.
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Dr. Dorothy A. Sisk, Formerly Director, Office of the Gifted and Talented,

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Washington, D.C. 20202.? Cur-

rently Professor of Special Education, University of South Florida, Tampa,

Florida 33620.

Dr. Julian C. Stanley, Professor of Psychology and Director of the Study of

Mathematically Precocious Youth (SMPY), The Johns Hopkins University, Bal-

timore, Maryland 21218.

Dr. Joan S. Stark, Dean of the School of Education, The University of

Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104.

The symposium was begun by Julian C. Stanley .?

STANLEY: I’m delighted to welcome you today to the Symposium on Edu-

cational Acceleration of Intellectually Talented Youths. This is a prolonged

discussion by some twenty professionals from various persuasions and several

points of view. We are fortunate to have them cometogether here. The partici-

pants are divided into four groups. Each person within a given group will present

a short position paper and then there will be a discussion among the members of

that group. We will then go on to the next group. After these papers have been

presented, there will be time for full-scale discussion with the audience.

The introduction to the symposium will be given by Dr. H. Thomas James,

who is President of the Spencer Foundation and whoprior to that time was the

Dean of the School of Education at Stanford University. Dr. James:

INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS

H. Thomas James

WhenI left Stanford University in 1970 to join the Spencer Foundation we

talked at length about how a foundation with modest resources might be most

effective in the improvement of education. We had noted the pendulum-like

swings of interest so characteristic of the world of education and decided that one

way to be useful wasto try to find a countercyclical position from government

funding. With governmentfundingat an all-time high for studies and assistance

to the handicapped,the disadvantaged, and the variously deprived child, we were

pleased to find early opportunities to fund studies of the mathematically and

scientifically precocious, as well as the verbally and humanistically gifted chil-

dren. Last year after our first six years of operation we asked a distinguished

scholar of the field to review our investments in studies of the gifted. He noted

that the field of talent study virtually had been dormant, and pointed out three

2EDITORS’ NOTE:Dr. Sisk was asked to write a position paper that would serve to close the

discussion by integrating various viewpoints.
3EDITORS’ NOTE:The organizer and chairperson of this symposium wasJulian C. Stanley.
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independenteventsthat suggestedit sprangtolife again in the early 1970s. ‘‘Thefirst was the development of the Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth atThe Johns Hopkins University by Julian C. Stanley and his colleagues. Thesecond wasa bequest to the American Psychological Foundation by Mrs. EstherKatz Rosen, who directed that the income from the endowment should be usedfor the study of gifted children. The third was a too-long-delayed follow-up ofthe Terman gifted children in 1972.°’ Since then other indicators of revivinginterest are appearing, notably the Social Science Research Council’s series ofconferences that may be indicating a sustainedinterest by thatillustrious body inthe study oftalent, and a recent ‘Tuesday Morning at the White House’’ discus-sion of giftedness, which in turn may signal more funding from governmentsourcesforthis field of study and practice.
Oursociety is deeply ambivalent about its two most fundamental values,liberty and equality. On the one hand we argue for the libertarian right of eachindividual to develop his or her Capacities to the highest possible level. On theother we argue for the egalitarian right of equal opportunity for all. In recentdecadesthe egalitarian emphasis, especially in the political arena, seems to havegained. Yet we live in a vastly complex technological society with insatiabledemandsfor talented people to keepit running. Talent does not develop in avacuum; it needs nurturing, and to ignore its nurture is to imperil our wayoflife.Elbert Hubbard once said, ‘‘There is something that is much more scarce,something finer far, something rarer than ability. It is the ability to recognizeability.’’ I am most happyto bein this company, whereat least we are learningbetter ways to look for the very able, and perhaps how best to recognize andnurture greattalent. I look forward with great interest to the discussion to follow.

STANLEY: Thank you, Dr. James. We go now to the first group ofpanelists, those whowill give background onthegifted and the creative. Thefirstspeakerin that groupis a distinguished educator from the University of Chicago.One would haveto be extraordinarily insensitive to educational trends not to haveheard repeatedly of Robert J. Havighurst over the years. We are especiallypleased to have him on the program, because heis one of the true pioneers infacilitating the education of intellectually gifted youths. Dr. Havighurst:

THE GIFTED AND THE CREATIVE:
ACCELERATION OR ENRICHMENT?
Robert J. Havighurst

In order to discuss this topic usefully, we need both a quantitative and aqualitative definition of the group of children and youths to whom werefer. If weuse a broad definition of the “intellectually gifted,’’ we might speak of 10percent of an age cohort, or some 350,000 boys and girls of a given age. In that
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case, most educators would say that the emphasis should be upon enrichment of

the educative experience, with perhaps as much as a one-year acceleration in

progress through the school grades. But we must use a much more selective

definition.

Following Stanley, we may speak of the ‘‘intellectually talented’’ as a sub-

group of those 12- and 13-year-olds whoscore in the top 5 percent of their grade

on national norms in both mathematical and verbal reasoning. Those boys and

girls then take the College Entrance Examination Board’s Scholastic Aptitude

Test (SAT), and some 10 percent of them score higher onthistest than does the

average college-bound male twelfth grader. Thus we select about 0.5 percent of

the group whoat age 12 or 13 are ‘‘intellectually talented”’ in mathematics—that

is, the top 1 in 200. If we add another equal-sized group whoscore equally high

in science but not so high in mathematics, we get about 1 percent of the age

group, or 35,000 boys and girls whom wedefine as “‘intellectually talented.’’

For this group I would argue that three or more years ofacceleration by the

age of about 15 are useful. Thatis, this group might enter college as freshmenat

the age of 15, or with sophomore standing at the age of 16. This would assume

that these youngsters had completed high school level courses in mathematics,

science, and English, or had passed examinations for such courses. As for

enrichment, this group probably would have experienced some of what Stanley

calls ‘‘relevant’’ enrichment, which would encompassspecial work in mathemat-

ics or science or some other academic subject area in which such students were

specially interested.

For those young people in the top 10 percent on tests of knowledge and

aptitude, who are often called ‘‘gifted’’ but are not in the top I or 2 percent, I

would argue for what Stanley calls ‘‘cultural’’ and “‘relevant’’ enrichment plus

one or two years of acceleration. The acceleration might be gained by skipping

one or more grades, or by taking ‘‘advanced placement’’ courses in high school

that would permit entrance to college with up to a year of college credit.

This would leave those just below the top | percent in a category that would

be treated according to their social maturity and motivation for academic work.

The contention of many educators who oppose “‘radical’’ acceleration on the

ground that it may damagethe social and emotional developmentof the students

who are accelerated is an important issue. Often there are disadvantages to

academic acceleration of three or more years, especially during early adoles-

cence, and these must be weighed against the disadvantages to intellectual de-

velopmentof ‘‘holding back’’ a gifted student.

The pros and consof acceleration should be explored by any conscientious

educator, perhaps by reading the case studies of young people (Hollingworth

1942: Hildreth 1938, 1954; Strang 1956) and also by reading the few autobiog-

raphies that are available. An especially good autobiography is that of Norbert

Wiener (Wiener 1953), the mathematician who was a child prodigy and was

ambivalent about his boyhood experience. The autobiography of John Stuart Mill

(Mill 1908) and his biography by Packe (1954)also are useful in this connection.
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STANLEY: Thank you, Dr. Havighurst. I am delighted that Bob has pointed
out that educational acceleration is a matter of degree ratherthan just a qualitative
difference. At the Johns Hopkins University in May of 1977 five very young
persons received bachelor’s degrees, three of them at age 17, one at age 18, and
one at age 19. They accelerated anywhere from threeto five and one-half years.
At one of the more distinguished New York City colleges, a young man who
became 15 years old on 24 March 1977 received his B.S. degree in mathematics,
summa cum laude. His accomplishments included a three-year National Science
Foundation graduate fellowship and an almost perfect score on the Graduate
Record Examinations in advanced mathematics. All degrees of acceleration are
represented on a continuum ranging from moderate acceleration to great accelera-
tion. So far as we are concerned there are no magical or mystical gaps in that
continuum.

The next speaker on the general panel of ‘‘The Gifted and the Creative’’ is a
distinguished worker and professorin the field of gifted-child education who is
closely associated with the administrative and executive responsibilities of the
Association for the Gifted (TAG), whichis a division of the Council on Excep-
tional Children. Heis the past editor of a newly emerging journal published by
the Association for the Gifted, called Talents and Gifts. He is the publisher and
founding editor of a much-needed new journal for parents and teachers called
G/C/T (Gifted/Creative/and Talented Children). I am pleased to present Professor
Marvin Gold from the University of South Alabama. Dr. Gold:

ACCELERATION: SIMPLISTIC GIMMICKRY
Marvin J. Gold

Often I am asked ‘‘Why hasn’t gifted-child education progressed any faster
than it has?’’ I usually respond, ‘‘There are several reasons, undoubtedly, but I
am certain that heading upthelistis overdependence on one or another of three
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words: enrichment, segregation, and acceleration.’’ Adherents of each term have

in their way done muchto slow the progress of gifted-child education.

The problem with the term enrichment is that it conveys no meaning. In-

deed, as one administrator opined, ‘Enrichment is that term educators hide

behind when they don’t want anyoneto know they are not doing anything for the

gifted.’’ To some, enrichment means learning to type in the fourth grade; to

others, mastering Haiku; to othersstill, it connotes twenty spelling words instead

of ten, two compositions in lieu of one.

Segregation implies the setting apart for all or part of a day, a year, or an

academic career. It could be partial or it could betotal.

Acceleration refers to some form of ‘‘speeding up’”’ (e-g., early admissions,

double promotions, ungraded primaries or junior high schools, entering college

early). A wide variety of options is possible.

Whenonetalks about the educational value of the above three alternatives

(and from this point on, I shall confine myself to the concept of acceleration

only)it is like talking about the value of a hammer:straight against a nail into one

beam to be joined to another there is some significant value to the hammer’s

effect; against an infant’s skull, the hammer’s drive would be of questionable

worth. The problem then lies not in the tool, acceleration, but in the productto be

built, curriculum.

Unfortunately, too often school administrators seize upon an overly simplis-

tic approachto gifted-child education andlookfor an administratively manageable

answer. Grabbinghold of acceleration, a ‘thow’’ device for implementation, it is

quite easy to forget the ‘‘what’’ of the educational effort, the curriculum.

Complex concepts such as futurism, productive thinking, creativity, leader-

ship training, critical thinking, and the likeall become second-class citizens in

the educational country where quick simple answers are likely to rule unchal-

lenged.

I am not against acceleration any more than I am against the hammer or

motherhoodorthe flag. Decent parenting or a flag that has meaning are certainly

most worthwhile, as worthwhile as is acceleration that moves a gifted child’s

education forward meaningfully. Biological motherhood or phony patriotism,

however, is aS meaningless as the ‘‘speeding up on something”’ that has little

value within the world of education.

Let’s attend to the ‘‘what’’ of education first and look at the implementing

methods, the ‘‘how,’’ second. Otherwise, we are forcing ourselves to live with

some form of simplistic gimmickry.

STANLEY: Thank you, Dr. Gold. One person who wasunable to attend is

Professor Joseph Renzulli of the University of Connecticut, who has been in-

strumental in defining the term enrichmentandits implications. It is quite unfor-

tunate that Joe is not with us, because he has written extensively on the meaning

of enrichment. [Dr. Renzulli provided the editors with the following position

paper concerning educational acceleration. |
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SOME CONCERNS ABOUT EDUCATIONAL
ACCELERATION FOR INTELLECTUALLY TALENTED YOUTH
Or

ARE TREADMILLS REALLY DIFFERENT
IF WE RUN THEM ATA FASTER RATE?
Joseph §. Renzulli

Although it would be foolish to argue against acceleration as one potentially
valuable approach for meeting the needs of intellectually gifted youth, I have a
few basic concerns about this practice and therefore would like to suggest a great
deal of caution andselectivity in its use. It is certainly not a panacea for meeting
the needsof all gifted youngsters and, in fact, under certain circumstancesit may
fail to respect someof the characteristics that bring gifted and talented personsto
our attention as creative and productive individuals.

My major concern aboutaccelerationis that it does not represent a radical or
imaginative departure from the usual type of educational programming provided
for almost all youngsters in the vast majority of their learning experiences. In
other words, acceleration is basically a means for quantitative rather than qualita-
tive differentiation.

Let us begin by analyzing briefly a typical learning situation. Almostall
traditional learning experiences are characterized by the step-by-step pursuit of
curricular material that is planned and administered by the teacher. Students
engage in predetermined exercises with generally prescribed proceduresfor prob-
lem solving and generally agreed upon standards of acceptability for success.
Thus, the curriculum from the early grades through most college-level courses
consists of one long progression of exercises, and the studentis cast mainly in the
role of an ‘exercise learner.’’ Needless to say, many exciting and potentially
worthwhile experiences can emerge from this traditional approachto instruction.
It is important, however, to keep in mind thatthere are at least a few alternatives
to a constant and continuous diet of prescribed and predetermined exercises.

Nowlet us take a look at the practice of acceleration. My main concern here
is whether or not we are removing youngsters from one exercise-learning situa-
tion and placing them in another similar situation, albeit at a somewhat more
advanced level. Unless appropriate modifications are madein the ways in which
advanced courses are taught, the student still is cast in the role of exercise
learner. If such courses are planned and administered by the teacher andif they
consist mainly of a succession of prescribed and presented exercises with
agreed-uponsolutions, then I fail to see how an accelerated course differs qualita-
tively from the regular curriculum. To paraphrase Gertrude Stein, ‘‘A course is a
course is a course.’’

Placing youngsters in advanced level courses obviously respects a very
important characteristic of the learner. This characteristic is a more quickly
developed capacity to comprehend material, to deal with higherlevels of concep-
tualization and abstraction, to process larger amounts of information, and to
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reach higher levels of generalization more rapidly and with greater degrees of

understanding than doesthe learner of average ability. Though these certainly are

admirable goals forintellectually gifted youngsters, two additional dimensionsof

the learner must be taken into accountif we are to have total respect for all of the

capacities of gifted and talented persons. The first of these dimensions is sus-

tained interest in a particular discipline, topic, or even a single event. As an

instructor marches along from one exercise to another, putting students through

the hoopsthat are listed on the course outline, I wonderif there is sufficient time

or opportunity for an individual student to pursue a particular topic that may

provoke an unusual personal interest.

A second dimension of the learner that should be respected in qualitatively

different educational situations is the preferred learning style of the individual.

This dimension is concerned with the way(s) in which a person would like to

become involved with certain topics. Being involved as an exercise learner is the

sine qua non of most course-oriented situations, and it is the rare course indeed

that allows an individual to investigate a topic in a manner that approachesreal

inquiry about real problems.* Gifted persons who have attained recognition in

their respective fields almost always have been characterized by high levels of

task commitment that have been broughtto bearon real problems. If educational

institutions are to approximate the modus operandi of truly gifted individuals,

then learning opportunities must go beyond mere course work (however ad-

vanced), and these opportunities must be characterized by experiencesthat are in

direct opposition to presented exercises.

Acceleration has many obvious values, especially in the acquisition of basic

concepts, investigative methodology, and the fundamental principles of

subject-matter areas. This is especially true for areas that are highly structured

and sequential in concept complexity such as mathematics, computer program-

ming, and physics. But unless additional provisions are made for individual

investigative activity, then I am afraid that we are guilty simply of turning up

the rate of speed on the exercise treadmills.

STANLEY: Another person who was not able to come because of other

commitments is Professor Halbert Robinson of the University of Washington at

Seattle. Hal has a fascinating program for finding intellectually brilliant young-

sters in the preschool years and studying them longitudinally to see what they and

their families are like and how they develop. We are fortunate to have as a

substitute for Dr. Robinson a person workingdirectly in his laboratory with these

youngsters, Dr. Nancy Jackson:

4Space does not permit a detailed discussion of what is meant by ‘‘real inquiry’’ and “‘real

problems.’’ The interested reader is referred to Renzulli, J.S. 1977. The enrichmenttriad model: A

guide for developing defensible programs for the gifted and talented. Wethersfield, Ct.: Creative

Learning Press.
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PLACEMENT ACCORDING TO READINESS*
Halbert B. Robinson, Nancy E. Jackson, Wendy C. Roedell

Few fundamental principles of human behavior are as logically compelling
and empirically verifiable as the dicta (1) that learningis facilitated by an appro-
priate match between the material to be learned and the learner’s level of relevant
cognitive organization; and (2) that there exist substantial differences in perfor-
mance on any learning task among individuals of the same chronological age.
The notion that each child is, at any given moment, ready for some kinds of
learning experiencesand notfor others is obvious. Equally incontrovertible is the
notion that such readiness is correlated imperfectly with chronological age.

Sensible educational programs certainly must take cognizance of these fun-
damentals. Many do. Those with a single, well-defined goal (e.g., to teach
children to swim, play a musical instrument, or speak a foreign language) rarely
give much prominenceto chronological age. Learners generally are grouped by
competence, and tasks typically are tailored to their levels of mastery. A ski
instructor who placed all 6-year-olds in Snowplow I and all 12-year-olds in
Advanced Parallel soon would learn the error of his or her ways.

It is, rather, the broadly based educational programs with multiple, often
ill-defined goals, that magnify chronological age as the majorcriterion for class
placement. As goals of the educational enterprise have proliferated, the age-
graded lock step increasingly has become the norm. Without denying the com-
plexities of the issues involved in ourefforts to deal with the ‘“whole child,’’ and
indeed the ‘‘whole society,’’ we have been blinded to a broad rangeof intra- and
inter-individual differences; we often fail to see specific and easily defined trees
because we are so busy examining ambiguous forests with ill-defined bound-
aries.

The Child Development Research Group at the University of Washington
has undertaken a set of projects concerned with identifying and nurturing young
children who display extraordinary intellectual abilities. By age 5, the usual
criterion for kindergarten entrance, a typical child in our program is readingat
the level of the average fourth grader and is about as proficient in mathematics as
is the average beginning second grader. This child’s fine-motor skills are aver-
age, andhis or hersocial skills also are judged to be about average. To place this
child in an average kindergarten surely would lead to inappropriate matches with
respect to some important areas of development; placing him orherin the third or
fourth grade would lead to equally distressing mismatches with respect to other
important areas.

Although difficult, the problems posed by intra- and inter-individual dif-
ferences are not impossible to resolve. Other speakers today have reviewed the
evidence on such topics as early admission, enrichment, and acceleration. The

°While Dr. Jackson presented this paper at the Symposium,it represents not only her position
but also that of her two colleagues, Drs. Robinson and Roedell.
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overwhelming weight of the evidence indicates that placement according to

readiness rather than age facilitates learning as well as the general adjustment of

the children. We cannot, of course, pretend that we knowall that we need to

know about the long-term social, emotional, and cognitive consequences of

placing children according to indices of readiness. The data, however, have been

consistently encouraging.

A final thought concerns the formulation of the topic we are here to discuss:

the educational acceleration of intellectually talented youths. I wonder why we

are concerned with the idea of acceleration at all. I have never known gifted

child whose education in the area of his or her ‘‘gift’’ seemed truly accelerated. I

have known a very few such children lucky enough to have parents and teachers

who allowed them to proceed at their own pace, but most have had to deal with

systematic, and, I think, unconscionable attempts to decelerate their education.

The costs of such practice to the children and to society, I believe, have been

very substantial. I submit that we should at this point be attending to the det-

rimental effects of continuing to decelerate the educational progress of in-

tellectually talented young people.

STANLEY: Thank you, Dr. Jackson. Incidentally, when the Spencer Foun-

dation began a few years ago, oneofits first actions was sponsoring the Study of

Mathematically Precocious Youth that we run at Johns Hopkins, later Lynn

Fox’s Intellectually Gifted Child Study Group, andalso this important project at

the University of Washington.

The next speaker earned her Ph.D. in social psychology at Harvard Univer-

sity. She is a staff memberof the Social Science Research Council as well as the

staff associate there who works with the committee on gifted children that the

Social Science Research Council recently set up with some of the income from

the Rosen bequest that Dr. James mentioned. We are delighted to have Dr. Alvia

Branch with us today. Dr. Branch:

SELECTION OF APPROPRIATE CRITERIA AND
COMPARISON GROUPS FOR USE IN THE EVALUATION OF
EDUCATIONAL PROVISIONS FOR THE GIFTED AND TALENTED

Alvia Y. Branch

This paper does not take a position with respect to the superiority of either

acceleration or enrichment as a meansof providing for the educational needs of

gifted and talented students. Rather, it points to research and evaluation that are

needed to assist teachers, administrators, and parents in making better-informed

choices between these alternatives. Because acceleration (particularly the ‘‘radi-

cal’’ acceleration of relatively young students) has met with the greatest resis-

tance and,in this sense, bears the greatest onus of proof, most of the comments
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contained herein are directed toward issues related to the educational acceleration
of gifted and talented students. The major argumentto be presented is that many
individuals involved in assessing the effectiveness of acceleration have chosen
Strategies that are overly conservative in view of the intensity of the resistance
they must counter. This conservatism is reflected both in the Selection of com-
parison groupsandintheselection ofcriteria for use in determining the extent to
which successful educational facilitation has been achieved.

When weconsiderthat the image in need of correction entails lives horribly
distorted in service to the development of a single ‘‘gift,’’ comparisons of the
academic achievements of accelerated students versus those of (1) their
classmates and (2) their agemates (both unselected for ability) do not constitute a
sufficient counter. Equal or greater academic achievement among the accelerates
might be expected solely on the basis of intellectual ability. Yet, most research
into the effects of acceleration has made precisely these comparisons, belaboring
a point that many opponents would be willing to concede. The only comparison
potentially capable of generating data that can chip awayat the bulk of resistance
to acceleration is a comparison between comparably ‘‘gifted’’ students, acceler-
ated and nonaccelerated. It seems feasible to make such comparisons in terms of
scientific requirements and in terms of ethical considerations. Because of the
scarcity of funds, many gifted students (regardless of ability levels) will not be
exposed to qualitatively different and appropriate educational experiences. It is
therefore appropriate to monitor the development of both groups, those whoare
and those who are not receiving such provisions, and then to make relevant
comparisons of their experiences. Only in this way can credible statements be
made concerning the effectiveness of any intervention, whether enrichment or
acceleration.

In addition to the correct comparison group, one needsto be concerned with
the question being asked of the comparison. With respect to the criteria used in
determining the success orfailure of an intervention, many studies have em-
ployed one or a combination of the following: (1) ability to master courses in
advanced subject matter, (2) demonstrations of ‘‘no psychological damage,’’ and
(3) demonstration of a high degree of participation in extracurricular activities.
Of these, the latter two comeclosest to confronting the essenceofthe resistance.
In order to increase the likelihood of greater acceptance of acceleration as a
means of providing for the educational needs of the intellectually talented, how-
ever, one needs to go beyond the demonstration of ‘‘no psychological damage’’
toward demonstrating psychological benefit in excess of risk. The type of study
indicated would follow closely the lives of children identified as gifted regardless
of whether they were subsequently successful, and would allow the researcher to
do both of the following:

1. Investigate the possibility of substantially damaging effects resulting from
lack of attention to the educational needs of the gifted. In order to be most
convincing, an investigation of this kind would involve comparisonsof accel-
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erated and nonaccelerated gifted students, or gifted students whose educations

have or have not been facilitated. As it stands, available biographical data on

the lives of geniuses or prodigies most often recount triumph in the face of

lack of attention to their special needs.

2. Look explicitly for positive effects of an accelerated or otherwise facilitated

education. The emphasisof studies of this kind should be on in-depth analyses

of personality and social variables thought to be associated with movement

toward the fulfillment of potential. Again, comparisons would be made with

students of equal ability whose educations have not been facilitated.

Clearly, Terman and Oden’s discussion of the experience of the As (most

successful) and Cs (least successful) among the men in the sample (see Oden

1968) approximates the kind of study being advocated here. Future studies along

these lines, however, would be designed with sufficient controls to permit confi-

dent attribution of outcome differentials to the effects of acceleration.

Reference
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STANLEY: Thank you, Dr. Branch. Those are important methodological

and theoretical considerations. We all know that the typical attitude of the public

toward the gifted for hundreds of years has been to expect almost impossibly

great performances from them, to fault special treatment when even a single

exception to the rule of good development comes up, and (as Dr. Branch points

out so cogently) to preserve the status quo by not worrying about how stultifying

that might be. The problem of the control group always has been great and

always will be greatin research of this kind. Even a series of seemingly definitive

studies will not convince certain groups of people that they are wrong, however,

because those persons have an emotional commitmentto their stereotypic at-

titudes. On the other hand, such studies presumably will help spike some of the

moreirrational arguments as ‘‘arguments’’ and perhaps will help some persons

whoreally are uncertain to make up their minds about the situation. Terman led

the way in this endeavor.

The final speaker on the general panel concerning the gifted and creative is a

remarkable young man whois a fourth-year doctoral student in psychology at

Johns Hopkins, having come there from a bachelor’s degree in psychology at

Yale four years ago. He found time, at great personal sacrifice, to do a com-

prehensive background paper for this symposium covering hundreds of refer-

ences in the area of giftedness with special attention to acceleration and enrich-

ment. [See chapter 2.] Mr. Stephen P. Daurio:®

S6EDITORS’ NOTE: Mr. Daurio currently is an assistant professor of psychology at the Staten

Island Campus of St. John’s University.
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EDUCATIONAL ACCELERATION OF
INTELLECTUALLY TALENTED YOUTHS
Stephen P. Daurio

The controversy over whether to enrich or to accelerate the education of
intellectually able students appears to be an artifact of chronological age grading
in American schools. The question arises, ‘‘What if students were grouped
according to mental age or special abilities instead of chronological age?’’ A
likely outcome would be the end ofthe enrichment-acceleration debate because,
theoretically, all students would be working according to their level of in-
tellectual ability rather than at an assumed ability level based on chronological
age. Whythen has this seemingly obvious solution not been adopted?

The answer apparently lies in the following two considerations. First,
educators tend to associate age grading with educational reform and to support
the idea thatit is better for children to interact with same-aged peers in school and
in play. According to the historian Joseph Kett, who served on the President’s
Science Advisory Committee in 1974, age segregation started in the mid-
nineteenth century as a by-product of the educational reform movementled by
Horace Mann and Henry Barnard (Kett 1974). Similarly, age grading was coin-
cidental with Americanindustrialization and antedated the rising tide of immigra-
tion by only a few years. Age grading also was well suited to the Americaniza-
tion of immigrants’ children, following the great ‘‘melting pot’’ tradition. More-
over, during times of economic prosperity educationalcertification offered a kind
of ticket for upwardly mobile poor children. Elementary schools, and later high
schools, provided practical training demanded by increased specialization in
industry. Conversely, during the depression of the 1930s, age grading was de-
fended as a ‘‘cure’’ for unemployment. Thus, despite the fact that many
educators believed over the years that age grading served the best interests of
educational reform, the fact remainsthat agegrading also served the economic
and political needs of a growing nation. Sinceit is difficult to disentangle these
utilitarian goals from better-intentioned goals such as reform, the value ofthe age
grade lock step has yet to be proved for today’s students. Consideringthe relative
recency ofthis “‘tradition,’’ thatis, approximately one hundredyearsor less, the
value of age gradingis called into question even more.

The second observation involves educators’ excessive concern over potential
social and emotional maladjustment following acceleration. It seems a dispropor-
tionate amountof caution vis-a-vis acceleration stems from the rather unfortunate
case of William James Sidis; Leta Hollingworth (1929), Catharine Cox Miles
(1946), and, more recently, Kathleen Montour (1977, 1978), and H. Zuckerman
(1977) have documented counter-examples of successful prodigies whoselife-
time adjustments and professional careers were outstanding. In addition, the
ongoing Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth at The Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity (Stanley 1976, Keating 1976) reports successful college experiences for
over ninety-five young men and women whoentered college at least one and as
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many as seven years early. In fact, a recent extensive review of the acceleration

literature failed to turn up a single substantive study that refuted the appropriate-

ness of acceleration for intellectually able youngsters who were eager to move

ahead at rates faster than the conventional lock step would allow.

Educators’ concern over social and emotional adjustment also might be due

to what Frank Laycock (1964)calls their ‘‘selective’’ use of evidence despite the

wealth of ‘‘representative’’ literature supporting acceleration. According to

Laycock, ‘‘Administrators have reported the cases they rememberbest, while

psychologists have insisted upon good samples. ’? In other words, administrators’

reluctance to endorse acceleration may well simply reflect their individual biases

in this matter.

Whatever the reason acceleration meets opposition in schools, the unwar-

ranted disregard of empiricism concerning the effects of acceleration ought not

jeopardize the education ofintellectually talented youths.
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STANLEY: Thank you, Mr. Daurio. Steve wasan integral part of the Study

of Verbally Gifted Youths (SVGY), conducted at The Johns Hopkins University

from 1972 to 1977 with support from the Spencer Foundation. That study was

independent of Lynn Fox’s Intellectually Gifted Child Study Group (IGCSG)and

also of the Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth (SMPY). Although we

have interacted over the years, the studies were conducted and fundedseparately.
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SVGY did not continue beyond 1977, so SMPY and IGCSG have taken over
some of the verbal component.

Having heard six speakers, we now have a few minutes for someinteraction
among them before going onto the next panel. The speakers, as yourecall, were
Drs. James, Havighurst, Gold, Jackson, and Branch, and Mr. Daurio. I will ask
first if any memberof that particular panel has a commentthat he or she would
like to make about any other paper presented by a panel member. Dr. Havighurst:

HAVIGHURST: The papers presented to this point in the symposium are
concerned somewhat with the problem of social and emotional development. It
seems to me that anybody whois tending strongly toward substantial accelera-
tion, that is acceleration of three or more years for the highly talented youth,
oughtto read the life stories of as many past prodigies as possible. I read quite a
lot about John Stuart Mill, who was reading Latin at the age of 5, and about
Norbert Wiener, one of the relatively contemporary prodigies who eventually
becamea professor of mathematics at MIT and developedthescience of cyberne-
tics. Both of these people achieved high levels of success. But I must Say,
however, as I read their autobiographies, I hadthe feeling that they went through
a lot of difficulty during the first ten to twenty years of their lives. I wonderif
there is any possible way of helping such people to avoid someof the problemsof
social and emotional adjustment. I remember reading that Norbert Wiener was
picked on

a

bit by the other children when he was 8 years old and in the sixth
grade in one of the suburbs of Boston. Hesaid that his motherly teacher would
take him on herlap in this sixth grade and start comforting him in front of the
class. He didn’t know what to make ofit at the time (I guess in a way he
appreciated that motherly attention). You can see, however, his problem of
interacting with people five or six years older than he, when he wastreated this
way. It is certainly not an easy experience to grow up socially and emotionally
whenone is that far advanced intellectually.

STANLEY: Thank you, Dr. Havighurst. There seem to be two types of
prodigies, the pushed, propelled, programmed type of which Mill, Wiener, and
Sidis are great examples, and the largely self-propelling types such as those with
whom we work at Johns Hopkins. The latter don’t get much strong, systematic
facilitation during the early years. We are fortunate to have onthe panel today the
mother (Joan Stark) of one of the three 17-year-olds who will graduate from
Johns Hopkins in May of 1977 (with a three-year graduate National Science
Foundation Fellowship) and who are beginning distinguished research careers
already. Her son, Eugene, probably is not a highly programmedperson exceptin
the general sense of being from a bright, cultured family. You will hear from her
later. In the meantime, Dr. Thomas James has a comment. Dr. James:

JAMES: I’d need to knowa lot more than I do now aboutthe discomforts of

the normal child during that period of development, before I could get greatly
concerned about the issues Dr. Havighurst hasraised.

STANLEY: It is interesting that if you read Packe’s biography of John Stuart

Mill, you'll find that the somewhat dyspeptic, middle-aged Mill remembered his
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childhood incorrectly. As Packe finds it, the evidence from Miull’s childhood is

that he was a rather happy youngster, but Mill’s report seems to have been

colored by fatigue, his wife’s death, and other midlife crises. Dr. Nancy Jackson:

JACKSON: Myreaction is similar to that of Dr. James in that I would like to

know not only more about the recollections of childhood that the normal child

might have, but also the recollections of the extremely unusual person such as

Wieneror Sidis, whether or not they were accelerated. I think that the problems

they experienced may have been independentof their acceleration and may have

come from being very different from the normal run of people. When we are

relying on case-study literature, we can’t separate these two things.

BRANCH: I also would like to point out along those samelines that we have

a very select body of material. We have autobiographies of those people who

madeit; the autobiographies of those who were defeated at some point along the

way are not available to us, so we don’t really know howto interpret these

experiences. We need to know more about the experiences of those people who

aren’t quite so prodigious, for example, those within the upper 5 percent. We

really know lot less about them than we do about the very spectacular cases.’

STANLEY: The recent biography of Sir Francis Galton® showsthat he had

almost the same identity crisis at age 20 that John Stuart Mill had, but that his

upbringing had been substantially different in many respects from Mill’s.

Perhaps, a function of great intellect is having to come to terms with oneself at

some time in the developmental process. Before Freud, geniuses were allowedto

have a nervous breakdown every now andthen and just go take a rest cure at one

of the inexpensive spasto get over it. The great physicist Max Born andhis wife

had them rather regularly throughouttheir lives.? It was expected that people who

led complex, difficult, hard-pushing lives would cave in psychologically occa-

sionally. Nowadays one doesn’t dare doit, for fear of falling into the ‘‘Eagleton’’

syndrome—that is, of being considered mentally ill. Mr. William George:

GEORGE: I think another important consideration must involve what might

have been, had the person not been accelerated. Studies carried out in the 1950s

by the Fund for the Advancement of Education of the Ford Foundation show that

although there were some problems of initial adjustment in entering college

early, these were temporary. In addition, these problems were no different in

magnitude from adjustment problems encountered bythe typical college student.

Mr. Daurio’s point about eagerness to move aheadis well taken. Almost all of

the accelerative options developed by SMPY involve a bridging mechanism

between junior high school and college, with eagerness a primary self-selection

criterion. I think one also has to look at what the consequences of a solution

EDITORS’ NOTE: Kathleen Montour has followed up someless-famous prodigies and found
that, by their own standards, most of them led successful lives. See references for Montourlisted at

the end of chapter 1.

’The readeris referred to Forrest, D. W. 1974. Francis Galton: The life and work ofa Victorian

genius. New York, N.Y.: Taplinger Publishing Company.

"EDITORS’ NOTE: See Born, M. (ed.). 1971. The Born-Einstein letters: The correspondence

between Albert Einstein and Max and Hedwig Born, 1916-1955. New York: Walker and Company.
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might beif a youngster hadn’t accelerated. Educational acceleration may not be aperfect solution, but what would have been the options or alternatives for thatindividual if he or she hadn’t moved ahead? They may have been much morerestricting and harmful.
ANASTASI: There is a hazard in putting too much emphasis on the pub-lished biographies of eminent people. There are boundto beselective factors inthe publication itself. A person who is very talented, who has achieved emi-nence, and whoalso was very maladjusted, is much more newsworthy; he or shehas more dramatic appeal than the person who wasn’t maladjusted. This appliesboth to an author who decides to write a biography (his or her own or someoneelse’s) and to the publisher who chooses the more newsworthy characters for

publication.!°

STANLEY: The next panel group consists of people who work in school
systems. The first speaker is Dr. Elizabeth Kearney, whois the coordinator for
the Mentally Gifted Minor program in the Pasadena, California, public schools.Liz is extremely well qualified for that position and has had a great deal of
experience in an unusually favorable environment wherethere is a longstanding
tradition of caring for the gifted. Dr. Kearney:

ACCELERATION: A VARIED APPROACH
Elizabeth I. Kearney

The term acceleration has triggered emotional responses for a number of
years. Yet, there are numerous waysto accelerate the learning process, and many
of those methods are supported by the same individuals who voiced a reluctance
to “‘accelerate a child.’’ Because semantics plays an importantrolein this issue,
many educators in California avoid using the term while actually implementing
the process.

Dr. Julian Stanley stated that academic acceleration allows students to ad-
vance through subject areas at a rate that may, or may not, alter their progress
through the grade structure. With this view in mind, directors of programs in
California have tried to provide many channels of acceleration for the identified
gifted (California State Department of Education 1971).

Pasadenaintroducedits first class for the gifted at the Grant School under the
direction of Miss Grace Ball (Director of Special Programs) the year after the
first volume of Lewis M. Terman’s famous Genetic Studies of Genius
appeared—1i.e., in 1926 (see Kearney and Brockie 1978). The teachers stressed
an educational processthat allowed students to explore in depth and at advanced
levels those areas in which they were academically accelerated while keeping

EDITORS’ NOTE:Butsee references for Montour listed at the end of chapter 1.
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them with their chronological peers for the major portion of the school day. Grant

School wasstaffed by teachers willing to serve as facilitators and mentors, and,

according to Miss Celia Johnson (one of the first teachers in the program), * ‘The

children were happy, and the parents endorsed the plan enthusiastically.’’ De-

spite parental support, however, public pressure resulted in the school’s closure

in 1943. Subsequently, less isolating means were soughtto provideforthe needs

of the gifted in the population.

The 1950s saw the end of another plan. The ‘‘6-4-4’’ plan provided a grade

grouping (K-6, 7-10, and 11-14) that was most beneficial to the gifted because

they could take classes one or more years beyond their grade level as a matter of

course. Unfortunately for this new concept, community college districts formed

and the plan disappeared.

By 1963 the state had set up a funded program for gifted students, and a

research project funded by the Cooperative Research Branch of the United States

Office of Education was underway. This $249,000 grant aided in the develop-

ment and demonstration of special program prototypes. Model demonstration

centers were established in six school districts. Materials and curricula were

prepared to aid educators interested in providing acceleration, special classes,

and counseling programsfor the gifted. Project Talent (the title of the project)!!

ran from 1963 to 1966 in the Davis Joint Unified, Lompoc Unified, Los Angeles

Unified, Pasadena Unified, Ravenswood City, and San Juan Unified school

districts. The results were published in a series of booklets and subject-matter

guides.

One of these publications, Acceleration Programs for Intellectually Gifted

Pupils (Robeck 1968), set forth the results. The following report was made on

the portion of the research program conducted in Pasadena: ‘“The high achieve-

ment and the successful adjustments made by accelerants... confirmed the re-

ports of... other studies. Standardized test results should be studied in relation

to pupils’ progress... to determine the level of academic talent needed for

success in the program. Characteristics of pupils, such as motivation, that are not

measured by standardized tests but which play importantroles in pupils’ success

. should be identified for use as guides by those responsible for the selection

of participants,... and the purpose and function of counseling should be de-

lineated....’’ It was noted that a follow-up study should be conducted, but

unfortunately, none was.!?

Moneyshortages promote innovation, and this is sometimes an advantage.

The need to provide suitable educational opportunities, coupled with an inability

to fund major projects, has resulted in programs that provide acceleration by

permitting students to change courses, take Advanced Placement Program

courses, enroll in advanced classes, do independent research, take seminars,

work independently under the direction of mentors from the school staff and/or

1INot to be confused with John C. Flanagan’s national longitudinal study.

12EDITORS’ NOTE: The Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth is perhapsthefirst large

longitudinal intervention study of this kind.
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the community, be graduated early, and/or serve as career interns prior to gradua-
tion. By using a variety of approaches to acceleration, schools throughout
California have been able to insure that the brightest of their students are being
given an opportunity to receive an education truly designed to meettheir needs.
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STANLEY: Thank you, Dr. Kearney. Our next speaker is from the New
York City public schools. She coordinates programs for the gifted there. Dr.
Virginia Z. Ehrlich:

ACCELERATION AND ENRICHMENT FOR THE
GIFTED IN NEW YORK CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Virginia Z. Ehrlich

With a population of over one million children, the New York City public
school system has opportunities for educational experimentation that are avail-
able to few other communities, our major competitor being California, clear
across the country. New York’s concerns for the gifted are recorded as early as
1899. We had rapid-advancementclasses shortly after that, in which two semes-
ters of work were completed in one semester. It was in the New York City public
school system that Leta S. Hollingworth conducted her studies for the gifted at
Public School 500 Manhattan, knownas the Speyer School. The practices of the
city reflect Terman’s position on acceleration, that such children should be
promoted rapidly enoughto permit college entrance by the age of 17 at thelatest,
and that a majority would be better off to enter at age 16.

A combination of both grade and academic acceleration seemsfeasible. In
fact, this is the method the city has used successfully for many years, together
with enrichment. The general policy states that it is not desirable to accelerate a
child more than one year in elementary school and one year in junior high school.
Acceleration at both levels often is accomplished by completing the work of two

years in one. In the elementary school this usually occurs by combining grades
seven, eight, and nine into a special-progress class that completes the work in
two years. We used to have a three-year senior high school, Townsend Harris,
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but it was discontinued, muchtothe regret of its alumni and prospective students.

Early admission to kindergarten is not commonly practiced. Since 1974 the Astor

Program, which I have directed, has introduced the practice of accepting gifted

children to kindergarten at age 4 years, instead of at age 4 years and 8 months, as

previously required. Currently, local schooldistricts are considering extension of

this practice into their regular procedures. Our specialized high schools, honors

programs in our academic high schools, and special-skills programs in our voca-

tional high schools all rely heavily on academic acceleration combined with

enrichment. These programs also take advantage of the College Board’s Ad-

vanced Placement Program examinations for obtaining college credit while the

student, technically, still is attending high school.

Enrichment is practiced at all levels as well. At the elementary level, we

have homogeneously grouped classes for the intellectually gifted, usually in

grades four, five, and six and sometimesin gradesoneto three. Special pull-out

programsin selected subjects also are available for many curriculum areas. At

the junior high level special enrichment classes are homogeneously grouped. In

these classes enrichment in the usual curriculum areasis provided; foreign lan-

guages are added to the curriculum. New York City’s specialized high schools

and honors programs provide many opportunities for enrichment within

subject-matter areas or by including additional curriculum areasat higher levels

of difficulty (very often at the college level). Of course, this may be considered

academic acceleration as well.

Anotherfacet of our public education system is summerand evening classes

at the college level. This makes another type of acceleration possible. Plans for

reducing the eight years of high schoolandcollege to six or seven years are being

considered in many quarters. At the college and graduate levels, there is also a

trend toward shortening the educationalcertification process. A few years ago, in

cooperation with the New York Law School, City College undertook a program

to accelerate the training of lawyers by reducing the seven-year sequenceto six.

Like many cities in the country, New York City increasingly has resisted

programs for grade acceleration. The disbanding of Townsend Harris High

School, the limited use of acceleration in the elementary school, and the discour-

agement of accelerated special-program classes all are indications of the city’s

vulnerability to the prevalent opposition to grade acceleration, in spite of results

of research studies that support the concept. It is my belief that lay response and

resistance to the concept of acceleration in grade is based on uninformed em-

phasis on the sad lives that a few outstanding personalities have led and on our

own inadequate presentation of the case for acceleration. We have not madeclear

the difference between the moderate acceleration recommended by Terman and

others, and implicit in studies favoring acceleration, and the unnatural race

through intellectual experience to which Mill, Wiener, Sidis, and others were

subjected by their ‘‘pushy’’ parents. Nor do I think we have made clear the

advantagesofintellectual acceleration asit relates to the child’s ability within the

framework of the normal environment of age peers. The problem, in part, lies

with the establishment’s inability to restructure itself so that it can deal with each
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student as an individual in terms of his or her unique patterns of capacities and
needs.

STANLEY: Thank you, Dr. Ehrlich. The next speaker has pioneered in
work with the National and State Level Leadership Training Institutes (N/S-LTI)
on Gifted and Talented. Many of you are familiar with that far-reaching program.
I present Dr. David Jackson:

A POSSIBLE ECONOMIC CORRELATION OF
ACCELERATION FOR THE INDIVIDUAL AND FOR SOCIETY
David M. Jackson

It is the purposeof this brief paper to raise some economic questions about
the consequencesofacceleration both to the individual andto society in general.
I believe the case for acceleration is well madein the research literature provided
by Professor Stanley for this symposium,'* and that our current need is for
arguments to convince educators, parents, and others that they should act to
assist larger numbers of well-qualified young people to move much morerapidly
through the formal educational system. Thus, I seek arguments in the economic
sphere in hopes of reducing professional and parental resistance to acceleration.
Whatfollows is an attempt to develop some economic arguments from pos-
sibilities that exist as a result of the Operations of the Advanced Placement
Program of the College Entrance Examination Board.

The Advanced Placement Program offers an existing practical means by
which a boyor girl of high ability and achievement can accelerate his or her
progress in formal education. Grades of ‘‘3’’ or better on three or more Ad-
vanced Placement examinationsare sufficient in the case of many colleges and
universities to support an offer of sophomore standing to the entering student.!4
How many17-year-olds currently are using this method of acceleration? College

'SEDITORS’ NOTE:Before the Symposium, panel participants were sent a packet of material
that included the most substantive articles to date written about acceleration and enrichment as
strategies for educating gifted youngsters. The articles included in the packet were as follows:

(a) Daurio (see chapter 2);
(b) Fund for the Advancement of Education. 1957. They went to college early. New York:

Fund for the Advancement of Education of the Ford Foundation, pp. 60-91 only;
(c) Hobson, J. R. 1963. High school performance of underage pupils initially admitted to

kindergarten on the basis of physical and psychological examinations. Educational and
Psychological Measurement 23(1): 159-70; and

(d) Terman, L. M., and Oden, M. H. 1940.-The gifted child grows up. Genetic studies of
genius. vol. IV, chapter 20 (pp. 264-81).

'SEDITORS’ NOTE:Ofcourse, an individual who plans to garner advancedstandingcredits for
college via any of the nineteen or so Advanced Placement Program examinations that are offered
nationwide each May needsto plan carefully in advance with the college(s) to which he or she
applies. Standards as to what scores on which specific tests will guarantee credit vary from institu-
tion to institution, and often from department to department within an institution.
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Board records support an estimate of 3,000 in 1976. If we assumethat 2 percent,

or 80,000 students of the age cohort of about four million could do so, the current

rate is estimated at only 3.75 percent of that potential number.

What are some of the possible economic consequences of raising this

number? Each individual whosavesoneyearof college attendance, at an average

cost of $7,500, and instead is gainfully employed for oneyear at a salary of $193

per week will pay federal incometax ofa little more than $2,000. Thus, if the

other 96.25 percent (77,000 students) of those capable of one year’s acceleration

followed this pattern, the federal treasury would gain $154 million. Gainsto the

77,000 individuals ($7,500 in savings plus about $7,500 in net earnings) would

amount to more than a billion dollars for the one year!

To specify the economic consequences of this pattern of acceleration pre-

cisely, studies are needed on questions such as these:

1. How manyaccelerated students work for a year before college? Whatis their

employment experience, in terms of wages, types of work,etc.?

2. How manyaccelerated students enter the labor market after completing one or

two degrees? Whatis their employmentexperience in terms of wages, types of

work, etc.?

3. Whatis the incidence of frustration among students whoare capable of using

this method of acceleration, but who do not do so? In how manycases does

frustration lead to dropping out?

4. Do accelerated students persist longer in graduate study than equally able

nonaccelerated students?

There seemslittle doubt, however,that acceleration of the type cited leads to

considerable redistribution of funds, to the advantage of students, their families,

and probably society.

STANLEY: Thank you Dr. Jackson. We have been reminded repeatedly that

we need goodfiscal arguments for the value of acceleration, rather than the many

arguments for getting more money to work with the gifted in special, expensive

programs. Your brief analysis is eye-opening.

Dr. Frank Williams, an educational consultant in Salem, Oregon, was un-

able to be with us. Weare fortunate to have as his substitute Mr. Leroy Owens,

who is the evaluator of one of Dr. Williams’s district projects in Anchorage,

Alaska. Mr. Owens:

PROGRAMSFOR THE GIFTED AND
TALENTED IN ANCHORAGE, ALASKA

Leroy Owens

I would like to share with you what Frank Williams would have said. In

Alaska we borrow paid consultants through a talent bank. We asked Frank to
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work with us in an evaluative position at the initiation of Anchorage’s program
for gifted and talented. What follows are some of the bad and good experiences
we hadat the beginning of that project. We share them in hopes that someof you
might be able to interact with us and share some of your problemsas well.

At the beginning of the program wefelt strongly, and still do, that there is
much we don’t know about this area. Consequently, we can do considerable
harm with our goodintentions by attempting to help in regular classroom Settings
students who are in some distinct ways quite different from their peers. In
Anchorage, we havetried to conceptualize a program that would give some
continuity amongthe identification of students, the training of teachers, and the
evaluation of the program. The large amountofresearch on gifted individuals has
resulted in a list of multiple abilities that differentiate the gifted from typical
learners. Special needs of the gifted are the result of their differentiating charac-
teristics, and an analysis of these characteristics could provide a model for
identifying, developing, and evaluating those persons whoparticipate in educa-
tional programsdesignedfor the gifted and talented. Programsfor gifted students
will be most effective in meeting their educational needs and nurturing high level
abilities only if identification and selection criteria are related to development
and treatment conditions. The latter, in turn, must be evaluated by appropriate
procedures. While all students have unique needs, there are some generalizations
that can be made about the needs that appearto be the result of multiple-ability
giftedness. It is these generalized needs of the gifted that have served as an
articulated model joining together selection with treatment and evaluation in our
Anchorage program.

The project in Anchorage extends the earlier work of Frank Williams in
which he analyzed characteristics and needs of talented individuals on two di-
mensions: cognitive versus affective processes; and, convergent versus divergent
conditions. This general notion represents a common conceptual thread not only
throughout the training program for teachers, but also in the identification proce-
dures for students and the evaluation at the end of the program. Wehaveiden-
tified seven characteristics from Williams’s research. Three of them rest in the
cognitive domain (fluid thinking, original thinking, and elaborative thinking):
and fourrest in the affective domain (curiosity, risk-taking or courage, complex-
ity of challenge, and imagination or intuition). We are focusing on those seven
student behaviors within a program that deals with three content areas (language,
arithmetic, and science) in our pilot program.

There are nearly 2,000 students who could be identified as gifted, if we used
the rather loose state guidelines that would allow us to identify up to 5 percent of
our students. Wefelt strongly at the beginning of the program that no single
existing test adequately could measure all the variables about which we were
concerned. Weidentify students via a hierarchical process starting with nomina-
tions, followed by somevery specific testing. Finally, a committee performs the
actual selection using criteria that allow them to compensate for the weaknesses
in the tests we use. As you cansee, westill have a lot ofdifficulties with this
process, but it’s developing.
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STANLEY: I'll not joust with the next speaker, an old friend and former

graduate student of mine. You know heras a leading executive, professional, and

author of a number of important tests. The School and College Ability Tests

(SCAT) and the Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP) were largely

influenced by her. She is now senior vice president of the Educational Testing

Service (ETS) and the director of its Southern office in Atlanta, Georgia. Dr.

Scarvia Anderson:

SUPER STUDENTS, AVERAGE SCHOOLS

Scarvia B. Anderson

I remembera few years ago going to a junior high school in New York City

to give a workshop onerrors of measurement or something equally irrelevant—

‘irrelevant’? in the face of more pressing problemsfor a school lacking a piano,

books with copyrights later than the early 1900s, an adequate counseling staff, or

any regularly credentialed mathematics teachers even in the so-called mathematics

honors program. Notions that exceptionally able boys and girls would be iden-

tified there, muchless the controversy of whichis better, enrichmentor accelera-

tive opportunities for them, would be about as irrelevant as my workshop was.

Pianos and books are relatively easy to come by. Highly competent and

dedicated personnel are not, especially in such a specialized field. Yet any

large-scale provisions for the intellectually gifted are going to have to depend on

the availability in, or to, local school districts of personnel with skills in mea-

surement, counseling, guidance, instruction, and even public relations for the

intellectually talented. Complementary personnel are needed with skills in the

following:

1. early identification of extraordinary intellectual talent;

2. guidance for the talented toward appropriate activities in light of such

factors as their levels of cognitive and emotional development,interests,

and family pressures;

3. identification and developmentof internal and external sourcesofintel-

lectual stimulation and enrichment for these students; and

4. provision of such intellectual stimulation locally in at least some educa-

tional areas.

Julian Stanley has said that teacher judgments of mathematical talent are

woefully invalid. [EDITORS’ NOTE:e.g., see Stanley 1976.] He and his col-

leagues have gone to their own formal and informal identification systems that

are relatively independent of the schools. One suspects, too, that one of the

reasons the SMPYstaff is so dedicated to acceleration rather than enrichment1s

mistrust of the ability of many local teachers to provide true enrichment as

opposed to ‘‘Mickey Mouse”’ activities. Acceleration offers greater opportunity

for use of experts outside the system, orat least teachers acknowledged to be at

higher levels within the system.
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In addition to the problems of the competence of local school personnel to

deal with highly gifted students, their families, and other institutions, there are

also subtler issues on the local scene, issues of attitudes. It is well known,

anecdotally at any rate, that some teachers feel threatened by students who are

brighter in any respect than they are. In school systems where there are large

numbers of low achievers, there may beresistance and resentment if money and

effort are ‘‘diverted’’ away from those judged ‘‘most needy.’’ In many com-

munities, too, high achievers must contend with negative peer pressures and

hostilities.

To summarize these brief remarks, as we discussthe role of school systems

in furthering the developmentof intellectually gifted students, we must keep

before us the realities of what the average school system can do now and temper

our expectations for the future to the personnel and contextual problemsthat will

have to be overcome if local environments for the gifted are to be invigorating

rather than stultifying.

Reference
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STANLEY: Thank you, Dr. Anderson. The final speaker on this portion of

the panel is a distinguished educational psychologist, the president of the Divi-

sion of Educational Psychology of the American Psychological Association, and

a formereditor of the Educational Psychologist. He is Professor Ellis B. Page of

the University of Connecticut, a measurementspecialist. Dr. Page:

ACCELERATION VERSUS
ENRICHMENT: THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

Ellis B. Page

Let us consider the issue of acceleration versus enrichment from some

theoretical perspectives. When we do so I will argue that we find ourselves

concerned with two of the most traditional problems of psychology. Fur-

thermore, we may be onthe threshold of some useful new understandings about

them.
In thinking fundamentally about programsfor the gifted, a dilemmaexistsif

we take for granted that talents stem either from the genes or from the environ-

ment or from some combination and/or interaction of genes and environment. If

talent comes from the environment(nurture), isn’t it unfair to give the gifted any

additional opportunities, whether by acceleration or enrichment? Doesn't this

simply compoundthe basic unfairness of their already advantaged environment?
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On the other hand, if talent comes entirely from heredity (nature), why are

special programs necessary? That is, if the environmentis unimportant in deter-

mining the outcome, then why do anythingatall environmentally to accommo-

date individual differences? From this reasoning it seems that we can defend

programs for the gifted best, if defense is our purpose, if we assume some

combination of nature and nurture, and especially if we assume someinteraction

of nature and nurture. To be intellectually defensible, a program for the gifted

must not be equally appropriate for the less gifted. Perhaps we can accept the

following statement as a core agreement: the gifted are innately different in

ability from the average, and this innate difference by itself is not adequate to

assure their maximum contribution to society or to their own fulfillment. So, ina

sense, we must be interactionists, if we believe in special programs. I mean

interactionist in an especially technical, statistical sense.

As people interested in such programs, let us consider now a more parochial

question. Which sort of help promises optimal achievement? Here we have run

into problems that are both theoretical and practical. The most coherent and

informed arguments against acceleration are based on the study of individual

profiles, that is, when we accelerate a child by grade-skipping we typically

promote the whole child; all of the gifted child goes to college, not just his

unusual mathematical ability. It is quite true that our standard for inclusion of

Mary in a program for gifted artists would not necessarily entitle her to inclusion

in a program for gifted mathematiciansor poets or historians. Onthe other hand,

many of these more intellectual fields do correlate substantially with each other.

Both test scores and grades for different areas of study show, in at least a

moderately significant range, correlation matrices that are overwhelmingly posi-

tive. If we choose the top youngsters for their scores on the first factor in such a

matrix, we shall indeed have students who are in the superior range for most

academic subjects and who seldom fall below average in anything intellectual.

The question remains, how superior? And how can weface the realization that

during any specific educational experience we shall not have the ideal set of

students at any moment in any practicable program, simply because of their

profile differences? Gradually, we begin to see that we are dealing here with one

of the most ancient problemsin scientific psychology, second only to the basic

nature-nurture problem of general ability. This is the problem of whether intelli-

gence consists of one central trait or a cluster of many parts. In more technical

jargon the problem becomes whether something like Spearman’s g should be the

central consideration, or whether something like Thurstone’s primary mental

abilities should play the central role in determining educationalpolicy. In princi-

ple, pure g seemsto argue for acceleration of the whole child. Purely separate

traits seem to argue for enrichment to deal with the specific talent.

Since this is such a traditional problem we may well ask what new perspec-

tives we can bring to it. Having faced the importance of the two major considera-

tions, the nature-nurture of general ability and the separationoftraits, I believethat

now weare in an unprecedentedposition to cast light upon them. Wehave three
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principal advantages over our predecessors: first, the availability of huge masses
of test information; second, newly improved multivariate strategies andrelatively
Inexpensive computer power; and third, emerging new methodologies in be-
havior genetics and related fields. This is no place to detail these advantages, but
let me just cite one line of research. Workersat the University of Birmingham in
England and elsewhere have been employing techniques involving identical and
fraternal twins and various educational scores to test the: hypothesis that perfor-
mance on verbal tasks, for example, has genetically different sources from per-
formance on mathematical tasks. Thetentative evidenceis that they are indeeddif-
ferently loaded, however much they share a set of common gene loci. Other
investigators have been developing strategies to break down the ordinarily ob-
served correlation matrix into component parts to locate factors that are genetic
versus those that are environmental in origin, rather than simply accepting
phenotypic, that is the observed, correlations. At the University of Connecticut,
In cooperation with researchers elsewhere, we hope to explore some of the
largest sets of ‘‘twin’’ data ever examined, taking advantage of some advanced
mathematical techniques to make our estimations. Again, these technical pos-
sibilities are beyond the scope of the discussion this morning.

Myprincipal messagehere is that in gifted-child education we should not
continue to ignore the fundamental question of the origin andstructureoftalents.
The sooner we support research and achieve deeper insights into these origins
and structures, the sooner we will be able to design rationally defensible and
effective programs for these youngsters. These children represent the most im-
portant resource we have for developing future solutions to the complex prob-
lems that beset us.

STANLEY: Thank you, Dr. Page; a session such as this wouldn’t be com-
plete without some consideration of the nature-nurture aspects of talents. You
have heard the second panel consisting of Drs. Kearney, Ehrlich, David Jackson,
Owens, Anderson, and Page. Rather than hazard using all of the time for the
panelists to interact with eachother, I will start off with an invitation to members
of the audience to address questions to any memberof the panel who has spoken
already.

JAMES ALTSCHULD:'5 My question is addressed to Mr. Daurio. In the
research studies that you cited on acceleration, were the criteria the broader type
that Dr. Ehrlich was describing in her talk, or were they the narrowertypes of
criteria that Dr. Ehrlich suggested should be broadened?

Daurio: Theresearchliterature that I reviewed included both psychologi-
cal and educational research spanning atleast the last fifty years. Within that
category there is literature in specific areas, and literature in general areas.

'SAudience questioner: James Altschuld, Ohio State University, Center for Vocational Educa-
tion, 1960 Kenny Road, Columbus, Ohio 43210.
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Acceleration is both broadly defined and narrowly defined, so both types were

included. The studies that I mentioned, done by the three individuals (Leta

Hollingworth, Catharine Cox Miles, and Kathleen Montour) were case histories

of successful prodigies of unusual general intellectual ability, so they would be

described as case histories based on the more narrowly specified criteria.

Grorce Ross:!© I’d like to address Dr. Leroy Owens. In our school system

as we sample students we ask them if they feel they are especially talented in

certain areas. It is amazing the proportions of students who feel they are espe-

cially talented. What problems have you had in your program with those students

whofeel they are especially talented but who are not included in the program?

Owens: We have a hierarchy for identification to allow all students who

feel that they are gifted to identify themselves at the beginning. I think we do

have a problem in being certain ourselves that we know whatgiftedness is. When

we select even on the basis of a set of multiple criteria, the tests themselves

becomethe definition of giftedness. I think that is too bad, because the tests

we’ve used are not always the best.

RACQUEL S. Mavaaysay:!7 I would like to address this question to Dr.

Branch. She suggests that there should be studies to probe possible damage to

gifted children caused by inattention. This led me to wonder what kinds of

cautions should be observed in such investigations to preclude any expectations

from biasing the results. Since those who will be conducting the investigations

are likely to be the same people who will be interested in finding evidence of

damage, how will you control for their expectations?

BRANCH: This might be a stated objective in future studies. I don’t main-

tain that it is necessarily the case that negligence of the gifted results in substan-

tial effects. I do think that the studies that we have are selective. Wehavethe

case histories of those individuals who made it. We know nothing about the

people who’ve exhibited some level of ability at some point and wholater

dropped out as they proceeded through the educational system. What I would

advocate is a more adequate job of sampling people at an early point and follow-

ing them through, whetheror not they receive special attention. We won't know

who will be facilitated or damaged at some later point in life, but broader

sampling of people with initial ability will avoid biasing the outcome one way or

the other.

Betty Watts:!8 A number of speakers made reference to parental and

public reaction against acceleration or enrichment. I’m wondering if any of the

speakers has knowledge of any systemic variation between ethnic groups in the

United States with respect to attitudes toward acceleration or enrichment?

STANLEY: Not in terms of ethnic groups, but in terms of sex, because the

16Audience questioner: George Ross, Cedar Rapids Community Schools, Cedar Rapids, lowa

52401.

17Audience questioner: Racquel S. Mavalaysay, Acadia University, Wolfville, Nova Scotia.

18Audience questioner: Betty Watts, Schonell Educational Research Center, University of

Queensland, Australia.
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Propensity for radical acceleration through the schools among math-talentedyouths seemsto berestricted largely to males.
HAVIGHURST: In the Terman study there were roughly equal numbers ofmen and women, but the ‘‘A group’’ perhaps contained men who wanted toachieve outstanding accomplishments. But such desires are not necessarily ac-celerative in nature.
STANLEY: One ofthe differences between our study and Terman’sis thatwe goall out to offer educational Opportunities. We have a ‘‘smorgasbord’’ ofvarious educational accelerative possibilities, so when participants in our studydon’t accelerate, it is because they don’t wantto accelerate. Terman, on the otherhand, was determinedly noninterventional exceptin fairly minor ways. Hecorre-sponded with youths who wrote him and occasionally he referred to them as hisgeniusesorthe like, but he did not intend to change the pattern of acceleration.We really don’t have substantial information on what happens when oppor-tunities for considerable acceleration are created in various alternative waysaccording to the desires of the individuals concerned.
JAMES: There is an indicator in the traditional pattern of expenditures forthe handicapped and the gifted in state legislatures, about $20 for the handicap-ped to $1 for the gifted. At the federal level it has run

a

little more sharply againstthe gifted, about $100 for the handicapped for every dollar earmarked for thegifted. One consequence of this expenditure pattern is a very deep value im-planted in our society that we help the underdog but remain pretty wary ofsomeone whohastheinitial advantage ofintellectual talent.

STANLEY: We now goto the third panel, which will focus on themathematical and physical sciences. The first speaker will be Mr. William C.George, whois the associate director and the only full-time staff memberof theStudy of Mathematically Precocious Youth (SMPY)at The Johns Hopkins Uni-versity. He performsthe managerial tasks and much ofthe consulting work. The
others at SMPYare a professor(1), graduate students, and so forth, who are onlypart time. Mr. George:

ACCELERATION AND THE
EXCELLENT MATHEMATICAL REASONER
William C. George

As specialists in educating the gifted, we recognize that no two individuals
are identical. Learning rates, academic skills, ability levels, and social and
maturational levels vary from individual to individual. Still, many personsinsist
on an age-grade lock step for our educational system.

At the Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth (SMPY) of The Johns
Hopkins University we have observed that educational acceleration of able
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youths who are eager to move ahead fast seems to enhance their academic

ability, motivation, career aspirations, social awareness, self-concept, and crea-

tive potential. For example, a young man whom I shall call Alex was graduated

from The Johns Hopkins University in May of 1977 at the age of 17%4 years. He

is one of five young men in SMPY’s program graduated from Hopkins during the

1976-77 school year who ranged in age from 17 to 19. If Alex had remained in

the sequential lock step, he would havejust graduated from high school in June

of 1977. Before attending Johns Hopkins Alex skipped three grades, took seven

college courses, and earned the top grade (five) on the difficult BC level Ad-

vanced Placement Program calculus examination. He was one of five SMPY

participants at Johns Hopkins or elsewhere graduating during the 1976-77 school

year who earned a three-year National Science Foundation (NSF) Predoctoral

Scholarship with which to do graduate study. While still an undergraduate he

solved a difficult computer problem that had remained unsolved even among

experts for a numberof years.

Another individual, Tom, also is an NSF winner who graduated from Johns

Hopkins in May of 1977. At age 18 Tom received his B.A. in theoretical physics

with high honors (GPA = 3.93). In March of the same year he presented a

professional paper on ‘‘quarks’’ at an invitational inter-American conference on

theoretical physics in Texas. Both Alex and Tom were elected to Phi Beta

Kappa. Would either of them have found equally challenging and stimulating

educational opportunities had they remained in high school? That seems over-

whelmingly improbable.

Among the many forms of accelerative facilitation for intellectually gifted

youths, subject-matter acceleration is especially appropriate in the area of math-

ematics (George and Denham 1976, Stanley 1976b, Fox 1974, 1976) and proba-

bly for the physical sciences as well (Cohn in press, Cohn and George 1977).

Because of the sequential nature of mathematics it is easy for students highly

talented in math to telescope the learning time for the precalculus sequence into

one or two years, while preventing boredom from occurring. We at SMPY have

demonstrated that fast-paced mathematicsclasses are an effective and stimulating

way for individuals to learn mathematics. All of the twenty-eight students who

attended the second fast-math class from September 1973 to June 1974 com-

pleted at least calculus by the end oftheir senior year in high school. For many of

them this would not have been feasible without our program. Sells (in press) has

shownthat mathematics acts asa filter to self-select individuals, especially girls,

out of professional careers. At least thirteen students in the above mentioned

class had completed the math sequence through calculus III and differential

equations at the college level before they were 18. Seven presently are attending

major universities such as MIT, Princeton, and Johns Hopkins. In the fall of

1977 another two entered college two years early. Individuals choosing not to

major in mathematics or the mathematical sciencesstill retain a solid background

with which to pursue other fields of interest such as electrical engineering, the

natural sciences, and even economics.
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The type of acceleration will vary according to the needs of the student, his
or her desire to move ahead, and the schoolsituation. Acceleration is an alterna-
tive that we at SMPY believe many students wouldselectif given the opportu-
nity. By slowing down the natural learning rates of highly able reasoners one
extinguishes academic motivation and adjustment in precisely those curricular
areas where individual ability and interest are strong. Appropriate enrichmentas
defined by Stanley (1976a) eventually should lead to academic acceleration at
some later stage in secondary school. Lehman (1953) points out the importance
of early professional work andits positive relationship to creative potential.

Would youinsist that a student who can get a perfect score on the Coopera-
tive Mathematics Test—Algebra I before studying the subject still should take
180 fifty-minute periods of formal algebra I instruction? Some school systems
do. Sixty-five percent of 278 seventh or underage eighth graders from SMPY’s
talent search whotook a standardized algebra I test scored at least as high as 39
percent of the eighth graders in a national sample did after having completed a
school year of algebra I. Our group, however, was fifteen months younger and
had studied no algebra per se. Thirty-six of that group scored in the upper 5
percent of the national norm group.

As demonstrated by programs in states such asIllinois, Maryland, Min-
nesota, Nebraska, and Pennsylvania, administrative flexibility and acceleration
should be important components of any school’s program. In conclusion, accel-
eration and appropriate enrichment when blended together permit an eager,
well-qualified student to proceed at a stimulating pace and at an appropriately
high level of abstraction through a curriculum that he or she might not otherwise
ever pursue well.
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STANLEY: The first book that came out of the Study of Mathematically

Precocious Youth was entitled Mathematical Talent and subtitled Discovery,

Description, and Development. The editors of that volume were Julian C. Stan-

ley, Daniel P. Keating, and Lynn H. Fox. Both Dan and Lynn earned their

doctorates under my direction while helping get SMPYstarted several years ago.

Since 1974 both have been working on their own projects, Lynn at Johns Hop-

kins and Dan at the University of Minnesota. Our next speaker is Dr. Fox, a

specialist particularly in the area of sex differences as related to mathematical

aptitude and achievement. Shealso is the founder and project coordinator of the

Intellectually Gifted Child Study Group in the Evening College and Summer

Session of The Johns Hopkins University. Dr. Fox:

SEXISM, DEMOCRACY, AND THE
ACCELERATION VERSUS ENRICHMENT CONTROVERSY

Lynn AH. Fox

If we define enrichment as the provision for learning experiences that de-

velop higher processes of thinking and creativity in a subject area and define

acceleration as the adjustment of learning time to meetthe individual capabilities

of the students, they are complementary rather than conflicting goals. If we

assumethat the major goal of educational programsfor the gifted is to meet their

learning needs, both enrichmentand acceleration are necessary. Thus, the gifted

learner can proceedat a faster pace, to a higher level of content and more abstract

and evaluative thinking than his or her agepeers.

At the risk of overgeneralizing, we can conclude that the controversy over

enrichment versusacceleration is partly a function of the specific curriculum for

a given content area. By and large, the acceleration of learning in science and

mathematics leads to higher levels of abstraction, more creative thinking, and

moredifficult content. In social studies and languagearts the hierarchy of cur-

riculum is less clear (Fox 1979).

Another dimension of the acceleration versus enrichment argument involves

the administrative level for instruction. Teaching a gifted student concepts of

computerscience, algebra, logic, a foreign language, and so forth as a supple-

ment to in-grade work at the elementary, middle school, or junior high school

level, without any high schoolor college credit, is likely to be called enrichment.

If the same student studied the same content in a course at the high school or
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college level for credit, it would be called acceleration. Acceleration typically
leads to either early graduation from high school or entrance to college with
advanced standing or earned credit, whereas enrichment implies that the student
1s exposed to the higher-level material without receiving formal credit. Thus, the
student may be forced to repeat the material at a later time.

Although few schools or school systems provide for or encourage accelera-
tive experiences in mathematics and science, acceleration of learning by very
able youngsters does occur within and outside school settings (Fox 1974a,
1976a). SMPY repeatedly has found students at grade seven who already know
most of the content of a first-year algebra course before they have taken it in
school (Fox 1974b). This natural acceleration is due to great mathematical rea-
soning ability and independent study at home in systematic or unsystematic
ways. Unfortunately, students who havea deepinterest and curiosity that leads to
such accelerated learning are penalized by the rigidity of schools that fail to
provide diagnostic-prescriptive teaching strategies. Thus, well-motivated stu-
dents typically are forced to waste hoursof their time ‘ ‘learning’’ something they
already know.

A few students rebel successfully against the system and are allowed to
move aheadin their studies at school. A few students find they can double up on
science and mathematics courses in high school or take courses in the summer
and, eventually, speed their progress. Such students are likely to be male and
from homes where education is valued but parents are willing and ableto trust
their own judgmentsoverthose of the school authorities. Thus, failure to provide
systematic accelerative experiences in school for talented youths probably con-
tributes to sex differences in later achievement (Fox 1976c). In one study, 48
percent of a group of mathematically gifted boys managed to accelerate their
math progress in school by at least half a year, whereas only 16 percent of a
comparable group of girls accelerated their progress (Fox 1976b). A group of
girls who participated in a program to encourage acceleration after grade seven
were, by the tenth grade, as accelerated as the boys and significantly more
accelerated than the other female group (Fox 1977). It seems likely that some
disadvantaged gifted males also are held back by the system. Failure to provide
accelerated experiences within schoolsettings may actually be sexist and undem-
ocratic.
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STANLEY: Thank you, Dr. Fox. The next speaker is Dr. Daniel P. Keating,

who is the editor of a book that came out in 1976 from The Johns Hopkins

University Press called Intellectual talent: Research and development. It was

the second volume in SMPY’s Studies of Intellectual Precocity series. Dr.

Keating:

THE ACCELERATION/ENRICHMENT DEBATE: BASIC ISSUES

Daniel P. Keating

It is remarkably easy to becomelost in a discussion of the relative merits and

demerits of educational adjustments that are termed accelerative , and others that

are termed enriching. What we risk losing are two important things: a useful

perspective of the overall goals for the education of highly able students, and a

sense of whatit is possible to achieve in the real world of the schools as they exist

in the present. Since other symposiasts undoubtedly will address many of the

important issues involved in the acceleration/enrichment controversy, I would

like to make some simple (but I hope important) observations from the perspec-

tives noted above.

If we step back for a moment and ask ourselves what is the single most

compelling difference between gifted or high-ability students and more aver-

age students, it is quite obviousthat it is the rate at which they are able to acquire

and integrate new information, especially if the information is meaningful:

high-ability students learn faster. Evidence for this comes from long years of

classroom experience with such students, from laboratory classroom studiesthat

have been carefully controlled and conducted (Keating 1976; Stanley, Keating,

and Fox 1974), and from experimental laboratory studies that indicate moderate
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rate advantages even for very basic information-processing parameters (Keatingand Bobbitt 1978). A major goal for all students Should be to expose them on afairly regularbasis to novel, challenging, and educationally relevant material. If
this is to be accomplished for high-ability students, a higher density of subject
matter per time unit will be required. Any educationalfacilitation that can pro-vide for high-ability students is appropriate, and whether we chooseto label this
‘‘acceleration’’ or ‘‘enrichment”’ is an administrative rather than an educational
decision.

This brings us directly to the second constraint, which is that such ad-
justments do need to be made within the confines of the school, if we are to have
practical and continuing programs in the foreseeable future. The implication is
that such administrative matters are far from trivial. In counseling with high-
ability students, a great deal of time must be spent on just such arrangements.
The most feasible adjustment for the vast majority of students is to move them
ahead directly so that they have a reasonable chance of seeing material that meets
the criteria of being novel, challenging, and educationally relevant.

Thus, for the vast majority of students, acceleration in the administrative as
well as the educational sense will be the best option. We should not, however,
cease efforts in other kinds of educational reforms that also will benefit their
learning process. But such efforts should not divert us from doing meaningful
things for current students. In particular, we often hear of the solution for such
students being found in curriculum reform. Although such reform might be
desirable, there should be differences in the rate of exposure to any curriculum,
because individual differences among and within students surely will remain.

Much of the acceleration/enrichment debate concentrates on a separable
issue, however—the possible harmful effects of moving ahead. Thesecriticisms
are reasonably arranged in two categories: possible negative effects on other
areas of development, such associal or affective; and possible negative implica-
tions for mathematics or science learning perse, the usual concerns being gaps in
skills or superficiality. As for the social-emotional concerns, it seems time to
abandon them unless and until some solid reliable evidenceis forthcoming that
indicates real dangers in well-run programs. The evidenceto date is that, try as
we might, we cannot detect such harm, although much research has been con-
ducted along these lines (see chapter 2). One may question the accuracy of the
research, of course (e.g., how to measure affective or social developmenteffec-
tively), but without some solid evidence of problemsin this area, it seems unwise
to abandon helpful measures because there maybe problems elsewhere. A cost-
benefit ratio works heavily in favor of active intervention on this issue, while
orthodoxy alone argues against intervention.

A similar situation exists for the second concern, mathematics or science
learning per se. Gaps in skills need to be demonstrated rather than asserted, and
to my knowledge no convincing negative evidence exists here either.It certainly
does not show up in the performance of the SMPYstudents (Keating 1976,
Stanley, Keating, and Fox 1974).
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The issue of superficiality is more difficult to dispel, principally because it is

harder to define operationally. This argument can be an infinite regress, thatis,

one can meet each specific criticism with a demonstration, only to have it

supplanted by anothercriticism demanding additional demonstration.

Criticism: These students are learning only specific rules for a given subject

which they do not understand, and thus will lack ability to learn subsequent

material.

Demonstration: They continue to do very well in subsequent courses, even

difficult ones.

Criticism: They are learning only techniques, but do not have a good overall

conceptualization of the subject matter.

Demonstration: Even in advanced, college-level theoretical courses, they

outperform many bright but nonaccelerated students. And so on.

Eventually one can place the bar on the hurdle so high that no one can jump

it, and we gainlittle knowledge from having done so. One specific criticism, for

example, is that budding mathematicians may be deflected from following pure

mathematics because of an accelerated program. Thisis a valid potential research

topic, but one that will be difficult to pursue because of the very low base-rate of

pure mathematicians in the population (e.g., less than 500 new Ph.D. recipients

in pure mathematics each year), a point often overlooked. Longitudinal follow-

up studies by SMPY eventually may address this question, however.

Let me conclude by observing that well-run programstofacilitate academic

talent through accelerative adjustments have substantial benefits but relatively

few demonstrable costs. Like any educational technique, however, acceleration

is subject to abuse. Important componentsof well-run programs include selection

appropriate to the particular facilitation under consideration, excellent and con-

tinuing counseling, and enthusiastic, competent teachers. A discussion of these

components is beyond the scope of this paper, but if they are present, there is

good evidence to support the contention that such facilitation will be beneficial to

students currently. We should continue to seek the best route for educating such

students, but accelerative adjustments are the closest contemporary approxima-

tion.
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STANLEY: Thank you, Dr. Keating. Our next speaker 1s a recent past-
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president of the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics and a professor of
mathematics educationat the University of Texas. I have knownherfor a number
of years, ever since she was a graduate studentin mathematics education at the
University of Wisconsin. Dr. E. Glenadine Gibb:

EDUCATIONAL ACCELERATION OF
INTELLECTUALLY TALENTED YOUTHS:
THE MATHEMATICAL AND PHYSICAL SCIENCES
E. Glenadine Gibb

Should the talented in mathematics be provided with programsof enrichment
or should these students have the opportunity to choose amongthe several modes
of acceleration commonly defined as skipping grades, fast-paced mathematics
courses, enrollment in college courses, early admission to college, advanced
placement in a mathematics program, andthe like?

I support a program of enrichment with depth and horizontal development
followed by acceleration as deemed desirable. Myrationale for this position
includes some specifications: the nature of the enrichment, the needs for effec-
tiveness in mathematics, and the shortcomings of acceleration Supported by
research that otherwise might purport to Support acceleration as the optimal
management system for the education of these talented youths.

Divergent production is a necessary ability for success in mathematics.
Creativity is also a commonly identified trait of students in programs for the
mathematically gifted. Such programs place greater emphasis on advanced con-
ceptualization not easily grasped by those similar in age but of lesser ability; on
the developmentof higher-level cognitive processes; on opportunities for diver-
gent production; and on fostering creativity, including questioning, experimenta-
tion, devising new approaches, and testing results. At the same time, such
programsshould not becomesterile, pedantic, and too intellectual. They should
be designed for appropriateness of the maturity and interests of the learner,
whether at the elementary, secondary, or collegiate level.

Programsthat the gifted can be expected to encounter, if accelerated, are
designed for the mainstream student at that level. Although evidence from re-
search supports the success of talented students in such courses, one must be
reminded that for the most part these evaluations reflect a student’s ability to
perform ontraditional, convergent-production tasks. These evaluations can be
expected to neglect an important component of giftedness, that of divergent-
production tasks. Reducing the student’s learning of mathematics to merelogic is
an effective wayto stifle creative mathematical thought. A student whosecreativ-
ity is stifled may not continue in mathematics long enoughto learn to enjoy it and
to contribute his or her talents to the field. Furthermore, students who have
experienced programs of acceleration have been found to have Superficial
mathematical understandings and insights and to have gaps in their programs of
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study.!9 They also have been denied the opportunity to develop their innate

abilities of divergent thinking and creativity, abilities that are characteristic of

talented people and particularly of mathematicians and scientists. Indeed, they

have had the opportunity to study ‘‘average”’ material sooner, only to have an

‘“‘average’’ education.*°

If, however, programs of enrichment merely produce ‘‘more of the same,”’

and are irrelevant to the student’s development of higher intellectual processes,

then support of acceleration in the average, mainstream program becomes a more

likely alternative compared to that which can be expected to bore the student and

reduce his or her intellectual activity from brilliance to mediocrity.

May we not debate the issue of enrichment versus acceleration? Special

content properly organized and presented can be achieved in any numberof

environments and managementsystems. The moredifficult problemsof research

and developmentlie in quality curriculum enrichment—enrichmentthat provides

the needed depth and stimulation for the intellectual ability of gifted mathematics

students at their levels of maturation and interest.

STANLEY: Thank you, Dr. Gibb, for those heuristic suggestions. I might

say that in SMPY’s experience, the holesin the background theory doesn’t hold

up empirically at all. The youngsters who move fast do learn the material and

show up, for instance on the Graduate Record Examination’s advanced exam in

the field of mathematics, making virtually perfect scores as early as age 14.

Dr. Anne Anastasi, the final speaker on this panel, is the long-term leader in

the field of psychology of individual differences in the United States. The author

of two distinguished textbooks in that area, she is a recent past president of the

American Psychological Association. Dr. Anastasi:

SOME REFLECTIONS ON THE

ACCELERATION-ENRICHMENT

CONTROVERSY

Anne Anastasi

Let me begin by underscoring a point made by several speakers: accelera-

tion and enrichment are neither unitary nor mutually exclusive approaches to

the education of gifted children. There are many variants of each and many

combinations of the two. Several examples can be found in the Study of Math-

ematically Precocious Youth, conducted by Julian Stanley and his associates,

MEDITORS’ NOTE: After an extensive review of the literature, Daurio found no such evi-

dence.

20EDITORS’ NOTE:Certainly, those students who were graduated from The Johns Hopkins

University or elsewhere five and one-half to seven years early did not have an ‘‘average’’ educational

experience. Surely, for example, the depth and rigor of a good college course in mathematics will

surpass most of what is called secondary school mathematics enrichment.



222 Symposium

as well as in Elizabeth Kearney’s description of the California programs, to cite
only twoillustrations. The optimal variant or combination depends not only on
the intellectual, emotional, and physical variables of the individual child but also
on the child’s own interests, wishes, andinitial response to the program.I trust
that no one would recommend continuing a program ofacceleration, enrichment,
or both if it clearly makes the child unhappy. I would urge not moderation but
rather individualization.

Acceleration never ought to mean “‘pushing.’’ It should mean ‘‘stop pulling
back.’’ In the samespirit, enrichmentactivities should fit the child’s interests and
utilize his or her strengths. From the standpoint of mental health, the individual
should be given opportunities to pursue activities that interest him or her and in
which he (she) can succeed. But notice that the more closely the content of
enrichment matches individual interests and talents, the closer it approaches
acceleration. If a child already is mathematically talented, enriching his or her
program with more math places that child even farther ahead of age and grade
peers in this area.

Suppose, on the other hand, that the content of enrichmentis chosen with the
opposite goal in mind—that of broadening the scope of the child’s activities. In
this connection it is noteworthy that large-scale surveys consistently have shown
gifted children as a group to have characteristically broad interests. In some cases
they even run therisk of diffusing their energies too widely and hence need help
in focusing and channelingtheir activities. Some advocates of enrichment, how-
ever, seem to imply that we should seek out an area in which the child shows
little interest and talent, and ‘‘enrich’’ the child’s life by providing morein that
area. This is a form of lateral enrichment based on the spinach theory. Yougiveit
to the child because it’s supposed to be good for him (her). I don’t think I need to
spell out what such an approachis likely to do both to the child’s liking for the
area and to his or her mental health.

In order to cope with the continuing knowledge explosionin all fields, we
need specialization and an early focusing of educational efforts. The person who
sets out to be a Renaissance mantodayis likely to end up as a dilettante. Formal
education, based on what is knownat the time, should be completed as early as
possible. Otherwise, much will have to be unlearned after graduation. The rapid
accumulation of knowledge makeslifelong education essential for leadership in
any intellectual field. The process of growing to maturity in today’s world
includes a succession of choices between what we can and what we cannot afford
to master—between what can and what cannotbefit into one lifetime.

STANLEY: Thank you, Dr. Anastasi, for those perceptive remarks. We are
fortunate to have as one of our symposiasts Dr. Joan S. Stark, whois the director
of the program in higher education at Syracuse University.?! I knew her a few

21EDITORS’ NOTE:In the fall of 1978 Dr. Stark became Dean of the School of Education at
the University of Michigan.
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years ago as an assistant dean at Goucher College and from October of 1971

through her son, Eugene. Dr. Stark has had a distinguished career in her own

right. As a student at Syracuse University she majored in the science area and

was elected to Phi Beta Kappa in her junior year. Her son, Eugene, who was

graduated from Johns Hopkinsasanelectrical engineering major at age 17, won

a National Science Foundation Fellowship to work toward the doctorate at MIT.

He has done remarkable research work at both General Electric and Bell Tele-

phone Laboratories during the summertime. I will yield the floor to Dr. Stark to

tell you whatever she wants to share abouteither her general viewsof giftedness

or her special views about her role as the mother of an extremely accelerated

physical scientist. Dr. Stark:

REMARKS ABOUT PRECOCITY AND COLLEGE COURSES

Joan §. Stark

This paper is written from my dual vantage point as (1) a college adminis-

trator and educational researcher who has done some minorstudies of educa-

tional acceleration in the distant past, and (2) the motherof a radically acceler-

ated student. I intend to suggest two areas of investigation that seem not to have

been pursued in Professor Stanley’s SMPY program butthat I believe are impor-

tant in learning to facilitate the progress of gifted youths who enter college at a

young age. Not surprisingly, the matters that I believe merit investigationrelate

to my concerns about the education of students who pursue college studiesat the

typical age as well.
Myfirst proposal is that an apprenticeship program as a method of meeting

initial acceleration needs of brilliant youth might be superior to the pursuit of a

random selection of college courses on a part- or full-time basis. This hypothesis

is based on assumptionsthat some college teachers are better suited than others to

deal with intellectually talented students and that these teachers can beidentified

by their attitudes toward students and toward the educational process.

The efforts of SMPY are based largely on the assumption that early college

workis better for brilliant youths and the project has demonstrated that selected

students can progress well at a young age. College work is presumed better

because it is more stimulating intellectually than that which normally can be

pursued in junior high or high school. Additionally, there is evidence that some

high school teachers are not receptive to the needs of talented youth or, on the

basis of negative stereotypes, they may even be antagonistic or threatened.

Research done by the SMPY investigators indicates, too, that the success of

junior high youths in accelerated mathematics classes is greatly facilitated by

carefully selected, dynamic instructors who teach at a fast pace but value indi-

viduality and have a genuine respect for students.

It seems incongruousto report that teacher style is important in an experi-

mental situation and at the same time to assumethat college work will provide
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stimulation merely because the subject matter is advanced, while neither measur-
ing nor taking into account the characteristics of college teachers expected to
provide the stimulation. My recent research on educationalattitudes of college
faculty members and my personal observations indicate that if college work
stimulates the radical accelerant, it may do so in spite of the college teachers.

Students who take courses at a large university likely will be taught, ini-
tially, by poorly compensated graduate assistants with minimal experience and
little incentive to dedicate themselves to the teaching task. Further, out-of-class
faculty-studentinteractionis likely to be infrequentat a large university, at least
in the lower division program. Lastly, individual learning activities customarily
are not optimal in colleges; with a few exceptions for personalized instruction
experiments, the lecture method prevails.

Under such conditions one might look to the small college that prides itself
on the teaching role and on individual attention to students. Yet, in a current
study of 287 faculty members in six liberal arts colleges, I have found that 76
percent believe that unless motivated by grades students will not study, 63
percent feel that students do not learn well when studying on their own, 60
percent do not expect students to dig deeply into topics in which they are in-
terested, and 52 percent do not believe that students should pursue their own
interests. These and similar attitudes common even among professed teaching
faculty seem antithetical to the kind of teaching brilliant students might expect to
receive in college courses. I would conjecture that many of the successful radi-
cally accelerated students who are at college full time have sought and found
relationships with particular professors who have the characteristics necessary to
keep lit the spark of learning and, further, that such students merely tolerate the
other classroom professors who perform their roles lackadaisically. Developing
such a relationship is more difficult if a student begins acceleration on a part-
time, commuting basis. If appropriate professors can be identified, as I believe
they can, one might assign intellectually talented students to work with such
teachers as apprentices to give such students a meaningful anchor point in the
university apart from just enrolling in a course or two.

Mysecondproposalis relatedto the first. In general, our society does a poor
job of preparing adolescents and young adults for the transition from school to
work. Thistransition is a particularly crucial one for youths who finish college at
the age of 16 or 17. We should not only study the difficulties that current
accelerants might encounter but also seek opportunities to ease the transition in
order to promote appropriate career choices. Ourlabor laws, originally designed
to protect youth, now allow a mathematically precocious 15-year-old to lift
heavy grocery bags in subzero temperatures but not to program a computer or
plan anelectronic circuit in an industrial setting where he or she might explore
potential scientific careers. Staff members of SMPY havereported that the radi-
cal accelerants with whom they work have a meaningful self-image and are
interpersonally effective, socially mature, and well-equipped to meet challenges.
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Onechallenge that needs to be confronted is the opportunity to use one’s skills in

a setting other than the classroom. For example, the contrast between the col-

legiate investigative world and the work-a-day world where employees pace

themselves to complete a minimumoftasksis a difficult one. But awareness of

this contrast is a maturation experience that should not be neglected. Efforts to

facilitate appropriate employment and the study of accelerants in such settings

seem as important as facilitating year-round study, which may provide too little

variation for the self-motivated accelerant. An important next step in investigat-

ing the progress of intellectually talented youngsters who pursue accelerated

study would be the provision of planned work experiences and longitudinal case

studies of adaptation.

STANLEY: Al of the five seniors in our SMPY program at Hopkins have

somehow managed to get high-level, meaningful work experience. They find it

difficult to get paid even minimum wages for such work, as Dr. Stark pointed

out. But by one way or anotherall of them have managed to do so during their

undergraduate years. Gene Stark’s problem wasthat he finished the sophomore

year at Johns Hopkins while he wasstill 15. Hedid not become 16 until July 10,

and yet he was ready to get into some research. He had to wait until his sixteenth

birthday before he could go to workfor a national organization. The next summer

he had even more trouble. He was employed at age 16, but they had, as I

understand it, to acquire him like a sack of flour on a purchase order, because

they couldn’t actually pay him as an employeeat the age of 16 even though he

had finished his junior year at college with a distinguished record.

The final viewpoint will be given by SMPY’s greatest long-term advocate

and friend, who has cometo every paper presentation and meeting we have had

for many years. I have known Al Kurtz for a long time. He has a distinguished

backgroundas oneofthe early specialists in measurement. He has been knownto

me ever since the beginning of my own graduate days, back in 1945, and we

have been very pleased to have him so interested in our project. It’s quite fitting

that he be the final speaker. Dr. Kurtz:

ACCELERATION VERSUS ENRICHMENT

—THE TENTH RULE OF THREE-CUBED

Albert K. Kurtz

I shall quickly do what Dr. Stanley asked me to do—state my positions on

acceleration and on enrichment. That’s easy.

First, I’m for acceleration. Why? So that the greatest minds in our country

can develop their talents to whatever extent they wish. I hope the teachers in our

public schools will encourage these gifted children, enabling them to complete

the twelve grades in whatis for them the properlength of time. But at least, let us
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no longer allow the teachers to deter bright children from attaining whatare for

them simply normal and eminently reasonable objectives. What are these objec-

tives? I’ll give you an example. Let’s say a boy with an IQ of 120 lives next door

to a group of children all having IQs of 100. When heis 5 years old with a mental

age of 6, his knowledge is equal to that of the 6-year-old. Every time a year goes

by, he learns 20 percent more than the child next door. When he reaches 10 he

has a mental age of 12. This process will continue until he reaches 15 (we have a

little problem here over which Terman and Wechsler disagreed, concerning when

mental ages reach their peaks). Until that time he will have continued to learn

about 20 percent more each year and will have accumulated about 20 percent

more knowledge than the 15-year-olds next door, whether or not he then has a

mental age of exactly 18 years.

The Tenth Rule of Three-Cubed

The average child (and far too many bright ones) graduates from high schoolat
age 18. Wejust saw that a child with an IQ of 120 could set graduationat age 15
as an eminently reasonable objective; he’d know as much as the average 18-
year-old. But what about other bright students? The tenth rule of three-cubed
gives the answer. It works this way. Take one-tenth of the IQ, subtract it from
three-cubed, and get the eminently reasonable graduation age. Thus, when we
subtract one-tenth of 120, or 12, from three-cubed, or 27, we get 15, just as we
did before. This simple rule works for nearly all bright kids. For all IQs from 115
to 157 we either get the theoretically exact value or miss it by no more than a
month or two.

Thus, as any of Dr. Stanley’s mathematically talented youths long since
have figured out, I feel that students with IQs of 120, 130, 140, or 150 should
have no trouble in graduating from high school at ages 15, 14, 13, or 12,
respectively. Yes, that says that Terman’s gifted children could well have been
graduated at 13 years, as some of them did. Many others could have and should
have.

Nowlet us turn very briefly to my position on enrichment. I’m thoroughly
fed up with this emphasis on agemates. I have a one-word comment on enrich-
ment, the same one General McAuliffe gave thirty-three years ago: Nuts!

STANLEY: Thank you very much, Dr. Kurtz for your summation. There

will be time for comments about your point of view from the audience. Feel free

to ask questions of any person on the panel.

CONNIE STEELE:** I’m delighted that everyone is concerned about those

children who are accelerated into college and I can understand the concernsofthe

*2 Audience questioner: Connie Steele, Texas Institute of Technology, Lubbock, Texas 79408.
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Johns Hopkins University group. If we, however, are going to respondto the

potential that might be possible for our children, as Ellis Page alluded to, in order

to solve our problems, how can weidentify them at very young ages? Shouldn’t

this early identification begin systematically from birth, rather than just by proud

papas and proud mamaswhosay “‘Gee, mychild is doing these great things?’’

NaANcy JACKSON: I would like very much to take on that question. We are

working on the problem of how to identify children with advanced intellectual

abilities before they reach age 5, the usual age of public school entrance. We

have been workingfirst in a small-scale, pilot way within a large-scale, longitud-

inal study. We are beginning to see what I think are going to be some very

important trends. We have not been successful in doing any large-scale identifi-

cation of precocious children before the age of 2. When we look back retro-

spectively at children who later show signs of extreme precocity, we can see

many remarkable things that they did during infancy, but when wehavetried to

solicit from parents in the community a large group of children whoareless than

2 years of age, we have discovered that almost every infant looks extraordinary

to his or her parents. Beginning at about age 2, however, such children appearto

be more successfully identified. This also is the age at which a standardized

assessmentfirst is possible. By this age we can get extensive reports from parents

by meansof lengthy questionnaires about various aspects of a child’s intellectual

development, including whatthings a child is interested in, when the child first

started to do various things, and so forth. What we seem to befindingis that at

age 2, or perhaps 3, information from parents, proud though theyare, actually is

at least as good and possibly in the long run a better predictor of what the child

will be like several years later than is a test score alone. Standardized tests take

such a small sample of a child’s behavior. If a child does very well, then we

know something, but if the child is noncommunicative or highly active during the

test session and simply not interested in our games, we don’t know whetherit is a

case of can’t or won’t. What we have been doing is taking information from

parents of the children with whomwedeal. Rather than have the parents answer

directly the question ‘‘Is your child extraordinary?’’ we haveraters read through

the questionnaires and make judgments aboutthe child in a variety of intellectual

dimensions on a three-point scale. These points include whether the child seems

to be developing at an average rate, an advanced rate, or an extraordinarily

advanced rate. To date our findings are that these judgments can be madereliably

by two independentreaders and that they contribute significantly to the long-term

predictions of the child’s accomplishments.

STEELE: Is your material available?

JACKSON: Yes, and if you would write to us I would be glad to sendit to

you.73

KEARNEY: Oneof the things that kept comingup in the various discussions

23EDITORS’ NOTE:Professor Halbert Robinson conducts the Child Development Research
Group at the University of Washington in Seattle, Washington 98195. Dr. Jacksonis on thestaff of

that study.
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concerned the possibility that some negative emotional developments might
occur if we fail to identify these children and provide for them. The only study
that I recall, is one that was doneas a doctoral thesis by Dr. Richmond Barbour,
whowasthe assistant superintendent of the San Diego schools. He did a twelve-
year longitudinal study in which hetook three groups: one groupjust went through
school; one group wasisolated from peers; and the other group was matchedfor a
portion of the day according to members’ particular levels of precocity. The
study concerned both achievement and emotional development. Dr. Barbour
found out that by doing nothing for them (group 1) you actually cause major
emotional problems. So great was this study’s impact, that administrators set up
a clinic for emotionally disturbed gifted children in San Diego and foundthat the
children without special provisions tended to end up with some type of need for
counseling prior to the end of the twelfth grade, if they got that far. The other
students seemed to do well, especially those in the group that wastotally iso-
lated. Those in the other group did almost as well, but those in the control group
seemed to have developed serious emotional problems.

KEATING: I want to go back to a brief comment about what Nancy Jackson
mentioned a momentago in termsofearly identification. As Nancy and the other
people on her project well know, one of the problems has beenthe difficulty of
using infant intelligence-type measures and the notorious unpredictability of such
measures among anyone under 4 or 5 years old. There is a book by Michael
Lewis that addresses this issue and tells why that might not be the case.24 If we
are going to be successfulatall in termsof prediction for long-term development,
we need to look for functional equivalences. I think this is the kind of research
that is being conducted at the University of Washington.

EHRLICH: Wehave in New York City a program that we have been direct-
ing for children whoare 4 at the beginning of the year when they are admitted to
kindergarten. This meansthat frequently wetest them at the age of 3%. We have
had considerable success using in part identification by parents. Parents do a very
good job of recognizing the giftedness of their very young children. Of course,
we follow through by a psychological testing and an interview. We do use the
Stanford-Binet. Three-and-one-half years later we have foundthat the youngsters
we located originally were identified correctly. I think we had only one child in
all of that time who wefelt should not have been included in our program. I
would like to add the pointthat we are doing an intervention study in conjunction
with Teacher’s College of Columbia University under Dr. Harry Passow. The
study compares the youngsters whom weselected with a control group of young-
sters who applied to the program but for various reasons could not be accepted
(mostly because we did not have space). Perhaps soon we will have some
answers to the question of what happens whenthereis, or is not, intervention of
the type we advocate at an early age.

*4For those personsinterested in reading Michael Lewis’s book,thecitation is as follows: 1976.
Origins of intelligence. New York: Plenum Press.
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STANLEY: Dr. Stark wants to make a comment. I recall that her son, Gene,

was tested on a Binet-type instrument quite early, and scored quite high, so she

probably has observations about her experiences with an extremely bright young-

ster from preschool years. Dr. Stark:

STARK: I was going to try not to be as anecdotal as that. The instance

occurred when Gene was4 years and 5 months old. When the school informed

me, I went to find out what I should do. Should I send him to kindergarten

because he wasreading at, I think, around the sixth or seventh grade level? He

read the New York Times regularly at that point. I was told, however, that he

should be put into the normal program, and by fourth grade he would be like

everyone else. I think that probably would have been the case except that he

skipped the second grade dueto a very diligent teacher who saw the matter in a

different light than did the kindergarten teacher. I could give you a whole bunch

of anecdotes about kindergarten, but what I wanted to suggestis that I think there

is a very simple wayofidentifying these children at about the second grade level,

maybe eventhefirst grade level. Preferably it should be done early, and certainly

it should be done because what these children discover very quickly (because

they do use somelogical reasoning) is that it is better to hide their light under a

bushel basket. They will quickly find out that their peers do not have the same

interests that they do, and therefore they will sneak away into back roomsto read

what they want to read, or play the piano, or do whatever they want to do. I

would hypothesize that at about the second grade level one could, after establish-

ing some trust and confidence with the child, ask him or her two questions:

‘What is it you like to do the most when you are alone?’’ and ‘‘Why don’t you

do that in school?’’ And youcan easily find that the child has discoveredthatit is

not wise to be smart.

STEVE CHRISTOPHERSON:* I have a question for Ellis Page. I’m curious

aboutjustifications for separate programsfor the gifted in the public schools. The

practice of separate programs seems to implya belief that there are two bodies of

knowledge to teach, one for the gifted, one for the others. I am confident that

ultimately there is only one body of knowledge to draw from in each of the

subject areas, but is there evidencethat the nature of the intellectual development

of gifted children is different or simply more precocious?

PAGE: This is a very big question. You spoke of separate programs not

being appropriate, and (if I understand you correctly) you are saying that the

gifted 10-year-old who has an IQof 150 is like the average 15-year-old. Is that

what you are saying?

CHRISTOPHERSON: That is what I’m curious about.

PAGE: The point that I was makingis that, as well as having this common

g, there are differences that separate that 10-year-old from the 15-year-old. That

is the implicit justification for those who defend enrichment over acceleration.

*5Audience questioner: Steven L. Christopherson, Department of Education, Trinity College,

Hartford, Connecticut 06106.
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CHRISTOPHERSON: So you think that the nature of the developmentis dif-

ferent but that their minds don’t follow different rules. Their age differences or

backgrounds and experiential differences might justify separate programs.

PAGE: My own opinion agrees with what you seem to be implying, that

cognitively the gifted 10-year-old is not very different from the average 15-

year-old. This is one of the very central issues in the whole discussion.

JAMES: I would like to comment on this question. One of the papers deliv-

ered here suggested that the child at a given age whoisgifted will have acquired

everything that any otherchild at that age is likely to have acquired and more,

since the potential for learning 20 percent moreeach yearcarries that child on at a

faster rate. It is not a question of learning different bodies of knowledge;rather, it

is a question of the gifted child’s learning it faster, at an earlier age, and continu-

ing to learn moreas he or she growsolder.

GoLp: I'd like to make two points. Thefirst is one that James J. Gallagher

has addressed, the issue concerning the qualitative versus the quantitative dif-

ferential. Suppose it is really a quantitative differential, point by point and

characteristic by characteristic, but would not the interaction in the summation

indeed lead to a qualitatively different individual? The second point is that it

seems most of us today have been talking in terms of curricula and programsthat

have been. We haven’t addressed a very important issue, programsthat could be.

Nowif education is just the acquiring of bits and pieces of knowledge, if we go

no higher than 2.00 in Benjamin S. Bloom’s Taxonomyof Educational Objec-

tives, then maybe indeedacceleration is the answer and wehave the 10-year-old

sitting with 15-year-olds. But as we said, we are dealing with a different kind of

individual with a different potential undoubtedly. Perhaps we could start moving

this type of youngster into the 3.00 through the 6.00 levels and go beyond what

we have been doing for the last couple of thousand years.

KEATING: The second part of the question was I think rephrased appro-

priately by Tom James. The question as to whetherthe difference is qualitative or

quantitative is a very difficult one to answer, because we have to define very

clearly what we meanbya ‘‘qualitative’’ and what we mean bya ‘‘quantitative’’

difference. It seems to me that a very careful review of the literature would

indicate that it is difficult to come up with criteria that could be put forth

noncontroversially as qualitative differences. As I mentioned in my talk, the
most compelling evidence is for a quantitative or rate difference. That doesn’t

necessarily mean, however, that we wouldn’t want to improve curricula. If we

look at qualitative differences in terms of different patterns of intellectual de-

velopment, different kinds of reasoning, and so forth, it is relatively difficult to

come up with evidence. It is much easier to come up with quantitative kinds of

differences. As Ellis Page mentioned, however, this questionis still unresolved.

OweENs: There is a political dimension in what we’re discussing now, one

we have run into directly in Alaska, concerning whether or not there is a dif-

ference at all. We have assumed one, and we haveestablished programsthat

differentiate and treat students differently on the basis of giftedness, however we
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define it. I think we have openedthe door, in the same way as we have donein

special education, to a rash of court cases that will require that we serve students

whom wehavealready identified as being exceptional. Once we have defined a

class of students, we are bound morally, legally, and ethically to serve them as

individuals in a mannerappropriate to them.
Grips: JIamconcerned that we do haveto tackle this issue of quality versus

quantity, difficult as that task is. In speaking of mathematics in particular, the

mainstream (regardless of where it is, even at the collegiate level) can be so

narrow. After shopping through that, it seems like these youngsters havelost a

lot of the creativity they could bring to knowledge and leadership.

GEORGE: I would like to respond to both Dr. Gold and Dr. Gibb. One

supposed problem or question that keeps coming up when you mention educa-

tional acceleration is as follows: ‘‘Are there gaps? Are these students missing

something if we do not spread outor enrich their education?’’ I recently asked a

couple of SMPYearly entrants to commenton this issue. Both have been through

fast-math programs. Thefirst person, Mr. Kevin Bartkovich,”° said the follow-

ing: ‘‘The main flaw that is apparent in these arguments from the start is the

assumption that mathematically talented students should become mathemati-

cians. I view the applications of rnathematics as the more important aspect. In my

development math has been a tool, providing a base on which to build. Some

people propose that creativity can be stimulated best by enrichment. I believe

from personal experience that acceleration is a better method of enhancing

creativity. A gifted student is always looking ahead, hoping to proceed further

once a concept is understood. Math alwaysis building on the precedingtopic,

and a gifted student is curious as to what is the next step. This is the essence of

creativity, probing further ahead into the material. This creativity is motivated by

acceleration, whereas enrichment can be the methodthat stifles it. I believe the

assertion that programs of acceleration leave gaps in understandingis not valid.

If the standards for proceeding in a sequence of courses are stringent enough, a

student must have a good knowledge of a subject in order to proceed. Learning

something quickly does not necessarily mean superficial knowledge. In fact,

some concepts (e.g., limits in calculus) do not becomeclear until a year or two

after the initial presentation. Mathematics always is applying previous knowl-

edge in learning new concepts. It is this building and application, and not en-

richmentalone, that creates deeper understanding.In fact, I have learned precal-

culus well enough in an extremely fast-paced class to be able to tutor other

talented students.’’ The other young man noted that by being allowed to go

through the material rapidly he had a muchbetter chanceof learning other subject

matter as well. In fact, he felt that his divergent production andcreative potential

were stimulated by his being challenged with a lot of topics that he learned one

after another. From what these students said and hundreds more like them I don’t

26Kevin G. Bartkovich entered The Johns Hopkins University in the fall of 1976, one yearearly

and with sophomore standing. He presently is an outstanding student in a B.A./M.A. program in
electrical engineering and one of SMPY’s chief mentors.
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think acceleration results in learning that would be considered at the lower end of
Bloom’s taxonomy.

Not all enrichment programs are bad, however. There are many excellent
programsat the elementary schoollevel, as pointed out in Julian Stanley’s article
in the Phi Delta Kappan.*’ Manyare individualized and challenge the student’s

special talents. The dangerlies in the transition from elementary to secondary

school. One Michigan coordinator for the gifted and talented explainedit in the

following way. She hasa class that wasaccelerated through algebra I by the end

of grade six. She then was told to slow down and enrich them because these

students would run out of curriculum. This was devastating to the students’

willingness to learn. Thus, appropriate enrichment leads naturally to some form

of educational acceleration. The University of Washington group commented

earlier in their position paper that we should forget the terms acceleration and

enrichment and consider whether actually we are decelerating the potential of the

student. Are we allowing him orher to learn at his/her natural rate in areas that

are challenging and interesting? Are we really decelerating the intellectual chal-

lenge that the student has? This should be even a bigger concern than enrichment

versus acceleration. The two blend together; often, a program of enrichment ends

up with some form of acceleration, but deceleration may be the aspect at which

we need to look.

STANLEY: One of the most powerful bits of evidence about the effective-

ness of fast-math classes, skipping grades, moving ahead quickly in math, and

getting into high-level college courses quickly in math andrelated areas is simply

the satisfaction felt by those who do it. Those who are eager to accelerate some

of their educational experiences and are able to do it are almost invariably

thrilled, pleased, and delighted that they have done so. They do notprefer to plod

through any kind of enriched curriculum of any feasible sort within the typical

school, nor would that program usually be feasible unless it was extremely

expensive. It is cost-effective for them to move ahead. Wehave not had a single

youngster who has cometo college early who said, ‘‘I’m sorry I did it.’ When

we ask them atthe end ofthe first year, ‘‘Would you rather have been back in

high schoolthis year?’’ they turn rather pale at the thought of having hadto stay

in high school. These are the ones who wanted to move ahead, of course, so we

must keep in mind that we are talking about extremely able youngsters who are

eager to do these things. We are not talking about reluctant kids. We are not even

talking about Norbert Wieners or John Stuart Mills who were programmed and

pushed unusually strongly by their parents.

A second observation concerns defining ability broadly to include a number

of different types of cognitive style assessment techniques. Participants in

SMPY, even those who finish college at barely 15 with tremendousrecordsin

pure math, are not a species apart. They are not different from other mortals,

7For those persons interested in reading Dr. Stanley’s article see chapter 11. Also see his 1978

Educational non-acceleration: An international tragedy. G/C/T (Gifted, Creative, and Talented Chil-

dren) 1(3, May-June): 2-5, 53-57, 60-64.
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except in the incredible speed and complexity with which they can work. Thereis

an extreme rate difference, a difference in degree but not in kind. On the other

hand, we have to keep in mind that this would have to be a multivariate model,

because the single-score IQ model is inadequate. The Binet IQ is simply the

average of a lot of different abilities, some high, others low. Thereis not a single

simple continuum,but instead the aggregate of different abilities. For instance, it

is not at all uncommonto find a youngster who excells on most cognitive tests

but is relatively inferior on some one, such as mechanical comprehension. There

is a young man at Johns Hopkins, one of SMPY’s current twenty-six radical

accelerants there, not one of the seniors, who is extremely able except that he can

hardly do even the sample items on a mechanical comprehension test. We do not

know whyheis poorat that, but he took physics and had trouble. He had trouble

with chemistry lab and so forth. Sohe is different from someone whosestrongest

ability is high mechanical comprehension. We have another youth who scored

incredibly high in mechanical comprehension at age 13, the highest score we

have ever had. He is a computer hardware specialist today, which is not sur-

prising. There is a cognitive difference.

I don’t like the magic theory or the ‘‘gee whiz’’ approach so dear to the

hearts of many of the journalists who write about gifted youths in the popular

press. ‘“‘Math whizzes’’ and ‘‘genius’’ are the typical expressions they like to

use. There are some questions about details of cognitive styles that are very

important. Even among mathematicians there have been quite different cogni-

tive styles, as those of you who have read Eric Temple Bell’s somewhat in-

appropriately titled Men of Mathematics know. Some mathematicians aren’t

good with geometry, and some aren’t good with algebra, but they canstill

be great mathematicians. There are many modalities that should be studied.

Individuals are complex mentally, but we have no reason to suppose some sud-

den qualitative “‘jumping off’’ (that’s what I call the pre-Columbus theory—

suddenly you cometo the end of the world and fall off). You don’t suddenly

cometo a different type of person as far as math ability is concerned.It is just

some kind of multivariate set of continua that one must study: cognitive dif-

ferences between individuals and within them.

NINA LIEBERMAN:?8 I want to relate my commentto what Dr. Stanley said

about one of the presenters, Mr. Daurio. He commendedhimforfinding the time

to go overthe literature. (I do believe my commentrefers both to enrichment and

acceleration.) I am wondering, based on my ownresearch and the theoretical

model with which I am working, whether we give enoughtime, timeto reflect,

time to ingest knowledge. We havebeen talking aboutacquisition of knowledge,
but in my booksat least to become familiar with what you knowisreally basic to
creating the new. Atthat point, as I have found in my own research, combinato-

rial play comes about. I am wondering as weare looking at the gifted and as we
are planning for curricula for the gifted, how much consideration we give for

28Audience questioner: Nina Lieberman, Brooklyn College, 21 Lewis Place, Brooklyn, New

York 11218.
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time to reflect, time to digest, time to be comfortable with the familiar. My
concern alsorelates to the feeling of joy over one’s own accomplishments,and it
might also serve to contribute to a global concept called mental health.

STANLEY: Weare trying to help these mathematically talented youths
move ahead quickly to a first-rate graduate degree from a major university,
which is what most of them want, at the highest possible level and the earliest
feasible time. That gives them the years of early maturity in which to be highly
creative and energetic rather than waiting until they are 26 to 30 or more years of
age. We are trying to help them get Ph.D.s early—19, 20, 21, 22—as for
instance Dr. Anastasi did. I believe she had her Ph.D. at 22, anda great deal of
nice creative work came from her shop in the early years when she might
otherwise have been hacking awayat routine teaching or turning someoneelse’s
research crank as a doctoral student. For philosophy or creative writing, the
situation might be rather appreciably different. SMPY operates in math and
related areas, instead. Most of the youngsters with whom we work will not
become pure mathematicians. I think we have to emphasize that there are less
than 500 Ph.D.s a year in the whole country in pure mathematics, less than 500
out of a population age group of three and a half million people, so actually we
are talking little about pure mathematicians. We are talking about computer
scientists, mathematical statisticians, physicists, electrical engineers, operations
researchers, and so forth.

LIEBERMAN: If I may just respondto this. I spoke also as a developmental
psychologist, because I think these things have to be socialized early. My own
research was propelled by something that was said about Einstein. He thought
that one of the most important things is combinatorial play, and play occurs only

in a kind of relaxedsetting.

STANLEY: He wassorelaxed that he quit the gymnasium at 16 to get away
from that boring setting and go onto the university. Then he did have a good deal
of time, while a patent examinerthird class (a lowly occupation), to conceive of
and write about special relativity and to publish three papers that made him
famous by age 26.

Fox: Onething to think aboutin planning programsforthe gifted is related

to your point—howwescheduletheir time. Oneof the things that we did early in

the Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth, at the time with sometrepida-

tion, was to set up a class that met only once a week for two hours. The student

had that whole week in which to work over the material and move ahead. While

there was some required homeworkto be turned in, the students knew that they

had to determine whetheror not they needed to work moreproblemsin a particu-

lar section. While it doesn’t work perfectly with all students (and we had to do a

little counseling and to encourage them to pace themselvesrather than to save up

all the home work until the night before the next class), that model seems to be

muchbetter for these kinds of students than a daily class where theytendtosit

and daydream and get extremely bored. This way they get very excited and

turned on in this intense two-hour period, and then at their leisure, when the
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moodstrikes them during the week, they have time to pull out the mathematics.

Wesee them coming back to class responding to something that the instructor

threw out as an ‘‘Oh, by the way, why don’t you see if you can provethis

problem?’’ They come in excited and compare notes with the other students,

because they have spenta lot of time during the week working onit. So I think

for the highly gifted a different kind of course scheduling would make better

sense, thereby allowing them longer periods of time for intensive concentration

on their own.

Go_Lp: A discussion as to what should be included for gifted kids strikes

me as almost a discussion about religions. Your own alwaysis the best and the

others are inferior. This approach leaves something to be desired. One study that

was not mentioned today would dousall good to recollect; I vaguely remember a

lot of it, but the results were most important. That is the work Ruth Martinson did

in California back in the late 1950s, comparing the effectiveness of the variety of

approaches for gifted students in that state. There were fourteen or eighteen

different kinds of programs—ungraded primary, Saturday seminar, enrichment

activities, acceleration, etc. She doesn’t make the result as blatant as I am

making it, but somehow she conveys the message that no matter what you do for

the gifted, it is almost as good as anything else you do for the gifted. Each of

those kinds of approachesis a whole lot better than doing nothingfor the gifted.

This is something that we might want to look at when our ownbiasesget in the

way of what is better, acceleration, enrichment, segregation, or 105 other kinds

of terms that could be employed. If any of you remember‘‘Fiddler on the Roof, ”’

Tevye was having a discussion with a couple of men and one man makesa point

and he says, ‘“‘“You know something, youare right,’’ and then another man makes

a point whichis diametrically opposed and Tevye says, ‘‘You know something,

you are right, too!’’ The third mansays, “‘If he’s right, and he’s right, how can

they both be right?’’ and Tevye replies, ‘‘I’ll tell you something, you’re right,

too.”’

KEATING: I just want to make the brief comment, that one particular con-

notation of the term acceleration probably is an undesirable one and not an

appropriate one. That combination is one of being harried and rushed, sort of

whipping right through all the stuff without time to think about it. Our observa-

tions within this particular study (SMPY) would not support that kind of interpre-

tation. Self-selection helps prevent such hurried progress. If a student feels that

he or she is just going too fast, he/she alwayshas the option of exiting a program

at a variety of different points. I’ve never had the impression that the kids with

whom wework (observing them in a variety of situations and talking with them

at some length) felt harried or pressed. Instead they feel that they finally have
gotten to do something at a pace normal for them, rather than having to sit

through a lot of boring, irrelevant material.

KEARNEY: Something that bothers me about today and about all the other

meetings I’ve attended is that we are here because weare interested in the gifted.

Hal Lyon’s research report a few years back indicated that 57 percent of the
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principals who respondedsaid they had no gifted children in their schools. I think

that leads us to an important fact; education at the university level for teachers

should require one course, at least, not just in the exceptional child but specifi-

cally concerning the gifted child.

Fox: [just want to pull together what Dan Keating, Joan Stark, and Marv

Gold said: there are a variety of ways to do things. All may not be equally good,

but each maybe differentially good for different students. As Joan said, certainly

by ages 11 and 12 the students are good at picking out which ways meettheir

needs, which fit their styles and their time designs. We found in working with

these gifted students that after they found out we had written a book, some of

them went off, read it, and came back to see us and said, ‘‘I want to do it this

way.’’ They had all the arguments. Someone else cameand said, ‘‘I wantto doit

another way.’’ So I think you are right. There are multiple approaches, and the

important thing is to keep all the options open andlet the student have a choice as

to which options suit him orher at that particular time.

STANLEY: Unfortunately, many school systems have at most one option

for the gifted, and that is grossly insufficient. Thank you very much for your

long-term patience here. Weare delighted to have had a chanceto talk with you.

[THIS CONCLUDED THE SYMPOSIUM]

As a final summation of the discussion on enrichmentand acceleration, Dr.

Dorothy S. Sisk, then Director of the Office of Gifted and Talented in the U.S.

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, was asked to present her

viewpoint. The following position paper was solicited after the symposium.

ACCELERATION VERSUS ENRICHMENT: A POSITION PAPER

Dorothy A. Sisk

High ability and potential are served best by an education that is more than

rigorous and academic. Indeed, education for our nation’s gifted and talented

must be more than an accumulation of successive concepts, ideas, and facts.

Education for the gifted and talented must deal with activities that nurture and

develop individual motivation and that produce wisdom.

For years the standard answerto educational programming for the gifted was

enrichment. This was true regardless of the research available. Investigators such

as Terman and Oden (1947), Gallagher (1975), and Reynolds, Birch, and Tuseth

(1962) clearly stated that early admission wasto the advantage of the gifted, and

that social and emotional difficulties were not synonymous with acceleration.

With the current emphasis on mainstreaming the exceptional child in the

regular classroom and the fear of segregation, coupled with the continuing con-

cerns and anxieties of both parents and teachers regarding acceleration, there is a



Educational Acceleration 237

real danger that programmingfor the gifted and talented will become a group-

directed enrichment travesty. In these kinds of activity-oriented projects, the

material to be learned often is extended in quantity rather than depth, all in the

name of enrichment.

The passage of public law 94-142, with its emphasis on individual educa-

tional planning (IEP) for the handicapped, has led many educators to reexamine

enrichment as an answer to IEP for gifted youngsters. They are finding that

enrichmentoften increases breadth of information, that it emphasizes variety and

exploration, but that it lacks experiences that call for precision and intensive

work.

In fact, much of the so-called enrichment of many programsforthe gifted

and talented is being found to exist only on paper. Many of the programs lack

comprehensive planning and organization; the ‘‘enrichment’’ exists only in the

verbalizations of the teachers and administrators who describe such programs.

Where acceleration and enrichment are concerned, the answer to program-

ming for the gifted and talented clearly is not an either/or proposition. No one can

deny that sometype of educational readjustmentis needed to reduce the extended

period of education required for a professional career. Making our best minds

and talents mark time until age 29 or older is denying both the individual and our

culture the benefit of their gifts and talents.

Part of the problem is lack of understanding on the part of both parents and

educators that acceleration and grade-skipping don’t mean the samething. In-

deed, rapid promotion can damage gifted students if they skip important se-

quencesin a curriculum. However, equal or even greater damage is doneto gifted

and talented students who repeat materials and are forced to progress slowly with

a group.

Optimum education for the gifted and talented should blend enrichment and

acceleration for an emphasis on excellence in education. Perhaps a new word

such as ‘‘exceleration’’ needs to be coined. That would afford the gifted and

talented both the breadth and exploration of enrichment and the rapid progress

and telescoping of work of acceleration.

No two gifted individuals are alike. Their variability arises from their

creativity, interest, and capacity for problem-solving. The uniqueness of gifted

individuals makesit impossible for educators to develop and prescribe anysingle

curriculum for ‘‘the’’ gifted, but their education can be planned soit will provide

for total development, including intellectual, emotional, and character aspects.

More and more educators are realizing that there is an inherent relationship

between intellectual growth and emotional welfare (Howe and Howe 1975,

Glasser 1966).

To program for the gifted, all that is needed is the courage to examine what

is appropriate for each gifted student and the willingness to make the administrat-

ive arrangements to accomplish it. A rapprochement between acceleration and

enrichment very well may be the solution.
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