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Preface 

 

- Q). vision of this second edition

of Handbook of Gifted Education was twofold.
First, we wanted updates of the dynamic
thinking of most of our eminent authors from
the first edition. All have built upon or ex-
tended their work described in our earlier edi-
tion; in manycases, the future directions and
goals were predicted in their earlier chapters.
Second, we wanted the book to be more com-
prehensive, to cover more exciting and impor-

tant basesin gifted education. Even before the
first edition was off the press, we regretted
some omissions—for example, the impressive
talent development research of Benjamin
Bloom and Lauren Sosniak, cited in six chap-
ters, as well as program evaluation and pro-

grams for secondary students. Further, about
the timeourfirst edition wasinits final stages
the full and destructive impact of detracking
and cooperative learning was just being recog-
nized. Essentials indeed. Further, we wished

to include other important topics by knowl-
edgeable leaders—for example, teacher prepa-
ration and certification, curriculum content

guides, legal and ethical issues, international
perspectives, and motivation. We also felt we
needed more on the important topicsofintelli-
gence, eminence, the U.S. government posi-
tion on gifted children and youth, and that
perennial can of worms—identification.

Weare both devout students of the Jell-O
theory—whenyou jiggle here, something also
jiggles over there. When we increased the
numberof chapters from 31 to 44, the number
of pages threatened to grow to an unaccept-
able figure. Therefore, most chapters are
shorter thanin thefirst edition.

The book remains a scholarly handbook
that is at once a text for college senior and

graduate courses and a sound resource for

university educators and scholar-practitioners
in the field.

The history of gifted education has shown
an ebb-and-flow pattern in its prominence

with both educators and the general public.
The current “flow” was born in the 1970s, and

the 1980s witnessed a rapid expansion ofin-
terest in meeting the academic needsof gifted
youngsters. The interest has been worldwide,
with legislation and programs sprouting not
only in the United States and Canada, but in
Mexico, England, Scotland, Ireland, Australia,

Indonesia, Micronesia, the Dominican Repub-
lic, Costa Rica, Brazil, Colombia, Israel, Egypt,

Saudi Arabia, India, China, Taiwan, Japan,
Hong Kong, the Philippines, Guam, South
Africa, and (at least before the dissolution of
the Communist bloc countries) Russia,

Poland, and Bulgaria.

In the late 1990s the gifted movementre-
mains strong, but “ebbing” is taking place in
some school districts because of budget diffi-
culties and the detracking movement.In addi-
tion, the 1994 publication of The Bell Curve by
Herrnstein and Murray, which argued for a
genetic basis of social class differences in in-

telligence, also is reducing interest in promot-
ing intellectual giftedness.

On the other hand, the 1980s and 1990s

have broughta finer focus on social and psy-
chological issues pertaining to the gifted—for
example, minority, female, handicapped, and
very young gifted children; extraordinarily
precocious children and youth; families of the
gifted; and subtle dynamics such as extreme
sensitivity, excitability, and empathy, as well
as near-neurotic levels of perfectionism. The
1993 publication of the national report Na-
tional Excellence: A Case for Developing
America’s Talent will help set the agenda for
the remainder of the 1990s. The report’s em-
phasis on the “quiet crisis” facing the educa-
tion of America’s top students may stem the

ebbing forces.

Support for programs andservices for the
gifted and talented remains enthusiastic and
progressive, with occasional exceptions. There
has always been conflict—with critics in the
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general public, who see gifted education as an
undemocratic and elitist movement that
“sives to the rich”; with some teachers and
principals, who install programs only in be-
grudging response to state mandates or the

demands of community parents; and with the

academic educational establishment, which

has responded too slowly in providing course-
work andprofessional training, sometimes be-
cause it does not value “nonrigorous”topics in

its research tradition.
Most of the strong interest in—indeed, de-

mand for—college work in gifted education
has come from teachers, counselors, and ad-

ministrators who, after experiencingthe real-
ities of schools and classrooms, realize that

gifted children present a unique and unmet
challenge to the entire educational system. It
is these educators who want a better under-
standing and a repertoire of strategies for

teaching gifted students.
This book was conceived with this rapidly

growing population of educators in mind. The
book is divided into six main sections: (1) an
overview and presentation of issues; (2) con-
ceptions and identification; (3) program mod-
els and teaching practices; (4) creativity and
thinking skills; (5) psychological and counsel-
ing services; and (6) special topics, which in-
cludes special populations of gifted students
as well as teacher training and international

and government perspectives. It is a compre-
hensive text, covering issues, problems, and
practical strategies in all central components
of gifted education.

In view of the list of unusually authorita-
tive authors, the book provides form and sub-
stance, in depth, for scholars who need an up-

to-date resource. Those who study these

chapters will become familiar with today’s
issues in the field and with the seasoned
ideas and unique insights expected of a re-
source volume. To help build the next decade
of progress in gifted educationis part of the vi-
sion that created the first and now this second

edition.
We wish to thank Pam Bullers, administra-

tive secretary at the Connie Belin and
Jacqueline N. Blank International Center for
Gifted Education and Talent Development,for
her secretarial assistance. We also thank the

staff at the Belin-Blank Centerfor their proof-
reading and editorial assistance: Frances
Blum, Lynette Johnson, Matt Harmston, Paul

Hott, Christine Remmert, Melanie Roberts,

and Sharron Walker. We also wish to thank
Allyn and Bacon editors Ray Short and Mylan
Jaixen for their continued support of this sec-
ond edition. We are most grateful to the con-
tributing authors who collaborated with us in
realizing our vision for an expanded second

edition.
This text and resource book has been de-

veloped with the goal of helping teachers,
counselors, and administrators in their day-
to-day work with gifted youngstersin schools.
We hope this second edition will further en-
rich the professional developmentof educators
so that they can nurture the talents of stu-
dents.
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Guest Foreword: The Second Edition Is Longer

and Better Than the First 

 

 

JULIAN C. STANLEY

Johns Hopkins University

a Ts. expertly updated version of
the excellent first edition of Handbook of
Gifted Education incorporates many new fea-
tures and discards certain topics by means of
skillful additions and pruning. There are now
44 chapters, versus the 31 of the initial edi-
tion. Not all of the former authors and chap-
ters reappear. Two new additions that seem to
me especially desirable are famed behavioral
geneticist Robert Plomin’s “Genetics and
Intelligence” and leading genius researcher
Dean Keith Simonton’s “When Giftedness
Becomes Genius: How Does Talent Achieve
Eminence?”

In a brief foreword it is not appropriate to
list all the changes, including much rewriting
of the earlier chapters that are retained.
Suffice it to say that this edition is likely to

 

meet many needsconsiderably better than its
predecessor. By studying it, gifted-child spe-
cialists will substantially improve the breadth
and depth of their knowledge. Teachersof fu-
ture teachers of the gifted will find it a com-
prehensive textbook. Graduate students in-
volved with giftedness, talent, creativity,
problem solving, and high achievement should
consult it often. School administrators and ed-
ucational policymakers need its information
and wisdom. Parents of the gifted and gifted
persons themselves should scan its pages for
stimulating ideas. Even the intelligent gen-
eral reader can find much enlightenmenthere.

All in all, this second edition is a marvelof
speed and quality. It should last out the rest of
the century before a third edition becomes
needed.
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a \ \ e begin this book with two
chapters that survey topics and issues in
gifted education, as well as recent andhistor-
ical background.

Chapter 1 by Colangelo and Davis high-
lights the need for special services and pro-
gramsfor gifted students—“our most precious
natural resource’—and sometraditional and
contemporary topics andissues, for example,
the equity—excellence dilemma, elitism, anti-
intellectualism, the National Excellence re-
port, and the detracking and cooperative
learning movements. Brief historical over-
viewsofgifted education worldwide and in the
United States, along with momentous devel-
opmentsin intelligence testing, put today’s in-
vestment in gifted education into its larger
context. The chapter ends with a summary de-
scription of the six sections of the book.

Borrowing a phrase from the 1993 National

Excellence report, James J. Gallagher in
Chapter 2 aptly labels the state of gifted edu-
cation “a quiet crisis.” He elaborates on issues
and trendsat the forefront ofgifted education.
For example, Gallagher reviews new concep-
tualizationsof intelligence and ways to teach
thinking and decision making;interactions of
genetic and environmental forces; and chal-
lenges of serving special populations of gifted
students—underachievers, minorities, and fe-
males. Stemming from his leadership in for-
mulating public policy in gifted education,
Gallagher ends his chapter by naming three
national priorities: (1) attending to under-
served gifted students, including minorities,
those with handicaps, and very young chil-
dren; (2) forming a Support network to im-
prove program quality; and (3) creating col-
laborative efforts with professionals from
other disciplines.
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NICHOLAS COLANGELO, The University ofIowa
GARYA. DAVIS, University of Wisconsin, Madison

a Nurturing the talents of our
mostgifted and talented children is one of the
most exciting yet controversial issues in edu-
cation today. The base of the controversyis so-
ciety’s love—hate relationship with giftedness
and talent(e.g., Gallagher & Weiss, 1979). On
one hand, we admire the talent and drive of
individuals who rise from humble back-
grounds. On theother, our nation has a long-
standing commitment to egalitarianism, re-
flected in that mighty phrase “All men are
created equal.” Both educators and people-on-
the-street are caught in the confusing tension
between encouraging yet restraining individ-
ual accomplishment (Gardner, 1982).

Society swings back and forth between the
goals of equity versus excellence. When excel-
lence is of concern—as in 1957 when the
Soviet Union’s Sputnik beat the United States
into space and 1983 when the report A Nation
at Risk jolted American educators—programs
for the brightest quickly receive priority.
Whenequity is the primary concern, as in the
1960s, the early 1970s, and resurfacing in the
1990s, planning suitable educational pro-
grams for gifted students is put on a back
burner or in the closet. Equity typically is
translated as helping slow-learning, disadvan-
taged, and otherat-risk students become more
equal. Unfortunately, treating issues of equity
and excellence as antagonistic and mutually
exclusive is destructive to the development
of sound educational practices that meet
the educational needs of every individual
student.

It seems that educators, politicians, and
others either defend or attack gifted education
with enthusiasm,yet typically with little or no
factual information. The following are some
themes that help accountfor the ambivalent,
even hostile reactions to gifted education, or

 

otherwise lead educators and others to ignore
the needsofthe gifted.

Giving to the “Haves”

Some resent giving special educational privi-
leges to those who are already baskingin tal-
ent and whoappearto succeed with little or no
effort. In fact, it is damaging to talented chil-
dren and youth to require them to cope with a
system that ignores their capabilities, ignores
their true educational needs, and requires
them to proceed at the pace of below-average
students. It also is an unfortunate mispercep-
tion to equate giftedness with effortlessness.
Regardless of native ability, achieving excel-
lence in school or any careerfield takes hard
work—students in gifted-talented (G/T) pro-
gramsare not “getting somethingfor nothing.”
The excellent research by Bloom and Sosniak
(1981) and studies of eminent individuals em-
phasizethe effort and commitment required to
develop high talent.!

The Detracking Movement

Jeannie Oakes (1985) and others have argued
that tracking plans are racist and discrimina-
tory, deprive slow-track students of educa-
tional opportunities, and damage their self-
concepts. Such arguments certainly touch the
heartstrings of democratic-minded persons.
Unfortunately, this “national hysteria” (Reis
et al., 1992) has led somedistricts to abolish
not only their accelerated classes, but special

 

* See Chapter 17 by Sosniak, Chapter 27 by
Walberg and Zeiser, and Chapter 28 by Simonton.
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classes for the gifted and gifted programs

themselves. Says Renzulli (1991), with hetero-

geneous grouping, “bright kids learn nothing

new until January.”

Cooperative Learning

Detracking is one recent damaging reform

movement, cooperative learning is the other. A

prototype cooperative learning group consists

of four students—two average students, a

slower learner, and a fast learner—who work

together to complete a worksheet, solve a

problem, or otherwise master material. Pro-

ponents, who believe cooperative learning

should be the primary teaching strategy, cite _

gains in achievement, motivation, cognitive

growth, social skills, and self-confidence, as

well as reduced classroom management prob-

lems(e.g., Slavin, Madden, & Stevens, 1990).

The teaching strategy probably is highly effec-

tive—except for gifted students, who(1) prefer

not to work in groups because they can learn

faster alone; (2) typically get stuck doing most

of the work; (3) mainly teach the others; and,

most importantly, (4) miss opportunities for

accelerated or enriched work that matches

their abilities, particularly with other gifted

students. In short, cooperative learning di-

verts attention from more valid educational

needs of gifted students.

Elitism and Anti-Intellectualism

Elitism includes the idea that one person or

group is inherently superior or more valuable

than others. Fear of elitism, however, some-

times leads to a false equation of recognizing

differences with holding an elitist point of

view. For example, recognizing the skill of a

piano virtuoso does not indicate a belief that

this skill makes the person “better” than oth-

ers as a humanbeing.

Youngsters sometimes are perceived as

“elite” for a variety of reasons, such as out-

standing athletic ability, good looks, or family

 

2 See Chapter 19 by Kulik and Kulik for a dis-

cussion of tracking, ability grouping, and the gifted.

wealth. The children themselves mayact elit-

ist—egotistical and self-important. However,

elitism in these areas somehow is considered

more acceptable than in children who are in-

tellectually gifted. As a group, gifted young-

sters tend to be more understanding and

modest than others (e.g., Goldberg, 1965), al-

though snobbishness of gifted students has

been reported (Starko, 1990).

Anti-intellectualism is expressed by some

who are hostile to the intellectually gifted and

to intellectual pursuits generally. Note that if

a youngsterexcels in sports, dance, art, music,

or school politics, anti-intellectualism does not

arise. However, if a studentis labeled intellec-

tually gifted and achieves at high levels, then

it is another matter. Society allows and ap-

plauds certain areas of talent, but high intel-

lectual ability spurs ambivalence. Intellectual

giftedness appearsto threaten the self-esteem

of others, both youngsters and adults, in a way

that other talents do not.

“They Will Make It on Their Own”

One common argument against special educa-

tional programsfor the giftedis the belief that

these students “will make it on their own.” A

corollary is “Give the help to students whore-

ally need it.” However, many students labeled

gifted do not makeit on their own. Inadequate

curriculum, unsupportive educators, social

and emotional difficulties, peer pressure, and

inadequate parenting all can extinguish the

potential high accomplishment of gifted chil-

dren and adolescents.

The Excitement of Educating
Gifted Students

The foregoing are some problems confronting

gifted education andgifted students. More dif-

ficulties will be noted in later chapters.

Nonetheless, there exists tremendous excite-

ment about giftedness. As Sternberg and

Davidson (1986) state, “Giftedness is arguably

the most precious natural resource a civiliza-

tion can have” (p. ix). Children who produce

and create well beyond our expectationsinvig-

orate us and show us the possibilities of



humanpotential. Adults of eminence haveleft
their mark in helping societies develop tech-
nologically, aesthetically, and morally. Your
authors have never met teachers more excited
about teaching than when they work with
groups of gifted children.

Historical Overview of Giftedness
and Gifted Education

Giftedness Around the World

Identifying and educatinggifted youth hasin-
trigued virtually all societies in recorded his-
tory. In ancient Sparta, military skills were
valued so exclusively that “giftedness” was de-
fined by outstanding combat, warfare, and
leadership skills. In Athens, upper-class
young boys went to private schools for
academics and physical fitness training.
Older boys were taught math, logic, rhetoric,
politics, culture, and “disputation” by soph-
ists. Plato’s academy selected both young men
and women on the basis of intelligence and
physical stamina, rather than social position.
In Rome, although higher education was re-
served for males, some gifted women emerged
who greatly affected Roman society—for ex-
ample, the Roman matron Cornelia, mother of
statesmen Gaius and Tiberius Gracchus
(Good, 1960).

Renaissance Europe sought out and re-
wardedits gifted artists, architects, and writ-
ers with wealth and honor—for example,
Michelangelo, Leonardo da Vinci, Boccacio,
Bernini, and Dante.

Beginning with the Tang Dynasty (618 B.c.),
early China broughtits child prodigies to the
imperial court, where their gifts were nur-
tured. China at this time anticipated four
principles of contemporary gifted education
(Tsuin-Chen, 1961). First, they accepted a
multiple-talent conception of giftedness, valu-
ing literary ability, leadership, imagination,
reading speed, reasoning, and othertalents.
Second, they recognized that some precocious
youth would grow upto be average; some av-
erage youth would later show gifts; and true
child prodigies would show gifts and talents
throughout their lives. Third, they realized
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that the abilities of even the most gifted would
not develop fully without special training.
Fourth, they believed that education should be
available to children ofall social classes, but
that children should be educated according to
their abilities.

During the Tokugawa Society period in
Japan (1604-1868), Samurai children re-
ceived training in history, Confucian classics,
composition, calligraphy, moral values, eti-
quette, and martial arts, whereas poor
children learned loyalty, obedience, and dili-
gence.

Gifted Education in America

In early America, somegifted youth were ac-
commodated only in the sense that attending
secondary school and college was based on
both academic achievement and the ability to
pay the fees (Newland, 1976). With compul-
sory attendance laws, schooling became avail-
able to all children, but few special services
were available for the gifted. Some noteworthy
exceptions are these:

¢ In 1870, St. Louis initiated tracking, allow-
ing some students to complete thefirst eight
gradesin less than eight years.

¢ In 1884, Woburn, Massachusetts, created
the “Double Tillage Plan”: After the first se-
mester of first grade, bright children were
accelerated directly into the second semes-
ter of second grade.
In 1886, Elizabeth, New Jersey, began a
tracking system that permitted bright stu-
dents to progress more rapidly than others.

° In 1891, schools in Cambridge, Massa-
chusetts, developed a similar double-track
plan. Students capable of even more accel-
erated work were taught by special tutors.
About 1900, some “rapid progress” classes
telescoped three years of school work into
two.

¢ In 1901, Worcester, Massachusetts, opened
the first special school for gifted children.

e In 1916, special classes for gifted children
were created in Los Angeles and Cincinnati;
Urbana, Illinois, followed in 1919, and
Manhattan and Cleveland in 1922.
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By about 1920, approximately two-thirds of

all large cities had created some type of pro-

gram for gifted students. In the 1920s and

1930s, however, interest in gifted education

took a nose dive, for two reasons.First, equity

and democracy took center stage. Dean

Worcester referred to the 1920s as “the age of

the common man” and “the age of mediocrity,

when the idea was to have everybody just as

nearalike as they could be . . . administrators

had as their ideal to bring everyone to the

standard, but they had no interest in carrying

anybody beyondthe standard” (Getzels, 1977,

p. 264). Second, the Great Depression reduced

most people’s concern to survival. Providing

special opportunities for gifted youngsters was

not a priority.

Significant Events Preceding Gifted

Education Today

Historical events underlying today’s strong 1n-

terest in gifted education center on a half

dozen people and one Sovietsatellite.

Sir Francis Galton (1822-1911), younger

cousin to Charles Darwin,is credited with the

earliest significant research and writing on in-

telligence and intelligence testing. Impressed

by his cousin Charles’s Origin of Species,

Galton reasoned that intelligence was related

to the keenness of one’s senses, which would

have survival value. His efforts to measure1n-

telligence therefore involved tests of visual

and auditory acuity, tactile sensitivity, and re-

action time. A hereditary basis of intelligence

appeared to be confirmed by his observation

that distinguished persons seemed to come

from distinguished families, a conclusion re-

ported in his most famous book, Hereditary

Genius, published in 1869.

At the turn of the century, Alfred Binet,

with his colleague T. Simon, washired by gov-

ernment officials in Paris to devise a test to

identify those dull children who would not

benefit from regular classes and who therefore

required special training. At the time, some

children were placed in schools for the re-

tarded because they were too quiet; too ag-

gressive; or had problems with speech, hear-

ing, or vision. A direct test of intelligence was

needed.

A number of Binet’s tests failed—hand-

squeezing strength, hand speed in moving

50 cm, the amount of forehead pressure that

causes pain, detecting differences in hand-

held weights, and reaction time to soundsor in

naming colors. However, scores on tests of

memory, judgment, reasoning, comprehen-

sion, and the ability to pay attention tended to

agree with the criterion, teachers’ judgments

of intelligence.

Binet gave us the concept of mental age, the

notion that children grow in intelligence and

that any given child may be measurably ahead

or behind the typical intellectual level for his

or her actual age. A related notion is that at

any given chronological age, children who

learn the most do so partly because of greater

intelligence.

In 1910, Henry Goddard successfully iden-

tified the intelligence of 400 “feebleminded”

children with the Binet-Simon tests, and in

1911 he summarized his evaluation of 2,000

normal children (Stanley, 1976). The tests suc-

cessfully measured intelligence not only at

below-average levels, but at average levels

and above-average levels as well.

Stanford psychologist Lewis Terman made

two historically significant contributions to

gifted education that earned him the title of

father of the gifted education movement.

First, he supervised the modification of the

Binet-Simon tests, producing in 1916 the

grandfather of all American intelligence tests,

the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale. The test

was revised in 1937, 1960, and 1986.

Terman’s second contribution washis iden-

tification and longitudinal study of 1,528

gifted children, 856 boys and 672 girls, pub-

lished in four volumes of Genetic Studies of

Genius (Terman, 1925; Terman, Burks, &

Jensen, 1930; Terman & Oden, 1947, 1959).

They have been the most studied group of

gifted individuals in the world. In 1921,

Terman andhis colleagues began administer-

ing the Stanford-Binet test to students ini-

tially identified by teachers as highly intelli-

gent. The final sample consisted of students

from Los Angeles, San Francisco, Oakland,

Berkeley, and Alameda, with an average age of

12, who scored above IQ 135, although most

were above 140. Jewish children tended to



be overrepresented; minority children were
underrepresented (e.g., there were two

Armenians and one Native American).
Chinese children were excluded because they

attended special Asian schools at the time.
Nearly one-third were from professional fami-
lies. Thus far, nine major contacts—field stud-
ies or mailings—across more than a half
century have traced their educational, profes-
sional, psychological, social, and even physical
development. As a group, they were above av-

erage in all of these areas, although no ge-

niuses of the stature of Einstein or Picasso
emerged(see, e.g., Golman, 1980; Sears, 1979;

Sears & Barbee, 1977).

According to Stanley (1976), Galton was
the grandfatherof the gifted-child movement,
Binet the midwife, Terman the father, and

Columbia University’s Leta Hollingworth the
nurturant mother. Her pioneering contribu-

tions consisted of personal efforts supporting
gifted education and gifted students in the
New York City area, from about 1916 until her
death in 1939, and the publication of two
major books, Gifted Children: Their Nature
and Nurture (Hollingworth, 1926) and
Children above 180 IQ Stanford-Binet: Origin
and Development (Hollingworth, 1942). In

contrast with Terman’s accurate conclusion
that gifted children, as a group, are more emo-

tionally stable, Hollingworth drew attention

to the strong emotional problems and counsel-
ing needs of many gifted students, arguing
that the greater the gift, the greater the need
for “emotional education.”

The last significant historical event to pre-
date the mid-1970s’ resurgence of interest in
gifted education was the launching in 1957 of
the Soviet satellite Sputnik. To many,this rep-

resented a clear technological defeat—Soviet
scientific minds had hands-down beat ours.
Reports that criticized American education,
compared it with Russian education, or em-
phasized that the United States ignored gifted
children became popular. For example, a
1959 report entitled Soviet Commitment to
Education (First Official U.S. Education
Mission to the USSR, 1959) claimed that the
typical Soviet high school graduate had com-
pleted 10 years of math, 5 years of physics, 5
years of biology, 5 years of a foreign language,
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4 years of chemistry, and 1 year of astronomy.
Tannenbaum (1979) described the aftermath
of Sputnik as a “total talent mobilization.”
Academic coursework was telescoped (con-

densed) for bright students; college courses
were offered in high school; and foreign lan-
guages were taught in elementary classes.
Acceleration and ability grouping were used,

efforts were made to identify gifted and tal-
ented minority children, and new math and
science curricula were developed. High schools
glowed with new concern for high scholastic
standards and career-mindedness. Bright stu-
dents were expected to take tough courses—to
fulfill their potential and submit their devel-
oped abilities for service to the nation
(Tannenbaum, 1979).

The Sputnik scare and the interest in edu-
cating gifted and talented students woreoff in
about five years.

Today’s interest in giftedness began in the

early 1970s and grew rapidly until, currently,
every state has passed legislation on behalf of

gifted children. Schools and districts across
the U.S. and Canada and in dozensofforeign
countries have created programs and services
(e.g., Sisk, 1990). Enthusiasm for creating a
suitable education for the gifted—tomorrow’s
leaders and professionals—remains high
among most educators and, particularly,
among parents of gifted children.

Handbookof Gifted Education

This book is divided into six main sections. We
believe they cover the major topic areas and
issues in gifted education.

1. An “Introduction” focuses on the need for
gifted education, a brief history, issues and
trends, and needs of special groups of gifted
students.

2. “Conceptions and Identification” summa-
rizes intellectual and affective components of
giftedness, neglected social influences, several
conceptions andinterpretationsof intelligence
and their implications for the gifted, and is-
sues and methodsin thecritical topic of iden-
tification.
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3. “Instructional Models and Practices”is

an extensive section that covers acceleration

and enrichment programs, procedures, and ac-

tivities that foster academic and creative

growth; curriculum models that structure and
guide acceleration and enrichment practices;

examinationsof ability grouping and coopera-
tive learning as theyrelate to gifted programs;

mentorships for the gifted; and an often ne-
glected but vital component, evaluating gifted

programs.

4, “Creativity, Thinking Skills, and Emi-
nence,” as the title suggests, includes discus-
sions of the challenge of identifying the cre-

atively gifted, ways to foster creative growth
in all children, goals and a solid program for

teaching other thinking skills, and two chap-
ters on the nature and cultivation of emi-

nence.

5. “Psychological and Counseling Services”

focuses on the personal, educational, and ca-

reer counseling needsof the gifted and on how

to plan suitable counseling for gifted students
and their families. The section includes a close

look at the four interrelated topics of motiva-
tion, underachievement, perfectionism, and

“emotional giftedness’—an intriguing phe-
nomenonof overexcitability and sensitivity of

some highly gifted students.

6. Finally, our “Special Topics” section pre-
sents a potpourri of pertinent subjects. For ex-
ample, it includes characteristics, needs, and

programs related to special populations of
gifted students—the very young, adolescent,
handicapped, female, minority, and extremely
precocious; teacher training; an international
focus in teaching the gifted; legal/ethical is-
sues; and the U.S. government’s view of gift-
edness andits implications for the future.
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Issues in the Education of Gifted Students
 

JAMES J. GALLAGHER, University ofNorth Carolina at Chapel Hill

a A. the twenty-first century rap-
idly approaches, it is appropriate to revisit
some of the major issues related to education
of gifted students that have occupied us dur-
ing the last few decades, and to speculate on
what changes lie ahead. What are the major
issues that educators of gifted students face?
We are now aware that manyof our most dif-
ficult problems come from outside our own

small domain. For example, the collapse of the
Soviet Union as the mortal enemy of the
United States removed one of the most per-
suasive arguments for emphasizing education

of gifted students.
For a number of years it had been clear

that the allocation of resources for the edu-
cation of gifted students depended, in a
significant measure, upon how worried we
were about external threats to our society.

Sidney Marland, former U.S. Commissionerof
Education, in despair about the lack of sup-
port for programs for gifted students, once
pleaded for the Russians to “send up more
Sputniks” so that we would be scared enough,
once again, to divert someresourcesto this ed-

ucational issue.
The current U.S. Secretary of Education,

Richard Riley, in the significant National
Excellence report (Ross, 1993), identifies the

education of bright students as a “quiet crisis,”
meaningthatit is similar to problems such as
soil erosion and water pollution that must
reach a catastrophic level before receiving
major national attention, even though the na-
tional interest would be better served with
some additional attention now.’ Some of the
summary comments of that analysis of our

current status were as follows:

 

1 See Chapter 44 by Ross.
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e Only a small percentage of students are pre-
pared for challenging college-level work,
as measured by tests that are not very ex-

acting or difficult.
¢ The highest achieving U.S. students fare
poorly when compared with similar stu-
dents in other nations.

¢ Students going on to a university education
in other countries are expected to know
more than U.S. students and to be able to
think and write analytically about that

knowledge on challenging exams.

Major Issues

The following are my candidates for signifi-
cant issues, and there are many subissues

within these broad areas of concern.

¢ How do we now understandintelligence and
from whence it springs, and how does that

view affect educational programs for gifted

students?
¢ How do cultural differences affect our iden-

tification processes and special programsfor

gifted students?
e How do we differentiate educational pro-
grams and goals for gifted students?

e How do weplan for special subgroups of
gifted students—gifted students with learn-
ing disabilities, gifted girls, gifted under-

achievers, and so on?

e How has the educational reform movement

affected educational programsfor gifted stu-

dents?

The Natureof Intelligence

As our knowledgeofintelligence increases and

expands, a portrait of intelligence as a huge

storehouse of information has been replaced
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by a construct of intelligence as a series of in-
terconnected knowledge structures, a network

of interrelationships. The gifted student is one
who has richer and more complex knowledge
structures and, more important, the meta-

thinking skills necessary to continue building
that knowledge structure. The more complex
the knowledge structure, the more likely it is
that new information can be usefully inserted

into that structure or across structures. Some
have referred to this as the Matthew Principle
of intellectual development, in reference to the
biblical phrase from the Book of Matthew,“the

rich get richer.”
The newer conceptualizations of intelli-

gence include, in addition to traditional mem-
ory, association, reasoning, and evaluation

(e.g., Guilford, 1977), an executive function

(decision making), metacognition (thinking
about one’s thinking processes), and multiple
dimensions (Gardner, 1985). The introduction

of information-processing models in discus-
sions of intellectual abilities has helped spur
interest in the decision-making functions of

the intellect (Perkins & Simmons, 1988;

Sternberg & Davidson, 1986). Because good
judgment (making the appropriate choice be-
tween competing options) is one of the hall-

marksof gifted individuals, the questions for

educators are how this intellectual process
functions and what instruction can do to en-
hanceit.

Perkins and Simmons (1988) believe that

intellectual competence on a given task de-

pends on three major factors: the power of
one’s neurological computer, the tactical reper-

toire one can bring to bear, and a stock of
context-specific content and know-how.

These authors conclude that there is great

importance in teaching tactics. Tactics must
be instructed explicitly because they will not

automatically be picked up or “soaked up” by
the student, and extensive practice in the use

of tactics must be providedso thatthe skill be-
comes automatic. Deliberate planning also

has to be made for conceptual transfer, be-
cause transfer occurs far less often or readily

than one might think. The translation of new

findings on intellectual functioning into edu-
cational curricula and strategies has begun,
but a great amountoftransformation of think-

ing by educators will have to take place before
the translation is fully completed.

There has been an increase in interest in
the relationship between metacognition and
giftedness. Cheng (1993) summarized the ex-
isting literature on this topic and proposed
that metacognition is a key componentofgift-
edness. He reported that gifted children tend
to use strategies more efficiently, learn new
strategies with greater ease, transfer them to

novel tasks more readily, and are able to ver-
balize their thinking processes more effec-
tively than their age peers. Yet there remain a

number of unresolved issues regarding the
relative power of metacognitive awareness
versus executive control. Is giftedness more
related to one’s metacognitive knowledgeor to
one’s self-regulatory activities? Also, little is
known about the developmental processes
in young children by which metacognition
emerges. Cheng urges more emphasis on case
studies and naturalistic studies to pursue the
developmental dynamics of the thinking
processes of gifted students.

Kanevsky (1990) indicated that as early as
age fourorfive, youngsters identified as gifted
showed superior problem-solving strategies on
puzzles such as the Tower of Hanoi, and were
superior to average students two or three
years older even though their mental levels
were roughly equal. Furthermore, the gifted
students seemed to be able to transfer their
understanding from one problem to related
problems more effectively, used information
about their own errors to lead to a more cor-
rect solution, and had more confidencein their

own solutions to the problems.
Early enthusiasm about the developmentof

artificial intelligence appears to have been
tempered by an abandonment of a general
problem-solving stategy in favor of perfor-

mance within more restricted domains
(Nesher, 1989). In some respects, gifted stu-
dents appearto be the general problem solvers
that artificial intelligence investigators have
been unable to create (Perkins & Salomon,

1989).

Regarding creativity, some questions have

been raised regarding whetherthere is such a
thing as a generalfactor of divergent thinking
or creativity, or whethercreativity or creative



12 He Introduction

performance always has to be considered

within a specific domain so that one can think

about a creative mathematician or a creative

writer, but not a creative person per se (Baer,

1993).

A new challenge appears to be how to mea-

sure knowledge structures in these various do-
mains. How does one determine the relation-
ships between concepts? A number of methods
being tried include word association, ordered
recall, and sorting and ratings of degreesof re-
latedness. Such devices can produce a matrix
of proximity values (Goldsmith, Johnson, &
Acton, 1991).

Another way of judging contrasting knowl-

edge structuresis the series of comparisons of
the behaviors of “experts” versus “novices” in
areas from physics to medical diagnosis to
chess. Chi, Glaser, and Farr (1988) summarize

that literature as follows:

1. Experts excel mainly in their own domains.
2. Experts perceive large meaningful patterns

in their domains.
3. Experts are faster than novices at perform-

ing the skills of their domains, and they
quickly solve problems withlittle error.

4. Experts have superior short-term and long-

term memory.

5. Experts see and represent problems in
their domains at a deeper level than do
novices; novices tend to represent problems

at a superficial level.
6. Experts spend a great deal of time analyz-

ing problems qualitatively.
7. Experts have strong self-monitoring skills.

In other words, experts have knowledge

structures that allow them to respond to new
experiences in a more thoughtful and analytic
fashion, freed from the immediacy of the par-
ticular experience.

Personality and Self-Image

It has become increasingly accepted that there
are personality patterns that link to creative
performance. Sternberg and Lubart (1993) re-

viewed the literature on this topic and found
that tolerance of ambiguity, moderate risk
taking, the willingness to surmount obstacles

and persevere, the willingness to grow (to

admit that old ideas were incomplete or even

wrong), and a substantial amount of self-
esteem all seem to predispose a person of high

mental ability to be creative.” It concerns
many educators that these characteristics are

not often stimulated or supported in the typi-
cal public school program, whether for gifted
students or for others.

For years there has been a continuing dia-
logue between psychologists and educators as
to whethera positive self-image builds a more

effective learner, or whethereffective learning
builds a more positive self-image. Research
evidence suggests that these two constructs
are highly interactive. Schunk (1991) pointed
out that self-efficacy is a predictor of such di-
verse outcomes as academic achievement, so-

cial skills, smoking cessation, pain tolerance,

athletic performance, career choices, as-
sertiveness, coping with feared events, recov-
ery from heart attack, and sales performance.
Even more important, it is evident that self-
image can be modified by successor failure, by
attributions, and by the timing of rewards and
feedback from others, particularly teachers.
Hoge, Smit, and Hanson (1990) found that the

self-esteem of over 300 students in public
schools was linked to feedback from teachers
and the school climate, whereas their self-

esteem in a particular discipline was linked to
the grades they received in that discipline. It
is clear that self-image is one of the variables
that can be influenced through modification of
the school environment and teacher-student
interaction.

Genetics and Environmental Influences

One major attitudinal shift has been in the in-

creasing realization of the role played by the
environment in the development, or crystal-

lization, of intellectual abilities. Although evi-
dence gathered from twin studies and from
sibling and adoptive studies has clearly estab-
lished the role of genetics in intellectual de-
velopment (Plomin & McClearn, 1993), it has
become increasingly clear that the early envi-

 

2 See Chapter 22 by Davis.
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ronment of the child has an important influ-
ence on the unfolding of intellectual abilities.

This strong interactive relationship be-
tween environment and genetics (Sameroff &
Chandler, 1975) helps to explain some other-
wise puzzling bits of information about the de-
velopment of gifted youngsters. For example,
it can explain the disproportionate number of
males whoare achieving well in mathematics,

and the disproportionately heavy incidence of
giftedness in some ethnic groups in which
learning and language development are espe-

cially stressed, such as in Jewish and Asian

populations. These findings clearly indicate

that we are far short of reaching thefull po-
tential of our population, because the environ-
mental setting for the full developmentof in-
tellectual abilities is not positive in the case of
manychildren.

The work of Howard Gardner (1985; see

Chapter 5 by Ramos-Ford and Gardner) in de-

scribing multiple dimensionsof intelligence is
of significance to the field, not because of the
uniqueness of the idea (after all, Thurstone’s
Primary Mental Abilities was presented some
four decades ago), but because Gardner’s ideas
have found immediate application in devising

alternative identification strategies and differ-

entiated curriculum. Gardner himself has ini-
tiated special application programs for his
ideas, such as Project Zero, which have

demonstrated the utility of his theory.

Subgroups of Gifted Students

Cultural and Ethnic Miinorities

Oneincreasing concern during the last decade

has been theparticular needsof racial, ethnic,

and cultural subgroupsof gifted children (see
Maker & Schiever, 1989). Black, Hispanic, and

Native American children appear in gifted
programsat only about one-half or less their

prevalence in the larger society, whereas

Asian Americans appear at twice their per-

centage in the U.S. population.

Considerable attention is being paid to pos-
sible bias of measuring instruments, which

are often held responsible for these differen-
tial prevalence rates. However, an alternative

explanation is available. Instead of clinging to

the discredited idea that intelligenceis totally
genetically based and impervious to environ-
mental effects, which would be the only rea-

son we might expect equal prevalence of
giftedness across ethnic and racial groups,
we should consider whether such differen-
tial prevalence rates might be explainable
through the differential environmental advan-
tages or disadvantages that such subpopula-
tions have had in oursociety (see Gallagher &
Gallagher, 1994; Perkins & Simmons, 1988).

Of course,it is easier to change the identifying
tests than to change the unevensocietal play-
ing field on which these children must com-
pete. The development of the federal Javits
program, designed to aid culturally different
gifted students, has substantially expanded
the search for alternative instruments or
strategies (Ross, 1994).

A numberof alternative methods and pro-
cedures have been suggested by which stu-

dents from minority populations could be
more accurately assessed for their learning
potential than by traditional IQ or achieve-
ment tests. One procedure that has re-
ceived considerable attention is the Sys-
tem of Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment

(SOMPA) devised by a sociologist, Jane
Mercer (1979). Essentially, this procedure ad-

justs attained IQ scores and achievement
scores for unfavorable environmental factors.

One question raised by such alternative as-
sessments of potential is how well such stu-
dents actually perform in advanced programs.
Matthew, Golin, Moore, and Baker (1992) used

the SOMPA to identify a sample of gifted
African American children. They then com-
pared the performance of the students identi-
fied by SOMPA on the Ross Test of Higher
Cognitive Processes with students from simi-

lar backgrounds who had achieved IQ scores
in the gifted range. The results indicated that

the SOMPA group was equivalent in its per-
formance on the Ross andin its achievement

scores to the non-SOMPA group, suggesting
that the SOMPA may,in fact, be a legitimate
tool for use in alternative assessments.

R. Gallagher (1989) and Wong and Wong
(1989) point out that Asian American gifted
students, despite their often high test perfor-
mances, have many adaptation problems in

U.S. society and need special attention.
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Problems resulting from, for example, bilin-
gualism, cultural identity, and career choice of
lower level occupations call for increases in
counseling and support, and there remains
the special issue of gifted Asian Americangirls
in a subculture in which males appear to be

highly favored.
Maker and Schiever (1989) summed up

changesin identification practices designed to

maximize the discovery of minority children
with special talents. Use objective and subjec-
tive multiple assessment procedures; include
culturally and linguistically appropriate in-
struments; and use a case study approach in

which decisions are made by a team of quali-

fied individuals.

Special programming. A further ques-
tion now being explored is what kind of special
program would be desired for minority gifted
students, once identified. A number of ob-

servers have pointed out that the special
needs of these subgroups call for differential
educational approaches (Baldwin, 1987; Sisk,

1989; Udall, 1989).
Although there is general agreement that

the student should be well educated in his or
her own cultural heritage and background,
the end result of such instruction is not agreed

on (Frasier, 1992; Kitano, 1992). Whether the

goal for the education of such gifted students
is cultural assimilation, fitting into the main-
stream U.S. culture, or cultural pluralism, in
which the values of the minority group are
considered to be primary, is the center of the
controversy. Kitano (1992) believes that the
pluralistic approach, allowing gifted students
to maintain their own cultural diversity and

values, is more desirable than leading thestu-
dents to assimilation to a mainstream culture
which may have a different and dubiousset of
goals and values. Frasier (1992) also believes
in the need to maintain cultural identity, but
insists that minority children need to learn
what it takes to be successful in mainstream

U.S. society.
Makerand Schiever (1989, p. 301) summa-

rized program suggestions from a wide variety
of specialists concerned with Hispanic, black,

Native American, and Asian American gifted

children, as follows:

1. Identify students’ strengths and plan a cur-
riculum to develop theseabilities.

2. Provide for the developmentof basic skills

and other abilities students may lack.
3. Regard differences as positive rather than

negative attributes.
4. Provide for involvement of parents, the

community, and mentorsor role models.
5. Create and maintain classrooms with a

multicultural emphasis.

Although these precepts would seem to be
good advice for any student and teacher, in-
creased attention and emphasis should be con-
sidered for these factors when planning for
multicultural gifted students. We are sure to
see an increase in such differential planning
in the future as our sensitivity to the special
needs of these subgroupsintensifies.

Cross-cultural studies. Considerable at-
tention has been given to cross-cultural com-

parisons of academic performance because
of concern that U.S. students are not com-
peting successfully with students in other
countries. Stevenson, Lee, and Chen (1994)

report on the treatment of gifted students in
Japan, China, and Taiwan. While China and

Taiwan have developed special programs for
gifted students with the specific purpose of
fulfilling the need for well-educated citizens
for economic growth, Japan, aware of its past
elitist military background, has been care-
ful to maintain equity as an educational
philosophy. Although Japan has high schools
for only high-achieving students, such schools
are justified on the grounds that some
students have earned this special treatment
through their hard work, not their native

abilities.
Japanese parents, well aware of the im-

portance of attending the right school, have
invested heavily in jukus, supplementary
schools to improve students’ mastery and pre-
pare them for higher education entrance ex-

aminations. The jukus are a $6 billion indus-
try in Japan. The emphasis in all of these
cultures has been on studenteffort as a keyel-

ement of performance, although innate differ-
ences in intelligence are accepted as fact.
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These cultures believe an emphasis on hard
work and attainment helps all students, both
average and gifted, and hence they downplay
the importance of innate ability.

Gifted Underachievers

One subgroup that has received little atten-

tion over the past decade is that of gifted un-
derachievers, students who appear to possess
considerable intellectual potential but who are
performing in a mediocre fashion or worse in
the educational setting. In part, this lack ofat-
tention would seem to be due to the tendency
of many communities and states to accept the

definition of a gifted student as one whois pro-
ductive and effective. Such a definition re-
moves the underachiever from the gifted cate-
gory. Still, many educators wish to find some
ways of stimulating and encouraging such

youngsters to use the vast potential that they

seem to have (Rimm, 1987; see Chapter 34 by
Rimm).

We arestill searching for characteristics
that separate underachievers from achievers.
In a study using a database of over 30,000
high school juniors and seniors, giftedness
was measured as a composite score over the

95th percentile on the American College
Testing program, and underachievement was
defined as a high school grade-point average of
less than 2.25 on a 4-point scale. Gifted un-

derachievers defined in this fashion hadsig-
nificantly fewer out-of-class accomplishments

in areas of leadership, music, writing, and
athletics, and had a significantly lower opin-

ion of their high school education than the
high achievers. Colangelo, Kerr, Christensen,

and Maxey (1993) sum up the sample asfol-

lows: “They are, for the most part, white,
male, middle-class young people with some

dissatisfactions about their school and some

concerns about their own behavior” (p. 160).
For these students, the lack of fulfillment of

academic promise continues to be a frustrat-

ing experience that has resisted easy solution.
The few educational interventions that are

reported to be successful for gifted under-
achievers have stressed programs of intense

and consistent intervention over an extended

period of time (Bulter-Por, 1987; Whitmore,

1980). It is clear that gifted underachievers
have developed complex behavior patterns,es-
tablished over a long period of childhood, and
that such patterns will not be turned around
without substantial effort. We do not have
available at present a menu of programmatic
possibilities to attack that problem of under-
achievement. This was an issue ten years ago,

and it remains an issue today.

Gifted Girls

One subgroup of gifted students that is at-
tracting more and more attention is that of

gifted girls and women. Thefirst major indi-
cator of differences between gifted girls and
women, compared with gifted males, was

found in the longitudinal study of Lewis
Terman and his colleagues (Terman & Oden,
1947). From a career perspective, the women

in the sample were muchless productive than

the men.

Although there are clearly complicating
factors that explain such differences, particu-
larly the multiple responsibilities of home-
making andchild rearing, there are a number
of other factors inhibiting the full intellectual
developmentof gifted girls and womenin our
society as well (Jacklin, 1989). Reis and
Callahan (1989) asked whether women have
really come such a long way, given their poor

representation in legislative halls, the courts,
and major corporations.

There remains considerable question as to
whetherobserved differences are the result of
genetic differences or the end product ofa se-
ries of sociocultural interactions and values.
Gagne (1993) obtained peer and teacherrat-
ings in areas of aptitude and talent for over
2,000 students in grades 4 through 8 in a
major metropolitan area. When he examined
the gender distribution of youngsters in the
top 10 percent of the categories, he foundsig-
nificant gender differences, with boys more

talented in physical abilities and technical

tasks, and girls more talented in the arts and

socioaffective attitudes. The presence of gen-

der differences at the upper elementary and

junior high school levels is perceived clearly
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by peers and teachers. The fact of gender dif-
ferences is clear to see, but their genesis

is not.

Although somebelieve that there may be a
constitutional difference between males and

females in such specific aptitudes as math-
ematics (Leroux, 1985; Stanley & Benbow,

1986), the mainstream of thought today fo-
cuses on the social environment and how it

can be modified to encourage gifted female
students. One suggestion for a more encourag-

ing environment has been to design programs
that exclude boys (Rand & Gibb, 1989), given
that research has confirmed that boys domi-
nate classroom discussion, monopolize com-
puterfacilities, and so forth (Sadker & Sadker,

1985). Single-sex courses in subject areas such
as mathematics and science, to allow the fe-

male students to progress without being dis-
couraged by male assertiveness in these sub-
jects, have been tried with apparent good
results (see Chapter 38 by Kerr). A great deal
of research and creative program development
on how to create a facilitating school and soci-
etal environment are needed before we are

likely to know how far gifted girls can

progress, given a more favorable chance to

achieve than in the past.

Twice Exceptional Child

The emergence of gifted students with indi-
vidual disabilities, such as Helen Keller,

Franklin Roosevelt, and Woodrow Wilson, re-

minds us that there also may be substantial
hidden talent in individuals whosedisabilities

have cloaked their giftedness from their teach-
ers, parents, and friends.
Baum and Owen (1988) compared high-

ability students with learning disabilities (LD)
with a group of average-ability students with

learning disabilities and found major differ-
ences between the two groups. The gifted LD
group were seen as disruptive in class but
showing more creativity than the average LD
group. The gifted LD group attributed their
poor school performance to shyness.

Coleman (1992) carried out a similar study

comparing elementary-aged gifted LD and av-
erage LD students on copingskills. The gifted
LD students revealed significantly more plan-

ful problem solving when responding to prob-
lem scenarios presented to them. Coleman

proposed that coping strategies be directly

taught to all LD students, in addition to hav-
ing a general counseling program.

Groups versus individuals. Whenever
people wish to know about gifted students, or
to compare subgroups of gifted students to
other samples, they ask questions such as

“Are they loners?” or “Do they have emotional
difficulties?” or “Are they snobbish?” The
answers to these questions can come either

through group statistics, the average, or
individual cases, the variance; and the answer

can vary depending on which choice is made.
Group statistics will reveal that gifted
students are generally quite socially adept,

popular with their peers, and emotionally
stable. However, if you focus on one particular
child, you may discover that, for example,
Burton is emotionally disturbed to the point
of suicide and desperately needs help. There
are not contradictions between these two
statements. We merely need to recognize and

take into account the wide variance in this

population around any personal characteris-

tic, from height and weight to social skills.

Educational Adaptations for
Gifted Students

The issue facing American education is, how

does the institution of the schools adapt to dif-
ferences? A recent publication listed 101 rec-
ommendedpractices for gifted education in a
wide variety of educational topics (Shore,
Cornell, Robinson, & Ward, 1991).

Acceleration

One of the motivations to accelerate a gifted

student—that is, to send him or her through

the various educational levels at a faster than
normal pace—involves the length of time re-
quired to finish a professional or technical pro-

gram. It is not unreasonable to conceive of stu-

dents beginning kindergarten at age 5 and not

completing their graduate or professional pro-
gram until age 30 or beyond—spending a
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quarter of a century in school! Anything that
can be done to shorten that period without af-

fecting program or student should receive con-
sideration. But can acceleration create harm-

ful conditions that would outweigh the
savings?

One concern about students who have been
accelerated is that such an academic move

could result in socioemotional problems.
The educational practitioners surveyed by

Southern and Jones (1991) believed that there
were a wide range of potential problems for
students who were accelerated. However,

Sayler and Brookshire (1993), drawing from a
base of almost 25,000 eighth-grade students
from the National Education Longitudinal
Study, identified those students within this
larger sample who wereaccelerated or gifted.

Comparisons of accelerated students, gifted
students, and a randomly selected group of
regular students revealed that the acceler-

ated students appeared, on average, to be pop-

ular, to have a positive self-concept and locus

of control, and to be seen as troublemakers

significantly less often than the regular group.
The authors indicated that the fear that

acceleration usually or inevitably leads to

academic, social, or emotional maladjustment

was not supported. The accelerated students

displayed levels of emotional adjustment and

feelings of acceptance by others that were
higher than those of regular students and

about the same as those of older students
identified as gifted (p. 153).

What actually happens to students who

have been accelerated? One answer to this

question came from a study of 65 students

who entered college two years younger than
the norm. These early entrants graduated ear-
lier and had a greater percentage graduating

Phi Beta Kappa than wastrue of the general
college population. All but 4 of the 65 accel-
erated students completed their program

(Brody, Assouline, & Stanley, 1990). There was

little evidence of any academic malfuncticning
of this special group because of their acceler-

ated status. The authors cautioned, however,

that such acceleration seems successful when

the students have aptitude scores at least

equal to the average for college students.

One special condition of acceleration can

involve children with very high IQ scores.

They may be accelerated more than the one or
two grades that is the usual practice. What
happens then? Gross (1992) described several
such students who were radically accelerated

from their own grade level and reported that
they were more stimulated intellectually, en-

joyed closer and more productive social rela-

tionships, and displayed healthierlevels of so-
cial self-esteem than did gifted students who
had been retained with their own age group.

The Desired Educational Environment

While the statement of national goals in Goals

2000 contains a desire for both equity and ex-

cellence, many of the most active reform ef-
forts appear to focus on equity. It is that value

which leads one to heterogeneous grouping,
whereby no one gets any special programming

or privileges, and thusall are “equal.”
It is around this issue of heterogeneous

grouping versus ability grouping or perfor-

mance grouping that most of the problems be-
tween the educational reform movement and
programs for gifted students arise.* Gifted
programsoften rely on ability or performance
grouping to provide the proper setting for ad-
vanced learning.

Slavin and Braddock (1993), strong propo-
nents of heterogeneous grouping, make the

point that only the academically gifted appear
to profit from a grouped and accelerated pro-

gram, and speculate that all students could
profit from the style of instruction used in the
gifted program, without the grouping.

Gallagher (1993) pointed out that a regular
classroom teacher has a primary responsibil-
ity to the average student and thento the stu-

dents who havefallen behind. Time often runs

out before a well-meaning teacher can orga-
nize special experiences for gifted students.
Teachersalso often lack special skills in teach-
ing advanced thinkingskills.

Growing evidence supports the value of
peer stimulation of gifted students with one

another. In a review of mathematically gifted
students, Sowell (1993) found that “Precocious

students enjoy working alongside others who

 

° See Chapter 19 by Kulik and Kulik.
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are precocious; the fast pace appears to be in-

vigorating. .. . Situations in which students
spend greater amounts of time together ap-
pear to be conducive to greater achievement

and more positive attitudes than situations in
which time with peers is limited” (p. 128). The
problem that educational leaders and admin-
istrators have is how to put these piecesof in-
formation together with the strong current

trend toward inclusion and heterogeneous
grouping.

The developmentof the educational reform
movement that stresses equity has appeared
to result in a reduction in the numberof spe-

cial classes for young gifted students and the
number of pull-out or resource room settings.
This, in turn, increases the need to study

gifted students’ performance in regularclass-
rooms. Westberg, Archambault, Dobyns, and
Salvin (1993) performed an observational
study of 46 third- and fourth-grade classrooms
across the country. They looked at the
teacher—student interaction of one gifted and

one average-ability student for a two-day pe-
riod in each of the classrooms. They found no

instructional or curricular differentiation in
84 percent of the instructional activities. The
greatest amountof differentiation appeared in
mathematics, in which gifted students were
given advanced content materials. The major-
ity of gifted students who were observed were

not being provided with instructional or cur-

ricular experiences commensurate with their

abilities.
On the other hand, there is evidence that

attending and participating in special pro-
grams does changethe perceptions,attitudes,
and motivation of many gifted students.
Barnett and Durden (1993) studied students
who had taken special academic advanced
courses from the Center for Talented Youth at
Johns Hopkins University, and found that
they took more advancedcollege courses at an
earlier age and enrolled in more college
courses than a comparable group of students
who did not attend such courses. On a sadder
note, Purcell (1993) indicated that there was a

sharp decline in energy, curiosity, and intrin-

sic motivation to achieve among students who

had been in a gifted program that was elimi-

nated by their school system.

Differentiated Curriculum

More concrete examples are now available of
just what “differentiated curriculum for gifted
students” means (see VanTassel-Baska, 1993;

also Chapter 10). Gallagher and Gallagher
(1994) presented four major ways to adapt
current curriculum to the special needs of
gifted students:

Acceleration: Speeding up curriculum so
that, for example, eighth-grade algebra
might be presented in sixth grade

Enrichment: Extending normal curriculum

with differing examples and associations

which build complex ideas on the regular
curriculum

Sophistication: Direct instruction in com-
plex networks of ideas, such as theories in
the sciences or larger generalizations in the
humanities

Novelty: Introducing into the curriculum
unique ideas not normally found in stan-

dard programs, such as the interdiscipli-
nary impact of technology on the society

The choice ofwhich approach or which com-
bination of approaches would be desirable is
based on the particular group of students and
the preferences of the teacher.

Differentiated curriculum seemsto be pur-
sued less often in the humanities than in the
sciences. Brandwein (1987) proposed a cur-

riculum in the humanities for gifted students
in elementary schools that focuses on exten-
sive exploration of such concepts as truth,
beauty, justice, love, and faith. This is similar
to some of the curricular suggestions of Adler

(1984), focusing on important concepts and
values as the organizing rubric for the gifted
curriculum.

Thinking Skills

One consistent strategy has been to provide
opportunities for students to problem-solve,

problem-find, and create unique and original

products. Such thinking skills can lead stu-

dents to a more independent approach to prob-
lems. There probably has never been a more
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intensive effort in gifted education than the
focus on stimulating creative thinking.*
Despite the continuing interest, there has
grown a newrealization that such strategies
cannot and should not be considered apart

from the knowledge baseofthe student. There
is an increasing realization that you cannot
be creative in the abstract; you must becre-
ative in something, in mathematics or art

or historical research, and to do that you

must have some organization of knowledge
in that content field (Gallagher & Gallagher,
1994).

One other mental operation that has re-
ceived attention recently is that by which con-
trolled mental processes are made automatic.
Whetherin athletics or in intellectual striv-
ing, the ability to make complex processes au-

tomatic allows easy access to relevant knowl-
edge and frees up attentional resources that
can then be directed toward other aspects of
the task. A strong knowledge base allows more
effective automaticity.

In short, cognitive skills or strategies are
most useful when they are combined with an
effective associative network of concepts and
systems of ideas. Such a network increases

the effectiveness of memory, allows a better
organization of a hierarchy of ideas, and

makes it easier to access the information on

demand. Obviously, the educational question
of momentis how to develop mosteffectively
such an associative network.

Two decades ago, Getzels and Csiks-
zentmihalyi (1976) pointed out that in both

art and science,it is the correct selection of the

problem to be addressed that distinguishes be-
tween the truly creative scientist or artist and

the more traditional and routine members of

their professions. Only in quite recent times,
however (Gallagher, Stepien, & Rosenthal,

1992), has any sustained attention been paid

to the development of a problem-finding cur-
riculum with students. Even the education of

gifted students has been largely confined to a
series of problem-solving exercises, with the

 

* See Chapter 23 by Hennessey and Chapter 24
by Daniels.

teacher carefully constructing the problem
in such a wayasto ensure the students’ mas-
tery.

Problem-based learning was included in an
introductory course on Science, Society and
the Future for high-aptitude secondary stu-
dents (Gallagher, Stepien, & Rosenthal, 1992).

The students showedsignificant gains in fact
finding and problem finding over a group of
comparable ability lacking the special train-
ing. There seemslittle doubt that it is possible
to train students in metacognitive processesto

the point that such skills can become func-
tional in the classroom.

With a substantial interest being shown in
how students find and solve problems, whyis
there not more evidence of such strategies
being used within the classroom? Onosko
(1991) interviewed teachers and administra-
tors and conducted classroom observations to
explore barriers to instruction in higher order
thinkingin the classroom. He found six major
barriers: the tradition of instruction as knowl-
edge transmission, the need to cover broad
curriculum, low expectations of student abili-
ties, large numbers of students, lack of plan-
ning time, and the culture of teacherisolation.

A recent national report, Prisoners of Time

(Jones, 1994), has highlighted the inefficient
use of time within the school setting as a
major deterrent to more effective instruction.
In particular, teachers in the United States
spend more timein front of the students pro-
viding instruction and less time in planning,
thinking, and coordinating efforts with other
teachers.

Technology. The potential for the uses of
technology is far greater than is realized in
the classroom or school. Barr (1990) pointed
out that “intuitive learning” (learning through
nonrational or nonlogical means) can be
enhanced through the use of high-resolution

graphics programs that allow students to
explore the structure of complex molecules in
three dimensions, or through programs that
translate complex calculus equations into

visual representations that allow for intui-
tive understandings not possible in two-
dimensional print pages.
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The Vision of Educational Reform

The passage by the Clinton administration of

the legislation known as Goals 2000, a later
version of America 2000 supported by the

Bush administration, was an indication of the

desire to set major goals for education in the
United States. These goals carried a mix of
two major values in our society, the desire for

educational equity and the desire for educa-
tional excellence, as seen in an equity goal of a

90 percent graduation rate for secondary
schools along with a goal for becomingfirst in
the world in mathematics and science, an ex-

cellence goal.

Educational Reform and Gifted Students

One of the major issues of concern is the de-
gree to which public policies at the state and

federal levels will provide additional assis-
tance for special education for gifted students.

The allocation of public funds to some groups
of citizens, but not to others, always requires
extensive explanation. In the case of children
in poverty or children with handicapping con-

ditions, the argumentis straightforward. We

believe, as a society, that children who are in
trouble or are at risk for not developing in an

effective way should receive special help. The
situation is different when the issue of special

education for gifted children arises. Here, one
cannot appeal to the sorry state in which such
children find themselves. Often as not, they
are doing well in school, relatively speaking,
and do not seem to have many academic or
personal difficulties.

There has been a modest federal initiative

called the Javits program (Ross, 1994; see
Chapter 44) that provides funds for research,
personnel preparation, demonstration, and a
National Research Center for the Gifted and
Talented (Reis, 1989). Such federal help is de-
signed to add to the investment already made

by the states, because states generally prefer
to spend moneyon direct services rather than

on research and personnel preparation.
The argumentfor special attention to gifted

children is that many of these youngsters will

become the leaders of the next generation in
science, politics, the arts, and humanities. If

we are to maintain our superior position, from

an economic standpoint, over other rapidly de-
veloping countries in the world, we will rely

heavily on the capabilities of such students.
The evidence available at present is that these

gifted students are not performing upto their

potential and certainly are not performing

competitively with their opposite numbers
in many other cultures (Ross, 19938; Jones,

1994).
Unlike the argument that it is our duty, as

caring members of Western civilization, to

provide help for children with disabilities, the
argument for special attention to gifted stu-

dents centers on a degree of “enlightenedself-
ishness.” Such an argument brought forth
major resources in the Sputnik era (Bruner,
1960; Goodlad, 1964) and seems to have the

potential for doing so again while our concern

is high regarding our economic viability ver-
sus Japan, Korea, Taiwan, Germany, and so

forth.

Ten Years from Now?

What can we expect to see at the start of the
twenty-first century as issues in the education

of gifted students? Surely some continued ad-
vances can be expected in the understanding
of intelligence itself, which may further rede-
fine what we refer to as gifted students.

Decision-making processes and metathinking
in intelligent behavior are sure to come under

more extensive scrutiny. Some additional and
different measures of intelligence, built on
information-processing models, also are likely

to emerge. Mapping the sequential and devel-
opmental processes by which intelligence in-
teracts with environmental factors to create a
superior-thinking individualis a difficult task

aheadof us.
How far we may progress in educational

methods to teach gifted students may very

well be determined by thefinal results of the

reform movement on U.S. education.If it gen-
erates better curricula and more insights into
the virtues of certain instructional strategies,

then gifted students will likely profit more
from such innovations than any other group of
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students. In any event, there is good reason to
expect continued research and instructional

interest in the fate of gifted students in this
decade. The needsof the country are too visi-
ble and of too much concern to expect other-
wise.
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PARTIl
 

Conceptions and Identification

 

a Ppart II focuses on how giftedness
is defined and conceptualized and waysgifted
students are—or should be—identified. Sev-
eral themes emerge. One is that diverse and
competing conceptualizations of giftedness
exist—for example, emphasizing multiple cat-
egories, types, and components of giftedness
or intelligence versus highlighting a basic g
factor. A second themeis the recognition that
identification procedures are not always tied
to good research or theory. A third is that as-
sessment procedures and instrumentsare not

always equitable, valid, andfair.

In Chapter 3 Abraham J. Tannenbaum first
presents a taxonomic definition of giftedness
comprising eight combinations that essen-
tially reflect who, what, and how: Producers of
thoughts or tangibles may work creatively or
proficiently; performers of staged artistry or
human services also may workcreatively or
proficiently. Tannenbaum’s sea star model em-
phasizes five cognitive and noncognitive fac-
tors that link high promise with productive
adult giftedness. Eachofthe five factors—gen-
eral ability, special aptitudes, nonintellectual
(especially personality) factors, environmental
supports, and chance—have both static and
dynamic dimensions. Tannenbaum adds much
clarification to our typically glib uses of the
word gifted.

Robert J. Sternberg in Chapter 4 reviews
his triarchic theory of intelligence and its im-

plicationsfor gifted education. His three types
of intellectual giftedness include analytic gift-
edness, exhibited by persons who do well on
intelligence tests; synthetic giftedness, dis-
played by unconventional, creative, and intu-
itive thinkers; and practical giftedness, adept-
ness at coping with everyday problems and
job challenges. Giftedness, says Sternberg,

is a well-managed balanceof these three abili-
ties. Sternberg also itemizes metacomponents,
performance components, and knowledge-
acquisition components—aspects of informa-
tion processing that underlie analytic, syn-
thetic, and practical intelligence. His Triarchic
Abilities Test evaluates strengths in the three
types of intelligence. Giftedness is not totally
fixed, says Sternberg, but is capable of devel-
opment—by helping students capitalize on
their strengths and improvetheir weaknesses.

Like Sternberg, Valerie Ramos-Ford and
Howard Gardner in Chapter 5 challenge
the notion of a Binet/Terman “general in-
telligence.” The theory of multiple intelli-
gences (MI) includes seven types: linguistic,
logical-mathematical, spatial, musical, bodily-
kinesthetic, interpersonal, and intrapersonal
intelligence. A given individual may be gifted
in any combination of the seven intelligences,
which “work in concert with one another.”
Intelligence, say Ramos-Ford and Gardner, is
the “ability or set of abilities that permit an in-
dividual to solve problems or fashion prod-
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ucts.” The seven intelligences are best evalu-

ated in informal “intelligence-in-operation”
ways, rather than by formal testing—for ex-
ample, via portfolios, board games, and obser-
vation of working styles. The authors describe
several programs in which MI theory guides
learning activities. MI theory has opened the
eyes of many educators regarding the defini-

tion and identification of “giftedness.”
In Chapter 6 Robert Plomin concedes that

environmental factors, such as educationalin-

terventions, contribute to intellectual develop-
ment. Nonetheless, he contends that genetics
make a “significant and substantial” contribu-
tion. Although a knowledge of genetic influ-
ence does not dictate specific gifted program-
ming directions, says Plomin, “better decisions

ought to be made with knowledge than with-
out it.” Adoption studies and twin research in-

dicate heritability estimates—the proportion
of differences in IQ due to genetics—of about

50. Heritability estimates are higher for

adults than for children; despite logic and
popularbelief, the influence of environmental

factors decreases over the years. The finding

that genetic effects on intelligence test scores

account completely for genetic effects on

achievement, notes Plomin, indicates that un-

derachievementis largely due to environmen-
tal factors. An exciting current line of research

is the hunt for specific genes that affect intel-

ligence.

E. Susanne Richert in Chapter 7 describes
pervasive problemsin identifying and teach-
ing gifted students. For example, elitist defin-

itions identify white, middle-class, high-
achieving students and reward conformity to
school values. Multiple criteria are problem-
atic because data often are combined inappro-
priately. Data from different sources should be
used independently, says Richert, not just to
confirm other data. Richert describes her
APOGEE project, which uses renorming by

cultural group and genderto identify poor and

minority gifted students and to maintain gen-

der balance. APOGEE, which includes inten-

sive teacher training, has resulted in measur-
able improvementsin thinkingskills, reading
ability, self-esteem, and reduced behavior

problems.

Susan G. Assouline in Chapter 8 continues
the identification topic with a focus on testing

in assessing gifted students. She notes that
critics pan testing, especially intelligence test-

ing, for being superficial, for being unrepre-

sentative of students’ capabilities, and for

overemphasizing a single (IQ) score. However,
in the context of answering questions and
making decisions regarding programsfor and
placement of gifted children, ability and
achievement testing are invaluable. Assouline

comments on the limitations of group intelli-
gence tests, and recommends the Stanford-
Binet and WISC instruments. She presents a
Psychological Interpretive Report that de-
scribes how the testing-based assessment of
“Fred” led to accelerating this remarkablefirst
grader several grades. A second case used the

Iowa Acceleration Scale to evaluate “Megan”

for a similarly successful acceleration plan.



 

 

 

The Meaning and Makingof Giftedness
 

ABRAHAM J. TANNENBAUM, Teachers College, Columbia University

a B........ scientists never tire

of searching for the childhood abilities that
guarantee superior accomplishment later in

life. By now, it should be common knowledge
that, besides intellect and artistry, many at-
tributes of the human psyche interweave with
its surroundings in the intervening years to

shape a child’s future.

A Definition of Giftedness

Outstanding contributors to the arts, sciences,

letters, and the general well-being of fellow
humanstend often to show signsof promise in
childhood. It is therefore reasonable to iden-

tify precocious children as the target group
from which the highly gifted are mostlikely to
emerge someday. Because there can never be

any assurance that these children will fulfill

their potential, defining giftedness among

them is necessarily risky. One set of criteria
may be ineffective because it excludes too
many children who may grow upto be gifted;

other qualifying characteristics may prove in-

efficient by including too many whoturn out to

be nongifted. Thereis inevitably a tradeoffbe-

tween effectiveness and efficiency (Gagne,

1994), and educators invariably opt for a defi-
nition that enables them to cast the widest
possible net at the outset to be sure not to ne-

glect children whose high potential may be all
but hidden from view.

Keeping in mind that developed talent ex-

ists only in adults, I propose a definition of
giftedness in children to denote their potential

for becoming critically acclaimed performers

or exemplary producers of ideas in spheres of

activity that enhance the moral, physical, emo-

tional, social, intellectual, or aesthetic life of

humanity.

In detailing this proposed definition as it

pertains to childhood promise, it is useful to
answerthree basic questions about giftedness
in its maturity, most often in adulthood:

1. Who qualifies to join the pool of possibly

gifted individuals?

2. What broad realms of achievement among
pool membersare judgedfor signs of excel-
lence?

3. How do pool members demonstrate their
giftedness in these domains of human ac-
complishment?

Asillustrated in Figure 3.1, the answerto the
who question is that there are two types of
gifted people: producers and performers. What

do producers produce? Thoughts and tangi-
bles. What do performers perform? Staged ar-
tistry and human services. How do producers
of thoughts and producers of tangibles and

performers of staged artistry and performers

of human services go about proving their ex-
cellence? By working creatively or proficiently.

Obviously, the dyads that constitute the
who, what, and how categories are not mutu-

ally exclusive. Producers often perform mental
or physical rehearsals before (and even dur-

ing) the acts of production. Performers some-
times produce preliminary conceptual, visual,

or auditory sketches to guide their perfor-
mances. Tangibles are produced with some
kind of forethought, afterthought, and contin-

ual thinking in between. Thoughts that incor-
porate heightened ability and affect are some-

times preceded by tangible mockups and by
tinkering with materials, some of which in-

form the emerging ideas. Also, there is some-

thing stagey about successful performance of

human services, as any virtuoso teacher or
physician with a bedside mannerwill confirm.
Andofcourse,brilliant staged artistry always
performs an edifying human service. As for
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Who? What? How?

Creatively

Thoughts <
Proficiently

Producer of
Creatively

Tangibles <
Proficiently

Staged << Creatively

ArtistIStry Proficiently
Performer of

Human <O Creatively
Servi
ervices Proficiently

Figure 3.1 Defining who may show signs

of giftedness, through what mediait
reveals itself, and howit can be    expressed.

 

the links between creativity and proficiency,

creatives often rely on superior craftsmanship

and skill (their own or that of others) to ac-
tualize their innovative visions. Conversely,
craftspeople and technicians tend to make

original adjustments or refinements of their

work processes and products.
To furtherclarify matters, two-dimensional

products are classified as thoughis rather than
tangibles. They include all works recorded on
surfaces, such as paintings, literature, music

notations, choreographic sketches, scientific
and mathematical symbols, and thelike,all of

which can be touched but are really meant to
be viewed for the cognitive and aesthetic mes-

sages they convey. Sculpture and craftsman-
ship in stone, metal, or wood, on the other

hand, are defined here as tangibles because
the sense of touch can enhance their apprecia-

tion as three-dimensional products.
The reason for making inseparable descrip-

tors in the dyads appear separable is to con-
cretize the definition without oversimplifying
it. Accordingly, there are eight groups of indi-

viduals who are recognized by Western soci-
eties for the quality of their work, as follows:

1. The producer of thoughts cre-
atively. This is the philosopher, not the pro-

fessor of other people’s philosophies; the
brilliant poet, novelist, essayist, or drama-

tist, not the voracious readerof literature; the

acclaimed painter, composer, or choreog-
rapher, not just the lover of the arts; the theo-

retical or experimental scientist, not the sci-

ence enthusiast; the historian, not the history

buff.

2. The producer of thoughts pro-

ficiently. This is the expert who can solve

complex problems, as in math or science, even

though deep insight, rather than innovation,

is needed to work out a solution. Included are
the masters of computer programs who are
able to use the technology for retrieval and

analysis of complex data. Also included are the

talented editors who can turn chaotic manu-

scripts into great literature. Among the most

prominent in this category are theefficiency

experts, the great troubleshooters with supe-
rior critical skills which they use to correct ex-

isting schemesoridentify those leastlikely to

go away.

3. The producerof tangibles creatively.

This is the inventor with enough imagina-

tion in science and technology to develop

such patentable products as the light bulb,

the refrigerator, computer hardware, medical

equipment, sophisticated communication de-

vices, and the proverbial better mousetrap. In

the arts, there are sculptors, architects, and

design engineers whose main talentslie in de-



veloping new products thatare either aesthet-
ically or functionally appreciated.

4. The producer of tangibles pro-
ficiently. This is the precision worker whose
strength lies in meticulousness rather than
originality. Included are diamond polishers
whose perfect facets reflect light brilliantly;
stonecutters chiseling intricate figures andor-
naments for a cathedral’s exterior; the wood
craftspersons reproducing traditional furni-
ture faithfully in all its complicated design;
toolmakers who work by hand to reproduce
precision instruments; and machinists capa-
ble of constucting sophisticated, problem-free
machines, appliances, and equipment. Some
may argue that master forgers of great art
should be includedin this category.

d. The performer of staged artistry cre-
atively. This is the interpreter or re-
creator. Included are the musical recitalists
presenting their own understanding of com-
posers’ works; dramatic actors breathinglife
into a character in a play; dancers commu-
nicating their idiosyncratic rendition of a
choreographed piece; poetry readers; and or-
chestral conductors whose brilliance lies in
their unique renditions of works in these lan-
guages. Oratory and debate can also be fitted
into this category, although some may count
them amongthelost arts.

6. The performer of staged artistry
proficiently. Included are dancers whotrans-
late the choreographer’s art into motion
faithfully, not interpretively; orchestral mu-
sicilans whose techniqueandself-discipline en-
able the conductor to re-create the wishes of
the composer; movie actors carrying out the
will of the director and thus turning movie
dramainto a “director’s art”; and chorus mem-
bers whose musical or dance performance
demonstrates the precision needed to blend
with that of other members.

7. The performer of human services
creatively. Included are innovative teachers,
political leaders, social workers, clinical psy-
chologists, and other members of the helping
professions. Also deserving mention are action
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researchers in medicine, the behavioral and
social sciences, education, and any otherfields
that can help the human-to-humancondition.

8. The performer of human services
proficiently. These are the classroom teach-
ers whofollow guidelines faithfully and suc-
cessfully; physicians with a keen mindfor di-
agnosis and treatment; the psychiatrists who
are sensitive to the needs of patients; and ad-
ministrators of large corporations and service
institutions who demonstrate superior man-
agerial skills that require following a pre-
designed administrative plan competently,
rather than designing and executing an origi-
nal plan.

The Linkages between Promise
and Fulfillment

Having defined giftedness in its maturity as
comprising eight broad categories, let us now
take up the question of what intrapsychic at-
tributes and external circumstances enable a
child over time to qualify as gifted. As empha-
sized in the beginning of this chapter, ability
alone at an early ageis a fair but far from per-
fect forerunner of eventual success. Much hap-
pensin children’s life experiences throughout
the school years and beyond that helps to ac-
count for what these growing individuals may
or may not become.

Mental powerbyitself is not only a limited
predictor of eventual adult achievement;it is a
far from perfect correlate during adulthood, for
even then there are traces of mediocrity in
high places. Some people get ahead onlittle
more than captivating charm or good looks;
on aggressive ambition; on nepotism or
“nephewism”; or on affiliation with the “right”
race, color, or creed. These booster variables
propel them through open doors of opportu-
nity, which close immediately behind them.
Others enter through merit at a time when ca-
reer openings happento be available and they
happento be ready andwilling to take advan-
tage of them. Meanwhile, those who qualify
after the less able incumbents are comfortably
tenured in their positions are not given a
chance to break into the fields in which they
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are superbly talented. Similar discourage-

ments frustrate virtuoso performers who can-

not break into their fields because of the glut

of talent that arrived ahead of them. Theselife

circumstances can prevent or delay a person’s

opportunity to enter an advanced-level career,

despite outstanding qualifications through

ability and training.

Antecedents and Concomitants of

Demonstrated Giftedness:
The Star Model

There are no simple, foolproof causes of

demonstrated giftedness. The antecedents and

concomitants are complex, elusive, and not en-

tirely known. However, they lie within the fil-

igree of interweaving, interacting factors, five

in all, which may be depicted in the form of a

sea star (see Figure 3.2).

The five elements that contribute to the

critical center mesh that accounts for gifted

behavior are: (1) superior general intellect,

(2) distinctive special aptitudes, (3) a support-

ive array of nonintellective traits, (4) a chal-

lenging and facilitative environment, and

(5) chance—the smile of good fortune at criti-

cal periodsoflife. Each factor consists of static

and dynamic subfactors.

Static subfactors denote individual status,

usually relating to group norms, group iden-

tity, or other external criteria. They tend to

portray humansin snapshot-like assessments,

single impressions frozen in time and place.

What these reveal corresponds to whatis seen

in an aerial photo of forest land, which is de-

scriptive rather than analytic; it records a

panorama of color, density, and variety of

trees, without exploring what makes them ap-

pear the way they do. Similarly, a static view

of children and their life circumstances pro-

vides a useful impression of where they stand

in comparison to others at a particular mo-

ment in time. Such assessment relating to

giftedness often comprises survey methods

and standardized measures.

Dynamic subfactors, on the other hand,

refer to processes of human functioning and of

the situational contexts in which individual

behavior is shaped. Unlike static impressions,

which are basically molar, processes are of a

molecular nature and can be discerned only

through diagnosis at below-the-surface levels.

The objective is to elucidate the individuality

of people and the uniquenessof the surround-

ings with which they interact, thus avoiding

classification and labeling through standard

methods. Most theories of dynamic processes

in gifted children have been validated only

through clinical insights and wise armchair

speculation.

No combination of four factors can compen-

sate for a serious deficiency in the fifth. The

minimalessentials, or threshold levels,for all

five vary with every talent domain. For exam-

ple, giftedness in theoretical physics requires

higher general ability and fewer interpersonal

skills than does giftednessin the social service

professions. Therefore, no single set of criteria

can be equally effective and efficient for iden-

tifying, for example, both “hard”scientists and

politicians. The five factors interact in differ-

ent ways for separate talent domains, but all

are represented in some way in every form of

giftedness.

Superior General Ability:
The Static Dimension

General intellectual ability can be defined

roughly as the g factor, which is itself defined

roughly as some kind of mysterious mental

strength denoting abstract thinking ability

and shared by a variety of specific competen-

cies. It is usually reflected in measuresof gen-

eral intelligence and in the common variance

among tested special aptitudes.

The g factor, as revealed in tested general

intelligence, figures on a sliding scale on all

high-level areas. This means that different

threshold IQs are required for various kindsof

accomplishment, higher in academic subjects

than, for example, in the performing arts.

There is no basis for making extreme asser-

tions about the IQ, whetherto discountits rel-

evance to giftedness entirely or to accept it

without reservation. Instead, positions along

this continuum should be adjusted according

to the talent area, which means taking a

stance closer to one extreme for some kinds of
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Figure 3.2 A psychosocial filigree of factors accounting for gifted achievements.

giftedness and nearer the opposite extremefor
others.

The IQ as a reflector of human ability has
been criticized widely in at least two ways.
Some (e.g., Lippmann, 1976) argue against its
legitimacy on grounds that it “acts” as the
hand of Fate, dictating what a person as
young as age five can and cannot become in

later years within not-too-broad limits. The al-
leged dangeris that engaging in such proph-
esy, and placing strong faith in it, threatens
individual freedom to control one’s destiny in
a democracy wherepersonal ambition and Op-
portunity are cherished. Others (e.g., Gould,
1981) question the IQ’s validity in realizingits
avowed purposes. IQ is seen as a vastly over-
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rated measure of childhood potential, except

perhaps in the confines of classrooms empha-

sizing rigid mastery of simple academic skills

and memoryoftrivial facts, neither of whichis

important for becoming outstanding produc-

ers or performers.

Critics of the IQ’s validity argue thatit is

an inadequate predictor of a child’s future

achievement in the world of work (McClel-

land, 1973; Wallach, 1976); it correlates with

only a narrow range of human abilities

(Sternberg, 1991, 1994); “it is based ... only

marginally, on a theory of how the mind

works” (Gardner, 1983, pp. 17, 18); it does not

measure creativity (Getzels & Jackson, 1958,

1962); it is socioculturally biased (Davis, 1948;

Helms, 1992); it should be replaced by apti-

tude testing since “the existenceof...g...

is extremely doubtful” (Guilford, 1973, p. 632);

and its emphasis on power testing should

give way to process testing (Ramos-Ford &

Gardner, 1991).

As a predictor of scholastic achievement, IQ

explains somewhere between 29 percent and

AO percent of the variance, which is far from

perfect but appreciably higher than theeffects

of father’s education or occupation (Duncan,

Featherman, & Duncan, 1973).

As for the prediction of job success, Wigdor

and Garner (1982) found that IQ explained

only 4 percent of the variance. However, sub-

sequent studies of the trainability of workers

seemed to brighten the picture. For example,

Ree and Earles (1992) report their own re-

search showing an average correlation of .76

between general ability scores and success in

89 technical job training courses. These re-

searchers also found a correlation of .44 (cor-

rected for attentuation) between generalabil-

ity and job performance for airmen in eight

areas of specialization. Significantly, in nei-

ther study did tests of specific aptitudes add

much to the prediction. These outcomes are

roughly in line with others cited by Ree and

Earles (1992).

Probably the most supportive evidence of

the high IQ’s validity in predicting success in

adulthood is Oden’s (1968) follow-up study of

the Terman population that had scored an av-

erage IQ of 150 in childhood. The researcher

summarized herresults as follows: “Now, after

40 years of careful investigation, there can be

no doubt that, for the overwhelming majority

of subjects, the promise of youth has been

more than fulfilled” (Oden, 1968, p. 51).

The charge that IQ tests are socioculturally

biased is intensely emotional; and rightly so,

considering that it relates to some of the most

sensitive matters involving equity and racial

relations. Democracy can tolerate differences

between individuals in tested intelligence, but

not between subpopulations, especially if the

victims of prejudice are further stigmatized,

as a group, by relatively low mean IQ scores.

To the extent that IQ, per se, influences peo-

ple’s estimation of each other as human be-

ings, it can be rightly condemnedfor its bias

against some minorities. Objectively, however,

the test scores predict academic achievement

equally well for all subpopulations, regardless

of their social status, keeping in mind that the

forecasts are far from perfect.

Given that the IQ is comparably valid for

all sectors of society, why do some groups score

lower than others on average? The answer, as

Lorge (1953) suggests, is that the social sys-

tem rather than the test instrument harbors

prejudices, not only against racial and socio-

economic minorities but also against groups

classified by sex, age, education, geographic

origin, and mental health. IQ scores are sensi-

tive to these differences. They representoneof

the consequences, not causes, of bias in society

by showing that some groups are denied a fair

chance to achieve excellence. In other words,

the test is only a reflector, not a perpetrator, of

bigotry.

General Ability: The Dynamic Dimension

In reference to mental powers, dynamic in-

sights focus on the how (style and idiosyn-

crasy) along with the how well (quality) of

functioning and socialization at molecularlev-

els. This attention to detail seeks to elucidate

human individuality in the context of its

unique surroundings and experiences. With

the help of clinical, componential, factorial,

and just plain armchair analysis, cognitive

psychologists have generated a hugelitera-

ture on dynamic functioning in the cognitive



domain. Space limitations permit merely a
brief sampling of the rich and abundantideas
that relate to gifted productivity and perfor-
mance.

By far, the greatest interest in dynamic
functioning relates to the how well rather
than the how of behavior. However, one of the
rare empirical studies in both categories
(Kanevsky, 1992) compares young high-IQ
children matched in mental age with an older,
average-IQ group on the Tower of Hanoi game.
The study showed that the high-IQ children
not only were moreefficient in the task, but
also were more apt to engage in “gamesman-
ship” in which they imposed added challenges
on themselves by changingtherules of the ex-
ercise. They further demonstrated their un-
usual playfulness and need for self-betterment
by striving repeatedly to improve their speed,
accuracy, and independence. As part of their
quest for more and more efficiency, they ap-
preciated the opportunity to improve their tac-
tical skills in the course of solving the prob-
lem, rather than just to test whether they
would succeedorfail at it. These results pro-
vide some evidence that bright children pos-
sess distinctive styles of behavior in the
process of learning.

Other dynamics subsumed under general
ability combine both stylistic habits and un-
derlying, particularized skills. For example, in
a review of research comparing gifted with
nongifted children on cognitive strategies,
Rogers (1986) concluded that the more able
groups succeeded at (1) recognizing the prob-
lem to be solved; (2) quickly devising steps to
solution; (3) setting priorities for the direction
to take; (4) selecting representation of infor-
mation more in the way an expert would;
(5) deciding which resources to allocate;
(6) monitoring solutions systematically; and
(7) taking longer preparation time before
working on a task.
A subsequent literature review by Shore

and Kanevsky (1993) adds more insights.
They reported that gifted children, defined on
the basis of high IQ and high achievement,
know more, know more about what they know,
and know howto interconnect their accumu-
lating knowledge better than doless able chil-
dren. They think faster and are especially pro-
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ficient in monitoring and guiding their own
thoughts when they work on a task. Their rep-
resentation of a problem extends beyond the
information given, which prepares them to in-
clude relevant information and exclude the ir-
relevant. Not only do they have more knowl-
edge, they also have more strategies for
applying what they know. The gifted also show
more flexibility in shifting from one tactic to
anotherin orderto reach the best solution, es-
pecially when the problem is filled with com-
plexity, which they prefer.

Special Abilities: Static Dimension

A general factor may predominate, but chil-
dren also possess special aptitudes, some of
which are much more fully developed than
others, especially in gifted individuals.
Furthermore, there are signs of extraordinary
aptitudes even among children who are too
young to undergoformal, standardized testing
in any domain ofspecialization. Consider, for
example, the case of child prodigies, some of
them not yet of school age.!

Children whoare bright at school, though
not at prodigiouslevels, can be tested formally
for special potential only when they reach ado-
lescence. The quality of such measures would
seem adequate enough to have persuaded
Stanley and Benbow (1986) to use aptitude
tests rather than the IQ to identify junior and
senior high school students who are exception-
ally advanced in mathematics. It would seem
that general ability also contributes to the
rapid advancement of these young scholars.
For in monitoring their progress, Stanley
(1991) observed: “To be radically accelerated, I
should think that an IQ of at least 140 on the
old Stanford-Binet scale (mean 100, standard
deviation 16) would be needed to cope com-
fortably with the academic challengesofa col-
lege” (pp. 68, 69). However, IQ revealslittle
about the child’s progress in mathematics
specifically; an aptitude test is needed to
sharpen the image, especially among gifted
adolescents. Special aptitudes take on particu-

 

* See Chapter 35 by Morelock and Feldman.
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lar importance at elevated levels of g in ac-

counting for the variance in achievement.

Much of the work on identifying special ap-

titudes has been done through factor analy-

sis. For example, Thurstone’s (1958) factor-

analytic studies yielded seven special abilities,

including verbal reasoning, reasoning, word

fluency, numberfacility, memory, spatial rela-

tions, and perceptual speed. Subsequently,

Guilford (1967, 1977) proposed a structure-of-

intellect model of as many as 150 factors in

which five operations (cognition, memory, di-

vergent production, convergent production,

and evaluation) convert five types of content

(figural [visual and auditory], symbolic, se-

mantic, and behavioral) into six types of prod-

ucts (units, classes, relations, systems, trans-

formations, and implications).

Vernon (1961) proposed a hierarchical

model of intelligence, in which verbal ability,

numerical facility, logical reasoning, atten-

tion, and fluency factors are subsumed un-

der a higher-order verbal-educational factor,

whereas drawing, handwork, and technical

subjects, along with spatial ability, mechan-

ical information, psychomotor coordination,

reaction times, and athletic, ability are clus-

tered undera higher-order spatial-mechanical

factor. Nevertheless, as Carroll (1993) pointed

out: “There is good evidence . . . for domina-

tion of all these factors by somesort of general

factor” (p. 60).

Factor analysis is not the only means of

recognizing the existence of special aptitudes.

Gardner (1983) favors clinical and neurologi-

cal insights to reveal seven intelligences, in-

cluding linguistic, logical-mathematical, spa-

tial, bodily-kinesthetic, musical, interper-

sonal, and intrapersonal.

Not much evidence has been collected thus

far on the predictive validity of special apti-

tude tests. In the most extensive and encour-

aging work to date, Stanley and Benbow

(1986) cite several follow-up investigations of

their students. The results indicated that dif-

ferences among them in initial scores on a

mathematical aptitude measure were associ-

ated with subsequent differences in math-

ematical achievement.

However, post hoc studies of adults in a va-

riety of occupations show how difficult it is to

forecast success in any particular specializa-

tion. One of the best known retrospective re-

search projects was conducted by Roe (1953)

on 67 biologists, physical scientists, and social

scientists who were creative contributors to

their fields. Differences in visual aptitudes,

auditory-verbal skills, imageless thought, and

kinesthetic abilities were directly relevant to

the type of science fields they pursued. For ex-

ample, geneticists and biochemists obtained

higher scores on nonverbaltests than did the

physiologists, botanists, and bacteriologists

who madeuptherestof the biological sciences

sample. Anthropologists were relatively low in

mathematical ability compared with the psy-

chologists and social scientists. As for the

physicists, those dealing more with theory in

their respective fields scored higher on verbal

tests, in comparison with the experimental-

ists, who excelled on the spatial measures.

Although Roe’s data showed some relation-

ship between specific cognitive strengths and

areas of specialization in science,it would be

difficult to justify counseling young students

about which branches of science they should

enter, or even whether they should concen-

trate on scienceat all, on the basis of cognitive

measures alone, for several reasons:

1. Existing tests seem to be more adequate in

retrospective analyses than in making ac-

curate forecasts, except perhaps in math-

ematics generally, though not in specifying

any of its branches.

2. Even though special aptitudes probably do

exist in young children, they are more eas-

ily measured in adolescents for purposesof

making prognoses.

3. Under the best of circumstances, tests of

cognition can only reveal whether the per-

son hasthe intellectual power to qualify for

careers in a particular field, but whether

such careers will be pursuedis only partly

associated with intellect.

In the last analysis, special aptitudes can

help a child excel in a specific discipline, if she

or he also shows evidence of superior general

ability. But to bring giftedness fully to life,

these cognitive faculties have to be energized



by an encouraging disposition, an enriching
environment, and timely elements of chance.

Special Aptitudes: Dynamic Dimension

There seems to be unequal attention paid to
process variables associated with the different
specializations that are nurtured among the
gifted. The area that seems to have attracted
the most serious studyis fine art.

Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi (1976) fo-
cused on the how as well as the how well of
production, and on the relationships between
them, by monitoring the workof artists in the
course of producing art. They examined 31
college-age artists at work under conditions
structured by the researchers. At the disposal
of each artist were two tables, one of which
was cluttered with approximately thirtystill-
life objects. The subjects were invited to ex-
amine and transfer any number of objects
from the first table to the second in order to
put together a still-life composition and then
to make a drawing of the composition. Each
person was observed for signs of distinctive
ways of working. It was expected that artistic
talent would be associated with the number of
objects examined, the uncommonness of these
choices, and the thoroughness with which the
examination of each was conducted. The re-
sults showed that these work styles correlated
as highly as .40 with aesthetic value and .54
with originality, based on judgments by a
panelof critics who rated the final products.

As for unique responses demonstrated by
professional artists, Kay (1991) hypothesized
what she calls “a personal aesthetic bias”
about whichlittle is known, except that it pro-
duces a framework andset of organizing prin-
ciples that guide the highly creative person in
setting the stage for extraordinary productiv-
ity or performance andin turningthebrilliant
vision into a reality.

Kay’s conception of a personal aesthetic
bias seems reminiscentof a processof creativ-
ity which, according to Ashby and Walker
(1968), is manifested by a sophisticated excur-
sion into convergent thinking—a search for
the single solution that no other person can
fathom for a particular problem. The great
product or performance is achieved by a
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process of super-speed selection, from among
myriad alternatives, of the appropriate means
to reach a goal that is acceptable to the self-
critical artist. Successful execution is accom-
plished through information processing
whereby anything leading to less than the en-
visioned ideal is dismissed so quickly that it
appears automatic.

It is interesting to note that scores on
power tests of static ability were not associ-
ated with the quality of artistic production in
both the Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi (1976)
and Kay (1991) investigations. There are two
possible reasons for these results: First, po-
tential talent in the fine arts can be assessed
only through monitoring the processes by
which art is produced; second, static differ-
ences between the artist and nonartist exist,
but instruments for assessing them are inade-
quate.

Unfortunately, the pioneering research on
productive processes in the arts has not re-
ceived comparable attention in other areas.

Nonintellective Factors: Static Dimension

Relating personality traits to giftedness is a
chicken-and-egg problem. Nobody knows for
sure whether, and to what extent, these at-
tributes are causes, concomitants, or conse-
quences of successful achievement.

Of all the personality traits associated with
giftedness, none has drawn more attention
than motivation to achieve. Renzulli (1978;
see Chapter 11) counts high task commitment
as one of the only three major factors that
characterize giftedness, the other two being
creativity and above-averageability.

According to Rosen (1956), the achievement
syndrome can belocated at the indicated ex-
tremesof each of three polarities:

1. Activistic-passivistic orientation: This ori-
entation denotes one’s perception of control
of self. Those who areactivistic, or inter-
nally controlled, reject the fatalistic view
that success is in the cards, but are con-
vinced instead that they can shape their
destinies.

2. Individualistic-collectivistic orientation:
This orientation offers the choice between
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self-sufficiency as against dependency on

collaboration. The potentially gifted often

choose to work at a task they like, even in

the company of people they dislike, rather

than work with people they like at a task

they dislike.

3. Present-future orientation: This denotes the

choice between immediate gratification

versus planning for the future, even if it

means sacrificing present gains for even-

tual compounded gains. The highly moti-

vated take a more optimistic view of their

chances of eventual success, whereas the

less motivated tend not to make long-range

plans.

Someinvestigators have suggested that an

achievement orientation is situational. This

means that a child may be motivated to

achieve on the ball field but not at school, or

on the ball field today but not tomorrow (Katz,

1969; Maehr, 1974). The gifted child, who be-

lieves that success or failure at school can

makethe difference between success andfail-

ure in life outside of school, may be faced with

a dilemma in choosing between a heavy com-

mitment to academics as against peer pres-

sure to conform to a more conventional ado-

lescent lifestyle.

In their meta-analysis of studies explor-

ing the link between giftedness and self-

concept, Hoge and Renzulli (1993) found the

evidence inconclusive. They report that the

gifted had slightly better self-concepts than

average-ability children. However, when the

measuring instruments were broken down

into separate aspects of personal status, the

evidence revealed that the gifted were rela-

tively strongest in academic and behavioral

self-concepts, but lowerin self-reports of phys-

ical and social status.

The question of whether special classes for

the gifted tend to raise or lower their self-

esteem has not been answered conclusively.

Hoge and Renzulli (1993) reported that some

studies found a decline in self-esteem when

the gifted moved from heterogeneous to homo-

geneous groupings.” However, Kulik and

 

2 See Chapter 29 by Colangelo.

Kulik (1991) reported from their meta-

analysis that some studies show improvedself-

images among the gifted in homogeneous

classes, whereas others show no difference

due to ability grouping.

As for other personality dimensions,

Olszewski-Kubilius, Kulieke, and Krasney

(1988) summarized several studies using the

California Personality Inventory. The results

were consistent for all ages, from elementary

school through college. The gifted showed

mostly consistent superiority on overall and

- subtest scores pertaining to such traits as in-

dependence, intrinsic motivation, flexibility,

self-acceptance, and psychological adjust-

ment.

Nonintellective Factors:

Dynamic Dimension

Although motivationis closely associated with

gifted accomplishment,a closer look at the dy-

namics indicates that motivation can stem

either from within the individual or from ex-

ternal reward. Hennessey and Amabile (1988)

summarize studies involving different age lev-

els and different kinds of rewards and con-

clude that inner motivation is consistently as-

sociated with superior creative output.°

However, it would be simplistic to conclude

that intrinsic motivation is invariably detri-

mental. As the authors point out, undercer-

tain circumstances or with certain individu-

als, there is an additive relationship between

intrinsic and extrinsic forces; they combine to

produce a greater impact than could be ex-

pected from either one separately.

The importance of autonomously oriented

achievement as a dynamic component of

motivation is probably what characterizes

Piechowski’s (1979; see Chapter 30) concept of

overexcitability, which he defines as an in-

tense personal reaction to an experience.

Research suggests that not only are elevated

levels of achievement associated with elevated

overexcitability profiles, but there is also a re-

lationship between types of overexcitability—

psychomotor, sensual, intellectual, imagina-

tional, and emotional—and the domains in

 

3 See Chapter 23 by Hennessey.



which superior achievement is demonstrated
(Piechowski, Silverman, & Falk, 1985).

It seems also that self-concept hasits dy-
namic underpinnings. Beery (1975) and
Covington and Beery (1976) proposed a theory
of achievement behavior in which students
protect their self-concepts of high ability by
exercisinglittle effort to learn. They refuse to
submit themselves to a test in which the de-
mandsare high, in order to avoid the risk of
failure and the implication that their potential
is not as high as theythinkit is.

The Environment: Static Dimension

Giftedness requires social contexts that en-
able it to mature. These contexts are as broad
as society itself and as restricted as the sociol-
ogy of the classroom. Humanpotential cannot
flourish in an arid cultural climate. It needs
nurturance, urgings, encouragement, and
even pressures from a world that cares. The
most serioussocietal threat to the cultivation
of giftedness occurs when excellence of perfor-
mance or production is no longer deemed a
standard.

Environment plays such an important role
in shaping creative activity that Csikszent-
mihalyi (1988) gives it prominent attention
among three forces that initiate creative
behavior: (1) the domain in which productivity
or performance is acceptable and which un-
dergoes substantive andstylistic change from
one periodin history to another; (2) the field of
teachers, critics, patrons, and creative peers
who judge individual contributions to each do-
main; and (3) the person who creates within
the limits of an acceptable domain and some-
times revolutionizes it to the satisfaction of
the field. Thus, giftedness does not develop in
an environmental vacuum but, rather, inter-
acts with a particular domain andfield in a
sensitive, meaningful partnership.
Among the more specific environmental

influences is social class. Terman (1925) dis-
covered that high-IQ children were over-
represented among the middle and upperso-
cloeconomic classes. The same has been true
for National Merit Scholars (Astin, 1964) and
highly capable math students in the Study of
Mathmatically Precocious Youth (SMPY) pro-
gram (Benbow & Stanley, 1980).
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As for the impact of adolescent peers,
Coleman (1960) found that in high schools
wherestudents are encouraged by peers to di-
rect most of their energies into athletics and
social activities, it is unlikely that intellectual
pursuits will be attractive even to the most
able among them.

Finally, there is the influence of the class-
room. There is no systematic research on
charisma among teachers or on the special
“chemistry” between some students and some
instructors. There is the popular argument,
supported by biographies and autobiograph-
ies, that this magical encounter between a
gifted novice and a special mentor accounts in
large measure for the emergence of talent
among many potentially gifted. Nobody can
ever know how manygifted young minds have
languished in obscurity for lack of an educa-
tion commensuratewith their abilities or of an
unforgettable relationship with a memorable
teacher.

Most of the evidence concerningthe effects
of schooling centers on experimental adminis-
trative plans, including acceleration andabil-
ity grouping. A comprehensive meta-analysis
of research on grade skipping (Kulik & Kulik,
1984) shows that this form of acceleration is
clearly advantageous to the academic growth
of its beneficiaries.

There is less consensus on the outcomesof
ability grouping as it involves gifted children.
Again, through meta-analysis, Kulik and
Kulik (1992) found that, except for multilevel
classes that provide only minor adjustment of
course content for ability groups,all other at-
tempts approximating homogeneity in class-
rooms, including  cross-grade grouping,
within-class grouping, enrichedclasses for the
gifted, and accelerated classes for the gifted,
prove eminently successful.*

Environmental Factors:

Dynamic Dimension

The social settings that have been investi-
gated most thoroughly for their dynamicinflu-
ence are the home and the psychoeducational
facilities. Research suggests that the educa-

 

* See Chapter 19 by Kulik and Kulik.
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tional climate in the home reveals much about

motivation at school. In a study of fifth

graders stratified according to socioeconomic

status, Wolf (1966) hypothesized a positive

correlation between what he called “process

variables” and performance measures of

scholastic ability, and suggested that these co-

efficients are higher than the ones between so-

cioeconomic standing and scholastic perfor-

mance. Process variables refer to various

means through which parents encourage and

provide opportunities for children to engage in

learning experiences outside of school. There

are three such variables, each having several

specific subcomponents:

1. Press for achievement motivation:

a. Nature of the child’s intellectual expec-

tations

b. Nature of the parents’ intellectual aspi-

rations for the child

c. Amount of information parents have

regarding the child’s intellectual devel-

opment

d. Nature of parental rewards for the

child’s intellectual development

2. Press for language development:

a. Emphasis on use of language in various

situations

b. Opportunities provided for enlarging

the child’s vocabulary

c. Emphasis on correct use of language

d. Quality of language models available in

the home

3. Provisions for general learning:

a. Opportunities provided for the child to

learn at home

b. Opportunities for learning outside the

home andschool

c. Availability of learning materials at

home

d. Availability of books at home and the

public library nearby, and parents’ en-

couragement to use them

e. Nature and amount of assistance in

learning provided by the parents

Wolf measured the process. variables

through a questionnaire administered to

mothers of his sample population. The results

showeda startlingly high correlation of .69 be-

tween the dynamics of mother-child rela-

tionships and the targeted children’s IQ

scores. An even more impressive coefficient of

80 was obtained in relation to Metropolitan

Achievement Test results. These outcomes

were subsequently confirmed in a replication

by Trotman (1977). Of course, the interaction

between parents and children works both

ways. Children probably achieve better as a

result of parental stimulation, and parental

stimulation is further encouraged by how well

children respond.

Chance Factors: Static Dimension

The influence of the unexpected and unpre-

dictable on the course of human development

is a largely neglected subject in the studies of

giftedness. This aversion is understandable,

because what is there to say about luck—

except that it exists and that it can make a dif-

ference between success and failure? Nobody

knows whatformsit will take, or when or how

often it will strike. It is treated almost as ifit

were a supernatural force, inscrutable and

therefore outside the pale of science.

Nonetheless, no one can deny its powerto fa-

cilitate or inhibit, and to direct or redirect, a

creative act.

It is hard for educators, parents, and mem-

bers of the helping professions to realize that

their best efforts on behalf of potentially gifted

children can be enhancedor nullified by cir-

cumstances over which they have no control.

Even whena person seemsa sure bet for suc-

cess or failure, the smile or the frown offor-

tune can turn matters around completely.

Getzels (1979) discovered this in his longi-

tudinal study of talented young art students.

After collecting considerable data on back-

grounds, abilities, personalities, and processes

by which his subjects executed a creative work

of art, he conducted a follow-up study five to

six years later to see how well earlier signs of

talent led to subsequent success in thefield.

Of the 31 formerfine arts students, 7 could not

be located and wereconsidered either to have

abandoned a careerin art or not to have been

visibly successful in it. Of the 24 who could be

found, 8 had abandonedart as a career, 7 were

only marginally involved, and the remaining 9

had achieved various levels of success as fine



artists. Consider, in Getzel’s own words, the
important part chance playedin the careers of
his subjects: “There were idiosyncratic acci-
dents and exigencies determining eachartist’s
life and achievement that could not be re-
flected in the group data”(p. 385).

What the study demonstrates to students
of gifted behavioris that information gathered
about the subjects during their years in art
school revealed only a little about their
prospects for future success in the field. So
much depended on the unpredictable.

According to Atkinson’s (1978) view, all
human behavior and accomplishment can be
ascribed to “two crucial rolls of the dice over
which no individual exerts any personal con-
trol: the accidents of birth and background.
Oneroll of the dice determines an individual’s
heredity; the other his formative environ-
ment” (p. 221). Chance factors should never be
trivialized or neglected in the study of gifted-
ness, especially given that so many eminent
people place emphasis on their experiencing
unpredictable events that help them reach
the top.

Chance Factors: Dynamic Dimension

Is chance simply a stroke of luck, a random
eventin thelife of an individual, totally unre-
lated to the lawful functioningofthe psyche or
the environment? Is it a static condition, im-
probable and fateful, or can the person reach
out and develop a dynamic relationship with
it? According to Austin (1978), there are four
kinds of chance factors. The first is simply
luck, good or bad, that befalls a passive person
whois in the right (or wrong) place at the
right (or wrong) time.

At the second level of chance, a person in-
creases the likelihood of being struck with
good fortune by setting the mind and body into
constant motion, although the activity is ill
defined, restless, and aimlessly driven.
Though mostly wasteful, such behavior over-
comesinertia by stirring the “pot of random
ideas” constantly so that a few will connect in
unanticipated combinations.

The third level of chance connects an un-
foreseen experience with a person who is
uniquely equipped to graspits significance.
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Social and psychological factors interact to il-
lustrate Louis Pasteur’s dictum that “chance
favors the prepared mind.” Luck strikes
rarely, and it is a rare person who can make
the most of it; how much less probable it is
that the two rarities should come together
at all.

Finally, there is a fourth level of chance,
which Austin calls altamirage, a facility for be-
coming lucky becauseof the highly individual-
ized action taken by a person.It is the kind of
good fortune “experienced by only one quixotic
rider cantering in on his own homemade
hobby-horse to intercept the problem at an
odd angle” (p. 77). Such rare and often eccen-
tric individuals patiently and persistently tin-
ker with ideas and materials until a rare
combinationclicks brilliantly into place, some-
times without warning.

Of the four levels suggested by Austin, the
second and fourth suggest processesof inter-
action between the individual and “luck.”
“Stirring the pot” helps persons somehow to
insinuate themselves into the right positions
when fortune strikes. Altamirage also runs
counter to passivity and gives the edgeto peo-
ple who tickle fate with particular off-beat
mannerisms that somehow invite the smile of
good fortune.

No matter how chance factors are defined,
one truism seemsirrefutable: Luck interacts
with inspiration and perspiration in a mutu-
ally dependent way. Without intimations of
high potential, no amount of good fortune can
help the mediocre person achieve greatness;
conversely, without some experience or good
fortune, no amount of potential can be truly
realized.

Postscript

This chapter defines giftedness operationally
and elaborates on the factors that combine to
account for gifted behavior. The portrait is of
eight types of developed talent, only a few of
which are ever demonstrated in childhood.
But children can grow up to be gifted in the
way adults are if they are made of the right
stuff in ability and personality and can make
the most of mediated enriching experiences
punctuated by timely strokes of luck as they
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grow older. Until maturation and wise nurtu-

rance are allowed to run their courses,all that

can be said for precocious children, even the

prodigies among them,is that they are poten-

tially gifted. Whether, and in what ways,early

promise will be fulfilled, only time cantell.

In my treatment of the meaning and mak-

ing of giftedness, I have revised two long-

standingbeliefs. First, I no longer subscribe to

the notion that only the creative are gifted and

that mastery is merely a sign of high-level

consumption, of little use to anybody except

the consumer. It is true that many of those

whoingest and digest huge gobsof trivia, and

spew them forth on gameshowsorat cocktail

parties, are only bores with no real quailifica-

tions to be counted as gifted. However, thereis

room for outstanding proficiency in sophisti-

cated domains of production and performance

that deserve to be recognized as signs of excel-

lence. Think, for example, of the microsurgeon

who operates “by the book” as only few can in

order to save life and limb. That kind ofprofi-

ciency needsto be includedin any definition of

giftedness.

Mysecondrevision pertains to the making

of gifted behavior. My old sea-star image of

five interacting factors still survives as the

model of choice. Each factor, however, is now

divided in two: the static and the dynamic. A

static dimension of the person comes into

focus by standing back and viewing him or her

in a somewhat distant perspective, where

other people and different surroundings pro-

vide illuminating contexts. The dynamic di-

mension consists of “under-the-skin” imagesof

individuals that reveal how and how well they

interact with their surroundings.It is confined

to the interiors of humanlife and thus rounds

out the picture provided by static exteriors.

Both static and dynamic dimensionsof factors

effecting and affecting human achievement

supply meaning to the making of giftedness.

REFERENCES

Ashby, W. R., & Walker, C. C. (1968). Genius. In P.

London & D. Rosenhan (Eds.), Foundations of

abnormal psychology (pp. 201-225). New York:

Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Astin, A. W. (1964). Socioeconomic factors in the

achievements and aspirations of the Merit

Scholar. Personnel and Guidance Journal, 42,

581-586.

Atkinson, J. W. (1978). Motivational determinants

of intellective performance and cumulative

achievement. In J. W. Atkinson & J. O. Raynor

(Eds.), Personality, motivation, and achievement

(pp. 221-242). New York: Wiley.

Austin, J. H. (1978). Chase, chance, and creativity.

New York: Columbia University Press.

Beery, R. (1975). Fear of failure in the student expe-

rience. Personnel and Guidance Journal, 54,

190-203.

Benbow, C. P., & Stanley, J. C. (1980). Sex differ-

ences in mathematical ability: Fact or artifact?

Science, 210, 1262-1264.

Carroll, J. B. (1993). Human cognitive abilities. New

York: Cambridge University Press.

Coleman, J. S. (1960). The adolescent subculture

and academic achievement. American Journal of

Sociology, 65, 337-347.

Covington, M.V., & Beery, R. (1976). Self-worth and

school learning. New York: Holt, Rinehart and

Winston.

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1988). Society, culture, and

person: A systems view of creativity. In R. J.

Sternberg (Ed.), The nature of creativity (pp.

325-339). New York: Cambridge University

Press.

Davis, A. (1948). Social class influences upon learn-

ing. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Duncan, O. D., Featherman, D., & Duncan, B.

(1973). Socioeconomic background and achieve-

ment. New York: SeminarPress.

Gagné, F. (1994). Are teachers really poor talent de-

tectors? Comments on Pegnato and Birch’s

(1959) studyof the effectiveness and efficency of

various identification techniques. Gifted Child

Quarterly, 38(3), 124-126.

Gardner, H. (1983). Frames of mind. New York:

Basic Books.

Getzels, J. W. (1979). Fromart studenttofine artist:

Potential, problem finding, and performance. In

A. H. Passow (Ed.), The gifted and talented:

Their education and development (78th Yearbook

of the National Society for the Study of

Education) (pp. 372-387). Chicago: University of

Chicago Press.

Getzels, J. W., & Czikszentmihalyi, M. (1976). The

creative vision: A longitudinal study of problem

finding in art. New York: Wiley.

Getzels, J. W, & Jackson, P. W. (1958) The meaning

of “giftedness” —an examination of an expanding

concept. Phi Delta Kappan, 46, 75-77.

Getzels, J. W., & Jackson, P. W. (1962). Creativity

andintelligence. New York: Wiley.



Gould, S. J. (1981). The mismeasure of man. New
York: Norton.

Guilford, J. P. (1967). The nature of human intelli-
gence. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Guilford, J. P. (1973). Theories of intelligence. In
B. B. Wolman (Ed.), Handbook of general DSsy-
chology (pp. 630-643). Englewood Cliffs, Nu:
Prentice-Hall.

Guilford, J. P. (1977). Way beyond the IQ. Buffalo,
NY: Bearly.

Helms, J. E. (1992). Why is there no study of cul-
tural equivalence in standardized cognitive
ability testing? American Psychologist, 47,
1083-1101.

Hennessey, B. H., & Amabile, T. M. (1988). The con-
ditionsof creativity. In R. J. Sternberg (Ed.), The
nature of creativity (pp. 11-38). New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Hoge, R. D., & Renzulli, J. S. (1993). Giftedness and
self-concept. Review ofEducational Research, 63,
449-465.

Jensen, A. R. (1969). How much can we boost IQ and
scholastic achievement? Harvard Educational
Review, 39, 1-123.

Kanevsky, L. (1992). The learning game. In P. S.
Klein & A. J. Tannenbaum (Eds.), To be young
and gifted. (pp. 204-241). Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Katz, I. (1969). A critique of personality approaches
to Negro performance, with research sugges-
tions. Journal of Social Issues, 25, 13-27.

Kay, S. (1991). The figural problem solving and
problem finding of professional and semi-profes-
sional artists and nonartists. Creativity Research
Journal, 4(3), 233-252.

Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C. C. (1984). Effects of accel-
erated instruction on students. Review of
Educational Research, 54, 409-425.

Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C. C. (1991). Ability grouping
and gifted students. In N. Colangelo & G. A.
Davis (Eds.), Handbook of gifted education (pp.
178-196). Boston: Allyn and Bacon.

Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C. C. (1992). Meta-analytic
findings on grouping programs. Gifted Child
Quarterly, 36, 73-77.

Lippmann, W.(1976). The abuseofthe tests. In N.
J. Block & G. Dworkin (Eds.), The IQ controversy
(pp. 18-20). New York: Pantheon.

Lorge, I. (1953). Difference or biasin tests of intelli-
gence. Proceedings: Invitational conference on
testing problems. Princeton, NJ: Educational
Testing Service.

Maehr, M. (1974). Sociological origins of achieve-
ment. Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

McClelland, D. C. (1973). Testing for competence
rather than for intelligence. American Psychol-
ogist, 28, 1-14.

The Meaning and Making of Giftedness HW 41

Oden, M. H. (1968). The fulfillment of promise:
Forty-year follow-up of the Terman group.
Genetic Psychology Monographs, 77, 3-93.

Olszewski-Kubilius, P., Kulieke, M. J., & Krasney,
N. (1988). Personality dimensions of gifted ado-
lescents: A review of the empirical literature.
Gifted Child Quarterly, 32, 347-352.

Piechowski, M. M.(1979). Developmental potential.
In N. Colangelo & R. T. Zaffrann (Eds.), New
voices in counseling the gifted (pp. 25-27).
Dubuque, IA: Kendall/Hunt.

Piechowski, M. M., Silverman,L. K., & Falk, R. F.
(1985). Comparison of intellectually and artisti-
cally gifted on five dimensions of mental func-
tioning. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 60,
539-549.

Ramos-Ford, V., & Gardner, H. (1991). Giftedness
from a multiple intelligence perspective. In N.
Colangelo & G. A. Davis (Eds.), Handbook of
gifted education (pp. 55-64). Boston: Allyn and
Bacon.

Ree, M. J., & Earles, J. A. (1992). Intelligence is the
best predictor of job performance. Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 1, 86-89.

Renzulli, J. S. (1978). What makes giftedness?
Reexamininga definition. Phi Delta Kappan, 60,
18-24.

Roe, A. (1953). Making of a scientist. New York:
Dodd, Mead.

Rogers, K. B. (1986). Do the gifted think differently?
A review of recent research andits implications
for instruction. Journal for the Education of the
Gifted, 10(1), 17-39.

Rosen, B. C. (1956). The achievement syndrome.
American Sociological Review, 21, 203-211.

Shore, B. M., & Kanevsky, L. (1993). Thinking
processes: Being and becoming. In K.A. Heller,
F. J. Monks, and A. H. Passow (Eds.), Interna-
tional handbook of research and development of
giftedness andtalent (pp. 133-147). Oxford, Eng-
land: Pergamon Press.

Stanley, J. C. (1991). Critique of “Socioemotional ad-
justment of adolescent girls enrolled in a resi-
dential acceleration program.” Gifted Child
Quarterly, 35, 67-70.

Stanley, J. C., & Benbow, C. P. (1986). Youths who
reason exceptionally well mathematically. In
R. J. Sternberg & J. E. Davidson (Eds.),
Conceptions of giftedness (pp. 361-387). New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Sternberg, R. J. (1991). Giftedness according to the
triarchic theory of human intelligence. In N.
Colangelo & G. A. Davis (Eds.), Handbook of
gifted education (pp. 45-54). Boston: Allyn and
Bacon.

Sternberg, R. J. (1994). Quoted by Beth Azar in



42 § Conceptions and Identification

Psychology weighs in on bell curve debate. APA

Monitor, 25(2), 1, 22, 23.

Terman, L. M. (1925). Mental and physical traits
of a thousand gifted children. Stanford, CA:

Stanford University Press.
Thurstone, T. G. (1958). SRA primary mental abil-

ities. Chicago, IL: Science Research Asso-

clates.

Trotman, F. K. (1977). Race, IQ and the middle
class. Journal of Educational Psychology, 69,

266-273.

Vernon, P. E. (1961). The structure of human abili-

ties (2nd ed.). London: Methuen.

Wallach, M. A. (1976). Tests tell us little about tal-

ent. American Scientist, 64, 57-63.

Wigdor, A. K., & Garner, W. R. (1982). Ability test-

ing: Uses, consequences, and controversies.

Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Wolf, R. (1966). The measurement of environments.

In A. Anastasi (Ed.), Testing problems in perspec-

tive (pp. 491-503). Washington, DC: Council on

Education.



 

 

 

A Triarchic View of Giftedness:

Theory and Practice
 

ROBERT J. STERNBERG, Yale University

a "Drosro most of this century,
intellectual giftedness has been defined as a
unidimensional construct. The most fre-
quently used measure of that dimension has
been the IQ. Underlying the use of this mea-
sure is the belief that intelligence is a single
thing and that IQ provides a reasonably good,
though not perfect, measure of it. Sometimes
achievement test scores as well as IQ test
scores are used in the identification of children
as gifted. However, achievement test scores
tend to be highly correlated with IQ test scores
and measure almost the samething. The basic
thesis of this chapter is that we oughtto define
intellectual giftedness in a broader way that
goes beyond what is measured byeither the
IQ or the achievementtests.

Kinds of Intellectual Giftedness

In my triarchic theory of human intelligence
(Sternberg, 1985, 1988b), there are multiple
loci of intellectual giftedness. In other words,
giftedness cannot possibly be captured by a
single number. Unless we examine the multi-
ple sourcesofgiftedness, we risk missing iden-
tification of large numbersofgifted individu-
als. The three main kindsof giftedness are in
termsof analytic, synthetic, and practical abil-
ities.

 

The work reported herein was supported under
the Javits Act program (Grant #R206R00001) as ad-
ministered by the Office of Educational Re-
search and Improvement, U.S. Department of Edu-
cation. The findings and opinions expressed in this
chapter do not reflect the positions or policies of
the Office of Educational Research and Improve-
mentor the U.S. Department of Education.

Analytic Giftedness

Giftedness in analytic skills involves being
able to dissect a problem and understandits
parts. People whoare strongin this area ofin-
tellectual functioning tend to do well on con-
ventional tests of intelligence, which place a
premium on analytical reasoning. For exam-
ple, analogies require analysis of relations be-
tween pairs of terms and pairs of relations:
synonymsrequire analysis of which of several
answer options mostclosely corresponds to a
given target word; reading comprehensionin-
volves analysis of reading passages; matrix
problems involve analysis of interrelations
among rows and columnsoffigures, numbers,
or whatever. Analytic giftedness clearly is the
kind best measuredbyexistingtests.

I frequently give the example of one of my
past students, “Alice,” who was a prime exam-
ple of analytic giftedness. Her test scores were
excellent, her undergraduate grades were ex-
cellent, her teachers thought that she was ex-
tremely smart, and she did well in almost all
of the things that are traditionally viewed as
part of intellectual giftedness. But Alice
proved to havedifficulty in her later years of
graduate school because, although she wasex-
cellent at analyzing ideas, she was not nearly
so good at coming up with clever ideas of
her own.

Synthetic Giftedness

Synthetic giftedness is seen in people who are
insightful, intuitive, creative, or just adept at
coping with relatively novel situations. People
whoare synthetically gifted do not necessarily
do well on conventional measuresofintelli-
gence. Indeed, if they see more or different
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things in a problem than did the test-

constructor, they may get the problem wrong.
They don’t see things the way many othersdo.
Thus, people with synthetic giftedness may
not be the ones with the highest IQs, but they
may be the ones who ultimately make the
greatest contributions to such pursuits as sci-

ence, literature, art, drama, and the like.

Synthetic giftedness is important not only in
the sciences and the arts. People who make
money in the stock market often tend to be
contrarians: They can see market phenomena
in a way different from that of others who an-
alyze the market. Similarly, people who make
money in business tend to be those whosee a
need for a new product or service, or a new
way of delivering a product or service.
Synthetic giftedness is important for success

in the world but is hardly measured at all by

existing tests.

I sometimes give as an example of syn-

thetic giftedness my graduate student

“Barbara,” who did not do well at all on tests

but was recommendedto us at Yale as having

unusual creative and insight skills. Despite

her low test scores, Barbara proved herself to

be enormously creative in coming up with

ideas for new research. Thus, although she

may not have been as strong as Alice in ana-

lyzing problems, she was muchbetter at com-

ing up with new problemsof her own.

Practical Giftedness

A third kind of intellectual giftedness is prac-

tical giftedness, which involves applying

whateveranalytic or synthetic ability you may

have to everyday, pragmatic situations. The

practically gifted person is one whocan gointo

an environmental setting, figure out what one

needs to do to succeed in that setting, and

then go ahead and do it. Many people have

strong analytic or synthetic abilities but are

unable to apply these abilities to negotiation

of successful relations with other people, or to

getting ahead in their careers. The practically

gifted person specializes in these uses of abili-

ties.

As an example of a practically gifted indi-

vidual, my graduate student “Celia” had nei-

ther Alice’s analytic ability nor Barbara’s syn-

thetic ability. But Celia was highly successful

in figuring out what she neededto do in order
to succeed in an academic environment. She

knew what kind of research was valued, how

to get articles into journals, how to impress

people at job interviews, and the like. She did
not have the skills of an Alice or a Barbara,

but she could turn the skills she hadto her ad-

vantage in practical settings.

Combining Analytic, Synthetic, and

Practical Giftedness

Of course, people do not possess just one of
these kinds of skills. Rather, they represent

some blend of the three different skills.

Moreover, this blend can changeover time be-

cause intelligence can be developed in various

directions. People who are extreme in one of

these kindsofgiftedness without at least some

skill in the others may tend to be less success-

ful in ultimately convincing people of their

worth. For example, someone whois very cre-

atively gifted but cannot demonstrate it in

practical settings and cannot convince people

of the worth of his or her ideas will encounter

frustration at every turn. Thus, an important

part of giftedness lies in being able to coordi-

nate these three aspects of abilities, and in

knowing whento use which one. Giftednessis

as much a well-managed balance of these

three abilities as it is a high score on any one

or more of them. I therefore sometimes refer

to a gifted person as a good “mental self-

manager.”

Loci of Intellectual Giftedness:
ComponentsofIntelligence

The kinds of intellectual giftedness described

here are general categories of superiority. In

order to understand giftedness morefully, one

would wish to understandtheloci of informa-

tion processing that contribute to the kinds of

giftedness described above.

Metacomponents ofIntelligence

In the triarchic theory, executive processes

used to plan, monitor, and evaluate problem

solving and decision makingare referred to as



metacomponents. Metacomponents are essen-

tial to successful problem solving and decision
making. I usually refer to eight of them,al-
though I do not claim that this list is exhaus-
tive.

1. Problem recognition. One cannot

solve a problem that one does not know exists.
Some people excel in problem solving because
they are quick to recognize when they have
problems or are good at generating impor-
tant problems to study. Problem recognition,

therefore, precedes the normal problem-
solving cycle in that it is prerequisite forit.

2. Problem definition. It is not enough
to recognize a problem, one also has to under-
stand the nature of the problem being con-
fronted. Problem definition involves fig-

uring out just what a given problem is. Again,
some people may be good problem solvers, but
frequently will solve the wrong problem.
People who excel in problem definition are
those who, confronted with a set of environ-
mental contingencies, can figure out exactly
what the problem is that needs to be solved.
Ironically, schools tend to present children,
even gifted children, with problems that
they are supposed to solve. In everydaylife,
however, and in the contributions of great
discoverers and inventors, problem recog-
nition and problem definition are key. We
should put more emphasis on having students
figure out problems, rather than giving the
problems to them.

3. Selection of lower-order compo-
nents for problem solving. This metacom-
ponent involves choosinga set of processes to
solve a problem. We havea large array of men-
tal processes at our disposal. No matter how
well we may execute any one or more of these
processes, they may not be effective for us if
we do not know whento use them. Good prob-
lem solvers often tend to be people who know
which processes to use when.

4, Ordering lower-order processes into
a strategy. After choosing a set of processes,
it is necessary to sequence them in a way
that will lead from the formulation of the
problem to its solution. If one chooses the cor-
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rect processes but misorders their exe-
cution, a problem may prove to be insoluble.
Individuals who excel in this metacomponent
are able to sequencesteps correctly.

5. Mental representation of problems.
To solve a problem, one needs to represent it
mentally in some form. For example, linear
syllogisms such as “John is taller than Mary.

Maryis taller than Susan. Whois tallest?” are
soluble either through a linguistic repre-
sentation of information, a spatial represen-

tation of information, or a combination of the

two (Sternberg, 1985). Thus, in this and other

problems, options are available for the repre-
sentation of information. However, not all rep-
resentations of a given problem are equally
useful, and how useful a given representation
will be depends not only on the problem but
also on the strengths and weaknesses of the
individual in exploiting different representa-
tions. Someone who excels in mental repre-
sentation is not necessarily the best utilizer of
every representation but, rather, someone who
knows what representations to use when,
given the constraints of the problem, time to
solve the problem, and the individual’s own
abilities.

6. Allocation of processing resources.
In life, we often have too manythingsto do in
a given amountof time. Thus, it is necessary
to allocate out time and mental-processing
resources to use them as effectively as possi-
ble. People who excel in this metacom-
ponent are able to allocate the amounts of
time and processing resources that best suit a
particular problem. Other people may be good
problem solvers but may spend too long on
problems that do not deserve a lot of time, or
not enough time on problems that may de-
serve more time. Effective resource allo-
cation is extremely important for successful
performance in the complex stream of every-
daylife.

7. Solution monitoring. Solution moni-
itoring refers to keeping track of how problem
solving is going as we are solving a particular
problem. In other words, often westart going
down a gardenpath in our problem solving, or
we start on a path that may ultimately lead to
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solution, but only after a long uphill battle.
Good solution monitors keep track of where
their problem solving is leading them,and, as

they see that the path they are on is not tak-
ing them where they want to go, consider us-

ing an alternative strategy.

8. Solution evaluation. Even after one
has finished solving a problem and has pro-
duced a solution, the problem-solving cycle is
still not complete. We still need to evaluate
the quality and appropriateness of the solu-
tion we have obtained. Students at various
levels of schooling often makeerrors in their
work because their solutions are unac-
ceptable. They never bother to check whether
the solutions even make sense, much less

whether they are exact. We need to evaluate

our solution against the original constraints of
the problem. People who excel in this meta-
componentare not necessarily the best in the
other metacomponents, but they recognize
when a solution is not what it should be, and

therefore can persevere until they come up
with a solution that fits the constraints of the

problem.

These metacomponents are interactive

with each other. In my experience,it is almost

impossible to measure them singly, as almost

any task that requires one of them will require

at least several more. We have had some suc-

cess in measuring metacomponents (Stern-

berg, 1985), but I doubt that any of our mea-

sures or anyone else’s are pure. An important

locus of giftedness is not only in how adept a

person is at executing each of the metacompo-

nents, but also in how adept the person is at

combining them andutilizing them in a well-

integrated way.

Performance Components ofIntelligence

Performance components are the processes

used to solve a problem. The metacomponents

decide what to do, whereas the performance

componentsactually do it. The numberofper-

formance components is large, as different

performance componentsare used in the solu-

tion of different problems. Nevertheless, there

is overlap within classes of tasks. Here I| will

discuss some of the performance components
involved in inductive reasoning. It is impor-
tant to note, however, that these represent

only a small subset of the total numberofper-
formance components in human information

processing.

1. Encoding.To solve a problem, wefirst
must perceive the terms of the problem and
retrieve information in long-term memoryrel-

evant to those perceptions. The process in-

volved is called encoding. My own work and
that of others (e.g., Siegler, 1978) suggest that
encodingis a particularly important process in
the solution of problems. If we misencode the
terms of a problem, it does not matter how
well we operate on the encodings: The answer
will be wrong, because the problem is incor-
rectly perceived. Excellent encoders tend to be
people with large knowledge bases, who see

more in the terms of a problem than a novice
might. Expert encoders do not always encode
more quickly than novices. Indeed, some of
our research suggests that expert encoders

may encodethe terms moreslowly, in part be-
cause they have more knowledgeto call on,

and in part because strong encoding can facil-
itate later operations on those encodings (see
Sternberg & Rifkin, 1979; S. Sternberg, 1969).

2. Inference. Inference is involved in see-
ing the relation between two termsor objects.

It is used in a large variety of tasks. Excellent

inferrers are good at compare-and-contrast

tasks in that they easily see relations between

different things. Which inferences are made

will depend in part on how well the relevant

objects are encoded. We maynotbe able to 1n-

fer a relation between twoobjects if we do not

know the relevant attributes about which the

inference needs to be made.

3. Mapping. Mapping is used to deter-

mine relations between relations. For exam-

ple, it forms the basis for analogical reasoning.

We have found that mapping appears some-

what later than other components of perfor-

mance, perhaps because it involves second-

order relations (Sternberg & Rifkin, 1979). It



is possible to map relations of successively

higher orders, and work with adolescents
showsthat the acquisition of mapping of suc-

cessively higher order relations continues
throughout adolescence (Case, 1978; Stern-

berg & Downing, 1982).

4. Application. Application meanscarry-
ing over a relation from one set of terms
to another. For example, in analogies it is
used to apply a relation previously inferred
(Sternberg, 1977; see Mulholland, Pellegrino,
& Glaser, 1980, for an alternative point of
view). Good appliers are able to carry overre-
lations they haveinferred in one setting to an-

othersetting.

Knowledge-Acquisition Components

Knowledge-acquisition components are used

to learn new information. Gifted individuals

are often particularly effective in the use of
these components because they are so often

adept at learning new information. Three
knowledge-acquisition componentsare partic-

ularly important in learning (Sternberg &
Davidson, 1983).

1. Selective encoding. Selective encod-

ing is used to separate information thatis rel-
evant for one’s purposes from information that
is not relevant. For example, whena scientist
receives a computer output of data from an ex-
periment, often he or she is confronted by a
bewildering array of numbers. The goodselec-
tive encoderwill know whichofthese numbers
are importantfor the particular scientific pur-
poses. Indeed, selective encoding is important
in all walksof life. For example, a business ex-
ecutive needs to know whichfactorsare rele-
vant in making a management decision, and
whichfactors are of less consequence. A writer
needs to know whatdetails to include in an ar-
ticle or a book, and whatdetails areoflittle or
no interest. An artist has to decide how de-
tailed to make a particular painting or sculp-
ture. Selective encoding, therefore, is impor-
tant to giftedness in manydifferent walks of
life.
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2. Selective combination. Often it is not
enough just to decide what details are rele-
vant for a particular purpose. We need to

know how to put those relevant pieces ofin-
formation together. For example, in doing a

mathematical proof, the greatest difficulty of-

ten is not in figuring out which postulates or

theoremsare relevant, but in figuring out how
to sequence them together so as to reach the
desired conclusion. In any aspect of science,
we frequently need to put together the pieces

of a difficult puzzle, much as a detective would
when analyzing clues at the scene of a crime.
Similarly, a doctor needs to figure out how a

set of symptoms can be used in combination
to help diagnose the particular presenting

syndrome.

3. Selective comparison. Selective com-
parison means using old information for new
purposes—for example, recognizing how infor-

mation we have used in one experiment could
be carried over to another experiment.
Kekule’s dream about a snake dancing around

and biting its tail was a selective comparison
in that it provided the basis for his figur-
ing out the structure of the benzene mole-
cule. Good selective comparers not only see
analogies between present problems and past
ones, they also see sources of disanalogy be-

tween sets of problems. That is, they see the
dissimilarities as well as the similarities be-
tween theold situation and the new one.

The Role of Experience

The components of intelligence described here
are always applied at someparticular level or
region of experience. In other words, the same
components might be applied in a task that is
either relatively novel or relatively familiar.
In some cases, the components of problem
solving will change as we become morefamil-
lar with the task and see better ways of doing
it. In our research, however, more often the
components are executed morerapidly or effi-
ciently, but they do not change as we become
more familiar with the problem-solving tasks.

There are two regions of experience for the
application of components to tasks that are
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particularly relevent for understandingintel-

ligence.

1. Relative novelty. Insightful people
are often particularly adept at applying
components of information processing to

problems that are relatively novel. They
can take a problem that is quite different
from ones they have solved before and can see

a new way of solving it that most other peo-
ple would not see. The student “Barbara,” de-
scribed above, is a case in point. Coping with
relative novelty is an important part of syn-
thetic intelligence. I emphasize the word rela-
tive because problems that are extremely

novel do not measure intelligence well at all.
For example, it would be pointless to give cal-

culus problems to second graders. The region
of interest for measuring synthetic ability is
the region in which a problem is new, but not
completely so. In assessing these skills, we use
insight problems (Davidson & Sternberg,
1984), nonentrenched conceptual projection

problems (Sternberg, 1982), and counterfac-
tual analogies (Sternberg & Gastel, 1989).

People who are gifted in coping with relative
novelty often tend to be our most creative con-

tributors to society.

2. Relative familiarity. The region ofrel-
ative familiarity is the region in which
task performance starts to be automatized.
Automatization is a critical part of intel-
ligence in that many of the problem-solving
behaviors we need to perform are executed
again andagain. If they do not consume many
resources they can be executed much moreef-
ficiently and even can be executed in parallel.
For example, readingisinitially a difficult and

halting process, but it becomes smooth and
rapid once the bottom-up processing of words

and sentences becomes automatized. Driving,

speaking, and writing are all processes that

become increasingly automatized with prac-

tice.
People who are good automatizers have

an edge in problem solving over people who

are not, in that their automatization frees pro-

cessing resources for them to cope with nov-

elty in situations. People who do not automa-

tize need to devote processing resources to the
basics of a problem, so that these resources
are not free for dealing with the more novel as-

pects of a given problem.
There is no guarantee that people who are

good at coping with relative novelty will be
good automatizers. Giftedness does not neces-
sarily apply across the full range of the expe-
riential continuum. A person might be gifted
at onelevel of this continuum or at severallev-
els. I suggested before that superior automati-
zation frees resources for coping with novelty.
However, there also can be costs associated

with automatization. Sometimes, as experts
become more and more routinized in their so-
lution of a problem or a class of problems, they
lose flexibility. They begin to have difficulty
seeing things in new ways. Our research has
even found that this loss of flexibility can
impede experts more than novices when a
task that is familiar to the experts is changed
in its essential aspects (Sternberg & Frensch,

1989).

Contextual Functions

The components of intelligence are applied to
various levels of experience in order to serve
three different functions in everyday contexts.
Understandingpractical giftedness of the kind

demonstrated by “Celia” requires understand-
ing the three functions that intelligent think-

ing and behaviorcan serve.

1. Adaptation. Adaptation refers to the
adjustment of ourselves and our behavior to

the environment in order to provide a goodfit
to that environment. When wetake on a new
job, or a new school, or a newrelationship, or

any kind of new environment, we usually need
to adapt to some degree. Our research sug-
gests that practically intelligent people areof-
ten good adapters (Wagner & Sternberg,

1985). People who are practically gifted are

not necessarily those who are the most supe-

rior in executing the components of intelli-

gence. Rather, their superiority is in exploit-

ing these components in practical settings.

Others may be better at executing the compo-

nents in the abstract, but do not know how to

apply them in everydaylife.



A critical aspect of environmental adapta-

tion is the acquisition and utilization of tacit

knowledge (Sternberg, 1985; Sternberg,

Wagner, & Okagaki, 1993). Tacit knowledge is
what we need to knowin order to adapt to an

environment that we are not explicitly taught
and that often is not even verbalized. Tacit

knowledge comprises the “tricks of the trade”
or the “rules of thumb”that lead to successful
performance in a given domain.It is possible
to identify the tacit knowledge within a given
domain (see, e.g., Sternberg, 1988b, for an

identification of tacit knowledge relevant to

business management). Practically intelligent
people are adept at picking up this knowledge.
The ability to pick up andto exploit the knowl-
edge does not appear to be closely related to
conventional IQ.

2. Selection. It is not always practically
intelligent to adapt to an environment.

Sometimes, the smart thing is to get out. If
you can see that a job, problem,relationship,

or whatever is not suitable for you, the best

strategy may be to put it behind you.
Practically intelligent people know when to

get out. It is not useful to think of intellectual
giftedness in terms of “levels” of selection;
rather, the practically intelligent person
achieves a balance between adaptation andse-
lection. He or she knows whento try to conform
to an environment, but also whento leaveit.

3. Shaping. One does not always leave an

environment when it is not just so. For exam-

ple, we may be in a job that is not ideal, but
may see ways to make the job better.
Relationships are almost never just what we
want, but it is often possible to shape them
into something better. If there is a pinnacle
of practical intelligence, it is in the ability

of an individual to shape an environment.
Practically intelligent people balance not only

adaptation and selection, but shaping as well.

They have a knack for turning environments
into what they want them to be. Often, they
are able to convince others to work in the en-
vironments they set up. Great scientists,
artists, writers, politicians, and others are

people who succeed in shaping their envi-
ronments. They set the paradigms that others
follow, rather than merely following existing
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paradigms. Hence, a practically gifted person
is able to set standards, not just conform to
them.

Capitalization on Strengths and
Compensation for and Remediation
of Weaknesses

The main point of this chapter has been that
there are many different kinds andlociofgift-
edness. It is naive to assumethat intellectual
giftedness can be captured through a single
number. However, there is one thing that peo-
ple who are intellectually gifted have in com-
mon throughouttheir lives. That one thingis
that they know what they are good at, know
whatthey are not goodat, and are able to cap-
italize on their strengths and compensate for
their weaknesses, or to remediate their weak-

nesses to the point where these weaknesses no
longer get in their way. Over short periods of
time, it is possible to appear gifted without
knowing and exploiting strengths and without
knowing and finding ways around weak-

nesses. But over the long term, in order to ex-

ploit our abilities maximally, capitalization
and compensation become key.

This view of giftedness is quite different
from the standard one.It suggests that people

whoare intellectually gifted are not necessar-
ily good at lots of things. One cannot add up
the scores on a bunch of subtests or items and

measure giftedness simply in terms of the
numberof items answered correctly. A person
who is good at one thing may show up asfar

more gifted than someone whois good at a
large numberofthings. The big questionis not
how manythings weare good at, but how well
we can exploit whatever we are good at and
find ways around the things that we are not
good at.

Measurementof Intellectual Giftedness

The kindsof skills described here are not mea-
sured well by conventionaltests of intelligence
or other cognitive abilities. At best, such tests
measure analytical skills, but they do not
measure synthetic and practical skills, and
often they do not even measure analytical
abilities very well (Sternberg, 1984). Conven-



50 = Conceptions and Identification

tional tests of creativity attempt to measure

divergent thinking abilities but do not mea-
sure synthetic intelligence in a way that I con-
sider adequate. Apparently, I am not alone in

this perception (see chapters in Sternberg,
1988a).

I am currently using a research version of
the Sternberg Triarchic Abilities Test (Stern-
berg, 1993), which measuresthe variousabili-

ties described in this chapter. It provides sep-
arate scores for analytical, synthetic, and
practical abilities. One special use of the test
is for identifying gifted individuals. The idea
is that someone maybe gifted with respect to
some aspects of the theory but not others.
Indeed, few people will be gifted with respect
to all aspects of the triarchic theory. There
are twelve subtests: nine multiple-choice sub-
tests (equally divided among verbal, quantita-
tive, and figural items) and three essay sub-

tests:

1. Analytic-Verbal: Figuring out meanings of
neologisms (artificial words) from natural
contexts. Students see a novel word embed-
ded in a paragraph and haveto infer its

meaning.

2. Analytic-Quantitative: Numberseries. Stu-

dents have to say what number should
come next in a series of numbers.

3. Analytic-Figural: Matrices. Students see a

figural matrix with the lower right entry
missing. They have to determine which of
the options fits into the missing space.

4. Practical-Verbal: Everyday reasoning. Stu-
dents are presented with a set of everyday
problems in thelife of an adolescent (who
might be themselves or someoneelse) and
haveto solve the problems(e.g., what to do
about a friend who seems to have a
substance-abuse problem).

5. Practical-Quantitative: Everyday math.
Students are presented with scenarios re-
quiring the use of math in everydaylife

(e.g., buying tickets for a ball game or mak-
ing chocolate chip cookies), and have to
solve math problems based on the sce-

narios.

6. Practical-Figural: Route planning. Stu-
dents are presented with a map of an area
(e.g., an entertainment park) and have to
answer questions about navigating ef-

fectively through the area depicted by
the map.

7. Creative-Verbal: Novel analogies. Students
are presented with verbal analogies pre-
ceded by counterfactual premises (e.g.,
moneyfalls off trees). They have to solve
the analogies as though the counterfactual
premises weretrue.

8. Creative-Quantitative: Numerical matrices

with novel symbols. Students are presented
with numerical matrices with one entry
missing, and they havetofill in the missing
entry. However, the matrix contains novel
numerical symbols, such as * + 7 = 15, and

students have to use these symbols in com-

bination with ordinary numbers.
9. Creative-Figural: In each item, subjects are

presented first with a figural series that in-
volves one or more transformations; they
then have to apply the rule of the first se-
ries to a new figure with a different ap-

pearance, and complete the newseries.

There are three essay items, one each em-
phasizing analytical, creative, and practical
thinking. The high school—level analytical
problem requires students to analyze the ad-
vantages and disadvantages of having police
or security guards in a school building. The
creative problem requires students to describe
how they would reform their school system to
produce an ideal one. The practical problem
requires students to specify a problem in their
life and to state three practical solutions for

solvingit.
Thus, the idea of testing is to expand our

notion of giftedness and then beable to identi-
fiy as gifted individuals who may be adept in
skills that are not measured by conventional
tests. There is a need for synthetic and practi-
cal thinking as well. These individuals may
actually be the ones who make the more im-
portant contributionslaterin life.

Developing Intellectual Giftedness

I do not believe that intellectual giftedness is
totally something with which oneis born.It is

generally accepted that there is some heredi-

tary component to intelligence, but at the

same time there is more to intelligence than



just the effects of heredity. Although one can-
not take a developmentally delayed individual
and turn her or him into a budding genius,I
believe that it is possible to increase ourintel-
lectual skills, and we have now collected evi-

dence that suggests as much (Davidson &
Sternberg, 1984; Sternberg, 1987). I have de-
veloped a program for teaching intellectual
skills at the high school and college levels
(Sternberg, 1986) and also have worked with
younger children. We combine the idea of de-
velopment with the idea of testing. We give a
first form of an intelligence test, then training,

then a second form of the test in order to as-
sess improvement.

Intelligence does not have to be enhanced

via a separate course or program. At Yale, for
the past two years we have taught a summer
psychology course for gifted high school stu-
dents that infuses instruction via the triarchic
theory into the course (Sternberg, 1994).
Students have been identified, instructed, and

assessed in a way that takes into accountall

three aspects of their intelligence. The text-
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book we used (Sternberg, 1995) builds tri-
archic instruction and assessment into the
context of the course.

Triarchic theory can be infused into in-
struction in any area. Table 4.1 shows the
kinds of questions that can be used across sub-
ject-matter areas to tap triarchic thinking,
and Table 4.2 shows the kinds of prompts
teachers can use to instruct and assess gifted
children triarchically.

What abilities, exactly, should be tapped?
My answerto this question is based on my no-
tion of intelligence as ultimately involving
capitalization of strengths and compensation
for (or remediation of ) weaknesses. We need to

teach students to make the most of their

strengths and to find ways around or ways of
improving on their weaknesses. We cannot
create enormous changes in everyone. What

we can dois help students exploit their intel-
lectual strengths moreeffectively at the same
time that they improvethose abilities in need
of enhancement.

Teaching intellectual skills does not elimi-

Table 4.1

Triarchic Theory Applied to Student Instruction and Assessment Methods
 

Practical
 

Analytic Creative

Psychology Compare Freud’s theory of Design an experimentto test a

dreaming to Crick’s. theory of dreaming.

Biology Evaluate the validity of the Design an experimentto test

bacterial theory of the bacterial theory of
ulcers. ulcers.

Literature In what ways were Write an alternative ending to
Catherine Earnshaw Wuthering Heights uniting
and Daisy Miller similar? Catherine and Heathcliff in

life.
History How did events in How might Truman have

post—World WarI encouraged the surrender of
Germanylead to the Japan without A-bombing
rise of Nazism? Hiroshima?

Mathematics How is this mathematical Prove— ... How might
proof flawed? catastrophe theory be

applied to psychology?
Art Compare and contrast how Draw a beam oflight.

Rembrandt and Van

Gogh usedlight in...

Whatare the implications
of Freud’s theory of

dreamingfor yourlife?
How would the bacterial

theory of ulcers change
conventional treatment

regimens?

Whyare lovers sometimes
cruel to each other and
what can we do aboutit?

What lessons does Nazism

hold for events in Bosnia

today?

Howis trigonometry applied
to construction of

bridges?

How could we reproduce the
lighting in this painting

in the same actual room?
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Table 4.2

Prompts Utilizing Various Abilities
 

 

Memory Abilities Analytical Abilities Creative Abilities Practical Abilities

Whosaid? Compare and contrast Create Apply
Summarize Analyze Invent Show how you can use...

Who did? Evaluate Imagine what you would Implement
do if you were...

Whendid? Critique Imagine Utilize

What did? Say why in your judgment... Design Demonstrate how in the
real world...

How did? Explain why... Show how you

would...
Repeat back Explain what caused... Suppose that...

Describe Evaluate whatis Say what
assumed by... would happen if...
 

nate individual differences. To the contrary,
when wehavetrained both children identified
as gifted and children not so identified, almost
all of the children have improved, but the
amountof difference at the end of training is
about the sameas at the beginning. The learn-
ing curves for the gifted and non-gifted chil-
dren are roughly parallel. In some cases, there

are changes in rank orders of individuals, but
we have never found an instance in which we
have eliminated differences across individuals
in performance.

I do not believe that intelligence is the
whole story to giftedness. Creativity is impor-
tant (see Sternberg & Lubart, 1991), as are

personality dispositions and motivational
states. Hence, when I have talked aboutgift-
ednessin this chapter, I have focused only on
its intellectual side, not on all sides. We should

not believe that the only possible kindofgift-
ednessis with respect to intelligence.

To conclude,it is possible to understandin-

tellectual giftedness in a way that transcends
the bounds of our usual conceptionsof intelli-
gence. In this chapter I have proposed one
model for extending these bounds, the tri-
archic theory of humanintelligence. I believe
this theory provides us with a firmer, broader
base for understanding intellectual giftedness

than we have through existing theories and

tests designed to measure intellectual excel-

lence.
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Giftedness from a Multiple

Intelligences Perspective
 

VALERIE RAMOS-FORD and HOWARD GARDNER, Harvard University

Introduction: The Traditional Approach
to the AssessmentofIntelligence

There exists an extensive history of ap-
proachesto the identification of gifted and tal-
ented individuals. One of the most widely
implemented methods has been the adminis-
tration of a standardizedtest of intelligence, a

practice that can be traced principally to the
work ofAlfred Binet. In light of the expansion
of public education in Paris at the turn of the
last century, this pioneering psychologist and

his colleagues were asked to devise measure-

ments that could assist in identifying students
who were likely to fail in elementary school
(Binet & Simon, 1905). In response, they cre-
ated thefirst successful measure of scholastic
intelligence. Binet’s concept of mental age
soon led to its influential by-product, the intel-
ligence quotient (IQ).

Binet’s ideas made their way swiftly across

the Atlantic and were embraced particularly
by Lewis Terman and his colleagues at
Stanford University, who in 1916 created the
Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale, the most
widely used standardized test of intelligence.
Although these measures were indisputably of

value, they led to a narrow view of intelli-

gence—one inextricably tied to those skills

most valued in the schools of the time, lin-

guistic and logical-mathematical skill.
Nearly a century later, many educators,sci-

entists, and lay personsstill subscribe to this
limited view of intelligence. Consequently,
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hundredsof tests of this nature have been de-

veloped to measure individuals’ capabilities
and readinessfor a range of academic and pro-

fessional situations. The testing industry has
become an increasingly powerful decision

makerin society. Results of such tests deter-
mine who will be admitted into academic set-
tings from preschool to law school and into
professions ranging from police work to teach-
ing. Although manyofthese tests are useful as
a means to specific ends, their proponents

often describe the instruments as revealing
far more about an individual’s capabilities
and characteristics than they actually do.
Most of these tests rely heavily on a series

of rapid-fire, short-answer or multiple-

choice questions anchored in the linguistic
and logical-mathematical domains. What re-

sults is a snapshot of the individual’s capabil-
ities at a precise point in time, in a limited

range of intellectual spheres, as discerned in
the often stressful test-taking situation.

The testing community has had a particu-
larly strong impact on the identification and

education of the gifted and talented in ourso-

ciety. Taking a lead from Terman’s (1925)
widely known longitudinal study of California

children with high IQs, the terms giftedness

and high IQ had becomevirtually synonymous

by the 1930s. Despite efforts over the last sev-
eral decades to broaden the definition and as-

sessment of intelligence (Feldman, 1980;

Gardner, 1983; Guilford, 1967; Thurstone,

1938), a majority of children who participate
in specialized programsfor the gifted and tal-
ented today are still admitted on the basis of

IQ. A score of 130 might allow one child into

such a program, while a score of 129 will keep

anotherout.

We and our colleagues at Harvard Project



Giftedness from a Multiple Intelligences Perspective Ml 55

Zero set forth a theory-based, pluralistic view
of human cognition: the theory of multiple in-
telligences (MI theory). On the basis of this
view, we have developed alternative methods
of assessment and instruction for children
from preschool to high school. In addition,
many educational programs around the coun-

try have independently used MI theory as in-

spiration for developing rich learning environ-
ments and holistic, context-sensitive ways to

assess and nurture promise and achievement
in children of all ages and all levels of cogni-
tive capability. In this chapter, we explore the
theory and history of multiple intelligences,
and examine one of the approachesto the as-

sessmentof intelligence that MI has spawned.

A New LookatIntelligence: The Theory
of Multiple Intelligences

The theory of multiple intelligences, first pre-
sented by Gardner in Frames of Mind (1983;

see also Gardner, 1993; Walters & Gardner,

1985, 1986), challenges the notion of general
intelligence or g, on which most current mod-
els of intelligence testing are based. From its
outset, MI theory questioned the idea that an

individual’s intellectual capacities can be cap-
tured in a single measure of intelligence; in-
stead, it suggests an approach to assessment,

and ultimately to instruction, that actively
seeks to identify what may be unique about an
individual’s proclivities and capabilities in a
number of domains of knowledge.

One commoncriticism of MI theory has fo-
cused on the use of the wordintelligence to de-

scribe the competences addressed. Some have
suggested that some of the intelligences(e.g.,
musical or bodily-kinesthetic) would more ac-

curately be labeled talents or gifts. While there
is no reason that these competences must be
called intelligences, we have deliberately cho-
sen to do so as a challenge to those who con-
sider logical-mathematical and linguistic ca-
pability on a different plane than the other

capacities considered in MI theory. We have

attempted to remove language and logic from

the IQ pedestal that they have occupied for
generations in Western society. In so doing, we

believe we have taken a step toward the de-
mocratization of the range of human cognitive

capabilities.
Wedefined intelligence as an ability or set

of abilities that permit an individual to solve
problems or fashion products that are of con-
sequence in a particular cultural setting.
Beginning with this definition, we outlined a
numberof criteria for what constitutes an in-

telligence. The criteria were drawn from sev-
eral disparate sources: exploration of trajecto-
ries of development in normal and gifted
individuals; the breakdown of skills under

conditions of brain damage; exceptional popu-
lations including prodigies and autistic sa-
vants; cross-cultural accounts of cognition;
psychometric studies; and studiesof the train-
ing and generalization of particular skills.
From these sources, we arrived at seven can-

didate intelligences: linguistic, logical-math-
ematical, spatial, musical, bodily-kinesthetic,
and two areas of person-related understand-
ing, interpersonal and intrapersonal.

This list should not suggest that the seven
intelligences are the only acceptable candi-

dates; there may be others. Moreover, most if

not all of these intelligences can be broken
down into subcomponents of skill and under-
standing. The seven intelligences proposed so
far are intended to support the notionof a plu-

ralistic view of intelligence, not to restrict its
scope or define it in its entirety. As the term

multiple intelligences suggests, we believe

that human cognitive competence is better de-
scribed as a set of abilities, talents, or mental

skills that we have chosen to call “intelli-
gences.” We also suggest that these intelli-
gences are, at most, potentials or proclivities
that are either realized or not depending on
the cultural context in which individuals are
reared and the opportunities presented for the

identification, expression, and development of
the several intelligences (see Kornhaber,

Krechevsky, & Gardner, 1990).

The SevenIntelligences

Linguistic intelligence is one of the most stud-

ied human competences. It can be broken

down into subcomponents, including syntax,
semantics, and pragmatics, as well as more
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school-oriented skills such as written or oral

expression and understanding. It is exempli-

fied in the novelist, lecturer, lawyer, and lyri-

cist, to name a few adult roles that exploit
linguistic intelligence. In children, high capa-
bility in this domain might manifest itself in
the ability to tell rich and coherent stories or
to report with accuracy on experiences they
have had—not simply in the ability to repeat

sentences and define words on a standardized
measureof intelligence.

Logical-mathematical intelligence can be
divided into an inventory of subcomponents:
deductive reasoning, inductive reasoning, com-

putation, and the like. Logical-mathematical
intelligence is exemplified in the adult role of
mathematician or physicist. In children, an
ability in the domain might be demonstrated
through facility with counting, calculations,

and theability to create useful notations.
Logical-mathematical andlinguistic intelli-

gences represent the skills most addressed
and valued in traditional school settings.
These forms of intelligence have been consid-
ered the archetypes of “raw intelligence,”
which purportedly cut across all domains. As
mentioned earlier, skills in these two domains

continue to form the basis of the majority of
intelligence tests, even though their useful-
ness outside of the school setting has been
challenged. Welist them first not because we
consider them to be of greatest importance or
value, but because of their prominencein tra-
ditional school and testing situations.

Spatial intelligence can be observed in a
wide array of vocations and avocations.It en-
tails the capacity to represent and manipulate
spatial configurations. The architect, engi-
neer, mechanic, navigator, sculptor, and chess

player all rely on spatial intelligence in their
work. In the young child, a capability in this
domain might be seen as a facility with puz-

zles or other spatial problem solving, or an at-

tention to elements of design “all the way
around” a clay sculpture. Spatial intelligence
is not as highly valued or supported in our
current educational system as linguistic and
logical-mathematical intelligence, but it is
clearly a significant constituent of success in a

numberof valued adult roles.

Bodily-kinesthetic intelligence refers to the

ability to use all or part of one’s body (like

one’s handsor one’s mouth) to perform a task

or fashion a product. Such intelligence is man-
ifest in the dancer, athlete, mime, and sur-

geon. The child with high bodily-kinesthetic
intelligence can be seen moving expressively
in response to different musical and verbal
stimuli, or demonstrating keen athletic ability
in organized sports or on the playground.

Musical intelligence includespitch discrim-
ination; the ability to hear themes in music;

sensitivity to rhythm, texture, and timbre;
and, in its most integrated forms, the produc-
tion of music through performance or composi-
tion. The musical child can be seen singing to

himself or herself, noticing the different
sounds in his environment, and so on.

Finally, MI theory recognizes two domains
of intelligence about persons. Interpersonalin-
telligence entails the ability to understand
other individuals—their actions and their mo-
tivations. In addition, it includes the ability to
act productively on the basis of that knowl-

edge. Our interpersonal intelligence is the

knowledge that guides us through the social
interactions of daily life. In more developed

forms, this intelligence can be seen in teach-
ers, therapists, and salespersons, as well as in

religious and political leaders. Children
skilled in this domain can be perceived as

leaders and organizers in the classroom, as
cognizant of how and where other children
spend their time, and as sensitive to the needs
and feelings of others.

The companion to interpersonal intelli-

gence is intrapersonalintelligence, a person’s
understanding of self. It includes knowledge

and understanding of one’s own cognitive
strengths, styles, and intelligences, as well as
one’s feelings and range of emotions. In addi-
tion, it entails the ability to put that knowl-
edge to use in planning and carrying out suc-

cessful activities. Because this type is the
most private of the intelligences, it is usually

necessary to gain evidence of it through lan-
guage, music, visual art, or another form of ex-
pression. The young child who demonstrates
intrapersonalintelligence might be heard say-

ing to his teacher, “I feel a little sad because

my mother didn’t bring me to school today. Is

it O.K. if I stay with you until I feel better?” or
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“Drawing is my favorite activity, even though
I don’t draw as well as I wantto.”

The Autonomyofthe Intelligences

According to MI theory, each intelligence is a

relatively autonomous intellectual potential
that is capable of functioning independently of
the others. Particularly convincing support for
this claim has been found in the neuropsycho-
logical literature. For example, research with
brain-damaged adults has repeatedly demon-

strated that particular faculties can be lost
while others remain relatively or even wholly
unaffected (Gardner, 1975). To be sure, we are

not suggesting that normally functioning indi-
viduals will demonstrate intelligences that
work completely independently of one another.
In fact, it can be assumed that in most cases

the intelligences work in concert with one an-
other. What differs among individuals is their
profile of intelligences. Theoretically, there
could be individuals who perform at the same

level or even excel in all of the intelligences. In
most cases, however, individuals exhibit a

more jagged profile of abilities, exhibiting var-
ious strengths and weaknesses across do-
mains. A high level of ability in one domain

does not, and should not, fortell a similarly

high level in another.
The notion of autonomyof intelligences has

significant implications for the gifted and tal-
ented community. This notion supports the

criticism that the concept of a measurable g or
general intelligence is at best limited, and at
worst educationally misleading. For example,
it cannot be presupposed that an individual

who demonstrates exceptional linguistic and

logical-mathematical skills on a standardized

measure of intelligence also will display ex-
ceptional ability (or even interest) in all other
domains. Neither can it be presupposed that a

child who performs poorly on such a measure
will fail to excel in one or moreof the other do-
mains. There are many examples that support

the precedingclaims: the child with an overall
IQ of 130 who has difficulty understanding

spatial problems; the ten-year-old violin

prodigy who performs poorly on academic sub-
jects; or the poet who haslittle skill or under-
standing in the logical-mathematical domain.

Differences among an individual’s levels of
capability support the notion that each intelli-
gence proceeds along its own developmental
trajectory. Individuals thus will differ with re-

gard to the areas in which they are considered
to be “at promise” (or “at risk”), and the extent
to which they are considered to be so in each

domain.
It follows that the use of traditional in-

telligence tests and similar measures as a

means of admitting individuals to gifted and
enrichment programs, particularly when

these measures are used in lieu of other

supporting information, is pedagogically un-
justifiable. Further, given the precious and

limited resources for gifted programs, it
makes no moresenseto give arts enrichment

to promising scholars than it does to give

scholarly enrichment to young artists. Pro-

grams should be deployed and children ad-
mitted to them in a manner that takes into
account each individual’s special gift or tal-
ent and how it can best be supported and de-

veloped.

A Multiple Intelligences Approach
to Assessment

There are clearly many areas of human capa-
bility that contemporary constructs of intelli-
gence simply fail to explain. Take, for exam-
ple, the piano virtuoso, the world-class

athlete, or the skilled architect. It is likely
that the particular “intelligences” involved
in each of these individuals’ areas of exper-

tise would not be evident in the results of
measures of intelligence limited to logical-
mathematical or linguistic capabilities. We do
not dispute the value of considering IQ as one
factor in the identification and placementof a
gifted individual; we do suggest that other fac-
tors deserve to be taken into account as well.
For example, we suggest considering the qual-

ity of products that a child has already fash-
ioned, the child’s desire for membership in a

program and stated goals for participation,
the student’s performance during a trial week
or two with other “gifted” children, and other

such unobtrusive measures. Such a combina-
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tion of approaches would undoubtedly uncover

more gifted individuals with more diverse ca-
pabilities than would any standardized mea-
sure.

An MI approach to assessment makes a
conscious move away from traditional testing

methods. Toward this goal, we have incorpo-

rated the following features into our current

approach to assessment.

Assessmentversus Testing

What distinguishes assessment from testing is

the former’s preference for methods and mea-
sures that elicit information in the course of
ordinary performances in a comfortable and
familiar environment rather than in the de-
contextualized setting of formal testing. An
examination of progress and learning (or lack
thereof) should occur every time an individual

is involved in a domain and not merely at

specified and often artificial points during the
year. In our view, educators and the students
under their charge should engage in regular

and appropriate reflection on their goals, the
various meansto achieve them,the success(or

lack thereof) in achieving these goals, and the
implications of this assessment processfor re-
thinking goals and procedures (Gardner,
1991a). One way in which this can be accom-

plished is through the use of portfolios or,
more accurately, “processfolios”: meaningful
collections of student workthat illustrate both
exploration of and progressin a particular do-
main of inquiry as well as examples of best
work (see, e.g.,Wolf, Bixby, Glenn, & Gardner,

1991).

Ecological Validity

An essential criterion in our approach is that
the assessment be ecologically valid. Assess-
ment of a person’s capabilities will be most in-
formed and useful if it takes place in a situa-
tion that closely resembles the individual’s
actual working conditions. This goal can be
achieved by supplying classrooms with engag-

ing and enjoyable materials and activities in

each of the seven domainsof intelligence out-

lined previously. Doing so maximizes the

teacher’s opportunities to observe a particular
child’s strengths and interests, while simulta-
neously maximizing the child’s opportunity to
discover and develop his or her capabilities
andinterests in a variety of domains. Through

the direct involvement of teachers and chil-
dren in the assessmentprocess, the evaluation

of various capabilities can become an ongoing,
unobtrusive part of the child’s natural learn-
ing environment.

Intelligence-Fair Assessment

Anothercriterion in our approach is that the
assessment instruments be “intelligence-fair.”

As already mentioned, most testing instru-
ments rely heavily on the test taker’s lin-
guistic and logical-mathematical capabilities

as a meansof tapping capability in other do-
mains. To the extent possible, our assessment
instruments do not confound intelligences.

Instead, they look directly at the intelligence-
in-operation. For instance, if we are interested
in assessing a young child’s understanding of
numbers, we would not ask the child to ex-

press that understanding through a verbal re-
sponse to a verbally presented problem involv-

ing numbers—for example, “If Nick has two
apples and Emmahasthree, how many apples

do they have altogether?” Instead, we might
ask the child to play a board gamein which he
or she could demonstrate skill and under-
standing of numbers and number concepts
through the manipulation of various props.

Similarly, to learn abouta child’s social under-
standing we might observethe child as partic-
ular social skills emerge naturally in class-

room interactions.

Working Styles

In addition to looking at capabilities in all do-
mains, the MI approach to assessment also
considers an individual’s approach or working
style in each domain. For example, we con-
sider level of engagement, persistence, and
distractibility as the person interacts with a

variety of materials. Such information helps
explain why certain individuals are more
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likely than others to develop in a given do-
main or to utilize lessons learned in one do-
main. Gaining information about an individ-
ual’s working style also enables the observer
to compare a child’s mode of attack across
tasks. One can determine if the individual has
a consistent working style across domains;
whether the individual has specific working
styles that emerge in some domainsbut not in

others; and whether there is a connection be-

tween particular working styles and the indi-
vidual’s success or failure in a given domain.
This information, when coupled with the indi-
vidual’s particular profile of intelligences,
yields rich information regarding the mostef-
fective pedagogical approach for a given indi-
vidual.

The information from this approach to as-

sessment differs from that yielded by most
standardized tests. Whereasthe latter usually
results in a series of subtest scores and/or an
IQ score, the former is communicated in the

richer format of a narrative profile. Such pro-
files present a more balanced andholistic view
of an individual’s intelligences, one that ad-
dresses all domains of knowledge and capabil-
ity as well as the individual’s approach to each

domain. In addition, the profile serves as a
guide to formal educational opportunities as

well as less formal activities that can nurture
and support the particular array of capabili-
ties exhibited by an individual. In this way,
the assessment process gathers and presents

information useful to parents, teachers, and,

of course, the children themselves.

In sum, our approach strives toward mak-
ing assessment and curriculum as engaging

and enjoyable for the child as they are infor-
mative for the adults who interact with the
child. It stresses the importance of assessment
as a process that works hand in hand with

curriculum, exposure to a wide variety of ma-

terials, and the need for a meaningful context
in which assessment can take place.

The Educationof the Intelligences

Several educational experiments, either

wholly or partially influenced by MItheory,
have been undertaken over the last decade.

Perhaps the foremost effort is the ATLAS

Communities Project (Communities for Au-
thentic Teaching, Learning, and Assessment

for All Students), a collaboration with the
Coalition for Essential Schools at Brown
University, the School Development Program
at Yale University, and the Educational
Development Center in Newton, Massa-
chusetts. As one of nine school reform projects

nationwide currently funded by the nonprofit
New American Schools Development Cor-
poration (NASDC), this group is attempting
to design “break-the-mold schools” for the
twenty-first century. At the middle school and

high school levels, ARTS PROPELis a col-
laboration with Educational Testing Service

and the Pittsburgh public schools. PROPEL
is a large-scale effort to stimulate artistic
learning andto assessits level of competence
(Gardner, 1989; Wolf, 1988; Zessoules, Wolf,

& Gardner, 1988). In middle school the now

completed Practical Intelligence for School
(PIFS) Project examined the (practical) in-
telligences needed for success in school
(Gardner, Krechevsky, Sternberg, & Oka-

gaki, 1994). At the elementary level, a num-

ber of teachers in Indianapolis founded the
Key School. Using MI theory as a point of de-
parture, they developed an approach to edu-
cation that sought to nurtureall intelligences
in every child (Olson, 1988).

MI theory is not so mucha prescription for
educational programs, with a set curriculum

or methodology that must be carried out in
all settings, but, rather, a provocation for ed-

ucators and others to think differently about
the assessment and educationofall individu-
als. This is evident as we look at the unique
ways in which MI-inspired programs around
the country have developed (Krechevsky,

Hoerr, & Gardner, 1995). Still, many of these

extensions of MI theory share common ele-
ments. First, each attempts to broaden the
notion of intelligence to include a much wider

range of human cognitive capabilities.
Second, each attempts to personalize educa-

tion by developing means of discovering and
supporting capabilities and interests which

are unique in each individual. Finally, MI-
inspired programsactively strive to blur the

line between assessment and curriculum so
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that each informs the other in an ongoing
process.

In relation to the identification and educa-

tion of the gifted and talented, MI theory sup-
ples a framework in which we can broaden

the notion of intelligence and giftedness to in-
clude a much wider range of capabilities,
reevaluate what counts as a “gift,” and con-

sider how best to assess and nurture promise

and achievement in many different cognitive
domains.

MI theory has encouraged many educators,

parents, and others to abandon the notion
that “the cream alwaysrises to the top.” This
applies to both the gifted and talented chil-
dren in the population of all children, and to

the skills that can be considered thegift of any
particular child. The theory suggests that if

children are not given many opportunities to

experience, explore, and develop an interest or

proficiency, we may never discover those do-
mains in whicha child holds a special interest
or talent. Consider, for example, a potential
musical prodigy who never had access to a mu-

sical instrument or recorded music, or the po-
tentially gifted athlete who was not encour-

aged in physical activities. There are, of
course, those cases of youth who despite their
unpromising milieu reveal their extraordinary

talent to the world with little or no provoca-
tion, but these extraordinary individuals

should be considered the exception rather

than the rule.

We do not mean to suggest that every child
should be considered “gifted” in the tradi-

tional sense. We do suggest thatit is critical to
have rich environments andholistic, context-

sensitive ways to assess and nurture promise

and achievementin all children. We havea re-

sponsibility as educators to find out what

every child is good at and interested in so that
we can help children feel good about them-

selves as learners; and to find ways to make

educational capital out of those activities in

which children show interest or skill in order
to build bridges to areas in which they show
less interest or skill.

Project Spectrum is an example of one suc-

cessful extension of MI theory with preschool

children.

Project Spectrum: AnInnovative
Approachto the Assessment and
Education of Intelligences at the

Preschool Level

Historically, theories of child development de-
scribe what the “normal” child can be expected

to do at a given age or stage of development.
Jean Piaget (1983) argued that every child

must go through a universal sequence of

stages when developing skills and under-

standing in a particular area. In addition,
Piaget claimed that individuals should be at
essentially the same level of development
across all areas, exhibiting a fairly flat profile
of cognitive capabilities. We in no way wish to

diminish the remarkable contributions of Jean
Piaget or other developmentalists of the past.

However, research on thinking and learning
over the last two decades has found that: The
level of a child’s understanding or expertise in
one area can be largely independentof his or
her understanding and expertise in others;
and preschool children are far more different

from one another than had been previously in-
dicated by educational and psychological liter-
ature (Gardner, 1991b).

Project Spectrum, now completed in its
phase as a research project, was a collabora-

tion undertaken over the course of several
years by many researchers at Harvard Project
Zero, David Feldman at Tufts University, and

the staff and students of the Eliot-Pearson

Children’s School at Tufts. Spectrum repre-
sented an effort to create a “contextualized”

environment in which a wide rangeof abilities
in young children could be observed and as-
sessed. We used Feldman’s notion of domain-
specific development in nonuniversal domains
(Feldman, 1986) and the seven domainsof in-

telligence of MI theory as points of departure.
Through a series of close observations of

preschoolers in the context of the classroom,
we identified what we perceived to be the core

abilities of this age group in each domain of
intelligence. It was soon apparent that there
were subcomponents of each domain that also

warranted examination; that the intelligences

ought to be described in terms of meaningful

cultural activities or domains; and that, as
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mentioned above, it was equally importantto
look at the children’s working styles or ways of
approaching each domain. As a result of
Spectrum’s initial phase of research, we devel-
oped fifteen measures that could be used sys-
tematically to tap four-year-olds’ cognitive ca-

pabilities in seven domains of knowledge, and
we identified over a dozen working styles in
these children (see Tables 5.1 and 5.2).

The fifteen measures (Table 5.1) were in-
tended as a complement to an enrichedclass-
room environment (described below). They
were designed to look specifically at a child’s
capabilities when there was uncertainty about

her level of understandingor skill in a partic-
ular domain based on everyday observations
in the classroom. The information gained from
these measures was always used in concert

with other available sources of information. In

addition, the information gained was treated
as a measure of the child’s ability in a domain
at a precise point in time, not as a measureof

the child’s overall potential in a domain. The
only way to find out how a child’s capability in
a domain evolves is to reassess the child on a
regular and reliable schedule.

Criteria for Developing Spectrum
Assessment Materials

A main criterion in the development of
Spectrum assessment materials was that they

be stimulating and enjoyable to the preschool-
age child. Our materials were sturdy, engag-
ing, and inviting so that children were com-
fortable working in many content areas
regardless of their skill levels. Themes within
the activities were geared toward the

Table 5.1
Domains of Knowledge Examinedin Project Spectrum
 

Language

Invented narrative measure:

Storyboard Activity
Descriptive narrative measure:

Reporter Activities

Movement

Creative movement measure:

Creative Movement Curriculum

Athletic movement measure:

Obstacle Course

Music

Production measure:

Singing Activity

Perception measure:
Pitch Discrimination

Science
Hypothesis testing measure:

Sink and Float Activity
Logical inference measure:

Treasure Hunt Game
Mechanical measure:

Assembly Activity

Naturalist measure:
Discovery Area

Mathematics

Counting/strategy measure:
Dinosaur Game

Calculating/notation measure:

Bus Game

Visual Arts
Art portfolios

Structured Drawing Activities

Social

Social analysis measure:
Classroom Model Activity

Social roles measure:

Peer Interaction Checklist
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Table 5.2

Measures of Working Style
Examined by Project Spectrum
 

Child is:

easily engaged/reluctant to engage in activity.

confident/tentative.
playful/serious.
focused/distractible.

persistent/frustrated by task.
reflective about own work/impulsive.

apt to work slowly/apt to work quickly.
conversational/quiet.

Child:

respondsto visual/auditory/kinesthetic cues.
demonstrates playful approach.
brings personal strength/agendato task.
finds humorin content area.

uses materials in unexpected ways.
showspride in accomplishment.
is curious about materials.

shows concern over “correct” answers.
focuses on interaction with adult.
transforms task/materials.
 

preschooler’s world of experiences and inter-
ests.

For example, in a Spectrum assessmentac-
tivity in the area of logical-mathematical in-

telligence, or numberskills, a child plays a

board game in which her gamepiece, a small

dinosaur, must escape from the hungry mouth
of a large dinosaur. The number anddirection
of moves is determined by two dice, one of
which displays numbers and another that
shows plus and minussigns. Through a series
of random and deliberate placements of the

dice, the child attempts to maneuverthelittle
dinosaur to safety. This activity produces a

quantified account of the child’s ability to
work with the number concepts embedded in
the game.

In the Storyboard Activity, a measure of in-
vented narrative (linguistic) skills, a child is
presented with an enticing assortment of
characters, props, and creatures that can be

incorporated into a story. The materials pro-

vide a child with a stimulatingbasis for telling

a fanciful story, while offering the teacher an
opportunity to look at the child’s use of vocab-

ulary and sentence structure, as well as the

ability to tell a thematically coherent story.

For children who are more comfortable using
descriptive language, complementary “report-

ing” activities tap some of the same compo-
nents measured by the Storyboard Activity.'

Recording Information Gathered through
the Spectrum Approach

A strength of the Spectrum approach to as-
sessment is that it provides teachers and oth-
ers with several means of organizing and
recording their observations of individual
preschool children. Spectrum’s assessment
measures employ a variety of different meth-
ods for recording and scoring a child’s perfor-
mance in the various domains. Depending on
the nature of the activity and the domain on
which it focuses, these methods range from
the use of fully quantified score sheets to more
holistic, observational checklists. An example
of the former would be the scoring system

used for the Dinosaur Game. An example of
the latter would be the checklists we have de-
vised for recording a child’s engagement and
production in visual arts or creative move-
ment activities. While most teachers will not
find it practical, or even possible, to formally
administerall fifteen measuresto all children

in their classes, or to use all of the methods

of recording that we provide, our materials

and measures can be extremely useful for

those times when morestructured observation
and methods of recording are deemed neces-
sary.

The Spectrum Profile

Through the Spectrum approach, teachers
gather a wealth of information about the in-
tellectual strengths and workingstyles of each
child. This information becomes the basis of
Spectrum Profiles, relatively brief individ-
ualized written reports generated from the
child’s formal and informal engagement with

 

‘For more information, see Project Spectrum
Handbook, 1994.
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Spectrum materials over the course of the
school year. In straightforward language, the
profile describes the particular pattern of in-
tellectual capabilities and working styles ex-
hibited by each child. It addresses relative
strengths and weaknesses within a child’s
own range of capabilities; and occasionally it
records “absolute” strengths when the child’s
performance stands out in relation to the
larger population of preschoolers.

Consistent with our belief that assessment
should be in service of individuals, and not

simply a means of ranking them,the profile
provides concrete yet informal suggestions for
follow-up activities for each child. For exam-
ple, if a child demonstrates a strength or in-
terest in the bodily-kinesthetic domain,his or
her report would suggest activities in the
home and community that might support the
child’s capabilities in that domain. Similarly,if
a child demonstrates difficulty with number
skills, the report might suggest remediation
activities such as counting and calculating
games.

In summary, the profile presents informa-

tion to teachers, parents, and others that can
be put to use in service of a child’s future in-
volvement and success in a rangeof intellec-
tual undertakings. The Spectrum Profile is in-
tended as a guide to the child’s profile of
cognitive capabilities and working styles and
the specific needs and opportunities which ac-
company such a profile.

The Spectrum-Inspired Classroom

We realized quickly that unless assessment
occurred over time, and after a child had sig-
nificant opportunity to explore and develop
skill in a particular area, the information it
produced could be misleading and uninforma-

tive. For this reason, the focus of the project
shifted from assessment of preschool-aged
children to a new approach to early education,
one in which curriculum and assessment func-
tion hand in hand on an ongoing basis (see,
e.g., Adams, & Feldman, 1993; Hatch & Gard-
ner, 1986; Krechevsky, 1991; Krechevsky &
Gardner, 1990; Malkus, Feldman, & Gardner,
1988; Ramos-Ford, Feldman, and Gardner,

1988; Wexler-Sherman, Gardner, & Feldman,

1988).

In its phase as a research project, a

Spectrum classroom featured a widevariety of
materials, games, puzzles, and learning areas
that were designed to engage and interest
preschoolers. For example, art materials, mu-

sical instruments, a dramatic play area, puz-
zles and games that stimulate numerical and
logical thinking, and a natural science corner
were continuously available to the children. In
addition, there were regularly scheduled ac-
tivities such as creative movementsessions,

and a class newspaperin which children could
demonstrate their language skills by report-
ing on eventsof their weekends and vacations.
In many ways Spectrum was reminiscent of
what can be found in many well-implemented

preschool classrooms. The difference was that
in addition to the usual activities, we inter-

spersed the 15 more formal assessment mea-
sures and series of less formal checklists for
each child over the course of the school year.
Through careful observations in such a set-
ting, we found that we could gain considerable
information about theprofile of interests and
abilities of individual children while offering
them, at the same time, a rich and diverse en-

vironment in which to explore and learn.

Rather than suggesting a_ prescribed
method on whichall early education programs
should be modeled, Spectrum offers a flexible
framework within which educators can de-

velop customized, unique programs that more

effectively serve all children in their care. The

past decade has presented many new applica-
tions of the Spectrum approach. These include
programs for older children, the gifted, and
those in need of special education; programs
with children’s museums; and apprenticeship
programs, to namea few.

A Spectrum-inspired approach to early ed-
ucation also can help to enrich practices al-
ready widely used in preschools and otherset-
tings. For example, many existing preschool
programs use thematic units within which
curricular activities are grounded. A teacher
familiar with the Spectrum approach might
expand and diversify a unit in order to include
a variety of materials and activities from
many domains, thus maximizing the chances
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that children of all skill levels and interests
can become involved. Or a teacher might
choose to incorporate a domain-based ap-
proach that allows children to explore a par-
ticular area (such as music or natural science)
in depth, over time, and from several different

perspectives. Having the opportunity to ob-
serve each child as an engaged learner in a
rich environment, the teacher can makeanin-

formed effort to widen each child’s experience
and build bridges between children’s areas of
strength and interest and areas they may not

as readily explore.
As an example, consider a child who shows

interest and skill in the area of music butdif-
ficulty with language concepts. Perhaps this
child mightbe offered opportunities to develop
vocabulary and skill in forming sentences by
creating new wordsfor songs, singingstories,
and so on. Or consider a child who demon-
strates skill in spatial tasks. Such a child
might explore number concepts by keeping
track of how manypiecesthere are in the ob-
jects he takes apart and puts together. This
“bridging” offers children exposure to new

areas of learning and exploration as well as
new ways of looking at and entering intoal-

ready familiar areas.

A Multiple Intelligences Approach to
TeacherTraining

MI theory can serve as a powerful framework
for teacher training and development. The
theory itself, as well as the many accounts of
how it has been put into practice, can serve as
a starting point for a teacher’s self-reflection

and development. First, it can help a teacher
look at his or her ownprofile of strengths and
weaknesses across many areas of human
cognition. This self-examination enables a
teacher to see where to improve his or her
level of understanding in order to teach more

effectively. Second, the theory has spawned a
number of methods that a teacher can employ

to observe individual children more closely
and to put the observations to educationaluse.

Finally, MI theory offers a starting point from
which teachers can think more concretely
about curriculum development.
A commonsentiment of teachers who have

become familiar with MI theory is that they

feel their eyes have been opened to the many
subtleties of children’s behavior. These educa-

tors agree that stimulating materials are not
enough if they are not employed in a mean-
ingful way and if a teacher does not have a
solid idea about how and why they are used
in the classroom. The problem with most
prepackaged curricula is that the uniqueness
of any given classroom, its teacher, and stu-
dents cannot be taken into account in their de-

velopment.

MI theory does not presume to offer one
way in which children of any age or level of
cognitive capability should be taught. Rather,
it serves as a catalyst, and perhaps a chal-
lenge, to teachers to find what is best in each
child and for each child (Gardner 1993:
Krechevsky, Hoerr, & Gardner, 1995).

Summary: Toward a More Capacious
View of Giftedness

MI theory has inspired many successful edu-
cational programsoverthe last decade, each of
which incorporate key elements of the new ap-
proach to assessment andinstruction. We be-
lieve that it is an ecologically valid, “intelli-

gence-fair,” and unobtrusive approach to
assessment, which yields rich information
about a child’s distinctive profile of capabili-
ties, interests, and styles of learning across
the many domains of humancognition.In ad-
dition, we believe MI theory presents multiple
opportunities to assess and encouragea child’s
evolving profile of intelligences by bringing
the assessmentprocess out of the testing room

and into the classroom.
It is particularly important during the

preschool and early elementary years that op-
portunities be maximized for an individual’s

exploration across a range of domains. While
the discovery of particular interests and abili-
ties can happen spontaneously for some gifted
children, specifically designed activities, ma-

terials, or situations may be neededto insti-
gate such discovery in many children, even

those already “at promise.” MI-inspired class-

rooms presentall children with opportunities
to explore their interests and abilities across

domains, while simultaneously providing
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their teacher with systematic ways of assess-
ing and, more important, responding to each

child’s needs. Assessment becomes an ongoing

process embedded within the learning envi-
ronment instead of a decontextualized task
that occurs without motivation at fixed times
during the year.

A multiple intelligences approach to assess-
ment and instruction strives toward identify-

ing and supporting the “gifts” in every indi-
vidual. We have suggested that the first step
toward achieving this goal is to address capa-
bilities in the many domains of humancogni-
tion discussed earlier, instead of focusing ex-
clusively on the logical-mathematical and

linguistic domains. In addition, we suggest
broadening the focus of assessment to include

the identification of relative strengths (those

an individual exhibits in relation to his or her
ownprofile of cognitive capabilities) as well as
absolute strengths (those an individual ex-
hibits in relation to the wider population of
peers). In this way one can makeinformed ed-
ucational and extracurricular decisions that
are based on the learner’s complete profile of
intellectual capabilities.

A multiple intelligences approach to assess-
ment will likely identify many more children

as “at promise” than traditional methods of
the past. The identification of a wider array of

capabilities in a wider population of individu-
als presents a challenge not only to the schools
but also to families and communities to create

opportunities in which these diverse capabili-
ties can be supported and developed. To the
extent that children so identified can be in-
cluded in formal gifted programs, both the
children and the programs will be beneficia-
ries, if they are well matched. But evenifit is
not possible to include every child, gifted or
not, in an ideally designed program, the very
exercise of recognizing gifts and laying out op-
tions can be expected to havebeneficial effects
for the child andfor the culture.
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Genetics and Intelligence
 

ROBERT PLOMIN, Institute ofPsychiatry, London

a In the field of gifted education, the
contribution of genetics has long been ne-
glected. The purpose of this chapteris to sug-
gest that the field has much to gain by taking
a more balanced view that recognizes nature

(genetics) as well as nurture (environment) in
the origins of giftedness. The chapter focuses
on the domain about which most is known—
genetics and intelligence—and emphasizes
the important contribution that genetic re-
search can make toward understanding nur-
ture as well as nature. Properly understood,
genetic research does not threaten gifted edu-
cation but, rather, provides fundamentalfacts
on which thefield of gifted education can grow
in exciting new directions.

The neglect of genetics in contemporary
discussions of giftedness is striking. Part of
the reason for this neglect is the legacy of be-
haviorism in the behavioral sciences, which
led to environmentalism and conditioned be-
havioral scientists to be uncomfortable with
biology. The major reason, however,is the con-
cern that finding genetic influence will mean
that nothing can be done environmentally.
This notion is wrong for three reasons. First,
to recognize genetic influence does not imply
that a trait is due entirely to genetics. Rarely
do genetic factors account for more than half
of the variance of behavioral traits. Second,
the phrase genetic influence in relation to com-
plex traits like intelligence denotes probabilis-
tic propensities, not predetermined program-
ming. For single-gene disorders, such as a
type of mental retardation called phenylke-
tonuria (PKU), the gene hasits effect regard-
less of other genes or the environment.
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Complex traits, however, involve many genes
and many environmental influences. For this
reason, genetic influences on complex traits
are not hard-wired, mechanistic determi-
nants. Rather, genes merely contribute to the
odds that development will proceed in a cer-
tain direction.

Third, genetic research only describes ge-
netic and environmental influences as they
exist on average in a particular population at
a particular time. Even if a trait were highly
heritable, an intervention could have a dra-
matic effect on a particular individual.
Moreover, a new intervention that did not pre-
viously contribute to environmentalinfluences
in the population could have a majoreffect, on
average, in the population. In other words,ge-
netic research describes “what is,” but it does
not predict “what could be.”

Genetic research also does not prescribe or
proscribe “what should be.” Concerns about
political implications lie at the core of uneasi-
ness aboutfinding genetic influence. However,
finding genetic influence is compatible with a
wide range of actions, including no action at
all. Values come into play when decisions are
made concerning whatis to be done with such
knowledge.

If genetic research describes “what is”
rather than predicting “what could be” or pre-
scribing “what should be,” what does it matter
whether genetic factors are important? Many
educational programsfor the gifted would pro-
ceed largely unchanged whetheror not hered-
ity is important. Moreover, knowledge of ge-
netic influences is unlikely to be of much
specific help to the educator confronted with a
particular gifted child. Genetic research is
likely to contribute in more general ways.
Although finding genetic influence bears no
necessary implicationsfor social action, better
decisions ought to be made with knowledge

67
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than without it. Knowing “what is” should

help guide the search for “what could be.”
Nonetheless, the major reason for wanting to
understand the genetic and environmental
origins of individual differencesin intelligence
is the basic science goal of explanation. Basic
science, which carries no promise of practical

application, often leads to novel and impor-
tant applications. The driving force behind
science is simply curiosity, a curiosity that is

shared by educators and parents who wonder
why children develop the way they do.

Another preliminary issue concerns intelli-
gence, a word that is almost as contentious as
the word genetics in thefield of gifted educa-
tion. The wordintelligence has so manydiffer-
ent meanings that it may be preferable to use
other words in order to avoid confusion. What
is meant by intelligence in this chapteris gen-
eral cognitive ability, which represents the
well-established fact that nearly all reliable
measuresofcognitive abilities (such as tests of
verbal, spatial, and memory) intercorrelate at
least moderately (Carroll, 1993). General cog-
nitive ability is what such tests have in com-

mon (Jensen, 1987). More complex cognitive

processes, such as abstract reasoning,are bet-

ter indices of general cognitive ability than

less complex processes suchas simple sensory

discriminations. Because intelligence tests

typically assess a broad range of complex cog-

nitive processes, their total scores provide rea-

sonable indices of general cognitive ability,

that is, intelligence.

The Contributions of Genetic and
Environmental Factors in Intelligence

Family studies show that intelligence doesin-

deed run in families. The average correlation

of IQ scores for parents and offspring and for

siblings is about .45. The question is whether

intelligence runs in families for reasons of na-

ture or nurture. Adoption and twin studies

provide a kind of natural experiment to disen-

tangle genetic and environmental influences

(Plomin, 1990). If family resemblanceis due to

heredity, then genetically related individuals

adopted apart should be similar even though

they do not share the same family environ-

ment. If family resemblance is due to shared
family environment, then genetically unre-

lated individuals adopted together should be

similar even though they do not share hered-

ity.

The results of dozens of studies indicate

that both nature and nurture are important.
First-degree relatives include parents and
their offspring and siblings, who are related
50 percent genetically. For 1,017 pairs offirst-

degree relatives who were adopted apart, the
average IQ correlation is .22, suggesting that
genetic factors account for about half of the IQ
correlation of .45 for first-degree relatives who
lived together (Bouchard & McGue, 1981). For
2,101 pairs of genetically unrelated adoptive

parents and their adopted children andpairs
of unrelated children adopted together, the av-
erage IQ correlation is about .23, suggesting
that shared family environment also makes a

contribution.

Thus, in rough summary, “genetic” rela-
tives adopted apart correlate about .22, “envi-
ronmental” relatives correlate about .23, and

“senetic-plus-environmental” relatives corre-
late about .45. Of the IQ resemblance between

first-degree relatives, about half appears to be
due to nature and the other half to nurture.
Heritability is a statistic that describes the

proportion of variance in the population that
can be attributed to genetic differences among

individuals. The heritability estimate from

these adoption data is 44 percent, which

meansthat of the differences among individu-

als in IQ scores, genetic differences can ac-

count for approximately 44 percent of this

variance. [Thecorrelation of .22 is doubled to

estimate heritability becausefirst-degree rela-

tives are only 50 percent similar genetically,

as explained elsewhere (e.g., Plomin, 1990).]

This means that about half of the IQ differ-

ences amongindividuals in the population can

be accounted for by genetic differences among

them. Nurture, shared family environment,

accounts for an additional 23 percent of the

variance. The rest of the variance of IQ scores

can be attributed to error of measurement

(about 10 percent) and to environmentalinflu-

ences that are not shared by individuals in the

same family (about 23 percent).

Twin studies also provide a kind of natural



experiment in which the resemblanceof iden-
tical twins, who are identical genetically, is
compared to the resemblance of fraternal

twins, first-degree relatives whose genetic re-
latedness is .50. If heredity affects a trait,

identical twins should be more similar in the
trait than fraternal twins. For IQ, the average

twin correlations are .86 for identical twins

(4,672 pairs) and .60 for fraternal twins (5,546
pairs; Bouchard & McGue, 1981). Because

identical twins are twice as similar genetically
as fraternal twins, a rough estimate of heri-
tability doubles the difference between the
identical and fraternal twin correlations. This
estimate of heritability is 52 percent, [(.86 —
.60) X 2], not too different from the estimate of

44 percent from adoption studies. It should be
noted that the correlation of .60 for fraternal

twins exceeds the correlation of .45 for non-
twin siblings, which suggests that shared en-
vironmental factors contribute more to the re-

semblance of twins than to nontwin siblings,
an issue to which weshall return.

One of the most dramatic adoption designs
involves reared-apart identical twins, al-
though the numberof such twin pairs is small
for obvious reasons. For several small studies
involving a total of 65 pairs of identical twins
reared apart, the average IQ correlation was

.72 (Bouchard & McGue, 1981). Because they
are genetically identical and are not reared in

the same family, the correlation for identical

twins reared apart provides a direct estimate
of heritability. This heritability estimate of 72
percent is higher than the estimate of 44 per-
cent from adoption studies and 52 percent

from twin studies, and it has been replicated

in two recent studies totaling 95 pairs of iden-
tical twins reared apart (Bouchard, Lykken,

McGue, Segal, & Tellegen, 1990; Pedersen,

Plomin, Nesselroade, & McClearn, 1992). A

possible explanation for this higher heritabil-

ity estimate is that, unlike most adoption and
twin studies, studies of twins reared apartin-
volved adults rather than children and adoles-

cents. As explained later, heritability appears

to be greater later in life.

Model-fitting analyses that simultaneously
analyze all of the family, adoption, and twin
data yield heritability estimates of about .50
(Chipuer, Rovine, & Plomin, 1990; Loehlin,
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1989). Few scientists any longer dispute the
conclusion that intelligence showssignificant
genetic influence (Snyderman & Rothman,
1987). It should be noted that the total vari-
ance of IQ test scores includes error of mea-

surement. Corrected for unreliability of mea-
surement, heritability estimates would be

higher. Also, the world’s researchliteraturein-
cludes disproportionate numbers of young
children. As will be discussed, new evidence

indicates that adults show even greater heri-
tability than children. Regardless of the pre-
cise estimate of heritability, genetic influence
on IQ test scores is not only statistically sig-
nificant, it is also very substantial.

What about high intelligence? It cannot be
assumedthat the etiology of high intelligence
is the sameastheetiology of the normal range
of individual differences (Plomin, 1991). It is

surprising thatso little is known aboutthe ge-
netic and environmental origins of high intel-
ligence. The issue is whether genetic factors
affect high ability, which is different from the

usual focus on genetic contributions to intelli-

gence differences among individuals in the
population. That is, the reasons that one child
has an IQ of 150 and anotheran IQ of 145are
less important than understanding why both
children have such high IQ scores, compared
with the rest of the population.

In a follow-up study of Terman’s gifted in-

dividuals, the average IQ of their offspring
was 133, a score in the top few percentile of
the distribution of IQ scores (Oden, 1968).
This suggests that familial factors contribute
importantly to high intelligence. Family stud-
les, however, cannot disentangle genetic and
environmental influences. A new genetic ap-
proachto this issue has been developed thatis
essentially an analysis of means. The method,
called DF analysis after its developers
(DeFries & Fulker, 1985, 1988), compares the
meanscores of the partners (co-twins) of high-
scoring twin individuals for identical and fra-
ternal twin pairs. If familial (genetic and
environmental) factors are not important, co-
twinsofhigh-scoring twins should have an av-
erage IQ near the population mean of 100. If
familial factors are important, co-twins will
have an average score that lies between the
high-scoring twins and the population aver-
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age. If genetic factors are important, co-twins

of identical twins will have an average score
closer to the high-scoring twins than will the
co-twins of fraternal twins.

The first attempts to apply this approachto
high intelligence suggest that genetic factors

are as important at the high endof thedistri-
bution of IQ scores as they are are for the
rest of the distribution (Plomin & Thompson,
1993). Although more work needsto be doneto
feel confident about this conclusion, these re-

sults suggest an important hypothesis: In
terms of genetic influence, high intelligence
might merely be the high extreme of the con-
tinuous dimensionof intelligence. That is, the
same genetic deck of cards may beplayed, but
individuals at the high end are dealt a better

hand. It should be noted that these results
refer only to the top few percentile of IQ
scores, not to the rare one-in-a-million genius.

Lykken and colleagues (Lykken, McGue,
Tellegen, & Bouchard, 1992) have speculated

that genetic influences on genius are dif-
ferent from those that affect the normal range
of intelligence in that particular rare combi-
nations of many genes may be necessary for

genius.

Beyond Heritability

The conclusion that genetic contributions to
individual differences in IQ test scores are sig-
nificant and substantial is one of the most im-
portant facts that has been uncoveredin re-
search on intelligence. Even when this
conclusion is fully accepted, however, we are
much closer to the beginning than to the end
of the story of heredity and intelligence
(Plomin & Neiderhiser, 1991). The rest of the

story requires going beyond “anonymous”ge-

netic and environmental components of vari-
ance to begin to identify specific genetic and
environmental influences and to chart their

developmental course.

Identifying Genes

One of the most exciting developmentsis the

emerging possibility that molecular genetic

tools can begin to identify specific genes that

affect complex behaviors, including intelli-

gence (Plomin, Owen, & McGuffin, 1994). The

challenge is to use the thousands of new DNA
markersto find genes in complex systems that
involve multiple genes as well as multiple
nongenetic factors. No genes have as yet been

found that contribute to high intelligence,al-
though research on this topic is in progress
(Plomin, et al., 1994). Despite the allure of

molecular genetic strategies, this chapterfor-
goes further discussion of this topic becauseof
its promissory nature (see Plomin & Thomp-

son, 1993.)

Three other genetic discoveries deserve

mention. First is the remarkable finding that
heritability of intelligence increases with age
(McCartney, Harris, & Bernieri, 1990; McGue,

Bouchard, Iacono, & Lykken, 1993; Plomin,

1986). This finding is especially interesting be-
cause it is counterintuitive: People usually as-

sume that environmental factors increasingly
account for variance in intelligence as experi-
ences accumulate during the course of life.
Another important developmental discovery
comes from genetic analyses of age-to-age
change and continuity, which find that genetic
factors contribute to change as well as con-
tinuity, especially during the transition from
early to middle childhood (Fulker, Cherny, &
Cardon, 1993). What this meansis that ge-
netic factors that contribute to individual dif-
ferences in intelligence in early childhood dif-
fer to some extent from genetic factors that

affect intelligence in middle childhood.
Although this could mean that new genes are
turned on in middle childhood, morelikely the
same geneshavedifferent effects in the brains
of eight-year-olds as compared to four-year-

olds (Plomin, 1986).

The third discovery involves multivariate
genetic analysis, which makes it possible to

estimate the extent to which genetic effects on

one trait overlap with genetic effects on an-
other trait. One example of this approach is
the finding that genetic influence on tests of
specific cognitive abilities overlap to a surpris-
ing extent, suggesting that the generality of
intelligence is a genetic phenomenon (Peder-

sen, Plomin, & McClearn, 1994). Nonetheless,

some genetic influence on specific cognitive

abilities is independent of general intelli-

gence.



Another example of multivariate genetic
analysis involves tests of school achievement,

which also show substantial genetic influence.
Multivariate genetic analyses have consis-
tently shown that genetic effects on intel-
ligence tests account completely for genetic
effects on tests of school achievement (Thomp-
son, Detterman, & Plomin, 1991; Wadsworth,

1994). Conversely, differences between scores

on IQ tests and tests of school achievement

are exclusively environmental in origin. This
finding illustrates the possibility of unantici-

pated applications of basic research.First, the
finding suggests that school achievement

scores independentof IQ scores are largely de-

void of genetic influence, and would thuspro-
vide a better measure of achievementperse.
Second, the finding suggests that under-
achievement, defined as a discrepancy be-
tween ability and achievement, is largely due

to environmental factors. Research to identify
specific environmental factors that lead to un-

derachievement deserves a high priority in
order to foster the developmentof gifted un-
derachievers.!

Identifying Environments

Two of the most important discoveries from
behavioral genetic research involve nurture
rather than nature. The first is the topic of
shared and nonshared environments men-
tioned earlier. The obvious fact that intelli-
gence runs in families has reasonably but
wrongly been attributed to shared family en-
vironment. To some extent, this is the case

prior to adolescence; but in the long run, grow-
ing up in the same family does not makechil-
dren similar in IQ scores. Genetically related
children in the same family are indeedsimilar,
but heredity accounts for this familial resem-
blance. Environmental influences relevant to
cognitive development make children in the
same family different, not similar. This type of
environmental influence has been called non-
shared environment, because environmental
influences of this type are not shared by chil-

 

‘See Chapter 31 by Silverman and Chapter 34
by Rimm.
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dren growing up in the same family (Plomin &
Daniels, 1987).

As mentionedearlier, heritability of intelli-
gence appearsto increase duringthelife span.
As heritability increases, the effect of shared
environment appears to decrease. Also dis-
cussed earlier, genetic research involving
young children and twins suggests substantial
influence of shared environment. However,re-

cent evidence suggests that shared environ-
mental influence is much less after adoles-
cence. Further, as mentioned earlier, twin

studies yield inflated estimates of shared en-

vironmental influence (Plomin, 1988).

The strongest evidence for the importance
of shared environment comes from the corre-
lation for adoptive siblings—thatis, pairs of
genetically unrelated children adopted into
the same families. Their average IQ correla-
tion is about .30 across studies. However,

these studies happenedto assess adoptivesib-
lings as children. In 1978, the first study of
older adoptive siblings yielded a strikingly dif-
ferent result: The IQ correlation was —.03 for

84 pairs of adoptive siblings from 16 to 22
years of age (Scarr & Weinberg, 1978). Other
studies of older adoptive siblings have also
found similarly low IQ correlations. The most
impressive evidence comes from a ten-year
longitudinal follow-up study of over 200 pairs
of adoptive siblings. At the average age of
eight years, the IQ correlation was .26. Ten
years later, their IQ correlation was near zero

(Loehlin, Horn, & Willerman, 1989). These re-

sults suggest that shared environment is im-
portant for IQ scores during childhood when
children are living at home, then fades in im-

portance after adolescence.

These results also suggest that a priority
for research should be the identification of
nonshared experiences that account for long-
term environmental influences on intelli-
gence. Thekey is to study more than one child
per family in order to ask what environmen-
tal experiences makechildren growing up in
the same family so different. Some steps
have been taken toward distinguishing
intelligence-relevant environmental measures
that assess shared environment and those
that assess nonshared environment (Chipuer
& Plomin, 1992). Measures of shared environ-
ment can be expected to correlate with IQ
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scores in childhood but not later, at least

not for environmental reasons (see below).
Measures of nonshared environment, on the

other hand, are not expected to correlate with

IQ scores during childhood but are the best
hope for predicting later IQ scores from earlier

experiences.

The second important discovery from ge-

netic research concerning the environment
has been called the nature of nurture (Plomin
& Bergeman, 1991). The phenomenonisthis:

Measures widely used to assess the environ-
ment in fact show genetic influence in twin
and adoption studies conducted during the
past five years (Plomin, 1994). Although this

seems paradoxical, what it means at its sim-
plest level is that ostensible measures of the
environment inadvertently assess genetically
influenced characteristics (e.g., IQ) of individ-

uals. For example, one of the most widely used
observation/interview measures of the home
environment (parental behavior) as it relates
to cognitive development is a measurecalled
the Home Observation for Measurementofthe
Environment (HOME; Caldwell & Bradley,

1978).
In an adoption study, mothers’ behavior to-

ward each child was assessed using the
HOMEfor nonadoptive and adoptive siblings.

Separate HOME scores were obtained for

mothers’ behavior toward each child when the

child was 12 months old and again when each

child was 24 months old (Plomin, DeFries, &

Fulker, 1988). The question was whether
mothers were more similar in their behavior
toward genetically related nonadoptive sib-
lings as compared to genetically unrelated

adoptive siblings. If so, this pattern of results
would suggest genetic influence. Sibling corre-
lations for HOMEtotal scores were .50 and
.36, respectively, for nonadoptive and adoptive
siblings at 12 months. At 24 months, the pat-
tern of sibling correlations was similar: .50 for
nonadoptive siblings and .32 for adoptive
siblings. Thus, these data suggest that
parental behavior assessed by the HOMEsub-
stantially reflects genetic differences among

children.

If genetic factors contribute to environmen-

tal measures such as the HOME,genetic fac-
tors might also be involved in the correlation

between the HOMEandchildren’s cognitive
development. This appears to be the case—
about half of the HOME’s prediction of chil-
dren’s cognitive development can be accounted
for by genetic factors (Braungart, Plomin,
Fulker, & DeFries, 1992).

These findings on the nature of nurture
suggest that research on family environment

needs to be embedded in genetic designs that
can disentangle nurture from nature (Rowe,
1994). More generally, research on the devel-

opmental interface between nature and nur-
ture needs to consider a more active role of
children in selecting, modifying, and creating
their own environments (Scarr, 1992). This is

the more profound meaningof finding genetic
influence on measures of the environment:
Genes contribute to experience itself (Plomin,

1994).

Conclusions and Future Directions

The convergence of evidence from numerous
family, twin, and adoption studies makesit

clear that genetics plays a majorrole in the
origins of individual differences in the nor-
mal range of intelligence and probably in
high intelligence as well. There is still much
to be learned about this rudimentary na-

ture—nurture question, especially in relation

to specific cognitive abilities (Plomin, 1988).
For example, genetic research suggests that
broad factors of verbal abilities and spatial

abilities are more heritable than other broad
factors such as memory and processing
speed, but not enough research has been
done even to be certain about this simple

conclusion.
More research also is needed that focuses

on each specific cognitive ability. For example,
the broad factor of spatial ability shows mod-
erate heritability, but it seems that this factor
includes tests of some of the most highly heri-
table cognitive abilities and sometests of the

least heritable abilities. In contrast, for the

broad factor of verbal ability, which also shows
moderate heritability, most tests—including

tests as diverse as vocabulary and word flu-
ency—show moderate heritability. For mem-



ory, tests that involve words seem to be more
heritable than other types of memorytests. In
addition to questions about the heritability of
such traditional specific cognitive abilities, ge-
netic research has just begun to investigate
information-processing measures, as well as
newer measures of neuroscience such aselec-
troencephalographic evoked potentials, posi-

tron emission tomography scans, and func-
tional magnetic resonance imaging (Vernon,

1993).

Although more research of this sort is

needed, the themeof this chapteris that ge-
netic research can go far beyond estimating

heritability. The emerging ability to identify
specific genes involvedin intelligenceis a par-
ticularly exciting possibility that will revolu-
tionize genetic research, for example, by mak-
ing it possible to identify relevant genotypes

directly from a few dropsofblood or a few cells
scraped from thelining of the cheek. However,
most of what is currently known aboutthe ge-

netics of intelligence comes from twin and
adoption studies, and such studies will con-
tinue to provide valuable information even
when molecular genetic research comes on
line.

More research is especially needed that
takes advantage of new developmental, multi-
variate, and environmental approachesto ge-

netic analysis. Although such research has
just begun, it already has yielded findings of
great importance. For example, developmen-
tal genetic research indicates that the heri-
tability of intelligence increases with age, and
that genetic factors also contribute to age-to-
age change, especially during the transition to
middle childhood. Multivariate genetic re-

search has concluded that the overlap be-
tween intelligence and scholastic achievement

is due entirely to genetic factors, whereas the
differences between them are environmental
in origin. Perhaps most important of all are

the environmental findings concerning the im-
portance of nonshared environment and ge-
netic influences on experience.

Incorporating genetic strategies in re-

search on gifted education promises to be
stimulating for both fields and synergistic in

its contributions to understanding the devel-

opment of giftedness.
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Excellence with Equityin Identification

and Programming
 

E. SUSANNE RICHERT, Global Institute for Maximizing Potential,

Brigantine, New Jersey!

- Gree education is under severe

attack as part of the national restructuring
and “detracking” movements in schools.
Unless educators can produce models of excel-
lence that do not violate equity, gifted pro-
grams will continue to be eliminated nation-
wide. This chapter addresses the problems of
inequity in gifted programs and reports on a
research-based solution successfully imple-
mented in the APOGEE Project. APOGEE

(Academic Programs for the Gifted with
Excellence and Equity), with assistance from
a federally funded Javits grant, offers a prac-
tical approach for resolving the apparent con-
flict between excellence and equity in both

identification and programming for students
with gifted potential. The model used in
APOGEE guarantees equity and has resulted
in demographic heterogeneity in the class-
room; excellence as well as cost-effectiveness

in program design; and statistically signifi-
cant cognitive, affective, and social benefits to

the students served, regardless of culture, eco-
nomic class, or gender.

Problems with Programsfor the Gifted

Elitism in Programsfor the Gifted

Beginning with the National Report on Identi-
fication (Richert, 1985, 1987; Richert, Alvino,

& McDonnel, 1982), I have beencriticizing the

following elitist practices that continue
to jeopardize support for gifted programs:

(1) elitist and distorted definitions of gifted-

ness, (2) confusion about the purpose ofidenti-
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fication, (3) violation of educational equity,
(4) misuse and abuseof tests andtest results,

(5) cosmetic and improperuse of multiple cri-
teria, and (6) elitist program design.

These problems have become evident to
many others. The three arguments most fre-
quently made by influential writers Oakes
(1985), Goodlad (Goodlad & Oakes, 1988), and

Sapon-Shevin (1994), among others, are not
easy to refute:

1. Elitist identification practices and defini-
tions of giftedness create school segrega-
tion by economic class and cultural groups.

2. The most motivating and challenging cur-

riculum is found in programsforthegifted,
while curriculum for other programs is

often monotonous and devoid ofinterest.
3. The best trained and most effective teach-

ers work with the gifted, denying the bene-
fits of these teachers to students of other
abilities.

These serious problems have been raised
by many educators and parents. Various na-

tional education associations have taken for-
mal positions against tracking and various
forms of ability grouping. These problemsare

polarizing champions of heterogeneous group-
ing versus advocates of differentiated educa-
tional provisions for the gifted. Polarization
has always been a side effect of programs for
the gifted, but the present struggle has elimi-
nated or drastically reduced programsfor the

gifted in many states and schooldistricts.
In this national wave of school reform,

James Madison’s fear of “the tyranny of the
majority” in a democratic society seems to be
realized. Because the gifted and their advo-
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cates are a small minority, their needs often

receive a low priority in reform efforts. The re-
sponses of educatorsof the gifted to this seem-
ingly relentless trend toward heterogeneous
erouping have fallen into two extremes, nei-

ther of which is satisfactory. One position
makes uncompromising elitist arguments for

serving at least the “most gifted” students,
who tend to be defined as exceptionally high

IQ students and whocoincidentally are typi-
cally white and affluent. This elitist stance un-

fortunately has generated fodderfor the “egal-
itarian” positions of Oakes (1985) and
Sapon-Shevin (1994) as well as, ironically, the
irresponsible policy recommendations against

efforts at equity in education for the poor or
culturally diverse made by Herrnstein and
Murray (1994) in their widely publicized book,
The Bell Curve. The other strategy is to ride
the bandwagonof egalitarian school reform in
a misguided attempt to serve thegifted in full-
time heterogeneously grouped classes, or to

offer the panacea of “enrichmentfor all.” This
approach ignores the research-based needs of

the gifted for various kinds of homogeneous
grouping so effectively analyzed by Kulik and
Kulik (Kulik, 1992; Kulik & Kulik, 1987; see

Chapter 19).

Elitist Definitions of Giftedness

Manydistricts and states still use elitist defi-
nitions of giftedness that result in the inclu-
sion of only certain kinds of gifted students,

most often those who are white, middle class,

and academically achieving. Herrnstein and
Murray’s controversial book, a major media
event heralded by a Newsweek magazine cover

story (October 24, 1994), explicitly supports
this limited concept of ability. The authors
claim that educational programs to eliminate
bias will not overcome what they misleadingly
argue are innate differencesin intelligence, as
measured by IQ, among various socioeconomic

groups in our society. A major purpose of the
1972 federal definition of giftedness (Marland,
1972), as well as the more recent National

Excellence: The Case for Developing America’s

Talent (U.S. Department of Education, 1993),

was to expand the concept of giftedness be-

yond IQ. Yet in practice, much more limited

definitions still are being applied, especially in
states where gifted is a special education cate-
gory and relies on special education funding.

Somestate and local definitions distort the
intention of these federal definitions by inap-

propriately distinguishing between gifted and

talented students. This creates an elitist hier-
archy. It uses the former for general intellec-

tual ability, as measured primarily by intelli-
gence tests, and the latter for other gifted
abilities referred to in the federal defini-
tion—that is, specific academic aptitude, cre-

ativity, leadership, and ability in the visual

and performing arts. Some state departments
of education, for example, that of New York,

distort Renzulli’s (1978) concept of giftedness

(the interaction of above-average ability, cre-
ativity, and motivation) by designating as
gifted and therebyeligible for programs, those

students who demonstrate all three abilities,

and as talented those students who exhibit

only two abilities (New York State Depart-
ment of Education, n.d., p. 2 ).

Such distinctions ignore the differences be-

tween the manifestations of giftedness studied
in adults, and the potential for giftedness in
children that gifted programs are designed to
develop. False distinctions between talented
and gifted among children or designating de-

grees of giftedness (“highly,” “severely,” “pro-

foundly,” or “exotically” gifted) create implicit
hierarchies, engenders elitism within pro-
erams, and excludes many students with
gifted potential. Such hierarchies also ignore
the fact that giftedness emerges, as Renzulli
(1978), Richert (1985, 1986), Richert et al.

(1982), Tannenbaum (1983), and others as-

sert, through the interaction of innate abilities
and learning or experience.

The major bias that impels these practices
is the prevalent myth that academic achieve-
ment is directly related to adult giftedness.
Various studies(e.g., Baird, 1982; Hoyt, 1965;

Munday & Davis, 1974; Taylor, Albo, Holland,

& Brandt, 1985) have repeatedly revealed no
correlation, or even a small negative correla-
tion, between academic achievement and

adult giftedness in a broad range of fields.
This should not be surprising, because many

of the evaluation criteria for determining
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grades, such as propensity for convergent
thinking, conformity to expectations of teach-

ers or test makers, and meeting externally de-
termined deadlines, are inversely correlated

with adult eminenceor original contributions
to mostfields. These studies demonstrate that
test scores predict test scores; grades predict
grades. As Nairn (Nairn & Associates, 1980)
and others have argued, socioeconomic status
predicts both. Giftedness,or original contribu-
tion to a field, requires nonacademic abilities
unrelated or inversely related to school
achievement, such as creativity, passion, and
intrinsic motivation.

Confusion about the Purposes
of Identification

There are various kinds of confusion about the
purposesof identification, often related to the
needs and values of the people involved in
identification. There are researchers like
Terman, and many whofollowed him, whose

interest has been in designating traits that
will predict giftedness in adults, rather than
in specifying necessary educational provi-

sions. There also are educators who want the
identification criteria (e.g., high grades,
teacher recommendation) to reaffirm the val-
ues of conformity inherent in the school sys-
tem. Some parents want to have a label for
their children to affirm their own self-esteem
(Miller, 1981). But these are distortions of the

purpose of programs for the gifted, which

should be the development of latent and man-
ifest potential in all areas. The identification
process should be a needs assessment whose

primary purpose is the placement of students
into educational programsdesigned to develop
their latent potential.

Violation of Educational Equity

Typical identification procedures violate edu-
cational equity by consistently excluding large
proportions of poor and culturally diverse
gifted students. The National Report on Iden-

tification (Richert, Alvino & McDonnel, 1982)

revealed that the measures of academic

achievement most frequently used by schools

are teacher recommendations, grades, and

standardized tests. These often screen out
subpopulations that especially need programs,

such as underachieving, learning-disabled,

handicapped, and culturally different stu-

dents with gifted potential. A significant find-
ing of the National Report is that poor stu-
dents are most consistently screened out of
gifted programs because their disadvantage
cuts across every other subpopulation. In ad-
dition, as Torrance (1979) argued, the majority

of creative and divergent thinkers are ex-
cluded by using IQ criteria.

The U.S. Department of Education (1979),
Richert et al. (1982), and Zappia (1989) report
a 30 to 70 percent underrepresentation of cul-

turally different students in programsfor the
gifted in the United States. Typical of the na-
tional pattern, the eight demographically di-
verse New Jersey districts that participated in

the APOGEE Project originally had 10 to 75
percent underrepresentation of culturally di-
verse students (Richert & Wilson, 1995). The
APOGEE Project also collected significant
data on economic bias. The APOGEEdistricts
started with 75 to 600 percent underrepresen-
tation of economically disadvantaged stu-
dents, defined as receiving free or reduced-
priced lunch, in their programsfor the gifted.
The underrepresentation of poor African-
American males, the group most at risk in

U.S. schools, was over 800 percent in somedis-
tricts. This shocking inequity is a problem not
only for those excluded from gifted programs
but also for those included, in that it makes

programsparticularly vulnerable to chargesof
elitism.

Inappropriate, Cosmetic, and Distorting
Use of Multiple Identification Criteria

One trend in identification is the use of data

from a variety of sources. However, this ap-
parent comprehensiveness is deceptive. Prac-

titioners in many states use test scores (IQ,

achievement, or both), teacher observations,

and sometimes parent observations in their
identification process (Richert et al., 1982).

The intent of collecting multiple sources of
data is to makethe procedure more defensible

and inclusive. However, the data are often

misused in several ways: The data maybe un-
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reliable, used at an inappropriate stage or se-

quence in the identification process, weighted

in indefensible ways, or invalidly placed in a
matrix with other data.

The statistically unsound practice of giving
equal weighting to data from multiple sources,

or even using weighted-scoring procedures,
was strongly criticized by a national panel of

experts (Richert et al., 1982). Ultimately, such
combinations of data continue to screen out

poor and culturally diverse students. While
the combination of ability, creativity, and task

commitment are indisputable requisites for
manifestations of adult giftedness, the rela-

tive importance and the developmental pat-
terns of each of these have not yet been
demonstrated.

Adding the results of various procedures,
measures, and test scores and using the sum

as the criterion for selection is also question-
able, in that it is the statistical equivalent of
adding apples and oranges. The range, stan-
dard deviations,reliability, and construct and

content validity of different measures,
whether formal or informal, are not necessar-

ily equivalent.
Combining data inappropriately tends to

identify Jacks-of-all-trades, or students who

develop ability, creativity, and motivation con-
currently. It may eliminate the “masters

of some” and the current “masters of
none”—those underachieving students who
particularly need a gifted program to develop
their unmanifested potential.

The national surveyofpractices reported in
the National Report on Identification (Richert

et al., 1982) revealed that even when multiple
measures are used, standardized test scores

tend to be given disproportionate weight. The
more measures that are used and combined
inappropriately, the more likely it becomes
that disadvantaged students (poor, minority,
creative, and others who tend to be under-

achievers in schools) will be excluded. There-
cent move toward proceduresthat include “au-
thentic” or “alternative” assessment is not
necessarily helpful to the poor or culturally
different, because, as Asa Hilliard (1993)

forcefully argued in a presentation at a

National Association for Black School Edu-
cators conference, such procedures rely pri-

marily on subjective, white, middle-class ex-

pectations. In sum, the use of multiple mea-
sures, which may create the appearanceof in-
clusiveness, may reinforce a narrow concept of
giftedness and exacerbate the problem ofelit-
ism in identification.

Another problem is the sequence in which
multiple sources of data are used. If parents or
teachers assess the creativity or motivation of
students only after they have qualified for a
talent pool with a high standardized achieve-
ment test score, then disadvantaged students
already would have been screenedout. If indi-
vidualized IQ tests are given to students only
after they qualify through a group IQ or
achievement test, then underachieving stu-
dents already will have been excluded. Such
procedures are merely cosmetic efforts at eq-
uity, which often actually reinforce the exclu-

sion of disadvantaged groups.
There is ample evidence that those without

training in characteristics of the gifted are
often unreliable sources of identification data
(e.g., Baldwin, 1962; Cornish, 1968; Gear,

1976, 1978; Jacobs, 1971; Wilson, 1963). Other

sources of information that lead to bias
and exclusion include locally designed check-
lists, and observation forms that are not re-

search based (Richert, 1987; Richert et al.,

1982.)

Elitist Program Models

The limited nature of school resources often
sets up counterproductive competition among

groups vying for funds and services. Many ad-
ministrators argue that because of limited
funds, only small numbersof gifted students

can be served. As a result, parents whose chil-
dren are being served tend to defend the sta-
tus quo out of fear that their children will be
excluded or will receive less if other groups
(i.e., culturally different and disadvantaged
children) are included. Similarly, parents of
children whoare not served in these programs
argue for using the funding in ways that will
benefit their own children. This kind of polar-
ization, as dramatized by Sapon-Shevin
(1994), is used to argue that programsfor the

gifted cause a “disruption of community” and
therefore should be eliminated.
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One unfortunate outcome of educational re-
forms attempting to foster excellence has been
the reinforcement of elitist programs that
serve as few as 1 to 3 percent of students.
These programslook for and establish services
for the “highly gifted.” Program models that
delineate a hierarchical pattern (pyramids or
ladders) (Cox, Daniel, & Boston, 1985) of de-

grees of giftedness, rather than an egalitarian
and pluralistic model that simply acknowl-
edges various kinds of gifted potential, polar-
ize support for gifted programs and make
them vulnerable to attack on groundsofelit-
ism (Sapon-Shevin, 1994).

Academic Programsfor the Gifted with
Excellence and Equity (APOGEE)

In Project APOGEE,an acronym for Academic
Programs for the Gifted with Excellence and
Equity, ethical principles and equitable identi-

fication procedures that I have been recom-
mending since 1982 (Richert, 1987, 1990,

1994, 1995; Richert et al., 1982) were used in

over 30 schools in eight New Jersey school dis-
tricts of various sizes and demographics.
These rural, urban, and suburbandistricts in-

cluded student populations that ranged from
185 to 28,464. The proportions of poor and cul-
turally diverse students ranged from 2 to 87

percent. The more than 3,000 students identi-
fied for services included over 60 percent poor

or culturally diverse students with gifted po-
tential.

Principles of Identification

APOGEE applied identification principles
that emerged through the deliberations of the
national panel of experts as part of the

National Report on Identification (Richert et
al., 1982) and as further developed in my
Maximizing Potential Model (Richert, 1994,

1995; Richert & Wilson, 1995). These six prin-

ciples are as follows:

1. Defensibility: Procedures should be based

on the best available research and recom-

mendations.

2. Advocacy: Identification should be designed
in the best interests of all students.
Students should not be harmedby the pro-

cedures.

3. Equity:

¢ Procedures should guarantee that no one
is overlooked. Students from all groups

should be considered for representation
according to their demographic represen-
tation in the district.

¢ The civil rights of students should be pro-
tected.

Strategies should be specified for identi-
fying the disadvantagedgifted.
Cutoff scores should be avoided because
they are the most common waythat dis-
advantaged students are discriminated
against. (High scores should be used to
include students, but if students meet

other criteria—through self or parent

nominations, for example—then a lower
test score should not be used to exclude

them.)

4. Pluralism: The broadest defensible defini-
tion of giftedness should be used.

5. Comprehensiveness: As many learners with
gifted potential as possible should be iden-
tified and served.

6. Pragmatism. Whenever possible, proce-
dures should allow for the cost-effective
modification and use of available instru-

ments and personnel.

Defensible Definitions

The National Report on Identification (Richert
et al., 1982) analyzed a strong trend in the
United States over the last half of this century

toward broadeningdefinitions to include mul-
tiple abilities and factors of giftedness. A few
of the contributors to that direction include

Guilford’s (1967) introduction of his multifac-

tored structure-of-intellect model; Torrance’s

(1964) research in creativity; Renzulli’s (1978)
explanation of some of the motivational fac-
tors in giftedness; Tannenbaum’s emphasis on

the nonintellectual and social variablesofgift-

edness (1983; see Chapter 3); Passow’s (1988),

Roeper’s (1982), and Richert’s (1986, 1994)

suggestions for developing a concept of emo-

tional giftedness; Piechowski and Colangelo’s
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(1984) elaboration of Dabrowski’s conceptual-

ization of a developmental potential intrinsic
to giftedness; and my own insistence on the
ethical component of giftedness (Richert,
1986, 1994).

In the area of cognitive science, Gardner

(1983; see Chapter 5), Sternberg (1985; see

Chapter 4), and Gagné (1985), as well as a
special issue of the Roeper Review (Silverman,

1986), emphasize the recognition of diverse,
discrete cognitive abilities in the identification

of giftedness. In addition, I have argued for a
comprehensive and pluralistic definition, one
that not only acknowledges the existence of
various exceptional abilities, but also is ethi-
cal and will neither harm nor limit the poten-

tial of exceptional students from diverse back-

grounds(Richert, 1986, 1987, 1994). It is more

defensible in terms of the research, and more

acceptable in terms of students’ self-concepts,

to view the identification process as a needs
assessment that targets untapped gifted po-

tential. The pragmatic definition for program-
matic purposes that we applied in APOGEE

from 1990 to 1993 was to identify up to 25
percent of students within each demo-

graphic group as requiring a program to de-
velop their diverse exceptional potentials. The
new federal definition supports this approach
by arguing that “Children and youth of out-
standing talent perform or show the potential
for performing at remarkably high levels of ac-
complishment when compared with others of
their age, experience or environment” (U.S.
Department of Education, 1993; emphasis

added).

Selection of Tests and Instruments

The misuse of instruments was avoided by
using the cautions and recommendations of

the panel of experts for the National Report
about the appropriatenessoftests for different

abilities, populations, and stages of identifica-
tion. We followed these precautions in the use

of tests:

1. Selection of different measures and proce-
dures to identify each gifted ability.

2. Addressing the following issues before
using anytest:

e Is the test appropriate for the ability be-
ing sought?
Is the test being used at the appropriate

stage of identification (i.e., nomination
into a broad talent pool; assessment for
a specific program option; evaluation

within a program)?
Is the test appropriate for any disadvan-
taged groups in the district that are typi-

cally discriminated against in measures
of academic achievement(e.g., poor, mi-

nority, creative, underachieving)?

Three Approaches to Equitable
Identification of Disadvantaged Groups

While most states formally subscribe to the
comprehensive federal definition of giftedness,
in practice many local districts tend to seek—
and to find—white, middle-class academic

achievers. Measures of academic achievement
that are most often used by schools, including
teacher recommendations, grades, and most

especially standardized tests, have been

amply demonstrated to have cultural biases
(e.g., Black, 1963; Goolsby, 1975; Hoffman,

1962; Miller, 1974; Nairn & Associates, 1980;
Samuda, 1975). The National Report on Iden-
tification specified the following groups as
being severely underrepresented in programs
for the gifted:

Poor students (e.g., students qualifying for
free or reduced-price lunch)

Culturally diverse students
e Students with minimal proficiency in
English

¢ Males (when identifying verbal ability
below thefifth grade

¢ Females (when identifying mathematical
ability)

e Intellectually creative, academically under-
achieving, physically handicapped, and
learning-disabled students

The National Report recommendedthat if an
identification process results in more than a 5

to 10 percent underrepresentation of any of

these subpopulations, one of three procedures
(each with inherent advantages and disadvan-
tages) should be used to overcomethe bias.
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One method to overcomebias is a “culture-
free” approach that uses instruments, such as
Raven’s Progressive Matrices (Raven, 1958) or

the K-ABC (Kauffman & Kauffman, 1983),

that yield results that may be relatively inde-

pendent of culture (Davidson, 1992). The
National Report also lists more than twelve
additional tests that have been assessed as
appropriate for various subpopulations.A dis-
advantage is that most districts do not have

culture-free tests available, so it is expensive
to use them for screening all students at the
initial stage of identification. Furthermore,
few staff are trained in the appropriate use of
these instruments.
A second approach uses “culture-specific”

measures, instruments, or procedures for each

cultural or demographic group. The culture-
specific approach is appealing because stu-

dents of different cultures do not have to meet
dominant culture expectations to qualify for a
gifted program (Maker, 1992; U.S. Depart-

ment of Education, 1994).

However, the culture-specific approachis so

labor- and resource-intensive that it usually

requires university researchers for effective
implementation (Maker, 1992). At present,

few districts have either the funds or the ex-

pertise required to use this methodeffectively.

Another disadvantageis that procedures have
not been developed for all cultural groups.
What can a district do if, for example, instru-
ments have been developed for its African

American students born here, but not for

Haitians? How should the very diverse

Hispanic groups, such as Cuban, Mexican,

Puerto Rican, and Costa Rican, be treated?

Culture-specific approaches also do not ad-
dress the issues of economicclass or genderin-

equity, which can result in biases in most for-
mal or informal instruments. For example,

poor African American males, whoare at great
educational risk nationally, may be underrep-

resented by up to 800 percent without some

form of gender as well as cultural renorining
(Richert & Wilson, 1995). Culture-specific

methods also do not directly address the issue

of underachieving gifted students (of any de-
mographic group). Too often, instruments

measure the quality of instruction or student
performancein relation to test makers’ expec-

tations, rather than gifted potential.

A third pragmatic approach, used in the
APOGEEProject, acknowledges both the bias
in typical standardized tests and the differ-
ences among the various cultural groups
(Richert & Wilson, 1995). The goal is to factor

out the bias in tests and only to compare stu-
dents to their demographic peers or within
their social environment. The effect is to cre-
ate local norms for each subpopulation by dis-
aggregating all data, including tests and vari-
ous forms of nominations, according to

demographic groups. This methodis relatively
simple and cost-effective in that it relies pri-
marily on existing data and uses the samein-
strumentsfor all students. Any deficiency is in
the tests, not the students!

VanTassel-Baska and Willis (1982) found
that test scores of economically disadvantaged
students tended to underestimate their poten-
tial for success in an academically advanced

program. This means that admitting poor stu-
dents with gifted potential who have lower
scores is both justifiable and defensible. The
improved performance of the identified stu-
dents from all demographic groups in
APOGEE classes, to be discussed, provides

ample support for the effectiveness of this

strategy.

Identification Strategies Used in APOGEE

Project APOGEE used a procedure approved
by the U.S. Office of Civil Rights (U.S.
Department of Education, 1979). The avail-
able test scores, teacher nominations (grades

K-11), parent nominations (grades K-3), and

self-nominations (grades 6-11) were separated
according to their various demographics, in-
cluding categories for economic class, cultural

group, and gender. Economic groupings were
based on whether students were “disadvan-
taged,” using the federal standard of qualify-
ing for free or reduced-price lunch, or “advan-
taged—that is, not qualifying for free or

reduced-price lunch.
Cultural groups varied by district, but in-

cluded African American, Hispanic, Indian

(from Asia), Asian, Native American, White,

Limited English Proficient, and several oth-
ers. If there was a greater than 15 percent
gender inequity, which often occurred among

high-risk groups such as_ poor African
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American and Hispanic males, data were
renormed for gender. Students were then se-
lected on the basis of their highest score on
any one of the rank-ordered lists of various

instruments used by the school, which
included at least two of the following: stan-
dardized achievement tests, teacher recom-

men-dations, parent recommendations, and

self-nominations. This procedure factors out
the inherent bias in most standardized tests

(Angoff, 1971; Hansen, Hurwitz, & Madow,

1953; Sudman, 1976).

Renorming guarantees the selection of the
same percentage of students from within each
subpopulation present in the school. The pur-

pose of renormingis not merely to achieve eq-
uity, but to identify and develop latent gifted

potential in all populations. Selecting up to 25
percent of students from each group allowed

expanded opportunities for students from all
demographic groups, including white middle

class. This strategy therefore avoids polariz-
ing demographic groups and generates advo-
cacy among parents of students with diverse
backgrounds.

Multiple Sources of Data Should
Complement, Not Confirm Each Other

Recent work in the field of cognitive science,
as reviewed, presents a very strong case for
multiple kinds of intelligence. Each of these
“intelligences” must be assessed differently. As
the National Report on Identification warned,
precautions should be taken when using data
from various measures. Districts should not

combine formal and informal measures as if

all were of equal weight. The purpose of using
data from different sources is not to validate
or confirm one source with another (parent
nomination and teacher nomination, or IQ

and achievement test scores, for example).
The purpose is to have a variety of measures
complement each other in order to discover
gifted potential that a single measure might
not indicate.

Data from different sources should be used
independently, and any one source should be

sufficient to include a student in a program.
High scores should be used only to include

students. Cutoff scores should not be used

because they tend to exclude creative, un-
derachieving, and disadvantaged students.

Intellectually creative or disadvantaged stu-
dents should not be excluded from a program
solely on the basis of a test score if there are

other indicators of exceptional potential (such
as teacher, parent, or self-nominations). In

other words, a high score on either a nonstan-
dardized measure or a standardized test
should be enoughto offer entry into a program
for at least one year. Students should be able
to qualify for a program by scoring high on any
of several measures, rather than on most or

all. In the APOGEEproject, all formal and in-
formal data were renormed, and students

qualified by scoring amongthe top 25 percent
of their demographic group on anytest score
or by teacher, parent, or self-nomination.

Appropriate Use of Data from Students,
Parents, Teachers, and Peers

Checklists and other informal data from par-
ents, teachers, and peers are especially impor-
tant in ensuring identification of students
from disadvantaged populations. At the pri-
mary (K-3) level, parents are good sources of

information about a child’s strengths and in-

trinsic motivations, sometimes demonstrated

by extracurricular activities. At all grade lev-
els, teachers trained in identifying character-
istics, positive and negative, of the gifted are
particularly good sources of observations
about creative behaviors (Gear, 1978). A list of

some negative characteristics associated with
high levels of creativity, critical thinking, or

intrinsic motivation is included in the

National Report on Identification and in a
training handbook (Richert, 1994). Without

such training, data from teachers mayoffer in-
formation that is even less useful than a stan-

dardized test (Gear, 1976, 1978).

Checklists can provide information about
students’ extracurricular activities that are in-

dicators of intrinsic motivation. Peer nomina-

tions are also useful, especially in finding stu-
dents with leadership potential. It is from
peers that leaders emerge and by peers that

leaders must first be recognized. Peer nomina-
tions also have utility in the area of creativity,

because peers have a good basis for judging
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the exceptionality, imaginativeness, and
uniquenessof a fellow student’s ideas. The na-
tional panel of experts for the National Report
stressed that the following standards be used

for such instruments:

¢ Characteristics listed should be research-
based, not just the product of a well-
intentioned local committee.”

e The list should include negative or unex-
pected characteristics indicated by the re-

search.
¢ Teachers using such instruments must be
trained to recognize gifted students on the
basis of their negative behaviors.

In addition, nomination forms should pro-
duce different scores for diverse abilities. For
example, a minimum requirement would be
for teacher observation checklists to evaluate
both specific academic abilities that the pro-
gram addresses and intellectual creativity.

Achievement and IQ tests tend to screen

out the most creative students, and teachers

often have biases against nonconforming stu-
dents. For this reason, nominations for cre-

ativity are especially crucial. With the excep-
tion of the Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking
(the figural version is especially useful with
all populations, including the disadvantaged
(Torrance & Ball, 1984) and the Structure of

Intellect Learning Abilities Test (Meeker,
Meeker, & Roid, 1985), there are very few

readily available standardized tests thatelicit

scores in creativity. The APOGEE Project used
easily implemented, research-based, self-,

teacher, and parent nomination forms, which
then were renormed for the various demo-
graphic groups in each district (Richert, 1993).

Self-Nominations

Starting at about grade 4, self-nominations
can be very successful identification instru-

ments. Their disadvantage is that students
who have high potential but poorself-esteem,
or who are underachieving, may not nominate

 

2 Several instrumentsare included in Chapter 6
of the National Report and are available from the

Global Institute.

themselves if they have traditional views of
giftedness. Therefore, instead of identifying
themselves as “gifted,” students are asked to
express their level of interest in various pro-
gram options that allow for intrinsic motiva-
tion, creativity, and risk-taking. Studentsfirst
are informed about the curriculum and objec-
tives, and then are invited to visit various pro-
gram options. They apply for those that they
want to pursue. This method taps into the in-
trinsic motivation and intense interests of the
gifted and was, after renorming, a very suc-
cessful indicator of gifted potential in the

APOGEEProject.

Use of Data on Student Progress
for Evaluation

The identification process is not concluded
upon determination ofa list of students to re-
ceive services. The last stage of identification
is ongoing evaluation and assessmentof stu-
dents’ performance and interests. Students

should be assessed annually, not to determine
whether they are “still gifted,” but to see
whether they should remain in a particular
program option or would be better served in
another option or in the regular classroom.
The focus is on the best interests of the stu-
dent, not those of the teacher, parent, or

school. The same data gatheredto evaluate in-
dividual students may be used in aggregate
for program evaluation and improvement.

Data on student progress in a program op-

tion—related to the program’s curriculum ob-
jectives to develop higher level cognitive abili-
ties, creative and critical thinking, or higher
level emotional and ethical potentials—rather
than changes in standardized test scores,
should determine whether a student contin-
ues in the program each year.®

The few standardized tests appropriate at

this stage are specified in the National Report
on Identification (Richert et al., 1982). These
tests may provide some assessment of

 

3 See Richert (1986, 1990, 1994, 1995) for sources

and analyses of the higher levels of cognitive, affec-
tive, and ethical taxonomies appropriate for curricu-

lum objectives.
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progress in critical thinking ability. However,

teacher, self-, and peer product and process

evaluations are better indicators of progress.
Product evaluations should include assess-

ments of critical thinking and higher-level
cognitive skills such as creativity, complexity,
and pragmatism (doesit work?). Process eval-
uation by self and teacher should address
higher-level affective and social skills, such as
independence, intrinsic motivation, risk tak-

ing, persistence, decision making, and cooper-
ation. Process and product evaluation may be

carried out during the year throughthe use of
variouscriterion-referenced scales and check-
lists that address the goals of the program.
Many have beencollected in a training hand-
book (Richert, 1994, 1995).

Using Strategies to Develop Potential in
the Regular Classroom

The regular classroom is a de facto identifica-
tion environment whoseeffectiveness depends
on staff development. Ordinarily, the regular
classroom develops only those abilities that
can be measured by tests or recognized by

teachers. As a result, many underachieving or
disadvantaged students are overlooked in

identification. However, if teachers receive

special training, then the regular classroom
can indeed develop higher-level cognitive and

affective abilities and will offer what may be
called a “developmental curriculum” to evoke

gifted potential (Richert, 1987, 1994; Richert

et al., 1982). The long-range educational goal
of schools should be to train all teachers in
methods that develop the highest level cogni-
tive, affective, and ethical potential of all stu-

dents (Richert, 1995). Then, whatever their

background, characteristics, or diverse poten-
tials, students could be identified for program
options because their abilities would become

manifest in the classroom. Another immeasur-
able benefit of this approach would be the im-
provement of the quality of education for all
students, instead of limiting the best services
to a small minority of students. The APOGEE

Project was deliberately designed to train

teachers to upgrade instruction not only in

classes where identified students were homo-

geneously grouped, but also in regular hetero-

geneousclasses.

Equitable Result of APOGEE’s
Identification Procedures

The result of renorming the data in the
APOGEE Project was an overall increased
representation of culturally diverse students

by 500 percent, an increase of economically

disadvantaged students by 600 percent, and
an increase of up to 800 percentof poor, cul-

turally diverse males in program options de-
signed to evoke gifted potential (Richert,

1995). At the same time, representativeness

was achieved for all demographic groups in
each district.

Low-Cost Program Demonstrates
Excellence with Equity

Because of inevitable competition for re-
sources, an inexpensive program design that

uses primarily existing resources, rather than

hiring many newstaff, is necessary to serve
the 20 to 25 percent of students with gifted po-
tential. Without a practical and comprehen-

Sive program design, broad-based and equi-
table identification cannot be supported. A
crucial advocacy issue is that identifying

many fewer than 20 percent of students tends
to polarize parents of high-achieving students
versus parents of disadvantaged or culturally
different students in the competition for
places in a program.

In order to develop a high-quality program
that can serve the diverse needs of up to
20 or 25 percent of a student population, I
have recommendeda five-step plan for modi-
fying the diversity of existing district resources

(including homogeneous grouping in required

subject areas, the regular classroom, co-
curricular activities, and electives, among

many others; Richert et al., 1982). Two of the

most crucial steps in this approach are equi-
table identification and intensive staff devel-
opment for those faculty who will be teaching

in the various program options.

The APOGEE Program design modified ex-

isting resources to serve the top 25 percent
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within each demographic group. Depending on
the numberof classes per grade level in each
building, the top 20 to 25 percent of students

in grades K-11 (for placement in grades 1-12)

from within each subpopulation was then se-
lected for a class that would meet daily for at
least one required subject area. Instruction for
teachers in differentiating required subject
areas for individual interests, learning styles,

and achievementlevels in order to evoke max-
imum cognitive, affective, and ethical poten-
tial was provided by offering training in my
Maximizing Potential Model(Richert, 1994,
1995; Richert & Wilson, 1995). In the elemen-

tary grades, which hadself-contained classes,

identified students were regrouped across
classes at each grade level, a minimum of 45
minutes a day, for at least their readingclass.
Some districts chose to have one- to three-

hour reading/language arts blocks. Other dis-
tricts added math or a math-—science block. At

the middle or secondary levels, additional ad-
vanced or honors sections were taught by

trained teachers. Thenet effect is that at least
twice the original numberof students take ad-
vanced courses, and those courses now include

representative numbers of students from all
demographic groups. Equity is not violated;
economic or cultural groups are not “segre-

gated.”
As a major caution, equitable identification

and placement by themselves are not suffi-

cient to meet the needs of nontraditional stu-

dents. Fragmented pull-out programs cannot
meet the needs of underachieving students
who need modification of required subject
areas where they are not excelling. Without

intensive staff development for teachers who
will be serving students with gifted poten-
tial who are not usually identified (such as
highly creative, culturally diverse, and poor
students), these students will be set up for

failure.

Intensive training to meet the needs of the
gifted in required subject areas was offered
through the APOGEE Project to over 150 reg-

ular classroom teachers, grades 1 to 12. The

process included three kinds of instruction
over a two-year period: (1) 45 hours of direct

training, (2) from 10 to 30 hours of follow-up
sessions, and (3) on-site, in-class coaching ses-

sions for each teacher. Trained teachers then
used 36 Strategies for Maximizing Cognitive,
Affective and Ethical Potential (Richert,

1995) not only with classes of identified stu-
dents, but also with their heterogeneously
grouped classes. The training included many

strategies for individualizing instruction for
students’ interests, learning styles, abilities,

and emotional and academic needs over a
wide range of achievementlevels. The staff de-
velopment ensured that excellence was not

sacrificed for equity. This approachis not only
cost-effective, with a one timeper pupil cost of
less than $20, but it overcomes the objection
that only the highest achieving students get
the most effective instruction or the best
trained teachers (Oakes, 1985; Sapon-Shevin,

1994).
Administrative support for the program

model and staff development was most often
based on its benefits for all students, not just

those with gifted potential. For example, in
one southern New Jersey district that applied
this approach for several years before the
APOGEEproject began, teachers keep discov-
ering more students with high potential
within the regular classroom. In this district,
over 20 percent of the students are economi-

cally disadvantaged. The district now hasal-
most 40 percent of its students in advanced or
honorsclasses. Parents of students with gifted
potential become strong program advocates
because students are being served consis-
tently in academic subject areas where they
get credit for their work, rather than in frag-
mented enrichment or pull-out programs that
do not improve their academic performance.
This approach also avoids the politically cor-
rect, but cosmetic and ineffective, approach of

“enrichment for all,” which sacrifices excel-

lence for equity.
Pre—postassessmentof over 2,000 students

in APOGEE, over 50 percent of whom were
poor and culturally diverse, demonstrated sta-
tistically significant improvements in critical

thinking skills (measured by the Cornell Test
of Critical Thinking; Ennis, Millman, &

Tomko, 1990), reading ability (measured by
each district’s standardizedtests), self-esteem

(measured by the Coopersmith Self-Esteem
Inventory; Coopersmith, 1967), and reduced
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behavioral problems (reported by teachers and
quantified in at least one building case study)
(Richert & Wilson, 1995). These results are ex-

tremely important not just for those students
who benefited from this program, but for the
policy implications as well. Analysis of the

data revealed that gains in performance were
made both by high achievers and by students
previously considered either “not gifted” or
“underachievers.”

It is intriguing that the greatest gains in
critical thinking were made by students who

had been previously identified as gifted

through typical measures of academic
achievement. It seems that the students who
had earlier been placed in traditional academ-
ically advanced and honors classes were in

fact underachieversin self-esteem andcritical
thinking. Their improvement suggests that
the homogeneousclasses and accelerated cur-
riculum differentiation that typically is of-
fered to high achievers was actually limiting
their critical thinking and self-esteem.

The significant gains made by newly in-
cluded potentially gifted students who were

poor or culturally diverse demonstrates, con-
trary to Herrnstein and Murray’s (1994) irre-
sponsible recommendations, that changes in
delivery of instruction can indeed improve the
performanceof traditionally underserved pop-

ulations.

Conclusions

My eighteen years of experience with equi-
table identification, comprehensive and low-
cost program design, and intensive staff devel-
opment used in the APOGEE Project have
taught me a great deal. First, there is enor-

mous underachievement among students of
all cultures and economic circumstances. We
will never know how manystudents are capa-

ble of high-level work unless we first meet
their needs in the regular classroom. Second,
if programs for the gifted are to survive at-

tacks from many quarters,it is essential that
we offer equitable, practical models for both

identification and programming, along with
intensive staff development for all teachers so

that students of all abilities, including the
gifted, will achieve their maximum potential.

I therefore urge that we celebrate diversity,
which, as Alexis de Tocqueville observed, is

the hallmark of American democracy. Rather
than developing identification procedures and

programs that are elitist and exclusive, pro-
grams for the gifted should reflect American
pluralism.

Programsfor students with gifted potential
can be both equitable and defensible if the fol-
lowing practices are followed:

1. Adopt a comprehensive andpluralistic def-

inition that includes diverse abilities and
emphasizes potential and need amongall

populations.

2. Recognize that the purpose of identification
and programmatic provisions for the gifted
is not to label or to reward achievementor
conformity to school expectations, but to
find and develop exceptional potential.

3. Use data about cognitive (especially cre-
ative) and noncognitive abilities from
sources beyond academic achievement to

identify diverse and discrete gifted abili-
ties.

4. Appropriately assess data from multiple
sources.

5. Renorm academic achievement and other

instruments to overcome bias against vari-

ous disadvantaged groups, particularly the
poor and the culturally diverse.

6. Identify up to 25 percent of a school’s stu-

dent population so that if errors are made,
they are errors of inclusion rather than ex-

clusion.

7. Develop cost-effective, multiple program
options to serve the diverse needsof a het-
erogeneous population with gifted poten-

tial.

8. Fund intensive staff development to up-
gerade the skills of all teachers.

This pluralistic approach incorporates the
expanding conceptualizations of giftedness

and provides equitable, comprehensive, defen-
sible, and pragmatic identification procedures

and strategies that can serve the needsofboth

students and oursociety.
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Assessment of Gifted Children
 

SUSAN G. ASSOULINE,

a T’.. purpose of this chapter is to
discuss the role of psychological and educa-
tional assessments in the lives of gifted chil-

dren. An assessment is a data-gathering pro-

cedure designed to help answer a question and
makea decision. An assessmentoften includes

testing because some decisions about gifted
children require information obtained from
tests, either psychological or educational.

Anastasi (1988) described the function of psy-
chological tests as the “. . . measure [of] dif-

ferences between individuals or between the

reactions of the same individual on different

occasions” (p. 3). She defined psychological
tests as “like other tests in science, insofar as

observations are made on a small but carefully
chosen sample of an individual’s behavior”
(p. 24). In other words, psychological tests
measure individual differences in behavior.

The behaviors being measured may be sam-
pled from broad domains,such as intelligence
or personality. Psychological tests can do no

more than measure behavior; they do not ac-

tually create the construct of intelligence or
personality. Educational tests are also mea-
sures of behavior, but, as defined by Anastasi,

“. . have been specifically developed for use
in educational contexts, predominantly at the

elementary and high school levels” (p. 411).
Becausethe distinction between psycholog-

ical and educationaltests is not clear, the term

psychoeducational has come to mean that the

information used will include results from

psychological as well as educational tests.
Tests are not the only componentof a psycho-

educational assessment—behavioral observa-

tions as well as background and anecdotal in-

formation are also typically included in an

assessment—but tests are often the major
component. The focus of this chapter is on the
role of tests in an assessment.

 

The University ofIowa

Traditional Testing: Questions
and Answers

Why promote the use of tests as part of an

assessment when the present trend is to dis-

count traditional testing andits results?
Even though traditional psychoeducational

testing—for example, IQ and achievement
testing—is relatively new, misusesof informa-
tion from traditional testing situations have

been associated with the tests since their cre-

ation. The present trend toward so-called au-
thentic assessment implies that traditional
testing is somehowfalseor artificial, and the

results not useful.
The major complaint about traditionaltest-

ing, as expressed by Wiggins (1993), is that:

Students are tested not on the way they use,
extend, or criticize “knowledge” but on their

ability to generate a superficially correct re-
sponse on cue. They are allowed one attempt at
a test that they know nothing about until they

begin taking it. For their efforts, they receive—
and are judged by—asingle numerical score that

tells them little about their current level of
progress and gives them no help in improving.

(p. 2)

In his attack on testing, and on single scores

(e.g., IQs) in particular, Wiggins ignores the
fact that these scores are obtained through a
carefully structured one-on-one interview that

was professionally developed to measure a
sample of a child’s behavior. Wiggins ques-
tions whether or not tests are even in a stu-

dent’s best interest. This question gets at the

heart of my chapter. The pagesthat follow will

demonstrate why, when, how, and what tests

are in the gifted child’s best interest, and who
should be testing the child.

89
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Whattypes ofeducational decisions are con-
ducive to testing?

Again, the purpose of an assessmentis to
gather information relevant to making a deci-
sion. In educational settings, decisions about
students typically fall into one of two cate-
gories: program or placement. A program, or
curriculum, decision requires information
about an individual’s achievement within a
curriculum domain. The information then
guides decisions about which curriculum the
learner needs. A placement is a classification
decision. Placement decisions require infor-
mation to help predict how successful an indi-
vidual will be in a certain placement

(Thorndike & Hagen, 1986).
Placement is a direct result of an identifi-

cation process. Until recently, the primary
reason for assessing a child was to make a de-
cision regarding placement. For gifted chil-
dren, this traditionally has been associated

with a measure of general intellectual ability
(IQ). Feldhusen and Jarwan (1993) asserted

that the practice of identifying students as
gifted on thebasis of IQ scoresis strongly con-
nected with identification practices of special
educators and is a deeply entrenched educa-
tional practice.

Although there is general agreement that
gifted children exist, there is limited agree-
ment over what characterizes a gifted child

and how that child should be educated.

Whetheror not a test creates a gifted child is
part of the current controversy in the use of

tests. Hanson (1993) declared, “By their very
existence, tests modify or even create that
which they purport to measure” (p. 47). How-
ever, a different perspective was expressed by
Stanley (1977): “If people have individual dif-
ferences, and if we prize and value those dif-
ferences, then why not measure them? .. .
Measurement of individual differences in-

volves the belief that human beings havedif-
ferential talents and that these can be mea-
sured, are valuable to society, and should be

cultivated” (p. 8). The question seems to be:
Do the tests create the differences, or do the

differences exist independently of the test,
and are such differences concretely repre-

sented by being measured andtherefore quan-

tified?

It is my position that well-constructed
tests measure differences that exist among
individuals. A child’s giftedness exists inde-
pendently of a test, and an extensive,profes-
sional assessment that includes information
from tests can guide educators and parents
in developing an appropriate educational
plan for the child.

An appropriate assessment will carefully
evaluate characteristics of a child. The pur-

pose of an assessmentis never to evaluate the
person’s value or worth. Assessments should

present objective and useful information that
will form a foundation for sound educational

decisions about children. Tests are among the

most reliable and valid ways to acquire that
information.

What is the historical context in which
present-day testing occurs?

Intelligence, intelligence testing, and IQs

are hotly debated topics in today’s education

circles. Publications such as The Bell Curve

(Herrnstein & Murray, 1994) have exacer-

bated the controversy that surrounds IQ and

the testing of intelligence.

Intelligence and giftedness have been
linked since the 1800s, beginning with the
publication of Galton’s (1869) Hereditary Ge-
nius. That link was inexorably forged by
Lewis Terman, whoin 1916 publishedthe U.S.

version of Binet and Simon’s individual intel-

ligence test, the Stanford-Binet Intelligence

Scale, and in 1922 launched a study of 1,528
gifted children. The results of the study are
published in a series entitled the Genetic
Studies of Genius, the first volume of which
was published in 1925 (Terman, 1925).

In Terman’s work wesee theshift in termi-

nology from genius to gifted (Feldhusen &

Jarwan, 1993). Terman’s extensive longitudi-
nal studies established the connection be-

tween identifying gifted students on the basis
of intellectual potential as measured byan in-
dividualized intelligence test. However, early
in the days of developing the Stanford-Binet,
Terman cautioned test users:

We must guard against defining intelligence

solely in terms of ability to pass the tests of a
given intelligence scale. It should go without say-



ing that no existing scale is capable of ade-
quately measuring the ability to deal with all
possible kinds of material on all intelligence lev-
els. (Terman, 1921, p. 131)

These precautionary statements were pre-
scient to more recent theoretical work that
goes beyondthescales asoriginally conceptu-
alized by Binet (see Chapter 4 by Sternberg
and Chapter 5 by Ramos-Ford and Gardner, in
this text, and Hanson, 1993).

What are present-day policies and their ef-
fect on programming and placement?

Legislative policy regarding the education
of gifted children varies from state to state.
Most state policies regarding gifted education
can trace their beginnings to the 1970s with
the publication of the 1972 commissioned re-
port, Education of the Gifted and Talented

(commonly called the Marland Report), and
the enactment of Public Law 94-142, the Edu-

cation for All Handicapped Children Act, in
1975 (Passow, 1993). The Marland Report
provided a definition that becamethe U.S. Of-
fice of Education definition, and served to

guide many states in formulating their poli-
cies. The definition (see Table 8.1) seems to
ensure that tests of intelligence will continue
to play a role in the identification of gifted
children.

Whattests of intelligence are used?
Groupintelligence tests are often used as a

way ofinitially screening for students of high
academic ability, but beyond that their uses
are limited. Two tests widely used are the Cog-
nitive Abilities Tests (Thorndike & Hagen,
1993) and the Otis-Lennon School Ability Test
(Otis & Lennon, 1988). In general, scores ob-
tained from groupintelligence tests tend to be
lower than those from individually adminis-
tered intelligence tests (Sattler, 1988).

Because they are more economical, group-
administered tests of intelligence are used far

more extensively than are individually admin-

istered intelligencetests.

A standardized, individually administered
intelligence test is the best instrument for
identifying gifted children on the criteria of
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Table 8.1
1972 U.S. Office of Education Definition
 

Public Law 91-230, Section 806)

Gifted and talented children are those identified by
professionally qualified persons, who by virtue of
outstanding abilities are capable of high perfor-
mance. These are children who require differenti-
ated educational programs and/orservices beyond
those normally provided by the regular school pro-
gram in orderto realize their contribution to self
andsociety.

Children capable of high performance include
those with demonstrated achievement and/or po-

tential ability in any of the following areas, singly
or in combination:

. General intellectual ability

. Specific academic aptitude

. Creative or productive thinking

. Leadershipability

. Visual and performing arts

. Psychomotorability?O
o
k

W
N
W

r
e

It can be assumed that utilization of these criteria

for identification of the gifted and talented will en-
compass a minimum of3 to 5 percent of the school
population.
 

“The area of psychomotor ability was later re-
moved from the definition.

general ability. The two tests primarily used

are the “Binet [V” (Thorndike, Hagen, & Sat-

tler, 1986), and the WISC-III (Wechsler, 1991).

The Binet IV is a revision of the Stanford-

Binet test, and the WISC-III is the third edi-

tion of the Wechsler Intelligence Scales for
Children. The history of the development of
the Binet IV and the WISC-III are summa-

rized in Table 8.2.

Is an IQ a measure ofintelligence?
It would be ridiculous to consider the score

obtained from an administration of an intelli-

gence test to be synonymouswith intelligence.

Nevertheless, a well-designed test can provide
relevant and useful information about behav-

iors that typically are associated with “intelli-
gence.”

Intelligence tests measure behavioral at-
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Table 8.2

Important Dates and Context of the Binet and Wechsler Scales

Binet Scales

1905

1908

1916

1937

1960

1973

1986

In Paris, France, Alfred Binet and Theodore Simon developed a 30-item test intended to measure

judgment, comprehension, and reasoning of school-aged children (based on testing that began in the

1890s). The test was called the Binet-SimonScale.

The Binet-Simon Scale was introduced in the United States and standardized on 2,000 Americanchil-

dren underthe direction of Goddard. The scale was used primarily for the evaluation of mentally re-

tarded individuals.

Stanford University Professor Lewis Terman published an extended, standardized form of the Binet-

Simon Scale under the nameof the Stanford Revision and Extension of the Binet-Simon Scale. This

version was the result of many years of extensive modification.

The concept of IQ (intelligence quotient), as a ratio of mental age to chronological age, was intro-

duced with this version of the scale.

An age-scale format for the scale was established. This means that test items were standardized on

a representative group of children at various ages. The underlying assumption with an age-scale for-

mat is that the appearanceof certain behaviors is developmental, and so the items on the test are or-

ganized for different age groups.

The 1916 version of the Binet-Simon Scales was revised by Lewis Terman and Maude Merrill and re-

named the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale.

The Stanford-Binet was revised by selecting the best items from two 1937 forms and combining them

into one form (Form L-M). The “L”is for Lewis, the “M”is for Maude.

Newnormsfor the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale (Form L-M) were published. The Stanford-Binet

(Form L-M)is regarded as an extremely reliable and valid instrument for use in predicting academic

success. It is designed to be used with individuals as young as 2 years of age through adult.

The Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale: Fourth Edition (Binet IV) is published. The Binet IV covers ap-
proximately the same age range as the Stanford-Binet (Form L-M), and has maintained muchconti-

nuity with the Stanford-Binet (Form L-M) by keeping manyof the items the same. Instead of the age

scale format used by the Stanford-Binet (Form L-M), however, the Binet IV is comprised of 15 sub-

scales which yield an over-all score measuring general cognitive functioning.
Silverman and Kearney (1992a, 1992b) make an excellent case for continuing to use the Stanford-

Binet (Form L-M) with extraordinarily able students because it does a better job of differentiating ex-

ceptionally gifted from moderately gifted children. This is important because children with IQs above

160 tend to have social-emotional needs that differ from those of gifted students with lower IQs.

Wechsler Scales

1914

1949

David Wechsler becameinvolvedin intelligence testing as a U.S. Army private during World WarI

when the Army was conducting large-scale testing.
This introduction to the measurement of intelligence resulted in Wechsler eventually developing an

intelligence test that would take into consideration factors contributing to a global conceptof intelli-

gence.

The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC), designed for children ages 6 to 16, was pub-
lished. The Wechsler tests use a point-scale format. The underlying assumption of a point scale format

is that items are designed to measure specific functions or aspects of behavior at every age.

Wechsler considered IQ, defined as the ratio of mental age to chronological age, as inappropriate, es-

pecially for adults. He developed the notion of a deviation IQ in which the examinee’s score is com-

pared with scores earned by other individuals of the examinee’s age.



Assessment of Gifted Children Wl 93

Table 8.2 (Continued)
 

1955 The Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS), designed for individuals aged 16 to adult, was
published.

1967 The Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence (WPPSD, designed for children ages 3 to 7,
was published.

1974 The WISC wasrevised and renamed the WISC-R.

1981 The WAIS wasrevised and renamed the WAIS-R.

1991 The WISC-R wasrevised again and named the WISC-III.
 

tributes of intelligent behavior, not intelli-
gence as a separate, fixed entity. No intel-
ligence test is perfectly designed to measure
all attributes of intelligent behavior, but
when usedcorrectly, information from a well-
designed, individually administered intelli-
gencetest can be oneof the best indicatorsre-
garding an individual’s range of knowledge
and cognitive skills at a given point in time
(Sattler, 1988).

What does anintelligence test score mean?
As a way of summarizing the information

gathered from the administrationofan intelli-
gencetest, a score is calculated on the basis of
the examinee’s responses to a numberofdif-
ferent items. This score is called an intelli-
gence quotient or IQ. IQs obtained from ad-

ministering the Wechsler Scales or Binet
Scales have a mean (average) score of 100. The

IQ score from an assessment is most mean-

ingful when it is converted to a percentile
ranking, as this allows the student, parent, or

educator to know howthechild’s performance
compares with that of other children of his or
her age. The comparison is actually the pri-
mary reason for administering an intelligence
test: to see how one child responds to a stan-
dard set of questions compared to the other
children of his or her age. If a child scores 100
on oneofthesetests, his or her percentile rank

is 50. This meansthat the child scored higher
than 50 percent of the children in the compar-
ison group. Asthe child’s score goes over 100,
the percentile ranking increases beyond 50,

indicating that the performance surpasses
that of a larger percentage of the child’s age-
mates. Correspondingly, the academic materi-
als that were appropriate for the child at the
50th percentile become less appropriate for
the child at the 90th percentile. For example,
a child earning a score of 132 on the WISC-III
would have a percentile ranking of 92, thus
indicating that this child’s performance
surpasses that of 92 percent of children his or
her age.

The percentile ranking can be misleading,
however, for scores at the lower and upper end
of the range of IQs. For example, at the upper
end all scores above 148 on the WISC-III have
a percentile ranking of 99. When looking at
students who score at the upper end of the
test, it becomes important to look at how the
child performed on specific subtests and the
pattern of those scores.

Using Testing in an Assessment

In this section, a psychoeducational report is
analyzed to demonstrate how testing can be
used in a comprehensive assessment. The

case is that of a 6-year-7-month boy who was
in the first grade. His parents wanted him
placed in grade 7, but the school refused. His
parents came to The Connie Belin & Jacque-
line N. Blank International Centerfor Gifted
Education and Talent Development (Belin-
Blank Center) as the last stage before going
to court.
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Psychological Interpretive Report

The Connie Belin & Jacqueline N. Blank International Center

for Gifted Education and Talent Development

Assessment

STUDENT: Fred D.

AGE: 6 years, 7 months
REPORTDATE:12/1/-

EVALUATION DATE: November 12-14

BIRTHDATE:4/11/—

GRADE:1

Analysis of Assessment

PSYCHOLOGIST: Susan G. Assouline, Ed.S., Ph.D.

Reasonfor Referral:

The superintendent of schools recommended

that Dr. D. refer his son, Fred, to the Belin-

Blank Center for an evaluation of Fred’s aca-

demic achievementand for recommendations

based uponthat evaluation. At the time of the

referral, Fred had been withdrawn from first

grade in the local public school of his home
town and wasbeing schooled at home.

Background Information and Observations:
Fred had been evaluated previously at the
age of 5 years, 1 month, and 6 years, 5

months. Each evaluation included the admin-
istration of an individual intelligence test
(Stanford Binet, Fourth Edition, and Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children—Revised) and
each evaluation resulted in confirmation of
Fred’s superior intellectual ability. The acade-
mic achievement tests administered dur-ing
the previous evaluations were designed to

provide a general indication of Fred's
achievement in reading, mathematics, and
spelling. The tests administered at the age of
6 years, 1 month were the Wide Range
Achievement Test—Revised (WRAT-R) and

the Basic Achievement Skills Individual
Screener. On these screening instruments,
Fred performed at the seventh-grade level for
reading, math, and spelling. The primary rec-

ommendation from each of those reports was

that consideration be given to Fred’s program
of study to determine the best way in which to
meet his needs for academic stimulation and
appropriate socialization with his schoolmates.

Reports from the previous evaluations indi-

cated that Fred had excellent concentration

and attention, and my observations of Fred’s

A good assessmentbegins with a question to

be answered. There are two questions con-

cerning this student: (1) What is the correct

grade placement? and (2) whatis the appro-

priate academic program?

Two individual administrations of an intelli-
gence test had been administered within a
sixteen-month period. There was no needfor

a third test.

Wasthe information from the previous admin-
istrations of achievement sufficient? No, the
tests used were designed for screening; the
information from them wasinappropriate for a
placementor a program decision. This is ob-
vious in the vague recommendations.

This is an example of nontest data that was

part of the assessment. This is used in the

recommendations.  



 

ability to concentrate and attend to tasks dur-
ing the present evaluation were similar.

Fred is right-handed and has worncorrective
lenses for four months.

Interpretation of Results:
Tests Used:

Raven’s Progressive Matrices (RPM)
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (Green

Level, Form A)
Standard Reading Inventory
Stanford Diagnostic Mathematics Test
(Green Level, Form A)

Sequential Tests of Educational Progress
(STEP) Basic Concepts and Computa-
tion

Oneof the goals of the present evaluation
was to determine Fred’s academic progress
relative to his ability. Fred was asked to com-
plete the Raven’s Progressive Matrices
(RPM), an untimed nonverbaltest of figural
reasoning. For this test, the individual is pre-
sented with 60 meaningless figures andis
asked to discern the nature of the pattern for
each figure and complete the relations. Fred
correctly completed 41 out of 60 figures in 35
minutes and earned a score Surpassing 98%
of the 8-year-olds in the normed sample (the
highest raw score earned by the 62-yearolds
in the normed sample was 34). Thus, com-
paredto the highest score earnedby his age-
mates in the normed sample, he was able to
answer correctly 7 more items than the top-
scoring individual(s). This is a significantdis-
crepancy from the highest score earned by
his age-mates and confirms that Fred’s ability
to form comparisons, reason by analogy, and
organize spatial perceptions into systemati-
cally related wholes, as measured by this
well-standardized instrument, is superior—
even when compared to children two years
older than he.

From Dr. D’s description of Fred’s routine at
home,it is obvious that he has been pre-
sented with considerable factual knowledge;
however, all evidence indicates that he is
more than ready to receive this knowledge
and to process it with reasoning skills that
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How do Fred’s abstract reasoning skills com-
pare to his age-mates? To older children?
This is important because abstract reasoning
Skills will be part of an advanced curriculum.

Some educators believed that Fred was being
pushed by his parents and that he was not
ready for advanced material.  
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surpass those of bright students in higher

grades.

Superior ability to process information and to

attend to presented learning tasks is ex-

tremely rare and requires careful tailoring of

an individualized educational plan that will

provide an optimal match between Fred's

ability and achievement.

The two previous psychoeducational reports

included a screening of his spelling, reading,

and mathematics achievement. The present

assessmentof reading and mathematics was

more diagnostic in nature.

Reading: Form A of the Green Level Stanford

Diagnostic Reading Test was administered.

The Green Level is designed for studentsin

grades 3, 4, and 5 and provides comparative

scores for a sample of students in those

grades. Fred worked quickly through the sub-

tests. The final passages were to be read

silently, but Fred subvocalized each of those

passages. Even though he worked quickly, he

was not impulsive in his responses and he

rechecked his answers to the questions.

When compared to fourth graders, Fred

earned the percentile rankings reported

below. Grade equivalent scores represent the

typical performanceof students in a specified

grade. Because Fredis not

a

typical student,

grade equivalents are not generally good

comparative indicators; however, for our pur-

pose of determining where to begin instruc-

tion, it was appropriate.

Grade
centile Equivalent

Stanford Diagnostic Per-

Reading
 

(Comparedwith

(Green Level—-Form A) Fourth Graders)

Auditory
Discrimination 92 7.3

Phonetic Analysis 95 >12

Structural Analysis 83 6.8

Auditory Vocabulary 51 3.9

This part is the crux of the reason for com-

pleting the assessment.

This is a lead-in to the specific tests used to

suggest where to begin programming.

Since reading is one of the most importantel-

ementary school activities, a careful assess-

ment of Fred’s reading skills were critical. Ad-

ditionally, this case almost went to court

becausetheinitial screening information sug-

gested a “reading level of seventh grade,” and

the parents usedthat information to advocate

that Fred be placed in grade 7. School per-

sonnel reacted strongly against this and

wanted to keep Fred in grade1.

 



 

Literal

Comprehension 74 4.7
Inferential

Comprehension 43 3.7

The “lowest” grade equivalent score (earned
for inferential comprehension) was two grade
levels abovehis present placement. The high-
est (earned for phonetic analysis) was be-
yond grade 12. Relatively speaking, Fred’s
auditory vocabulary, literal comprehension,
and inferential comprehension, as measured
by these subtests of the Stanford Diagnostic
Reading Test, are not as well developed as
his ability to discriminate auditorily, analyze
the relationships between soundsandletters
(phonetic analysis), and decode words
through the analysis of word parts (structural
analysis). In other words, the skills measured
by the cognitively less demanding tasks of
recognizing words and decoding them are
more advanced than his understanding of
commonwords and his general reading com-
prehension, especially his inferential compre-
hension.

The Standard Reading Inventory was also
administered, and the hypothesis that Fred’s
decoding skills were more developed than his
comprehension skills was confirmed by the
results of the Standard Reading Inventory. He
orally read the fourth- and fifth-grade pas-
sageswith only a few minor pronunciation er-
rors. It was noted that he read in a monotone.
We did not go beyond the fourth- andfifth-
grade passages, but he could probably read
passages at a much higher grade level. How-
ever, it is unlikely that he could comprehend
passagesat the junior high gradelevels. His
silent reading speed wasat the instructional
level for grade 4, but not for grade 5.

Instructionally, Fred reachedfrustration (cor-
rectly answered 4 out of 10 comprehension
questions for both silent and oral reading) at
the fourth grade level. He correctly answered
four of the ten comprehension questions for
the fifth-grade oral reading passage, but he
answeredonly two of the ten comprehension
questions correctly for the fifth-grade silent
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This is an important point becauseit begins
to explain why the parents and educators
could not see eyeto eye. The parents werefo-
cusing on the highly developed decoding
Skills, and the educators “knew” that Fred
would not survive in seventh-grade classes—
even though hecould “read” the material.
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reading passage. He subvocalized while he

was reading this passage.

Coupled with the information from the Stan-

ford Diagnostic Reading Test, it appears that

providing materials at an advancedthird- or

fourth-grade level would be instructionally ap-

propriate. Fred’s ability to decode written

words will continue to be far superior to his

ability to comprehend for several more years.

Fred could probably read a sixth- or seventh-

grade social studies text, but his thinking is

not yet sophisticated enough to comprehend

the material fully and draw inferences. He

needstime to allow underlying cognitive func-

tions necessary for comprehending to de-

velop and mature.

Fred probably needsonly limited instruction

in decoding or phonics. It is recommended

that an instructional program emphasize the

developmentof his comprehensionskills. His

overall comprehension is at an advanced

third-grade or beginning fourth-grade level,

and instruction with materials at these levels

would probably provide sufficient challenge.

Fred needs two things to continue developing

his comprehensionskills: (1) time for the un-

derlying cognitive processes to mature and

(2) the opportunity to interact with students

who are at a similar level of comprehension.

These students will most likely be found in

higher grades.If Fred is accelerated into third

or fourth grade, it would be most appropriate

to place him with the most advanced reading

group.

Although his reading comprehension skills

are (relatively) not as superior ashis skills at

decoding words, they are still superior when

compared to those of his age- or grade-

mates. The fact that his ability to comprehend

ranges from two to four grade levels above

his age-mates means he will need special

arrangements for reading instruction. A

whole-language approach to reading and

writing instruction might foster Fred's

progress in each of these areas. However, it

would be important not to use a grade-level

basal for whole-languageinstruction. Rather,

All of the above information leads to this rec-

ommendation regarding programming.

This recommendation is based on the infor-

mation obtained from the assessment.

 



 

Fred will need exposureto literature such as
that provided by the Great Books Series.

Mathematics: Three mathematics tests were
administered before finding one that was ap-
propriately difficult. The Green Level (Form
A) of the Stanford Diagnostic Mathematics
Test was the first test administered. The
green level was developed for students in
grades4,5, or 6. Fred finished the whole test
in less than an hour (95 minutesis allowed).
When comparedtofifth graders, he earned
the following percentiles for the three sub-
tests:

Stanford Diagnostic Mathematics Test per-
centile rank (comparedtofifth graders)
 

Number System and Numeration 86
Computation 85
Applications 94

The Stanford Diagnostic Mathematics Test
did not appearto be sensitive enough to pre-
scribe specific instruction. Therefore, the
Computation and Basic Conceptstests of the
Sequential Tests of Educational Progress
(STEP) were administered. The level de-
signed for grades 6-9 wastoodifficult, as ev-
idenced by his performance:Fred requiredall
40 minutes to answer 24 of the 50 questions;
and he answered only 14 questions correctly,
which placed him at the 8th percentile when
compared to ninth graders.It was decided not
to give him the middle school/junior high level
of the Computation test.

The preceding level of the STEP Basic Con-
cepts and Computation tests, which were de-
signed for grades 3-5, was administered. On
this level of the Basic Concepts test, Fred an-
swered 38 outof 50 items correctly in 35 min-
utes. When compared to second-semester
fifth graders, this score is at the 83rd per-
centile. Eight of the 12 missed items were
items that required manipulation of number
concepts. On the Computation subtest, Fred
answered 53 out of 60 items correctly in 28
minutes. This is at the 90th percentile when
compared to second-semesterfifth graders.
He did not seem to miss many items that
were specific to one area.
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Mathematics was the other Curriculum area
for which programming recommendations
were needed.

“Appropriately difficult” is another way of say-
ing that | had to go way above gradelevel to
find a test with sufficient ceiling.

The information from this diagnostic test was
not sufficient to generate programming rec-
ommendations.
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The fact that Fred did so well on both of the

tests designed for third throughfifth graders

indicates that he has relatively few, if any,

gaps in his mathematics knowledge base.

The biggest concern is that he not rush too

quickly into prealgebra and algebra because

he needstimeto allow for the developmentof

the necessary cognitive structures that will

foster success in more abstract mathematics

such as algebra. Unlike many extremely pre-

cocious students, Fred has not developed

sloppy habits. He does not do all of his work

in his head; rather, he was careful to work out

the problems on scratch paper. However, if he

remains unchallenged, he will most likely de-

velop poor work habits because performing

computations mentally will be one of the only

ways that he has to mentally challenge him-

self.

Summary and General Recommendations:

Given Fred’s superior performance on the two

previously administered individual intelli-

gence tests, as well as his superior perfor-

mance on the RPM, one would predict that

his academic achievement would be at least

two grade levels above that of his age- or

grade-mates. Indeed, Fred hasfully utilized

his superior academic ability and has

achieved at a level commensurate with that

ability. Fred has excellent concentration and

attending skills and could easily succeed in

third- or fourth-grade material. For some

tasks, e.g., decoding and basic computation,

even fourth-grade material will be too easy for

him. With regard to his general reading com-

prehension, however, placing him in an ad-

vanced third-, fourth-, or fifth-grade class

seems most appropriate.

The more routine school tasks(i.e., decoding

of words and basic mathematics computa-

tion) are about as fully developed as can be

expected for a 6'2-year-old child, and his abil-

ity to concentrate and attend has been well

honed. Fredis at a critical point in his acade-

mic development. Hewill not lose his ability to

learn, but if he is not sufficiently challenged

he may lose his love for learning andlikely

develop poor study habits. Because his read-

ing and math comprehension skills seem to

For a more complete discussion of elemen-

tary students who are mathematically tal-

ented, see Jane and Johnny Love Math: Rec-

ognizing and Encouraging Mathematical

Talent in Elementary Students (Lupkowski &

Assouline, 1992).

This was the major recommendation.

The parents feared that Fred would not re-

main as able if he did not receive adequate

programming.  



 

be equally developed,it would make sense to
consider whole-grade rather than subject-
matter acceleration. For subjects such assci-
ence and social studies, Fred is probably
ready to begin receiving instruction at a
third-, and fourth-, or even fifth-grade level.
Pretesting in these subject areas would be
appropriate.

The school system is fortunate that Fred’s
parents are able and willing tofill in any gaps
in Fred’s instruction that might occuras a re-
sult of accelerating Fred by two or more
grades.

When students who have superb ability to
learn are tutored at home,it is sometimes be-
lieved that the parent’s opinionis suspect be-
Cause parents have invested so muchin their
child’s education. My senseof thesituation is
that Dr. D has tapped into his son’s strengths
and has helped his son realize those
strengths. Fred took the tests at the Belin-
Blank Center by himself and demonstrated
extremely mature behavior. His behavior was
more similar to that of a mature, extremely in-
telligent eight- or nine-year-old. His de-
meanoris like that of a well-behaved upper
elementary student.

Fred has achieved through home schooling
provided by his parents, but he needsthe op-
portunity to interact with peers. He also needs
exposure to extracurricular activities and con-
tests, such as spelling bees, the Mathemati-
cal Olympiad for Elementary Students
(MOES), and science projects that are typi-
cally assigned in the upper elementary
grades. In determining an appropriate place-
ment for Fred, attention should be paid to the
most academically comfortable setting, i.e.,
third, fourth, orfifth grade, as well as the most
emotionally comfortably setting. The receiving
teacher(s), parents, and administrator(s)
should discuss the most appropriate setting.

An understanding teacher who can ade-
quately preparehis or her class to welcome a
new student (who is younger, yet equally
able), and who can communicate effectively
with the parents is most important.
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This is a placement recommendation.

In this case, his peers likely will not be his
age-mates.

This point cannot be overemphasized.  
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| have recommendedthat Dr. and Mrs. D con-

tinue to provide enriching educational experi-

ences for their son. However, it was Sug-

gested that these experiences might be

focused on opportunities that are not tradi-

tionally offered in the regular, public school.

For example, Fred would probably do well in

learning one or two foreign languages, as

well as a musical instrument. Activities in

sports and social groups such as Cub Scouts

are also to be encouraged. Whenheis old

enough (probably around age 11 or 12), Fred

would probably benefit from summer pro-

gramsoffered by universities such as the Uni-

versity of lowa and lowa State.

Follow-up every three or four months with

the Belin-Blank Center Staff, to be initiated

by Dr. and Mrs.D,is strongly recommended.

Susan G. Assouline, Ph.D. Follow-up is a critical component of a suc-

cessful assessment and intervention.  
 

Postscript

Six monthsafter the results from the psycho-

educational assessment were used to place

Fred and develop a program for him, the

unanimousconclusion was that the placement

was tremendously successful. Currently, Fred

is thriving in school, and the school personnel

have a new appreciation of Fred’s ability and

achievement. The discussions about Fred

opened up new opportunities for other gifted

students.

In providing an actual report of psychoedu-

cational testing, I demonstrated that testingfit

into the assessmentof this youngster, and that

the information from the tests was necessary in

order to make an informed decision about

Fred’s academic placement. The test results

and their interpretation also helped in develop-

ing the recommendations for programming.

A critical component of the testing was the

professional administration and interpreta-

tion of the tests. It is evident that specialized

training in the administration and interpreta-

tion of the tests is imperative. An appreciation

for the special programming needsof academ-

ically able students also is crucial. Addition-

ally, the psychologist needed to be able to con-

vey this information to parents and educators

in a way that would serve the child.

The tests were administered in a safe set-

ting, and Fred’s performance validated what

his parents had observed. The test results

helped those who were advocating for appro-

priate placement and programming. The as-

sessment documented in this psychoeduca-

tional report needed to happen prior to

gathering additional data to document Fred’s

ongoing progress. Assessment methods that

are now being called “authentic” are certainly

appropriate and,indeed,are part of the every-

day planning that occurs for this child. (Up-

date: As of March, 1996, Fred is doing well as

a second-year pharmacy student at Purdue

University, at age 12.)

Is testing needed for decisions that arent so

extreme?

In this next section we present the caseof a

second-grade girl for whom acceleration to

third grade is being considered. Acceleration is

a highly controversial issue. The Iowa Acceler-

ation Scale (IAS; Assouline, Colangelo, & Lup-

kowski, 1993) was developed as a guidance

tool to facilitate decisions about acceleration.

A completed IASfollows (Figure 8.1).
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SCALE
THE lowA ACCELERATION SCALE (IAS)

PURPOSE OF THE IAS:

While there has been considerable research on thepositive

effects of acceleration, the decision to accelerate a student remains

one of the more difficult and controversial decisions for educators

and parents. There is hesitancy because acceleration breaks the

“mold” of grade-sequential schooling. Educators and parents are

concerned abouttheeffects of acceleration on both the academic

and social aspects of the student. There is worry about making a
decision that will adversely affect a child.

The lowaAcceleration Scale (IAS) was developed in response to

the important concerns expressed by educators and parents. Its

purpose is to provide a comprehensive guide for making decisions

regarding:

*Whole-grade acceleration (skipping)

eEarly entrance to school

eEarly graduation from school

DEVELOPMENTOF THE IAS:

TheIAS is the outcomeof a thorough review oftheliterature

and research on acceleration,interviews with educational experts,

Clinical experiences with grade-accelerations, and pilot-testing of

the IAS.     

ACCELERATION

   
SUMMARYOF THE SCALES:

The IAS is comprised of a General Information section and four

subscales. The four subscales provide an individualized and

comprehensive profile of the student. The subscales cover the four

major areas that should be considered when making a decision

regarding acceleration. They are:

eAcademic Ability and Achievement

*School Information

eInterpersonal Skills

*Attitude and Support

WHAT IS NEEDED TO COMPLETETHEIAS:

eAll standardized test scores

eStudent’s cumulative folder

¢Psychoeducational reports (private and/or school generated)

WHO SHOULD COMPLETE THE IAS:

TheIAS should be completed by a team of educators and the

child’s parents. The LAS should be used as a guide in the decision-

making process. Team members should include principal, present

and receiving teachers, and parents.

How TO USE THEIAS:

*Each subscale provides a score and recommendations regarding

acceleration are based upon the scores from the subscales anda total

score. This total is recorded on the last page of the IAS.

¢The IAS manual provides additional information on administra-

tion and score interpretation (the manual is still in draft form). Until
the manual is complete, the Belin Center staff will serve as

consultants to a school requesting the IAS.

Figure 8.1 The lowa Acceleration Scale.
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THE LOWA ACCELERATION SCALE

 

GENERAL INFORMATION

Student Name: Mela
Date: —NowI0

 

 

 

 

 

Date of Birth: Detolenr 14
Gender: fF

School: Ff, SASAAdena Present Grade:_2.

NaMES/ POSITIONS OF INDIVIDUALS COMPLETING IAS:

Principai: Mn. K Parent (Guardian): Mas. ¢.

Present Teacher(s}: My B Receiving Teacher(s}: Ma, 
 

 Other:

MD,

4d/TA4 Specidleal,)

FAMILY INFORMATION:

Names and Occupations of Parents or Guardians Livingin the Home:

Eethen—Nol inthe howe

— ‘ ohLAA

Names ofSiblings: Gender: Age: Grade in School: Public/Private

Michéel My g K Dubhic
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PrioR SCHOOL EXPERIENCE:

Name of School Attended (Public/Private) Approx.Size
(less than 300; 300-600; 600-1000;
more than 1000}

Pre-school

Kindergarten —=,
Dublic 300

Grade | Megan haa éHerded "

Grade 2 - the simerchool sina " "

Grade 3 hn Me en.

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Grade 7

Grade 8

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Grade 9 
 

    ::
Figure 8.1 (Continued)
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THE FOWA ACCELERATION SCALE

 

Has the student doneany ofthe following? (check all that apply}:

_] Already skipped one grade

_] Entered kindergarten orfirst grade early

) Accelerated in one or more subjects

If yes, explain:

Please commentregarding the success of the acceleration:

Which ofthe following standardized tests has the student taken?

(markall that apply)

C) ITBS

() California AchievementTest

C) Stanford

x Metropolitan

® Other:

Attach copies ofall test results available.

(please specify)

Has the student ever been given an evaluation by a psychologist,

social worker, learning specialist? (Circle one)

Yes

f yes, attach copies of all reports.

Does the student have a diagnosed learning or physical disability?

Yes

If yes, please explain and give diagnostic information used to determine

the disability:

Has the studentever received special educational services or been on

medication?

?
If yes, please explain.

 

Figure 8.1

  
 

ACADEMIC ABILITY AND ACHIEVEMENT

Directions: For each item below circle the response that mostoften or best
describes the student’s current behavior or attitude.

MEaSuRE OF INTELLIGENCE (IQ SCORE}

Nameof Test:
 

Average

(100-114) occcee cece cece cece eeesnceeeeeces 0
1 standard deviation above the mean

(115-129) occeee ceeeeeeeeeeeeuseeseeeereyG)
2 standard deviations above the mean

(130-144) ooee cece cece cue e cece eeseeeucnens 4
3 standard deviations (or more) above the mean

(145-above) oo.eee cece cece cece ences eeeeceens 7
If a score is unavailable, an individualized IQ test needs to be administered.

Comments: CoppinMtsTest-Grade 2
NOTE: ental 40% ike
Thearemost

 

t:bely an Quantitative 92% ile

MEASURE OF ACHIEVEMENT

Nameof Test:

Less than onefull grade equivalent above ................... cece 0
Grade equivalent of 1 to 1.5 years above ..............cccceeeeeee 2
Grade equivalentof 1.5 to 2 years above .............cceeeseeues©)
Grade equivalent of 2 years or more above...............eceeeeees 7

Comments:

Baadpornewlls of The Woodcock Reading

Mastery Tests
Note: decoding abills one higher than comprelension
Academic Ability and Achievement re

Subtotal:

If subtotal score < 4, acceleration is not recommended.

 

ScHOOL INFORMATION

GRADE PLACEMENT UNDER CONSIDERATION

Accelerate one grade within building................ cece eee @)

Early entrance to kindergarten orfirst grade... 2... . cece e eee eee

The acceleration will result in a change in building (e.g, elementary to

MeXt level)... cece eee ce cece tence ett eesceeesees 2

The acceleration wiil result in a move to a newdistrict........ we eeeee 3

Comments:   
(Continued)
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THE LOWA ACCELE   
ATTENDANCE AT SCHOOL

Has a history of unexcused absences and tardiness.........-.++++++- 0

Has a history of absences dueto illness or for family issues ..........-. l

Absences and tardiness not a problem ...........eseeeee eee e renee 2

Excellent attendance... .... cee eee cece eee eee erence ee eenee G)

Comments:

PHYSICAL SIZE

Smaller than students in present grade... 1... eee ee eee cece cece ees l

Aboutthe samesize as students in present grade ..........-.. severe 2

Larger than students in present grade ..... eee e eee ceeeeeeeeeeesG)

Comments:

Motor COORDINATION

Less coordinated than students in present grade... .. 2... eee eee eee 1

About as coordinated as students in present grade ...........-.2005-@)

More coordinated than students in present grade ..........--.se00e- 3

Comments:

AGE

Studentis among the youngest in the present grade ...........-..05. 1

Student is among the oldest in the present grade ..........2-. eee ees @)

Comments:

PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOL EXTRACURRICULAR

ACTIVITIES {E.G., ATHLETICS, CLUBS)

Student does not participate .. 0... . cc eee eee ence newer eee ees 0

Studenthas limited participationin activities .............sseseeee G)
Student has extensive participation (i.e., two or more activities) ........ 2

Student has a leadershiprole or has received wide recognition in one or

More activities... kee eee eee eee e teen eee tees eeee 3

Comments:

AAiniHies wol offered at This level

MOTIVATION

Doesn't complete assignments and appears disinterested in schoolwork .. 0

Needs one-on-one encouragementto complete assignments ........... 1

Completes those tasks that are of interest to him orher .............- 2

Completes assignments and shows positive attitude ................ 3
Completes assignments more quickly and more comprehensively than other

ClASSMALES occ eee cece ce eee cence ee cece eeeeeenes

Comments:    m|

RATION SCALE

ATTITUDE TOWARDS LEARNING

Disinterested and/orfrustrated when presented with new academic

challenges ...... cece e cere eee cnet ete e een tenn eee e eee 0

Completes assignments competently, butrarely seeks further challenges .. 1

Is enthusiastic and enjoys new challenges ..........+sseeeeeseeeee 2

Actively seeks and persists in new and rigorous academic challenges.....()

Comments:

School Information

Subtotal:
21
 

INTERPERSONAL SKILLS

PARTICIPATION IN NON-SCHOOL EXTRACURRICULAR

ACTIVITIES (E.G., RELIGIOUS GROUPS, 4-H, ScouTS)

Student does not participate 2.0... 0. cece eee eect eee e eee n eens 0

Studenthas limited participation in activities ..............eeeeee,

Studenthas extensiveparticipation (i.e., two or more activities) ........ 2

Student has a leadership role or has received wide recognition in one or

MOFe activities .... cee tee teeter e eter eee er eees 3

Comments:

RELATIONSHIPS WITH PEERS

Poorinterpersonal skills and no friends .........+ssseeeseeeeeeeee 0

Prefers to be with younger children rather than same-aged children ..... 0

Interpersonal skills are not as well-developed as age mates ............ l

Prefers to be with older children and/oradults rather than agemates .. 2)
Interpersonal skills are appropriate for age .........+-eeeeeceeeeeee 3

Good interpersonal skills with age mates as well as students both older and

YOUNQEL cee cee cee eer e etn teen cent tee taeennees 5

Comments:

RELATIONSHIPS WITH TEACHERS

Has poorinterpersonal relationships with all teachers..............+. 0

Has poor interpersonal relationships with someteachers.............. l

Has very good relationships with one or two teacherS...........++4 @)
Has excellentrelationships with most teachers...........-+-sseeeee 3

Comments:

Figure 8.1. (Continued)
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THE TOWA ACCELERATION SCALE   
EMOTIONAL DEVELOPMENT ATTITUDE AND Support

(of these categories, which is mostlike the student}

Exhibits a fairly strong pattern of emotional disturbances (e.g, depressed,
STUDENT’S ATTITUDE REGARDING ACCELERATION

inappropriateaffect, aggressive behavior, ete.—see mantual)....... 0 Student does not wantto be accelerated beeen eee eee eeeeneeevacs 0
Very sensitive to criticism or remarks... .. bebe e cece ence eens | Student ° une® about acceleration C0reneeR wvely towards criticism or ks i Studentis positive about acceleration Prete e eee reat een e nena es @)
eacts aggressively ; COST OF TEMAIKS » sees sees esses Studentis enthusiastic about acceleration ..............0..-..-5.. 3Self-conceptas a student is pOOr .... 00... eee eeececceeeeeees |

Has an inflated ego about self andability .................00005, cI

>

Comments:
Has a positive and realistic self-concept about personal and

academic abilities...cece cece ees eneseaees 3

Comments: SCHOOL SysTEM Support (ATTITUDE)
NOE: NocommendfromSchool Widespread nonsupport amongschool personnel................... 0

Educators most directly involved (e.g., teacher and principal receiving the
BEHAVIOR student are not supportive) ........ 0... cece cece cece cuceece 0

Hasa behavior problems hat have led wo contact with EahusatespgmraeeeatennL®QMfOrceMeNt.... eee cece ccc c cence eeeeneceneeees 0
History of behavior problems in classroom, home, or community ....... 0 Comments:
Has occasional discipline problems .............cccceececeeeeecs@)
Has nohistory of discipline problems..............0eeececceceues 3

Comments: | PRIOR PLANNING FOR ACCELERATION
NOTE: Voiewaawotspecified Noplanning orstaff meetings have occurred ...........cecceeeceee 0

Limited staffing and information sharing regarding the student's

beeen e eee cence eee ee ereeeseceeeeseseeenes IPARENT INVOLVEMENT placement

Extensive staffing and discussion regarding the student’s placement ....Parents are overly involved in their child's progress and pressure g P @)
the child oe.ee ecc eee ecseeccusesaeeeeeeeeees 0 Comments:

Parents are uninterested and uninvolved in their child’s school progress .. 1

Parents are supportive and appropriately involved in their child’s progress . 2

 

 

 

 

 

 

Parents are strongly committed to working with theschoolin meeting the Attitude and Support
child’s academic needs ........ ccc cece cece cece ceeeeeees¢) Subtotal: 4

Comments:

SusScate Torats r

GRADE PLACEMENTOFSIBLINGS Academic Ability and Achievement Subtotal:
Student would be accelerated into the same grade as an older sibling .... 0 21
Studentpresently has a sibling in the same grade ....... 0... eeeseeee 0 School Information Subtotal:
Sibling is one grade above or below the current grade................ ] 12
Sibling is two or more grades above o(Gelowfre student’s current grade© Interpersonal Skills Subtotal:
Student has no siblings ...........ccceeeccsecccecccauceauess 4

Attitude and Support Subtotal:Comments:
9

IAS Total: &

Interpersonal Skills 4?

Subtotal: Name& Position of Belin Center Consultant: 

Susan Antoutine, Anrociale Director

Signature of Belin Center Consultant:

o e

      
 

 

Figure 8.1. (Continued)
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Postscript

Meganis almostthe ideal candidate for accel-

eration. She is already eight years old, like

most of the third graders in the class to which

she would be accelerated. Additionally, there

seems to be enthusiastic support from school

personnel as well as parents. Overall, she

seems to be more like a third grader than a

second grader.
In evaluating the form, note that on page 4

the responders indicated that she “has in-

flated ego about self and ability.” When stu-

dents are underchallenged, it often appears

that their ego is inflated, whenin fact, that is

a sign of tenacity. This may be connected with

the response to the next item, Behavior (see

page 4), where it was indicated that she has

occasional discipline problems.
Megan’s acceleration was successful. She is

doing well in her new class, where the gifted

teacher monitors her progress.

Conclusion

By presenting two cases in which testing was

used to make informed educational decisions
and generate relevant recommendations, |
hoped to demonstrate that testing is not
passé. It was my intention to show theactual
uses of the results of tests, and to prove that
the tests did not “create” the condition but did
help educators understand the learning needs

of the student.
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PARTIII -

Instructional Models

and Practices

 

a Ppart III considers various ways

the educational needs of gifted youngsters
may be addressed. There is an arrayof pro-

grams and practices. Enrichment programs
allow students to broaden their school experi-
ences by pursuingtopics in greater depth or by
studying topics not offered at all in the regular
curriculum. Acceleration programs permit
students to progress through material at
faster rates or at younger ages thanis conven-

tional. Selection of program options—al-
ways—should be based first on the needs of
students, second on administrative conve-

nience.

In Chapter 9 Shirley W. Schiever and C.
June Makernote that enrichment canrefer to
program delivery services, such as Saturday
classes or resource room (pull-out) programs,
or to the curriculum, which maystress,for ex-
ample, thinking processes, academic content,

or the creation of products. Acceleration, too,
can refer to either the form of service, such as

grade skipping or early admission to kinder-
garten or college, or the curriculum content.
Most acceleration plans provide only an ad-

vanced curriculum, not a differentiated one. A

sensible program will include both, according
to student characteristics and needs. The au-
thors use catastrophetheory to describe how a
new state—qualitatively different curricu-

lum—appears as a product of enrichment and
acceleration efforts. Their Spiral Model of
Thinkingoffers a structure for integrating en-
richment and acceleration principles into cur-
riculum for thegifted.

Looking at curriculum matters, Joyce
VanTassel-Baska in Chapter 10 argues that

gifted programs should be less process—prod-
uct oriented, and more focused on rich content

knowledge—organized around “systems of
thought and great ideas.” She supports an In-
tegrated Curriculum Model (ICM) that draws
the best from individual curriculum models,

specifically mentioning Joseph Renzulli’s
Schoolwide Enrichment Model (Chapter 11),
Talent Search approaches (Chapters 12 and
13), Talents Unlimited (Chapter 26), and oth-
ers. Three components of the author’s ICM
thus include advanced content knowledge,
thinking skills, and a focus on “major issues,

themes, and ideas.” VanTassel-Baska also de-

scribes the translation of ICM into her suc-
cessful National Language Arts Curriculum
Project and National Science Curriculum Pro-
ject for High Ability Learners. The author’s

ideas and efforts square well with current in-
terest in developing the talents of all children.

In Chapter 11, Joseph S. Renzulli and Sally
M. Reis present the Schoolwide Enrichment
Model (SEM), which incorporates Renzulli’s
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earlier Enrichment Triad Model. As two cen-
tral features, the SEM brings enrichmentac-
tivities into the regular classroom for all stu-
dents, and identifies the most able 15 to 20

percent of the students for a talent pool.
Talent Pool students, and other students who

show motivation and creativity, volunteer for

independent research projects. The authors

review new elements of SEM,such as enrich-

ment clusters and the continuum of special

services (e.g., counseling or assistance with

projects), which promote talent development

for all students. Renzulli and Reis cap their

chapter with summaries of curriculum modifi-

cation techniques and enrichment learning

and teaching.
Camilla P. Benbow and David Lubinski in

Chapter 12 present the Study of Mathemati-
cally Precocious Youth (SMPY), which in-

cludes (1) identifying and providing programs
and services to intellectually talented stu-
dents, typically beginning at grade 7, and
(2) conducting a long-term study of the educa-
tional and career development of past SMPY
participants. The authors argue that gifted
students are intellectually precocious; there-

fore, acceleration is the best curricular prac-
tice for them. SMPYis said to be supported by
the theory of work adjustment, which stresses
accommodating both a person’s skills and per-

sonal preferences.
The major spinoff from the original math-

only SMPY program is the equally successful
Talent Search programs. Like SMPY, Talent
Search typically emphasizes summer short

courses for gifted junior high school students,
but in a potpourri of verbal and math/science
areas. In Chapter 13 Susan G. Assouline and
Ann Lupkowski-Shoplik describe the above-
level testing used to identify junior high school
participants, as well as the testing used to
identify elementary school students for the
newest version of Talent Search: Elementary
Talent Search. The authors also summarize
the many doors of opportunity that open to
both junior high and elementary Talent

Search participants.
Paula Olszewski-Kubilius in Chapter 14

explains that summer, Saturday, and other

types of precollege programs and competitions
provide suitable learning experiences for
gifted students. Such programs offer high-

level accelerated courses, opportunities for in-
depth study, or introductions to several sub-
ject areas. Benefits include social support from
gifted peers, better self-concepts, stronger
feelings of involvement, improved study skills

and independence, increased academic skills,

and sometimes college credit for high school
and even middle school students. Research by

Olszewski-Kubilius and others indicates that

accelerated summer math classes lead gifted

girls to continue to take advanced math and

science courses. The authors note two prob-

lematic issues: overlap with regular school

curricula and limited access to the programs

due to location or cost.
In Chapter 15 John F. Feldhusenraises our

eyebrows by recommending that, at the sec-
ondary level, we discard the term gifted and
the “gifted program” concept along with it. He
argues that talent development for secondary
students does not require a “program” but,
rather, calls for a diversity of well-selected
courses and extra-school experiences. Some
examples are honors, AP, and accelerated
math classes; concurrent enrollment in col-

lege; Saturday and summer programs; work-
ing with local drama or historical societies;
and counseling. Feldhusen describes Growth
Plans, which include identification of talent

and a statement of one’s’ experiences,
strengths, interests, goals, and planned edu-
cation. Feldhusen’s Purdue Pyramid illus-
trates educational experiences that lead to an
understanding of one’s talents and a commit-

ment to their development.

Penny Britton Kolloff in Chapter 16 de-
scribes a growing strategy for meeting the ed-
ucational needs of high school students with
exceptional math and_ science abilities.

Residential high schools, which have located
on college campuses, two former hospitals,

and one vacated high school, foster excellence
in math andscience as well as in communica-
tions, art, and sometimes humanities areas.

Kolloff describes several specific schools, ob-
jective and subjective admission criteria, fac-
ulty (who need not be certified teachers),
curriculum (including AP courses), and ex-

tracurricular activities, and explains why the

schools are superbly successful. Currently,
just a handfulof residential high schoolsexist,
but the concept is a sound and growingone.



In Chapter 17 Lauren A. Sosniak outlines
the original purpose, surprising results, and
provocative conclusions of the landmark
Bloom and Sosniak research on talent devel-
opment. She begins by asking how individuals
talented in sports, art, and academic fields
were identified and then helped to grow. In
fact, these youth were “discovered” only after
they became highly talented; there were few
early signs of extraordinary capability. Three
phases of learning included an early “ro-
mance” with the talent area, strongly re-
warded by parents andteachers; followed by a
period of developing the technical skills, vo-
cabulary, rules, and logic of the discipline; and
finally a stage of intense commitment and
work. Throughout, Sosniak stresses the essen-

tial social context in the form of strong sup-
port by parents, teachers, and society—out-
side experts, competitive awards, news

coverage—rather than any obvious display of
early advantage.

Wetypically think of mentorships as a high
school plan—placing the interested student on
the job with a local engineer or printer for a
few hours per week to learn about the profes-
sion and the mentor’s skills and lifestyle. In
Chapter 18 Donna Rae Clasen and Robert E.
Clasen describe how mentorships, ancient in
origin, are used effectively with gifted stu-

dents at elementary and secondary levels.
They note criteria for mentors, such as ea-
gerness, sensitivity, and communication and

creativity skills; readiness characteristics of
the protege, for example, high ability, enthu-
siasm, and commitment; and how the men-

tor and mentee should be matched. Clasen
and Clasen describe several mentorship pro-
grams, how to structure mentorships, and

report marvelous benefits, for example, for

gifted minority, disadvantaged, and female

students.

In Chapter 19 James A. Kulik and Chen-
Lin C. Kulik note that, historically, reviews of

effects of ability grouping have reflected the

philosophy of the times: With the 1920s ad-
vent of intelligence testing, ability grouping

was seen as valuable; the 1930s’ democratic fo-

cus on children’s feelings led to negative per-
ceptions; in the 1950s the Cold Waragain pro-
moted ability grouping; but the 1960s’ civil

rights movement turned attitudes sour. The
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ethnographic studies of anti—ability grouping
leader Jeanie Oakes interpret such grouping
as damaging, but the authors and othercritics
disagree. Statistical regression research on
tracking is intricate and also open to inter-
pretation. The Kuliks conclude from meta-

analyses that ability grouping without
changes in curriculum may helplittle but that
grouping with enrichment and acceleration is
beneficial.

In Chapter 20 Ann Robinson takes issue
with claims(e.g., by Robert Slavin) that coop-
erative learning helps all students with
achievement, social skills, and academic moti-
vation. Robinson notes that effects on gifted
students have been ignored; gifted students do

not prefer cooperative learning over individu-

alistic learning; they often wind up as tutors:
“free riders” produce “sucker effects” in high-
ability group leaders; and, importantly, gifted
students miss acceleration and enrichment
opportunities that better match theirabilities.
In one study, advocates of gifted education

were not enthusiastic about mixed-ability co-
operative learning groups but favored the use

of such groups within ability levels. Robinson
also notes complications in assessing results

of cooperative learning; for example, group
performances overestimate the accomplish-
ments of individuals.

The final chapter in Part III, Chapter 21 by
James H. Borland, addresses a too-often ig-

nored component of gifted education—pro-

gram evaluation, which can provide answers
to questions as elementary as “Do these pro-
grams work?” andis essential for program im-
provement. Evaluation, notes Borland, has
been variously conceived as judgmental, de-
scriptive, or improvement-oriented. He points

out subtle functions of evaluation, such as so-

ciopolitical ones aimed only at raising the pro-
gram’s stature. The author describes common
evaluation problems—for example, ambiguous
goals (e.g., “to create leaders”), lack of suitable

tests, ceiling effects, and inappropriate com-

parison norms. Outside evaluators are spe-

cialists who bring objectivity, says Borland,

but have limited inside knowledge. The author
describes a four-step evaluation procedure
that requires no psychometric training. He
also recommends authentic assessment cen-

tered on student products.





 

 

 

Enrichment and Acceleration:

An Overview and New Directions
 

SHIRLEY W. SCHIEVER, Tucson Unified School District, Tucson, Arizona
C. JUNE MAKER, University ofArizona

a T. question “Is this an enrich-
ment or an acceleration program?”is indica-

tive of two problems associated with these
terms. First, an implication is made that no
program could be both enriched and acceler-
ated, that one mode must be chosen and ad-

hered to, and that never the twain shall meet.

Second, referring to enrichment or accelera-
tion programscreates confusion. Does enrich-

ment refer to the curriculum or to the service

delivery of the program? Does an acceleration

program deliver an accelerated curriculum,or
does it provide for the (grade) acceleration of
students? The purpose of this chapter is to
clarify the existing confusion and to make a
case for the complementary nature of enrich-
ment and acceleration and the need to include

both in curriculum for gifted students. To this
end, we will provide a brief overview of en-

richment and acceleration practices, offer an

application of catastrophe theory to curricu-
lum for the gifted, and present a model of
thinking as a structure for developing and ex-

amining curricula.

Enrichment

The term enrichment is used to refer to cur-
riculum as well as program delivery services.
Enriched curriculum refers to richer, more

varied educational experiences, a curriculum
that has been modified or added to in some

way (Davis & Rimm, 1994; Howley, Howley, &

Pendarvis, 1986). These modifications or addi-

tions may bein contentor teaching strategies,

andideally they are based on the characteris-
tics of the learners for whom they are de-
signed.

An enrichment program goalis to offer stu-
dents curriculum that is greater in depth or
breadth than that generally provided. After-
school or Saturday classes, resource rooms,
additions to regular classroom curriculum,or
special interest clubs may be used as ways to

implement an enrichment program. The key
element for an enrichment program should
be a systematic plan for extended student
learning.

Howley, Howley, and Pendarvis (1986) de-
scribe three approaches to enrichment:
process oriented, content oriented, and prod-
uct oriented. Each of these approacheswill be
considered briefly as it applies to curriculum.

The process-oriented approach to enrich-
ment is designed to develop students’ higher
mental processes and, in somecases,their cre-

ative production as well. Students usually are
taught the steps or components of one or more
models, such as Bloom’s Taxonomy of Cog-
nitive Objectives (Bloom, Englehart, Furst,

Hill, & Krathwohl, 1956); Creative Problem

Solving (Parnes, 1981); or the Structure of
Intellect (Guilford, 1967), and are required or

encouraged to apply the focus skills through

using learning centers, engaging in discus-

sions, and/or conducting independent studies
on topics of interest to them.

One concern regarding this approach is

that frequently the thinking processes are
taught and/or practiced in isolation from con-

tent, or subject matter. The resulting frag-
mentation is not likely to promote transfer of

the higher thinking skills to other content

areas or to daily problemsor situations. Many

times, games that require strategic planning

or problem solving are used to “teach think-

ing.” However, thinking processes are best
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taught and practiced using substantive con-

tent. If students are expected to think, they

need something to think about.
Content-oriented approaches to enrichment

stress the presentation of a particular content
area. Generally, the curriculum for mathemat-
ics, science, language arts, or the social sci-
ences is treated with a greater breadth and
depth than is possible in the regular curricu-
lum. Offerings may be in the form of mini-
courses, museum and science center pro-
grams, college options for precollege students,
and mentorships (Howleyet al., 1986). For ex-
ample, at the elementary level students might
be offered a mini-course in prealgebra; at the
middle school level students could be offered
a mentorship with an astronomer; or at the
high school level students might enroll in
Advanced PlacementBiology, Calculus, Chem-
istry, English, or American History, or in
classes held on a college campus. AP classes
also are considered to be a content accelera-

tion method.
The disadvantage of mini-courses and spe-

cial programsis that usually the enrichment
is separated from the curriculum of the regu-
lar classroom. This violates developmental
and curricular principles. From a developmen-
tal standpoint, learning experiences should be
sequential if skills and the information base
are to develop in a logical progression and rest
on a solid foundation. Such detachedofferings
also violate the curriculum principle of organi-
zation for learning value (Maker, 1982a,
1982b; Maker & Nielson, 1996); that is, all or

major portions of instruction and learning ex-
periences should be organized around basic
concepts or abstract generalizations that en-
able students to learn efficiently and to see the

interconnectedness among concepts anddisci-

plines.
Product-oriented enrichment programs em-

phasize primarily the result or product of in-
struction rather than the content or processes

involved. Products may be tangible, such as a
report, painting, novel, or presentation, or in-

tangible, such as improved mental health
(Howley et al., 1986) or coping skills. Com-

monly, enrichment programs purportedly em-

phasize processes (higher levels of thinking)
but in reality process instruction is directed

toward demonstrating the processes learned

by developing products. This situation may re-
sult from the pressure exerted on teacher and
student alike to “show” what happens in the
program for the gifted—that is, to produceev-
idence that learning is occurring and thatit is
different from regular class activities.
A criticism of product-oriented enrichment

is that frequently it results in a “make it and
take it” system, in which students churn out
products without establishing a knowledge
base or striving for accuracy and excellence in
the product. Quantity becomes the yardstick
rather than quality. Such situations represent
a lack of understanding of the necessity for,
and role of, process, content, and product in

curriculum enrichment for gifted students.
Certain models or approaches to enrich-

ment are comprehensive, integrating content,

process, and product orientations. These in-
clude the Schoolwide Enrichment Model
(Renzulli & Reis, 1985; see Chapter 11 in this
volume) and the Autonomous Learner Model
(Betts, 1985). Other models include Group
Investigations (Sharan & Sharan, 1992) and

Problem-Based Learning (Stepien, Gallagher,
& Workman, 1993). Although an approach
such as Problem-Based Learning mayatfirst
seem to be a content model, much moreis in-

volved. Students are presented with complex,
real-life problems and are expected to solve
them using the methods and_ thinking
processes of professionals who grapple with
these types of “ill-structured” problems on a
daily basis. Processes and products different
from the regular curriculum are natural out-
comes of the focus on realistic interdiscipli-
nary situations. Adopting approachesin which
the three dimensions of content, process, and

product are integrated or making a conscious

effort to combine methods from the three ori-
entations will minimize criticism and increase
the likelihood that comprehensive enrich-

ments will occur.

Research on Enrichment

Because so many varied approaches are la-

beled “enrichment,” research on this general

practice is difficult to summarize. However,
one available body of research provides strong
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support for the practice. Because the debate
on ability grouping has continued for many

years and has become somewhat heated, sev-
eral meta-analyses of research and _best-
evidence syntheses have been conducted in an
attempt to bring a scientific perspective to
these arguments. The research indicates

clearly that programs in which all ability
groups follow the same curriculum havelittle

or no effect on student achievement, whereas

grouping programs that involve a more sub-

stantial adjustment of curriculum to ability
have clear positive effects on children (Kulik,
1992; see Chapter 19 by Kulik and Kulik in
this volume). Rogers (1991) concluded that
ability grouping for curriculum extension in a
pullout program produces an academiceffect
size of .65 (.80 is considered substantial),

which is reflected in general achievement,
critical thinking, and creativity; and Kulik
(1992) reported that talented students from
enriched classes “outperform initially equiva-
lent students from conventional classes by 4 to
5 months on grade equivalent scales”(p.v).

Evidence for the success of enrichment

practices also can be found in research on in-
dividual models and approaches advocatedfor
use with gifted students. Reviewsof several of

these models can be found in Maker and
Nielson (1995).

Acceleration

The term acceleration commonly is used to de-
note models of both service delivery and cur-
riculum delivery. Acceleration as a service de-
livery model includes early entrance to
kindergarten or to college; grade skipping; or
part-time grade acceleration, in which a stu-
dent enters a highergrade level for part of the
school day to receive advanced instruction in
one or more contentareas. Service delivery ac-
celeration offers standard curricular experi-
ences to students at a younger-than-usual age

or a lower-than-usual gradelevel. Acceleration

as a curriculum model involves speeding up
the pace at which material is presented and/or
expected to be mastered. Such acceleration
may occur in a regular classroom, in a re-

source room, or in special classes. It may take
the form of telescoping, whereby students
complete two or more years’ work in one year,
or self-paced studies. Each type of acceleration
has its advantages andits disadvantages.

Early entrance to kindergarten or first
grade allows children who are ready for the
academic rigors and structure of school to en-
counter learning that may be challenging.

Early entrance also allows students to com-
plete schooling at a relatively young age, leav-
ing more time for career and professional de-
velopment. However, early entrance may tax
the physical maturity of some children. They
may tire before older students or may experi-
ence frustration with the level of their psy-
chomotor development. Thatis, their fine mo-
tor coordination may be underdeveloped by

kindergarten standards, and they may have
difficulty manipulating crayons or pencils.
Additionally, this placement does not provide
intellectual peers for the gifted child; average
five-year-old children do not think in the same
ways or about the sametopics asgifted four-
year-old children. Early entrance to college

usually holds fewer perils than early entrance
to kindergarten, unless the gifted students
hope to socialize with college students of nor-
mal college age. Even then, the intellectual
stimulation and challenges of good college
courses may override this disappointment.

Full-time grade acceleration (grade skip-
ping) is an economical way to provide for
gifted students. For some students, usually
those in the primary grades, parents and stu-
dents may find grade skipping to offer suffi-
cient challenges and therefore to be a viable
placement. However, grade skipping may put
gifted students at a maturational disadvan-
tage similar to that of the young kindergart-
ner. This disadvantage becomes more pro-
nounced during the middle and high school
years, when physical maturation determines
athletic prowess and influences heavily an in-
dividual’s self-confidence.

Acceleration as a service delivery model

also fails to provide a differentiated curricu-

lum for gifted learners. Students receive in-
struction and have learning experiences that
are designed for average students who are
older than the gifted students, but the cur-
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riculum is not changed to match the needs of
the gifted. The pace and content remain un-
changed; the learner merely experiences them

at an earlier age than usual.
Telescoping curriculum content so that

gifted students may cover more material in
less time and self-paced learning are types of
curriculum acceleration. Bright students may
master material rapidly and feel good about
their accomplishments in this type of acceler-
ation, and it is an economical plan. Telescop-

ing and contentacceleration generally present

more problems to teachers and administrators
than to students. Teachers need the requisite
skills and time to telescope curriculum, and
self-paced content acceleration for individual
students also requires planning time andspe-
cial management techniques.

Like acceleration as a service delivery

model, acceleration as a curriculum modelof-

fers “the same but sooner and/or faster” to
gifted students. The content, learning pro-
cesses, and expected products remain the
same for students, whether they are gifted or
not; only the onset and pace change.

Research on Acceleration

Researchers have studied acceleration of the

various types and at different grade levels,

and generally report academic achievement

and social adjustment equal to or better than
that of nonaccelerated, similar-ability peers,
with no discernible negative effects from the

acceleration. Kulik (1992), for instance, con-

cluded from his meta-analyses of research

that “talented students from accelerated

classes outperform non-accelerates of the

same age and IQ by almost one full year on

achievement tests” (p. v). Other reported ad-
vantages of acceleration include (1) improved
motivation, confidence, and scholarship;(2) pre-

vention of lazy mental habits; (3) early com-

pletion of professional training; and (4) reduc-
tion of the cost of education (VanTassel-Baska,

1986).
In spite of evidence supporting theefficacy

of acceleration for gifted students, widespread

resistance to the concept and practice exists.

The current organizational structure of most

schools is geared to average students, with
few provisionsfor the gifted; teachers and ad-
ministrators are reluctant to allow or create

variances for individual students. Service de-

livery acceleration and individually paced
learning also challenge the purpose of school
in terms of the democratic ideal and the con-

cept of socialization with age peers. Addi-
tionally, acceleration as it has been practiced
frequently has meant only covering more ma-
terial faster, and the belief exists that accel-

eration is responsible for social maladjust-
mentor that it creates skill gaps in core areas

(VanTassel-Baska, 1986).

Enrichment and Acceleration as
Complementary Program Components

Combining or integrating enrichment and ac-
celeration for gifted students is not a radical
or a revolutionary idea. In practice, meeting
the needs of gifted students as determined by
their learning characteristics requires that ab-
stract and complex concepts be taught (en-
richment) and that students proceed at a pace
more rapid than that of the average learner
(acceleration). Additionally, support for such
integration may be found in the literature.
Fox (1979) believes that acceleration means
the adjustment of learning time to meet stu-
dent capabilities and this adjustmentwill lead
to higher levels of abstraction, more creative
thinking, and mastery of more difficult con-

tent. VanTassel-Baska (1981) has stated that
the term enrichment has no meaning for the
gifted unless it is inextricably bound to good
acceleration practices. Davis and Rimm

(1994), in asking whethera special math, com-
puter, or foreign languageclass in the elemen-

tary school is considered enrichmentor accel-
eration, implied that in many cases the
dichotomy is a false one.

As evidenced by practice and theliterature,
enrichment and acceleration are complemen-

tary components of comprehensive curriculum
for gifted learners. In the remainder of this

chapter, using the concept of catastrophe the-

ory as rationale and organizer, we will make a

case for the necessity of including both enrich-
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ment and acceleration componentsin curricu-
lum for gifted students.

Catastrophe Theory and Curriculum for
Gifted Students

As explained by Berliner (1986), catastrophe
theory is a mathematical system to account
for abrupt changes in the nature of objects. It
was developed by René Thom, a topological
mathematician, and first published in 1968 in
France. The theory may be applied to phe-
nomena that are discontinuous, sudden, and

unpredictable, wherein change occurs imper-
ceptibly or gradually to a point and then sud-
denly a new state occurs. The simplest exam-
ple from the physical world is the change of
water into steam. As water heats, at some

point (dependingon the interaction of temper-
ature, volume, pressure, and chemical parti-

cles), the water changes from liquid to gas.

More heat has become the agent of a qualita-
tive change; an interaction among factors has

occurred. In Berliner’s (1986) words, “more

leads to different” (p. 34).
When applying catastrophe theory to cur-

riculum, the critical factors are curriculum

content, process, and product, along with ac-

celeration and enrichment. Curriculum con-

tent, processes, and products must be acceler-
ated and enriched to that point at which more

becomes different. This is the point when an
interaction occurs; the curriculum becomes

qualitatively differentiated.
One recommended modification to the con-

tent of curriculum for gifted students is an in-
crease in the level of abstractness (Maker,

1982a; Maker & Nielson, 1996). The concepts

selected to be taught should be abstract rather
than concrete; thus, they should be concepts
such as culture, values, and mathematical

patterns. Choosing abstract concepts enriches

the curriculum, but the presentation and ex-
ploration of the concepts also must be acceler-
ated if the dynamic of catastrophe theoryis to
be activated, if the curriculum is to become

qualitatively different. For example, a regular

sixth-grade curriculum mightinclude study of
the Eastern Hemisphere. Gifted students
need to establish a factual information base,

just as others do. However, gifted students
should spend the majority of their time deal-
ing with abstract concepts such as culture,
cause-effect relationships,or political and eco-
nomic systems. The abstractness of the con-
tent provides a type of enrichment, as this is
“beyond” the regular curriculum, but the pace
of presentation also must be accelerated.

The processes of instruction and learning
included in curriculum for gifted students
should be modified in a variety of ways, in-
cluding an emphasis on higher levels of think-
ing (Maker, 1982a; Maker & Nielson, 1996).

For example, gifted students should spend the
majority of their time critically examining,
synthesizing, and evaluating ideas, rather
than memorizing and applying information
and procedures. Focusing on higher thought
processes enriches the curriculum. These

skills should be taught and practiced at an ac-
celerated rate—at younger-than-usual ages,

and with instruction paced more rapidly than
normal.

Student products reflect content learned
and processes engaged in before and during
the creation of the product. Products of gifted
students should demonstrate the results of en-
richment and acceleration of content and
process instruction by the sophistication of the

concepts included and the presentation, form,
or formatofthe finished product. For example,
average fourth-grade students, on completion
of a unit of study on their state of residence,
might submit reports of factual information
about the state, and include a map and draw-
ings of the state flag, flower, and bird. A more
abstract approach suitable for gifted fourth-
grade students might focus on the effects of
political forces on their state’s government
and economic climate. After examining and
evaluating these forces, these students might
develop and give presentations to state legis-
lators regarding the effect of, for example, un-

derfunding educational programs on the at-
traction of new industryto the state.

Applying catastrophe theory to the accel-
eration and enrichment of the content,

processes, and products of curriculum for

gifted students provides a conceptual frame-
work for differentiating such curriculum. The
critical point is that all three factors, content,
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process, and product, must be both enriched

and accelerated. Without both enrichment
and acceleration, more is simply more; the
point of the interaction that produces a quali-
tative difference is not reached. Acceleration
and enrichment are necessary but not suffi-

cient factors in developing and presenting cur-
riculum to gifted learners. The catastrophic

change that produces differentiated curricu-
lum occurs only whenall factors are present to
a sufficient degree.

The Spiral Model of Thinking

Schiever (1990) developed a modelof thinking
that provides a framework within which to ex-

aminethe role of acceleration and enrichment
in curriculum development. A brief explana-
tion of the Spiral Model of Thinkingfollows.

Schiever envisions thinking skills and the
developmentof thinking as a spiraling contin-
uum of skills, maturation, and experiences.
The continuum of thought originates with en-

abling skills and includes developmental
processes, complex thinking strategies, and

solving undefinedorreal-life problems.
In the Spiral Model, the most basic build-

ing blocks of cognition are the enabling skills.
These skills drive and makepossible all think-
ing; they feed directly into the developmental
processes but are present in complex thinking

strategies and in solving undefinedor real-life
problems. Although all of the enabling skills
are basic and relatively simple, some are more
complex than others. For example, encoding
and rememberingare relatively simple cogni-
tive operations; determining relevance and
comparing and contrasting are more complex
skills. The enabling skills vary depending on
the task at hand or the problem to be solved,

as well as the maturity and cognitive sophisti-
cation of the thinker. For example, comparing
and contrasting concrete objects, such as but-
tons, is a lower level operation than compar-

ing and contrasting thought systems.
The developmental processes vary from

simple to complex—classification, concept de-
velopment, deriving principles, drawing con-

clusions, and making generalizations (see

Figure 9.1). Any of the developmental

processes may be transformed and applied to

complex thinking tasks at the level of the

thinker’s maturity and experience. For exam-
ple, young children may classify blocks ac-
cording to shape and/or color to make a pat-
tern (solve a defined problem). As thinkers
mature and incorporate more experiencesinto

their cognitive bank, they are able to, for ex-

ample, classify increasingly abstract and com-
plex ideas. They move from concrete (objects

and experiences) to high levels of abstraction
and complexity (concepts such as love, altru-
ism, or infinity).

The developmental processes spiral
through developmental stages andlife experi-
ences, gradually spiraling upward toward
transformation and application. The develop-
mental processes are transformed—that is,

adapted selectively to the situation at hand

and then applied to the complex thinking
strategies of (1) defined problem solving,

(2) decision making, (3) critical thinking,
(4) creative /productive thinking, and (5) eval-

uation. The complex thinking strategies are

interrelated and makepossible the solving of

undefined or real-life problems (see Figure
9.1), which Schiever sees as the ultimate goal
of all formal and informal cognitive instruc-

tion and development.

Curriculum for the Gifted

Experts in thefield (e.g., Clark, 1988; Kaplan,

1979; Maker, 1982a) agree that curriculum for

gifted students should be differentiated from
that offered other students, according to the
characteristics and needsof the gifted. Anum-
ber of models and checklists have been devel-
oped as ways to approach developing suchdif-

ferentiated curricula (Feldhusen & Wyman,

1980; Kaplan, 1974; Maker, 1982a; Sato &

Johnson, 1978). On the basis of current re-

search, preferred practices, a reconceptualiza-
tion of the thinking process, and catastrophe
theory, we offer a new approach. This ap-

proach illustrates the interdependent and in-
teractive nature and roles of enrichment and

acceleration in developing curricula for gifted
students.
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Problem Solving and the Curriculum

As educators focus more intensely on thinking
skills and the thinking process, problem solv-
ing is mentioned frequently. Anderson’s (1980)

definition of problem solving as any goal-
directed sequence of cognitive operations is

very broad, but he is not alone in believing
that thinking is problem solving. This belief
leads to a natural progression of examining

and/or planning curriculum for gifted students
from a problem-solving perspective.

Types of Problems

Getzels (1964) made a distinction between a
presented problem situation and a discovered

problem situation. A presented problem has a
known formulation, method of solution, and

solution. A discovered problem situation does
not yet have a known formulation, and there-

fore has no known method of solution and no
knownsolution. On the basis of this concept,
Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi (1967) devel-

oped a conceptual distinction between typesof
problems. According to these researchers, one
can distinguish problem situations on the ba-
sis of (1) how clearly and completely the prob-
lem is stated at the beginning, (2) how muchof
the method for reaching the solution is avail-

able to the solver, and (3) how generalis the
agreement about an acceptable solution. Two
ends of a continuum can be identified. At one
end is a situation in which the problem,
method, and solution are known to the pre-
senter. The problem solver needs only to em-
ploy the appropriate steps to arrive at the cor-
rect solution. At the other end of the

continuum is a situation in which the problem
is not formulated, and no known methodofso-

lution or solution exists. Most problems, or
tasks and projects in people’s personal and
professionallives, are of the latter type.

Maker (1986) expanded the model pro-
duced by Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi (1967,
p. 81) to produce four problem types, and
Schiever (1990) identified a fifth type. These

problem types differ in what is knownbothto
the problem presenter andthe problem solver:

I. The problem and the method of solution
are known to the problem presenter and

the problem solver, but the solution is

known only to the problem presenter.
II. The problem is known by the presenter

and the solver, but the method of solution

and solution are known only to the pre-
senter.

III. The problem is known to the presenter
and the solver, more than one method

maybe usedto solve the problem, and the
solution or range of solutions is known
only to the presenter.

IV. The problem is known to the presenter
and the solver, but the method andtheso-

lution are unknownto both the presenter
and the solver.

V. The problem is unknown or undefined,

and the method and the solution are un-
known to both the presenter and the
solver (see Table 9.1). In the classroom
setting, problems of this type maybe pre-
sented so that students use skills neces-
sary to solve real-life problems.

School learning experiences typically con-
sist of primarily Type I problems, wherein stu-
dents are presented a clearly defined problem
(such as in math) and taught the steps neces-
sary to reach a solution. However, if one be-
lieves that the goal of curricula is to prepare

students to be adults who cope successfully
with both personal and career problems, cur-
ricula also must include solving problems of
Types II, III, IV, and V if the necessary skills
are to be taught and practiced. If gifted stu-
dents are to become leaders and professionals
with the capabilities society wants and needs,

and/orself-fulfilled adults, their school experi-
ences must prepare them to be effective
solvers of undefined, real-life problems.

Problem Solving, The Spiral Model,
and Curriculum

Viewing the Spiral Model in terms of prob-
lem types provides a useful approach to cur-
riculum development. The developmental

processes each can be considered in light of
problem types; that is, in what ways can,for
example, classification be taught as a TypeI,

II, III, IV, or V problem? Curriculum content

provides the context for teaching the develop-
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Table 9.1

Types of Problem Situations
 

   

 

Problem Method Solution

Type Presenter Solver Presenter Solver Presenter Solver

I K K K K U
II K K U K U

III K K U R U

IV K K U U U
V U U U U U
 

Source: Adapted with permission from The Creative Vision by J. W. Getzels
and M. Csikszentmihalyi, 1976, page 80, Table 6.1. Copyright © 1976 by John
Wiley & Sons, New York.

Note: K = Known, U = Unknown, R = Range.

mental processes within the problem-solving
perspective. The following examples are based
on the belief that requiring students to memo-
rize the results of other people’s thinking is

not a preferred teaching practice. Rather, stu-

dents should be allowed and enabled to de-
velop their own classification categories, con-
cept delineations, principles, conclusions, and

generalizations.

A social studies curriculum designed to
teach the three key concepts of difference, in-
terdependence, and societal control (Taba,
Durkin, Fraenkel, and McNaughton, 1971)

will be used to illustrate how content and
process (thinking skills) can be taught within
a problem solving framework. Content objec-
tives for the concept differences in Grade 1 en-

compass differences in (1) family composition

and size, (2) family responsibility, and (3) fam-

ily lifestyle. The teaching of these dimensions

of difference can be organized according to the

developmental processes and the problem

types. For example, to teach the skill of classi-
fication as a Type I problem in the context of
differences, the teacher might ask students to
find out how manychildren are in each family
represented in the classroom. The families
then could be classified according to teacher-

provided categories related to size. This classi-

fication experience is within the parameters

provided by the teacher and serves primarily
as a foundation for the development of the
concept of differences. The students would be

solving a defined problem (a complex thinking
strategy), but the Type I structure dictates the

low level of the classification behaviors and
the limitations on the use of other develop-
mental processes or complex thinking strate-
gies. Increasing the pace (acceleration) of ex-

periences will not result in differentiated
curriculum, since neither content nor pro-

cesses are enriched.

A Type II activity might require students to
classify families according to whetherthey are
the same or different from the (individual)
student’s family, according to teacher-provided
criteria. The problem again is defined by the
teacher and knownto him or her andthe stu-

dents, but only the teacher would know how
the students should structure and accomplish

classification if they were to reach the pre-
ferred (or “right") solution. For example, cate-
gories such astype of pet(s), language(s) spo-
ken, or length of time living in the current

house mightbe established. The teacher could
collect and record the necessary data on the

chalkboard, then ask students individually or
in small groupsto put their families in the ap-
propriate categories. Type II structure keeps
the classification behaviors at a relatively low
level, because the criteria and categories are
provided by the teacher. However, some low-
level evaluation and decision making may be
required, such as whether to count a parent’s
knowledge of a language or a student’s after-
school Hebrew lessons as a second (orthird)



122 EE Instructional Models and Practices

language. Again, students have solved a de-

fined problem and may have used develop-

mental processes and complex thinking

strategies infrequently and at a low level.
Neither content nor processes have been en-
riched, so acceleration will not result in differ-

entiated curriculum.
The Type III problem might be presented in

this way: Group the families represented in
our class into three groups that are equal or
nearly equal in size. The problem is stated,

but a range of possible methods andsolutions
exists. Students would evaluate and make de-

cisions regarding categories and classification,
develop concepts, and reach conclusions.
Content and processes are enriched in this ex-

ample, so acceleration of pacing would result

in differentiation.
The Type IV problem might be defined

through a question such as, “How can wefind
and group the differences between our fami-
lies?” The problem would be knownto teacher
and students, but the method and solution

would be unknown andprobably would evolve
as the process unfolded. Students must gener-
alize about observed differences between fam-
ilies; decide on which differences they will fo-
cus; and determine categories and levels of
differentiation (e.g., by numberin family, such
as 2, 3, or 4, or small [2-3], medium [4—6], and

large [7 or more]). Because information must
be processedprior to classification, the classi-
fication behaviors will be at a higher level of
abstraction than for Types I and II, and more
complex categories are likely to be developed.
In this example, content and processesare en-
riched. If accelerated pacing is included, as
well as enriched and accelerated student prod-
ucts, the interaction that producesa differen-
tiated curriculum may be expected to occur.

The key question for a Type V classification

activity could be, “In what ways might fami-
lies be grouped, compared, or contrasted?”

Students therefore would need to define the
problem in some waythat gives them direc-
tion in which to move toward solution.
Conceivably, students could engage in most or
all of the developmental processes and com-

plex thinking strategies as they solved the

problem. For example, students would have to
(1) make decisions and arrive at conclusions

before they gathered data, (2) examine the
data critically and evaluate the data, (3) de-
rive the principles of familyness, and (4) gen-
eralize from their sample to families in gen-
eral. Drawing on their individual concepts of
family and different, students might attempt
to derive the principles that would enable
them to select (draw conclusions, make deci-

sions) and convey the essence of what they

had generalized about familial differences.

The developmental processes would be trans-

formed as needed to fit the content and the
task to be performed. As in the Type IV task,
when families are classified within this activ-
ity, the levels of thinking will reflect the prior
processing of information. The structure of
this Type V problem mayleadto the discovery
and processing of information related to dif-
ferences between family responsibilities and
lifestyles (other learning objectives for this
unit). As with the Type IV problem, curricu-
lum content and processes have been en-
riched. Accelerated pacing and enriched and
accelerated products may be expected to result

in qualitatively different learning experiences.
At the middle school or junior high level,

the context for expanding the concept of dif-
ferences is the United States—its people and
development (Taba et al., 1971). Content ob-
jectives include differences in (1) regional eco-
nomics and points of view and (2) goals, such
differences resulting in conflicts.

Using a Type I problem andthe classifica-
tion process, students might be required to
learn about andclassify geographic regions of
the United States according to economic char-
acteristics or the industry base, as defined by

the teacher. The problem andits solution are
well defined, and enabling skills and a low
level of classification behavior are the primary

cognitive requirements. In this example, nei-

ther the processes nor the content of the cur-

riculum have been enriched.
A Type II problem might require students

to group geographic regions of the United
States according to their predominant politi-
cal allegiance. The students would haveto as-
certain how to determine predominant politi-
cal allegiance andclassify the regions on the

basis of existing political parties, all of which

would be knownto the teacher. Somelow-level
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decisions (complex thinking strategy) might
be required for regions without a clear or deci-
sive political leaning, but most of the cognition
would consist of enabling skills and low-level
classification behaviors. Neither content nor
processes would be enriched.

A Type III problem mightconsist of asking
students to identify characteristics of subre-

gions of their county. On the basis of these
characteristics, small groups could make de-
fensible predictions of conflict or harmony
during the next 25 years. This task would re-
quire drawing conclusions, making general-
izations, evaluating, thinkingcritically, and
making decisions. Curriculum content and
process would be enriched and accelerated in

termsof gradelevel.

In a Type IV problem, students could be
asked to determine differences among
teacher-identified regions and project future
areas of possible conflict based on the differ-
ences. In this approach,the problem is defined
(by the teacher), but a variety of methods and
solutions are open to students. Additionally,
more content objectives are likely to be met as
students look for regional characteristics that
may aid them in finding similarities. Their ap-
proach will be more open, and more content
necessarily will be included. During the solu-
tion of this problem, students will develop con-
cepts related to regional differences (which
may be either concrete or abstract), derive

principles about causesof conflict (an abstract
concept), draw conclusions about the effects of
differences (abstract concept), and generalize
(higher level thinking) about differences, re-

gions, and conflict. In solving this problem,
students also will be required to transform
and apply information andskills to evaluate,
makedecisions, engagein critical and creative
thinking, and solve defined subproblems. The
structure of this activity not only teaches the
content objective (the concept), but also incor-

porates meaningful experience with higher
levels of thinking. Content and processes are
enriched and accelerated in terms of level of

abstractness for grade level.

Using a Type V situation, in which the
problem definition is unknown to both the
teacher and the students, a teacher mightdi-
rect students to explore regional points of view

related to economics (two abstract concepts).

Students first would need to define the prob-
lem (i.e., what is a region, which regionsto fo-

cus on). This definition would require clas-
sification of regional characteristics and

elements, derivation of the principles underly-

ing regional delineations, generalizing about
many regions from one or a few, drawing con-

clusions about specific regions, and making
decisions about the focal points for the inves-
tigation. The problem solutions require intri-
cate interplay of the developmental processes

and complex thinking strategies. The concept
will have been taught at a high level of ab-
stractness, and the cognition therefore will be
at a correspondingly complex and abstract
level. Curriculum content and process have
been enriched and accelerated in termsof ab-
stractness for gradelevel.

Curriculum Development

Each developmental process (classification,
concept development, deriving principles,
drawing conclusions, and making generaliza-

tions) may be examined and taught through
superimposing the concept of problem type on

the skill in the context of content to be
learned, and then structuring learning experi-
ences accordingly. The purpose of the five
problem types is to suggest a way to approach
curriculum design. The reader should note
that Type V problems necessarily move the
thinker to the top of the spiral model, where

undefined and real-life problems are found.
WhenClassification and Type V problemsin-

tersect, other developmental processes and
complex thinking strategies are transformed
and applied to the problem.In other words, by
definition, Type V problems entail all of the
developmental processes, and thus require
complex thinking strategies. Classification or
any other developmental process may be used

or taught in a Type V format, but the skill will
not be used in isolation. The interrelatedness
of complex cognitive operations is apparent in
the above analysis of Type V situations.

Enrichment. Using the Spiral Model/
problem-solving approach to plan curricu-
lum enables teachers to examine the think-
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ing processes being taught, practiced, and

learned, andfacilitates the enrichmentof cur-

riculum content. As increasing numbers of
Types III, IV, and V problems are planned,
thematic organization and more abstract and
complex content may be included. By moving

away from clearly defined, rote memory, and

comprehension-based activities and concept
attainment, the progression is naturally to-
ward bigger ideas that are more inclusive and
more abstract. For example, if students were
to learn about the values of people in different
periods of time (Taba et al., 1971) through a

variety of independent methods (Type IV), a

natural progression would lead toward the
causes and effects of those values in the vari-
ous societies. This progression toward the ab-
stract and complex is natural when the struc-
ture for curriculum design incorporates higher
levels of thinking and problem solving within
the context of the content to be taught and

learned.

Acceleration. Acceleration of learning ex-
periences for gifted students must occur in
two ways. First, gifted students are develop-
mentally advanced, and the intellectually
gifted can process more abstract ideas at an
earlier age than other students. This means

that a concept of difference designed to be
taught to eighth-grade students, such as dif-
ferences in goals that result in conflict (Taba

et al., 1971), probably is appropriate for sixth-

erade gifted students.
Second, gifted students can move through,

or process, information and ideas more
quickly than other students. For example, in-
tellectually gifted students not only begin pro-

cessing abstract concepts such as conflict at an

earlier age than their age peers, but they also
move more quickly through developmental
process activities and are able to apply the
concept to undefined or real-life problems far
sooner than their age-mates (Gallagher &
Gallagher, 1994). An instructional unit that
might require six weeks for most students not
only should be taught earlier and at a higher
or more abstract level, but also may be com-

pleted by gifted students within three or four

weeks.
Level of material and pace of instruction

are dimensions of acceleration that mesh with

the inclusion of enriched learning within a
problem-solving approach to curriculum de-
velopment. The spiral model of thinking may
be used as an infrastructure for acceleration
and enrichment of content, process, and prod-
uct. When these factors are in place, the stage
is set for the catastrophic event, the desired

change, and the emergence of a qualitatively

different curriculum.

Summary

Acceleration and enrichment are terms used to

describe both curriculum andservice delivery
models. The primary focus of this chapter is on
the curricular aspects of both, and their nec-
essarily complementary nature. Components
of curriculum, the content, instructional and

learning processes, and expected student

products, all must be enriched and acceler-

ated. The resulting curriculum is not just en-

riched,noris it just accelerated. Through a dy-
namic interaction of factors, it becomes

differentiated for gifted learners.
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What Matters in Curriculum for Gifted Learners:

Reflections on Theory, Research, and Practice
 

JOYCE VanTASSEL-BASKA, College of William and Mary, Williamsburg, Virginia

a H.. can educators help a gifted
student to excel? The answerto this question
is a complicated one; much of our research on
what has an impact on thelives of gifted indi-
viduals relates, for example, to the role of
parents (Feldman, 1985; Bloom, 1985), the

role of internal factors and significant oth-
ers (VanTassel-Baska & Olszewski-Kubilius,

1989), the role of crystallizing experiences

(Gardner, 1985), and even the role of chance

(Tannenbaum, 1983). Yet the quality and char-
acter of a school’s curriculum are vital ingre-
dients to the eventual realization of a child’s
capacity. Gifted and talented students,like all
students, have the right to a continuity of ed-
ucational experience that meets their present
and future academic needs. When an orga-

nized, thoughtful curriculum plan is in place
and when that curriculum is supported by ar-
ticulate, informed educational leadership, the

probability of capturing the interest and en-
ergy of our ablest young thinkers is markedly

enhanced. Certainly an organized curriculum
is a key ingredient in the complex blending of

circumstance so central to the transformation
of a gifted learner’s initial capacity for intel-

lectual activity into a mature competence for

academic and professional accomplishment.
Several key beliefs and assumptions have

guided the thinking of most recent curriculum

theory in gifted education (Gallagher, 1985;

Maker, 1982; Passow, 1982; VanTassel-Baska,

1993). These beliefs may be stated succinctly

as follows:

1. All learners should be provided curriculum

opportunities that allow them to attain op-

timum levels of learning.

2. Gifted learners have different learning

needs compared with typical learners.
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Therefore, curriculum must be adapted or

designed to accommodate these needs.
3. The needs of gifted learners cut across cog-

nitive, affective, social, and aesthetic areas

of curriculum experiences.

4. Gifted learners are best served by a conflu-
ent approach that allows for both acceler-

ated and enriched learning.
5. Curriculum experiencesfor gifted learners

need to be carefully planned, written down,
implemented, and evaluated in order to

maximize potential effect.

The purpose of this chapter is to present a
view of curriculum for the gifted that is con-
sonant with these assumptions and also
recognizes key characteristics of the learner,
the research and development evidence for
curricular approaches in the education of the
gifted, and the application of coherent curricu-

lum theory to practice. The Integrated
Curriculum Model (ICM) described within the

chapter represents a synthesis of several ap-
proaches,forged to create greater complemen-

tarity in translating appropriate curriculum
for the gifted learner into meaningful practice.

Historical Developmentof
Curriculum in Gifted Education

For close to 20 years thefield of gifted educa-
tion has favored a process—productorientation
to curriculum. Fueled by the practical applica-

tion of the Enrichment Triad Model (Renzulli,

1977) in pullout resource classroomsprimarily

at the elementarylevel, this approach gained

further support as the cognitive science move-

ment developed, calling for higher order

thinking skills, relevant real-world products,
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and emphasis on different modes of thinking
(Gardner, 1983; Sternberg, 1985). Maker
(1982) viewed curriculum as the use
of various instructional models that could be
organized to provide for gifted students in
any classroom setting. By modifying an in-
structional model and its components along
content, process, and product dimensions,
gifted curriculum would result as long as
certain differentiating factors were taken
into account. Any model of curriculum
that followed these early examples of the
process—product paradigm tendedto gain easy
acceptance in the field. The Autonomous
Learner Model (Betts, 1991), the Purdue
Three-Stage Model (Feldhusen & Kolloff,
1978), and the IPPM (Individualized Pro-
gramming Planning Model: Treffinger, 1986)
all made the underlying assumption that
good curriculum for gifted learners was de-
veloped on the basis of individual learner in-
terest and emphasized higher order skills
used in the service of creating meaningful
products.

This dominancein thinking about curricu-
lum for the gifted has limited the development
and use of models of curriculum derived from
the disciplines of knowledge themselves
rather than from educational psychology.
Thus, many gifted programs have lacked the
rich substance that only the world of content
knowledge might bring when linked to impor-
tant ideas andissues. Ward (1981) pressed for
a curriculum framework that would honorthe
traditional disciplines of study at the same
time that it extended ideas about differential
education of the gifted. Ward actually sought
to provide a meaningful structure to curricu-
lum for the gifted, one that would emphasize
systems of thought and great ideas as orga-
nizers, rather than emphasize individual
skills or topics. Yet Ward’s model was concep-
tually too abstract for easy translation and
use by teachers, although several curriculum
efforts were spawned using his approach
(VanTassel-Baska & Feldhusen, 1981; Ward,
1979).

 

* See Chapter 4 by Sternberg and Chapter 5 by
Ramos-Ford and Gardner.

Another approach to curriculum began to
find favor in the late 1970s as a reaction
against the trivialization of curriculum
spawned by the misapplication of process—
product models. Like Ward, Stanley’s diagnos-
tic-prescriptive content-based approachto cur-
riculum (Stanley, Keating, & Fox, 1974; see
also Keating, 1976) was concerned aboutstu-
dents’ learning important subject matter, but
did not advocate radical reorganization of ex-
isting school curriculum, merely its speeding
up or acceleration for gifted learners. Based on
Scholastic Aptitude Test scores derived from
national talent searches that identify over
120,000 talented middle school-age students
each year, the application of this curriculum
approach has been widely implemented in
university-based summer and academic year
offerings.” Begun initially as a fast-paced,
credit-producing series of course options pri-
marily in mathematics, the application of this
model has now spread to all content areas,
with speed of course completion and mastery
of course content the major defining emphases,
whether credit is subsequently awarded or
not. Yet this approach as an option in schools
had limited appeal for many school practition-
ers becauseit offered nothing new in curricu-
lum substance, only a prescription for flexible
pacing of what already existed. The current
practice of curriculum compacting offers a
more limited variation of the central ideas of
diagnostic-prescriptive intervention at more
discrete levels of classroom work (Reis &
Purcell, 1993).

Rationale for an Integrated
Curriculum Model

While these approacheshave all been used by
schools in their programsfor the gifted, the
emphasis of curriculum intervention has been
at the level of program model, not day-to-day
classroom practice. It is also fair to say that
these approaches to curriculum for the gifted
have not sustained an ongoing development of

 

2 See Chapter 12 by Benbow and Lubinski and
Chapter 13 by Assouline and Lupkowski-Shoplik.
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planned curriculum experiences. Rather, they

have been interpreted and reinterpreted by a

host of practitioners, all with a special interest

or passion to incorporate. What the field has

lacked is a comprehensive and cohesive cur-

riculum framework sensitive to what good

curriculum design contains, that honors the

disciplines under study, and sufficiently differ-

entiates for gifted students. Thusit is time to

support an integrated modelof curriculum for

gifted learners, one that draws the best from

each curriculum approach already advocated.

There are other important reasons for ad-

vocating an integrated model for curriculum

for the gifted. One stems from the need to ad-

dress all salient characteristics of the gifted

learner simultaneously, attending to precocity,

intensity, and complexity as integrated char-

acteristics representing cognitive and affec-

tive dimensions of the learner. Integrating

curriculum approachesallowsfor this broad-

based responseto student needs. A second rea-

son relates to current delivery models for cur-

riculum. As pullout programs have decreased

in number, more gifted students are served in

heterogeneousorself-contained settings, con-

texts where integrated curriculum approaches

can work well if applied diligently and sys-

tematically. Thus, an integrated curriculum

maybe thoughtofas a total curriculum pack-

age in an areaoflearning rather than an “add-

on” curriculum.

A third reason for an integrated approach

rests with the current research on learning.

Studies have documentedthat better transfer

of learning occurs when higherorder thinking

skills are embedded in subject matter (Perkins

& Saloman, 1989), and that teaching concepts

of a discipline is a better way to produce long-

term learning than teaching facts and rules

(Marzano, 1992). Our understanding of cre-

ativity also has shifted toward the need for

strong subject matter knowledge as a prereq-

uisite (Amabile, 1983).

A fourth reason for using an integrated

modelfor curriculum is related to a clear shift

of emphasis in the field from the focus on the

individual gifted learner to the process of col-

lective talent developmentfor all learners. As

this shift has occurred, the wedding of cur-

riculum principles important for the gifted

have been seen as the province of all learn-

ers developing talents in both traditional

and nontraditional domains, accomplished

through employing interdisciplinary, concept-

based curriculum, and higher order thinking.

This developmentcalls for a close alignment of

meaningful subject matter with its higheror-

der manipulation by skills and ideas.

For all of these reasons the integrated cur-

riculum model offers a cogent exemplum for

curriculum design and developmentforgifted

learners.

The Integrated Curriculum Model

The theoretical model advocatedfor use is the

Integrated Curriculum Model (ICM) first pro-

posed by this author in 1986 (VanTassel-

Baska, 1986) and further explicated in subse-

quent publications (VanTassel-Baska, 1992,

1993). This model comprises three interre-

lated curriculum dimensions, each responsive

to a very different aspect of the gifted learner.

These curriculum dimensions may be thought

of as (1) emphasizing advanced content knowl-

edge that frames disciplines of study, (2) pro-

viding higher order thinking and processing,

and (3) focusing learning experiences around

major issues, themes, and ideas that define

both real-world applications and theoretical

modeling within and acrossareasof study (see

Figure 10.1).

This model synthesizes what I believe are

the three best approaches to curriculum de-

velopment and implementation documented

in the literature (Benbow & Stanley, 1983;

Maker, 1982; Ward, 1981). The fusion of these

approachesis central to the development of co-

herent curriculum that is responsive to di-

verse needsof gifted students and yet provides

rich challenges for optimal learning.

The Talent Development
Approach in Action

The recent interest in talent development for

all learners in schools has spawned new cur-

riculum work in the field. Of particular inter-

est has been the adaptation of Gardner’s mul-

tiple intelligences model to school curriculum

(Gardner, 1983). This approach assumes that

the majority of children have some talent area
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Process—

Product

Advanced

Content
Dimension I} Dimension

or intelligence that can be developed through
focused curriculum attention. Similar in prac-
tice to the Talents Unlimited model developed
in the 1970s by Calvin Taylor and continued
by Schlichter (see Chapter 26), the talent de-
velopmentmodel also eschewsidentification of
children as “gifted,” but rather favors the
use of diagnostic information to determine
strengths that can be used to develop an ap-
propriate set of curriculum options. Highly in-
dividualized, this approach has been imple-
mented in several school-based settings (e.g.,
Bolanos, 1991) and has been viewed as a way
to focus all schools on the talent development
concept. Implications for use of the model in
developing validated curriculum units of
study or demonstrating student growth, how-
ever, have not been detailed.
A second approach to the talent develop-

mentconcept of curriculum has been explored
through two recent national curriculum pro-
jects in science and language arts, developed
to respond to the needsof gifted learnersfor a
challenging curriculum and to demonstrate
alignment with the new curriculum reform
paradigm (VanTassel-Baska, 1993). Funded
through the U.S. Department of Education
Javits Act, these curriculum development pro-
jects at the College of William and Mary pro-
vide field-validated models for direct use in
classrooms or as models for further develop-
ment. Each set of units was developed by a
team of curriculum specialists that included a
classroom teacher, a content expert, and oth-
ers with both curriculum and gifted andtal-
ented expertise.

The translation of the ICM to the National
Language Arts Curriculum Project was ac-
complished by developing a curriculum frame-
work addressing each of the dimensions. To
satisfy the need for advanced content, the lan-

Issues/

Themes

Dimension

 

Figure 10.1 The Integrated
Curriculum Modelfor gifted learners.

guage arts curriculum used advanced litera-
ture selections, works that were at a reading
level two years beyond grade level and sophis-
ticated with respect to meaning. The writing
emphasis was placed on persuasive essays,
developing argumentin written form, a more
advanced form of writing than is typically
taught at elementary levels. Use of advanced
vocabulary and the mastery of English syntax
at the elementary level also were stressed.
The process—product dimension of the curricu-
lum was addressed by use of the embedded
model of reasoning developed by Paul (1992)
and the use of a research model developed to
aid students in generating original work.
Products were encouraged through both writ-
ten andoral work. Theissue /theme dimension
of the curriculum was explicated by focusing
on the themeof change as it applied to works
of literature selected for the unit, the writing
process, language study, and learnersreflect-
ing on their own learning throughoutthe unit.
Additionally, selecting an issue of significance
to study was emphasized as a part of the re-
search project for each unit. To date, six units
have been developed, validated, piloted, and
revised using this framework.

The translation of the ICM to the National
Science Curriculum Project for High Ability
Learners was driven by the overarching
theme of systems, which became the concep-
tual organizing influence in each of seven
units of study. Students learned the elements,
boundaries, inputs, and outputs as well as in-
teractions of selected systems. Through a
problem-based learning approach, they also
learned how science systems interact with
real-world social, political, and economic sys-
tems. The process—product dimension of the
curriculum model was addressed through en-
gaging students in a scientific research
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process that led them to create their own ex-

periments and to design their own solutionsto

the unit’s central problem. The content dimen-

sion was addressed by selecting advancedsci-

ence content for inclusion in each unit and en-

couraging in-depth study of selected content

relevant to understanding the central problem

of the unit. These units are being used in

classrooms across the country to incorporate

the new science emphasis, and have been

found successful in heterogeneous as well as

more restricted settings.

Curriculum Reform Design Elements

These national curriculum projects for high-

ability learners were developed with an un-

derstanding of appropriate curriculum dimen-

sions for gifted students, but they also

demonstrate the use of key design features of

curriculum reform strongly advocated by the

national standards projects (O'Day & Smith,

1993) and the middle school movement (Erb,

1994). Thus the projects employ the following

emphases:

e The curriculum is meaning-based in that

it emphasizes depth over breadth and

concepts over facts, and is grounded in

real-world issues and problems that stu-

dents care about or need to know.In sci-

ence, students study the implications of

daily occurrences like acid spills on in-

terstate highway systems. In language

arts, they relate to the impact of the

treatment of minorities in this country

as it has changed over a sixty-year pe-

riod.

e The curriculum incorporates higher or-

der thinking as integral to all content ar-

eas. The units provide students opportu-

nities to demonstrate their under-

standing of advanced content and inter-

disciplinary ideas through strategies

such as concept mapping, persuasive

writing, and designing experiments.

° The curriculum emphasizes intra- and

interdisciplinary connections through us-

ing overarching concepts, issues, and

themes as major organizers. Thus, stu-

dents study systemsofcities, of govern-

ment, of economies, and of language as

well as chemistry and biology. The con-

cept of change in language arts is rele-

vant to literature, writing, and language

as well as to mathematics, art, and

music.

The curriculum provides opportunities

for metacognition, student reflection on

learning processes. Students are in-

volved in consciously planning, monitor-

ing, and assessing their own learning for

efficient and effective use of time andre-

sources.

The curriculum develops habits of mind

through cultivating modes of thinking

that resemble those of professionals in

various fields with respect to skills, pre-

dispositions, and attitudes. In science,

curiosity, objectivity, and skepticism are

openly nurtured; in language arts, the

mode of reflection and revision is consis-

tently encouraged.

The curriculum promotesactive learning

andproblem solving through putting stu-

dents in charge of their own learning. In

the problem-based science units, stu-

dents find out what they know, what they

need to know, and how to pursue impor-

tant knowledge in working on

a

real-

world problem in small investigatory

teams. In language arts, students team

to discover how language functions and

is structured.

The curriculum is technology-relevant in

that it uses various new technologies as

tools for the learning process, from doing

library research via CD-ROM,to compos-

ing at the word processor, to communi-

cating with students across the world by

e-mail. The units of study in both science

and language arts incorporate activities

that require these applications.

The curriculum sets learner outcomes of

significance. Expectations for learning

are identified at targeted grade levels

that reflect the priorities of the new cur-

riculum for being broad-based, concep-

tual, and relevant to real-world appli-

cation. In each set of units, learner

outcomes reflect content, process, and

concept emphases.

The curriculum employs authentic as-

sessment by tapping into what students
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know as a result of meaningful instruc-
tion. Using approaches like portfolios
and performance-based activities, the
units engage learners in assessment as
an active part of the learning process.

All of these reform elements formed the ba-
sis for initial curriculum development work.
Tailoring of the curriculum for gifted learners
occurred through ensuringthe following kinds
of emphasis:

¢ Provisions for acceleration and compression
of content

¢ Use of higher order thinking skills (e. g.,
analysis, synthesis, evaluation)

° Integration of content by key ideas, issues,
and themes

e Advancedreadinglevel
° Opportunities for students to develop ad-
vanced products

° Opportunities for independent learning
based on student capacity andinterest

¢ Use of inquiry-based instructional tech-
niques

Thus, the systematic fusion of integrated cur-
riculum considerations waseffected.

Implementation Considerations

The implementation of the Integrated Cur-
riculum Model (ICM) is based on several
considerations in the school setting. Most im-
portant among them is the natureofthe gifted
learner. For such students, regardless of the
richness of the core curriculum base, there
will be a need to address certain powerful
characteristics through flexible implementa-
tion of such a model.

The Learner: Characteristics, Aptitudes,
and Predispositions

There are many characteristics of gifted learn-
ers on which one mightfocus for a discussion
of creating an optimal match between learner
and curriculum. Several lists have been dis-
cussed as a basis for curriculum work (e.g.,
Maker, 1982; VanTassel-Baska, 1993). How-
ever, in our studies with curriculum it has be-
come apparent that three such characteristics

remain pivotal for purposes of curriculum
planning and development.

The precocity of the learneris a key charac-
teristic to consider in curriculum develop-
ment. Gifted learners almost by definition
evidence advanced development in some
school-related curriculum area. The most com-
mon tested areas for such developmentare in
the verbal and mathematical subject domains.
Most students identified for gifted programs
are at least two years advanced in one or both
areas. Such evidence of advanced development
provides a basis for curriculum planning at a
more advanced level and for the expectation
that such students can master new material
in one-third to one-half the time of typical
learners. For very gifted learners, there is a
powerful motivation to “learn fast and move
ahead.”

In addition to precocity, another key char-
acteristic that deserves attention for curricu-
lum development is the intensity of gifted
learners. This intensity may be manifested af-
fectively in the realm of emotional responsive-
ness, as when students react strongly to the
death of a pet or a classroom injustice com-
mitted by a teacher. But this characteristic
also has saliency in the cognitive realm.
Students exhibit intensity through the capac-
ity to focus and concentratefor long periods of
time on a subject that fascinates them or an
idea they find intriguing. Such a characteristic
can Just as quickly becomedissipated in unin-
teresting busywork or lack of depth in the ex-
ploration even of a subject of interest. This
characteristic, like precocity, needs curricular
attention.

The third learner characteristic of curricu-
lar interest is complexity, the capacity of gifted
learners to engagein higherlevel and abstract
thinking even at youngages. It also refers to
their preference for hard and challenging
work, often at levels beyond their current
functioning. They also enjoy working on mul-
tiple levels simultaneously, as when solving
complex real-world problems that have many
parts and perspectives to study. Just as with
precocity and intensity, the characteristic of
complexity in the gifted demands a curricu-
lum responsiveness becauseit is openly de-
sired by the learner as well as indicated by
student behavior.
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These three characteristics each dictate an

approach to curriculum that honors the vari-

ous facets of the gifted mind and personality;

and curriculum models for the gifted have re-

sponded variously to these characteristics.

The Integrated Curriculum Model represents

a fusion of these approaches such that the

most powerful characteristics of the gifted are

directly reflected in the curriculum interven-

tion. Although this model hassalience forall

learners, based on a talent development para-

digm, the variable of time becomes crucial in

implementation. Notall learners will be ready

at the same stage of development in each area

for advanced, intensive, and complex study.

The judicious application of this curricular

modelfor all learners is thus advised.

Context Variables

What are the context variables that need con-

sideration in order for the ICM to work in

schools? While the need for a match between

the learner and the intervention already has

been described, it also is important to high-

light contextual considerations that could

have an impact on the successful use of this

curriculum model in school settings. At least

four variables must be considered.

Flexibility in Student
Placement and Progress

Even an enriched and accelerated curriculum

developed for high-ability learners and ad-

dressing all of the educational reform princi-

ples cannot be used with such learners with-

out careful consideration of entry skills, rate

of learning, and special interests and needs.

Thus, ungraded multiage contexts where

high-ability learners may access appropriate

work groups and curriculum stationsis a cru-

cial componentof the implementation context.

Pretesting of students on relevant skills is a

central part of the new curriculum projects,

and diagnosing unusual readinessor develop-

mental spurts that may occur in a curriculum

sequence is also important. Schools may no-

tice and use such data as a basis for more in-

depth work in an area of a particular teaching

unit.

Grouping

As curriculum for high-ability learners is 1m-

plemented, attention must be paid to the ben-

eficial impact of grouping for instruction. As

Kulik’s latest reanalysis of the grouping data

points out, when curriculum is modified for

gifted students,the effects of grouping become

more prominent (Kulik, 1993; see Chapter 19

by Kulik and Kulik). Moreover, recent class-

room studies haveverified that little differen-

tiation is occurring in heterogeneous class-

roomsfor gifted students (Archambault et al.,

1993), and the majority of teachers in our

schools are not trained to teach gifted learners

(Westberg, Archambault, Dobyns, & Salvin,

1993). Thus, forming instructional groups of

gifted students for implementation of differen-

tiated curriculum is clearly the most effec-

tive and efficient way to deliver it. Whether

such grouping occurs in separate designated

classes or in regular classroomsis a local con-

sideration.

Trained Teachers

On the basis of recent data confirming the

significant role of teacher training in provid-

ing differentiated instruction for the gifted

(Hansen & Feldhusen, 1994; see also Chapter

43 by Feldhusen) and the availability of

coursework in the education of the gifted

(Parker & Karnes, 1991), thereis little reason

not to place gifted students with teachers who

have received at least twelve hours of profes-

sional training. The benefits to the gifted

learners become greater when differentiated

curriculum is handled by those sensitive to

the nature and needs of such students.

A Climate of Excellence

For gifted learners to perform at optimal lev-

els, the educational context must offer chal-

lenging opportunities that provide generative

situations (Feldhusen, VanTassel-Baska, &

Seeley, 1989), yet also demand high standards

of excellence. More than ever, a climate of ex-

cellence matters if curriculum standards are

to be raised successfully for any student. For

gifted students in particular, such a climate
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must be in place to ensure optimal develop-
ment, positive attitudes toward learning, and
high engagement. Such a climate also is es-
sential for disadvantaged gifted youth, who
are put more at risk by lowered expectations
for performance (House & Lapan, 1994).

Preliminary Results and Implications

Current studies are underway to assess the
cognitive and_ affective impacts of the
Integrated Curriculum Model in the two con-
tent domains with high-ability and other
learners (VanTassel-Baska, 1994). Data are
being collected in the educational contexts in
which the curriculum is being implemented,
and the implications of the context variables
described above are being examined. On the
basisof pilotefforts to date, however, there are
several important results and implications
that may be discussed.

One finding is the responsiveness of gifted
learners to such a curriculum. Preliminary pi-
lot data have shown significant cognitive
growth gains for students in both science and
language arts on meaningful content tasks
(Hughes, VanTassel-Baska, Boyce, & Quek,
1994). Moreover, students have developed
sophisticated products and participated in
intellectual discussions about key concepts
and ideas taught in the curriculum (Sher,
VanTassel-Baska, Gallagher, & Bailey, 1993).
Motivational aspects of the curriculum also
appearto be high, with many students unwill-
ing to leave their classrooms at the appointed
time (Darby, 1994). Thus, such an approach
can be argued to be appropriate based on both
student learning and interest grounds.

One implication thus far is the need to find
teachers who are comfortable and flexible with
the content area to be taught, as well as teach-
ers trained in gifted education. For both sci-
ence and language arts, growth gains were
greater and student motivation better in those
pilot classrooms where teachers grasped the
structure of the discipline being taught and
could reinforce it in powerful ways throughout
the units. Although muchofthe instructional
methodology advocated in the projects is open-
ended, inquiry-based, and facilitative, subject

matter knowledge that can informally be
brought in to back up the use of such strate-
gies is clearly beneficial, even at the early ele-
mentarylevels.

Also, language arts classrooms that pro-
vided some form of instructional grouping
showed greater gains for gifted learners on
several dimensions than did classrooms that
were totally heterogeneous. This finding was
due in part to the extensive use of advanced
reading materials in the units and in part to
teacher frustration in trying to cope with all
learners engaged in complex activities differ-
ent from the basals. Another implementation
suggestion from the language arts pilot re-
search wasto use the pilot curriculum in lieu
of the core curriculumin thedistrict on a daily
basis rather than as a pull-out option. Reasons
for this approach included the broad scope of
the units developed, the importance of ongoing
practice with the concepts and higher order
skills being taught, and the need for more
time in implementinga curriculum that incor-
poratesall of the languagearts strands.

Conclusion

The Integrated Curriculum Model offers the
best combinational approach to date for re-
structuring curriculum for gifted learners at
the same time that it respondsto the curricu-
lum reform agenda.It offers practitioners con-
crete units of study to implement in class-
rooms nationally. By meeting the criteria for
exemplary curriculum design, exemplary con-
tent considerations, and differentiation for
gifted learners, the units developed at the
College of William and Mary provide the
translation from theoretical principles to prac-
tice. Only multiple replications and long-term
use will yield the more complete answers we
seek to questions of long-term effectiveness
with gifted learners.
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The Schoolwide Enrichment Model:

New Directions for Developing High-End Learning

 

JOSEPH S. RENZULLI and SALLY M. REIS, University of Connecticut

p T".. afternoons a week, twelve-

year-old Kelvin goes to an enrichment cluster

at the Noah Webster School in Hartford,

Connecticut. When he was selected for the

program, Kelvin said,“It feels good, but I was

amazed. I was aboutto faint! I was super, su-

per surprised.” The reason for Kelvin’s amaze-

ment is that he had never considered himself

to be a good student, at least not in the way

we usually view students. And the program

was not exactly the place where you usually

found kids like Kelvin, wholives in subsidized

housing and whose family manages to sur-

vive on a monthly welfare check and food

stamps.

The program Kelvin is enrolled in looks at

talent development in a different way, as it is

based on a plan called the Schoolwide Enrich-

ment Model (SEM). In this model a broad

rangeoftalents and potential talents are iden-

tified in all students through the use of a

strength assessment guide called the Total

Talent Portfolio. This guide helps to focus at-

tention on studentinterests and learningstyle

preferences as well as strengthsin traditional

subjects. These strengths serve as building

blocks for advanced achievement. Kelvin’s

strongest academic area is mathematics, and

through a process called Curriculum Com-

pacting he is now being provided with mathe-

matics material that is two grade levels above

the level of math being covered in his class-

room.

Kelvin, a bright underachiever who once

described himself as a “mental dropout,” now

finds school a much more inviting place. He

hopes to enter the research heis doing onair-

plane wing design in his enrichment cluster

into a state science fair competition. Heis also

thinking about a career in engineering, and

the enrichment specialist at his school has

136

helped him apply for a special summer pro-

gram at the University of Connecticut that is

designed to recruit and assist minorities into

mathematical and engineering-related profes-

sions. “School,” says Kelvin, “is a place where

you have must-dos and can-dos. I work harder

on my must-dos so I can spend more time

working on my can-dos.”

In this chapter, the new developments that

enabled Kelvin to be involved in the SEM de-

spite poor grades and chronic underachieve-

ment are described, along with a brief chronol-

ogy of how the SEM evolved and an overview

of research conducted on the model.

History and Chronology of the SEM

The original Enrichment Triad Model (Ren-

zulli, 1976) was developed in the mid-1970s

and implemented by school districts primarily

in Connecticut. The model, which wasinitially

field-tested in several districts, proved to be

quite popular, and requests from all over the

country for visitations to schools using the

model and for information about how to imple-

ment the model increased. A book about the

Enrichment Triad Model (Renzulli, 1977) was

published, and more and moredistricts began

asking for help in implementing this approach.

It was at this point that a clear need was es-

tablished for research about the effectiveness

of the model and for other vehicles that could

provide technical assistance for interested ed-

ucators to help develop programs in their

schools. Thus began almost twenty years of

field testing, research, and dissemination.

The Triad Model (see Figure 11.1) was de-

signed to encourage the creative productivity

of young people by exposing them to various

topics, areas of interest, and fields of study;
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Figure 11.1. The Enrichment Triad Model.

and to further train them to apply advanced
content, process-training skills, and methodol-
ogy training to self-selected areas of interest.
Accordingly, three types of enrichment are in-
cluded in the Enrichment Triad Model.

Type I enrichment is designed to expose
students to a wide variety of disciplines, top-
ics, occupations, hobbies, persons, places, and
events that ordinarily would not be covered in
the regular curriculum. In schools that use
this model, an enrichment team consisting of
parents, teachers, and students often orga-
nizes and plans TypeI experiences by contact-
ing speakers; arranging minicourses, demon-
strations, or performances; or by ordering and
distributing films, slides, videotapes, or other
print or non-print media. The following Type I
invitation from a Triad Program provides an
example of Type I enrichment:

On Tuesday, December 8, Mr. Martin Nagel will
be here to give a presentation on coins and
stamps to interested primary students. Martin is
an attendance counselor with the Richland
County Office of Education and also a very avid
coin and stampcollector. He has given numerous
talks to students in our county system and has
just recently completed teaching a course on

“Coin and Stamp Collecting” at our Saturday
Enrichment School. In addition to giving stu-
dents some facts and history on coins and
stamps, he will also share part of his valuable
collection with the students.

It is our hope that some students who attend
this Type I will be interested in pursuing a Type
III project in this area and perhaps starting col-
lections of their own.

Type II enrichment consists of materials
and methods designed to promote the develop-
ment of thinking and feeling processes. Some
Type II enrichment is general, consisting of
training in areas such as creative thinking
and problem solving, learning-how-to-learn
skills such as classifying and analyzing data,
and advanced reference and communication
skills. Type II training, usually carried out
both in classrooms and in enrichment pro-
grams, includes the development of (1) cre-
ative thinking and problem solving, critical
thinking, and affective processes; (2) a wide
variety of specific learning-how-to-learn skills;
(3) skills in the appropriate use of advanced-
level reference materials; and (4) written, oral,
and visual communication skills. Other Type
II enrichmentis specific, cannot be planned in
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advance, and usually involves advanced in-

struction in an interest area selected by the

student. For example, students who became

interested in botany after a Type I on plant

tropisms pursued follow-up training in this

area by doing advanced reading in botany;

compiling, planning and carrying out plantex-

periments; and learning more about advanced

research methodsin thisfield.

Type III enrichment occurs when students

become interested in pursuinga self-selected

area and are willing to commit the time nec-

essary for advanced content acquisition and

process training in which they assumethe role

of a first-hand inquirer. The goals of Type III

enrichment include:

¢ Providing opportunities for applying inter-

ests, knowledge, creative ideas, and task

commitment to a self-selected problem or

area of study

e Acquiring advanced-level understanding of

the knowledge (content) and methodology

(process) that are used within particular

disciplines, artistic areas of expression, and

interdisciplinary studies
¢ Developing authentic products that are pri-
marily directed toward bringing about a de-

sired impact on a specified audience

¢ Developing self-directed learning skills in
the areas of planning, organization, re-
source utilization, time management, deci-

sion making, and self-evaluation

° Developing task commitment, self-confi-

dence, and feelings of creative accomplish-

ment

An example of a Type III enrichment experi-

ence is provided in Figure 11.2.
As our experience with Triad Programs

grew, our concern about who wasbeingidenti-

fied to participate in these programs also

grew. We became increasingly concerned

about students who were not able to partici-

pate in enrichment programsbecause they did

not score in the top 1 to 3 percent of the popu-

lation on achievement or intelligence tests.

Research conducted by Torrance (1962, 1974)

had demonstrated that students who were

rated high on creativity measures do well in

school and on achievementtests, but often are

not selected for gifted programs because their

scores are below the cutoff for admission.

Research (Reis, 1981) indicated that when a

broader population of students (15 to 20 per-

cent of the general population, called the tal-

ent pool) were able to participate in Types I

and II enrichmentexperiences, they produced

Type III products as good as those of the tra-

ditional “gifted” students (the top 3 to 5 per-

cent). This research produced the rationale for

the Revolving Door Identification Model

(RDIM) (Renzulli, Reis, & Smith, 1981), in

which a talent pool of students receives regu-

lar enrichment experiences and the opportu-

nity to “revolve into” Type III creative produc-

tive experiences. In RDIM, we recommend

that students be selected for participation in

the talent pool on the basis of multiple criteria

that include indices of creativity, because we

believe that one of the major purposesof gifted

education is to develop creative thinking and

creative productivity in all students. Once

identified and placed in the talent pool—

through the use of test scores; teacher, parent,

or self-nomination; or creative potential or

productivity—students are observed in class-

rooms and enrichment experiencesfor signs of
advancedinterests, creativity, or task commit-

ment. We havecalled this part of the process

“action information” and have foundit to be an
instrumental part of the identification process
in assessing students’ interest and motivation

to become involved in Type III creative pro-
ductivity. Further support for this approach

has been offered by Kirschenbaum (1983) and

Kirschenbaum andSiegle (1993), who demon-

strated that students who are rated or test
high on measuresof creativity tend to do well
in school and on measures of achievement.

The development of the RDIM led to the need
for a guide for howall of the componentsofthe
previous Triad and the new RDIM could be
implemented. The resulting work wasentitled

the Schoolwide Enrichment Model (Renzulli &

Reis, 1985).
In the SEM,a talent pool of 15 to 20 per-

cent of above-average-ability or high-potential

studentsis identified through a variety of mea-

sures, including achievement tests, teacher

nominations, assessment of potential for cre-

ativity, and task commitment, as well as alter-

native pathways of entrance (self-nomination,

parent nomination, etc.). High achievement

test and IQ scores automatically include a
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Brief Description

Bobby Bonesis

a

life-size model of the human skeletal structure with a taped mini-course
designed to be presented to other youngsters. Thomas Hébert, the resource teacher who
provided managerial assistance to the students, indicated that he was delighted with the
“ownership”involved in the completion ofthis TypeIII. The physical education teacherin East
School, Janet Beck, supervised the building of the skeleton and helped Tom to coordinate the
entire project. The students’ classroom teacher, Steve Ksenych, compactedthe curriculum for
the entire school year, enabling the project to be completed. The art teacher, Elaine Towne,
provided advice and helped the students build Bobby Bones. Another classroom teacher who
had outstanding talent in music, helped the students to write a song that accompanied the mini-
course in anatomy that was developedafter the skeleton wasbuilt. This TypeIII required two
years to complete and was subsequently presented to every third-grade classroom in Torrington
as a TypeIl mini-course in conjunction with the third-grade health curriculum.
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Usually students of anatomy take
a skeleton apart to learn aboutits
structure but students at East
School are putting one together.
‘Bobby Bones’ is the nameof the
bigger-than-life-size papier maché
skeleton that eight fourth-grade
students from teacher Steve
Ksenych’s languagearts class at
East School have been construc-
ting since October. The students,
participants in the Talented and
Gifted Program, are construc-

ting the skeleton under the

direction of art teacher Elaine
Towne. Physical education teacher
Janet Beck, TAG teacher Tom

Hébert, and Ksenychareassisting
in the project which is part of an
enrichmentactivity and helps the
students learn more about
anatomy, science andart. With the
addition of ribs, fingers and a coat
of shellac the skeleton should be
finished in about three weeks. It
will be put on display at the TAG
project fair to be held at the end of
the year.

 

Figure 11.2 Example of Type II! enrichment.
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student in the talent pool, enabling those stu-

dents who are underachieving in their aca-

demic work to be included.
Once students are identified for the talent

pool, they are eligible for several kinds of ser-
vices. First, interest and learning-styles as-

sessments are used with talent pool students.
Informal and formal methods are used to

create or identify students’ interests and to
encourage students to further develop and

pursue these interests in various ways.
Learning-style preferences that are assessed in-

clude projects, independent study, teaching
games, simulations, peer teaching, pro-
grammedinstruction,lecture, drill and recita-

tion, and discussion. Second, curriculum com-

pacting is providedto all eligible students; the

regular curriculum is modified by eliminating

portions of previously mastered content. This

elimination or streamlining of curriculum en-

ables above-average students to avoid repeti-

tion of previously mastered work and guaran-
tees mastery while simultaneously finding
time for more appropriately challenging activ-
ities (Reis, Burns, & Renzulli, 1992; Renzulli,

Smith, & Reis, 1982). A form entitled the

Compactor (Renzulli & Smith, 1978) is used to
document which content areas have been com-
pacted and what alternative work has been
substituted. Third, the Enrichment Triad

Modeloffers three types of enrichment exper!-
ences. Types I and II enrichmentare offered to

all students; however, Type III enrichmentis
usually more appropriate for students with
higherlevels of ability, interest, and task com-

mitment.

Separate studies of the SEM demonstrated
its effectiveness in schools with widely differ-
ing socioeconomic levels and program organi-
zation patterns (Olenchak, 1988; Olenchak &

Renzulli, 1989). The SEM has been imple-

mented in several hundred school districts

across the country (Burns, 1992) and interest

in this approach continuesto grow.

New Challenges for Gifted Education

Through field tests with numerous districts,

we began to explore how many of the compo-

nents of SEM could be provided to a broader

range of students. These opportunities en-

abled us to develop instructional procedures
and programming alternatives that empha-

size the need (1) to provide a broad range of
advanced level enrichment experiences for all
students, and (2) to use the many and varied
ways that students respond to these experi-

ences as stepping stonesfor relevant follow-up
on the parts of individuals or small groups.
This approach is not viewed as a new wayto

identify who is or is not “gifted”! Rather, the
process simply identifies how subsequent op-
portunities, resources, and encouragement can

be provided to support continuous escalations
of student involvement in both required and

self-selected activities. This approach to the

developmentof high levels of multiple poten-

tials in young people is purposefully designed

to sidestep the traditional practice of labeling

some students “gifted” (and by implication,

relegating all others to the category of “not-

gifted”). The term gifted is used in our lexicon

only as an adjective, and even thenit is used

in a developmental perspective. Thus, for ex-
ample, we speak and write about the develop-

ment of gifted behaviors in specific areas of
learning and human expression, rather than

about giftedness as a state of being. This ori-
entation has allowed many students opportu-

nities to develop high levels of creative and
productive accomplishment that otherwise
would have been denied through traditional

special program models.
Practices that have been a mainstay of

many special programsfor “the gifted” are be-
ing absorbed into general education by reform

models designed to upgrade the performance of
all students. This integration of gifted program
knowhowis viewedas a favorable development
for two reasons. First, the adoption of many
special program practices is indicative of the

viability and usefulness of both the knowhow

of special programs and the role enrichment

specialists can and should play in total school

improvement. Second, all students should
have opportunities to develop higher order
thinking skills and to pursue more rigorous
content and first-hand investigative activities

than those typically found in today’s “dumbed-

down” textbooks. The enthusiastic ways in

which students respond to enriched learning

experiences should be used as a rationale for
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providing all students with advanced-level op-
portunities. This approach reflects a democra-
tic ideal that accommodatesthe full range of
individual differences in the entire student
population, and it opens the door to program-
ming models that develop the talent potentials
of many at-risk students who traditionally
have been excluded from anything but the
most basic types of curricular experiences. To
operationalize this ideal, we need to get seri-

ous about the things we have learned during
the past several years about both program-

ming models and humanpotential.

The application of gifted program knowhow
to general education is supported by a wide
variety of research on humanabilities (Bloom,
1985; Gardner, 1983; Renzulli, 1986; Stern-

berg, 1984). This research clearly and un-
equivocally provides a justification for much
broader conceptions of talent development.
These conceptions argue against the restric-
tive student selection practices that guided
identification procedures in the past. Lay per-
sons and professionals at all levels have begun
to question the efficacy of programs that rely
on narrow definitions, IQ scores, and other
cognitive ability measures as the primary
methods for identifying which students can
benefit from differentiated services. Tradi-
tional identification procedures have re-
stricted services to small numbers of high
scoring students and excluded large numbers
of at-risk students whose potentials are mani-
fested in other ways that will be described
later in anew SEM componentcalled theTotal
Talent Portfolio. Special services should be
viewed as opportunities to develop “gifted be-
haviors,” rather than merely finding andcerti-
fying them. In this regard, we shouldjudi-
ciously avoid saying that a young person is
either “gifted” or “not gifted.” It is difficult to
gain support for talent development when we
use as a rationale statements such as “Elaine
is a gifted third grader.” These kindsof state-
ments offend many people andraise the accu-
sations of elitism that have plagued special
programs. But note the difference in orienta-
tion when wefocus on the behavioral charac-
teristics that brought this student to our at-
tention in the first place: “Elaine is a third
grader whoreads atthe adult level and is fas-

cinated by biographies about womenof scien-
tific accomplishment.” And note the logical
and justifiable services provided for Elaine:

1. Under the guidance of her classroom
teacher, Elaine was allowed to substitute

more challenging booksin herinterest area
for the third-grade reader. The schoolwide
enrichment teaching specialist helped the
classroom teacher locate these books,

which were purchased with funds from the
enrichment program budget.

2. Elaine was allowed to leave the school two
afternoons a month (usually on early dis-
missal days) to meet with a mentor whois
a local journalist specializing in genderis-
sues. The schoolwide enrichment teaching
specialist arranged transportation with the
help of the school’s parent volunteer group.

3. During time made available through cur-
riculum compacting in her strength areas
(reading, language arts, and spelling), the
schoolwide enrichment teaching specialist
helped Elaine prepare a questionnaire and
interview schedule to be used with local
women scientists and womenscience fac-
ulty members at a nearby university.

Could anyoneargue againstthelogic or the
appropriateness of these services? When pro-
grams focus on developing the behavioral po-
tential of individuals or of small groups who
share a commoninterest,it is no longer neces-
sary to organize groups merely because they
all happen to be “gifted third graders.”

New Componentsin the Schoolwide
Enrichment Model

The programming model that we have advo-
cated since the early 1970s has always argued
for a behavioral definition of giftedness and a
greater emphasis on applying gifted program
knowhowto larger segmentsofthe school pop-
ulation. The model currently is being used in
hundreds of school districts across the coun-
try, including major urban areas such as New
York City, Detroit, St. Paul, San Antonio, and
Fort Worth. The present reform initiatives in
general education have created a more recep-
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tive atmosphere for flexible approaches that
challenge all students. Accordingly, we have

organized the Schoolwide Enrichment Model

so that it blends into school improvement

activities that currently are taking place

throughout the country. Space does not permit

a detailed description of the full model, which

is described in a bookcalled Schools for Talent

Development (Renzulli, 1994); however, the

following sections will describe the school

structures on which the modelis targeted and
the three service delivery components. A

graphic representation of the model is pre-

sented in Figure 11.3.

School Structures

School Structures

1. The regular curriculum. The regular
curriculum consists of everything that is a

part of the predetermined goals, schedules,
learning outcomes, and delivery systems of
the school. The regular curriculum might be
traditional, innovative, or in the process of

transition, but its predominantfeatureis that
authoritative forces (policymakers, school
councils, textbook adoption committees, state

regulators) have determined that the regular

curriculum should be the centerpiece of
student learning. Application of the SEM
influences the regular curriculum in three
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ways. First, the challenge level of required
material is differentiated through processes
such as curriculum compacting, textbook
content modification procedures, and group
jumping strategies. Second, the systematic

content intensification procedures, which

replace eliminated content with selected in-

depth learning experiences, increase the
challenge level by introducing the broad

underlying principles of a discipline. Third,
types of enrichment recommended in the

Enrichment Triad Model (to be described) are
integrated selectively into regular curriculum
activities. Although our goal in the SEM isto
influence rather than replace the regular
curriculum, application of certain SEM com-
ponents and related staff development ac-
tivities have resulted in substantial changes
in both the content and instructional pro-
cesses of the entire regular curriculum.

2. Enrichment clusters. Enrichment
clusters are nongraded groups of students who
share common interests and who come
together during specially designated time
blocks to pursue these interests. As with

extracurricular activities and programs such

as 4-H and Junior Achievement, the main

rationale for participation in one or more

clusters is that students and teachers wantto
be there. All teachers (including music, art,
physical education, etc.) are involved in
teaching the clusters; teacher involvement in

any particular cluster is based on the same
type of interest assessment used for students.
Community resource persons should also be
invited to organize enrichmentclusters.

The model for learning used with enrich-
ment clusters is based on an inductive ap-
proach to the pursuit of real-world problems
rather than on traditional, didactic modes of
teaching. This approach, entitled enrichment
learning and teaching, is purposefully de-
signed to create a learning environment that
places a premium on the development of
higher order thinking skills and the authentic
application of these skills in creative and pro-
ductive situations. The theory underlyingthis
approach is based on the work of construc-
tivist theorists such as Jean Piaget, Jerome
Bruner, and John Dewey, and on applications
of constructivist theory to classroom practice.
Enrichmentclusters are excellent vehicles for

promoting cooperativeness within the context
of real-world problem solving, and they also
provide superlative opportunities for promot-
ing positive self-concepts. A major assumption
underlying the use of enrichment clusters is
that every child is special if we create condi-
tions in which that child can be a specialist

within a specialty group.

Enrichment clusters are organized around

major disciplines, interdisciplinary themes, or
cross-disciplinary topics (e.g., an electronic
music group or a theatrical/television produc-
tion group that includes actors, writers, tech-
nical specialists, costume designers,etc.). The
clusters are modeled after the ways in which
knowledge utilization, thinking skills, and in-
terpersonal relations take place in the real
world. Thus, all work is directed toward the

production of a product or service. There are
no lesson plansor unit plans. Rather, direction
is provided by the following key questions:

1. What do people with an interest in this
area do?

2. What products or services do they provide?
a. What are the different roles that are

necessary to produce the product orser-

vice?

b. What are the methods and resources
used by professionals to produce high-
quality products?

3. How, and with whom, do they communicate
the results of their work?

4. Who are the people in our community in-

terested in the product or service we will

produce or provide?
5. What steps needto be taken to ensure that

our product or service will have an impact
on our audience?

The enrichment clusters are not intended
to be the total program for talent development
in a school, but they are a major vehicle for
stimulating interests and developing talent
potentials across the entire school population.
They are also vehicles for staff development in
that they provide teachers an opportunity to
participate in enrichment teaching, and sub-
sequently to analyze and comparethis type of
teaching with traditional methods of instruc-
tion. In this regard the model promotes a
spillover effect by encouraging teachersto be-
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come better talent scouts and talent devel-
opers and to apply enrichment techniques to

regular classroom situations. Enrichment
clusters are used by some schools on a half-

day-per-weekbasis; in other schools they meet
daily. At the Webster Elementary Magnet

School in St. Paul, Minnesota, which is based

on SEM, for example, a broad array of inter-
disciplinary clusters is offered daily. At the
Southeast School in Mansfield, Connecticut,

enrichment clusters are offered two after-

noons a month and are taught jointly by
teachers, administrators, and parent volun-

teers. One of the most popularclusters, called
“Flight School,” was organized by the superin-
tendent of schools, who is a licensed pilot.

3. The continuum of special services. A
broad range of special services is the third

school structure that is targeted by the model.

A diagram representing these services 1s
presented in Figure 11.4. Although the enrich-

ment clusters and the SEM-based modifi-
cations of the regular curriculum provide a
broad range of services to meet individual
needs, a program for total talent develop-
ment still requires supplementary services
that challenge young people who are
capable of working at the highest levels of
their special interest areas. These services,

which cannot ordinarily be provided in en-
richment clusters or the regular curriculum,
typically include individual or small group
counseling, direct assistance in facilitating
advanced level work, arranging for mentor-
ships with faculty members or community
persons, and making other types of connec-

tions between students, their families, and

out-of-school persons, resources, and agencies.
For example, the schoolwide enrichment co-
ordinator in the LaPorte, Indiana, School

Corporation developed a Parent-Teacher
Enrichment Guideofthe city and surrounding
area that includes information about a wide
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variety of enrichment opportunities for par-
ents and teachers.

Direct assistance also involves setting up

and promoting student, faculty, and parental

involvement in special programs such as

Future Problem Solving, Odyssey of the Mind,

the Model United Nations program, andstate

and national essay, mathematics, and history

contests. Anothertype of direct assistance con-
sists of arranging out-of-school involvement
for individual students in summerprograms,
on-campus courses, special schools, theatrical
groups, scientific expeditions, and apprentice-
ships at places where advanced-level learning
opportunities are available. Provision of these
services is one of the responsibilities of the
schoolwide enrichment teaching specialist or
an enrichment team of teachers and parents
who work together to provide options for ad-
vanced learning. A schoolwide enrichment
teaching specialist in Barrington, Rhode

Island, estimates that she spends two days a
week in a resource capacity to the faculties of
two schools, and three days providing direct

services to students.

Service Delivery Components

The Total Talent Portfolio

The case study of Elaine presented earlier is
an example of the ways in which the

Schoolwide Enrichment Model targets specific
learning characteristics that can serve as a
basis for talent development. Our approach to

targeting learning characteristics uses both
traditional and performance-based assess-

ment to compile information about three di-
mensions of the learner—abilities, interests,

and learning styles. This information, which
focuses on strengths rather than deficits, is
compiled in a folder called the Total Talent
Portfolio (see Figure 11.5). It is used to make
decisions about talent development opportuni-
ties in regular classes, in enrichmentclusters,
and in the continuum of special services. Two
questions summarize the intent of the Total
Talent Portfolio: What are the very best things
we know andcan record about a student’sbest
work, and what are the best ways wecanuti-
lize the information to nurture the student’s
talent? This expanded approachto identifying

talent potentials is essential if we are to make
genuine efforts to include more underrepre-
sented students in a plan for total talent de-

velopment. This approach is also consistent

with the more flexible conception of developing

gifts and talents that has been a cornerstone

of our work and our concernsfor promoting eq-

uity in special programs.

Curriculum Modification Techniques

The second service delivery component of the
SEM is a series of curriculum modification
techniques thatare designedto: (1) adjust lev-
els of required learning so that all students
are challenged, (2) increase the numberofin-
depth learning experiences, and (3) introduce
various types of enrichment into regular cur-
ricular experiences. The procedures used to
carry out curriculum modification are curricu-
lum compacting, textbook analysis, and surgi-
cal removal of repetitious material from

textbooks, and a planned approachfor intro-

ducing greater depth into regular curricular
material.

Curriculum compacting (Reis & Renzulli,
1992) is a systematic procedure for modifying
or streamlining the regular curriculum to
eliminate repetition of previously mastered

material, upgrading the challenge level of the
regular curriculum, and providing timefor ap-
propriate enrichment and/or acceleration ac-
tivities. This process includes (1) defining the
goals and outcomesof a particular unit or seg-
mentof instruction, (2) determining and docu-
menting which students have already mas-
tered mostorall of a specified set of learning

outcomesor are capable of mastering them in
less time than their peers, and (3) providing
replacement activities for material already
mastered through the use of instructional op-
tions that enable a more challenging andpro-
ductive use of the student’s time. These op-
tions include content acceleration, individual
or group research projects, peer teaching, and
involvement in nonclassroom activities dis-
cussed in the section on the continuum ofser-
vices. A key feature of these options is that
students have some freedom to makedecisions
about the topic and the methods through
which the topic will be pursued. Curriculum
compacting might best be thoughtof as orga-
nized common sense, because it simply recom-
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mends the natural pattern that teachers ordi-
narily follow when individualizing instruction,
or teaching in the days before textbooks were
invented. Compacting might also be thought
of as the mirror image of remedial procedures
that have always been used in diagnostic/pre-
scriptive models of teaching.

The second procedure for making adjust-
ments in regular curricular materialis the ex-
amination of textbooks to determine which

parts can be economized on through textbook
analysis and “surgical removal” of repetitious
drill and practice. The textbook is the curricu-
lum in the overwhelming majority of today’s
classrooms. Despite rhetoric about school and
curriculum reform, this situation is not likely

to change in the near future. Until high-
quality textbooks are universally available,it
is essential to deal with the curriculum situa-

tion as it currently exists. Although curricu-
lum compacting is one procedure that can be

used to get an unchallenging curriculum off
the backs of students who need curriculum

modifications, it is merely a form of damage
control. We need to take a more proactive

stance to overcome the well-documented low

levels ofAmerican textbooks.

The procedures for carrying out the text-
book analysis and surgical removal process are

based on the argumentthat less is better when
it comes to content selection, and it is neces-

sary to make wise decisions when determining
which material will be covered in greater
depth. The first step in the process might best

be described as textbook triage. Each unit of
instruction is examined by grade-level teams
to determine which material is needless repe-

tition of previously covered skills and concepts.
When repetition is eliminated, teachers then
decide which material is necessary for review,

and which material is important enough to
coverin either a survey or an in-depth manner.
Whatteachersteachis at the very heart of pro-

fessional competency. The textbook analysis
and surgical removal process offers teachers
an opportunity to come together as a group of
professionals around specific tasks within and

across grade levels and subject areas to per-

form these important operations.
Adding morein-depth learning experiences

is the third curriculum modification proce-

dure. This approach is based on the work of
Phenix (1964), who recommendedthat a focus

on representative concepts and ideas is the

best way to capture the essence of a topic or
area of study. Representative ideas or concepts
consist of themes, patterns, main features, se-

quences, organizing principles and structures,

and the logic that defines an area of study.
Representative ideas and concepts can also be
used as the basesfor interdisciplinary or mul-

tidisciplinary studies.

While the use of representative conceptsal-
lows teachers to capture the essenceofan area
of study, it also allows them to introduce econ-
omy into content selection. The vast amountof
material within any given discipline prevents
unlimited coverage of content; therefore, ma-
terial mustbe selected so that it is both repre-
sentative and maximally transferable. Excel-

lent resources are available to assist in this

process. Books such as the Dictionary of the

History ofIdeas (Weiner, 1973) contain essays
that cover every major discipline, and the em-

phasis of the essaysis on interdisciplinary and
cross-cultural relationships. The essays are
cross-referenced to direct the reader to other
articles which contain similar ideas in other

domains. Additional resources can be found in
books such as the Syntopicon: An Index to the
Great Ideas (Adler, 1990), which lists concepts,

ideas, and themes around which curriculum

can be developed.

In-depth teachingalso concerns the level of
advancement or complexity of the material.

First and foremost, the material must take

into consideration the age, maturity, previous

study, and background experiences of stu-

dents. Beyond these considerations, three
principles of content selection are recom-
mended. First, curricular material should be

selected so that it escalates along the hierar-
chy of knowledge dimensions: facts, conven-
tions, trends and sequences, classifications

and categories, criteria, principles and gen-
eralizations, and theories and_ structures.
Second, movement toward the highest level,
theories and structures, should involve contin-
uous recycling to lower levels so that facts,
trends and sequences, and the like can be un-
derstood in relation to a more integrated whole
rather than asisolated bits of irrelevant infor-
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mation. Third, the cluster of diverse proce-

dures surrounding the acquisition of knowl-
edge, that dimension of learning commonlyre-
ferred to as process or thinking skills, should
themselves be viewed as a form of content.
These more enduring skills form the cognitive
structures and problem solving strategies that

have the greatest transfer value.
A final characteristic of in-depth learning is

a focus on methodology. This focus is designed
to promote an understanding of, and appreci-
ation for, the application of methods to the
kinds of problemsthat are the essenceoffields
of knowledge. The goal of this emphasis on

methodology is to cast the young personin the
role of a first-hand inquirer rather than a
mere learner-of-lessons, even if this role is car-

ried out at a more junior level than that of the
adult professional. This role encourages young
learners to engage in the kinds of thinking,

feeling, and doing that characterize the work

of the practicing professional because it auto-

matically creates confrontations with knowl-

edge necessary for active rather than passive

learning!

Enrichment Learning and Teaching

The third service delivery component of

the SEM is enrichment learning and teach-
ing. Enrichment learning and teaching is

based on the ideas of a small but influential
number of philosophers, theorists, and re-
searchers.' The work of these theorists, cou-

pled with our own research and program de-
velopment activities, has given rise to the

concept we call enrichment learning and
teaching. The best wayto define this conceptis
in termsof the following four principles:

1. Each learner is unique, and therefore all
learning experiences must be examined in

ways that take into account theabilities,

 

1 Although it is beyond the scope of this chapter
to review the work of these eminent thinkers, the

group includes William James, Alfred North

Whitehead, John Dewey, Maria Montessori, Jean

Piaget, Paul Torrance, Jerome Bruner, Philip

Phenix, Howard Gardner, Robert Sternberg, and

Albert Bandura.

interests, and learning styles of the indi-

vidual.
2. Learning is more effective when students

enjoy what they are doing, and therefore
learning experiences should be constructed
and assessed with as much concern for en-

joymentas for othergoals.
3. Learning is more meaningful and enjoyable

when content (knowledge) and process
(thinking skills, methods of inquiry) are
learned within the context of a real and
present problem; and therefore attention
should be given to opportunities to person-
alize student choice in problem selection,
the relevance of the problem for individual
students at the time the problem is being
addressed, and authentic strategies for ad-
dressing the problem.

4. Some formal instruction may be usedin en-
richment learning and teaching, but a ma-
jor goal of this approach to learning is to

enhance knowledge and thinking skills
through applications of knowledge and
skills, which result in students’ own con-

struction of meaning.

The ultimate goal of learning that is guided
by these principles is to replace dependent
and passive learning with independence and
engaged learning. Although all but the most
conservative educators will agree with these
principles, much controversy exists about how
these (or similar) principles might be applied
in everyday school situations. Also, a danger
exists that these principles might be viewed as
yet anotheridealizedlist of glittering general-
ities that cannot be manifested easily in
schools that are entrenched in the deductive
model of learning. Developing a school pro-
gram based on these principles is not an easy
task. Over the years, however, we have

achieved a fair amount of success by gaining

faculty, administrative, and parental consen-

sus on a small number of easy-to-understand
concepts and related services, and by provid-

ing resources andtraining related to each con-
cept and service delivery procedure. Numer-

ous research studies (summarized in Renzulli
& Reis, 1994) and field tests in schools with

widely varying demographics have been con-

ducted. These studies andfield tests have pro-
vided opportunities for the development of
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large amounts of practical knowhow that are

readily available for schools that would like to
implement the SEM.

Summary

For the past eighteen years, we have been de-

veloping, field-testing, and carrying out re-
search on the Schoolwide Enrichment Model

in numerous schools throughout the United
States, Canada, and several nations overseas.

For at least the following four reasons, the
model caught on, and user satisfaction can be
documented through evaluation and research
studies, commendations by educators using
the model, and site visits to places where the

model is being used.

Practicality and Existing Know-how

The first reason for the success of SEM isits
clarity, practicality, and flexibility. The roles

and responsibilities of participating teachers,
students, and administrators are easy to learn

and are described in ways that avoid complex
language or ponderous rhetoric. Although the
model is directed toward a small number of
common goals, each school is encouraged to
develop its own unique program within the
frameworkof general goals, guides, and “how-
to” information. This flexibility has produced

numerous examples of local pride and own-

ership, and it also has generated many

practitioner-developed contributions to the
model that have been shared locally and na-
tionally.

In order for a model to work, it must be

based on sound ideas and research, but every
idea must be backed up with practical infor-
mation, strategies, and materials. The follow-

ing list represents categories of the broad ar-
ray of service delivery components that we
have developed and field-tested over the
years:

e Print andvideo staff development materials
¢ Planning guides and worksheets for each

major componentof the model
e Instruments for assessing students’
strengths, interests, and learning styles

¢ Procedures for developing schoolwide en-

richment teams

° A slide presentation and script for parent
orientation

¢ A taxonomy of specific thinking skills
¢ Guidelines for preparing interest develop-
ment centers

¢ Procedures for developing a scope and se-
quencefor thinking skills

¢ A directory of within- and across-discipline
enrichment materials

¢ Adirectory of how-to booksfor first-hand in-
vestigative activities

¢ Sample letters, memos, and pamphlets for
parents, students, and faculty

¢ Guidelines for developing a faculty/commu-
nity mentor system

Procedures for establishing a student “re-

search foundation”
¢ Aset of slides and script to train students in
the investigative process
Planning worksheets and documentation

forms

¢ A community resources survey andclassifi-
cation system

e Kasy-to-understand charts, diagrams, and

summary sheets that facilitate staff devel-

opment and student and parent orienta-
tion

¢ Evaluation forms and instruments for each
major componentof the model
A residential summerstaff development in-
stitute for advanced training and the train-

ing of trainers

e A national network and directory of school

districts using the model

A directory of practitioner consultants who
have extensive experience in using the

model

e Technical reports verifying the research
base underlying the model.

Underlying Theory and Research

A second reason for the success of SEM has
been the practicality of the theory underlying
the modeland theresearch that has beencar-
ried out over the years to support various as-

pects of the model. The underlying theory is

divided into two dimensions. The first dimen-

sion focuses on a broadened conception of hu-
man potential and creative productivity
(Gardner, 1983; Renzulli, 1978, 1986): the sec-

ond dimension concentrates on pedagogicalis-
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sues that are directly related to improving

high-level acts of learning.
Most proposed changes in educational sys-

tems are implemented because of good inten-
tions and desperate needs for improvement in
the status quo. We have taken the time over

the years to examinetheeffectiveness of the
model in a broad range of school settings
(Renzulli & Reis, 1994), and this research is

summarized in Table 11.1. We also have com-
piled numerous examples of program materi-
als and documents that point out a broad va-
riety of implementation activities in districts
with widely differing demographic character-

istics.

Attractiveness to All Types of Schools

The third reason for the success of SEM has
been the quality and commitment of persons

who have implemented the model at the local
level. For a variety of reasons, the model has
attracted energetic teachers and administra-
tors who believe that schools can be moreef-
fective and caring places. Many of these per-
sons first became involved with the SEM

because of their work in special programs for
high-ability students. They initially were at-
tracted to our written material and summer

training programs at the University of Con-
necticut because of our concerns for equity as
well as excellence in learning and teaching,
and becauseof the flexible and common sense

features of the model. And as the model
evolved toward more specific recommenda-
tions and procedures for total school enrich-

ment, most of these people “stuck with us” and
became emissaries for change in their local

districts.

Concern for At-Risk Populations

A final reason for the growing popularity of
the Schoolwide Enrichment Modelis our con-
cern for providing special enrichment opportu-
nities for students from low socioeconomic
backgrounds and for students who show po-
tentials for superior performancein areasthat
are not easily assessed by traditional ability

measures. Low achievement among economi-

cally disadvantaged students represents the

single most glaring failure of our educational

system. The lack of results from years of com-

pensatory programs and expenditures ofbil-
lions of dollars have caused a small but grow-

ing numberof educatorsatall levels to realize
that we must explore creative alternatives to

traditional models.

Conclusion

The general attitude that many educators and
educational reform leaders have toward spe-

cial programs for the gifted has resulted in
barriers toward the broader implementation
of any set of ideas with “gifted roots.” Overt
chargesof elitism have been directed toward a
field that historically has found its greatest
support in school districts that serve the white
middle class. Some of these criticisms are not
unfounded. Quota requirements for the fund-
ing of special programs and identification
guidelines that are based predominantly on
ability test scores are still in effect in most
states, and the conservative branch of the

field’s leadership continues to argue for some
students to be identified as the “truly gifted.”
Conservatives also look with suspicion on
identification procedures that are alternatives

to IQ scores, and models such as SEM have

been viewed with particular scorn by some in
our field who believe the concept of giftedness

has been “watered down.” Somealso havecrit-
icized our more flexible approach to identifica-
tion because our advocacy for developing

thinking skills in all students is viewed as a
usurping of their early “discovery” of the
process models. These process models were
their stock-in-trade; therefore, our recommen-

dation for a broader based use is viewed as
giving away the family jewels!

All of these forces act against the provision
of special enrichment opportunities for stu-
dents from low socioeconomic backgrounds or

students who mayhavepotentials for superior
performancein areas that are not as easily as-

sessed as those measured by traditional abil-
ity tests. Compounding the problem is the

slow but certain movement toward a test-
driven, basic skills curriculum that has gained

a strong foothold in many states. This move-

ment, directed primarily toward “getting the

scores up” on state and national wall charts,is
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Table 11.1
Effectiveness of SEM over a Broad Rangeof School Settings
 

 

Author & Date

(School Setting®) Mayor Finding

Effectiveness ofSEM as Perceived by Teachers, Administrators, and Parents

Reis, 1981 Teachers preferred RDIM over moretraditional methodsof identification; teachers
(E,P) reported that a high level of involvement with the program influenced their

Olenchak, 1988

(E)

Cooper, 1983
(8 Districts)

Reis, 1981

(P,E)

Gubbins, 1982

(E)

Burns, 1987

(BE)

Newman, 1991

(E)

Delcourt, 1988

(S)

Starko, 1986

(E)

Delisle, 1981

(E)
Olenchak, 1991

(E)

Skaught, 1987

(E)

teaching practices.

The SEM contributed to improved teachers’, parents’, and administrators’ attitudes
toward education for high-ability students.

Administrators attitudes to SEM included: greater staff participation in the
education of high-ability students, more positive staff attitudes toward the program,
fewer concerns aboutidentification, positive changes in how the guidance
department worked with the students, and more incentives for students to work
toward highergoals.

Creativity and SEM: Quality of Student Products

Products of above-average students were as good as the products completed by
students who wereidentified for the program using traditional methods.

Students who did not generate Type IIIs attributed the lack of product development
to time managementand idea-generatingdifficulties.

Creativity and SEM:Effects of Skill Training

Students receiving process skill training were 64% morelikely to initiate Type IIIs
than students who did not receive the training.

Students with training in the Talents Unlimited model were morelikely to complete
Type IIIs than students who did not receive the training.

Creativity and SEM:Creative-Productive Behavior

Students completing Type IIIs displayed changesin skills required for project
completion (e.g., writing), personal characteristics (e.g., increased patience), and
decisions related to career choices.

Students who becameinvolved with Type IIIs more often initiated their own creative
products both inside and outside school than did qualified students who did not
receive services.

SEM and Personal and Social Development

Students with high academicself-concepts tended to revolve into the program,
initiate Type IIIs, and internalize their academic successes.

SEM, when used as anintervention, was associated with improved attitudes toward
learning and improvedself-concept in high-ability students with learning
disabilities.

SEMand Social Acceptability

Studies identified for a SEM program were positively accepted by their peers.

(continued)
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Table 11.1 (Continued)
 

 

Author & Date Mayor Finding

Heal, 1987 SEM wasassociated with a reduction in the negative effects of labeling.

(E)

Emerick, 1988

Baum, Renzulli,

& Hébert, in

preparation (E,M)

Taylor, 1992

(S)

Baum, 1988

(E)

Schack, 1986

(E,M)
Starko, 1986

(BE)

Stewart, 1979

(E)

Reis et al., 1992

(P,E)

Delcourt, 1993

Hébert, 1993

SEM and Underachievement

Reasons attributed to the reversal of academic underachievement included: the use
of curriculum compacting, exposure to Type I activities, opportunities to be involved
in Type IIIs, and a close match between the learning modesof students and a

teacher who understands the modes.
A positive gain in classroom performance was made by underachieving students who

undertook a Type III.

Secondary vocational-technical students who undertook Type IIIs changedcollege

plans from attending 2.6 years to attending 4.0 years.

SEM and High-Ability /Learning Disabled Students

The Type III, when used as an intervention with high-ability, learning-disabled
students, was associated with improvementin student behavior, time management,
self-esteem, and the developmentof specific instructional strategies.

SEM andSelf-Efficacy

Self-efficacy was a significant predictor of initiation of Type IIIs. A mini-course on

research methodology increased studentself-efficacy.
The numberof completed Type IIIs was a highly significant predictor ofself-efficacy.

SEM and Learning Styles

High-ability students tend to prefer instructional methods that emphasize
independence, while students in the general population prefer instructional methods

with more structure.

SEM and Curriculum Compacting

Ninety-five percent of teachers were able to identify high-ability students in their
classes and documentstudents’ strength areas. Teachers were able to eliminate an

average of 45%-50% of curriculum for high-ability students.

SEM and Logitudinal Research

Students who participated in Type IIIs maintained interests in college and career

aspirations that were similar to those manifested during their public school years.

Type III interests of students affected postsecondary plans. Type IIIs serve as

important training for later productivity.
 

4Settings: P—Primary (K-2), E—Elementary (grades 3-5), M—Middle (grades 6-8), S—Secondary (grades

9-12).
SEM = Schoolwide Enrichment Model.
Type I = General exploratory experiences.

RDIM = Revolving Door Identification Model.
Type III = Self-selected creative project.
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already resulting in cutbacks in library and
media programs, arts programs,extracurricu-
lar activities, and just about anything else
that makes school an enriching andinviting
place. Improving test scores is indeed an im-

portant national priority, and a goal of the
SEM. But thirty years of federal and state
support for compensatory education have pro-

duced negligible results; yet, the present focus
on “outcomes” is predicated on the same di-
dactic modeloflearning. At-risk students have
been the major victims of this “drill-and-kill”

approachto learning, an approachthat hasal-
most become public policy in the nation’s
schools. It is the children of the poor whosuf-
fer most from declining enrichment opportuni-

ties. It is the families of these young people

who cannot afford the computer camps, the
dance lessons, the well-stocked home book-

shelves, the summer on-campus sciencepro-
grams, and the SATprep courses that the mid-
dle class uses to compensate for unchallenging
schools.

The SEM is an enrichment model that cuts

acrossall activities that take place in a school
by creating an enriched learning environment
in which young people wantto participate. The
Schoolwide Enrichment Modelis purposefully
designed to create such an environment by
blending the kinds of activities that promote
challenge, effort, and enjoyment into the en-
tire curriculum. These types of activities have
been used for years in special programs, and
we believe they can improve general educa-
tion while simultaneously challenging high-
achieving students.
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Intellectually Talented Children: How Can We Best

Meet Their Needs?
 

CAMILLA P. BENBOW and DAVID LUBINSKI, Jowa State University

a T... Study of Mathematically

Precocious Youth (SMPY) was founded by

Julian C. Stanley in September 1971 at Johns

Hopkins University. Its work has spanned

more than two decades andis now located at

two sites—Johns Hopkins University and

lowa State University. Regional centers, based
on SMPY’s philosophy and procedures, have
been established at four universities as well.
They are the Center for Talented Youth (CTY)
at Johns Hopkins, the Talent Identification

program at Duke University, the Center

for Talent Development at Northwestern

University, and the Rocky Mountain Talent
Search at the University of Denver. Within
CTY is the Study of Exceptional Talent (SET),
providing counseling and services in the

SMPYtradition to our nation’s most intellec-

tually talented adolescents (top 1 percent and
beyond). In addition, there are numerous

other local programs across the nation and
world based on SMPY’s work. Together, these
programs serve approximately 150,000 stu-

dents on an annualbasis, making thema domi-

nant feature of our educational landscape.

SMPYalways has been concerned with the
optimal development of intellectually preco-
cious youth, particularly mathematically tal-
ented youth. Its empirical investigations are
predicated on conducting research through
service to intellectually gifted adolescents. By
developing and providing innovative educa-
tional programs and educational counseling,

SMPYattempts to discover those mechanisms

that promote both intellectual and social well-

being (they are not unrelated) among the

gifted.
By simultaneously conducting research on

and providing services to gifted youth, SMPY

developed a dual focus. First, it created a set
of programs and services constituting what

has become known as the SMPY model for

serving intellectually talented sudents (Ben-

bow, 1986; Stanley, 1977; Stanley & Benbow,

1982, 1986). The SMPY model wasfield-tested

extensively (e.g., Benbow & Stanley, 1983a)

and then widely disseminated. Second, SMPY
launched a longitudinal study to investigate

the developmentofintellectually talented stu-

dents and to assess the impact of educational

interventions on their educational and career

development (Lubinski & Benbow, 1994).

Aboutfive thousand talented individuals cur-
rently are being tracked throughout their

adult lives. The SMPY longitudinal study,

which we are conducting at Iowa State
University, is similar to the classic Terman

(1925-1959) study. SMPY’s study, however,

contains over three times as many subjects,

and these participants are identified using

a specific aptitude test, not a general intel-

ligence test. They were comprehensively

assessed at age 13 in terms of both their

intellectual and nonintellectual personal at-

tributes.

Both the programmatic and research

strands of SMPY will be described in this
chapter. First, however, the theoretical model
guiding SMPY’s educational programming

andits empirical research on the dispositional

determinants of scientific educational/career

pathsof the gifted is provided. It serves as the

foundation for our work.

The Theoretical Model Guiding
SMPY’s Work

The conceptual framework guiding SMPY’s
scholarly work and its educational pro-
grams/interventions draws on three theo-

retical perspectives (Dawis & Lofquist, 1984;

155
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Tannenbaum, 1983; Zuckerman, 1977), while
incorporating information about the devel-
opment of talent and personal preferences
for contrasting educational/vocational paths
(Benbow & Lubinski, 1994; Lubinski &
Benbow, 1994). Since its beginning, SMPY’s
work has been consistent with a

_

well-
established model of vocational adjustment
(see Figure 12.1), the Theory of Work
Adjustment(TWA), a model developed over the
past thirty years by René V. Dawis and Lloyd
H. Lofquist at the University of Minnesota
(Lofquist & Dawis, 1969, 1991). Although for-
mulated to allow a better understandingofad-
justmentin the world of work, an especially at-
tractive feature of this model is that it can be
readily extended to critical antecedents to vo-
cational adjustment, such as choice of educa-
tional program. Currently SMPYis, in fact,
explicitly extending the model to explain just
that—educational adjustment.

According to the TWA,to ascertain the op-
timal learning and work environment for an
individual, one must first parse the individ-
ual’s work (or academic) personality and envi-
ronment into two broad yet complementary
subdomains. An individual’s work personality

primarily compriseshis or her(1) repertoire of
~~ specific skills or abilities and (2) personalpref-
“erences for content found in contrasting edu-

- cational/vocational environments. In contrast,

».different environmental contexts (educational
--gurricula and occupations) are classified in

.terms of (1) their ability requirements and
“ (2) their capability to reinforce personal pref-

erences. Optimal educational and work envi-
. ronments for an individual are those for

--which two levels of correspondence can be es-
‘. tablished, satisfactoriness and satisfaction.

Satisfactoriness refers to the correspondence
._ between an individual’s abilities and the abil-

. ity requirements of a particular environment

(e.g., occupation or educational curriculum),

whereas satisfaction denotes correspondence

between an individual’s preferences and the

types of reinforcers provided by the environ-

ment. Good educational and career choices
maximize satisfactoriness and satisfaction

and, consequently, the degree of commitment

to one’s choice.

An important implication of this model is

that both abilities and preferences must be as-

sessed, concurrently, to ascertain the readi-
ness of a given individualfor a particular edu-
cational or career track (see, e.g., Lubinski &
Thompson, 1986). Similarly, components of
the educational/vocational environment (re-
sponse requirements and reward systems)
need to be evaluated simultaneously to esti-
mate whether both dimensions of correspon-
dence are likely to be achieved. It is important
to keep in mind that correspondence, and thus
personal fulfillment for any one individual,
whethergifted or not, is not likely to be found
but in a few educational or career tracks.
Multipotentiality is not prevalent among the
gifted (Achter, Lubinski, & Benbow, 1996).

To provide a practical illustration of TWA
and its implications, we will focus on the phys-
ical sciences, given their special place in
SMPY’s research. For these disciplines, we
know that the ability requirements involve es-
pecially high mathematical reasoning ability
(e.g., Benbow & Arjmand, 1990; Green, 1989;
Walberg, Strykowski, Rovai, & Hung, 1984).
Yet high spatial/mechanical reasoning abili-
ties are also important, probably the second
most critical personal attribute for satisfac-
toriness all along the math/science pipeline
(Humphreys, Lubinski, & Yao, 1993). Verbal
ability is relatively less critical, but still valu-
able. In termsof preferences, investigative in-
terests (scientific) and theoretical values (in-
tellectual, philosophical) are among the most
salient personal preferences for gravitating
toward scientific environments, finding their
content reinforcing for developing one’s intel-
lectual talent, and maintaining a commitment
toward these kindsof disciplines (e.g., Dawis,
1991; Holland, 1985; Lubinski & Benbow,

1992, 1994; Roe, 1953). The physical sciences

also require intense abilities and preferences
for manipulating and working with sophisti-
cated things and gadgets. Individuals with

pronounced or relatively higher social values

(or stronger need for people contact), in con-
trast, are not as readily reinforced in such en-
vironments. These are the abilities and pref-

erences that are important for adjustmentin
scientific environments and, thus, must be as-

sessed andin place for an individual consider-

ing entrance into them (Lubinski, Benbow, &

Sanders, 1993). Moreover, these personal at-
tributes, coupled with an intense commitment
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Figure 12.1 A depiction of the theory of work adjustment.
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~, ° to mastery of one’s chosen discipline and sub-
. , §Stantial energy for work (to be discussed), are
~~ the sine qua non for high scientific achieve-
_- ment.

oan It should be noted, however, that posses-
sion of this constellation of personal attributes
(thoughrare)is still not sufficient for the man-

- -ifestation of exceptional scientific achieve-
ment. That is even rarer. Those who have the
personal potentialities also require special en-
counters with the appropriate environmentto
facilitate the emergence of world-class scien-

~ tific achievement. This is the second aspect of
SMPY’s theoretical model, to which we now

» turn.
-*. Bloom (1985) noted from his interviews of

talented performersin a variety of disciplines
that special experiences, sometimes interven-

_ »°‘otions, are important in their development.!
«~Moreover, Zuckerman (1977), in her analysis
ofNobel Laureates’ careers, saw that their de-

velopment or emergence fit well with the
model of “the accumulation of advantage.”
That is, individuals who produce exceptional

scientific advances almost universally show
promise extremely early in their lives, and

this evidenced precocity not only respondsto
but also creates greater opportunities for in-

tellectual development.? For example, most
Laureates receive an advantage in graduate
work by attending the mostdistinguished uni-
versities (10 universities produced 55% of the

Laureates) and by studying with the best
minds of the day—thereby begetting a pattern

of eminence creating eminence.

Tannenbaum (1983), furthermore, postu-
lated that great performances or productivity

results from a rare blend of superior general
intellect, distinctive special aptitudes, the

right combination of nonintellective traits, a
challenging environment, and the smile of

good fortune at crucial periods of life (see

Chapter3 in this volume). Thefirst three com-

ponents seem to parallel the abilities and pref-
erences discussed in the Theory of Work

 

' See Chapter 17 by Sosniak.

2 Sandra Scarr (1992: Scarr & McCartney, 1983)

has written insightfully on how people actually seek
out and create environments for themselves that

correspond to their personal attributes.

Adjustment, and the latter two the work of
Zuckerman. According to Tannenbaum, suc-
cess depends on this complete configuration of
personal propensities and experiential facili-
tators, whereas failure results from even a
single deficit. By virtue of its synergetic sig-
nificance, then, every one of Tannenbaum’s
five qualifiers is a necessary requisite for high
achievement, and none alone is sufficient to
overcome inadequacies in the others. We have
adopted that view as well. Thus, for the opti-
mal developmentor actualization of talent to
occur, not only must the individual possess the
necessary personal attributes critical for suc-
cess and satisfaction in his or her chosen vo-
cational track, but he or she also must be
given (or create, or seek out) the opportunity
to develop in an appropriate educational-
learning environment. All components are
vital.

The practical implications for SMPY were
that we mustfirst identify the appropriate ed-
ucational and vocational environmentsfor the

individual under consideration, and then at-

tempt to arrange educational interventions
congruent with the individual’s abilities and
needs. Until recently SMPY focused most of
its efforts on optimizing satisfactoriness by
using acceleration to provide a better fit be-
tween the individual’s abilities and the learn-
ing environment. We nowturn to how this was

accomplished by describing the SMPY educa-

tional model.

The SMPY Model

SMPY’s educational intervention activities

over the past two decadescan be captured suc-
cinctly by a pseudochemical formula devised

by Stanley: MT:D,P3. This stands for Mathe-
matical Talent: Discovery, Description, Devel-

opment, and Dissemination of its Principles,

Practices, and Procedures (Stanley, Keating,

& Fox, 1974). SMPY’s focus is on the individ-

ual student, andits first step is to understand
that student, whoinitially was the mathemat-
ically talented student. This is accomplished

through the identification (i.e., participation

in a talent search, to be described) and char-

acterization phases of its model(i.e., the first
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two D’s), where students become aware of

their distinct profile of abilities and prefer-
ences. Once the students’ ability and prefer-

ence profiles are known, students are encour-
aged to adapt their educational program to
create an appropriate learning environment,

one that is commensurate with and responsive
to their abilities (the third D, Development).
This is accomplished through use of accel-
eration or following the principle of place-
ment according to competence. Students are
prompted, through personal correspondence,
newsletters, and the like, to look at the entire

curriculum available to them, including post-
secondary curriculum as well, in orderto lo-
cate where in each subject they might be
appropriately placed according to their
demonstrated competence (not age). Then
they are encouraged and supportedin theirat-
tempts to gain access to appropriate curricula

or educational experiences that may or may
not be within their home schools (e.g.,
MathCounts). In essence, SMPY promotespri-
marily competence rather than age asthecri-
terion to be used in determining who obtains

access to what curricula and experiences, and
at what time. The goal is to develop a combi-

nation of accelerative options, enrichment,
and out-of-school opportunities (alreadyavail-
able resources) that reflect the best possible
alternative for educating a specific child and,
thereby, enhancing satisfaetoriness. “ae
proach has been labeledcucurricular flexibility?

Much of SMPY’s programmatic‘résearch

has been aimedat refining this model for iden-
tifying and serving mathematically and ver-
bally gifted youth. We now explore its compo-
nents in greater depth.

Talent Search

To identify large numbers of mathematically
talented students, SMPY developed the con-
cept of an annualtalent search and conducted
six separate searches in March 1972, January
1973, January 1974, December 1976, January

1978, and January 1979. During those years,

9,927 intellectually gifted junior high school
students in the Mid-Atlantic region between

12 and 14 years of age were tested. Students
were eligible to participate in a SMPYtalent

search if they had scored in the upper 5 per-
cent (1972), 2 percent (1973 and 1974), or 3

percent (1976, 1978, and 1979) in mathemati-

cal ability on the national normsof a stan-
dardized achievement test battery adminis-
tered as part of their schools’ regular testing
program (e.g., the Iowa Test of Basic Skills).

All of these students then took the College

Board Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), both the
mathematics (SAT-M) and verbal (SAT-V) sec-

tions. (In 1972 and 1974 the SAT-V was not
administered.) Their resulting SAT scoredis-
tributions consistently were indistinguish-
able from those typically observed for above-
average high school students, the students for
whom the test was designed (Benbow, 1988).
This form of assessment, using tests designed
for older students with younger gifted stu-
dents, is known as out-of-level testing and is

especially powerful in measuring analytical
reasoning ability when the test is the SAT
(Benbow & Wolins, in press; Minor & Benbow,

In press).

For the adolescents participating in talent
searches, the SAT is ideal for revealing sys-

tematic sources of intellectual differences
amongthe gifted that are hidden by theceil-
ing effects observed with conventional instru-
ments. These individual differences are psy-
chologically meaningful and important to
assess for purposesof structuring accelerative
educational opportunities. The differences in
academic accomplishments amongindividuals
in the top 1 percent are remarkable. Benbow

(1992) showed that over a ten-year time
frame, between ages 13 and 238, the academic
achievements of those individuals in the top
quarter of the top 1 percent in mathematical
ability were much more impressive than the ~ “

achievementsof those in the bottom quarter of
the top 1 percent, who were, nonetheless,
themselves high achievers. Hence differential

expectations for individuals in this range,
which spans the range of IQ scores from ap-
proximately 135 to over 200, are justified and
should be established.

Through out-of-level testing in talent

searches, which began by serving and study-
ing mathematically talented students only but
then spread to students high in verbal and/or
overall general intellectual ability, students
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are able to learn about their relative strengths oy :

and weaknesses with respect to the two most |.

critical intellectual attributes for academic ex-

cellence, mathematical and verbal reasoning. ~

Overlooked by this process, however, is the as-. +
sessment of spatial ability, the remaining
major marker of general intelligence (Lubin- .~
ski & Dawis, 1992). Because of SMPY’s inter- _

est in the sciences and the importance ofspa-
tial ability for success in that domain
(Humphreys et al., 1993), this ability (along
with preferences) is assessed in the supple-

mental testing sessions offered to those who

score highly on the SAT (Cohn, 1977; Lubinski
& Benbow, 1992, 1994). Through talent

searches and supplemental testing sessions,

the first two D’s, Discovery and Description,of
the SMPY model are handled.

SMPY’s Smorgasbord

The primary purpose of identification, in

SMPY’s view, is to help assess what educa-
tional interventions and services are not only
appropriate but necessary for the student’s op-
timal intellectual development. In 1971, when
SMPY began, it was not clear what was ap-
propriate for facilitating the education of in-
tellectually precocious youth. It did appear,
however, that acceleration, though rarely uti-
lized, was the method with the most empirical
support. Thus, SMPY began experimenting
with various educational innovations based on
the principle of acceleration to determine
some of the optimal meansof providing aca-
demic challenges to gifted students.

Some of the educational alternatives that
SMPY began experimenting with and then in-
cluded in its smorgasbord of accelerative op-
tions (Southern, Jones, & Stanley, 1993) are:

early admittance to school, grade skipping, en-
tering college early with or without the high
school diploma (most high schools will award

a high school diploma after completion of one
year of college) (Brody & Stanley, 1991;
Hisenberg & George, 1979; Stanley & Benbow,
1983), entering a college early-entrance pro-

gram such as Simon’s Rock or the Texas
Academy for Math and Science (Stanley,
1991), International Baccalaureate (see de-

fi

| scription inCox:Daniel, & Boston, 1985), tak-
ing a course (e.g., Algebra 1) one or two years
earlier than typical, taking college courses on

a part-time basis while in secondary school
(Solano & George, 1976), taking special fast-
paced classes during the summeror academic
year (Durden, 1980; Stanley & Stanley, 1986;
Swiatek & Benbow, 1991b, VanTassel-Baska,

1983), completing two yearsof a subject in one
year, compressing curricula, taking Advanced
Placement (AP) courses and examinations (AP
courses are college-level courses taught in
high school, which may garner college credit
for the studentif final AP exam scoresare suf-
ficiently high) (Zak, Benbow, & Stanley, 1983),

individual tutoring in advanced subject mat-
ter (Stanley, 1979), earning a master’s degree

simultaneously with the bachelor’s degree,

and joint B.A./M.D. or B.A./Ph.D. programs.
Essentially, SMPY uses already available re-

sources, curricula, or programs designed for

older students, but with younger gifted stu-
dents (Benbow & Stanley, 1983a). This is con-
sistent with basic research findings revealing
that gifted students are simply precocious or
developmentally advanced (Dark & Benbow,
1990, 1991; Elkind, 1988). It also makesrec-

ommendedinterventions highly cost-effective
(Benbow, 1991).

In conjunction with the aforementioned
work involving experimentation with various
forms of acceleration, SMPY developed fast-
paced classes where, for example, students
master one full year of high school subject
matter in just three intensive weeks during
the summer. This effort began in 1972 with a

mathematics class of some 30 students (Fox,

1974). Today, about 10,000 students are

served annually through such classes, which
are offered during the summer and academic
year in verbal, mathematical, and scientific

areas.
The fast-paced mathematics classes, an in-

novation for which SMPYis especially noted,
cover precalculus mathematics. In three in-

tensive summer weeks or on alternate

Saturdays throughout the academic year, the
typical student completes one to two high

school mathematics courses. Some students

are prepared by the end of the program to take
calculus as eighth graders (Bartkovich &
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Mezynski, 1981). We summarize next how

they achieve this remarkable feat.°

Diagnostic Testing—
Prescriptive Instruction

SMPY’s initial experiences in working with

mathematically talented students, through its
Wolfson I and II precalculus mathematics
classes, involved covering the entire precalcu-
lus sequence in 14 months of classes con-
ducted on Saturdaysorelse in the summer.All
units were taughtto all students, but at a rate

dictated by the ablest members of theclass.
Much success was experienced (Benbow,

Perkins, & Stanley, 1983; Swiatek & Benbow,

1992). These classes revealed not only that

these students could learn mathematics ex-
tremely rapidly but also that many of them al-
ready knew mathematical concepts not yet ex-
plicitly taught to them (Bartkovich & George,
1980; Bartkovich & Mezynski, 1981; Stanley,

Keating, & Fox, 1974). Moreover, the rate at

which unknown mathematical concepts and

principles were acquired also varied. These
findings illuminated a need for developing a
teaching approach that could accommodate °
both the individual’s idiosyncrasies in knowl-

dent to achieve mastery on a second form of

the test, and (4) proceeding to the next higher

level and repeating steps 1 to 3.
The DT-PI model has been used success-

fully with students as youngas6 yearsof age
and has been used to help students master
arithmetic or basic mathematics, precalculus,

calculus, the sciences, and other courses such

as the mechanics of standard written English.
Not only teachers but also paraprofessionals,
mentors, and qualified volunteers from the
community can use this approach.It is an ex-
tremely flexible instructional model.

The SMPY Longitudinal Study

We nowturn our attention to the otherfacet of

SMPY—its longitudinal study, planned to ex-
tend fifty years. Through this study we are
working toward developing a comprehensive
and refined understanding of the processes

whereby precocious forms of intellectual tal-
ent develop into noteworthy forms of adult
achievement and creative accomplishment.
How various educational interventions or op-

portunities, such as acceleration, facilitate the

Ly development of potential into actual achieve-

edge of mathematics and his or her rate of b-| ment and creativity is a question of special
learning. The results of experimenting led to
the diagnostic testing followed by prescriptive
instruction (DT-PI) model (Stanley, 1978,

1979), which wasfirst piloted in the summer
of 1978 with remarkable success (Bartkovich
& Mezynnski, 1981).

This individualized instructional approac

~~!’ importance to SMPY’s research program.

Design

A description of the longitudinal study is pro-
vided in Table 12.1. There are five cohorts in

IYcall (extensive detailing is provided in Lubinski

which can be used in both individual and™~ a& Benbow, 1994): Four were assembled
groupsettings,is a strategy for teachinggifted (\.°throughtalent searches, while a fifth cohortis

students at a rate dictated by their abilities,..;« composed of 750 graduate students in top U.S.
and only those concepts or units in a subject->

they have not mastered. It is a sequential

method of (1) determining the student’s cur-
rent level of knowledge using appropriate
tests, (2) pinpointing areas of weaknessby an-

alyzing items missed on a giventest, (3) de-
vising an instructional program that targets

those areas of weakness and allows the stu-

 

* A more detailed description can be found in
Benbow (1986).

mathematics and physical science depart-
ments. Each of the first four cohorts is sepa-
rated in age by a few years, while cohort 5

overlaps with cohort 4. Combined, the cohorts
span more than twenty years; therefore, find-
ings from each cohort can serve in part as
replications for similar analyses conducted in

other time frames. In addition, because the

students in thefirst four cohorts were identi-

fied over a twenty-year period using the same
criteria and are studied at the same junctures,

the study allows for a reasonable assessment
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Table 12.1
The Five Cohorts of SMPY’s Longitudinal Study
 

 

Age at

Cohort N When Identified Identification SAT Criteria Ability Level

Verb. = 370 or1 _ _2,188 1972-1974 12-13 {Mar = 390 1%

Top 1/3 of Talent9 _
ams 1976-1979 W2 nae Participants 0.5%

Math 2 700 or
3 4 _23 1980-1983 Wor = 630 0.01%

1983 12 SAT-M + SAT-V =540 5%
Comparison 150 {eonase Math
Groups 1982 12 600-690 Math 0.5%

{Math = 500 or
4> 1,000 1987- 12 Verb. 2 430 0.5%

Graduate students in top-ranked
5> 750 1992 23 engineering, math, and science

departments in the United States
 

of historical effects and also for some degree of
quasi-control of historical influences.

Another unique aspect of this study is the

ability to modify and add new assessment ma-
terials. Cohort 4 grows by approximately 400
participants each year, allowing us to ask
questions not possible in the early 1970s.
Finally, a retrospective but also longitudinal
study of graduate students in this nation’s top
engineering, mathematics, and physical sci-
ence departments was initiated (Cohort 5) to
ascertain whether such students differ in ex-
periential or psychological ways from students
identified via conventional talent searches.
Data from Cohort 5 will help determine how
well SMPY’s findings, based on students iden-
tified by the SAT at age 13, generalize to other

groups of gifted individuals.

The Cohorts

The first four SMPY cohorts were formed

using different ability cutoffs on the SAT. The
first three cohorts are successively more able;

the fourth, consisting of primarily Midwestern
residents whoare being identified through the

Office of Precollegiate Programs for Talented
and Gifted (OPPTAG) at Iowa State Univer-

sity, represents the same ability level as

Cohort 2. A detailing of each cohort is outlined
in Table 12.1.

Cohort 1 comes from SMPY’s March 1972,

January 1973, and January 1974 Talent
Searches. As seventh- or eighth-graders, they
scored SAT-M = 390 or SAT-V = 370 (Benbow,

1983, 1992; Benbow & Arjmand, 1990). Those
cutoff scores were selected because they repre-
sented the average performance of a random
sample of high school females on the SAT at
that time. The 2,118 students were drawnpri-
marily from the state of Maryland, with a

heavy concentration from the greater Balti-
more area. Cohort 2 comprisesat least the top
one-third of seventh-grade students from
SMPY’s December 1976, January 1978, and

January 1979 Talent Searches, using cutoff
scores at or above the top 0.5 percent in gen-
eral intellectual ability. These 778 students

were drawn from the Mid-Atlantic states.
These first two cohorts are separated by at

least three years. About 60 percent of the par-
ticipants are male.

Cohort 3 comprises three groups andis na-
tional in its representation. It consists of
nearly 300 students who scored at least 700 on
SAT-M before age 13 between November 1980

and November 1983, plus more than 150 stu-
dents scoring at or above 630 on SAT-V before

age 13. These scores represent the top 1 in
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10,000 for mathematical and verbal reasoning
abilities, respectively. Finally, for comparison
purposes, Cohort 3 includes two additional
groups. The first group consists of 150
seventh-grade students scoring slightly above
chance on the SAT (ie., SAT-M + SAT-V

= 540) in the 1983 Talent Search conducted by
the Center for Talented Youth (CTY) at Johns
Hopkins University. Because chance perfor-
mance tends to imply low ability, it is impor-
tant to keep in mind thatthis last group’s abil-
ity level is still in the top 3 to 5 percent on
national norms(only students in the top 3 to 5
percent in ability can enter a Talent Search);
thus, by most definitions they too would be
considered at least modestly gifted. The sec-
ond comparison group consists of 50 seventh

graders, in the early 1980s, whose SAT-M
scores were either in the 500—590 rangeor in

the 600-690 range.

Cohort 4 currently consists of 1,000 stu-
dents, primarily Midwesterners, scoring be-
fore age 13 at least 500 on SAT-M, 430 on SAT-
V, or 9380 or more on SAT-M + SAT-V. Like

Cohort 2, they represent the top 0.5 percent in
ability. Students in Cohort 4 had enrolled in
Iowa State’s summer program for intellectu-
ally talented youth,* a program based purely
on the SMPY model. Several comparison
groups also are being formed from the Iowa
Talent Search, which screens students with

abilities in the top 3 percent in the nation, as
well as from students in the normativeability
range.

Finally, Cohort 5 contains over 750 individ-
uals from various engineering, mathematics,
and physical science disciplines who were en-
rolled in this nation’s top graduate programs
in 1992. Approximately 50 percent of the sam-
ple consists of females. This sample was sur-
veyed in the spring of 1992, with a response
rate of 93 percent.”

Collectively, the five cohorts of SMPY com-
prise approximately 5,000 highly able stu-
dents. This numberwill soon increase to about

 

*See Lubinski and Benbow (1992, 1994) for a
profile of their abilities, interests, and values.

© Some of the findings from this survey are re-
ported in Lubinski, Benbow, Eftekhari-Sanjani, and

Jensen (in preparation).

6,000, the target numberfor the study. All of
the students in the five cohorts are being sur-
veyed at critical junctures throughout their
youth and adult lives. Each cohort, moreover,
will be surveyed at the same ages to ensure
comparability of findings across cohorts.

To date, we have surveyed Cohort 1 at age
13, 18, 23, and 33 (in progress). Cohort 2 also

has been surveyedat ages 13, 18, and 28, with

the last survey just being completed. Cohort 3
has been surveyed at ages 13, 18, and 23 (in
progress). Cohort 4 has been surveyed at age
13 and 18 (in progress). Cohort 5 has been sur-
veyed at age 23 only, but that survey included
much retrospective information. Response
rates to our several follow-up surveys range

from 75 percent to well over 90 percent.
Respondents do not differ significantly from
nonrespondents on key variables, including
ability, family background, and college atten-
dance (Benbow & Arjmand, 1990).

Preliminary Findings

What are someofthe majorfindings that have
emerged so far from the longitudinal study?
Perhapsthe most importantone is that we can | |
identify at age 13 most of those students who .
have the potential to become our nation’s
great scientific achievers (Benbow, 1992;

Lubinski & Benbow, 1992, 1994; Lubinski,
Benbow, Eftekhari-Sanjani, & Jensen, in

preparation). Students labeled as mathemati-
cally talented on the basis of high SAT-M
scores at age 13 do disproportionally enter ca-
reers in the math/science pipeline. Indeed,
graduate students in Cohort 5 who happened
to take the SAT-M at age 13 earned scores
comparable to those of participants in Cohort
2. More specifically, we know that among the

gifted, those choosing to enter the math/sci-
ence areas as adults have especially strong
mathematical reasoning and spatial abilities
and investigative/realistic or theoretical pref-
erences (Lubinski, Benbow, & Sanders, 1993).

This holds for both genders andis consistent

with the Theory of Work Adjustment.
We also have learned from longitudinal

analyses that most mathematically talented ~
students seem to be successful in translating . ~-
their potential into academic achievement. At
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the end of high school and college, these stu-

dents were high academic achievers (Benbow,
1983, 1992; Benbow & Arjmand, 1990). For ex-
ample, by age 23 at least 85 percent of Cohort

1 had graduated from college with excellent
academic records; almost half of them were

pursuing graduate training. The achieve-
ments of Cohorts 2 and 3, however, are even

more impressive, as expected given their ini-

tially greater ability level (Lubinski &
Benbow, 1994). Moreover, there appearsto be
no threshold effect for ability in its relation-
ship to subsequent academic achievement;

those with the most ability tend to show the

strongest record of academic achievement
(Benbow, 1992).

Results of studies evaluating SMPY’s pro-
grammatic innovations have been uniformly
positive (e.g., Benbow, Lubinski, & Suchy, in

press; Benbow & Stanley, 1983a; Brody &
Benbow, 1987; Kolitch & Brody, 1992;

Richardson & Benbow, 1990; Stanley & Ben-
bow, 1983; Swiatek & Benbow, 1991a, 1991b,

1992). Even though intellectually gifted stu-
dents as a group do achieve academically at a
high level (Benbow, 1992; Benbow & Arjmand,
1990), it does appear that they do not achieve

“as highly if deprived of an education that
corresponds to their level of competence.
Moreover, students themselves view SMPY’s

services and programsas satisfying and per-
sonally beneficial several years later (Benbow,
Lubinski, & Suchy, in press). Especially val-
ued, beyond the sheerintellectual stimulation,

was the acknowledgmentof their abilities and
the contact with intellec-tual peers. This was

especially true for females.
Although multiple studies have been con-

ducted on the variety of acceleration options
that SMPY has promoted with its participants

(see Benbow, 1992, for a review), we can sum-

marize the results quite succinctly: When dif-
ferences are found, they favor the accelerates
over the nonaccelerates irrespective of the
modeof acceleration (e.g., Swiatek & Benbow,

1991a, 1991b). In addition, students are satis-

fied with their acceleration in both the short
and the long term (Richardson & Benbow,

1990; Swiatek & Benbow, 1992).

To date SMPY has been concerned primar-
ily with enhancing satisfactoriness as defined

by TWA through the provision of educational

interventions that are accelerative in nature.®

Although preferences were assessed and con-
sidered throughout SMPY’s history, work di-
rectly experimenting with ways to optimize
satisfaction, the other dimension of correspon-

dence within TWA,has not been systematic.
We now know that we are able to forecast
salient features of gifted students’ adult voca-
tional interest profile by assessing their inter-
ests at age 13 with instruments designed for
adults (Lubinski, Benbow, & Ryan, 1995).

Therefore, interventionsdirectly aimed at also

enhancing satisfaction now seem timely and
appropriate for SMPY to develop. Optimizing
satisfaction as well as satisfactoriness should
lead to even greater educational and voca-
tional adjustment and well-being among the

gifted.

Gender differences have been striking
among the participants in SMPY’s longitudi-
nal study and very much publicized by the
popular media (e.g., Pool, 1994). What are the

facts? There are more males than females who

are markedly talented in mathematics at age
13 (Benbow, 1988; Benbow & Stanley, 1980,

1983b). Moreover, highly able males and fe-
males, when considered as a group, have dif-
fering ability and preference profiles (Lubin-
ski & Benbow, 1992, 1994; Lubinski, Benbow,

& Ryan, 1995; Lubinski & Humphreys, 1990a,

1990b; Lubinski, Schmidt, & Benbow, in

press). When evaluating these differences in
the light of the Theory of Work Adjustment,
the data inevitably lead to the prediction that
highly able males and females will find per-
sonal fulfillment in differing educational and
career tracks. That is, the psychological pro-
files of mathematically talented males are
often more congruent with studying in the
physical sciences than are those of mathemat-
ically gifted females, and these predictions
have been borne out by the longitudinal data
collected by SMPY (Lubinski & Benbow, 1992;

 

© Tt should be noted, however, that this work ap-
pears to enhancesatisfaction indirectly (Lubinski et

al., 1993, footnote 3). Providing an appropriate edu-
cational environment tends also to provide an ap-

propriate social environment.
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Lubinski, Benbow, & Sanders, 1993). As

adults, mathematically talented males are
more heavily represented in the physical sci-
ences and at the highest educational levels
than their female counterparts.

In the social and emotional arena, we find

that intellectually gifted students have posi-
tive self-concepts, especially in academics, and
self-esteem (Swiatek, 1993). They possess an
internal locus of control; and, on average,

their psychological health does not differ
much from that of normative or socioeconomi-
cally privileged samples (Jensen, 1994). There
are indications, however, that modestly gifted
students appear to be somewhat better ad-
justed than the highly gifted and that verbally
gifted females are at a somewhat greater risk
for emotional distress. As for moral reasoning,

the highly gifted score at a level comparable to
college students four to five years their senior.
Yet moral reasoning, as currently measured,
seems to be just another measure of verbal

ability (Sanders, Lubinski, & Benbow, 1995).

Hence, the underlying meaning of “advanced
moral reasoning ability” among the gifted is
equivocal.

Finally, what are some of SMPY’s basic
findings from research on the biological na-
ture of giftedness. Extremely talented youth
show a higher proportion of left-handers, suf-
fer more frequently from allergies, and tendto
be myopic (Benbow, 1986); overall, however,
mathematically gifted individuals possess bet-
ter physical health than both their average-
ability and socioeconomically privileged peers
(Lubinski & Humphreys, 1992). Intellectually
gifted males, in particular, evince enhanced
right-hemisphere functioning. This has been
determined using standard tasks, such as di-
chotic listening, and the EEG (O’Boyle,

Alexander, & Benbow, 1991; O’Boyle &

Benbow, 1990). Moreover, studies from both

cognitive and psychometric approachesto in-
telligence converge on the notion that intellec-
tually gifted students are simply precocious.
They do not solve problems in qualitatively

the same manneras average-ability individu-

als of their age, but in a mannersimilarto in-

dividuals four to five years older. Mathe-
matically gifted students are especially strong
at manipulating information in working mem-
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ory and in handling numeric/spatial stimuli
within working memory. The verbally gifted,
in contrast, are better at representing word
stimuli in working memory.

Summary and Conclusion

SMPY’s work has focused on the optimal de-
velopment of intellectual talent since its
founding in 1971 by Julian C. Stanley. This
has been accomplished through both interven-
tion research and a plannedfifty-year longitu-
dinal study. Through this programmatic re-
search agenda, it systematically developed an
identification procedure based on out-of-level
testing (i.e., the Talent Search; see Chapter 13
by Assouline and Lupkowski-Shoplik), which
has diagnostic value for gifted individuals and
has demonstrated predictive validity over 10-
year intervals (Benbow, 1992). We learned,

through SMPY’s longitudinal research, that
the future pool of truly exceptional scientists
and engineers will consist mostly of talent-
search-identifiable individuals (Benbow, 1992;

Benbow & Arjmand, 1990). Within this group
of gifted individuals we now have identified,
by utilizing the Theory of Work Adjustment as
a guide, the psychological profiles at age 13 of
those who eventually do enter the math/sci-
ence pipeline (Lubinski, Benbow, & Sanders,

1993).

Moreover, through its programmatic work
SMPY experimented with ways to best pro-
vide an education that is commensurate with
a gifted student’s advanced abilities. Ac-
celeration in its many variants seemed to be
the procedure of choice; and indeed it was.
Those whoaccelerate perform better academ-
ically than those who do not accelerate their

education, irrespective of modeof acceleration
(e.g., Swiatek & Benbow, 1991la, 1991b). Put

simply, our results point to the generalization
that gifted individuals will not achieve as
highly if not provided with a challenging edu-
cation thatis structured at a pace commensu-

rate with their ability level. Acceleration ap-

pears to be the best methodfor achieving this
goal.

Current reform efforts seem bent on mak-
ing no provisions for the gifted. This can only
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result in loss of a precious resource within our

society. On the basis of the current empirical
evidence, not allowing gifted children to accel-
erate is simply educational malpractice

(Benbow & Stanley, in press).
Finally, sound empirical investigations

have shown that SMPY’s procedures are edu-
cationally efficacious. No other model for edu-
cating gifted children has gathered so much
empirical support for its practices and proce-

dures. It is no wonder, then, that the SMPY

model has had such significant effect on ed-
ucation, particularly gifted education, as docu-
mented by VanTassel-Baska(in press).
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Talent Searches: A Model for the

Discovery and Development ofAcademic Talent
 

SUSAN G. ASSOULINE, The University ofIowa

ANN LUPKOWSKI-SHOPLIK, Carnegie Mellon University

A [person’s] reach should exceed his [or her] grasp, or what’s a heaven for?

a In Browning’s quote, we see the

foundation for the Talent Search model. The
founder of the Talent Search model is Julian
C. Stanley, and Browning’s quote is one of
Professor Stanley’s favorites. Talent Search is
a two-step process that involves, first, the
identification of students who have demon-

strated, or “grasped,” a high level of academic
achievement, as documented by high perfor-
mance on grade-level tests. Second, these

.J / identified students are invited to take a test

above their grade level to determine their
“reach,” or potential for academic challenge.
The primary goal is discovery of students who
are exceptionally able academically.

The goals of Talent Search, however, ex-

tend beyond the discovery of academically tal-
ented youth. They include three other goals,
which complement each other and makethe
Talent Search model comprehensive. Together,
the four goals are discovery, development, de-
scription, and dissemination(J. C. Stanley,

“personal communication, March 15, 1994). In
this chapter, we focus primarily on the discov-
ery of academic talent, although we will dis-
cuss briefly the goal of talent development.
The previous chapter by Benbow and Lubinski
and Chapter 14 by Olszewski-Kubilius offer
more complete information regarding the de-
velopment of academictalent.

The history of Talent Search is detailed
elsewhere (see Benbow, 1991; Cohn, 1991;

Keating & Stanley, 1972; Stanley, 1991; Stan-

ley, George, & Solano, 1977; Stanley, Keating,

& Fox, 1974; VanTassel-Baska, in press).

There are new aspects of the Talent Search

170

—Robert Browning

model that merit discussion, specifically the
work that has been done with elementary
students (Assouline & Lupkowski, 1992;

Colangelo, Assouline, & Lu, 1994; Lupkowski-

Shoplik & Assouline, 1993; Mills & Barnett,

1992). The purpose of this chapter is to pro-
vide an overview of how the Talent Search
model has been used with junior high school
students and then to describe its recent appli-
cation with elementary students.

The Talent Search model is based on the

notion that students differ in academic ability,

and that these differences can be identified
through standardized testing. A well-designed
standardized test will produce results that,
when plotted in graph form, yield a bell curve
(see Figure 138.1, Section A). Standardized
tests have enough items to provide reliable
and valid information for a representative

sample of test takers. However, it would not be
efficient for test developers, students, or their

educators to have enough items on each test
that are easy enough anddifficult enough for
all test takers, especially those at the ex-
tremesofthe bell curve. An efficientway toac-_

ro tae tomaretsee

quire more information about,students.atthe_
“extremesof1thehecurve is to_usetests that are
out-of-level.Inthis chapter, we focus on the
use of above-level tests for students at the up-
per end of the bell curve, and as the primary
mechanism of Talent Search. As can be seen in
Section B of Figure 13.1, the above-level test
spreads out the scores of students who were

clustered at the upper percentiles on the

grade-level tests (Section A), and actually cre-

ates a new distribution of scores. The above-
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Section A

 | | | | | | |
10 20 30 40 50 60 £70

Percentile Rank of
Grade-Level Achievement Test

Figure 13.1.

level test provides a more precise assessment
of ability and readiness for additional chal-

lenge.

How Doesthe Talent Search Work?

As mentioned, the Talent Search is a two-step
process. Thefirst step is to identify students
who have scored well on a grade-level stan-
dardized test such as the Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills, California Achievement Test, Stanford

Achievement Test, or the Texas Assessmentof

Academic Skills, and invite these students to

take an above-level test. How well do students
need to score on the grade-level tests before
being invited to take an above-level test? This
is an important question, because educators
need to be responsible in identifying those stu-
dents who would benefit from above-level test-
ing, but not be overly frustrated by the experi-

ence. For junior high students, the grade-level

criterion of the 97th percentile has been found
to be an appropriate cutoff for participation in
the Talent Search (Ebmeier & Schmulback,

1989). For elementary students, the grade-
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Section B   
 “1020 30 40 50 60 70 80 90    

Percentile Rank for Above-Level

Aptitude Tests

Students at or above
the 95th percentile
on grade-level tests
take the above-level
test.

90

Above-level test score distribution for students scoring high on grade-leveltest.

level criteria for participation in the Talent
Search range from the 95th to the 97th per-
centile. The major factor to consider in es-
tablishing the initial criteria for invitation
to the Talent Search is the degree to which
the Talent Search test will be above-level
(Assouline, Colangelo, McNabb, Lupkowski-

Shoplik, & Sayler 1993).
The second step in the Talent Search

process is for the student to take the above-
level test. A test is “above-level”if it is at least 
 

_ two years above the student’s present grade
placement.By taking an above-level test, the
‘student is presented with more challenging
items. The student's performance on the
above-level test is an indication of the degree
to which he or she needs additional challenge
in a particular subject area.

How Successful Is the
Talent Search Model?

In the spring of 1972, Julian C. Stanley initi-
ated the junior high Talent Search at Johns
Hopkins University. Since then, several hun-
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dred thousand students, primarily in grades 7

and 8, have taken the Scholastic Aptitude Test
(SAT), which was developed as college en-
trance tests for high school juniors and se-
niors. In the 1980s, the college entrance exam
of the American College Testing Program
(ACT) became an additional Talent Search in-

strumentfor junior high students.
Today, regional Talent Searches, which are

university-based, cover each state in the
United States as well as a few countries out-
side the United States (e.g., China, Ireland).
In addition to the regional Talent Searches,
each of which serves several states, there are

additional local searches. Somelocal searches

are housed in universities and others are

housed in state educational organizations. A
list of Talent Search programs is found in
Table 13.1.

Which Above-Level Tests Are Used with

Junior High Students?

Scholastic Aptitude Test. Initially, Stan-
ley was interested in finding adolescents who
were exceptionally talented in mathematics,
so he sought a test that would measure high-
level mathematical reasoning abilities. He
wanted a test that was professionally pre-
pared, standardized, secure, and reliable, and

that had several forms. In addition, Stanley
needed a test difficult enough so there would
be virtually no perfect scores and the average

examinee would score halfway between a

perfect score and a chance score. This test
should also have well-known, meaningful, nor-
mative interpretationsof scores available. The
mathematics section of the Scholastic Apti-
tude Test (SAT-M) proved suitable in content,

Table 13.1

Talent Search Centers
 

University-based Regional Talent Searches

Elementary (Third, Fourth, Fifth, and Sixth Grades)

The Belin-Blank Center, The University of Iowa, 210 Lindquist Center, Iowa City, IA 52242

Center for Talent Development, Northwestern University, 617 Dartmouth Place, Evanston, IL 60208

Center for Talented Youth, Johns Hopkins University, 3400 N. Charles Street, Baltimore, MD 21218

Talent Identification Program, Duke University, Durham, NC 27708

Middle School/Junior High (Sixth, Seventh, and Eighth Grades)

Center for Talent Development, Northwestern University, 617 Dartmouth Place, Evanston, IL 60208

Center for Talented Youth, Johns Hopkins University, 3400 N. Charles Street, Baltimore, MD 21218

Rocky Mountain Talent Search, University of Denver, Denver, CO 80208

Talent Identification Program, Duke University, Durham, NC 27708

University-based Local Talent Searches

Elementary (Third, Fourth, Fifth, and/or Sixth Grades)

California State University at Sacramento, 600 J Street, Sacramento, CA 95819-6098

Elementary Student Talent Search, Carnegie Mellon University, 227 C Student Center, Pittsburgh, PA 15213

Middle School/Junior High (Sixth, Seventh, and Eighth Grades)

California State University at Sacramento, 600 J Street, Sacramento, CA 95819-6098

Iowa Talent Search, Iowa State University, Office of Precollege Programs for Talented and Gifted, W172
Lagomarcino Hall, Ames, IA 50011-3180.

Joseph-Baldwin Academy, Northeast Missouri State University, McClain Hall (203), Kirksville, MO 63501

State-based Talent Searches

Illinois Talent Search,Illinois State Board of Education, 100 North First Street, Springfield, IL 62777-0001
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difficulty, and meaningfulness (Stanley, 1977a,
1977b; Stanley & Benbow, 1986). After using

the SAT-M with several large groups of
talented seventh graders, Stanley and his
colleagues “concluded that the SAT-M must
function far more at an analytic reasoning
level for Talent Search participants than it
does for high-school juniors and seniors”
(Stanley & Benbow, 1986, p. 362). They also
realized that the Verbal section of the SAT
(SAT-V) was useful for identifying verbally

talented youth.
The original SAT was composed of three

sections: Mathematics, Verbal, and Test of

Standard Written English (TSWE). In 1994
the SAT was revised and renamed the
Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT I); it now

consists of only the Verbal and Mathematics-
sections. The SAT I, like its predecessor, was
designed to measure mathematical and verbal
reasoning abilities of college-bound high
school students. Scores are reported on a scale
of 200 to 800 on the SAT-Verbal and SAT-
Mathematics. In 1994 the average highschool
senior (representing the 50th percentile)
earned a score of 423 on the Verbal section and
479 on Mathematics.’ The average score for
Talent Search participants was 362 on the
Verbal section and 414 on Mathematics (CTY,

1995). Approximately 20 percent of the sev-
enth-grade students whoparticipate in Talent
Searches score as well as or better than the
average college-bound twelfth grader (CTY,

1995).
When seventh graders take the SAT, it is

presumed to be a measure of reasoning abil-
ity, which is similar but not identical to the
test’s purpose for college-bound eleventh and
twelfth graders. Benbow (1991) described the
thinking of Stanley and his colleagues when
selecting the SAT-M as a measure of math-

ematical reasoning ability:

 

1The score scale for the Scholastic Assessment

Test has been adjusted as of April 1, 1995, so the

scores are recentered at 500 for both sections of the

test. Data reported in this chapter were collected be-
fore the recentering occurred.

Ourrationale is that most of these students were

demonstrably unfamiliar with mathematics from
algebra onward, yet many of them were able to
score high on a difficult test of mathematical

reasoning. Presumably, this could occur only

through extraordinary analytic ability. We con-

cluded that the SAT-M must function far more at

an analytic reasoning level for the SMPY° stu-
dents than it does for high-school juniors and se-
niors, most of whom havestudied abstract math-

ematics for several years. (Benbow, 1991,

p. 156)

The same reasoning process is used to justify
the use of the SAT-Verbal for identifying ver-

bally talented youth.

American College Testing Program.
The other major college entrance exam is
the American College Testing Program (ACT).
The ACT was pilot-tested as a potential Tal-

ent Search instrument in 1987 (Sawyer &
Brounstein, 1988) and was found to be valid

as an above-level instrument in the search
for academic talent (Dreyden & Stanley,
1988; Maxey & Dreyden, 1988; Stanley &

York, 1988). The ACT comprises four tests of
educational development: English, mathe-
matics, reading, and science reasoning. The

questions on these tests are designed to tap
students’ knowledge and skills in major
curriculum areas and therefore measure
educational progress in curriculum-related
areas. The ACT assessment is available to

students in all 50 states, as well as several

foreign countries. Scale scores on each of the
tests of the ACT range from 1 to 36. The

 

2SMPY is the Study of Mathematically
Precocious Youth. It was started in 1971 by
Professor Julian C. Stanley at Johns Hopkins

University. The first Talent Search took place in the
spring of 1972, and the Talent Search process was
part of SMPY until 1979. In 1979, a separate, inde-

pendent unit was created on the Johns Hopkins

Campus to conduct Talent Searches and summer
programs. That unit, known as the Center for the

Advancement of Academically Talented Youth
(CTY), is a thriving organization that has con-
tributed to the academic development of thousands
of students.
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average score for college-bound seniors is 21
for each test of the ACT. The average ACT
scores for Talent Search participants were 18

for English, 17 for Mathematics, 18 for

Reading, and 19 for Science. Approximately 35

percent of Talent Search participants earned
scaled scores that were equal to or surpassed
those of average college-bound twelfth graders

(R. Sawyer, personal communication, April 25,

1995).

The SAT and the ACT are both college en-

trance exams, and are extremely effective as

above-level tests for junior high students.

Students may takeeither test independently

of the organized, university-based Talent

Searches at any one of the established testing

sites publicized by the Educational Testing

Service (SAT) or the American College Testing
Program (ACT). However, by participating in

one of the regional Talent Searches, students

benefit from the organized planning and dis-

semination of information that are available

through Talent Searches.

Although the SAT and ACT both measure

mathematical and verbal skills, the tests are

different. For example, the ACT provides a

Science Reasoning score and separatesits ver-

bal assessments into two tests: Reading and
English. Conceptually, the ACT was designed

as a measure of achievementin eachofthe ar-

eas tested. The SAT was designed to measure
reasoning skills in the math and verbal areas

without being heavily tied to specific curricu-

lum. However, both tests have undergone ma-

jor revisions in recent years, and the differ-

ences between the philosophies of the two

testing organizations seem to have narrowed.

When seventh and eighth graders do well

ona ateststthathasrelatively unfamiliar-con-—

tentand was developed forolderstudents, the _

underlyingassumptionis that these students_

have_excellent reasoningabilities. Both the

ACT and the SAT have proved tobe effective

instruments for that purpose. In most of the

regional Talent Searches, both tests are an op-

tion for junior high students; only the search

at Johns Hopkins Universityrelies exclusively
on the SAT. Parents and educators often won-

der which test their junior high students
should take. It is recommendedthat students

in junior high take the SAT one year and the
ACTthe following year.

Which Above-Level Tests Are Used with

Elementary Students?

Because the Talent Search model, now in its

third decade, workedso well at the junior high

level, it seemed a natural extension to imple-
ment the model at the elementary level.

Simultaneously, researchers at Johns Hopkins

University, Carnegie Mellon University, the

University of Iowa, and the University of

North Texas began investigating the feasibil-

ity of various above-level tests to be used with
elementary students.

Secondary School Admission Test. The

first test to be researched carefully was the

Secondary School Admission Test (SSAT),

which was developed by Educational Testing

Service and is now administered by the SSAT
Board. The SSAT is a multiple-choice, secure

test that is suitable for administration to large
groups and is given numeroustimes per year

in many locations. Many of the over 40,000

students who take the test each year are
applying for admission to independent ele-

mentary, junior high, or high schools. The

Lower Level of the SSAT was developed for

fifth through seventh graders and the Upper

Level for eighth through eleventh graders.

The test contains quantitative, verbal, and

reading comprehensionsections.

Wehave used the Lower Level of the SSAT

as an identification instrument for students

younger than age 12 (Assouline & Lupkowski,

1992; Lupkowski-Shoplik & Assouline, 1993).

Third- through fifth-grade students scoring

at the 95th percentile on a grade-level stan-

dardized test took the SSATaspartof several
regional Talent Searches for elementary

school students. The Center for Talented

Youth (CTY) at Johns Hopkins University

also has used the SSAT as an above-level in-

strument for their Young Students Talent

Search, which serves fifth- and sixth-grade

students.
Although both levels of the SSAT wereef-
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fective for finding academic talent in students
younger than seventh grade, there were two
major drawbacksto continuing the useof the
SSAT: (1) While the test is administered in a
numberof private schools, it remains primar-
ily inaccessible to most elementary students
in the United States, and (2) the cost of the

SSATis considerably higher than that of some

other tests.

PLUS Academic Abilities Assessment.

At present, Johns Hopkins University’s Cen-
ter for Talented Youth uses a test developed by

the Educational Testing Service. The PLUS
Academic Abilities Assessment is used in the
CTY search for exceptional mathematical and/
or verbal reasoning abilities among fifth and
sixth graders. The PLUS reports verbal and
quantitative scores. CTY’s talented fifth

graders are compared to the national sample

of eighth graders, while CTY sixth graders’
scores are compared to those of a national

sample of ninth graders.
EXPLORE. In 1992 American College

Testing completed its development of an as-
sessmentfor eighth graders, EXPLORE (Amer-
ican College Testing, 1992). The EXPLORE
assessment consists of four multiple-choice

tests: English, Mathematics, Reading, and

Science Reasoning. In addition to a score for
each area, a composite score, which is the

average of the four scores, is provided.
EXPLORE was developed by ACT to measure

students’ curriculum-related knowledge as
well as complex cognitive skills. It first was
used as an above-level test for elementary
students in 1993 (Colangelo, Assouline, & Lu,

1994), and has been adopted by university-
based elementary Talent Searches at the
University of Iowa, as well as Carnegie
Mellon, Northwestern, and Duke Universities.

The scale scores on EXPLORE range from
1 to 25. The average scale score earned by

eighth graders is 14.2 for each test (ie.,
English, Mathematics, Reading, and Science

Reasoning) and 14.4 for the Composite score.
The results of the nearly 10,000 first-time test
takers of the University of lowa’s Belin
Elementary Student Talent Search (BESTS)

are found in Table 13.2A and 13.2B.

WhatDo the Scores EarnedbyTalent
Search Participants Mean?

Goal 2 of the Talent Search model is develop-
ment of academic talent. This development

usually takes place with course work offered
during summers or on weekends. The above-
level test scores earned by Talent Search par-

ticipants are useful indicators of readiness for
fast-paced coursework. Cutoff scores for the
fast-paced, accelerated programstypically cor-
respond to the 50th percentile of the distribu-
tion of scores for the group for whom the test
was developed, that is, college-bound seniors

for the ACT and SAT, and eighth gradersfor
the EXPLORE. Although these criteria seem
rather narrow, and there is a risk that some

students may be overlooked by setting these
cutoff scores, “We identified more youths who
reason exceptionally well mathematically
[and verbally] than we could handle” (Benbow,
1986, p. 3). Goldstein, Stocking, and Sawyer
(1992) reported that approximately 6 percent
of the total seventh-grade Talent Search par-
ticipants actually qualify for the fast-paced
precollege programs offered during the sum-
mer. Students who do not earn scores that in-
dicate a need for fast-paced, accelerative
course work also may participate in summer

and weekend programs, but the content of
those programs tends to be oriented more
toward enrichment and exploration of topics
not typically covered in schools.

In addition, the above-level scores can be

used to determine the appropriatenessof a va-
riety of educational options, depending upon
the availability of local resources. A range of
educational options, compiled from Boatman,

Davis, and Benbow (1995), Cohn (1991), and

VanTassel-Baska (in press), is shown in
Figure 13.2. We have divided the performance
of students on the above-level test into two
general categories: talented and extremely tal-
ented. All students whoparticipate in a Talent
Search are talented and should be proud that
they were chosen to be part of such a chal-

lenging experience. Students who earn scores

above the 50th percentile (e.g., 14 or above on

any of the EXPLOREtests) in the above-level
distribution are extremely talented and would

most likely benefit from the more accelerative
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Table 13.2A
Eighth Graders in the National Sample

 
 
 

 

       
 

  
 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 
  

 

English Mathematics Reading Science Reasoning Composite

14.2 14.2 14.2 14.2 14.4

Table 13.2B

The Average EXPLORE Test Scale Scores Earned by BESTSParticipants

English Math Reading Science Reasoning Composite

Grade M F M F Total M F M M F Total

9.5 9.8 9.0 8.5 - : 9.2 9.4 10.0 9.5 on

12.9 13.5 11.2 10.6 : 9 12.7 13.5 12.9 12.5

15.2 16.2 13.3 12.8 15.7 16.5 15.4 15.0
16.9 18.1 15.5 15.1 18.0 18.9 17.6 17.1

 

 

 

 
  

 

 

 

 

* Boldface scores are higher than the meanofthe national sample of eighth graders.
>The average scores for sixth graders are well above the eighth-grade averageof 14.

° With the exception of mathematics, the average scoresfor fifth graders are above the eighth-grade averageof 14.

‘With the exception of mathematics, the average scores for fourth gradersare very close to the average scores of eighth graders.

* Whereasthe third graders scored considerably lower than fourth,fifth, or sixth graders, they still did very well, especially considering that they
took a test that was designed for students with five more years of school experience.
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Figure 13.2. Pyramid of curricular options for talent search participants. The options are in ascend-

ing order from least accelerative (enrichment) to most accelerative. Talented students, defined as par-
ticipants in a Talent Search, but scoring below the 50th percentile, should consider the options at the
base of the pyramid. Extremely talented students, scoring above the 50th percentile on the Talent

Searchtest, should consider the options at the top of the pyramid as well as those close to the base.

opportunities found at the top of Figure 13.2.

Motivation, past achievement, maturity, inter-

est, and availability of resources also play a
role in making programmingdecisions.

WhatAre the Benefits of Participating
in Talent Searches?

We know from our many phoneconversations

and letters from the parents of the talented
students whoparticipate in these searches

that the opportunities offered are both neces-
sary and successful. The primary benefit to

participation is the opportunity to learn more
about the specific academic talents of the stu-

dent, both individually and comparedto his

or her academic peers. Additionally, partic-

ipating in a Talent Search often opens the
door to educational opportunities in the stu-

dent’s academic strength. Finally, students
who participate in university-based Talent
Searches become part of an educational
information network. Through newsletters,
mini-conferences, symposia, letters, and tele-

phonecalls, experts at the university level in-
form students of a vast array of educational

opportunities. They encourage students to
participate in academic programs and compe-

titions offered by many different institutions,

suggest books to read during summer vaca-
tion, offer “food for thought” for students se-
lecting courses to take in school and making

long-term educational plans, and provide



178 HH Instructional Models and Practices

research-based recommendations concerning
acceleration and ability grouping. Participa-
tion in a university-based Talent Search pro-
vides educational counselingtailored to the in-
terests and needs of academically talented
students.

We obviously are advocates of the Talent
Search model. The model has generated hun-
dreds of programs andother opportunities for
thousands of talented students. VanTassel-
Baska(in press) highlights the benefits as fol-
lows:

[T]he direct benefits to students as a result of

these programs are enormous. For many it be-

comes a way: (1) to earn advanced high-school

and evencollege credit in an economical manner,

(2) to associate for the first time with an equally

able peer group, (38) to develop the “habits of

mind” associated with serious study on a college

campus, and (4) to gain a sense of academic com-

petence through receiving a worthy challenge to

learn more difficult material. This list does not

mention the enormouspersonal gainsin the area

of social and emotional development that these

students seem to experience as judged by anec-
dotal reports.

Elementary and junior high students with

superior academic talent clearly need educa-
tional opportunities commensurate with their

capabilities. The Talent Search model is a
proven process for meeting this need.
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Special Summerand Saturday
Programsfor Gifted Students
 

PAULA OLSZEWSKI-KUBILIUS, Center for Talent Development, Northwestern
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a Lococo special programs
that occur outside typical school hours are be-

ing developed for academically gifted stu-
dents. There is more funding for such pro-
grams and greater demand for them on the

part of students and parents. This chapterwill
explore some of the issues involved with ex-

tracurricular programming andtheir role in
talent development. Results of research on the
long- and short-term effects of summer and
Saturday programswill also be presented.

Why Special Programs?

One important question is why special pro-
grams should exist for gifted learners. Are
they needed? If so, why? Manyindividuals be-
lieve that summer and Saturday programs
are absolutely necessary for gifted children

because of their special learning needs
(Olszewski-Kubilius, 1989). Typically, these
programs provide a level of challenge and a
pace of learning that is more suitable to the in-

tellectual capabilities of gifted students and
very different from what they encounter in
school. There are more opportunities for inde-
pendent inquiry, in-depth study, and acceler-
ated learning. For many gifted children, this

is the first time they are placed in a learning
situation that requires study and concen-
trated work.

In addition, the talent development process

requires intensive instruction that goes be-
yond whatschools can orare willing to provide
(Bloom, 1985). It is well known and widely ac-

cepted that developing musicalor athletic tal-

ent to a high level requires lessons, special
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teachers, and long hoursof devoted study over
a period of years. In these areas, school pro-

grams typically provide only initial exposure
to the talent field and an arenafor identifica-
tion of talent by coaches or teachers. Parents

expect to supplement their child’s learning
and development through outside programs.
Similarly, research has indicated that gifted
scientists, writers, and others spent consider-
able time learning in their talent area from
parents and mentors, or in tinkering and
studying on their own (Bloom, 1985). As with
musical and athletic talent, however, parents

may not be knowledgeable enough to instruct
their child in the talent area beyond a certain
point or to provide appropriate educational

materials. Even in the best schools, the

amount of instruction in an area for a gifted

child may not be sufficient to develop the
talent or to satisfy the child’s hunger for
learning.

Even if a parent or mentor is capable of
providing additional instruction, academically
gifted children need to have friendships and
interaction with intellectual peers. Most aca-
demically gifted children spend little of their
time in school in homogeneous classes with
other gifted children (Cox, Daniel, & Boston,

1985). The emphasis in most schools is on

grouping children according to age, not ability.
However, classes with other gifted children
are more likely to foster friendships based on
common interests and priorities and social

support for educational pursuits and talent

development (Olszewski-Kubilius, Grant, &
Seibert, 1993). In addition, these settings can

provide more intellectual stimulation and

challenge.
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Another reason extracurricular programs

for gifted children are needed is that schools

simply fail to provide for these children, espe-

cially for special subgroups such as under-

represented minorities and the economically

disadvantaged (Alamprese, Erlanger, &

Brigham, 1988; VanTassel-Baska, Patton, &

Prillaman, 1990). Reasons include lack of

funds and other resources, lack of qualified

teachers, too few students to justify setting up

classes in rural settings, and lack of commit-

mentto gifted learners. Parental demand for

special opportunities often have fueled the de-

velopment of special summer and Saturday

programs.
Finally, special programs for some academ-

ically gifted children may be necessary to save
them from a pattern of underachievement or
poor study habits that can result from spend-

ing time in “easy” or “boring” classes (Rimm,
1991) and lack of peer support for academic

achievement. Thus, special outside-of-school

programs are becomingvital to the education

of gifted youths.

General Issues with Special Programs

Regardless of who sponsors special programs
or their content, some general issues exist.

Relationship to In-School Programs

A frequent concern of educators is the artic-
ulation between in-school programs and

outside-of-school programs. Often, gifted stu-
dents take courses they would normally take
in school(e.g., algebra) in special summer and
Saturday programs. Whenstudents accelerate
themselves in a content area at the seventh or
eighth grade througha special program, there
can be both immediate and long-term conse-

quences. Immediate consequences include
how to respond to the course just completed
and what kind of course the student should
now be placed in. Long-term consequencesin-

clude how to accommodate a high school ju-
nior who has completed all of the mathematics

the high school has to offer. Schools may ac-
tively discourage students from participating

in special programs becauseof these articula-

tion issues, or they may discourage them indi-

rectly by not responding appropriately after

the experience. Research has shown that stu-

dents who complete high school course work in

summer programsoften do not receive credit

for such work, and many are not even subse-

quently appropriately placed in the content

area. Some students even end up repeating

the course in their home school (Olszewski-

Kubilius, 1989). Nothing is more demoralizing

to a good student, especially one who seeks

challenging courses in special programs, than

being required to retake a course.

Access to Special Programs

Special summer and Saturday programs most
often are sponsored by institutions of higher
education. Most charge tuition. As a result,
manyare simply out of reach of academically
gifted children who are economically disad-
vantaged. Minority children are less likely to
be identified as gifted and less likely to be
placed in special programs within their
schools (Alamprese, Erlanger, & Brigham,
1988; VanTassel-Baska, Patton, & Prillaman,

1990). They also are underrepresented in tal-
ent search and other outside-of-school educa-
tional programs. But gifted minority students,
especially those who are economically disad-
vantaged, are in dire needof the services pro-
vided by special programs. The costs of resi-
dential summer programs often are too high
for even moderate-income families. And com-
muter programs maybe too distant, especially

in more rural areas. Thus, although special
summer and Saturday programsare increas-
ingly seen as vital to talent development, ac-
cess to them is too often limited to economi-
cally advantaged gifted students and those in
resource-rich geographic locations.

Instructional Models and Program Types

Summer and Saturday programs vary on
many dimensions, such as content, duration,

intensity, sponsorship, and overall purpose.

There also are many different program andin-
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structional models. Program attributes are
important because they determine the type of
student for whom the experience is most ap-
propriate. Summerprogramsthat offer inten-
sive accelerated courses are a better match for
very able students with good study skills and
an ability to learn independently (Bartkovich
& Mezynski, 1981; Benbow & Stanley, 1983;
Lynch, 1992; Olszewski-Kubilius, Kulieke,
Willis, & Krasney, 1989). Programs that offer
students an opportunity to study a single sub-
ject in great depth are more suited to students
with intense, focused interests (VanTassel-
Baska, 1988). Some programsgive students a
chance to sample several different courses
(e.g., students take one class in the morning
and onein the afternoon). Some Saturday pro-
gramsare single-shot events that have career
awareness as the primary focus, while some
Summer programs include these as a small
component of their academic classes. Some

programs offer typical elementary, high
school, or college classes with the goal of ac-
celerating students in the content area, while
others offer enrichment types of classes that
generally pose fewer articulation problems for
local schools (Feldhusen & Sokol, 1982). Some

programsconsist of mentorships, internships,
or shadowingan adult professional on thejob.

Other types of precollege programs include
dual enrollment, in which high school stu-
dents typically take high school and college
classes simultaneously; by-mail or correspon-
dence programs for both high school (offered
by regional talent searches; see Sawyer,
DeLong, & von Brock, 1987) and college-

level courses; early entrance programsto col-
lege (e.g., the Early Entrance Program at the

University of Washington, Simon’s Rock
College, or the Program for the Exceptionally

Gifted at Mary Baldwin College); and mem-
berships in organizations or clubs that offer

informational newsletters and other opportu-

nities (the Study of Exceptional Talent at

Johns Hopkins University).
Some programsattemptto serve gifted stu-

dents with a widerrangeof abilities; others fo-
cus on a more homogeneousgroup, for exam-

ple, extremely precocious students. These

latter types of programstypically use off-level

testing as a way of discerning high levels of

talent within an area. Some programs target
students typically underrepresented in gifted
programs, such as minority or economically
disadvantaged students or females (Brody &
Fox, 1980; Fox, Brody, & Tobin, 1985). Charac-
teristics of special programs are important to
educators who often must respond to gifted
students’ experiences at the local schoollevel,
to parents whoare seeking programsthatwill
further their child’s talent development, and
to gifted students who desire suitable, sup-
portive, enjoyable learning environments.

Benefits of Special Programs

Organizers of special programs believe that
gifted students benefit greatly from them.
Research evidence actually exists on very few

of these proposed benefits, and this bodyofre-

search will be reviewed in the next section.

However, the purported benefits of special

programs include the following (Olszewski-
Kubilius, 1989):

e Perceptions of increased social support for
learning and achievement due to homoge-
neous grouping with other gifted students

and support from teachers and counselors
° Positive feelings due to involvement in a
learning situation that presents a more ap-

propriate match between the students’ intel-
lectual abilities and the challengeorrigor of
a course

e Development of study skills as a result of
immersion in an intellectually challenging

course

¢ Development of independence and enhance-
ment of general living skills because ofliv-
ing away from home on one’s own
Increased knowledge about university pro-

grams andcollege life

Raising of expectations and aspirationsfor

educational achievement due to success in a
challenging learning environment

¢ Reinforcementfor risk taking as a result of

extending oneself both intellectually and so-

cially

¢ Growth in acceptance of others, knowledge
of different cultures, and an enhanced world
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view as a result of living and socializing

with a more diverse group of students

° Self-testing of abilities due to placement in

an intellectually challenging situation and

subsequent reevaluations and goal setting

that can further a student’s progressin at-

taining excellence

Research on the Effects
of Special Programs

Self-Esteem, Self-Concept,
Self-Perceptions

Parents, educators, and researchersare inter-

ested in the effects of special programs on
gifted students’ self-concept, self-esteem, and
self-perceptions. Students and parents seek
out these programs because they believe they
will provide a better and more appropriate en-
vironment, both socially and academically. In
general, the research suggests that they pro-

vide positive experiences for most students.
Previous research has shown that gifted

children tend to have higher scores on glo-
bal self-concept measures, compared with
nongifted children (see Olszewski, Kulieke, &
Willis, 1987; Hoge & Renzulli, 1993, for re-

views of this literature). Thus, while gifted-

ness per se normally is not associated with re-

duced levels of self-esteem, the question is
whether placement in a special program for
gifted students results in any changesin self-

esteem or self-perceptions. As Olszewskietal.
(1987) noted, a change in environment, which

involves a change in friends, social climate, or

academic rigor or challenge, can have an im-
pact on self-perceptions. Such changesresult
from a reevaluation of one’s competence in a

particular area based on a new reference

group.
Previous research on in-school programs

has shown varied results. Maddux, Scheiber,

and Bass (1982) found nostatistically signifi-
cant differences on a self-concept measure for

children enrolled in a totally segregated or

partially segregated gifted program versus

those not enrolled in any special program,al-

though segregated children did have higher
scores. These authors also found that segre-

gated children in thefirst year of the program

were rated less positively by peers, but this

was transitory and disappeared by year2.

In contrast, research by Coleman and Fults

(1982, 1985) showed that gifted fourth-, fifth-,

and sixth-grade children who wereenrolled in

a segregated, one-day-a-week pullout program

had lowerself-concept scores than gifted chil-

dren in the regular classroom. Scores fluctu-

ated over time and were more positive upon

return to the regular classroom for sixth

graders and prior to placement in the segre-

gated program for fourth graders. These re-

sults substantiate the social comparison basis
for changes in self-concept for in-school pro-

grams.
Studies specifically conducted on children

enrolled in special summer or Saturday pro-

grams also show varied results. Kolloff and

Moore (1989) measured the self-concepts of
fifth through tenth graders attending three

different two-week summer residential pro-

grams. Their results indicated that students’

self-concepts were more positive at the end of
the program than at the beginning, as mea-

sured by two separate instruments. Changes,

however, were small to moderate on the aver-

age. The authors noted that an enhancedself-

concept is the result of a more appropriate

academic setting and greater peer acceptance.

VanTassel-Baska and Kulieke (1987) found
an increase in self-esteem for seventh-

through ninth-grade students enrolled in a
summer program conducted at a national re-
search laboratory and designed to foster scien-

tific talent development. However, these find-
ings were not replicated in a second summer,

when results showed no pre- to postprogram

changes on an instrument that measured

global self-worth. Olszewski et al. (1987) used

an instrument that assessed various domains

of self-concept with seventh- through ninth-

grade students participating in two summer

residential programs. Students were mea-

sured before the programsand onthefirst and
last days of the programs. Results showed de-
clines in academic self-concept over time, an

initial decline followed by an increasein social

acceptance, and positive changes for physical

and athletic competence overthe course of the

three-week programs.
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Cooley, Cornell, and Lee (1991) reported
that African American students who attended
a predominantly white university summer en-
richment program wereaccepted by other stu-
dents and were comparable in self-concept and
academic self-esteem as assessed by teachers.
These authors concluded that summer pro-
grams for gifted students that are white-
dominated can provide a supportive environ-
mentfor gifted black students.

In summary, although research results are
mixed, it appears that negative effects of
placementin special programsonself-esteem,
self-concept, and self-perceptions, due to a
higher level comparison group, are slight to
moderate and probably transitory.

Effects of Fast-Paced Summer Programs

One instructional model used extensively in
Summer programs across the United States
involves fast-paced courses. These programs
developed subsequentto the creation of the re-
gional talent searches for seventh and eighth
graders.’ Fast-paced summer courses typi-

cally are open to students scoring at the mean
for high school seniors whoplan to attendcol-
lege (roughly 500 SAT-Mathematics and 430

SAT-Verbal). They offer an array of honors-
level high school courses that students seek to

complete in a reduced time frame—150 hours
of in-school instruction is reduced to 75 hours
of instruction during the summer—and they
encourage excellence, hard work, and a posi-

tive attitude toward academic accomplish-
ment.

Research has shown that the SAT scores
used as cutoffs for entrance into these types
of programs are valid and select students
who will succeed academically (Olszewski-
Kubilius, Kulieke, Willis, & Krasney, 1989).

Research also has shown that student
achievement is high. On average, students
complete two courses in precalculus math-
ematics within 50 hours of instruction
(Bartkovich & Mezynski, 1981) and perform
higher on standard tests than students who

 

"See Chapter 12 by Benbow and Lubinski and
Chapter 13 by Assouline and Lupkowski-Shoplik.

spend an entire year in similar mathematics
classes (Stanley, 1976). Similar achievement
levels have been found for fast-paced science
classes (Lynch, 1992). Better performance,
especially in mathematics, is associated
with well-developed, independent study skills
(Olszewski-Kubiliuset al., 1989).

Students who take fast-paced coursesdiffer
in their motivations for participating in them
(Brounstein, Holahan, & Sawyer, 1988). Some
students are motivated primarily by academic
interests and concerns while others have mod-
est academic expectations and are interested
mainly in the social value of the experience
(1.e., relationships with other students and
staff). A relatively small group of students are
motivated equally by academic and social out-
comes (Brounstein et al., 1988).

The evidence regarding how schools re-
spond to fast-paced summerclasses is equivo-
cal. Lynch (1990) reported that 80 percent of
students who askedfor credit for high school
courses completed in a summer program re-
ceived it, although manyschools required stu-

dents to take a school exam. Appropriate

placementin the content area subsequent to a

Summer course was a more frequent response
by schools (Lynch, 1990).

However, Olszewski-Kubilius (1989) re-

ported that only 50 percent of students who
achieved proficiency (i.e., scored at or above
the mean for high school seniors on a stan-
dardized test) in fast-paced summer classes

received credit or appropriate placement in

their home schools. Additionally, these rates
varied by subject area: They were higher for
cumulatively organized subjects such asalge-
bra or Latin, and lowerfor verbal classes such

as writing or literature.

Research has shownthat fast-paced,accel-
erative summer programscansignificantly in-

fluence many aspects of students’ academic ca-

reers, occupational choices, and aspirations. A
five-year study by the Center for Talented
Youth of Johns Hopkins University compared
talent search participants who took an accel-
erated summer class to a similar group,
matched on gender and SATscores, who par-

ticipated in the talent search selection process

but did not take courses (Barnett & Durden,

1993). The summer program participants took
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advanced placement (AP) calculus and thecal-
culus AB and BC examsearlier than search-
only participants, were morelikely to take col-
lege courses while still in high school, and
entered more academically competitive col-
leges.” Although the summer program stu-
dents had taken a variety of summer courses,
in general they pursued a more rigorous
course of study in mathematics than did the
students who had not had a summer experi-
ence. Males who participated in programs
were more accelerated in math than males

who had participated only in the search, but
there were no differences between groups of

females.
Olszewski-Kubilius and Grant (1994) found

that students who had participated in an ac-

celerated summer program continued a pat-
tern of high academic achievement through-
out high school and college. Students,

especially females, who took a mathematics
class benefited more than students who took
other subjects in the summer. Specifically,
math females accelerated themselves more in
mathematics, earned more honors in math,

took more APclasses of any type in high school
and more mathclasses in college, participated
more in math clubs, more often majored in

math or science in college, and had higher
educational aspirations. Females who took
nonmath courses consistently reported the
least acceleration and relatively lower levels
of achievement and lower aspirations
(Olszewski-Kubilius & Grant, 1994).

Because of the underrepresentation of fe-
males in advanced math courses and math

and science careers, some studies havespecif-

ically examined gender differences in the ef-

fects of summer programson academically tal-
ented students’ educational and vocational
decisions and achievements. For example,
Fox, Brody, and Tobin (1985) and Brody and

Fox (1980) reported on the effects of a fast-
paced, noncompetitive summer algebra class

designed for seventh-grade females talented

 

2 The AB exam is less comprehensive and less

rigorous than the BC exam.A score of 3 to 5 on the
AB exam generally will earn one semesterof college
credit, while those scores on the BC exam earn two

semestersof credit.

in mathematics. The experimental girls were
compared to control groups of males and fe-
males who had participated in a talent search,
females who had participated in a career
awareness program, and students who had
participated in school-based math programs.
Two to three years after the intervention, the
experimental girls were more accelerated in
mathematics than the control boysor girls. By
grade 11, however, the numberof accelerated
experimental girls remained stable, the num-
ber of accelerated control girls declined, and

the number of accelerated control boys in-

creased dramatically. The authors suggest

that the intervention helped mathematically
talented girls to keep even with boys whoac-
celerated themselves without any interven-
tion. Additional effects of the summer pro-
gram for girls included a greater commitment
to full-time work in the future and highered-
ucational aspirations (Fox, Brody, & Tobin,

1985).
Several studies have shown that intensive

outside-of-school academic programs, other
than summer programs, can have powerful,
positive effects. As described in Benbow,
Perkins, and Stanley (1983) and Swiatek and
Benbow (1991), students in an accelerative

math program that compressed four and a
half years of high school mathematics into two
years were comparedto three other groups of
students: those who qualified for the program
but did not participate, those who entered the

program but dropped out, and those who were
initially in the program but later were placed
in a slower paced mathematicsclass. Students
who completed the program had higher SAT-

M scores at the end of high school and were
more likely to have completed calculus and
taken AP calculus and the BC calculus exam.
They took high school math classes earlier;

took more college-level classes in high school;
scored higher on the College Board Achieve-

ment tests; were more likely to earn at least a

National Merit Letter of Commendation and
to participate in math competitions; attended

more intellectually challenging colleges; were

more likely to enter college early; and were
more likely to study applied math in graduate

school. The only gender difference obtained
was that girls who completed the class were
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more likely to attend graduate school; there
was nosimilar effect of participation on boys.

However, the numberof subjects in the study
was small, making results of gender compar-
isons tenuous.

In summary, special intensive programsin

mathematics, particularly summer programs,
can positively affect students’ educational and

career decisions.

Effects of Other Programs

Research on theeffects of other kinds of spe-

cial programsfor gifted children and youthis
generally sparse. Sawyer, DeLong, and von
Brock (1987) studied middle school students
who completed advanced course work in a cor-
respondence program. They reported that 98
percent of students who studied AP courses by
correspondencescored at 3 or above on the AP
exam (a score of 3 generally earns college

credit). This is especially impressive given
that these students were younger than typical
high school students who take AP exams. By-
mail or correspondence courses are a goodal-

ternative for gifted secondary students whose
schools offer no AP classes or only a limited
numberof them.

A few outside-of-school programs have ca-
reer education or counseling as their main
focus. Colson (1980) investigated the effects of
a community-based career guidance program
on gifted high school students. The program
included educational awareness, career

awareness,self-awareness, planning anddeci-
sion making, shadowing of a university pro-
fessor, and an active hands-on internship.
Participants queried one year after program

completion felt that the career education pro-
gram wasthe single most significant event of
their senior year and that it was the best
preparation for later decision making.

Several outside-of-school programs _re-
ported in the literature focus on particular
groups of gifted students considered in need of

special services because they are underrepre-
sented in school gifted programs. For example,

Lynch and Mills (1990) provided Saturday and

summer classes to sixth-grade minority stu-

dents who were economically disadvantaged.

The classes provided instruction in mathemat-

ics and languagearts. The results showed that
students made greater gains on standardized
tests in mathematics, although not in reading,

compared with a group of similar students

who did not receive special instruction. The

author reported that as a result of the gains
students made, some qualified for their in-

school gifted program without affirmative ac-

tion measures.

Confessore (1991) reported a longitudinal
follow-up of students who participated in a
university-based summer arts program ten

years prior. The students were adolescents at
the time of participation and took college-level
classes in art, music, dance, theater, or cre-

ative writing. Survey results showed that, in

general, students remained active in the arts

subsequent to the program, and 83 percent

stated that the program helped them confirm
their identity as artists. Participants also re-

ported that contact with other artistically tal-

ented adolescents was a major benefit of the
program. Like academically oriented pro-

grams, special outside-of-school programs in
the arts can have positive long-term effects for
gifted students.

Contests and Competitions

Other programs in which gifted students can
participate are contests, competitions, and

olympiads. Many such programs exist within
the United States and across Europe (see

Goldstein & Wagner, 1993, for a description).

The preparation for these programsgives stu-
dents advanced training and skills. Some,like
the Westinghouse Science Talent Search, in-
volve years of preparation, significant cash

prizes, and several levels of competitions(i.e.,
state, regional, and national).

Little research exists on the effects of con-
tests and competitions. Longitudinal follow-

ups on participants in the Westinghouse
Science Talent Search found that most had
continued to pursue mathematics and science
related fields (Subotnik & Steiner, 1994).

However, more females had left these fields

than males, although their reasons for doing
so did not differ. It appears that some students
who received a great deal of support from
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mentorsin preparation for talent competitions

did not receive the samelevel of support after
high school (Subotnik & Steiner, 1994).

The Future of Special Programs

It is likely that the demand for outside-of-
school programs for gifted students will in-
crease. The form that these programs take
may change, however. Computer technology
offers exciting possibilities for delivery of spe-
cial courses and programs, including “tele-
learning” and “telementoring” (Lewis, 1989;
McBride & Lewis, 1993). These technologies
can increase access for gifted students, espe-
cially those who are geographically isolated or
in schools with limited instructional re-
sources. Research must continue to assess the
long-term effects and benefits of special pro-
grams for students and the validity of en-
trance and selection criteria against student
performance. Especially lacking are large
scale, well-designed studies that empirically
demonstrate the purported positive effects of
summer programs and the high levels of
achievementof participants. These are needed

to convince educators and policymakers that
gifted children can indeedlearn at faster rates

than other children and need andprofit in spe-
cific ways from special educational services.

Summerand Saturday programs have become
vital to the talent development of academ-

ically gifted students, but the educational
models they embody need to become anessen-
tial part of the local school curriculum.
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a T. major shifts in orientation

are needed if we hope to enhanceorfacilitate
the development of talent among adolescents

during the middle school and high school
years. Oneis to abandon the program concept
and the otheris to abandonthe gifted concept.
“Program” often connotes a specific and re-
stricted set of activities exclusively for an
explicitly identified group of students la-
beled “gifted.” The extent of activities is of-
ten limited to an hour or two of pull-out

time from a math, English, or science class
for some bland and often worthless enrich-
mentactivities (Cox, Daniel, & Boston, 1985).
Little good is accomplished with such “pro-
grams.”

The full development of youth’s talent calls
for a wide diversity of experiences in well-
selected coursesofinstruction, extracurricular

activities, and extra-school experiences in the

wider community. The latter, extra-school ac-
tivities, might include participation in special
Saturday or summer programs (Feldhusen,

1991), concurrent enrollment in college or uni-
versity courses, or work with a local drama or

historical society. Our major emphasisis that
talent development calls for a rich variety of

experiences through which highly able youth
carry out a self-identification process to un-
derstand better their special aptitudes and
talents, grow in knowledge in the fields re-
lated to their talents, and increasingly commit

themselves to the full development of their

talents.

The secondshift is away from the concept

and label gifted tc a talent orientation. A re-
cent report from the United States Office of
Education (U.S. Department of Education,

1993) concluded that “The term ‘gifted’ con-

notes a mature power rather than a develop-
ing ability and, therefore, is antithetic to re-

cent research findings about children” (p. 26).

The report generally uses the term talent or
talented rather than gift or gifted and offers
the following definition:

Children and youth with outstanding talent per-
form or show the potential for performing at re-
markably high levels. . . . (p. 26)

It is clear, then, that our task is to find

youth who are precocious in their talent de-
velopment andto identify their specific talent

strength or strengths. Some will possess mul-
tiple talents calling for several accelerated
learning experiences; others will have only
one or two talent strengths and a morelimited

need for special educational opportunities. In
any event, these are youth who need acceler-
ated, enriched, fast-paced, challenging in-

struction to sustain their talent development
(Feldhusen & Sokol, 1982).

Efforts to search for and identify talented
youth have become excessively formal, statis-
tical, and dependent on tests. The process of
identification also has resulted in excessive
labeling behavior on the part of school
personnel, especially in so-called gifted pro-
grams. A process of searching for and select-
ing youth for special educational opportunities
to meet their particular needs surely can be
carried out without the intermediate step of
labeling them as gifted. Rather than labeling

and categorizing them, it is preferable to

use the language of special education and

denote them as children with special talents,
aptitudes, abilities, or needs (Feldhusen,

1993).
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Search and Selection

A variety of methods can be usedto search for
talented youth. Regional talent searches using

the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) (VanTassel-
Baska, 1984) serve well to identify youth with

high-level aptitude in mathematics or verbal
talent. An elementary version of the SAT,
EXPLORE(from ACT), is also now available.?

A variety of other competitions also serve to
identify talented, precocious youth. Standard-
ized achievement test results can be used to
identify special talents, but we recognize that

low ceilings on such tests often impose severe
restrictions on the highest score levels attain-

able by talented youth.
Teachers can be trainedto structure educa-

tional activities and opportunities in their
classrooms to enable youth to reveal their tal-

ents. Teachers typically need training to en-
able them to recognize the behavioral signs
that reveal special talent strengths.

Preliminary screening in the talent search
can be facilitated with rating scales such as
the Scales for Rating the Behavioral Char-
acteristics of Superior Students (SRBCSS;
Renzulli, Smith, Callahan, White, & Hart-

man, 1976), the Purdue Academic Rating

Scales (Feldhusen, Hoover, & Sayler, 1990),

and the Purdue Vocational Talent Scales

(Feldhusen, Hoover, & Sayler, 1990). Interest

inventories such as the Interest-A-Lyzer

(Renzulli, Hebert, & Sorenson, 1994) also can

be useful in the search for talent strengths.
The ten scales of the SRBCSSinclude sev-

eral of particular interest for talent assess-
ment, namely Leadership, Art, Music,

Creativity, Expressiveness, Drama, and

Planning. The Purdue Academic Rating Scales
focus on five talent domains: Science,

Mathematics, English, Social Studies, and

Foreign Languages. The Purdue Vocational
Talent Scales assess special aptitude in Home
Economics, Trade and Industrial Areas,

Vocational Agriculture, and Business. All of
these instruments are useful as preliminary
indicators of talent.

 

‘See Chapter 13 by Assouline and Lupkowski-

Shoplik.

Ultimately, youth talents are best revealed
in challenging, rich learning situations and
best assessed by teachers whocreate learning
experiences in which talent can be shown and
whorecognize the superior talents manifested
by their students. The processis then cyclical

in that preliminary identification by a teacher
leads to increasingly well tailored instruction
to sustain the challenge andto keep the talent
growing and developing.

Secondary Services, Opportunities,
and Activities

The locus of educational provision for talented
adolescentsis in classes, extracurricular activ-

ities, counseling, and extra-school opportuni-

ties (Feldhusen, Hoover, & Sayler, 1990). A

wide variety of services should be available to
meet the special needs of talented youth for
enriched, advanced, and challenging learning
experiences. Table 15.1 presents a smorgas-

bord of educational services that are appropri-
ate at the middle and high schoollevels fortal-
ented youth. The lists are suggestive and not
limiting. Talented students should have many

opportunities to study and learn with other
talented, precocious youth, and to ac-

celerate their learning program to fit their
own precocity (Feldhusen & Moon, 1992;
Feldhusen, Moon, & Rifner, 1989).

Although there has been much debate in
recent years about special high-track classes,
as well as some shifting to heterogeneous

grouping, we agree wholeheartedly with Kulik
and Kulik (1991; see Chapter 19), who con-
cluded:

Programs of separate instruction for high

aptitude and gifted students are usually effec-
tive; . . . and they are necessary if we wish to
cultivate our nation’s resources of intellectual
talent. (p. 191)

Talented youth need the stimulation and chal-
lenge that can only come with advanced and

enriched instruction, highly knowledgeable

teachers, and equally talented/precocious
peers. It is of no academic value to bide one’s
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Table 15.1

Talent Development Services,

Resources, and Activities
 

 

Junior High or Middle
School Services High School Services

1. Counseling 1. Counseling
A. Group A. Group

B. Individual

. Honors classes

. Advanced

Placementclasses

B. Individual

2. Honors classes

3. Future problem
solving

c
o

b
o

4. Junior Great Books 4, Foreign languages

5. Odyssey of the 5. Seminars
Mind 6. Mentorships

6. Career education 7. Internships
7. Seminars 8. Concurrentcollege
8. Mentors enrollment

9. AP or college 9. College classes in
classes high school

10. Acceleration 10. Special

A. Math opportunities

B. Science A. Art
C. English B. Music

11. Special C. Drama
opportunities D. Dance

A. Art 11. Special projects for
B. Music vocationally
C. Drama talented
D. Dance 12. Debate

12. Special projects for 13. Correspondence
vocationally study

talented 14. Independent study
14. Correspondence

study
15. Independent study
 

time in low-level, slow-paced instruction or
cooperative learning activities. Grouping

for special classes should be on a subject-by-
subject basis and based on youth talents and

precocity, not on a general tracking plan.
However, it is clear that some youth aretal-

ented in so many areas—multitalented—that
their entire program should be advancedin all
subjects and in the companyof other talented
students.

Talented youth should be allowed, encour-

aged, and counseled to take Advanced
Placement (AP) courses whenever and wher-

ever they are available (College Board, 1989).

The AP examsalsooffer excellent tests of tal-

ent strengths as well as college credit for those
students who score well.

Concurrent college or university enrollment
affords another wayfor talented youth to expe-
rience higher level academic challenges
(Feldhusen & Cobb, 1989). Several state educa-

tion departments now require high schools to
award academic credit toward high school
graduation for college courses that parallel
high school courses. The student also earnscol-
lege credit for courses completed successfully.

Extracurricular activities afford many op-
portunities for talent development. For ver-
bally talented youth, debate and otherforensic
activities afford excellent opportunities to de-
velop talents in public speaking, group leader-
ship, library research, writing, planning, and
organizing. Language clubs make it possible
to develop speech capabilities in a foreign lan-
guage. Youth organizations in vocational sub-
jects provide many opportunities for talent de-
velopment in project work, leadership, and
artistic design. Most high schools offer an
abundanceof extracurricular opportunities.

Counselors should beable to identify youth
with special talents and provide educational
and career guidance for their optimum devel-
opment (Silverman, 1993). Academic records
in junior and senior high schools should serve
to identify the specific talent strengths of stu-
dents and should be used in writing short- and
long-range talent development plansfor indi-
vidual students. The Growth Plan concept will
be presented in the next section.

Talented youth need to select courses
wisely in junior and senior high school to
ready themselves for college programs. Some
should plan to attend one of the residential
high schools of mathematics and science now
operating in ten states.” Early admission to

college, preferably a major university, affords
many talented youth the only route to chal-
lenging learning experiences that sustain tal-

ent development. Counselors can and should
provide guidance to the right courses in mid-
dle school and the freshman and sophomore
years of high school to assure readinessoftal-

 

2 See Chapter 16 by Kolloff.
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ented youth for concurrent college enrollment,

early admissionto college, or admission to one
of the academies.

Extra-school opportunities also can con-

tribute significantly to the process of talent
development. These are the educational op-
portunities, resources, and activities in the
community, state, and region that are accessi-
ble after school, evenings, weekends, and sum-

mers (Feldhusen, 1991; Goldstein & Wagner,

1993). Some schools and chambers of com-
merce have published catalogs of such oppor-

tunities for their areas. The offerings also are
reported in newspapers or brochures distrib-
uted in the community. The activities often
center at colleges, universities, museums,li-

braries, historical sites, or institutes and may

consist of public lectures, classes, courses, ex-

hibits, and thelike.

Talented youth should especially be led to
opportunities on college or university cam-
puses (Trost, 1993). Concurrent enrollment in
college classes, as noted earlier, can provide
challenging learning experiences. Mentor-
ships with college professors, special classes

on Saturdays and in summers, research in-
ternships, use of library and computerfacili-
ties, and association with the college theater
are some of the resources that are often open

to talented youth who live near colleges and
universities.

Weconclude that effective talent develop-
ment depends on a wide variety of resources in

school and community and on the motivation
of talented youth and their parents, with
guidance from school teachers and counselors,
to make optimum use of the available re-
sources. Too often, programs for the gifted

have conveyed the message that only the spe-
cial services offered in the program qualify as
educational provision for the gifted. In con-
trast, our view is an eclectic one: Useall avail-

able resources even though they are notoffi-
cially designated “gifted program,” and add
services as needed such as Advanced
Placement classes, seminars, honors classes,

and special clubs. Absence of a formal gifted
program often leads to hand wringing and
desperation on the part of parents of talented

youth. Ideally, their responses should be (1) to
seek out the best current optionsfor their tal-

ented child and (2) to press the school to offer
more advanced, challenging learning opportu-
nities.

Growth Plans

Talents grow into full-blown, mature expertise

or competence whenthereis explicit planning
during childhood and adolescence for their de-

velopment. The process begins with recogni-
tion by parents, teachers, counselors, or others

of the young person’s special talents, apti-
tudes, and abilities as well as the intense in-

terest that often accompaniesspecial talent in
a domain. Ultimately, it is the child and then
the adolescent who must cometo see and un-
derstand his or her own talent strength and

commit to the development of the talent(s).
Parents and school personnel can help a great
deal, but they cannot force children to become

motivated to develop their own talents.
Challenging and exciting teachers in the early
years and increasingly competent, expert

teachers in the middle years (Bloom, 1985),

along with supportive and knowledgeable par-
ents, can provide the initial impetus for the
eventual takeover of the task by talented
youth themselves.

The concept of a Growth Plan is a formal
mechanism or procedure for inducing more
specific thought about talent development. A
Growth Plan for an eighth-grade adolescent is
presented in Figure 15.1. The planning
process is best carried out in school, led by a
counselor or talent development coordinator,
in a series of four to eight meetings of 40 to 60
minutes each with students in small groups of

12 to 20. The development of the Growth Plan
is done by the students with assistance from
the counselor or coordinator.

The first section of the Growth Plan is an

inventory or review of self, abilities, interests,

and accomplishments to date. The planning
process often is carried out in the late spring
as a preparation for the next school year and
beyond. Test scores are madeavailableto stu-

dents as muchaspossible for their age and are

interpreted with the assistance of the coun-

selor or coordinator to help students achieve
as much self-understanding as possible.
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Name K.M.

Grade level. entering 8th arade

Current courses__ STAR I:

The Chemistry of Aquatics Environments

Phone (715

A Voyage Through the Digestive System of Mammals and

At Home School: Most Abled

Math and Most Abled Language Arts.

Clubs, organizations Science Olympiad and Sports Teams

 

Awards, honors__ Science Olympiad State Finalist: Highest Math Student in the

 

 

seventh Grade; Scholastic Awards in Math, Science, Social Studies and

Language

Test scores_ SAT V= 540, QO= 490; ACH: Science: 97%: Math: 92%: IO: 147
 

Prior experience in gifted program__Has been enrolled in Most Abled (Accelerated)
classes at his home school

Interest Analysis_K.M. has a wide variety of interests including writina,
sciences,

science topics.

and reading. He enjoys going to movies and investigating

Learning styles_K.M. likes to learn in a hands-on, highly active environment.
He prefers tasks and projects which are highly structured and which

allow him to examine the components carefully. He likes to work in

groups and by himself.
 

Student's owngoals

Short-term—

*Raise SAT scores.

*Progress faster in science studies

*Become more responsible (l.e.,

getting homework completed).

Long-term—

*Pursue career interests in

radiology, ecology, or chemistry.

Recommendedclasses for next year

*Continue in Most Abled

ated) Classes.

(Acceler-

 

Recommendedactivities in school

*Continue participation in Science

Olympiad.

*Pursue athletic activities as de-

termined by K.M. and his parents.

Recommended extra-schoolactivities

*Visit more aquariums to continue

studies in ecology.

*Contact and/or secure mentor to

assist with further ecological

 
   
 

*Pursue interests in mathematics, studies.

science, and ecology through

school clubs.

Final plan

Figure 15.1. Growth Plan.
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The next phase of Growth Plan activity is
goal setting. Students are led in the process of

developing and/or clarifying their short- and

long-term personal, social, academic, and ca-
reer goals. This may require class and out-of-
class time for students to reflect on the direc-
tions of their lives and their aspirations for
the future. The goals are recorded on the
Growth Plan.

The next phaseis selecting classes, courses,

and academic experiences for the year ahead
and possibly several years ahead if they con-
template early college admission. Counselors

should be ready to guide students in linking
their goals to necessary academic steps.

Extracurricular activities also are planned
and incorporated into the Growth Plan.
Finally, thought is given to extra-school oppor-

tunities. Throughout this planning process the
counselor’s role includes making students
aware of appropriate resources and activities

in relation to their goals.

Whena tentative draft of the Growth Plan
has been written, it should be taken homefor

discussion with parents and revised accord-
ing to the realities that flow from students’

perceptions of parent feedback and sugges-
tions. In most cases talented students will be
dependent on parent support, especially for
extra-school activities such as Saturday and
summer programs or concurrent college en-
rollment that involve additional costs.

The Growth Plan process should increas-
ingly be guided by students themselves.
Hopefully they will come to see themselves as
capable of planning for and guiding their own

talent development.

Purdue Pyramid Model
of Talent Development

Figure 15.2 presents a summary pyramid

model of the talent development process. The
base suggests that talented youth, like all

youth, need acceptance as legitimate, valid
human beings. Peer pressure to be normal or

average is a major problem for talented

teenagers (Brown, Clasen, & Eicher, 1986).

Typically, they can best achieve peer accep-

tance in the companyof other talented youth.
The model then suggests, in the vertical seg-

ments, a variety of educational experiences
that facilitate talent development. Again, the
suggestions represent a sampling, not a defin-

itive list.
Out of the educational opportunities, as a

result of challenging educational experiences,
talented youth come to better understand
their talents, aptitudes, abilities, interests,

motivation, potentials, and limitations. Self
understanding is a necessary prelude to the
final pyramidal stage—commitmentto the full
development of one’s talents and abilities.
Such a commitmentis linked to an awareness
of career goals as well as knowledgeof the ed-
ucational routes to those goals.

Through the teenage years, parent support

is a vital ingredient of talent development.
Parents provide the financial resourcesfor the
extra-school opportunities, they are the

sounding board for discussion of opportuni-
ties, they provide guidance and motivation,
and they afford emotional support throughout

the process.

Summary and Comment

Three major research projects have yielded in-
sights about the talent development process.

The first was conducted by Benjamin Bloom
and reported in 1985 in Developing Talent in

Young People.® Studying athletes, artists, and
scientists who had achieved world class recog-

nition, Bloom tried to find the conditions in

youth that facilitated their talent develop-
ment. He found that early identification of

talent strengths, highly supportive and en-

couraging parents, and stimulating and
knowledgeable teachers were key elements in
their early development. The youth them-
selves showed early capacity to learn rapidly
and well. Long-term commitmentof the youth
themselves to the development of their talent
emerged in later adolescence and character-

ized those who went on to high-level achieve-

ment.

 

3 See Chapter 17 by Sosniak.
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Figure 15.2 The Purdue Pyramid Model of Talent Development

In Multiple Intelligences: The Theory in
Practice, Howard Gardner (1993) reminds us

of the emerging role of the multiple talents
conception,first presented by him in 1983 and
now having a powerful impact on school re-

form in the United States.* As opposed to
the old conception of a single general intelli-

 

* See Chapter 5 by Ramos-Ford and Gardner.

gence, or g, Gardner’s new theory proposes
seven basic talents or intelligences: logical-
mathematical, linguistic, musical, spatial,

bodily-kinesthetic, interpersonal, and intra-

personal. Implementation of the theory in
schools is being carried out and evaluated.
Gardner, Walters, and Hatch (1992) concluded

that “Within the area of education, the appli-
cations of the theory are . . . tentative and
speculative” (p. 35). Nevertheless, observers

are almost uniformly optimistic that the mul-
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tiple intelligences approach in education

bodes well for talent development in U.S.
schools.
A recent book by Csikszentmihalyi,

Rathmude, and Whalen (1993), Talented

Teenagers, described research that followed
208 youth through their high school years.
They showed talent precocity in mathematics,
science, music, art, and athletics. The re-

searchers concluded that talents continue to
grow in youth through the adolescent years if
they develop productive work and study
habits, have positive personality traits, enjoy

strong family support, have teachers who
model professional identity and love of their
field, and have a conservative sexual orien-

tation. They also concluded that talent devel-

opment is a complex process involving dif-
ferentiation of one’s talents, aptitudes, and

abilities and integration of one’s capacities
into a unified persona that experiences “flow”
or total absorption in the talent field activi-
ties.

The junior and senior high school years are
critical times for talent recognition and devel-
opment. The recent publication National
Excellence: A Case for Developing America’s
Talent (U.S. Department of Education, 1993)

stresses the need for a new view and concep-
tion of youth talents and urges abandonment
of the term and conception gifted. It seems
likely that this transition will lead to more ef-
fective ways of discovering and nurturing

youth talents.
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Special Residential High Schools
 

PENNY BRITTON KOLLOFF, Illinois State University, Normal

a T.. chapter describes a growing
national trend in the education of gifted stu-
dents, the development of special residential
high schools for young people of exceptional
intellectual and academic ability. Since 1980,

at least ten states have established these
schools, and others are in various stages of

planning similar schools. Stanley (1987) rec-
ommendedthat any state that has at least 300
National Merit semifinalists each year should
explore the possibility of a residential high

school.

Rationale

Since the early 1970s, programsfor gifted stu-
dents have proliferated across the United
States as local schools have created various
accommodations for their high-ability learn-
ers. Approachesfor high school students have
generally taken the form of advanced or hon-
ors courses, opportunities for acceleration to

higher level classes, or, in some cases, enroll-

ment in college classes while still in high
school (Cox, Daniel, & Boston, 1985). De-

pending on the local or state definition of
gifted, programsof these types usually are di-
rected at meeting the needsofup to 10 percent
of the students in a school. If these students
are considered a homogeneous group, how-
ever, then the most academically andintellec-
tually advanced among them will still have

unmet needs.

The typical high school is unable to offer

the number of advanced courses or a suffi-
ciently diverse curriculum to provide for the
gifted learner who, for example, is capable of
mastering all the mathematics courses the

school has to offer within a year or twoof en-

trance. At a time when manyof the nation’s
secondary schools do not offer a physics
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course, some do not include a course in chem-

istry, and the majority of students do not have

an opportunity to go beyond the second year of
a foreign language, concerns must focus on
making advanced courses accessible to the
most intellectually capable students. Also, if
small, perhaps rural, schools do not have large

enough enrollments to offer the most ad-

vanced classes or are not able to provide
teachers for those courses, then educators,

parents, and students themselves must seek
alternatives for students who need such expe-
riences. It is this advanced group of students

for whom special schools are being developed.

Certain characteristics define students for
whom a special residential school may be the
most appropriate educational approach. They
are individuals who are capable of mastering
content in much less time than is required by
other students and who are at the same time
able to engage in complex processes at high
levels of abstraction. Because of these capabil-
ities, such gifted students often exhaust the
curricular offerings of their local high school
well before they are able to graduate.In short,
these are students who need a different edu-
cational experience from that offered by most

schools.
Instruction for these students requires fac-

ulty who are specialists in areas of advanced
content and who are capableof delivering ap-
propriately fast-paced, high-level instruction.

Again, most schools, necessarily addressing
the needs of the majority of their students, do

not have such faculty available.
There is yet another recognized need of

gifted students, that of interaction with others
of similar ability in a supportive climate. At
best, schools provide these opportunities on a

limited basis (several hours a week, perhaps

in one or two classes in which students are

grouped by ability). However, fears of elitism,



strong feelings against tracking, and parent or

teacher resistance prevent schools from going
further to group students for large portions of

their time. Current backlash against grouping
students by ability has resulted in a move-
ment amonglocal school districts to eliminate
special programs and classes for gifted stu-
dents (Purcell, 1993; Renzulli & Reis, 1991).*

These conditions, combined with therela-

tively recent goals of (1) achieving academic

excellence in our country’s educational sys-
tems; (2) developing the talented as a source
of future economic and social leadership; and
(3) establishing highly visible efforts linking
political, economic, and educational institu-

tions have led to the realization that special
residential schools are an appropriate way of
meeting the needs of many of the nation’s

most talented young people. Recognition of the
importance of meeting these needs, and an ac-
knowledgment that long-term benefits may
accrue from an investment in the education of
the exceptionally gifted, have resulted in pro-
posals to state legislatures to create and sus-
tain residential high schools for highly gifted
students selected from within the state.

National Excellence: A Case for Developing
America’s Talent (U.S. Department of Edu-
cation, 1993) cites six broad recommendations

for ensuring that education in this country
will meet the needs of our students as they ful-
fill their potential and as they compareto stu-
dents in other countries. Five of these recom-
mendations relate directly to the goals and
activities of state residential schools for gifted

students. The recommendationscall for an ap-

propriately challenging curriculum, high-level
learning opportunities, opportunities for dis-

advantaged and minority students, appropri-
ate teacher training and technical assistance,
and the attainment of world-class _perfor-

mance.

States that create residential high schools
for high-ability students will position them-

selves well to respond to these recommenda-

tions. Each state that establishes a school
has the opportunity to create a programthat

(1) directly benefits its own students and

 

‘See Chapter 19 by Kulik and Kulik.
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(2) provides leadership in the state educa-
tional community. This leadership emerges as
curricula are developed and tested with the
residential students, as programs bring teach-

ers from local schools to the campus to work
with the students and faculty, and through ac-

tivities that take the resources of the residen-
tial school to other schools in the state. A sense
of commitment to the larger community, stem-
ming from the need to return some of the in-
vestment by the state, keeps the residential
school from becoming insular. Initiatives for
educational reform and innovation can begin
in such a school and spread throughout the

state.

An Early Example

In 1978, then Governor James B. Hunt, Jr.,

and the General Assembly of North Carolina
proposed the first residential high school for
gifted students of that state. In the fall of
1980, the North Carolina School of Science

and Mathematics, in Durham, accepted its

first class ofjunior-year students and began a
program designed to meet the academic, so-
cial, and emotional needsof a cross-section of

the brightest students in the state. In addition
to the direct benefits to the students who have
attended and graduated from the school, the
North Carolina school has pioneered waysfor

developing and disseminating new curricula
and teaching methods to other schools
throughout the state.

The North Carolina school, which has been

a model for similar schools throughout the
country, serves a student body of juniors and
seniors drawn from all geographic areas of the
state. These classes represent a balance

among race, socioeconomic level, and sex. The
faculty is composed of individuals with con-
tent expertise, many of whom hold doctoral

degrees, and for whom there is no require-
ment that they be certified teachers. The cur-

riculum itself offers opportunities for students

to accelerate and enrich their academic pro-

grams. The overall program incorporates inde-
pendent study, community service, and other
extracurricular elements, and seeks to provide

a balanced experience for students.
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This most successful school, which has re-

ceived a great deal of national attention, also

can point to benefits to the state that invested

in the plan. A large numberof graduateselect
to attend colleges and universities in North

Carolina, and many of them will chooseto re-

main in the state to enter professional careers
and raise their families. Many businesses and

industries have chosen to locate in North
Carolina in part because of the state’s demon-
strated commitment to excellence in educa-

tion. These are persuasive argumentsas other
state legislatures consider similar plans.

Characteristics of Special
Residential Schools

The Students

Most residential high schools admit students
at grade 11 for the beginning of a two-year ex-
perience. Illinois, an exception, admits stu-

dents who are beginning grade 10. Because
they are established through legislative action
supported by state funds, the schools are com-
mitted to enrolling a student body that pro-
files the population of the state. Consideration
is given to balancing the various groups that
make up the state. Sizes of the schools range
from about 150 to over 600.

Identification and selection of students for
participation in a special residential school is

a complex process that starts well before the
beginning of the academic year in which a
student is admitted. Applicants take stan-
dardized tests such as the SAT-I: Reasoning
Tests (formerly the Scholastic Aptitude Test or
SAT), the PSAT, or similaroff-level tests. Most

of the existing schools use test scores, high

school grades, recommendations, writing sam-
ples, portfolios of artwork or auditions in other
talent areas, and interviews to assemble a

profile of each applicant. Subjective and objec-
tive assessments are combinedto arrive at ad-
missions decisions.

In addition to evidence of academic

achievement and ability, residential schools

look for students who show potential to suc-

ceed in a program that requires independent

work and who also demonstrate the maturity

to live away from home while attendinga rig-

orous academic school.

Recent research by Jarwan and Feldhusen

(1993) affirms the importance of linking the
identification and selection process to the par-
ticular curriculum and program ofthe school.
A good match between student and program

will help ensure that both the students and
the school will be successful. Systematic train-
ing for those involved in the identification and

selection processis also critical, so that sub-
jective assessments of prospective students

made by a group of professionals will achieve
maximum reliability.

The Faculty

Instructors for these exceptionally talented
students come from high schools, colleges and
universities, and the private sector. Mostresi-

dential schools report that their faculties com-

prise individuals with advanced degrees, with
about half having earned doctorates. There is

great flexibility concerning the requirements

for “certification” of teachers in these schools.
Efforts are made to recruit teachers with out-

standing academic credentials and the ability
to work well with gifted students. Schools

want individuals who can inspire gifted stu-
dents both inside and outside of the classroom,

offer support for creative ideas, and become

role models as productive adults.
Residential schools often have special visit-

ing teacher/scholar programs that bring
teachers from aroundthe state to the residen-
tial site to work with the students. These indi-
viduals work with students, develop curricula,
observe and implement teaching methods, and
return home to adapt the techniques and ma-

terials for their high-ability students and
share them with other teachers.

Facilities

Special residential schools require special fa-
cilities. Because of the nature of the schools,

there must be a complex of buildings designed
to accommodate both the instructional and the

living components of the programs. Existing

residential schools have addressed this need

in several ways. The first of these special
schools for gifted students, the North Carolina

School of Science and Mathematics, is located



in a former hospital complex that has been
converted into dormitories, classrooms, labo-

ratories, a library, and recreational areas. The

Arkansas residential high school also is
housed in a former hospital in Hot Springs.
The Illinois Math and Science Academy moved

into a vacant high school building. Initially,
some classrooms were turned into dormitory

rooms; others remained classrooms or became

laboratories or other needed spaces. Dormi-
tories have since been constructed on the

academy campus.
Several residential high schools are located

on college or university campuses where the
needed facilities already exist with little need

for modification. The Louisiana School for

Math, Science, and the Arts is located on

the campus of Northwestern State University
in Nachitoches. The Texas Academy of
Mathematics and Science is part of the
University of North Texas, Denton. The

Indiana Academy for Science, Mathematics

and Humanities is on the campus of Ball

State University in Muncie. The Mississippi

School for Math and Science is on the campus
of the Mississippi University for Women in
Columbus. The South Carolina Governors’
School for Science and Mathematicsis located
at Coker College in Hartsville. In most of
these situations, although the residential high
school and thecollege or university exist on
the same campus, there are separate facilities
for the two student bodies. Dormitories house

only high school students, and restrictions are
placed on interaction between high school and
older students. A unique situation exists at
the Indiana Academy, where the residential
high school, Ball State University, and the

Burris Laboratory School (a K-12 schoolaffil-

iated with the university) share somefacilities

and provide students with flexibility in course

taking and extracurricular choices, while still
preserving certain limitations.

The Curriculum

At the heart of residential schools for gifted

students are curricula especially designed to

meet their needs. With an emphasis on math-

ematics and science in most programs, stu-

dents usually advance rapidly throughhigh-

level course work in these and other areas.
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Curricular offerings in these schools mayfit

one of several different models. For some, the

College Board Advanced Placement (AP) pro-
gram is the foundation of the curriculum.
Students who spend twoyearsin a residential
high school may take many APclasses and/or

exams, thus enabling them to begin college or
university with a year or more ofcredit in sev-
eral areas. Stanley (1987), in fact, urges that

the curriculum for a school of this kind include
courses that prepare students to take AP
exams in calculus, physics, chemistry, com-
puter science, and biology. At the Illinois
Mathematics and Science Academy, the com-

pletion of the three-year curriculum takes stu-
dents through a beginning university curricu-

lum and prepares them to take a variety ofAP

exams in mathematics, sciences, English, and
foreign languages.

Residential schools located on college or
university campuses incorporate university

courses into the curriculum of the high school.
Students may take courses (e.g., languages)
not offered in the residential school curricu-

lum or other specialized courses that balance
and supplement the curriculum of the high
school. The curriculum of the Texas Academy
of Mathematics and Science consists of uni-
versity honors courses, for which students
earn college credit in addition to completing
the requirements for high school graduation.

In their two years at Texas Academy, students
simultaneously complete the last two years of

high school and thefirst two yearsof college.
Students attending the Indiana Academyfor
Science, Mathematics and Humanities may
take coursesin areas such as Latin orfine arts
at Ball State University or music at Burris
Laboratory School (Dixon, 1993).

Although the major emphasis of special
residential high schools is typically science
and mathematics, these schools incorporate
strong communications and arts programs

into the curriculum. The Louisiana School for
Math, Science, and the Arts goes a step fur-

ther in offering students the opportunity to fo-

cus on math/science, humanities, or the cre-

ative and performing arts. A student may

select one or more of these areas in which to
concentrate. The Indiana Academy incorpo-

rated humanities into the nameof the school,

and the curriculum reflects this emphasis.
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Most of these special high schools also de-
velop unique curricular offerings in addition
to the AP courses and college courses.

Humanities, English, and social studies

courses may be organized in ways different
from the traditional secondary curriculum.
The nature of the learners and the faculty
lends itself to the development of courses
that explore broad, interdisciplinary themes,
epistemology, and the historical and philo-

sophical foundations of disciplines. The
Illinois Mathematics and Science Academy de-

veloped an approach known as Problem-Based
Learning in which students are given realistic
problems to investigate using their problem-
solving abilities. The “fuzzy situations”
require students to exercise their question-
asking, information-gathering, hypothesis-

formulation, and testing skills while their
teachers assumethe roles of facilitators and
coaches. These experiences engage studentsin
studying the content of various disciplines in
nontraditional but real-world ways (Stepien
& Gallagher, 1993; Stepien, Gallagher &
Workman, 1993). The curriculum at the

Indiana Academy for Science, Mathematics

and Humanities includes a number of the-

matic interdisciplinary courses that focus on
history and English. Examples of these in-
clude Dickens and the Industrial Revolution
(a literature and history course), Russian

Literature (a history, literature, and culture

course) and Sylvia Beach and the Lost
Generation (a study of the culture andlitera-

ture of the American ex-patriates in Paris in

the 1920s). In addition to these courses, all

students enroll in a course called Colloquium
that meets once a week to discuss selected

great issues (Dixon, 1993).
Overall, the curriculum of special residen-

tial high schools is characterized by its gifted

students. These schools offer a program ofad-
vanced courses in a curriculum with consider-
able breadth and depth. Students can pursue

a sequence of advanced courses in mathemat-
ics and sciences rarely available in high
schools. Both advanced and nontraditional of-
ferings in other areas also maybe available in
residential schools.

Several additional curricular components
also are a part of residential high schools.
Mentorships, internships, and research and

independent study opportunities are incor-

porated into the program to allow various

degrees of individualization for the students.

In many of the schools, students are encour-

aged to pursue original research projects.
Residential schools located on university cam-
puses may arrange for students to work on

projects with faculty mentors. Schools located
near high-tech centers, research and medical
facilities, or other industries in the scientific

field are able to place students in mentorships
and internships where they experience in-
volvement in the actual workings of these
organizations. In 1992-1993, for example, a
total of 121 students at the Illinois Mathe-

matics and Science Academy worked in 38
laboratories in the Chicago area (Marshall,

1993).

Extracurricular Program

Beyond the academic day, residential stu-
dents may be involved in community service
projects, recreational activities, faculty—stu-
dent projects, clubs, and competitions and con-
tests. Residential schools offer many of the
sameactivities students would find in theirlo-
cal schools, including musical and theatrical
performance groups; individual and team
sports; foreign language, science, and mathor-
ganizations; and service clubs. The campuses
develop diverse extracurricular programs
based on the students’ interests and talents.
Students often have opportunities to attend

seminars, lectures, symposia, and other

events that take place at the schools them-
selves and on nearby college campuses.

Following the example set by the North
Carolina school, most other institutions have

established a requirement that students be-
come involved in campus and community ser-

vice. Projects may involve activities such as
tutoring, volunteering in hospitals or similar
institutions, or assisting local agencies andor-
ganizations.

Benefits of Special Residential Schools

A number of groups benefit from special

residential schools for gifted students. Most
important, of course, are the students them-



selves who attend and are challenged at their
levels by an appropriately rigorous curricu-

lum. These students experience an education
designed for them, taught by faculty who are
experts in their fields and who are committed

to providing appropriate education for the
gifted, and in an environment where they are
energized and sparked by other students with
similar abilities and interests.

Recognizing that there is potential for

wider benefits to education in the state, the

majority of residential schools have outreach

programs. Among the variety of outreach ef-

forts, a particularly effective approach in-
volves bringing teachers from schools around
the state to the residential site as visiting
scholars and instructors. Some teachers spend
a full academic year, others a semester. These
teachers then return to their home schools
with teaching methods and curriculum that

may be adopted or adapted for local students.

In somecases, residential schools are using
satellite capabilities to transmit courses from

their site to schools throughout the state
where other students may take advantage of
the curriculum. The Indiana Academy uses

the Indiana Higher Education Telecommu-
nications System (IHETS) to provide courses
in areas such as physics, Russian, Chinese, AP

calculus, and human genetics to rural schools
wherethere is student interest but no teacher
is available or enrollment is too low to offer
the class. The Director of the Indiana
Academyreports that in the 1994-1995 acad-
emic year, these classes are in 949 classrooms
throughout the state (V. Roberts, personal
communication, September 23, 1994).

Still other outreach efforts include work-
shops andinstitutes at the residential schools
or other sites which bring teachers together to

learn about techniques and materials for edu-
cating the gifted. The Illinois Mathematics
and Science Academy awardsgrantstoIllinois
teachers to prepare innovative teaching activ-
ities, which are then shared throughout the

state. The Illinois academy also hosts confer-

ences on special topics such as problem-based

learning and produces materials such as the
IMSA Math Journal for dissemination to
schools throughout the state. Students may

benefit directly from such activities as

Summer “AD” Ventures, a summer math,sci-
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ence, and technology program for Illinois stu-
dents in grades 7 through 10 (Marshall, 1993).

Special Issues

The establishment of special residential high
schools raises a numberof issues that must be
resolved before such a school can open. One of
the first is a concern of communities that the
residential schools will take their top students
away from the local high schools in a kind of
“brain drain.” This fear has proved to be un-
founded, generally, because residential schools
enroll students from throughout the state, and
no one community or local area sends a dis-
proportionate numberof students.
An important issue raised by legislators,

parents, and local schools is that of young peo-
ple leaving home two or three years before
they ordinarily would leave to attend college.

For residential high schools located at colleges
and universities, there are additional concerns

to be addressed related to placing high
school-age students on campuses with older
students. Existing residential high schools
have limited the interactions among high
school and college students by housing them
separately and segregating the two groupsfor

social and, in most cases, academic activities.

Another often repeated concern is that

placing the most talented students together in
a school of this type will lead to feelings of su-
periority and special favor amongthe selected
students, and a perception that they are enti-
tled to receive special opportunities and bene-
fits with nothing expected in return. Schools
address this concern by structuring involve-
ment in outside community and volunteer ac-
tivities, and by requiring that they share re-
sponsibility for maintaining their school. Most
schools communicate to the students the ex-
pectation that the students will repay in these
ways the investment in their education made

by the state.

When considering state-supported residen-

tial high schools, questions always are raised

about the composition of the student body,
Schools are asked bylegislators and funding
groups to ensure that the classes will be bal-
anced in terms of geographic, racial, ethnic,

gender, and socioeconomic representation.
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This brings up the question—often unspo-

ken—of quotas. How does a school balance the
student body while homogeneously grouping
the students in terms of academic andintel-

lectual ability? Most of the schools specify in
their written materials that they are commit-
ted to achieving a student body that is diver-
sified and that geographic and other variables

are considered by the admissions committee.

Stanley (1987), however, in discussing resi-

dential high schools for mathematically tal-
ented youth, urges that minimum ability lev-
els be established for selection and that these
levels not be modified to accommodate outside

pressures. According to Stanley, these mini-

mum levels should be developed by each state
and should use as a reference point the aver-
age SAT scores achieved by male college-
bound seniors in that state. In accord with

Stanley's view, the Texas Academy of
Mathematics and Science has set a minimum
acceptable score of 550 on the mathematics

portion of the SAT with an overall minimum of
1000 on the combined verbal and mathematics
parts of the test. The North Carolina Schoolof

Science and Mathematics, in contrast, has set

no minimum scores in the belief that admis-
sions criteria must beflexible to allow for spe-

cial situations—for example, to accommodate
a student who has recently emigrated to this
country and is not yet fluent enough in

English to achieve the minimum scores on the

SAT (Eilber, 1987).

Despite the intention of state residential
high schools for gifted students to reflect the
demographics of the population, Jarwan and
Feldhusen (1993) found that representation of
ethnic groups in the composition of these
schools does not mirror the representation of
these groups in the general population:

African Americans, Hispanics, and Native

Americans are underrepresented in these
schools, and Asian students are overrepre-

sented.
Another major consideration affecting the

establishment of special residential schools is
the provision of a total, rounded experience for

the students who attend. This involves sup-
port services, such as academic and personal

counseling, and a program of extracurricular
opportunities including athletics, recreation,

arts clubs and performing groups, and social

activities. Because students are on campus 24

hours a day, seven days a week, planning must
be comprehensive and must address the needs
of the total student. Residential staff must be
prepared to assist students as they adjust to
living away from homeforthe first time, en-
countering an extremely demanding curricu-

lum, and balancing their academic andsocial
interests and commitments in a new commu-

nity.

Existing residential high schools for the
gifted carefully and thoughtfully plan their
calendars to include long weekends at home,
as well as opportunities for students to be-
come involved in outside interests at the
school. Staff members are alert to signs of
stress, depression, and homesickness, and

they are attuned to student behaviorsthat re-

veal problems in adjusting to the new envi-
ronment, such as missing classes, failing to

complete assignments, socializing excessively,
or withdrawing from interactions with others.
Although there may be relatively few in-
stances of these types of difficulties, they are
the kindsof issues that set residential schools
apart from other schools and must be ad-
dressed in planning for and staffing such a
school.

Judging Successof
Residential Schools

The impact of special residential schools is as-
sessed in several ways. The North Carolina

School of Science and Mathematics evaluated
aspects of the program that originally were

stated as potential benefits. For example, sur-
veys taken after ten years revealed that 67
percent of the graduates had enrolled at in-

state colleges and universities for their fresh-

man year; by their junior year, 73 percent
were registered at in-state colleges and uni-
versities (Johnston, 1988); and 82 percent

were studying science or mathematics in col-

lege. The Indiana Academy for Science,
Mathematics and Humanities reports that 438

percent of the 1994 graduating class chose to

remain in Indiana to attend college or univer-

sity, thus fulfilling one of the proposed benefits
to the state, that of retaining a group of its
most talented young people.



Additional benefits to the state’s educa-
tional system are evidenced in the number
and scope of the outreach programs.
Academically talented students from through-
out the state attend the North Carolinaschool
in the summer for advanced instruction in
math and science. Teachers from the state

spend summer months on campus working
with the school’s faculty to learn techniques
that can be used in their homeschools. There

is anecdotal evidence that the school has en-

couraged local schools throughout the state to
provide more math and science to students
(Johnston, 1988).

Graduating classes of residential schools

typically have produced very large numbers of
National Merit Scholar semifinalists and fi-

nalists. For example, in the 1993 Illinois
Mathematics and Science Academy graduat-
ing class, a full 33 percent were National
Merit semifinalists (Marshall, 1993).

A final indicator of success is that students

graduating from residential high schools have

attracted millions of dollars in scholarshipof-
fers as well as recognition for their outstand-
ing performance in academic competitions.
The Louisiana School for Math, Science, and

the Arts reported that the first four grad-

uating classes received scholarship offers
amounting to over $12 million. Individ-
ual awards and recognition have included

student-designed experiments for the NASA
space shuttle program and membership on the

International Physics Olympiad. Illinois

Mathematics and Science Academy students

have placedfirst in the Westinghouse Science
Talent Search (1993) and first in the American
High School Math Exam, and, as individuals

and teams, have placed in numerous national
and international mathematics, computersci-
ence, and science competitions.

Conclusions

The establishment of state-supported residen-
tial schools for gifted students is a movement

whose time has come. States are seeking ways
to meet the educational needs of high-ability

students, and they recognize that for the most
gifted of their students, an appropriate and ef-

fective method for meeting those needs is to
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group them together in one location and offer
them an educational program more advanced
and more challenging than those in the local

schools.

Beginning slowly, with the North Carolina
School of Science and Mathematics and the
Louisiana School for Math, Science and the

Arts, the movement has gained momentum.

At present, one-fifth of the states have estab-
lished academic-year residential high schools

for gifted students, and the issue is being
studied by other states. As perceptions of the
success and “return on investment” increase,

more states are certain to follow the examples
of those that have assumed leadership in the
development of special residential high
schools. Particularly meaningful and convinc-
ing will be evidence that these schools benefit
not only those who attend, but also education
statewide and nationwide. Further support
will come from evidence that they provide in-
centives for the long-term economic growth of
the states in which they exist.

As a final comment, there is a growing
recognition among educators andlegislators of

the need for different kinds of services and
programs to correspond to different types

and levels of giftedness. While many local
schools will continue to address these needs
through cluster groups, pullout programs,
self-contained classrooms, and honorscourses,

state leaders will heed the recommendations
of experts and the examples of states pioneer-
ing in the development of residential high
schools and establish such schools for their

most talented and, perhaps, most underserved

population of gifted students.
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The Tortoise, the Hare, and the Development of Talent
 

LAUREN A. SOSNIAK, University of California, Berkeley

The hare was once boasting of his speed before the other animals . .

any one here to race with me.”

. ‘TI shall challenge

“The tortoise will not have a chance!”cried the fox.
“Wait and see,” said the owl.

a T’.. moral to The Hare and the

Tortoise concerns the power of perseverance
and determination over more obvious(and fre-
quently physical) attributes. The fable has

been constructed carefully to favor purposeful-

ness over natural ability and early advantage:
The race was sufficiently long and the hare
sufficiently distracted (and distractible) for
the “unexpected” result to occur. If the course
had been a short one, or the hare had been

single-minded, there is no doubt that the out-
come would have been different.

It is my contention that the developmentof
talent needs to be understood as a variant of

this well-known Aesop fable. I will argue in
this chapter that the development of talent
is a long-term process, and the time it takes
for such development has important conse-

quences for the ways we need to think about

 

Reprinted from M. J. A. Howe (Ed.), Encouraging
the Developmentof Exceptional Skills and Talents
(pp. 149-164). Leicester, UK: BPA Books. Reprinted
by permission ofthe British Psychological Society

Author’s note: This chapter in The Handbook of
Gifted Education and the research on which it is
based challenge traditional conceptionsof the devel-
opment of exceptional talent. The long period of

time necessary for such developmentcalls into ques-
tion traditional interest in early identification.It
also invites rethinking of instructional practices and
educational support systems necessary for promot-
ing exceptional accomplishment among evenlarger

numbers of youth.

—The Hare and the Tortoise

An Aesop Fable

supportive educational theory and practice. I
will also argue that because the development
of talent is a lived experience, it needs to be
considered in light of the attractions and dis-
tractions associated with motivation to pursue

a particular course of study over an extended
period of time.

An Empirical Foundation

The data that provide the foundation for de-

scription and argument in this chapter are
drawn from the Development of Talent
Research Project, a five-year study conducted
by a team of researchers, under the direction

of Benjamin Bloom, at the University of
Chicago (Bloom, 1985). The subjects for that
study were groups of individuals who, though
relatively young, had realized exceptional lev-
els of accomplishmentin oneof six fields: con-

cert piano, sculpture, swimming, tennis,

mathematics, and research neurology (two
artistic disciplines, two psychomotor activi-
ties, and two academic/intellectual fields). The

focus of the investigation was on the roles of
the home, teachers, schools, and other educa-

tional and experiential factors in discovering,
developing, and encouraging unusually high

levels of competence.

More specifically, the study was concerned

with questions like: How did an individual’s

involvement with the chosen field begin? How
did he or she work at the activity—how were

time, materials and other resources used?

207
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Whatroles did family and teachers play in the
learning process? How were interest and in-

volvement maintained? The plan was to
search for regularities and recurrent patterns
in the educational histories of groups of

clearly accomplished individuals, hoping that
such consistencies might shed light on how
the developmentof talent is achieved.

The project explored the lives of 120 tal-
ented individuals in all, approximately 20 in
each field. Retrospective, semistructured,

face-to-face interviews were conducted with
the individuals who metcriteria of exceptional

achievement set by experts in their respective
fields. Parents were interviewed as well, by

telephone, for corroborative and supplemen-

tary information. All interviews were tape-

recorded. Data analysis was a process analo-
gous to superimposing the unique histories
one on the other, and identifying the patterns
that were common across most cases—first

within each field and later across the fields

(see, for example, Glaser, 1965).

The Long-Term Nature of the
Developmentof Talent

The educational histories of the individuals
we studied indicate, without exception, that

the developmentof talent takes a considerable
amountof time. None of the individuals in our
sample demonstrated remarkable talent in

short order. All spent many years developing
the understanding, the skills, and the atti-
tudes that would eventually allow them to be
recognized as experts in their respective
fields.
How long does it take to develop talent?

The question is not easy to answer with any

precision. In fields such as playing concert
piano or swimming, there are markers one can
use to estimate the length of the process. In
our study we found that pianists worked for
an average of 17 years from their first formal

lessonsto their first international recognition.
The fastest “made it” in 12 years; the slowest
took 25. For the swimmers, 15 years elapsed,

on average, between the time individuals

began swimming just for fun and the time

they earned a place on an Olympic team.

The scientists, mathematicians, and sculp-

tors were unlikely to be recognized for truly
outstanding achievement much before their
30th birthday. Unfortunately, we have noclear
markersin thesefields to use as indications of

initial involvement. We do have reason to be-
lieve, however, that the process of developing

talent even in these areas began very early.
For our sample as a whole, parents’ values and
interests, which were translated into family
activity involving even the youngest children,
typically helped us understand the direction,
although certainly not the degree, of the tal-

ented individuals’ subsequent development
(Sloane, 1985).

Of course, the fact that it takes a long time

to develop talent is hardly surprising. Others

have noted the same phenomenon (Gruber,
1986; Glaser & Chi, 1988). In fact, our inter-

view schedule was constructed to reflect this
possibility. We were quite surprised, however,
by two findingsrelated to the long-term devel-
opment of talent. First, as far as we could tell,

for much of the time the individuals spent

learning to be as good as they are today,

it would have been impossible to predict
their eventual accomplishments. Second, the
process of developing talent over the long term
apparently divided itself into three distinct

phases with qualitatively different concerns
and consequences. Each of these findings will
be discussed in turn.

The Unpredictability of the Development
of Talent

Unlike the hare in Aesop’s fable, the individu-
als in our studytypically did not show unusual
promise at the start of the long-term experi-

ence. They were not “prodigies” in the way

that the stereotype of talent development
would have us expect—regardless of whether
we define prodigiousness by demonstrated

ability or by subjective recollections from par-
ents or the individuals themselves. Early in

their experiences with their fields they did not
demonstrate abilities significantly beyond

those appropriate for their age; they may well

have had suchabilities, of course, but these ei-

ther were not noticed or not noticeable.
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The pianists, for example, had begun tak-
ing lessons by the age of six, on average, and

were playing in small recitals organized by
their neighborhood teachers within a year or
so. Seven years later, by the time they were 13

or 14, most were playing in local competitions,
or at annual adjudicated contests. Even after
seven years of study and practice, the young-
sters reportedly were as likely to fall short in

these competitions as they were to outshine
their peers. Similarly, the swimmers spent
an average of eight years swimming in na-
tional competitions before they began to

place (to comefirst, second, or third) in those

events.

Parents were somewhat more generous in

their subjective recollections of early unusual
promise than could be verified by objective ev-
idence. (“He was alwaysthe hit of the[recital]

because he wasso far advanced than the other
children who had been taking lessons.”) Still,

for every parent who had seen a talent just

waiting to be developed, there was a counter-
part who was taken quite by surprise, many

years later, when his or her child began
demonstrating considerable talent in a partic-

ular area. One pianist’s father who was more
knowledgeable about music than most re-
called: “I would have started [the child] with a

better teacher—at a conservatory—if I had
known he was going to become a concertpi-
anist . . . At that time, I didn’t think it was

important.” A number of mothers told us they
perceived another child in the family to have

more “talent,” but were subsequently im-

pressed by the tenacity of the sibling who was

eventually to become part of our sample.

The individuals themselves were similarly
divided in theirassertions regarding early un-
usual promise. Some remembered being told
at an early age “I was going to be great and fa-

mous, and how unusual I was.” More were

quite explicit that their “talent” was not no-

ticeable for a considerable numberof years. “I

was not a wunderkind,”they told us in vavious
ways. “They didn’t say I had talent until age

16. . . . By then I had worked myassoff!”

Although in large measure our sample did

not show unusual promise at the start of the
long-term process of developing talent, a small
numberof individuals could be identified ob-

jectively as unusually accomplished at an
early age. We believe that these exceptions are

as notable for what they reveal about the

larger group, and about the nature of tradi-

tional means for marking unusual promise,as

for the unusual potential they signal in a

small portion of our sample. The most prodi-
gious individuals in our study include: two of
the 21 concert pianists who won children’s
competitions which gave them the opportunity

to play with a symphony orchestra by the age
of 10; one of the swimmers who wasa national

champion in his age group by the age of 11;

and one of the mathematicians who was en-
rolled in college mathematics courses by the
age of 13.

These achievements are considerable in-
deed. Still, they must be comparedside by side

with the early demonstrated ability of the
much larger number of individuals in our
study, which was either inconsistent (“one of

the top ten year olds in the country; at eleven
years, she was at the bottom of the heap”),
strong but certainly not outstanding, or even

mediocre. Furthermore, at least in the case of

the musicians and the swimmerreferred to

above, we must keep in mindthat the extraor-

dinary achievements reflect norm-referenced

rather than criterion-referenced standards.

That is, the individuals had demonstrated

they were better than their peers at activities
that their age-mates were also undertaking.
We began our study with the question of

how individuals were discovered and then,

once identified, how they were helped to de-

velop their talents; we found muchthere-
verse. The youngsters spent several years ac-

quiring knowledge and developing skills and
dispositions appropriate for their fields before
they were “discovered” as the most talented in

their family or in their neighborhood and ac-

corded the status of biggest fish in their small
ponds. In turn, a discovery of this sort, by a

parent or teacher, typically led to increased
opportunities for development. Then, after

several more years of work at increasingly
more sophisticated levels, the youngsters were

rediscovered, and so on (Sosniak, 1985a).

Gradually, the individuals we studied moved

into increasingly more exclusive groupsof po-

tentially talented individuals. So slowly did
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the identification of extraordinary talent take

place that the individuals were almost un-

aware of it happening. This pattern, unpre-
dicted at the start, became more understand-

able in light of the systematic changes in the
nature of teaching and learning over the long
term which wefound.

Phases of Learning and Teaching

The individuals we studied not only spent
many years acquiring the knowledge and de-
veloping the skills and dispositions associated
with exceptional talent, they did so for a con-
siderable amount of time without any clear
idea of where they were heading. There was
no intention, at the start, to work toward a

standard of excellence in a particular field of
study; neither the individuals nor their par-
ents had plansfor a long-term commitmentor
dreams of eventual accomplishment. Exactly
what was to be learned, and where it would

lead, were decisions made and remade many
times in the process of unusually successful
learning. Without having to think about the
enormityof all that was before them, the indi-
viduals and their parents did what seemed
good or necessary for the moment.

The very long series of moments appear to
have divided themselves into three distinct

phases, periods reminiscent of Whitehead’s
(1929) writings on the rhythms of romance,
precision, and generalization in education
(Sosniak, 1985b; Sosniak, 1988). Each phase

emphasized a particular view of what was
being learned, and a particular attitude to-
ward the processes of learning and teaching.

Each phase presented different demands on
the learner and those with whom heor she
worked, and had qualitatively different conse-
quences. The phases were not discrete, but
they were dramatic in their particular em-

phases.
The earliest years of developing talent were

filled with opportunities to explore field-
specific content without the need for behaving

systematically or with demonstrated skill.

Initiation to the field of talent most typically

came early, and as a natural consequence of
membership in a family that valued the activ-
ity. Although the parents of the individuals in

our study seldom were professionally involved
in the areas in which their child would later
excel, more often than not they held an avoca-

tional interest in the field or closely related ac-
tivity. As a consequence, the young children

were exposed to activities associated with

their subsequent talent fields, they were sup-
ported and rewarded for behaviors associated
with the fields, and they learned a good deal in
informal ways about knowledge andskills as-

sociated with the activity in which they would

eventually excel.

The pianists, for example, listened to music
almost from the time they were born, and
learned to identify the names of well-known

composers, musicians, or musical pieces with-

out anyone being conscious of the process of

education. Mathematicians played with num-
bers and scientific ideas in similar ways. “This
is half, this is a quarter, this is an eighth,” a

mathematician’s father reportedly would say
to his child as he fed him a breakfast omelette.
Parents bought their children field-specific
toys and showed genuineinterest in the child’s
variousfield-specific activities. The talent field
provided amusement for children and their
parents, and an interest for them to share.

Early formal instruction in the fields for

which special instruction was sought was sim-
ilarly notable for the playfulness of the experi-
ences. First teachers were remembered as

having made lessons “fun.” These teachers
were said to be warm and enthusiastic and
quick to provide a variety of rewards for any
signs of interest or involvement. They threw
coins to the bottom of a swimmingpool to en-
courage children to learn to hold their breath
and keep their eyes open under water. They

put stars on the top of each page in a music

book when the child had finished working on

that page.
For the most part, during the early years of

learning there waslittle attention to or con-
cern about the “correctness” of the work. The
encouragement of interest and involvement
took precedence over the assessment of
progress in any formal way. Students, teach-

ers, and parents seemed unconcerned with ob-

jective measures of achievement. Virtually

any effort was applauded by parents or teach-
ers or both. The emphasis during this period
was on engagingin lots of field-specific playful
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activity, and exploring the possibilities inher-
ent in the activity. In the short run, this em-

phasis may have obscured or even inhibited
early signs of unusual talent; in the long run,

however, the extended period of early playful
activity may have paid dividends of consider-
able consequence.

For relatively little effort, the learner got

more than might be expected. Theeffect of the
early years of playful, almost romantic in-

volvement with a field seemed to be to get the
learner involved, captivated, “hooked”—moti-

vated to pursue the matter further. Of course
as would be true about playful situations of
many sorts, the more time and attention the

individuals paid to the matter, the more
skilled they became. In the process of explor-
ing, the students inevitably acquired knowl-

edge and skill that would contribute to subse-
quent studies. Most importantly, perhaps,this
knowledge and skill was gained in a manner
that would encourage subsequent develop-
ment. The individuals apparently had pre-
pared themselves for the second phaseof the
developmentof talent.

During the second phase of the develop-
ment of talent, teaching and learning became
much more focused on the systematic acquisi-
tion of knowledge and development of skill.
Playfulness gave way largely, but seldom en-
tirely, to precision. The nature of the transi-
tion from the playful period to the period of
precision is not clear, but the fact of the tran-
sition is obvious.

The secondperiod of learning was marked
by considerable attention to detail. The tech-
nical skills and vocabularyof the discipline, as

well as its rules and logic, were addressed sys-
tematically by teacher and student alike.
Youngsters who had toyed with the field ear-
lier invested in the acquisition of specific
pieces of knowledge and mastery of narrowly
defined objectives. They were willing to en-
gage in the sameactivity over and over, now

consciously making slight variations each

time, in the service of achieving some mark of
excellence modeled by acknowledged experts

in thefield.

Instruction became more rational and less

informal and personal than it had been ear-
ler. Objective measures of achievement—the

results of competitions and the like—provided

both a personal sense of accomplishment and
a means of planning subsequent instruction.
Knowledgeable criticism from teachers and
other experts in the field became as rewarding
as applause had been earlier. The personal
bond between teachers and students shifted
from one of love to one of respect.

The student—teacher relationship wascar-
ried well beyond the regular lessons. Teachers
encouraged, enticed, and prodded students to
take part in public activities—recitals, compe-
titions, science fairs, mathematics clubs, and

so forth. Teachers arranged for the studentsto
participate in activities with like-minded
youngsters after school and during the sum-

mers, and they arranged meetings with pro-
fessionals or expert teachers in the area. They
introduced the student to important historical
dimensions of the field through literature,
recordings, collected worksof art, and thelike.
In various ways teachers provided a rich con-

text for the more focused work that ruled this
period.

In response to the students’ involvement,
parents began makingsignificant sacrifices of
time and moneyto arrangefor better teachers,

purchase necessary equipment, and travel to
important events. Parents also began rear-
ranging life in their homes to accommmodate
the demands of the children’s developing tal-
ents. Someone wasalwaysavailable to chauf-
feur the children to classes or special events.
Meals and weekend activities were planned
around talent-related concerns. Parents be-
came more knowledgeable about the talent
area along with their children.

The individuals themselves devoted in-
creasing amounts of time to the talent area.
This frequently required sacrificing other ac-
tivities that previously had been a part of the
youngsters’ lives. They becamestrongly iden-
tified with the area by their age-mates and,
often, by adults in their community. Over
time, they began to identify themselves in
termsof their area of interest and growing ex-
pertise.

During this second phase of learning the

individuals developed skills, feelings of com-

petence, and a modicum of awareness of the
long-term possibilities of work in their respec-
tive talent fields. In the end, they were extra-
ordinarily able, but still not sufficiently ac-
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complished to be included among the best in

their respective fields. Technical masterystill
had to be integrated with a personal desire to

pursuethefield to its limits, and with a per-
sonal vision or style which could redefine the
field in terms of the work of the individual
rather than defining the individual in terms of
the existing field.

The transition to the third phase of talent
development was the most difficult, perhaps,
and the most uncertain. It required a commit-
ment of unprecedented proportion; virtually
all of one’s time, emotional energy, and other
resources had to be invested in field-specific
activity. In fact, it was typically toward the

end of the second phaseof learning, or the be-
ginning of this third phase, that the individu-
als madetheir first conscious and visible com-
mitments to the pursuit of excellence in their

respectivefields.’ At last there was a clear end
in sight for the work the individuals had been
engaged in almost as matter of fact to this
point.

During the third phase of learning the in-
dividuals typically studied with master teach-

ers—teachers who were knowneitherfor their
personal expertisein thefield or for their work
with students who had become acknowledged

masters in the field. The opportunity to work
with such individuals—a result of previous ex-
periences which made the teachers known to
the students and prepared the students to
meet the teachers’ prerequisite require-

ments—was viewedat first with considerable

awe. The individuals reported being “over-
whelmed” by the idea of spending time with
these role models, and feeling “electricity in

 

* The lack of early and conscious commitment to

the field is obvious in-multiple ways. The math-
ematicians provide one example: Typically, they
made decisions about which colleges to attend as
undergraduates without any attention to the qual-

ity of the education they might receive in math-
ematics. Fewer than half were entertaining the idea

of mathematics as a career at the end of high school
(Gustin, 1985). By the time these individuals ap-
plied to graduate school, however, the primary and

often sole criterion for the selection of a university

wasthe quality of the mathematical experience they

believed would be possible.

the air” when they were in the company of

these teachers.

The nature of the teaching/learning rela-
tionship changed dramatically. A close per-
sonal bond between student and teacher was
no longer an especially important part of in-

struction. Instead, the student had to share

with the teacher a dedication to thefield itself,

and a devotion to advancing the work of the

field in a personal way. An emphasis on spe-

cific details also fell by the wayside, in favorof
a broader and more inclusive exploration of
the activity of the field.

Instruction almost always took place in the

context of the real-world activity as it is en-

gaged in by the most talented individuals in

the field. Pianists “performed” for their teach-
ers, and analyzed both their performance and

the piece of music with their teachers as pro-
fessional musicians might do in the course of
their working lives. Mathematicians watched
their teachers “doing mathematics,” and in

turn were watched by their teachers while

they tried their hand.

With the help of expert teachers, and like-
minded peers who weresimilarly engaged in

pursuit of excellence in the field, the individu-

als began to identify and develop personal con-

cerns and ways of working. They began find-
ing and solving their own problems, and
working to satisfy themselves rather than
their teachers. They immersed themselves
completely and wholeheartedly in the worlds

of their respective talent fields, and ultimately

they became models of excellence in those
fields.

In sum, the long-term process of develop-
ing talent was not simply a matter of becom-
ing quantitatively more knowledgeable and
skilled over time, or of working more intensely

for longer hours. It was, predominantly, a mat-
ter of qualitative and evolutionary transfor-

mations (Sosniak, 1987). These were transfor-

mations of the individual, of the substance of

what was being learned, and of the mannerin

which individuals engaged with teachers and
field-specific content. Students progressively

adopted different views of who they were, of

whattheir fields of expertise was about, and of

how thefield fitted into their lives.

Movement through the three phases was
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not always smooth, but it became quite pre-
dictable as we analysed the talented individu-
als’ educational histories.” The individuals
proceeded at different rates and in different

ways. They did so with an enormous amount
of prompting, guidance, structure, encourage-

ment, and support from parents and teachers.
The talented individuals demonstrated in
compelling fashion that the process of unusu-
ally successful learning is not all of one kind;
rather, it must be understoodin relationto the

amount of experience the learner has with

some subject matter, the meaning of the sub-
ject matter for the learner, and the purposes

the learning might serve.
The three phases of learning identifiable in

educational histories of extremely talented in-
dividuals make sense pedagogically. Together
they seem to reflect the entirety of a learning
experience—from getting involved; through

mastery of skills and understanding;to find-
ing the larger meaning and makingthe learn-
ing personal and worthwhile, and becoming

educated about something. Furthermore, that
which can be gained from each phase seemsto
be prerequisite for being able to make the
most of the subsequent phases. If these phases

of talent development are supported by fur-
ther investigation, they will pose serious chal-

lenges to our historical concern for identifying
talent early. They will also suggest new ways

 

2 This brief outline of phases in the development
of talent necessarily ignores negative evidence. Our

_ data do include examples of instances wherelearn-
ing did not proceed smoothly in the manneridenti-
fied. In fact, these made the pattern all the more ob-
vious because of the “corrections” that inevitably

took place in the individuals’ experiences. Some
youngsters, for example, were asked to do the work

of the phase of precision before they had developed
an intense interest in their talent field. They and
their parents remember a point at which they were
ready to abandon their work in thefield entirely, an
option never taken apparently because of the sensi-
tivity of a parent who arranged for a change of

teacher who found a more engaging way of working
with the student. Other youngsters moved too
slowly or too quickly to the third phase, and found
themselves floundering until changes were made in
teachers or teaching strategies.

of thinking about teaching and the assess-

ment of learning with the potential for devel-
oping talent more broadly than we can cur-
rently imagine. Given the long-term nature of

developing talent, and qualitative shifts in
teaching and learning over time, obviousearly
advantage may mattervery little in our future
efforts to promote success in various endea-

Vors.

The Social Context of the
Lived Experience

The development of talent did not take place
in a vacuum. It was not the experience of a
single individual working alone to release the
muse within. The development of talent was,
quite clearly, a tribute to the support of many
people and communities that valuedthe activ-
ities at which the individuals would eventu-

ally excel and valued the individuals’ efforts in
pursuit of excellence. Without considerable in-
terpersonal support (from family, teachers,
peers, and others), and without the less per-

sonal but no less social support of organized
segments of society engaged in work in the dif-

ferent fields, it is unlikely that the individuals
we studied would ever have been identified for

their exceptional accomplishments.
As discussed earlier, initial interest in and

value of the talent field was typically a conse-
quence of membership in a family with adults
who held those interests and values. Initial

motivation to work at the activity, toward un-
specified ends, was derived in no small mea-

sure from the very immediate and interper-
sonal rewards such work provided. There was
no intention or indication that initial efforts
might lead to a long-term investment in the
pursuit of excellence in the field. Early inter-
est and effort were sustained and nurtured by
teachers and other adults who orchestrated
activities which added to the amusement the
youngsters could find in the talent field and
gave them the opportunity to be rewarded by
applause.

Later, teachers and other adults would help
to maintain the students’ interests and efforts

by introducing the students to challenges
which appealed to their developing compe-
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tence and by making special opportunities

available for summer study and for public
demonstration of the students’ skill. Parents

supplied the resources and the encouragement
that allowed the students to take advantageof

the opportunities their teachers made avail-

able.

For muchofthe time that it took to develop

talent, the individuals we studied were too

youngto find or create for themselves the host

of activities and opportunities that teachers
and parents made available. One of the more
remarkable aspects of the educational histo-

ries of the individuals we studied surely must

be the interdependent and self-sustaining sys-

tem of mutual encouragement and support
that was created with and for the individuals
by parents, teachers, and other adults with
whom the individuals had sustained personal

contact. Parents and teachers were willing
and able to respond to a learner’s develop-
ment, and to change and grow with the
learner in response to that development.

Parents, teachers, and the individuals appear

to have alternately prodded one another, their
changes being mutually dependent and en-
hancing. No one person was responsible for

the long-term investment in the development
of talent; together, however, a group of sup-

portive adults was able to find multiple ways
of maximizing the possibility that the individ-

uals would be able to sustain their involve-
ment in the process of learning.

The group of people supporting the devel-
opmentof a single new talent did considerably

more than merely applaud and reward. In
fact, perhaps the mostdifficult task they faced

over the years was to support the individual’s

efforts when interest flagged or skills stalled.
There were many examples of such moments

in the educational histories of the individuals
we studied. There were moments of frustra-
tion and disappointment, and attempts at

flight from the field. In these momentsoffail-
ure and discouragement the commitment of

parents and teachers was as strong as or

stronger than when things were going well.

The ability of parents and teachers to provide
support after failure as well as after success,

and to see less than exceptional performance
as a challenge rather than a sign of fail-

ure, seem important in the development of

talent, although we don’t yet understand this

well.

The development of talent depended
greatly on the efforts of a wide variety of peo-

ple on behalf of the accomplishment of one.
It depended also on the less personal but
no less social support provided by larger com-
munities organized around the variousfields.
The talented individuals in our study were in-
troduced to these communities initially by
parents and teachers; over time these commu-
nities assumed an increasingly central role in
helping to maintain the student’s interest and
support his or her development.

The larger communities included agemates
and slightly older youngsters from other parts

of town and the country. They included adults
who came to watch the youngsters in public

performances and, sometimes, to report on

these activities for local newspapers. Theyin-
cluded adults who engaged in activity that on

the surface was very similar, and who gar-

nered fame (and sometimesfortune) for their
work. Exposure to these communities thus

placed the child’s activity in the context of a
valued activity in society, and this context pro-

vided substantial support for the student’s in-

terest and involvement.
Introduction to the larger communitiesor-

ganized aroundthe different fields seemed to

serve various functions. Most obviously, young

students were provided with role models of

various ages. The oldest and most expert of
these models were typically admired from a
distance and treated as heroes. They legit-
imized the activities that the younger stu-
dents were engagedin, generally without pro-

viding much direction for the students’ work.
Role models who werecloser in age and ex-

pertise tended to have more influence on the

specific activities our students were engaged

with. The slightly older students of the field
were used to set an agendaofskills to be mas-
tered and goals to be achieved. They provided

a challenge and offered support and guidance.

They served as a regular reminderthat the in-
dividual was not really alone, despite the
hours spent in solo pursuit of one sort of mas-

tery or another.

The communities organized around thedif-

ferent fields provided not only role models but

also specific and varied opportunities to ac-
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quire the knowledge andskills associated with
the developmentoftalent. Typically, each com-
munity had its own publications whichbroad-
ened students’ opportunities for instruction
and inspiration. These talent-specific publica-
tions provided information about people,
events, and ways of thinking and working;
they helped the individuals identify additional
resources for learning, and connect to work

they were engaged in with teachers. In many
cases, each community organized public
events of various sorts which provided the in-
dividuals in our study both with an audience

and with opportunities to see others engaged

in similar activity.

Perhaps the most important function of the
communities that supported the learning of

the individuals we studied was the fact that
they provided repeated demonstrations that
the students were engaged in learning which

wasrelevant to their lives, rather than merely
school learning or learning appropriate only

for children. Learning in the processofthe de-
velopment of talent resembled more closely
learning out of school, as Resnick (1987) de-
scribes it, than learning in school. It often in-
volved a shared experience, and almost al-
ways involved direct engagement with the
objects and situations that define the field,

contextualized reasoning, and the develop-
ment of situation-specific competencies.
Learning connected so directly with our expe-
riences in the world, Dewey (1944) reminds

us, has the potential for staying with us longer

and making a deeper impression. “Ihe more

human the purpose, or the more it approxi-
mates the ends which appeal in daily experi-

ence, the more real the knowledge”(p. 198).
Learning, for the talented individuals we

interviewed, was much more than a matter of

acquiring knowledge and skill in the abstract.

Most importantly, it was a vital and valued

part of their lives, growing from andinto their
worlds of experience. In this context, distrac-
tions were minimized. Even as the individuals
grew older, and their lives became more com-

plex, few other activities could compete with

the attraction of the field they knew richly and

within which they had already developed
someskill.

If the hare in The Hare andthe Tortoise had

had the support of its community for the

length of the race, if it had been encouragedto
defer the immediatesatisfaction of food or rest
for the sake of an activity all agreed was
worthwhile, if the hare had been in the com-
panyof others who were leading by a length or
nipping at its heels, surely the tortoise never
would have turned out to be so outstanding in
the long run. But the race was long and the
hare was expected to sustain the activity

alone. The talented individuals we inter-
viewed ran a long race too; in this instance,

however, they ran with the help of parents,
teachers, and the larger community which ap-
parently prevented them from getting so dis-

tracted that they lost the chance to excel.

Challenging Traditional Ideas
AboutTalent Development

Gruber (1986) raised serious questions about
the necessity and sufficiency of “the stereo-

typed idea of a ‘normal’ sequencefor a creative
life: precocity in childhood, early commitment

and achievement, single-minded pursuit of
creative goals, a lifetime of elaboration of

these beginnings, eventual decline” (p. 255).
The findings from our study of the develop-
mentof talent strongly support his argument.
The educational histories we collected from
clearly talented young adults were remark-
ably lacking in evidence not only of precocity
in early childhood and early achievement, but

also of early commitment and single-minded
pursuit of field-specific goals.

The individuals we studied did not spring
to life demonstrating the skills, understand-

ings, and dispositions which mark extraordi-
nary talent in the variousfields. Instead, they
grew into their aptitudes and attitudes in the
context of supportive adults, peers, and soci-
eties of persons who valued and engaged in
activity of a similar sort. Experiences and
expectations related to the development of
talent were integrated gradually into the in-
dividuals’ lives and the lives of their fam-
ilies. Thanks to the absence of large goals at

the start, there was never so muchstill to

be learned that the task would seem over-

whelming.
Aptitudes and attitudes developed in con-

cert, or almost so. The individuals were will-
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ing to invest human and material resourcesin
increasingly difficult tasks as the field became
an ever more vital and valued part of their
lives. They learned to work toward more dis-

tant goals as they learned to care about
achieving those goals. The students built a
reservoir of good feeling about their talent
fields, and their abilities, which helped them
learn the patience andpersistence that appar-

ently are prerequisites of unusually successful
achievement.

The process of growing into a person ofex-
traordinary talent involved considerable expo-
sure to and experience with field-specific con-
tent. As Duckworth (1987) reminds us:

Intelligence cannot develop without matter to
think about. Making new connections depends

on knowing enough about something in thefirst
place to provide a basis for thinking of other

things to do—of other questions to ask—that de-
mand more complex connections in order to
make sense. The more ideas about something

people already have at their disposal, the more
new ideas occur and the more they can coordi-

nate to build up still more complicated schemes.

(p. 14)

The development of talent involved a clear
focus on particular subject matter, with multi-

ple opportunities of various sorts over a long
period of time to come to know and appreciate
that subject matter.

Cognitive scientists recently have begun

making thecase that considerable exposureto
domain-specific content is an essential early
componentof the development of human com-
petence. “The obvious reason for the excel-

lence of experts is that they have a good deal
of domain knowledge” (Glaser & Chi, 1988,p.

xvi). Rich exposure to domain-specific knowl-
edge is said to have important consequences
for the development of automaticity, which in
turn is believed to help explain the impressive

coding and chunkingabilities of experts. The

study of expertise is leading increasingly to
the assertion that “the problem cof producing
an expert maybe,to a large extent, that of cre-
ating and maintaining the motivation for the
long training that is necessary” (Glaser & Chi,

p. XXli).

Findings from the study of the development

of talent suggest that their conclusion is at

least partially correct. Creating and maintain-

ing the conditions which would support the

potential for the developmentof high levels of

competence, over the long term, does seem to

be our greatest challenge. To meet this chal-
lenge we must becomesensitive to the variety
of motivations that contribute in different
ways at different times to a long-term invest-

mentof effort. Our study suggests further that
we must recognize the variety of dimensions of

teaching and learning which contribute in

different ways at different times to the de-
velopment of people with considerable exper-
tise. Motivating individuals to work at inap-
propriate tasks in inappropriate ways will

hardly do.

To meet the challenge of creating condi-
tions which support long-term involvement
with a field of activity, we will have to confront

quickly the role of society in the work of edu-

cational institutions. The developmentof tal-

ent apparently requires that students come to
know their subject matter in socially mean-
ingful ways. The workofeducators apparently

cannot be seenin isolation from the values of
parents and the influences of larger communi-
ties. Educational institutions must learn to
make learning a vital and valued part of our

students’ lives, growing from and into their
worlds of experience. In many contexts, this
may also require that we work to promote par-
ticular values and interests in the larger com-
munity.

The development of talent apparently is
possible for far greater numbers of people

than we ever imagined. Our challenge is to
learn to provide appropriate opportunities for
its development and to create conditions
which support the long-term commitment to

learning that is required.

Author’s Note

Much work on the development of talent fo-
cuses on the responsibilities of schools for
such development (e.g., U.S. Department of
Education, 1993). However, the research just

reported reminds us that the development of

exceptional abilities probably cannot and cer-

tainly should not depend solely on work done

in K-12 classrooms. Attention to the out-of-
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school lives of youth, and the roles of extra-
school organizations in the development of
talent, would seem to have special import
for researchers in the areas of gifted and

talented education. Promising avenues for

researchers lie in the theoretical work of Mc-
Laughlin and Irby (1994; McLaughlin, Irby, &
Langman, 1994) and in the changing prac-
tices of gifted education programs like the
Academic Talent Development program at the
University of California at Berkeley (Sosniak,
1995).
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The mentor has another function, and this is developmentally the most crucial one: to
support and facilitate the realization of the Dream.

a iY)oe is a time-honored

means of educating the gifted and talented. It
comes to us across centuries and from almost

all cultures. Since ancient times, great leaders

have counseled and instructed young protégés

showing promise of maintaining their legacy;

master artisans have worked with talented

novices to develop their skills; philosophers
and spiritual leaders have attended to like-
minded youngintellectuals. In all these men-
toring relationships, the master transfers the
knowledge, expertise, and experiencesofa sci-
ence, art, skill, or philosophy to a protégé who
may eventually establish new frontiers in the
field, break existing records, and create new

traditions.

For gifted and talented young people whose
skills and ability levels are beyond the scope of
usual school resources, a mentorship is often a
successful means of meeting their specific

needs. The matching of a promising novice
with an established expert provides the novice
with appropriate challenge and continued en-
couragement in the developmentof his or her
talent. It can be a productive and meaningful
experience for both mentor and mentee,offer-
ing the potential of a long-term relationship.
Mentorships, however, have their pitfalls and
particular challenges. Without structure, al-
lowances for systematic feedback, and a good
match between mentor and mentee, the men-

torship may flounder, disappointing all con-

cerned. Although mentorships vary greatly in

description and application, the probability of
their success can be increased by the applica-
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—Levinson et al. (1978)

tion of several general principles. These prin-

ciples will be explored in this chapter.

WhatIs Mentoring?

A mentorship typically involves an older ex-

pert, usually but not always an adult, working

with a younger but talented individual in an
area of mutual interest. The term mentor

comes to us from classical Greek, where

Homertells us that Mentor (believed to be

Athena in disguise) became teacher and coun-

selor to Odysseus’ son Telemachus during the

father’s odyssey and long absence from his

family. Mentor guided the boy Telemachusin
becoming a man. While definitions and prac-
tices of mentorships vary substantially in the

current gifted and talented field, characteris-
tics of classical mentoring are informative.

The classical mentorship was a one-to-one re-

lationship; a wise, experienced person guided
a neophyte; a long-term commitment was

madeby both individuals; and both found sat-
isfaction in the mentorship.

In current practice, vestiges of traditional

mentorships remain, with varying degrees of
differences. Duration of the relationship is an

example. Although a minimum of yearis rec-

ommended (Zorman, 1993), the time span

depends on the purpose of the mentorship

and the age and maturity of the mentee.

Mentorships for elementary students fre-

quently range in time from several weeksto a

semester (Reisner, Petry, & Armitage, 1990).
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High school students are often engagedfor at

least a year, particularly in mentorships with
a strong academic focus (Clasen & Hanson,

1987; Lupkowski, Assouline, & Stanley, 1990).

However, partnerships ranging from 10 to 18
weeks are not uncommon with high school
students (Beck, 1989; Gray, 1983). Regardless

of the time involvement, commitment is pre-

sumed for a successful experience (Boston,
1976; Cox & Daniel, 1983). Both mentor and

mentee must be committed to the undertaking

and to the effort and involvementnecessary in

a flourishing partnership.

The classical expectation was that the men-
tor would help a neophyte grow and develop
beyondintellectual and skill areas. While this

goal may be less practical in some current,

short-term mentorships, the concept still is

embraced. Cox and Daniel (1983) regarded the

goal of mentoring as “the shaping of the stu-
dent’s life outlook.” Gourley and Richert

(1978) offered a similar premise in their de-
scription of a mentor as “someone whoassists

a gifted student in his or herintellectual, af-
fective, social and career development in a

specific area” (p. 25).

Need for Mentorships

Mentorships regularly have been regarded as

a valuable option for meeting the special
needs of high ability students (Cox, Daniel, &
Boston, 1985; Stanley, 1979; Torrance, 1984):

and as growing demandsare placed on educa-
tion and multiple requests are madefor lim-
ited resources, mentoring is increasingly be-
ing encouraged. Mentorships are especially
recommended for extremely precocious stu-
dents (Lupkowskiet al., 1990), for gifted stu-

dents who have exhausted the resourcesofthe
school (Reilly, 1992), and for children of disad-

vantaged circumstances whose potential may

never be realized without special opportuni-

ties (Hamilton & Hamilton, 1992; Wright &
Borland, 1992).

The need to offer mentoring as an educa-
tional option for scme high-ability students is
reinforced by national reports criticizing the
performance of the United States’ most able
students. In a monograph from the National

Association for Gifted Children, Callahan

(1993) noted that “findings from international
studies provide devastating evidence that the

achievements of the most able students in the

United States are far behind those of other in-
dustrialized nations” (p. 1). Callahan’s concern
was echoed by Ross (1993) in the most recent
national review of gifted education in the
United States, National Excellence: A Case for

Developing America’s Talent.+

The United States is squandering one of its most
precious resources—the gifts, talents, and high

interests of many of its students. In a broad
range of intellectual and artistic endeavors,

these youngsters are not challenged to do their
best work. This problem is especially severe

among economically disadvantaged and minority
students, who have access to fewer advanced ed-

ucational opportunities and whosetalents often
go unnoticed. (p. 1)

One recommendation from the nationalre-
port clearly calls for mentoring or mentoring-

like activities: the establishment of high-level
learning opportunities that are as “diverse as
the talents of the children” and that permit

more in-depth work, appropriate pacing, and

work in community settings. The report urges

a strong school—community link and use of

valuable resources within the community.
Mentorships respond to these recommenda-

tions.

The Mentor and the Mentee

Characteristics and Roles of a Mentor

Muchofthe success of a mentorshipwill be de-
termined by the mentor. Not everyone whois

an expert can be a mentor; expertise and skill
in a field are necessary but not sufficient. The

mentor mustbe willing—even eager—to share
expertise with a novice whose energy and
questions may be taxing and with whom pa-
tience and understanding likely will be re-
quired. Sensitivity to the mentee’s develop-
mental needs in areas such as socialization
and peeraffiliations is essential. Other desir-

 

* See Chapter 44 by Ross.
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able qualities include good communication

and problem-solving skills, creativity, and
flexibility. An inventory of good mentor char-

acteristics by Mattson (1983) also included

strong personal integrity, optimism, and a

sense of humor.
During a mentorship, the mentor will as-

sumeseveral interlockingroles:

1. Teacher: As teacher, the mentor helps the
mentee push the boundaries of knowledge

and skills. The mentor provides systematic
feedback on work and helps the novice an-

alyze and evaluate progress and products.

2. Expert: The mentor has theability and ex-
perience to create opportunities, to intro-

duce the novice to an expert’s view of a
field, and to share traditional accumulated

wisdom.
3. Guide: The mentor knowsthe path to suc-

cess and the obstacles to reaching goals
and showsthe way while allowingfor indi-

vidual exploration.
4. Advisor: The mentor advises the mentee

regarding expectations and possibilities,
introduces the mores and standardsof the
field, and helps in problem solving and
decision making. As advisor, the mentor
confronts the novice if behavior is inap-

propriate.

5. Friend: The mentoris a source of emotional

support, someone the mentee can trust and

with whom feelings can be shared.

6. Role Model: As a role model, the mentor be-

comes an exemplar of certain values,atti-

tudes, and behavioral patterns that the

mentee will often strive to emulate.

Some argue that the mentor’s most im-

portant role is to support the young per-

son’s dream and to facilitate its realization

(Levinson, Darrow, Klein, Levinson, & McKee,

1978). Boston (1976) ascribes similar respon-

sibility to the mentor, whose task he believes

is “the transformation of potential into actual-

ity” (p. 39). While many short-term mentor-
ships in gifted education may not be expected

to have such impact on an individual’s life, the

influence of a mentor should never be under-

estimated. Even a short-term partnership can

have an impact on self-esteem, feelings of

competence, and sense of worth (Reisner,

Petry, & Armitage, 1990).

Characteristics of the Mentee

While mentor characteristics must be given
careful consideration in establishing a men-
torship, it is equally important to attend to
characteristics of the protégé or mentee, as
the student frequently is called. Not all gifted
and talented students are either ready or able

to enter into a mentorship. Readiness should
be assessed carefully before the mentorship

begins. Readiness involves possessing excep-

tional ability and potential to excel in field,

abiding interest and enthusiasm for an area of

study, perseverance, and a willingness to com-
mit time and energy to study and exploration.

Commitment, in particular, is a prominent

factor in evaluations of readiness (Atkinson,

Hansen, & Passman, 1992; Boston, 1976;

Clasen & Hanson, 1987).

Age also is an issue. Boston (1979) main-

tained that most elementary students lack the

developmental maturity for a one-to-one rela-
tionship with an adult andfor the required au-

tonomous study. However, a variety of suc-

cessful mentorships for younger students have

been reported, especially in areas of career
exploration and skill building. Lengel (1989)

argued that early attention is essential for
underachieving high-ability students and de-
scribed a successful mentorship program in-
volving underachieving students in grades 3
through 6 who worked with teacher mentors

throughout the school year. Other successful

programs involving students as early as

fourth and fifth grade have been reported by
Ellingson, Haeger, and Feldhusen (1986),
Gray (1983), and Reisneret al. (1990). Stanley
(1979) and Lupkowski, Assouline, and Stanley

(1990) reported successful mentorships for
precocious math students as young as 6 and

10 years old.

Reilly (1992) suggested another readiness

consideration. She argued that a protégé
should take advantage of current school op-

portunities before turning to a professional

mentor. While admitting that determining

readiness for a mentor “is a judgmentcall at
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best,” Reilly outlined a sequence of steps for
reaching the decision to arrange for a profes-
sional mentor. The process permits assess-
mentof the potential protégé’s need for a one-
on-one relationship, as well as the student’s
readiness in terms of the commitment and
time-intensiveness of a mentorship. As a very
brief summary, the steps included the fol-
lowing:

1. Asking whoperceives the need for enrich-
ment (the student, the parent, or the
teacher)

2. Finding out the student’s needs (e.g., with
a student profile)

3. Asking parents abouttheir past help to the
studentandtheir willingnessto provide fu-
ture help (e.g., transportation, equipment,
supplies)

4. Compiling alist of the student’s existing
accomplishments (courses, clubs, indepen-
dent work)

®. Brainstorming activities and resources for
the student

6. Asking someone within the school to work
with the student

7. Asking a district specialist to help the
student

8. Arranging for the student to meet with ex-
perts at their workplace

9. Arranging the mentorship or internship

Note that several of these steps focused on ac-
cessing existing school resources. Reilly cau-
tioned that a student’s desire to “study on my
own” may be interpreted incorrectly as indi-
cating a need for a mentor when,in fact, there
maybe anothervalid interpretation, such as a
desire to explore a subject in more depth and
breadth.

Matching Mentor and Mentee

The success of a mentorship will often depend
on the match between mentor and mentee,
and the time spent in finding a compatible
partnership will be rewarded. Frequently, a
gifted and talented coordinator, teacher, or
counselor will makethe match in consultation
with mentor and mentee. Background infor-

mation, interest surveys, and interviews often
are used in determining the match. In some
instances, however, students and mentors
have an opportunity to select each other. The
City University of New York Student Mentor
Program is a good example. In this program,
before mentoring began high school students
and university mentors met after school for
several weeks and engaged in informal con-
versation, games, and interviews. By thefifth
week, when mentoring started, a mutual se-
lection usually had occurred (Reisner et al.,
1990). Because matching in such a case is
more spontaneous and natural, the partner-
ship is likely to be strong and enduring.

Depending on the purpose of the mentor-
ship, pairing according to gender and cultural
and ethnic backgrounds may also be impor-
tant. For example, when role modelsare a pri-
ority, it is desirable to match girls with suc-
cessful women, or young minority students
with minority leaders (Beck, 1989; Reisner et
al., 1990). However, while pairing on the prin-
ciple of similarity may be preferable in some
instances, the number of available mentors
will not always allow this choice. Further-
more, many successful mentorships have been
cross-gender andcross-cultural.

Types of Mentorships

In an annotated bibliography of mentor pro-
grams, Noller and Frey (1994) dichotomized
mentoring into spontaneous and instrumental
arrangements. Spontaneous arrangementsoc-
cur when two individuals see a mutually de-
sirable relationship with commonbenefits and
decide to undertake it. Spontaneous mentor-
ships havethe potential advantage of natural
commitment and free-flow planning. Their
success maybe at risk, though, without a com-
mon understanding of roles and responsibili-
ties and a structure to ensure execution of
tasks and completion ofprojects.

Instrumental mentorships are purposeful
arrangements, usually done by a teacher,
gifted and talented coordinator, or counselor.
They are planned with assigned responsibili-
ties and take into account characteristics of
the mentor and the mentee. They havethe ad-
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vantage of a third party who attempts to

match the mentor and student in personality

and learning style and who can help clarify

roles and expectations. The vast majority of

gifted and talented mentorships in education

are of the instrumental variety because young

people have limited opportunities for sponta-

neous mentorships and many would lack the

confidence to pursue such an opportunity even

if available.
Within arranged mentorshipsthere is great

diversity in mentorship profiles. What is con-

sidered a “mentorship” in one school district

might not be identified as such in another.

Broadened definitions have resulted in com-

munity service projects, apprenticeships, 1n-

ternships, and “shadowing”beingidentified as

forms of mentorship (Cox, Daniel, & Boston,

1985). Each of these has the potential of being

a true mentorship, but none qualifies as such

without certain critical components, basic

among them a one-on-onerelationship with an

expert in the field serving as guide, advisor,

teacher, and friend.

Following a review of the mentorshipliter-

ature, Zorman (1993) concludedthatfive char-

acteristics distinguish mentoring from other

relationships:

1. Mutual passion for a specific area of in-

terest

2. A match of teaching and learningstyles

. Lifelong trust

4, Mutual perceptions of symmetry—thatis,

a movement toward equality in the rela-

tionship as the protgégé advances in

knowledge and skill

5. A sharingoflifestyle as the novice gradu-

ally adopts patterns of the engineer,

teacher, artist, or other professional

O
o

One characteristic, lifelong trust, is prob-

lematic. Although trust is necessary for build-

ing a mentorship,lifetime trust cannot be as-

sured. Levinson et al. (1978), for example,

reported that a rupture in the relationship

was not unusual later in life when the

mentee’s need for complete autonomy reached

its zenith. Many mentors will be surpassed in

fameand fortune by the protgégé and mustbe

comfortable with this possibility if trust is to

be maintained.

Although mentorships frequently are rec-

ommended as a componentof gifted program-

ming, those who work with school districts

recognize that mentorships involving gifted

students actually are not common.Of the 913

articles on mentoring annotated by Noller and

Frey (1994), only 68 were categorized for

gifted students, and these included descrip-

tions of mentorships for gifted students in

other countries. A spring 1994 ERIC search

using the conjoint ofgifted and mentor showed

79 entries. Thearticles are instructive regard-

ing the form and function of mentorships in

gifted education.
Most mentorships involved junior and se-

nior high school students (Beck, 1989; Comer,

1989; Lupkowski, Assouline, & Vestal, 1992),

but increasingly mentoring programs for

elementary students have been reported

(Emerson-Stonnell & Carter, 1994; Lupkowski

et al., 1992; Reisner, Petry, & Armitage, 1990;

Wright & Borland, 1992). Most mentorships

focused on career exploration or a specific dis-

cipline but the focus might also include lead-

ership, critical thinking, underachievement,

and research skills. Tan-Willman’s (1992)

Canadian program for elementary studentsfo-

cused on highly creative students. The Gifted

Handicapped Mentor Program in New York

was built around specific abilities of gifted stu-

dents who had special learning or physical

challenges (Levey & Dolan, 1988).

Mentors included community volunteers,

teachers within the school district, and uni-

versity faculty and students. Many programs

relied on community volunteers (Atkinson et

al., 1992; Comer, 1989; Milam & Schwartz,

1992). Others found mentorswithin the school

district to work with a student outside their

usual gradelevel (Lengel, 1989) or drew upon

both school and community volunteers (Cel-

lerino, 1983). University students served as

mentors to younger students in a numberof

successful programs (Duln, Lammers, Mason,

& Graves, 1994; Gray, 1983; Prillaman &

Richardson, 1989), with university students

usually receiving training and college credit

for their involvement. Wright and Borland

(1992) reported positive results when gifted
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adolescents served as mentors for young,dis-
advantaged elementary students. In one in-
stance, a brilliant 10-year-old served as a
mentor for a precocious 6-year-old student
(Stanley, 1979).

Most mentorshipsfocus in general on three
goals:

1. The developmentof cognitive capabilities
2. The development of affective characteris-

tics

3. The development of physical or psychoso-
cial skills

By taking permutationsof 1, 2, and 3 andlist-
ing the numbers in order of emphasis,it is
possible to illustrate kinds of mentorships.
This can be a helpful device when structuring
a mentorship in termsof identifying purpose,
planning activities, and determining evalua-
tion criteria.

In general, goals are interlocking; each will
be of importance in most mentoring relation-
ships. Further, while one goal will likely dom-
inate when the mentorship is established, as
time progresses and needsshift, the goal em-
phasis also mayshift.
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Mentorship Exemplar

Studying higher level mathematical applications
Exploring a science concept in the laboratory
A mentee working with emotionally disabled children
Guiding an art student to a higher developmentallevel
A gymnastdeveloping increasingly more difficult moves
A veterinary mentee working in animal surgery
 

Mentorships for Disadvantaged Students

Increasingly, mentorships are recommended
as a meansof helping students who mayface
extraordinary obstacles in realizing their
potential (Hamilton & Hamilton, 1992:
Olszewski-Kubilius & Scott, 1992). For many
students the support, encouragement, and op-
portunity necessary for talent development
are missing or minimal in their lives.
Mentorships can help provide these factors.
Perhaps most important, a mentoring rela-
tionship may have

a

positive impact on atti-
tudinal and self-concept factors before a
student’s orientation toward education, achieve-
ment, and success becomelimited.
A report prepared for the U.S. Department

of Education (Reisner et al., 1990) described
several programs for disadvantaged youth in
which college students served as mentors. The
CUNY Student Mentor Program was one of
the more extensive. CUNY’S program in-
volved 226 college mentors matched with
an equal number of high school students
from disadvantaged backgrounds. Partners
met once a week for two hours over a semes-
ter’s time. The curriculum base was career-

oriented but also stressed personal goal devel-
opment and decision-makingskills. Program
evaluations reported the mentorships werees-
pecially helpful in empowering students to es-
tablish educational and careergoals.

Although research on the effectiveness of
mentoring for disadvantaged youthis limited,
several preliminary findings support their
value. Reisneret al. (1990) reported that their
survey of local project evaluations of mentor-
ships presented evidence of improvement in
three areas: (1) academic performance, (2) mo-
tivation and attitudes toward school, and
(3) self-esteem and confidence. Flaxman,
Ascher, and Herrington (1988), in their review
of research on mentoring, concluded that care-
fully planned, intensive mentoring could
“solve some of the contradictions” disadvan-
taged youth experience in realizing their po-
tential.

Mentorships for Females

Several reviews of mentorships have stressed
the importance of mentors for girls and
women (Collins, 1983; Halcomb, 1980; Kauf-
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mann, Harrel, Milam, Woolverton, & Miller,

1986). Women who are leadersin their field

can provide much needed role modeling for

young womenaswell as insight and advice re-

garding career experiences and expectations.

Despite the obvious benefits of same-sex men-

toring, most gifted and talented girls are

paired with male mentors, in part because

fewer female mentors are available (Beck,

1989).

Although research is needed to explore pos-

sible differences in the effectiveness of same-

gender andcross-gender mentorships, several

studies offer evidence of the general impor-

tance of mentors for girls and women (Beck,

1989; Collins, 1983). For example, Kaufmann

et al. (1986) concluded that having a mentor

helped equalize earning power between career

men and women.In Beck’s (1989) study, young

women in high school paired with female col-

lege mentors reported that the mentorship

promotedrisk-taking andtheir ability to work

independently. It also helped them consider

ways to integrate a career and family. Beck

pointed out that female mentors can be partic-

ularly helpful in aiding young womenin over-

coming psychological barriers to achievement

because they have confronted those barriers

successfully themselves.

Mentorships of the Future

In the future, technology will play an impor-

tant role in mentorships as computers, inter-

active video, and distance learning become

part of mentor relationships. Such advance-

ments may help alleviate some problemscur-

rently faced in mentorships, such as finding

sufficient time for communication, scheduling

meeting times, and containing travel time and

costs. E-mail and faxing allow for quick com-

munication and eliminate the need for some

travel. In addition, technology may be one

means of expanding the mentor pool for more

students, increasing both the number anddi-

versity of mentors.

One mentorship program at the University

of Minnesota involving university students

and ninth graders explored a mentorship us-

ing telecommunications (Duln et al., 1994).

University students became mentors to young

writers, communicating with them electroni-

cally via delayed file sharing. Mentors re-

sponded to student writing by offering sug-

gestions and raising questions intended to

advance the mentee’s writing capability.

Emphasizing a nurturing process, mentors

committed substantial time to developing and

maintaining relationships and in fact devoted

most responses to interpersonal comments.

The role of technology in mentorshipscalls for

careful study, but holds great promise for help-

ing to meet the needs of more gifted students.

Structuring a Mentorship

Mentorships, like all partner relationships,

are more likely to succeed when they are en-

tered into purposefully, with commitment on

both sides, and with a reasonably clear under-

standing of the roles and responsibilities of

each partner. To increase thelikelihood of suc-

cess, several mentor programs have estab-

lished guidelines for structuring a partner-

ship. Although suggested procedures for

setting up a mentorship vary, a number of

characteristics are common (Clasen & Han-

son, 1987; Cox & Daniel, 1983; Prillaman &

Richardson, 1989; Reilly, 1992; Zorman, 1993).

The following ten-step process involving three

phases incorporates the most frequently sug-

gested components.

Phase 1: The Preparation

1. Establish need. Thefirst step is to deter-

mine whetheror not a mentorship is the best

educational option for a student or group of

students at the present time. The answer

must consider the students, available men-

tors, and other educational possibilities. Stu-

dent desire and ability to commit to a mentor-

ship are considered in the initial assessment.

2. Recruit mentors. Mentors are recruited

from universities, businesses, community

groups, and organizations. Usually, this in-

cludes a personal contact by someone whode-

scribes the program and explains needs. Once

a program becomes established, it is likely

that a pool of potential mentors will always be

available.
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3. Select potential mentors. Screening of
mentors varies in intensity but often includes
an interview, recommendationsby their peers,
and reviews of their previous experiences
working with young people. Final selection is
determined by the best match between mentor
and mentee.

4. Match mentee and mentor. Because the
compatibility of the mentor and mentee will be
a major factor in the success of the mentor-
ship, time and effort must be expendedonthis
step. This is especially crucial when the men-
torship is expected to be long term. Interest
surveys, biographical data, and teaching and
learning-style inventories can be helpful in
finding partners. Mentor and mentee needto
meet and chat informally before thefinal deci-
sion is made. A visit to the mentor’s place of
work also can be helpful.

&. Provide orientations. An introduction to
the mentorship concept is valuableforall par-
ticipants. For university students mentoring
younger students, classes or workshops are
usually part of the process (Prillaman &
Richardson, 1989; Reisner et al., 1990).
Reisner et al. noted that orientation may be
especially important “when there are racial,
cultural and socioeconomic differences be-
tween tutors and mentors and the students
they serve” (p. 39). Equally important areori-
entation sessions for mentees (Atkinson et al.,
1992; Milam & Schwartz, 1992) and for their
parents (Prillaman & Richardson, 1989).

Phase 2: The Mentorship
6. Determine the conceptual contract and

work plan. Together, the mentor and mentee
identify their roles and responsibilities, often
with a third party, such as a teacher or pro-
gram director, facilitating. In an early meeting
a work plan or schedule is agreed on by the
mentor and mentee and, when appropriate, a
specific area of study is outlined. Academic
needs of the student are considered and work
may be assigned. Asking the mentee to keep a
journal of activities, thoughts, and learning
experiences is common in many mentorships.

7. Arrange for systematic feedback. Sys-
tematic feedback allows for mentor and

mentee to regulate the mentorship, maintain
an open relationship, and make changes as
needed. Feedback also may come from the
mentee’s teachers, parents, and program coor-
dinator.

8. Allow the mentorship to take its course.
The mentorship will include some plannedac-
tivities; but it also is shaped by emerging
needs, interests, and issues as mentor and
mentee explore a domain.Ideally it will allow
time to move forward, to back up, to retrench,
to reflect—even to dream.

Phase 3: The Culmination
9. Realize a final product. Whetherit is a

written report, a science project, or an art
show or exhibition, a final product brings clo-
sure to a mentorship and creates a sense of
satisfaction for all involved. A culminating ac-
tivity also offers the mentee an opportunity to
share his or her work and the mentoring ex-
perience with an audience.

10. Evaluate the mentorship. Systematic
feedback provides formative evaluation of the
mentorship, but a summativeor final evalua-
tion should be done byall interested parties:
mentor and mentee, school personnel, par-
ents, and other significant individuals.
Evaluations might include case studies, ques-
tionnaires, surveys, and self-reports from
mentor and mentee regarding the process and
effectiveness of the mentorship.

Evaluations must reflect the goals of the
program. For example, mentorships for under-
achievers or disadvantaged students might
assess changes in attitude, achievement, or
self-concept (Reisner et al., 1990). Academic
mentorships might assessskill development,
academic acceleration, or the quality of a final
product (Lupkowskiet al., 1990; Atkinson et
al., 1992).

One important point regarding assessment
was noted by Wright and Borland (1992). In
many mentorships, the long-term goals cannot
be immediately evaluated. The impact of a
mentorship on future success of the mentees
will not be known for some time, especially
in mentorships with young children. None-
theless, informal evaluations relying on par-
ticipants’ perceptions of the immediate expe-
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rience constitute a reasonable approach to

assessment.

Caveats: Things to Keep in Mind When

Setting Up Mentorships

Whethersetting up a mentoring program or a

single mentorship, attention to several critical

factors can mitigate or eliminate later difficul-

ties.

1. Setting the numbers. Individuals

responsible for establishing mentorships must

determine how many relationships can ef-

fectively be managed over a given period of

time. Additional resources should be required

before expanding beyond the magic number.

2. The tender years. The developmental

level of the student is a major consideration.

Some elementary students are ready for a

mentorship; some high school students are

not. Instrumental mentorships arranged for

younger students must stand the test of

reasonableness and prudence. Obviously,

parental permission is required for any

deviation from the normalschool routine; and

this should be gathered in face-to-face contact,

not the return of a signed form. Someone must

be responsible for closely monitoring the

arranged partnership.

3. Developmental needs. Some mentors,

though skilled experts in their fields, may be

unable or unwilling to handle some of the

critical developmental needs of the mentee.

This is as important for adolescents as for

elementary-age children. Clasen and Hanson

(1987) argued that success of a mentorship

often depended upon attention to develop-

mental needs. They recommended double

mentoring, where a second mentor, often a

teacher, helped the student in areas important

to both his or her personal growth andto the

success of the mentorship. They identified

several areas in which the second mentor

could be particularly effective, including the

development of skills for communicating with

adults, especially those in power positions;

time management; personal reflection on the

mentorship; and provision of opportunities for

mentees to interact with peers engaged in

mentorships.

4. Support systems. In addition to

support for the mentee, four additional kinds

of continuing support must be considered.

¢ Support for the mentor. Mentors must be

valued and supported; their contribu-

tions should receive formal recognition

from the school. Further, the mentor may

need support in learning how to cope

with the mentee in termsof age, cultural

background,or attitude and valuediffer-

ences. As the relationship advances,

changes in equity within the relationship

will affect the mentor, who may need

support in effectively empowering the

mentee.

¢ Support for the coordinator. Beyondbe-

ing matchmaker, the coordinator often

becomes communicator, negotiator, a sec-

ond mentor, and counselor. Much of the

scaffolding of the mentorship is done by

the coordinator, and as a result she or he

maybe held accountable by the schoolfor

the success or failure of the mentorship.

This is an awesome responsibility, and

the individual assigned the task should

be given the necessary time, space, and

resources to handle thejob.

¢ Support for the family. Parents or signif-

icant family members may feel threat-

ened by the role of the mentor in thelife

of their child. As much as possible, they

should share in the process in terms of

being kept informed, attending occa-

sional meetings, and visiting the mentor

and student at mutually agreed-on

times.

¢ Support for the mentorship. Most men-

torships are not part of the school bud-

get. Mentors usually contribute their ser-

vices and their institutions or agencies

provide access to resources such as li-

braries or laboratories. Some money

should be budgeted, however, for possi-

ble transportation costs, incidental ex-

penses, fees for special events or special

resources, and of course the coordinator’s

role.
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5. What to do if the mentorship fails.
Sometimes a mentorship will not work. This
may be due to unexpected events or life
changes, or because one or both of the
partners find the relationship incompatible.
This possibility should be dealt with before
the mentorship begins. Mentor and mentee
need to know that they are expected to work at
the relationship and doall they can to makeit
succeed, but they also need assurance that
they are free to dissolve the mentorship if
absolutely necessary. In such a case, both
should be able to leave the mentorship
without assessing blame, but should be able to
evaluate what happened.

Benefits of Mentorships

The endurance of mentoring across the ages
suggests that the practice not only is highly
regarded by mentorship partners, but that
communities have long valued it as a reason-
able means for educating promising young
people. Muchofthe staying power of mentor-
ships is due to a broad range of mentoring
benefits (Edlind & Haensly, 1985; Moore,
1992; Runions & Smyth, 1985). Among them,
seven are especially compelling.

1, Meeting exceptional ability needs.
Mentorships provide high-level learning
experiences for students with the need and
the readiness to move beyond the regular
school provisions and into a relationship that
will motivate, stimulate, and challengeability
and interest levels. For students with a
passion for an area of development, it is an
opportunity to meet others who share the
passion and who can nurture the interest in a
broader context.

2. Career exploration and develop-
ment. The proliferation of mentorships
with a career emphasis indicates the value —
placed on mentoring for career development
across many disciplines. Researchers have
documented the influence of mentorships on
individuals’ careers (Kaufmann et al., 1986;
Levinson et al., 1978: Torrance, 1984). Mer-
riam’s (1983) review indicated that the mentor

often is the principal force in a successful
person's career. The mentorship is especially
valuable when young people are still ques-
tioning their abilities and interests, for the
mentorship can “affirm their specialness
without limiting it too early” (Albert, 1981,
p. 4).

3. Development of potential. The
abilities of many talented young people will be
realized only through special opportunities
such as a mentorship. In many casestalent
development depends entirely upon oppor-
tunity; capabilities and interest alone do not
suffice (Clasen, 1993). A mentoring relation-
ship may provide the necessary environment
for a change in attitude and achievementfor
students often screened out of gifted and
talented programs or accelerated classes.
These include underachieving, learning-
disabled, handicapped, economically disad-
vantaged, and minority students (Richert,
1991).

4. Psychosocial advancement. During
the mentorship,self-reliance, personal respon-
sibility, and self-directed learning are en-
couraged and enhanced. From the mentor, the
mentee can learn interpersonal skills, self-
monitoringoffeelings, and waysofinteracting
with others (Moore, 1992). The total ex-
perience can increase self-esteem, feelings of
competence, and a senseofidentity.

5. Connections with the larger world.
Mentorships can help students see that they
and their interests are part of a larger world
and that their work contributes to a numberof
domains that interlock with their particular
field of study.

6. Shared rewards. As in any part-
nership, the mentorship should be mutually
beneficial to the partners. While mentees gar-
ner advanced knowledge and skills, insights
into careers, and emotional support, the men-
tor has the satisfaction of passing tradition to
a new generation. And through the views of
the novice, the mentor may find renewed
energy and enthusiasm for the field. In
reviewing literature on mentorships in gifted
education, Edlind and Haensly (1985) found
four areas in which mentors were rewarded:
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(1) completion of a project, (2) stimulation of
new ideas and perspectives, (3) long-term

friendships, and (4) personal satisfaction in
terms of preparing the next generation, the

process that social psychologist Erik Erikson

(1968) termed “generativity.”

7. Community and school collabora-

tions. Collaborations involving schools and

the public and private sectors provide access

to many resources that can supplement the

needs of gifted and talented students (Atkin-

son et al., 1992) The partnerships also can

develop positive public relations. As school

personnel, community leaders, university

faculty, and area experts work together on

behalf of students, a bond is forged between

school and community.

Conclusion

Mentoring can be a powerful experience and

frequently has a long-lasting impact on both

partners in the relationship. It requires com-

mitment, hard work, and negotiation. In re-

turn it offers opportunities for sharing mutual

interests, confronting appropriate challenges,

and developing a keener understandingoflife

possibilities.

Under certain circumstances a mentorship

will be the most effective educational strategy

for meeting the needs of a gifted and tal-

ented student and should be an available op-

tion (Beck, 1989; Boston, 1976; Gray, 1983;

Prillaman & Richardson, 1989). The one-on-

one relationship between a young person and

a talented, caring adult can encourage, pro-

mote, and validate a talent at a critical period.

Whether the mentorship focuses on advancing

a super talent or nurturing promising poten-

tial, the relationship may mean the difference

between a dream withered and a dream real-

ized.
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a Avowie grouping was controver-

sial when it was first used in U-S. schools at

the turn of the twentieth century, and it stirs

up debate today. Parents and teachers still

discuss it at school meetings. Reporters still

write about it in newspapers and magazines.

Expertsstill analyze its pros and cons in pro-

fessional journals.

Ability groupingis not only a controversial

topic, but also a confusing one. People define

the term in different ways, and they charac-

terize the effects of grouping differently. Some

say grouping helps children, while others

say it hurts them. People sometimes support

their positions by citing research, but the lit-

erature on grouping is so extensive that peo-

ple use it—like the Bible—to support almost

any view.

Those in gifted education are concerned

about the controversy and confusion. Although

gifted education is not the same thing as abil-

ity grouping, the two topics are clearly related.

Gifted programs usually attract a select group

of high-aptitude students, and the programs

usually provide separate instruction for these

students. Thus, most programsfor the gifted

involve ability grouping. Teachersof the gifted

are therefore eager to see the confusion about

ability grouping cleared up and the controversy

resolved.

Fortunately, researchers have been ener-

getically studying ability grouping during the

past decade. Although their work has not yet

produced complete agreement on all issues,it

has at least cleared up some of the confusion,

and it may provide the groundwork for a fu-

ture consensus. In this chapter we describe

this recent work, but we begin with simple

questions of terminology and a review of older

findings.
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Definition of Terms

Ability grouping occurs whenschool personnel

use test scores and school records to assign

same-grade children to classes or instruc-

tional groups that differ markedly in charac-

teristics affecting school learning. Ability

groupingis therefore a broad concept that fits

a number of different school programs.

Schools use it when they assign children to

high, middle, and low classes in the elemen-

tary grades; when they assign middle and

high school students to different classes in

core subjects such as English and mathemat-

ics; when they assign children to reading

groups according to reading level rather than

school grade or age; when they provide special

classes for the gifted and talented; and when

they use within-class grouping in arithmetic

or reading classes.

Most writers distinguish between ability

grouping and_ tracking. Educational re-

searchers usually reserve the term track-

ing, or curricular tracking, for high school

programs in which students choose either

college-preparatory, general, or vocational

classes on the basis of their educational and

career goals. The Dictionary of Education

(Good, 1973) defines a track system as fol-

lows:

a plan to guide students, in accordance with

both their abilities and their probable future

destinations, into one of several series of

high school courses; the various series include

alternate courses in the same subjectfield, such

as mathematics, or courses in different fields;

the track for academically talented pupils, for

example, includes no vocational courses and

that for vocational pupils no foreign language.

(p. 612)



It is important to note that students them-

selves select their curricular tracks, whereas

preferences of pupils and their parents seldom

play a role in placementinto ability groups. In
addition, curricular tracking occurs only in
high schools, whereas ability grouping can
and doesoccuratall levels of education.

Popular writers sometimes use the term
tracking in a different sense. Singal (1991), for
example, defines tracking as “a practice in
which students are sorted out at an early age
according to their scores on intelligence tests
and placed in separate ‘tracks’ for fast,
medium, and slow learners, where they re-
main through high school” (p. 73). For Singal
and other writers, trackingis a rigid and oner-
ous form of ability grouping. Researchers are
aware that the term tracking is used in this
sense:

The term “tracking” has been usedto refer to two
phenomena. It sometimes describesrigid ability
grouping wherestudents take all their classes in
a high- or a low-ability group. Here, however, it
will be used in the second, more narrow sense to
refer to differentiated curricula for secondary
students. College preparatory, vocational, and
general tracksare typical. (Eyler, Cook, & Ward,
1983)

Like Kyler and her colleagues, most re-
searchers use the term tracking in the nar-
rower sense to refer to high school curricular
programs.

Ability grouping is also different from cur-
ricular differentiation. A differentiated cur-
riculum provides different courses of study for
same-age children with different learning
needs and preferences. Programs of bilingual
education and special education, for example,
involve curricular differentiation. It is impor-
tant to note that a school may have curricular
differentiation without ability grouping. For
example, the general and vocational programs
in a high school are different curricular pro-
grams, but the students whofollow them usu-
ally score at about the samelevel on tests of
school aptitude. It is also important to note
that ability grouping often occurs without cur-
ricular differentiation. That is, schools some-
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times prescribe the same course of study for
high, middle, and low groups.

Extent of Grouping in Schools

Ability grouping is a pervasive feature in ele-
mentary and secondary schools in the United
States today. McPartland, Coldiron, and
Braddock (1987) have provided conclusiveevi-
dence on this point. Their data came from the
National Assessmentof Educational Progress
and from a comprehensive surveyof schools in
the state of Pennsylvania. They found that
ability grouping increases with grade level.
About 50 percentof schools they surveyed had
mixed-ability classes in grade 1, but only 10
percent of schools had mixed-ability classes in
all subjects by grade 7. That is, more than 90
percentof the schools used between-class abil-
ity groupingforall or some school subjects by
the junior high grades.

When within-class ability grouping is
added to the total picture, ability grouping
starts to seem like a universal feature of U.S.
education. McPartland and his colleagues
found, for example, that within-class ability
grouping is used in well over 90 percent of
schools in the primary grades and between 85
percent and 90 percentof schools in the upper
elementary grades. The analysis by McPart-
land and his associates suggests, therefore,
that almost all schools group children homo-
geneously for someorall of their work, either
within classes or in separate classrooms, and
that schools use this homogeneous ability
grouping at every grade level.

Early Research Reviews

Research on ability grouping has a long his-
tory. Worlton (1928) conducted one of the first
studies of its effects in Salt Lake City, Utah.
At the beginningof the school year, he identi-
fied two equivalent groups of elementary
school children. He arranged for assignment
of pupils in one group by ability into homoge-
neous classes and pupils in the other group to
mixed-ability classes. At the end of the school
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year, Worlton found that children from the ho-
mogeneous classes outperformed those from
the mixed classes by about two months on a

srade-equivalent scale. Hundredsof other re-

searchers carried out similar experiments in

the years that followed.
Dozens of reviewers tried to draw conclu-

sions from the accumulated studies, but they

did not all reach the same conclusions.
During the four decades from the 1930s
through the 1960s, in fact, they painted at
least four pictures of research results on
grouping. The pictures differed as much as the

decades that produced them.
Thefirst picture of the research comes from

the late 1920s, when the mental testing move-
ment was at its height in U.S. education.
Mentaltests had just proved their value in the
evaluation of recruits during World WarI, and

many mental testers expected even greater
benefits from the use of tests for selection and
placementof children in schools. Reviewers of
the time shared the optimism about testing
and, not surprisingly, had positive things to

say about ability grouping. Their most impor-

tant conclusions, repeated in review after re-
view in the early 1930s, was that grouping led
to better school outcomes whenability groups

worked with methods and materials that
suited their aptitude levels (e.g., Miller &

Otto, 1930; Turney, 1931). The reviewers also

noted that grouping programshadlittle or no

effect when groupsat all levels used the same

methods and materials.

As a second picture, in the 1930s John

Dewey's philosophy of progressive education

became an important influence on U.S.

schools, and with its rise enthusiasm about

grouping began to fade. Progressive educators

held that the social spirit of the classroom did

as much for children as formal instruction did,

and they criticized grouping programsbothfor

fostering undemocratic feelings in children

and for promoting traditional content teach-

ing. Their reviews(e.g., Keliher, 1931) focused

on negative effects of grouping. They reported

that students learned less andalso declined in

self-concept and leadership skills in grouped

classes.
Our third picture occurred during the

1950s, when the pendulum of opinion about

grouping began to swing back. The United
States and the Soviet Union were fighting a
Cold War for scientific and technological su-
premacy, and U.S. schools were expected to
contribute to the struggle by emphasizing aca-
demic andscientific excellence. Reviewers did
their part by reexamining research results on
grouping. The new reviews (e.g., Goldberg,
1958; Ekstrom, 1961; Passow, 1958) reported

that higher aptitude youngsters made notable
gains when taught in special enriched and ac-
celerated classes. The reviewers reported that
accelerated and enriched classes helped tal-
ented children academically and seemed to
have no detrimentaleffects on their social and

emotional adjustment.
Finally, the civil rights movement of the

1960s inspired researchers to think more
deeply about questions of educational equity
and led ultimately to still another reevalua-
tion of grouping research. A numberof review-
ers reported seeing a different pattern in
newer research results on grouping (e.g.,
Eash, 1961; Findley & Bryan, 1971; Heathers,

1969). According to these reviewers, newer
studies suggested that no one benefits from
ability grouping and that children in the mid-
dle and lower groups clearly suffer a loss in
achievement, academic motivation, and self-

esteem.

Four educational eras thus produced four
pictures of grouping effects. Although thepic-
tures fit their times, they do not fit together.
Reviewers saw onething in one era and some-
thing entirely different in the next era.

Instead of bringing four decades of research

into focus, therefore, the reviews provide only

a kaleidoscope of viewsof grouping.

New Research Approaches

Frustrated by these inconclusive reviews, re-

searchers set out in three new directions. One

group borrowed ethnographic tools from an-

thropology and carried out observational stud-

ies. Another group armeditself with the tools

of survey research and carried out regression

studies on data from national educational sur-

veys. Still another group used the newly de-



veloped technique of meta-analysis to carry
out quantitative analyses of the accumulated
literature on ability grouping.

Ethnographic Studies of Tracking

Researchers using ethnographic methods ob-
served teacher and student behaviors in upper
and lower tracks and drew conclusions from

their comparisons. The earliest ethnographic
studies examined British streamed schools
(Ball, 1981; Hargreaves, 1967; Lacey, 1970),
but later influential studies focused on U:S.
schools and classes (Oakes, 1985; Page, 1991:
Rosenbaum, 1976). Although some ethno-
graphic studies include quantitative data,
most provide only qualitative descriptions of
grouped classes based on observations and in-
terviews. As Gamoran and Berends (1987)
pointed out, these ethnographic studies were
designed to uncover the subjective meaning of
the events and patternsoflife in schools.

Perhaps the best known example of ethno-
graphic research on tracking is that reported
by Oakes (1985) in her book Keeping Track.
Oakes and her co-workers madetheir obser-
vations for a project that John Goodlad de-
scribed in his 1984 book A Place Called
School. They observed in 299 English and
math classes (75 high-track, 85 average-track,
64 low-track, and 75 heterogeneousclasses) in
a national sample of 25 junior and senior high
schools. The observations covered course con-
tent, quality of instruction, classroom climate,
and student attitudes in each of the classes.

Oakes saw a pattern in the results.
Instruction seemedto be better in the higher
tracks. For example, in English classes, the
percentageoftime spenton instruction was 81
for the high track and 75 for the low track; in
math classes, percentage of time spent on in-
struction was 81 for the high track and 78 for
the low track. In English classes, percentage
of time off task was 2 for the high track and 4
for the low; in math classes, it was 1 for the
high track and 4 for the low. In all, more time
was spent on instruction and less time was
spent off task in the high tracks.

Oakesalso reported that there were curric-
ular differences in high- and low-track classes.
For example, low-track classes seemed to
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cover less demanding topics, whereas high-
track classes covered more complex material.

High-track teachers also seemed to encourage
competent and autonomousthinking, whereas
low-track teachers stressed low-level skills
and conformity to rules and expectations.
Oakes did not provide quantitative data to
support these observations, however.

Gamoran and Berends (1987) summarized
the main results from the ethnographic stud-
ies of Oakes and others. They reported that
the ethnographers reached four main conclu-
sions: (1) Instruction is conceptually simpli-
fied and proceeds more slowly in lower tracks;
(2) more experienced teachers and those re-
garded as more successful seem to be dispro-
portionately assigned to the higher tracks;
(3) teachers view high-track students more
positively and low-track students more nega-
tively; (4) most of a student's friends are found
in the sametrack.

Other researchers have argued, however,
that the evidence does not support these con-
clusions.First ofall, they point out that when
quantified, the differences found by ethnogra-
phers are tiny (Gamoran & Berends, 1987).
The difference of 2 or 3 percent in time on in-
struction or time off task, for example, is not
large. It amounts to a difference of less than
10 minutes per day in time on instruction or
off task for low- and high-track classes. Tracks
thus appear to be much morealike than they
are different.

Critics have also noted that ethnographic
analyses do not disentangle the effects due to
grouping and those due to student character-
istics. Slavin (1990a) suggested that high- and
low-aptitude students might differ as much or
more in ungrouped situations as they do in
grouped ones. Noting that time on task is of-
ten found to be lower in low-track classes, for
example, he asks: “Might it be that low-
achieving students are morelikely to be off-
task no matter where they are?” (p. 505).
Ethnographers usually do not provide data
from untracked control classes, and without
such control data it is impossible to disentan-
gle effects of the educational treatment from
students characteristics.

Finally, critics have suggested that ethnog-
raphers may be misinterpreting someoftheir
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observations. Slavin makes the following

point:

On the quality of instruction issue, the variables

typically found to differentiate high- and low-
track classes are ones that cannot be separated

from the nature of the students themselves. For
example, many studies find that there is less
content covered in low-track classes. But is this

by its nature an indication of low quality? Might

it be that low-track classes need a slower pace of

instruction? The whole ideaof ability grouping is

to provide students with a level and pace ofin-

struction appropriate to their different needs.

(Slavin, 1990a, p. 505)

That is, the teacher and curricular differences

described by Oakes may represent appropri-
ate responsesto the different educational and
emotional needsof different schoolchildren.

Although these ethnographic studies raise

provocative questions about ability grouping,

they do not provide real answers. The studies

are simply too casual. Ethnographersdeal too

much with surface differences and toolittle

with underlying causality. They observe dif-

ferences between upper and lowergroups, but

without quantification and control conditions

they cannot tell what causes the observeddif-

ferences nor can they tell how the differences

can be reduced. For definitive results, studies

must include controls and quantification.

Regression Studies of Tracking

Regression studies have used quantification

and statistical control to throw more light on

underlying causes. Coleman’s massive Equal-

ity of Educational Opportunity Survey

(EEOS) was the initial stimulus for these

studies (Colemanet al., 1966). One key finding

of the survey was that achievement varies far

more within schools than between schools.

This finding led sociologically oriented re-

searchers to wonder whether within-school

tracking might be the major cause of this

within-school variation. To find out, the re-

searchers carried out regression analyses of

survey data modeled on Coleman’s analysis.

A study by Jencks andhis colleaguesillus-

trates the survey approach (Jencks, 1972). To

investigate the effects of high school tracking,

the researchers looked at 91 predominantly
white comprehensive high schools throughout
the United States that had tested their stu-
dents for Project Talent in the ninth grade and
had retested them in the twelfth grade. They
found that students who reported that they
were in the college preparatory curriculum av-
eraged slightly higher on grade 12 tests than

did students of comparable aptitude in other

tracks.
Regression studies of survey data on track-

ing address two main questions. First, what
factors influence students to enroll in different
curricular tracks? Survey researchers have
been especially interested in determining
whether academic ability or socioeconomic
status plays a more important role in track
placement. Second, how much do curricular
tracks influence students? Researchers ex-
plored the influence of tracks on such educa-
tional outcomes as high school achievement,
postsecondary attainment, andself-esteem.

Jencks (1972) wrote one of the best sum-
maries of results on the first question. He
drew four main conclusions about determi-

nants of track placement:

¢ Personal preference is the most important
determinant. The Equality of Educational
Opportunity Survey, for example, found that
85 percent of all high school seniors are in
the curriculum they want to be in (Coleman

et al., 1966).

e After personal preference, the next most 1m-

portant determinant of curriculum place-
ment seems to be academic ability. Jencks
reported that the correlation between test

scores and curriculum assignment is

around .50.

¢ Social class does not seem to play an impor-

tant role in high school curriculum place-

ment, except insofar as it influences test

scores.

¢ Race plays an even smaller role in track

placement. Blacks have a higher probability

of ending up in the college preparatory track

than do whites of equivalent aptitude and

socioeconomic status.

The picture has not changed in the years since

Jencks wrote his review. Garet and DeLany



(1988) drew similar conclusions from their re-
view of the four most influential studies of
student placement into curricular tracks
(Alexander, Cook, & McDill, 1978; Hauser,

Sewell, & Alwin, 1976; Heyns, 1974; Rosen-
baum, 1980). Gamoran and Mare (1989) also

drew similar conclusions from these studies

and from their own analysis of High School
and Beyonddata.

The effects of track placement on student
achievement are less clear. Gamoran and
Berends (1987) reviewed 16 national or state-

wide studies with relevant data. Some of the
studies found that track membership ac-
counted for a significant amount of variation
in test scores; others found that it accounted

for a nonsignificant amount. The effects of
tracking on educational attainmentafter high
school are clearer. Gamoran and Berendsre-

ported that all studies find that students who
are in college preparatory programs are more
likely to enroll in college than are equally able
students from the general and nonacademic
tracks. Gamoran and Berendsdid not report
any other consistent findings from national
surveys of high school students.

It is possible to be more precise about the
size of these tracking effects (J. Kulik, 1994).
It should be noted,first of all, that test scores
of high school students completing academic
and nonacademic programsareclearly differ-
ent. Academic students on the average score
at the 71st percentile on standardized
achievement tests given at the end of high
school (or about 0.56 standard deviations
above the mean); nonacademic students score
on the average at the 33rd percentile (or about
0.44 standard deviations below the mean),
The achievement gap at high school gradua-
tion is therefore equivalent to about 1.0 stan-
dard deviation.

Not all of this gap is an effect of tracking.
Regression analyses show that the most im-
portant cause of the achievementgapis self-
selection (J. Kulik, 1994). The results suggest
that if similar students selected academic and
nonacademic programs, the gap would be
about 0.2 standard deviation. Thus, 80 per-
cent of the difference in test scores of academic
and nonacademic students at the end of high
school is due to the difference in aptitude of
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the students who enter the programs. If
nonacademic students were similar to aca-

demic students in aptitude and took the same
number of advanced courses in core subjects,

the achievement gap between academic and
vocational students would be no more than 0.1
standard deviations. Thus, an additional 10

percent of the achievement gap is due to the
different number of advanced courses taken
by academic and vocational students. The re-
maining 10 percent of the gap is due to other
curricular and program factors.

The educational attainments of academic
and nonacademicstudentsarealso clearly dif-
ferent (J. Kulik, 1994). About 75 percent of
students from academic programs and about
25 percent of students from nonacademicpro-
gramsenter college. The average student from

a high school academic program completes
about two yearsofcollege; the average student
from a nonacademic program completes only a
few months. The difference between academic
and nonacademic students is therefore sub-
stantial, and regression results suggest that
even if similar students enrolled in academic
and nonacademic programs, they wouldstill
differ in how muchschooling they complete.

Slavin (1990a) discussed the problems with
drawing conclusions from regression analyses,
and concluded that these problemsare severe.
He believes,first of all, that the statistical con-
trols in the regression analyses are inade-
quate:

One problem is statistical; when groups are very
different on a covariate, the covariate does not
adequately “control” for group differences. To the
degree that the covariate has a reliability less
than 1.0, it tends to undercontrol for group dif-
ferences, but even small differences in within-
group slopes of the covariate on the dependent
measure can cause major errors when there are
large group differences (see Reichardt, 1979).
When comparing high- to low-ability groups,
pretest or covariate differences of one to two
standard deviations are typical. No statistician
on earth would expect that analysis of covariance
or regression could adequately control for such
large differences. (p. 506)

Another problem with regression analyses of
data from tracked schools is the failure to
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measure and control for all differences be-

tween high tracks and low tracks. Slavin

(1990a) again describes the problem clearly:

In addition, the logic of such comparisons is sim-
ply difficult to accept. Do students at Harvard

learn more than those at East Overshoe State,

controlling for SAT scores and high school

grades? Are the San Francisco Forty-Niners bet-

ter than the Palo Alto High School football team,

controlling for height, weight, speed, and age?
Such questions fall into the realm of the un-

knowable. Comparing the achievement gains of

students in existing high versus low tracksis not

so different. Many factors go into track place-

ment—achievement, behavior, attitudes, motiva-

tion, prior course selection, and so on—and each

of these is likely to affect posttest achievement

regardless of track placement. No study will ever

adequately control for all these factors, and as a
result studies comparing high to low track will
always tend to show higher achievementfor the

high track students.(p. 506)

Beyond these methodological problems lies a

more fundamental conceptual difficulty.
Writers who cite regression results in argu-
ments against tracking miss the point.

Regression analyses at best show what would
happento certain students in a track system if
they were movedto another track. The analy-
ses do not show what would happenif a track
system were eliminated and replaced by some-
thing different. Effectiveness might be greater
or less in an untracked system than in any of
the tracks in a multitrack system. The most
serious problem with these regression analy-

ses, therefore, is their omission of data from

schools and classes that are untracked.
Leaving control data out of the tracking equa-

tions is a seriouserror. Without such data, the

equations cannotbe solved, and the important

questions about tracking effects cannot be an-

swered.

Meta-analytic Studies of Ability Grouping

The meta-analytic evidence on grouping

comes from studies with both experimental

and control groups. Meta-analysts have used

quantitative methods to analyze the results of

such studies in order to determine the nature

and size of grouping effects. Meta-analytic

methodology itself was first described in 1976

by Gene V. Glassin his presidential address to

the American Educational Research Associa-
tion. Glass used the term meta-analysis to re-
fer to the analysis of analyses or, more for-

mally, the application of quantitative statis-
tics to the collected results of a large number
of independent studies for the purposeofinte-
erating the findings. To carry out a meta-
analysis, a reviewer usually (1) finds as many

studies as possible of an issue through an ob-
jective search of the literature; (2) codes the
characteristics of these studies; (3) expresses

the results of each study on a common metric;
and (4) uses statistical methods to describe re-
lationships between study characteristics and

outcomes.

Meta-analysts express treatment effects in
studies as effect sizes, which are in standard
deviation units. In principle, the computation
of effect sizes is simple. A reviewer simply
finds the difference between an experimental

group’s gain on an outcome measure and a
control group’s gain or loss. The reviewer then

divides this difference by an estimate of the
population standard deviation on the mea-
sure. The effect size is thus simply a stan-
dardized measure of the treatment effect. An
effect size is positive whenthere is a gain from

the treatment and negative when there is a
loss. An effect size is large when its absolute
value is around 0.8, medium when around0.5,

and small when around0.2.
Among the most comprehensive meta-

analytic investigations of grouping are those

carried out by our research group at the
University of Michigan (e.g., C.-L. Kulik & J.
Kulik, 1982, 1984; J. Kulik & C.-L. Kulik,
1984, 1987, 1991, 1992) and by Robert Slavin
at Johns Hopkins University (e.g., Slavin,
1987, 1990b). These meta-analyses have

shown that different kinds of programs pro-

duce different effects. Some grouping pro-

grams have little or no effect on students,

other programs have large effects, and still

other programs have moderate effects. The

key distinction is among (1) programs in

which all ability groups follow the same cur-

riculum; (2) programs that make curricular

adjustments for the special needs of highly



talented learners; and (3) programs in which
all groups follow curricula adjusted to back-
ground andability.

Grouping without curricular adjust-
ment. In 1919 Detroit became thefirst large

U.S. city to introduce into its schools a formal
plan of ability grouping (Courtis, 1925). The
Detroit plan called for intelligence testing of
all schoolchildren at the start of Grade 1 and
then placement of children into X, Y, and Z
groups on the basis of test results. The top 20
percent went to the X classes, the middle 60
percent to Y classes, and the bottom 20 pecent
to Z classes. Standard materials and methods
were used in all classes, and all classes

covered material at the same gradelevel.
Many school systems followed the Detroit

model and instituted their own plansof multi-
level grouping. Some developed comprehen-
sive XYZ plans, in which the groups remained
separate for the whole day. Other schools used

single-subject grouping. Few of the plansre-
lied as much as the Detroit plan on intelli-

gencetests for initial placements, and few sep-
arated students at such an early age. Most
plans, however, were like the Detroit plan in
their basic goal. They were designed to make
the teacher’s job easier by reducing pupil vari-
ation in their classes, but they were not used
as a way of providing a highly differentiated

curriculum to different ability groups.
The Michigan meta-analyses covered 22

studies of comprehensive XYZ programs and
29 studies of single-subject XYZ grouping (J.
Kulik, 1992). The Johns Hopkins analyses

covered 30 studies of comprehensive XYZ
grouping and 19 studies of single-subject XYZ

grouping (Slavin, 1987, 1990b). Slavin used
the term ability-based class assignment for
XYZ grouping and the term single-subject
grouping for single-subject XYZ grouping.

The Michigan meta-analyses found that
lower and middle aptitude students learn
about the same amountin grouped and mixed
classes. Middle and lower aptitude students
who gain about 1.0 years on a grade-equiva-
lent scale after a year in a mixed class would
also gain about 1.0 years when taught in
homogeneous classes. The Michigan meta-
analysis also showed that XYZ grouping has a
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slight positive effect on the achievement of
higher aptitude students. A higher aptitude
student who gains 1.0 years on a grade-equiv-

alent scale after a year in a mixed class would
gain 1.1 years in a homogeneousclass.

The Johns Hopkins results are similar.
Like us, Slavin found noeffects of grouping on
middle and lower aptitude students, but un-
like us, he was unableto find a significantef-
fect of XYZ grouping on higher aptitude stu-
dents. He found that a student whogains 1.0
years on a grade-equivalent scale after a year
in a mixed-ability class would also gain 1.0
years if taught in a homogeneousclass, and

this result is equally true for higher, middle,
and lower aptitude students.

Whyare the effects ofXYZ grouping on stu-
dent achievement so small? Perhaps curricu-

lum is a key determinant of learning out-
comes, and XYZ programs do not prescribe
different curricular materials for the stratified
classes. For example, children in the high

group in a grade 5 program maybeready for
work at the sixth-grade level; children in the
middle group are usually ready for work at the

fifth-grade level; and children in the low group
may need remedial help to cover fifth-grade
material. Yet all groups work with the same
materials and follow the samecourseof study
in most XYZ programs; they are programs of

differential placement but not differential

treatment.

Some of the studies of comprehensive XYZ
classes also examined effect of grouping on
student self-esteem. The Michigan meta-
analyses covered results from 13 such studies
(J. Kulik, 1992). XYZ classes appeared to have
a small effect on student self-esteem. On aver-
age, self-esteem scores went up slightly for
low-aptitude learners in XYZ programs and
went downslightly for high-aptitude learners.
Thus, brighter children appearto lose

a

little
of their self-assurance when they are put
into classes with equally talented children,
whereas slower children gain

a

little in self-
confidence when they are taught in classes
with other slower learners.

How can we explain these effects on self-
esteem? Social factors probably have a direct
influence on a child’s self-image. Children
judge themselvesas inferior when theyfail on
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tasks on which peers succeed, and they judge

themselves as superior when they excel on

tasks on which others fail. Social comparison
theory thus predicts a drop in self-esteem for
high-achieving students when placed in a ho-
mogeneousgroupofhigh achievers, and it pre-
dicts a rise in self-esteem of low achievers

whenplaced in a group of slow learners. The
evidence supports these predictions.

It should also be noted that the evidence
does not support the predictions of labeling, or
stigma, theory. Labeling theory says that self-
esteem will rise for children who are put into
a group identified as high-ability, and self-
esteem will fall for children in a group identi-
fied as low-ability. In fact, just the opposite
happens. Labels are apparently a less power-
ful influence on self-conceptions than the con-
clusions that people draw from their own com-
parisons with those around them.

Curricular adjustment for  high-
aptitude learners. U.S. education has a long
tradition of providing special classes for
children whose educational needs differ from
those of the majority. Special classes have

been formed of children who are physi-
cally handicapped, emotionally or socially
maladjusted, lacking in proficiency in English,
and so on. One of the longest traditions is
providing special classes for gifted and

talented children.
The first classes devised especially for

gifted and talented children were accelerated
ones (Tannenbaum, 1958). The Cambridge

Double Track Plan of 1891 put bright children
into special classes that covered the work of
six years in four, and the special-progress
classes of New York City, originally estab-
lished in 1900, allowed pupils to complete the
work of three years in two. The basic idea of
educational acceleration is to modify a school
program so that students complete it at an
earlier age or in less time than is usual.

In the early years of this century, acceler-
ated programs were the major method by
which schools met the special needs of their
high-aptitude students. But by the 1920s

some educators were concerned that acceler-
ated programsdid not meet the emotional and

social needs of gifted youngsters. To many of

them, enriched classes of the sort that Leta

Hollingworth had set up in the city schools of
New York City in 1916 seemed an attractive
alternative to acceleration. In these classes,

children did not simply follow a telescoped
regular curriculum. Instead, they spent about
half of their school hours working on the pre-
scribed curriculum, and about half pursuing
enriching activities. In classes that Holling-

worth set up for 7- to 9-year-olds, for example,
enrichment activities included conversational
French; the study of biography; study of the

history of civilization; and a good dealof extra
work in science, mathematics, English compo-
sition, and music (Gray & Hollingworth,
1931).

The Michigan meta-analyses covered 23
studies of accelerated classes for high-
aptitude learners(J. Kulik, 1992). The studies
compared the achievement of equivalent stu-
dents in accelerated classes and nonacceler-
ated control classes. All of the studies exam-
ined moderate acceleration of a whole class of
students rather than acceleration of individ-
ual children. In each of the comparisons in-
volving students who wereinitially equivalent

in age and intelligence, the students in accel-
erated classes outperformed the students in
nonaccelerated classes. In the typical study,

the average superiority for the students in
accelerated classes was nearly one year on a
grade-equivalent scale of a standardized

achievementtest.

The Michigan meta-analyses also covered
25 studies of enriched classes for talented stu-
dents. Twenty-two of the 25 studies found that
talented students achieved more when they

were taught in enriched rather than regular
mixed-ability classes. In the average study,
students in the enriched classes outperformed
equivalent students in mixed classes by about
4 to 5 months. Children receiving enriched in-
struction gained 1.4 to 1.5 years on a grade-

equivalent scale in the same period during
which equivalent control children gained only

1.0 year.

The strong effects of accelerated and en-
riched classes are probably due to curricular

differentiation. In XYZ classes, curricular ad-

justment is minimal; in accelerated and en-
riched classes, it is maximal. In theseclasses,



teachers introduce a good deal of above-grade-
level material for students who are willing
and able to meet the challenge. The test scores
show the results. High-aptitude students ben-

efit from taking these advanced classes, and
they suffer when they are held backin regular
classes.

Curricular adjustmentfor all students.
Unlike XYZ plans, programs of cross-grade
grouping provide different curricula for chil-

dren at different ability levels. The best
knownapproachto cross-grade groupingis the
Joplin plan, which wasfirst used during the
1950s for reading instruction in the Joplin,
Missouri, elementary schools. During the hour
reserved for reading in the Joplin schools,
children in grades 4, 5, and 6 broke into nine

different groups that were reading at
anything from the grade 2 to grade 9 level.
The children went to their reading classes
without regard to their regular grade
placement, and returnedto their regular age-
graded classrooms at the end of the hour.
Almost all formal evaluations of cross-grade
grouping involve the Joplin plan for reading

instruction in elementary schools.
Within-class grouping programsalso pro-

vide different curricula for children at differ-
ent ability levels. The most popular model for
within-class grouping was developed in the
1950s for teaching arithmetic in elementary

schools. A teacher following the model would
use test scores and school records to divide the
class into three groups for arithmetic lessons,
and would use textbook material from several
grade levels to instruct the groups. The high
group in Grade6, for example, would use texts
from Grades 6, 7, and 8; the middle group
would use texts from grades 5, 6, and 7; and
the low group would use texts from grades 4,
©, and 6. The teacher would present material
to one group for approximately 15 minutes be-
fore moving on to another group. Other ap-
proaches to within-class grouping are possi-
ble, but almost all controlled evaluations
examine within-class programs that follow
this model.

Both the Michigan and Johns Hopkins
meta-analyses found that cross-grade and
within-class programs in elementary and mid-
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dle schools usually produce positive results (J.
Kulik, 1992; Slavin, 1987). The Michigan

analysis, for example, covered 14 studies of
cross-grade grouping and 11 studiesof within-
class grouping. More than 80 percent of the
studies of each type reported positive results.
The average gain attributable to cross-grade
or within-class grouping was between 2 and 3
months on a grade equivalent scale. The typi-
cal pupil in a mixed-ability class might gain

1.0 years on a grade-equivalent scale in one

year, whereas the typical pupil in a cross-

grade or within-class program would gain 1.2

to 1.3 years. Effects were similar for high-,
middle-, and low-aptitude pupils.

Cross-grade and within-class programsap-
pear to work because they provide different

curricula for pupils with different aptitude. In
cross-grade programs, students move up or

down grades to ensure a match betweentheir
reading ability and their reading instruction.

In within-class programs, teachers divide stu-
dents into ability groups so that all children
can work on arithmetic materials for which
they are properly prepared. Curriculum varies
with student aptitude in both cross-grade and

within-class programs. The programsthusdif-

fer in an important respect from most pro-

grams of XYZ grouping.

Discussion and Conclusions

The older reviews of the research literature
may serve as a source of hypotheses about
grouping effects, but the reviews are not very
helpful as guides to theory or practice. The re-
viewsare not only nonquantitative and impre-
cise, but more important, they are subjective
and unreliable. Conclusions vary from onere-
view to another, and the reviews seem to re-
flect the educational philosophies of their
times as much as they reflect the research
findings.

Ethnographic studies of grouping are no
more enlightening. Ethnographers have re-
ported that in lower track classes the curricu-
lum is debased, teachers are inexperienced,
and instruction is poor; but careful scrutiny of
the ethnographic evidence provideslittle sup-
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port for such interpretations. When ethnogra-

phers have quantified their observations, for
example, differences between instruction in
upper and lower track classes appear to be

small. The interpretation of the differences
also is unclear. The reported differences be-

tween upper and lower track classes may sim-
ply indicate that teachers try to adjust the
pace of their instruction to the preparation of

their students.

Regression analyses show that the achieve-
ment gap between students in upper and
lower tracks is due mostly to student self-
selection. If the same types of students en-
rolled in collegiate and noncollegiate tracks at
the beginning of high school, graduates of the
two programs would differ very little in test
scores at the end of high school. A second, less
important factor that may contribute to the
achievement gap is the different number of
advanced courses in core subjects taken by
students in collegiate and noncollegiate
tracks. A third factor may be a difference in
the way that the same coursesare taught for
collegiate and noncollegiate students. Regres-
sion analyses do not provide conclusive evi-
dence on the second and third factors, how-

ever. The controls for self-selection in these

analyses are not adequate, and so conclusions
from regression analyses are tentative at best.

Meta-analytic studies are currently the
only dependable guide to the effects of group-
ing on children. These meta-analyses show
that effects depend on both the type of student
and the type of grouping that is involved.
Different types of programs have different ef-
fects on different students.

The meta-analyses show, first of all, that
higher aptitude students benefit academically
from ability grouping. The academic benefits
are positive but usually small when the group-
ing is done as a part of a broader program for
students of all abilities. For example, XYZ
classes, in which little or no effort is made to

adjust curriculum to groupability level, raise
the test scores of higher ability students by

about 0.1 standard deviations. Within-class
and cross-grade programs, which entail cur-

ricular adjustment, boost test scores of higher

aptitude students by about 0.2 to 0.3 standard

deviations.

Benefits for higher aptitude students are
usually largest in special accelerated and en-

riched classes. Classes in which talented chil-
dren cover four grades in three years, for ex-

ample, boost achievement levels a good deal.
Test scores of children accelerated in this fash-

ion are about one year higher on a grade-

equivalent scale than if the children were not

accelerated. Enriched classes, in which stu-

dents have a varied educational experience,

boost student achievement by more moder-

ate amounts. The average gain on a grade-

equivalent scale is 4 monthsin a typical pro-
gram. A gain of this size is still impressive,

given that some enriched classes spend as

much as half their time on cultural material

(e.g., foreign languages and music) not cov-

ered on standard achievementtests.
Grouping programs usually have smaller

effects on middle and lower aptitude learners.
XYZ classes, for example, have virtually noef-

fect on the achievement of such students. Test

scores of middle and lower aptitude students

learning in XYZ classes are indistinguishable
from those of similar students in mixed-ability

classes. Cross-grade and within-class pro-
grams, however, usually raise test scores of

middle and lower aptitude pupils by between
0.2 and 0.3 standard deviations. The adjust-
ment of curriculum to pupil ability in within-

class and cross-grade programs may be the

key to their effectiveness.
Evidence on noncognitive outcomes of

grouping is less clear. Despite their impor-

tance, noncognitive instructional outcomes

are not often studied by educational re-

searchers, and only tentative conclusions can

be drawn. One of these conclusions is that

grouping programs usually have only small
effects on student self-esteem. The pro-

gramscertainly do not lead talented students
to become self-satisfied and smug, nor do

they cause a precipitous drop in the self-
esteem of lower aptitude students. If any-

thing, grouping programs push children
slightly in the opposite direction; quick learn-

ers lose a little of their self-assurance, and

slower learners gain some badly neededself-

confidence.



These conclusions are obviously quite dif-

ferent from the well-known conclusions about
grouping reached by Oakes (1985) in her book
Keeping Track. According to Oakes, students
in the top tracks gain nothing from grouping,
and other students suffer clear and consistent

disadvantages, including loss of academic
ground, self-esteem, and ambition. Oakes also

believed that tracking is unfair to students be-
cause it denies them their right to a common
curriculum. She therefore called for the de-
tracking of American schools. Detracked
schools would provide the same curriculum to

all and would not provide special educational
opportunities to any on the basis of ability,
achievement, or interests.

Oakes's conclusions, however, were based

on her ownselective and idiosyncratic review
of older summariesof the literature and on her
uncontrolled classroom observations. Objective

analysis of findings from controlled studies pro-
vides no support for her speculations. Whereas
Oakes believed that grouping programs are

unnecessary, ineffective, and unfair, we con-

clude that the opposite is true. U.S. education
would be harmed by the elimination of pro-
gramsthat provide instruction that is adapted
to children’s different instructional needs.

The effects of detracking would vary ac-
cording to the type of grouping program that

was eliminated. If typical XYZ classes were

eliminated from all schools, the achievement

level of the country's brightest students would

fall slightly, but the effects would not be no-
ticeable on most other students. If the group-
ing programs that were eliminated were ones

that actually adjusted methods and materials
to student aptitude, the damage to student

achievement would be greater, and theeffects
would be felt more broadly. Both higher and

lower aptitude students would suffer academ-

ically from such detracking. But the damage
would be truly profound if, in the nameof de-
tracking, schools eliminated enriched and ac-
celerated classes for their brightest learners.
The achievementlevel of such students would
fall dramatically if they were required to move
at the common pace. No one can be certain
that there would be a way to repair the harm
that would be done.
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Cooperative Learning for Talented Students:

Emergent Issues and Implications
 

ANN ROBINSON, University ofArkansas at Little Rock

a 1, 1990, a debate between

Robinson and Slavin appeared in the Journal
for the Educationofthe Gifted on the use ofco-
operative learning with talented students.
Prior to their debate, little attention was fo-

cused on talented learners in cooperative

learning groups, other than to give advice to
cooperative learning advocates for managing
concerned parentsof gifted children (Johnson
& Johnson, 1991). The purposes of this chap-
ter are to review the initial debate briefly, to
examine recent additions to the research base
on cooperative learning and talented students,
and to identify emerging issues in the discus-
sion.

A brief review of the Robinson and Slavin
debate on cooperative learning and talented
students sets the context for an update of the
issues. As an advocate for cooperative learn-
ing, Slavin (1990a) linked ability grouping,
specialized programsfor gifted students, and
cooperative learning. He questioned the
effectiveness of gifted programs and stated
a preference for accelerative rather than en-
richment models. He criticized schools for
engaging in whole-class ability grouping
and suggested cooperative learning as an al-

ternative and as an effective means of orga-
nizing heterogeneously grouped classes.
According to Slavin (1990a), the benefits of
cooperative learning for talented students in-
cluded:

1. Opportunities to explain material to group-
mates, which leads to increased retention

of the material.

2. Gains in social outcomes such asself-

esteem, friendships across ethnicities and
with students with disabilities, liking of
the subject, and working cooperatively

with others. These positive outcomes were

advanced for all learners rather than fo-

cused on talented students.

In addition to the benefits listed above,

Slavin responded to two criticisms of coopera-
tive learning for talented students. The criti-
cisms were the use of high achievers as junior
teachers and the concern that the paceof in-
struction would be slowed to the level of the
lowest achieving members of the group.
According to Slavin (1990a),

Neither of these perceptions is accurate. In the

forms of cooperative learning we have developed

at Johns Hopkins University (Slavin, 1986), all
students are learners and teachers; all have an
equal responsibility to explain to others and dis-

cuss with others. The pace of instruction is simi-

lar to what it would be in a traditional class,

so high achievers are exposed to the same mate-
rial they would have otherwise been taught.
(pp. 6—7)

Elsewhere, he stated that he believed the

situation “in which gifted students whoal-
ready know the material are used to teach oth-
ers is atypical” (Slavin, 1990b, p. 28). Finally,
he suggested that cooperative learning among
relatively homogeneous groupsof gifted chil-
dren could be used in advanced andacceler-
ated classes.

Robinson (1990a, 1990b; also 1991) ap-
proached the debate by examining the re-
search base on cooperative learningfor its ap-
plicability to talented students and by
exploring the potential for abuse of coopera-

tive learning in the education of talented stu-
dents. The research base on cooperative learn-

ing was found to have several weaknesses
with respect to talented students. These in-
cludedthe following:
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1. Lack of attention to talented students in the
research literature on cooperative learning:
Studies rarely included identified gifted
students overtly in the analyses.

2. Poorly defined samples of high-achieving

students: Studies tended to define high-

achieving as the top one-half or top one-

third of the class.
3 Weak treatment comparisons, which in-

cluded traditional classrooms with a basic
skills orientation or “individualistic” com-
parisons which prevented normal class-
room interaction among students: Coop-

erative learning was not compared with

other types of small-group learning or with

accelerative models recommendedfor tal-

ented students.
4. Emphasis on low-level achievement out-

come: The majority of cooperative learning
studies, particularly those of the Slavin-
inspired models, relied on basic skills out-

comes.
5. Contradictory results for higher level out-

comes: In the 1990 review, few studies ex-

amined academic outcomes with high-level

tasks.

In addition to weaknesses in the research
base on cooperative learning, Robinson
(1990a) raised twoissues related to classroom
practice. First, the use of high-achieving stu-
dents as tutors or “explainers” prevented their
being exposed to material new to them.
Because timeis a fixed resource in the class-
room, if students are explaining material they
already know or can learn in a fraction of the
time a group takesto learn it, high-achieving

students are restricted in their opportunities
to learn. The second issue concerned expec-
tations educators hold for academically tal-
ented students. If educators believe talented
students are especially in need of socializa-
tion to group norms, they may justify coopera-

tive learning on the basis of such miscon-
ceptions about bright children and youth. In

addition, the expectation most confusing to
high-achieving students was to make them
feel responsible for group success, yet to blame

them when they dominated groups to move

toward task completion effectively and effi-

ciently.
In summary, the initial debate centered

primarily on the issues of benefits of coopera-
tive learning for talented students, with
Slavin (1990a) suggesting both academic and
social benefits as likely outcomes and with
Robinson (1990a) questioning the research
support for such claims and commenting on

cooperative learning practices likely to be
deleterious for talented learners.

New Additions to the Knowledge Base
on Talented Students

One of the criticisms leveled at cooperative

learning advocates in the initial debate was
that the research literature did not investi-

gate the effects on talented students. The ini-
tial computer searches of the PSYCHINFO
and ERIC databases resulted in fewer than
five entries on the topic, only one of which pre-
sented data (Smith, Johnson, & Johnson,

1982). To investigate new additions to the

knowledge base, these two data sources were

searched again for the years beginning in

1989 and extending through July 1994. The
combined searches resulted in 41 entries. The
greatest proportion of these entries were posi-

tion statements, debates, or reviews. Only six
presented either quantitative or qualitative
data on the use of cooperative learning with
academically talented students. Thus, al-
though interest in the topic of cooperative
learning and talented students has been stim-
ulated, that interest has yet to be translated
into a healthy numberof studies published in

journals.
This review concentrates on two types of

studies relevant to the knowledge base on co-
operative learning and talented students:

(1) studies that include identified gifted stu-

dents in the sample and specifically investi-
gate the effects of cooperative learning on tal-
ented students, and (2) general cooperative
learning studies, which raise new issues that
have implications for academically talented

students.

Studies with Identified Gifted Students as
the Population of Interest

Studies that include identified gifted students

in the sample are exploratory and varied. At

present, none represents a programmatic com-
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mitment to the investigation of cooperative

learning as it relates to talented students.
Thus, identifying trends or even organizing
research into aggregates is premature.

However, new studies do exist.

In terms of student outcomes, the studies

tend to focus on attitudinal and social out-

comes, although achievement also is moni-
tored. For example, Elmore and Zenus (1994)
examined the effects of cooperative learning
on the self-esteem and achievement of gifted
middle school students in an accelerated
mathematicsclass. In a pretest—posttest one-
shot design, the students exhibited statisti-
cally significant gains in both math achieve-
ment and self-esteem. The average math

gains were quite small for the highest and
middle achieving students, and just slightly

larger for the lowest achievers. Unfortunately,
as the authors state, it is not possible to at-

tribute these gains to cooperative learning.
The study did not make comparisons with
other goal structures (competitive or individu-
alistic), with other small group strategies, or

with students who had not received coopera-
tive learning. Anecdotally, the authors noted
that both high and low achievers tended to
withdraw fromthe groups. Although the par-
ticipants were all high-achieving students in
an accelerated class, the lowest (relative)

achievers in the group tended toward passiv-
ity; the highest (relative) achievers werefrus-
trated by the nonresponsive pace.

Since 1990, three classroom-based studies

of cooperative learning with affective out-
comes and talented students as the population
of interest have appeared. In an ethnographic
study, Stout (1993) examined “the ‘hunch’ that
cooperative learning is a viable practice for
use with gifted students in heterogeneous or

homogeneoussituations” (p. 2). She observed
fourth throughsixth graders working in ho-
mogeneous cooperative groups on science

tasks in a districtwide pullout program fortal-
ented students, interviewed 23 of the observed

students, and interviewed 12 home school

teachers who reported that they used coopera-

tive learning in their heterogeneous class-

rooms. Student behaviors were categorized by

the author as inappropriate behavior, appro-
priate behavior, inappropriate conversation,

and appropriate conversation. However, no

systematic sampling plan appeared to be in-
cluded, and the frequencies of behavior and
conversation were not charted for analysis.
Information from the teacher interviews is
difficult to characterize. Overall, the author

noted that classroom teachers reported a
range of student reactions to participation in
cooperative groups. In terms of limitations,
Stout (1993) stated that her role in the district
as the cooperative learning trainer may have
affected both students’ behaviors and the in-
terview responses of the teachers. Thus, be-
yond the simple conclusions that talented stu-
dents will engage in cooperative learning in a
pull-out program and that classroom teachers
perceive differences in the ways students par-
ticipate in cooperative learning groups, it is

difficult to extract much from this study.
Two studies compared the reactionsof tal-

ented students to various goal structures.
Ramsay and Richards (1993) investigated the
effects of cooperative learning environments
on the academic attitudes of gifted sixth-
through eighth-grade students. There were
three treatment conditions: classrooms in
which cooperative learning was the predomi-
nant method, classrooms in which cooperative
learning was used occasionally, and class-
rooms in which no cooperative learning was
used. The outcome measure, the Estes

Attitude Scales, indicated that for all students

the treatment condition in which cooperative

learning is used only occasionally, rather than

predominantly, is related to better attitudes
toward academic subjects. The researchers did
not find evidence that gifted students, com-
pared with their nonidentified peers, were ei-
ther more or less positive about cooperative
learning.

In contrast, preferences were moredistinct
in a study by Li and Adamson (1992), who ex-
amined 169 secondary students’ learning-style
preferences across the content areas of math-
ematics, science, and English. In comparison

to individualistic and competitive styles, high-
ability students did not prefer a cooperative

learning style, nor was the cooperative style

positively correlated with students’ academic

achievement in the three content areas.

Mathematics presented the clearest pattern,

with boys preferring individualistic and, to a

lesser degree, competitive styles, while girls
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preferred individualistic to other styles. Other
content areas were more mixed, but coopera-

tive learning styles were least preferred over-
all.

Two studies that investigated directly
through face-to-face interviews how students
feel about cooperative learning documents
some of the negative responses feared bycrit-
ics. Matthews (1992) interviewed 15 students

and reported that gifted students felt frus-
trated when explaining material to group-
mates who were uninterested. They were es-
pecially concerned about the quality of group
products. Similar frustrations were uncovered
by Clinkenbeard (1991) in a study of middle
schoolers. Gifted students reported feelings of
frustration with the perceived injustice of car-

rying the instructional workload for group-
mates who exerted low effort. Clinkenbeard’s
findings are especially revealing as she was
not specifically investigating cooperative
learning and asked no questions that would
have led students to express opinions concern-
ing group work. The theme of frustration
with group work in heterogeneous settings
emerged from a broader, qualitative investiga-

tion of classroom experiences of talented stu-
dents.

Finally, one study investigated the beliefs
and attitudes of cooperative learning advo-
cates and educators of the gifted concerning
the use of cooperative learning with talented
students (Nelson, Gallagher, & Coleman,

1993). The authors surveyed educators to

identify and compare the perspectives of coop-
erative learning advocates and advocates of
gifted education to identify and compare their
perspectives. There were differences between

the two groups of educators in terms of the
curriculum. Advocates of cooperative learning
believed that the curriculum was challenging
enough for gifted students, that all students in
a heterogeneous cooperative group learned,
and that cooperative learning effectively de-
veloped social and leadership skills. Advocates
of gifted education were less likely than coop-

erative learning advocates to adopt these be-
liefs. Both groups did agree, however, that ad-

ministrators might use cooperative learning

as a meansto eliminate specialized programs

for talented students and that teachers
needed moretraining in the appropriate use of

cooperative learning with talented students.
In a further analysis of respondents’ open-

ended comments, the authors concluded that

the issue of heterogeneous and homogeneous
grouping within cooperative groups elicited
the most comment from both groups of educa-
tors. Both groups commented favorably on the
use of cooperative groups within ability
groups, but only the cooperative learning ad-

vocates commented favorably on the use of
heterogeneous groups with gifted students.
Some comments indicated that cooperative
learning advocates recognized the danger of
overburdening gifted students.

Old Insights and New Practices:
Implications for Talented Learners

The recent research on cooperative learning

with the most pressing implications for tal-
ented students focuses on two general areas:
(1) the nature of interaction and behavior
among members of cooperative learning
groups, and (2) the use of cooperative groups

for the purpose of student assessment.

Research on Group MemberInteractions
and Behavior

Research on student interactions in coopera-
tive groups is not new, but the most recent
studies are examining the nature of student

interactions and group members’ behaviors

rather than just tallying the numbersof them
(Hertz-Lazarowitz, Kirkus, & Miller, 1992).

The newer studies indicate that there are dif-
ferences in the ways various students interact

in cooperative groups; some students are ac-

tive and some are more passive than others.
An early study by Webb (1985) indicated

that students who gave explanations to group-

mates benefited by increased achievement.

Webb’s finding and other similar findings led
to the interpretation (not by Webb, but by oth-
ers) that cooperative learning is beneficial to
gifted students because they are the explain-
ers (Johnson & Johnson, 1991; Slavin, 1990a).

However, it has also led to statements that

high-achieving students in cooperative groups

dominate the group and advantage them-
selves at the expense of school strugglers. For
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example, Johnson and Johnson (1992) com-
ment,

High-ability group members maybe deferred to
and may take over the important leadership

roles in ways that benefit them at the expenseof
the other group members(the rich-get-richer ef-

fect). In the learning group, for example, a more

able group member may give all the explana-

tions of what is being learned. Because the

amount of time spent explaining correlates
highly with the amount learned, the more able

member learns a great deal while the less able
members flounder as a captive audience. (pp.

178-179)

Athough Johnson and Johnson’s state-
ments about high-ability students do not ap-
pear to be based on empirical research, some
studies have investigated the differences be-
tween high and low achievers in the coopera-

tive context. In a study of two cooperative
learning groups in an elementary classroom,
King (1993) reported that students who were

passive in the learning groups tended to be
low achievers. Because passivity can indicate

general disengagement from learning, it is
cause for concern. In comparing high and low
achievers, King noted, and other studies have
confirmed, that high achievers tend to be ac-
tive, even dominant, in the group (Good, Reys,

Grouws, & Mulryan, 1989-1990; Mulryan,
1992). These data indicate that statements by
cooperative-learning advocates that all stu-
dents contribute equally to the cooperative
group and that no one student is cast in the
role of “junior teacher” are not borne out by
data on student interactions. The evidence
that students respond differentially to cooper-
ative learning and that patterns of passivity
develop in cooperative learning as well as in
whole-class instruction has implicationsforall
students, including the population of interest
in this review—academically talented stu-
dents.

Lessons from Social Psychology

An important consideration is what underlies
disengagement and passivity in groups. The
body of literature that examines motivation
losses in groups has relevance for the ways in
which cooperative learning operates in prac-

tice. Early researchers in group process noted
that under certain conditions, persons work-
ing in groups tended to exert less effort.
Reduced effort or motivation in turn resulted

in lowered productivity.

Social loafing. One branch of the research
on group behavior and motivation losses in
groups wasbased on the conceptofsocial loaf-
ing (Karau & Williams, 1993). In a series of
experiments involving persons pulling on
ropes in a tug-of-war task, Ringelmann noted
that as the size of the group increased, indi-
vidual members of the team reduced their
efforts (Latane, Williams, & Harkins, 1979).

Other researchers noted that in mattersofal-
truism, bystanders in large groups were less
likely to assist someone in distress if the by-
standing group were large rather than small.
It was assumedthat the diffusion of individ-
ual responsibility encouraged people to let

others step forward or at least inhibited them
from doing so themselves.

Ringlemann’s work was further developed
by social psychologists who posited two re-
lated effects to explain the loss of motivation
in groups. These are the free-rider effect and
the less frequently cited sucker effect. Both of
these effects are relevant to the experiences of
talented students in cooperative learning
groups.

Free-rider effect. The free-rider effect oc-
curs when the possibility arises that some
other memberof the group can and will pro-
vide what is needed, thus making one’s own
contribution to the group unnecessary. In
other words, an individual memberin a coop-
erative learning group maynot contribute be-
cause he or she doesnot perceive a need to do
so. Both the Johnsons (1992) and Slavin
(1992) have noted the possibility of free-rider
effects, particularly in cooperative-learning
models where there is little individual ac-
countability. Slavin (1992) commentsthat fill-
ing out one copy of a worksheet or turning in
one group product are examples of cooperative
learning practices which invite free riding.
Slavin’s concern is that the most likely free
rider is the low-performing child in the group.
By free-riding, the child gives up the opportu-
nity to learn the material and thereby is un-
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likely to achieve. Slavin’s concern receives in-
direct support from the King (1993) and
Mulryan (1992) studies which document the
disengagementof low-attaining students from
group work. Although neither researcher ex-
plicitly links free-rider effects with the disen-
gagement of school strugglers, the data are

suggestive.

While the free rider is usually assumed to
be the lowest performing or least motivated
memberof the group, a series of experiments

by Kerr and Bruun (1983) demonstrated
that different group members exerted effort
or free-rode under different task conditions.

Whenthe group’s evaluation depended on the

highest score, high-ability members worked
harder; when the worst score defined the

group’s evaluation, the low-ability members
worked harder. Thus, both high- and low-
ability members would free-ride under certain
conditions, even when their contributions to

the group wereidentifiable.

Suckereffect. The sucker effect was sug-
gested by Orbell and Dawes (1981) to explain

a second source of motivation loss in groups.If
there is a possibility that a membercan free-
ride, there is also a danger that other group

members will feel forced to carry the free
rider. Orbell and Dawes labeled this the
sucker effect and hypothesized that people find
it so aversive to be played for a sucker that

they will reduce their own contributions to the
group in order to avoid exploitation. Kerr
(1983) designed a series of experiments to de-
termine the existence of such an effect.
Although he studied college students working
with a motor task rather than an academic

one, the suckereffect clearly operated. In fact,

it was so potent that capable partners “some-

times preferred to fail at the task rather than
be a sucker and carry a free rider” (p. 823).
Further, while the free-rider effect was most

likely to operate at the beginning of a set of
learning tasks, the sucker effect was more
powerful at the end of them. It should be
noted that most group members were toler-
ant of low-performing individuals when
they perceived the low performance to be

due to low ability rather than low effort.

In short-term tasks, they willingly carried a

low-performing, low-ability member. However,
high-performing members did not carry low-
performing, low-effort members and wouldfail
themselves rather than exert effort.

Robinson and Clinkenbeard (1993) sug-
gested that the sucker effect has implications
for the motivation of high-attaining students
in several cooperative-learning models. A
plausible, though untested, hypothesis is that
the cumulative effects over time of a free-
riding memberin a cooperative learning group

might depress the performance or encour-
age the disengagement of previously high-
achieving, highly motivated members. This

effect might be especially potent if a high-

achieving memberfelt powerless to affect the
unmotivated members of the group or to

change groupaffiliation.
Whatis the state of the evidence concern-

ing the operation of free-rider and suckeref-
fects in cooperative learning groups? There
are no tightly controlled laboratory studies of

such effects. However, in somefield studies of

cooperative learning, evidence is mounting

that student passivity occurs in groups (King,
1993) and that it may occur for a variety of
reasons. For example, Mulryan (1992) re-
ported that fifth- and sixth-grade studentsre-
sponded differentially to cooperative learning.
She noted that the major finding of her study
was that “some students, mainly low achiev-
ers, mainfested a high level of passive behav-
ior in cooperative small groups” (p. 261).
However, she identified some high-achieving
students who were passive as well. According
to Mulryan (1992), these students could be
characterized as despondent, bored, or “intel-

lectual snobs.” Interview transcripts indicate

that one despondent student was passive be-
cause another group member “says mean
things.” A bored student indicated that the

task was too easy. A student that Mulryan
characterized as an intellectual snob ex-
pressed frustration because the task was easy
for him but difficult for others in the group,

thus slowing him down.

To date, research on student passivity in co-
operative learning groups has focused largely

on low-achieving students and the deleterious

effects of free riding on low-attaining free rid-

ers. No studies have directly investigated the
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nature and potency of the sucker effect on

high-attaining students in the popular forms
of cooperative learning. It would be fruitful to

know, for example, whether the drive for ex-

cellence in terms of a group productresults in
compensatory effort by a talented student in

an unproductive group. In other words, does
the student “work overtime” to compensate

for missing information or poor quality prod-
ucts which were the initial responsibility of

low-effort members? If so, what are the moti-

vational and emotional outcomesfor the high-
attaining, highly motivated student? How
aversive must being “played for a sucker” be-

come before it affects a talented student’s in-
dividual achievement, academic productivity,

and continuing motivation for school tasks?

Research on Assessment in Cooperative
Learning Groups

Enthusiasm for cooperative learning as an in-
structional technique has extended to the use
of cooperative learning in classroom andstate
assessments for accountability. According to

Webb (1993), however, little is known about

the extent to which such cooperative assess-
ments allow us to infer what individual stu-
dents know andare able to do.

To understand the implications of group as-
sessment for talented students, it is useful
to examine Slavin’s discussion of group pro-
ductivity and individual achievement. In a
review of the research base on cooperative
learning, Slavin (1992) commented that some
cooperative-learning studies confuse group
productivity with individual learning. To
argue that cooperative learning affects indi-
vidual student learning, the outcome measure
must be of individual achievement. His exam-
ple has much resonance for educators con-
cerned with talented students. He explained,

Leonard Bernstein and I could write a brilliant
concerto together, about twice as good as the av-
erage of the concerto he could write and the one
I could write working separately (I can barely
read music). But how much would welearn from
working cooperatively? I doubt that Leonard
Bernstein would learn much about writing con-
certos from me, and I might do better to take a
course on music thanto start by watching a com-

poser write a concerto. The point of this example

is to illustrate that learning is completely differ-
ent from “group”productivity. It may well be that
working in a group undercertain circumstances

does increase the learning of the individuals in
that group more than would working under

other arrangements, but a measure of group pro-
ductivity provides no evidence one way or the

other on this; only an individual learning mea-

sure that cannot be influenced by group member
help can indicate which incentive or task struc-

ture is best. Learning takes place only between

the ears of the learner. If a group produces a
beautiful lab report, but only a few students re-

ally contributedtoit, it is unlikely that the group
as a whole learned more than they might have

learned had they each had to write their own
(perhapsless beautiful) lab reports under an in-

dividualistic or competitive incentive structure.
In fact, what often happens in cooperative

groups that produce a single report, worksheet,

or other group product is that the most able
group members simply do the work or give the

answers to their teammates, which may be the

most efficient strategy for group productivity
but is a poor strategy for individual learning.
(pp. 150-151)

The implications of Slavin’s cautions about
the use of single products to assess individual
achievement or understanding are straight-
forward for talented students. Leaving aside
the previous concernsrelated to free-rider and
sucker effects, assessment in cooperative
groups presents problems of ambiguity. If we
assess students in the group context, we sim-
ply may not know what each student in the
cooperative group knows and can do. If we
cannot assess student needs and accomplish-
ments accurately, we cannot present instruc-
tion to meet those needs. Without certain
safety checks, group assessment can confound
individual achievement with group produc-
tivity.

The use of cooperative assessmentsis be-
ginning to occur both in classroom assessment
for instructional purposes and in state-level
accountability programs. Each of the uses of
cooperative assessments has implications for
academically talented students and is one of
the important emergent issues in the exami-
nation of cooperative learning as it relates to
talented students.
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Cooperative Assessmentfor Accountability

Weconsider state accountability issuesfirst as
they have great consequences for students.

Connecticut, California, Maryland, and New

York state assessments, for example, all in-

clude cooperative learning tasks. With such
increases in high-stakes state assessments, an

important question is how well student per-
formance in groupsreflects individual compe-

tence. To investigate this question, Webb

(1993) compared the performance of students
working collaboratively on a mathematics
task with their performance on a similar task
accomplished individually two weeks later.
She coded student behavior into the following

categories: (1) solved problemscorrectly aloud
without assistance, (2) showed difficulty and
received assistance, (3) copied other students’

work, and (4) did not contribute to group dis-
cussion. Webb examined students who needed
help to solve the problem in the group context
separately and found that the presence of

more than one noncontributing member in a
group wasrelated to lowered performance for

these students.
Webb concluded that group performances

overestimate the individual performances of
students. Her chief concern was that over-
estimation has serious consequences for low-
achieving students. If failure to acquire im-
portant skills and concepts is masked by
group contexts or by the confoundingeffects of
a single product submitted by a group, then
students who need additional assistance to
succeed may not receive the instruction they

require.
The difficulties presented by group assess-

ments for high-achieving students differ from

those suggested by Webb butare also of con-

cern. In Webb’s study, the group performance

resulted in ceiling effects for a majority of the

students who were tested in the cooperative-

learning context. Thus, we do not know what

the students might have beenable to doif they

had been presented with a group task that

tested the limits of performance.It is as possi-

ble to encounter ceiling effects in group as-

sessments asit is in the individualbasic skills

tests or minimum performance tests they are

to replace. Advocates for talented students

have been effective in speaking out about the

artificial depression of student achievement
by low-level individual assessments; they will
find that group assessments generate some of
the same concerns. Presenting a task in a

group context does not make it inherently
more challenging or less vulnerable to ceiling

effects.

Cooperative Assessments
in the Classroom

Cooperative group assessment in the class-
room will be as vulnerable to free-rider and
sucker effects as cooperative group instruc-

tion. To address these deleterious effects,

teachers who implement such group assess-

ments will need to establish “safety nets”of in-

dividual performance opportunities.
For example, the Educational Testing

Service developed assessment materials,
called PACKETS, for the middle school that

require students to work in cooperative learn-
ing groups (Katims, 1994). As a sample task,
in “Million Dollar Getaway” students are
given information about a bank robbery, then
placed in groups to work on a group report to
be presented to an imaginary newseditor (ac-

tually to other membersof the class). Again,
the same cautions about free riding and
sucker effects apply to a single product for as-

sessment purposes as they do to cooperative

tasks for instruction. Also, many school dis-

tricts have policies that dictate that grades
can be given for individual work only.

Accordingly, the developers of PACKETSbuilt
in some safety checks for individual learning.

For example, teachers observe students indi-

vidually before the group activity occurs. The
cooperative product also can be modified so

that each student turns in his or her own

product after learning in the group context

(Katims, Nash, & Tocci, 1993).

These safety checks are crucial if the con-

cerns associated with cooperative learning

and talented students are to be addressed in

the assessment context. Although there have

been few investigations into cooperative group

assessments, the early indications are that

group performance can overestimate individ-
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ual learning (Webb, 1993) and that coopera-
tive learning and cooperative assessment used
together result in lowered scores for students
who are subsequently tested individually
(Lambiotte et al., 1987). In other words, the

cooperative learning and assessment did not
transfer when students later were presented
with an individual task. Further studies are
needed to determineif this effect is robust.

Summary

In conclusion, a review of the emerginglitera-

ture on cooperative learning and talented stu-

dents leads to four general observations.First,
the empirical research has begun. In 1990
only one study that included gifted students in
the sample was located (Smith, Johnson, &
Johnson, 1982). Its usefulness was limited by
the small numberofgifted students (14) and
by the authors’ focus on other populations
rather than the talented students.In contrast,
as of late 1994 more cooperative-learning
studies that focus on talented students were
beginning to appear.

Second, programmatic research has yet to
emerge. Each of the studies reviewed in this
chapter is by a different author or authors,
and no clear lines of sustained inquiry have
been established.

Third, the new research on cooperative
learning and talented students validates some
of the reservations expressed in the earlier de-
bate; it is less clear on others. For example,
talented students often do not prefer coopera-
tive contexts. However, what factors influence
those preferences and whateffects these pref-
erences have on student motivation and
achievementare not fully described.

Finally, new issues have emerged. In the
next few years, investigations incorporating
the concepts historically of interest to social
psychologists—social loafing, free riding, and
sucker effects—may prove to enlighten us
about subtle interactions in cooperative learn-
ing groups. These insights should be espe-
cially fruitful to our understanding of coopera-
tive group dynamics for students who are
consistently low and high attainers. As pres-

sures to implement cooperative assessments

increase to keep pace with exhortations for

cooperative learning and for high-stakes ac-
countability, educators concerned with tal-

ented students will find much fertile ground
for needed investigation.
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Evaluating Gifted Programs
 

JAMES H. BORLAND, Teachers College, Columbia University

a T. evaluation of programs for

gifted students poses some unique and daunt-

ing problems for both practitioners and schol-
ars, problems that are conceptual (what ex-
actly is program evaluation?), psychological
(who really wants to be evaluated?), and prac-
tical (for example, how do you measure growth
in students whostart out at the ceiling level of

a test?). Too often, confronted by the welter of
difficulties posed by evaluating programs for
gifted students, educators throw in the towel
and decide either that a systematic evaluation
is not necessary, feasible, or affordable or that
distributing questionnaires to students and
parents to gauge how happythey are with the
program will suffice.

This is unfortunate for several reasons, two
of which are particularly salient. First, the in-
frequency with which programsfor gifted stu-
dents are subjected to careful, systematic
evaluations impoverishesus asa field. If pro-
gram evaluation were to be done on a routine
and widespread basis, we would have a
broader database on which to draw to answer
some important questions concerning our
practice. Most basic amongtheseis the simple
question, “Do these programs work?” I find
this question to be very embarrassing be-
cause, although I think the answeris a quali-
fied yes, I cannot adduce much in the way of
good empirical evidence to substantiate my
belief. The absence of data on outcomesleaves
programsfor gifted students open to serious
questions regarding their efficacy. This, in
turn, can makesuch programsvulnerable,es-
pecially when school authorities must contend
with the pressures of economic exigency and
questions about the fairness of special pro-
gramsfor gifted students (e.g., Sapon-Shevin,
1994).

The second problem is perhaps even more

critical: It is difficult to maintain and increase
the quality of a program that does not undergo
frequent systematic assessment. As Fetter-

man (1993) writes, “Gifted and talented edu-

cation programs, perhaps more acutely than
most educational programs, require a clear-
sighted andself-critical awareness of program
strengths and goals”(p. 1). Improvingthe pro-
grams weoffer our students is a professional
and moralobligation, one we cannot discharge
effectively unless we assess the programs in
the first place. Thus, on both the national and
the local level, we suffer when weneglect the
important task of evaluating programs for
gifted students.

The foregoing assumes two important
goals of program evaluation: (1) assessing ef-
ficacy and (2) fostering program improve-
ment. These, however, are not the only reasons
we evaluate programs. Rather than assume
that the nature and functions of evalua-
tion and other important concepts are famil-
iar to every reader, let me discuss some of
these.

WhatIs Program Evaluation?

It is often asserted that there is confusion re-
garding what program evaluation is and how
it should be defined. Thereal issue, however,
is not so much a matter of confusion asofdif-
ferent conceptions of evaluation, many of
them valid, each with its own implications
with respect to purposes and practices.
Depending on which conception of evaluation
one adopts,if only for a particular task, differ-
ent procedures and outcomeswill be appropri-
ate. A brief overview of some of the leading
conceptions, which overlap to some extent,
might be useful here.
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Evaluation as Judgment

People typically think of program evaluation
as a judgmental process, and there are, in-

deed, definitions of evaluation that emphasize
this dimension. For example, the definition
put forth by the Joint Committee on
Standards for Educational Evaluation (1981)
defines evaluation simply as “the systematic
investigation of the merit or worth of some ob-
ject” (p. 12). The Joint Committee’s definition
implies a distinction between a program’s
merit (its intrinsic quality or degree of excel-
lence) and its worth (its value or importance to
some person or some group), qualities that can

be independent of each other.
For example, some programsfor gifted stu-

dents, although high in merit, have been re-
garded by school authorities as havinglittle
worth. Such programs, when budgets become
tight or educational trends unfavorable, face
elimination if they are not mandated, margin-
alization if they are. Unfortunately, too, pro-
grams of questionable merit may have unde-
niable worth to school districts for their public

relations value or their ability to mollify as-
sertive parents. Whether the emphasis is on
merit, worth, or both, evaluation can be con-

ceived of as largely judgmental, especially in

its summative function (see p. 256).

Evaluation as Description

Evaluation can be descriptive instead of, or as
well as, being judgmental, as Stake (1967) ac-

knowledges when he writes that evaluation is

“an activity comprised of both description and

evaluation” (p. 525). Guba and Lincoln (1989),

recounting the history of educational evalua-

tion, describe the “second generation of eval-

uation” as “an approach characterized by

description of patterns of strengths and weak-

nesses with respect to certain stated objec-

tives” (p. 28). The central figure of this gener-

ation—which followed the first-generation

measurement approach of Wundt, Galton,

Binet, Goddard, Terman, and others and pre-

ceded the third-generation judgmental ap-

proach—wasRalphTyler, the so-called Father

of Evaluation.

Objective- or goal-oriented evalua-

tion. Tyler (1950) defined evaluation as “the
process of determining to what extent...

educational objectives are actually being
realized” (p. 69). This is a classic conception
of the evaluation process, one with consid-

erable utility since it is straightforward
both in conception (a program is success-

ful to the extent that it satisfies its objec-
tives) and execution (one devotes one’s ef-
forts to gathering information on whetheror
not established objectives have been met).
Public and private funding agencies implic-
itly adopt this approach whenthey ask grant
applicants to propose an evaluation plan
that is keyed to the objectives of the pro-
posed project and when they ask grant recip-
ients to provide evidence that they have
made progress toward meeting program ob-

jectives.

Objective- or goal-free evaluation. In
contrast, Michael Scriven proposed a form
of evaluation in which the evaluator ignores
program goals and objectives altogether, one

that involves “gathering data directly on pro-
gram effects and effectiveness without risk-
ing contamination by goals” (Patton, 1986,

p. 111). According to Scriven (1972), knowl-
edge of program goals is not only “an un-
necessary but also a possibly contaminating
step” (p. 2) in the evaluation process.

Knowledge of goals and objectives can intro-

duce “perceptual biases” that may make the

evaluator oblivious to important unantici-
pated program outcomes, whereas being un-

aware of the goals and objectives can “main-
tain evaluator objectivity and independence
through goal-free conditions” (Patton, 1986,

p. 112).
Whether one focuses on program goals

and objectives or chooses to remain com-

pletely ignorant of them, the broader con-

ception of evaluation implied here is a

descriptive one. The evaluator either de-

scribes what was intended, what was accom-

plished, and the gap between the two or,

ignoring program goals, describes what

happened asa result of program implemen-

tation.



Evaluation as Program Improvement

The Stanford Evaluation Consortium (Cron-
bachet al., 1980) defined evaluation as a “syste-
matic examination of events occurring in and
consequent of a contemporary program .. .
conductedto assist in improvingthis program
and other programs having the same general
purpose”(p. 14). In addition to suggesting that
evaluation ought to embrace someofthe func-
tions of evaluation research in the phrase “and
other programshaving the samegeneral pur-
pose,” the definition is notable here for its em-
phasis on program improvement. No mention
is made of judging or describing, although
these activities are not necessarily antitheti-
cal to program improvementasa final goal.

Program improvement is one of the most
important outcomes of program evaluation
and maybe the most compelling reason to un-
dertake the process. As I suggest above, im-
proving programsfor gifted studentsis one of
our imperatives, and this goal ought to be part
of our general conception of the purposes of
program evaluation. This is especially ger-
mane to the formative function of evaluation,
which I discusslater.

Utilization-Focused Evaluation

Patton (1986) argued that “much of what
passes for program evaluationis not very use-
ful” and, sensibly, that “evaluation ought to be
useful” (p. 7). He called attention to a “utiliza-
tion crisis” caused by the practice of conduct-
ing or commissioning program evaluations
and then ignoring their findings in future de-
cision making, which led him to the concept of
“utilization-focused evaluation.” Patton de-
fined this as “the systematic collection of in-
formation about the activities, characteristics,
and outcomes of programs for use by specific
people to reduce uncertainties, improve effec-
tiveness, and make decisions with regard to
what those programsare doing and affecting”
(p. 14).

Patton emphasizes the importance of iden-
tifying the stakeholders, those who have a
vested interest in the outcomeof the evalua-
tion; determining what they want or need to
know; and providing information that they are
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likely to use in making decisions about the
program under review. In Patton’s approach,
the overriding concern is whether “there is an
immediate, concrete, and observable effect on
specific decisions and program activities re-
sulting directly from evaluation findings”
(p. 30)—in other words, whether evaluation
data are used.

Postpositivist Evaluation

One result of the so-called “paradigm wars”
(e.g., Gage, 1989) has been increased applica-
tion of the methodsofqualitative, naturalistic,
constructivist, hermeneutic, or postpositivist
(to cite only a few of the terms in current use)
inquiry to the problemsof educational evalua-
tion (see, e.g., Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Patton,
1986). Although awareness and use of post-
positivist methods have lagged in the field of
educationofgifted students,this appearsto be
changing (Cross, 1994). This is to the good, be-
cause the axioms and methods of postposi-
tivism are quite compatible with inquiry into
and assessmentof giftedness.

It is not possible to describe postpositivism
in a few sentences (see, instead, Borland,
1990; Lincoln & Guba, 1985), but at its core is
a rejection of the positivist notion that the
methods thought to characterize inquiry in
the physical sciences are applicable to the
study of human beings, their behavior, and
their institutions. Among its axioms are the
belief that realities are multiple and con-
structed; that the act of observation affects
that which is being observed; that generali-
zation is undesirable and perhaps impossi-
ble; and that inquiry cannot be, and should
not pretend to be, objective and value-free.
Methodologically, postpositivists stress quali-
tative methods; purposive, instead of random,
sampling; humanbeings as data-gatheringin-
struments; letting one’s research or evaluation
design emergeas one progressesinstead offol-
lowing a prespecified design; allowing theory
to emerge from one’s engagement with one’s
respondentsinsteadof starting with or testing
a theory; close description of Specific settings
(idiographic interpretation) instead of gener-
alizable findings (nomothetic laws); negotiat-
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ing outcomes with respondents; and case-

study reporting.

In the realm of evaluation, this means that

the relevant data, are not, in Guba and

Lincoln’s words, “discovered”as if they had al-
ways been ‘out there’... . [Instead,] the

results are literally—we stress literally—cre-

ated ...as a product of an interaction be-

tween humans” (1989, p. 67; emphasis in the

original). As a result, “different stakeholders

will have different constructions, which, while

perhaps differing in the scope of already con-

structed knowledge accountedfor and in their

level of sophistication, are nonethelesslegiti-

mate to hold and worthy to honor” (p. 67).

Therefore, evaluation should in part involve

forcing various stakeholders in a program to

confront their own and others’ constructed

knowledge about the program, resulting in

“more informed and sophisticated personal

constructions” (p. 67).

As should be clear, there are many waysto

conceive of program evaluation, each of which

has important considerations for practice.

This may seem more confusing than helpful,

but it reflects the true state of the art. Some

clarification may come from considering the

various functions that program evaluation can

serve.

What Are the Functions of Evaluation?

Scriven (1967) has drawn a well-known and

useful distinction between two major func-

tions of program evaluation, the summative

and the formative, a distinction that is useful

in understanding how evaluation can be used.

The Summative Function

Summative evaluation is, I suspect, what

most people think of when they think of pro-

gram evaluation. The focus in summative

evaluation is on program outcomesat or near

the end of a program’slife span or after some

significant period of time (such as an academic

year), and the major concern is with issues

of program efficacy and accountability.

Summative evaluation has both a retrospec-

tive and a prospective aspect. It 1s retrospec-

tive in that there is an attempt to determine

whether a program has been effective. It is

prospective in that it is frequently used to

make major decisions about a program’s fu-

ture, such as whetherto continue or terminate

a program, increase or decrease its funding,

and so forth. Because summative evaluations

are often the basis for administrative deci-

sions, the audience for these data is usually

higher level administrators who havethe re-

sponsibility for such decisions.

The Formative Function

Formative evaluation differs from summative

evaluation chiefly in that it serves a diagnos-

tic function. This form of evaluation involves

the collection of data at various points during

the life of a program—during an academic

year, for example—sothat problems can be de-

tected and responded to while the program is

still operating. Thus, the goal is to improve

the program now, not to answer questions of

accountability or the program’s long-term fate.

For this reason, formative data are probably of

more interest to those involved in the pro-

gram’s day-to-day management and decision

making than they are to higher level adminis-

trators.

The distinction is, however, not an absolute

one. For one thing, formative data can be

incorporated into summative evaluation.

Moreover, the effectiveness of formative evalu-

ation in helping educators identify and allevi-

ate problems will affect overall program effec-

tiveness and, thus, the results of summative

evaluation.In this sense, formative evaluation

is a program componentthat, like other pro-

gram components, should be one focus of a

summative evaluation.

Other Functions of Evaluation

Nevo (1983) mentioned two other functions

that deserve brief attention. The psychologt-

cal, or sociopolitical, functions are just that:

evaluation whose intended ends are either

psychological or sociopolitical. The goal is el-

ther to affect the thinking or behavior of one

or more people, or to achieve some objective

with respect to the status of an individual,



group, or program within a particular social
structure such as a school, school district, aca-
demic department, or state bureaucracy. I
have, on occasion, been hired as an evaluator
for a program for gifted students only to learn
that the intent (though not, I hope, the result)
of the evaluation is psychological (e.g., to re-
mind program staff that they are accountable
to administratorsor to the school board)or so-
ciopolitical (e.g., to enhance the program’s
stature within a school district).

There is also an administrative evaluation
function, whereby X evaluates Y for no reason
other that as a statement or reminder that X
can evaluate Y by virtue of a higher position in
the administrative hierarchy. It is difficult to
regard this as alegitimate function of evalua-
tion, but it does occur and should be noted.

Thus, not only can program evaluation be
defined in different ways; it also can serve a
variety of functions. These are obviously re-
lated; evaluation as judgment is more likely to
be summative, whereas evaluation as pro-
gram improvementis morelikely to be forma-
tive. All this is important because a clear con-
ception of the forms and functions of program
evaluation enhances one’s ability to plan and
carry out an effective evaluation. This is espe-
cially crucial in the case of programsfor gifted
students because evaluating these programs
is particularly problematic. Let me now turn
to a discussion of these special difficulties.

Problems in Evaluating Programsfor
Gifted Students

Problems with Goals and Objectives

Clear, unambiguous program goals and objec-
tives are important in evaluation. This is es-
pecially true if the evaluation effort focuses on
whether the program has met,oris meeting,
its stated goals. But even if the evaluator or
evaluators chooseto conduct a goal-free evalu-
ation (which is usually not the case), the
stakeholders will have difficulty interpreting
the evaluation results if they do not have a
clear idea of what their program originally set
out to accomplish.

Problems with goals and objectives comein
a variety of forms. Oneoftheseis, to be a bit
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facetious, the analog of goal-free evaluation:
the goal-free program.It has, unfortunately,
not been uncommon in my experience to re-
ceive nothing but blank stares in response to
the question, “Whatare the goals of your pro-
gram?” In a surprising numberofcases, the
implicit but overriding goal seems to be, “To
have a gifted program.” Although that goal
has the undeniable virtue of being easily met,
it is a less-than-compelling basis for the cre-
ation of a special educational program. The
problem here should be obvious: If nobody
knows why the program exists, in terms of
valid educational outcomes, not only is evalu-
ation problematic, so is nearly every aspect of
program operation.

Even when program goals exist, there can
be problems. For example, some goals are so
grand andlofty as to makeit extremely un-
likely that a mere educational program could
reach them. Wanting to have a positive effect
on “the future of our country” and aspiring to
“create a cadre of leaders for the world of to-
morrow”are well and good, but perhaps ambi-
tious for a single program in a single school
district. In any case, such goals certainly do
not bode well for a positive summative evalu-
ation. Other goals are just the opposite; they
are so trivial as to prompt a response of
“So what?” whether they are met or not.
Establishing as a program goalthe identifica-
tion of a certain percentage of the student
body asgifted or the delivery of inservice edu-
cation to a certain number of teachers is to
substitute administrative responsibilities for
program objectives. These goals are easily
met, a fact that has little bearing on the merit,
worth, or effectiveness of the program. The
point I am attempting to make here is a
straightforward one. Goals that do not specify
what benefits will accrue to students as a re-
sult of the program’s existence areoflittle use
in program evaluation.

Problems with Measurement

Evaluation nearly always involves some form
of measurement or assessment, although this
does not necessarily have to involvetests. This
presents a host of potential problems.
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Lack of adequate tests. One problem,or
apparent problem,is the paucity of valid tests
for measuring a number of the things we

would like to measure in programsfor gifted

students. One example of this is creativity,

valid measures of which have been the Holy

Grail for some test constructors for a number

of years. This is understandable, for creativity

looms large in the goals and activities of a

number of programs. However, I believe that

attempts to capture this elusive construct

with standardized paper-and-pencil measures

have been largely unsuccessful (see, e.g.,

Crockenberg, 1972; Perkins, 1981; Wallach,

1985; see Torrance, 1975, 1988, for a different

view).

Now, for a numberof people, often includ-

ing stakeholders in program evaluations, the

only valid way to measure something is

through the use of an objective test. As House

(1993) wrote, although “standardized test

scores are not entirely suitable for this pur-

pose [program evaluation]” (p. 2), “there 1s a

demand for test results from policy makers

and legislatures that cannot be denied”(p. 11).

This, I suspect, is because for many people the

terms objective and valid have become fused,

which is unfortunate: Whethera test is objec-

tive or not has nothing to do with its validity.

Furthermore, frankly subjective methods can

outperform objective ones, as is shown by the

success Amabile (e.g., 1983) has had with con-

sensual assessment relative to the poor record

achieved by objective tests of creativity.

However, the absence of valid tests does

not imply the absence of tests altogether.

Moreover, many of us are so awed bytests

that, however skeptical we may be as con-

sumers of other products, we become credu-

lous test consumers, ignoring or not reading

what is written in the research journals or the

Mental Measurements Yearbooks. Thus, the

existence of legitimate program goals that

refer to psychometrically elusive constructs

can have two unhappy outcomes. One,result-

ing from the belief that valid assessmentre-

quires a test, and reinforced by a tendency to

believe that if a test is published it must be

valid, is to use objective, but invalid, mea-

sures. The second is to conclude that no as-

sessment is possible. There is an alternative,

as I implied earlier in referring to Amabile’s

work, and I will return to this later when I dis-

cuss authentic assessment.

Lack of sufficient ceiling on tests.

Another measurement problem is caused by

ceiling effects on tests. On sometests, espe-

cially achievement measures,the test ceiling

maybe too low for advanced students. All this

meansis that the test is not difficult enough

for the ablest students and/or that there is not

enough range at the top end of the score dis-

tribution to reveal differences amongthehigh-

est scorers. This problem would crop up were

one to attempt to assess myleapingability rel-

ative to that of a professional basketball

player by asking both of us to jumpover a bar

placed onefoot off the ground, then raising the

bar in one-inch increments, stopping at a

height of two feet. Because the highly gifted

athlete and I would both clear the two-foot-

high bar, this “test” would suggest that we

have equal leaping ability, which is obviously

not the case. The test would not be difficult

enough; the upper range would be restricted;

the ceiling would be too low. Were the barto be

raised a few more times in six-inch incre-

ments, the true differences between us would

soon become apparent.

This problem can affect evaluations when

there is an attempt to assess growth due to

program intervention by computing gain

scores, differences between posttest scores

and pretest scores (often done, but not a good

idea because it can compound measurement

error). If a test with a low ceiling is used as a

pretest to assess students’ status prior to ex-

posure to the program, many students may

start out with the highest score possible, mak-

ing it impossible for them to show gains,

should there be any. This ceiling problem also

can affect better evaluation designs, such as

posttest-only designs, by restricting the vari-

ance on the measure in question.

Because of ceiling effects, some educators

have recommended out-of-level testing for

gifted students. This simply means switching

to a test designed for chronologically older stu-

dents. If many gifted third graders are scoring

at the ceiling level on a given test, one could

administer, say, the fifth-grade test instead.



Probably the best example of this approach
is found in the work of the Study of Mathe-
matically Precocious Youth (e.g., Stanley,
1981), in which the mathematicssection of the
Scholastic Aptitude Test, as it was called then,
was used to assess mathematical precocity
among middle school students.' One thing to
keep in mind, as the SMPYresearchers them-
selves point out (e.g., Benbow, 1986), is that a
test may be qualitatively different when used
with an age group other than the one for
which it was designed or on which it was
normed. The SAT-M, for example, may be an
achievement test for high school seniors who
have been exposed to the mathematics cur-
riculum it covers, but for younger students
who have had no such exposure it may func-
tion as a test of mathematical reasoning, prob-
lem solving, creativity, persistence, or what-
ever.

Regression effects. Regression toward
the mean—a phenomenon whereby groups
whose meanscore on one administration of a
test is extreme in one direction or the other,
tend, uponretesting, to shift their group mean
score in the direction of the population mean
for no reason other than the retesting it-
self—can pose problemsfor those interested in
the assessment of gifted learners. Regression
would be likely to happen, for example, if one
were to administer an aptitude test to a large
group of students, select those who scored in
the top 5 percent, and then retest the group af-
ter a short interval. The mean score for the
group would more often than not be lower on
the second testing, although there would be no
reason other than the psychometric phenome-
non of regression.

It should be clear how regression effects
can work against the measurement of real
gains, attenuating them if not canceling them
out. For this reason, it is important not to use
the same instrumentfor identifying gifted stu-
dents and later for assessing their progress.
By the sametoken, if a test used as a posttest
measure of student growth or status corre-
lates strongly with the test (or battery of indi-

 

"See Chapter 12 by Benbow and Lubinski.
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cators) used for identifying students, regres-
sion effects can also occur.

Inappropriate norms. In this field, we
are more often than not concerned with test
scores at the upper extreme of the score dis-
tribution. Becausethis is where we often want
to make distinctions between students, we
need to be confident that, when raw scores are
translated into percentiles, normal curve
equivalents, or some other normative score,
these latter scores are reliable. Unfortunately,
this is not alwaysthecase.

Instead, it is frequently the case that
norms at the upper endof the score distribu-
tion are derived from a subsample of the
norming sample that is too small for the task.
Put simply, a number of tests used to assess
gifted students have had too few gifted stu-
dents in their norming samples. Scores in the
upper range may, therefore, be less reliable, or
a range of raw scores may be pegged to a sin-
gle ceiling percentile so that true differences
between students are obscured. The reliability
of high scores on a test should be treated with
skepticism until one consults the test manual
to learn about the norming sample and the
standard error of scores over the range of the
score distribution.

Problems with Evaluation Designs

For good reasons,it is difficult to design pro-
gram evaluations in the way one wouldlike to
design a good experiment. To build in appro-
priate controls, it is useful to have a treatment
group and a control group, one that does not
receive the treatment whose effectiveness is
being investigated, and to assign individuals
to these groups randomly. One can quickly see
why there might be objections were there to be
a control group consisting of students who
qualified for the gifted program in question,
but who were randomlyassigned to the group
that was not given the program. Even when
comparisons are made between students in a
program for gifted students and other stu-
dents “matched for ability,” there are prob-
lems. As Slavin (1991) convincingly argues,
the groups are probably not comparable; the
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comparison group is not in the program for a

reason. Thus, to the extent that program eval-

uations are intended to be experimental de-
signs, they are typically one-group designs,
which are problematic (Campbell & Stanley,

1963).
There are some ways around this without

encountering the ethical and political prob-

lems attendant upon asking some parents

to place their gifted students in the “no-

program” control group. One is to use some

variation of a counterbalanced design (Camp-

bell & Stanley, 1963) in which parts of the pro-

gram, such as exposureto different curricular

components, are presented to different groups

of students at different times. For example,

students in a program might be divided into

two groups, ideally through a random process,

with one group receiving exposure to one cur-

ricular component, with distinct objectives

and methods, while the other group receives

exposure to another component altogether.

When this phase of the program concludes,

the two groups can be assessed, with each

group serving as the control for the other in a

quasi-experimental two-group design.

We faced a similar problem at Teachers

College in planning the second three years of

Project Synergy, our Javits Grant project de-

signed to develop waysto identify and educate

young economically disadvantaged gifted stu-

dents, although our solution was different. A

goal of the project is to compare the effective-

nessof the full intervention process, developed

in our first three-year project, with the effec-

tiveness of a program consisting of teacher in-

service and parent workshops. For research

purposes, we also wanted to have a third

group, a control group that would receive no

treatment. However, we were concerned about

the ethics of identifying but not serving poor

potentially gifted students. We decided, there-

fore, to provide inservice education to teachers

only in grades 3 and above in the school at-

tended by students in the control group.

During the three years of the project, the con-

trol students identified as potentially gifted in

kindergarten would have completed kinder-

garten, first grade, and second grade. The fol-

lowing year, after the project has ended, we

hope these students will derive benefits from

being in classrooms with teachers whohadre-

ceived inservice education.

Design problems can be daunting, but they
can be overcome. Evaluating programs for
gifted students is, I believe, more difficult

than evaluating most other programs. None-

theless, it should be done, and I would like to

turn now to a discussion of some ways this can

be accomplished.

Using an Outside Evaluator

One approach is to bring in an outsider, or

group of outsiders, to conduct an evaluation.

This could be someone from academia, per-

haps with a specialization in evaluation or the

education of gifted students; a professional

evaluator; an educational consultant;or, if one

is near a college with a graduate program in

education, students conducting a supervised

practicum. An outside evaluation has some

things to recommendit.

One advantage an outsider brings is a

greater degree of objectivity than 1s possible

for someone inside the system. One can, at

times, be too close to a program to see what

someone with a fresher perspective can see. Of

course, complete objectivity is impossible, but

at least someone from outside brings a differ-

ent subjectivity to the task. In addition, be-

cause he or she does not owehis or herlive-

lihood to the powers that be, an outside

evaluator possesses a degree of independence

of thought and expression not enjoyed by

those on the inside. Finally, an experienced

evaluator can bring a breadth of experience,

derived from work with many types of pro-

grams, to bear on the task. Knowing what has

and has not worked in other settings can be

of great value, especially when significant

program changes are being considered. In

short, an outside evaluator can provide a val-

uable service if his or her talents can be af-

forded.

However, total reliance on outsiders for

program evaluation is a mistake. For one

thing, some of the very virtues of an outside

evaluator—an outside perspective, freedom

from negative repercussions from evaluation



findings—have their negative sides. An out-
side perspective, though affording greater
breadth, affords limited depth and precludes
the sort of local knowledge (Goldenberg &
Gallimore, 1991) and tacit knowledge (Lincoln
& Guba, 1985) that accrue to one by virtue of
long experiencein a given setting. In addition,
freedom from the consequences of evaluation
findings is counterbalanced by lower commit-
ment, less of a stake in how the evaluationre-
sults in program improvement. This is not to
argue that outside evaluations are not useful,
only that, like most things, they have both
positive and negative aspects.

Another problem is that outside evalua-
tions tend to be summative only, neglecting
the formative function that is so important for
program improvement. This does not have to
be the case, but it is not unusual for an evalu-
ator to be approached in the spring of the
school year when all that can be done is some
form of summative evaluation. The best time
to begin to discuss an evaluation with a con-
sultant is well before the school year begins, so
that a careful evaluation plan, with provisions
for formative evaluation, can be developed.

Finally, few schools and school districts
have the resources to commission evaluations
by outsiders on an annual basis. Frequent
evaluation is important for program improve-
ment, and this requires that program evalua-
tion, conducted internally, be built into the
program as an essential component. As [I
argue in my book on program planning
(Borland, 1989), evaluation ought to be an in-
tegral component of every program for gifted
students, one that is no less necessary than,
say, identification procedures. How, then, can
local evaluations be carried out by school per-
sonnel who, in most cases, have little knowl-
edge or experience of program evaluation?

A Frameworkfor Program Evaluation

The following approach to program evaluation
is but one of a numberofpossible approaches
to the task. It revolves around program goals,
and is straightforward, practicable, and re-
quires no psychometric expertise.
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Step 1: Defining or Clarifying
Program Goals

Clear, sensible program goals greatly facili-
tate the evaluation process. The first step,
therefore, is to review andto clarify the goals
of the program, makingcertain they refer to
benefits that will accrue to students as a re-
sult of program intervention.

Step 2: Selecting Goals for the
Current Evaluation

Typically, programs come with quite a few
goals. To try to make them all the focus of any
single evaluation effort could make the
process too unwieldy. Therefore, it makes
sense to focus on a few goals, perhaps three or
four—maybe fewer, maybe more—in any an-
nual evaluation. Which goals are chosen de-
pends on variousfactors, perhaps special em-
phases for the upcoming year or perceived
program deficiencies that need work. In any
case, because program evaluation will take
place on an annual basis, there is no need, nor
is it advisable, to try to cover every goal every
year. At this point, forms can be made, per-
haps something like the one shown in Figure
21.1, on which the goals can be written and
additional information noted. This should be
done prior to the beginning of the academic
year so that formative as well as summative
data can be plannedfor.

Step 3: Identifying Program Activities,
Outcomes, and Criteria Related to the
Selected Goals

Over the course of the coming year, various
program activities will take place that are de-
signed to achieve goals or that involve stu-
dents in behaviors that reflect on goal attain-
ment. The next step, therefore, is to list on
each form thoseactivities in which student be-
havior can be observed that will shed light on
progress toward the goal. For example, if a
targeted goal is for students to develop re-
search skills, student work on independent
projects is one obviousactivity in which to ob-
serve students for behavior that indicates how
they are progressing toward the goal. For each
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goal, then, one lists as many activities as can

be anticipated, and one can add activities as
they are planned during the year.

Each of these activities will have a behav-
ior or outcome that is to some extent observ-
able, and these should also be listed, as should

the observation points, when the behaviors or
outcomes will be observed. Finally, the crite-
ria, or desired level of performance, should be
specified. Using the above example, depending
on past experience, one might stipulate a cer-

tain percentage of students completing pro-

jects as onecriterion for the goal.

Step 4: Recording and Analyzing
Student Performance

As each activity related to the program goal

takes place, one can record the students’ ac-
tual level of performance. Then, comparing
this with the previously established criterion,
one can record a few analytical comments re-
lating to the degree to which the criterion
was met and what this implies. Oncethisis

done for all activities listed in the first col-
umn, one or two synthesizing paragraphs can

be written commenting on the degree to
which the goal was met, what should be done
in the future, and so forth. Once these have

been donefor all targeted goals, they can be
integrated into an evaluation report contain-
ing short-term and long-term recommenda-
tions for the program.

The overall goal is to gather as muchevi-
dence as possible from direct observation of

student work and behaviorto shedlight on the
degree of progress made toward selected pro-
gram goals. It is likely that most of the data
collected will not be test data, and much ofthe

data will be subjective. This should not be a

concern. The important thing is to gather as
many data as possible and to makethe evalu-
ation practicable within the constraints posed
by available resources and the evaluation ex-
pertise of the educators conducting the evalu-
ation. It should be clear that no particular ex-

pertise in program evaluation is required to

carry out an evaluation of this sort, and that is

by design. To the extent that evaluation is

viewed as arcane, highly technical, and im-

posed from outsideor above,it is less likely to

be doneor used,
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Some Other Thoughts on
Program Evaluation

Authentic Assessment and

Program Evaluation

Much has been written lately on the topic of
authentic assessment, assessment that more

closely resembles the actual curriculum and

instruction whose effects are being measured

(see, e.g., “Using Performance Assessment,”
1992; Wiggins, 1989; Wright & Borland, 1993).

An obvious example, provided by House
(1993), is the use of essays instead of multiple-
choice examinations to assess writing ability
or the success of a writing program, because
the activity required in the assessment, writ-

ing, is more closely matched to what has been
taught.

This is a promising area that already has
borne fruit in Amabile’s (1983) work on con-
sensual assessment, the judgment by consen-
sus of creative products within a specific do-
main by individuals who have expertise in
that domain. There is an obvious advantage to

this method: It mirrors the way we do things

in the real world, in which the productsof in-
dividuals working in, say, variousartistic do-

mains are assessed by individuals and groups
within those domains:critics, gallery owners,

curators, editors, conductors, and so forth. It

is, in that respect, authentic assessment.

These ideas can be brought into the realm

of program evaluation quite readily. To the ex-

tent that programsexist to assist students in
acquiring certain skills, assessing those skills
as part of program evaluation can, and ar-
guably should, be done in as authentic a man-
ner as possible. For example, if enhancing stu-

dents’ creativity is a major goal of the
program, one could place students in situa-

tions that require them to respond creatively
to problemsin relevant domains.

Evaluation of Programs Designedto
Serve Traditionally Underrepresented
Gifted Students

Unfortunately, there is ample evidence
(e.g., Passow, 1989; Richert, 1987; VanTassel-

Baska, Patton, & Prillaman, 1989) that,

despite good intentions, we have failed to do

enough to identify and serve gifted students

who are outside society’ mainstream, in-
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cluding students who are economically disad-
vantaged, especially students from racial and

ethnic minority groups. There has been

progress in this area, however, as evidenced

by the programsfor underrepresented students
funded though the provisions of the Jacob
Javits Gifted and Talented Students Program.
But with progress in this area will come new
concerns related to program evaluation.

Some of these are obvious, such as the need

to accommodate the needs of students with
limited English proficiency. Others, however,
stem from a complex webof social and cultural
factors that derive from significant differences
between subcultures within our society.
Cultural values and assumptions are implicit
in the educational goals, methods, and assess-

ments that prevail in this country, and these

are not always consistent with the values of

all subcultures. The anthropologist John Ogbu
(e.g., 1978, 1985, 1992; see also Fordham,

1988, 1991; Fordham & Ogbu, 1986; and, in

this field, Ford, 1992, 1993) states that those

minorities he refers to as involuntary minori-

ties differ from the white middle class by
virtue of what he calls secondary cultural dif-
ferences, which arise under conditions of pro-

longed inequality and denial of full assimila-
tion into the mainstream. These can take the

form of cultural inversion, in which main-

stream values—such as striving for academic
success—are anathematized and seen as em-
blematic of an oppressive majority. Fordham
discusses “the burden of acting white,” with

which academically successful minority stu-
dents frequently must contend, and how this
can create considerable distress because, al-

thoughit facilitates academic success and up-
ward mobility, it can alienate minority stu-
dents from their peers and family members.

Successful evaluation of programs specifi-
cally for underrepresented gifted students or
of mainstream programs that are more inclu-

sive will require an understandingthat gifted-
ness manifests itself in different ways in dif-
ferent cultures and settings, and that in order
to understand these manifestations, one must

understand the culture and the setting. As

Armour-Thomas (1992) argues, cognitive po-

tential and cultural experience cannot be un-

derstood apart from each other. Fuller recog-

nition of this fact will facilitate our success in
evaluating the increasing range of programs

for gifted students that the future is likely to
present us.

Conclusion

I hope I have not emphasizedthedifficulties of
program evaluation too much,for it is a prac-
ticable and necessary part of operating a pro-
gram for gifted students. If planning and con-
ducting a program evaluation appears to be a
daunting prospect, keep in mind that main-

taining and improving a program thatis not
evaluated is even more daunting. Evaluation

is a form of inquiry, which is a search after
knowledge. If we do not even attempt to eval-
uate our programs, we are stating implicitly

that we are content to remain ignorant, some-

thing that we would find difficult to justify

both to our students and to ourselves.
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PART IV =
 

Creativity, Thinking Skills,

and Eminence
 

a E... statement of goals for
gifted programs names growth in creative
thinking and other thinking skills as prime
objectives. Part IV helps clarify these complex
topics, how they may be strengthenedin gifted
children, and how they and other factors per-
tain to adult eminence.

In Chapter 22 Gary A. Davis emphasizes
that tests are just one wayto identify creative
students. Observation of personality and moti-
vational characteristics; biographical infor-
mation, especially evaluations of past cre-
ative activities; and informal estimations of

creative abilities (including intelligence) are
valid ways to distinguish students with cre-
ative tendencies and capability. He notes that
creative traits and motivations are built into
Renzulli’s concept of “action information.”
Davis itemizes complexities of “creativity” and
emphasizes that current creativity tests there-
fore cannot demonstrate high validity. Fur-
ther, each type of test—divergent thinking
tests and personality inventories—evaluates
only part of the creative person. Creativity
tests can be useful, says Davis, particularly if

combined with other information.
Beth A. Hennessey in Chapter 23 outlines

social and environmental conditions that have
an impact on children’s creative development

by affecting their motivation to create. A
three-component creativity model includes
domain-relevant skills (knowledge and techni-
cal skills), creativity-relevant skills (e.g., inde-
pendence, an interest in novel ideas), and task
motivation. Hennessey stresses the core role

of intrinsic motivation—interest, enjoyment,

and satisfaction—that brings domain andcre-
ativity skills to bear on creative performance.
The author reviewstheeffects of intrinsic mo-
tivation and extrinsic constraints—such as ex-
pecting to be evaluated—on creative perfor-
mance. Hennessey’s own research included
successful efforts to “immunize” children
against damaging factors by helping them
focus on interesting, fun, and playful aspects
of assignments.

In Chapter 24 Susan Daniels notes that
creativity should be nourished throughout the
school day, not just in well-defined creativity
programs. She elaborates on ways to
strengthen twelve central traits that underlie
creative capability. A preliminary require-
ment, notes the author, is a receptive “psycho-
logically safe” classroom environment. Curri-

culum can include helping students under-
stand creativity, giving choices in ways to

study and prepare projects, infusing brain-
storming into discussions, allowing affective

267
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and kinesthetic expression, employing cre-

ative drama, and using questioning to encour-

age and respond to curiosity. The authors’s

sensorial/perceptual diagram helps students

organize sensory and imaginational aspects of
experience. Daniels also explains how exer-
cises in visual thinking and visual synthesis,
some of which are humorous andplayful, can
stretch imaginations.

In Chapter 25 S. Lee Winocur and Patricia
A. Maurer describe Project IMPACT, a re-
markably imaginative, engaging, and success-

ful program for teaching thinkingskills. Three
components of the IMPACT approach include
the Universe of Critical Thinking (22 thinking
skills such as logical reasoning, evaluating,
and analyzing), 10 teaching behaviors (e.g.,
sequencing cognitive skills, modeling, ques-

tioning, and teaching for transfer), and a les-

son design that permits improving and devel-
oping lessons. The authors present their
Zooley exercise to illustrate both the dynam-
ics and the enjoyability of the program.
Project IMPACT is for all children; in a
demonstration project, IMPACT dramatically
reduced the number of students defined as
“at risk.”

Carol Schlichter in Chapter 26 outlines

how she transformed Calvin Taylor’s

Multiple-Talent Totem Pole concept into anef-
fective teacher training strategy, the Talents
Unlimited (TU) model. The focus is on meth-
ods and activities to teach the talents, or

thinking skills, of productive thinking (cre-
ativity), decision making, planning, forecast-

ing, and communication, as well as academic
content and skills. TU is the elementary train-
ing model; TU? is the model for secondary

teachers. The inservice training includes in-
troductory sessions on multiple talent theory,
modeling and demonstrations, classroom

practice with feedback, and individual and
small-group planning. Talents Unlimited is a
schoolwide enrichment plan for all students.
However, it is especially valuable in helping

gifted students focus and manage independent

projects and deal with such developmentis-

sues as peer problems, parents’ expectations,

or perfectionism.

Herbert J. Walberg and Susie Zeiser in
Chapter 27 outline educational productivity
factors that increase efficiency in academic

learning and contribute to exceptional talent
and even eminence. Nine interacting produc-

tivity factors, identified mainly from two

decades of studying talented adolescents and

eminent people, include, for example, ability,

time engaged in learning, quality of instruc-
tion, a home life that supports intellectual de-
velopment, peers outside school, and the neg-
atively related factor of exposure to mass
media and popular culture—particularly tele-
vision. Walberg and Zeiser stress the key role

of motivation, which leads to sustainedeffort,

feelings of satisfaction, and motivation for fur-
ther learning. Recent studies of eminent

women essentially replicate factors leading to
eminence in men—for example, intelligence,
perseverance, inquisitiveness, creativity, and

stimulating social environments.
In Chapter 28 Dean Keith Simonton elabo-

rates on the complicated relationship of gift-
edness and genius. He notes that many of
Terman’s high-IQ children did not achieve em-

inence and that many eminent adults in Cox’s
biographical study would not have met
Terman’s IQ criterion. Simonton proposes a

multiplicative relationship—among, for exam-
ple, intellect, motivation, personality, child-
hood experience, and education—which pre-
dicts the disproportionate numberof lifetime

achievements by just a handful of persons.

High drive and dedication are essential, notes
Simonton, but mental disturbance and child-

hood emotional trauma also are common

among eminent persons. Further, first-borns
are more likely to be successful in traditional
areas, later-borns in artistic and nontradi-

tional areas; and extensive education appar-

ently provides no great advantage.



 

 

 

Identifying Creative Students

and Measuring Creativity
 

GARY A. DAVIS, University of Wisconsin, Madison

a T.... are many waystoidentify

students with above-average to high creative

potential. Using tests, inventories, or rating

scales to measure creative abilities, affective

characteristics, or the creativeness of past

innovative products is just one way.

Attitudes toward identifying versus mea-
suring creativity can differ dramatically. On
one hand, the majority of educators committed
to fostering giftedness agree that students

with creative potential can and should be
identified for special programs. On the other
hand, somecritics hold the opinion that “cre-
ativity” cannot be measured by currently

available creativity tests; the search for a con-
vincing CQ (Creativity Quotient) is futile (e.g.,

Perkins, 1981). This apparent difference of
opinion is partly semantic, centered on
whether we focus on students who possess

abilities and personality dispositions that dis-

pose them toward creative thinking and be-
havior, versus adults who have demonstrated

outstanding creative achievement. We can,

within limits, identify students with creative
capability; we cannot predict which of them
eventually will show adult creative genius.

Identifying some creative children and ado-
lescents is easy. Theystick out like the prover-
bial sore thumb: They arebright, active, ener-
getic, and inquisitive; have quick andlively
imaginations and a terrific sense of humor;

and they probably relish their creative enter-
prises, for example, in art, writing, theater,

science, social action, entrepreneurship, or at

the microcomputer.

Complexity of “Creativity”

Looking beyond the obviously creative kids,
identifying creative potential admittedly can

be difficult and prone to error because of the
inherent complexity of creativity and creative
people. A few dimensions of this complexity,
which can plague identification of creative
persons, are these (Davis, 1989, 1992):

¢ Individuals can be creative in any part—or
all parts—of their personal, educational,

and adult professional lives. Said Torrance
(1966b, 1979), we can be creative in an infi-

nite numberof ways.

¢ Cognitive and noncognitive traits—intellec-
tual and information-processing capabili-
ties, attitudes, personality traits, motiva-

tions, and family and school opportunities
and experiences—must combine to orient

students toward creativity thinking.
e Some persons are high in Maslow’s (1954)
self-actualized creativity, the mentally
healthy tendency to be creative in all as-

pects of one’s life. Others will show special-
talent creativity, which refers to persons
with a great talent who maynot be mentally
healthy. Still others will possess both self-
actualized and special-talent creativity. A
long-standing literature couples creativity
with psychopathology (e.g., Andreason,
1978; Barron, 1969; Flach, 1990; Richards,

1981), even among regularcollege students

(Schuldberg, 1990; Schuldberg, French,

Stone, & Heberle, 1988).

¢ We have small-scale creative insights and
projects, as when a child creates a poem or
solves a problem in a novel way; we also
have larger scale creative productivity, as

whena student writes and produces a high
schoolplay.

* Creativity can be “forced,” as when we set a
time andplace for classroom brainstorming;

it also happens suddenly and unpredictably,

269
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as when problem solutions pop into con-
sciousness, composers hear symphonies in
their heads, or, as Hemingway once said,

“The stuff comes alive and turns crazy on
ya” (Bass, 1968).

¢ Creative innovation may stem from lengthy
hard work and planning; it also happens in
sudden inspirations and insights. Ana-
logical connections, for example, may ap-
pear in an instant, as when cartoonist Gary
Larson substitutes house flies for adoring
mothers: “Oh my, what a cute little maggot.”

¢ Creativity involves logical thinking and
analysis as well as irrational and unre-
strained fantasy.

¢ Creative talent will remain repressed and

hidden without a psychologically safe

(Rogers, 1962) social and cultural environ-

ment that supplies opportunities and rein-
forcement for creativity.

e Wakefield (1991) noted that problem find-
ing is a hallmark of creative accomplish-
ment. His creativity model described four
combinations of problem finding (open or

closed) and problem solving (open orclosed):
(1) convergent logical problem solving
(closed problems/closed solutions); (2) diver-
gent thinking (closed problems, open solu-
tions); (3) problem invention or discovery (as
in insight puzzles; open problem finding,
closed solutions); and (4) true creativity

(open problem finding/open solutions).

As we will see briefly in the next section,if
we examine characteristics and conditions for
creative eminence, the complexity of “creativ-

ity” multiplies.

Pessimism about Creativity Testing

There are many reasons for pessimism re-
garding our present ability to “measure cre-
ativity.” First, the accurate perception that
creativity is multiplex and mysterious implies
to some that creativity tests are totally with-
out merit, which is inaccurate.

A second reason for pessimism lies with

built-in statistical difficulties. Efforts to build
an omnibus, sweeping “CQ test” of creative

abilities and tendencies—regardless of topic
area; stability of the criterion measure;or stu-

dent personality, motivation, intelligence, edu-
cation, opportunities, experience, family and
school support, interest in taking the test, and
so on—simply cannot produce validity coeffi-
cients that are large, yet meaningful.

A third reason for pessimism is that, as
noted earlier, some critics define creativity in

a post hoc way, as a capability possessed only
by persons whoachieve recognition for their
accomplishments. Current creativity tests ad-
mittedly cannot predict greatness. By way of
comparison, our esteemedintelligence tests do

not predict professional eminence one whit

better. Among Terman’s 1,528 gifted children,

nearly all of whom had scored above IQ 140

(some above 180) on his new Stanford-Binet
Intelligence Scale, not one reached the emi-
nence of an Einstein, Picasso, or Howard

Hughes (Golman, 1980).
The reason, perhaps obvious,for the failure

of creativity or intelligence tests to predict cre-

ative eminence is that too many factors are

part of the elusive formula. In addition to the
complexity factors listed earlier, Simonton
adds chance, birth order, social skills and

leadership ability (often depressed by a too-
high IQ), and even an unhappy childhood as
pieces in the creative eminence puzzle (see
Chapter 28). Similarly, Feldman’s (1991) Co-
Incidence theory describes extraordinary
achievement at an early age as the joint oc-

currence of intraindividual, environmental,

andhistorical factors—for example, high abil-
ity, passionate commitment, a family that val-
ues and fosters ability, exposure to master in-
struction, and available cultural knowledge
(see Morelock and Feldman, Chapter 35).
Coincidence is the right word, perhaps modi-
fied by lucky.

On the upside, as we will see later, and
speaking from experience in developing cre-
ativity tests (Davis, 1975; Davis & Rimm,

1982), many creativity tests in fact are on tar-

get, moderately valid, and helpful—when we
bear in mind certain limitations. A common
difficulty is false negatives—the failure of a

test to identify a truly creative person, due to

a Grand Canyon of difference between test

content and the person’s particular form of
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creativeness. False positives are not likely.’ A
high score almost invariably means the stu-

dent has creative potential and/or creative
experience. That capability may have been
invisible or underestimated because, for ex-

ample, of the student’s reticence or a class-
room that does not ask for or reward creative
ideas.

Measurement limitations mean that cre-
ativity test results must be used cautiously,

and should be combined with other informa-

tion regarding students’ creativeness in order
to identify students with above-average cre-
ative potential. If creativity tests or nomina-
tions are used, I recommendusingat least two
such criteria—for example, scores on a diver-
gent thinking test along with scores on a per-
sonality/biographical inventory, or else either

a creativity test or inventory score plus a

teacher’s (or parent’s) rating of creativeness.If

a student scores high on two criteria, you may
feel comfortable about identifying him or her
as having creative potential. On the other
hand, if a student scores average or below on
a single creativity test, it easily could be a mis-
take to accept that score as a true measure of

creative capability.

Creativity and Intelligence

Early research by Barron (1969), MacKinnon

(1961, 1978), Getzels and Jackson (1962), and

Wallach and Kogan (1965) confirmed our com-
monsensesuspicion that creativity and intelli-
gence are different, yet related cognitive capa-

bilities.

One majordifference lies in the role of per-
sonality and motivation. No one claims that

high intelligence depends on one’s personality

 

* Some types of creativity tests are fakable, if a
(creativity) test-wise person is so inclined. For ex-
ample, whenso instructed, college students can de-

liberately score high on an inventory assessing cre-

ative personality characteristics (Ironson & Davis,
1979); students also can inflate originality scores on
divergent thinking tests by deliberately listing
“wild” ideas.

and motivational characteristics. On the other

hand, creative thinking and behavior re-

quires not only creative abilities, but logically

relevant affective characteristics—attitudes,

awarenesses, and personality and motiva-
tional traits—that have been confirmed re-
peatedly by research(e.g., Barron, 1969, 1988;
Davis, 1975; MacKinnon, 1961, 1978; Tor-

rance, 1962, 1965, 1977, 1988). In Sternberg’s

(1988) three-facet model of creativity, two fac-

tors included a mix of thinking styles, person-
ality traits, and motivation (e.g., a preference

for creating one’s own rules; tendencies to sim-
plify; an enjoymentof writing, designing, and
creating; flexibility; drive and persistence; and
moderate risk taking). His third factor was in-
telligence.

Getzels and Jackson (1962) made the

important observation that their high-
intelligence students were not incapable of
thinking creatively; they simply were not dis-
posed to do so. Their conclusion underscores
the key role of attitudinal, personality, and
motivational characteristics, with “creativity

consciousness”at the forefront.
A related matter is the Barron and Mac-

Kinnon threshold concept (e.g., MacKinnon,
1978): Over the wide range of intelligence,
they found creativity and intelligence to be
moderately related; but, above a threshold IQ,
which they pegged at 120, the relationship es-
sentially disappeared. The threshold concept
implies that high intelligence is not enough,
nor is it the sameascreativity. Walberg and
Herbig (1991), in reviewing characteristics of
eminent persons, concluded that “the very
brightest, by estimated IQ,are not necessarily
‘the best’” (p. 251; see Chapter 27).

Thereis little doubt that intelligence and

creativity are different animals, but, im-

portant to the present argument, they
also are related. We know from research

by Catharine Cox (1926), the Goertzels
(Goertzel, Goertzel, & Goertzel, 1978),

Walberg and Herbig (1991; see Chapter 27),

and Simonton (1988)—again, along with our

intuitions—that high intelligence is a requi-

site trait for high-level creativity. Consider

the following kindsof abilities that are part
of high intelligence, and ask yourself if they
are relevant to creative capability.
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The abilities to...

think logically
make inferences

separate relevant

from irrelevant

define and redefine

analyze situations
see relationships
ask good questions
evaluate

make good decisions
problems visualize and transform

anticipate understand complex issues
consequences impose structure on

think analogically disorganization or

chaos

You probably answered “yes” to each trait.
Consider also for a moment Gardner’s

musical intelligence (see Chapter 5). A
person strong in this type of intelligence
probably would be judged “creative” because
of his or her interpretational, compositional,

and/or improvisational skills. But would not
a person high in Gardner’s other types
of intelligence—especially linguistic, logical-
mathematical, spatial, interpersonal, and

bodily-kinesthetic—also be better equipped
and likely to improvise and “compose”in his or
her area of high intelligence?

Simonton (1988) tells us that intelligence
fills the brain with images, sounds, phrases,
and abstract concepts, and the highly intelli-
gent person has a greater chance of forming

the novel combinations of ideas, images, and

symbols that constitute a masterpiece than

does someone with just a “starter set.” In a
Newsweek article about genius, Begley (1998,
p. 50) wrote: “Ph.D.s have a vast, complicated
neural web, but high-school dropouts only a
sparse, inefficient one. (This could explain
why geniuses are more adept at bringing to-

gether disparate images, thoughts and
phrases: Their brains look like Ma Bell’s net-

work.)”

The point is that young people with high
intelligence have a unique potential for cre-
ative productivity, perhaps creative eminence.

Therefore, high intelligence is a strongclue for
identifying high creative potential.

Informal Identification

of Creative Students

Like other means for identifying giftedness,
creativity identification methods may be

classed as formal or informal, depending on
whetherthe identification strategy is based on

objective test scores or on subjective opinions

of teachers, parents, peers, or students them-

selves. Between formal and informal methods

hes a gray area in which formal-looking ques-

tionnaires and rating scales are used to record
informal impressions of students’ creative
abilities, characteristics, or past creative

achievements.

Biographical Information:
Creative Activities

A sure way to locate creative students at any

grade level is to look for a backgroundofcre-
ative activities. Does the elementary child
constantly make or build things? Does he or
she have wide interests, unusual hobbies,

unique collections? Perhaps dinosaurs, magic,

Egyptology, Charlie Chaplin impressions, or a
collection of animal bones? Does the child
have unusual experience or talent in art, po-
etry, creative writing, handicrafts, music,

dance, computer programming, or a science
area? Perhaps you have a “photography kid”
or a child who knows more about Picasso,

Napoleon, Maya Angelou, Shirley Chisolm, or

Russian cosmonauts than do the teachers.

If a child or adolescent happens to be a
“theater kid,” you need look no further. In my
experience, a background in theateris one of
two indicators of high creativity that is 100
percent accurate. The other is having had an
imaginary playmate. Creative secondary stu-
dents and adults may laughingly say, “I still
do.” Typically, the young child will talk to and

play with the imaginary companion, have tea
parties, blame things on the playmate (“I
didn’t break it, Bopsy did!”), and make Mom—
or the restaurant waitress—set an extra place

at the table. Sometimes there are many imag-

inary friends; sometimes they are animals.
Some creative children do a continuous ven-

triloquist act, talking back and forth with a

stuffed animal or doll. The imaginary friend
usually disappears after children enter
kindergarten (Somers & Yawkey, 1984). Like

theater kids, students who report having had

an imaginary playmate inevitably show other

personality or backgroundtraits of creativity.
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Creative activities inventories. Re-

search verifies that self-reported involvement
in creative activities is a solid indicatorof pre-

sent and probably future creativeness (e.g.,

Bull & Davis, 1980; Davis, 1989; Holland,

1961; Richards et al., 1988). The face validity

of such information is high. Holland, for ex-
ample, found that high school students who
currently were creatively talented in art or

science could be identified by assessing their
history of creative activities. He concluded
that past creative achievement is the single

best predictor of future creative achievement.

Bull and Davis (1980) asked college students
to “List any creative activities (artistic, liter-

ary, technical, or scientific) in which you are or

have been engagedin the past 2—3 years.” The

derived creativity scores showed goodcorrela-
tions (validity coefficients) with other criteria

of creativity—for example, .41 with scores on

How Do You Think? (Davis, 1975) and .40 with

an original measure of internal sensation
seeking (which evaluated, e.g., desire for fan-

tasy/daydreaming and vividness of imagery),

created by Bull.

It is not difficult to create a self-report in-
ventory or one to be completed by parents that
simply asks about student’s past or present
strong interests or hobbies. For example:

Describe any hobbies, collections, or strong in-
terests that you [your child may] have had. For
example, have you [has your child] been really

interested in reptiles, writing poetry or stories,

magic tricks, theater, computers, Egypt, di-

nosaurs,collections, science, art, handicrafts, or

music? Other hobbies or collections? If so, list

them.

A few statements indicating outstanding past

creative involvement no doubt would float to

the top.

Action information. Renzulli andhis col-

leagues developed the concept of Action
Information (Renzulli, 1994; Renzulli & Reis,

1985; see Chapter 11). Action Information is
either (1) students’ ideas for independentre-

search projects—Renzulli’s Type III Enrich-

ment—or (2) teachers’ observations of stu-

dents’ strong interests, accompanied by high
motivation to explore and create within their

topic. In short, Action Informationis a realis-

tic means of identifying motivated, creative

students.
The following are a few of Renzulli’s exam-

ples of Action Information.” A young person
showshigh creativity and motivation when he

or she:

Goes “above and beyondthecall of duty” in com-
pleting, for example, an art, writing, or science

project that shows superlative quality.

Is labeled by others (not always in complimen-
tary ways) as the “math marvel,” “computer whiz

kid,” “poet in residence,” or “mad scientist.”

Is sought out by others because he or she is an
expert in a particular area.

Is obsessed with a particular topic or area of

study.

Has extracurricular activities that are more im-

portant than regular school work.

Wants to “get something going,” for example, a
club, interest group, moneyraising,or other pro-
ject (e.g., film making or a class newspaper),field

trip, or action on a social problem (“Let’s write to
the governor about our polluted lake!”).

Voluntarily visits museums, laboratories, power
plants, etc., on his or her own.

Forgets to come back to class or is always late
when returning from a particular course or spe-

cial interest area, for example, the computer,art,

or industrial arts room.

Is a clever humorist—sees whimsical or zany im-
plications of otherwise serious situations.

Has set up a laboratory, photography darkroom,

or other special interest area at home on his or

her own.

Feels compulsion to begin work on a topic (“I
have to write it down before I go nuts”).

Is eager to share what he or she has learned or
workedon.

 

* Adapted from J. S. Renzulli and S. M. Reis,
Schoolwide Enrichment Model (1985), by permis-

sion of the authors and Creative Learning Press,
Mansfield Center, CT.
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Goes out of his or her way to make a point or
prove someone else wrong; may disagree
strongly with the teacher, a noted authority, or a
particular law or regulation.

Continues to work on a project even though heor
she is discouraged by lack of progress.

While the tight relationship between past
and present creativity is not surprising, it can

be highly useful in identifying creative gifted-
ness.

Consensual assessment. Amabile’s (1982,

1983) consensual assessment technique as-
sumes that people familiar with a particular
domain recognize creativity when theyseeit.

Teachers elicit samples of creative work with
assignments that leave room for flexibility and

novelty—for example, creative art and writ-
ing—aswell as tasks for which the rangeof re-
sponses is limited. Groups of teachers then
evaluate the creativeness of the products. As
Borland notes (Chapter 21), evaluating actual
productsreflects the way talent and capability
are recognized in the real world.

Like biographical reports of creativity and
Renzulli’s Action Information, consensual as-

sessment is a valid, nontest way to identify
students with creative capability.

Personality and Motivational Information

Creative people must possess a particularcol-

lection of personality and motivational dispo-
sitions that enable them to think differently
and independently, become absorbed in their
projects, behave in unconventional and origi-
nal ways, and risk failure and making fools of
themselves in the process. Creative people
are unique individuals, but they have a lot in
common.
A few years ago (Davis, 1992), I reviewed

over a hundred adjectives and short phrases
that describe personality characteristics of
creative persons, drawn from many sources. |
informally sorted the traits into seemingly in-

terrelated subgroups, and was surprised to
find only twelve categories. Some categories

included large numbers of approximate syn-
onyms; especially recurrent were words that

generally meant original, energetic, or inde-

pendent. I confess to being a global thinker,
and a more analytic person probably could
make finer distinctions and produce morecat-
egories. My twelve categories, with a few rep-
resentative synonyms in each category, are

these:

1. Aware of creativeness (creativity con-
scious, values originality and creativity,

values owncreativity)

2. Original (imaginative, flexible in ideas
and thought, is a “what if?” person, re-

sourceful, unconventional, challenges as-
sumptions, irritated and bored by routine
and obvious)

3. Independent (self-confident, internally
controlled, individualistic, sets own rules,

self-accepting, unconcerned with impress-

ing others, mayresist societal demands)

4. Risk-taking (does not mind consequences
of being different, not afraid to try some-
thing new, willing to cope with hostility,
willing to cope with failure, optimistic)

5. Energetic (adventurous, sensation seek-

ing, enthusiastic, excitable, spontaneous,

impulsive, driving absorption, goes be-
yond assigned tasks)

6. Curious (questioning, experimenting, in-

quisitive, wide interests)
7. Sense of humor(playful, plays with ideas,

childlike freshness in thinking)
8. Attracted to complexity (attracted to nov-

elty, asymmetry, the mysterious; is a com-

plex person; tolerant of ambiguity, disor-
der, incongruity; tends to believe in
psychical phenomena,flying saucers)

9. Artistic (artistic interests, aesthetic inter-

ests)

10. Open-minded (receptive to new ideas,
receptive to other viewpoints, open to

new experiences and growth,liberal, altru-

istic)

11. Needs alone time (needs privacy, reflec-

tive, introspective, internally preoccupied,
sensitive, may be withdrawn, likes to

work by himself or herself)

12. Intuitive (perceptive, sees relationships,

uses all senses in observing)

There also are negative traits—ones that
teachers, parents, or peers may notlike, but
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that also can be used to help identify creative
children and adolescents. These may in part
have their roots in creative students’ inclina-

tions toward independence, originality, high
energy, and risk taking. Some examples from

Torrance (1981b), Smith (1966), and other

sources are the following:

¢ Indifferent to conventions and courtesies
¢ Challenges rules and authority
¢ Rebellious, uncooperative
e Capricious, careless, disorderly
e Absentminded,forgetful
e Argumentative, cynical, sarcastic

e Sloppy with details and unimportant

matters

e Egocentric, intolerant, tactless
¢ Temperamental, emotional

¢ Overactive physically and mentally

Despite recurring commonalities in person-

ality traits, creative students will differ dra-
matically from one another. Somewill be high
achievers whose creativity will take artistic,
scientific, or other socially valued forms.
Other creative students will be more uncon-
ventional in appearance and behavior, per-
haps visibly rebellious and “antiestablish-
ment’—unwilling to tolerate a bureaucracy
perceived as inflexible and irrelevant to world
problems or their own concerns. Many cre-
ative students will be energetic, outgoing, con-
fident, and comical; some artistic, poetic, or

scientific-minded students will be anxious and
introverted.

In rating or nominating “creative” stu-
dents, teachers may not recognize characteris-
tics of creativity, and many will favor “teacher
pleasers” over sometimes unconventional,
near-hyperactive students who think oddly,
dress oddly, ignore rules and conventions, ask
too many questions, do poor work when notin-

terested, and/or are generally radical and re-
bellious. Some energetic and unconventional
students will be perceived by their teachers as

having attention deficit hyperactivity disorder
(ADHD; Cramond, 1994). Such teachers are

morelikely to recommend consulting a physi-
cian about medication than to recommend the
child for a gifted/talented program.

In secondary school, very bright students
may display the “emotional giftedness” or
“overexcitabilities” described by Piechowski
(Chapter 30) and Delisle (Chapter 37)—high
energy marked by rapid speech and impulsive

actions; keen sensual awareness; questioning;
reading; theoretical and moral thinking; ani-
mistic imagery and magical thinking; and
intense emotionality, with high highs and
self-critical, even suicidal lows. However, sec-

ondary teachers also must watch for the pre-
tentious pseudocreatives, who dress and act
the way they believe eccentric creative people
should.
A teacher, psychologist, counselor, or par-

ent who is aware of personality indicators of
creativeness, both positive and negative, can
capitalize on this information to informally
identify creative potential in children and ado-
lescents.

Formalidentification Procedures:
Inventories and Tests

There are two main categories of creativity

tests, personality inventories and divergent
thinking tests. The personality inventories

evaluate the kinds of attitudes, personality
dispositions, motivational characteristics, in-

terests, and activities described in the previ-
ous section—but they ignore cognitive abili-
ties. Divergent-thinking tests evaluate a
sample of cognitive abilities but ignore per-
sonality traits and background informa-

tion, except as these may affect test perfor-
mance.®

Creative Personality and
Motivational Inventories

Creativity inventories may be administered
and scored relatively easily; some can be ma-
chine scored. To begin with a shining example
of on-target efficiency, Renzulli’s ten-item cre-
ativity rating scale, part of his Scales for

Rating the Behavioral Characteristics of

 

3 Space does not permit an evaluationofreliabil-
ity and validity data for each instrument.
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Superior Students (Renzulli, 1983), is used by

teachers to rate the creativenessof students of

any age (Table 22.1). Its carefully assembled
contents compare well with other descriptions
of the creative personality.

My How Do You Think (HDYT)test (Davis,

1975; Davis & Bull, 1978; Davis & Subkoviak,

1978) evaluates traits mentioned earlier—

independence, confidence, risk-taking, en-

ergy, adventurousness, curiosity, reflective-

ness, humor and playfulness, liking for com-
plexity, artistic interests, creative interests

and activities, as well as belief in ESP andfly-

ing saucers.* HDYTwasvalidated against ac-
tual creative products—creative writing, art,

and invention projects required for a college
creativity class. It also works well with high

school students. Internal consistency reliabili-
ties have ranged from .90 to .96. Research by
others has supported construct and criterion-

 

*HDYTis available from the author.

Table 22.1
Creativity Characteristics
 

1° 2 3 4
 

1. Displays a great deal of curiosity about manythings;is

constantly asking questions about anything and everything.

2. Generates a large numberofideas or solutions to problems

and questions; often offers unusual (“way out”), unique,
clever responses.

3. Is uninhibited in expressing opinion; is sometimes radical
and spirited in disagreement;is tenacious.

10.

Is a high risk taker; is adventurous and speculative.

Displays a good deal of intellectual playfulness; fantasizes;
imagines (“I wonder what would happen if. . .”);
manipulates ideas(i.e., changes, elaborates on them);

is often concerned with adapting, improving, and modifying
institutions, objects, and systems.

. Displays a keen sense of humor and sees humorin

situations that may not appear to be humorousto others.

Is unusually aware of his or her impulses and more open to
the irrational in himself or herself (freer expression of

feminine interest for boys, greater than usual amountof
independencefor girls); shows emotional sensitivity.

Is sensitive to beauty; attends to aesthetic characteristics of
things.

Is nonconforming; accepts disorder; is not interested in

details; is individualistic; does not fear being different.

Criticizes constructively; is unwilling to accept authoritarian

pronouncements without critical examination.

Total Score

 

Source: From Renzulli’s (1983) Scales for Rating Behavioral Characteristics of Superior Students.
“Scoring weights: 1 = Seldom or never; 2 = Occasionally; 3 = Considerably; 4 = Almost always.
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related validity (e.g., Moss, 1991; Runco,

Okuda, & Thurston, 1988; Schuldberg, 1993;

Schuldberg et al., 1988).
There have been several spinoffs from

HDYT. The Group Inventory for Finding
Interests II (GIFFI II; Davis & Rimm, 1982),

for high school students, is simply a short-
ened, published version of HDYT; the Group
Inventory for Finding Interests I (GIFFI D),for
middle school students, is a combination of

items from HDYT and from Rimm’s elemen-

tary school Group Inventory for Finding
(Creative) Talent (GIFT; Rimm & Davis,

1976). Rimm (1983) also developed the Pre-
school and Kindergarten Interest Descriptor
(PRIDE), which parents fill out to describe

their 4- or 5-year-old child.

Two published creativity inventories for
elementary children are Schaefer’s (1971)

Creativity Attitude Survey, normed on fourth-
and fifth-grade children; and Williams’s (1980)
Exercise in Divergent Feeling, for ages 8

through 18. Feldhusen, Denny, and Condon

(1965) created an unpublished inventory, the
Creativity Self-Report Scale, that consists of
67 descriptive phrases compiled by Torrance

(1965). Junior or senior high school students
simply indicate which of the phrases“is true of

you.”
Domino (1970) devised a scoring key for

the Adjective Check List (ACL; Gough &
Heilbrun, 1965), which includes 59 of the 300

ACL adjectives.° Gough (1979) himself vali-
dated a 30-item creativity scale for the ACL
that he believes is better. Gough’s scale also is

more easily scored because thereis no correc-
tion for total number of adjectives checked.

The creativity score is simply the number of
positive items checked minus the number of

negative items checked. The positive items are
capable, clever, confident, egotistical, humor-

ous, individualistic, informal, insightful, intel-

ligent, interests wide, inventive, original, re-

flective, resourceful, self-confident, sexy,
snobbish, and unconventional. The negative
items are affected, cautious, commonplace,

conservative, conventional, dissatisfied, hon-

 

°Domino’s scoring key is available in Davis

(1992),

est, interests narrow, mannerly, sincere, sub-

missive, and suspicious.°

For adolescents and adults there also are

the Khatena and Torrance (1976) Something
About Myself and What Kind of Person Are

You? inventories.

Divergent-Thinking Tests

By far the most popular creativity test battery
is the Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking

(TTCT; Torrance, 1966a). Torrance inadver-
tently may haveled others to believe that his
tests measure creativity, all creativity, and
nothing but creativity, but he did not delude
himself. Here is an excerpt from his norms-

technical manual (Torrance, 1974):

Since a person can behavecreatively in an al-
most infinite number of ways, . . . it would be

ridiculous even to try to develop a comprehensive
battery of tests of creative thinking that would

sample any kind of universe of creative thinking
abilities. The author does not believe that any-

one can now specify the numberandrangeoftest
tasks necessary to give a complete or even an ad-

equate assessmentof a person’s potentialities for
creative behavior. He doesbelieve that the sets of

test tasks assembled in the [TTCT] sample a
rather wide range of the abilities in such a uni-

verse. (p. 21)

The TTCT have a twenty-five-year develop-
mental history, the most complete administra-

tion and scoring guides and norms, laudable
longitudinal validation (e.g., Torrance, 1974,

1981a, 1990b; Torrance & Wu, 1981), and have
been translated into thirty-four languages.

The verbal battery (seven subtests or “ac-
tivities” in each of forms A and B) requiresstu-

dents, for example, to ask questions about an
odd picture, list unusual uses for a cardboard
box or tin can, list improvements for a stuffed
elephant or monkey,or list consequences of an
unlikely event (e.g., clouds are so low you can
see only people’s feet). The sixth subtest,
Unusual Questions, is no longer scored—nor
is it even mentioned—in the 1990 scoring

 

© Reprinted by permission of Harrison G. Gough
and the American Psychological Association.
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guide, worksheet, or norms (Torrance, 1990a).
The nonverbal/figural battery (three subtests,
forms A and B) includes three subtests, all of
which require the test taker to create a mean-
ingful drawing from an incomplete or abstract
form. According to Torrance (1977), the figural
tests are more culture-fair. The verbal tests

may be group administered from the fourth

grade through graduate school, and individu-
ally administered from kindergarten through

the third grade;the figural tests may be group

administered from kindergarten through
graduate school.

The four basic scores of the original
Torrance battery evaluate four abilities: flu-

ency (numberof ideas), flexibility (number of
different categories of ideas), originality (sta-

tistical uniqueness), and elaboration (in the
figural tests, number of pertinent details or

ideas addedto the original stimulusfigure, its
boundaries, or the surrounding space). Cur-

rently, Torrance recommends the streamlined
scoring system for the figural tests (Torrance,

1990b; Torrance & Ball, 1984), intended to

both expedite scoring and evaluate a total of
18 creative abilities. The streamlined scoring

evaluates 5 norm-referenced measures: flu-

ency, originality, elaboration, abstractness of

titles, and resistance to premature closure;

and 13 criterion-reference measures (crea-

tivity strengths): emotional expressiveness,
story-telling articulateness, movement or ac-

tion, expressivenessof titles, synthesis of in-
complete figures, synthesis of lines(orcircles),
unusual visualization, internal visualization,

extending or breaking boundaries, humor,
richness of imagery, colorfulness of imag-
ery, and fantasy. The new verbal scoring
guide and figural norms-technical manual

(Torrance, 1990a, 1990b) present normative
data by grade andtest form for the five norm-
referenced measures, an average standard
score, and a “creativity index” (average stan-

dard score plus number of creativity
strengths).

Given the complexity problems described
earlier and Torrance’s own caution, validity

data seem reasonable, despite criticisms. For

summaries of pros and cons, see Callahan

(1991), Chase (1985), Treffinger (1985), and

Torrance (1979, 1988, 1990b).

The Getzels and Jackson (1962) tests and

the Wallach and Kogan (1965) tests are pub-

lished only in their books and apparently may

be used without charge. Other published di-
vergent thinking tests include the Guilford
(1970) Creativity Tests for Children; the

Monitor Test of Creative Potential for age 7
and older (Hoepfner & Hemenway, 1973); and

Exercise in Divergent Thinking for ages 8
through 18 (Williams, 1980).

Torrance’s (1981c) Thinking Creatively in

Action and Movementis uniquein that it was
designed for very young children. Subtests,

for example, ask children to show as many
waysas they can to walk or run from onespot

to another, or to put a paper cup in a waste-

basket.

Thinking Creatively with Sounds and
Words (Torrance, Khatena, & Cunnington,

1973) includes two different tests that are
scored only for originality. With Onomatopoeia

and Images, the test taker writes one idea
stimulated by each of the 10 word stimuli (e.g.,

zoom, moan, fizzy, jingle); with Sounds and

Images the person describes one idea stimu-
lated by each of four abstract sounds. Sounds

and Images could use updated scoring norms
to accommodate contemporary associations to

the sounds; for example, “racquetball” is a
common response to one sound, yet earns
maximum originality points according to the
1973 scoring guide.

Many unpublished creativity tests can be
found, some of whichtry to evaluate creativity

in specific subject areas. For example, the

Detroit Public Schools Creativity Scales

(Parke & Byrnes, 1984) are based on factors

that experts use to evaluate creativity in
music composition, music performance, dance,

art, short story and novel writing, drama, po-

etry, and speech. The Judging Criteria

Instrument (Eichenberger, 1978) is used by

peers or oneself to evaluate creativity in a

physics class, using rating scales that evalu-
ate fluency, flexibility, originality, elaboration,

usefulness, social acceptance, and worth to

science.

If a G/T program planner wished to scour

the literature for old and/or obscuretests for a

particular purpose, somelists that include an

astonishing variety of instruments appear in
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Davis (1971, 1973), Kaltsoonis (1971, 1972),

and Kaltsoonis and Honeywell (1980). As a
sample, one scale measures the capacity to

empathize with story characters; there also is
a creative writing evaluation form, a prefer-
ence for polygons task, a motorcreativity test,

several math creativity tests, a chemistry cre-
ativity test, a creative background inventory,
an “experiential curiosity measure,” a pun
test, and an ingenuitytest.

Summary and Conclusions

Identifying students with creative capability

extends well beyond objective testing;in fact,
several subjective procedures may have
higher validity. Especially, information re-
garding a student’s past and present creative

activities is a disarmingly excellent indica-
tor. In the same category are Renzulli’s
Action Information and Amabile’s consen-

sual assessment approaches. Observations of
creative personality dispositions (positive

and negative), high motivation, creative abil-

ities, and even high intelligence are appro-

priate clues.

Creativity tests are of two main types,

divergent-thinking tests and creative person-
ality inventories; measures of creativity in

subject areas also can be located. Creativity

tests and inventories are useful when scores
are combined with other information—per-
haps scores on a second test or teachers’ rat-
ings—in order to make reliable judgments.
False negatives pose a common hazard; truly
creative students may not produce a high
score when asked to decorate a picture of a
cake, solve matchstick puzzles, or list unusual

uses for a bucket.

The complexity of creativity and the effects
of innumerable personal, familial, and envi-
ronmental factors do not permit the develop-

ment of a comprehensive,highly valid CQ test
that can make long-range predictions of out-
standing creative achievement.
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Teaching for Creative Development:

A Social-Psychological Approach
 

BETH A. HENNESSEY, Wellesley College

7 hat is the relationship be-

tween giftedness and creativity? Should cre-
ative performance be expected to flow natu-
rally from children who have been identified
as gifted, or can such students be directly
helped to develop their creative abilities?
Although the answers to such questions are
highly complex, an examination of the social-
psychological literature can do much to inform

educators interested in these issues.
Social psychologists focus on “creative situ-

ations,” the particular social and environmen-
tal conditions that can have a positive or
negative impact on the creativity of most in-
dividuals. Investigations into the social psy-
chology of creativity reveal a direct relation
between the motivational orientation an

individual brings to a task and the creativity
of that person’s performance on the task
(Amabile, 1983a). It is the environment, or at

least certain aspects of the environment, that
in large part determines that motivationalori-

entation. In essence, people have been found
to be most creative when they feel motivated
primarily by the interest, enjoyment, satisfac-
tion, and challenge of the work itself—not by
external pressures. This relationship between
creativity and motivation wasfirst stated for-

mally as the intrinsic motivation principle of
creativity: The intrinsically motivated state is

conducive to creativity, whereas the extrinsi-

cally motivated state is detrimental (Amabile,
1983a, 1983b; Hennessey & Amabile, 1988a).

Experimental and nonexperimental evi-

dence gathered in the last few years has re-
cently led to a revision of this formulation.
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Amabile (1993) proposed a theory of motiva-
tional synergy which suggests that although

intrinsic motivation is necessary for high lev-

els of creativity, extrinsic motivation need not
always be detrimental. Extrinsic motivation
may sometimes combine positively with in-
trinsic motivation to boost overall levels of cre-
ativity, particularly when there is a high ini-
tial level of intrinsic motivation and when the
motivators are perceived as supporting, rather
than limiting, autonomy and competence.

Importantly, however, many theorists and
practitioners contend that in the classroom in-
trinsic motivation is always preferable to ex-
trinsic incentives. There is a great deal of re-
search evidence to suggest that intrinsic
motivation leads to better problem solving and
deeper levels of conceptual understanding
(e.g., McGraw, 1978). In the classroom, extrin-

sic motivation typically will lead to better per-
formance only on tasks requiring rote recita-
tion, precise performance under strong time
pressure, and the completion of familiar repet-
itive procedures. On the basis of such findings,
many educational experts agree that class-
rooms fraught with rewards, competition, and

frequent evaluation do not offer the best situ-
ations for learning. There is no question that
they are not the best situations for fostering

students’ creativity.

A Three-Component Model

A few social-psychological theorists working in
the area of creativity have proposed process
models designed to explain how it is that the

motivational orientation brought to a task can

be especially influential in determining cre-

ativity of performance. Amabile’s (19838a,
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1983b, 1988) componential conceptualization
of creativity was one of the first and most in-
fluential of these attempts; and it is this model
that has most influenced my own work and
the work of many of my colleagues. In addi-
tion to intrinsic task motivation, this formula-

tion also includes aspects of knowledge, tal-
ent, personality, and cognitive style.

Domain-Relevant Skills

The first of the three components in the

Amabile scheme, domain-relevantskills, lays
the foundation on which anycreative perfor-
mance must be built. This component includes

factual knowledge, technical skills, and spe-
cial talents in the domain in question.
Domain-relevant skills are the set of cognitive
pathwaysfor solving a particular problem or

doing a particular task. Some of these paths
are more well traveled and are practiced more
than others, and the entire set of pathways
can be either quite extensive or quite limited.
The larger the set, the greater the chance of
developing a novel combination of steps and
producing something new.

Creativity-Relevant Skills

The second component, creativity-relevant
skills, constitutes what Amabile terms the

“something extra” of creative performance.
Assuming that an individual has some incen-

tive for task engagement, performancewill be
adequate providing that the necessary domain
skills are available. Even in instances where
these domain skills are exceptionally well de-
veloped, however, creative performance will
not result if creativity-relevant skills are lack-

ing. Creativity-relevant skills include a cogni-
tive approach conducive to looking at prob-
lems from new perspectives, a willingness to
explore new cognitive pathways and a knack
for exploring them, and a workingstyle con-
ducive to persistence and the energetic pur-
suit of a novel idea or solution. Personal-
ity characteristics that have been found to
co-occur often with a high level of skills in

 

‘A similar componential model was also subse-
quently proposed by Sternberg and Lubart(1993).

this component include independence, self-
discipline, a willingness to take risks, toler-

ance for ambiguity, and little or no concern for
social approval (Feldman, 1980; Golan, 1963;

Hogarth, 1980; Stein, 1974, 1975).

Task Motivation

The final building block in this conceptual
model involves task motivation. A person can
have either no motivation for doing a task, a
primarily intrinsic motivation, or a primarily

extrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation is
defined as the motivation to do an activity

for its own sake, becauseit is intrinsically in-

teresting, enjoyable, or satisfying (Amabile,

1983a; Lepper, Greene, & Nisbett, 1973). In
contrast, extrinsic motivation is defined as the

motivation to do an activity primarily in order
to achieve an extrinsic reward (Amabile,

1983a; Lepper et al., 1973). As explained ear-
lier, intrinsic motivationis crucial to creativity

of performance. Within Amabile’s componen-
tial model, task motivation comprises two
elements: the individual’s baseline attitude
brought to a task and that individual’s percep-
tions of the reasonsthat she or he is engaging
in that task. In any given situation, extrinsic
constraints that may be present in the envi-
ronment and the individual’s strategies for
dealing with those constraints combineto in-

fluence a person’s level of intrinsic task moti-

vation.

Giftedness and the Componential Model

There is no one “recipe” for giftedness. As
Gardner’s (1983) and Sternberg’s (1985) theo-
ries of multiple intelligences remind us, in-
dividuals can have a variety of different

strengths.” How might the gifted child be
characterized according to Amabile’s model?
Whatever definition of giftedness one sub-
scribes to, it would seem that, where creativ-
ity is concerned, gifted children can be
expected to fare especially well. In fact,
Renzulli’s (1982) conceptualization of gifted-

 

* See Chapter 4 by Sternberg and Chapter 5 by
Ramos-Ford and Gardner.
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ness includes each of Amabile’s three basic

components: above-average general ability

and knowledge (domain-relevant skills), a
high level of task commitment or motivation
to achieve in certain areas, and a high level of
creativity-related skills.

The Importanceof Intrinsic Motivation

Intrinsic task motivation is considered by
Amabile, myself, and others to be the most im-

portant of the three creativity components.It
is the easiest to influence in a systematic way

because intrinsic/extrinsic motivational orien-

tation is highly subject to social influence. In

addition, no amount of domain-relevant or

creativity-relevant skills can compensatefor a
lack of intrinsic motivation to perform an ac-
tivity, whereas, to some extent, a high level of

intrinsic motivation has been shown to make
up for a deficiency in the other two component
areas. Task motivation makes the difference
between what an individual can do and what
she or he will do (Amabile, 19838b). It is task

motivation that determines whether domain
skills and creativity skills will be adequately
and efficiently tapped in the service of creative

performance.
While Gallagher (1992) and others report

that intellectually gifted children typically

have strong levels of intrinsic motivation, one
should not take this tendency for granted. As
many contemporary theorists are quick to

point out, it is important to consider motiva-

tional orientation both as a relatively endur-

ing trait and as a temporary, situation-specific

state. Laboratory and field-based research

tells us that intrinsic motivation is a mostdel-

icate and often fleeting entity. Even those per-
sons who are generally more highly intrinsi-
cally motivated quickly fall prey to outside
influences. Intrinsic motivation cannot be

taught. It cannot be coerced. Rather, intrinsic
interest must come from within the individ-
ual. This motivational state springs in large
part from a passion and excitement about the

task itself and is particularly susceptible to

undermining effects of extrinsic constraints

(see Hennessey & Amabile, 1988a).

Empirical Evidence: The Undermining
Effects of Expected Reward

In order to test hypotheses about the impact of
environmental constraints on creativity in an

appropriate fashion, the experimental task
not only must be intrinsically interesting but

also must meet a numberofcriteria:

1. The task must be open-ended andallow for

a variety of responses;
2. it must not depend heavily on specialized

skills; and

3. it must be a task in which subjects produce
an observable product or response that can
be recorded and later presented to experts

to be judged on creativity and related di-

mensions (Hennessey & Amabile, 1988b).

Amongthefirst to recognize these research

requirements were Lepper, Greene, and
Nisbett, who in 1973 investigated theeffect of
expected reward on children’s motivation and

artistic performance. These investigators

found that, for preschoolers whoinitially dis-
played a high level of intrinsic interest in

drawing with felt-tip markers, working for an
expected “Good Player Award” decreased their
interest in the task. When compared with an

unexpected reward group and a control (no re-

ward) group, the subjects motivated to receive
Good Player Awards spent significantly less

time using the markers during subsequent

free-play periods. This decrement in interest
persisted for at least a week beyondtheinitial
experimental session. Furthermore, the rated
“quality” of the drawings produced under ex-
pected reward conditions was lower than that

of the unexpected reward or control groups.

Taking a similar approach, Greene and

Lepper (1974) and Kernoodle-Loveland and
Olley (1979) later replicated these results.
A numberof studies focused specifically on

the effect of reward on creative aspects of sub-

jects’ performance. One of the earliest, by
Kruglanski, Friedman, and Zeevi (1971), in-

volved Israeli high school students whoeither

had or had not been promised a rewardif they

would complete two open-ended creativity

tasks. Product originality was assessed by
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two judges, and a clear andstatistically sig-
nificant superiority for nonrewarded subjects
emerged. In addition, intrinsic motivation dif-

ferences were found between the two groups
in terms of subjects’ expressed enjoyment of

the activities and their willingness to volun-
teer for further participation.

Amabile (1982) also examined theeffect of
expected reward on thecreativity of subjects’
performance. The experimental task involved
artistic creativity, and the reward wasintro-

duced in a competitive setting. Girls ranging
in age from 7 to 11 years madepapercollages
during one of two parties. Subjects in the
experimental group competed for prizes,
whereas those in the control group expected
that the prizes would be raffled off. Artist-
judgeslater rated each collage, and the control
group was judged significantly higher than
the experimental group on collage creativity.

Each of these investigations points to the
same conclusion. For subjects who initially
display a high level of interest in a task, work-
ing for an expected reward decreases their mo-
tivation and undermines the creativity and
globally assessed quality of their performance.

Several intrinsic motivation theorists have
proposed that in order to undermineintrinsic
interest, a reward must be salient (Ross, 1975)
and must be perceived as a meansto an ex-
trinsic end (Calder & Staw, 1975; Deci, 1975;
Kruglanski et al., 1971; Lepper et al., 1973).
One method of demonstrating this crucial role
of perceiving a task as a meansto an endis to
offer subjects a choice concerning task engage-
ment. If subjects perceive themselvesas freely
choosing to perform an activity for which a re-
ward is offered, they may well adopt an ex-
trinsic motivational orientation toward that
activity—viewing the task as a means to an
end, and their own engagement as motivated
by external pressures. On the other hand,if
subjects are simply presented with a task and
told that they will be paid, with no choice in
the matter, this same detrimental effect of ex-
trinsic constraints may not emerge. This phe-
nomenon hasin fact been demonstrated in a
study conducted by Folger, Rosenfield, and
Hays (1978). These researchers found that un-
der conditions of choice, rewarded subjects
showed significantly less interest than did

nonrewarded subjects. Under conditions of no
choice, however, rewarded subjects showed

more task interest.

In an investigation of the interactive effects

of reward and choice on children’s creativity,

Amabile, Hennessey, and Grossman (1986,

Study 2) directly manipulated the meaning of
“reward” by varying its method of presenta-
tion. We employed a design in which thepres-
ence or absence of choice was completely

crossed with the presence or absence of re-
ward. We predicted that creativity would be
undermined only in those children who explic-
itly contracted with the experimenter to per-
form a task later in order to obtain a reward
first. Either reward or no choice alone was not
expected to have a significant underminingef-
fect.

Analyses of the creativity scores for both
stories and collages produced by participants
revealed the predicted interaction between re-
ward and choice. Subjects in the choice-
reward condition produced products lower in
creativity than did subjects in the other three
groups. This study demonstratedthat it is not
reward per se but, rather, the functional sig-
nificance of reward as controlling of perfor-
mance that underminescreativity.

In an effort to replicate these findings con-
ceptually, we carried out a second investiga-
tion (Amabile et al., 1986, Study 3) in which
reward and choice were again crossed. In this
instance, however, the subjects were adult
women and the reward was delivered only af-
ter the task had been completed. Analyses
again revealed a significant reward X choice
interaction, resulting largely from the very
low creativity exhibited by subjects in the
contracted-for reward group (choice-reward).
As predicted, and as in the earlier study, the
lowest level of creativity was observed in this
condition.

Imposing restrictions on how subjects may
choose to complete a task has also proved
detrimental to creativity. In an investigation
conducted with nursery school children,
Amabile and Gitomer (1982) asked their
young subjects to make paper collages under
one of two conditions. Children assigned to the
choice condition were allowed to choose 5 out
of 10 boxes of materials to use in this task. For
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children in the no-choice condition, however,

the experimenter made the box selections—
yoking the two conditions in a matched-pairs
design. All subjects then completed their col-
lages, which werelater rated for creativity by
artists. Two weeks after this initial session, a

behavioral measure of subsequentintrinsic in-
terest in the collage activity was obtained. As
predicted, subjects in the choice condition
made collages that were significantly more
creative than those made by subjects in the
no-choice condition. In addition, children in

the choice condition later spent somewhat
more time with collage materials during free
play than did children in the no-choice condi-

tion.

Other Extrinsic Constraints

Having established the deleterious effects of

reward and conditions of restricted choice,

what other extrinsic constraints might also

have a negative impact on subjects’ creativity?

One bodyof research has consistently demon-

strated that expecting to be evaluated pro-

duces similar decrements in interest and task

performance. Theinitial study of evaluation

expectation (Amabile, 1979) was designed to

test the hypothesis that such constraint will

undermine creative performance on open-

ended tasks. The task was a collage-making

activity, and it was predicted that subjects

placed under constraint (evaluation expecta-

tion) would show lowerlevels of both creativ-

ity and intrinsic interest in the task than

would nonconstraint controls. The subjects in

this study were 95 undergraduate women.As

a cover story, the experimenter explained that

this investigation was actually a pretest for

another experiment to be donethe following

quarter. The alleged purpose of the pretest

was to identify activities that would affect

subjects’ moods. Subjects assigned to the con-

trol condition were told that their designs

would not be used as a source of data—that

the only measure of interest was the mood

they reported on a questionnaire. In contrast,

subjects assigned to the evaluation condition

were told their finished designs would be

rated by graduate artists from the university's

art department and would serve as important

sources of information.
After working on her collage for fifteen

minutes, each subject was asked to complete a
Mood Questionnaire (in keeping with the

cover story) and an Art Activity Questionnaire
that included a numberof questions designed

to assess subjects’ interest in and attitude to-
ward the collage task. Results supported the
hypothesis that evaluation expectation is
detrimentalto creativity, with control (noneval-
uation) subjects producing significantly more
creative products than experimental (evalua-
tion) subjects. In addition, control subjects
scored higher in self-rated interest than did

experimental subjects.
In order to establish firmly that an ex-

pected evaluation has negative effects on
adults’ creativity, two further investigations
were undertaken. In both studies, a replica-
tion with an artistic activity (Amabile,
Goldfarb, & Brackfield, 1982, Study 1) and a

verbal activity (Amabile et al., 1982, Study 1),

there was a significant main effect of evalua-
tion expectation on the creativity ratings.

Nonevaluation subjects made collages and

wrote poems that were judged significantly

more creative than those produced by evalua-

tion subjects.
In a related study (Berglas, Amabile, &

Handel, 1981), the effects of prior evaluation

on children’s subsequent artistic creativity

were examined. As predicted, there was an

overall negative impact of prior evaluation on

creativity of performance—even though that

evaluation had been positive.

Finally, Koestner, Ryan, Bernieri, and Holt

(1984) set out to determine the impact of an-

other extrinsic constraint—behavioral lim-

its—on children’s motivation and creativity. In

this study, 5- and 7-year-old children were

asked to engage in an intrinsically interesting

painting activity under three conditions of

limit setting that varied along an informa-

tion/control dimension. In the controlling-

limits group, restrictions pertaining to task

neatness were stated in terms of “should” and

“must.” The “milder” informational group was

given a verbal communication conveying the

same constraints, but with reduced external

pressure and an acknowledgment of possible



Teaching for Creative Development: A Social-Psychological Approach We 287

conflicting feelings about the imposed limits.
For the control (no-limits) group, no mention
was madeof neatness.

Following the period during whichthechil-
dren made their paintings, they were left
alone for a free-play session. The amount of
time spent during this period was used as a
measure of intrinsic motivation. Finally, the
children were asked to rate how much they
had enjoyed the painting activity. The results
showed that subjects in the no-limits and
informational-limits groups spent morefree-
choice time painting than did controlling-
limits subjects. Thus, intrinsic motivation was
significantly greater for children in the non-
limitational and

_

informational conditions
than for children in the controlling condition.
In addition, a marginal difference between the
three groups emerged on the self-report mea-
sure of enjoyment. Effects of limit-setting
were also found for creativity, with the no-
limits group showing significantly more crea-
tivity than the controlling-limits group. The
informational-limits group was intermediate.

Applying the Research
to the Classroom

Clearly, there exists considerable research ev-
idence to support the fact that environmental
features such as expected reward, expected
evaluation, and other extrinsic constraints
can have a negative impact on both students’
motivation and their creativity. Further, these
deleterious effects seem to occur across the life
span: People from preschoolers to college stu-
dents (and beyond) can be expected to suffer
the same kindof negative impact.

Whenpresenting this research to my col-
lege classes, I often ask that they perform
whatI call the “Martian experiment.” I ask my
students to imagine that they have just
landed their spaceship on the playgroundof a
prototypical American public elementary
school. They know nothing at all about the
U.S. educational system, but they are familiar
with the work of Hennessey and colleagues, as
these researchers’ reputation is galaxy-wide.
Wishing to learn as much as possible about
our planet, the space aliens enter a third-

grade classroom. They are shocked by what
they find: an environment fraught with re-
strictions, evaluation, competition, and re-
ward systems too numerous to mention. Have
this nation’s educators launched somesort of a
campaign purposefully constructed to destroy
their students’ intrinsic motivation? Have
they decided that creativity is something to be
squelched rather than nurtured? From the
Martian viewpoint, this would certainly seem
to be the case.

Of course,in reality, nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. Programs designed to en-
hancecreativity in the classroom abound, and
recent surveys of teachers have revealed that
many educators both in the United States and
abroad believe that the enhancementof stu-
dent creativity should be a primary profes-
sional goal (Dialdin, 1993: Fryer & Collings,
1991a, 1991b). The difficulty rests in the fact
that parents and educators havefailed to un-
derstand that the motivation so necessary for
creative performance cannot be engendered
from without. Extrinsic incentives such as
promised rewards, expected evaluations, and
in-class competitions only undermine student
motivation and performance. Theintrinsic in-
terest so necessary for creativity must come
from within the individual(see Hennessey, in
press).

Keeping Intrinsic Motivation
Alive in the Classroom

Whatcan be done to keep intrinsic motivation
and creativity alive in our schools? There are
many formal programs designedto foster cre-
ativity in the classroom. These interventions
have been constructed to teach children to
think creatively, and the majority focus not on
intrinsic motivation per se but on creativity-
relevant skills. Programs are available ina
wide variety of forms, including The Purdue
Creative Thinking Program (Feldhusen, Tref-
finger, & Bahlke, 1970); Synectics, Making It
Strange (Gordon, 1961, 1974), and other work-
books by Gordon and Poze (1971, 1972a,
1972b); and several workbooks by Stanish
(1977, 1979, 1981, 1988: Eberle & Stanish
1985).
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While these programs andotherslike them

have met with somereal success, the focus of

this chapter has been primarily on the perva-

sive everyday factors that can influence chil-

dren’s motivation and creativity. The message

is clear. No creativity-enhancement tech-

niques can be truly successful until teachers

have removed from the classroom routine as

manyof the killers of motivation as possible.

Yet old habits die hard, and it will take a good

deal of time to wean teachers, students, ad-

ministrators, and parents from the reward-,

evaluation- and competition-based approaches

they have been taught. In the interim, deter-

mined teachers will find that even small

changes in curricular content and teaching

practices may yield markedresults.

Teachers should carefully examine their in-

structional biases and ask themselves if any

restrictions, rewards, evaluations, or competi-

tive elements might reasonably be eliminated

from the school day. In situations in which

reward or evaluation components seem nec-

essary, a substitution of self-evaluation or

self-reward systems for the more usual

teacher-centered paradigms is suggested.

Teachers also can pay careful attention to the

subtle and not-so-subtle messages they are

conveying to students. As Deci and Ryan

(1985) explain, the interpersonal context

within the classroom is experienced by stu-

dents along an autonomy-supportive/control-

ling continuum. Students of teachers whofa-

vor controlling over autonomous techniques

are more likely to adopt an extrinsic motiva-

tional set (Boggiano, Barrett, Main, & Katz,

1985; Deci, Nezlek, & Sheinman, 1981). As

mentioned earlier, even constraints (such

as the promise of reward) that have been

shown to undermine motivation can have

less negative impact if they are introduced

within a supportive interpersonal environ-

ment that promotes children’s feelings of self-

determination and the perception that they

are agents rather than pawns within the

classroom setting (DeCharms, 1968; Koestner

et al., 1984).

Finally, three recent investigations con-

ducted by my colleagues and myself suggest

one other recommendation for those wishing

to promote intrinsic motivation and creativity

in the classroom. Teachers are strongly ad-

vised to engage in directed discussions de-

signed to “train” children to maintain an in-

trinsic focus even when extrinsic factors are

present (see Hennessey & Zbikowski, 1993).

The Immunization Studies

In the first effort (Hennessey, Amabile, &

Martinage, 1989, Study 1), we set out to de-

termine whetherspecial training sessions de-

signed to directly address motivational orien-

tation could “immunize” children against the

usually damaging effects of reward on intrin-

sic motivation and creative aspects of perfor-

mance. Elementary students (ages 7 to 11)

were randomly assigned to an intrinsic moti-

vation focus or a control group and met with

an experimenter over two consecutive days to

view videos and engage in directed discussion.

The tapes shown to subjects in the intrinsic

motivation focus condition depicted two at-

tractive ll-year-olds talking with an adult

about various aspects of their schoolwork.

Scripts for this condition helped subjects focus

on the intrinsically interesting, fun, and play-

ful aspects of a task. Ways to make even the

most routine assignment exciting were sug-

gested, and subjects were helped to distance

themselves from socially imposed extrinsic

constraints such as rewards. Tapes shown to

subjects in the control condition featured the

same two 11-year-old actors talking about, for

example, food, music groups, movies, and sea-

sons.

Following the training, all subjects met in-

dividually with a second adult for testing. Half

the children in each of the two conditions were

told that, as a reward, they could take two pic-

tures with an instant camera only if they

promised to tell a story later for the experi-

menter. For children in the no-reward condi-

tions, this picture taking was presented sim-

ply as thefirst in a series of “things to do.”

In this 2 X 2 design, presentation of reward

was completely crossed with type of training

received. It was expected that children who

had gone through intrinsic motivation train-

ing, unlike untrained children, would suffer

no decline in their creativity under expected
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reward. The data from this first investigation
not only confirmed these expectations but also
gave us reasonto believe that our intervention
had much moreof an impact than we hadex-
pected. We found that the offer of reward ac-
tually augmented the creativity of the trained
group. The creativity of the children who had
received intrinsic motivation training and
were expecting a rewardfor their performance
was significantly higher than that of any of
the other three groups.

Two follow-up investigations of our intrin-
sic motivation focus techniques (Hennessey,
Amabile, & Martinage, 1989, Study 2; Hennes-
sey & Zbikowski, 1993) were subsequently
carried out, each designed as a conceptual
replication of Study 1. In Study 2, it was
again the children who had received immu-
nization training and were expecting a reward
who produced the mostcreative products (pa-
per collage), although in this instance the ef.
fect was far less dramatic. Statistical compar-
isons revealed that the creativity of those
children receiving training and expectinga re-
ward for their performance was significantly
different from that of only one of the other
three design groups. Was the outstandingper-
formance of the reward/intrinsic motivation
group in Study 1 a fluke?

In the third investigation in this series,
subjects assigned to the intrinsic motivation
focus/reward condition again produced the
most creative products, but their performance
was only significantly different from that of
the no-training/reward group.

Taken together, the combinedresults of the
three studies indicate that we cannot expect
that subjects exposed to our intrinsic motiva-
tion training and offered a reward for their
performance will demonstrate unusually high
levels of creativity. We can expect, however,
that children who have been specifically in-
structed in ways to overcome the usually neg-
ative effects of extrinsic constraints at the
very least will maintain baseline levels of in-
trinsic motivation and creativity under re-
ward conditions.

Clearly, our intrinsic motivation tapes and
discussion sessions met their intended goal: In
each of three separate studies, two brief
fifteen-minute meetings were sufficient to

overcome the negative impact of reward on
creative performance. The results of the most
recent investigation offer the clearest demon-
stration yet of this basic immunization effect.
In the face of expected reward, control group
subjects showedsignificant decrements in cre-
ativity of performance; whereas subjects re-
ceiving training experienced no such deleteri-
ous effects.

An important question remains: Whatis it
about our tapes and conversations that allows
children to maintain their creativity in the
face of reward? The training sessions seem to
engendercertain attitudes or self-perceptions
that give our subjects a “natural immunity” to
the negative effects usually associated with
extrinsic constraints. Children exposed to our
training techniques learn to deemphasize the
importance of reward and approach our exper-
imental tasks with playfulness and a willing-
ness to take risks, which manyresearchers be-
lieve are crucial to creativity (Amabile, 1983a;
Barron, 1968; Dansky & Silverman, 1975;
Davis, 1992; Lieberman, 1965; Stein, 1974).

If experimenters, virtual strangers, were
able to affect this much attitudinal and be-
havioral change in only two fifteen-minute
sessions, think how much morecould be done
by classroom teachers who build naturalistic
discussions about motivation, interest, and
playfulness into the school day.

Conclusions

What practical applications can be derived
from these research endeavors? The lessons
are many, and teachers of the gifted should
keep in mind that their students’ advanced
intellectual capacities and problem-solving
skills often will not be enough to ensure
that creativity will flourish within the class-
room. An intrinsic task orientation is essen-
tial for creative production. Such intrinsic
interest cannot be taught; it must come from
within. Yet teachers wishingto facilitate the
creative process can do much to ensure that
their students’ intrinsic motivation will not
be undermined. The following are sugges-
tions:
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1. Remember that students will be most

creative when they enjoy what they are

doing.

2. Use tangible rewardsaslittle as possible;

instead, encourage students to take pride

in what they have accomplished.

3. Avoid competitive situations within the

classroom.

4. Downplay your evaluation of students’ cre-

ative work; instead, help them become

more proficient at recognizing their own

strengths and weaknesses.

5. Whenever possible, give students choices

about what they will do and how they will

accomplish their goals.

6. Make intrinsic motivation a regular focus

of class discussions; encourage students to

become awareoftheir own special interests

and help them to distance themselves from

extrinsic constraints.

7. Encourage students to becomeactive, inde-

pendent learners, and allow them to take

confident control of their own learning

process.

8. In any ways that you can, show students

that you value creativity—that you not

only allow it but also actively engage in it.

9. Show students that you are an intrinsically

motivated individual who enjoys thinking

creatively.
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“All right class, I need you to be sitting quietly in your seats with your workbooks open

+

to page. ..

“Since Kristin got the best score in the class, her paper has a star on it and will go up

on our bulletin board for the rest of this week.

.

.
a9

“So, while we'll all be studying the Renaissance this month, you will have a choice as to

the particular topic and presentation format for your projects. Some will want to look

at the art of the time, others may be interested in a comparative study of the political

structure of different countries. While you

paper, you can select the formatfor your proje

dramatic reenactment, a debate, or a musica

bilities.”

ll all be required to write a brief research

ct presentation: An architectural model, a

l performance are just a few of the possi-

“What an interesting response, Tony! Please tell me more about what you mean and how

you came upon this idea.”

a Creativity is an ability or—more

accurately—a constellation oftraits and abili-

ties which most programsfor the gifted wish

to enhance (Davis, 1991; Parke, 1989), yet a

“program”per se in training creative thinking

is not enough. Rather, creativity must be ac-

knowledged and nurtured throughout the

school day, both within and across areas of

the curriculum. Defining creativity 1s an on-

going challenge for practitioners in many

fields (Feldman, Csikszentmilhalyi, & Gard-

ner, 1994) and something that has been

likened to nailing Jello to the wall—just when

you think you’ve “got it,” something changes,

something shifts. Creativity 1s generally char-

acterized by uniqueness, originality, and the

ability to make something new, novel, and

useful (Tardif & Sternberg, 1988).

 

The author is indebted to Tim Connell, Ellen

Fiedler, and Karen Kaether for their assistance dur-

ing the development of this chapter.
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Uniqueness,originality, and novelty arerel-

ative concepts—things are more or less unique

or original relative to what has come before.

Quantum shifts in the way the world is per-

ceived are extraordinarily rare and usually are

built upon hundreds of previous efforts (Cla-

sen & Clasen, 1986; Csikszentmihalyi, 1994).

Certain individuals will persist in creative pur-

suits; others will become discouraged, dis-

tracted, or uninterested (Gardner, 1993). De-

terminants of persistence in creative activity

emerge from an interaction of personal and en-

vironmental variables (Feldman, 1988).

Some environments, Zeitgeists, or social

milieus support and further creative enter-

prise; others stifle creativity. Similarly, in

schools, some classrooms, teachers, and cur-

ricular approaches address, foster, and sup-

port creative traits, abilities, and endeavors

(see Chapter 23 by Hennessey); others seem-

ingly ignore and, in the extreme, actively sup-

press creative enterprise (Sternberg & Lubart,

1993). The purpose of this chapter is to pre-



Creativity in the Classroom: Characteristics, Climate, and Curriculum We 293

sent the twelve most commontraits and abili-
ties associated with creativity (Davis, 1992;
see Chapter 22) and to address classroom cli-
mate, instructional strategies, activities, and

curricular approaches that serve to support
and enhancecreativity.

Creative Characteristics

Creative people in varying degrees and
combinations tend to be (or have):

. Self-aware regarding their own creativity

. Independent

. Risk taking

. Energetic

. Curious

. Sense of humor

. Attracted to complexity and novelty

. Artistic

. Open-minded

10. Need for privacy/alone time
11. Perceptive

12. Original/imaginative

e
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Of course, not all traits will be evident in all

creative people. Other cognitive, affective, so-
cial, and environmental factors may interact

with and serve to mediate these characteris-
tics. In addition, and to a large extent depen-
dent on environment, these characteristics

may serve a productive purpose or present dif-
ficulties (challenges) for teacher and student
alike. Table 24.1 provides an overview of these
twelve characteristics and their related educa-
tional implications. A detailed examination of
each follows.

Awareness of Creativity

Creative individuals tend to be awareof their

own creative abilities. This self-awareness in
turn may lead to a heightened awareness of

the creativity of others. In addition, such

metacognitive understanding of creativity

serves to be self-reinforcing. A certain “cre-

ativity consciousness”—receptivity to and

valuing of creative ideas and innovations—
seems to underlie and support an individual’s
creative potential.

Independence

Independenceis central to creativity. The cre-

ative individual must be ready and willing to
make waves, to go against the crowd, and at
times to stand alone. Independence can mani-
fest in a variety of ways: by standing apart
from one’s peers in viewpoint, appearance, ac-
tivity, and a host of other personal choices. At
times, independencewill emerge in the form of
a direct challenge toward a teacher. A certain
self-confidence on the part of the teacher is
necessary to allow, respond to, and appropri-
ately direct such challenges.

Risk Taking

Creative individuals often take intellectual,

social, psychological, and emotional risks.
Whenever a unique approach or opinion is
ventured, the creative individual risks rejec-

tion and isolation. Some creative individuals,

often those talented andcreative in the bodily-

kinesthetic areas, will be inclined to take

physical risks as well (Farley, 1976; Gardner,
1983). Thus, careful guidance, support, and a

balance of limits and choices are essential to

the well-being and developmentofthe creative
individual.

High Energy

It is not surprising that driving absorption,
passionate interest, intense dedication, and

unwilling to give up are all phrases used to de-

scribe the energy, perseverance, commitment,

and motivation of highly creative individuals
(Amabile, 1989; see Chapter 23 by Hen-

nessey). Such energy and drive are often evi-
dencedin early childhood and maintainedinto
adulthood. Most creative accomplishments are
not the result of a spontaneous event or of an

overnight discovery but of a lifetime of work
and commitment to a particular field or en-
deavor (Csikszentmihalyi & Getzels, 1973:

Wallace & Gruber, 1989).

Curiosity

Along with creativity come curiosity and ques-
tioning. The creative impulse inclines one to-

ward exploration and investigation. “How
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Table 24.1
Characteristics of Creativity
 

Characteristics Attributes Classroom Challenges Educational Strategies
 

Aware of their own

creativeness

Independent

Risk taking

Energetic

Sense of humor/playfulness

Curious

Values originality and creativity;
values owncreativity; actively

tries to be creative

Inner directed; self-aware; self-

sufficient; intrinsically

motivated

Not afraid to try something new;

willing to cope with failure;

optimistic

Spontaneous;persistent; driven;

unwilling to give up

Playful; childlike

Questioning; experimenting;

displays wide interests

Rejects societal norms and

standards; maybe indifferent to

common conventions and

courtesies; prone to

non-conforming, unconventional

behavior.

Uncooperative; resists domination/
authority; may resist societal

demands

Rejects limits imposed by others;

may engage in “inappropriate”

or dangerous behaviors

Impulsive; unable to “switch gears”

whenhighly focused; excitable

Mayseemsilly; class clown; may

find humorin situations others

don’t; likely to enjoy puns; may

overdo

Alwaysinto things; sometimes

destroys things to find out about
them; always asks “why . . .”

Provide a psychologically safe,
nonthreatening environment,

which allows for disagreement

and a degree of controversy.

Shift focus of learning to the
student; allow choice; engage

student as a partner in

curricular design.

Set clear, simple, and reasonable

limits, which afford physical and
psychological safety; allow choice

and flexibility within these

limits.

Allow for movement and reasonable

noise in classroom.

Acknowledge humor; provide time

and outlet for humor; include

humorin teaching; include
creative dramatics.

Encourage sampling, browsing,

and exploring varied topics;

allow for questioning and
probing; provide hands-on

activities.
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Attracted to complexity and
dialectical thinking

Open-minded

Artistic

Needs privacy/alone time

Perceptive

Original/imaginative

Enjoys newtopics andactivities;
tolerant of ambiguity; tolerant

of disorder; engages in

“combinatorial play,” often
with seemingly disparate
concepts

Receptive to new ideas; receptive

to others’ viewpoints; adaptable

Aesthetic interests; often prefers
personal metric to expert
judgment

Reflective; introspective

Sees relationships; usesall

senses in observing; sensitive

Resourceful; flexible; enjoys

pretending and fantasizing;
imagery is common in

everyday thought

Bored with routine and rote

learning

Challenges “facts”; always asks
“Whatif.. .”

Lack of attention to mundane

details or mayfixate on the
quixotic or unusual

Maybe withdrawn; may not

participate in class activities;

may beaffected by insights no
one else shares

Maybe overstimulated; may have
difficulty focusing on narrowly
defined tasks, multiple choice
tests, etc.

Prone to radical and fanciful

thinking; may be a daydreamer

and forgetful

Employ integrated and broad
thematic approaches to

curriculum development;

approach problems as
opportunities for novel

solutions; incorporate metaphor

and analogies in instructional
practices.

Provide situations/activities that

are open-ended, provocative, and
multidisciplinary.

Allow multimedia approachesto

assignments; provide materials
for artistic expression in all
content areas.

Allow individual work time and

provide a space and time

for quiet thinking andreflection.

Discuss multiple perspectives and

encourage sensorial exploration
of materials; accept emotions

and explore affective responses.

Provide for individualization and

differentiation in curriculum and

materials; include opportunities
for the use of imagery in

educationalactivities.
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does this work?” “How can we makeit better

or different?” “Whyis it like that?” “Can it be
like this instead?” “Why couldn’t we do it this

way also?” are considerations that often com-
pel the curious and creative to understand,to
interact with, and to effect change on aspects

of their environment.

Sense of Humor/Playfulness

Humor is associated with an ability to ap-
proach problems, and life in general, in a
fresh, childlike, and playful manner. Humorin
the form of puns, satire, and farce engages the
imagination in approaching a topic with an
unusual “twist.” A unique juxtaposition of en-
tities, ideas, words, and images often lends

a humorous note to a creative product. Nu-
merous inventions and creations have re-

sulted from fooling around with ideas and
playing with possibilities, in contrast to more
rule-bound approaches and traditions (Davis

& Rimm, 1989).

Attracted to Complexity

Creativity is not a simple concept or process.

Often creative enterprises bridge disciplines,

styles, materials, techniques, cultures, geogra-

phy, and periods. Creative people tend to be
drawn to complexity. Thus, an environment
rich and varied in resources, materials, and

modesof interaction may contribute to an in-

crease in creative activity.

Several investigations of creativity suggest
that the creative process involves a struggle
with the perceived world and that out of this
struggle a new synthesis is created (Forisha,
1978). Old formsare disrupted as the creative
process transcends the traditional cultural
world with which one is familiar (Schachtel,

1959). Creative thinking often is presented as

a dialectic between two modesof thought: the

organized structure of form and thefree play

of imagination (May, 1975), the alternating ex-

perience of diffusion and integration (Barron,

1963), the tension betweenrealistic and prim-

itive modes of functioning (Bowers & Bowers,

1972), and the interplay of convergent and

divergent thought processes (Isaksen & Tref-

finger, 1985).

Artistic

The studies of Csikszentmihalyi and Getzels
(1973, 1988; Getzels & Csikszentmihalyi,

1968a, 1968b, 1976) indicate that personality
and value differences characterize young peo-
ple engaged in a creative career and further
differentiate those who are successful in cre-
ative pursuits. More specifically, art students
were found to hold social and economic values
in lower esteem, and they ascribed to aesthetic
values much more than average college stu-
dents. The more original the art student, the
more extreme were his or her values. Many
creative scientists also value a personal sense
of aesthetics and elegance over commercialre-
ward or public recognition.

Open-Minded

Creative people are open-minded, willing to
consider multiple possibilities, and able to tol-
erate ambiguity while exploring an idea.
Open-mindedness, though not necessitating a
complete rejection of convergence or conven-
tion, approaches whatis as a starting point for

what might be—a starting place for moreorig-
inal explorations of what might be possible in

a future context (Samples, 1987).

Needfor Privacy and Alone Time

Graham Wallas’s (1926) analysis of the cre-
ative process included four stages: prepara-
tion, incubation, illumination, and verifica-

tion. Preparation is foundational in this view,
as it is the stage that involves exploring,clar-
ifying, gathering, and reviewing data;collect-
ing resources and materials; and so on. The
next stage, incubation, is perhaps the hall-
mark of the Wallas model. Incubation is a pe-
riod during which the creative activity or
problem is, deliberately or incidentally, put
out of one’s mind. Incubationis a period of pre-
conscious, fringe-conscious, or unconscious

processing during which oneis not giving the

creative project or idea deliberate attention;

instead, one is involved in another activity,

such as jogging, resting, reading, walking in

the woods, or possibly even sleeping. It is after

such periods of relaxation and reflection that
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the “Aha!” or “Eureka!” associated with illu-
mination in the creative process occurs. Such
processes generally do not evolve in periods or

environments of high levels of interpersonal
interaction (Storr, 1988). On the contrary, cre-

ative individuals place considerable value on
the innerlife of their mind, their imagination,
and therelationship of reflection and contem-
plation to creative pursuits. Numerous cre-
ators in wide andvaried fields have reported a

need for extended periods of solitude for nur-
turing and exploring creative ideas (Gardner,

1993; Storr, 1988).

Perceptiveness

A high degree of perceptiveness often is asso-
ciated with giftedness (Ehrlich, 1982; Lovecky,

1986, 1993). Creatively gifted individuals are
particularly sensitive to stimuli from the envi-
ronment, especially with regard to the follow-
ing: identifying patterns; discerning details:
and noticing both similarities and distinctions
among seemingly disparate entities, items, or
ideas (Daniels-McGhee & Davis, 1994; Tor-

rance, 1962). Heightened sensory awareness
coupled with both a well-developed intuitive
capacity and theability to apprehend multiple
layers of meaning simultaneously allows the
perceptively gifted to assess people and situa-
tions rapidly (see Chapter 30 by Piechowski).
Such heightened awarenessis also what en-
ables the creative individual to see past the
obvious and, in noting fine points, to see pos-
sibilities where others maynot.

Originality and Imagination

A creative individual tends to fantasize, day-
dream, and imagine to a greater extent than
less creative peers. Imagery plays a keyrole in
the thinking and conceptualizing of the cre-
ative individual (Daniels, 1995). Creative indi-
viduals employ more purposeful forms of men-
tal imagery in their everyday thinking and
problem solving and generally have greater
control of their mental representations (Flow-
ers & Garbin, 1989) as well as the external
form in which they find expression.

Classroom Climate

Environments shape behaviors, and classroom
environments shape—foster or inhibit—cre-

ative behaviors. Carl Rogers (1962) asserted
that a psychologically safe environment was
necessary to foster creativity. Rogers identi-
fied flexibility and receptivity as two key com-
ponents of a creativity-conducive environ-

ment. In his view, awareness of and en-

couragement for novel and unusual ideas is
essential to ultimate creative development.
Students’ curiosity and independence must be
acknowledged as aspects of both the creative
person andthe creative process.

Teachers are central in establishing envi-

ronments that support student creativity.
Teachers who acknowledge and applaud stu-
dents’ creative pursuits, model risk taking,
teach with a sense of humor, and approach
matters of curriculum and instruction with
open-mindedness inevitably teach creatively
and build creative learning environments.
Generally, classrooms that can be described in
the sametermsthat describe creative individ-
uals will enhance and support creative poten-
tial. In contrast, classrooms with controlling,
rigid, and inflexible structures will inhibit cre-
ative expression and growth.

Curriculum and Instruction

Various aspects of curriculum and instruction
may be adapted to accommodate and foster
creativity. Curriculum can be designed specif-
ically to address and heighten awareness of
creativity, and instructional strategies can be
employed that both model and allow for inde-
pendence, risk taking, high energy levels, cu-
riosity, playfulness, preference for complexity,
aesthetic inclinations, open-mindedness, re-
flection, and heightened perception.

Metacognitive Understanding of Creativity

Curriculum that includes the deliberate
study of creative individuals and their work
will heighten awareness of creativity in gen-
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eral and domain-specific creativity as well. Bi-
ographical and anecdotal material dealing
with the study of creative lives can be included

in the studyofall disciplines, and specific dis-
cussion questions may highlight the individu-
als and processes associated with notable ex-

amples of discovery and invention.

Examples:
What influenced the design of the first geo-

desic dome? How so?
Was Einstein’s childhood happy? What

prompted his interest in science? Was he

imaginative?
What environmental aspects had the greatest

impact on the early art of Georgia O’Keefe?
Whatrole did herlife as a child play in her

later artistic development?

Instructional strategies that enhance
awareness of creativity must include taking
time to respondpositively to creative ideas as
they occur. Again, questioning can be useful.

What made you think ofthat?
What ideas did you put together to come up

with such a unique approach?
I’m not sure I know what you mean, yet my cu-

riosity is certainly piqued. Can you tell me

more?

Such responseshonortheoriginality inherent

in creative expression.

Student Choice

Independenceis fostered by shifting the focus

of learning to the student, allowing choice,

and engaging the student as a partnerin cur-

ricular design. Whole-group instruction and

identical culminating assignmentsfor all stu-

dents are anathema to independence and cre-

ativity, foster conformity, and squelch individ-

ual pursuits. Creativity requires options and

choice. Choice can be readily incorporated in

the curriculum through a variety of means

and without much extra effort in the design

process.

Although the broad themes selected for
study in any given subject area might be de-
termined by an appropriate authority, stu-
dents can be allowed choices of specific topics
and areas of interest. For instance, as sug-

gested in the example at the very beginning of
the chapter, while a whole class may be study-
ing the Renaissance, individual students can
research different countries or different is-

sues, for example:

The art of the time

Clothing and costumes
Architecture

Social organization
Political structure

Chivalry
Inventions

Women’s roles

Mortality
Medicine

Potential projects and products might include:

A slide show
An illustrated children’s book

A model
A script for a play or mocktrial
A replica of an invention appropriate to the

time

A workof art in the style of the time

A piece of music
An illustrated time-line

A diorama
A social diary of an eminent individual of the

time

Hand-made examplesofilluminated text

A video
A monologue on a pertinent topic

An interview with a museum curator

In determining products, the teacher can

make a specific recommendation and, of

course, accept suggestions and ideas from stu-

dents, thereby both providing a forum for cre-

ative expression and allowing individual stu-

dents’ intrinsic motivation and

_

personal

learning goals to emerge (Amabile, 1989).
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Boundaries

Although rules and boundaries are necessary
for safety and a positive social climate, free-

dom of expression should be encouraged. Some
creative ideas that are expressed in theclass-
room are perceived as odd or weird by others.
Unless an idea is directly confrontational or
intended to be injurious—psychologically or
physically—to the teacher or another class-
mate, unusual ideas should be given time and
a forum for expression.

Instances of ideas that initially seemed
odd or unusual but which ultimately led to
productive discoveries can be pointedly dis-
cussed. Both whole-group and small-group
brainstorming sessions can be employed as a
means of learning both to defer judgment and
to take creative intellectual risks with un-
usualideas.

Brainstorming can be readily infused into
all curricular areas and incorporated into
class discussions: “Whatare all the adjectives

we might use to describe Dill in To Kill a
Mockingbird?” In a primary math class, the
students might be askedto: “List all the ways
you can to depict the number 100 and then
choose 5 to present to theclass.”

Divergence and respect for individual and
out-of-the-ordinary responses are prerequisite
to the intellectual playfulness and risk taking
associated with creativity in the classroom.

Too often, curricula and instructional strate-

gies are designed around a convergent “find-
the-one-right-answer” approach. Open-ended
assignments and multiple possibilities are ab-
solutely necessary for productive risk taking.
Nothing will squelch a student’s willingnessto
take an intellectual risk and venture forth
with an unusual response morerapidly than a
fear of not meeting expectations—a fear of
failing to determine the “one right answer”
(Haberman, 1991).

Sometimes, answers that initially seem
bizarre or irrelevant ultimately prove to be
novel, creative, and fruitful. If an idea seems
too wacky or disconcerting to a teacher, a pe-
riod of incubation can be suggested as a means
to acknowledge and encourage the student
while not discrediting the idea. Simply put, a

teacher can respond by saying, “I’m not sure
quite what you meanor how that would work,
but why don’t you think about it for a while
longer and see if some other pieces come to
you?”

Time, Space, Movement, and Laughter

Creative students are frequently described as
energetic—intense, driven, passionate, active,

absorbed, excitable. These personality charac-
teristics often bring with them prolonged and
focused concentration, emotional involvement

in the subject matter, kinesthetic activity, or
some combination thereof. To accommodate

this intensity within the learning environ-
ment, extended time-blocks must be provided
for immersion in an area of study, and stu-
dents must be allowed the space and environ-
ment for both affective and kinesthetic ex-
pression.

Creative Dramatics

Incorporating creative dramaactivities across
curricular areas is an excellent approach for
accommodating the emotional and physical
energy often associated with creativity. The
creative dramatics process is dynamic. The
leader guides the group to explore, develop,
express, and communicate ideas, concepts,
and feelings through dramatic enactment. In
creative drama the group improvises action
and/or dialogue appropriate to the content
being explored; elements of drama give form
and meaning to the experience.

Creative drama activities run the gamut
from the simple and spontaneous—a gameof
“statues”—to the planned and complex—afull
staging of an original play. One creative
drama text (Heinig, 1988) presents the follow-
ing as a continuum of drama activity vari-
ables:

Easier More Advanced

1. Use of desk area Use of large space/theater
2. Teacher direction Creative/independent

play making
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3. Pantomime warm- Pantomime stories—verbal

ups pieces

4. Individual playing Pair or group work

5. Unison playing for Playing to share or

self-satisfaction communicate with

others
Full-scale productions
Highly dramatic or

“serious” material

High data

content

6. Reader’s theater

7. Humorousor

“light” material
8. Minimal informa-

tion content

Pantomime warm-ups. Pantomime warm-
ups and pantomime stories can be readily
incorporated into a lesson with little or no ad-
ditional preparation and no special training in
theater technique (Davis, 1992), as long as the
classroom facilitator (teacher) is willing to

“play” also.
Pantomime warm-ups include the follow-

ing:

¢ Circles: Students stand in large circle.
Each person, in turn, thinks of a way to

make a circle by using his or her body. All

others make the samecircle. Thecircle
can be made with part of the body,or all
of the body; it can be a fixedcircle (e.g., a

halo) or a moving circle (e.g., a circular
motion of the foot or rolling on thefloor).
Names add to the fun (e.g., “This is a
halo circle,” “This is an eyeball circle,”
This is a chicken circle,” “This is a

Groucho Marxcircle”).
e Mirrors: This activity requires students

to work with a partner. One student
becomes a “mirror” that mimics the
movements of the partner who might
be combing hair, making faces, or

putting on makeup. Roles are then re-

versed.
°¢ Obstacles: With chalk, draw “start” and

“finish” lines about eight feet apart on
the floor. One at a time, students make

up an imaginary obstacle which must
be climbed over, dodged past, waded

through, or overcome in some other way

to get from start to finish.

¢ Nature’s Shapes: Children shape their

bodies to becomea tree, stone,leaf, grow-

ing flower, rain, sun,etc.

Pantomime stories. Pantomime stories

are readily adapted to a variety of subjects,

topics, and themes. Pantomimestories can be

initiated in a variety of ways, including the

following:

¢ Who Am I (Are We)? Students act out

community helpers and characters, his-
torical or literary characters, or individu-

als from current events.

¢ What Am I (Are We)? Students mime an-
imals, inanimate objects, machinery,

toys, plants, or mythical creatures.
¢ What Am I (Are We) Seeing, Hearing,

Tasting, Smelling, Touching? Students

mimereactions to loud sounds, tasting a

bitter fruit, smelling strong fumes, or
touching a hot stove.

e Where Am I (Are We) Students mime
being in variouslocations, such as a mu-

seum, boat, foreign land, or on a space-

ship.
* Occupations. Students can mimeactivi-

ties associated with various jobs, occupa-
tions from other times, or occupations in

other locations or countries.
e Inventions. Students can mime using or

being an invention.
¢ Musical Instruments. Students mime an

instrument of personal choice or one
from a category, such as orchestral,
marching band, percussion, woodwind,

and brass. Instruments from a particular
region or country might be the focus.

¢ Countries and Customs. Students enact a
custom or celebration associated with a
particular country of study: British after-
noon tea, Spanish or Mexican bullfight,

Japanese kite-flying contest.

Pantomimestories may be extended by adding
a verbal one-liner at the end in summary or
conclusion of the mimetic act, or to emphasize
a moral, add a humorousnote, or as a means

to continue into more elaborate play-making

activities.

Curiosity = Questioning

Curiosity is one of the traits most frequently

mentioned by parents of creative students
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(Louis & Lewis, 1992). Eighty-eight percent of
parents in one study (Parkinson, 1990) stated
that their children were curious and inclined
toward actively exploring the environment

and asking penetrating questions.

Questioning in the classroom is key to both

encouraging and responding to curiosity.
Burning questions can drive creativity. Ques-
tions often underlie the investigation, contem-
plation, and imagination that contribute to
creative activity.

How mightlife be different if we couldn’t read?
How might life be different if there was no

gravity?

How mightlife be different if we only “kept”
memories for a year?

How might life be different if sleep was not
necessary?

“What if” and “how might” questions can
serve as springboardsfor creative projects in
all subject areas—literature, science, art, so-

cial studies—andasstarting points for cross-
disciplinary investigations.

A sizeable body of literature has accumu-
lated over recent decades pertainingto class-

room discourse (Good & Brophy, 1973). Many
findings indicate that questions occupy much

of classroom “talk-time,” but the questions
generally originate with the teacher (as many
as 400 questions per school day), and the ma-

jority of questions posed by the teacher are
geared for straight recall responses. Rarely
are students asked questions that require an-

alytical, evaluative, or imaginative thinking,
and even more rarely are students asked to

generate their own questions.
A multipurpose, two-part activity that can

be adapted for all curricular areas to stimu-
late thinking and curiosity at the introduction
of a new concept relies heavily on student-

generated questions. First, students can be
asked to generate a representative list of all
they currently know about a given topic. Next,
students individually, in small groups, or as a
class can generate, in brainstorming fashion,
a list of questions about what more they would
like to know. Question journals can be kept to
record ideas for further exploration, and stu-

dents can be encouraged to build on each
other’s questions in order to probe issues in
greater depth and in more divergent ways.

Student A: Why are airplane wings the size
they are?

Student B: What might happen if we made
them smaller?

Question prompts such asthose included in
Table 24.2 (adapted from Wiederhold, 1991)
can be usedas starting points for encouraging

investigation, contemplation, and imaginative

explorations.

The journalistic questions—Who? What?
When? Where? Why? How?—are excellent
starting points for engaging studentcuriosity.
However, the most provocative question teach-
ers can pose to a group of students is “What

are your questions?” (Anders, 1991).

Table 24.2
Creativity/Curiosity Question Matrix
 

 

WHO WHAT WHERE/WHEN WHY HOW

Investigation Whois... ? What is ...? Where/when Whyis...? Howis...?
is...?

Contemplation Whocan... ? What Where/when Why can... ? How
can... ? can...? can...?

Imagination Who might ...? What Where/when Why might ...? How
might... °? might... ? might... ?
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Linking Perception and Imagination: A
Bridge to Possible Worlds

Creative ideas often result from a shift in per-
ception (Davis & Rimm, 1989). The directed
interplay and deliberate manipulation of per-
ception and transformational imagery (imagi-
nation) has led both creative scientists and
artists to original hypotheses, inventions, and

creations (Daniels-McGhee & Davis, 1994).

Perceptual abilities may be purposefully
accessed and enhanced in the classroom
through activities that direct students’ atten-
tion to their perceptions of the environment.
Activities that explore student perceptions

and imaginal experiences afford opportunities
to heighten affective and aesthetic awareness,
enhance flexible thinking, and increase origi-
nal and creative production.

Purposeful perceptions: Awareness
and observation.A sensorial/perceptualdia-
gram may be used in classroom activities to

record perceptions of actual events as they are
experienced. Or the diagram may be used
as a meansof organizing reflections and im-
ages associated with past experiences. For ex-
ample, a weekend recreational experience

  Billowy Clouds
Blue Sky
Rainbow

Sails

might be recorded as shown in Figure 24.1.
Such reflections often bring emotion-laden
memories and associations (Hess, 1987). Thus,

the “feeling” slice of the diagram is divided
into two parts: Onesectionis for recording tac-
tile content and the othersection is for record-
ing affective content.

This sensorial/perceptual diagram may be
applied in various curricular areas and learn-
ing contexts. It may be used as a perceptual
diary, maintained by teacher and students, to
log responsesto field trips and outings. Vivid,
detailed pictures can be used as a_ starting
point for imagining what else might be experi-
enced if one were able to “walk into” the given
scene. This format also can be used for orga-
nizing thoughts about the experiencesof:

A family traveling west by covered wagon

Anne Frank’s experience
A Victorian girl at afternoon tea

Sitting at a medieval feast

These responses and writings may be main-
tained simply for extending student aware-
ness, or they may be used as starting points
for creative writing, for example, poetry, short

Seagulls
Flapping Sails
Sloshing Water

 

 

Warm
Rocking
Swaying

Dreamy
Lazy
Serene 

Peanut Butter
and Jelly

Salty Air
Suntan Oil

Figure 24.1 A sensorial/

perceptual diagram

documenting perceptions of
past experiences.
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stories, or fictionalized diaries, or as impetus
and inspiration for works of art, such as paint-
ing, sculpture, montage, or other media. The
possibilities are as boundless as the imagina-
tion.

Playful perceptions. Once students have
participated in experiences constructed to

heighten awareness of one’s perceptualabili-

ties, additional activities can build on and ex-

tend initial perceptions in playful and imagi-

native ways (Leff, 1984). Assumptions are
altered and new perspectives taken with ac-
tivities such as:

e Try to notice aspects of the environment you

normally wouldn't.

¢ Imagine environments and events as there-
verse of what you normally think they are.
(Reverse visual orientation: Imaginefar as

near, top as bottom,etc.)
¢ Search for mundane aspects of the environ-
ment and then look for something interest-
ing about them.

e Analyze what aspects of the environment
around you communicate to you.

e Look for repetitive patterns in yourlife and

surroundings.

¢ Make and check predictions about what is
going to happen around you in a matter of
minutes, hours,or days.

¢ Randomly choose two items or events from
your surroundings and then imagine ways

in which they might be compatibly com-
bined.

¢ Look at the world through different value

systems; for instance, as an environmental-

ist, an architect, or an urban planner might.

¢ Imagine improvements in problem spots

around you.

e Imagine improvements in already pleasant
things aroundyou.

Given that muchofthis type of exploration in-

volves visual perception and visual thinking,
students may want to document their ideas
with visual representations as well as with
words (Arnheim, 1969; Daniels-McGhee, 1994:
Gardner, 1982; McKim, 1972).

Visual Thinking, Discovery, and Invention

Visual thinking is conducted in three primary
modes:

¢ Perception: The images wesee

¢ Imagination: The images we imagine, re-
call, invent, combine, and/or transform in-

ternally in our “mind’s eye” independent of
immediate perception

Depiction: The images we represent exter-
nally—those that we draw, sketch,paint, or
model

Visual thinkingalso involves various cogni-
tive processes and operations that take place
both within and across these modes of
thought. These include, but are not limitedto:

¢ Pattern-seeking: Finding patterns, match-
ing, filling in gaps, categorizing, and com-
pleting patterns.

¢ Rotation: Inverse drawing, mental manipu-
lations, and orthographic imagination (imag-
ining how a solid object looks from several
directions).

° Visual reasoning: Spatial analogy and vi-

sual induction.

¢* Comprehension ofdynamic structures: Men-
tal representation of three-dimensional mo-
tion (paperfolding, visualizing a knot being
tied, the movements of a pulley, moving a
piano through a hallway).

¢ Visual synthesis: Combining multiple im-

ages. In creative synthesis, new entities
emerge that are both different from and

greater than the sum oftheir parts.

While all of these processes may be applied
in solving problems, visual synthesis is per-
haps the most intimately connected with
novel, creative, and generative responses to
problem situations. Visual synthesis (and its
near relative metaphorical thinking) have re-
sulted in creativity, invention, and discovery
in manydifferent fields and contexts.

Numerousdiscoveries and inventions have
resulted from perceptual “play” and the delib-
erate transformation of visual images. Albert
Einstein is purported to have thought almost
purely in images (Wallace & Gruber, 1989)
and to have taken delight in the mental ma-
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nipulation of the images and models he gener-
ated. As he said,

The words or the language, as they are written
or spoken, do not seem to play any role in my

mechanism of thought. The psychical entities

which seem to serve as elements in thought are

certain signs and more or less clear images

which can be “voluntarily” reproduced and com-

bined. (Einstein, 1952)

Nikola Tesla, who designed the fluorescent
light and the alternating current electrical
generator, projected images of machines and
potential inventions “in his mind’s eye.” Tesla
described these projections as complete and
even more detailed than most blueprints or
renderings (McKim, 1980).

Modeling, drawing, and thought. In

contrast to Tesla’s detailed mental imaging,
James D. Watson (1968), discoverer of the

DNA molecule, described working with a
model as a tangible, graphic aid. For Watson,
drawing and thinking were nearly inseparably

linked. He wrote:

Only a little encouragement was needed to get
the final soldering accomplished in the next cou-

ple of hours. The brightly shining metal plates

were then immediately used to make a model in
which for the first time all the DNA components

were present. In about an hour I had arranged
the atomsin positions which satisfied both the X-

ray data and the lawsof stereochemistry. The re-
sulting helix was right-handed with the two

chains running in opposite directions .

Another fifteen minutes’ fiddling by Francis

[Crick] failed to find anything wrong, though for

brief intervals my stomach felt uneasy when I

saw him frowning. (McKim, 1980)

Drawings serve as a physical representa-

tion of constructions of the visual mind.
Drawings assist in analyzing, testing, and
modifying particular visions. Drawing clari-
fies visual images and providesa visual record
of the design throughout the problem-solving
process. Drawing also aids invention in that

only the most visually able mind can maintain

multiple mental images at once (e.g., Tesla),
whereas multiple drawings may be simultane-

ously viewed more easily for purposes of com-

parison, contrast, and evaluation of possibili-

ties.

Facilitating visual thinking in the class-
room requires an environment that provides

students with materials and opportunities for
interacting visually with ideas. While visual
ideas can be captured with whatever is at

hand (e.g., an eyebrow pencil on a candy bar
wrapper), visual thinking benefits from expo-
sure to appropriate and varied materials.

Young students’ thinking and experimenta-

tion might benefit from contact with and the

availability of:

¢ Multicolored chalk
¢ Chalkboards
¢ Crayons
e Paints

¢ Paintbrushesof varying sizes
e Plastic-coated wire
e Paper scrapsof different colors and textures

¢ Cardboard
e Styrofoam shapes
° Clay
¢ Scissors
e Rulers

¢ Swatches of material
¢ Needles
e Thread
¢ Scraps of wood (checkedfor splinters)

¢ Glue

Older students might prefer:

¢ Carbon, charcoal, pastels, and standard col-

ored pencils
¢ Soft drawing pencils
e Large pads of newsprint
e Tracing paper

e Erasing gum

e A plastic triangle
¢ Drafting templates
¢ Rapidograph or Koh-i-noor pens
e Foamcore

e Artist-quality blank books for permanent
records, journals, and logs of ideas

Students will benefit from exposure to

manydifferent types of materials, and will find
that some ideas are best expressed with cer-

tain materials rather than others. However,
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they initially should be encouraged to work in
a free-hand fashion; the constrained or re-

strictive use of precision tools may slow down
and consequently impede the idea-generating

process. A slower, more reflective approach

can be applied to modifying and improving
original ideas on a secondorthird pass.Also,
students should be encouraged to experiment
with materials in unconventional ways and in
multimedia combinations, as these arethecir-

cumstances in which novel ideas, uses, and

applications might emerge.

Integrated Thematic Instruction:

Combinations, Complexity and Creativity

Bridging disciplines, methods, and modes of
expression produces possibilities for com-
plex associations and creative interactions

(Kovalik, 1993). Activities that bridge percep-
tual systems and subject areas often yield

products of “effective surprise” (Bruner, 1986)
and responses of “Why, of course. How cre-
ative! Why didn’t I think of that?”

This phenomenais evidenced in numerous

cross-modality poetic metaphors, such as in
the following literary examples (Marks, 1982):

e The murmurofgray twilight (Poe)

¢ The sound of coming darkness (Poe)

e Sunset hovers like the sound of golden
horns (Robinson)

e The world lay luminous; every petal and

cobweb trembled music (Aiken)
° A soft yet glowing light, like lulled music

(Shelley)

e Music suddenly opened like a luminous
book (Aiken)

e The notes entered my breast like luminous
arrows (Gautier)

e Music bright as the soul of light (Swin-
burne)

e The silver needle-note of a fife (Auslander)
¢ The dawn comesup like thunder (Kipling)

Inspired apprehensions and

_

articulations
such as these may emerge spontaneously in
thought, but as educators and curriculum
planners we have the opportunity to orches-
trate experiences for our students that might

enhance creative interactions with the learn-
ing environment.

One such curricular approach (Ruef, 1994)
utilizes student observation along with meth-
ods from the arts and the sciences to foster
creativity in the form of analogical, metaphor-
ical, and theoretical thought. The student is
invited to become a poet, a scientist, and an

artist by approaching the world with aninter-
disciplinary mind, a jeweler’s loupe (magnify-
ing glass), and one good question: “What does
it remind me of?” A second question, “Whyis it
like that?,” provides a starting point for fur-
ther creative and academic explorations.

The jeweler’s loupe intensifies seeing, won-
der, and concentration. With heightened vi-
sual sensitivity, students approach their
environment—the natural and man-made
world—with a fresh perspective. Fingerprints,
popcorn, pebbles, feathers, and pinecones be-
come new “worlds” unto themselves. After
careful observation, posing the question

“Whatdoes it remind me of?” opensthe door to
creative activity by incorporating analogy,

simile, and metaphor. “Myfingerprintis like a
slice of onion” becomes my fingerprint is a

whirlpool, a yo-yo, a plate of spaghetti, a
planet, a piece of antique lace, or a butterfly

wing—and the metaphorical foundation for

generating even more creative and inventive

literary, scientific, and artistic possibilities
(Fowler, 1990; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). Such
explorations might serve to spark the begin-
nings of a poem, drawing, sculpture, inven-
tion, or model. Further investigations of other
“fingerprints” in the world, such as fish skin,
pollen grains, or tree bark, coupled with the
second question, “Why is it (are they) like
that?”, sets the stage for hypothesizing and
theorizing in many and varied domains.
Again, the possibilities are limitless, bounded
only by the collective imagination andcreative
capacities of the teacher and class. Vast po-
tential indeed!

Comments

Opportunities for creative development will
most readily be infused in various contexts of
learning by adapting curriculum both within
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and across content areas. Existing curriculum
and classroom structures need to be consid-

ered as possible avenues for enhancing cre-
ative endeavor.

In view of the 4 P’s of creativity, person,

process, press (environment), and product, one

must considertherole of the teacher, the cur-

riculum, and the classroom climate as well as

the student and his or her creative character-

istics, behaviors, and potential if that creative

potential is to be acknowledged, appreciated,

and developed.
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Systematic Instruction in Thinking
Skills Benefits Gifted Students

One all-too-common phenomenon illustrates

the importance of systematic thinking skills
instruction for gifted students. Young gifted
children have an uncannyability for intuitive

responses—they just seem to know things.
Unfortunately, this mesmerizing effect some-
times masks gapsin their learning.

On Monday, presented with a new and
unique problem, the gifted child may demon-

strate a flash of brilliance. On Tuesday, faced
with a similar problem in a different context,
the child may be unable to perform. The
“Aha!” just won’t come. This phenomenon hap-
pens because the child does not know how he

or she arrived at the first answer. Unable con-
sciously to describe and replicate the thinking
that occurred, the child reaches an impasse.

Without the ability to transfer learning from
one context to another, children cannot de-

velop competence.
Over time, a lack of “response-ability,” the

ability to respond successfully, erodes chil-

dren’s confidence in their own intellect. The
spontaneous behaviors that distinguish young
gifted children—a wide range of interests,
high motivation, problem-solving ability, com-
mitment to inquiry, intuitive insight, and
logical reasoning—become less apparent.

Children’s thinking becomestentative andre-

luctant.

We learn thinking in a social context. A

child’s ability to activate good thinking at the
appropriate time results from the supported

dialogue which occurs in thoughtful class-

rooms.
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Teaching for thinking means teaching for
intelligent behavior, an activity too important

to be left to chance, even for gifted children.

Three Componentsof Impact

IMPACT (Increase Maximal Performance by
Activating Critical Thinking) organizes three
important components of a sound thinking
skills program. First, IMPACTprovidesteach-
ers with a curriculum framework of 22 skills,

the Universe of Critical Thinking, which inte-
grate thinking both within and across disci-

plines.
The Universe of Critical Thinking includes

skills that accelerate performance in academic
subjects. By focusing student attention on
transfer of a common set of skills to varied
learning tasks, IMPACT increases efficient
and effective use of student time. Students de-
velop competence with thinking tools which
help them to access, process, and apply new

information.
Second, IMPACT introduces 10 teaching

behaviors that engage and sustain critical
thinking on the part of individual students

and classroom groups. These behaviors in-

clude:

e Promotion of interaction through coopera-

tive learning

¢ Sequencing of cognitive skills from simple

to complex

e Sequencing of modalities from concrete to

abstract

¢ Modeling and demonstrating



¢ High-level questioning to promote thought-

ful dialogue

¢ Cueing with the language of thinking
¢ Probing with a well-planned series of ques-

tions
¢ Symbolizing ideas using graphic organizers
° Reflecting with wait-time
¢ Teaching for transfer

By supporting development of effective
teaching practices, IMPACT providesa struc-
ture for total school improvement. Teaching
with IMPACT requires thoughtful planning
and implementation. Because IMPACT also
asks teachers to think, they modelintelligent
behavior for students.

Third, IMPACT includes a lesson design
that can be used to develop and remodel
lessons which elicit quality thinking. The les-
son design helps teachers analyze the pre-
requisites needed for success with each

new thinking skill. The lesson design targets
specific objectives, outlines teaching strate-
gies, and provides for applications and varia-
tions. Teachers learn to structure lessons that
capitalize on a student’s previous knowledge
and provide relevant entry points for new
learning.

In IMPACTclassrooms, the three compo-

nents work together to provide a scaffold
which supports thinking and learning.

In the preface to the September 1984 issue
of Educational Leadership, Ron Brandt dis-
cussed a balanced approach to teaching think-
ing. His suggestions included teaching of

thinking, teaching for thinking, and teaching
about thinking. IMPACT contributes to the

development of each dimension.

¢ The Universe of Critical Thinking and the
lesson design assist teachers in their efforts
to provide direct instruction in how to think
consciously and solve problems—teaching of

thinking.
e The 10 teaching behaviors and the lesson

design assist teachersin theirefforts to fos-

ter classroom conditions that encourage

thinking—teaching for thinking.

e The interaction of the 10 teaching behav-

iors, lesson design, and Universeof Critical
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Thinking creates a climate in which both
teachers and students are talking about and
working to improve the quality of their
thinking—teaching about thinking.

Why Use IMPACT?

When selecting a thinking skills program,
three basic approachesare available:

e Programs that emphasize the attitudes or
dispositions associated with critical think-

ing, such as a spirit of inquiry, curiosity, and
openness to questions.

e Programs that target the critical thinking
processes, such as the scientific method or
creative problem solving.

e The IMPACT approach, which focuses on
the skills of critical thinking.

The original authors of IMPACT identified
skills necessary for improved performance in
the classroom and improved performance on
standardized measuresof ability and achieve-
ment. They selected skills through an analysis
of curriculum guides, textbooks, and tests.
They asked themselves two simple questions:

What do we expect students to do in school?

How do we measure student learning?
In an academic setting, students’ abilities

to gather, organize, analyze, evaluate, and ap-
ply information improve performancein read-
ing, language arts, mathematics, science, and

social studies. When internalized, these skills

transfer to any learning task. They assist stu-

dents in constructing and shaping an under-

standing of the world in which theylive.
In describing the constructivist approach to

teaching and learning, Jacqueline and Martin
Brooks (1993) suggested:

Schools can be student-centered and successfully

prepare students for their adult years by under-
standing and honoring the dynamics of learning;
by recognizing that, for students, schooling must
be a time of curiosity, exploration, and inquiry,

and memorizing information must be subordi-

nate to learning how to find information to solve
real problems.
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The IMPACT approach values student
questions. Lessons begin with concrete, active
experiences which undergird concept forma-
tion. Teachers facilitate learning through in-
teraction with students. Students work inde-
pendently as well as in groups. Teachers
affirm, cue, and probe to extend thinking.

One can definecritical thinkingas the abil-

ity to correctly assess statements. Such a def-
inition is based on a commitment to orderly

and detailed habits. The skills of critical
thinking help students to acquire, select, and
apply information with greater precision.

Specific assumptions undergird the
IMPACT program:

e All students are capable of higher level
thinking.

¢ Thinking skills can be taught and learned.
¢ Teachers’ behavior can enhance student

thinking.

¢ Thinking skills should be taught in context.
¢ Thinking skills are basic to learning and

interdisciplinary in nature.
e The transfer of thinking skills can be

taught.

The components of IMPACT interact to make
students better at thinking and better at the
business of school.

Special programsfor gifted students some-
times attract negative attention because they

are organized aroundactivities labeled enrich-
ment. Although IMPACT lessons and strate-
gies serve to enrich the cognitive development
of students, they are essential, not supple-
mentary. IMPACT positively affects the level

of intellectual engagementof all students in a
classroom.

IMPACT lessons allow for open-ended re-
sponse. They support the concept, suggested

by experts in thefield of identification of gifted
students, that “giftedness” can be found by ob-
serving students’ behavior—in their re-
sponses.

Using IMPACTto
Differentiate Curriculum

The Universe of Critical Thinking includes

three major categories, each containing sub-

skills arranged in hierarchical order (see
Figure 25.1). When students integrate and ap-
ply the skills from each level, they move to-
wardthe goal of improved critical thinking.

The Universe of Critical Thinking guides
planning for instruction in an IMPACTclass-
room. The framework focuses teacher andstu-
dent attention on the types of thinking re-
quired by any learning experience.

In IMPACT,lesson guides for language arts

and mathematics are available. Although
lessons originally were designed for at-risk

high school students, they are easily adapted
for use with students at all age and ability lev-
els. In addition, they serve as models for de-

veloping newlessons.
Lessons provide memory cuesto help stu-

dents activate and transfer the skills. Once
the thinking skills are introduced, teachers
can embed andreinforce them in every lesson,
in every subject.

IMPACTtraining includes the lesson, “Can
You Zooley” (see Figure 25.2). Take a few min-
utes and try it. The answers are at the end of

the chapter.

Two questions provide insight into the pur-
poses and outcomes of the Zooley activity.
First, how did you feel when youfirst looked at
the activity page. “Overwhelmed”is a fairly
standard response. Thinkingcritically is hard
work. Without specific strategies at hand to
guide the process, difficult problems initially

appear impossible.
Second, how manydifferent thinking skills

were required to complete the activity suc-
cessfully? You may have discovered that each
skill in the Universe of Critical Thinking, be-

ginning with observation and including deduc-
tive reasoning, must be applied in order to
complete Zooley.

The complexity of critical thinking reveals
itself through a game. No student ever forgets

the experience of Zooley. Additionally, stu-
dents rememberthat the lesson illustrates the
process of working from general to specific.

Teachers often ask students to “think
harder.” However, the term think represents

an abstraction that students cannot capture.

The specific language of the Universe of

Critical Thinking signals or cues specific

needed action. Students use the taxonomy of
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UNIVERSE OF
CRITICAL THINKING SKILLS

 
 

   
APPLICATION

 

CRITICAL THINKING

 

APPLICATION
 

 
 

  

 

   

 

  
e Fact/Opinion
e Relevant/Irrelevant

 

OPERATIONS

LOGICAL REASONING EVALUATION
e Inductive e Judgment
e Deductive e Decision Making

PROCESSES

ANALYZING INFERRING

Meaning of Statements
Cause—Effect Relationships

  

 

  
 

Information e Generalizations
e Reliable/Unreliable e Predictions
Sources — e Assumptions

QUESTIONING e Point of View

ENABLING SKILLS

PERCEIVING SERIATING
e Observing e Ordering
e Comparing/Contrasting Sequencing

PatterningCONCEIVING ee
e Grouping/Labeling * Prioritizing
e Classifying/Categorizing

 
  

Figure 25.1

skills as a tool for opening an internal dia-
logue about their own thinking. When stu-
dents purposefully select specific thought
processes, they becomeovert thinkers.

Overt thinkers act with independence and
autonomy. They metacognitively process new
ideas, new challenges, and new problems. They
are able to think about the quality of their
thinking and to make choices which improveit.

The term differentiate refers to a process

1986 S. Lee Winocur

Universe of Critical Thinking Skills.

of building and/or modifying curriculum to
match the needs of learners. Differentiated
curriculum for gifted students must include
planned experiences to develop productive,
complex, and higherlevel thinkingskills.

Gifted students often are asked to deal with
broad-based issues, problems, or themes that
integrate concepts across subject areas. If a
child’s thinking skills have not been cultivated
and polished, the level of abstraction required
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3.2.1 ZOOLEY Page 3 of 5

Study Sheet 1

an You Zeoley?
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3.2.1 ZOOLEY

Study Sheet 1 (continued)

HOWDO YOUZOOLEY?

. What family is visiting the polar bears?

. What kind of family are they?

. Whose family is the largest?

. Whichis the family of spiders?

. Whoseson has Mr. Crocodile just swallowed?

. Which swimmingfamily has only 3 sons?

. Which family has just 3 daughters?

. Is the polar bear's cub male or female?

O
o
o
a
n

D
W

o
O

F
P

W
H

D
O

H
e

. Which family has no offspring?

po
d

oo
)

. Which is a family of snakes?

_ po
w

. Whichis a kangaroo?

r
y

iw
) . Whatwill be the surname of the elephant's baby, whichis soon to be born?

~ Q
O . How manysons has Mr.Giraffe?

. Which family has no father?

b
e
t

o
)

. Which motheris away at the hospital?

— o
D . Whoare the neighborsofthe monkeys?

eS “I . A wee pelican has wandered into whose cage?

jo
n

O
O . Whichis a family of pelicans?

b
—

t
o . Give the namesof each kind of animal.

20. What is the zookeeper's name?

21. Whatare the three other objects in the zoo?

Figure 25.2 (continued)

may result in disappointing performance. agreed to serve as a national demonstrationIMPACT bridges the gap between intuitive site for the IMPACTproject.
knowing and conscious competence. In response to a desegregation plan,

Greathouse Elementary School draws a fifth-
grade population from three different MidlandUsing IMPACTforTotal neighborhoods. During the 1993-1994 schoolProgram Improvement year, 241 students attended fifth-grade
classes. The following demographic data de-Greathouse Elementary School, Midland scribes the diversity within the group:Independent Schcol District, Midland, Texas,

opened its doors for the first time in Ethnicity
September 1993. Prior to opening,all teachers African American 27 11%received IMPACT training and the staff Hispanic 60 25%
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White 154 64%

Free/reduced meals 77 33%

Special programs
Learning-disabled 19 8%

Gifted/talented 19 8%

In the fall of 1993, 87 students—33 percent

of the fifth-grade population—wereidentified

as “at-risk” for failure to master one or more

sections of the state-mandated TAAS (Texas

Assessment of Academic Skills) Test. By the

spring of 1994, the numberof “at-risk” stu-

dents had been reducedto 49.

Passing rates for individual sections of the

TAASreflect the growth that occurred for sub-

populations within this group (see Table 25.1).

The TAAStest specifically targets higher level

thinking skills in reading and math.Thestaff

attributes the positive growth in test perfor-

mance to the direct teaching of thinking skills

within each content area. Also, teachers feel

they are beginning to close the gap between

subpopulations.

Dr. Bill Maurer, principal of Greathouse

Elementary School, indicated “Increased test

performance provides only one piece of the pic-

ture. Because all students participate in a con-

tinuous dialogue about thinking, the level of

cognitive engagement in classrooms has been

elevated.”

This observation has important implica-

tions for gifted students. At Greathouse

Elementary, gifted students attend special

“sifted” classes as part of their regular sched-

ule. However, in a sense these students are

not gifted part of the time. When direct in-

struction in thinking skills raises the level of

cognitive engagementin classrooms, the new

degree of challenge mitigates differences

among students.

This does not meanthat gifted students do

not need regularly scheduled opportunities to

work with other gifted students. However,

thinking skills training provides one way to

increase the level of challenge within hetero-

geneously grouped classrooms.

Conclusion

Direct instruction in thinking skills is an es-

sential component of a program for gifted stu-

dents. Gifted students need to become con-

sciously competent in applying thinkingskills.

They cannot be allowed to dependsolely on in-

tuitive insight. They must have a repertoire of

strategies available to improve the quantity

and quality of their thinking. IMPACT pro-

vides a reasonable solution to meeting this

need.
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Table 25.1

Passing Rates by Ethnicity and Subject Area

African

American Hispanic White

Reading Passing, 1993 27% 54% 85%

Passing, 1994 52% 64% 96%

Math Passing, 1993 13% 51% 87%

Passing, 1994 44% 65% 85%

Passing ALLtests, 1993 5% 36% 18%

Passing ALLtests, 1994 40% 54% 82%
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3.2.1 ZOOLEY

Answer Key

. Luff

. Humans. Theyare outside the cages observing other animals.

. Kazoo.

. Lesger. Spiders haveeightlegs.

. Beeze's son was swallowed. Thus, Gobbie are crocodiles and genderof each animalis
designated by shape.

. Squeal. Note flipper and name similarity (i.e., Seal-Squeal).

. Lesger. Spiders.

. Male.

. Slizz. There are only adults in the cage.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Slizz. Seelines similar to shapeof snake.

Swift. See pocket on side of female.

Ample. See baby inside female; not a Gobbie because a maleis inside a male.

Mr. Noz has none.

Squeal.

Noz. No female is in the cage.

Trick. This is a family of polar bears.

Gobbies. This wee animalproves to be a pelican.

Beeze.

Gobbie: crocodiles Beeze: pelicans Trick: polar bears

Noz: giraffes Swift: kangaroo Kazoo: monkeys

Lesger: spiders Slizz: snakes Zuff: humans

Squeal: seals Ample: elephants Glup: ?

Mr. Glup.

These symbols have no specific meaning. This question allows the student to use
divergent thinkingskills. Accept any answer.



 

 

 

Talents Unlimited Model in Programs

for Gifted Students
 

CAROL SCHLICHTER, University ofAlabama

a Tn. Unlimited (TU)is a staff

development model for training both regular

classroom teachers and specialists in gifted

education to identify and nurture students’

multiple thinking talents. Classroom-based

research, beginning in 1971 and continuing

today, links Calvin Taylor’s multiple talent

theory (1968) with practice in thinking skills

instruction. In this model, traditional acade-

mic talent helps students to gain knowledge in

a variety of disciplines, while five other tal-

ents—productive thinking, decision making,

planning, forecasting, and communication—

assist students in processing or using the

knowledge to create new solutions to prob-

lems. The five thinking talents plus the acad-

emic talent represent some, but notall, of the

ways in which people express intelligence.

Indeed, Taylor (1986) identified three addi-

tional talents which, when detailed and elabo-

rated by future classroom research, may ac-

count for additional student talent potential.

The teacher is perceived to be the key per-

son in student talent development. Therefore,

from its inception, the TU model was intended

to focus on teacher training. Training for

teachers and other instructional personnel in

the TU modelis provided by twodistinct, but

coordinated, programs:

1. Talents Unlimited, Inc., in Mobile, Ala-

bama, is a developer-demonstrator model

of the National Diffusion Network (USDE),

which provides training for elementary

teachers, grades 1-6.

2. Talents Unlimited to the Secondary Power

(TU?) in Tuscaloosa, Alabama, comprises

the training model for secondary teachers,

grades 7-12.
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Four major categories of activities and strate-

gies are employed in the staff development

model: (1) input sessions on multiple talent

theory and talent skills definitions, (2) model-

ing and demonstration, (3) classroom practice

and feedback sessions, and (4) one-to-one and

small-group planning.

The results of over twenty years of imple-

mentation with teachers and their students

(Chisson & McLean, 1993; Schlichter, 1986)

have made TU one of the most widely used

thinking skills models in the world. “In the

project reporting period from October 1, 1990,

to September 30, 1991, TU was introduced by

8,691 trained educators in 2,146 schoolsites to

approximately 416,923 students, more than

any of the other 500 National Diffusion

Network programs” (Haskew, 1993,p. 74). It

wasidentified by Learning magazine (Baum,

1990) as one of the top ten thinking skills

models in the United States. A cadre of more

than 270 state and nationalcertified trainers,

guided by Talents Unlimited, Inc., and TU”,

makespossible this broad diffusion of TU and

ensures the integrity of the model’s implemen-

tation.

Classroom Applications
of Talents Unlimited

A major strength of the TU modelis its effec-

tiveness with groups of students representing

diversity in intellectual ability and achieve-

ment, socioeconomic level, and

_

interests.

Gifted students, as well as “slow learners,”

were included in the population of the original

research. Rural and other minority groups

also were represented in this and subsequent

studies. Numerous successful adoptions of the



TU modelin sites representing all areas of the
United States and several foreign countries
attest to the validity of this program in en-
hancing the multiple thinking talent develop-
ment of students of diverse backgrounds and
abilities (Schlichter, 1983).
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Table 26.1

The effectiveness of TU in enriching the
learningof all youngstersis directly related to
its integration into the instructional program.
Table 26.1 describes the talent areas included
in the model, as well as illustrative instruc-
tional activities at varying gradelevels.

Description of the Talents Unlimited Model
 
Talent Areas Definition

Sample Activity
 
Productive Thinking

Decision Making

Planning

Forecasting

Communication

Academic

To generate many, varied, and unusual
ideas or solutions and to add detail to
the ideas to improve or make them
moreinteresting

To outline, weigh, make final judgments,
and defend a decision on the many
alternatives to a problem

To design a meansfor implementing an
idea by describing whatis to be done,
identifying the resources needed,
outlining a sequence of steps to take,
pinpointing possible problems, and
showing improvements in the plan

To makea variety of predictions about
the possible causes and/oreffects of
various phenomena

To use and interpret both verbal and
nonverbal forms of communication to
express ideas, feelings, and needs to
others

To develop a base of knowledge and/or
skill about a topic or issue through
acquisition of information and
concepts

During a science unit on sea life,
students generate many, varied,
unusual strategies for grouping an
array of sea animal specimens to
help others understand how the
animals are alike and different.

Students decide which of several
graphing methods they have studied
is the best way to present informa-
tion about a given topic of interest,
weighing the alternative with
criteria such asclarity in
presentation of main ideas, provision
for greatest detail in information,
visual attractiveness,etc.

Students plan a school activity to
celebrate Martin Luther King Day,
detailing their objective, materials
and equipment needed,a sequence of
steps required, possible problems,
and improvementsfor their plan.

In a class on astronomy, students
predict the possible effects on life on
earth if our planet suddenly stopped
spinning on its axis but continued to
revolve around the sun.

Students generate many, different
single wordsto describe their
feelings if they hadtolive in hiding
for two years to help them analyze
character development in The Diary
ofAnne Frank.

Students read from a variety of
resources to gain information about
the Impressionist period and then
share the information in a discussion
of a painting by Monet.
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Thinking Skills Instruction as

Enrichmentfor All Students

Educators and researchers in the field of

gifted education have made concerted efforts

to bridge the gap between regular classroom

programs and special education services to

bright students and to develop a sense of

ownership among school personnel for the

enrichmentof all students. Models for school-

wide enrichment have helped to clarify pro-

gram objectives that are appropriate for

all students and those that primarily ad-

dress the needs and interests of more able

students (e.g., Feldhusen & Kolloff, 1978;

Renzulli & Reis, 1985; Treffinger, 1980). One

of the staple components of schoolwide en-

richment models is training for thinking

and feeling processes; this component is

viewed as appropriateforall students, regard-

less of ability level.

Thinking skills instruction certainly is not

new to educatorsof gifted students. Whatis

newer, perhaps, is the increasing emphasis

given by both regular educators and educa-

tors of gifted students to the use of thinking

skills models with all students, not just with

students identified as gifted. The idea that

the teaching of thinking skills is an impor-

tant but underdeveloped component of the

basics of school instructional programs leads

many school districts to implement models

like TU.

TU is an infusion model for the teaching of

thinking, integrating thinking skills instruc-

tion across the curriculum. When faculty and

students share a common language and goals

for thinking, the likelihood that students

will see relationships among disciplines and

among the diversity of thinking strategies is

increased, and the possibility for transfer of

learning is enhanced.

One of the concepts that emerged quickly

during the early development of the TU model

was that students vary in their use of certain

talent skills across subject areas. Apparently,

students’ preferences and aptitudes for certain

subject areas interact to some extent with

their skill in using the talent clusters. Thus,

implementation of the modelacrossall aspects

of the school curriculum is desirable.

Examples of Classroom Applications

of the TU Model

The Productive Thinking talent employs four

divergent thinking skills analogous to Tor-

rance’s (1962) fluency, flexibility, originality,

and elaboration factors. Expressed in user-

friendly language,these skills encourage “pos-

sibility thinking” intended to stretch thinking

beyond what the student already knowsor has

been taught. In an Illinois high school, a math

teacher who had taught students ways to de-

termine the areas of regular geometric figures

challenged them to generate many, different,

and unusual strategies for finding the area of

nonregular geometric figures. Using their ex-

isting base of knowledge, students were en-

couraged to discover pathways new to them

through manipulation of known ideas and

methods. Similarly, in a nearby class on archi-

tectural drafting, students who already had

house designs were given an example of a

topographical plot plan and asked to make

sketches to show a variety of unique set-

tings/locations for their houses on the plot. At

a later time, they evaluated their ideas with

real-world criteria.

An elementary teacher used productive

thinking in sharing with herclass Dr. De Soto

by William Steig (1982), a story about a mouse

dentist who uses wit instead of might in han-

dling a tricky fox with a bad toothache.

Stopping the story at the point where Dr.

DeSoto is trying to think of a humane solution

to the fox problem, the teacher encouraged her

students to use what they knew about Dr.

DeSoto and his work and their productive

thinking to think of their own clever solutions.

Their solutions were later used in an exten-

sion activity in which they rewrote the ending

to the book.

While deferment of judgment is a basic

principle of productive thinking, examination

and evaluation of ideas does eventually occur.

Often, it is the Decision Making talent that

guides student thinking. For example, first

graders listed a variety of alternative topics

for their Earth Day posters and then submit-

ted them to various criteria: Can I draw this?

Is this a good message to send? Is this idea

something I want to do to help save the earth?
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Their discussion of answers to the questions
about each alternative helped them weigh
choices and make final decisions that they
could defend orally with varied reasons. Such
careful evaluation gave students confidence as
they took their chosen poster topics to the
planningstage.

In a middle school social studies class, stu-
dents engaged in a study of early American
history were presented this challenge for a
group decision-makingactivity: Some histori-
ans argue that the colonial years were not a
“Golden Age” for women, while others believe
that women in colonial America had the best
possible lives. Take a stand on this issue. After
a lively class effort in generating criteria ques-
tions (Did womencontributeto life in colonial
America in a variety of ways? Weretheir con-
tributions valued? Were women allowed to
achieve goals they had for themselves? Did
women’s roles give them power?), group mem-
bers used their academictalent skills to read
and research material for answers to these
questions. Then in group discussion they used
a decision-making matrix to rate the relative
merits of the alternatives in the issue and ar-
rive at a final decision, which they would then
defendin a class debate.

Advanced Placement and honors classes of-
ten draw students talented in specific subject
areas. If little attention is given to training
students in how to wrestle with ideas, these
classes can result only in a “more and harder”
pursuit of academic mastery. Not so in an AP
biology class in Michigan, where students
were challenged to determine the best method
for slowing or even reversing eutrophication
(plant growth) in local lakes. Over several
weeks, students used their knowledge of ni-
trogen and phosphorous cycles, along with site
visits and additional research by local envi-
ronmentalists, as guides in generating alter-
natives and establishingcriteria (Is the strat-
egy technically possible? Is it cost-effective?
Will the strategy provide a long-term solution?
Will it be least likely to place other aspects of
the ecosystem at risk?). Alternatives were
weighedanddecisions were defended with full
documentation to a panelof local experts who
provided friendly feedback to these young
people.

Planning is the talent of nitty-gritties, a
cluster of skills designed to help thinkers
move from a moregeneral idea to specific de-
tailing of a schemefor putting theideaintoac-
tion. For example, the first graders described
earlier (who made decisions on topics for
posters) later used the planningtalentto focus
their topics with a specific sketch of the poster
design, a list of materials and equipment
needed, a sequenceof steps for carrying out
the poster making project, a list of possible
problems, and improvements or revisions
written directly on the plan.

Planning also was an important tool for
eighth graders in a physical science class in
San Antonio, Texas. As a culminating project
for a unit on Newton’s laws of motion/gravity,
this assignment wasgiven: Develop a plan for
making a model ofa carnival ride that demon-
strates a law of motion or a law of gravity.
Makea sketch ofyour model and complete the
other parts of the planning guide: materials
and equipment needed, a sequence of steps,
and possible problems. Indicate any itmprove-
ments directly on yourplan in a different color.
Students received feedback on their plans
from their peers, as well as the teacher, and
had opportunities to make further revisions
before beginning implementation. The high
rate of student success in presenting interest-
ing and credible demonstrations using their
academic knowledge was likely due to the
careful blend of product and process: a stimu-
lating hands-on activity with the organizing
and managementtools of the planning talent.
Too often, teachers provide what could be ex-
citing, challenging projects but fail to provide
training in the how-to’s of thinking required to
bring the project to fruition.

The thinking talent that deals with pre-
dicting causes or effects of events and situa-
tions is Forecasting. Frequentpractice in pre-
dicting possible explanationsfor an event and
in predicting potential outcomes or conse-
quencesof a set of circumstances can inhibit a
condition that J. P. Guilford (1956) termed
hardening of the categories, the inability to
shift one’s point of view.
An elementary science teacher asked stu-

dents to predict many and varied causes for
the extinction of dinosaurs, encouraging
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them to explore widely for possibilities. Some

of the causes involved changes to which di-

nosaurs might not have been able to adapt,

such as changes in temperature or humidity,

disappearing food sources, increase in the

numbers of predators, or a combination of

factors. Some student predictions could be

discussed in light of present knowledge; but

even highly speculative predictions were ac-

cepted and discussed in terms of newly devel-

oping scientific knowledge and techniques for

uncovering new ideas. Often, it is the specu-

lativeness and open-endedness of this kind

of thinking that stimulates some students

to do further research, engage in creative

writing, or create projects based on their pre-

dictions.

In a Tech-Prep program in an Illinois high

school, students in a beginning food services

course were reading a newspaperlisting of nu-

merical ratings given to local restaurants by

health inspectors. Spurred by the curiosity of

students concerning explanations for the

widely varying restaurant ratings, including

some of their favorite hangouts, the teacher

easily engaged them in predicting different

events or circumstances that might cause a

restaurant to fail to meet hygiene standards.

The transition from these student-generated

speculations to follow-up activities, including

text reading and interviewing local health in-

spectors, was not only painless but also excit-

ing to students as they verified some predic-

tions and generated additional ones regarding

this real-world problem.

Predicting effects comescloser, perhaps, to

the type of activity teachers think of when the

term forecasting is used. “What if” questions

are the signals for predicting outcomes and

consequences of varied circumstances. “What

might happen ifall animals were predators?”

was a question that helped young scientists

take a different look at the animal kingdom.

In an elementary math class, students were

asked to predict the effects if stores allowed

you to purchase only in whole units and omit-

ted fractional parts of units. A high school

business education class was asked to predict

the consequences ifa company did not prepare

departmental margin statements. Students in

a social studies class were challenged to pre-

dict the effects on U.S. business andpolitics if

the muckrakersofthe late 1800s had been cen-

sored. All of these questions are strategies for

helping students avoid simplistic, pigeonholed

thinking and begin examining the connections

among events that result from inferential

thinking.

The Communication talent represents just

a starter set of skills related to facility in us-

ing verbal and nonverbal language to share

thoughts, ideas, and feelings. Fluency and

flexibility in the use of language are major

aims of the communication skills, but form,

clarity, richness of expression, and complete-

ness of ideas are supporting goals.

Two skills of this talent—using single

words to describe feelings and networks of

ideas to convey complete thoughts—were

evoked during an ecology unit when a power-

ful video on predators and prey was shown. To

help students articulate their strong emo-

tional responsesto the video, they were asked

to think of single words to describe their feel-

ings about the predator-prey relationship.

Later, these wordlists served as the basis for

developing cohesive paragraphs describing

the viewpoint of either the predator or the

prey.
Some uses of communication talent skills

call for imaginative uses of knowledge in com-

position activities. In a biology class, students

were challenged to demonstrate their knowl-

edge of the circulatory system in a more in-

ventive and personal manner with this as-

signment: Imagine that you have been shrunk

and injected into a vein of a frog. Trace your

flow through the frog's circulatory system, and

compare it to your own circulatory system by

writing an on-the-scene report. Use a variety of

complete thoughts as you compose your net-

work of ideas.

The application of a model such as TU in

the basic instructional program provides all

students multiple opportunities to process in-

formation in their preferred styles and, at the

same time, creates a stimulating environment

for active learning. This latter outcome is par-

ticularly important for gifted students who

spend the majority of their school hoursin the

basic instructional program which, too often,

emphasizes basic mastery.
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Identifying Student Talents Requiring
Additional Enrichment

The staff development involved in the Talents
Unlimited model plays an important role in
sensitizing teachers to specific behaviors of
students which indicate talent potential and
in enhancing teaching strategies for the en-
couragementof these specific talents. Missy, a
case in point, is described next.
A primary-gradesocial studies class was in-

troduced to the culture of ancient Egypt with
a guidedtour, via slides, led by their enthusi-
astic teacher. In a follow-up discussion, the
youngsters were encouragedto identify topics
about Egypt they wouldlike to pursue further.
Onethird grader, Missy, wasfascinated by the
fashionsof ancient Egypt. Needless to say, the
number of holdings on this topic in the ele-
mentary school library was limited. Missy’s
teacher enlisted the assistance of the theater
department of a local university, and addi-
tional resources were madeavailable to Missy.
Her interest in fashions persisted and, when
encouragedto think of what she could do with
her increasing knowledge of Egyptian fash-
ions, Missy decided to make Egyptian paper
dolls with accompanying paper fashions that
she could manipulate during an oral presenta-
tion/demonstration to other students in her
school.

To help Missy think through the manyde-
tails of this project, the teacher employed the
skills of the Planning talent, using the “draw-
ing board” format for primary students. This
illustrations-with-labels approachto planning
relieves young students, even bright ones, of
the often burdensome task of writing all of
their ideas. Additionally, it can assist in the
mental imaging of all the bits and pieces
needed in the management of a long-term
plan. On onesheet, Missy was asked to draw
a sketch of the Egyptian Paper dolls you want
to make. On second andthird sheets she was
encouraged to draw andlabela list of materi-
als /equipment you will need for the paper doll
project anda list of steps to follow, in order, to
complete the paper doll project. A final sheet
was used to identify any problems you might
have with your project. Then, through discus-
sion, Missy was encouraged to note, in a dif-

ferent color, any changes you need to make to
improve your plan.

Planning skills are tools of task analysis,
an importantaid in projects that last for sev-
eral weeks. When youngthinkers have their
own pictures/words as a guideto all the parts
of a project of interest, they are morelikely to
work independently on the project because the
plan provides step-by-step directions of the
student’s own making.

Classroom teachers, even those trained in
Talents Unlimited, do not always have the
time or skill needed to provide in-depth assis-
tance to students they identify as having spe-
cial talent potential. Such students may be
prime targets for participation in enrichment
or gifted programs. Indeed, Reis and Jordan
(1993) noted that staff development in Talents
Unlimited appears both to increase the inci-
dence of teacher nomination of students for
enrichment programsand to enhance dialogue
about the goals of an enrichment program and
the types of gifts and talents developed in the
program. The following sections discuss
strategies for using the skills of the TU model
in special programs.

Thinking Skills Instruction in Special
Programs for Gifted Students

The Talents Unlimited modelis useful as one
component in programs for gifted students,
but it is not a substitute for the provision of
services representing other important dimen-
sions of gifted education, such as assessingin-
terest, streamlining the regular academic cur-
riculum, or developing research skills. As a
model for nurturing students’ multiple think-
ing talents, TU can be implemented as a sup-
port system for gifted students in several
ways: (1) to help students focus and manage
independentprojects, (2) to provide method-
ological assistance as students conduct inves-
tigations of problemsofinterest to them, and
(3) to help students deal with developmental
issues.

Focusing and Managing
Independent Projects

Earlier sections presented illustrations of the
use of Talents clusters in discrete activities
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within the curriculum. It is important to rec-

ognize that the six talents of this model inter-

act dynamically; that is, they form natural

linkages for a comprehensive problem-solving

model not unlike well-documented models

used by adult problem solvers in the world of

work. Helping students apply the talent

processes in a linking manner to projects/

problemsof special interest to them can nur-

ture creative productivity, a major goal of

gifted education. Newman (1991, 1993), for

example, reported the positive effects of

Talents training on the completion rate and

quality of student products in enrichment

programs.

An enrichment teacher in Fort Benton,

Montana, used Talents in a linking format to

guide an elementary resource group in focus-

ing and developing an idea for a special pro-

ject: an endangered species trunk to teach

other classes about the endangered species of

Montana. Productive Thinking was used to

generate and elaborate many, varied, and un-

usual examples of hands-on learning activities

students would maketo include in the trunk.

Because Productive Thinking focuses on possi-

bility thinking, the students’ list of activity

ideas included more ideas than could be used,

as well as ideas representing a wide variation

in quality and interest for individual students.

Evaluation skills were needed, and the

Decision Making talent was invoked. Using a

decision-making matrix, each student listed

four or five alternatives of some initial inter-

est; the entire group generated possible crite-

ria questions to be used in the matrix (Will

this activity teach something important about

endangeredspecies in Montana? Do I have the

knowledge/skills to make this activity? Can I

get the materials needed for this activity?

Would others enjoy doing this activity?).

Students then weighed each alternative

against the criteria to help them arrive at de-

fensible choices for the activity that would be

the focus of their work over the next several

weeks.

Of course, a decision is just an intermediate

step to the final product. The Planning talent,

with accompanyingguide, helped students de-

tail the exact nature of the activity they would

complete, along with identification of re-

sources needed, a sequenceof actions to bring

the project to fruition, possible problems, and

improvements in the plan. This detailed plan

served as the day-to-day implementation

guide, making several weeks of demandingac-

tivity more manageable and palatable for

young students. Many communication skills

were employed as students prepared written

materials, recorded tapes, and otherwise ar-

ticulated their activities for use by others.

The networking of talents also served as a

support system for students in a ninth-grade

English talent pool class, who were well into

studying the works of Shakespeare. Their

teacher told them about a local community

college instructor who was an expert on

Shakespeare and challenged them to figure

out how they might makeuse of this resource

person. These Talents-trained young people

linked the thinking clusters in the following

manner:

1. Productive Thinking to generate a list of

many, different, unusual strategies the

speaker might use to share ideas about

Shakespeare (e.g., dramatic interpreta-

tions, question/answersession, videotapes

of Shakespeare productions by community

college students)

2. Decision Making to evaluate which of

the strategies generated would be best (ac-

tual decision was a Meet the Press format,

with the speaker assuming the role of

Shakespeare for an interview)

3. Planning to develop in detail the resources

needed, actions to be taken (including who

was responsible and the estimated dates

of completion), possible problems, and

changes/improvements in the plan

4. Communication to carry out one of the

steps in the plan: developing the set of in-

terview questions to ask Shakespeare

5. Communication, again, following imple-

mentation of the plan, to write an article

about the interview with Shakespeare for

the school newspaper

Providing Methodological Assistance

Once students focus on a project or problem,

their implementation efforts often provide op-

portunities to use the Talents as trouble-

shooting skills. Such a situation occurred with
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a group of bright middle school students who
were involved in survey research.

Following a work session with a resource
person on selecting questions and developing
procedures for implementing an opinion poll,
students discussed the management of data.
The issue of confidentiality in handling data
developed during the discussion. To help stu-
dents explore important implications of this
issue, the teacher asked students to “forecast
what might occurif confidentiality of informa-
tion were not honored in the survey process.”
The resulting predictions pointed to possible
problems and led students to ask what could
be done to protect confidentiality. The obvious
next steps were Productive Thinking for the
developmentof possible safeguards, and then
Decision Makingfor the selection of the best
ideas to implement to ensure confidentiality.
A similar strategy provided methodological

assistance to a bright student who was
preparingto field test an original game he had
designed. When asked how he planned to con-
duct thefield test, the student initially gave a
vagueresponse about “asking other kids what
they think of the game.” The teacher re-
sponded by asking the student to use one of
the Communication skills to generate ques-
tions that would give him both general reac-
tions and morespecific feedback that could be
used to revise and improve the game. The
teacher also reminded the student of the
Planning talent skills. With a little guidance
and encouragement, the student was able to
develop a thoughtful, orderly schemefor dis-
covering what he wanted to determine about
his product.

Assisting with Developmental Needs

An important ingredient of programs for
gifted students focuses on their affective de-
velopment. Manygifted students suffer from
the challenges ofgrowing up in a world geared
to the average. Too often they are ridiculed by
peers for independent thinking and overbur-
dened by parental expectations. Sometimes,
they are their own worst enemy, imposing on
themselves unattainable goals of perfection.

Bibliotherapyis a techniquethat can assist
young people with the challenges of develop-
mental tasks through a responsive interaction

with literature. Given the appropriate content
and encouragement, students often are able to
articulate their own feelings about issues a
story character is facing. Sometimesthis dis-
cussion, facilitated by the teacher, leads stu-
dents to an exploration and possibly a resolu-
tion of a problem or concern, or it may provide
primarily an emotional catharsis. In imple-
menting bibliotherapy, the largest amount of
time is spent on respondingto theliterature.
These discussions provide opportunities for
students to connect their feelings about events
and characters in a book to their own experi-
ences, to achieve personalinsights.

Although the kinds of questions used to fa-
cilitate students’ reflections and responses
vary for each literature selection depending on
the needs andinterests of students, more why
questions than what questions are asked. The
development of a menu of questionsfor a bib-
liotherapy session is facilitated by a teacher’s
skill in using the Talents clusters. Two exam-
ples will be provided. Other illustrations are
documented by Schlichter and Burke (1994)
and Hebert (1991).

Manygifted students must face issues as-
sociated with some aspect of discrimination.
In Words by Heart (Sebestyen, 1979), a book
especially suited to the junior high school age,
Lena feels the sting of repeated racial dis-
crimination and is confused by herfather’s in-
sistence on nonviolence. She must make her
own decision of how to respond to the discrim-
ination she faces. Some of the facilitator’s
questions make useof the TU model:

1. What are somedifferent and unique ways
people your age might feel discriminated
against (Productive Thinking)?

2. Have you ever had an experience similar to
Lena’s in which you hadto try to decide
how to treat someone who had discrimi-
nated against you? Share your story
(Communication),

3. Decide what you would have done in Lena’s
situation (Decision Making), and write her
a letter, supporting your advice by relating
it to similar incidents or feelings in your
own life (Communication).

For gifted females (and gifted males), The
Practical Princess (Williams, 1969) provides a
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forum for discussing the issue of genderrole

conflicts. Princess Bedelia, unlike tradition-

ally depicted fairytale princesses, is a confi-

dent, take-charge, creative problem-solving

figure; but she is not particularly appreciated

by the males in her community, who view her

virtues as unfeminine. The following are a

few of the Talents-framed tasks/questions

that helped stimulate discussion of non-

stereotyped sex roles for both boys and girls:

1. Tell about any experiences you have had

when someone thought you shouldn’t do

something just because you were a girl/boy

(Communication).

2. What other clever strategies might some-

one use in responding to that same experl-

ence (Productive Thinking)? In what new

and special ways might you help others

view you as capable of many, different

kinds of activities (Productive Thinking)?

What varied effects might occur if you are

successful (Forecasting)?

3. Suppose that Bedelia kept a diary about

her life. Develop a network of complete

thoughts in the form of a diary entry that

she might have written about the dragon

episode or a dream she had of her future

(Communication).

Teachers can assist students in developing

greater awarenessof their use of the Talents

skills as problem-solving strategies with

guided discussions, whether the focus is on

cognitive or affective program objectives. The

linking of talents and applying them to prob-

lems and issues of personal interest may reap

more benefits for students than merely using

the processes as discrete skills in unrelated

exercises.

Summary

Talents Unlimited is a staff development

model for training teachers to recognize and

nurture diversity in students’ intellectual

potential, grades K-12. It is effectively used

to differentiate instruction in the regular

classroom and to provide a support system of

problem-solving skills as bright students con-

duct independent investigations. While TU

does not represent a complete program for

gifted students, it can be an important compo-

nent of any enrichment program, focusing on

the empowerment of students by teaching

them thinking strategies for processing and

accessing knowledge. Further, these strate-

gies can be usedas gifted students resolve af-

fective challenges associated with their special

talents and gifts.
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Productivity, Accomplishment, and Eminence
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Zz During the last quarter century,

educational psychologists have completed and

compiled the findings of more than 8,000 stud-

ies on how educational productivity factors

duringthe first two or three decades of life in-

fluence academic learning. Moreefficient edu-

cational productivity of academic and related

learning may allow more time to develop

childhood and adolescent giftedness and adult

eminence. The productivity factors that en-

hance academic learning, moreover, also ap-

pear to develop exceptional talent, since learn-

ing is a fundamental ingredient of notable

human accomplishment. The theory of educa-

tional productivity based on meta-analysis of

the outcomes of many studies (Walberg,

1984a), coupled with the theory of humancap-

ital (Walberg & Stariha, 1992), emphasizes

the importance of broad learning through the

primary agencies of families, teachers, peer

groups, mass media, and the efficient use of

human time.

This chapter reviews corroborative findings

as well as current primary research. It sug-

gests that alterations in the productivity fac-

tors have proved beneficial for ordinary and

extraordinary human achievement. It makes

clear that the amountof time invested by par-

ents, educators, coaches, and learners them-

selves multiplies the effects of educational and

environmental factors to increase academic

learning, talent development, and adult emi-

nence.

Accordingly, for better realization of human

potential, efficient procedures are required.

Efficiency streamlines the acquisition of basic

skills and cultural literacy so that general ed-

ucation can be accomplished in less time and

thus earlier in the life span. The time savings

can result in greater supplies of time for the

pursuit of general all-roundednessor special-

ized exceptionality. Such time use allows for
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greater accomplishments, including transfor-

mation and novel application of existing

knowledge (Walberg & Herbig, 1991; Walberg

& Stariha, 1992; Walberg & Tsai, 1984).

Educational Productivity

Research synthesis suggests that ninefactors,

when controlled for each other and for other

factors, consistently and strongly influence

academic learning (Walberg, 1984a):

1. Ability or prior achievement as measured

by the usual standardizedtests

2. Chronological age or stage of development

3. Motivation or self-concept as indicated by

perseverance on tasks

. Instructional time engaged in learning

. Quality of instruction, including both cur-

ricular and psychological aspects

The curriculum of homelife

. Classroom group environment

. Peer group selected outside school

. Exposure to mass media and popular cul-

ture, notably television (which is the only

factor inversely related to learning out-

comes)

o
r
>

C
M
D

Thesefactors are the main direct influences

on cognitive, affective, and behavioral learn-

ing in childhood and adolescence. No single

factor, however, accounts for high accomplish-

ment. It is the combination and interaction of

these factors, taken together, that appear to

do so. High ability and large quantities of in-

structional time, for example, may havelittle

effect on unmotivated students, on students

whose home environment may discount the

importance of school, or on those receiving

poor-quality instruction.



Productivity, Accomplishment, and Eminence Wl 329

School, Home, and Peer Group

Constructive relations among parents and
teachers are required for optimum perfor-
mance. The goals for intellectual development
of the child, then, must be shared amongthese
chief agents of education if it is to be maxi-
mally productive. World-class test scores in
culture-free subjects such as mathematics and
science in Japan can be explained in part by
this communality of interest. It has been ob-
served, for example, that Asian families some-
times purchasenot one, but two textbooks for
their children. The second textbook is for the
motherto use to help her child be successful in
school. Such dedication has huge effects on
children’s learning.

Thefirst five of the above nine factors were
included in the educational models of Bloom,
Bruner, Carroll, and Glaser (see Walberg,
1984b). Syntheses of research, however, sug-
gest that social/psychological factors, both in-
side and outside the school, also significantly
influence valued outcomes.

Factor 6, the curriculum ofthe home,refers
to such activity as informal parent-child con-
versation and communication about everyday
observations and events. These may include
discussions and/orcritical analysis of school-
related discoveries, leisure reading, television
programs,and friends. Amongsuchseriousef-
forts, as Walberg and Herbig (1991) pointed
out, are the no less important expressions of
affect and relatedness: happiness, laughter,
caprice, and serenity.

With respect to television, estimates sug-
gest that American adolescents watch televi-
sion around 28 hours per week. After 10 hours
per week, however, television has deleterious
influences on learning. The 18 “excessive”
hours per week might better be reallocated to
other pursuits such as homework, leisure
reading, projects, hobbies, and talent develop-
ment.

Noncognitive Outcomes

Muchof the research on the productivity fac-
tors focused on cognitive outcomes. Still, these
are hardly all of what educators and parents
want from schooling. Raven’s (1981) summary
of surveys in Western countries, including

England and the United States, suggests that
attitudinal, social, and emotional goals are
more important to educators, parents, and
students than academic ones. Given a choice,
Raven reports, all three groups rank coopera-
tion, self-reliance, constructive attitudes, life-
long learning incentives, andcritical thinking
as more important than specific academic
achievement reflected in school grades or
standardized test scores. At the same time, no
one has shown that cognitive mastery inter-
feres with the less measurable outcomes of
schooling; presumably, the mastery of school
subjects enhances self-concept, learning-to-
learn skills, and the basic knowledge required
for beginner’s status in most academic and
nonacademic fields

Raven’s findings, however, may underscore
the value of active participation, interaction,
and humanrelationships for learning in the
home, the classroom, and friendship circles.
These not only influence learning directly but
also indirectly influence ability and motiva-
tion, which, in turn, influence responsiveness
to instruction (Walberg & Stariha, 1992). The
dynamic andinteractive qualities of the model
of educational productivity suggest that if we
provide a great deal of exceptional instruc-
tion—with the support of the home and with
the active participation and cooperation of a
peer culture and popular culture that do not
actively promote anti-intellectual values—mo-
tivation and ability to learn will increase.

"Matthew Effects"

In general, research on the productivity model
suggests that early educational advantages
multiply (as in the Matthew’s Gospel story of
the rich getting richer or what sociologists call
“cumulative advantage"). In modern times,
Merton (1968), in portraying distinguished
scientific careers, depicted how theinitial ad-
vantages of university study, work with emi-
nent scientists, early publication, job place-
ment, and citation combine multiplicatively to
confer tastes, skills, habits, rewards, and fur-
ther opportunities that cumulate to produce
highly skewed productivity in scientific work.
That is, relatively few scientists account for
much of publications, citations, and discover-
ies. Similar processes and advantages appear
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to explain the precocity and accomplishments

of talented children and adolescents who accu-

mulate multiplicative advantages through the

educational productivity factors. Still, unless

they can maintain optimal conditions with re-

spect to most of the factors, they may not

reach and maintain world-class status (see

Walberg & Tsai, 1984).

Motivation and Productivity

Although Herbert Simon’s (1954) motivational

theory pertains to foreign language learning,

it appears to generalize and parsimoniously

explain much of human learning and excep-

tional performance. Simon notes that in choos-

ing frequent practice (that is, high amounts of

self-instruction time), we eventually experi-

ence the learning activity as easier; with ease

comes an increase in the pleasantness of the

activity; with an increase in pleasantness

come greater desire and motivation to engage

in further learning. Knowledge of results,

whetherself-recognized or pointed out by oth-

ers, enhances such motivation.

Sustained, concentrated effort over time

appears to be one of the necessary factors of

distinguished accomplishment. Catharine Cox

(1926), who analyzed over 300 biographicalac-

counts, found that eminent adults were char-

acterized, in part, by persistence, intellectual

energy, and unusual ambition—all constructs

indicative of motivation. Block (1971) also

found impressive endurance of aspiration lev-

els in his analysis of the Berkeley Growth

Studies, a fifty-year longitudinal project.

Kagan and Moss (1962) found that gifted chil-

dren placed a high value on intellectual and

cognitive activities, which also endured over

time. Thus, an accomplished adolescence and

adult life may be attributable in part to sus-

tained motivation and habits of perseverance

acquired earlyin life.

Motivation, Activity,

and Accomplishment

During the 1960s, creativity came to be mis-

construed as an instant phenomenon. True

enough, an apparently sudden insight may be

a part of artistic and scientific discoveries. But

insight alone is hardly sufficient. Its coming to

consciousness requires intense preparation,

and most insights require vast testing and

planningifthey are to come to fruition. For ex-

ample, an entry in the journal of the great

mathematician Karl Gauss reveals the

progress of his discovery: “Finally, two days

ago, I succeeded... . Like a sudden flash of

lightning, the riddle happenedto be solved. I

myself cannot say what was the conducting

thread which connected what I previously

knew with what made my success possible”

(p. 84, cited in Getzels & Jackson, 1962). But

for years Gauss had been working on a proof

for this theorem, which converged at a mo-

ment in time. Similarly, the great English sci-

entist Isaac Newton believed that his record of

discoveries was achieved “by always thinking

about them.”

A Knowledge Base

More recently, of 16 programsof research on

creativity (Tardif & Sternberg, 1988), 11 cited

the individual’s use of existing knowledge for

novel ideas as the most frequently observed

cognitive characteristic of creativity. The ne-

cessity of the familiar component in creative

discovery is supported by a large-scale review

of psychological studies of eminent painters,

writers, musicians, philosophers, religious

leaders, and scientists of the current and past

centuries, as well as by the study of prize-

winning adolescents of today (Walberg, 1982,

1969). All reveal early, intense concentration

and interest in previous work in their fields

(Bloom, 1985).

Simon (1981) estimated that 70 hours of

concentrated, prodigious work per weekfor 10

years is required for expert mastery of a

special field today. Recent evidence, even in

the study of so-called idiot savants, suggests

that social withdrawal contributes enormous

amounts of time in thought toward the

propensities in which persons show brilliance

(Howe, 1989; Howe & Smith, 1988). Showing,

for example, that perfect pitch is a learned

ability, Howe’s work suggests that no person

has ever managed to create outstanding ac-

complishments without undergoing a long pe-

riod of intense and careful preparation.
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Although eminent creators sometimes pro-
duce someinferior work, the quality of work
generally varies directly with the amount of
work produced (Albert, 1978: Barron, 1961;
Simonton, 1984). It is interesting to note how
extremely productive some highly creative
people are. For example, Bach composed an
average of 20 pages of finished music per day;
Picasso produced over 20,000 paintings, sculp-
tures, and drawings; Poincaré published 500
papers and 30 books; Edison held 1,093
patents; Freud had 300 publications and
Einstein 248 (Simonton, 1984). Only enduring
motivation and persevering activity can ac-
count for such prodigious production of out-
standing works (Ochse, 1990; Simonton,
1987).

Knowledge, Experience, and Novelty

Acquisition ofknowledge alone cannot account
sufficiently for eminent accomplishment. Cre-
ativity is something more than mere mastery
(Walberg & Herbig, 1991). The growth of hu-
man capital and cultural progress is ac-
counted for by more than the mere transmis-
sion of knowledge and its embodiment in
people; creativity refers ultimately to the new
knowledge, techniques, and applications that
promote human welfare (Walberg, 1988). Still,
novelty or creativity has been accorded more
mystery and inspiration than it probably de-
serves, and a parsimonious account deriving
from the natural sciences may well serve as a
working explanation

In the theory of biological evolution, Dar-
win showed that new species evolve by trial
and error; Skinner similarly showed that dif.
ferential rewards or “positive reinforcements”
determine what randomly emitted behavior is
increased; and subsequent research on hu-
mans showed that given powerful enough
needs and reinforcers, human behavior also
can be strongly influenced, if not determined
(Lea, 1978). Similarly, Campbell (1960) co-
gently argued that trial and error suffices to
explain creative thought as well as other men-
tal processes.

Campbell held that blind-variation-and-
selective-retention processes are “fundamen-
tal to all inductive achievements, to all gen-

uine increases in knowledge, to all increases
in fit of system to environment” (p. 380). For
this reason, three conditions for creativity are
necessary: “a mechanism for introducing vari-
ation, a consistent selection process, and a
mechanism for preserving and reproducing
the selected variations” (p. 381). Campbell
cites manyillustrative examples of such cre-
ative trial-and-error thought in autobiograph-
ical works by such mathematicians and scien-
tists as Mach, Poincaré, and Hadamard, as
well as works by psychologists such as
Thurstone, Tolman, Hull, Miller and Dollard,
and Mowrer.

The significance of the models of both
Campbell and Simonlies in their parsimony
and applicability to real-world problems and
solutions. Notable in their work are the limi-
tations and trade-offsin time, memory, and re-
trieval that constrain learning and thought.

Having a large fund of knowledge and ex-
perience confers advantages in discovering
novel solutions, but such funds are hardly pre-
conditions. Even novices can think of novel
and workable ideas, particularly if they are
encouraged to do so. Teachers and parents
who understandandpoint out the possibilities
of discovering and applying ideas may show
novel applications of familiar ideas and expe-
rience—a good service, especially for excep-
tional students. In a national sample of high
school students, those winning competitive
awards in the arts and in science chose cre-
ativity over wealth and poweras the mostval-
ued developmentinlife (Walberg, 1969).

Eminent Men

Manyofthe ideas expressed here derived from
our studies of eminent people (see Walberg &
Stariha, 1992). Even though concerned about
tomorrow’s achievement results, educators,
psychologists, and others also should think
about what they are doing today that mayaf.-
fect students’ adult accomplishments. For
more than two decades, we have been re-
searching the early lives of people who
achieved eminencein suchfields as the visual
arts, music, politics, and science. In our initial
research, we studied the biographies of
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Leonardo da Vinci, Abraham Lincoln, Isaac

Newton, and others (nearly all men). We and

their biographers rated each person on the ed-

ucative conditions of their families and schools

that promoted their accomplishments.

As children, the eminent men showedintel-

lectual competence and motivation, social and

communication skills, general psychological

wholesomeness, and both versatility and per-

severing concentration during childhood. Most

were stimulated by the availability of cultural

stimuli and materials related to their field and

by teachers, parents, and other adults.

Large percentages of the sample were ex-

posed to stimulating family, educational, and

cultural conditions during childhood. Only

slightly more than half were encouraged by

parents, but a solid majority were encouraged

by teachers and other adults and were ex-

posed to many adults at an early age. Signi-

ficantly more than half, 60 percent, were ex-

posed to eminent persons during childhood.

About 80 percent were successful in school,

the majority liked it, and less than a quarter

had school problems. Seventy percent had

clear parental expectations for their conduct;

but nearly 9 out of 10 were allowed to explore

their environments on their own, obviously a

delicate, important balance in child rearing

and teaching.

Other sources corroborate these findings.

Psychologists who have employed case studies

and other methods to discover the conditions

of creativity suggest similar traits and condi-

tions. In addition, national surveys of accom-

plished adolescents who won competitive

awards for achievements in the arts andsci-

ences suggested similar trends. Still, prior

psychological studies concentrated largely on

males, and the survey research employed the

criterion of promising adolescent accomplish-

ment rather than actual adult eminence.

Eminent Women

For these reasons, we made content analyses

of biographies of 256 eminent women of this

century. They included, for example, skater

Sonja Henie, actress Ethel Barrymore, singer

Mahalia Jackson, athlete Babe Didrikson

Zaharias, business woman Helena Rubinstein,

blind and deaf leader Helen Keller, poet

Marianne Moore, painter Grandma Moses,re-

former Margaret Sanger, educator and civil

rights leader Mary McLeod Bethune, scientist

Rachel Carson, suffragist Jeannette Rankin,

and political leader Eleanor Roosevelt.

We wanted to depict childhood character

and conditions of eminent women. One goal

was to help to identify and encourage distin-

guished accomplishmentsin others. We recog-

nize, nonetheless, at least three problems:the

shortcomings of biography, biases in our own

ratings, and the possibility that the present

may require different patterns of traits and

conditions than did the past. Thus, our find-

ings can be takenonly as hints for the present

and should be compared with other research

findings and personal experience.

ChildhoodTraits

What was the most common psychological

trait of eminent women shown during child-

hood? It was the same as that shown by emi-

nent American and European menof previous

centuries—intelligence. More than 50 percent

of the women showedhigh intelligence in their

early years. Equally unsurprising, the other

top-ranking traits for women, as for men, were

the propensities to persevere and work hard,

especially women eminent in music and the

visualarts.

Shared by more than 3 in 10 girls, espe-

cially political activists and college adminis-

trators, was success in school. Seven in 10

women, nonetheless, were not particularly

successful in school. Many contemporary stud-

ies show little relation of academic grades to

adult success for people with a given amount

of education.

Parental and Other Social Influence

Because they can bealtered, environmental

influencesare of practical interest. About one-

third to one-half of the sample were directly

taught or strongly encouraged by their fa-

thers, mothers, or other adults. Seven in 10

had clear parental expectations for their con-

duct, yet nearly one-fourth were allowed to ex-
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plore on their own, and 32 percent learned
much outside school.

Forty-six percent came from financially ad-
vantaged families, although more than half
came from culturally advantaged families.
More than one-third were extensively exposed
to cultural materials and stimulation (not nec-
essarily in their later fields of accomplish-
ment). Part of the sample were exposed to one
or more of the following advantages:

The presence of many adults other than their
parents

The presence of eminent adults other than
their parents

Social milieux that were open and receptive to
varied cultures

A revolutionary period in their future fields
Special tutoring
External incentives for accomplishment

The rarest environmental condition was cul-
tural emphasis on immediate gratification.
Just one percent of the women grew up under
this condition.

Conclusion

The results of our analyses of talented adoles-
cents and the biographies of eminent men and
women confirm findings from prior research.
As a whole, the research suggests that accom-
plished adults and boys and girls in many
fields resemble one another morethanless ac-
complished peers. They are intelligent, hard
working, and follow through on activities de-
spite difficulties. Many are inquisitive and
original enoughto question conventions.

Despite such free thinking, they benefited
from encouragement, stimulation, and direct
teaching provided by their parents, teachers,
and other adults. Manylived in social envi-
ronments receptive to varied ideas and cul-
tures; many were tutored and given special
recognition for their early accomplishments.

The most frequent traits of accomplished
people—intelligence, perseverance, and stim-
ulating social environments—are hardly guar-

antees of adult success. Combinations of other
traits and conditions undoubtedly play influ-
ential roles in combination at various stages of
childhood, adolescence, and adulthood. Luck
and the vicissitudes of opportunity also play
their parts. Still, the findings that regularly
turn up suggest that parents, educators, and
others should think carefully about how to en-
courage constructive psychological traits and
to design stimulating conditions that seem
likely to enable boys and girls to fulfill their
potential.
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When Giftedness Becomes Genius:
How Does Talent Achieve Eminence?

 

DEAN KEITH SIMONTON, University of California, Davis

a L... M. Terman’s multivolume
Genetic Studies of Genius has long been
recognized as one of the secure classics in
the literature on giftedness. Each volume of
this monumental work contains important in-
sights about the nature and development of
intellectual giftedness across thelife span. Yet
we must recognize the reason whythesetoffive
volumes must be referred to as studies rather
than as a study. The plural is mandated because
Terman’s magnum opus actually contains two
rather different types of investigations.

In the first place, the bulk of Genetic
Studies is devoted to Terman’s ambitious lon-
gitudinal study of gifted children. Volume 1
describes how the large sample of children
was selected and then details their character-
istics, such as family background, physical
health, scholastic performance, interests and
hobbies, and personality traits (Terman,
1925). Volume 3 examines the same children
some years later to discern continuities and
changes in their early development (Burks,
Jensen, & Terman, 1930). Volume 4 looks at
these “Termites” when they have become
young adults at the thresholds of their careers
(Terman & Oden, 1947). And, lastly, Volume5,
published posthumously (Terman & Oden,
1959), scrutinized this same intellectually
gifted sample as it entered middle age, en-
abling the researchers to determine directly
their adulthood achievements(see also Oden,
1968). In many respects this last volumeis the
most crucial, for Terman was by then obli-
gated to show that those whom heidentified
as talented children did in fact become highly
accomplished adults. Childhood gifts may
even produce adulthood genius.

But we skipped Volume 2, which was pub-
lished in 1926, and is the only volume of the

five that does not list Terman as a co-author.
This 842-page tome was instead written by
one of his doctoral students, Catharine Cox,
who chosea rather contrary approach to the
study of giftedness acrossthelife span. Rather
than identify a group of gifted children and
then follow them through adulthoodto see if
they attained distinction in some significant
domain, Cox decided to reverse the procedure:
She would identify a group of obviously emi-
nent adults and then peer into the biographies
of their early childhood to find out whether
they had displayed any signs of giftedness.
Thus, Terman’s longitudinal study of children
was supplemented by Cox’s retrospective
study of adults. The explicit hope was that
these two studies would obtain complemen-
tary results. The gifted children would become
geniuses, and the geniuses would prove them-
selves to have been gifted children. Certainly
Terman had no regrets about including this
aberrant study among the set. In his last
years, when hewas doing what he could to fin-
ish Volume 5, he firmly believed that gifted-
ness and genius were intimately related. The
two concepts simply represented the two end
points of an underlying process of talent de-
velopment that stretched from birth until
death.

But how valid is this belief? Does gifted-
ness necessarily develop into genius? If not,
why not? Conversely, does all genius exhibit
giftedness in childhood? If not, again, why
not? Note that this is a problem about which
Terman himself expressed some concern. Not
all of his gifted children made good, and he
took great pains to explain these misfits and
failures. Cox, too, showed awarenessofthis is-
sue. Many of the 301 geniuses in her sample
would not have qualified for inclusion in
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Terman’s longitudinal study, a discrepancy

that she tried to handle in various ways.

Hence, the connection between childhood and

adulthood talent may be more complex than

the main argument of Genetic Studies of

Genius would like us to think.

I wish to devote this chapter to discussing

some of the intricacies involved. I will exam-

ine the consistencies and the incongruities

that have arisen in longitudinal and retro-

spective studies of talent development. I will,

quite frankly, pose more puzzles than provide

firm solutions. My goal is simply to outline

what we know sofar andto indicate how far

we must go before we know what we need to

know.

Parallels and Paradoxes

Space is insufficient to discuss all the ques-

tions about the conversion of talent into emi-

nence (see Simonton, 1994). Next, I focus on

three key research sites: intelligence, person-

ality, and development. These three issues

were first introduced, implicitly or explicitly,

in Genetic Studies of Genius.

Intelligence

Terman’s sample wasspecifically selected ac-

cording to performance on the Stanford-Binet

intelligence test, which Terman had developed

only a few years earlier. If a child earned an

IQ score of 140 or better, he or she was identi-

fied as sufficiently gifted that the label genius

might not be inappropriate. Indeed, the aver-

age IQ across the entire sample of over 1,500

children was about 150, a truly admirable fig-

ure. For Cox’s 301 geniuses, IQ scores were

also calculated, only this time in an entirely

different manner. Obviously the Stanford-

Binet cannot be administered to deceased sub-

jects, and so Cox substituted a historiometric

assessmentfor the psychometric one. Because

the intelligence quotient is conceived as the

ratio of mental age to chronological age (mul-

tiplied by 100), she and her fellow raters—in-

cluding Terman—applied this definition to bi-

ographical information about the ages at

which members of her sample acquired cer-

tain skills and demonstrated certain accom-

plishments. Actually, Cox was following a pro-

cedure first introduced by Terman (1917) ina

paperon the IQ of Francis Galton. Without go-

ing into the details, it suffices to say that her

301 geniuses also tended to be very bright,

with IQ scores also averaging around 150 (be-

fore introducing her “correction” for data rell-

ability).

Both Terman and Cox thoughtofgenius as

a quantitative rather than a qualitative at-

tribute. The higher a person’s IQ, the greater

the intellectual talent, and hence the higher

the level of genius. Accordingly, the IQ score

should correlate highly with an individual’s

ultimate achievement.It did not turn out that

way. In the Terman sample, not every gifted

child became an eminent adult. Worsestill,

any differentials in IQ could not distinguish

those who where successful from those who

failed (Terman & Oden, 1959). The outcome

was not much better for the Cox sample.

Although she reported a small positive corre-

lation between IQ and eminence,this correla-

tion has been shown to be largely artifactual

(Simonton, 1976). Subsequent research has

obtained comparable results for both psycho-

metric and historiometric samples (e.g.,

McClelland, 1973; Simonton, 1984c; see also

Barrett & Depinet, 1991). Only on rare occa-

sions does variation in intellectual ability

prove to be a conspicuous predictor of attained

distinction (e.g., Simonton, 1986, 1991b). Why

is it that a high IQ, however measured, does

not always translate into adulthood genius?

Thresholds and triangular distribu-

tions. Often, intelligence functions as a neces-

sary but not sufficient agent of achievement.

Below a certain 1Q—the figure is often put at

around IQ 120—the probability of adult em1-

nence is minimal, but beyond that threshold

level further increases in IQ will not necessar-

ily translate into proportional amounts of dis-

tinction (Barron & Harrington, 1981; Guil-

ford, 1967; Simonton, 1985a). To be sure, an

exceptionally high intellect may permit more

attainments than an intellect somewhat less

stratospheric (Benbow, 1992), but there are

no guarantees. The outcomeis a peculiar tri-

angular distribution, as depicted in Figure

28.1.
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Curvilinear relationships. It can get
worse. Undercertain conditions an individual
might actually be penalized for possessing an
IQ excessively high. For example, unusual
precocity may interfere with the development
of the social skills absolutely essential to the
emergence of an adult capable of adapting to
the world. The stories of intellectual prodigies
whofailed to realize their potential as adults
for this very reason are sadly all too numer-
ous. The case of William James Sidis provides
the classic illustration (Montour, 1977). More-
over, social maturity aside, extremely brilliant
individuals often experience difficulty trying
to communicate the value of their ideas. Too
often they will talk over the headsoftheir au-
dience and find themselves dismissed by pos-
sible appreciators as prohibitively “highbrow,”
“cerebral,” “theoretical,” “eccentric,” “radical,”
or “avant garde.” This liability is particularly
urgent in domains where success depends on
the cultivation of a broad constituency. A theo-
retical physicist can afford to be understood by
only a handful of colleagues; a politician, en-
trepreneur, commander, or religious figure
cannot.

One mathematical model predicts that for
those areas of achievement whereit is neces-

sary to appeal to the masses, the relationship
between IQ and effectiveness should be curvi-
linear, with a peak at around 119. The pre-
dicted curve (Figure 28.2) has been shown to
be consistent with a considerable body of
psychometric and

_

historiometric research
(Simonton, 1985a). Evidence also appears in
the Terman and Cox samples. Very few of the
“Termites” attained distinction in areas of
leadership that required the individual to
reach large masses of people. And of the Cox
301, those who did achieve a reputation of
broad appeal—such as the U.S. presidents in
her sample—exhibited much lower IQs than
did the rest of her geniuses. It is possible to
have too muchof a goodthing.

Multiple intelligences. In the first few
decades of the twentieth century, psycholo-
gists tended to view intelligence as a single,
homogeneous construct. This unity has even
been titled “Spearman’s g” to reflect Spear-
man’s (1927) advocacy of a single, general
factor underlying performance on all tests of
intellectual ability. Terman and Cox were no
exception. They both implicitly subscribed to
Samuel Johnson’s (1781, p. 5) claim that “the
true Geniusis a mindof large general powers,
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accidentally determined to someparticulardi-

rection.”

However, research since Terman, Cox, and

Spearman suggests that intelligence is a far

more complicated concept that any single-

factor theory would lead us to suspect (Guil-

ford, 1967; Sternberg, 1985). In Gardner’s

(1983) frequently discussed theory, for exam-

ple, there are seven distinct intelligences:

verbal, logical-mathematical, spatial-visual,

bodily-kinesthetic, musical, intrapersonal, and

interpersonal.’ Accordingly, there should be at

least seven kinds of intellectual giftedness, as

well as seven varieties of genius. In fact,

Gardner (1993) recently examinedT. S. Eliot,

Albert Einstein, Pablo Picasso, Martha

Graham, Igor Stravinsky, Sigmund Freud,

and Mahatma Gandhi as twentieth-century

exemplarsofthese alternative intellects. Yet it

is clear that the Stanford-Binet test on which

Terman basedhis IQ scoresis slanted heavily

toward the first two or three of these intelli-

 

1 See Chapter 5 by Ramos-Ford and Gardner.

gences. No wonder, then, that most of his chil-

dren becameprofessors, lawyers, doctors, and

scientists rather than artists, choreographers,

composers, psychoanalysts, or world leaders.

This is, of course, a problem that yet

plagues some modern definitionsof giftedness

and genius. Children can still be selected for

gifted programs on the basis of performance

on narrowly defined psychometric instru-

ments. And westill have people calling them-

selves “geniuses” because they score so many

standard deviations above the mean on some

equally limited test. Thus, an IQ of 132 admits

you into Mensa,IQ 164 allows you to join Four

Sigma, and IQ 228 makes you the “brightest

person in the world” (Marilyn Vos Savant).

These conceptions of talent exalt one specific

type of intellect and unfairly exclude many

other equally valuable formsof intelligence.

Is this critique contradicted by the results

of Cox’s retrospective study? Not at all! Cox’s

operational definition of IQ was actually quite

different from Terman’s. In compiling evidence

of childhood and adolescent precocity, she did

not impose a one-size-fits-all conception of in-

telligence. Instead, she let her 301 geniuses



individually decide the specific intelligence on
which they were going to be evaluated.
Pascal’s IQ was based largely on his early
mathematical prowess, Mozart’s on his being
a musical prodigy, J. S. Mill’s on his phenome-
nal analytical precocity, and so forth. None
were penalized for being mediocre or even re-
tarded in some cognitive domain captured by
the Stanford-Binet. Cox’s IQs were implicitly
predicated on the doctrine that there exist
multiple forms of intelligence.

Skeweddistributions. Terman and Cox,
following Galton (1869), believed that intellec-
tual capacity, like so many psychological char-
acteristics, is normally distributed in the pop-
ulation. That assumption is valid, at least
approximately (Burt, 1963). The frequency
distribution of IQ scores indeed looks like the
bell-shaped curve, with about two-thirds of
the population having IQs within one stan-
dard deviation of the mean. Not only is the
distribution roughly symmetrical, but virtu-
ally the entire human population will have an
IQ score within four deviations from the
mean. For instance, only one person out of a
million can be admitted into the Mega Society,
which requires an IQ of 176.

If intelligence enjoys an intimate relation-
ship with achievement, then the distribution
of achievements also should be approximately
described by a normaldistribution. But thatis
far from true. The discrepancy is best ob-
served when we look at an objective index
of accomplishmentsuch as income, influence,
or productivity (Burt, 1943; Price, 1963;
Simonton, 1988a). Take creative output, for
example. No matter what domain of creative
activity we examine, the distribution of life-
time productivity is highly skewed, with a
small proportion of the contributors creating
the overwhelming proportion of the total con-
tributions (Albert, 1975; Dennis, 1954a,
1954b, 1955). This skewed distribution is so
well established that it has actually inspired
the announcementof correspondingscientific
laws (Lotka, 1926; Price, 1963). According to
the Price Law,for instance,if k is the number
of individuals active in a creative domain,
then Vz gives the numberin that elite that is
responsible for half of everything accom-
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plished in thefield (Price, 1963). To illustrate,
of the 250 composers who have added some-
thing durable to the classical repertoire, the
number of composers who are credited with
half of that repertoire is 16 ~ 15.8 = V250
(Simonton, 1984b, Chapter 5). To show what
this means more dramatically, suppose we
translated this elitist distribution into the
same terms as IQ scores, calling them “pro-
ductivity quotients” or PQs (Simonton, 1988c,
Chapter 4). Then the highest PQs wouldbeal-
most 200 points higher than the highest IQs!
We often speak of geniuses as giants in their
fields: Imagine meeting a true giant whose
height is 21 standard deviations above the
population mean! That’s the magnitudeofdis-
tortion we are talking about here.
How can we explain this conspicuous dis-

crepancy? There are several possible explana-
tions (Simonton, 1988c, Chapter 4), but I
would like to consider just one provocative ac-
count (Burt, 1943; Eysenck, 1993; Shockley,
1957). When trying to identify the predictors
of some phenomena,behavioralscientists are
accustomedto think in termsof additive mod-
els, where each cause makes an independent
contribution to the effect; the total effect is
simply the sum of the separate effects.
Moreover, if the various components are nor-
mally distributed, any summation of those
components also will be normally distributed.
Yet outstanding talent may be a phenomenon
that demands multiplicative interaction ef.
fects. All the diverse components of excep-
tional achievement—intellect, motivation,
personality, developmental experiences, edu-
cation, and so on—are multiplied together
rather than merely added. Significantly, the
multiplicative product of normally distributed
variables yields a highly skewed lognormal
distribution, in accord with what weseein dis-
tributionsof lifetime achievements.

Such a multiplicative model is also compat-
ible with the threshold and triangular distrib-
ution seen in Figure 28.1. Individuals who are
very low on just oneofthe contributing factors
will not manifest any gifts as adults. Zero
times any numberis zero. Therefore, below
the minimum intellectual requirement, we
cannot expect genius to emerge. Yet additional
increases in intelligence beyond that thresh-
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old value will not automatically increase the

chances for success. The contribution of ex-

alted intelligence to the overall product can be

negated by deficiencies in other components of

the product.In fact, this is precisely what hap-

pened to those in Terman’s sample who ended
up as adulthood underachievers. However
high their IQs, some key factor was missing

from their constitution.

In contrast, others with appreciably lower
IQs may feature compensating factors that en-

able them to accomplish much more than

Terman’s unrealized talents. An instance may

be found in William Shockley (Eysenck, 1993).

As achild, Shockley was amongthe manychil-

dren whom Termanoriginally tested for possi-

ble inclusion in the longitudinal sample, but

his IQ was not high enoughto certify him as a

psychometrically proven genius. Rather than

become a gifted child, Shockley became a fa-

mous scientist instead, co-inventing the tran-

sistor and receiving a Nobel Prize in Physics!

No member of Terman’s sample achieved so

high a level of acclaim. Clearly, Shockley had

other things going for him that could easily

compensate for a subgenius IQ score.

Personality

Cox was awareof the possibility of such trade-

offs. After gauging the personality character-

istics of a subsample of 100 geniuses, she ob-

served that drive and determination could

more than compensatefor a less than stratos-

pheric IQ. In particular, she admitted that

“high but not the highest intelligence, com-

bined with the greatest degree of persistence,

will achieve greater eminence than the high-

est degree of intelligence with somewhatless

persistence” (Cox, 1926, p. 187). This motiva-

tional aspect of talent developmentis sine qua

non of success. Attainment requires an adult

capable of overcoming the numerous frustra-

tions and obstacles that always block the path

to greatness. Even after notable achievers es-

tablish their reputations, their position is

never secure, and failures will accompany suc-

cesses throughout their lives (Simonton, 1977,

1985b). Moreover, to attain distinction in any

domain typically requires a childhood and

adolescence packed with arduoustraining and

practice. Research shows that potential tal-

ents have to grapple with their chosen domain

several hours per day for a full decade before
that latent capacity becomes actualized

(Bloom, 1985; Ericsson, Krampe, & Tesch-

Romer, 1993; Hayes, 1989; Simonton, 1991a).

Such a commitmentof time and energy is not

for the weakof heart. Those of the Cox sample

who became famous despite mediccre intel-

lects obviously had this essential quality.

Those of Terman’s sample whofailed to live up

to expectations often missed this requirement

(Terman & Oden, 1959).

Lack of zeal is not the only character flaw

that may prevent a gifted child from becoming

an adult genius. The personality profile

needed to attain success in maturity is very

complex, demanding that a developing talent

be high on some traits and low on others

(Cattell, 1963; Cox, 1926; Simonton, 1991b).

Yet this profile for achievement is not neces-

sarily selected for when intelligence tests are

used to identify talent. The classic studies by

Getzels and Jackson (1962) and Wallach and

Kogan (1965)illustrate this point rather well.

Children picked on the basis of high IQs tend

to have rather different personality profiles

than those who are chosen according to their

unusual performance ontests that purport to

measure creativity. For instance, the latter

tend to be more playful and humorous, to be

less conventional in their ambitions, and to

conform less in their attitudes about school

andlife.
But the most remarkable discrepancy has

to do with psychopathology. Terman (1925)

was almost preoccupied with the personality

profiles of his precocious subjects. He wanted

to counter the then-prevalent view that genius

was close to madness. Accordingly, he took

great pains to show that his gifted children

were not only not abnormal, but actually

supernormal. Both psychologically and

physically, the “Termites” were healthier than

average, not less healthy. I believe that

this demonstration was misguided: There is

some truth to Dryden’s (1681, p. 6) famous

lines, “Great Wits are sure to Madness near

ally’d, / And thin Partitions do their Bounds

divide.”



I lack spaceto review all the relevant liter-
ature on behalf of this proposition, which al-
ready has been done by others anyway(e.g.,
Eysenck, 1993; Prentky, 1989; Richards,

1981). It may suffice here merely to make the
following four points:

1. Historiometric studies show that notable

achievers exhibited incidence rates for var-
ious mental disorders that exceed the rates
in the general population (Ellis, 1926; Lud-
wig, 1992; Martindale, 1972).

2. Psychiatric studies found similarly high

proportions of mental or emotional patholo-
gies among famous contemporaries (An-

dreasen, 1987; Jamison, 1989; Juda, 1949).
3. Psychometric studies of eminent individu-

als have found them to obtain high scores
on the clinical subscales of various person-
ality measures, such as the Minnesota
Multiphasic Personality Inventory or the
Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (Bar-

ron, 1969; Gotz & Gétz, 1979a, 1979b;
MacKinnon, 1978; Rushton, 1990).

4. Genetic studies of family pedigrees indi-
cate that distinguished achievers are most
likely to appear in lineages that display
conspicuously high percentages of mental
illness (Andreasen, 1987; Juda, 1949:
Karlson, 1970).

All of this evidence corroborates the basic
conclusion that genius-level talents probably
reside at the delicate boundary between a
healthy and an_ unhealthy personality.
Furthermore, we have reason to believe that
this precarious location is not incidental.
There actually are certain advantagesthatac-
crue to individuals who lie at the edge. Such
personalities are less conforming, more uncon-
ventional, even iconoclastic (Eysenck, 1993).
They may experience manicperiodsfull of op-
timistic activity that motivate a large corpus
of outstanding works (Jamison, 1993; Slater
& Meyer, 1959). And they may entertain
bizarre thoughts, crazy associations,or offbeat
metaphors or analogies that enable them to
arrive at path-breaking insights (Eysenck,
1993; Woody & Claridge, 1977). Of course, all
of these tendencies can go too far; you can
have too much of a bad thing. Those whoin-
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herit or acquire a disposition to go beyond the
frontier into never-never land may never de-

velop their gifts (Rothenberg, 1990). Or, like
Schumann and Van Gogh, they may not allow

their talents to advance as far as they would

have otherwise. Nonetheless,it’s disastrous to

talent development for a gifted individual

never to break out of the shell of a conven-

tional and courteous complacency.

I suspect that Terman’s proceduresfor ob-
taining his original sample of gifted children
militated against his identifying talents that
had this essential component of potential
greatness. He did not test the entire student
population but, rather, relied on teacher nom-
inations to provide a first screening. One can
only guess how manykids were not namedbe-
cause their teachers thought them weird
rather than bright. Moreover, even if a few
oddballs managedto get throughthis first fil-
ter, I wonder how many of them would have
taken the tasks in the Stanford-Binet seri-
ously enough to provide meaningful answers
to the interviewer’s probes. How many future
geniuses would have had a good timeoffering
unconventional and humorous answers that
would necessarily earn them low scores on the
test? Of course, we will never know. Yet maybe
William Schockley was one of them!

Development

In the previoussection I observed that the bor-
derline pathology that contributes to the real-
ization of intellectual talent may be inherited,
for exceptional individuals often come from
pathological family pedigrees. Hence, the fam-
ily lines of “natural ability” documented by
Galton (1869) seem to have been supple-
mented by family lines of “unnatural abili-
ties.” However, it would be incorrect to con-
clude that where two such genetic lineages
happen to intersect in precisely the proper
proportions, giftedness always becomes ge-
nius. Geniusis not just born; it is also made—
by the environment in which talented youth
emerge. Genetic endowment merely offers the
raw materials on which must operate the
events and circumstances of childhood and
adolescence. Here, too, we can witness some
intriguing discrepancies between potential
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and actual talents. I will focus on three sets of

environmental influences that probably have
received the most attention: (1) birth order,

(2) traumatic events, and (3) education and

training (Simonton, 1987).

Birth order. Terman (1925) made the ob-
servation that first-borns seemed to be over-
represented in his sampleof gifted children. A
similar pattern seemsto hold for child prodi-
gies as well (Feldman & Goldsmith, 1986).
Furthermore, some early studies of adult no-
tables appear to suggest the same advantage

of primogeniture, beginning with Galton’s
(1874) study of eminent British scientists (see,

e.g., Albert, 1980; Ellis, 1926). However, sub-

sequent workindicates that the picture is not
so simple. First-borns are morelikely to attain
distinction in some domains of achievement,

whereas those in other ordinal positions are
more prone to achieve successin ratherdiffer-
ent domains. Thus, while first-borns become

famousscientific creators (Clark & Rice, 1982;

Eiduson, 1962; Roe, 1952; Terry, 1989), later-

borns become the notable artistic creators
(Bliss, 1970; Clark & Rice, 1982), with the ex-

ception that classical composers are more
aligned with the scientists on this develop-
mental event (Schubert, Wagner, & Schubert,

1977). An analogous distribution holds in

leadership, where the first-borns provide
the politicians (Wagner & Schubert, 1977;
Zweigenhaft, 1975), while the last-borns popu-
late the revolutionaries (Stewart, 1977, 1991).

Of course, as with all generalizations in the

behavioral sciences, there are many excep-

tions to these statements. However, some of

these departures end up supporting the more
general proposition. For instance, later-borns
whodo go into science havea higherlikelihood

of becoming scientific revolutionaries who

work to overthrow the established paradigms

(Sulloway, in preparation). Hence, the overall

tendencyisfor first-borns to achieve eminence

in prestigious positions that are well inte-

grated with the Establishment, whereas the

later-borns are more likely to succeed as re-

bellious agents of a new orderor even as ad-

vocates of disorder.

We need not discuss the reasons for these

divergent outcomes, except to say that this

pattern fits nicely with Adler’s (1938) classic

theory of the first-born as the “dethroned
king.” The more important point to make here

is that this tendency helps us appreciate why
Terman’s gifted children turned out the way
they did. When first-borns predominate in a
sample, we should expect a high percentage of
doctors, lawyers, professors, and other profes-

sionals (Schachter, 1963) but a low percentage
of artists, writers, and others who are less

willing to conform to societal definitions of

success. And that is how the story came out in
the end. Moreover, this developmental pattern
may also explain the prominenceoffirst-borns
among the Termites in the first place. First-
borns may have been morelikely to seek the
scholastic attention that would have earned
them a teacher nomination, and more eager to

earn additional academic kudos by performing
well during the IQ screening. In fact, I wonder
if the trend for IQ to decline with ordinal posi-
tion tells us more about attitudes than apti-

tudes (cf. Zajonc, 1976, 1983). Later-borns
may haveless respect for the authorities who

decide that these measures assess anything

important, and may be too iconoclastic to ac-
cept the presumption that the questions have

a single right answer.
Whateverthe status of the last conjecture,

one conclusion must be stressed. Birth order
may not really decide the magnitudeof adult-
hood distinction (cf. Helmreich, Spence,
Beane, Lucker, & Matthews, 1980). Rather,or-

dinal position primarily determines the do-
main of achievementin which that distinction
is attained. To call first-borns more successful
because they are morelikely to be identified as
gifted children or because they become well-
respected professionals serves only to perpetu-
ate a first-born view of the world. Such a prej-
udice may invite a later-born revolt!

Traumatic events. Empirical studies of

eminent personalities repeatedly record that a

large proportion experienced less than idyllic

childhoods (Goertzel & Goertzel, 1962;

Goertzel, Goertzel, & Goertzel, 1978). The

family may have experienced tremendousfluc-

tuations in economic and emotional well-

being, and the home was often the locus of

tragedy. Of the diverse ways that misfortunes

can visit a talent’s early development, the one

that has received the most empirical attention



has been orphanhood or parental loss (e.g.,
Albert, 1971; Eisenstadt, Haynal, Rentchnick,
& De Senarclens, 1989). For both creators and
leaders, the percentage of geniuses who lost
one or both parents before reaching early
adulthood is appreciably larger than what ap-
pears to hold in the general population or any
other comparable group (e.g., Berrington,
1974; Martindale, 1972; Silverman, 1974;
Walberg, Rasher, & Parkerson, 1980).

What makesstatistics like these especially
remarkable is the contrast with the far more
benign home environments that Terman’s
group enjoyed as children and adolescents
(Terman, 1925). His children were morelikely
to grow up in comfortable, intact families
where everything transpired as in storybooks.
Child prodigies, too, are more prone to emerge
from such nurturant environments (Feldman

& Goldsmith, 1986). What’s the problem here?
Whythe discrepancy?

It may very well be that some form of“tri-
als and tribulations” in early childhood and
adolescence is an integral part of talent devel-
opment. The beneficial impact may arise from
three sources(cf. Simonton, 1987, 1994). First,

such events may disrupt ordinary socializa-
tion practices to such an extent that the indi-
vidual will find it less easy to conform to soci-

etal expectations. After all, parents play a big
role in inculcating societal norms and values,
both as instructors and as models. Second, the

child may undergo a bereavement reaction
that puts the developing talent into a perma-
nent emotional disequilibrium that can beal-
leviated only by attaining fame and fortune
(Eisenstadt, 1978). Third, the experience of

traumatic events mayfacilitate the develop-

ment of an emotional robustness that enables

the individual to handle disappointments and

frustrations far better than those who

emerged from more tranquil family back-
grounds (Simonton, 1994, Chapter 6). These
three sources are not mutually exclusive.

Before any parentstry to do their kids a fa-
vor by making their childhoods more rough-
and-tumble, some caveats are in order. The

advantage gained from an unhappychildhood

or adolescence varies according to the domain
of achievement. For example, although the
rates of parental loss are higher amongscien-
tists than amongthe general population, the
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rates amongliterary creators are higherstill
(Berry, 1981). Evidently, artistic creativity re-
quires more turmoil than doesscientific cre-
ativity. In addition, the influence of traumatic
events must be weighed against the youth’s
personal resources that are used to overcome
the sometimes severe emotional disabilities
that also can ensue from a painful childhood
or adolescence. Juvenile delinquents and sui-
cidal depressives also exhibit high incidence of
parental loss (Eisenstadt, 1978). Hence, there
probably exists an optimal level of develop-
mental stress for each youth. What might not
be enough challenge for one developing talent
might be just right for a second, and far too
much for a third. Thus, the many famousper-
sonalities who attained distinction without
having to suffer orphanhood maybethosefor
whom their development was optimized by
less dramatic tests of character.

Whatever the complexities, I cannot help
but think that most of Terman’s children were
not sufficiently challenged. They often seem to

fit Dylan Thomas’s remarkthat “There’s only
one thing that’s worse than having an un-
happy childhood, and that’s having a_too-
happy childhood”(Ferris, 1977, p. 49).

Education andtraining. Termanloved to

boast about the academic successofhis intel-
lectually gifted children. They tended to get
excellent grades and to obtain advanced de-
grees. Child prodigies, too, often make their

first big splash in the newspapers by phenom-

enal displays of scholastic prowess. One occa-

sionally reads about “brains” who entered
high school at 10 and graduated at 11 with
straight As and full scholarships to Ivy League
colleges.

Yet when we turn to those who actually
made a namefor themselves,the role of edu-

cation becomes more ambiguous.First ofall,
those who get excellent grades and high hon-
ors are not necessarily more prone to achieve
distinction in their chosen fields; the correla-
tions are either zero or very weakly positive
(Cohen, 1984; Hudson, 1958; McClelland,
1973). As a consequence, there are many ex-
amples of unquestioned geniuses who were
mediocre or even miserable scholars. More-
over, the relationship between level of formal
education and realization of talent is not al-
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ways straightforward. This became evident

when the 301 membersof the Cox (1926) sam-

ple were subjected to a more detailed analysis

(Simonton, 1976, 1983a). If you plot the emi-

nence scores that she derived from Cattell’s

(1903) rankings against their level of formal

education, and fit curves to the creators and

leaders separately, you obtain the results

shownin Figure 28.3. Notice that for creative

geniuses, achieved eminence peaks some-

where in the last half of undergraduate train-
ing. For leaders, in contrast, the connection 1s

strictly negative. In neither case can we con-

clude that adult accomplishmentis a positive
linear function of the level of education ob-

tained. Other studies based on more contem-
porary samples lead to the same general con-
clusion: Higher levels of education are not
always an advantage, and sometimes may be
a disadvantage (Simonton, 1984b, Chapter4).

Of course, it is one matter to uncover a

provocative empirical association, quite an-

other to interpret its theoretical implications.
In the present case, several explanations can
be offered for curveslike those seen in Figure
28.3 (Simonton, 1994, Chapter 6). Here, I
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would just like to mention one obvious possi-

bility: Formal education may not always make

a positive contribution to talent development,

and in some instances may detract from the

growth of certain kinds oftalent.

Thus, on the one hand, those whoplan to

becomelawyers, doctors, professors, and other

professionals—the kinds of attainments that

predominated in Terman’s sample—have

much more to benefit from advancing to

higher academic degrees. Indeed, the career
demands in these domains give them no

choice! These daysit is virtually impossible to

get anywhere in these fields without a J.D.,

M.D., or Ph.D.

On the other hand, most artistic creators,

revolutionary scientists, and other more un-

conventional achievers may have muchto lose

andlittle to gain from continuing with more

than a smattering of higher education. They
may need enough formal training to acquire
certain basic knowledge andskills, such as the
ability to write well and to carry on an in-
formed conversation. Beyond that, the in-
creased inculcation of more specialized disci-
plinary preoccupations may only interfere

Bachelors Master’s Doctorate

Figure 28.3. Ranked emi-
nence as a function of formal

Source: D. K. Simonton, “Formal Education, Eminence, and

Dogmatism: The Curvilinear Relationship,’ Journal of Creative

Behavior, Vol. 17, Figure 1, p. 152.

education for the 301 historic

geniuses of the Cox (1926)
sample.



with more important pursuits. For instance,
success in many fields is strongly correlated
with voracious and omnivorous reading, an
undisciplined activity that may suffer under
academic demands (McCurdy, 1960; Simon-
ton, 1984b, p. 74). In addition, many domains
of achievementrequire the slow acquisition of
highly specialized techniques that are not al-
ways taught—or taught well—in formal aca-
demic settings. Whateverthe details, we must
recall that it usually takes about ten years of
intense study to master the materials of a do-
main. The implication is clear: When formal
schooling is not directly contributing to that
mastery, it is necessarily delaying that mas-
tery. Distaste for that interference leads many
talented young adults to become college
dropouts—to their benefit.

Whena developing talent must seek an ed-
ucation outside the educational system proper,
one form of extracurricular training is espe-
cially important: mentoring. This was not a
topic that attracted much attention from ei-
ther Terman or Cox. Yet studies of talented
youths show that this is a crucial factor in
their development (Bloom, 1985; Feldman &
Goldsmith, 1986).? The youngtalent must find
a suitable teacher whois well matched to the
youth’s current capacity, and must frequently
change teachers as that capacity continues to
grow. Furthermore, retrospective studies of
eminent personalities reveal the impact of the
same developmental influence, but with some
critical differences that are often overlooked in
the longitudinal literature (Simonton, 1983b,
1992a).

To begin with, mentors can have a detri-
mental effect on talent growth if they are
driven to clone themselves through their stu-
dents. It is partly for this reason that it is usu-
ally more advantageous to have multiple men-
tors rather than rely on just one (Simonton,
1984a, 1992b).

In addition, the connection between mentor
characteristics and successful talent develop-
ment is often complex, with interaction ef-
fects, curvilinear relationships, and other

 

* See Chapter 17 by Sosniak.
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niceties (Simonton, 1977, 1984a, 1992b). For
example, the most effective mentors tend to be
those at the peak of their own careers rather
than those whoare past their prime and thus
are less receptive to new ideas.

Finally, we must also recognize that a de-
veloping talent may receive considerable ben-
efits from nonpersonalrelationships with pre-
decessors in their domain of creative activity.
Role models of eminent achievement can be
admired and emulated at a distance, even
when those paragons of excellence are de-
ceased. This indirect mentoring can be as pow-
erful as one-on-one training (Simonton, 1975,
1984a, 1988b, 1992b). Albert Einstein had the
portraits of three deceased predecessors hang-
ing in his study—Newton, Faraday, and
Maxwell. These three probably had far more
influence on the development of Einstein’s
special talents than did any of his teachers. To
borrow Newton’s metaphor, they were the
giants on whose shoulders Einstein stood.

Conceivably, many of Terman’s children did
not grow up to become highly distinctive
adults because they failed to form the right
links with those greats who represented the
best in their particular area of talent. Without
the deep desire to surpass admired predeces-
sors, even the greatest gifts will seldom be-
come genius.

Conclusion

In this short chapter I could do no more than
offer a preliminary probe of a very profound
enigma. Manycritical questions have neces-
sarily been ignored. We havenotdiscussed, for
example, the difficult question of gender dif-
ferences on the realization of latent talents,
nor have we treated the matter of how the
“spirit of the times” (or Zeitgeist) moderates
the emergence and expression of genius. And
we have omitted any discussion of the possible
role of crystallizing experiences, marginality,
socioeconomicclass, religious affiliation, and
many other possibly critical developmental
events (for further discussion, see Simonton,
1994). Nevertheless, those topics that I have
managed to cover should convey the develop-
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mental complexities behind the conversion of

inherent into actual gifts. We are still a long

way from understanding all forces that 1m-

pinge upon talent development. We are even

farther from comprehending how all these

forces converge andinteract in the creation of

an exceptional achiever. Future research must

try to bring these complexities together into a

single life span developmental framework.

Besides incorporating the large inventory of

pertinent developmental influences, it must

articulate all the interaction effects, curvilin-

ear relationships, and other causal functions

that greatly entangle the impact of these in-

fluences. Furthermore, this account must pro-

vide answers to what I consider to be two ab-

solutely fundamental issues.

First, why is it that so manygifted children

fail to realize their fullest potential as adults?

In concrete terms, why did so many of

Terman’s children end up falling short of the

highest expectations? Where did the develop-

mental process go astray? What are the most

common blind alleys? Which of these dead

ends are one-way streets and which are culs

de sac from which a fortunate talent can re-
verse direction and reenter the main highway

to success?
Second, how can it be that many eminent

adults displayed no obvioussignsof giftedness

in either childhood or adolescence? Whyisit,

for instance, that more than half of Cox’s 301

geniuses had IQ scores below the minimum

threshold required for entrance into the
Terman sample? Is the developmental trajec-

tory for these apparently unpromising chil-

dren qualitatively different from that which

guides the precocious who eventually make

good?
Thefirst issue is the enigma of the “nipped

bud,” the second that of the “late bloomer.”

These exceptional individuals are in many re-

spects far more central to the emergence of a

sound theoretical interpretation than the mi-

nority in the Cox sample who easily would

have qualified for entrance into the Terman

sample. The nipped buds and the late

bloomers are anomalies that should help us

isolate the idiosyncrasies in the thin garden

path between the promise of youth and thetri-

umph of maturity. After all, nipped buds and

late bloomers are far more commonthan those

lucky few—like Pascal, Mozart, and J. 5.

Mill—whosetransitions from giftednessto ge-

nius were comparatively smooth and untrou-

bled. With a better understanding of these de-

velopmental discontinuities, we may someday

learn how to ensure that the more auspicious

path becomes the norm rather than the excep-

tion. Maybe the subjects of a future longitudi-

nal study of gifted children will all later qual-

ify for inclusion in a subsequent retrospective

study of genius adults.
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PART V a
 

Psychological and
Counseling Services

 

a Acritical and growing feature of
programsfor the gifted is a strong emphasis
on psychological needs. Gifted students no
longer are viewed simply as extraordinary and
efficient learners, but as complex personalities
with exceptional sensitivities and recurrent
vulnerabilities.

Despite Terman’s opposite conclusion,
many bright children do have emotional and
adjustment problems. Nicholas Colangelo in
Chapter 29 traces the real need for counseling
programs from Leta Hollingworth to current
counseling centers featuring personal, career,
and family counseling. Colangelo elaborates
on the nature and significance of gifted stu-
dents’ self-concept, especially pertaining to
one’s own giftedness. Group counseling is par-
ticularly recommended, and the author de-
scribes concrete goals, techniques, and topics.
Interest in family counseling is growing, fo-
cusing, for example, on sibling stresses.
Colangelo’s parent-school interaction model
includes the four combinations of parents or
schools being either concerned with or unin-
terested in special programming. A good coun-
seling program, says Colangelo, is develop-
mental—well planned, ongoing, and grounded
in cognitive and affective needs—rather than
dealing with problems as they arise in a reme-
dial way.

Michael M. Piechowski in Chapter 30 elab-
orates on the extraordinary sensitivity, in-
tensity, and “overexcitability” of many
highly gifted students. Characteristics in
the five areas of psychomotor, sensual, intel-
lectual, imaginational, and emotional help
us makesenseof bright and creative students
who showrapid speech, self-criticism, powerful
empathy and morality, active mental imagery,
extraordinary sensitivity, and extreme emo-
tional highs and lows. They may wonder
“What’s wrong with me?” Others may be
surprised when such a studentselects morally
correct action over socially expected be-
havior (“positive maladjustment”). Piechow-
ski relates giftedness to self-actualization and
traces emotional growth in gifted students,
contrasting a rational-altruistic pattern with
an introspective-emotional one.

In Chapter 31 Linda Silverman reviews
unique problemsin families of gifted students.
She notes, for example, issues pertaining to
early assessment, suitable home stimulation,
school placement, working with school person-
nel, locating resources, as well as common per-
sonality characteristics of gifted children,
such as independence, questioning, introver-
sion, high sensitivity, and perfectionism. Peer
relations are problematic partly becauseofthe
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higher maturity of gifted children; getting

gifted peers together is a good solution.

Silverman also notes family tensions caused,

for example, by the existence of an equally

gifted—but ignored—sibling. The author re-

minds us that giftedness runs in families—

gifted children typically means gifted parents.

Despite rumors of overprotective, incompe-

tent, bragging parents who antagonize school

districts, most families of the gifted have

healthy interaction patterns and good psycho-

logical adjustment.

Philip A. Perrone in Chapter 32 elaborates

on career counseling needsof gifted students.

He points out that many gifted females under-

estimate their abilities and still gravitate

toward sex-role stereotypic choices. Perrone

recommended helping gifted females learn

about career possibilities and exposing them

to professional women models. Mentorships

provide valuable career experiences for boys

and girls. Perroneties Gottfredson’s stage the-

ory of conceptual development to evolving ca-

reer interests—from childish orientations to

size and power, through sex-appropriate and

socially valued choices, to selections that fit

unique needs and,finally, to choices based on

an “integrated world view.” Holland’s model

describes qualitatively different areas of ca-

reer interest—investigative, artistic, social,

enterprising, and conventional. Perrone ends

with a list of psychological, psychocreative,

and social factors that influence career choices

of gifted students.

Terry McNabb in Chapter 33 addresses the

topic of intrinsic motivation and asks why

some high-ability students “lose, suppress, or

sidestep” motivation and become underachiev-

ers. Family problems, failures of teachers to

encourage achievment, and classroom bore-

dom reduce motivation, notes McNabb.

According to attribution theory and locus-of-

control theory, students’ perceptions of their

ability and control will influence school perfor-

mance. One dilemma is that, to some stu-

dents, high effort means low ability. McNabb

also reviews implications of goal theories:

Students who view intelligence as fixed will

see high performance as a measure of their

ability; students who view intelligence as mal-

leable will see learning as the route to high

ability. The author recommends that teachers

emphasize the effort-outcome connection, use

rewards sparingly, and model the incremental

(malleable) view of intelligence.

Ten to 20 percent of high school dropouts

test in the gifted range; 40 percent of the top

high school graduates do not complete college.

In Chapter 34 Sylvia B. Rimm identifies sub-

tle pressures that contribute to underachieve-

ment, such as anti-intellectual and antigifted

attitudes, rigid and unchallenging classes, an

absence of education-oriented parent models,

or perhaps a sibling who receives the title of

“special.” Some warning signs are procrastina-

tion, disorganization, and careless work.

Virtually all underachievers have low self-

esteem, notes Rimm,followed by avoidance of

academic tasks and, consequently, deficient

skill development. Underachievers maybe de-

pendent or dominant, conforming or noncon-

forming, creating four behavior patterns.

Rimm describes her six-step TRIFOCAL

model that has reversed underachievement.

With some underachieving students, Rimm

used acceleration (!) to motivate them.
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Counseling Gifted Students: Issues and Practices
 

NICHOLAS COLANGELO, The University ofIowa

a EKducating gifted students hasfo-
cused mostly on meeting their learning needs.
Counseling needs, though long recognized, are
a relatively recent emphasis. The focus of this
chapter is on the counseling needs of gifted
students: defining what these needs are and
how they can be addressed. Although I fully
recognize that teachers are also “counselors”
to students, this chapter focuses on therole of
school counselors.

Historical Overview

A brief historical overview of counseling with
gifted students will help set the present-day
context. The gifted-child movement in the
United States can be traced back to Lewis M.
Terman, whose pioneering longitudinal study
of 1,528 gifted children formed the project ti-
tled Genetic Studies of Genius (Burks, Jensen,
& Terman, 1930; Terman, 1925; Terman &
Oden, 1947, 1959). The Terman studies
groundedthestudyof giftedness in an empir-
ical and psychometric tradition. Also, the work
dispelled negative myths andtraditions res
garding the gifted. For example, Terman and/ °
his colleagues showed that gifted children
were physically superior and psychologically y
and socially morestable than their intellectu-
ally average peers. The studies indicated that
giftedness was a “positive” and derailed any
initial concerns of a psychological nature. [
say derailed because the findings seemed to
provide evidence that concern for social/psy-
chological needs was not well founded. I also)
say derailed because the Terman sample has /
been shownto be nonrepresentative of gifted- \

gifted °ness and of the wider population of
youngsters.

Terman’s sample was identified by use of
the Stanford-Binet intelligence test, and his

  

sample was nearly exclusively white and
middle-class youngsters. The original group
recommended for the Stanford-Binet testing
was picked by teachers, and so some teacher
biases probably entered even before the stan-
dardized testing. Further, although Terman,
erased a numberof myths, he created others,/
most notably the myth that gifted children are
uniformly well adjusted and therefore do not
need counseling services. Thus, counselors
and those in related professions were not an
integral part of gifted education during its
early development (Kerr, 1986; Webb, Meck-
stroth, & Tolan, 1982).

Leta Hollingworth (1926, 1942) was the
first to contribute evidence indicating that
gifted children do have social and emotional
needs meriting attention. Hollingworth also
emphasized strongly that the regular school
environment did not meet the educational
needs of the gifted. Rather, she wrote that the
school environment was more likely to lead to
apathy with these youngsters. She anticipated
some of the emotional difficulties and peer
problems that receive attention today.
Especially, noting that there is often a gap be-
tween a gifted student’s intellectual and emo-
tional development, she stated, “To have the
intellect of an adult and the emotions of a
child combined in a childish body is to en-
counter certain difficulties” (Hollingworth,
1942, p. 282). |

The 1950s witnessed some major attention
to counseling gifted students and the estab-
lishment of research and guidance programs.
John Rothney, a counselor educator, founded
the Wisconsin Guidance Laboratory for Su-
perior Students (University of Wisconsin—
Madison), which was headed by Rothney and
later by Marshall Sanborn. The Guidance
Laboratory, later renamed the Guidance
Institute for Talented Students (GIFTS), was
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headed by Charles Pulvino, followed by

Nicholas Colangelo and then by Philip

Perrone (Colangelo & Zaffrann, 1979).

John Curtis Gowan was a major force from

the 1950s to 1970s in promoting counseling

services for the gifted. The 1960s and 1970s

also witnessed increased sensitivity to issues

dealing with gifted women, minorities, and

disadvantaged students, including counseling

needs.

The 1980s saw the establishment of the

Supporting the Emotional Needs of Gifted

(SENG) program by James T. Webb at Wright

State University after the suicide of Dallas

Egbert, a highly gifted 17-year-old. SENG has

continued its focus on addressing the counsel-

ing and psychological needs of gifted students.

James Delisle at Kent State University ex-

panded on the conceptsof depression and sui-

cide amongthegifted (e.g., Delisle, 1992).

In 1982 Barbara Kerr established the

Guidance Laboratory for Gifted and Talented

at the University of Nebraska—Lincoln, to ex-

tend the work of both GIFTS and SENG

(Myers & Pace, 1986). Linda Silverman,a psy-

chologist, established the Gifted Child

Development Center at Denver, Colorado. In

1988, The University of lowa established the

comprehensive Connie Belin National Center

for Gifted Education (renamed the Connie

Belin & Jacqueline N. Blank International

Center for Gifted Education and Talent

Development in 1995) with Nicholas

Colangelo as director. The Belin-Blank Center

has a strong focus on personal counseling, ca-

reer guidance, family counseling, and psycho-

logical assessment. The clinical programs at

the Belin-Blank Center are headed by Susan

Assouline, associate director and school psy-

chologist.

Since the publication of the first edition of

this Handbook (Colangelo & Davis, 1991), a

growing aspect of counseling has been family

counseling and family therapy. One example is

the development of a family counseling pro-

gram at the Belin-Blank Center. This counsel-

ing program is based on brief, solution-focused

therapy. Typically, families are seen for a max-

imum offive sessions, with a strong emphasis

on providing the family with problem-solving

skills. At the Belin-Blank Center, we have

found that families of gifted students have a

numberof strengths that can be channeled to

correcting difficulties. The counseling staff

helps families use their own strengths in new

and effective ways.

In my chapter on counseling in the first edi-

tion, I anticipated that counseling and psycho-

logical issues would become one of the distin-

guishing features in the education of gifted

children. Several events have taken place

since the first edition that highlight the grow-

ing importance of counseling gifted students.

These include:

1. The publication of several texts focusing on

counseling and related issues—for exam-

ple, The Handbook for Counseling the

Gifted and Talented (Kerr, 1991), Guiding

the Social and Emotional Development of

Gifted Youth (Delisle, 1992), and Counsel-

ing the Gifted and Talented (Silverman,

1993).

2. The increasing attention to qualitative re-

search andits application to research with

gifted children (see review by Asher &

Moon, 1993). Qualitative research method-

ology consists of observation analysis, case

studies, conversational analysis, and natu-

ralistic inquiry. These methodsare particu-

larly well suited for research on social and

emotional issues. Thus, there will likely be

increased research in the affective domain

of gifted youngsters.

3. The 1994 Clinton administration added

two goals to the original six of Goals 2000,

which is the federal government’s main

agenda for the nation’s education for the

remainder of the 1990s. Of relevance 1s

Goal 8: “By the year 2000, every school will

promote partnerships that will increase

parental involvement and participation in

the social, emotional and academic growth

of children” (McKernan, 1994, p. 11). This

goal lies explicitly in the realm of counsel-

ing and psychological issues, and I antici-

pate that this general thrust in education

will have specific crossover to the counsel-

ing and psychological development of gifted

students.

In the remaining six sections of this chap-

ter I will discuss counseling issues and strate-

gies under these six headings: self-concept,
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group counseling, counseling with families,
parent—school interactions, underachieve-
ment, and school counseling programs for
gifted students.

Self-Concept

Theself-concept construct has deep historical
roots in psychology and education. The self.
concept can be viewedas a “powerful system of
cognitive structures that is quite likely to me-
diate interpretation of and response to events
and behaviors directed at or involving the in-
dividual” (Nurius, 1986, p. 435). The definition
of self-concept has evolved from a “collection of
self-views” (e.g., Rogers, 1951; Snygg &
Combs, 1949) to general good and bad feelings
about oneself (McGuire, 1984; Shavelson,
Hubner, & Stanton, 1976) to recent theory and
research on operationally defining the struc-
tures and contents of the self-concept
(Colangelo & Assouline, 1995; Marsh, 1990;
Nurius, 1986).

Self-concept of gifted youngsters has re-
ceived considerable attention this past decade.
These studies typically have investigated
(1) how gifted and average children’s self-
concepts compare (Hoge & Renzulli, 1993;
Karnes & Wherry, 1981: Kelly & Colangelo,
1984; Loeb & Jay, 1987); (2) whetherself.
concept is a developmental construct (Harter,
1982; Hoge & McSheffrey, 1991; Hoge &
Renzulli, 1993; Karnes & Wherry, 1981;
Marsh, 1992, 1993): and (3) how programming
affects a child’s self-concept (Kelly &
Colangelo, 1984; Loeb & Jay, 1987; Maddux,
Scheiber, & Bass, 1982).

Self-concept and giftedness represent com-|
plex constructs, and the study of each is made
more difficult by theoretical controversies|
within each field. For example, the develop- |
mental nature and processes of self-concept|
have been debated (Harter, 1982; Karnes &
Wherry, 1981; Ketcham & Snyder, 1977).
Additionally, there are concerns about the re-
liability and validity of measures of self-
concept (Marsh, 1990, 1994: Wylie, 1989). In
the area of gifted education, the question of
unidimensionality versus multidimensionality
has also permeated almost every aspect of the
field.

Closely related to self-concept is the atti-
tude that gifted students have toward their
own giftedness. Three books—On Being Gifted
(American Association for Gifted Children,
1978), Gifted Children Speak Out (Delisle,
1984), and Gifted Kids Speak Out (Delisle,
1987)—present testimonials from gifted chil-
dren describing the impact of giftedness on
their lives. One conclusion that can be drawn |
from these testimonials is that these children
have mixed feelings about their giftedness.
Research has provided some confirmation of
this ambivalence. Colangelo and Kelly (1983)
found that while gifted youngsters were posi-
tive about being labeled gifted, they perceived
nongifted peers and teachers as having nega-
tive views of them. A study by Kerr, Colangelo,
and Gaeth (1988) indicated that the attitude
of gifted adolescents toward their own gifted-
ness was multifaceted. Adolescents reported
that being gifted was a positive in terms of
their own personal growth andin terms of aca-
demics. In termsofsocial peer relations, how-
ever, they reported it to be a negative. In a
partial replication of Kerr and colleagues’
study, Monaster, Chan, Walt, and Wiehe
(1994) supported the finding that attitudes
toward giftedness are multifaceted. In addi-
tion, Monaster and colleagues found that
those who knewthegifted child well had pos-
itive attitudes toward the child, and thatatti-
tudes became more negative toward “gifted-
ness” as respondents were removed from
personal knowledgeofa gifted youngster.

The Kerret al. and Monasteret al. findings
are very relevant for school counselors be-
cause the issues focus on humaninteraction.
In individual counseling sessions, counselors
can discuss issues such as: What does it mean
to be gifted? What do I like about being gifted?
Whatdo I not like about being gifted? If I were
not gifted, what would be better for me? If ]
were not gifted, what would be worse for me?

Group Counseling

It is my observation that gifted students are |
considerably smarter about course work than |
about themselves. They have the ability to be
insightful about themselves, but seldom the
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opportunity to articulate and share their in-

sights.

I can offer no more powerful tool for the so-

cial and emotional growth of gifted students

than group counseling. Group counseling is a

rich arena that affords students a rare oppor-

tunity to share with one another their strug-

gles and questions about growing up and what

it meansto be “gifted.”

But, simply sitting around talking about

feelings and valuesis not enough. Group coun-

seling is a structured situation with a trained

leader (e.g., a school counselor) who has

knowledge ofboth gifted youngsters and group

dynamics.

Why Group Counseling for

nale is neededfor group counseling with gifted

students, it is that in the course of school life,

such a situation will not arise naturally.

Topics for Group Counseling

A counselor may wonder whattopics are use-

ful or of interest to a group of gifted students

meeting for group counseling sessions. These

students will not find it difficult to generate

discussion. In my own experience with groups,

the challenge is in ending the discussions

rather than in starting them.

A counselor needsto set the atmospherefor

a group. He or she mustbe clear on the pur-

pose, rules, and norms. The overall purpose is

for gifted students to be able to talk about

themselves and learn about one anotherin an

7 atmosphereof safety and respect.

The following are some stems that a coun-

selor may use in generating discussions:

Gifted Students?

All students grow by having opportunities to

discuss feelings and perceptions in an atmos-

phere of trust and understanding. Also, stu-

  

dents need to share with peers. To think of %

peers as one’s age-mates trivializes the con-

cept. A peer is more a soul-mate than an age-

mate—someone who understands what you

mean, has experienced what you are talking

about, and can respond to you. Gifted students

seldom have the opportunity to talk to one an-

other about what it means to be gifted or

how it feels to understand things that many

age-mates cannot seem to grasp. These are

subjects that educators do not encourage for

discussion, and gifted students are bright

enough to knowit’s best to keep such thingsto

oneself.

Grouping gifted students for the sole pur-

pose of helping them discuss, in a safe and

open atmosphere, issues of a more personal

and social nature gives them an opportunity

to enjoy and grow from their peers. Mostofthe

time gifted students “hide” who they are

(Colangelo, 1991). Group counseling is a situ-

ation in which they are encouraged to share

themselves—with others who understand and

accept. I would guess that if gifted students

were given a chance to meet as a small group

for the purpose of self-discovery, for most of

them this would be the first opportunity they

ever had to share with true “peers.”Ifa ratio-

 

1. What does it mean to be gifted?

I have found exciting and varied discus-

sions generated by such a question. Students

will see it in different ways. Questions that

help elaborate this topic are:

la. What do your parents think it meansto

be gifted?

1b. What do your teachers think it means

to be gifted?

le. What do other kids in school think it

means?

2. How is being gifted an advantage for

you? Howis ita disadvantage?

3. Have you ever deliberately hidden your

giftedness? If so, how?

Colangelo (1991) reported on group discus-

sions with gifted students in which they

talked about “deliberate underachievement’—

purposely getting lower grades so that their

friends would be more accepting of them.

Manygifted students will be able to articulate

how they makedecisionsto avoid demonstrat-

ing their giftedness.

4, How is your participation in this group

different from your regular school day?

Colangelo (1991) also reported that stu-
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dents in groups talked about how “Finally, I
can be myself” or “I can say what’s on my
mind without someone making fun of me or
saying I’m a snob.”

9d. Whatis different about being gifted and
being a girl? Boy? Black, Hispanic, white, etc.?

In studies reported by Colangelo and Kerr
(1990) and Kerrand Colangelo ( 1988), it is ob-
vious that genderandethnicity are important
variables related to giftedness. A variation of
questions I have found useful are: Would you
rather be a gifted boy or a gifted girl? How
would it be better or worse? You can ask this
same question in termsof ethnicity. Students
will find it stimulating to discuss such issues.
Also, they will achieve much better insight
into gender and ethnic issues.

6. Is there a time in school (elementary,
middle, high school) whenit is easiest to be
gifted? Mostdifficult? Why?

The foregoing questions are by no means
exhaustive and they will lead to other related
questions anddirections.

Dynamics and Techniques

One of my primary teaching responsibilities
over the past several years has been training
and supervising counselors in group counsel-
ing. I have found that many counselors have
been trained to use their individual counseling
skills in a group setting and call this group
counseling. Group counselingis quite distinct
from individual counseling, although they are
not mutually exclusive. And although manyof
the skills one learns in doing one-on-one coun-
seling are useful and applicable to group coun-
seling, such skills are not the essence of group
counseling. To rely only on individual skills in
a group setting is to make inadequate use of
group dynamics.

Theessence ofgroup counseling is to trans-
form students from spectators to participants.
Although there is evidence of the positive ef-
fects of being a spectator in a group, its value
pales comparedto the value of beinga partic-
ipant (Yalom, 1985). To be a spectator means
to observe and listen, but to be only tangen-

tially associated with the topic of discussion. A
groupis not effective when the primaryrole of
its membersis that of spectator.
A counselor can transform spectators into

participants by taking opportunities to make
any topic of discussion a connector to each
group member. Followingis a specific example
using the concepts of vertical and horizontal
self-disclosures.

Let’s say a studentis talking about herfeel-
ings about having been labeled gifted. The
counselor could ask her questions to help her
elaborate on these feelings: “How long have
you felt this way?” “Is it changing at all for
you?” “Who knowsthat you feel this way?” All
of these are good questions that help the stu-
dent talk more about her feelings. These ques-
tions lead to what can be called vertical self.
disclosure (Yalom, 1985) because they help
“build” more information on how the student
feels about labeling. As we build this mound of
information, the rest of the students in the
group arelistening (perhaps nodding in agree-
ment), being empathic, and so on. Theirrole is
primarily that of spectators (albeit Sympa-
thetic and interested ones) in that they are ob-
serving this interaction between the one stu-
dent and the counselor.

Using the same incident, the counselor
could transform the group members from
spectators to participants by moving from ver-
tical to horizontal self-disclosure. Instead of
asking for more information on the feelings
about labeling, the counselor asks the student,
“Whoin this group do you thinkfeels the same
way you do?” or “Who in this group do you
think feels most different from you about la-
beling?” These types of questions are horizon-
tal in that they connect students to one an-
other (Yalom, 1985). The studentsin the group
are no longer simply spectators, listening to
one girl talk about labeling. Instead, they are
actively involved in their own feelings and
perceptions about labeling participants.

In every group there will be countless Op-
portunities to take what a student Says and
make horizontal connections. Every horizontal
connection makes better use of group dynam-
ics and generates more energy and participa-
tion.
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The second technique I wantto share is not

so much focused on transforming spectators to

participants as it is on helping studentsto pay

better attention to the processes in their

group. At the end of every group session, the

counselor can ask one student to “process for

the group.” What this meansis to take the last

three to five minutes of the session to articu-

late to everyone what he or she thought hap-

penedin the group. This group process time is

an opportunity to share how the group went

about its task for the session. This simple

technique accomplishes several important

tasks. First, over time, it gives each student a

chance to share what he or she “saw” happen-

ing in group. It also offers other students a

chance to hear the perspective of one member

on what happened during a session. To para-

phraseT. S. Eliot, you can have the experience

but miss the meaning. This technique mini-

mizes the possibility of missing the meaning.

Second, ending every session with group

process time is a good way to summarize and

tie up the session. Third, the group process

time can often be an excellent stem for the

start of the next group session. For instance,it

is not uncommon in groupsI have led to have

a student start a session with, “When Bobdid

group process last week, he said some things

that I saw very differently. I want to talk

about how lsaw them . . .” The group session

is off and running.

Group counseling is an effective means of

helping gifted students in their social and

emotional growth. It is rare that gifted stu-

dents ever have the opportunities for grouping

when the primary purpose is personal growth

rather than academics. Group counseling is

most vibrant when membersare transformed

from spectatorsto participants. For a more ex-

tensive treatment of group counseling with

the gifted, see Colangelo and Peterson (1993).

Counseling with Families

The family has been recognized as a primary

and critical component in the development of

talent and the success of children in school.

Bloom’s (1985; Bloom & Sosniak, 1981) semi-

nal work on talent development made a com-

pelling case for the demandson, as well as the

influencesof, the family on the developmentof

talent (see Chapter 17 by Sosniak). Although

research and writings on families of gifted stu-

dents have increased in the last two decades

(see review by Colangelo & Assouline, 1993),

counseling with families is still an area of ex-

ceptional need andchallenge.

In the special anniversary issue of Roeper

Review, I emphasized that one of the mostsig-

nificant trends in gifted education over the

next ten years would be a focus on families

(Colangelo, 1988). Although there has been an

increase in counseling families, counselors

and therapists who work with families of

gifted children rarely have expertise in the

area of gifted (Wendorf & Frey, 1985). Their

expertise is in family counseling.

Sibling Relationships and the

Label “Gifted”

School counselors should anticipate difficul-

ties in families when a child is first labeled

gifted. It is at this time that the family needs

assistance. First, school counselors need to be

certain that parents clearly understand why

their child has been identified as gifted. Many

counselors hold parent discussion groups to

clarify this issue. Second, counselors should

help families anticipate changes as they at-

tempt to adjust to the label. For siblings, the

gifted label throws into question their role and

their importance in the family.

Cornell and Grossberg (1986) found that in

families with labeled gifted children, the non-

labeled children are more proneto personality

adjustment problems. Grenier (1985) reported

increased competition and diminished cooper-

ation by nonlabeled siblings (see review by

Jenkins-Friedman, 1992).

The good newsis that the family will be-

come accustomedto the label and positive ad-

justments are likely over time. Colangelo and

Brower (1987) reported that, after a while,

the negative effects of labeling disappear.

Counselors can effectively ease the initial

strain and disruption by helping the family

communicate openly about the gifted label.
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Also, families simply alerted to likely changes
seem better able to take somestrain and dis-
ruption in stride and thus appear to adjust
even more quickly.

Giftedness as a Family Organizer

In working with families of gifted children, it
is fair to ask, “To what extentis any issue sim-
ply what all families must confront, and to
whatextentis this issue unique becauseofthe
presenceof a gifted child?” Giftedness in many
families becomes an “organizer’—that is, a Yra-
tionale for understanding behavior and ac-
tions (see Jenkins-Friedman, 1992). In some
families, behaviors are tolerated because the
parents perceive that “this is how it is with a
gifted child”or not tolerated because “such be-
havior should not come from a gifted child.”
The giftedness of a child can structure how
parents relate to him or her as well as to sib-
lings. Many families feel they must put
greater energy and resources into the develop-
mentof a gifted child’s talents. Negatives from
such organizers can occur when a family loses
“balance” with regard to the needs of other
children. As in any case of exceptionality (e.g.,
a handicappedchild), the “specialness” can or-
ganize the energy andresourcesof a family, at
times to the detriment of other aspects of the
family.

A Family Counseling Program

At the Connie Belin & Jacqueline N. Blank
International Center for Gifted Education and
Talent Development, we have established a
family counseling program to respond to the
needs of families with a gifted child. The coun-
seling lasts a maximum offive to six sessions
per family. The focus is on helping the family
develop its own strengths in the resolution of
issues. Families receive services at no cost,
and in return for these services they partic-
ipate in research related to family counseling.
We have foundthat althougha child’s “gift-

edness” maybe the stated reason for seeking
counseling, there often are other issues within
these families that have been subsumed under

giftedness (e.g., marital discord, alcoholism,
delinquency).

Parent—SchoolInteractions

Oneof the most important issues confronting
counselors is the parent—school relationship
(Colangelo & Dettmann, 1983, 1985; Dett-
mann & Colangelo, 1980). The underlying
issue regarding this relationship is the role
the school should take in providing special ed-
ucational opportunities for gifted students.
Colangelo and Dettmann (1982) developed a
counseling model conceptualizing four types of
parent-school interactions involving gifted
students (Figure 29.1).

TypeI (cooperation) is an interaction based
on the attitude by both parents and schools
that the school should be active in gifted edu-
cation. The tendencyhereis for open sharing
of information about the child and cooperation
between parents and schools. Typically, the
gifted are identified and given special educa-
tional opportunities commensurate with their
needs. The underlying assumption by both
parents and schools is that the most effective
way to develop exceptional ability is through
overt special educational considerations (e.g.,
honors classes, advanced classes, resource
rooms, independent projects, ability group-
ings, and grade skipping).

Type II (conflict) is an interaction based on
conflicting attitudes by (active) parents and a
(passive) school regarding the role of the
school. Parents believe that their gifted child
needs special programming by the school in
order to develop his or her abilities. However,
the school believes that the typical school cur-
riculum is adequate to meet the needsofal]
youngsters, includingthegifted. Also,it is typ-
ical for the school to believe that special pro-
grams should be a priority for students with
disabilities. The school in this situation feels
that parents are pushy and demand unneces-
sary attention for gifted youngsters. The par-
ents feel they must be aggressive, or the
school will ignore the needsoftheir child.

Type II interactions often are the mostdif.
ficult for parents and school. These schools
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tend to view gifted education as an albatross.

Parents tend not to support the school and

often blamethe school for problemstheir child

may have with boredom or lack of motivation

and achievement. Parents sometimes encour-

age the child not to accept the school’s evalua-

tions and requirements (e.g., report card

grades, classwork) as accurate assessments of

his or her abilities.

I have found that parents usually take one

of three approaches in this Type Il conflict.

Oneis that they continually fight the school.

They may either demand meetings for further

discussion or join forces with other parents to

assert their position. In the second approach,

parents take it upon themselvesto provide the

special programs needed by a child. These

may include summer enrichment activities,

museum trips, college courses, tutors, men-

tors, and sometimes even private schools.

Obviously, this approachis limited by the edu-

cational backgroundandfinancial resources of

the parents. The third approach occurs when

parents feel hopeless. They believe that they

can havenorealeffect and that all they can do

is complain. For manyparents, the end result

is a withdrawal from direct communication

with the school.

TypeIII (interference) interactions are also

based on conflict, but with a reversalof the dy-

namics found in Type II. In Type III the school

actively wants to provide for the gifted child,

but the parents do not agree. Parents are un-

sure if special programs for the gifted are



Counseling Gifted Students: Issues and Practices BM 361

helpful or necessary. They are concerned
about what effect identification and labeling
may have on their (gifted) child as well as on
siblings who may not be identified. Parents
may be concernedthat special recognition will
damage their child’s peer relationships.
Parents also may view identification and spe-
cial programsas an interference in the normal
educational development of their child.
Meanwhile, the school believes that the child
does need special consideration andis willing
to provide it. Of course, the school is often
frustrated by the parents’ refusal to let their
child participatein the school’s special program.

Type IV (natural development) interactions
are based on agreement by both parents and
schools that the role of the school should be
passive. This belief is founded on the premise
that high ability will take care ofitself (“cream
rises to the top”) and that very little can be
done meaningfully to nourish extraordinary
ability. Essentially, both parents and schools
view the typical school curriculum and ex-
tracurricular activities as providing enough
challenge and variety to stimulate the devel-
opmentof high potential and ability. In Type
IV interactions, parents and schools recognize
and supportthe youngster’s efforts but believe
that the natural development of talent will
take its course,if the talent is truly there.

Implications of Parent-SchoolInteractions

The model in Figure 29.1 accounts for both
process and outcome. The processrelates to
the nature of the interactions—that is, cooper-
ative or conflictual. The outcomerelates to the
four possible types of content and results of
the interactions when parents and school com-
municate about the school’s role in gifted edu-
cation.

The model can be used as a diagnostic in-
strument for helping both parents and school
staff understand their interactions. The model
also provides counselors with a framework for
understandingtheir interactions with parents
and other school staff—thus gaining insight
into how they will deal with issues regarding
programming forgifted children. Counselors
can use this mode not only to determine the
type of interaction that exists between the

school and parents, but also to assess what
type of interaction would be preferred.

Underachievement

Perhaps the most intense counseling focus has
been on the underachieving gifted student. In
the Family Counseling Program at the Connie
Belin & Jacqueline N. Blank International
Center for Gifted Education and Talent
Development, underachievement has been the
numberone presenting problem. The issue of
underachievmentis confusing because of dis-
agreement about its definition and the incon-
sistency of results from interventions (Dow-
dall & Colangelo, 1982: Whitmore, 1980).!

Underachievementis seen as a discrepancy
between assessed potential and actual perfor-
mance. The discrepancy may be between two
standardized measures(e.g., IQ and achieve-
ment tests), between a standardized measure
and performance(e.g., IQ and grades), or two
nonstandardized measures (e.g., teacher ex-
pectation and performance on daily assign-
ments). To a school counselor, the discrepancy
between scoresis not as critical as the inter-
personal dynamics involved in underachieve-
ment. Rather than looking at it as a psycho-
metric event, I see it as a relationship between
the gifted student and teachers, parent(s), and
sometimespeers.

I have found that for some gifted students
underachievementis a way to express either a
need for attention or a need for control over a
situation. Underachieving brings considerable
attention from both teachers and parents, in
extreme cases almost doting behavior. Adults
are so concernedthat the gifted youngsterwill
not make good useofhis or her gifts that they
give a great deal of energy and time to him
or her.

Counselors often can break the attention-
getting cycle by having parents and teachers
avoid responding too strongly to the under-
achieving behavior, or even ignore it. They can
give attention when the child achieves well

 

"For a more comprehensive treatment of under-
achievement, see Chapter 34 by Rimm.
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and minimize attention when the child is not

achieving. The equation is simple. If the child

wants attention, he or she will soon learn that

the attention is forthcoming only when certain

achieving behaviors (and attitudes) are pre-

sent. The child will want to do more of these

kinds of behaviors because the reward is the

attention.

A gifted youngster who uses underachieve-

ment as a meansto gain control of a situation

offers a more difficult challenge. For such

youngsters, poor achievementis a way to show

teachers and parents that they (the students)

can do what they want. A typical reaction by

teachers and parentsto this kind of defianceis

to attempt to force the student to do the task

and doit at levels comparable to expectations.

This situation can lead to a vicious and non-

productivecycle.

The counselor can work with teachers and

parents to help them quit the fight. It is likely

the student will diminish the fight rela-

tionship if there is no one to fight with.

Minimizing the power struggle will allow

more opportunity for the student to perform

because heor sheis morefree to do so.

Again, I am a strong proponent of group

counseling to help gifted students better un-

derstand their behaviors and motives and

learn new patternsof interactions. It is in the

rich atmosphere of a group of peers with a

trained leader (school counselor) that a gifted

youngster can explore motives and conse-

quences of underachieving behavior.

Finally, it is important for the school coun-

selor to use school records as a sourceof infor-

mation in understanding gifted underachiev-

ers, especially at the secondary level. In a

comprehensive study of 153 gifted under-

achievers, grades 7-12, Peterson and

Colangelo (1996) found data on attendance,

tardiness, course selection, and course grades,

by gender andbyage, that provided differen-

tial patterns that distinguished gifted stu-

dents who achieved from those who under-

achieved. Peterson and Colangelo reported

that patterns of underachievement estab-

lished in junior high school, though not impos-

sible to alter in high school, do tend to persist

through high school. The school records are

ubiquitous in schools and are a good resource

for counselors.

School Counseling Programs
for Gifted Students

There are two waysto envision a school coun-

seling program for gifted students: as reme-

dial or as developmental. In the remedial ap-

proach, the emphasis 1s on problem solving

and crisis intervention. In this approach, the

counselor is primarily a “therapy expert” who

intervenes in problem situations either to help

solve the problem or to minimize the difficulty.

The counseloris involved in staffing, referrals,

and one-on-one counseling. Where there is

group counseling, the students are selected

because they share a common problem (e.g.,

underachievement, behavior problems), and

the purposeis to correct the problem.

In the developmental approach, the coun-

selor does use his or her expertise to serve

a therapy function and is available for prob-

lem solving, but these functions are not pri-

mary. The real work of the developmentally

oriented counselor is to establish an environ-

ment in school that is conducive to the educa-

tional growth of gifted students. Such an ap-

proach is predicated on knowledge of both

affective and cognitive needsof gifted young-

sters.

The focus of individual counselingis to get

to know students and help them better under-

stand their own strengths and weaknesses as

decision makers and formulatorsof theirlives.

Group counseling focuses on sharing percep-

tions and learning more effective interper-

sonal skills. Group members do not necessar-

ily have a common problem to resolve. Work

with families is based not on a problem with

their child, but on the recognition that gifted

children pose unique challenges to parents.

Family work is based more on discussion

groups with parents in which the parents

share information and connect with other

families.

I strongly advocate a developmental ap-

proach to counseling with gifted students.

Giftedness is not a problem to be solved but a

unique challenge to be nourished. Also, a de-

velopmental approach does not depend on re-

search evidence that gifted youngsters are “at

risk.” In a therapy model, such evidence would

be necessary to justify having a counselor with

expertise in working with the gifted.
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A developmental counseling program re-
quires the following components:

1. An articulated and coherentrationale
2. A program of activities based on theaffec-

tive and cognitive needs of youngsters
3. Trained counselors who are well grounded

not only in counseling but also in gifted-
ness

4. A minimum of attention to rehabilitative
(therapy) services, but a strong component
of individual, family, and teacher consulta-
tions

5. Input and participation from teachers, ad-
ministrators, parents, and the youngsters
who are served

6. Acomponentfor the continued professional
developmentof the counselor so that he or
she may keep pace with the latest research
and practices on the counseling needs of
gifted youngsters

Summary

Although concern for the counseling needs of
gifted students can be traced back to Leta
Hollingworth’s work of nearly seventy years
ago, the emergence of counseling as a Major
force in the education of the gifted and tal-
ented is a phenomenon of the last fifteen
years. Since thefirst edition of the Handbook
(Colangelo & Davis, 1991) several factors have
strengthened the focus on counseling for the
gifted:

1. Publications focusing on counseling the
gifted

2. A continuing appreciation for qualitative
research approaches that lend themselves
to studies focusing on affective issues

3. The inclusion of social and emotional issues
in Goals 2000

Individual, group, and family counseling
are predicated on the assumptions and evi-
dence that youngsters with exceptional ability
and talents also have unique social and emo-
tional needs. These unique needsexist and in-
teract in the successful or unsuccessful devel-
opment of talent. Counseling is a necessary

component in the successful development of
talent. For counselors to be successful, they
need knowledge and expertise both in counsel-
ing and in giftedness. A developmental coun-
seling program in a schoolwill foster both the
cognitive and the affective growth of gifted
youngsters.
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Emotional Giftedness: The Measure

of Intrapersonal Intelligence
 

MICHAEL M. PIECHOWSKI, Northland College, Ashland, Wisconsin

 

a L. my chapter “Emotional Develop-

ment and Emotional Giftedness” in thefirst
edition of this handbook, I assumed that emo-

tional development and emotional giftedness
were expressions of intrapersonalintelligence.
A closer look at Gardner’s description of in-
trapersonal intelligence showed white areas
in need of being chartered. The present chap-
ter brings together emotional giftedness, emo-
tional growth, and moral sensitivity with the
concepts of developmental potential (over-
excitabilities), self-evaluative processes, and
inner transformation. A fuller and more com-
prehensive understanding of intrapersonalin-

telligence is thus served.

The Conceptof
Developmental Potential

Emotional sensitivity and emotional intensity

are often cited as distinguishing most gifted

children, and especially the highly gifted (e.g.,

Piirto, 1992; Silverman, 1983; Tolan, 1994).

These traits account for their vulnerabilities

in childhood and their troubles in school

(Kurcinka, 1991; Richert, Alvino, & Mc-

Donnel, 1982; Roedell, 1984; Vail, 1987).

Seeing themselves so different from “normal,”

they doubt themselves and ask, “What is

wrong with me?”; they realize the discrepancy

between their feelings and thoseof others, and

to account for the lack of fit they judge them-

selves to be wanting. In fact, some intellectu-

ally precocious youngsters actually look in the

catalog of mental disordersto find a label that

could apply to them (Tolan, 1987). They are

too young, of course, to see that the lack offit

is not evidence of mental disturbance. Alas,

even gifted adults are often not free from this

fallacy, for such is the powerof the pressure to

RBG

be normal. But not all this pressure comes

from the outside.
One of the basic human faculties is the

capacity for making comparisons and eval-
uations. In the personal domain this means
self-evaluation—comparing ourselves. with
others—and responsiveness to how others
evaluate us (Bandura, 1986). But this process
may be taken a step further, and a very sig-
nificant step it is—namely, comparing our-
selves in the present with what we can be-
come—ourpotentials, possibilities, and above

all, our idealself.

It is likely that to be emotionally sensitive

entails a range and speed of evaluative pro-
cesses that is greater than average. Com-
bined with great imagination andintellectual
power this maylead to brooding and devastat-
ing self-criticism. It may turn morbid or neu-
rotic. Or it may mobilize one’s whole psycheto-
ward the goal of self-realization in creativity;
in service to others; or in a higher, transper-
sonal consciousness in which the illusion of

separateness graduallylifts.
Dabrowski (1967, 1972) studied the mental

health of intellectually and artistically gifted
youths. Recognizing that creative individuals
tend to live more intensely, Dabrowski took
the intensity of their emotions, their sensitiv-

ity and emotional extremes,as part and parcel

of their psychophysical makeup. In their in-

tensified manner of experiencing, feeling,

thinking, and imagining, he perceived a po-

tential for further growth. Inner forces were at

work that often generated overstimulation,

conflict, pain, but also—and this is signifi-

cant—a search for a way out of it. An escape

route may lead to addiction, or to inner growth

and transformation.

To Dabrowski the seemingly typical signs of

morbidity and neurosis spelled genuine poten-
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tial for advanced development. Dabrow-
ski’s (1937) early study of self-mutilation led

him to examine this phenomenon amongwrit-
ers, artists, and other highly creative people
and to conclude that self-aggression repre-
sents a psychologically higher level than ag-

gression against others. Individuals who expe-
rience great inner turmoil, the result of the
tension created by the combined forces of sev-
eral overexcitabilities, may be pushed toward
self-mutilation. This happens—Van Gogh cut-
ting off his ear comes to mind—because these
individuals find themselves in a climate of
misunderstanding and alienation, without

emotional support.
Dabrowski’s concept of developmental po-

tential includes talents, specific abilities, and
intelligence, plus five primary components of
psychic life: psychomotor, sensual, intellec-
tual, imaginational, and emotional overex-
citabilities (see Table 30.1).

To varying degrees, these five dimensions
give talent its power (Piechowski, 1979, 1986).
They may be thought of as modes of experi-

encing or as channels through which flow the
colors, textures, insights, visions, currents,

and energies of experience. These channels
can be wide open, narrow, or barely present.
Dabrowski called them “forms of psychic
overexcitability” to emphasize the intensifica-
tion of felt experience much beyondthe ordi-
nary. Overexcitabilities contribute to the indi-
vidual’s psychological development, and their
strength can be taken as a measure of devel-
opmental potential. They are easily observed
in children, and they stand out loud and clear
in gifted children. Kurcinka (1991) had thefe-
licity of calling them spirited—“children who
are more intense, sensitive, perceptive, persis-

tent, energetic.”

It is unfortunate that the stronger these

overexcitabilities are, the less peers and

teachers welcome them unless they, too, are

gifted. Children exhibiting strong overex-
citabilities are often madeto feel embarrassed
and guilty for being “different.” Criticized and

teased for what they cannot help, they begin

to believe there is something wrong with

them. Sometimes they learn to disguise their
intensity, sometimes they seek refuge in fan-

tastic worlds of their own creation, sometimes

they try to “normalize” it and, as a result, suf-

fer depression or ill-defined anxiety. These re-
actions are the consequences of being forced
into denying their own potential.

Intensity and Emotional Sensitivity

The intensity of emotional reactions, espe-

cially in children, may sometimesbe difficult
to understand, especially when they strike
seemingly out of the blue, when the child
seems terribly upset over “nothing.” Parents
and teachers must show considerable patience
and knowledgeof the child to see that this ap-
parent overreaction comes from the child’s
sensitivity and needfor his or her own orderof
things to be preserved. That children needor-
der and predictable routines is well known. To
a sensitive and intense child who maybedis-
equilibrated, often by his own emotions, a de-
parture from routine (for instance, in the way
a story is told), may be extremely upsetting
because the need for reliable markers of con-
sistency and support is all the greater.
Without doubt, the strongest support is the

parent’s loving patience and acceptance.
To illustrate how emotional intensity and

sensitivity are experienced, a few examples |
taken from written responses of subjects who
answered an overexcitability questionnaire
are given next. This questionnaire was de-
signed to tap the five dimensions of develop-
mental potential (Lysy & Piechowski, 1983;

Piechowski, 1979; Piechowski & Cunningham,

1985; Piechowski, Silverman, & Falk, 1985).

Positive feelings take the form of being
“flooded by unexpected wavesof joy,” feeling
“incredibly alive—everycell, muscle, etc., feels

stimulated. I have incredible energy then and
hardly need anyrest,” or “Sometimes I can be
so happy that I want to laugh and cry or be
silent and shout, all at the same time.” The

beauty in music or nature can move a person

to tears. Pain can have a different aspect:
“Even the greatest pain that I have felt has
been ecstatic and full of life.” Just as they are

capable of communion with nature, of merging

with a painting or a piece of music, a religious

or spiritual experience can overtake such peo-

ple completely.

Intenseindividuals feel their emotions very
strongly; they soar high and plungeinto black

glooms with sometimes rapid and bewildering
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Table 30.1
Forms and Expressions of Psychic Overexcitability
 

Psychomotor

Surplus of energy:

Rapid speech, marked excitation, intense physical activity (e.g., fast games and sports), pressure for action
(e.g., organizing), marked competitiveness

Psychomotor expression of emotional tension:

Compulsive talking and chattering, impulsive actions, nervous habits (tics, nail biting), workaholism,

acting out

Sensual

Enhanced sensory and aesthetic pleasure:
Seeing, smelling, tasting, touching, hearing, and sex; delight in beautiful objects, sounds of words, music,

form, color, balance

Sensual expression of emotional tension:
Overeating, sexual overindulgence, buying sprees, wanting to be in the limelight

Intellectual

Intensified activity of the mind:
Curiosity, concentration, capacity for sustained intellectual effort, avid reading; keen observation, detailed

visual recall, detailed planning
Penchantfor probing questions and problem solving:

Search for truth and understanding; forming new concepts; tenacity in problem solving

Reflective thought:
Thinking about thinking, love of theory and analysis, preoccupation with logic, moral thinking, introspec-

tion (but withoutself-judgment), conceptual and intuitive integration; independence of thought (sometimes

very critical)

Imaginational

Free play of the imagination:
Frequent use of image and metaphor,facility for invention and fantasy, facility for detailed visualization,

poetic and dramatic perception, animistic and magical thinking

Capacity for living in a world offantasy:
Predilection for magic andfairy tales, creation of private worlds, imaginary companions; dramatization

Spontaneous imagery as an expression of emotional tension:

Animistic imagery, mixing truth andfiction, elaborate dreams,illusions

Low tolerance of boredom

Emotional

Feelings and emotions intensified:

Positive feelings, negative feelings, extremes of emotion, complex emotions andfeelings, identification with

others’ feelings, awareness of a whole range offeelings

Strong somatic expressions:
Tense stomach, sinking heart, blushing, flushing, pounding heart, sweaty palms

Strong affective expressions:

Inhibition (timidity, shyness); enthusiasm, ecstasy, euphoria, pride; strong affective memory; shame; feel-

ings of unreality, fears and anxieties, feelings of guilt, concern with death, depressive and suicidal moods
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Table 30.1 (Continued)

Capacity for strong attachments, deep relationships
Strong emotional ties and attachments to persons, living things, places; attachments to animals; difficulty
adjusting to new environments; compassion, responsiveness to others, sensitivity in relationships; lonelli-

ness

Well-differentiated feelings towardthe self
Inner dialogue andself-judgment
 

Source: From R. F. Falk, M. M. Piechowski, & S. Lind, “Criteria for Rating Intensity of Overexcitabilities
(Manual),” Unpublished manuscript, Northland College, Ashland, Wisconsin, 1994.

succession. By contrast, individuals lacking in
intensity feel their emotions mildly and only

with minor fluctuations; their lives lack the

complexity and spice of those living at a
higher pitch (Sommers, 1981). The degree of

emotional intensity is a stable individual
characteristic and quite independent of what
actually evoked the emotion. Emotional in-

tensity, or its lack in unemotional people,
is a characteristic of temperament observable
early in life (Larsen & Diener, 1987).

Emotional sensitivity is another matter.

Emotionally intense individuals can also be
very sensitive to the feelings of others, to oth-

ers being hurt, to injustice, but also to criti-
cism and pain. If an emotional child grows up
with too muchcriticism andridicule, the child

will begin to seek self-protection in emotional
withdrawal and may create an inner shield.
Theprice for such withdrawal and deniedfeel-
ings is high: loss of emotional vitality, lack of
enjoyment of one’s successes and achieve-
ments, and lack of the sense of whooneis, in

short, a process of emotional deadening
(Miller, 1981, 1983).

The Case for Emotional Giftedness

Annemarie Roeper (1982, p. 24) suggested

that the emotionally gifted are persons who

have “the capacity to integrate emotions, in-

tellect, and creativity against enormouscdds”:

Some gifted children show enormous empathy

with others, surpassing at times the compassion

of adults who are more limited by society’s ex-
pectations. As a result, adults may not under-

stand a child’s reaction. For example, during a

chess tournament, John, the obvious winner, be-

gan to make careless mistakes and lost the

game. When asked what happened, he replied,

I noticed my opponent had tears in his eyes, I

could not concentrate and lost my desire to win.

John’s empathy was greater than his ambition.
Many adults, especially those who supported

John, were disappointed. Yet, one could argue

that his reaction was a more mature one than
theirs for his self esteem did not depend on win-

ning the competition. (emphasis in the original)

In the film Searching for Bobby Fisher, the
supercharged competitive drive of the parents,
some of whom wanta victory at anycost, con-

trasts sharply with the distinctly more sane

behavior of the young competitors. It takes a
great deal of fortitude and moral courage to
resist the pressure to win and the prospect of
a barrage of accusations: “Why did you do
that?!” “How could you?” In a competitivecli-
mate, young John’s action madenosense. Yet
it is a clear-cut example of what Dabrowski
called positive maladjustment. Winning the

tournament would have been the socially ex-
pected and approved act; it would have made
John a well-adjusted champion. But this con-
flicted with his empathy for the opponent. A
win at the price of the other boy’s tears was—
to John—unacceptable. One could say that to
John, in face of this, a victory was morally

wrong. Doing what is morally right is a posi-
tive action. When morally right action con-
flicts with social expectations and pressures,it
is positive maladjustment.

Instances of empathy, unselfishness, and

consideration for others are readily found

among gifted children. Seymour (1987) de-

scribed two such boys. The older wasacceler-

ated from second to fourth grade. The boy’s

exceptional intelligence and verbal facility
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impressed everyone. His brother, a year
younger and also highly gifted, was, by con-
trast, considered “average.” His great imagi-
nation and sensitivity attracted less attention
than his brother’s obvious scholastic bril-
lance. The older boy had a temper and often

hit his younger brother who, although in fact
he was the larger of the two, did not strike
back but would walk awayinstead; despite his
anger and obvious pain, he controlled him-

self—and he was only seven years old. On a
school trip to the zoo this very young boy, un-
like his classmates, showed a concentrated in-

terest in every animal. There was a goat he
wanted to feed. But when he was given a bag
of corn by some visitors, instead of running
with it to the goat, he first offered the corn to
each of his classmates so that they could have
the pleasure of feeding the goat, too. Seymour
found attention to others to be a consistent
trait in this boy. From responses to her parent
questionnaire, Silverman (1983, 1994) col-
lected numerous observations of emotional
sensitivity, compassion, and moralsensitivity
in gifted children (above 130 IQ) as young as
age 21/2 or 3.

Considerateness, understanding of others,
of their feelings, motives, and aspirations
characterize what Gardner (1983) called
interpersonal intelligence. Empathic acts—a
response to another’s distress and a desire to
soothe—havebeen observedin infants (Borke,

1971; Hoffman, 1983). The capacity for empa-
thy and unselfish acts is readily observed in
preschoolers (Radke-Yarrow, Zahn-Waxler, &

Chapman, 1983). Empathy is the foundation
out of which grow the moral emotions (Damon,

1988).

Intrapersonal Intelligence in Extenso

Introspective individuals who are keenly and
accurately aware of their own emotionallife
are characterized by intrapersonal intelli-
gence or self-knowledge. Gardner (1983,
1993a, 1993b; see Chapter 5) defined intraper-

sonal intelligence as introspective capacity.

Gardnerfurther noted that through continued

development this capacity may culminate in a

mature sense of self and inner wisdom.

However, there is a gap in this picture. By
what developmental processis the matureself
realized? What has to take place in a person’s
development to make gaining advancedself-
knowledge and wisdom possible? To fill this
gap, we must turn to Dabrowski’s theory of

emotional development, and particularly to
his concept of multilevel development. By mul-
tilevel, Dabrowski meant the type of inner
growth in which a split between the higher
and lower in oneself is strongly felt. The split
is healed by concerted emotional labors of
aligning one’s life with the ideal of becoming a
better human being.

Originally Gardner (1983, p. 252) included
in his formulation of intrapersonal intelli-
gence a “continued development, where an
individual has an option of becoming in-
creasingly autonomous, integrated, or self-
actualized. . . . The end goal of these devel-
oping processes is a self that is highly devel-

oped andfully differentiated from others,” but
subsequently he did not include or develop it
further. In multilevel development, the goal is
to confront the whole truth about oneself as a
prelude to a far-reaching inner transforma-
tion. As Eleanor Roosevelt astutely observed,
such truth can make you wince. To make
Gardner’s definition of intrapersonal intelli-
gence full, and in keeping with his original
conception, we mustinclude the process ofin-
ner growth that leads to profound self-
knowledge of the kind that is characteristic of
a highly developed senseofself.

Moral Exemplars

Individuals who are guided by compassion,
emotional sensitivity, and moral certainty are
given the appellation of moral exemplars.
Gandhi’s life is a classic instance of spiritual
growth powered by deep emotions. Gandhi's
emotional giftedness lay in his ardent concern
to have no blemish on his character (punish-

ment for an infraction caused him the greatest
pain by the very fact that he deservedit), his
ability to befriend people, his joy in serving

others(he tells how he developed a passion for

nursing the sick), and his dedication to abol-

ishing any kind of discrimination based on
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color, caste, religion, nationality, social posi-
tion, or wealth (Gandhi, 1948/1983). He
taught himself to follow the innervoice: “I de-
lighted in submitting to it. To act against it
would have been difficult and painful to me”
(p. 118). Following it, this very shy and sensi-
tive man was transformed into a radical re-
former who championed the rights of those
who were denied human rights, who were ex-
ploited and in bondage. Although Gardner
(1993a) chose him as the epitome of interper-
sonal intelligence, it must be recognized that
without persevering with utmost honesty and
rigor in his self-knowledge and the task of in-
ner transformation, Gandhi could not have be-

come a Mahatma—a Great Soul.
Gandhi’s goal wasto live a life of truth so

that he could find God. When hestarted his
law practice, his goal was to resolve the con-
flict rather than to win the case for one side
only:

I felt that my duty was to befriend both parties
and bring them together. I strained every nerve

to bring a compromise. .. . [In the end] both

were happyovertheresult, and both rose in pub-
lic estimation. My joy was boundless. I had

learnt the true practice of law. I had learnt to
find out the better side of human nature andto
enter men’s hearts. I realized that the true func-
tion of a lawyer was to unite parties riven asunder.
(Gandhi, 1948/1988, p. 117)

As a child and as a man Gandhi wasintensely
emotional, sensual, exquisitely sensitive (he
was extremely shy), endowed with rich imagi-
nation, and engaged in relentless intellectual
and spiritual inquiry. In other words, his ex-
periential channels—overexcitabilities—were
wide open.

In the life of Eleanor Roosevelt we get a
close look at the inner workings of emotional
giftedness par excellence (Piechowski, 1990;
Piechowski & Tyksta, 1982). The driving
forces of her life were a sense of duty, a desire
for love and to belong, a willingness to be of

service, and a determination to develop her in-

dividual identity on an equal basis with her

powerful husband. She waspropelled by com-
passion toward those in need, whether mater-
ial, emotional, or to fulfill a personal goal.

Because she made sense of the sorrows of her
own childhood, she had a thorough under-
standing of the emotional needs of children
and adolescents (Vander Ven, 1984). At the

same time her behavior, though outwardly
ladylike, was radical and revolutionary.

Guided by humility, compassion, and un-
derstanding of human nature, the conscience

of such individuals is a reliable guide for act-
ing in accordance with the highest principles

of fairness and compassion. From the point of
view of giftedness, oneis proneto ask: In what
way can such a conscience be considereda tal-
ent? How did it develop? How wasit trained?

Briefly, we find that some do achieve their
inner knowledge as a result of guidance and
training, exemplified in the spiritual tradi-
tions of the East and West. Spiritual directors
and masters guide their disciples’ inner
growth (Nixon, 1994). But there are certain in-
dividuals who arrive at self-knowledge by
guidance from within. For instance, Brennan
and Piechowski (1991) and Grant (1988) de-
scribed persons who were taught, as it were,

by an “inner voice”; their inner growth was

guided almost entirely from within.
Inner growth and transformation, as we

are beginning to discover, can follow different
paths. The moral exemplars described by
Colby and Damon (1992) appear to tread the
path of increasing moral certainty; those stud-

ied by others show growth through inner
struggle and self-chosen work at inner trans-
formation (Dabrowski, 1967; Nixon, 1994;

Piechowski, 1990, 1992, 1993). Nevertheless,

moral exemplarsare not entirely free from in-
ner conflict generated by a clash between the
unquestioned beliefs they grew up with and
the face-to-face encounter with oppression,
poverty, social injustice, and denial of basic

humanrights.

To sum up, the young chess player who
chose to lose the championship for the
sake of another player, the 7-year-old who re-
frained from fighting despite his advantage
in size and strength, Gandhi’s submission

to his inner voice, Eleanor Roosevelt’s self-

knowledge andlife of service, are outstanding
examples of emotional giftedness or intra-
personal intelligence in its full sense. They
are strongly empathic, introspective, self-
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analytical, and self-corrective; they possess

emotional intensity, depth, and devotion. And
they are “positively maladjusted” as well!

Dabrowski’s Theory and Bandura’s Self-
System: Self-Knowledge and
Self-Evaluation Conjoined

The examination of the nature of this process

of inner transformation is the core of
Dabrowski’s theory of emotional development
which hecalled “positive disintegration” (Dab-
rowski, 1964, 1967; Dabrowski & Piechowski,

1977). By this paradoxical name he empha-
sized the dismantling and tearing down that
takes place in one’s inner being once the
process of emotional growth is launched in
earnest. What is experienced as “lower” grad-
ually is removed and replaced by what is
“higher.” Self-evaluation and self-judgment
play a strong part. Since the processis usually
experienced as a movement from a lower to a
higher level, it has been called “multilevel.”
The split between higher and lowerin oneself

takes many forms butis distinctly and spon-
taneously experienced by emotionally gifted
people. [The theory is too elaborate and too
broad to attempt a sketch here, but service-
able outlines exist (Nelson, 1989; Piechowski,

1975, 1992).]
Emotional giftedness grows out of emo-

tional overexcitability when there is a will to
change oneself and to help others, whether
materially, emotionally, or in the realization of

their potential. Naturally, intellectual and
imaginational overexcitabilities play a strong

role. The examples of Mohandas Gandhi and
Eleanor Roosevelt underscore the link be-
tween robust emotionality and finding one’s

mission in life by serving others. Dabrowski’s

theory is very much about this quest that

comes from a deep longing for an ideal of love,
an ideal of brotherhood, an ideal of beauty, an

ideal of caring, an ideal of humility, an ideal of
truth, or all such ideals. It is a call to a higher,
more deeply meaningfullife.

Children who advance in development

more rapidly than their peers, especially emo-

tionally and intellectually, feel this call early

but often find themselves misunderstood.

Clark (1983, p. 126) noted that an intense

sense of justice and unwavering idealism ap-
pear early in the emotional growth of gifted

children and that it is hard for them to under-
stand why adults are not doing anything to
correct what is so blatantly wrong and unfair
in the world. Such children have trouble ad-

justing to a world where everything appears to

stand on its head; it makes them “positively

maladjusted.”

This presents the practical problem of how
to coach gifted children when they show
signs of positive maladjustment. Delisle and
Galbraith (1987) offer survival strategies.
Specialists in conflict resolution teach win—
win strategies (Fisher & Ury, 1981).

Silverman (1994) reports that in the exten-
sive files of the Gifted Development Center

there are

dozens of cases on record of gifted children fight-

ing injustice, befriending and protecting handi-
capped children, conserving resources, respond-

ing to others’ emotional needs, becomingterribly
upset if a classmate is humiliated, becoming veg-

eterian in meat-eating families, crying at the
violence in cartoons, being perplexed at why

their classmates push in line, refusing to fight

back when attacked because they considered all
forms of violence—including self-defense—
morally wrong, writing letters to the President to
try to end the Gulf War, and writing poemsof an-
guish at the cruelty in the world. I have found
that the higher the child’s IQ, the earlier moral

concerns develop and the more profound effect

they have on the child. But it usually takes ma-

turity before the child can translate moral sensi-
tivity into consistent moral action. (p.111)

The association of high IQ with moral sen-
sitivity, moral character, and early ethical con-

cerns was already noted by both Terman and
Hollingworth. Although it is easy to recall
cases of extremely bright people who appearto
lack the emotions that make for moral respon-
sibility—“whiz kids” who become devious

presidential advisors, Wall Street manipula-
tors, athletic saboteurs, scientists who forge

data—one cannot ignore such individuals’life

histories, how they were raised and what they

were taught, the choices they made, and the

developmental context that led to their con-
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science ending up muffled. Life has many
pressures and decision points arising from the

dominant value system, which prizes achieve-
ment and status at nearly any price. Lives can
go wrong in countless ways and, when in the
service of established authority, often without
catching on that “something is rotten in the

state of Denmark.”
Bandura (1986) identified eight mecha-

nisms by which we can get around our con-
science, our self-evaluative process. Activation
of these mechanisms can be gradual, or lim-
ited to certain situations. For instance, it is

easier to do something unethical when one
tells oneself that what other people are doing

is much worse, or when the responsibility is
diffused or relegated to a higher authority,
or when onefinds moral justification in carry-
ing out heinous acts as did Hitler’s SS
(Stutzstaffel), his special force for ethnic

cleansing and racial purity. The SS was
trained to believe in their moral superiority
which then justified extermination of people
deemed morally inferior, degenerate, or sub-

human (Moczarski, 1981). However, there

have always been cases of those whose emo-

tional system rebels, whether through psycho-
somatic illness or doubt, leading to positive
maladjustment. Conscientious objectors are
cases in point, such as Lieutenant Louis Font
(Piechowski, 1992), the airman Daniel Cobos,

and others who broke ranks with established
but dishonest and secretive power structures

(Everett, 1989). At least half of those de-

scribed by Everett were people in jobs requir-

ing exceptional intelligence.
It is significant that the emotional and

moral sensitivity of high-IQ children is fre-
quently and consistently observed. It is imper-
ative that it be recognized, understood, sup-
ported, and perhaps emulated as well. In

order to be able to understandthis association
we will have to study the way in which high
levels of abstract reasoning, in combination
with emotional sensitivity, accelerate devel-
opment of evaluative and, particularly, self-

evaluative processes. In Bandura’s (1986)

terms, we will have to study more closely the

self-system in emotionally precocious children.
What emerges from the examples given

earlier is a natural progression from emo-

tional overexcitability to emotional giftedness
with a strong component of moral sensitivity,

from which moral responsibility and moralac-
tion arise. The strong potential for inner
transformation begins with a reaction to how

things are in the world in which onelives,
then shifts to evaluating one’s moral responsi-
bility and preparingto act onit.

Dabrowski outlined a typology of personal-
ity development (Table 30.2) with special at-
tention to inner growth in which the split be-
tween “what is,” the current state of one’s

being, and “what ought to be,” the call to an
ideal higher state, is so acutely felt that it
spurs further growth. The process of self-
correction becomes inner transformation in

multilevel growth. Inner transformation is
also the process of creating a newself or real-
ization of the higher, transpersonal, or tran-
scendental self (Assagioli, 1965; Csikszentmi-
halyi, 1993; Piechowski, 1974, 1993).

As an example, Etty Hillesum, a young
Jewish woman wholived in Holland at the
time of the Holocaust, felt at the age of 27 a
spiritual restlessness, inner chaos, depression,
and despair. She took up the inner struggle to

overcomeit by deep reflection, acts of will, and
prayer. Under the horrifying conditions of ar-

rests and deportation of Jews, she attained
serenity and inner peace entirely free of ha-
tred toward the Germans. Sherealized that to
give in to hate, as she wasinitially moved to
do, would mean to become just like them.
Instead, as a way of preparation for the
inevitable, she volunteered for the transit

camp in Westerbork from which she was even-
tually shipped to the gas chambers of

Auschwitz. She left behind a diary, an ab-
sorbing document of her inner transforma-
tion (Hillesum, 1981/1985; Piechowski, 1992;

Spaltro, 1991). Surprisingly, the horrors of

warare placed as if on the periphery. Her di-
ary is “in the first place a journey through her
inner world, and that inner world of hers is

not governed by the threat of war” (Gaarlandt,
1985).

Strong developmental potential, in its com-

bination of talents, abilities, and strong over-

excitabilities, is the necessary condition forself-

actualization. In all cases of self-actualization

studied so far, there is evidence of a very
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Table 30.2
Levels of Emotional Development According to Dabrowski’s

Theory of Positive Disintegration
 

Level V: Secondary Integration
The struggle for self-mastery has been won.Innerconflicts regarding the self have been resolved through ac-

tualization of the personality ideal. Disintegration has been transcended by the integration of one’s values
into one’s living and being. Thelife is lived in service to humanity. It is lived according to the highest, most
universal principles of loving—compassionate regard for the worth of every individual.
A magnetic field in the soul—Dag Hammarskjold

Level IV: Organized Multilevel Disintegration

Individuals are well on the roadto self-actualization. They have found a wayto reach their own ideas, and
they are effective leaders in society. They show high levels of responsibility, authenticity, reflective judg-

ment, empathy for others, autonomyof thought and action, self-awareness, and other attributes associated

with self-actualization.

Behind tranquility lies conquered unhappiness—Eleanor Roosevelt

Level III: Spontaneous Multilevel Disintegration

Multilevelness arises. The person develops a hierarchical sense of values. Inner conflict is vertical, a struggle
to bring up one’s behavior to higher standards. Thereis a dissatisfaction with what oneis, because of a

competing sense of what one could and ought to be (personality ideal). This internal struggle between
higher and lower can be accompaniedby existential despair: anxiety, depression, and feelings of dissatis-
faction with theself (inferiority, disquietude, astonishment).

Video meliora proboque deteriora sequor*°—Marcus Tullius Cicero

Level IT: Unilevel Disintegration

Individuals are influenced primarily by their social group and by mainstream values, or they are moralrela-

tivists for whom “anything goes,” morally speaking. They often exhibit ambivalent feelings and indecisive
flip-flop behavior because they have noclear-cut set of self-determined internal values. Inner conflicts are

horizontal, a contest between equal, competing values.

A reed shaken in the wind—Matthew,XI, 7

Level I: Primary Integration

Egocentrism prevails. A person at this level lacks the capacity for empathy and self-examination. When

things go wrong, someoneelse is always to blame; self-responsibility is not encountered here. With nothing
within to inhibit personal ambition, individuals at Level I often attain powerin society by ruthless means.
Dog-eat-dog mentality
 

Source: Adapted from Nelson (1989), Maxwell (1992), and Piechowski (1992).

““T regard the better but follow the worse.”

strong developmental potential—that is, be- been mentioned: emotional overexcitability
sides special talents and high intelligence
there are necessarily very strong overex-

citabilities (Brennan & Piechowski, 1991;

Piechowski, 1978). Although self-actualization

and emotional giftedness are not the same, in
the cases cited here they go together

(Piechowski, 1992).

By what signs can we recognize the poten-

tial for self-actualization and for emotional

giftedness in young people? Some signs have

expressed in the intensity and sensitivity to
others’ feelings and one’s own; empathy and
understanding of others; early emergence of
moral concerns about being fair to others; self-

judgment; and worrying about subtle issues in
how others are affected by one’s actions. In

other words, the signs of emotional giftedness

can be read in anything that we can recognize

as proper to the dual domain of inter- and in-
trapersonalintelligences, but only if combined
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with compassion, caring, and corrective self-
judgment. In other words,as conceivedhere,it

is called emotional growth.

Emotional Growth of Gifted
Children and Adolescents

In a two-year follow-up study conducted in
collaboration with Nicholas Colangelo, self-
reports were obtained from gifted youngsters.
At the beginning of the project the children
were 12 to 17 years old. The purpose of the
study wasto find individual patterns of emo-
tional growth. The youngsters were given an
open-ended questionnaire asking what evokes
in them strong positive feelings, what stimu-
lates their mind, what is their conception of
self, and so on. The items were designed to tap

the five overexcitabilities enumerated in Table

30.1.
Two contrasting types of emotional growth

were found (Piechowski, 1989). In one type the

orientation is pragmatic, with well-defined
and not-too-distant goals and not much inner

exploration. This type of growth was called
rational-altruistic because it closely fits with

the type of character development described
by Peck and Havighurst (1960). For example,
a female high school student gave this re-

sponse to the question, “If you ask yourself,
‘Who am I?’ what is the answer?”:

Iama 17-year-old girl who is smart, dependable,

responsible, tall, hardworking, but lazy at times,
kind, active in clubs, has high ideals, who func-

tions best in an organized environment, some-

what slow, involved, andtired.

At 19 she gavethe following reply to the same
question:

I am an intelligent young woman whoenjoys be-
ing with others and who likes to do things for
them. I like to learn and I like to do things well. I
am a person who likes things to be clearly de-
fined—I want to know whatis expected ofme ina

given situation. Right now, I am someone whois

making difficult decisions about the future and
what I really want to do with mylife.

In these and other of her responses we see a

strong goal orientation. The frameworkis ra-

tional andaltruistic. Satisfaction comes from
involvement in manyactivities, service to oth-
ers, and seeing clearly what endsit all serves.
In another place she said, “I dislike activity

that has no purpose.” Such response could
come from a self-actualizing “doer” (Maslow,
1971), and, although wedo not see here a high
degree of emotional intensity, rich imagina-
tion, or intellectual thirst for knowledge,it is
worth remembering that Eleanor Roosevelt,
who hadall these traits, also disliked activi-

ties that had no purpose.

The other type is characterized by an
awarenessof innerlife quite unlike the typical

self-conscious adolescent. This type was called
introspective-emotional. It is in this type of

emotional growth that wesee the potential for
advanced development as_ described by
Dabrowski’s theory. Several characteristics
emerged (see Table 30.3). By a striking coinci-
dence, Averill and Nunley’s (1992) steps to-
ward an emotionally creative life resemble the
characteristics of emotional growth found in

gifted adolescents.
Unlike many adolescents who live for the

moment, are very peer-conscious, or are much
worried about their future, we find in a num-

ber of gifted children an early awareness of
their personal growth and its numerouspossi-
bilities—an eager anticipation and making
ready for what is to come. At age 12 one girl
wrote, “I dream of being an adult,” and simi-
larly at age 14, “I dream about how mylife will

be when I grow up. I dream lots and lots of

ways I could be.”
In response to the question about whatat-

tracts his attention in books, a boy of 17 ex-
pressed an intense inner push for emotional
growth: “I want to be moved, changed some-
how. I seek change, metamorphosis. I want to
grow (not just in relation to books,either).”

Awareness of feelings and emotions gains
importance. In reply to the question about
who they are, several youngsters described
themselves in distinctly emotional terms:

[I am]A person who needs attention and a person

that needs to be accepted. He can’t be turned

away because he gets hurt easily. (Male, age 16)

I am a very misunderstood person. . . . People

think that my life is easy because I am talented,

but I have a lot of problems of my own just be-
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Table 30.3
Parallels in Emotional Growth and Emotional Creative Life

Characteristics ofEmotional Growth of

Introspective Gifted Adolescents (Piechowski, 1989)

1. Awarenessof growing and changing; awareness of many
possible developmental paths

2. Awarenessof feelings and conscious attention to them,
interest in others and empathy toward others

3. Feelings of unreality occasionally present, marking

periods of particularly intense emotional growth

4. Inner dialogue and self-judgment, at times quite severe

5. Searching and questioning—problem finding; asking
basic, philosophical, existential questions

6. Awarenessof one’s real self

Steps Toward a Creative

Emotional Life (Averill & Nunley, 1992)

1. Making a commitmentto one’s possible self

2. Acquiring knowledge of emotions and how
they can be developed

4, Setting goals

5. Achieving results

3. Gaining self-awareness
 

cause of these talents. I often even get cut down
for something goodthat I do. This is very hard to

cope with. I am a very sensitive and emotional
person. I get angered or saddenedvery easily. I

can also get happy easily. I think I like this part
of me. All these emotions somehow make mefeel
good about myself. . . . 1am not a very confident

person, though people think I am. (Male, age 16)

I am a person who has feelings. ... I have
friends. I love life... . NOTE: I HAVE FEEL-
INGS.(Female, age 12)

The note of insistence on feelings shows at

once the frustration when they are ignored by
others and also how important they are to

these gifted children’s self-definition.
Empathy and understanding of others can

be quite conscious as for the girl just quoted,
who two years later at age 14 said: “I can see
myself in other people, I can see things I’ve
done in what other people do. I really under-
stand people’s thoughts and actions because I

think of times I was in their place.” Expres-
sions of understanding and caring for others
are frequent in the responses of these young-
sters.

Although developmentally adolescence is a
time when interest in one’s own and others’

feelings comesto focus, the articulateness and
insight of these gifted youngsters are rather

exceptional. The emotional maturity and sen-

sitivity that some youngsters achieve in late

adolescence appear in the gifted—those en-

gaged in emotional growth—in early adoles-
cence.

Periods of intense emotional growth can

bring on such sudden innershifts as to pro-
duce momentsof disequilibrium and estrange-

ment. One feels at odds with the sourround-

ings, as if suddenly alien to what was familiar
before. Such feelings of unreality are not nec-
essarily a cause for concern. What calls for
concern 1s the fact that great emotional inten-
sity and sensitivity combined with high intel-
ligence make a youngster acutely aware of the

precariousness of human existence and of the

precarious condition of our world. Because of
this, and because others understandit so lit-

tle, gifted children can be extremely vulnera-
ble and at risk (Leroux, 1986; Roedell, 1984;

Silverman, 1993, 1994).

Feelings of unreality are the natural prod-

uct of great emotional intensity and offeeling
“different.” For example, “SometimesI think I

am going insane and I wish I had someonein-
telligent to talk to” (female, age 16). In the
next excerpt the feeling of unreality is com-
bined with emotional experimentation and a
shift in a perspective—thinking of parents as
strangers: “When I ask myself who I am,
sometimes I wonderif I’m really here. Or, I'll
look at mom and dad and ask myself, who are

these people, and I try to picture them astotal

strangers” (female, age 15).
To be self-critical is common among the
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gifted. To someit spells the danger of develop-
ing a negative self-image. However, in each

case one must try to distinguish if the self-
criticism is a spur toward growth or an obsta-
cle in the person’s inner growth.

Here are some examples of how these

youngsters monitor themselves. Their sensi-

tive conscience is fitted with a spur to self-
correction—the opposite of most adolescents
who, paradoxically, can be very critical of
everything and everyoneandyetbe lacking in

self-judgment (Elkind, 1984). The following
inner dialog was a response to the question,

“Do you ever think about your own thinking?

Describe.”

When I take a stand on something, I later wonder
why I did that. I think about how I cameto that

conclusion. I think about ifI was right, according
to the norms ofsociety. I think about my friends
and other people I know and wonderif I really

feel the way Ilet on, and ifIam fooling myself by

thinking things I really feel. (Male, age 17)

Issues of right and wrong figure prominently
here, in itself not unusual, but the process of

sorting them out is already strongly au-
tonomous. He examinesthe origin of his con-

victions and asks himself whether they are
genuine or perhapsjust self-deceptions.

Hereis a response to the question “In what

manner do you observe and analyze others?”
from another 17-year-old youngster.

Critically. I have an unusual ability for finding

people’s faults and discovering their vulnerabili-
ties. I use this knowledge, too—sometimes even

unconsciously. . .

ITama manipulator, and it sometimes bothers
me. I know how to handle friends, family, teach-

ers, etc., which makes things comfortable for me
but does sometimes bother my conscience.

(Fleetingly, though.)

One might be inclined to wonder whetherfu-
ture development of this boy will lead him to

continue to muffle his conscience and become

an even more skillful puppeteer pulling the

strings in others to his own advantage, or if

this awarenesswill help him to transcendit.

In answer to the question about whatattracts

his attention in a book, he wrote that the char-

acters were important and that he wanted “to
be able to understand them and relate to
them—to sympathize with them.” A person to
whom suchfeelings are importantis not likely

to ignore them in others nor the impactof his

actions on others.
Searching, inquiring, and problem finding

are those special abilities that enable one to
discover things that need discovering, ques-

tions that need to be asked, and problemsthat
have yet to be conceived (Getzels & Csikszent-
mihalyi, 1975). Questioning, self-scrutiny, and
the search for truth go together. Gifted young-
sters often ask philosophical and_ ex-
istential questions and ask them early
(Hollingworth, 1942). Somehow they develop
not only a senseof objective truth but of inner
truth as well:

Lots of times I wish I wouldnt think so much.It

makes me very confused abouta lot ofstuff in the

world. And I always wish I could think up an-

swers instead ofjust questions. . . . My parents

and all my adult friends dont understand. I wish
I could talk to somebody who would have the

same questions I do, and the answers to them.
Maybe instead of somebody intelligent, I need

somebody insane. (Female, age 16) (Piechowshki,

1989)

In Delisle’s (1984) extensive collection of re-
sponses from younger children, one can find
similar responses about arguing with teach-

ers or persistence in asking questions. But

moral evaluations and issues of personal re-

sponsibility are more typical of adolescents.

Colangelo (1982) found this to be prevalent in
moral dilemmasvoiced by gifted adolescents.

I think about my morals and what I really think

is right and wrong. I often find that how feel is
a contradiction of what society thinks. This
makes me wonder if there is something wrong

with me. I concentrate on why and how I became

this way and if I will always be this way. (Male,
age 17)

I live day to day like everyone else but I am con-

tinually frustrated with the shallowness of how
we live and relate to one another.

Sometimes I hate myself because I am lazy
and I feel unable to change. (Female, age 16)

(Piechowski, 1989)
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Wesee in these excerpts keen questioning and
self-scrutiny. We can recognize the expression

of Dabrowskian dynamisms of astonishment
(first excerpt), dissatisfaction with oneself

(second excerpt), and “positive malad-

justment” (in both). These youngsters are

gifted not only in terms of their talents
and abilities but also in terms of character

growth—theysincerely want to become better

persons. Their self-knowledge is impressive
for this age.

Awareness of one’s real self appears early

in those engaged in intense emotional growth.

Gifted youngsters quickly realize that their
self-knowledge, the way they know and un-

derstand themselves, differs from the way
others see and know them. They thus realize
that their real self is hidden from others,

and they can even be aware of keeping it
hidden.

I’m somebody no one else knows. Some people see
one part of me, others see other parts, it’s like I’m

acting. The real meis the one inside me. My real

feelings, that I understand but can’t explain.
(Female, age 14)

The development of self-awareness and
self-understanding of these gifted youngsters

traces the general direction of most adoles-
cents. Whatis distinctive in thegifted is an ac-
celeration of development anda greater inten-
sity of existential questioning. Importantly,
they value their emotional side. These young

people not only are aware of their moods,feel-
ings, and emotions, but they also realize that

the emotional sphere is an essential part of

their selves.

Finale: Off to a Good Start—
the Budding Cartography of
IntrapersonalIntelligence

Weare just beginningto pull together insights
and observations from different sources into a
coherent picture relating emotional develop-

ment, emotional giftedness, and intrapersonal

intelligence. Three theories are the principal

sources for this synthesis: Dabrowski’s theory

of emotional development, Bandura’s social
cognitive theory of thought and action, and
Gardner’s theory of multiple intelligences.
These three theories have very different ori-
gins.

Dabrowski’s theory grew outofhis desire to
map out the types of personality development
from the most emotionally limited and defi-
cient to those most advanced and altruistic,

motivated by a powerful pull toward the ideal
of becoming a better human being, perhaps
even a Mother Teresa or an Albert Schweitzer.
Dabrowski’s theory encompasses both the
emotional and moral aspects of personality
development.

Bandura’s theory grew outof his interest to

delineate the social foundations of how we
think and act. Bandura’s theory describes a
self-system and its main moving gears—that
is, self-evaluation processes.

Gardner developed his theory out of curios-
ity about how children develop their abilities
to draw, sing, think metaphorically, and use

symbols, and out of his urgeto find an alter-
native to the psychometric definition of hu-
manabilities. This he found in the functions

and specializations of the brain that define the
core skills of distinct talent domains,or intel-

ligences, and which are particularly valued in
one culture or another.

I have attempted to present an expanded
view of the development of intrapersonal in-
telligence. In doing so a number of observa-
tions, concepts, and developmental processes
have been brought head to head:

1. The concept of developmental potential—
the overexcitabilities that impart charac-
teristic intensity, sensitivity, and richness

of inner life but also create problemsof ex-
periential overload and disequilibration

2. Moral sensitivity and moral emotions in

children and adults

3. Positive maladjustment that creates an in-
ner imperative to correct social wrongs

4. Self-evaluative processes that move from
self-judgmentto self-correction in the emo-
tional and moral sphere

5. Introspective emotional growth that en-

compassesall of the above

6. Inner transformation, which is the essence
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of emotional growth on the path toward a
transcendentself

7. Inter- and intrapersonalintelligences

It is good and right that flowerings so di-
verse can be brought together into one luxuri-
ant landscape. The blank areas stretching in
the initial outline of intrapersonalintelligence
becomefilled with specific emotional, evalua-
tive, corrective, and creative processes.

Intrapersonal development, the true knowl-
edge of self, is thus not a domain apart, the
way musical or spatial intelligence can be, but

in the deepest and ineffable sense the devel-

opmentof a person as a whole being. Although
Gardner (1983, p. 274) realized that perhaps a
knowledgeof self is a “higher level, more inte-
grated form ofintelligence, . . . one that ulti-
mately comes to control and to regulate more
‘primary orders’ of intelligence” he did not de-

velop the idea further. The elaboration pre-
sented here complements Gardner’s original
thought by putting advanced development and
emotional giftedness on the map of intraper-
sonal intelligence.
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Family Counseling with the Gifted
 

LINDA KREGER SILVERMAN, Gifted Development Center and the Institute for the

Study ofAdvanced Development, Denver, Colorado

a Agifted child in the family is a
mixed blessing. From birth on, these children

present an unusual set of challenges. They

tend to begin life as active babies, sleeping
less than other infants, responding intensely
to their environment, often colicky. When they
appear, parents are often puzzled as to how to

meet their needs, with very little in the way of
understanding or support in the community.

Gifted children have asynchronous develop-

ment, which means that whereastheir intel-

lectual skills are advanced, their social and

motor skills are usually age-appropriate
(Tannenbaum, 1992; Wright, 1990). The un-

evenness of their development leads to frus-
tration—for themselves and for their parents.

Decisions that are quite simple for other fam-
ilies (such as “Where should we send ourchild

to school?”) often are agonizingly difficult for
parents of advanced children. Grade place-
ment is another problem, and peer relations
also can be a source of strain. Gifted children
often enjoy playing with children older than

themselves, mothering children younger than
themselves, and talking to adults; however,

their relations with children their own age
usually leave something to be desired.

Any exceptionality places a heavy burden
of responsibility on the parent, but parents of
gifted children have the added stress of being
continuously discounted. There are great emo-
tional risks in going to the principal and say-

ing, “I believe my child is gifted and has
special needs.” Too often, they hear the pa-

tronizing reply, “Yes, Mrs. Maxwell, ald our

parents think their children are gifted.”
Zealots of egalitarian school reform move-
ments label parents of gifted children “elitist”

and accuse them of seeking “to twist the struc-
ture of the schools to the benefit of their chil-
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dren” (George, 1988, p. 27). Parents of handi-

capped children are treated with morerespect.

Concerns of Families of the Gifted

Most parents experience some degree of anxi-

ety upon learning that they have a gifted
child. When I share test results with parents
of exceptionally gifted children, the tissue box

is always close by. For some, it is as big a
shock as being told that their child is develop-
mentally handicapped. They mournthe loss of
having a “normal” child whose needs will be

taken care of easily within the regular class-
room. Parents often feel inadequately pre-

pared to meet the needs of a gifted child.
These problems are compounded by manyfac-

tors: myths and misinformation about the
gifted, blatant or covert hostility toward the
intellectually advanced, lack of information

about available resources, and limited finan-

cial resources of parents. Gifted children can
be very expensive to raise, and thereis nofi-
nancial assistance available.

In counseling parents of the gifted for the
last thirty years, I have found a dozen unique

concerns that provoke them to seek psycholog-
ical services:

¢ Observing that their child is developing dif-
ferently from other children

e Obtaining assessment of the child’s
strengths and weaknesses

¢ Determining appropriate methods of home
stimulation

¢ Deciding appropriate school placement
e Needing assistance with school personnel

e Ascertaining information about available
resources (such as enrichment programs)



¢ Coping with underachievement andlack of
motivation

¢ Dealing with the child’s intensity, perfec-
tionism, heightened sensitivity, introver-

sion, or depression
e Assisting the child in developing better peer

relations

e Experiencing increased tension in the fam-
ily as a result of the special needs of their
gifted child(ren)

¢ Helping the child move from dependenceto
the self-discipline of independence

¢ Understanding their own giftedness

They also engage in counseling for reasons
similar to those of other parents: poor family
dynamics, stress-related disorders, conflicting

perceptions of parents, divorce, sibling rivalry,
depression or suicidal ideation in an adoles-

cent, and so on. Counselors with special train-
ing in the psychology of giftedness are needed
to reassure parents and help them meet the
needs of their exceptional children.

Recognizing Giftedness

Parents of identified gifted children often
begin to notice signs of giftednessin their chil-
dren in thefirst five years. In Kaufmann and

Sexton’s (1983) study, 83 percent of the 98 par-
ents were aware of their children’s abilities
prior to school age. Gogel, McCumsey, and
Hewett (1985) surveyed 1,039 parents of
gifted children: 87 percent recognized their
children’s abilities by the age of 5. Nearly half
suspected that their children were gifted be-
fore their toddlers were 2 years old.

Whenparentsbelieve their children are ad-

vanced, they are usually right. Reported accu-
racy levels of parental judgment range from

47 to 90 percent (Hanson, 1984; Louis &
Lewis, 1992; Robinson, 1987; Silverman,

Chitwood, & Waters, 1986). Accuracy in-
creases dramatically after the children are 4
years old—not because parents become more

astute, but because children becomeinfinitely

easier to assess. The greatest source oferroris

underestimating their children’s abilities.
Parents often fail to recognize their children’s
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giftedness, especially if other family members
and friends’ children show similar advance-
ment (Munger, 1990; Rogers, 1986).

The first signs usually reported by parents
are alertness and responsiveness of their in-
fants (Gogelet al., 1985). Next they notice that
their toddlers progress through the develop-
mental milestones at a faster pace than the
baby books indicate—particularly in the de-
velopment of vocabulary, verbal abilities,
memory, and abstract reasoning ability (Lewis
& Louis, 1991; Roedell, 1989). When they re-

alize that their children are quite advanced
compared to neighbors’ children, parents
begin to worry that their child will be out of
step with playmates or with the school cur-
riculum. This is often the beginning of a bar-
rage of bad advice from well-meaning friends,
relatives, and educators. The methodsof good
childrearing that serve as thebasisfor this ad-
vice are appropriate for average children
(Ross, 1964; Sebring, 1983) and are frequently
no more applicable for children whoare devel-
opmentally advanced than for children who
are developmentally delayed. Because gifted
children “look normal,” it is more difficult for

the adults in their lives to be aware of their
unique needs. Parents of young children are
more likely to seek the help of professionals
when they matchtheirchild’s traits to a list of
characteristics of giftedness (see Table 31.1)

(Munger, 1990; Silvermanet al., 1986).

Obtaining Assessment

Karly identification of handicappedchildren is
essential for their well-being because it en-
ables early intervention. The sameis true for

the gifted. The earlier gifted children are iden-
tified, the more favorable their development.
Individual intelligence testing is the best
meansavailable for determining the discrep-
ancy between the child’s mental age and
chronological age. From the time Binet and
Simon (1908) invented mental age, gifted chil-

dren have been defined as those who reason

morelike older children than like age-mates.
Chronological age correlates with physical de-
velopment, handwriting speed, emotional
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TABLE31.1
Early Signs of Giftedness
 

Unusual alertness in infancy

Less need for sleep in infancy

Long attention span
High activity level

Smiling or recognizing caretakers early

Preference for novelty
Intense reactions to noise, pain, frustration

Advanced progression through the developmental

milestones

Extraordinary memory
Enjoyment and speed of learning

Early and extensive language development
Fascination with books

Curiosity; asks many questions

Excellent sense of humor
Keen powers of observation
Abstract reasoning, problem-solving skills, ability

to generalize

Early interest in time
 

needs, and social skills, whereas mental age
correlates with interests, peer relations, learn-

ing rate, amount of information mastered, and

awareness of the world. Diagnostic assess-

ment provides valuable information about a
child’s relative strengths, weaknesses, learn-

ing style, and learning needs, andis the surest
way to detect learning disabilities in bright
children. The ideal age for evaluation is dur-
ing the preschool and primary years—before

gifted girls go into hiding (Silverman, 1986b).
Although many parents recognize ad-

vanced development in preschoolers, the ma-
jority rely on the schools for official deter-
mination of their children’s giftedness
(Dembinski & Mauser, 1978). However, “gift-
edness” usually is defined as being selected for
a gifted program, and since numerous schools
have abandoned their gifted programs (e.g.,

Benbow, 1992), many children are not identi-

fied. Typically, gifted programs begin in third
grade, and participants are selected on the
basis of gross screening devices: combinations
of group achievementtest scores, grades, and
teacher recommendations. When giftedness is

equated with achievement, children who do

not excel in their regular schoolwork will not

be recognized. This group includesgifted chil-
dren with learning disabilities; the exception-

ally gifted who are bored; culturally diverse

students for whom the curriculum maybeir-
relevant; creative children who need different

teaching styles; gifted girls, second-born chil-

dren, and children with anti-intellectual peer
groups, who are hiding their abilities; intro-

verts who don’t speak up in class; and children
for whom English is a second language. Only
the scholastically gifted will be seen.

The unpopular IQ test has a much better
track record than portfolios and other achieve-
ment measures for locating hidden gifted
learners (Silverman, 1994). In most schools,

however, individual intelligence testing is
available only for children with problems.
Group IQ tests, used as part of the selection
process in somedistricts, are not as reliable.
Whitmore (1980), for example, described an

underachiever who attained 89 on a group IQ
test and 163 on an individual test—a differ-
ence of 74 points.

Parents who decide to obtain assessmentof
their children’s abilities outside of school face
anotherset of roadblocks. It is often difficult to
find a psychologist or agency sufficiently expe-
rienced with gifted children. Introverted, per-
fectionistic children will only answer ques-
tions they are certain they can answer

accurately. An examiner who has no experi-
ence with the gifted may take their “I don't
knows”at face value, whereas a seasoned pro-
fessional will overcome their reticence to per-
form. Interpreting test scores for gifted chil-
dren is complex because discrepancies in

scores obtained on various instruments are

much greater for the gifted than for any other

population (Silverman & Kearney, 1992a,
1992b) becauseof ceiling effects. Arecent com-
parison of scores of 20 highly gifted children
on the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for
Children, Third Edition (WISC-III) and the

Stanford-Binet (Form L-M) revealed an aver-
age difference of 37 IQ points (more than two

standard deviations), with discrepancies as
high as 60 points (Silverman, 1995). One child
achieved a score of 124 on the Kaufman-ABC,

137 on the WISC-R, and 229+ on the Binet L-

M—a difference of 105 points (Silverman &
Kearney, 1992b).

Because most tests have insufficient room

at the top for very bright children to demon-



strate the full strength of their abilities, it is
recommended that students who score in the
ceiling range on two or three subtests be ad-
ministered the Stanford-Binet (Form L-M) as
a supplemental test (Rimm & Lovance, 1992;

Silverman & Kearney, 1989, 1992a, 1992b).

This old Binet has a higher rangeof items be-
cause it was designed to assess adults as well

as children. Stanley (1990) considers it “the

original examination suitable for extensive
out-of-level testing” (p. 167). Also, as the
newertests place undue emphasis on response

speed (Kaufman, 1992), it is suggested that
untimed tests like the Binet be used to assess

children with motor or processing-speed prob-
lems.

Another meansof locating gifted students
is through the national talent searchesorigi-
nated by Julian Stanley (1990), in which ju-
nior high or middle school students takecol-
lege entrance exams (SAT and ACT) designed
for high school seniors. Some drawbacks are

that gifted girls are less likely to be identified
than gifted boys (Silverman, 1986b), the
exams may be biased against lower income
children (VanTassel-Baska, 1989), and sev-

enth grade is late in the developmental se-
quenceto identify giftedness.

After the child is identified, the counselor’s

job begins in earnest. Parents need guidance

in understanding strengths and weaknesses,
dealing with the implications of various
ranges of ability, locating appropriate re-

sources, sorting through the options, and com-

ing to terms with the meaning of the child’s

giftedness for everyone in the family system.

Although children seem to react favorably to
the testing, it may take monthsor even years

for parents andsiblings to adjust to the re-
sults of the assessment (Colangelo & Brower,
1987; see Chapter 29 by Colangelo).

Home Stimulation

Researchers consistently have found parent-

ing to be the most potent factor in the devel-

 

“See Chapter 12 by Benbow and Lubinski and
Chapter 13 by Assouline and Lupkowski-Shoplik.
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opmentof giftedness, creativity, and eminence

(e. g., Bloom, 1985; Kulieke & Olszewski-

Kubilius, 1989; Tannenbaum, 1992). Yet,

many parents are confused as to how much
and what type of home stimulation is appro-
priate. Some parents even apologize for their
children’s advancement (Roedell, 1989).

Parents have exclaimed anxiously, “Honestly,
I didn’t teach her to read. She picked it up on

her own.” The fear that they will be seen as
“pushy” prevents many parents from exercis-

ing their rightful role as educators.

A major study of individuals who achieved
world class recognition by the age of 30
(Bloom, 1985; see Chapter 17 by Sosniak)
highlights the importantrole parents play and

provides information about the most effective

familial support for the developmentoftalent:

. the parents’ participation in the child’s
learning contributed significantly to his or her

achievementin thefield. .. . these children could

[not] have gotten good teachers, learned to prac-

tice regularly and thoroughly, and developed a

value of and commitment to achievementin the
talent field without a great deal of parental guid-
ance and support. (p. 476)

Further insights about therole of the fam-
ily in nurturing giftedness comes from a study
of MacArthur fellows, all of whom received

substantial awards for their outstanding cre-
ativity (Cox, Daniel, & Boston, 1985).

Almost without exception the MacArthur Fellows

pay tribute to their parents. While the educa-

tional level of the parents varied, and the level of
financial backing as well, virtually all the par-
ents let their children know thevalueoflearning

by personal example. The parents supported

without pushing. Their homes had books, jour-

nals, newspapers. They took the children to the

library. The parents themselves read, and they
read to their children. Most important, they re-

spected their children’s ideas. (p. 24; emphasis in
original)

Feldman (1986; see Chapter 35 by More-
lock and Feldman) describes parents of prod-
igies quite similarly. He did not find them con-
trolling; instead, “the parents’ role seemsto be
to respond, support and encourage” (p. 156).
Families of early achievers usually are stable
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and cohesive; they establish patterns of

achievement, independence, and perseverance

in early childhood, and focus attention andre-
sources on their gifted children (Robinson &
Noble, 1991). Perhaps the most striking im-
pression from various studies is the high de-
gree of parental involvement with their chil-
dren (Kulieke & Olszewski-Kubilius, 1989;

Robinson & Noble, 1991; Silverman &

Kearney, 1989). When parents of gifted chil-
dren are asked to describe their interests, the

first response of many mothers is “my chil-

dren.”
Gogel, McCumsey, and Hewett (1985)

asked over 1,000 families to list the most suc-

cessful ways they work with their gifted chil-
dren at home. The most cited activity was
reading together. Second was consistent en-

couragement and praise for their children’s
achievements. Other methods listed included
frequent conversations, participation in com-

munity activities, field trips to museums, va-
cations, discussions, listening, and asking and

answering questions. Other studies indicate
that parents assist the development of their
gifted young by providing strong family val-
ues, clear standards of conduct, and goodrole

models (MacKinnon, 1962); by mutual trust

and approval (Piechowski, 1987); through

emotional support from extended family mem-
bers (VanTassel-Baska, 1989); by supporting
their children’s interests (Bloom & Sosniak,

1981); by encouraging curiosity and active ex-

ploration (Kulieke & Olszewski-Kubilius,
1989); by holding high expectations for their
children (Albert, 1978; Bloom & Sosniak,

1981); by encouraging autonomy; by valuing

creative and intellectual endeavors; through

emotional and verbal expressiveness (Rob-
inson & Noble, 1991); by avid reading and read-
ing frequently to children (Cox et al., 1985);
by quality time and communication (Delisle,
1992); and by helping their children to believe
in their dreams (M. Darnell, personal commu-

nication, November 15, 1988).

Parents should be encouraged to provide a
stimulating home environment—includingin-
struction—if the child is eager, interested, and

enjoying the activities. On the other hand,

parents should be discouraged from pushing

unwanted enrichment on their child.

Ironically, the more skillful parents are at

home stimulation, “the greater dissonance
there will be when the child enters school”

(Munger, 1990, p. 58).

Determining Appropriate
School Placement

Part of the guidance parents desire is infor-
mation about school options: public and pri-
vate. The counselor needs to be aware of the
availability of various special programsfor the
gifted and the supportiveness of administra-
tors of different schools. Parents need to de-
termine which of several alternatives is best
for their child. A recurring question is the im-
pact on social development of transporting
children to a magnet or private school away

from the neighborhood school. Parents are re-
assured to learn that gifted children often
have different sets of peers for different types
of activities (Roedell, 1985) and usually de-
velop two sets of companions: school friends

and neighborhoodfriends.
If public school offerings are limited, pri-

vate schools should be explored. Parents
should visit several potential schools and de-
termine which ones are responsive to gifted-
ness, are located within a reasonable distance,

appear congruent with their own philosophy,
and are affordable. After they have narrowed
the choice to two or three alternatives, they

should take their child to spend a morning or
afternoon in each environment and request
input from the child. Even 4-year-old gifted
children are capable of selecting an appropri-
ate school for themselves. They often notice
factors that parents miss, for example, how
the children treat each other on the play-

ground.
When nogifted programs are available or

affordable, or a highly gifted child is bored in
the gifted program, acceleration should be
considered. Unfortunately, although many
children have benefited from acceleration, it

remains unpopular with educators. “Indeed,

school personnel frequently assume that cog-

nitive maturity is altogether unrelated to psy-

chosocial maturity and for that reason they



take a strong stand against accelerative op-
tions” (Robinson & Noble, 1991, p. 60).

Excellent criteria for determining whether
early entrance or grade advancementis ap-
propriate are provided by Feldhusen (1992).

Unfortunately, many parents are pressured
to move in the opposite direction: to hold back
instead of accelerate. Holding gifted boys back

at the kindergarten level has become an ac-
cepted practice, on the erroneous assumption
that it will enhance their social relationships.

Intellectually advanced boys are sometimes
branded “immature” because they refuse to

play the “baby” games of their age-mates. A
more appropriate solution to social adjust-
ment difficulties is to find the boy true

peers—age-mates of similar ability with

whom hecan be socially comfortable.
An additional option is home schooling.

Families of highly gifted children frequently
select this option for some period of time when
it is difficult for them to find suitable place-
ments for their children. Robinson and Noble
(1991) reported that a high percentage of emi-

nent persons were home tutored. The most

frequently voiced drawback to home schooling
is the lack of socialization opportunities. To
meet social needs, home schooling families
may get together for group instruction, partic-

ipate in church groups,or enroll their children
in extracurricular activities.

Assistance with School Personnel

At times, the school counseloris called upon to
act as an advocate for a gifted student. The
counselor can help select the most effective
teachers for the child and can help teachers

adapt their methods to meet the student’s

needs. If a student is unhappy and the teacher
is unresponsive to the parents’ attempts to
ameliorate the situation, the counselor may
need to intervene. For example, if parents feel

their daughter would be better served in first

grade, but her teacher feels that she is not

ready to leave kindergarten, the counselor can
observe her in both kindergarten and first
grade and can mediate between the teacher
and the parent.
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Private therapists also can advocate for the
child with school personnel. Ajunior high stu-

dent whose grades were D’s and F’s came to
our center at midterm for counseling. The boy

couldn’t see the point of trying to improve, be-
cause even if he turnedin all his assignments
for the rest of the semester his final grades

would reflect the months of noncompliance.
The counselor intervened on the student’s be-
half, explained to each of his teachers that the
youth was now in counseling, and asked that
he be allowed a fresh start. Most of his teach-
ers were willing to give the student a second
chance.

According to the study conducted by Gogel
et al. (1985), parental persistence is the key

factor in success in working with schools.
Techniques parents used included initiating
contact with school personnelatall levels, vol-
unteering parent services, and assuming lead-
ership roles. If they encountered resistance,
they usually asked a staff member to inter-
cede on their behalf, sought outside testing, or
changedschools. A cooperative partnership be-
tween the homeandtheschoolis essential.

Locating Available Resources

Counselors should be acquainted with various
resources in the community. Parents need to

know about after-school enrichment pro-
grams, early college entrance, simultaneous

enrollment in high school and college, intern-
ships, mentorships, and scholarships. In addi-
tion, parents request information about sup-
port groups and conferences, periodicals, and
books on parenting the gifted. If a student

needs assistance in certain skill areas, it is
helpful to have on hand the names of compe-
tent tutors. Referral sources of other profes-
sionals in the community (e.g., audiologists,
optometrists, occupational therapists, speech
therapists, play therapists, specialists and
support groups, for Attention Deficit/Hyper-
activity Disorder [ADHD], and allergists)
should be provided for various difficulties re-
vealed in the assessment.

Extended family members cannot be over-
looked as important sources of support for
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gifted students, particularly those from dis-
advantaged backgrounds (VanTassel-Baska,

1989). Grandparents and other relatives
should be includedin family counselingefforts
so that all who have a direct impact on the
child are familiar with his or her strengths,
weaknesses, and needs. If extended family is

not available, mentors and role models can be

sought from groups of retired persons or pro-
fessional groups in the child’s areas of inter-
est. Local businesses can be contacted to pro-

vide computers and scholarship assistance to
economically disadvantaged children with in-

tellectual promise.

Reversing Underachievement

One of the main reasons parentsof gifted chil-
dren seek counseling is their children’s under-
achievement. Children who are underachiev-
ing should receive comprehensive diagnosis
as early as possible (Whitmore, 1980). It is
important to ascertain whether the difficulty
is short-term or long-term, school-based or
home-based. In myclinical practice I begin by

asking the parents whentheyfirst noticed the
problem.If they say that the child was an easy
baby, was wonderful for the first five years,
but everything fell apart when he or she
started school, it is likely that the problem is
in part educational. On the other hand,if they
say that their child has been difficult from

birth, that he or she fights incessantly with
siblings, and that life on the home front re-
sembles a war zone, then it is apparent that

family counseling is needed. A student who
has been underachieving for less than a year
can be turned around much more quickly than
one who has developed a pattern of chronic
underachievementfor several years.

The next step is assessment. Diagnostic as-

sessmentis indispensable in working with un-
derachievers. Too many timesa child is called

“lazy” or parents are blamed whenthe prob-
lem may be physiological. Hidden learning
disabilities have proved to be the primary

cause of underachievement in the population

served by the Gifted Development Center
(Silverman, 1989). We administer an individ-

ual intelligence test, an achievementbattery,
a self-concept measure, a projective assess-

ment, an introversion scale, and an inventory

of causes of underachievement to the child,

and the Myers-Briggs Type Inventory (MBTIT;

Myers, 1962) to all family members. In addi-
tion, we obtain a detailed developmental ques-
tionnaire from the parents, records of previous
testing, and information from the teachers,

parents, and student via phone and personal
interviews.

We have found remarkable consistencies in

the test profiles of underachieving gifted stu-
dents: They tend to achieve high scores in vo-

cabulary, abstract reasoning, spatial relations,
and mathematical analysis, coupled with low
scores in sequential tasks (e.g., repeating dig-

its, coding, computation, spelling). If the dis-
crepancies are mild, the problem may be sim-

ply a mismatch between the student’s spatial
learning style and the teachers’ teachingstyle.
This can be ameliorated by providing the

teacher with some different strategies for
reaching the student (see Silverman, 1989),
and by helping the student understandhis or

her own learningstyle.
However, if the discrepancies are severe

(e.g., a WISC Verbal/Performance split of 20
points or more, at least a 7-point spread be-

tween high and low subtest scores, or differ-
ences of 30 points between IQ and achieve-
ment scores), then the student may be

learning disabled. It is extremely difficult to
recognize learning disabilities in gifted stu-
dents because the strengths and weaknesses
tend to mask each other, making the children

appear average. In addition, the newer tests

(i.e., WISC-III, WPPSI-R) put so much em-
phasis on processing speed (Kaufman, 1992)
that a gifted/learning-disabled child’s IQ score
is likely to be seriously depressed. The diag-
nostic checklist in Table 31.2 provides addi-
tional observational data to help determineif
a sensorimotordisability is present. If many of
these signs appear, the student needs a com-

plete evaluation, followed by therapy.
Different types of therapy are recom-

mended dependingon the profile that emerges
from the assessment. Low Performance scores

in comparison with Verbal scores may indicate

the needfor a vision evaluation. Low scores on

Digit Span, coupled with a history of chronic

ear infections, may signify the need for further
assessment of auditory processing. Children



Table 31.2
Diagnostic Checklist of

Writing Disability
 

1. Is his writing posture awkward?
2. Does he holdhis pencil strangely?

3. Can you see the tension run through his hand,
arm, face?

4. Does it take him muchlongerto write than

anyoneelse his age?
5. Does he fatigue easily and want to quit?

6. Does he space his letters on the paper in an
unusual way?

7. Does he form his letters oddly (e.g., starting
letters at the top that others would start at the
bottom)?

8. Does he mix upper and lowercase letters?
9. Does he mix cursive and manuscript?

10. Are his cursive letters disconnected?

11. Does he prefer manuscript to cursive?
12. Doeshis lettering lack fluidity?

13. Does he still reverse letters after age 7?
14. Is his handwriting illegible?
15. Is his spelling poor?

16. Does he avoid writing words he can’t spell?

17. Does he leave off the endings of words?
18. Does he confuse singulars and plurals?

19. Does he mix up small words,like the and they?
20. Does he leave out soft sounds, like the d in

gardener?

21. Is his grasp of phonics weak?(Is it difficult to
decipher what he wastrying to spell?)
 

with poor eye—hand coordination and speed
often profit from sensorimotor integration
therapy, using a computer for written assign-

ments, and the elimination of timed tests.

Children with cyclic mood swings or enuresis
are referred to an allergist to rule out food al-
lergies. If high levels of distractibility are evi-
dent during the testing, the parents are given
a checklist of the symptoms of ADHD, and
further evaluation is recommended to see if
medication is needed. If emotional difficulties
surface, counseling or play therapy is recom-
mended. Counseling is usually the last recom-
mendation, after all of the physiological fac-

tors have been examined.

Educational options must also be evalu-
ated. If the problem began when the child

started school, then placement with another

teacher or in another school maybe the solu-
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tion. Roeper (1992) warns parents not to as-

sume that the problem always resides within
their child; inappropriate education dimin-
ishes a gifted student’s motivation (Gross,
1992).

The MBTI (Myers, 1962) is helpful in as-
sessing family dynamics. Clashes between
parents and children often can be traced to dif-
ferences in personality style. The parent who
was most like the child in learning style and
behavior usually “gets on the child’s case” the
most. Very often these are father/son dyads,
wherein the father was an underachiever
in school and the son mirrors those qualities
that the father most disliked in himself.
Discussions of learning style, personality
style, and the combination of giftedness and
learning disabilities can help the father un-
derstand himself better as well as under-
standing his son. With the assistance of the

counselor, the father begins to realize that he
can become his son’s greatest ally. He can
teach his son how he compensated for his

weaknesses or became more organized. A
deeper bonding ensues between the father and
son through these discussions. Teachers who
were among the “organizationally impaired”
at some point in theirlives also are effective in

teaching underachievers organizational skills.
Additional strategies employed with un-

derachievers include tutoring (Freed,
1990); counseling groups for underachievers
(Mendaglio, 1993); discussion groups that in-
clude underachievers (Colangelo & Peterson,
1993); group counseling for families in which
parents are matched with someoneelse’s chil-

dren (Shaw & McCuen, 1960); family counsel-

ing (Colangelo; see Chapter 29); role playing
(Olenchak, 1991); grade advancement (Rimm

& Lovance, 1992); creating a more caring en-

vironment in school with better communica-
tion (Seeley, 1993); alternative schools; special

class placement and interventions (Whitmore,

1980); individual plans with parent, teacher

and student(Fine & Pitts, 1980); adapting the

curriculum to the student’s learning style;

teaching to the student’s strengths; teaching
the student compensation techniques; biblio-
therapy; and using the student’s interests to
make school relevant (Emerick, 1992). The

bottom line is that underachievement can be

reversed.
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Personality Characteristics

A number of personality traits are correlated

with giftedness (see Table 31.3). Children’s ar-
gumentativeness and questioning of authority

are mentioned frequently in the literature asa

chief source of parents’ concern (Meckstroth,

1991; Munger, 1990). Parents seem to find

children’s persistent questions particularly
annoying (Strom, Johnson, Strom, & Strom,
1992). Strom et al. contend that questioningis
natural for the gifted child; it reflects the
child’s growing independence and need to un-

derstand. Sebring (1983) suggested that con-
flicts can be avoided if parents understand
that gifted children are independent thinkers
and are really analyzing what is expected of
them when they argue.

Another characteristic that causes concern
to parents is introversion. Although only 25 or
30 percent of the U.S. population are intro-
verted, introverts comprise at least half of the
gifted population (Gallagher, 1990; Hoehn &
Bireley, 1988; Myers, 1962). Gallagher studied

1,725 adolescents enrolled in three programs
for talented students and found that 50 per-
cent were introverted. In our studies of the

highly gifted at the Gifted Development
Center, it appears that introversion increases

with IQ (Silverman, 1986a; see also Dauber &

Benbow, 1990); more than 75 percent of the
234 children we have found above 160 IQ are

introverted—three times the national aver-

age. It is important for those who counsel

gifted children and their families to under-
stand this personality type. Differences be-

tween introverts and extraverts can be found
in Table 31.4.

Intensity, perfectionism, and heightened
sensitivity are the three emotional tributaries

that most often flow through the gifted per-
sonality. “There is among gifted individuals a
greater intensity of feeling, greater awareness
of feeling, and greater capacity to be con-
cerned” (Piechowski, 1987, p. 22; see Chapter
30). Intensity is the hallmark of passion, an
important variable in the achievement of ex-

cellence (Feldman, 1979); perfectionism is the
driving force behind the pursuit of excellence;
and heightened sensitivity is the basis of com-
passion. These three qualities combine tocre-
ate a unique personality structure governed

by the vision of the ideal. In adult life, they
may create a powerful force for changing the
world, but in childhood these are very difficult

traits to live with.
Gifted adolescents frequently feel that they

should not have conflicts or negative feelings.
They have been labeled “too sensitive,” “too in-
tense,” and “too perfectionistic” by so many
people in their lives that they internalize the
message that there is something really wrong
with them. The counselor’s first task is clear-
ing up the misconception that intense feelings
are inappropriate.

It is confusing to raise a child whois at

Table 31.3
Intellectual and Personality Characteristics
 

Intellectual Characteristics Personality Characteristics
 

Exceptional reasoningability

Intellectual curiosity

Rapid learning rate
Facility with abstraction

Complex thought processes

Keen sense of justice
Early moral concern
Passion for learning
Analytical thinking

Vivid imagination

Divergent thinking/creativity
Powers of concentration

Capacity for reflection

Insightfulness
Need to understand

Need for mental stimulation

Perfectionism
Needfor precision/logic
Questioning of rules/authority
Sensitivity/empathy

Intensity

Acute self-awareness
Excellent sense of humor

Nonconformity

Perserverance

Tendency toward introversion
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Table 31.4

Extraversion and Introversion
 

Extraverts Introverts
 

Get energy from interaction
Feel energized by people
Have a single-layered personality
(same in public and private)

Are open andtrusting
Think out loud

Like being the center of attention
Learn by doing

Are comfortable in new situations

Makelotsof friends easily
Aredistractible

Are impulsive
Arerisk takers in groups

Get energy from inside themselves
Feel drained by people
Have a persona and an innerself (show

best self in public)

Need privacy
Mentally rehearse before speaking

Hate being the center of attention

Learn by observing
Are uncomfortable with changes

Are loyal to a few close friends
Are capable of intense concentration
Are reflective
Fear humiliation; quiet in large groups
 

many developmental ages at once. Parents
need help in differentiating dysfunctional be-
havior from behavior that is normal for gifted
children or for children their child’s age. For
example, a 5-year-old was being reprimanded

by her mother for acting childish. “Act your

age!” scolded her mother. “But, Mom, I’m act-

ing like all the other kids in myclass,” the
kindergartner retorted. When a child talks
and reasons like a much older person, it is
easy to forget what is age appropriate.

Whitmore (1979) pointed out that the child
may not perceive a behavior(e.g., argumenta-

tiveness) as a problem, and that it may be
more of a problem for the parents.In this case,

the parents may need the counseling more
than the child. Everyone in the family can
profit from stress reduction techniques, as
well as communication and negotiation skills.

Peer Relations

Parents often are more concerned about their
children’s social adjustment than their
scholastic accomplishments. For gifted chil-
dren also, the numberonepriority is usually

finding a friend. The most importantfactor in

determining their friendship choices appears
to be mental age (Gross, 1989); true peers are

intellectual equals.

Many assume that gifted children experi-

ence greater social adjustment difficulties

than their classmates. However, a comprehen-
sive review of the literature disclosed that the
majority of gifted students enjoy positive rela-
tions with peers (Robinson & Noble, 1991).
Gifted children appear to be more mature

than their age-mates in play interests, social
understanding, choice of friends, fears, and

world view. The picture is not as not as uni-
formly positive for the highly gifted, gifted
adolescent girls, and gifted minority group
members.

Observation of the friendship patterns of
the gifted reveals that they seek children with
similar interests and abilities, and that age

and genderare of lesser importance. Grouping
gifted children together for instruction is one
obvious way to enhance their social develop-
ment. Programs for the gifted have a highly
beneficial effect on social relationships
(Feldhusen, Sayler, Nielsen, & Kolloff, 1990;

Olszewski-Kubilius, 1989).

Contrary to superstitions that associations

with other gifted students prevent these chil-
dren from adjusting to the “real world,” in fact
their ability to relate to heterogeneous groups

increases when they find others like them-
selves. Higham and Buescher (1987) reported

a carryover effect from the positive social ex-

periences of adolescents in summer enrich-
ment programsto their regular school experi-
ences: They felt more comfortable and socially
adept. Once they have foundfriends who truly

appreciate them, laugh at their jokes, and
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enjoy their company, their self-confidence in-

creases in other situations. They demandless

from average peers because they know that

someone, somewhere,likes them just the way

they are. When peer problemsexist, the solu-
tion is usually to locate gifted peers. Programs
for the gifted, enrichment courses, computer
bulletin boards, pen pals, and support groups
for families of the gifted are all methods of
finding children of similar abilities.

Children only learn to love others when
they have achievedself-love. The process usu-

ally involves the following stages: (1) self-
awareness;(2) finding kindredspirits; (3) feel-
ing understood and accepted by others;

(4) self-acceptance; (5) recognition of the dif-
ferences in others; and, eventually, (6) the de-

velopment of understanding, acceptance and
appreciation of others. Counselors can help

gifted children find true peers, help them gain
self-acceptance, and guide them toward ac-
cepting others.

Increased Tension

There are reports of increased conflict in fam-

ilies when a child has been labeled gifted

(Cornell, 1984; Dirks, 1979). Two frequent

concernsare confusion about the child’s role in
the family and conflicting expectations of the
child by the parents (Colangelo & Dettmann,
1983). There may be jealousy and competitive-
ness in families in which there are both gifted
and “nongifted” siblings (Cornell, 1984;
Grenier, 1985). However, Kaufmann and

Sexton (1983) found that only 20 percent of
the siblings of gifted children in their study
had negative reactions, and Colangelo and
Brower (1987) reported that problems disap-

peared within five years. In cases where there
is increased friction, the gifted label usually
catches the lion’s share of the blame. Yet, one

variable that has not been systematically in-
vestigated is the effect on children of being
perceived as nongifted when they are equally
as bright as an identified sibling.

Whenonechild in the family is gifted, the

rest usually are not far behind. Reviewing the

IQ scores of 148 sets of siblings, we found that
almost 36 percent were within 5 points, 61.5
percent were within 10 points, and 73 percent

were within 13 points of each other (Sil-

verman, 1988). Discrepancies greater than 13

points occurred when oneof the siblings had a

learning disability or a history of chronic ear
infections, or there was a substantial age dif-
ference between the siblings at the time of
testing. The “nongifted” child, then, is most
probably a gifted child whodid nottest as high

as the identified sibling because of learning
disabilities or other factors, or who does not

achieve sufficiently to gain acceptance in the
gifted program. The factors that depressed the
child’s performance, coupled with the percep-

tion that the child is not as bright as his or her
sibling, could account for a considerable
amount of jealousy and competitiveness.

Muchofthe jealousy is alleviated when theso-
called nongifted child is properly identified.

Increased stress also occurs when the fam-

ily focuses on the achievements of one child
over those of other children or when children’s
achievements are compared (Delisle, 1992).
Sloane (1985) reported that parents who de-
voted their lives to the tennis champion, con-
cert pianist, or Olympic swimmerin their fam-

ilies experienced occasional twinges at the
neglect of other siblings. Tension also is cre-

ated when parents hold differing viewsof gift-

edness. In one study, mothers believed the

school’s “gifted” designation while fathers
were skeptical (Cornell, 1983). Fathers tend to
perceive giftedness as achievement, whereas
mothers perceive giftedness in termsof devel-
opmental differences (Silverman, 1986b).
These discrepant points of view can be dis-
cussed in counseling, which usually resolves

the conflict.
The counselor can dispel myths and misun-

derstandings about giftedness and can provide
parents who need them with some basic par-

enting skills (such as remembering who's in
charge, presenting a united front, and not

comparing their children), but tensions are
still likely to be present in the gifted family.
Characteristics of gifted children—intensity,
perfectionism, sensitivity, and argumentative-
ness—are not limited to one family member.
Everyone shares in them to some degree—a

perfect setting for high drama! Meckstroth

(1989) called it “crisis cubed”: “The effects of
life situations, feelings, and ideas become

magnified in the gifted family. It is as if there



is a geometric progression of intensity with

each family member involved” (p. 11). The
counselor can help the family understand that
strong feelings are healthy. Compassion and
problem solving grow out of this enhanced

awareness.

Fostering Self-Discipline

Gifted youngsters have a keen senseofjustice;
they respond well to democratic approachesin
which they have a voice in decision making,

and poorly to authoritarian parenting styles.

“Do it because I said so!” is both ineffective
and self-defeating. Fortunately, most parents
of gifted children reason with their children

rather than resort to punishment and other

forms of external power (Abelman, 1991).
Nevertheless, many people in our culture take

“ageism” for granted—the conviction that
since adults have more power they are en-
titled to more rights and privileges than
children. Gifted children do not share that
assumption. “Respect your elders” is a hierar-
chical concept that leaves the young without
respect. To bring this point home, I engage
parents in the following exercise:

Close your eyes and imagine that you are asking
your mother-in-law to get off the phone. Observe

everything you can about yourself. Now imagine

that you are asking your child to get off the
phone. Whatdifferences do you notice in your
choice of words? . . . tone of voice? . . . facial ex-

pression? ... body posture? .. . amount of wait
time?

Parents usually laugh, but they do gain an
awareness of the difference in respect that
they award individuals older and younger
than themselves. The key to family harmony
is respect for all members: a simple concept,

but one that is difficult to implement.
Gifted children tend to behave manipula-

tively or disrespectfully in situations in which

they feel powerless or not respected. The anti-

dote is to help parents create a family system

with a balanceof power in which all members
feel supported.

One methodof balancing powerin a family

is by establishing a family council—usually a
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regularly scheduled meeting of the entire fam-
ily. A family council provides direct experience
in democratic decision making. Everyone is

given an opportunity to air grievances, re-

quest changesin rules, learn negotiation skills

and conflict resolution techniques, and prac-
tice effective communication skills on a rou-
tine basis. Family council meetings can also be
a vehicle for building self-esteem and family
solidarity. A time for compliments can be in-
cluded as well as a time for complaints, and
the meetings can conclude with shared activi-
ties such as reading aloud. Gifted children can
participate competently in family council

meetings at about 7 years old, although even
preschoolers respond well to this approach.
Family council meetings initially can be set up
in the counselor’s office, with the counselor

acting as facilitator until the family feels com-
fortable facilitating meetings by themselves.

Gifted Children, Gifted Parents

Whena child is identified as gifted, the par-
ents are probably gifted too. It is painful for
parents to acknowledge their own giftedness.
However, “it is hard to help one’s child resolve

issues one has not yet resolved for oneself”

(Tolan, 1992, p. 8).
It is not fashionable to speak of the heredi-

tary componentof giftedness, but the assump-
tion that gifted children are randomly as-
signed to nongifted parents does a disservice
to their parents, exacerbating their feelings of
inadequacy. Too many writers mistakenly as-
sume that mismatches in intellectual power

between parents and children occur on a regu-
lar basis, as in the stereotypic portrayal of the
mother in the movie Little Man Tate. Most
parents of the gifted are intellectually

equipped to raise their children effectively.
The children will probably outdistance their
parents in knowledge of a specific field, but

parents and children tend to be well matched

in terms of intellectual abilities.

It often comes as a surprise to parents to

learn that they are as bright as their children.
After having their children tested, some par-
ents have had radically altered self-percep-
tions, resulting in taking on new career aspi-
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rations, going back to school, and applying for
scholarships. Many mothers flatly deny any
possibility of their own giftedness: “She getsit
from her father.” They may have gifted par-
ents, spouses, siblings, and children, andstill
see themselves as not gifted—as if the phe-
nomenon just skipped over them. They suffer

from the conception that giftedness equals

achievement, so they have nobasis for recog-

nizing themselves as gifted. When they iden-
tify with the characteristics of giftedness in
children, this perception slowly begins to
change. It is imperative that mothers, as their
daughters’ major role models, acknowledge
their own abilities. Otherwise, their daughters
come to believe, “If mommies can’t be gifted,

how can I be?” Tolan (1992) reminds parents
that “one of the best things about raising
gifted children may be the selves we discover
along the way”(p. 10).

Conclusions

Giftedness is a family affair, with far-reaching
implications for every memberof the family.
Whethergifted children are recognized or not,
labeled or not, encouraged or not, there is no

escape from the impact of giftedness on the
family system: The characteristics and needs
will still be there. Many of the normal attrib-
utes of giftedness are misjudged and misinfor-
mation about the gifted continues to be propa-
gated. Few counselors are aware of the unique
concernsof gifted families or prepared to give
them appropriate guidance. Without this
knowledge base, counselors may prove more
harmful than helpful to these families.
Counselors need to be willing to explore their
own biases and recognize and deal with their
own feelings before they can be of help.

The literature about families of the gifted

can also be counterproductive. Much of it
paints an unattractive picture of parents who
label one child as the “star” for their own nar-
cissistic ego needs (Cornell, 1984), teach their
children they are superior, make invidious
comparisons between their children, brag,

have unrealistic expectations, are competitive

and jealous, parentify their children, have
weak role definitions, are overprotective, are

incompetent in their parenting skills, and an-
tagonize school districts with their unreason-
able demands. The healthy, functional par-
ents, who make up the vast majority of the
2,000 families with whom I’ve worked, cannot

even turn to the literature for guidance with

their complex family and school problems.
Contrary to these negative depictions, families
of the gifted tend to have healthy interaction
patterns and a higher level of psychological
adjustment than the norm (Mathews, West, &

Hosie, 1986). But parents of gifted children
feel abandoned within thefield as well as out-
side of it.

A developmental counseling program recog-

nizes that gifted children pose unique chal-
lenges to parents and includes ongoing work
with families (see Chapter 29 by Colangelo).
Meckstroth (1991) offers a comprehensive
guide for conducting parent workshops and
seminars. Counselors can help parents under-
stand the meaning of IQ scores, help family
members become adjusted to labeling, and

give parents instruction on how to interactef-

fectively with schools. Parents also can be
helped to come to terms with the meaning of
giftedness in their ownlives. With appropriate
counseling, myths can be dispelled, options
presented, and support services obtained.
Counselors are desperately needed who have
special training in the area of giftedness, who

understand the powerful emotional lives of
their gifted clients, and who have a deep ap-
preciation and respect for the difficult task in-
volved in raising gifted children.
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Gifted Individuals’ Career Development
 

PHILIP A. PERRONE, University of Wisconsin, Madison

7 Acoc gifted students with
career planning and decision making is more

possible today because a numberof psycholo-
gists have identified what is unique in gifted
students’ career development and decision

making and havetested specific interventions
that show promise. I believe that Gottfred-
son’s (1981) structure best explains the career

processes and decision making of gifted stu-
dents and that Holland’s (1962, 1973) model

best explains the direction of many gifted stu-
dents’ career choices. Recent literature also

notes that gifted females’ career development

and career decisions are confoundedbysocial
and cultural expectations regarding parenting

responsibilities.

Significance of Career Development

Herr and Cramer(1988) define career develop-
ment as “understanding the factors underly-
ing free and informed choice, the evolution of
personal identity in regard to work, and the
transition, induction, and adjustment to work”

(p. 98). Their definition suggests that success-
ful career developmentis consistent with the
promises of a democracy, namely, making free

and informed choices. Their definition also
suggests that free and informed career choices
relate to good adult mental health.

Unique Facets of Gifted Students’
Career Development and

Decision Making

Specific Female Considerations

The effect of social stereotypes andsocial pres-

sure on females’ career plans is readily appar-
ent. In 1989 only 1 percent of females taking

the ACT exam indicated they planned to major
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in physical sciences, 2 percentin biological sci-
ences and engineering, and none in math-
ematics (American College Testing Program,
1989). Not only are the careeroptionsofgifted
females restricted, but society loses when

nearly half of its members fail to consider
science- and math-related careers.

The expressive trait described by Hollinger

(1988) is particularly significant in under-

standing the career decisions of gifted adoles-
cent females. Hollinger notes that in making
decisions, gifted females consider both instru-
mental traits, which contribute to a sense of

personal agency, and expressive traits, which

contribute to social acceptance. These two

traits work against one anotherin gifted fe-
males’ decisions and thus eliminate many oc-
cupational options.

In her study of 284 gifted adolescent fe-
males, Hollinger found that females possess-
ing instrumental qualities prefer Realistic and
Investigative (“thing-idea” oriented) occupa-

tions. Regardlessof self-perceptions,gifted fe-
males preferred occupations that were pre-
dominantly sex-role stereotypic, indicative of

the strong influence of social stereotypesonfe-
males.

Further support for a restricted career vi-
sion by gifted females, which is a product of
family, friends’, and teachers’ expectations, is

shown in the work of Houser and Garvey
(1985). They studied the relationships among
college women’s career choices, personality,
and social support. They found that women
who enrolled in nontraditional college pro-

grams received more support and encour-
agement from family, friends, teachers, and

counselors, with teachers and counselors ex-

erting the largest influence. Phillips (1987)

and Dickens (1990) confirmed Houser and Gar-
vey’s findings in their studies of high-ability
students. These findings contradict those of



Parsons, Adler, and Kaczala (1982), who con-

cluded that parents’ beliefs about their child’s
math ability had a greater impact on chil-
dren’s mathematical self-esteem than grades

given by mathteachers. The overriding influ-

ence of social factors and self-conceptsalso is
found in Rosser’s (1989) conclusion that fe-
males underestimate their abilities and plan
to attend less prestigious colleges than boys
with similar grade-point averages.

Female career stereotypes and self-concept

of math ability clearly are critical limiting fac-
tors in females’ career planning and decision

making. Liking and doing well in mathemat-
ics is fundamental to choosing math-science
and business careers. Mathematicsis the most
critical academic area to focus on in order to

maximize gifted females’ career options.
The significance of mathematics in females’

career planning also is evident in Eccles’s
(1987) study of gender differences in math-

science interests. She suggested that it is
more helpful to learn how females’ interest in
math-science compares with their interest in

other subject areas than to be concerned with
how their interests compare with male inter-

ests.

Eccles’s earlier (1984) study illustrates the
relevance of involving females’ parents in ca-
reer planning as early as possible in order to
keep their math-science options open. In that

study, females who excelled in both math-

science and language arts were considered
better in language arts by their parents, and

parents communicated to their daughters that

doing well in language arts was more impor-
tant. Parents of males who excelled both in

language arts and mathematics communi-
cated the opposite to their sons

Read (1991) found relatively low participa-

tion of gifted girls in special math programs
offered in 142 high schools. Participation by
females was negatively influenced by per-
ceived peer pressure, administrator attitudes,
program content, counselor attitudes, and how
the gifted girls were identified. Program con-

tent and the identification process can be
changed to makespecial math programs more
attractive to females. Today, administrator
and counselor attitudes certainly should be

supportive.
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Arnold’s (1993) ten-year follow up of 46 fe-
male and 35 male high school valedictorians

and salutatorians shows gender differences

regarding the pursuit of scientific careers. She
found that, beginning in the sophomore year
of college, women reported a decreasein their
intellectual self-esteem. By their senior year

they were concerned about howto resolve the
expected conflict between family and career.
Womenalso reported that faculty expectations
regarding their future careers were vague.

Attrition ofwomen from science-related career
paths occurred throughout the ten-year period

while males maintained their interest.
Arnold compared 22 women with high ca-

reer aspirations and 24 women with low ca-

reer aspirations. He reported that women in
the high group were greatly influenced by
their mothers’ education and by their profes-
sional work experience while in college (e.g.,
teaching and research assistantships), and
that they placed less importance on working
with people. The high career aspiration group
expected to marry and havechildren later.

Given these findings, how should education
frame a comprehensive approach to help

gifted females achieve their potential.
Silverman (1991) identified several key career
interventions for both females and males, for

example, learning about women’s career po-
tentialities and exposing students to profes-
sional women engaged in different career-
family patterns. Specific suggestions for fe-
males are arranging for shadowing of career

women, helping females set long-term career

goals, analyzing dual (marriage and family)
career paths, encouraging females to remain
in advanced math and science classes, and ac-

tively seeking advanced educational opportu-

nities and scholarships for females.

General Career Development
Considerations for Gifted Students

Katchadourian and Boli (1985) identified two
primary learning motives among college un-

dergraduates: “careerism” and “intellectual-

ism.” Students who score high on careerism

seek marketable skills, financial security, and

establishing professional contacts as reasons
for attending college. Students high in intel-

lectualism are motivated to think critically
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and develop artistic and aesthetic taste and
judgment. Some students scored high on both

scales, and others scored low on both. On the

basis of this finding, the writers outlined a
four-part topology: careerists, who are high on
career and low on intellectual; intellectuals,

high on intellectual and low on career:
strivers, high on both; and unconnected, low on
both. Interestingly, careerists do not expect to
enjoy their studies.

Reviewing the above and other research,

Howley (1989) concluded that whatever route

gifted students choose, they eventually will

have misgivings. He suggested that beginning
in grade school, gifted children should learn
economics and what a quality adult life means
and requires. He felt this could best be
achieved through on-the-job mentorship pro-
grams.

Kelly (1992) found that among 21 gifted
seventh- and eighth-grade females and 20

males there were fewer perceived career bar-
riers than among 152 pupils in regular

classes. In contrast to an earlier study by
Kelly and Colangelo (1990), gifted students
were notfoundto be higher in career maturity
than students in regular classrooms. Gifted
boys expressed a greater needfor occupational
information than gifted girls, and girls in reg-

ular classrooms expressed interest in a wider

array of occupations than gifted girls. Kelly
suggested that gifted girls acquire career in-
formation informally and by happenstance,
while gifted boys seek career information both

informally and formally.
The importance of females gaining a better

understanding of the economics of work ap-
pears again in a study by Kelly and Cobb
(1991). Thirty-eight gifted females and 69

gifted males between the ages of 11 and 14
were as knowledgeable regarding career deci-

sion-makingfactors as high school juniors and
seniors, and were slightly more advanced in
career planning than others in their age
group. No cultural differences were found.
While females were more knowledgeable
about career options than males, their career
aspirations were lower.

Milgram and Hong’s (1992) 18-year follow-
up of 67 high school seniors underscores the

important contribution of nonacademic experi-
ences to adult accomplishments. Seventeen of

48 subjects whose adolescent leisure activities

matched their adult occupations were found to
have more on-the-job responsibility and to
have accomplished more at work. Also, the

measure of creativity administered in high

school, an adaptation of the Wallach and
Kogan tests (1965), was a better predictor of

adult accomplishment than aptitude test
scores or school grades.

Emmett and Minor (1993) conducted in-

depth interviews with 16 male and 14 female

graduates from a gifted high school program,
10 each from the classes of 1985, 1987, and

1989. These students identified 180 career-
related decisions made betweenthe agesof 14
and 22. The researchers analyzed the deci-
sions using cluster analysis. Cluster I in-
cluded expectation-related items such as oth-
ers’ expectations, a sense of responsibility, and

not being ordinary. Cluster II was labeled per-

fectionism and included making a difference

and achieving a sense of accomplishment.

Cluster III was labeled self-centeredness and
included maintaining autonomy and being
true to oneself. Cluster IV focused more on is-
sues of superior intelligence, including want-

ing a challenge, variety, and continuing to
learn. Cluster V involved difficulties making

decisions due to one’s multipotentiality.

Emmett and Minor concluded that sensitivity

to others’ expectations and perfectionistic ten-
dencies are dominant considerationsin gifted
students’ career planning.

Emmett and Minor summarized the major

career decision problemsfacing gifted adoles-

cents: wanting to delay a decision as long as

possible, frequently changing their mind and

their major, feeling “stuck” in a field because
of the early investment madein the choice and

the expectations of parents and teachers, hav-
ing made a premature choice from among a

limited number of career options, and select-
ing an occupation beneath one’s ability. They
recommendedhelping gifted students view ca-
reer decision making as an ongoing process

rather than a one-time choice.

Multipotentiality, greater ego involvement

in work, acquiring more career information

than is typical of one’s age group, high career

expectations, and perfectionistic tendencies

set gifted students apart from others. It is im-
portant that gifted students learn the eco-



nomic consequences of their career decisions
and understand that they may be “blinded” by

their altruismor self-actualizing tendencies in

making decisions.

Gottfredson’s Theory of
Occupational Aspirations

Gottfredson (1981) presented a theory of how

occupational aspirations develop from early
childhood through the college years. She
based her theory on the writings of Van den
Daele’s (1968) description of cognitive develop-
ment and the formation of children’s ego-

ideals (see Table 32.1). She took someliberty

in compacting his 10 levels into 5 stages. Also,
Gottfredson did not develop her theory in re-
gard to Van den Daele’s ninth andtenth levels
of conceptual development. That is, she failed
to elaborate on a fifth stage because only a
tiny fraction of adolescents were seen as ex-

hibiting behavior at this high level of career

development. Because, according to Van den
Daele, intelligence largely determinesthe rate
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at which children and adolescents move
through these stages, gifted adolescents are
morelikely to make career plans and decisions
from the referent point that characterizes this

stage.

Gottfredson’s theory rests on the assump-
tion that individuals seek jobs compatible
with images of themselves. Gottfredson con-

curred with Van den Daele that social class,

intelligence, and genderare the importantde-
terminants of self-concept and of career aspi-
rations. The compromises made in career
planning and career decisions revolve around
expectations, which are products of social
class; job accessibility, which is largely depen-
dent on having the aptitude and opportunity
to meet entry requirements; and one’s self-
definition relative to sex roles.

Overview of Gottfredson’s Theory

Gottfredson described four stages of concep-
tual development and hypothesized that con-

ceptual development and career development
build on one another. The four stages are

Table 32.1
A Comparison of Van den Daele’s and Gottfredson’s Stages
 

Van den Daele’s Stages of Cognitive Development Gottfredson’s Stages of Occupational Aspiration
 

po
eh . “T’ distinct from others

2. Dichotomous organization of

thought (pleasing others)

3. Distinctionof before and
after (conflict avoidant)

4. Generalization of common characteristics

(little man or woman)
5. Orientation to general sex-role

expectations (one of the group)

6. Cues in on others’ feelings,
intentions (social conformist)

7. Orientation to internalized principles

(values) (social agent)
8. Self-style valued more highly

(personal goal orientation)

(independent agent)
9. Integration from among apparent

diversity (creative) (striving for personal

social good)

10. Striving for transcendent good
(self-actualization)

1. Orientation to size and power

(3 to 5 years)

2. Orientation to sex roles (6 to 8 years)

3. Orientation to social valuation

(9 to 13 years)

4. Orientation to the internal,

unique self (beginning about 14 years)

“5. Integrated world view (late

adolescence, young adulthood)

 

“Elaborated by the present author.
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(1) orientation to size and power(ages 3 to 5),

(2) orientation to sex roles (ages6 to 8), (3) ori-
entation to social valuation (ages 9 to 13), and

(4) orientation to the internal, unique self (be-
ginning around age 14). Thereis a fifth career
developmentstage paralleling Van den Daele’s
ninth and tenth levels of conceptual develop-
ment, which Gottfredson described as an inte-

grated world view evidenced through reflec-
tive consideration of the humansituation.

Children and adolescents, and probably
even mostadults, do not focus on job activities
in career decision making but, rather, on the

lifestyle that corresponds to the occupation
and the personalities of individuals they know
in the occupation. Prior to preparing for a ca-
reer, little usually is known about what people
really do on thejob.

The Five Stages

1. An orientation to size and power (ages 3
to 5): This is when the child first has an
inkling ofwhat it meansto be an adult. Career
aspirations at this stage involve fantasy and
immediate gratification, with little considera-
tion of the future. The adult is perceived as
controlling all the resources relative to both
activity and gratification, and thus adulthood
is valued because of controlling desired re-
sources.

2. An orientation to sex roles (ages 6 to 8):

Gender self-concept is thought to be consoli-
dated in this stage of development, and chil-
dren’s occupational preferences reflect a con-
cern with doing what is sex-appropriate.
Gottfredson suggests that the developmental
pattern regarding sex roles is tied to level of
cognitive development.

3. An orientation to social valuation (ages 9

to 13): During this period social class and abil-

ity become determinants of behavior and ex-
pectations. Differences in the prestige associ-
ated with various jobs are recognized, and
social class and intellectual differences in be-
havior and attitude become more apparent.
Peer influence on behavior and aspirations is

considerable. The emerging adolescentis able

to cue into social class and intellectual differ-
ences, for example, in speech and dress. In ef-

fect, the development of social class stereo-

types and occupational stereotypes parallel

one another, with preferences for higher occu-
pational levels corresponding with higherlev-

els of intelligence. Gottfredson (1981) noted:
“More able students aspire to higher level
jobs, and within all ability groups the higher
social class youngsters have the higher aspi-
rations” (p. 563). The combination of higher
intelligence and higher social class frees the
individual to aspire to a wide range of high-
level occupations because most occupations

are seen as accessible. For the most gifted,
going to college is a foregone conclusion.

4, An orientation to the internal, unique self
(beginning around age 14): As Gottfredson

noted, this age frequently marks the begin-
ning of the adolescent identity crisis. During

this stage additional criteria are used to as-
sess compatibility with various occupations.
Gottfredson noted that, typically, occupations
that are perceived as inappropriate for one’s

sex are discarded first, followed by occupa-
tions that are outside one’s social class “com-
fort range,” either too low or to high. The
amount of effort required to attain different
occupational levels within different fields of
occupational endeavor is assessed, with indi-
viduals discarding any that appear to demand
excessive effort—a thought that may not enter
the minds of many gifted students. Holland’s
(1962) schema for differentiating between oc-
cupational fields will be introduced later in

this chapter because it helps to explain the di-
rection that gifted students’ career aspirations
may take.

5. An integrated world view evidenced
through reflective consideration of the human
situation (beginning in late adolescence or
young adulthood): Van den Daele noted that
the transition into his highest two levels of

conceptual development (Gottfredson’s fifth

stage) are not explained in termsof changesin
cognitive processes. He implied that rich and
diverse life experiences are necessary precur-
sors to attaining the conceptual level that con-
stitutes this fifth stage. Van den Daele further

discussed finding a striking difference in the

career motivation of males and females, with

achievement being more congruent with a



masculine identity and morality more congru-
ent with a feminine identity. One can only
speculate whetherchild-rearing practices and

adult role models of both sexes have changed
sufficiently to bring this 1960s’ view into ques-

tion.

What characterizes fifth-stage thought
processes and behaviors? Van den Daele’s de-
scriptors include the following: Self—society re-

lationships are attended to from both an im-
mediate and a historical perspective; intuition
is trusted and valued; conflicts with society

are recognized, accepted, and even welcomed;

a world view is superordinateto self-interest;

the emphasis is on becoming; meansare con-
strued as coequal with ends; and the individ-
ual engages in poetic, dialectical thinking

(Van den Daele, 1968).

A linear, rational, self-occupation congru-
ence model of career planning and decision
making is not applicable to a person’s func-
tioning at this value-based stage of conceptual
wisdom. Probably, this fifth stage also is best
reflected in the second series of career deci-
sions that follow the completion of a col-

lege degree and possibly working for a few

years.
In Gottfredson’s view, the typical pattern of

compromiseis to sacrifice one’s primary voca-

tional interests first, job level second, and sex

type last. The individual first compromises
those attributes that are least central to his or
her self-concept and social identity. She also
noted that as new criteria for judging self-
occupation compatibility are applied, prefer-
ences become more complex and narrower.

Holland’s Theory

While Gottfredson provided an explanation of
how career aspirations evolve, Holland (1962,
1973, 1977) proposed a model that explains
particular directions that gifted individuals’
career aspirations take. Holland (1962) devel-

oped his model by analyzing responses from

National Merit finalists, which suggests the

model should be relevant to understanding
the career paths that gifted persons pursue.

Holland’s theory is based on the assump-
tion that most people can be categorized into
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one of six personality types and that there are
six corresponding kinds of career environ-
ments. People are assumed to search for com-
patible environments that will let them exer-
cise their skills and abilities and expresstheir
attitudes and values (Holland, 1973). Briefly,

Holland’s six personality types are:

1. Investigative (I): This type prefers activities
in which he or she can observe, communi-

cate using symbols, and be creative. The
phenomena under investigation may be
physical, biological, or social-cultural.

2. Artistic (A): The artistic person prefers

freedom to manipulate one or more of the
different modes of human expression to

create art forms.
3. Social (S): This personality type prefers

training, supporting, and teaching others
while avoiding explicit, systematic activi-

ties.

4, Enterprising (E): The enterprising person
prefers manipulating others to achieve his
or her own goals or the goals of the organi-
zation while avoiding explicit, systematic

procedures.
5. Conventional (C): The conventional type

prefers explicit, ordered manipulation of
data and has a low tolerance for ambigu-

ous, unsystematic activities.

6. Realistic (R): This type prefers explicit, or-
dered manipulation of tools, machines, or
animals and hasa low tolerance for ambi-

guity.

Individuals seldom fall exclusively into one

of these types, and so a system wasdevised to
indicate primary and secondary types.

Individuals are encouraged to explore various
occupationslisted under both the primary and
the secondary personality types. In essence,
Holland hypothesized a goodness-of-fit model
of career development wherein individuals
match their self-stereotypes with their stereo-
types of primary work personalities.

Post-Kammer and I (Post-Kammer &
Perrone, 1983) used Holland’s modelas part of

a follow-up study in 1982 of 300 gifted males
and 348 gifted females who graduated from 44
different Wisconsin high schools between 1962
and 1975. Respondents ranged in age from 24
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to 35. We inquired about perceptions of their
career development since graduating from
high school and asked several questions re-
garding their current work activities and fu-
ture plans. Interestingly, the age of the re-
spondents was not a differentiating factor
when analyzing responses, but there were
genderdifferences.

Both females (73 percent) and males (57
percent) indicated that marriageor a close re-
lationship with a significant other was their

most important source of satisfaction. Work
waslisted as the most importantsatisfier by
37 percent of the males and 35 percent of the

females. This finding would suggest that theo-
ries of career development should pay atten-
tion to the “coupling” tendency of most indi-
viduals and the importance of a close
interpersonalrelationship in overall life satis-
faction.

When asked whether they had lived upto

their full educational and vocational capabili-

ties, few said yes, but most said they had done

reasonably well vocationally (males 66 per-

cent, females 61 percent) and educationally
(males 56 percent, females 55 percent). In
terms of work itself, males placed more impor-
tance on their income while females empha-
sized the importance of good relationships

with co-workers and supervisors. This finding
is consistent with Van den Daele’s findings

(noted earlier) that males are more achieve-
ment oriented and females more moralityori-
ented.

Further analysis of these data (not re-

ported in the original article) showed none of
the respondents were engagingin realistic oc-
cupations. No males and only a few females

were engaged in conventional occupations.

Very few females or males werein artistic oc-
cupations, and those who were hadbeen fully
involved in some art form since high school.

The majority of females were engaged in in-
vestigative and social occupations such as
teaching and social work. There were females
who reported entering social occupations

largely because of parents’ and teachers’ ex-

pectations.

Within the investigative occupations, there

were differences among those pursuing physi-

cal science, biological science, and social sci-

ence careers. Those in physical science careers

wanted to unravel the mysteries of the uni-
verse. Those in biological careers wanted to

find cures and ways to prevent the physical
destruction of humanity. Those in social sci-
ence careers wanted to solve mysteries of the

mind and learn how social organizations can

function moreeffectively.

Providing the Necessary Environment
for Talent Development

Bloom and Sosniak (1981) detailed the learn-

ing conditions experienced by persons achiev-

ing excellence in three areas: artistic (concert

pianists and sculptors), psychomotor (Olympic
swimmers and tennis players), and cognitive

(research mathematicians and research neu-

rologists).' A retrospective interview was used
to obtain data from the most capable
Americans they could locate in these three

areas who had achieved an internationally

recognized level of accomplishment. Their

main findings related to career development

were as follows

1. The majority had become highly involved
in their particular field before age 12, and
their parent(s) or a relative had a strong
interest in the talent area. This significant

person supported and encouraged develop-
mentin the specific talent field.

2. The curriculum of the home consisted of

language, resources needed to develop the

special talent area, and high expectations
for the child.

3. Most instruction was oneto one.

4. Parents made adjustmentsin their lives in

order for the child to develop her or his

talent.

5. Emphasis was more on mastery than on

competition.

6. By adolescence, the parents’ instructorrole
was transferred to an outside teacher.

7. Recitals, contests, or concerts served to

heighten the level of learning and emotions
prior to as well as during the performance.

 

1 See Chapter 17 by Sosniak.



Effective teachers used the opportunity af-
forded by these performancesto relate cur-

rent skills to long-term goals.

8. Once the child embarked on developing his
or her talent, from age 10 or so, other ac-

tivities became subordinate.
9. During adolescence 15 to 25 hours a week

were spent practicing. During this period
their aspirations (career goals) ruled much

of their lives.

The factors considered essential in the de-
velopment of their talent provide convincing
evidence that talent does not develop on its
own andthat high-level career aspirations are
a major factor in the career attainment of ex-

ceptionally gifted and productive individuals.

Career Interventions That Hold Promise

Programmatic Intervention

Beck (1989) investigated how participants
benefited from a specific eighteen-week men-

torship program. An orientation phase focused
on formulating a plan for investigating an in-
terest area, selecting an appropriate mentor,

and discussing possible projects. The orienta-
tion was followed by three weeks of in-school
instruction preparing students to work with
their mentors. About 14 weeks, eight hours
weekly, involved implementing the plan with
the mentor. During this time, weekly two-hour
group discussions were held. Major benefits of
the program included having the opportunity

to examine lifestyles and personal attributes
of mentors, seeing first-hand how mentorsin-

teract with others, and even making future job
contacts. Overall, students gained a realistic

idea of what a careertotally involves. Females

found the mentorship particularly valuable
when they had the opportunity to discover
ways to integrate career and family. Beck em-

phasized the need for professional female
mentors for female students. It would seem
beneficial, though for different reasons, for
gifted males to have female mentors as well.

Another programmatic approach focused

on motivating gifted students to seek out and
use career information. Willings (1986) cited

several reasons that gifted students are
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“turned off” by conventional career searches

and then provided an outline for an “enriched”

career search. A few of the problems men-

tioned regarding conventional searches are

that the process is boring, the informationis

trivial, and information systems seem to oper-

ate on the assumption students should find

one best career option.
Among the more interesting aspects of

Willings’s enriched program is introducing
students to Paterson’s (1955) theory of two

complementary drives—the drive to “be some-
body” and the drive to do something worth-
while. He recommends encouraging students
to fantasize careers and consider what is pos-
sible, and discussing with them the economic

consequences of different career choices. He

also teaches a mini-course on how to study

jobs, including how to locate hiddenfactors.

Individual-Programmatic Intervention

Kerr and Erb (1991) describe a focused, value-

based career intervention at the Connie Belin
and Jacqueline N. Blank International Center

for Gifted Education and Talent Development

which proved effective with academically tal-
ented college students and would seem to have
promise for talented high school students. The
intervention is designed to address possible
identity diffusion experienced by multital-
ented high school students. Their intervention

is predicated upon Strong’s (1968) social influ-
encing model. In phase1, the counselor strives
to enhance clients’ perception of their compe-

tence. In phase 2, the attempt is made to en-

courage clients to change an attitude or view-
point.

Kerr and Erb tested their modelfirst on 26
female and 15 male college honor students; 14
females and 5 males served as a control group.
The control group later became a second study

group. Participants were engagedin three ses-
sions: a group (5 to 8 participants) life-plan-

ning workshop; an assessmentsession; and an
individual (exit) counseling session. One sur-

prising finding was that multipotential stu-
dents were found to have both a sense of pur-

pose and identity; they did not experience

identity diffusion. Another finding was that
participants significantly increased their self-
confidence in the process.
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Factors Contributing to Career
Developmentin Gifted Students

Thirty years of studying gifted persons’ career
development has led meto believe that three
sets of factors contribute to their unique ca-
reer development: psychological, psychocre-
ative, and social. By describing what I believe
is unique in gifted individuals’ career develop-
ment, I am defining giftedness from a career
developmental perspective.

Psychological Factors

1. Traditional sex-role stereotypesare slightly
less of a factor in theself-identity of gifted
persons compared with others.

2. There is a greater likelihood of gifted per-
sons workingat onejob forlife.

3. Workis central to the identity of gifted per-
sons (high ego involvement).

4. They have a strong need to achieve mas-
tery in their chosenfield.

d. They have a strong desire, seemingly an in-
nate need, to make an impact onsociety.

6. The gifted individual frequently feels exhil-
arated, rather than exhausted, when pur-
suing a valued goal; both means and ends
are highly satisfying.

Psychocreative

7. There is constant testing of personal and

environmental limits, a challenge of the

status quo, continual questioning of self
and others, and less needfor closure.

8. Gifted individuals are highly capable of
creating their own futures.

9. They are risk takers.

10. They actually create, and even seek to

maintain, dissonance in their lives as

proof to themselves that they are fully en-

gagedinlife.

Soctal Factors

11. They have a more worldly view.

12. They have a greater sense of social re-

sponsibility.

Conclusions

Conceptual development and career develop-
ment seem interdependent for gifted persons.
The two do leap-frog one another: Fostering
career developmentis essential to furthering
conceptual development, and vice versa.
Gifted persons are more likely to make deci-
sions based on the values’. charac-
teristics of the fifth, value stage of develop-
ment. Therefore, traditional, deductive, career
decision-making strategies are inappropriate
for these individuals. Rather, creative and in-
tuitive approachesto decision makingarere-
quired.

Because aptitudes are high in several
areas, they usually have unlimited academic
areas they can pursue successfully. The status
level of acceptable occupations is high and the
ceiling unlimited (“You can be whatever you
want to be”). Freedom to choose can befright-
ening and even destructive without some
guidance and support from others and a sense
of what they want to give and receive from

their work life. Gifted women receive conflict-

ing and confusing signals from society relative

to the level of career that is deemed appropri-

ate and the specific fields that are considered

gender-appropriate. Gifted children from eco-
nomically disadvantaged backgrounds require
early intervention to reduce the limiting ef-
fects of a lower social class background andto

raise career expectations.
Gifted individuals seem oriented primarily

toward Holland’s investigative and enterpris-
ing occupations, suggesting the need to pro-

vide more precise information regarding the

activities and lifestyles of individuals engaged
in these occupational areas. Conflicting feel-
ings may arise from having to engage in a

lengthy preparation period prior to entering

one’s chosen career. Long-term training peri-

ods prolong dependency, which is in conflict

with gifted students’ strong need for indepen-
dence.
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7 T. rcle of motivation in acade-
mic achievement has been a subject of scien-
tific inquiry for over forty years. Variously de-

scribed as task commitment, persistence,

intrinsic interest, challenge seeking, desire,

and effort expenditure, the concept of motiva-

tion is understood by researchers, educators,

and lay people to represent the difference be-
tween potential and performance. The role of
motivation is especially salient with highly
able students, where this difference can be

substantial and extremely frustrating for par-

ents, teachers, and the students themselves.

In his three-ring conception of giftedness,

Renzulli (1978; see Chapter 11) identifies task
commitment, one way of operationalizing mo-
tivation, as one of the three components(along
with above-average ability and creativity) of
gifted behavior. In this conceptualization, the
three components are necessary andsufficient

to demonstrate giftedness. While Renzulli’s

model broadensthe definition of giftedness be-
yond the psychometrically driven one used by

Terman, it causes some confusion in the un-

derstanding of underachievement (Gagne,
1991). If motivation is a necessary condition

for gifted behavior, then how do we deal with
students who are deemed capable of, but do

not demonstrate, gifted behavior? At the crux
of the underachievementissue is the realiza-

tion that high ability does not guarantee high
achievement—that is, giftedness does not
guarantee gifted behavior.

The pertinent question for educators and
parents is: Assuming that children possess
an “intrinsic” desire to learn, why do some

high-ability children lose, suppress, or side-
step this “intrinsic motivation”? Further, what

is meant, specifically, by motivation and how
can we better understand the psychological
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mechanisms that underlie low motivation?

While little of the motivation research over

the past forty years has directly addressed

motivational issues that relate to high-ability

students, many well-developed and well-
researched theories can shed light on thecrit-
ical question of why some students with high
academic ability do not meet, or even attempt

to meet, their potential. The purpose of this
chapter is to explore several psychological ex-

planations for the underachievement of some

gifted students.

Underachievement as a

Motivation Problem

Academic underachievement can be the prod-
uct of many causes; indeed, in most situations

it is likely to be the student’s reaction to a con-

. stellation of variables. Some cases of under-

achievement have psychometric explanations:
Individual or group tests have been incor-

rectly administered or scored, test results

have been misinterpreted, or measurement

error has been excessive. These explanations,

however, probably account for very few in-

stances of underachievement. In manycases
the source of the underachievement is envi-

ronmental. Family problems can inhibit a

child’s ability to give schoolwork the attention

it requires, or the school environment might
be such that it does not allow the full expres-
sion of giftedness. Sometimes exceptional per-

formanceis not encouragedor is even discour-

aged by beleaguered school personnel,

through limited course offerings, on the one

hand, and negative classroom interactions on

the other. Many children express their bore-
dom in school through misbehavior, which, in
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turn, elicits negative reactions from teachers

and reinforces the child’s perception that his
or her achievement needs are unreasonable.

Even when a challenging curriculum is of-
fered, an encouraging academic environment

is present, and no serious family problems
exist, there remain a large number of high-
ability students who, for psychological rea-
sons, exhibit one or more of the following
academic behaviors: low effort, challenge
avoidance, unreasonably low or unreasonably
high self-expectations, low persistence at diffi-
cult tasks, or lack ofjoy in learning. It is these
students whose self-defeating behaviors can
be better perceived through the lens of moti-

vational research.
The constellation of behaviors described

here has generally been considered to typify

the student wholacks “intrinsic motivation’—
that is, a tendency to engage in a behavior in

the absence of external reward. As motivation
research has become more precise, its focus
has been on identifying specific academic be-
haviors that are associated with desirable
academic outcomes. Research has generally

focused on three factors—challenge seeking,
persistence, and task enjoyment—as indicat-

ing the presence of intrinsic motivation. These

factors are considered “adaptive” academic be-
haviors, and their opposites—challenge avoid-
ance, giving up, and lack of enjoyment—are

considered “maladaptive” academic behaviors.
This more precise conceptualization avoids

the tendency to think of motivation as a trait

and focuses instead on situation-specific be-
haviors. Similarly, it encourages the realiza-
tion that students are not either “motivated”
or “unmotivated”; although they might not be
motivated to meet the teacher’s or the school’s
academic goals, they are motivated to meet
their own psychological needs.

Theories of Motivation

All of the theories to be discussed are cognitive
theories of motivation. That is, they rest on

the assumption that behavior stems from the

way that people interpret and internalize in-

formation. Many cognitive theories of achieve-
ment behavior are guided by the assumption
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that a child’s perception of his or her ability is
a better predictor of achievement-related be-
haviors than are objective measures of that
ability (e.g., standardized test scores, grades).
Research from many theoretical perspectives

has bornethis out (Bandura, 1977; Covington,
1984; Harter, 1978; Nicholls, 1982; Parsons,

1982; Phillips, 1984; Weiner, 1979). This as-

sumption leads us to pay special attention to
constructs related to self-concept of ability,
perceived competence, self-efficacy, and the
like as they help us to understand children

whose academic behaviors are not consistent
with their capabilities. Put another way, why

do children who are academically exceptional
behave as if they were not? The focus will be
on how each of these theories can be applied to
the underachievement question: Whatis pre-
venting this child from exhibiting adaptive

academic behaviors?

Locus-of-Control Theory

In 1966, in the context of his development of

social learning theory, Julian Rotter identified
the tendency of people to perceive that out-
comesin a particular arena were either within

or outside their control, and found that this

tendency wasrelated to the expectations they
held for future success in that area. He called
this construct locus ofcontrol, which has since
been applied to issues in numerousrealms,in-
cluding health, interpersonal relationships,

and academics. People with an internal locus
of control have been found to take more re-

sponsibility for their behavior and to demon-
strate typical expectancy shifts, or changes in

their expectations for their performance after
a particular event. A typical expectancy shift
would be to raise one’s expectations after ex-
periencing success, and to lower one’s expecta-
tions following failure (James & Rotter, 1958).
People who have an external locus of control
feel that forces outside themselves control
their fortunes andact as if there werelittle re-
lationship between what they do and what

happens to them. As a consequence, they ex-
hibit “atypical” expectancy shifts (.e., low ex-

pectancy after success, high expectancy after

failure) which are often manifested as low con-
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fidence in their own ability, even following suc-

cess.

This pattern of atypical expectancy shifts

would seem to describe the behaviors of some
underachievers, in that they appear to have

either low or unrealistically high academic
goals. The student who avoids enrolling in a
high-level mathematics course despite high
achievement test scores and high grades in

previous math classes is demonstrating an

atypical expectancyshift.

Rotter’s theory has generated voluminous
research into the antecedents, correlates, and

consequencesof a student’s locus of control for

academic subjects. Generally, it has been
found that there is a tendencyfor locus of con-

trol to be a generalized trait, but that there is
variation within and between domains or

areas. For example, a student who exhibits an
internal locus of control in athletic activities
could also hold an external locus for school-
work, or hold an internal locus for math but

an external locus for English.

Locusof control is thought to derive from a
person’s reinforcement history, and therefore
is sensitive to environmental variations. One
of the most pertinent areas of research, con-

ducted in the early 1970s, proposed that in-
trinsic motivation can be undermined by ex-
ternal reward, and that the mechanism

through which this happensis locus of control.

Lepper, Green, and Nisbitt (1973) conducted a
program of research on the “overjustification
hypothesis,” in which children were given re-
wards for performing activities that they al-

ready enjoyed. Many experiments using vary-
ing types of rewards(e.g., verbal praise, candy,
symbolic rewards) showed that children
showed less interest and enjoyment in an ac-
tivity that they had initially engaged in for its
intrinsic interest after being promised and
given a reward for engaging in that sameac-
tivity (Deci, 1971; Dollinger & Thelen, 1978;

Greene & Lepper, 1974; Lepper & Greene,

1975). The authors proposed that when a
reward was imposed on an already reward-

ing activity, the children’s locus of control for
that activity was shifted from internal to ex-

ternal. Later research by Amabile and others

(Amabile, 1985; Amabile, Goldfarb, &

Brackfield, 1990; Ambile, Hennessey, & Gross-

man, 1986) has shownthat a similar phenom-
enon occurs whenartists and authors arere-
warded for their creative products; stories or
artwork produced under contract were judged
to be less creative than work produced without

a promised “reward.”?

The implications for some gifted students

seem clear. For those who are vulnerable to

the undermining effect of reward, and we

know little about why some are and some are

not, their loss of control over school work

would seem to begin as soon as gradesare as-

signed. Constantly praised and rewarded for

doing what comes naturally to them (i.e., ex-

cellent work), students come to depend on ex-

ternal evaluation and, worse, come to view

their own behavior as driven by the external

agent.

While the controversy over the appropriate

use of reward continues (see Cameron &

Pierce, 1994), it seems clear that for somestu-

dents, a loss of a sense of control over their

own learning could be at the root of their un-
derachievement problems.

Attribution Theory

Research on locus of control was absorbed to a

great degree by a newertheoretical formula-
tion that emerged in the 1970s. Weiner’s
(1974, 1979) introduction of attribution theory

proposed that locus of control was one of two

dimensions that characterized the explana-
tions (or attributions) that students give for
their successes and failures in the classroom.
According to Weiner, the four chief explana-

tions that students give for academic out-
comes focus on ability, effort, task difficulty, or

luck. These four attributions vary not only in
terms of their locus (internal or external), but

also in terms of their stability or permanence
(stable or unstable). Using these two dimen-

sions, locus and stability, Weiner constructed
a four-celled taxonomy (see Figure 33.1).
Ability was perceived to be an internal, stable

explanation; effort was an internal, unstable

 

1 See Chapter 23 by Hennessey.
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Figure 33.1 Four attributions that explain aca-

demic outcomes.

explanation; task difficulty was external and
stable; and luck was external and unstable.

Twenty years of subsequent research onat-

tribution theory hasled to the consideration of

a third dimension, controllability, as well as
other refinements of the theory, but the origi-
nal conceptualization is still the best known
and will be the subject of this discussion (see
Weiner, 1994, for an example of how attribu-

tion theory has evolved).
Attribution theory has linked specific acad-

emic behaviors to particular attributions:
Attributing success to ability is associated

with high expectations for future success,
challenge seeking, and persistence, while at-

tributing failure to ability is associated with
low expectations for future success, challenge
avoidance, and low persistence. Students who
believe that their failures are due to a lack of
ability believe that their low ability will make
future failures more likely. Diener and Dweck

(1978) claimed that such students exhibit
“learned helplessness” in academic settings;
they see poor academic outcomesas outside of
their control because the outcomes are due to
low ability, and so they give up easily, avoid

challenges, and dislike school. Adaptive acad-
emic behaviors, then, are clearly associated

with ability attributions for success, but not

for failure.

Effort attributions, on the other hand, are

associated with adaptive behaviors when used

to explain failure. Because effort is generally
perceived to be under one’s control, therefore
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unstable, it is changeable. Students who be-
lieve that their school work can be improved
through their owneffort are likely to maintain
high expectations for success and to “try
harder” next time. The picture becomes much
more complicated with success outcomes.

The Ability—Effort Relationship. The
way that students think about ability andef-
fort, especially as these concepts relate to each
other, has enormous implications for under-
standing high-ability students’ motivation
problems. Nicholls (1976, 1982) reported de-
velopmental trendsin this area. Preschool and
kindergarten children generally do not distin-
guish between effort and ability, and seem to
have an “all good things go together” attitude
(i.e., smart kids work hard and are good in
class). In the early elementary grades, the two
concepts becomediscrete, and effort is seen as
more important. By early adolescence, indi-
vidual differences in conceptions of ability be-

come more apparent, and many children come
to have a compensatory view of effort and abil-

ity; that is, smart kids don’t have to try hard,

and if you do have to try hard, you're not
smart. Also, ability is seen as more important,

and as placing limits on achievement.

Consider the implications of these beliefs
for students who have been labeled and

treated as “gifted” from a young age. Suppose

that a student, on his first algebra test (a new
task), receives a grade that he considers to be
low (this could be a “B”) after working very
hard. Having madeability attributions for his
good performance in math for his entire life
(since he has been told that he is “good in

math” since early childhood), he is now con-

fronted with a situation where he must ex-
plain to himself how this could be. The fact
that he had to work so hard on the test al-

ready has shaken his confidencein his ability.
Many students in such circumstances begin to
avoid situations where they have to work
hard, not out of laziness, but out of fear, to

protect a self-concept of high ability.

Within the attribution theory framework,

several researchers have addressed the

effort—ability conundrum. Covington and
Omelich (1979) called effort the “double-edged
sword” because of the problems mentioned
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here and because of the way that teachers

view effort. Whereas some students typically

avoid high-effort situations because of their
implicationsfor ability, teachers value andre-

ward high effort on the part of students. One
solution to this situation might be to expand
the four-celled attribution conceptualization

in Figure 33.1 to include other explanations

that students might already use, or might be

encouraged to use, for their academic out-

comes(e.g., strategy).

Attribution retraining, which involves
teaching students to give unstable rather than

stable attributions for failure, has been found

to be successful with many groupsof students.

Most of these retraining studies (e.g., Schunk,

1983) have given students effort feedback

(e.g., “You are working hard on that”) to en-
courage the use of effort attributions. Other

studies have trained students to focus on the
methods they used rather than simply theef-

fort they exerted (Clifford, 1986a, 1986b;

McNabb, 1987). For example, students can be

encouraged to focus on their study techniques

rather than the amount of time they spend
studying, or they can think aboutthe particu-

lar techniques they used to solve a math prob-
lem. Perhaps a more broad-based understand-
ing of whateffort means, particularly one that
recognizes both the direction and intensity as-

pects of “trying,” would give underachieving
students a way out of the effort—ability box.

That is, because strategy seems to incorporate

aspects of both effort and ability, it could give

gifted students a way to keep trying (by trying
something else) without threatening their
sense of competence.

Goal Theories

Carol Dweckandhercolleagues (Dweck, 1986,

1991; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Elliot & Dweck,

1988) proposed that adaptive achievementbe-
haviors (challenge seeking, persistence in the

face of obstacles, positive affect) and maladap-
tive achievement behaviors (challenge avoid-

ance, low persistence, negative affect) have

more to do with differences in students’ class-

room goals than with differences in their aca-
demic abilities. Further, students’ goals in

academic situations are related to the way

they think abouttheir intelligence (see Figure

33.2).

According to Dweck, there are two basic

views of intelligence, the entity view and the
incremental view. Students who have an en-
tity view believe that intelligence is a fixed
trait. It is something they “have,” and they are
motivated to engage in activities that will give
them favorable judgments of their ability.
Entity theorists adopt performance goals; they

see achievementsituations (performance) as a

test of their competence. When they approach

 

Confidence in

 

Theory ofIntelligence Goal Orientation Present Ability Behavior Pattern

Entity theory Performance goal If high Mastery-oriented
(Intelligence is fixed) (Goal is to gain positive Seek challenge

judgments/avoid negative but | High persistence

judgments of competence) Iflow — Helpless

Avoid challenge

Low persistence

Incremental theory Learning goal If high— Mastery-oriented
(Intelligence is malleable) (Goal is to increase competence) or low Seek challenge (that

fosters learning)

High persistence
 

Figure 33.2 Dweck’s model of achievement motivation.

Source: From “Motivational Processes Affecting Learning,” by C. S. Dweck, 1986, American Psychologist,
41, p. 1041. Copyright 1986 by the American Psychological Association. Reprinted with permission.
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a learning situation about which they are con-

fident, they will demonstrate adaptive learn-
ing behaviors. When, however, they approach

a situation about which they have low confi-
dence (a new situation or one that has been

challenging in the past), they exhibit mal-
adaptive behaviors. Entity theorists tend to

see ability and effort as inversely related, so
they doubt their ability after high-effort suc-
cesses.

Incremental theorists view their intelli-

gence as malleable and a product of effort.
They see achievementsituations as opportuni-
ties to increase their competence, and orient

toward activities that help them develop their
intellect and skills. Incremental theorists thus
have learning rather than performancegoals.
They see effort and ability as positively re-

lated, so they focus on trying harder when
they are challenged. Incremental theorists
demonstrate adaptive academic behaviors re-

gardless of their level of confidence in a par-
ticular task. According to Dweck and Leggett
(1988, p. 260):

Adaptive individuals effectively coordinate per-
formance and learning goals. It is when an over-

concern with proving their adequacy to them-
selves or to others leads individuals to ignore,

avoid, or to abandon potentially valuable learn-
ing opportunities that problemsarise.

Change adequacy to giftedness in the above
quote, and the plight of the gifted under-
achiever becomesclear. It would seem difficult
for a child who has been referred to as “gifted”

for all of his or her childhood to have an incre-
mental view of intelligence. In fact, the child
has likely heard enough low effort—high abil-
ity messages(e.g., “hat was so easy for you,

you must be really smart”; “You got that an-
swer so quickly, you are really good at math”)

by early adolescence to have a firmly en-
trenched entity view. Also, by this time, being
gifted is likely to be central to the child’s iden-
tity, providing further incentive to protect the

self-concept of high ability. Unfortunately, as

early adolescents enter middle school, they

face greater academic challenges than previ-

ously encountered, many of them in novelsit-

uations where their confidence is question-

able. Entity theorists, for whom the goal is a

favorable evaluation of their ability, must be

confident of their ability before displaying it
for judgment. But confidence is fragile, be-

cause exertion of effort calls ability into ques-
tion. In this framework, self-defeating, self-

handicapping behaviors like avoiding difficult
courses, not studying for tests, and causing

problems in class become easier to under-

stand.

Implications for Teachers

Research that directly ties children’s percep-
tions of their giftedness with their achieve-

ment behaviors remains to be conducted. It
seems likely that a better understanding of

how high-ability children view effort will con-
tribute greatly to understanding the under-

achievement phenomenon. In the meantime,
teachers can do the following:

1. Emphasize the role of effort in learning by

focusing on the process and progress rather

than on the outcome and external evalua-
tion. For example, point out to students the

concepts they have mastered since the last
test, rather than the grades theyreceived.
Ideally, grades should serve an informa-
tional function by telling students what
they know or have mastered.

2. Sacrifice accuracy, occasionally, for risk

taking. For example, reward students for
assuming challenging tasks by weighting
the credit received by thelevel of difficulty.
Give pass/fail credit for especially difficult
assignments.

3. Help students to see the relationship be-
tween their effort and outcomes. Praise stu-
dents for exceptional effort, especially
those who hesitate to demonstrate it.

Comment on how good grades on tests or
assignments are related to hard work or
good study methods(e.g., “It looks like you
put a lot of time into this paper. I can really

tell by the quality of the work.”)
4. Use rewards sparingly, and only to rein-

force behaviors that are not already re-
warding. Help students to recognize there-

wardsintrinsic in a challenging task with

comments like “Doesn’t it make you feel
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great to be able to do a tough problem like
that?”

5. Model an incremental view of intelligence
by emphasizing the importance of skill ac-
quisition and downplaying normative per-

formance. Recognize students who make
good progressrelative to their own achieve-

ment. Many gifted students can come out
on top without much effort, and do not
work to the best of their own ability. Show

respect for people who have achieveda lot
through effort, as well as those whose ac-
complishments seem to be related to their
innate abilities (even Larry Bird spent
many hours practicing free throws).
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Underachievement Syndrome: A National Epidemic
 

SYLVIA B. RIMM, Case Western Reserve School of Medicine and the MetroHealth

Center, Cleveland, Ohio

- A five-minute interview with

this author on NBC’s Today show covering the
topic of gifted underachieving children and an
offer of free information about underachieve-
ment attracted over 20,000 phone calls and
thousands of letters from distressed parents.
Letters about elementary school age children,
middle and high school adolescents, and floun-
dering young adults in and out of college em-

phasized the extent of the underachievement
problem. Parents described peer pressures,
behavior problems, and their children’s lack of
understanding of the effort needed for school.
Young adults commentedonthe effects of com-
petition that caused them anxiety, depression,
and feelings of alienation and inadequacy.

Excerpts from a few letters from around the
United States are included in Figure 34.1.

It is impossible to determine accurate per-
centages of gifted underachievers. The
National Commission on Excellence in
Education (1983) reported that half of gifted
students do not perform to their tested abili-

ties. High school dropout studies found that
between 10 and 20 percent of those who do not
complete high school are in the tested gifted
range (Lajoie & Shore, 1981; Nyquist, 1973;
Whitmore, 1980). Underachievementof gifted
students emerges dramatically again in col-
lege. Of the top 5 percent of this country’s high
school graduates, 40 percent do not complete

college (DeLeon, 1989).

Being intellectually or creatively gifted

does not assure educational or creative suc-
cess or productivity. There are risks and pres-
sures that accompany high intelligence which
detour potentially high-achieving children to-
ward defensive and avoidance patterns

(Rimm, 1987b). The determinants of whether

gifted children move toward high achievement
or fall into underachieving patterns appearto
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be related to their home, school, and/or peer

environments (Rimm, 1986b, 1995).

The Pressures

The main pressures that gifted children seem

to feel include: (1) the need to be extraordi-
narily intelligent and/or “smartest”; (2) the

wish to be extremely creative and unique,
which they may translate as nonconformity;
and (3) the concern with being admired by
peers for appearance and popularity.

Although parents are often accusedof pres-
suring their gifted children, these pressures

typically arise because of the children’s gifted-
ness. Gifted children often internalize a sense
of stress because many adults in their envi-
ronments have admired them for their acade-
mic accomplishments, their unusual ideas,
and/or their appearance. The profuse praise
they receive not only reinforces their motiva-

tion but, when too extreme or frequent, may

cause them to feel as if they are expectedto ac-
complish the goals that are so admiredorval-
ued by others. They not only may feel pressure
to achieve, but they also may acquire a depen-
dence on attention andfind it difficult to func-

tion without continuous praise and reinforce-
ment (Deci, 1986; Hom, Gaskill, & Hutchins,

1988).
If school and home environments foster

successful relationships between effort and

outcomes, it is more likely that children will

manage the internalized pressures and will

incorporate them as motivations toward

achievement (Rimm, 1987b). School environ-

ments that foster underachievement would be

those that either do not value high achieve-

mentor, conversely, set achievement outcomes

too high. In either case, children may make
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North Carolina:
My son, an 11th grader, is a gifted student and having a lot of problemsthis year. I’m afraid heis
throwing awayall his chances for the future.

Florida:

Zachary is 5 years old and in kindergarten. He’s been reading since he was two years of age.
However, | am concernedwith his behavior. He gives up very easily. Sometimes he'll throw a pen-
cil. Zachary also demandsattention and excessive praise, which is not easy to deliver to one child
in a class of 27 children.

Tennessee:
My son, Kevin, was told he would be in the school’s Academic Olympics. Since heisn’t doing his
work, his teacher is considering sending someoneelsein his place. He cried aboutit because he
wants very muchto be a part of this. He claims he tries, but he just cannot seem to get assign-
ments turned in.

lowa:

Our sonis definitely experiencing all the problems you mentioned. Jerod is 16 and had a 90th per-
centile in all his basic skills tests. He’s getting D’s and F’s in every academic subject. He had to
repeat sophomore English because he just would not turn in assignments. He just does not do
homeworkatall.

In grade school he got perfect papers almost consistently and was in a TAG program and loved
the extra challenges the teachers provided him. In junior high there was no TAG money and hence
no program. He became extremely bored with humdrum classes and this started his downward
spiral.

Texas:

| have a college student who was a National Merit Scholar whois on scholastic probation because
she hasn't a clue about what studying entails. The process is foreign to her since shefloated
through high school. She is quite devastated, and we really don’t know howto teach herto study.

Pennsylvania:

My daughter is 18, has 1340 on her SATsandis getting C and D minusesin her postgraduate
year.

Idaho:

| am interested in where | can read more about the topic of gifted kids who don’t handin papers,
stop going to classesin college, etc. Soundslike you have met my son, recently readmitted to
Middlebury College (VT)for his “last chance.”   

Figure 34.1 Excerpts from Today Show viewers’letters.
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appropriate efforts but do not gain satisfaction
from their successful efforts. Some school en-

vironments that do not value excellent school

achievementinclude the following:

e An anti-intellectual school atmosphere that

sets high priorities for athletics or social
status but not for intellectual attainment or
preparation for higher level education
(Brown & Steinberg, 1990; U.S. Depart-

ment of Education, 1993)

e An anti-gifted atmosphere that considers
gifted programmingelitist and emphasizes
the importance of all students adjusting
andfitting into the same mold

¢ Arigid classroom environment that encour-
ages all children to study identical materi-
als at similar speeds or in similar styles.
Gifted children may teach others, but their

actual learning is not valued.
¢ Teachers whorigidly fail to see the quality

of children’s work because of different val-
ues, personal powerstruggles, or cultural or

racial prejudice. These cause children to
feel unable to accomplish outcomes despite
their efforts (Rimm, 1980; Davis & Rimm,

1994).

School environments that value children’s
accomplishments but only provide tasks that
are too easy and do not encouragechallengeor
sustained efforts also foster underachieve-
ment. The schools value good grades andper-
formance, and initially grades reflect excellent
performance. Children tend to feel positively
about school, but they are not sufficiently
challenged because the work is too easy. Reis

and Purcell (1993) found that gifted children
in elementary school already have accom-
plished 35 to 50 percentof the skills they will
be taught in a specific grade before they have
entered it. Children learn that achievement
is easy, that success is readily attainable, and
that learning and study are effortless. Occa-
sionally, they may comment about boredom or
lack of challenge, but as long as grades con-
tinue to be high, they exhibit no behavior prob-

lems.

When the curriculum becomes more com-
plex or when students enter higher grades

where peer populations are more intellectu-
ally competitive, gifted children feel as though
they are not as intelligent as they believed

they were earlier. Some learn more appropri-
ate study habits. Others hide from their

threatening feelings. They worry that they are

not as smart as they would like to be, and they
invent or discover a whole groupof rituals and
excuses that prevent them from making fur-

thereffort.
One college student thought her “brain

cells might be dissolving.” Another explained
that something was missing, and he no longer

felt special and, therefore, just gave up. Many
bright high school students have reminded me

that “if youw’re smart, schoolwork should be

easy.” Peer messages about being “casual” or
“cool” also reinforce a model of not making “too
much”schooleffort. A fifth-grade boy’s conclu-
sion that he would like to “get all A’s without
carrying a book” emphasizes that point well.

Procrastination, incomplete assignments,

disorganization, and careless work become
typical symptomsthat initiate underachieve-
ment syndrome for these students. These
symptoms will disappear only when the stu-
dents are gradually persuaded to take the risk
of making school effort. Only then will they
find out that they are, indeed, highly capable.
Perhaps even with appropriate effort they will
be required to set morerealistic goals. Their
past school environments simply have not
taught them the challenging process of
achievement. Bias amongteachers against ac-
celerated curriculum and grade skipping often
prevents schools from challenging these stu-

dents (Rimm & Lovance, 1992).

Underachievement occurs when children’s

habits, efforts, and skills cause them to lose

their sense of control over school outcomes.

Teachersareless likely to identify these chil-

dren as gifted because their intelligence or
creativity may no longer be evident in the
classroom. Even parents begin to doubt their
children’s abilities. They mayrecall that their
children were “smart” at some point in the

past, but now they maybewilling to settle for
very average and sometimesfar below average

achievement. Passing grades become accept-

able.



Underachievement Syndrome: A National Epidemic

High-Risk Home Environments

Family characteristics of underachievers have

been described in several studies (Frasier,

Passow, & Goldberg, 1958; French, 1959;

Whitmore, 1980; Zilli, 1971). Rimm and Lowe

(1988) targeted somecritical differences be-
tween the families of 22 gifted underachievers
and the findings from family studies of
achievement and eminence. The findings are
summarized and the main differences are
highlighted in Tables 34.1, 34.2, and 34.3.

Although parents of both groups showed
concern about achievementfor their children,

the modeling of intrinsic and independent
learning, positive commitment to career, and

respect for school were remarkably, though
unintentionally, absent from families of un-
derachieving gifted children. The enrichment
and fun of early childhood were often replaced
by a plethora of activities and lessons which
were so time consumingthattheyleft little en-
ergy for intrinsically interesting home learn-
ing, independent projects, or family game
playing. Management of students’ homework
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by parents resulted in dependent patterns and

parent—child arguments.
Many parents of underachieving gifted

children openly opposed teachers and school
policies. Parents were involved in opposition
to schools in 90 percent of the families. In
some cases, parents’ battles were—appropri-
ately—based onlack of challenge. They rarely
shared their own career interests with their

children. Most fathers spoke quite negatively
about their own work even whenthey hadin-

vested many years in preparation for their
high-level careers. Well-educated mothers
who centered their lives on their children and

volunteer activities often voiced frustration at
their “nonprofessional” role. Green, Fine, and

Tollefson (1988) also found that parents’ atti-
tudes toward their careers were related to
their children’s underachievement.

Unlike the families in the studies of gifted-
ness and eminence (Bloom, 1985; MacKinnon,

1965; Walberg et al., 1981), the theme of

family organization and consistent and
predictable expectations for conduct was no-
ticeably absent in the homes of the under-

Table 34.1
Family Structural Characteristics
 

 

Eminence and Underachieving
Characteristics Giftedness Gifted Comparison

Size of family Small 2.59 children Similar
Birth order More than half oldest 59% oldest Similar
Only children

Adopted children in family

Male/female

Specialness

Age of parents at marriage

Education of parents

Parent loss

Percentage varied

Not reported

More males

Earned specialness

Older parentsfairly
typical

Higher education fairly
typical

Low parent divorce, some
parent loss

27%

23%

More males

Specialness

displaced for 81%;

18% never earned
specialness

Mother—30

Father—32

Mother—15.7

Father—17.9

Low parent divorce,
some parent loss

Similar to some, different

from some

Not reported, probably
different

Similar

Different

Similar

Similar

Similar

Source: “Family Environments of Underachieving Gifted Students” by S. B. Rimm and B. Lowe, 1988, Gifted
Child Quarterly, 32(4), Fall, pp. 353-359.
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Table 34.2
Family Climate
 

Eminence and

Characteristics Giftedness

Underachieving
Gifted Comparison
 

Child centered

High adult personal

interests

Mixed findings:artists,

Child centeredness

Discord and traumavs.

secure supportive

families

more secure

Parenting style
and consistent

Family relationships:
Father/mother Usually very good

Child/mother Usually good
Child/father Usually good
Child/siblings Usually good

Structure and Consistent and predictable

organization

authors more traumatic;

scientists, mathematicians

Mixed, but nonauthoritarian

Child centered early; low Similarities and

adult personal interests differences

Considerable discord Different

Early liberal, then changed to Different

95% inconsistent “ogre”

rituals

68% good, 32% bad Somedifferences

59% poor Different
63% poor Different

45% poor Different

Inconsistent: 95% indicated Different

manipulating one or both

parents
 

Source: “Family Environments of Underachieving Gifted Students” by S. B. Rimm and B. Lowe, 1988, Gifted

Child Quarterly, 32(4), Fall, pp. 353-359.

achieving children studied by Rimm and Lowe
(1988). Differences between parents in the
standards, limits, and expectations provided
unclear guidelines. Ninety-five percent of the

students (all but one) indicated that they
could manipulate one or both parents much of
the time, and the parents of these children
confirmed their children’s observations. The
absence of consistent leadership among these

parents was remarkable.
Although most children spent their early

childhoods with parents who considered their
parenting techniques to be quite liberal and
flexible, only one couple maintained a consis-
tent parenting philosophy. By the time their

children were of school age, extreme differ-
ences in parenting styles emerged. In 95 per-
cent of the families, one parent played therole
of the parent who challenged and disciplined,

while the other took the role of protector.
There was increasing opposition between par-

ents as the challenger became more authori-
tarian and the rescuer became increasingly

protective. In 54 percent of the families the fa-
ther took the role of disciplinarian; in 41 per-
cent the mother played the authoritarianrole.
These authoritarian/rescuer rituals are de-
scribed by Rimm (1986b; 1995) as “ogre”

games.
Whenchildren were asked which of their

parents waseasier, only five children (23 per-
cent) indicated that their parents had similar
expectations. Twenty-five percent of the boys
thought their father was easier, and 50 per-
cent chose their mother as the easier parent.
Three of the girls (60 percent) considered their
father to be easier. Only one girl said her

mother was easier.

According to their parents, 81 percent of
the gifted underachievers were considered by
their families to be “special.” This senseof spe-

cialness was either attached to the parents’
early discovery of their child’s gifted abilities
or based on a long-awaited birth or unusual

circumstance. Later, that specialness was
withdrawn, and the “special” attribution was
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Eminence and Underachieving

Characteristics Giftedness Gifted Comparison

Achievementorientation Valued work and Valued work and achievement Similar
expressed achievement

Grade expectations Reasonable and Reasonable and unpressured: Similar

unpressured Mothers—3.2 GPA

Fathers—3.2 GPA

Early enrichment and Provided Provided Similar
activities

Social adjustment of Mixed 73% not well accepted by Some differences
children

High energy of parents
Father’s career

Mother’s career

Identification with same-

sexed parent

School—homerelationship

Homework independence

Intrinsic learning

Dramatically consistent
Mainly committed, positive

and sharing interests

Mainly homemakers,

volunteers, busy and

happy
Mixed research on

identification, mainly
positive for achievement
with boys and girls with
fathers

Mainly good and
supportive

Reasonable school
adjustments

Independenceplus
additional independent

learning projects; some

parent monitoring

Frequently modeled by
parents

peers
Mainly true

Considerable frustration with

careeror, if positive, not

sharing interests
Mainly homemakers,

volunteers, busy but not
satisfied

25% of males identified with

father, 20% identified with

mother

90% were oppositional,
problem in school
environments

59% were homework

dependent, absence of
independent learning
projects; oppositional
monitoring

Rarely modeled by parents

Somedifferences

Different

Different

Different

Different

Different

Different

 

Source: “Family Environments of Underachieving Gifted Students” by S. B. Rimm andB. Lowe, 1988,
Gifted Child Quarterly, 32(4), Fall, pp. 353-359.

given to another family member. Sometimes

the sense of specialness was lost as part of
school adjustment (Rimm, 1990a, 1990b).
Clinical interviews indicated that all of the
samples were given a great deal of early at-
tention. More than half (54 percent) had that
attention withdrawn dramatically by a second

sibling, who then received the “special” desig-

nation, or by a parent’s remarriage to a step-

parent. In 27 percent(6) of the cases, only chil-
dren adjusted poorly to sharing attention at

school. In 18 percent (4) of the cases, children

never established a sense of specialness be-
cause anothersibling was already designated
as having that role.

The following examples provide insights
into the trauma felt by children whose spe-
cialness is displaced:

Maureen, a gifted ninth grader, had been
adopted. She was showered with extreme
amounts of adult attention for the first six years
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of her life. Her younger sister was an unexpected
birth child to her parents. Maureen was an un-
derachiever throughout school and shared with

the therapist that she could remember alwaysre-
senting her youngersister, although she could not

explain any reasons for her feelings.

Sandy was born to a single mother whofelt guilty

about her out-of-wedlock pregnancy. Sandy’s
mother spent almost every waking moment with

her child. When her mother married, Sandy felt

disempowered and angry at her stepfather with
whom she was determined not to share her

mother’s attention.

Whenthe “special” designation was with-
drawn, the early dependence on extreme
amounts of attention had theeffect of causing
the children to feel “attention neglected.” The
search for a way to retrieve the special atten-
tion involved behaviors that parents and
teachers often labeled as “spoiled” or “arro-
gant.” These children often behave as if they
had an attention deficit disorder (Rimm,

1994). Efforts by teachers and parents to “put
these children back in their places” only in-
creased the children’s feelings of neglect and
their defiant or nonproductive behaviors.

Characteristics and Directions
of Underachievement

The characteristic found most frequently and
consistently among underachievingchildrenis
low self-esteem (Davis & Rimm, 1994; Fine &

Pitts, 1980; Whitmore, 1980). Although the

children acknowledge that they are intelli-
gent, they do not believe themselves capable of
accomplishing what their families or teachers
expect of them. They may masktheir lowself-
esteem with displays of bravado, rebellion,

or highly protective defense mechanisms

(Covington & Beery, 1976; Fine & Pitts, 1980;

Rimm, 1986b). For example, they may openly

criticize the quality of the school or the talents
of individual teachers, or claim that they
“don’t care” or “didn’t really try” in regard to a
mediocre test score or class grade.

Related to their low self-esteem is their
sense of low personal control over their own

lives (Rimm, 1986b, 1995). If they fail at a

task, they blame their lack of ability; if they
succeed, they may attribute their success to
luck. Thus, they may accept responsibility for
failure, but not for success (Felton & Biggs,

1977). This attribution process in educational
achievement has been related to the original
theory of learned helplessness advanced by

Seligman (1975). If a child does not see a rela-
tionship betweenhis efforts and the outcomes,
he is likely to exhibit characteristics of
learned helplessness and will no longer make
an effort to achieve. Weiner (1974, 1980) also

emphasized that children’s subsequent perfor-
mance will be strongly influenced by whether
they attribute successes andfailuresto ability,

effort, task difficulty, or luck. Attributing suc-

cess to effort leads to further effort, while at-
tributing success to task ease or luck does not

(see Chapter 33 by McNabb).
Low self-esteem leads the underachieverto

nonproductive avoidance behaviors both at

school and at home. For example, under-
achievers may avoid making a productive ef-
fort by asserting that school is irrelevant and
that they see no reason to study material only
to receive a diploma. Students may furtheras-
sert that when they are really interested in
learning, they can do very well. They complain
that teachers should make the work morein-

teresting. These avoidance behaviors protect
underachievers from admitting their feared
lack of productive ability. If they study, they

risk confirming their possible shortcomingsto
themselves and to important others. If they do
not study, they can use the nonstudying as a
rationale for the failure, thus protecting their
precariousfeelings of self-worth (Covington &

Beery, 1976).

Extremerebellion against authority, partic-
ularly school authority, provides another route
to protect the underachiever. The student may
be eagerto tell teachers, the principal, the su-

perintendent, even the board of education ex-
actly how they ought to run the school.
Faulting the school helps the underachiever
avoid the responsibility of achieving by blam-

ing the system.
Expectations of low grades and perfection-

ism, though apparent opposites, also serve as

defense mechanisms for the underachieving

child with low self-esteem. If the under-
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achiever expects low grades, he or she lowers
the risk of failure. Setting goals that are im-
possibly high also provides safety for under-
achievers. They can use the “too high” goals as
an excuse for not making efforts. By contrast,
achieving children set realistic goals that are
reachable, and failures are constructively

used to indicate weaknesses needing atten-
tion.

Two main directions of responses have been

described by Rimm (1986b, 1995). She has

found that underachievers exhibit their de-
fenses by either dependent or dominant be-
haviors. Figure 34.2 shows these two direc-
tions. Conforming underachievers differ from
those in the nonconforming category by their
visibility. That is, conforming dependent and
dominant students have characteristics that
may lead to underachievement problems, but
their underachievement is not as serious or
apparent. Nonconforming dependent and
dominant underachievers are already exhib-

iting serious problems. The prototypical
names used in Figure 34.2—“Passive Paul,”
“Rebellious Rebecca,” and so forth—are used

to emphasize the main characteristics of these
underachievers, but any onechild typically ex-
hibits a groupof these symptoms. Rimm also
points out that some underachievers exhibit
both dependent and dominant qualities.
Cornale (1988) found that by adolescence,
most underachievers exhibit both dependent
and dominant symptoms.

Reversal of Underachievement

The underachieving gifted child continues to
underachieve because the home, school,

and/or peer group unintentionally reinforce
that underachievement. The student is no
longer motivated to achieve, and there may be
deficiencies in skills necessary for achieve-

ment. Working below one’s abilities affects
both immediate educational success and even-

tual career achievement.

Although itis certainly difficult to reverse
long-standing patterns of underachievement,

Rimm’s TRIFOCAL Model has been proven
successful in approximately 80 percent of her

cases (Rimm, 1986b, 1995). She has found

that the treatment of underachievement in-
volves the collaboration of school and family in
the implementation of six steps (see Figure

34.3).

. Assessment

. Communication

. Changing expectations
- Role model identification

. Correction of deficiencies

- Modifications of reinforcementsG
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O
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m
G
N
b

In addition to the use of the TRIFOCAL
model, parents and teachers should prepareto
be equipped with “patience, dedication, and
support” (Hoffman, Wasson, & Christianson,

1985).

Step 1: Assessmentof Skills, Abilities, and
Types of Underachievement

Thefirst step in the underachievementrever-

sal process is an assessmentthat involves the
cooperation of the school psychologist, teacher

of the gifted, and parents. It’s critical that
these people are aware of characteristics of
gifted and creative children.

An individual intelligence test continues to
be a highly recommendedfirst assessmentin-

strument. The venerable IQ number has the

potential to communicate important expecta-

tions related to a child’s abilities. Since gifted
underachieving children have not been moti-
vated, it is likely that group intelligence test
scores have underestimatedtheir intellectual

potential. The underachievement also may
have had a depressing effect on scores ob-

tained by individual testing. The WISC-R,
WISC III, or the Stanford-Binet L-M must be

individually administered by a psychologist.
There are other individual intelligence tests
that can be administered by a psychologist to
evaluate learning potential for culturally

diverse, nonverbal, non-English-speaking,
blind, or deaf gifted children who also need to
be individually assessed. Some of these in-

struments are questionable in terms of their
equivalence to the most conventionally ac-
cepted tests, namely the Wechsler and Binet
scales, but all provide a reasonably acceptable

predictor of a child’s school-related capability.
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Figure 34.2 The inner circle of achievers.

For culturally diverse children, scores may be
lower than actual abilities.

During testing the psychometrist should be
especially aware of particular task-relevant

characteristics of the child: symptomsof ten-
sion, attention to the task, perseverance at

the task, responses to frustration, problem-

solving approaches, defensiveness, and de-
pendence on personal encouragement by

the examiner. These reflect, in miniature,

approachesto educational tasks that the child

very likely uses in the classroom and homeen-

vironments. Intelligence testing should befol-
lowed by individual achievement tests to as-
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Figure 34.3. TRIFOCAL model for curing underachievement syndrome.

sess clearly the child’s strengths and deficits
in basic skills, particularly reading and math.
Achievementtests that do not require writing
are a better measure for the many under-

achievers whohave handwriting problems.
A creativity test or inventory, which can be

administered by the teacher or by a psycholo-

gist, should also be part of the assessment.
These produce not only a norm-referenced cre-
ativity score but also descriptions of abilities,

characteristics, and interests that are rele-

vant to understanding the child’s personality,

creative potential, and learning style. The

GIFT and GIFFI tests include dimension

scores such as Independence, Self-confidence,

Imagination, Interests, and Challenge-Inven-

tiveness that provide important insights into
understanding the student.

AIM (Achievement Identification Measure;

Rimm, 1986a), GAIM (Group Achievement

Identification Measure; Rimm, 1987a), and

AIM-TO (Achievement Identification Mea-

sure—Teacher Observation; Rimm, 1988) are

inventories developed for the identification of
children’s characteristics related to achieve-
ment or underachievement. GAIM can be used
with students from grades 5 through 12. AIM
is completed by parents, and AIM-TO is a

teacher observation instrument. The latter

two instrumentsalso can be completed for any
school-age student. The scores will provide a
description of the extent and type of the per-
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son’s underachievement. Dimension scores
will reveal whether the student is mainly de-

pendent or dominant or combines a mixture of

both. Scores will also permit insights into par-
ent consistency in messages about achieve-
ment. A description of the dimension scoresis
provided in Figure 34.4.

Finally, a parent interview also can be very
helpful in identifying underachieving patterns
unintentionally maintained at home or in

school. Ideally, both parents should be at the
interview. If only one appears, it would be im-
portant to ask about the other parent’s rela-
tionship to the child.

Step 2: Communication

Communication between parents and teachers
is an important componentof the cure for un-

derachievers. Either a parent or the teacher

may initiate the first conference. The initiator

should assure the other person of support
rather than placing blame. If it appears to a
teacher that the parents are not interested in
or capable of consistent follow-through, the
teacher should select another child advocate

in the school with whom to work around the
child’s underachievement. Schools have face-

tiously labeled this adaption of the TRIFO-
CAL model the “bifocal” model. Reversing the
pattern without parent assistanceis not as ef-

ficient but is nevertheless effective for many
children. A counselor, gifted coordinator, re-
source teacher, or even another classroom

teacher will often be an excellent child advo-
cate.

The content of the communication between

parents and teachers should include a discus-
sion of assessed abilities and achievements

and the child’s expressions of dependence or

 

Competition

ries graciously. They do not give up easily.

Responsibility

High scorers enjoy competition whether they win or lose. They are good sports and handle victo-

High scorers are responsible in their home and schoolwork. They tend to be well organized and
bring activities to closure. They have good study habits and understand that their efforts are re-
lated to their grades.

Achievement Communication
Children who score highare receiving clear and consistent messages from parents about the im-

portance of learning and good grades. Their parents have communicated positive feelings about
their own school experiences, and there is consistency between mother and father messagesof
achievement.

Independence/Dependence
High scorers are independent and understand the relationship between effort and outcomes.
They are able to share attention at home andin the classroom.

Respect-Dominance
High scorers are respectful toward their parents and teachers. They are reasonably well-behaved
at home and school. They value education. They are not deliberately manipulative.

Source: Guidebook—Underachievement Syndrome: Causes and Cures, by S. Rimm, M. Cornale, R. Manos,

and J. Behrend, 1989, Watertown, WI: Apple Publishing Company. Reprinted with permission.    
Figure 34.4 Dimension scores for AIM, GAIM, and AIM-TO.
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dominance. Teachers should communicate in
clear English. There is a tendency for educa-
tors to employ jargon that mystifies intelligent

adults who are not educators. Communication
is especially important so that adults at home
and at school do notfall into the trap of con-
tinually reinforcing these problem patterns
(Rimm, 1986b, 1995).

Step 3: Changing the Expectations of
Important Others

Self, parent, teacher, peer, and sibling expec-

tations aredifficult to change. As noted above,

IQ scores, if higher than anticipated, are very
effective in modifying expectations. Anecdotal
information also can provide convincing evi-
dence of the child’s abilities. For example, a
teacher whois trying to convince an adoles-
cent or his or her parents of the adolescent’s
mathematical talent can explain that he or
she solves problems in an unusually clever
way or seems to learn math concepts more
quickly than anyoneelse in the class. A psy-
chologist who is trying to convince a teacher

that a child has unusual talent can describe
the unusual vocabulary or problem-solving
skills that the child reveals during testing.
Specific descriptions of special strengths are
good evidence of giftedness.

It is important to underachieving children
that parents and teachers are able to honestly
say to them that they believe in their ability to
achieve (Perkins & Wicas, 1971). The expecta-
tions of these importantothers arebasic to the
personal change in self-expectations that is
necessary to reverse underachievement to
high achievement.
Rimm and Lovance (1992) reported the

effectiveness of grade skipping or subject
acceleration in changing students’ self-
expectations. Although these were only com-
ponents of the reversal of underachievement,
they were very effective for building a gifted
student’s confidence and internal locus of con-
trol. Table 34.4 describes how both grades and

subject skips were used in the prevention and
reversal of underachievement. Following is a

letter from an eighth grader who completely
reversed his underachievement. Although

many parenting and some school changes
were madefor this young man,he attributed
his success mainly to his subject skip to high

school algebra.

My life has changed through working with you

because I realized that I was an underachiever. I

started working to my ability and got to go to

school at my high school a yearearly.

Now every day I get to go to North and take

Algebra 1. I have learned very much in terms of

my education, self-confidence, and respect. I have

become very good friends with my Algebra

teacher and am getting very good grades in his

class, something I didn’t think I would do.

I treat my parents with more respect because I

have more respect for myself. I rarely get into

trouble anymore, and at my middle school I

haven't received any more referrals and am get-

ting straight A’s. I have more, better quality

friends who are very trustworthy andnice.

Rimm and Olenchak (1991) found that in-

volvement in Future Problem Solving proved

helpful in the reversal of underachievement.

It undoubtedly changed both self and peer ex-

pectationsfor the underachiever. Rimm (1995)

finds group sessionseffective for helping chil-

dren change expectations. Figure 34.5 in-

cludes typical topics discussed or played out.

Jackson, Cleveland, and Mirenda (1975)

showed in their longitudinal research with

bright fourth-, fifth-, and sixth-grade under-

achievers that positive expectations by par-

ents and teachers had significant long-range

effect on achievement in high school. Bloom’s
(1985) studies of talent development found

that parents of research neurologists and

mathematicians always expected their chil-

dren to be very good students. An interesting

true story which emphasizes the role of

teacher expectation for achievement follows:

It wasthe first teacher conference of the new year,
a time when teachers may not yet know all the
parents of their students. Ms. Dunn, a fourth-

grade teacher, had two Janets in her class. One
was an excellent student, positive, and well-

adjusted; the other had multiple problems and
was very negative. When the second Janet’s par-

ents camefor conference, Ms. Dunn mistook them

for the first Janet’s parents. She welcomed them
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Results of Subject and Grade Skipping

Table 34.4

 

Summary of Case Events
 

 

Time for

Wechsler FS IQ Adjustment Additional Projected
Gender Presenting and Binet® Score Grades / Subjects (Teacher Therapy Future

of Child Problems (IfAvailable) Skipped to Date Perceptions) Required Grade Accelerations

F Parent concern about boredom; 147+? Early placed kindergarten One semester Yes—brief© 1 NYD‘

behavior problems at home 151

F Parent concern about boredom 141 Early placed kindergarten None Yes—brief 6 NYD‘

Subject skipping

F Behavior problemsin preschool 139 Early placed kindergarten One semester Yes—brief K NYD‘

M Behavior problems at home and 144 Skipped Ist grade One quarter Yes—brief 2 Math andreading skips

school 172 or computer curriculum

Parent concern about boredom; 151+ Skipped Ist grade; math One semester Yes—brief 4 Further extreme math

peer adjustment problems; 185+ acceleration in 4th acceleration
dependency

F Refusal to do school work 152+ Skipped Ist grade reading; One semester Yes—occasional? 8 Subject skips and early

160+ 2nd grade math; other graduation

English, math, science,

foreign language

M Parent concern about boredom 141+ Skipped Ist and 2nd grade None None 4 Subject and grade skips

173 reading, 2nd grade math;

skipped last half of 1st

grade; skipped 4th grade

math
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PV

F Teacher concern about boredom 133+ Skippedlast half of 2nd None None 7 None likely—AP coursesandfirst half of 3rd
available in high schoolgradeF Unfinished work; 127 Skipped 2nd grade; math One semester Yes—1 semester 8 AP classes; NYD‘

disorganization; complaints of accelerated laterboredom;poor peer relations
M Behavior problems at home and 149+ Skipped 3rd grade One year Yes—occasional 6 AP classesavailable in

school; disorganization,

high school; NYDfunfinished work
F Parent and child concern about 126+ Skipped 4th grade reading Nonefor reading

|

Yes—brief 8 Possible grade skip in
boredom

and math One quarterfor high school
mathF Parent concern about boredom 139+ Skipped 2nd grade math, None Yes—brief 6 Likely subject skips;Ath grade reading;

NYD*skipped 6th grade scienceF Teacher concern about boredom, 135 Skipped 2nd grade math, None None 9 Nonelikely—AF courses
perfectionism

3rd grade reading;
available in high schoolskipped 6th grade

entirelyM Behavior problems, 149+ Skipped subjects in math, One quarter Yes—brief 10 Karly graduation
disorganization; incomplete science, French,history,work

and Latin

 Source: “The Use of Subject and Grade Skipping for the Prevention and Reversal of Underachievement,” by S. B. Rimm,and K.J. Lovance, 1992, Gifted
Child Quarterly, 36(2), pp. 100-105.

“ Stanford-Binet, Form L-M
> Indicates ceiling scores
* Brief therapy refers to no more than 4 sessions.
“ Severalinitial sessions followed by therapy sessions 2 or 3 times during the school year“ Grade at time of interview
Not yet determined.
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Competition—Comparisonto Sports

Peer Relations—Popularity vs. Friendship

Reading and Discussion—t's Dumbto Be

Smart

Competition and Siblings

Reading and Discussion—Brothers and

Sisters

Pressure—How to Cope and How Much Is

Too Much

Leadership vs. “Bossyship"

Understanding Parents

Responsibility

Perfectionism

Creative Problem Solving    
Source: Adapted from Gifted Kids Have Feelings Too

by S. B. Rimm and Exploring Feelings by S.B. Rimm

and C.Priest, 1990, Watertown, WI: Apple Publishing

Company.

Figure 34.5 Topics for small-group sessions

for students.

with an enthusiastic description of their daugh-

ter’s positive attitude, only to be greeted by their

shocked expression. She immediately realized her

mistake, but rather than embarrass herself and

the parents, she continued her discussion about a

“fow areas” where Janet needed improvement.

The parents left the conference feeling more

positive about their daughter than ever before

and conveyed this excitement to their child. The

next day, to Ms. Dunn’s surprise, Janet entered

school with a big smile and a positive attitude.

Her self-confidence and her school efforts were

completely transformed. She ended the school

year with B’s instead of the usual D’s that had

been typical of earlier report cards. A chance faux

pas had led toa dramatic change for Janet. Yes,

it really is a true story!

Because sibling competition 1s frequently a

causal component of underachievement syn-

drome, changing the expectations of siblings

may help. In the sibling rivalry that often ex-

ists, an achieving child may have assigned the

role of “loser” to a brotherorsister, and the an-

ticipated change of that role may feel threat-

ening to the “winner.” An individual and per-

sonal communication to the “winner” about

the expected change1s helpful. Parents should

provide the assurance that the sibling's

changedstatus will not displace the achiever’s

role. Genetically and environmentally, a

“whole smart family” is not only possible but

likely.

Rachel, an eleventh-grade gifted high achiever,

seemed to take a real pleasure in helping her

ninth-grade underachieving brother get into

trouble at home and in school. Although she

mainly believed she was doing this because she

loved her brother, it was also clear that she

viewed the reversal of his long-standing under-

achievement problemsas threatening to her own

highest performance. (Rimm, 1995)

Step 4: ModelIdentification

A critical turning point for the underachieving

child is the discovery of one or morerole mod-

els for identification. All other treatments for

underachievement dim in importance com-

pared with strong identification with achiev-

ing models. As noted, Bloom’s (1985; Bloom &

Sosniak, 1981) biographical research with

highly talented students showed that parents

modeled the values andthelifestyles of suc-

cessful achievers in the child’s talent area.

Research indicates that the best family envi-

ronmentfor a gifted boy includes a father who

is competent and strong, 1s pleased with his

job, and permits his son to master tasks inde-

pendently. Because this ideal situation is

 

1 See Chapter 17 by Sosniak.
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rarely provided for the gifted underachiever,
parents and teachers need to manipulate the
environment to encourage students to identify
with appropriate role models. A long-term lon-
gitudinal study of culturally disadvantaged
children who grew up ontheisland of Kauai
indicated that role models are very important
for successful young people (Werner, 1989).

Research on parentidentification (Mussen
& Rutherford, 1963) indicates that the se-
lected parent identification figure is nurtu-
rant, powerful, and shares commoncharacter-
istics with the child. As a warning, however,
an underachieving adolescent sometimes se-
lects a powerful, nurturant model who shares
the underachieving characteristics of the ado-
lescent. This person may then become a strong
model for underachievement.

Underachieving children should be
matched with achieving persons to serve as
models for them. Such persons can serve in
model capacities for more than one child. The
model’s actual role may be as tutor, mentor,
companion, teacher, parent, sibling, counselor,
psychologist, minister, scout leader, doctor,
and so on. One teacher may serve as a role
model for many students. Although that may
sound relatively simple, one teacher who was
the only male on the faculty in his elementary
school commented that he “was tired of being
the only available role model for so many
boys.” Persons who may serve as appropriate
role models maybeinvited to schools to talk to
students about their careers. Videotaping
these talks may provide a continuing role
model for others.

Step 5: Correcting Skill Deficiencies

The underachieving gifted child almost al-
ways hasskill deficiencies as a result of inat-
tention in class and poor work and study
habits. However, because he or she is gifted
the skill deficiencies may be easily overcome.
This is less of a problem for very young chil-
dren because the deficiencies are less likely to
be extensive. Tutoring should be goal-directed,
with movementto a higher reading or math
sroup or acceptance into an accelerated class
as the anticipated outcome. It should be of
specified duration—for example, weekly for

two months until the child takes a proficiency
test—rather than ongoing. Ideally, the tutor-
ing should be done by an experienced and ob-
jective adult who recognizes the child’s under-
achievement and giftedness. Parents or
siblings are seldom appropriate because the
personal relationships are likely to cause the
child additional pressure and dependency.
Children have often described the assistance
given by an oldersibling as helpful but having
a secondary effect of “making them feel
dumb.” The correction of skill deficiencies
must be conducted carefully so that (1) the in-
dependent work of the underachievingchild is
reinforced by the tutor, (2) manipulation of the
tutor by the child is avoided, and (3) the child
senses the relationship between effort and the
achievement outcomes. Charting progress
during tutoring helps to confirm visually the
rapid progress to both child and tutor.

Sometimes underachieving gifted students
actually have learning disabilities. Other
times their dependent patterns look like
learning disabilities. Table 34.5 compares de-
pendencies to disabilities and can provide
teachers with a diagnostic guide for detecting
actual disabilities.

Step 6: Modification of Reinforcements at
Home and School

Parent and teacher discussions wil] certainly
identify some manipulative rituals that were
discussed in the home and school etiology sec-
tions. These behaviors need to be modified by
setting important long-term goals and some
short-term objectives that can ensure immedi-
ate small successes for the child both at home
and at school. These successful experiences
may be temporarily reinforced by a variety of
rewards.

There are many effective rewards within
the value system of parents and within the ca-
pabilities of teachers to administer, for exam-
ple, free time on the computer. Any rewards
used should be based onactivities completed
or the quality of the activity. Rewards should
never be given for incomplete work or when
work is not attempted.

Modifying reinforcements for homework
and study are an important component of
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Table 34.5

Ways to Discriminate between Dependence andDisability

 

Dependence Disability

 

1. Child asks for explanations regularly despite

differences in subject matter.

2. Child asks for explanation of instructions

regardless ofstyle used, either auditory or

visual.

3. Child’s questions are not specific to material but

appear to be mainly to gain adult attention.

4. Child is disorganized or slow in assignments but

becomes much moreefficient when a meaningful

reward is presented as motivation.

5. Child works only when an adult is nearby at

school and/or at home.

6. Individually administered measuresofability

indicate that the child is capable of learning the

material. Individual tests improve with tester

encouragement and support. Group measures

may not indicate good abilities or skills.

7. Child exhibits “poor me” body language(tears,

helplessness, pouting, copying) regularly when

new workis presented. Teacheror adult

attention serves to ease the symptoms.

8. Parents report whining, complaining, attention

getting, temper tantrums, and poor

sportsmanship at home.

9. Child’s “poor me” behavior appears only with one

parent and not with the other; only with some

teachers and not with others. With some

teachers or with the other parent, the child

functions fairly well independently.

10. Child learns only when given one-to-one

instruction but will not learn in groups even

when instructional modeis varied.

Child asks for explanations in particular subjects

whichare difficult.

Child asks for explanations of instructions only

when given in oneinstruction style, either

auditory or visual but not both.

Child’s questions are specific to material, and once

process is explained, child works efficiently.

Child’s disorganization or slow pace continues

despite motivating rewards.

Child works independently once processis clearly

explained.

Both individual and group measuresindicate lack of

specific abilities or skills. Tester encouragement

has no significant effect on scores.

Child exhibits “poor me” body language only with

instructions or assignmentsin specific disability

areas and accepts challenges in areas of strength.

Although parents mayfind similar symptoms at

home, they tend to be more sporadic than regular,

particularly the whining and complaining.

Although the child’s “poor me” behaviors may only

appear with one parentor with solicitous

teachers, performance is not adequate even when

behavior is acceptable.

Although child may learn more quickly in a one-to-

one setting, he/she will also learn efficiently in a

group setting provided the child’s disability is

taken into consideration when instructions are

given.

It is critical to realize that some children who are truly disabled have also become dependent. The key to

distinguishing between disability and dependenceis the child’s response to adult support.If the child

performs only with adult support when new materialis presented, he/sheis too dependent whetheror not

there is also a disability.
 

Source: Underachievement Syndrome: Causes and Cures by Sylvia B. Rimm,1986, Watertown, WI: Apple

Publishing Company. Reprinted with permission.
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reversing underachievement syndrome. How-
ever, this modification by itself will not be
sufficient. Dozens of other recommendations
for home and school changes are given by
Rimm (1986b, 1995) in her books specifically
written about underachievement syndrome.

Ramifications for Parenting

General recommendationsfor parenting gifted
children emerge from the comparisons of
gifted underachievers with high achievers.

The preschoolyears. Child-centered envi-
ronments are typical for gifted children.
However, conferring adult status on children
carries the risk of later “disempowerment.”
Although somepraiseis certainly healthy and
encouraging, too much praise and admiration
and the use of frequent superlatives confer a
“specialness” that can rarely be adjusted to in
school. Dependence on too muchpositive rein-
forcement may reduce intrinsically motivated
behaviors (Rimm, 1990b).

Parenting styles. Styles of parenting
seem to be much less important than consis-
tency in parenting. Dissimilarities between
parents, with one expecting too much and the
other overprotecting, are a main source of
problemsfor children (Rimm, 1990a).

Homework andlearning. Gifted children
do not need regular help with homework.
Positive monitoring of homework and study
habits is effective. Encouraging intrinsically
interesting learning experiences and indepen-
dence is important.

Modeling. Valuing of personal careers and
work by parents provides an important model.
for children’s achievement; they internalize
whatthey see and hear.

Organization. Reasonable standards of
organization provide a model for organization
and leave more timefor developmentof family
interests and independence. The writer and

filmmaker John Sayles describes the kind of
education that worked best for him (U-S.
Department of Education, 1993):

In general, I feel like what was most helpful
about school when it worked wasthe existence of
a structure, but with the leeway to go beyondit
if you hadtheinclination. I think both the struc-
ture and the freedom were equally important;
the structure giving something to react to or
from, and the freedom being that there was some
encouragement for original thinking as long as
you didn’t make too muchtrouble.(p. 21)

Clinical experiences with underachievers
indicate that school, home, and peer environ-
ments can and should be modified to cure un-
derachievement syndrome in gifted children.
Although the reversalis difficult, the satisfac-
tion felt by the child and family and the
achievementof potential contributions to soci-
ety make the extraordinary efforts worth-
while.
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PART VI a
 

Special Topics

 

a Ppart VI includes special areas
that are importantfoci in our concern for edu-
cating gifted children and youth. For exam-
ple, we will look at identifying and meeting
the educational needs of culturally diverse,
handicapped, and female gifted students, as
well as unique issues concerning preschool
and adolescent gifted learners. Some thought-
provoking topics in this section include adult
eminence, child prodigies and prodigious sa-
vants, international perspectives, legal and
ethical issues, teacher training and certifica-
tion, and U.S. government perspectives on the
future of gifted education.

In Chapter 35 Martha J. Morelock and
David H. Feldman describe three types of ex-
tremely precocious children: children with ex-
traordinarily high IQs, child prodigies, and so-
called idiot savants—persons with mental
retardation who also have spectacular islands
of brilliance. High-IQ children and prodigies
are a curious mixture of child and adult; prodi-
gies and savants intuitively understand the
regularities of a domain. High-IQ children
may dislike school, have poor peer relation-
ships, and possess intelligence that outstrips
their emotional development. Like Simonton,
the authors puzzle over why high IQ does not
necessarily become genius. Feldman’s coinci-
dence theory describes the melding of favor-
able intraindividual, environmental, and his-
torical forces and time frames.

Nancy Ewald Jackson and Elizabeth J.
Klein in Chapter 36 define gifted behavior in
young children and infants as precocious, ex-
cellent, productive, and measurable. The au-
thors comment on precocity in speaking,
comprehension, and especially reading, all
of which reflect high verbal intelligence.
Children precocious in language “pattern
analysis” often, but not always, later show ad-
vanced abilities in other analytic areas, such
as math, music, chess, or computers. Regarding
origins, intelligent parents create a favorable
environmentfor learning and thinking—which
tangles the effects ofgenetics and environment.
The authors note issues and problems in the
long-term prediction of adult gifted behavior
from childhood precocity. They present a flow-
chart model that traces how genotypic influ-
ences, learning opportunities, motivational in-
fluences, and precocious achievements may
evolve over the years into talent in music,
math, or language productivity. Parent re-
ports and ability tests are useful in identifying
young gifted children, note Jackson and Klein.

In Chapter 37 James R. Delisle notes that
gifted adolescents are “first and foremost”
teenagers, much like all other teenagers.
Their intensity or overexcitability can lead to
remarkable achievement, but also sometimes
to suicide. Delisle’s programming recommen-
dations focus on both intellectual challenge
and personal validation. He recommends in-
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volving them in social action and service;
using internships for career guidance; and in-
volving them in literature by thinkers who
have grappled with the adolescents’ problems.
In a thought-provoking statement, Delisle de-

scribes underachievement as a myth—a mis-
match of others’ expectations and the adoles-
cent’s own passions. For gifted adolescents,
notes Delisle, “peer problems” do not exist
simply because they prefer the company of
like-minded older students to that of age-

mates.

Barbara Kerr in Chapter 38 discusses the
“sradual disengagement” of many bright fe-

male students from high aspirations, and the

value conflicts that dog achieving women.

Kerr notes that gifted girls tend not to enroll

in advanced math class or to participate in

gifted programs; sex-role stereotypes continue

to be taught; and even feminist teachers treat

boys andgirls differently. Kerr observes that

selection tests loaded with math and science

will favor boys, an effect that can be offset

with lower cutoff scores for girls. Kerr’s chap-

ter includes many other positive suggestions

and recommendations for educating gifted

girls, such as multidimensionalselection crite-

ria to tap into girls’ creativity and leadership;

perhaps single-sex schooling; encouraging

girls to take challenging courses and to take

risks; helping them develop high expectations;

and encouraging them to “fall in love with an

idea.”
Minority students are vastly underrepre-

sented in gifted programs. Mary M.Frasier in

Chapter 39 arguesfor a reframingof issuesre-

garding African-American and other minor-

ity students. She notes that most problems

fall into four categories: access to gifted pro-

grams, assessment procedures that over-

emphasize test scores, accommodating cul-

tural and linguistic differences, and negative

attitudes regarding giftedness in minority stu-

dents. Frasier’s reconceptualization takes a

multigroup perspective. Instead of trying to

fit minority students into the existing (ma-

jority) approach to assessment and teaching,

we should recognize cultural differences in

beliefs, values, and varying styles of commu-

nication, thought, and learning. A multidi-

mensional, culturally relevant approach to

identification is thus at the top of her list of
recommendations. In herfinal section, Frasier

summarizes her F-TAP model for identifica-

tion and for planning educational services.
Like minority students, gifted children

with disabilities also are vastly underserved,
note Lawrence J. Johnson, Merle B. Karnes,

and Victoria W. Carr in Chapter 40. That is
unfair to them andto society. The authorsre-
view the history of concern for gifted disabled,
then itemize barriers that hinder identifica-
tion and programming-for example, inappro-
priate identification; stereotyped attitudes of

how “gifted kids” should look and act; lack

of information about their developmental

delays; inadequate training of professionals;

and a shortage of programming models, sup-

portive technology, counseling, and fund-

ing. Most of the authors’ recommendationsre-

volve around correcting these common prob-

lems—for example, by using multidimensional

identification procedures, improving training

for educators, providing career counseling ser-

vices, and focusing on strengths instead of

deficits. Karnes’s Retrieval and Acceleration

of Promising Young Handicapped Talented

(RAPYHT) model has proved successful in

identifying and providing effective services for

these children.

A. Harry Passow in Chapter41tells us that

the challenge of educating gifted students has

been a worldwide concern since Biblical times.

However,talent priorities vary from culture to

culture, with selection rooted in customs,

laws, caste systems, institutions, or the school

system. The focus may be on developing talent

for social needs, developing each individualfor

self-fulfillment, or both. The birth of the World

Council for Gifted and Talented Children, as

well as regional organizations, emphasizes the

transnational concern for gifted students.

Passow notes that programs worldwide deal

with issues of elitism, egalitarianism, and

whether G/T programs are even necessary.

Sternberg’s and Gardner’s expanded defini-

tions of giftedness are making an interna-

tional impact, as is Renzulli’s Enrichment

Triad Model and Stanley’s radical acceleration

approach. Ability grouping, tracking (stream-

ing), and special classes, says Passow, are

more accepted in other countries.



In Chapter 42 Frances A. Karnes and
Ronald G. Marquardt review legal issues and
procedures, a topic that until recently existed
only at the fringes of gifted education. The au-
thors emphasize that disputes are best and
most cheaply resolved at the lowest levels.
One works up the ladder from direct negotia-
tion with responsible persons to, in turn, the
principal, the superintendent, and the school
board. A mediator helps decide issues at the
state board of educationlevel; this is followed
by more costly and adversarial due process
procedures andthenbystateor federal courts.
The authors present cases and thoughtful
ideas related to these recurring issues: early
admission, program provision, racial balance,
transferring students, appropriatenessof in-
struction, teacher certification, transporta-
tion, liability for injury, fraud and misrepre-
sentation, and homeschooling.

In Chapter 43 John F. Feldhusen addresses
the training of teachers of the gifted. Good
teachersof the gifted, says Feldhusen, tend to
be intelligent, experienced, enthusiastic about
the gifted, achievement-oriented, organized,
able to relate to the gifted, and imaginative,
with cultural and intellectual interests and a
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sense of humor. They need to understand
gifted students and their cognitive and affec-
tive needs, identification procedures, and
methods and materials for teaching them.
They also must be competent in directing in-
dependent research, teaching creativity and
thinking skills, individualizing instruction,
counseling, and working with culturally dif-
ferent gifted students. Feldhusen also de-
scribes his own research, which confirmed the
benefits of graduate course work that covers
these competencies as well as program devel-
opment and program evaluation.

Finally, Patricia O'Connell Ross in Chapter
44 traces the attitudes and legislation of the
U.S. government relating to the education of
gifted and talented students, from the launch-
ing of Sputnik in 1957 to the 1993 National
Excellence: A Case for Developing America’s
Talent report—which she helped write—and
President Clinton’s 1994 Goals 2000: Educate
America Act. Quoting legislation, she de-
scribes how the focus has evolved from culti-
vating math and science talent during the
Cold War to the current position of improving
expectations for and education ofall students,
including those with gifts and talents.



 

 

 

High-IQ Children, Extreme Precocity,
and Savant Syndrome

 

MARTHA J. MORELOCK, University ofHelbourne, Australia
DAVID H. FELDMAN, Tufts University

a Ppeople have long been fascinated
by extreme precocity in childhood. In this
chapter, types of extremely precocious chil-
dren are described, compared, and contrasted,
incorporating discussion of educational pro-
gramming. A taxonomy of manifestations of
extreme precocity is presented, and implica-
tions for research are explored.

The Extremely Precocious Child

The Biblical story of the child Jesus, who, at
the age of 12, astonished the rabbis with his
understanding, is perhapsthefirst recorded
allusion to an extremely precocious child.! It
was not until the 1700s, however, that more
detailed narrative accounts of childhood pre-
cociousness began to appear in what was to
become a developing literature of child psy-
chology (Hollingworth, 1942). The earliest of
these, written in 1726, described the child
Christian Friedrich Heinecken. Barlow (1952)
provides a synopsis of the life of Heinecken:

Christian Friedrich Heinecken, a German, who
was known asthe “Infant of Lubeck,” from the
place where he wasborn in 1721,is said to have
talked within a few hoursafter his birth. Besides
his remarkable faculty for numbers,heis said to
have known,at the age of one year, all the prin-
cipal events related in the Pentateuch; at two
was well acquainted with the historical events of
the Bible, and at three had a knowledge of uni-
versal history and geography, Latin and French.
People came from all parts to see him, and the
King of Denmark had him brought to Cop-

 

‘This story may be found in the Bible, King
James Version, Luke 2:46—47.

enhagen in 1724, in order to assure himself of
the truth of what he had heard regarding him.
But shortly after this, little Heinecken was taken
ill and predicted his own death, which took place
in 1725, at the tender ageof four. (Barlow, 1952,
pp. 1385-136)

Admittedly, the facts of this account may be
exaggerated a bit as a result of extensive
word-of-mouth dissemination prior to being
recorded in writing in 1726. Nevertheless,
Christian Heinecken’s life synopsis suggests
that the child was extraordinarily precocious
when it came to the ability to absorb and
verbalize abstract knowledge. Childhood pre-
cocity, however, comes in numerous guises and
raises a multitude of questions. There are, for
example, child prodigies whose extraordinary
performance in particular fields rivals that
of adult professionals. Such a prodigy was
the child musician and composer Wolfgang
Amadeus Mozart (1756-1791), who, at the
age of 6, toured Europe with his father, Leo-
pold, and sister, Maria Anna, exhibiting the
children’s musicianship—particularly young
Wolfgang’s mastery of the violin, piano, and
organ (Barlow, 1952),

Then,of course, there are astonishing cases
like George and Charles—identical twin cal-
endar calculators (Hamblin, 1966), George at
the age of 6 and Charles at the age of 9 could
answer spontaneously questions such as, “On
what day of the week was your third birth-
day?” “The year is 31275; on what day of the
week will June 6th fall?” Given a date, these
twins could give the day of the week over a
span of 80,000 years—40,000 backward or
40,000 forward. Such feats are the more as-
tounding because the twins’ tested IQs were
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between 40 and 50. Incredibly, although they

could not count to 30, they swapped 20-digit

prime numbers for amusement. They could
easily factor the number 111 and remember30

digits, but could not add.

Heinecken, Mozart, and George and

Charles reflect the three major types of ex-
tremely precocious children found in theliter-
ature. Although young Heinecken lived prior
to the development of IQ tests, his academic
precocity was characteristic of the gifted child
of extraordinarily high IQ. Mozart was a
supreme example of the child prodigy, while
George and Charles are classified as idiot sa-
vants. We will examine each of these varia-
tions of extreme precocity, noting the similari-

ties and differences between them.

The Child of Extraordinarily High IQ

To understandthechild of extraordinary IQ,it

is necessary to understand something about

the instrument that first defined and selected

such children. Lewis M. Terman’s Stanford-

Binet Intelligence Scale, which first appeared

in 1916, was an extension and revision of the

1908 Binet-Simon Scale, which had been de-

vised by the French psychologist Alfred Binet

and T. Simon,his physician collaborator. The

Binet-Simon scale was a practical screening

device for identifying children who, unable to

succeed in the public schools of Paris, were in

need of special programs. Terman’s scale, how-

ever, incorporated a new theoretical premise—

a definition of human intelligence. Terman de-

fined intelligence as the ability to acquire and

manipulate concepts—the shorthand symbols

necessary for abstract thinking (Terman,

1975).

In extending the standardized instrument

so that it reached higher levels of ability in

late childhood, Terman and his associates

paved the wayfor studies of the gifted (Segoe,

1975). Terman himself began the first broad-

scale study of gifted children (Terman,

1925-1959). A mammothlongitudinal project,

it followed over 1,500 children with IQs of at

least 140 into adulthood, middle age, and be-

yond.

It remained for Terman’s contemporary
Leta S. Hollingworth (1942) to conduct the
first systematic in-depth study devoted solely
to children of extraordinarily high IQ.
Hollingworth’s observations concerning the

special psychological, social, and educational
needs of children above 180 IQ remain valu-

able today.

Leta Hollingworth and Children

above 180 IQ

Hollingworth (1942) conducted case studies of
12 children (8 boys and4 girls) testing above
180 IQ on the Stanford-Binet Intelligence
Scale. She found that, although no one char-

acteristic could be singled out as identifying

accelerated development, early talking and
reading most clearly differentiated these chil-

dren from the average. Althoughthis is an in-

teresting finding, it is not a surprising one.

The capacity for abstract, symbolic thought

that Terman aimed atidentifying through the

Stanford-Binet was chiefly language-based

conceptual facility. Consequently, children

most adept at encoding and communicating

logical thought through language were des-

tined to be designated “the highly gifted.”

Early talking and reading are likely manifes-

tations of such verbal-conceptual ability.

Hollingworth observed that early recogni-

tion and provision of opportunities for their

abilities consistently proved to foster the opti-

mal development of such children. Although

all her subjects showed superior learning abil-

ity, their actual accomplishments and the

quality of their personal and social adjust-

ment depended heavily on the way they were

treated by those responsible for them.

Hollingworth discerned three major adjust-

ment problems risked by children of above-

180 IQ (Witty, 1951). First, they frequently

failed to develop desirable work habits in a

school setting geared to the capacities of aver-

age children. In such a setting, they generally

spent considerable time in idleness and day-

dreaming. Consequently, they learned to dis-

like school.

To remedy this, Hollingworth (1942) pro-

posed a combination of acceleration through

the normal elementary curriculum plus en-
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richment experiences aimed at providing
knowledge about cultural evolution as mani-
fested through the development of common
things such as clothing, lighting, trains, eti-
quette, and so forth. She believed that by un-
derstanding how things had developed in the

past, these children would be encouraged to
become innovative thinkers themselves.

A second problem noted by Hollingworth

wasdifficulty in finding satisfying companion-
ship. Consequently, these children risk becom-
ing socially isolated. Children of extraordinar-
ily high IQ, she observed, typically strive to
play with others. Their efforts commonlyfail,
however, since age-mates do not share their
interests, vocabulary, or desire for more com-
plex activities. While older children may sat-
isfy the extraordinarily gifted child’s need for
intellectual rapport, physically the younger
child is at a disadvantage.

Because of this problem, Hollingworth be-
lieved that children of extraordinarily high IQ
need to be educatedfor leisure. She especially
espoused gameslike chess or checkers, which
could be enjoyed by people of all ages and po-
tentially could assist these children in bridg-
ing social gaps.

Hollingworth’s research suggested that
children of extraordinarily high IQ are un-
likely to be accepted as leaders by age-mates.
Leaders, Hollingworth (1926) concluded, are
likely to be “more intelligent, but not too much
more intelligent, than the average of the
group led” (p. 131). Consequently, she believed
that beyond IQ 160, children have little
chance of being popular leaders in a regular
school setting. To develop leadership skills, as-
serted Hollingworth, such children need to be
placed in special classes with others like
themselves.

A third problem cited by Hollingworth was
a certain vulnerability because of these chil-
dren’s intellectual capacity to understand and
grapple with major philosophical and ethical
issues before they are emotionally ready to
deal with them. Hollingworth wrote, for exam-
ple, of a 6-year-old boy of IQ 187 who “wept
bitterly after reading how the North taxed the
South after the Civil War’ (Hollingworth,
1942, p. 281).

Hollingworth cautioned that such vulnera-
bilities must be understood and dealt with pa-

tiently by adults so as to avoid engendering
lifelong emotional problems. She concluded,
“To have the intelligence of an adult and the
emotions of a child combined in a childish
body is to encounter certain difficulties” (Hol-
lingworth, 1942, p. 282).

Children of Extraordinarily
High IQ in Australia

It was 50 years after Hollingworth's research
before another systematized in-depth study
devoted to extraordinarily high IQ children
appearedin theliterature. In 1993, Australian
researcher Miraca U. M. Gross (1993) pub-
lished her research documenting the aca-
demic, social, and emotional development of
15 children scoring at IQ 160+ in the eastern
states of Australia. The group consisted of 10
males and 5 females ranging in age from 5
years, 3 months, to 13 years, 5 months. Only
four of the children—all males—scored 175+
on the Stanford-Binet L-M, suggesting they
were on a par with Hollingworth’s children.
Three of the children attained IQ scores of 200
or higher, prompting Gross to publish detailed
individualized case studies of them (Gross,
1992) prior to the publication of her larger
study. Only one of Hollingworth’s children had
attained an IQ score of 200.

Gross used structured child and parentin-
terviews as well as questionnaires to col-
lect data about family history and facts
about physical and psychosocial development,
school history, and family characteristics. In
addition, she collected results of academic
achievement tests in reading, mathema-
tics, and spelling. Because Gross’s study, like
Hollingworth’s, emphasized the children’s
school experience, many of the issues reported
by Gross—for example, the trials of negotiat-
ing appropriate educational experiences in a
school system geared toward the norm and the
emotional and social difficulties stemming
from inappropriate placements—echoed those
first documented by Hollingworth.

One of the most interesting aspects of
Gross’s study is her use of psychosocial as-
sessment instruments not available in
Hollingworth’s day. Her use of the Cooper-
smith Self-Esteem Inventory (Coopersmith,
1981) documented scores on the social
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self-peers subscale significantly below the

mean of their age-peers. This tendency re-
vealed that the children’s awareness that they
were rejected and disliked by age-mates
caused problemsin self-concept. Furthermore,
to eight of her children, Gross administered
Rest’s (1986) Defining Issues Test (DIT), a test
of moral judgment based on Kohlberg’s stages
of moral development. The results showed
that the children exhibited accelerated levels
of moral development. On questions of moral
or ethical significance, the children (ranging
in age from 10 to 13) resembled junior high,

high school, or college students. Thus, Gross’s

findings provided additional support for clini-
cal observations that had been made about
children of extraordinarily high IQ since the

days of Hollingworth.

The Child of Extraordinarily High IQ in the
Family Context: Families with Children

above 200 IQ

Morelock’s (1994) ongoing andin-depth study
of extraordinarily high IQ children views

these children from a developmental perspec-

tive. This research looks not only at child

characteristics of mentality and personality,

but also at the families giving rise to such ex-

traordinary children. The investigation in-

cludes someof the most profoundly gifted chil-

dren, in IQ terms, ever studied. All of the

children have IQ’s of 180+; six have IQ scores

well above 200. The children ranged from 5

through 11 years of age at the time ofthe in-

terviews, and included seven boys and one

girl. In termsof acceleration and achievement,

these children are indeed extraordinary. For

example, one child boasts the distinction of

being, at age 10, the youngest person ever to

have graduated from college. Another, at the

age of 8 years, 4 months, achieved a score of

760 out of a possible 800 on the math portion

of the SAT, winning the distinction of attain-

ing the highest score for that test ever

recorded at such an early age. Oneof Gross’s

(1993) subjects had set the former record,

achieving the samescore at the age of 8 years,

10 months. Only 1% of college-bound 17- and

18-year-olds in the United States attain a

score of 750 or more. A third child and the only

female in Morelock’s group—an 11-year-old

writing prodigy—writespoetry rivaling thatof
professionals, not only in mastery and creative
use of language, but also in her extraordinary
spiritual, mystical, and psychological insights.

The study examines family environment
as well as “transgenerational influences”
—themes, values, and behavior patterns

transmitted across family generations that
serve to shape and channel the children’s

giftedness and talent (Feldman & Goldsmith,
1986; Morelock, 1988, 1994). The research

centers more strongly on the family than have
former studies of children of extraordinarily

high IQ. Additionally, the study seeks to enter
into the phenomenologicalrealities of the chil-
dren and families through interviews with
family membersaswell as input from individ-
uals outside the family who have had close
interactions with the focus child (teachers,

members of the extended families, psycholo-
gists, etc.). Aspects of family environment are
assessed through the Moos Family Environ-
ment Scale (FES) (Moos & Moos, 1994). While

the analysis of research data is still taking
place, some intriguing trends have emerged:

1. A striking finding is that family values
and themestraced over the generations reveal

themselves not only in patterns of child rear-

ing by parents, but even in the language and

mode of thought of the children. It appears

that the facility with language that is charac-

teristic of extraordinarily high IQ children en-

ables them to absorb and express the values

and modes of thought encoded in that lan-

guage more readily than can average children.

Consequently, they becomesensitive distillers

and reflectors of family values and themes at

a very early age. This is manifested remark-

ably clearly in their behavior, talk, and

thought processes.

2. These children develop extraordinary

uniqueness and individuality at a very early

age. It is as if the mastery of concepts and fa-

cility with language encourage a precocious

and curious mixture of adult and child. In the

group studied by Morelock, however, some

children “lead” with the adult, while others

“lead” with the child. That is, in first meeting

the majority of these children, one is immedi-

ately struck with the sophistication of thought
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and language—so much so that one must re-
mind oneself that this person is, chronologi-
cally at least, a child. With others, one must
be persistent in order to penetrate through
the child personato the underlying adultbril-
liance. The father of 10-year-old college grad-
uate Michael Kearney, for example,
talks of the ability of his child to “normal-
ize”—to blend like a chameleon into the ex-
pectations of those around him by modifying
his language and behavior so that he can
appear to be a normal child rather than a
brilliant college-educated person (Kearney &
Kearney, 1994). This case is unusual. It is
more common that these children display
their capabilities whether or not they want
to—often to their own puzzlement and dis-
tress. Michael Kearney's ability to normalize
heightens some difficulties that he shares
with other extraordinarily brilliant children.
When he wasin college, he was constantly
challenged to prove himself by unbelieving
adults whoinsisted in seeing him as nothing
more than a “normal” child. Michael’s father
commented that it was as if Michael were
invisible. The underlying reasons for these
individual differences in mode of child/adult
manifestation of personality remain to be ex-
plored.

3. Assessment of families with the Moos
Family Environment Scale (Moos & Moos,
1994) suggests that these families are more
cohesive (the degree to which family members
are committed to one another and help and
support each other) and more expressive (act-
ing openly and expressing feelings directly)
than are average families. The expressiveness
pertains not only to feelings but also to the
free exchange and exploration of ideas. Thisis
captured through the Intellectual-Cultural
Orientation subscale of the FES, which mea-
sures the degree ofinterest in political, social,
intellectual, and cultural activities manifested
in families. These families scored higher than
average families on this subscale. In addition,
the meanscore on this subscale for Morelock’s
eight families was higher than for families of
gifted children in former studies (who also
scored above the norm) (Cornell, 1984;
Tabackman, 1976). Although an intriguing
trend, it is questionable how much signifi-

cance can be attached to it at this point be-
cause of the small number of families in
Morelock’s study.

Interestingly, the families tended to score
lower than average on scales measuringorien-
tation toward achievement or competition,
participation in active social and recreational
activities, degree of importance of clear orga-
nization andstructure in family activities and
responsibilities, and the extent to which set
rules and procedures are used to run family
life. The FES assessed conflict as occurring
less in these families than in average families;
while the extent to which family membersare
assertive, self-sufficient, and make their own
decisions (the Independence subscale) is
higher than average.

Generally, these results are consistent with
FES assessments in formerstudies of families
with gifted children (Cornell, 1984; Kulieke &
Olszewski-Kubilius, 1989: Tabackman, 1976).
Only minor differences were revealed, espe-
cially in the more extreme scores reflected in
the Expressiveness and Intellectual-Cultural
Orientation subscales. It is interesting to spec-
ulate about the extent to which the differences
in these subscales result from and feed into
the extraordinariness of verbal-conceptual ab-
stract reasoning abilities manifested in the TQ
scores of the Morelock group.

4. A fascinating birth order trend emerged
in these families with regard to self-definition
among siblings. Consistent with earlier stud-
ies of giftedness and talent (e.g., Feldman,
1991), the children identified as profoundly
gifted in Morelock’s study were first-borns.
The second-born children in these families
tended to describe themselves and their tal-
ents in terms of what they could do rather
than how they could think. Their talents were
centered around products—construction and
mechanical or architectural design (with con-
struction or mechanical toys), dancing, or
artistic abilities. The 77-year-old younger
brother of the writing prodigy declared, “I’m a
doer, not a talker,” and proceeded to show his
numerous mechanical designs and building
constructions to the researcher. Michael
Kearney’s 8-year-old younger sister, Maeghan,
announced to her family that she wasthe “cre-
ative” one in the family and took up drawing
and the construction of doll clothes. The
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younger brother of the SAT-Math whiz also

took up construction as a hobby, and delighted
in showing the researcher a small building he

had designed and his efforts at constructing a

hot-air balloon. A youngersister of an 11-year-

old highly talented in mathematics, logical

thought, and chess became an extraordinary

dancer. Her brother reported that he was a

“thinker” whereas she was an “applier.”

Generally, the second-borns were much more

at ease when demonstrating their active tal-

ent areas than when talking in an interview.

This wasdistinctly unlike their oldersiblings,

who delighted in exploring concepts and inner

feelings through the interviews.Interestingly,

the only family in which this general pattern

failed to hold true was one that valued sports,

athletics, and “doing things in the real world”

to such an extent that it may have overridden

the usual pattern. In this particular family,

the focus child reported that he wanted to be a

professional athlete. His youngersister, who

was only 4 at the time of the interview, was

talented in drama, singing, and dance. Thus,

both children were, at the time of the inter-

views, oriented toward more traditionally

“second-born talents.”

It may be that the second-borns differenti-

ate themselves from their intellectual older

siblings by gravitating toward a talent area

involving a product, thereby providing con-

crete undeniable proof that they, too, are tal-

ented. This can serve to offset the fact that

they arrived on the scene considerably handi-

capped in the time they have had to develop

thinking skills. Generally, for the second-born

the product seems morethe central reason for

thinking. In contrast, for the first-born the fo-

cus is an intense exploration of thought and

concepts for its own enjoyment. Any resultant

product appearsto be a secondary spinoff from

that. Second-borns also apparently gravitate

toward areas in which they do not have to

compete with their older siblings.

Extraordinarily High 1Q and Achievement

Since the advent of the IQ scale, extraordi-

narily high IQ aroused expectations of extraor-

dinary achievement. Onthebasis of her longi-

tudinal observations, Hollingworth concluded

that children testing above 180 IQ constituted

the “top” among graduates—the ones whopre-

dictably would win honors and prizes for in-

tellectual work. Furthermore, she considered

them “potential geniuses” (Witty, 1951); that

is, she saw in them the possibility of original

contributions of outstanding and lasting

merit. A study conducted in 1984, however,

raised questions about the prediction of

genius-level contributions solely on the basis

of extraordinary IQ.

Feldman’s (1984) study using Terman’s

(Terman, 1925-1959) original research files

compared the lives of the 26 subjects scoring

180 or above on the Stanford-Binet with 26 of

their counterparts of lesser IQ randomly se-

lected from the original sample of over 1,500.

A difference of 35 IQ points differentiated the

average IQs of the groups in question (150 vs.

185). Although there was some evidence that

the above-180-IQ subjects were more success-

ful in their careers than the 150-IQ group, the

difference wasslight. A small numberof dis-

tinguished men emerged from the above-180-

IQ group(e.g., an academic psychologist of in-

ternational repute, a celebrated landscape

architect, a judge, and a promising pollster

who committed suicide at age 28), while a

comparable groupfailed to emerge from either

the 150-IQ women, the 150-IQ men, or the

180-IQ women. Evenso, the degree of distinc-

tion of these 180-IQ men could not be consid-

ered to be on a par with genius. What factors

may have caused these highly capable individ-

uals to fail to fulfill their promise?

Explaining the Reluctance of

Genius to Emerge

Research suggests several possible answers to

the questions posed above.A first explanation

is suggested by research pointing out the so-

cial and psychological risks plaguing those of

extraordinarily high IQ (Hollingworth, 1926,

1942: Morelock, in press). Intellectual ability

of this type may well lay the groundwork for

future eminence, especially in fields requiring

academic excellence or exceptional general in-

tellectual ability combined with specific tal-

ents. It may be, however, that the higher the

IQ, the more the benefits are counterbalanced
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by psychosocial adjustment problems imposed
by such capacity. In addition, the femalestar-
geted by Feldman’s study had to surmount the
barriers traditionally imposed by societal
stereotypes of acceptable female roles and be-
havior (Terman, 1975) and the psychological
spinoff effects of such stereotypes (Clance &
Imes, 1978; Horner, 1972).

All of the above notwithstanding, it may be
that in predicting genius-level achievement,
one needsto consider more than individualca-
pabilities or even motivation. Simonton (1984,
1994; see Chapter 28 by Simonton) proposes
that works of genius and great contributions
to society are the results of a fortuitous meld-
ing of historical, social, and individual ingre-
dients, where the Zeitgeist, or spirit of the
times, generates an economic, political, and
philosophical backdrop that determines the
sociocultural receptiveness to an individual
with a particular set of abilities. Genius,
according to Simonton, is a matter of being
the right person at the right place at the
right time. This is a sentiment strikingly in ac-
cord with Feldman’s (1980) observation that
genius-level achievement is as much a matter
of the developmental readiness of a domain to
respond to and assimilate particular contribu-
tions as it is a matter of an individual’s capac-
ity to make thosecontributions.

In searching for explanations for the non-
emergence of genius, we have gone briefly
from the individual to the sociocultural and
historical. There is one area, however, that re-
mains to be examined—the IQ test itself. As
originally conceived by Alfred Binet, the IQ
test was a means for gauging an individual’s
capability to succeed in school as it exists in
Western culture. To assume that such a test
can select the potential for works of creative
genius in any of a multiplicity of fields is re-
quiring more than it was ever equippedto do.
A related question is the relevance of the

concept of genius and achievementin thefirst
place. In recent years, some writers have
begun to see the IQ score as an index of asyn-
chronous development (Morelock, 1992). As
such, it gauges the degree to whichtherate of
a child’s cognitive developmentis in sync with
his or her rates of physical, social, and emo-
tional development. According to the propo-

nents of the asynchronous development view,
the IQ score should be regarded as a diagnos-
tic tool to assist in providing educational pro-
gramming, counseling, and parenting ad-
dressing the child’s varying developmental
levels and needs—not as a predictive device
for ferreting out potential achievers.

The questions of whether an IQ score can
be used in any senseto select potential high
achievers, whether it is instead an index of
asynchrony to assist in educational program-
ming, parenting, and counseling, or whetherit
is simply a cultural construct of limited signif-
icance may shortly become issues of mere aca-
demic interest. Indeed, today some are ques-
tioning whether we may soonlose altogether
the capability of psychometrically identifying
the extraordinarily high IQ child.

The Extraordinarily High 1Q Child—An
Endangered Species?

The identification of highly academically able
children so that their needs can be met is not
always easy in the classroom. Such children
mayfail to exhibit the interest and enthusiasm
others expect of gifted children. Psychometric
data may proveespecially helpful in identify-
ing quick minds not obvious to the eye.

From the Stanford-Binet’s first appearance
in 1916 through its 1973 Terman-Merrill revi-
sion (Stanford-Binet, Form L-M), Terman’s in-
strument remained the instrument of choice
for identifying academically able children.
However, the Stanford-Binet: Fourth Edition,
issued in 1986, is an instrument based on
a construct of intelligence fundamentally
different from that formulated by Terman.
Consequently, some (Silverman & Kearney,
1989) argue that if older versions of the scale
focusing more strongly on verbal-conceptual
facility cease to be available, we may lose the
ability to psychometrically identify the types
of children studied by Hollingworth.

 

*The suggestive term endangered species is
taken from Linda Silverman’s May 1988 presenta-
tion at the Second National Conference on the
Exceptionally Gifted, The Hollingworth Center
for Highly Gifted Children, Auburn, Maine. Dr.
Silverman’s presentation was entitled “The Ex-
traordinarily Gifted: An Endangered Species?”
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While psychometric data should always be

used in conjunction with other sources of in-

formation (e.g., parent and teacher observa-

tions) (Morelock & Feldman, 1992), to be left

without an instrument of proven value for

identifying extraordinarily academically able

children would be unfortunate. Westill know

comparatively little about these rapid assim1-

lators of abstract knowledge—andthe congen-

itive processes lying beneath theidentification

achievable through the IQ index.

Educating the Extraordinarily High IQ Child

Literature on educating “highly gifted chil-

dren” generally incorporates a range extend-

ing from IQ 145 through IQ 180 and over

(Silverman, 1989). Some writers choose to

subdivide this span into the “exceptionally

gifted” (IQ 150 and over) and the “profoundly

gifted” (IQ 180 and over) (Webb, Meckstroth,

& Tolan, 1982). From the time of Hollingworth

(1942), however, it has generally been implic-

itly assumed that the differences in educa-

tional needs among these subgroups is more a

matter of degree than kind. Consequently,lit-

erature aimed at the “highly gifted” includes

these more extreme categories.

Generally, an individualized program is

essential in educating the highly gifted

(Silverman, 1989). Two children with compa-

rable measured IQs are likely to have quite

different profiles of specific academic and

nonacademic strengths and weaknesses. Ad-

ditionally, it is common for these children’s

profiles of abilities, on the Wechsler In-

telligence Scale for Children—Revised,for ex-

ample, to show peaks andvalleys very similar

to those seen with learning-disabled children

(D. Wertlieb, personal communication, March

8, 1989).2 A 7-year-old child with some abili-

ties equal to those of a 14-year-old and others

that are at the normal level for his or her

chronological age cannot be regardedaslearn-

ing disabled because none of the measured

 

3 Dr. Donald Wertlieb is associate professor and

chairmanof the Eliot-Pearson Department of Child

Study, Tufts University. He also maintains a private

practice as a clinical-developmental psychologist.

abilities fall below the norm. Func-

tionally, however, the child is dealing with the

same kinds of wide discrepancies of ability

that plague a learning-disabled child. Like

learning-disabled children, highly gifted chil-

dren need support in dealing with the frustra-

tion inherent in such a situation. Also like

learning-disabled children, highly gifted chil-

dren need individualized educational pro-

grams addressing their various levels of

ability.

Silverman notes that with these children’s

increased ability to deal with complexity, ab-

straction, and advanced concepts, “the need

for repetition dramatically decreases, and the

pace of instruction increases accordingly”

(Silverman, 1989, p. 78). For optimal learning,

Silverman recommends full-day programs

conducted by specially trained teachers using

a specially tailored curriculum. The menu of

possible provisions includes the following

(Silverman, 1989, p. 78).

Individualized education programs (IEPs)

Fast-paced, challenging courses

Self-contained classes

Acceleration

University-based programs

Mentors or tutors
Special schools or programs

Community enrichment opportunities

Hometeaching

Counseling

Although peaks and valleys are commonly

reflected in the ability profiles of extraordinar-

ily high IQ children, they are most dramatic in

the two other major categories of extreme pre-

cocity we will discuss—the prodigy and the

idiot savant.

The Prodigy

A prodigy is a child who, before the age of

10, performs at the level of an adult profes-

sional in some cognitively demanding field

(Feldman, 1991). As a uniquely defined cate-

gory of extreme precocity, the prodigy came
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into being less than two decades ago (Feld-
man, 1979). This is in spite of the fact that
prodigy has been used loosely to refer to ex-
traordinary youngsters for many years. The
term historically meant any unnatural occur-
rence portending impending change (Feld-
man, 1991). Thus, it referred to an entire
range of phenomena extending across the ad-
vent of happeningsnotable as uncannyor ex-
traordinary and the existence of humans or
animals regarded as “freak.”

Eventually, as the term beganto be used to
refer more narrowly to extreme human pre-
cocity, the “sign” or “portent” aspect of its
meaning was dropped, while the essential
connotation of “unnatural” or “inexplicable”
remained. Within this narrowed context,
prodigy continued to be used indefinitely to
refer to a broad range of manifestations of pre-
cocity (for example, see Barlow, 1952).

With the advent of IQ andits general ac-
ceptance as the measure of giftedness, the
child prodigy became subsumed under the
IQ umbrella (Feldman, 1979). Children who
could compose sonatas at the age of 6 were as-
sumed—implicitly, at least—to be high IQ
children with penchantsfor given fields.

While the notion of IQ was beginning to
dominate American concepts of giftedness,
there appeared in the European literature
two systematic research studies of child prodi-
gies failing to support the congruence of prodi-
giousness and extraordinarily high IQ
(Baumgarten, 1930; Revesz, 1925). Indeed,
these were, until 1980 (Feldman, 1980), the
only scientific studies of child prodigies in the
world literature.* We turn now to examine the

 

* Although these are the only systematic scien-
tific studies of child prodigies on record, a numberof
biographical or psychohistorical accounts have been
published providing interesting insights into thelife
of the prodigy. See,for example, Kathleen Montour’s
(1977) “William James Sidis: The Broken Twig”;
Norbert Wiener’s 1953 autobiography, Ex-Prodigy:
My Childhood and Youth; Amy Wallace’s 1986 book
(also about William James Sidis), The Prodigy; and
Fred Waitzkin’s 1984 book, Searching for Bobby
Fischer: The World of Chess, Observed by the Father
of a Child Prodigy.

only three prodigy studies existing in the re-
search literature.

The Prodigy as Reflected in
Research Literature

Revesz and Erwin Nyiregyhazi. Revesz
(1925) conducted an in-depth case study of the
¢-year-old Hungarian musical prodigy Erwin
Nyiregyhazi, using a combination of inter-
views; observations of Erwin in and out of per-
forming situations; anecdotes from family,
teachers, and acquaintances; and formal as-
sessments employing the available techniques
of the day (e.g., the 1908 Binet-Simon Scale).

By parental accounts, Erwin was remark-
able from a very early age. By the age of 2 he
could reproduce correctly tunes sung to him,
and by the end of his third year he demon-
strated perfect pitch by reproducing on the
mouth organ any melody sung to him. At 4 he
beganto play the piano and compose melodies.
In his fifth year the family began providing
Erwin with formal music lessons. From age 6
to 12 Erwin became a celebrated performer,
playing before the British royal family and
other audiences in Budapest and Vienna.

Revesz provided a detailed analysis of
Erwin’s musical abilities, favorably comparing
them with those of other legendary prodigies
and great musiciansof the day.

Additionally, Revesz used the Binet-Simon
scale to assess Erwin’s general mental capac-
ity. Erwin scored a mental age 3 years beyond
his chronological age of 7 , or by modern reck-
oningslightly above 140 TQ.

Revesz, however, asserted that the test in-
adequately revealed Erwin’s brilliant intellect,
noting that the child “analyzed his own inner
life in the mannerof a trained psychologist”
and “expressed himself with great caution and
in remarkably pregnant phraseology” (Revesz,
1925, p. 42).

In spite of Erwin’s remarkable musical tal-
ents and exhibited brilliance, Revesz asserted
that the prodigy was indeed, in every aspect
other than his music, a child: “Erwin was a
child in the full sense of the word; a clever,
gay, friendly, charming boy. . . . He played as
children play, was fond of boyish exploits, and



448 Hi Special Topics

enjoyed them very much” (Revesz, 1925,

pp. 57-58). The mixture of child and adult

found by Revesz was noted again by

Baumgarten, to whose work we next turn.

Baumgarten’s nine prodigies. Baum-

garten (1930) studied nine child prodigies

including two pianists, two violinists, one or-

chestra conductor, one artist, one geographer,

and one chessprodigy. Focusing specifically on

the children as whole personalities rather

than on their extraordinary achievements

alone, she also examined patterns of different

abilities manifested by them. Like Revesz, she

wrote of the intriguing mixture of adult and

child and the frequently noticeable display of

childlike naiveté demonstrated by her sub-

jects. Additionally, they appeared ambitious,

pragmatic, wary of those who might harm

their careers, passionately devoted to their

fields, unafraid of public performance, and de-

sirous of using their gifts to benefit their fam-

ilies.

On a battery of standardized intelligence

tests, the children performed well as a

whole—but not with the degree of extraordi-

nariness conveyed by their special talents.

Translated into contemporary IQ terms, the

scores ranged from 120 to at least 160.

Baumgarten concluded that her subjects’ over-

all intellectual competence, as reflected in the

test results, could not explain their outstand-

ing performances in particularfields.

Baumgarten found surprising contrasts be-

tween various abilities within subjects. For

example, violinists and pianists demonstrated

poor hand coordination in bending wire, draw-

ing, and folding and cutting—though one

girl violinist had a talent for drawing. Ad-

ditionally, a 6-year-old boy showing difficulty

in makinga circle out of two or three sections

or a pentagon from two sections was, at the

same time, extraordinarily good at map

drawing.

Baumgarten concluded that it was neces-

sary to go beyond the testing of intellectual

abilities to explain the remarkable achieve-

mentsof child prodigies. Shefelt that factors

of inheritance, temperament, family, educa-

tion, environment, and culture must be exam-

ined.

Child Prodigies and Human Potential

A study of six prodigies begun in 1975

(Feldman, 1991, 1994) included two chess

players, a young mathematician, a musician-

composer, a writer, and an “omnibus prodigy”

who showed prodigious achievement in a

numberof areas, but who eventually began to

focus on music composition and performance.”

What eventually developed into an open-

ended effort to observe, understand, and ex-

plain the prodigy phenomenon began as a

straightforward psychological experiment de-

signed to refute an esoteric point in cognitive-

developmental psychology. The point in ques-

tion was the Piagetian assertion that,

universally, children’s cognitive development

proceeds in major predictable sequential

stages grossly encompassing all of a child’s

thinking capacities at any given point in time.

Accordingly, to account for a prodigy’s adult

level performancein a specific field, one would

have to assume that the child’s overall cogni-

tive development was generally advanced be-

yond his or her years.

To test this assertion, four cognitive-

developmental measures were administered

to the two 8-year-old chess players and the

10-year-old musician-composer (Bensusan,

1976).® The results of the testing showed that

these child prodigies in chess and music com-

 

5 At the age of 342, when Adam, the omnibus

prodigy, first entered the study, he was reported to

read, write, speak several languages, study mathe-

matics, and compose for the guitar (Feldman, 1980).

6The four measures given were: (1) In-

helder andPiaget’s (1958) five chemicals task, a test

of the level of acquisition of various concrete andfor-

mallogical operations; (2) a role-taking task devised

by John Flavell (1968) and his associates at the

University of Minnesota, the aim of which is to test

social-cognitive development by assessing the level

of ability to take another’s point of view; (3) a map-

drawing exercise, an adapation of Piaget and

Inhelder’s (1948) layout diagram task (Snyder,

Feldman, & La Rossa, 1976), which gives a general

estimate of the level of the coordination of spatial-

logical reasoning; and (4) a psychometric measure of

level of moral judgment and reasoning prepared by

James Rest (1986), based on Kohlberg’s stages of

moral development (Feldman, 1991).
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position performed age-appropriately in logic,
role-taking, spatial reasoning, and moral judg-
ment. The traditional Piagetian conceptual-
ization of cognitive development wasthusse-
riously challenged.

These findings, like those of Revesz and
Baumgarten, suggest that prodigiousabilities,
rather than being the manifestation of a gen-
eralized endowment, are domain-specific.

Association with these six prodigies and
their families has extended beyond a decade
and has resulted in a theoretical] framework,
the co-incidence theory, seeking to explain not
only prodigious development, but also all
human achievement.

Co-Incidence Theory

Co-incidence is defined as the melding of the
many sets of forces interacting in the develop-
ment and expression of human potential
(Feldman, 1994). These include intraindivid-
ual (e.g., biological and psychological), envi-
ronmental(e.g., familial, societal, or cultural),
and historical forces. We can think of them as
comprising at least four different time frames
bearing on the prodigy’s appearance and de-
velopment: the individual’s life span, the de-
velopmental history of the field or domain,
historical and cultural trends bearing on indi-
viduals and fields, and evolutionary time.
Each ofthese will be discussed briefly.

Life span of the individual. Aspects of
this time frame include,first of all, biological
propensities predisposing an individual to-
ward giftedness in certain fields. An example
might be Gardner’s (1993) concept of multiple
brain-based intelligences (i.e., linguistic, mu-
sical, logical-mathematical, spatial, bodily-
kinesthetic, interpersonal, and intrapersonal
intelligences), each of which holds moreorless
potential for development within a particular
individual (see Chapter 5 by Ramos-Ford and
Gardner). Conceivably, a child “at promise”for
prodigious achievement in music is equipped
at birth with the intellectual, physical, and
acoustic facilities necessary for extraordinary
musical sensibility and performance.

Anotherfactor included in this time frame

is the point in the child’s physical, social, and
emotional developmental history when he or
she is introduced to a domain. Playing thevi-
olin, for example, requires a certain degree of
dexterity. Some children may develop the re-
quired dexterity earlier than others. The time
of introduction to the instrument may thus
be an important factor in whetherviolin play-
ing becomes a source of pleasure or a source
of frustration. Additionally, Csikszentmihalyi
and Robinson (1986) noted that children’s lev-
els of social and emotional development may
play important roles in determining their re-
ceptivity to domains. An adolescent grappling
with age-appropriate issues of peer acceptance
and popularity may opt out of long hours of
piano practice and choose, instead, to spend
the timesocializing with peers. In the case of
one chessprodigy, for example, the attractions
of the peer group proved powerful enough to
jeopardize an intense commitment to the
study of chess (Feldman, 1991; Goldsmith, in
press).

Another factor encompassedby the individ-
ual time frame is how likely the child’s family
is to nurture talent in a particular field.
Mozart’s musician-father, for example, fortu-
itously possessed the musica] ability enabling
him to instruct his son. He also must have val-
ued the domain and been interested in it
enough to spend many hours tutoringhis chil-
dren and accompanying them on their concert
rounds—aside from any opportunistic motives
he also may havehad.

Degree of forthcoming parental support
may also be affected by the child’s gender.
Goldsmith (1987) noted that, historically,
general cultural undervaluing of feminine
achievementhasresulted in(1) less likelihood
that parents would provide necessary support
for a female would-be prodigy to realize her
potential and (2) a scarcity of documentation
about existing girl prodigies.

Whetheror not parents encourage domain-
specific talents may be influenced by values or
child-rearing patterns passed downfrom prior
generations. Such transgenerational influ-
ences were apparently at work, for example,
in the family of child-prodigy violinist Yehudi
Menuhin. Menuhin’s family had for centuries
prior to his birth been shaped by a Hasidic
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Jewish tradition emphasizing not only the

transcendent and communicative power of

music, but also the developmentof boy prodi-

gies groomed to assume religious leadership

as rabbis. The fervor with which the Menuhin

family encouraged Yehudi’s musical talent

may have had its roots in this centuries-old

tradition.

Developmental history of the field.

Bodies of knowledge, like human beings,

develop and change over time.’ Consequently,

the performance requirements and opportuni-

ties in various fields change as well. The life

span of a would-be prodigy coincides with

some portion of a domain’s developmentalhis-

tory, the joint existence of the two allowing for

a particular expression of the child’s potential.

Prodigious achievement can only occur

within domains accessible to children. This

means that the domains must require little

prerequisite knowledge and be both meaning-

ful and attractive to children. Equally impor-

tant is the adaptability of the domain’s media

and techniquesto children(e.g., child-size vio-

lins are necessary for child prodigy violinists).

Given these prerequisites, music performance

and chess seem especially amenable to bud-

ding prodigies—as1s substantiated by the fact

that the largest proportion of child prodigies

in recent decades emerges from these fields.

Other fields produce comparatively few prodi-

gies. There have been occasional writing

prodigies, child prodigy visual artists (Gold-

smith & Feldman, 1989), and on rare occasion

a child prodigy in mathematics.

Historical and cultural time frame.

This time frame reflects historical and cul-

tural trends affecting opportunities for learn-

 

7 We choose to define genius in terms of develop-

mental changes in bodies of knowledge. That is, a

creative contribution meriting the designation of ge-

nius is one that transforms an entire domain of

human knowledge. Oneof such caliber, for example,

was Albert Einstein’s theory ofrelativity, which did,

indeed, transform the domain of physics (Feldman,

1982).

ing. Prodigious achievementis necessarily in-

fluenced by the cultural importance attached

to various domains. The revived interest in

science and math during the 1950s because of

the Soviet satellite initiatives is one example.

Another is that a potential chess prodigy in

the former Soviet Union was morelikely to

find institutionalized support and interest

than would the same child in the United

States.

Evolutionary time frame. Cultural and

biological evolution provide the context within

which all the other factors in prodigy devel-

opment interact. Through biological varia-

tion and natural selection, human capabili-

ties come into being and either flourish or

cease to exist. Parallel evolutionary forces

operate on cultures and their artifacts. This

qualitative flux in the essence of humanity

and the products of humankind necessarily in-

fluences options for the expression of poten-

tial.

Co-incidence and Prodigious Achievement

The child prodigy is the manifestation of a for-

tuitous concordanceof the various forces of co-

incidence in such a way as to maximizethe ex-

pression of human potential. In each of the

cases of prodigiousness contained in the re-

search literature, there was,first of all, a child

of unquestionably extraordinary native abil-

ity. This child was born into a family that rec-

ognized, valued, and fostered that ability

whenthe child’s introduction to the culturally

available domain revealed its presence. The

child was invariably exposed to the instruc-

tion of master teachers possessing superior

knowledge of the domain andits history and

imparting that knowledge in a way mostlikely

to engage the interest and sustain the com-

mitment of the child. For the child’s part,

there was generally exhibited a combination

of inner-directedness and a remarkably pas-

sionate commitment to the field of extraordi-

nary achievement. Such commitmentholds so-

cial and emotional repercussionsfor the life of

the prodigy, as we will see in the following sec-

tions.
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Social and Emotional Concomitants
of Prodigiousness

The prodigy shares with the extraordinarily
high IQ child difficulties in establishingsatis-
factory peer relationships. The inner drive to
master the domain of interest typically de-
mandslong hoursofexactingeffort. It is effort
gladly devoted by the child pushed by the pas-
sion for mastery. Nevertheless, this extensive
commitmentleaves little time for more child-
like pursuits and the forging of bonds with
age-mates. In addition, because of the inabil-
ity of other children to keep up with the
prodigy in his or her area of interest, the bur-
den of finding some common ground for a
friendship often falls to the prodigy. Conse-
quently, friendships may becomerestricted to
a very small group of others sharing interest
in the area of prodigious specialization.

Family Relationships

The family is the catalyst for the co-incidence
process (Feldman, 1991). It is the prodigy’s
parents who must locate necessary teachers
and resources andfacilitate the child’s access
to them. At times, this entails commuting to
other cities or even uprooting the family unit
permanently to resettle closer to a desired
mentor. Because a prodigy progresses so
rapidly, frequent changes may be required as
the child outgrows a succession of mentors.

Such close parental involvement results in
a longer and more intense period of depen-
dence for prodigies than is the case in families
with more typical children. As with families of
handicapped children, especially close family
ties may be engendered through commonef-
forts to protect a “special” child from a poten-
tially insensitive outside world.

The strong commitment to talent develop-
ment shared by prodigies and their families
generally means somesacrifice by other fam-
ily members. While many prodigies are only
children, some do have siblings. Limited fam-
ily resources may dictate that sibling talent
goes unsupported. On the other hand, the
prodigy’s presence may influence the channel-
ing of sibling potential. When Hepzibah
Menuhin, the youngersister of child prodigy

violinist Yehudi, asked to learn to play the vi-
olin like her older brother, her parents en-
couraged herto play the piano instead—since
Yehudi needed an accompanist. When Yalta,
the youngest sibling, later showed interest in
the piano, she wasoften told to make herself
useful around the house instead because the
family didn’t need another musician.Yet many
believed Hepzibah and Yalta to be equally as
talented as Yehudi (Rolfe, 1978).

Having caught a glimpse of the dramatic
showcasing of domain-specific talent charac-
terizing the prodigy, we now turn to ourlast
form of extreme precocity—the idiot savant.

The Idiot Savant

The phenomenon of the “idiot savant,” like
that of the high-IQ child and the child prodigy,
has its own unique history. The term was
coined in 1887 by Dr. J. Langdon Down of
London (Down, 1887) to refer to severely men-
tally handicapped persons displaying ad-
vancedlevels of learning in narrowly circum-
scribed areas.

Although intriguing in its own right, the
term idiot savant fails to describe the individ-
uals it labels, since they are generally neither
“idiots” nor “savants.” In Down’s time,idiot re-
ferred to individuals operating at the lowest
level of retarded intellectual functioning, as
classified by practitioners on the basis of eval-
uation of speech and language capabilities.
With the advent of IQ tests, idiocy was trans-
lated as encompassing the lowest portion of
the IQ scale, spanning an IQ rangeof0 to 20.8
In reality, however, the IQs of all known tested
idiot savants have been above 20—usually in
the range of 40 to 70 (Treffert, 1989),

The savant part of the term is a straight-
forward adaptation from the French word “to
know”or “man of learning,” which, although

 

©The term idiot was used from 1910 to 1968 to
refer to this portion of the IQ scale. In 1968, the
World Health Organization adopted the term pro-
foundly retarded to refer to this same range(Craft,
1979),
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perhaps slightly more appropriate, is never-

theless a misnomeras well.”

Given the inappropriateness of the term as

a whole and the pejorative connotation of the

first part of it, Treffert (1989) proposed savant

syndrome—or just savant—as a more desir-

able name for the phenomenon. Treffert de-

scribed the phenomenon and proposed more

precise classification terminology as well as

a theoretical explanatory framework. His

thoughts provide a valuable base as we con-

tinue to explore the savant.

Savant Syndrome—Definition

and Description

Treffert defined savant syndromeasfollows:

Savant Syndrome is an exceedingly rare condi-

tion in which persons with serious mental hand-

icaps, either from developmental disability

(mental retardation) or major mental illness

(early infantile autism or schizophrenia), have

spectacular islands of ability or brilliance which

stand in stark, markedly incongruous contrast to

the handicap. In some, savantskills are remark-

able simply in contrast to the handicap (talented

savants or savant I). In others, with a much

rarer form of the condition, the ability or bril-

liance is not only spectacular in contrast to the

handicap, but would be spectacular even if

viewed in a normalperson (prodigious savants or

savant II). (Treffert, 1989, p. xxv)

Treffert noted that the condition can bee1-

ther congenital or acquired by a normal per-

son after injury or disease of the central ner-

vous system. It occurs six times as often in

males as in females. Intriguingly, the skills

can appear—and disappear—in an unex-

plained and sudden manner. Savant brilliance

occurs only within very few areas: calendar

calculating; music, chiefly limited to the piano,

lightning calculating (the ability to do extraor-

dinarily rapid mathematical calculations); art

 

9 Bernard Rimland (1978) claims that the idiot

in idiot savant is from the French idiot, meaning

“]]-informed or untutored.” This interpretation cap-

tures the paradoxical nature of the phenomenon

(i.e., “untutored man of learning”) without confusing

the issue with IQ-associated connotations.

(painting, drawing, or sculpting); mechanical

ability; prodigious memory (mnemonism); or,

on rare occasion, unusual sensory discrim-

ination (smell or touch) or extrasensory per-

ception. Prodigious savants, however, occur

primarily within the areas of music, math-

ematics (lightning and calendar calculating),

and memory.

Research reveals a numberof characteris-

tics generally true of all savants.

Characteristics of Savant Functioning

Generally, savants display minimal abstract

reasoning ability combined with almost exclu-

sive reliance on concrete patterns of expres-

sion and thought. One savant (Scheerer,

Rothman, & Goldstein, 1945), for example,

could memorize and sing operas in several

languages, yet he had no comprehensionofthe

abstract conceptual and symbolic meaning of

words. In addition, there is a general incapac-

ity for metacognition, or reflection upon one’s

internal thinking processes (LaFontaine,

1974; Scheerer, Rothman, & Goldstein, 1945;

Treffert, 1989). Calendar calculators, for ex-

ample, commonly respond correctly to queries

(e.g., “On what day of the week did September

1, 1744, fall?) without being able to explain

how they arrived at the correct response.

Those able to articulate rule-based strategies

tend to have higher IQs than do their counter-

parts (Hermelin & O’Connor, 1986).

Another characteristic of savants is an 1m-

mediate—seemingly intuitive—access to the

underlying structural rules and regularities of

their particular domain,be it music (Treffert,

1989), mathematical calculation (Hermelin &

O’Connor, 1986; O'Connor & Hermelin, 1984),

or art (O’Connor & Hermelin, 1987). Further-

more, the domain-specific rules intuitively

“known” by savants are the same rules ap-

plied by those of normal or high reasoning

ability who are skilled in the same area.

Savants, however, bound by the structural

rules of their domain, are incapable of being

creative in the sense of producing totally orig-

inal work. Thus, while a musical savant may

imitate, improvise, or embellish based on

preestablished constraining musical rules, he
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or she is generally incapable of composing
(Treffert, 1989).
A further frequently noted aspect of the sa-

vantis a restricted range of emotion that pre-
cludes the experience of heightened passion,
excitement, or sentiment. This takes the form
of generally flattened affect and—in the case
of the performance of musical savants—shal-
low, imitative expressiveness lacking subtlety
or innuendo.

While the talent of the mnemonist savant
lies solely in his or her impressive memoryfor
miscellaneous or mundane happenings,all sa-
vants claim incredibly powerful memories
narrowly limited to their domains of achieve-
ment.

Treffert (1989), the first researcher to dif-
ferentiate between talented and prodigious sa-
vants, reported that there have been only
about 100 known prodigious savants in the
world literature—2 to 15 of whom are cur-
rently living. Leslie Lemke is one who was
portrayed in depth by Treffert.

Leslie Lemke

Leslie Lemke was born prematurely and given
up for adoption at birth. Within the first few
monthsoflife, he developed retrolental fibro-
plasia—a condition common to premature ba-
bies in which the retina proliferates uncon-
trollably and that sometimes, as in Leslie’s
case, results in glaucoma with associated
blindness. Consequently, Leslie had to have
both eyes surgically removed.

At 6 monthsofage, Leslie, who was then
blind, palsied, and mentally handicapped, was
placed in a foster home under the care of 52-
year-old May Lemke. May was an experienced
nurse and governess who was well known for
her skill as well as the love and devotion she
showed in caring for children. WhenLeslie
first arrived at the Lemke household, he was
hardly ableto cry, move, or swallow. May, how-
ever, refused to lose hope for Leslie, and, with
her constant attention, Leslie was indeed able
to develop.

By age 5% Leslie was able to walk in spite
of his spasticity. He also could repeat verbatim
a whole day’s conversation while impersonat-
ing each speaker’s voice. Leslie’s speech, how-

ever, was mainly repetitious, rather than so-
cial; he responded to questions by repeating
them. About this age also, Leslie was discov-
ered under a bed rhythmically strummingthe
bedspringsas if playing an instrument.

WhenLeslie was between the ages of 7 and
8, a piano was addedto the Lemke household,
and May, whoplayedbyear, introduced Leslie
to it by playing and singing for him and run-
ning his fingers up and down the keyboard.
Leslie, too, began to play be ear. By age 8,
under May’s loving tutelage, Leslie also
played the bongo drums, the ukelele, the con-
certina, the xylophone, and the accordian. By
age 9, although hestill required help in dress-
ing and feeding himself, he could play the
chord organ.

One incident marked in May’s mind the
fruition of the “miracle” of Leslie. One
evening, when Leslie was 14 years old, the
family watched a movie on television, after
which May and her husband, Joe, retired for
the evening. They were awakened at about
3:00 A.M. by strains of Tchaikovsky’s Piano
Concerto No. 1, the theme song to the movie
they had seen earlier. Thinking that the tele-
vision hadbeenleft on, May wentintotheliv-
ing room to check and discovered Leslie at the
piano playing the piece vigorously and flaw-
lessly after having heardit only once.

Leslie has performed for concert audiences
around the world. They are amazed by his
prodigious memory. After once hearing a 45-
minute opera tape, Leslie can transpose the
music to the piano and sing the score back in
its original foreign language. In addition, his
songs are stored indefinitely, with Leslie re-
calling them and performing them without
error after several years of intervening time.
His repertoire includes thousands of pieces.

Leslie’s IQ measures 58.

Explaining the Prodigious Savant
Treffert (1989) proposed an intriguing expla-
nation for the phenomenon of the prodigious
savant. Drawing upon the research of Gesch-
wind and Galaburda (1987), he suggested that
pre- or postnatal injury to the left hemisphere
of the brain results in compensatory growth in
the right hemisphere. This is manifested by
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the impairment of language and analytic

thought (functions dominated by the left

hemisphere) and a heightened capacity for

right-brain-dominated functions(e.g., musical

and spatial abilities).

Savant memory, proposes Treffert, 1s

the manifestation of altered (compensatory)

brain circuitry. Injury to the cerebral cortex,

which normally manages conscious, cognitive-

associative memory, causes memory functions

to be shifted to a more primitive area of the

brain (the corticostriatal system). Memory be-

comes nonassociative, habitual, emotionless,

and nonvolitional. It becomes, in essence, a

conditioned response.

Treffert affirmed, however, that even such

extreme alterations in brain function andcir-

cuitry fail to explain the prodigious savant’s

extensive access to the structural rules of do-

mains. Such access, suggested Treffert, may

be based on some inherited ancestral mem-

ory transmitted across generations.” This

domain-specific memory, he continued, is 1n-

herited separately from general intelligence.

Treffert concluded that once the groundwork

is laid for savant skills, intense concentration,

obsessive repetition, reinforcement from oth-

ers for display of the special ability, and an un-

stoppable drive to exercise the ability produce

the prodigious savant.

Juxtaposing the Extremes—What We

Learn from the Child of Extraordinary

IQ, the Prodigy, and the Savant

We have examined a broad range of manifes-

tations of human precocity. Each type, how-

ever, can be characterized in terms of (1) de-

gree of generalized abstract reasoning ability

and (2) extent and nature of domain-specific

capability. Table 35.1 presents a breakdownof

the various gradations and combinations of

 

10 Treffert is not the first to suggest the possibil-

ity of genetically transmitted qualities of in-

tellect. The idea has had a fair amount of sup-

port since, at least, Francis Galton’s (1892) book

Hereditary Genius. Also, Brill (1940) proposed in-

herited transmission of domain-specific gifts as a

factor in lightning calculator abilities.

these, reflected by the cases mentionedin this

chapter. A numberofinteresting contrasts and

similarities emerge from the research on these

various formsof precocity.

Speculations on Abstract Reasoning,

Emotion, and Precocity

All the types of precocious children mentioned

in the research literature are described as

highly attracted to and motivated by their re-

spective areas of achievement. We suspect

that this attraction derives at least partly

from brain functioning particularly compati-

ble with the cognitive demandsof the area of

activity. Descriptive terminology characteriz-

ing this attraction, however, ranges from drive

to passion, depending on the type of precocity

under discussion.

Passion has been used to describe prodi-

gies—those with sufficient generalized ab-

stract reasoning abilities and concomitant

conscious associative memory to cometo love

their domain of expertise. Drive, on the other

hand, denotes the bare-bones motivation of

the idiot savant. It is the motivation, accord-

ing to Treffert, of those whose “habit” memory

and lack of cognitive associations prevent a

more interpretive and emotional type of mas-

tery. We speculate that the intensity with

which the savant and the prodigy conduct

their pursuits is equally strong. Only the ca-

pacity for interpretation of that intensity dif-

fers.

An example of this interpretive difference

is found in the way savant mentalcalculators

and nonsavant mental calculators are re-

ported as referring to their calculating ability.

Nonsavant calculators are, first of all, gener-

ally conscious of the mental process by which

they, over time, have explored the relation-

ships among various numbers (Smith, 1983).

Furthermore, nonsavant calculators speak

of numbers having become their “friends” in

childhood. The Dutch mental calculator Wim

Klein states, “Numbers are friends for me,

more orless. It doesn’t mean the same for you,

does it, 3,844? For you it’s just a three and an

eight and a four and a four. But I say ‘Hi, 62

squared.’” Similarly, Hans Eberstark, in re-

calling his lifetime experience with mental



High-IQ Children, Extreme Precocity, and Savant Syndrome We 455

Table 35.1
A Taxonomyof Extreme Precocity
 
Type of Child Characteristics

 
Extraordinarily high IQ—
omnibus prodigy

Extraordinarily high abstract reasoning capability* plus extraordinarily
advanced domain-specific skills in multiplicity of domains. Performs at
adult professional level in multiple domains. Displays passionate
involvement with numerous domainsof prodigious achievement.
Voracious appetite for academic knowledge.

Prodigy Displays anywhere from above-averageto extraordinarily high
generalized abstract reasoning capability plus extraordinarily
advanced domain-specific skill in a single domain. Performs at adult
professionallevel in a single domain. Displays passionate involvement
with domain of prodigious achievement. May demonstrate voracious
appetite for academic knowledge.

Extraordinarily high IQ child Extraordinarily high generalized abstract reasoning capability and
possibly notable domain-specific skills in one or more areas. Maybe in-
tensely drawn to a numberofdifferent areas. May have a problem
committing to a single area of interest. Voracious appetite for
academic knowledge.

Prodigious savant Minimal generalized abstract reasoning capability and islands of extraor-
dinarily advanced domain-specific skill in one or more areas. Appears
driven to exercise domain-specific capabilities. Concrete thinker.
 

Note: Theseclassifications reflect the types of extreme precocity found in the research literature to date.Certain groups, such as mental calculators and mnemonists, are anomalous in that they display anywherefrom minimal to extraordinarily high generalized abstract reasoning ability along with their islands of ad-vanced skill. When minimal generalized abstract reasoning capability exists, such persons are classified asprodigious savants. According to the definition here, however, they cannotbe classified as prodigies—even athigher levels of abstract reasoning ability—because standards for adult professional-level performance do notexist in their areas of achievement.
* The generalized abstract reasoning capability referred to in this tableis logical, verbal-conceptual facility.

calculation, said he had different emotional
reactions to various numbers, calling 36 arro-
gant, smug, and self-satisfied, whereas he ha-
bored a personalaffection for “the ingenious,
adventurous 26, the magic, versatile 7, the
helpful 37, the fatherly, reliable (if somewhat
stodgy) 76” (Smith, 1983,p.xiii).

In contrast, the savant calculating twins,
George and Charles, apparently never had
any awareness of their methods. When asked
how they did what they did, the twins simply
replied “It’s in my head andI doit” (Hamblin,
1966, p. 107). Their straightforward, concrete
response—unembellished with associated nu-
ances—is typical of the savant.

The concrete thought and flattened affect of
the savant is in striking opposition to the
thought andaffect of the extraordinarily high
IQ child. Silverman (1989) notes that extraor-
dinarily high IQ children “manipulate ab-

stract symbol systems with ease and become
animated when dealing with complex rela-
tions involving many variables”—yet they
may havedifficulty with more concrete mater-
lal, such as the rote memorization of facts
(Silverman, 1989, p. 75). Equally intriguingis
the fact that a tendency toward emotional in-
tensity is cited as one of the hallmarks of
this form of giftedness (Piechowski, 1979; see
Chapter 30).

Structure of the Talent Domain and
Requirements for Achievement

Something about the extraordinary domain-
specific abilities of prodigies and savants may
be revealed through studying the characteris-
tics and structuring of the relevant domains
(Goldsmith & Feldman, 1988, 1989; Miller,
1989; Morelock & Feldman, 1993: Treffert,



456 = Special Topics

1989). For example, comparative studies of

prodigy and savant talent in music and art

(Morelock & Feldman, 1993) reveal similari-

ties in the way both prodigies and savants in-

tuit the rules and regularities underlying the

organization of the domains. At the core of

these two domains, there appear to be syntac-

tical structures functionally equivalent to the

one found in language—an “image lexicon” in

the case of art (O'Connor & Hermelin, 1987)

and absolute pitch in the case of music (Miller,

1989)—which allow for the development of

higher order structures and provide a basis for

higher order pattern extraction from visual or

auditory experience. Prodigies and savants

seem to assimilate these syntactical rules and

regularities intuitively. The process seems

akin to the way normal children intuitively

grasp the syntactical rules of language and

then manifest that implicit understanding

through language comprehension and expres-

sion. Yet, the generalintellectual abilities sur-

rounding the domain-specific talent of the

prodigy lend a depth of quality and a connect-

edness to the outside world which is not found

in savant talent. Thus:

Possibly, the savant provides us with an oppor-

tunity to observe domain-specificity in its purest

form. Perhaps the purest essence of domain-

specific talent is the ability to holistically intuit

the syntactic core of rules and regularities lying

at the heart of a domain of knowledge: the pat-

tern of relationships between numbers, the pat-

tern of tones in a musicalscale, the pattern of im-

ages in the visual world, the pattern of words in

a language.... In the prodigy, we see this

same domain-specific talent. But through the fa-

cilitation of general intellectual capacities, it

becomes enlarged, embellished, imbued with

meaning, intimately connected with both the

phenomenologicalreality of the child... and the

materialistic reality of the external world.

(Morelock & Feldman, 1993,p. 179)

Intriguing questions remain. Extraor-

dinary musical talent among both savants

and prodigies is relatively common, while

phenomenal artistic ability is rare. What

explains this difference in incidence? What

makes the underlying structures of domains

differentially assimilable into the human

psyche? What are the relative roles played

by general IQ-type abilities and 1Q-dependent

domain-specific skills in the creation of varie-

ties of achievement in talent domains? Is

there interplay between them? Andifso, what

is the nature of it? Research into the struc-

tural cores of various domains may spur 1m-

portant insights about the human capacities

that create and respond to those structures.

The Catalytic Family

Research concerning high-IQ children

(Fowler, 1981; Gross, 1993; Morelock, 1994),

prodigies (Feldman, 1991; Feldman & Gold-

smith, 1986), and prodigious savants (Treffert,

1989) confirms the critical importance of the

family in coordinating and encouraging the

development of extraordinary giftedness.

Frequently, this is not a conscious effort, but

merely the unconscious establishment of a

family milieu favoring particular activities or

ways of looking at the world (Feldman &

Goldsmith, 1986; Fowler, 1981, Morelock,

1994). The fit of child to family may be a key

issue here. Had Leslie Lemke or Wolfgang

Amadeus Mozart grown up in a nonmusical

family, it is questionable whether either would

have developed the astonishing talent each

eventually displayed.

Conclusion

It appears that there is much to be gained

from additional comparative research in this

area. Through it, perhaps we can begin to as-

semble the mysterious jigsaw puzzle before

us. It is, after all, remarkable that the mani-

festations of extreme precocity fit together as

they do, each highlighting the uniqueness of

the others. Placed in careful juxtaposition,

they begin to reveal the marvelous complexity

and beauty residing in the spectrum of human

potential.
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Gifted Performance in Young Children

 

NANCY EWALD JACKSONand ELIZABETH J. KLEIN, The University of lowa

z L. this chapter wefirst describe be-

haviors that might be called manifestations

of intellectual giftedness in young children.

Second, we look at origins of gifted perfor-

mance. Third, we summarize what is known

about the long-term predictive significance of

these behaviors. Fourth, we consider the prac-

tical issue of how young children with intellec-

tual gifts can be identified. We define as young

children those in the approximate age range

from 2 through 6 years and infants as below 2

years of age. Although we touch occasionally

on questions about gifted performance in in-

fancy, our primary focus is on young children

and on connections between their behavior

and giftedness later in childhood.

Werefer wheneverpossible to gifted behav-

iors rather than gifted children. We think it

would be salutary for scholars in the field of

giftedness to adopt the practice, now common

among those whostudy individuals with dis-

abilities, of “putting the personfirst” (Jackson,

1993). The literature provides little support

for the assumption that giftedness in child-

hood is an enduring and unchanging property

of the individual. Rather, different forms of

giftedness emerge at different ages, some-

times in different children (Gross, 1992;

Horowitz, 1992).

Manifestations of Giftedness

in Young Children

WhatIs Gifted Performance in

Young Children?

Sternberg (1993) suggested that gifted perfor-

mance must have all of five qualities: (1) It

must be excellent, relative to the performance

of peers who are the same age or who have

had the same degree of instruction; (2) it must

be rare among the samepeers; (3) it must be
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demonstrable on some reliable and valid as-

sessment instrument; (4) it must be produc-

tive, or suggest potential for productivity; and

(5) it must have somesocietal value.

Many behaviors that might be displayed by

young children and infants meet Sternberg’s

first three criteria, including talking at 7

months, using elaborate language or drawing

recognizable pictures at 30 months,or reading

fluently at 4 years. These performances are

excellent relative to age norms, are rare, and

reliably demonstrable on validated standard

instruments. Satisfying Sternberg’s last two

criteria is more difficult.

“Productivity” implies work, and young

children are not expected to be workers.

Therefore, in a tradition that goes back to

Terman (1925), we often think of giftedness in

children in terms of potential for adult pro-

ductivity. From this perspective, a judgment

that precocious talking, drawing, or reading

indicates “potential for productivity” must be

based on evidence from longitudinal studies

(Jackson, in press). However, we prefer not to

define a child’s current behavior by reference

to its long-term predictive significance. That

significance is important to determine, but it

can be assessed separately from any catego-

rization of a young child’s current behavior as

gifted.

A more manageable way to evaluate the

productivity of a young child’s behaviors is to

consider the extent to which an exceptional

behavior pattern produces important immedi-

ate changesin thelives of the child and his or

her family, teachers, and other companions.

From this perspective, behaviors such as pre-

cocious talking and precocious reading easily

qualify as productive, because they are impor-

tant in everydaylife in our society.

An 18-month-old who comprehends and

produces sophisticated language lives in a so-



cial world dramatically different from the
world of peers who cannot speak at length or
comply with complex directions. Similarly, 5-
year-olds whoreadfluently and independently
are able to learn in ways that are not yet open
to other children their age. We also propose
that a preschooler’s precocious talent in the
graphic arts, music, or arithmetic has an im-
mediate impact on the child’s daily life, and
therefore qualifies as productive.

Sternberg’s final criterion, value, also can
be applied to the behaviors of young children.
In mainstream American culture, we value
verbal sophistication, literacy, and numeracy
in our children. These values are reflected in
the content of educational television pro-
grams, preschool curricula, and popular chil-
dren’s toys and books. Other intellectual,
artistic, social, and physical skills also are val-
ued, but the definition of excellence and oppor-
tunities for children to develop a skill vary
considerably across groups. Perhaps for this
reason, research on the development ofintel-
lectual giftedness in young children has fo-
cused primarily on precocious oral language
development and the early development of
reading, writing, and arithmetic skill, with
Some case study literature (e.g., Feldman,
1986; Gross, 1992; Morelock & Feldman, 1993;
Tannenbaum, 1992) documenting the early
emergence of talent in music or the graphic
arts.’ We shall touch on the latter literature
only briefly.

Tests of intelligence are not administered
routinely to children of preschool age and play
a less central role in our conceptualization of
gifted performance than they do in consider-
ing giftedness during the school years. Prac-
tical issues related to the assessment of intel-
ligence in children who have displayed gifted
behaviors are discussed later in this chapter.

Giftedness in Oral Language Production
and Comprehension

Precocity in the production and comprehen-
sion of oral language has been noted consis-
tently as an indicator of high verbal intelli-

 

* See Chapter 35 by Morelock and Feldman.
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gence in children of preschool age and as a
predictor of continued giftedness in linguistic
performance (Crain-Thoreson & Dale, 1992;
Tannenbaum, 1992). Identifying a child’s lan-
guage developmentasprecociousis facilitated
by the fact that language acquisition follows a
set sequence in which skills emerge in a pre-
dictable order, though at widely varying indi-
vidual rates.

Linguistic precocity can be defined by per-
formance on professionally administered
standard tests of language comprehension
and production, by analysis of tape-recorded
language samples, and from parents’ reports
(Crain-Thoreson & Dale, 1992: Fenson et al.,
1994). In one study, measures taken at 24
months that indicated continuing advanced
development included vocabulary size and the
length and grammatical complexity of a
child’s sentences (Crain-Thoreson & Dale,
1992). The various aspects of language often
develop in synchrony with one another, but
individual children may be especially ad-
vanced in some oral language skills, but not
others (Fenson et al., 1994). For example,
Henderson, Jackson, and Mukamal (1993)
studied a 2-year-old whose sentences were ex-
ceptionally long and grammatically complex,
even though the wordshe used andtopics dis-
cussed were not unusually sophisticated.
Sentences produced by this child at age 2
years, 7 months, included, “I’m going to
show you the cranberry bread that mother
baked in the oven,” and, “I want to leave the
garlic there because haveta don’t get paint
on it.”

In one recent study (Crain-Thoreson &
Dale, 1992), parents of children whose lan-
guage development wasfoundto be advanced
at ages 20 and 24 monthsreported that their
children began talking at an average age of
7.2 months, which is consistent with otherre-
ports of precocious oral language development
in children who have earned high intelligence
test scores (e.g., Terman, 1925). However, the
case study literature also includes reports of
highly intelligent children, and adults of great
intellectual achievement, who did not begin
talking especially early. One exceptionally in-
telligent boy studied by Gross (1992) did not
utter his first word until 21 months, echoing
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the developmental history reported for Albert

Einstein.

The mother of another high-I[Q boy re-

ported a recurring pattern in the case study

literature—language production that did not

begin early but progressed rapidly thereafter:

_... Once he decided he was going to talk he

went from single words to complete sentences

with incredible speed and with virtually no tran-

sition stage. And there were very few pronuncia-

tion errors. . . As for correctness of grammar;

most children carry on for some time saying “he

comed” or “I falled,” but Ian only had these

stages momentarily and then it was straight on

into absolute accuracy.” (Gross, 1992, p. 115)

Giftedness in Reading and Writing

Children are expected to becomeskilled pro-

ducers and comprehenders of oral language

during their preschool years, but a minority

demonstrate unusually gifted performance by

becomingliterate as well. Some of the most ex-

tremely precocious readers we have known

have been able to recognize a large number

of words, and even sound out unfamiliar

ones, before passing their third birthday

(Henderson et al., 1993; Jackson, 1988a).

Precocious readers may beable to read simple

(or not-so-simple) texts on their own at the age

of 3 or 4 years, comprehending what they have

read (Jackson, 1988b, 1992a).

High verbal intelligence is neither neces-

sary nor sufficient to make a child become a

precocious reader, although highly intelligent

children are more likely to begin reading

early. Across a series of studies, children who

learned to read before beginningfirst grade

have had an average IQ of about 130 (Jackson,

1992a). This is well above the average IQ of

100 for the population as a whole; in fact, an

IQ of 130 is often the threshold for identifying

a child as gifted. However, remember that if

the average precocious reader has an IQ of

about 130, one-half of precocious readers

would be expected to earn IQs below 130.

Precocious readers often have IQs in the mod-

erately above-average range, and the earliest

readers are not always the children who are

the most extremely advancedin verbal knowl-

edge and reasoning ability (Jackson, 1992a;

Jackson, Donaldson, & Cleland, 1988).

Cognitive profiles of precocious read-

ers. What other cognitive characteristics are

associated with a child’s becoming a preco-

cious reader? There are no clear-cut answers

to this question. Even when one knows some-

thing about the children’s intellectual charac-

teristics, it is difficult to determine exactly

which toddlers will be precocious readers

(Jackson, 1992a). For example, most children

whose oral language development is ex-

tremely advanced at age 2 years do not be-

comeprecocious readers by the time they are

4, even when they come from homesin which

their parents have supported their literacy de-

velopment in appropriate ways (Crain-

Thoreson & Dale, 1992). However, early talk-

ers are likely to be superior readers by age 612

years (Dale, Crain-Thoreson, & Robinson,

1995).

Research on theintellectual characteristics

of precocious readers suggests that they may

have minds that do some kindsof basic infor-

mation processing with superior efficiency

(Jackson & Myers, 1982; Jackson, 1992a).

Perhaps individual differences in mental

processing efficiency influence the pace

with which children learn from the literacy-

supporting experiences in their daily lives. In

working with precocious readers and their

parents, one gets the impression that the chil-

dren’s interests and rapidly developing abili-

ties shape parents’ behavior at least as much

as parents lead their children (Henderson et

al., 1993).

Interests. The interests of precocious read-

ers are muchlike those of other children their

age, except for interests in reading and writ-

ing. These latter interests may be the result,

rather than the cause, of exceptionally rapid

development (Thomas, 1984). The reading-

related interests of precocious readers tend to

fall into two categories, which can be de-

scribed as literary and technical interests.

Literary interests include readingfiction and

writing poemsandstories. Technical interests

include reading for information and drawing

maps and diagrams. Boys tend to have more



technical interests, girls more literary inter-
ests. This gender difference remains stable
from the summerafter kindergarten until late
in elementary school (Jackson et al., 1988;
Mills & Jackson, 1990). However, we do not
know whetherboysandgirls begin learning to
read for different reasons.

Reading skill patterns. Extensive stud-
ies of precocious readers’ skill patterns have
revealed that, at least by the time they have
finished kindergarten and can comprehend
text at or beyond the second-gradelevel, these
children typically have a solid repertoire of
skills. One need not worry that they have not
learned to read “the right way.” After a few
years of reading, 5- or 6-year-old precocious
readers typically have well-developed word
identification skills that draw on both knowl-
edge of letter-sound correspondences and an
ability to recognize words directly by sight
(Jackson & Donaldson, 1989; Jackson,
Donaldson, & Mills, 1993). The kinds of errors
that precocious readers make in reading sto-
ries aloud are similar to the kinds of errors
madeby typical readers (Jackson, Donaldson,
& Cleland, 1988). Precocious readers use in-
formation from context to help identify words,
but they do not depend entirely on context for
word identification (Jackson & Donaldson,
1989).

Precocious readers read both isolated
words and text passages accurately, but the
most striking feature of their skill repertoire
is a tendency to read text very rapidly
(Jackson & Donaldson, 1989; Jackson, in
press). Being a faster-than-average beginning
readeris useful. Children who read through a
passage quickly are likely to find it easier to
comprehend. Theystill have the beginning of
a sentence in mind bythe time they reach the
end, which makes it easier to link up and
make sense of the whole (Breznitz & Share,
1992).
We can conclude that precocious readers

typically have developed their ability in ways
that give them a firm foundation for future
learning. However, this picture of precocious
readers as well rounded needs to be qualified
in three ways.First, like many typical readers
In a very early stage of reading acquisition,
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precocious readersin their preschool years, or
those who are just a bit ahead of their kinder-
garten classmates, do not always have strong
phonological decoding skills (Henderson et al.,
1993; Jackson, 1992a). Some precocious read-
ers make an unusual degreeofprogress on the
basis of sight-word reading skills alone before
they eventually figure out andstart using the
phonological system (Jackson, 1988b). Second,
individual children who are all exceptionally
advanced readers differ markedly from one
anotherin the relative strengthsof their vari-
ous skills (Jackson et al., 1988; Jackson et al.,
1993). Third, the school languagearts curricu-
lum for most kindergarten and primary
classes encompasses a range of activities re-
lated to reading, spelling, and composition
that is much broader than the set of skills
measuredin studies of precocious readers.

Precocious writing and spelling. The
relation between precocity in reading and pre-
cocity in writing has not been studied exten-
sively, and it seems to vary across children.
Durkin (1966) described precocious readers as
“pencil and paper kids” whoseinterest in read-
ing, according to their parents’ retrospective
reports, seemed to flow from an even earlier
interest in writing. We have known precocious
readerslike this (e.g., Jackson, 1988a). Some
children create and use systematically non-
standard spelling systems (e.g., spelling gi-
raffe as GRF) before they become aware that
what they write can be read (Read, 1971).
However, we have also known precocious read-
ers whosespelling and writing skills did not
emerge until several years after they began to
read words (e.g., Henderson et al., 1993;
Jackson, 1988a).

Other Manifestations of Gifted
Performance in Young Children

Children of preschool age who master reading,
and sometimes writing, at an unusually early
age might be expected to demonstrate other
intellectual gifts as well. Learning to read an
alphabetic language such as English requires
analytic code-breakingskill of a sort that also
should be useful in breaking the codesof other
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representational systems, such as those of

mathematics and music.

Although Gardner (1983) has argued that

linguistic, logical-mathematical, and musical

“intelligences” are distinct, case studies of

child prodigies and eminentadults are consis-

tent with the hypothesis that there are strong

links between the skills used to learn alpha-

betic writing systems, mathematics, music,

and computer languages (e.g., Csikszent-

mihalyi & Robinson, 1986; Gross, 1992; Feld-

man, 1986; Jackson, 1992a, 1992b; Tannen-

baum, 1992). Similar analytic abilities may be

involved in learning to sound out or spell

words; play, read, and write music; or do ele-

mentary mathematics. Published case studies

and our own experience suggest that skill in

reading and music can emergeas early as age

2 or 3 years, but mathematical talent 1s more

likely to be clearly evident at age 4 or 5 years.

Gross (1992) reported case histories of

three Australian boys with extremely high

Stanford-Binet IQs that illustrate how gifted

performance may occur in different domains

as children grow up. All three boys were

reading before their third birthday, and all

also showed precocious talent in mathemat-

ics. In their elementary school years, the

boys’ interests and precocious achievements

spanned music, computer programming, Latin,

physics, chess, and structural analysis of

transportation systems. The analytic quality

that linked one boy’s interests across various

domainsis evident in the following observation:

Ian always seemedto look for different things in

reading .. . he’s never been interested in fan-

tasy or imaginative stories. The sort of things

that excited him were factual books, books on

computingorlogic, or compendiums of math puz-

zles. He had a craze, at one stage, for “Choose

Your Own Adventure” stories, because he liked

working out the different permutations of

changes and endings. But even in writing, he

doesn’t go in for imaginative stories. When he

was 7 his teacher said to me that she would

throw a party on the day he wrote an imagina-

tive story because anything she asked him to do

he would convert into a diagram, a maze,a flow-

chart, a timetable, calendar—everything had to

be set out and analyzed. (Gross, 1992, pp.

123-124)

We have known a numberof “pattern ana-

lyzers”like Ian,notall of them boys. However,

we also have known highly intelligent chil-

dren who were extremely precocious readers

but whose interests and abilities were more

specifically linguistic and literary (e.g.,

Jackson 1988a, 1992b). No child’s gifted per-

formance should be dismissed because he or

she does not show other characteristics some-

times associated with that kind of perfor-

mance.

Precocious talent in the graphic arts is

mentioned less frequently in the case study

literature than precocious reading, mathemat-

ics achievement, or musical talent. However,

unusual degrees of representational skill have

been reported in children of preschool age

(Winner & Martino, 1993). Precocious talent

in drawing may be a child’s most striking

demonstration of giftedness, but such talent

also can co-occur with advanced performance

on tests of visual-spatial reasoning and with

reading precocity (Jackson, 1992a).

Although young children may demonstrate

giftedness in various aspectsof their art work,

the representation of space is especially inter-

esting because children typically progress

slowly through regular steps toward complete

and integrated representations of three di-

mensions. Case (1992) and Porath and Arlin

(1992) argued that even the most precocious

child artists are not extremely advancedin the

way they represent space. However, Winner

and Martino describe several cases of precoc-

ity in spatial representation, including an

Israeli boy who invented ways to represent

depth in his drawings beginning at age 212.

Western children typically do not begin deal-

ing with this problem until about age 8, and

developmental theorists who emphasize the

importance of maturational limits (e.g., Case,

1992) would be hard pressed to explain such

precocity.

Early Giftedness and Savant Syndrome

Gifted performances in areas such as reading

and mathematics and, to a lesser extent, in

music and drawing, occur most often in chil-

dren who also would earn high scores on tests

of general or verbal intelligence. However,



each of these talents also can occur in a pecu-
liarly encapsulated form in what is known as
savant syndrome.

Savants, sometimes also called by the
French term idiots savants, are individuals
whose generalintelligence is well below aver-
age, but who can perform brilliantly in partic-
ular areas. Many, but not all, savants are
autistic. Savant readersare called hyperlexics,
and they are likely to become able to sound out
words, even unfamiliar nonsense words, be-
fore reaching school age, despite limited abil-
ity to use language for communication (e.g.,
Healy, 1982). Savant musicians, such as
Eddie, studied by Miller (1989), typically be-
come expert pianists at an early age despite
low intelligence and the visual impairment
particularly characteristic of this form of sa-
vant syndrome. Savant abilities are also evi-
dent in forms of mathematical calculation or
in memory for tightly organized bodies of
knowledge.

The skill and enthusiasm with which some
highly intelligent young children master
closed symbol systems by capitalizing on a
sensitivity to rules and patterns is echoed in
reports of savants’ performances(Gross, 1992;
Miller, 1989; Morelock & Feldman, 1993). The
key difference between the two types of preco-
cious achieversis in the lack of flexibility and
generalizability of savants’ talents. However,
some savants have developedskills that would
meet all of Sternberg’s criteria for gifted per-
formance.

Origins of Gifted Performancesin
Young Children

Whena child demonstrates remarkably gifted
performance, we wonder why that particular
child has become exceptional in that particu-
lar way. One way of looking at this questionis
to try to identify the extent to which the be-
havior is an expression of a genetic predispo-
sition or an exceptionally supportive environ-
ment.

Imagine a child like the 2-year-old reader
Max (Hendersonet al., 1993). On his second
birthday, Max surprised his parents by read-
ing a restaurant sign that said “Pizza.” From
that time on, his mother systematically en-
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couraged his rapidly developing literacy.
Perhaps Max’s precocity reflected experiences
provided by his parents. After all, his mother
had been trained as a reading teacher.
Although she had not consciously taught him
to read before age 2, she had supported his
learning in many informal ways from infancy
onward. On the other hand, Max’s highly in-
telligent parents also had passed on genes
that may have given him the potential to learn
rapidly.

Genes and environment work together
within families in ways that are impossible to
disentangle unless one compares birth and
adoptive families. For example, Max’s parents’
high intelligence, education, and literary in-
terests probably influenced their choice to cre-
ate a home environment in which the valueof
reading was clearly evident. Parents’ genes
can affect their children indirectly, through
the environments they create, as well as by
transmission through egg and sperm (Scarr &
McCartney, 1983).

This mixing of heredity and environmentis
important when wetry to plan interventions
based on what has seemed to work well for
parents and children who were doing what
came naturally to them. Parenting practices
that have been associated with the develop-
ment of gifted behavior will not necessarily
produce gifted behavior if applied out of con-
text.

Research on the development of precocious
reading (Jackson, 1992a) illustrates the dis-
tinction between patterns of parental behavior
naturally associated with gifted performance
and the consequences of systematic attempts
to create such performances. Children identi-
fied as precocious readers at age 5 or 6 years
are likely to continue to be good, though not
always exceptional, readers (Mills & Jackson,
1990). However, intensive early instruction in
reading and other academic skills typically
has not had lasting effects (Coltheart, 1979;
Rescorla, Hyson, & Hirsh-Pasek, 1991).

In observing how young gifted children in-
teract with their parents, one often is struck
simultaneously by the precocity of a child’s
current achievement andtheskill with which
the parent exploits opportunities to help the
child reflect on and extend his or her learning.
For example, the parent of a o-year-old who
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had been readingfor several years told a story

about her son’s emerging skill in mathematics.

The boy surprised his mother by asking,

“Do you know how much3 times8 is?” She an-

swered, “I think I do. Do you?” He then

replied, “Yes. It’s 24. Do you know how I know?

It’s because 3 times 4 is 12.”

Although this boy’s independently devel-

oped understanding of mathematics is impres-

sive, his mother’s responseis also noteworthy.

She answeredher son’s question in a way that

led him to express his knowledge and reason-

ing, rather than terminating the interchange

by saying, “Yes, it’s 24” (Jackson,in press).

The dynamic interplay between a child’s

developing abilities and interests and a par-

ent’s sensitive nurturing is evident in Moss's

(1992) comparisonofthe teaching strategies of

mothers of 3- and 4-year-olds with high and

average Binet IQs. Moss asked each motherto

choose challenging tasks for their children

and videotaped the mother helping her child

complete a puzzle and a peg game and engag-

ing in free play with blocks. The children with

high IQs were moreverbally fluent and able to

engage their partners in longer and more so-

phisticated conversations. They also demon-

strated more self-regulation of their problem

solving, perhaps as a responseto their moth-

ers’ greater use of helping strategies such as

predicting consequencesof future actions and

monitoring the activity by commenting on the

appropriateness of moves. In contrast, moth-

ers of children with average IQs were more

likely to focus the child’s attention on behavior

related to getting back on task, rather than on

ways of actually doing the task.

Moss interpreted her observations from a

Vygotskyan perspective, suggesting that the

mothers of children with high IQs were more

likely to converse in ways that stretch a child’s

existing competence by structuring “a context

in which the child is sensitively manipulated

into finding his or her own solution.” (p. 297).

The kinds of behaviors demonstrated by the

high-IQ children and their mothers are consis-

tent with other findings suggesting that

highly intelligent children have more

metacognitive, or thinking-about-thinking,

skills than children of average intelligence

(Jackson & Butterfield, 1986; Kanevsky,

1992). Unfortunately, this study does not

allow us to separate the extent to which par-

ents have developed a focus on teaching

metacognitive skills over time, becauseit al-

ways has worked for their child, from the ex-

tent to which the approach works now because

the parent has been using it consistently for

years.
Although an interaction style designed to

encourage the child’s ability to manage prob-

lem solving independently may characterize

many interactions between children with in-

tellectual gifts and their parents, the case

study literature also suggests that parents of

individuals who have become eminent adults

may incorporate specific agendas in their

teaching. For example, Nobel-laureate physi-

cist Richard Feynman (1988) reported that

while he wasstill in his high chair, his father

taught him to create patterns with colored

tiles as an introduction to mathematics.

In recent years, middle-class Americans

have become more and more concerned with

fostering the development of academic skills

in their preschool-age children (Zigler & Lang,

1985). This phenomenon may have con-

tributed to the precocious emergenceof read-

ing in more children who were readyto learn,

but early academic pressure does not seem to

confer any lasting benefit on most middle-

class children, whether the pressure comes

from homeor a structured preschool program

(Coltheart, 1979; Jackson, 1992a; Rescorla et

al., 1991). Our impression is that the mostso-

phisticated and enthusiastic precocious read-

ers are children who havedriven their parents

and teachers to keep up with them.

Although gifted children sometimesare as-

sumed to be the product of affluent homes,

effective parent-child interactions can take

place in any setting. For example, precocious

readers come from a wide range of family

backgrounds. Some have come from families

rich in literacy but little else (Durkin, 1982;

Torrey, 1979). Durkin found that most of

the good readers from low-income African-

American families in one urban schooldistrict

had learned to read at homebefore beginning

elementary school. In working with hundreds

of parents of precocious readers, the first au-

thor has formed the impression that they tend



to be exceptionally thoughtful, well-organized
people whoare strongly committed to support-
ing their children’s development. Parents of
precocious readers typically supported their
young children’s developing literacy in activi-
ties such as reading with them and teaching
letter names, but many parents provide the
same kinds of support without having their
child make exceptionally rapid progress
(Durkin, 1966; Jackson et al., 1988).

Predictive Significance of Young
Children’s Gifted Performances

Methodological Issues

Giftedness, by definition, is rare. This fact
alone makes it difficult to determine the
long-term predictive significance of young
children’s demonstrations of giftedness.
Longitudinal studies are expensive and diffi-
cult to manage, even whenthey include sam-
ples of only a few hundred children. To do a
complete study of relations between gifted
performances in young children and gifted
performanceslater on in a sample representa-
tive of the population in general, one would
need to study thousands of children. Fur-
thermore, the experience of participation in
such a study could turn parents’ and children’s
attention to issues studied by the investiga-
tors in ways that would make the sample un-
representative. Therefore, efforts to under-
stand the long-term predictive significance of
gifted performancesin early childhood proba-
bly will remain dependent on incomplete evi-
dence gleaned from an assortment of imper-
fect approaches.

One such incomplete approachis a simplifi-
cation of the comprehensive longitudinal de-
sign described earlier. Records of major longi-
tudinal studies, which were designed for other
purposes, are scanned to identify children
whose very early behavior was remarkable in
some way or who later demonstrated some
form of giftedness, typically high intelligence.
Such studies (e.g., Willerman & Fiedler, 1974)
have been useful. However, their records
rarely contain the kind of information that
would be optimal for a study of the develop-
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ment of giftedness. For example, the re-
searchers in such studies are not likely to
have looked for or measured behaviors such as
precocious reading.
A second approachis the retrospective case

study. Children who earned high intelligence
test scores (e.g., Hollingworth, 1942; Terman
& Oden, 1947) or demonstrated some other
talent or prodigious achievement (e.¢g.,
VanTassel-Baska, 1989; Feldman, 1986) are
identified, usually in elementary school. The
children, their parents, and others are asked
for retrospective accounts of the child’s earli-
est years. However, memory for past events
may be incomplete and distorted. Also, retro-
spective reports of the early childhoodsofchil-
dren who performed well at later agestell us
nothing about children who may have dis-
played similar behaviors in early childhood,
but who werenotlater identified as gifted per-
formers. Retrospective case studies of eminent
adults have the same limitations, but to an
even greater degree.
A third approach is to identify and follow

the subsequent development of infants or,
morelikely, very young children who already
have demonstrated some form of giftedness
such as precocious language use (Crain-
Thoreson & Dale, 1992), precocious reading
(Jackson & Myers, 1982: Mills & Jackson,
1990), or a variety of precocious achievements
(Roedell, Jackson, & Robinson, 1980; Robin-
son, 1993). This focused approachis less costly
than longitudinal studies of unselected groups
of children. It complements retrospective
studies by identifying children who behave in
remarkable waysin their early years but may
not qualify as gifted performers later on. Such
studies could include comparison groups of
children who did not display the remarkable
early behavior of interest. However, even
when such comparison groups are available,
they cannot be assumedto be the same as the
focal group in all but the gifted performance
for which the focal group wasselected. Such
groups also may be too small to include cases
of late-developing giftedness. Therefore, fo-
cused prospective longitudinal studies provide
either potentially biased or no information
about children who become gifted performers
without showing early signs of their talent.
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Continuities and Changes in the
Developmentof Gifted Performance

Limits of the research notwithstanding, the
literature does suggest that infants wholater
will earn high IQ scores are somewhat more
likely than others to become rapidly bored

with repeated presentations of the same pic-
ture or sound and to turn to novel stimuli
more rapidly than other children their age

(Borkowski & Peck, 1986; McCall & Carriger,

1993; Tannenbaum, 1992). As preschoolers,

children who eventually will earn high 1Qs or

high scores on out-of-level tests of mathemat-

ics and verbal reasoning are more likely than

other children to have excellent memories, be

advanced in language development (Terman &

Oden, 1947), and read early (Terman & Oden,

1947; VanTassel-Baska, 1989). Furthermore,

children who display these characteristics

during their preschool years are likely to con-

tinue to perform well intellectually (Crain-

Thoreson & Dale, 1992; Dale, Crain-Thoreson,

& Robinson, 1995; Mills & Jackson, 1990;

Robinson, 1993).

Demonstrations of gifted performance dur-

ing the preschool years maybe linked to later

achievements that seem, at least superficially,

to be quite different. As noted before, a child

whose first remarkable accomplishment is

early reading is not necessarily destined for a

literary career. Instead, early reading ability

sometimes may presage later interest and re-

markable achievement in another symbol sys-

tem such as music, mathematics, or computer

science. This kind of nonobvious continuity in

development is called heterotypic continuity

(Kagan, 1971). Although the term has been

used in describing many different aspects of

development, it may be especially useful in

thinking about the developmentof gifted per-

formances across age.

Gifted performances are mostlikely to be

evident in domains in which new forms of

competence emerge as a result of a universal

or culturally imposed timetable. For example,

toddlers face the universal developmental

task of mastering their native language. They

also may encounter culture-specific symbol

systems such as pictures and written lan-

guage. At the age of 2 or 3 years, the children

most likely to be identified as gifted perfomers
in a literate society are those who talk, read,

write, or draw unusually early or exception-

ally well for their age. However, neither talk-

ing nor reading is a noteworthy accomplish-

ment among 8-year-olds. Even though a child

maycontinue to do these things exceptionally

well, gifted performance may be moresalient

in domains such as mathematics or science to

which the child has been introduced just re-

cently.

Later Development of Precocious and

Nonprecocious Readers

Reading precocity is reported often in case his-

tories of eminent adults and children who

havebeen selected for remarkable accomplish-

ments (Cox, 1926; Feldman, 1986). Reading

precocity is especially common among chil-

dren whose IQs are extraordinarily high

(Hollingworth, 1942; Terman & Oden, 1947).

However, estimates of the prevalence of read-

ing precocity among moderately high IQ chil-

dren have ranged widely from study to study

(Terman & Oden, 1947; Ehrlich, 1978;

Jackson, 1992a), perhaps because of differ-

ences in the degree of encouragement andin-

struction the children received in different

communities and different eras.

Some very bright children do not learn to

read early, even if they have had some encour-

agement (Jackson, 1992a; Jackson & Myers,

1982). High-IQ children and eminent adults

occasionally have hadgreatdifficulty learning

to read (Jackson, 1992a), but a more common

pattern for bright children 1s to make rapid

progress in reading after beginning at a typli-

cal age (Dale et al., 1995). At the same time,

children who received an exceptionally early

start may slow downa bit in their elementary

school years (Mills & Jackson, 1990).

The skills involved in beginningto identify

words differ from those required of a mature

readerof sophisticated texts (Curtis, 1980). As

children grow older and their reading skills

develop, those who had a headstart because

they learned very early to break the code of

print may be overtakenbylater bloomers who,

once they also figure out the code, have the



general world knowledge and language and
reasoning skills required to comprehend in-
creasingly advanced texts. In one study of
children who had begun reading somewhat
early, the best predictor of individual differ-
ences in reading comprehension in fifth or
sixth grade wasthechild’s verbalintelligence,
although how well the child was reading just
after kindergarten also predicted later com-
prehension (Mills & Jackson, 1990).

Precocious readers almost always remain
at least average in their reading ability, and
most stay well above average, even though
their reading performance in fifth or sixth
grade is much more likely to be within the
range of their classmates’ performance than it
was in kindergarten (Mills & Jackson, 1990).
Some investigators claim that precocious
readers remain superior in reading achieve-
ment throughout their elementary school
years, relative to other children of comparable
intelligence who were not early readers
(Durkin, 1966; Pikulski & Tobin, 1989; Tobin
& Pikulski, 1988). However, the meaning of
these findings is hard to evaluate. Does an
early start in reading in itself give a child a
lasting advantage,or do other factors, such as
persistence, interest in learning, or parental
support, contribute both to the early emer-
gence of reading and to continued good
achievement? The general absence of long-
term gains from experimental programs de-
signed to create precocious readers suggests
that getting an early start in reading maynot,
in itself, be important for most middle-class
children. A head start in reading may be more
important for children who have a special
need to begin school with skills that will help
them,andtheir teachers, recognize their abil-
ity (Durkin, 1982; Jackson & Roller, 1993).

A Conceptual Modelof the Developmentof
Gifted Performance

Figure 36.1 (Jackson, in press) is a conceptual
model suggesting ways in which precocious
readers, the younggifted performers we know
best, may demonstrate precocious achieve-
ments in different ways at different ages. The
kinds of achievement included in the modelall
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have been observedin children. Except for lit-
erary production and verbal intelligence, all
rest heavily in the mastery of closed symbol
systems. Forms of precocious achievementare
placed in the model according to their most
likely age of emergence, and mostof the spec-
ified developmental paths have been docu-
mented in the individual-differences litera-
ture.

This model is designed to encourage fur-
ther speculation and the formulation ofalter-
native hypotheses;it is not a proven account of
how giftedness develops. Some omissions or
placements are judgment calls. Environ-
mental influences and motivational and other
mediators of achievement (e.g., gender) that
are likely to be importantat different stages of
developmentare indicated only very generally
by large boxes meant to suggest potentially
complex and important effects. The term
metacognitive input refers to the kinds of
parental scaffolding of learning observed by
Moss (1992) and described earlier. Further
specification and testing of models such asthis
one depend on longitudinal studies that may
start with focused identification of youngchil-
dren with remarkable characteristics but that
are designed to test for heterotypic as well as
homotypic continuity in development.

Identification of Young Children with
Intellectual Gifts

Describing versus Identifying
Gifted Performance

In previous sections we described aspects of
gifted performance in young children. How-
ever, presenting a picture of what gifted per-
formers are like is different from the task of
identifying those children. When descriptions
of the “typical” gifted young child become
transformed into checklists of characteristics
for parents or teachers to use in deciding
whetheror not a child qualifies as gifted (e.g.,
Parkinson, 1990), a number of factors influ-
ence whether a characteristic works to dis-
criminate between gifted andless exceptional
performers.

For example, most younggifted performers
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could be described as “intensely curious,” “in-
vestigative,” and “asks penetrating ques-
tions,” but so could many young children
whose performance would not fit the
Sternberg criteria we summarized earlier.
Furthermore, a parent’s judgment about what
degree or kind of curiosity is unusual for a
youngchild may differ from the judgment of a
teacher or psychologist who has observed
many children of that age. Perhapsthis is why
parents’ perceptionsof gifted performance are
mostlikely to have diagnostic utility for skills
such as reading, in which the difference be-
tween age-expected and exceptionally ad-
vanced behavior is widely known and easy to
observe (Robinson, 1993).

On the other hand, concrete accomplish-
ments are not necessarily the basis for par-
ents’ most accurate perceptions of a young
child’s giftedness. Louis and Lewis (1992)
asked parents of children with a mean ageof
33 months about the reasons why they had
brought their child to a specialized clinic for
gifted children. Parents of children with
higher tested IQs (mean = 149) were more
likely to refer to their child’s exceptional mem-
ory, imagination, and abstract thinking,
whereas parents of the children with lower
IQs (mean = 118) were morelikely to mention
their child’s specialized knowledge of body
parts, the alphabet, and or numbers. Un-
fortunately, interpretation of this and other
similar findings is complicated by thefact that
parents’ perceptions may be influenced as
much or more by their own intellectual so-
phistication and educational histories as by
their children’s behaviors.

Using Standard Tests to Identify Young
Gifted Performers

Standard tests designed to measure individ-
ual differences in infant development gener-
ally have not been successful in identifying
children who would demonstrate intellectual
precocity in their later preschool or elemen-
tary school years, although high-scoring chil-
dren are more likely to maintain their precoc-
ity if the initial assessment was motivated or
supported by parents’ perceptions of the
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child’s everyday behavior (Shapiroet al., 1989:
Willerman & Fiedler, 1974). Recently devel-
oped measures of infant attention and mem-
ory ultimately may do better (McCall &
Carriger, 1993), which would be useful to the-
orists trying to understand the development of
giftedness. However, there rarely is any prac-
tical reason to use standard tests to evaluate
the extent to which an infant or youngchild is
displaying gifted behaviors.

The purpose of standard tests is to com-
pare a particular child’s abilities against
those of others the same age. Unless cor-
rectable developmental problems are sus-
pected, the only reason to compare young
children’s abilities with those of their peers
is to provide a common language in which
parents and institutions can communicate
easily about a child’s educational needs,rel-
ative to others in a group. Children’s scores
on standardtests, like their abilities, change
from yearto year. If the practical question at
hand is the appropriate kindergarten pro-
gram for a 5-year-old, the child’s IQ or other
characteristics demonstrated a year or two
earlier are not very helpful. However, a com-
prehensive assessment of a child’s general
intelligence, specific academic skills, and so-
cial maturity can becritical in matching a
child with the right program at the time of
school entry (Jackson & Roller, 1993; Roedell
et al., 1980).

Psychologists disagree about the most ap-
propriate way to assess the general or verbal
intelligence of preschool-aged children sus-
pected of being intellectually precocious. The
Stanford-Binet was long favored for this pur-
pose because its flexible format and broad
range of norms was conducive to eliciting ex-
tremely advanced performances from young
children whose attentiveness and willingness
to respond verbally might be limited. How-
ever, the most recent version of this test has
been restructured and renormed in ways that
have reduced the frequency with which chil-
dren earn extremely high IQs. Some psycholo-
gists therefore have resorted to using the ear-
lier form of the test and its outdated norms.
We agree with those who have argued that
this practice destroys much of the value of a
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standard assessment (Robinson & Robinson,

1992).
In assessing young children’s advanced

academic skills, as well as general intelli-
gence, the examinerfaces a tradeoff between
choosing an instrument that is well standard-

ized and widely respected by school personnel
and using one thatis likely to be sensitive to a
young child’s sometimes spotty advanced

knowledge. Children with advanced skills in
areas such as reading mayfail simple prelim-
inary test items designed to tap supposedly
prerequisite skills (Henderson et al., 1993).
Two relatively unfamiliar tests that may be
useful in assessing 3- and 4-year-olds’ reading
and mathematics skills are the Test of Early

Mathematics Ability (Ginsburg & Baroody,

1990) and the Test of Early Reading Ability—

2 (Reid, Hresko, & Hammill, 1989). However,

the more widely used and better standardized

Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery

(Woodcock & Johnson, 1989) provides similar

information. In any standard assessment, a

child’s test performance should be interpreted

in the context of other information, including

reports from parents, about the child’s every-

day behavior.

Summary

Young children’s gifted performances are

most evident in those areas of development in

which new skills which have social and prac-

tical importance are emerging, such asoral

language and reading. Giftedness demon-

strated during the preschool years may

change form or disappear as a child matures,

but threads of developmental continuity may

be detectable in the underlying abilities

being expressed. It may never be possible to

disentangle heredity from environment in ac-

counting for the emergenceof gifted perfor-

mances, and the study of how giftedness de-

velops has been restricted by practical and

methodological factors. Identifying gifted

performances in young children involves

dealing with issues different from those in-

volved in the scientific study of the develop-

mentof giftedness.
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Gifted Adolescents: Five Steps toward Understanding
and Acceptance
 

JAMES R. DELISLE, Kent State University

A Preamble

Most persons reading this chapter were prob-
ably gifted adolescents themselves not all that
long ago. Here’s why I makethis assumption:
If you’re reading this book, you are most likely
enrolled in a college course focusing on gifted
students and their education. Generally, most
people who support gifted education are pretty
bright themselves (although they are often
loath to admit this in the company of oth-
ers—“too embarrassing and egocentric!”),
putting to rest the common myth that “oppo-
sites attract.” Indeed, it is the challenge of
teaching students whosetalents outshine the
average that provides teachers of the gifted,
perhaps you, both the personal pleasure and
the professional satisfaction that gets them
out of bed each morning and headed to the
schoolhouse. They share a wavelength—able
students, able teacher—and this similarity
makestheir job worthwhile.

Given this commonality, take a minute or
two to reflect on your own wishes and desires
as a gifted 15-year-old. What were your
dreams and hopes? What were your fears? Go
ahead... think. I’ll wait.

Welcome back!
If ’m not mistaken, your hopes and fears

as a gifted adolescent hadlittle to do with your
talents and lots to do with the fact that
you were 15. College, grades, careers, class
rank—they all got your due attention, I’m
sure. Still, your overriding concerns were
probably more like these:

¢ Will anyone find me attractive enough to
want to date me?

¢ Will I pass my driver’s license test on the
first try?

e What will my new teachers be like next
year?

Gifted adolescents, since time began, have
been more like their high school and jun-
lor high classmates than unlike them. They
might be bright, aware, and globally con-
scious, but to the majority, it still matters if
they’re liked andit’s still important that they
have access to Nike’s newest Air Jordan or
Pearl Jam’s latest CD.

First and foremost, gifted adolescents are
teenagers (give or take two years), and the
teacheror counselor or parent who forgets the
prominence of this age factor in understand-
ing what makes these able young people tick
does so at the risk of alienating this very as-
tute, yet very teenage, population.

Then How DoTheyDiffer,
These Gifted Adolescents?
What Makes Them Unique?

What distinguishes gifted adolescents from
other adolescents is as individualistic and
unique as is each of the students who wears
this label. Often, the same characteristics and
behaviors that were present when these ado-
lescents were young—advanced vocabulary
and thought patterns, emotional intensity,
an awareness of the needs and fears of
others—arestill there in overabundance. Now,
though, there may be an unsettling air of so-
phistication in these gifted young people.
Piechowski (1991; see Chapter 30), citing the
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work of Dabrowski (1964), calls these “overex-

citabilities,” which involve virtually every

realm of an adolescent’s life: intellectual, psy-

chomotor, emotional, sensual, and imagina-

tional. Each overexcitability, unique yet over-

lapping, pinpoints areas of arousal that cause

the gifted adolescent to be noticed by others as

“just a little different” or “a cut above the

rest.” Such overexcitability can be seen in ado-

lescents like Catherine Murray who, at age

17, began the Global Teen Club, an interna-

tional network of culturally diverse and so-

cially aware teens; or Sarah Plunkett, an 18-

year-old girl from Texas who has raised more

than $600,000 for breast cancer awareness

since the age of 14; or Matthew Sterling, a 17-

year-old high school senior who took his own

life 5 days before graduation, after discovering

that someone else, not he, would be named

valedictorian.

_.. That’s right, suicide. No one ever said

that emotional intensities and overexcitabili-

ties all ended in rosy pictures or glowing re-

ports of life successes. Like any other of life’s

important qualities—love, loyalty, compas-

sion—there is a mixture of positive and nega-

tive to be found in each. Perhaps this admix-

ture can best be expressed through the words

of a gifted adolescent:

I'd never heard the phrase “transcend the hu-

man condition.” But I knew that was what I

longed to do. But once I did that, where would I

go from there? .. . If I do transcend, are there

other degrees or is there just one more? If there

is just one more, maybein its experience there is

serenity at the end? (American Association for

Gifted Children, 1978, pp. 18-19)

Gifted adolescents seldom needto be “iden-

tified” in the lockstep, test score—based for-

mat so unfortunately common in elementary

schools. Rather, parents and other educators

can use much more sophisticated and unbi-

ased “equipment” to locate the latent or ex-

pressed talents in adolescents: their own eyes

and ears. By listening carefully and by observ-

ing those situations that bring out a

teenager’s passions in life—music, politics,

rock climbing, writing—the first important

step in talent fruition will have beensatisfied:

acknowledgment.

The Role of Education in the

Life of Gifted Adolescents

Because the majority of gifted identification at

the secondarylevel is through self-selection, a

bigger concern is the developmentof talents

possessed by these able young people. As ex-

pressed by Betts (1991):

When working directly with gifted and talented

students in a schoolsetting, it becomes apparent

that a broad range of experiences is necessary.

Besides emphasizing the cognitive, it also is es-

sential to include emotional and social develop-

ment. (p. 143)

At this point, I could offer a whole set of

prescriptions about how junior high and high

schools should change to accommodatethe in-

tellectual and emotional needs of their most

able students. However, as a realist, ] sense

that such prescriptions would be seen the way

most prescriptions usually are: as overpriced

solutions that leave a bad taste in one’s

mouth.

Instead, I prefer to offer suggestions that

could be accomplished with or without school

support, in settings as different as Dime Box,

Texas, and Scarsdale, New York. The common

themes that will pervade these suggestions

are two:

1. Each requires initiative beyond the class-

room from its student participants.

2. Each meshes two areas of importance to

gifted adolescents: personal validation and

intellectual challenge.

1. Service, Service, Service

It has long been noted by counselors of

gifted students (Hollingworth, 1926; Mendaglio,

1993; Roeper, 1982) that they possess a more

mature grasp of community and world con-

cerns than would be expected for their chrono-

logical ages. Whetherit is the nuclear poten-

tial of far-off nations or the house fire across

town that left a family of six homeless, situa-

tions that demand attention and action cap-

ture the minds of many gifted adolescents.

A not-uncommonadult responseto this de-

sire for involvementis to rely on someoneelse
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for the solutions. “But it’s not our problem”or
“that’s why people buy insurance”offers scant
solace to the kid who wantsaction. As adults,
it is up to us to guide students who wishto act
upon their caring. If not us, then who?

By raising moneyfor a neighborhood family
shelter, or sending good wishes to strangers
who werevictimsof violent crime, or purchas-
ing rain forest acreage, or refurnishing an en-
tire household of goodslost to a flash flood (all
activities completed in one school year by the
same group of 12- and 138-year-olds), adoles-
cents can turn misery into magic. In the
process, they also learn that, wherever they
live, they are able to make a difference in the
lives of others and, as a rewarding by-product,
in their own lives as well.

Three resources that provide guidance for
teachers or students seeking such involve-
ment are: The Kid’s Guide to Social Action
(Lewis, 1991); Kidstories: Biographies of
Twenty Young People You’d Like to Know
(Delisle, 1991); and The Kids Can Help Book
(Logan, 1992). Each book provides specific ev-
idence that leadership ability is alive and well
in today’s adolescents.

2. Internships toward the Future

One common characteristic of gifted adoles-
cents is the multipotential many of them pos-
sess. An interest in many career directions,
coupled with a proficiency to excel in multi-
ple areas of endeavor, often complicates the
process of focusing on a college major or a ca-
reer direction. As stated by one student,

WhenI look for a career in my future, the clouds
really thicken. There are so many things I’d like
to do and be, and I’d like to try them all; where
to start is the problem . . . I'd like to be a physi-
cal therapist, a foreign correspondent, a psychia-
trist, an anthropologist, a linguist, a folk singer,
an espionage agent, and a social worker. (San-
born, 1979, p. 285)

This lack of a singular career focus may ap-
pear, at first glance, as a frivolous problem.
After all, if one is blessed with an embarrass-
ment of riches allowing for any numberofvo-
cational directions, what exactly is the prob-
lem?

As noted time and again bygifted adoles-
cents (Delisle, 1987; Post-Kammer & Perrone,
1983), the dilemma comes when onerealizes
that the career direction selected is more than
just making a “job choice.” Involving years of
advanced preparation with a singular focus,
choosing a career path is a commitment that
might include a decade or moreoftime beyond
high school graduation before oneis allowed to
practice the chosen profession. This is as true
in the arts as it is in medicine or law or engi-
neering, and this preparation phase often
leaves even the brightest young person finan-
cially and emotionally dependent on others. In
essence, this prolongs one’s adolescence into
the mid- or late twenties, by which time many
of their contemporaries would already be
earning decent salaries and living a more in-
dependentlifestyle.

Further, in choosing a career direction that
involves an extended preparation phase, the
gifted adolescent may question frequently
whetherhe or she really wants to be a podia-
trist or a civil engineer for the next thirty
years. Despite evidence that points to the fact
that most individuals will experience six or
more job changes in the course of a career,
highly skilled professionals seldom make a
180° shift in occupational focus. Once a podia-
trist, always a podiatrist, even if you shift lo-
cations of employment from a general hospital
to a specialized practice. Feet arefeet, bridges
are bridges, and talented adolescents fear that
by selecting one area overothers, they aredis-
missing the multiplicity of talents and inter-
ests that are part and parcel of being bright. A
practicing trial lawyer who does tonsillec-
tomies on the side? Doubtful. A concert pianist
who moonlights as a social worker? Unlikely.

Career guidance in high schools that fo-
cuses on multipotential students is rare
(Berger, 1989). As an alternative, a useful
strategy employed by more and more capa-
ble students is the internship, an intensive
hands-on exploration of possible careers con-
ducted from the inside. Thus, for students
interested in telecommunications or media,
working at a local television or radio station
(or, in fact, the local utility company) will
give students face-front exposure to the
joys, benefits, tedium, and pressures of a
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world of work they might wish to pursue. Best

arranged through local contacts or “friends of

friends,” these internships can help convince a

student whether a particular career direction

is as fulfilling in practice as it is on paper.

Businesses, hospitals, hotels, law firms—most

are eager to help ambitious students explore

their career interests; they just need to be

asked.

High schools can help with the mechanics

of internships in several ways:

¢ They can offer graduation credit for intern-

ships done by students during the school

year or in the summer.

They can arrange flexible scheduling for ju-

niors and seniors so that internships can be

completed during a part of each school day

or week.

¢ They can compile a list of local agencies and

businesseswilling to accept student interns.

¢ They can hold “career seminar days,” during

which time local professionals discuss the

high points and hassles of their own careers

and their preparation for their careers.

Today’s college-bound students who eventu-

ally attend graduate or professional schools

for advanced degreesor certificates may end

up with $50,000 or more in educationalbills

before even embarking on their careers. This

financial investment, coupled with the equally

expensive commitments of time, energy, and

deferred independence, makeit essential that

gifted adolescents explore as fully as possible

their future life’s work. An internship is an in-

expensive, valuable way to do just this.

3. The Myth of Underachievement

The luckless Charlie Brown,in a telling sobri-

quet of his innermost worries, confided to

Linus that “There is no heavier burden than a

great potential.”

So true, because when one is identified as

“sifted,” a whole array of extraordinary expec-

tations cojoins that label. In fact, in the eyes of

many, gifted students are often considered

“underachievers” because they did not live up

to the high, high standards that seem preor-

dained when one is anointed as a “gifted

child.”

I call this issue the “Aunt Peggy syndrome”

in honorof one of my most annoyingrelatives.

Here’s the story: When I received my Ph.D. in

educational psychology in 1981, I wasthefirst

person in our far, far extended family to have

achieved that level of academic attainment.In

celebration of my achievements (and to brag a

little to their friends), my parents threw a con-

gratulatory party for me. Friends and rela-

tives I’'d neither seen nor thought about in

years attended, including Aunt Peggy. As she

was chugging her cheap wine and recalling

her images of me as an overweight 10-year-old

(“Thanks, Aunt Peggy”), she uttered a one-

liner that will remain forever a family legend.

“Jim,” she said, “we’re all so proud of

you—your achievements and yourdegree. But

ya know?” she added,“I always thought you'd

become a real doctor—you know, the kind of

doctor who really helps people.”

Zap.

In one tactless moment, Aunt Peggy had

dismantled my pride, replacing it with self-

doubts as to whether this Ph.D. was worth the

years of toil it took to complete. In Aunt

Peggy’s mind then,andstill today, | am an un-

derachiever. (“Thanks, Aunt Peggy.”)

Unfortunately, Aunt Peggy is not just my

relative. And just as surely as her words had

their impact on me, the Aunt Peggys in life

with whom gifted adolescents must contend

will leave a mark on them. It may be a shallow

mark,its deepness toned downbythefact that

Aunt Peggy’s opinion meansverylittle to me,

but what it lacks in depth it makes up for in

length—14 years later, I can still hear her

voice, her disappointment in me.

This retelling of family folklore has a pur-

pose: Soonerorlater, in the lives of all of the

gifted adolescents you meet, they will be

thought of as “underachievers” by someone or

other who thought their lives should have

taken a different direction. If this opinion gets

internalized, several scenarios could occur:

1. The so-called underachiever begins to seek

ways to make everyone happy, by running

at breakneck speed in too many new direc-

tions.

2. The “underachiever” shuts down, figuring

that by not performingatall, she or he can



Gifted Adolescents: Five Steps toward Understanding and Acceptance Wl 479

stave off the criticism that results when a
goal attemptedis not completely attained.

3. The “underachiever” “blows off” the criti-
cism, disregarding either the words, their
source, or both as just uninformed opinions
about something that is no oneelse’s busi-
ness: mylife’s choices.

This last option, the healthiest of the three,
is not readily believed despite some superficial
bravado that would make it seem that it is.
For gifted adolescents who sincerely question,
deep down, whethertheir decisions were right
or their performance acceptable, the threat of
being perceived as an underachieveris enough
to make them believe that Charlie Brown, if
anything, understated the problems with “po-
tential.”

As caregiving educators, there are several
steps we must take to ensure the “survival of
the fittest,” intellectually speaking. First, we
must begin to convince ourselves and our stu-
dents that, for the most part, underachieve-
ment is a myth, a convenient invention of
twentieth-century pop psychology devised to
make adolescents feel guilty and all others
feel blameless for a student’s lack of effort or
progress in school. Adolescents are already
ripe victims for self-doubt without adults
adding on the pressure that giftedness re-
quires peak performance on a daily basis.

Next, we must recognize that every gifted
adolescent will have a passion—a beautiful
term to describe falling in love with anything,
coined by George Betts—about one or more
things, be it roller blading, beachcombing, fly
fishing, or embryology. By using these pas-
sions as vehicles to enhance learning in other,
related areas (rather than as “rewards” for
good behavior or high grades), gifted adoles-
cents will receive the positive notoriety and
self-confidence that accompanies uncondi-
tional acceptanceof one’s selected loves in life.
Unless they are physically or emotionally
harmfulto self or others,or blatantlyillegal or
immoral, passions and the people who have
them must be treated with the respect they
deserve. John Gardner(1961) once said that
“the world needs both gifted plumbers and
gifted philosophers, or neither our pipes nor
our theories will hold water.” A more reveren-

tial sentimentin tribute to passions has never
been uttered.

The bottom line when it comes to under-
achievement amonggifted adolescents is that
most of the books andarticles written on this
topic should be disregarded. Too often, you will
find prescriptions on how to write student con-
tracts, how to reserve rewards for special mo-
ments of success, and how to convince a 15-
year-old that answering questions out of a
social studies text that is older than heis re-
ally does make a difference in his learn-
ing. Almost nowhere will you find what this
gifted adolescent, typical among thousands,
expresses so eloquently:

I would have loved one of [my] teachers to recog-
nize me and ask, “ What are you thinking?” How
I would haveloved for my teacherto ask, “What’s
on your mind?” Instead I was called on to answer
a question thatI could not have caredless about,
because it was hers, not mine. (American
Association for Gifted Children, 1978, p. 58)

Underachievement? See it as the paper tiger
that it trulyis.

4. Appreciating Whoever You Are:
The Impact of Philosophical Discourse
on Gifted Students

The most capable student I ever met was a 10-
year-old named Nathan who would get physi-
cally ill on Wednesday afternoons,just prior to
leaving for his Hebrewclass. It wasn't merely
a dislike of this after-school school that both-
ered Nathan; his illness was prompted by
something much more profound and personal.
Ashe expressedit tearfully to me on the occa-
sion of my discovering him vomiting in the
boy’s bathroom:

My rabbi doesn’t take me seriously. When I dis-
agree with him or question somethinghesays,
he tells me I’m “too young and stupid to have my
own opinions aboutreligion.”

On the contrary, Nathan was asking the
types of questions that bother the analytical
minds of gifted children: “How do we know
there’s a God?” “How do we know that
Judaism is the ‘right’ religion?” “If my mom re-
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marries a non-Jew, what does that make me?”

“Shouldn't I be able to choose a religion when

I’m older instead of being forced to have one

while I’m a kid?”

Unappreciated by an elder who was an-

gered and perplexed by his maturity, Nathan

turned inward, against himself, believing

there was something wrong with him. None of

his Hebrew school classmates seemed con-

cerned about the issues that bothered Nathan,

and that made him feel even more isolated

and weird. Worst of all, he began to see him-

self as “stupid,” obviously incapable of under-

standing something that both his classmates

and his rabbi accepted at face value.

Little did Nathan know that his questions

and concerns were shared (and asked) by peo-

ple he’d never heard of: Plato, Aristotle,

Sartre, and Nietszche. And only when I in-

troduced him to a picture-book version of

Thoreau’s Walden did Nathan begin to believe

that there was a bigger picture of the world

than was afforded him through the concave

lens of experiences he had had thus far.

Nathan was—and is—a philosopher, and the

only legitimate way to address and resolvehis

inner conflicts was to introduce him to the

giants of philosophical thought: If it worked

for Nathan,at 10, it can work for older gifted

adolescents as well.

Methods of incorporating the great works

from centuries past into rigorous and legiti-

mate self-study are available in Ward (1980),

White and Schlagger (1993), and Mehorter

(1964), all of whom provide concrete outlines

for introducing able students to universal

questions and themes. Throughthisself-study

(which is enhanced when students are able to

discuss their questions with similarly dis-

posed adults or agemates), students not only

learn about the foundations of world culture

and knowledge, they also begin to see them-

selves within the personal reflections of oth-

ers. The result is a deeper awareness of and

bond with the intellectual rumblings that

makeonetick.

An additional resource, The Courage of

Conviction (Berman, 1986), highlights the per-

sonal philosophies of prominent contempo-

raries such as the Dali Lama, Steve Allen,

Billy Graham, Mario Cuomo, Petra Kelly, and

Jane Goodall, who cites the importance of in-

dividual worth in this stunning quote:

The way in which my ownlife touchesthose of so

many others, those I know and thousands of

those I don’t, has strengthened my belief that

each human hashis or her own uniqueplace in

the ocean of existence. .. . At all different levels

the ripples and currents pass or mingle, and

some merge inextricably. With each merging a

new force is created, itself as unique as the two

beings that forged it. What joys the world would

have lost if some of these forces had never been

created, and what pain in other cases would it

have been spared. (Berman, 1986,p. 76)

A related area of study is bibliotherapy, de-

fined by Schlichter and Burke (1994) as “a

process of dynamic interaction between an in-

dividual and literature through facilitated di-

alogue .. . its focus is not on checking the

reader’s comprehension of the story but on

helping individuals recognize, sort out, and

evaluate their feeling responses to the litera-

ture” (p. 280). In bibliotherapy, the big ques-

tions are asked by characters as diverse as

J. D. Salinger’s Holden Caulfield and Judy

Blume’s Ramona Robinson, and the issues

range from existential crises to slumber party

arguments. Frasier and McCannon (1981) and

Piirto (1994) suggest books whose central

characters are gifted adolescents, and The

Bookfinder (Spreddman-Dreyer, 1989) is a

four-volume compilation of synopses of young

adult literature dealing with virtually every

aspect of growing up.

Back to Nathan: After meeting with

Nathan’s rabbi and talking with her son,

Nathan’s mother decided to seek a new source

for spiritual education. The new rabbi, more

open to Nathan’s questions and concerns,al-

lowed Nathan to mature into a young man

capable of dealing with life’s inconsistencies.

By the time you are reading this, Nathan will

have already celebrated his Bar Mitzvah.

5. First among Equals: Finding and Fitting

into a Peer Group

None of you reading this chapter has a peer

group; neither do I. But before bemoaning our

lot as rugged individualists, understandthis:
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The reason noneof us has a peer groupis that
there’s no such thing as “a” peer group.

For some unknown reason, and at some
now-forgotten moment in time, the term peer
became synonymous with age-mate. When
this occurred, the era of “peer problems” for
gifted children began. Now,if a gifted 9-year-
old didn’t participate in school or free-time ac-
tivities with other 9-year-olds, a problem with
“peer identification” was said to exist. Never
mindthereality that this very able 9-year-old
fully enjoyed talking and working alongside
12-year-olds; and disregard the fact that this
same child was adored byfirst graders and
adults alike as an affable, knowledgeable
young person.If this highly intelligent 9-year-
old got along with just about everyone except
his or her age-mates, “peer problems” were
said to exist.

Talk about seeing a glass half-empty in-
stead of half-full!

T. Ernest Newland (1976) saw the absur-
dity behind this error of logic and coined the
term peerness to explain the situation that ex-
ists when the mental age and reasoningabili-
ties of a gifted child cause him or her to seek
out the companyof people who think and talk
as he or she does—which, mostly, means peo-
ple chronologically older than he or she is.
Peernessaffects both young children who seek
soulmates, not just playmates, and gifted ado-
lescents whose behaviors and social needs

deal less with “Who’s wearing what?” and
_“Who’s dating who?” and more with the bigger
issues of justice and fairness and responsibil-
ity. It’s not that these adolescents don’t enjoy
an occasional burgerandfries with age-mates,
and they don’t always wear their existential
hearts on their sleeves, but gifted adolescents
do benefit by associating with people of like
minds who aren’t afraid to let either their true
emotions or their advanced vocabulary show.

: Yet the myth persists that if sophomores
don’t hang out with other sophomores, some-
thing is wrong; something needsto be fixed.
Before rushing headlong to remedy a problem
that doesn’t need a solution, make sure to ask
these questions:

° Whose problem is this? If a gifted adoles-
cent is content to have a peer group of older

(and often, smaller in number) friends,
does a problem really exist? And if so, who
ownsit?

Is the gifted adolescent unable to make
friends of his or her own age, or does she or
he simply choose not to associate with class-
mates on a frequent basis?

° Does the gifted adolescent find fulfillment
in solitary or small-group activities rather
than in large, boisterous, and frequent so-
cial gatherings?

These questions should be asked to gifted
adolescents by the persons concerned that a
peer problem exists. With a little coaxing and
some honest discussion, adults may find that
they have oneless worry about the care and
feeding of that highly able adolescent whose
interests and social preferences align more
with our own than thoseof classmates.

Of course, problemsin social relations can
exist among gifted adolescents. For example,
if they are unable to locate intellectual peers
of any age, then loneliness and isolation may
occur. If the gifted adolescent has the social
skills of Hannibal Lecter and the low-keyatti-
tude of Murphy Brown, social relationships
might be difficult to establish or maintain. Or
if the gifted adolescent is simply obnoxious,
wanting everything donein a certain way or
at a certain time, then friendships may be few
and far between. For these adolescents, a
crash course in social skills instruction or a
thorough reading of The Gifted Kid’s Survival
Guide II (Delisle & Galbraith, 1987) is in
order.

However, for the vast majority of gifted
adolescents, whose social problems are more
in the eye of the beholder than anywhereelse,
it will be enough to introduce them to the con-
cept ofpeerness and to acknowledgethat, after
high school, no one pegs social relationships to
a specific chronological age. Those realities of
growing up gifted, coupled with the exposure
of gifted adolescents to others with similar
styles and attributes (e.g., in honors classes,
summer enrichment programs, or gifted pro-
grams) may beall the social skills instruction
they need.

Isolation is the refuge of genius, not its
goal, reminds Leta Hollingworth (1942), Byal-
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lowing gifted adolescents to seek their own

level of social contacts, we validate two very

important attributes: their uniqueness and

their commonality with others.

In Conclusion

This chapter on gifted adolescents was written

in a style that reflects the minds of its sub-

ject—a bit irreverent, not altogether serious,

and providing as many questions as answers.

I hope that you, the reader, are able to glean

the main points about this unique, yet re-

markably similar population: that they de-

serve to express their opinions and lifestyle

choices; that they want to succeed as surely as

we want them to (albeit, in some different

areas of focus); and that despite their ad-

vanced intellects and stunning powers of

mind, they are still teenagers concerned about

zits and dates and cars and clothes and col-

lege. In many ways, gifted adolescents are the

“us” we were several decades ago, seeking sim-

ilar challenges, dreaming magical thoughtsof

omnipotence. If we treat them with the same

degree of personal respect that we wanted

from others when we were 12 or 17 or 21, we

will be on the right path in providing them

with appropriate guidance.
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Developing Talents in Girls and Young Women
 

BARBARA KERR, Arizona State University

a Toone. who work closely with
gifted students have long observed and la-
mented thefailure of gifted girls to fulfill their
early intellectual promise. They watch in frus-
tration aslittle girls who were once so eagerto
demonstrate their intelligence and creativity
grow into teenagers who carefully obscure
their achievements or blithely pass up oppor-
tunities for special programming designed to
nurture their talents. Counselors who work
with gifted young women may notice a grad-
ual disengagement with goal setting but are
unable to pinpoint exactly what seems to be
holding bright females back. Those of us who
study characteristics of gifted females have
what seems to be a straightforward task:
Discover the barriers to gifted females’
achievement and investigate means of over-
coming them. This was indeed the focus of
Lynn Fox’s work in the mid-1970s with math-
ematically gifted junior high school girls (Fox,
1976; Fox, Benbow, & Perkins, 1983), Elyse
Fleming and Constance Hollinger’s Project
Choice (1979) with gifted girls identified ac-
cording to U.S. Commissioner of Education
guidelines (1972), and my own research re-
lated to academically talented and high-IQ
girls and women (Kerr, 1983, 1985, 1994).
The results of this earlier work and the find-
ings of the many studies now being published
show that the problem of gifted females’ fail-
ure to realize their potential is complex and
the task of guiding gifted girls anything but
straightforward. In addition, recent trends
in intelligence research, in gifted females’
behavior, and in the values of society as a
whole have brought about rapid changes in
how weperceive, teach, and guide gifted
girls.

Females and Giftedness:
Recent Changes

First, the concept of giftednessitself is under-
going transformation. New conceptsof intelli-
gence such as Sternberg’s (1986) triarchic the-
ory and Gardner’s (1983) theory of multiple
intelligences challenge the notion of the uni-
tary IQ score as a predictor of extraordinary
intellectual performance. However, the new
theories of intelligence have little or nothing
to say about gender, and it will probably be
decades before a body of research exists on
such topics as “gender differences in informa-
tion processing” or “effects of gender on per-
sonal intelligences.”
A second problem that occurs when we try

to summarize thestate of the art in educating
gifted girls and womenis that our subjects are
changingbefore our very eyes. In the last ten
years there have been extraordinary changes
in bright young women’s career choices and
aspirations. Studies in the early 1980s showed
gifted adolescent girls and young women to
have loweraspirations than their gifted male
age-mates (Kerr, 1983). Currently, however,
young gifted women are choosing professional
careers in almost equal proportions to gifted
young men. For example, business has re-
placed education as the most popular career
choice of bright high school-age young women
(Kerr & Colangelo, 1988). Among middle
school gifted children, however, differences
still exist in career goals, with bright girls
having somewhat lower aspirations than
gifted boys (Kelly & Hall, 1994),

Changes are occurring in phenomena once
thoughtto be fixed aspects of the psychology of
women, such as fear of success and math anx-
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iety. Research studies indicate that “fear of

success” was short-lived as a phenome-

non (Tressemer, 1977). It is now clear that

women’s attitudes toward competition are

complex and based on context (Meara & Day,

1993). By the mid-1980s, studies of gifted

girls could find no evidence of math anx-

iety (Weiner & Robinson, 1986). Sex-role ex-

pectations and attitudes are also in flux.

Sometimes parental attitudes change in reac-

tion to findings of psychological research: The

highly publicized research of Benbow and

Stanley (1983) has affected parental views of

girls’ math attitudes in a complex manner,

confirming some parents’ stereotypes and

sending others to the defense of their daugh-

ters’ abilities (Jacobs & Eccles, 1985). In

studying gifted girls and women, we are ob-

serving a moving target, and our observations

are changing our observed subjects.

Finally, value conflicts about women’s roles

now pervadesociety, education, and research.

The education and guidance of gifted girls

take place within the context of a society

that is deeply conflicted in its attitudes to-

ward women’s roles. Although the majority of

women in the United States now work out-

side the home, the deep ambivalence about

women’s rising aspirations1s reflected in the

many cautionary stories in the media about

the dangers of “Superwomen,” persistent crit-

icisms and concerns about effects of nonma-

ternal child care, and the extraordinary inter-

est in biologically based gender differences in

abilities (Faludi, 1991).

Value conflicts and ambiguities about

women’sroles are also evident within psychol-

ogy and education. Although most researchers

on women’s achievement use societally recog-

nized measures of achievement such as educa-

tional attainment and occupational status, a

number have questioned the practice of mea-

suring women’s achievement using male-

oriented measures of achievement (Callahan,

1987; Eccles, 1985). Gilligan's (1982) proposal

that women experience a different process of

moral development than men has led to a

broad interpretation of her theory to fit many

observed gender differences. The separate

spheres argument—that is, that men and

womenare basically different, inhabit differ-

ent realities, and must be considered and

judged within their own spheres rather than

in comparison with one another—is one that

reemerges in every generation, immediately

following on the heels of the equity argu-

ment—thatis, that women and men are more

alike than they are different and should be

treated equally in all respects (Tavris, 1992).

Despite rapid changes in women’s status in

some areas of the economy and changes in

particular aspects of the psychology of women,

the fact of continued differential socialization

of girls and boys can hardly be denied. A few

hours spent watching Saturday morning car-

toons will bring homethestriking differences

in society’s images of boys and girls. In chil-

dren’s toy commercials, boys continue to be de-

picted as action-oriented problem solvers play-

ing with noisy, active toys in outdoor settings,

whereasgirls are quiet, pretty nurturers play-

ing almost exclusively with passive toys that

require grooming and dressing, almost invari-

ably in the girls’ bedrooms. In the cartoons

themselves, male characters outnumber fe-

male characters, and boys are capable and ad-

venturous while girls are helpful observers. As

Sadker and Sadker’s (1994) work shows,girls

continue to receive less attention than boys

throughout their education. They are called on

less often in class, given fewer opportunities

for leadership, and given less support for their

goals. In our counseling laboratory, we have

observed that young gifted women are deeply

concerned about their role expectations and

often confused and unclear about their

goals. Nevertheless, many of our clients feel

a need to hide their confusion by claiming

impressive-sounding career goals such as

business management, whenin fact they have

little interest in the actual goal or knowledge

of how to pursue it. Young gifted women today

seem to feel pressure to be highly achieving

and work-oriented, but they have not learned

the deeper lesson of the women’s movement:

that work, as well as relationships, is a source

of meaning in women’slives.

Perhaps the best approach to take in a sub-

ject area fraught with value conflicts is simply

to explain one’s own biases and move on. My

assumption is that gifted women are happiest

when they are challenging the limits of their
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intellectual potential. In addition, I assume
that the best type of achievementfor both men
and women is the attainment of one’s own
dreams and goals. Despite the advice of advo-
cates who desire different standards for mea-
suring the achievements of men and women,I
will explore traditional measures of achieve-
mentof gifted females such as educational de-
grees and occupational prestige, not because
they are the only measuresofaccomplishment
but because they are markersofless measur-
able qualities of lifestyle, such as autonomy
and opportunities for challenge. The use of
these measures does not mean that gifted fe-
males can only be studied in comparison with
gifted males. I assume here that gifted fe-
males are interesting in themselves.

Reports of gender differences in achieve-
ment test scores, educational degrees, occupa-
tional prestige, and attainment of eminence
tell us little about individual gifted girls, but
much about our society. Our knowledge of
these differences, however, provides clues to
potential societal restrictions on the freedom
of an individual gifted girl to enjoy as many
options as she deserves. These restrictions—
whether lack of expectations of success,
inadequate course taking, or absence of
mentoring—can be remedied. The next sec-
tions review what is known about gifted girls
and gifted female adolescents, followed by
suggestions for education and guidance.

Gifted Girls: Trends and Problems

Giftednessis evident in girls at an earlier age
than boys becausegifted girls are morelikely
to show developmental advancement (Silver-
man, 1986). High-IQ girls tend to be taller,
stronger, and healthier than girls of average
IQ (Terman & Oden, 1935). Nevertheless,
gifted girls mayfeel less physically competent
than gifted boys or boys in general (Chan,
1988).

In the moderately gifted range, defined by
Kerr and Colangelo (1988) as approximately
the 95th percentile on IQ and achievement
tests, gifted girls are as healthy mentally as
they are physically. Studies comparing gifted

girls with gifted boys and with average girls
and boysconsistently show gifted girls to have
excellent social adjustment. Whether mea-
sured in termsof “social knowledge” (Terman
& Oden, 1935), perceived self-competence
(Chan, 1988), or absence of behavioral impair-
ments on behavior rating scales (Ludwig &
Cullinan, 1984), gifted girls are remarkably
free from childhood adjustment disorders. At
the very highest levels of ability, gifted girls
may experience more adjustment problems.
Terman and Oden (1935) and Hollingworth
(1926) noted,fairly predictably, that the high-
est IQ children in general suffered more ad-
justment problems, probably as a result of
their profoundly deviant intellectual abilities.
Interestingly, eminent women, in retrospec-
tive accounts of their lives, remember feeling
either “different” or “special” as children;
whether the consequences were negative or
positive, eminent women seemed well aware
as girls of their deviancy from the norm (Kerr,
1985, 1994).

Gifted girls are more similar to gifted boys
than to averagegirls in their interests, atti-
tudes, and aspirations. Gifted girls apparently
enjoy a wide variety of play activities, includ-
ing many of those activities traditionally
associated with boys: outdoor activities, ad-
venturous play, sports, and problem-solving
activities. They also frequently maintain fem-
inine interests as well, such as playing with
dolls and readinggirls’ magazines(Silverman,
1986; Terman & Oden, 1935). Eminent women
remembergirlhoodsfull of exploration, adven-
ture, and voracious reading. As girls, eminent
women also spent an unusually large amount
of timein solitary activities (Kerr, 1985, 1994).

Although sex-role-stereotyped career inter-
ests are well established by second grade in
the general population of girls and boys,gifted
girls may have career interests more similar
to those of gifted boys (Silverman, 1986;
Terman & Oden, 1935). Young gifted girls
have high aspirations and vivid career fan-
tasies: They dream of being paleontologists,
astronauts, and ambassadors (Kerr, 1985).
Throughout childhood, gifted girls outperform
gifted boys in classroom achievement, main-
taining higher gradesin all subjects. Gifted
girls also outperform gifted boys on achieve-
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ment tests throughout elementary school

(Gallagher, 1985).

Adolescence brings changes in gifted

girls’ aspirations, expectations, attitudes, and

achievement. The changes that occur for

gifted girls today are more subtle than those

that occurred fifty, twenty, or even ten years

ago. Nevertheless, the direction of change is

still the same overall, andit is one of declining

involvement with former achievement goals.

The changes are most evident in academic

achievement test scores, course taking, and

other academically related behaviors.

Gender Differences in Achievement

and Aptitude Tests

Sadker and Sadker (1994) make a strong case

for the existence of serious sex bias in the con-

struction and item content of the major college

admissions tests. Items concerning sports,

wages, machinery, and other experiences much

more commonly involving males than females

seem to discriminate against girls, even those

with excellent reading or math skills. It may

be, then, that sex bias must always be taken

‘nto account whendiscussing variables affect-

ing gifted girls’ performance on achievement

tests.

On American College Testing (ACT) exams

taken during the senior year of high school, 61

percent of students scoring above the 95th

percentile on the composite score are male; 72

percent of students scoring in the 99th per-

centile on the composite score are male (Kerr

& Colangelo, 1988). With regard to the four

subtests, males outperform females at the

highest levels on the ACT mathematics, nat-

ural sciences, and social studies subtests.

Only on the English subtest do females out-

perform males. Three times as many males

earn perfect math scores, 5 times as many

males earn perfect natural sciences scores,

and 2.5 times as many males get perfect social

studies scores (Colangelo & Kerr, 1990).

The lower scores for females on the ACT

seem to be strongly related to course taking.

Laing, Engen, and Maxey (1987) provided con-

vincing evidence that much of the variance in

ACT scores is accounted for by curriculum.

Gifted adolescent females apparently not only

take fewer and less challenging math and

science courses than gifted males, but also

take fewer and less challenging social studies

courses.

More puzzling, however, are Benbow and

Stanley’s (1983) findings of extreme sex differ-

ences favoring boys at the highest levels of

mathematical reasoning amonggifted seventh

graders. Benbow and Stanley’s group was

made up of seventh graders who scored at or

above the meanfor high school seniors on the

Scholastic Aptitude Test, mathematical sec-

tion (SAT-M). Their research is worth examin-

ing in somedetail becauseit has been a source

of controversy.

Note that the finding of gender differences

+n mathematical achievement test scores is

nothing new; across many cultures, gender

differences appear in mathematical measures

by about tenth grade (Maccoby & Jacklin,

1974). These differences have been linked in

the past to math course taking. Genderdiffer-

ences in math scores generally begin at the

point at which girls stop taking math courses.

The Benbow and Stanley results are con-

sidered important, first, because the seventh

graders in their study had had similar course

experiences, and second, because the makers

of the SAT-M considerit a test of mathemati-

cal reasoning ability rather than a test of

mathematical achievement. Therefore, course

taking alone could not account for the large

differences in proportions of boys and girls

scoring extremely high. There is a possibility

that some native reasoning ability above and

beyond mathematical operations is brought

into play on this test, and that consequently

gifted boys were found to be superior in this

sort of reasoning. Also, critics of this study

(Eccles, 1985; Kavrell & Peterson, 1984) have

pointed out that the participants were a non-

representative sample of gifted girls and boys;

they were all seventh graders whose school

officials had publicized the Talent Search

Program that sponsored the testing and whose

parents had arranged for their testing on the

SAT college entrance exams.It 1s possible, ac-

cording to this argument, that some of the

most highly mathematically gifted girls did

not participate in the talent search. Studies

have shown that gifted girls are less likely to
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enroll in advanced math classes (Benbow &
Stanley, 1982), less likely to enter a gifted/
talented program voluntarily (George & Den-
ham, 1976), less likely to participate in accel-
erated math courses (Fox & Cohn, 1980), and
less likely to be interested in science and engi-
neering careers even when they are capable of
them (Benbow & Stanley, 1984). Sex differ-
ences in achievement on the SAT also may be
tied to speed of performance rather than ac-
tual competence in mathematics (Dreyden &
Gallagher, 1989). Whenevertests are speeded
and competitive, girls are less likely to achieve
at their true level of ability (Silverman, 1993).
Clearly, factors other than native ability can
discourage even very brilliant girls from par-
ticipating in the talent search in the first
place.

Expectations of success and belief in the
value of the task (Eccles, 1985), instrumental
and expressive behavior (Hollinger & Flem-
ing, 1988), and “exploratory” behaviors (Stein-
kamp, 1984) all have been linked to bright
girls’ achievement. All these are socialized
perceptions, attitudes, and ways of approach-
ing problems.

Studies that have explored the relationship
of chromosomalpatterns (Bock & Kolakowski,
1973) and pubertal hormones (Petersen, 1979)
to math ability have produced mixed results.
Thefirst line of research has been pretty well
disconfirmed; no differences have been found
that could be linked to the X chromosome
(Boles, 1980). The only study to show an in-
direct relationship between hormones and
math achievement simply compared math
scores and body types. Boys with more “femi-
nine” physical characteristics and girls with
more “masculine” physical characteristics
were found to have higher math scores
(Petersen, 1976). This finding would not sup-
port masculine superiority in math achieve-
ment so much as “androgynous” superiority.

Even if these studies did provide evidence
of some biological basis for sex differences
in mathematical reasoning, what difference
should it maketo teachers, parents, and gifted
girls themselves? First, Hyde (1981) showed
that sex differences, whatever their basis, ac-
count for less than 4 percent of the variance in
math achievement. Most of the variability in

achievement scores is within genders, rather
than between genders. It is likely that differ-
ences in math ability are the result mainly of
factors within our control, such as the shaping
of expectations and confidence, rather than
factors out of our control, such as gender.
Therefore, the presence of biological differ-
ences could hardly be used as an excuse for
discouraging gifted girls from mathematical
pursuit, whentheeffect, if it exists at all, is so
small.

Second, even the most august and rigorous
math-related jobs in the world—for exam-
ple, theoretical mathematician, astrophysi-
cist, cosmologist—do not necessarily require
the most extraordinary mathematical reason-
ing powers in the land. The vast majority of
mathematically gifted girls, certainly all those
who qualify by the talent search criteria, have
the intellectual capacity for any math-related
position existing today if to their intellectual
ability they add the training, confidence, ex-
pectations, attitudes, and personality charac-
teristics needed to explore the concept of num-
ber or the beginningsof the universe.

Career Aspirations

Changes seem to be occurring acrosssociety in
gifted adolescent girls’ career aspirations.
Whereashighly gifted girls such as the top 1
percent of National Merit scholars usually
maintained high career aspirationsin adoles-
cence (Kaufmann, 1981), until recently moder-
ately gifted girls (those scoring in the upper 5
percent on IQ and achievement tests) tended
to have declining career aspirations during
adolescence (Fox, 1976; Kerr, 1983, 1985).
Morerecently, however, gifted adolescent girls
have been naming college majors and career
goals that are frequently nontraditional for
women (Kerr & Colangelo, 1988). Among
12,330 girls scoring in the 95th percentile and
above on the ACT, about the same proportion
of girls as boys chose majors in premedicine,
prelaw, and mathematics. Health professions
(17.9 percent), social science (14.0 percent),
and business (13.0 percent) were the most
popular majors of this group. Sharp dispari-
ties continued in only one traditionally male
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career—engineering, where the proportions

were 30.5 percent males to 7.9 percent females

choosing that major. When gifted adolescent

girls were asked to name their career goals,

they seemed to aim high. Dolny (1985) ob-

served the same trend in his study of Toronto

gifted students’ aspirations. However, a recent

study (Kelly & Hall, 1994) contradicts this

trend, at least among eighth-grade gifted stu-

dents. Kelly and Hall found that gifted girls,

like average girls, had lower aspirations than

their male counterparts.

Adjustmentand Self-Esteem

There is strong evidence that the majority

of moderately gifted girls, like gifted boys,

have normal personalities during adolescence

(Janos & Robinson, 1985; Lessinger & Martin-

son, 1961; Terman & Oden, 1935). That is, on

personality inventories, girls and boys identi-

fied as gifted are usually similar or superior to

average students on psychological characteris-

tics associated with good mental health and

adjustment. However, gifted adolescent girls

may experienceloss of self-esteem, social anx-

iety, and decreases in self-confidence. The

American Association of University Women’s

1992 study of girls and self-esteem showed a

dramatic plunge in self-esteem for girls be-

tween the ages of 11 and 17.It seemed to re-

peat the findings of Groth’s studies of gifted

girls and women twenty years earlier. Groth’s

(1969) cross-sectional study had shown an

abrupt psychological shift at age 14 from

wishes and needs related to achievement and

self-esteem to wishes related to love and be-

longing. Her study showed that gifted younger

girls tended to dream about successes in

school activities and accomplishments but

that older gifted girls dreamed of popularity

and intimate friendships. Kelly and Colangelo

(1984) found that whereas gifted boys were su-

perior to average boys in academic and social

self-concepts, gifted girls were not similarly

higher than averagegirls.

In Kerr, Colangelo, and Gaeth’s (1988)

study of adolescents’ attitudes toward their

own giftedness, gifted girls were evidently

quite concerned about the impactoftheir gift-

edness on the attitudes of others. Although

most of them believed that there were some

social advantagesto being gifted, females saw

more disadvantages to being gifted than their

male peers did. There was a deep ambivalence

about the label gifted as well as concern about

negative images others might hold of that

label.

Perhaps the most significant work in the

area of the adjustment of gifted adolescent

girls has been done by Constance Hollinger

and Elyse Fleming (Fleming & Hollinger,

1979; Hollinger, 1983, 1980; Hollinger &

Fleming, 1984, 1988). Beginning with over

100 gifted girls identified on the basis cf U.S.

Office of Education guidelines, Hollinger and

Fleming created a career development pro-

gram aimed at overcoming barriers to gifted

girls’ achievement. Participants in the pro-

gram have been followed closely since 1979,

and frequent assessments have been madeof

their self-perceptions, self-esteem, and aspira-

tions.

Of particular interest to Hollinger and

Fleming has been the development of social

self-esteem, which they believe 1s central to

the realization of potential in gifted girls,

Social self-esteem is made up of instrumental-

ity, or the belief that one has the ability to act

effectively and to make decisions indepen-

dently, and expressiveness, a sense of respon-

siveness and caring, with instrumentality

making the stronger contribution to high

self-esteem (Hollinger, 1983, 1985). Social

self-esteem seems to protect gifted girls from

fears of social rejection that may accompany

high achievement and servesto build theself-

confidence needed to follow through on high

goals. Self-confidence may be a better predic-

tor of adult achievement than high grades or

high aspirations (Eccles, 1985).

Hollinger and Fleming (1988) found that

from sophomore year of high school through

three and a half years after graduation, self-

perceptionsof instrumentality were predictive

of occupational confidence and life satisfac-

tion. Expressiveness, on the other hand,

though not predictive of occupational confi-

dence or life satisfaction, did predict social
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self-esteem in combination with instrumental-
ity. The results of their research so far seem to
show thatgifted girls need to be encouragedto
develop not only those instrumental charac-
teristics associated with masculinity but also
the expressive characteristics associated with
femininity if they are to be highly achieving as
well as socially confident. Gifted girls need to
understand that they do not need to reject the
nurturing, caring side of themselves in order
to be bold and achieving. More will be said
about Hollinger and Fleming’s social self-
esteem modellater.

Good social adjustment in adolescence is
not a prerequisite for eminence. Kaufmann
(1981), in her study of the extraordinarily tal-
ented young women who had been named
Presidential Scholars, found that they hadre-
ceived little recognition for their accomplish-
ments in high school and were often perceived
as loners. Eminent womenoften had unhappy,
difficult adolescences (Kerr, 1985, 1994). For
some, social rejection and the status of the
“outsider” paradoxically lent them the free-
dom to develop independent opinions andfree-
rangingintellects. Therefore, in guiding gifted
girls, it seems best to nourish the growth of
self-esteem but to deemphasize the pursuit of
popularity.

identification

Anearly start may becritical to gifted girls’
receiving an appropriate education. As men-
tioned earlier, gifted girls are more likely to
show developmental advancement than gifted
boys and are likely to be ready for kinder-
garten earlier than gifted boys (Silverman,
1986, 1993). Gifted girls do very well as early
admittants to kindergarten (Callahan, 1979).
Identification of giftedness becomes a problem
only when schools require “proof” of gifted-
ness. Although intelligence tests such as
the Stanford-Binet, the Wechsler Intelligence
Scale for Children—Revised (WISC-R), and
the Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children
(K-ABC; Kaufman & Kaufman, 1983) have
been used with very young children, they
often are not reliable measures of giftedness

before ages 9 or 10 for children in general.
Developmental scales are usually more effec-
tive at identifying deficits than advances in
development. Nevertheless, a good intelli-
gence test, administered carefully by a compe-
tent psychologist, will pick up the extraordi-
nary verbal skills that are often the earliest
signs of giftedness in girls (Silverman, 1986).
Wheneverpossible, however, bright 4- and 5-
year-old girls who simply show signs of school
readiness—advanced vocabulary, precocious
reading, math skills, and an eagerness for
school social activities—should be given the
benefit of the doubt and admitted early
(Silverman, 1993). An early start helps ensure
that gifted girls will be challenged, even when
no other gifted programming is available.
Whereschools are locked into an age-in-grade
format, early admission to kindergarten may
be the only window of opportunity available to
gifted girls.

In selecting tests for admission into a gifted
education program, test bias must be consid-
ered (Kitano & Kirby, 1985). Tests that em-
phasize content that is more familiar to boys
than to girls, such as word problems about me-
chanical toys or sports, may be biased against
girls. Achievement tests with a heavier
weighting of math and science items than
language-related items will select more boys,
particularly in the upper grades. Intelligence
tests that deemphasize verbal skills and em-
phasize performance, that is, spatial-visual
activities, also may be biased against girls,
who receive much less practice than boys at
puzzles and assembly.

Several approaches to identifying gifted
girls for particular educational interventions
have been found to be effective in predicting
performance. One methodis the use of differ-
ent cutoff scores for admission to advanced
course workin specific areas. It is difficult to
prove that particular tests are sex-biased.
Nevertheless, for sometests it is fairly easy to
show that different aptitude scores for girls
and boys actually predict the same levels of
Success in areas such as math andscience. For
example, a girl scoring 490 on the SAT-M in
seventh grade may perform similarly in accel-
erated mathematics to a boy in seventh grade
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scoring 530. Therefore, in those subject areas

in which gifted boys have generally received

higher scores than gifted girls, it is possible

that girls receiving scores slightly lower than

boys may be able to perform at equivalent lev-

els in the classroom.

A second methodfor identifying gifted girls

is a multidimensional approach (Fleming &

Hollinger, 1979). Gifted girls may possess a

wide variety of skills and characteristics that

contribute as much to their academic perfor-

mance as aptitude for particular tasks—for

example, leadership skills and creativity. A

multidimensional approach will help ensure

that girls with potential for high performance

are identified above and beyond those who

score well on objective tests of intellectual

aptitude. The multidimensional approach is

most useful in selecting gifted girls for broad-

based programs of enrichment or other in-

creased academic challenges. It is also useful

for targeting girls who might benefit from spe-

cialized career education, guidance, and men-

toring.

Finally, although tests and assessment de-

vices are useful in predicting academic perfor-

mance, few objective measures have been

shown to be predictive of adult accomplish-

ment of gifted women. Neither high IQ

(Terman & Oden, 1947), high achievement

test scores (Kaufmann, 1981), nor high grade

point averages(Kerr, 1985) have been found to

be associated with women’s achievement.

Torrance, Bruch, and Morse (1973) found that

the Torrance tests of verbal creativity were

more predictive of accomplishment in women

than any measures of intellectual aptitude.

Therefore, any measure of the intellectual

aptitude of gifted girls must be used for

short-term prediction and with a clear under-

standing of the many powerful nonacademic

factors operating in determining the progress

of a gifted girl toward the achievement of her

potential. Sadker and Sadker (1994) remind

us that biased achievement test scores can

have a strong negative effect on girls’ self-

esteem. They add, “the SAT’s send an even

more devastating message to minority girls,”

because there is a gap between minority and

white scores, as well as a gap between boys’

and girls’ scores. Identifying procedures

should enhanceself-esteem, not destroy it (p.

140).

Increasing Equity in the Classroom

Potential sources of bias need to be removed

from the program of study as well as the iden-

tification procedures. Ample evidence exists of

inequitable instruction in the classroom

(Sadker & Sadker, 1985, 1994). Boys receive

more attention from teachers than girls

throughout their education. Boys are called on

more often in class than girls. They are more

frequently rewarded for calling out answers,

whereas girls are more frequently repri-

manded for the same response. Boys also re-

ceive more informative responses from teach-

ers; Sadker and Sadker found that girls

receive more bland, “accepting” responses

from teachers, whereas boys receive more

praise and criticism. Boys receive more in-

structional attention; they get detailed in-

structions on the correct approach to tasks. By

contrast, girls frequently are simply given the

right answers. These differential teacher re-

sponses do not seem to be the result of delib-

erate discrimination on the part of teachers;

even staunchly feminist teachers exhibit simi-

lar patterns. Differential instruction seems to

be both a response to different behaviors of

boys and girls and a reflection of underlying

socialized attitudes that are mostly uncon-

Sclous.

Similar studies have not been done specifi-

cally with gifted children or in the context of a

gifted education program. Nevertheless, there

are some indicators that gifted girls suffer

from differential treatment. In a study of atti-

tudes toward gifted students, Solano (1977)

found that when teacherattitudes were nega-

tive toward gifted students in general, they

were more negative toward gifted girls. One

study found that female teachers may be

more discouraging toward gifted girls’ aspira-

tions than male teachers (Cooley, Chauvin, &

Karnes, 1984). Fox (1976) found evidence that

gifted girls were discouraged from taking ad-
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vanced math courses, entering gifted educa-
tion, and participating in summer opportuni-
ties for gifted students.

Although the causesof teachers’ differen-
tial treatment of girls and boys may run
deep, the remedy maynotbe difficult or com-
plex. Sadker and Sadker (1984) found that
most teachers wantedto teach in a nonsexist
manner and were anxiousto learn how. Even
brief training workshops were effective in
improving equitable behavior. Teachers can
learn to call on girls as often as they call on
boys; to give girls informative responses,
praising and criticizing in detail; to reward
girls’ assertiveness in the classroom; and to
resist “overhelping”girls by giving them an-
swers or solving problems for them. Sadker
and Sadker (1994) provide excellent exam-
ples of teachers on “the edge of change” who
teach themselves to look at girls and main-
tain focus on them as they speak; who ask
their classes to help them to be fair in re-
sponses; and whoteachgirls to demandtheir
share of attention.

Another perspective on equity in classroom
instruction is given by Dweck and Licht
(1980), who showed that girls learn to at-
tribute the causes of their successes andfail-
ures differently than boys. Possibly because of
bland teacher responses and overhelping,girls
learn to attribute their successes to luck and
effort and their failures to lack of ability. This
may lead them to avoid course work that they
believe requires considerable effort and for
which they believe they lack the ability
(Eccles, 1985). Therefore, girls need to be
taught to have confidencein their abilities and
to believe that their efforts are effective. This
maytranslate into teacher behaviors that en-
courage effort (“I know you can do this” or “I
want you to try to solve the problem on your
own”).

Gifted girls must be given specific informa-
tion about their superior abilities very early
(Kerr, 1994), They should be helped to under-
stand their intellectual strengths and to see
how their abilities can help them in their
classwork. Gifted girls need to perceive their
giftedness not as a mysterious force out of
their control but, rather, as a set of potentials

that, when combined with effort, can lead to
extraordinary accomplishment.

Changing teacher behavioris only one as-
pect of removing bias from the education of
gifted girls. Boy-centered textbooks, litera-
ture, and activities may discourage bright
girls from pursuing interests even in those
areas in which they excel and which they
enjoy. This can be particularly a problem in
science and math classes, where experi-
menters, teachers, and the subjects of study
are rarely female or feminine. However, lan-
guage arts and social studies materials are
also sometimes biased against females, and
these should be checkedfor the balance of pre-
sentation. Do illustrative pictures have an
equal numberof males and females? Are fe-
male authors represented? Are the roles of
women in history and current events repre-
sented?

Gifted girls’ tendency to be able to read pop-
ular adult literature while still very young
may occasionally have negative effects; popu-
lar novels and magazines are often much
more sexist than school materials or age-
appropriate materials. Restriction of the
amountor type of reading engagedin by gifted
girls is almost always a badidea. However,
teachers andlibrarians should discuss recre-
ational reading materials with bright girls,
and should point out stereotypes of women
and girls in popularliterature. “Inoculating”
bright girls against negative portrayals of
women with biographies of eminent women
and stories about strong, active, courageous
girls may be the best approach to combating
sexism in print (Kerr, 1994).

Whatabout Single-Sex Schooling?

One hopefor “girl-friendly” education maylie
in single-sex schooling. Proportionately more
women scholars and leaders graduate from
single-sex colleges (Kerr, 1985). Fox (1976)
was able to maintain girls’ interests and aspi-
rations in math in an all-girl, female-led ac-
celerated math class. A review of single-sex
schooling (Hollinger, 1993) suggests, overall,
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more advantages to girls in all-girls schools

than in coed schools.

Enhancing Achievement-
Oriented Behaviors

Many theories and models have been pro-

posed to explain women’s achievement—or

lack of achievement. Research-based models

of achievement that have been applied to

bright girls and women include Eccles’s (1985)

model of achievement; Hollinger and Flem-

ing’s (1988) social self-esteem theory; and

Steinkamp’s (1984) motivational theory. Each

of these contains within it practical implica-

tions for educating and guidinggifted girls. In

addition, case studies of eminent individuals

can help in understanding guidance needs of

gifted girls.

Achievement-Related Choices

Jacqueline Eccles’s (1985) model of achieve-

ment-related choices assumes that many vari-

ables contribute to gifted girls’ achievement

and that these variables are related to one an-

other in complex ways. Two of the most im-

portant components of achievement-related

choices are expectation for success and subjec-

tive task value. That is, differential social-

ization of females can affect both their ex-

pectations for success in sex-role-stereotyped

academic plans or career goals and their per-

ceptions of how important or valuable particu-

lar academic and career goals might be. It is

not clearif gifted girls lack confidence in their

abilities. Moderately gifted girls (Terman &

Oden, 1935; Kerr, 1985) seem to have less con-

fidence in their intellectual abilities than

highly gifted, particularly mathematically

gifted, girls (Benbow & Stanley, 1982). Hol-

linger (1983) found a strong relationship be-

tween gifted girls’ confidence in their math

abilities and their plans to pursue math-

related careers. Gifted girls also may value

achievement goals differently. Like average

girls, they may be more “people-oriented” than

boys and may have different perceptions of

sex-role-stereotyped occupations than boys do

(Fox & Denham, 1974).

Therefore, it may be very helpful for gifted

girls to increase both their confidence in their

ability to achieve academic career goals and

the degree to which they value these goals.

Specific information about relative abilities

can help increase the confidence of gifted girls

in their goals: “You are probably able to read

better than 9 out of 10 children your age” or

“Your math skills are as good as those of kids

who grow up to be mathematicians and scien-

tists.” Teachers should avoid vague or bland

confidence-giving statements; they should

back up their encouragement with solid

facts.

Increasing the task value may be a matter

of helping gifted girls to understand the con-

sequences of academic decisions. For example,

few gifted girls are aware of the absolute im-

portance of mathematics to their future goals.

Frequently, gifted girls drop out of math and

science courses for superficial reasons, with-

out realizing that most college majors leading

to high-level careers and professions require

four years of high school preparation in math

and science (Kerr, 1985). Teachers need to be

careful not to collaborate in gifted girls’ plans

to take less challenging courses in order to

keep up their grade point average; instead,

they need to emphasize the value of taking the

most comprehensive and rigorous curriculum

available.

Social Self-Esteem

According to Hollinger and Fleming (1988),

social self-esteem, as noted earlier, is related

to achievement andlife satisfaction and1s the

product of two self-perceptions: instrumental-

ity and expressiveness. [nstrumentality, which

is central to achievement,is an attitude anda

set of self-perceptions related to the ability

to act effectively, to make things happen, to

have an impact. Womenwith high instrumen-

tality are decisive, active, and risk-taking.

Expressiveness is the self-perception of being

caring, communicative, and affiliative. Women

who are high in expressibility are interper-

sonally adept and sensitive while also pos-

sessing high levels of self-awareness and

self-understanding. Expressiveness seems to

protect girls from the social rejection that
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sometimes accompanieshigh intellectual abil-
ity in girls.

It is possible that instrumentality could be
increased through leadership opportunities,
development of decision-making skills, and
many experiencesof successin challenging ac-
tivities. Even when they are very young,
bright girls need to be given the opportunity to
lead other girls and boys. They can lead task
groups, captain sports teams, and teach skills
they possessto others. Manycurriculum units
on decision making exist: the actual tech-
niques used to teach decision making are
probably less important than communicating
to girls that their decisions have weight.

Throughout their education, gifted girls
need to be encouraged to take risks. This
means taking the most challenging course
work available, engaging in play activities
that are physically challenging and occasion-
ally competitive, and learning to speak out
and defend their opinions in groups. To en-
courage instrumentality in bright girls, teach-
ers may need to reverse the common practice
of rewarding compliant behavior and with-
drawing rewardsfor, or even punishing, noisy
and nonconforming behavior. Teachers might
experiment with rewarding boisterousness
and idiosyncrasies in gifted girls with humor-
ous, approving responses.

Expressiveness is more likely to be gifted
girls’ strong suit. Nevertheless, it needs to be
acknowledged and reinforced. Social skills
need to be labeled as such and praised.
Friendship skills and considerateness can be
reinforced by opportunities to help other
children and through cooperative problem
solving.

Exploratory Behavior

Marjorie Steinkamp (1984) proposed a theory
of motivational style which states that certain
exploratory childhood behaviors set the stage
for adult achievementin science. Exploratory
behaviors flourish in an environment free of
evaluation, responsibility, and externally im-
posed challenge. Exploratory behaviors take
place in situations of uncertainty and ambigu-
ity. According to Steinkamp,there is evidence

that girls are socialized in our society to have
a compliant rather than an exploratory moti-
vational style. Compliant behaviors depend on
external reward, need external feedback, take
place only in the context of society, and func-
tion best underexternal locus of control.

The clear implication of Steinkamp’s theory
is that gifted girls need help in learning self-
directed behaviors. They needto learn to work
alone, to enjoy ambiguity and uncertainty, and
to work without external reward or approval.
This, again, may mean reversing the normal
socialization processes. Instead of drawing
girls who are playing by themselves into a
group, teachers should consider leaving them
alone. When a girl turns in a project that
clearly required exploration of difficult, am-
biguous, or uncertain issues, she needspraise
and encouragement. In many ways, science
experiments and activities provide these lat-
ter kinds of experiences. Creative play and
schoolwork also seem important. However,
Steinkamp warnsthatit is easy to transform
an independent exploratory behavior into a
compliant one simply by giving too muchhelp,
information, and feedback. It takes sensitive
observation and careful reward to discover
and encourage exploratory behavior. Finally,
there is evidence that encouraging young
womento be exploratory in science may be too
little, too late. Interventions to enhance ex-
ploratory and decrease compliant behaviors
may need to begin very early in the gifted
girl’s development.

Eminenceandthe Gifted Girl

Two studies of eminent individuals have im-
portant implications for gifted girls. Bloom’s
(1985) study of talent developmentin such in-
dividuals as concert pianists, Olympic ath-
letes, and sculptors showed that a crucial step
in the attainment of eminence was the devel-
opment of an identity. Eminent individuals
usually had the opportunity early in adoles-
cence to identify themselves and be identified
by others as “the class artist” or “the school
athlete.” Teachers may be able to help gifted
girls toward the achievementof their potential
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by assisting them in their identity develop-

ment. “You’re the math whiz around here!”

and “Lisa, you certainly are a scientist!” are

the kinds of statements that can aid the iden-

tity developmentof girls who show strong in-

clinations toward the enjoyment of those

fields.

Eminent women have been shown to

demonstrate a great manyof the qualities and

behaviors that have been discussed here

(Kerr, 1985, 1994). As children, they spent a

great deal of time alone, during which they en-

gaged in a great many exploratory behaviors:

reading, trying out new skills, and seeking

new ideas. If they were not rewardedfor these

behaviors, at least they were not punished.

They felt “different” or “special” as children,

dependingontheir self-concept, and this sense

of uniqueness may have made nonconformity

possible. In adulthood, they maintained the

ability to remain separate from the crowd. In

fact, eminent women were frequently per-

ceived as having “thorns”—a dry wit or even a

caustic, argumentative style. They demon-

strated instrumentality in that they took re-

sponsibility for themselves, for their tasks,

and for accomplishing their life goals. In addi-

tion, most eminent women created loving

partnerships with another, often finding their

love relationship through their work. Later,

many of them competently integrated a moth-

ering role into their otherroles. This seems to

be a case of integrating expressiveness and

instrumentality, as Hollinger and Fleming

(1988) advised.

The educational methods suggested by the

experiences of eminent women include early

educational experience, learning at a chal-

lenging pace, individualized instruction, and

mentoring. It may be that these educational

strategies interact with one another to en-

hance achievement-related behaviors. For ex-

ample, the presence of a supportive mentor

mayhelp increase a gifted girl’s confidence in

her ability to meet the challenge of fast-paced

learning.

The single most important commonality in

the lives of eminent women seemsto be that

they “fell in love with an idea.” Falling in love

with an idea means committing oneself to a

deeply held value, a theory, or an attitude

(Torrance, 1979). It is the discovery of a calling

or a vocation. People who have fallen in love

with an idea have a deep sense of purpose.

Falling in love with an idea seemsto protect

many womenfrom succumbing to sexism, dis-

crimination, and other pressures to conform to

traditional women’s roles (Kerr, 1985). Teach-

ers can help gifted young women in the

processoffalling love with an idea by encour-

aging enthusiasm for particular ideas with re-

lated readings and opportunities to explore be-

yond the treatmentin the classroom. Asis the

case with encouraging the growth ofidentity,

it is important to discover specific talents

and “passions” that are unique to each gifted

girl. Generalized praise and encouragement

may not be as useful as specific comments

and observations: “Marie, when you play

the violin, I can really see your love for the

instrument and your passion for interpret-

ing Bach,” or “Your writing lately seems to

me to be showing that you are finding your

voice as a writer. I can always identify your

work by its vivid descriptions and sharp

humor.”

Sometimes gifted girls and young women

may need permission to fall in love with an

idea, and sometimes they need help recogniz-

ing that they already are in love with an idea.

A value-based career counseling interven-

tion developed at the University of lowa’s

Counseling Laboratory for Talent Develop-

ment serves both of these purposes (Kerr,

1988). The value-based counseling approach

includes group future planning; personality,

interest, and values assessment; and inten-

sive individual counseling. Participants are

encouraged to imagine in detail their “perfect”

future day; to examine roles and relation-

ships; to understand how their interests,

needs, and values make them unique; and to

understand the importance of choosing a Cca-

reer based on their most deeply held values.

Participants in the workshop have been found

to increase their sense of identity and their de-

velopment of purpose as measured by invento-

ries of student development. In a two-dayver-

sion of the workshop developed for talented

at-risk girls, girls increase their self-esteem

and self-efficacy as a result of the program

(Kerr & Robinson, 1994).
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Conclusions

Much has been learned since Lewis Terman
and Melita Odenfirst described the gifted girl,
but much remainsto be learned. Specific edu-
cational and guidance programs for gifted
girls are few and far between, and many pro-
grams lack the information they need to pro-
vide optimal conditions or to evaluate what
they have accomplished. The International
Symposium onGirls, Women, and Giftedness,
held in May 1987, brought together for the
first time teachersof gifted girls, researchers,
and eminent womento discussall facets of the
gifted female (Ellis & Willinsky, 1991). Since
that conference, the interest in gifted girls has
accelerated, with both research and practice
innovations increasing every year.
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a T..... is no logical reason to ex-

pect that the number of minority students in

gifted programs would not be proportional to

their representation in the general popula-

tion. However, the disparity between their

participation in gifted programs, when com-

pared to majority students, continues despite

increased knowledge about the different ef-

fects that cultural backgrounds, environ-

ments, and socioeconomic status may have on

the expression of gifted behaviors and despite

the improvements that have been madein the

assessment measures and procedures used

to identify gifted potential. Gallagher and

Coleman (1992), for example, report that at

least 34 states now advocate the use of multi-

ple criteria. The use of multiple criteria is a

positive move away from relying on a single

test score to identify students whowill be eli-

gible for gifted program services. This move

also is compatible with recommendations by

Gardner (1983, 1993), Renzulli (1978, 1988),

and Sternberg (1981, 1982, 1988), who provide

compelling evidence that giftedness is multidi-

mensional and requires the use of multiple

measuresfor identification.

Along with the recommendation to consider

multiple criteria for identification, Gallagher

and Coleman (1992) also note that 38 states

now include specific instructions to address

the special identification needs of culturally

diverse populations, economically disadvan-

taged students, and disabled students in their

regulations governing eligibility for gifted pro-

gram participation. Ostensibly, recommenda-

tions like these should have had a significant

and positive effect on addressing the under-

representation of certain groups in programs

for the gifted. Despite good intentions and rec-

ommendations, however, problems in identify-

498

ing gifted minority students continueto chal-

lenge educators.

That the identification of minority students

is still a challenge is noted by the edict in the

Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Education

Act of 1988 to give highest priority “to the

identification of gifted and talented students

who maynotbe identified through traditional

assessment methods (including economically

disadvantaged individuals, individuals of lim-

ited English proficiency, and individuals with

handicaps) and to education programs de-

signed to include gifted and talented students

from such groups”(p. 238).

The goal of finding effective ways to ad-

dress the underrepresentation of minority and

disadvantaged students in gifted programs

was included in an earlier report on the edu-

cation of gifted and talented children (Mar-

land, 1972). In addition, the gifted literature

is replete with discussions documenting prob-

lems in identifying minority students and rec-

ommendations to address these problems

through differentiated assessment and in-

structional procedures.

One reason for this continuing challenge

may be that the problems that negatively af-

fect the identification and education of minor-

ity students essentially have not changed.

These problems not only are long standing

but, for at least the last 40 years, have almost

consistently focused on issues related to

(1) differences in test performance among

racial, cultural, or ethnic groups; and (2) the

effects of cultural, economic, and language dif-

ferences or deprivations on the ability of mi-

nority students to achieve at levels associated

with giftedness.

Whether or not these issues are the true

source of identification and education prob-
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lems, framing solutions around them has not
served us well in our attempts to address the
underrepresentation of minorities in gifted
programs. For the most part, solutions devel-
oped around these types of problems have di-
rected attention to deficiencies or weaknesses
in the academic performance of minority stu-
dents and to various ethnic or cultural differ-
ences as the primary cause for their low rep-
resentation in gifted programs. A new
perspective on the problems is needed if we
are ever to address problems effectively in
their identification and education.

Wiggins (1989) contends that “When an ed-
ucational problem persists despite the well-
intentioned efforts of many peopleto solveit,
it’s a safe bet that the problem hasn’t been
properly framed”(p. 703). For example, rarely
has consideration been given to the morediffi-
cult challenge of examining the concept of
giftedness from a multigroup perspective
(Frasier, Garcia, & Passow, 1994). In fact, a
major criticism by many minority scholars
and educators has been that the concept of
giftedness is solely defined from the perspec-
tive of one group, white middle class Amer-
icans. This single perspective does not suffi-
ciently address the concept of giftedness in
minority groups (Ford & Harris, 1990; Kirsch-
enbaum, 1989; Machado, 1987; Patton, 1992:
Tonemah, 1987).

Should the problems in identifying gifted
minority students be reframed? What are the
relevant issues that should be considered if
the problems in identifying gifted minority
students are reframed? What unique insights
into assessment, programming, and curricula
planning might be achievedif the problemsin
identifying and educating gifted minority stu-
dents are reframed? The purpose of this chap-
ter is to examine these issues by exploring
them from a multigroup perspective and to
present findings from research and practice
that suggest more effective waysof addressing
giftedness in minority groups.

The following sections present a definition
of minority students; problems that have af-
fected their identification and education; rea-
sons for reframing problems associated with
the identification and education of gifted mi-
nority students; one promising practice for fa-

cilitating a view of giftedness from a multi-
group perspective; and finally a summary of
the issues that were discussed and some sug-
gestions for research and practice.

WhoAre Minority Students?

Whoare minorities? There is no clear-cut an-
swer to this question, for the concept of mi-
nority has been defined in numerous ways.
For example, minorities have been defined as
“a population subgroup possessingsocialor re-
ligious interests that differ from those of the
larger group” (Chaplin, 1985, p. 284). These
differences subject minorities to various forms
of segregation and unfavorable treatment that
maybelegal, quasi-legal, or purely social.

Minorities also have been defined by their
economic, ritualistic, and political roles in a
society and by the responses they have made
to varying types of subjugation (Ogbu, 1978,
1994). Ogbu divides minorities into three
groups: (1) autonomous minorities (people
who are minorities primarily in a numerical
sense); (2) immigrant or voluntary minorities
(people who have moved more orless volun-
tarily to a society because they desire greater
economic well-being, better overall opportu-
nities, and/or greater political freedom); and
(3) castelike or involuntary minorities (people
who were originally brought into a society
against their will, as in slavery, conquest, col-
onization, or forced labor). Children who are
membersof castelike minority groups, accord-
ing to Ogbu (1994), typically “experience
greater and morepersistent difficulties with
school learning”(p. 363).

Passow’s (1982) description of disadvan-
taged students provides yet another perspec-
tive on minorities. He succinctly addresses the
intermingling and interchanging of concepts
related to the definition of minority when he
observed that “The population pools in which
the disadvantaged are generally found are the
poor, racial, and ethnic minorities” (p. 20).
While Passow cautions that the terms minor-
ity and disadvantaged should not be used syn-
onymously, he also observes that population
pools referred to as minorities are typically
made up of African Americans, Latinos, and
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Native Americans. This pool also includes

Native Hawaiians and Asian American

groups.

In summary, definitions of minorities, and

by extension minority students, sometimes

refer to ethnic group membership,or to politi-

cal or economic status, or to values and beliefs

that are different from those of a majority

group. Otherlabels that have been used inter-

changeably to refer to minority students and

their education have included culturally dif-

ferent, culturally deprived, educationally de-

prived, economically disadvantaged, cultur-

ally disadvantaged, and at risk. Concurrent

with the use of these labels have been various

views held about the educational potential of

minority students as related to their diverse

cultural, linguistic, and economic back-

grounds. These views have revealed them-

selves in extensive discussions related to the

concept of quality education, equality of edu-

cational opportunity, and the various social

and political ideologies that characterize cur-

rent discussions of school reform (Howe, 1994;

Passow, 1982).

No matter how minority is defined, thereis

always the attendant risk of making unwar-

ranted generalizations about minority individ-

uals or groups, omitting a group that some feel

should be included, or including a group that

somefeel should be excluded.

Changing demographicsin this country are

beginning to make the concept of minority, as

it has been popularly used, passé. For exam-

ple, many membersof nonwhite groups cur-

rently refer to themselves as “people of color.”

The growth of multiculturalism and other

movements that embrace, enhance, andcele-

brate the diversity between and within cul-

tural and ethnic groups in the United States

are also beginning to consider definitions that

designate some groups as “minority” and oth-

ers as “majority” as useless and nonproduc-

tive.

For purposes of this discussion, the pri-

mary reference groups will be African

Americans, Native Americans, and Latinos.

Students in these groups, often irrespective of

their economic and achievementlevels, have

dominated discussions when problemsin iden-

tifying minority gifted students are consid-

ered. They are also the students who most

often have been thetopic of research studies

on the school performance of minority stu-

dents.

Problems Affecting the

identification and Education

of Gifted Minority Students

Problems affecting the identification of minor-

ity students have been enumerated in count-

less reports and need not be repeated here. A

brief review of these problems as they affect

the identification of gifted minority students

has been included for background purposes.

Frasier (1991a, 1993a) divided these problems

into four categories: (a) access,(b) assessment,

(c) accommodation, and (d) attitudes. Issues

related to these problem categories are sum-

marized in this section.

Access

Several factors are believed to limit the access

of minority students for gifted program con-

sideration. They include: (1) the generally low

academic expectations that educators hold for

culturally and linguistically diverse students

(Clasen, 1994; Dusek & Joseph, 1983; Jones,

1988: McCarty, Lynch, Wallace, & Benally,

1991); (2) low ratesof referral of their children

for gifted program consideration by minority

parents (Colangelo, 1985; Scott, Perou,

Urbano, Hogan, & Gold, 1992; Wood & Achey,

1990); (3) the inability of educators to recog-

nize gifted behaviors when exhibited by mi-

nority students (Bermudez & Rakow, 1990;

Bernal, 1980; Dabney, 1988; Leung, 1981); and

(4) the minimal regard given to the influence

of culture and environment on the manifesta-

tion of gifts and talent in different racial and

ethnic groups andtheeffects of this on teacher

referrals (Ford & Harris, 1990; Hale-Benson,

1982: Montgomery, 1989; Zappia, 1989).

Assessment

By far, the most frequently discussed reason

for the limited participation of minority stu-

dents in gifted programs1s related to assess-
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ment measures andtheir use in identification.

Kspecially criticized is the use of teacher nom-
inations and tests as the ultimate way to de-
termine a child’s gifted potential. Ford and
Harris (1990) attribute problems in assess-
ment to an “over-reliance upon standardized
tests, the reification of intelligence and IQ,
and the use of unidimensional instruments to

assess intelligence, a multi-dimensional con-
struct” (p. 28). While Reynolds and Kaiser
(1990) note that there is little or no evidence
to substantiate claims of bias in most well-
constructed tests of intelligence, a number of
researchers and writers suggest otherwise.
For example, Bernal (1980), Hilliard (1991),
and Tonemah (1987) are among those who
contend that testing instruments and prac-
tices developed in the Euro-American tradi-
tion are invalid measures for minority stu-
dents. Borland (1986) attributes minority
assessment problems to the pervasive bias
found in American society. Hilliard (1991) af-
firms Borland’s observation when he notes
that mean score differences on standardized
tests between majority and minority students
more nearly reflect racial discrimination than
low intelligence.

Accommodation

Persisting problemsin the identification and
education of gifted minority students also
have been attributed to program designs and
curricula that do not adequately addressdif-
ferences in their cultural and linguistic expe-
riences. Efforts to ameliorate problems per-
ceived to be created by these differences are
reflected in the many remedial and compen-
satory strategies developed to prepare minor-
ity students better to “fit” into the form,
structure, and functions of the dominant so-
ciety. It has been observed that these accom-
modations are made without giving due con-
sideration to the need of minority students to
develop abilities valued by more than one cul-
ture, and to the need to help them acquire
skills that allow them to move between and
within at least two cultures, and to develop
their sense of self-identity (Maker &
Schiever, 1989).

Attitudes

The most pervasive reasons for problems in
identifying gifted minority students are re-

lated to attitudes about gifted potential in
these groups. Evenif all of the access, assess-
ment, and accommodation problems outlined
above were solved, far more difficult problems
related to attitudes about identifying gifted
students need to be faced. In a study of state
policies for identifying nontraditional stu-
dents, Gallagher and Coleman (1992) de-
scribed these problems: (1) concern that sub-
stantial increases in numbers of identified
gifted children would not be accompanied
by increases in resources for services, and
(2) fears that programswill have to answerto
parents of children not from special popula-
tions who demand that their children be in-
cluded as well.

Maker (1983) alluded to similar inhibiting
factors when shenotedthat efforts to address
the identification of gifted culturally diverse
students brought up counterobservations
about the use of different tests and the possi-
bility that the quality of gifted programs
would diminish. These attitudes and concerns
tend to be perpetuated by beliefs that minor-
ity group students are incapable of engaging
in, or are uninterested in, intellectual en-
deavors.
How the gifted are described may provide

one clue to the persistence of these less-than-
positive attitudes about the possibility of
gifted performers in minority groups. For ex-
ample, one way of defining giftedness focuses
upon individuals with outstanding ability and
potential; another way emphasizes demon-
strated productivity and creativity (Gallagher,
1994a). With the first definition, gifted chil-
dren are viewed as those students who are
performing tasks at much earlier ages and at
more advanced paces than their chronological
peers. Besides high IQ scores, other descrip-
tions of gifted children include reading before
they enter school, reading two grade levels or
more above their current grade, or having
mastered advanced mathematical concepts
and tasks well before their peers. Gifted chil-
dren are also described as having supportive
families who encourage them in intellectual
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pursuits through the provision of assistance,

resources, and experiences.
The second definition refers to children who

demonstrate productivity and creativity in an
area of human performance judged to be valu-
able for self or for society. Examples of areas
deemed to be acceptable for recognizing gifted
performance include those outlined by
Renzulli (1988, p. 74): mathematics, philoso-
phy, religion, life sciences, visual arts, social

sciences, language arts, physical sciences,law,

music, and movementarts.

Minority students are not typically thought
of as gifted in either of these two ways. More
often the focus is on developing and imple-
menting programsand curricula to assist mi-

nority students in “catching up” with their
peers. Numerousreports confirm that they do
not, for example, perform as well as Anglos
on formal tests (Garcia & Pearson, 1994;

National Center for Education Statistics,

1988; Natriello, McDill, & Pallas, 1990).

Further, the families of minority students
have not been viewed as being supportive of

intellectual development, either because they

lack the skills, the interest, or access to neces-

sary resources (Boykin & Toms, 1985;

Harrison, 1985; Jenkins, 1989; Perrine, 1989).

As a result the “deficit-deficiency” explanatory

paradigm has encouraged insensitive and in-

effective institutional responses to the ability

of minority families to nurture academic

achievementin their children (Jenkins, 1989).

Weaknesses of minority families are high-

lighted, with little or no focus on their

strengths.

Summary

The purpose of this section was to present a

brief review of problems in identifying gifted

minority students that have been articulated

over the years. Effective solutions to them,

however, will not be found in their reiteration

nor in debates about whether or not they are

the real problems. Effective solutions may ul-

timately depend on: (1) whether we choose to

changeour viewsabout giftedness in minority

groups and(2) how we use these new views to

develop policies and proceduresthat better ad-

dress giftedness in diverse groups.

Reasonsfor Reframing Problemsin
Identifying Gifted Minority Students

The goal of this section is to explore insights
into the problemsof identifying gifted minor-
ity students from two perspectives. The first
perspective examines assessment issues as

they relate to (1) barriers to reframing a con-
cept that are basedin tradition, (2) the utility
of the IQ in an educational assessment pro-
gram, (3) the merits of a contextual rather
than a psychometric paradigm for educational
assessmentin a pluralistic culture, and (4) the
relevance of cultural differences. The second
perspective samples concernsrelated to a uni-

dimensional view of giftedness.

Assessment-Related Reasons

The legacy of existing practices. Shore,

Cornell, Robinson, and Ward (1991) observed

that while entire models of identification and
programming have been formulated around

the idea of multiple talent or intelligence,

there remains a great attachmentto IQ as the
defining quality of giftedness. Amid all the

rhetoric about changingcriteria for gifted pro-

gram participation, core values and beliefs

guiding identification practices remain fo-

cused on a student’s ability to function at a

high intellectual level based on their perfor-

mance on intelligence tests, achievement

tests, and teacher recommendations.It is true

that other criteria have been added in at-

tempts to address the multiple dimensionsof

giftedness as well as to accommodatechildren

for whom the detection of their gifted abilities

do not fit the traditional formula for identifi-

cation. However, these assessmentcriteria are

often viewed as alternatives, not valuable ad-

ditives to the identification procedure. As

Barbour (1992) noted, while recent definitions

of giftedness have included other areas of im-

portance, the capacity for cognitive activity

has remained central to the definition and

identification of giftedness. Paraphrasing an

observation by Goodlad (1994), the goal still

appears to be smoothing out the dissonance

of other cultural beliefs, religions, and lan-

guages even as our schools become inhabited
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by students from increasingly diverse back-
grounds.

Other comments by Goodlad relative to
how schools can improve provide us with an
opportunity to reflect on the need to reframe

the problems in identifying gifted minority
students. For example, he describes current

restructuring efforts as being designed to im-
prove the schools we have, not invent new

ones to more adequately serve the needs of a
growing diverse student body. A great deal of
our thinking about schools and what goes on
in them simply assumesthetraditional defin-
ition. Goodlad further notes that modifications
in traditional approaches to education, espe-
cially in our current society, require us to un-
derstand three things: (1) Change takes a long
time, (2) changeis not likely to occurif it de-
pends heavily for success on the support of

persons attached to the current setting, and
(3) a fundamental change demands a new be-
ginning, not adaptation to whatexists.

Much of what has gone on in attempts to

address the underrepresentation of minority
students in gifted programs may be charac-
terized as adaptations to what exists. As a re-

sult we are still wrestling with problems of

identification. Goodlad’s observations sup-
port a needforthefield of gifted education to
establish a vision of gifted education where

the talents in diverse populations are core,

not ancillary, to a reconceptualization of the
concept of giftedness from a multigroup per-
spective.

Changing views aboutIQ testing to as-

sess student potential. As noted earlier,

most debates concerned with identifying
gifted minority students center on testing is-
sues. More specifically, the concerns relate to
the proper use of IQ testing in the identifica-
tion process, the use of alternative identifica-
tion procedures, and the best ways to address
cultural and social differences. A widely re-
ported and well-supported finding from sev-
eral studies, according to Shoreet al. (1991), is
that the major impediment to the identifica-
tion of giftedness in culturally and socially dif-
ferent populations is the overwhelming depen-
dence on test criteria based on middle-class

reading skills in the majority language. Yet
the IQ remains “the most universally advo-

cated and used criterion for the identification
of giftedness” (Shore et al., 1991, p. 53).
Newmann and Archbald (1992) suggest

that a major limitation of standardized norm-
referenced achievementtests is that they only

report a student’s overall score in relation to
other students’ scores. Theytell us verylittle
about a student’s particular level of mastery
on a specific task. Success is defined simply as
scoring in the higher percentiles of the tested
population. Newmann and Archbald advise
that when “making evaluative judgments
about individuals ... we often need more

than one indicator of quality. Any single indi-
cator such as a percentile rank. . . limits the
amountof information conveyed. . . .” (p. 80).

A variety of performancesovertime are neces-
sary to make quality assessments of students.

Pellegrino (1988) concurs. He noted that

while mental tests of intelligence provide
global indications of a person’s performance
relative to others, they are short on relating
valuable information about a person’s current
cognitive capabilities. Our historical orienta-

tion to use tests as a meansofclassifying, pre-
dicting, and selecting, he contends, provides
little information thatis of diagnostic and pre-
scriptive value.

In his call for a new measurement para-

digm, Raven (1992) also argued that conven-
tional tests fail to evaluate activities which
lead people to observe, to think, to find better
waysof thinking aboutthings, or to communi-
cate effectively. He proposed that adequate
measures of competence should jointly mea-
sure the cognitive, affective, and motivational
components of an activity, and concluded that
it is meaningless to attempt to assess a per-
son’s abilities apart from their valued goals. A
complete review of his Model of Competenceis
beyond the scope of this chapter. A few points
from Raven’s discussion of this model are pre-
sented here because of their relevance to re-
framing the problems involved in identifying
and educating gifted minority students:

1. The need to describe the situation or con-
text in which individuals find themselves
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must be an integral part of the assessment

process (p. 91).

2. It is the total number of competencies indi-
viduals display in many situations over a
long period of time in order to reach their
valued goals that we need to assess, not

their level of ability in relation to any of
them. An overall index of a person’s “abil-
ity” or “motivation” is virtually meaning-

less (p. 92).

3. . ..a description of the types of behavior
that people value and the competencies
they display in the course of trying to reach
them provides much more useful informa-
tion than a single total score (p. 96).

4. The same qualities may look different in
different contexts—indeed, copper looks
and behaves very differently when it is
combined with oxygen instead of sulphur.
But it does not cease to be copper(p. 98).

A concluding observation from Raven’s discus-
sion of his Model of Competence emphasizes
the need for teachers to study and be very fa-
miliar with their students’ interests and tal-
ents. In addition, teachers must create situa-

tions where these talents can be expressed.
Otherwise any statements made about,or rat-

ings madeof, high-level competencies will be

meaningless.

The need for a new assessment para-
digm. Berlak (1992) argues for the replace-
ment of the traditional psychometric para-
digm with one that he calls a contextual
paradigm. Meanings of the psychometric ver-
sus contextual paradigms, as presented by
Berlak, are presented here to illustrate their
relevance to the identification of gifted minor-

ity students. The assumption that there is
universality of meaning in assessment mea-

sures underlies the psychometric paradigm,
according to Berlak. This assumption means

that a consensus can be established about

what standardized tests claim to measure.
This meaningis believed to transcend social

context and history and has essentially the

same meaningfor all individuals everywhere.

In contrast, he asserts that a contextual para-

digm accepts a plurality of meanings and

would take into consideration the different

histories, divergent interests, and concerns of
individuals and groups. A system of educa-

tional assessment would consider a plurality
of perspectives and differences in values and
beliefs as givens and would treat these differ-
ences as assets, not obstructions to be over-

come.
The use of standardized tests to rank stu-

dents is a crucial component in the psychome-

tric paradigm. Berlak contends that while this
use of tests produces relative rankings of stu-
dents, they provide little substantive informa-
tion about what students know and are capa-
ble of doing, or where they may need help.
Thus, students can be rankedorclassified as

belonging to a category, for example, high, av-
erage, or low achievers, but little more is
promised that is useful to teachers for making
programmatic or individual decisions. Those
who are being assessed havelittle or no con-

trol over this method of evaluating their ca-
pacities or achievements. In contrast, a con-

textual paradigm allows input into the
instrumentation and methodology followed in
evaluating students. That is, rather than pro-
ceeding from a unidimensional view of gifted-
ness, a contextual paradigm would encourage

as well as seek input from the community of
which a minority student is a member.

The relevance of cultural differences.
Discussions of identifying and educating mi-
nority students virtually always indicate that

cultural differences are an important factor to
consider. The purpose of this section is not to
debate the importance of cultural differences,
but to consider two points of view regarding
these differences and their relevance to the re-
framing of problemsin identifying gifted m1-

nority students.

Ogbu’s (1978, 1994) division of minorities

into three subgroups was discussed earlier.
Ogbu argues that the focus on educational
strategies for minorities should be based on
differences between these subgroups. For ex-

ample, he contends that differences in the
school performance of voluntary and involun-
tary minorities may be attributed to primary

and secondary cultural differences. Primary

cultural differences existed before two groups

came in contact, while secondary cultural dif-
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ferences arose after contact with another
group and in responseto the contactsituation.
Both voluntary and involuntary minority

group children may experience initial prob-
lemsin interpersonal andintergrouprelations
and in academic work because they (1) may
begin school with different cultural assump-
tions about the world and humanrelations,

(2) may come to school lacking certain con-
cepts believed to be necessary for academic

achievement, and (3) may speak English
poorly or be non-English-speaking. However,

the primary cultural differences of voluntary

minorities do not develop in opposition to an-

other culture or as a strategy to protect their
group’s identity, sense of security, and self-
worth. Learning the majority culture and lan-
guage is not seen as threatening; learning the
ways of the new culture is viewed as an im-
mediate barrier to be conquered in order to
reach long-range achievement goals. The cul-
tural beliefs, values, and practices of a volun-
tary minority group are maintained according
to their wishes.

Secondary cultural differences, however,
develop as coping mechanismsby an involun-
tary minority group, usually under oppressive
conditions imposed by theother culture. As a
result, their cultural and language differences
are maintained as markersoftheir identity in
the face of perceived hostilities, not as barriers
to be overcome. Schooling may be viewed as a
strategy by their oppressors to displace their
social identity, sense of security, and self
worth. Ogbu (1994) contends that style, not
content, separates secondary and primary cul-
tural differences and may be at the heart of
cultural difference problems associated with
children learning in school. Thesestylistic dif-
ferences may relate to communication style,
styles of thought, and differences in learning
style.

As a result of secondary cultural differ-
ences, Ogbu believes that involuntary minor-
ity children cometo school with a cultural and
language frame of reference that is not only
different but is probably oppositional to that of
the mainstream and of the school. Children
who are members of involuntary minority
groups are more often the topic of discussions
related to their underrepresentation in gifted

programs.It is Ogbu’s belief that understand-
ing their cultural differences is very important

to the design of assessment andinstructional

strategies to address the needs of involuntary
minority children. In addition, he suggests
that involuntary minority adults should un-

derstand the impact of their differences on
academic achievement and work proactively
with their children to help them develop
strategies that enhance the development of
their talents.

The multicultural point of view (Banks,
1993a, 1993b) emphasizes educational equal-
ity for students from diverse racial, ethnic,

and social-class groups. That is, “all stu-
dents—regardless of their gender and social
class andtheir ethnic, racial, or cultural char-
acteristics—should have an equal opportunity
to learn in school” (p. 3). Multiculturalists are
concerned with the content and form of educa-
tion that would permit each groupto be recog-
nized and respected for what its diversity con-
tributes to the development of a healthy,
viable society.

Rather than emphasizing cultural or other
differences as the reason for academic success
or failure, the emphasis is on using differences
as the impetus for changing the structure of
schools and the educational environment so
that all children can experience opportunities
for optimal achievement. Unlike Ogbu (1978,
1994), Banks (1993b) does not believe that
membership in a group determines behavior
even though this membership may makecer-
tain types of behavior more probable. Banks
contends that the more we know about a stu-
dent’s level of identification with a particular
group and the extent to which socialization
has taken place within that group, the better
equipped weare to predict, explain, and un-
derstand the student’s behavior in a class-
room.

The multicultural view emphasizes the
need to focus on within-group heterogeneity
rather than homogeneity. This is a familiar ob-
servation by persons who have suggested that
a major problem in identifying gifted minority
students is the tendency to indiscriminately
characterize all members with the attributes
associated withits least well performing mem-
bers (Banks, 1993a; Kitano & Kirby, 1986;
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Tonemah, 1987). As a result, group stereo-

types (often negative) are perpetuated, re-
gardless of individual behaviors to the con-

trary.

The multiculturalist’s position, as well as
the opinions regarding involuntary minorities
offered by Ogbu, provide support for a multi-
group perspective of giftedness that would
take into account legitimate differences.
Neither of these positions suggest makingal-
lowances for minority students, such as lower-
ing admission requirements to gifted pro-
grams or setting quotas, features that do not
enjoy strong support from minority scholars or
minority parents. Instead, these positions

clearly suggest the need to understand that
differences in cultural experiences, values,

and beliefs have important implications for
designing appropriate assessment and in-

structional programs to address the ever-
growing diversity in our school populations.
Standards of excellence are not to be ignored
because of these differences, but definitions of

those standards must not favor one group over

another, whether the group is distinguished

by culture, gender, language, or economics.

Minority Concerns with a Unidimensional
View of Giftedness

A unidimensional view of giftedness continues

to be reflected in practices designed to assist

minority students in either (1) meeting tradi-

tional eligibility requirements for gifted pro-

gram participation or (2) meeting program re-

quirements based on broadenedconceptions of

giftedness. For example, the short-term goal

of a demonstration project implemented by

Borland and Wright (1994) wasto identify eco-

nomically disadvantaged students who have

potential for high-level academic performance

and to provide them with intervention ser-

vices that would help them develop their po-

tential. A long-term goal was placement in

classes for traditionally identified gifted stu-

dents. This view does not invalidate earlier

measures of giftedness. Rather, Gallagher

(1994b) describes this view as an attempt to

extend the traditional conceptof giftedness “to

meet more adequately the cultural diversity of

today’s American society” (p. 96).

Many concerns have been voiced by minor-
ity scholars and researchers regarding the
limitations of this one-dimensional view of
siftedness. Zappia (1989) contends that the

problem of underrepresentation of minorities
actually stems from ourschools, our attitudes,
andour values. She asserted that the problem
is much greater than merely the choice of ap-

propriate instruments andthat the solution 1s
complex. For example, because our society is
culturally diverse, we must (1) use culturalin-

dicators of giftedness, (2) find applicable alter-
natives to standardized tests, and (3) prepare
teachers to recognize the creative behaviors of
Hispanic andother minority students.Finally,
she feels that bias should not be an issue
limited to tests. The entire decision-making
process must be examined for instances of

bias. That is, attention must be given to the
bias throughout the assessment process as

well as the instructional planning.
Montgomery’s (1989) concerns are with

who sets standards for judging Native
American giftedness. She asked “Why must
educators identify American Indian students
who arein the ‘top’ categories of performance,
skills, or abilities?” (p. 80) Further, she wished
to know who will benefit from a system that

promotes gifted American Indian children.

Her questions are not asked impertinently.

Rather, she is concerned that individuals in

the American Indian community be included

in the process of determining the special tal-

ents of its children.

- Grant (1989) raised concerns aboutthe ten-

dency to view Black students and other stu-

dents of color as a special population needing

special considerations. He contended that

these students are in need of understanding

and equal consideration in the identification

and educational process. Given equal consid-

eration, questions of special considerations

might become moot.

Grant’s views are echoed by other minor-

ity researchers and scholars. For example,

Tonemah (1987) called for a moratorium on

the use of terms like minority and disadvan-

taged when describing gifted Native American

students. Ruiz (1989) called for a halt to treat-

ing “Hispanic students along with their asso-

ciated antecedents—language and culture,
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families, neighborhoods, and academic train-
ing—in the framework of a problem orienta-
tion” (p. 64).

Bernal (1980) expressed it best when he
stated his strong opposition to any effort to
“doctor” traditional measurement techniques
for minority students by adding points, select-
ing particular subtest batteries in the belief
that they best reflect the abilities of minority
children, or establishing any kind of quotas as
a basis for minority students to participate in
gifted programs. He argued that such recom-
mendations further stigmatized minority stu-
dents while still failing to recognize the gifted
among them. Bernal urged, instead, that edu-
cators give greater attention to developing a
core definition of giftedness. By doing so, he
contends, there would be less reason to be

boundby thecognitive preferences of the dom-

inant ethnic group and greater reason to seek
a valid and operationally useful identification
and selection processfor all children.

A Promising Practice for
Viewing Giftedness from a
Multigroup Perspective

Resolutions to ensure that students from tra-

ditionally underserved populations are not
overlooked whenassessing for gifted program
services almost always include a recommen-

dation to use multiple criteria for identifica-
tion (Foster, Gallagher, & Coleman, 1993;

Shore, et al., 1991). Almost all authors in a

volume edited by Maker and Schiever (1989)
recommended using “multiple assessment

procedures, including objective and subjective

data from a variety of sources” (p. 295) to ad-
dress identification concerns of minority stu-
dents. In addition, it is recommended that

these multiple assessment proceduresbe cul-
turally and linguistically appropriate.

The use of matrices, where points are as-
signed for tests scores that fall into preset in-
tervals, has been criticized as being statis-

tically and logically flawed (Feldhusen, Baska,

& Womble, 1981: Treffinger, 1991). Prob-
lematic, according to Treffinger, is the prac-
tice of reducing complexprofiles of diagnostic

data to oversimplified categories or point

totals, then creating arbitrary cutoff points
for inclusion or exclusion in gifted programs.

Yet, evidence from many sources continues

to affirm the utility of using more than onecri-
terion when deciding a child’s need for specific
educational services (Hoy & Gregg, 1994;
Newmann & Archbald, 1992; Shaklee, 1992;

Shore et al., 1991). In addition, there is grow-

ing evidence that students admitted to gifted
programs by multiple criteria equal the per-
formance of students chosen by traditional
means (Baldwin, 1994; Frasier, 1993b; O’Tuel,

1994; Shore et al., 1991).

An assessment procedure based on a multi-

group perspective would attend to the concept
of giftedness in ways that adequately accom-
modate the perspectives of different groups.
According to Berlak (1992), such an assess-
ment would consider plurality of perspectives
and differences in values and beliefs as givens,
and treat these differences as assets, not ob-

structions to be overcome. The following de-
scribes an educational assessment model that
was designedto facilitate the identification of

gifted potential in minority and economically
disadvantaged student groups from a multi-
group perspective. In addition, this model sug-
gests a way to reframe the problem orienta-

tion in identifying gifted minority students to

one that emphasizestheir talents.

The Frasier Talent Assessment

Profile (F-TAP)

The F-TAP model(Frasier, 1991b, 1994) is an

assessment system that facilitates the collec-

tion and display of data from multiple test and

nontest sources so that teams of educators

have this information easily available to make
recommendations about a student’s need for
gifted program services. It is based on the gen-
eral notion that the gifted are a very heteroge-
neous group and that the methods and proce-
dures used to identify and educate them must
respond to that heterogeneity. The emphasis
is on using tests and other measures that are
reliable and valid for the abilities being as-
sessed and are appropriate for the population
with which they are being used.

Core attributes associated with the gifted-



508 MH Special Topics

ness construct provide the foundation for the

F-TAP model. The goal is to provide an effec-
tive way to recognize and develop gifted po-
tential in diverse groups without unduly fo-
cusing on the preferences of one group over
another. That is, rather than focusing (as has
previously been done) on finding waysto as-

sist minority and disadvantaged students to
fit into the traditional paradigm of giftedness,

the goal is to develop a procedure that as-
sesses their gifted potential from a multigroup
perspective.

Rationale. The concept of giftedness as a
psychological construct provides the rationale

for the construction of this model. A construct

is a set of hypothesized traits, abilities, or

characteristics abstracted from a variety of be-

haviors presumed to have educational or psy-

chological meaning (Sax, 1980). Giftedness is
thus a psychological construct. It is not a di-

rectly observable trait of an individual.

Therefore, accurate inferences about gifted-

ness depend very much onthechoices of char-
acteristics and behaviors that are observed
and appraised in relation to this psychological

construct.

Researchers have contended that lack of

clarity about this construct has impededopti-
mal developments of methods and procedures
to identify gifted potential in general (Hoge,
1988, 1989; Hoge & Cudmore, 1986) and spe-

cific methods to identify gifted minority stu-
dents (Bernal, 1980; Culross, 1989). While for-

mal definitions of the giftedness construct
incorporate a broad range of cognitive, moti-
vation, and personality characteristics, many

methods to identify students for gifted pro-
grams continueto rely on IQ test performance

as the primaryindicator of a need for services

(Hoge, 1989; Passow & Rudnitski, 1993). This

view of a high IQ score as the necessary ingre-

dient to determine giftedness perpetuates
views that different behavioral manifestations
of gifted potential by minority and disadvan-
taged students arestill not sufficient. For ex-

ample, Gallagher (1994b) observed that de-

spite the improvementsin the performanceof

students identified through manyof the Javits

Grant Demonstration Projects (Ross, 1994),

there remain reservations “that many of the

students might still not reach eligibility

standards for the traditional gifted program”

(p. 95).
For reasons such as these, the author’s in-

vestigation was undertaken to develop a
multigroup view of giftedness that tran-
scended the barriers of identifying gifted mi-
nority students, especially when a single stan-

dard was used. Core attributes of giftedness

were examined as a basis for resolving these

barriers.

Core attributes of the giftedness con-
struct. Core attributes of giftedness were
identified from two sources: (1) a content
analysis of checklists specifically designed to

identify gifted minority students, and (2) an
extensive search of the gifted lterature to
discover the typical traits, aptitudes, and be-
haviors exhibited by students identified as
gifted (Frasier, Hunsaker, Frank, Finley, &
Lee, 1994). Independent analyses were per-

formed to identify the underlying concepts
foundin the lists of traits, aptitudes, and be-
haviors. Results of these analyses were
pooled, discussed, and reanalyzed until a con-

sensus was reached regarding ten core at-
tributes that seemed to summarize findings

from this literature and the checklists’ de-
scriptions of gifted children, regardless of
background and environment. The Diction-
ary of Psychological Terms (Chaplin, 1985)

was consulted for concise definitions of the

following ten core attributes associated with

the giftedness construct:

Motivation (forces that initiate, direct, and

sustain individual or group behavior in or-

der to satisfy a need or attain a goal)

e Interests (activities, avocations, objects,

etc., that have special worth or significance

and are given special attention)
¢ Communication (transmission and recep-

tion of signals or meanings through a sys-
tem of symbols—codes, gestures, language,

numbers,etc.)

¢ Problem Solving (process of determining a

correct sequence of alternatives leading to a

desired goal or to successful completion or

performance of a task)



Gifted Minority Students: Reframing Approaches to Their Identification and Education We 509

¢ Memory (exceptional ability to retain and

retrieve information)

e Inquiry (method or process of seeking
knowledge, understanding, or information)
Insight (sudden discovery of the correct so-
lution following incorrect attempts based
primarily on trial and error)

¢ Reasoning (highly conscious, directed, con-
trolled, active, intentional, forward-looking,

goal-oriented thought)

e¢ Imagination/Creativity (processes of form-

ing mental imagesof objects, qualities, situ-
ations, or relationships that are not imme-
diately apparent to the senses. Problem
solving through nontraditional patterns of
thinking)

Humor (ability to synthesize key ideas or

problems in complex situations in a humor-
ous way; exceptional sense of timing in

words and gestures)

Methods and procedures developed for refer-
rals, identification, and educational program

planning were built around these core attri-
butes.

Components of the F-TAP Model

Two major components of the F-TAP model
are: (1) the Panning for Gold (PFG) observa-
tion form; and (2) the F-TAP, which consists of
three sections—a sheet for recording demo-
graphic data on the student and professional
recommendations,a profile format for display-
ing identification information (divided into
three sections), and an Educational Services
Plan sheet, which includes a place to record
information that has significance for educa-
tional planning.

Panning for Gold (PFG) observation
form. This is a four-page observation form on
which teachers record evidence about a stu-
dent’s display of core attributes associated
with the giftedness construct. The core attrib-
utes identified earlier are used as the basis for
these observations. The last sheet of the PFG
form, called the selection sheet, provides in-
structions to the nominator to note their rec-

ommendations for further assessments of the

student(s) observed.

The F-TAP profile. In section 1 (the cover
page) of the model, space is provided to record
demographic information on a student and for
a summary statement regarding recommenda-

tions for gifted program services. The assess-

ment profile is contained in section 2 (the in-

ner three pages). Two sets of scales are
providedto allow for the interpretation of sub-
jective and objective data that can be repre-
sented with numbers. These data are never
summedto arrive at a total or composite score;

the interpretation scales are aligned so that
relevant comparisons can be made between
the two types of performanceresults. A quali-
tative assessment section, section 3, is for

recording performance data on a student that
cannot be represented with numbers.

Educational Services Plan. The Edu-
cational Services Plan sheet facilitates the
connection of information from assessment

with instructional decisions. Four areas are
included for this planning: (1) programming,
(2) curricula, (3) counseling, and (4) evalua-
tion. An Additional Information sheet is
placed next to the Educational Services Plan
sheet to provide a place to record certain sta-
tus information about a student that is rele-
vant to instructional planning. The sheet
might include information about a student’s
learning style or environmental conditions
that may impact on his or her performance.

Two observations concerned with assess-
ment equity provide the rationale for separat-
ing status information from functional infor-
mation. Gordon (1993) asserts that status
characteristics, such as class, ethnicity, and
gender, are not as important for assessment,
but do have important implications for peda-
gogy. However, functional characteristics,
such as cognitive style, culture, identity, lan-
guage, source of motivation, and tempera-
ment, have important implications for both
pedagogy and assessment. Hilliard (1994) con-
curs when he commented that information
about a student’s race, socioeconomic status,
and gender are meaningful in education only
from a political perspective. There is no defen-
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sible professional reason to have information
about a person’s race when making teaching

and learning decisions.

Several studies have evaluated the effec-
tiveness of this model (Cowan & Gollmar,

1994; Frasier et al., 1994; Hunsaker et al.,

1994; Hunsaker, Frasier, Frank, Finley, &

Klekotka, 1994; Schmeichel, 1993). Overall,

the model has been judged effective as a way
to (1) prepare teachers to observe the abilities
of minority and economically disadvantaged

students from a proficiency perspective, and

(2) facilitate the collection and use of informa-
tion from multiple sources when makingdeci-
sions for gifted programsandservices. In gen-
eral, students identified using this procedure

equaled the performanceof studentsidentified
by more traditional methods. The most preva-
lent finding was that teachers were enabled to
take a more holistic view of students and were

able to view them from a morepositive stance.
The greatest barrier to be overcome is reduc-
ing the perception that an inordinate amount
of time is needed to complete a comprehensive
evaluation. There are also barriers that still

need to be addressed in terms of state and
local policies that are not designed to use re-

sults from a multiple criteria assessment as
the basis for determining gifted program eligi-

bility.

Summary

The format of F-TAP allows for the recording

and interpreting of assessment information

from multiple sources, for making decisions

regarding the need for program services based

on the information presented, and for plan-

ning comprehensive educational services. It

allows for the optimal involvement of a num-

ber of individuals who are familiar with a

child’s functioning in various contexts, at

home andat school. It provides a sound way to

use information from objective and subjective

sources when making professional recommen-

dations for services. Most important for this

discussion, the F-TAP facilitates the refram-

ing of the problems in identifying gifted mi-

nority students by placing the emphasis on

what a student can do that suggests a need for

gifted program services. Finally, it addresses

concerns that minority students are too fre-

quently viewed from a problem-oriented per-
spective, and allows a way for these students
to be given equal consideration for educational

services that are appropriate for their talent

development.

Conclusions

The purpose of this chapter wasto explore is-
sues from research and practice that offer in-
sights into reframing problems associated

with identifying gifted minority students.
Several issues were discussed. One was con-
cerned with the persistence of a problem ori-
entation when addressing the underrepresen-
tation of minority students in gifted programs.
It was concluded that solutions developed
around a problem orientation have hindered
progress in effectively resolving identification

and education issues.
Some issues were concerned with changes

that needed to be made in thetraditional as-
sessment process. It is contended that minor-

ity students do not fare well in the assessment

process because cultural indicators of gifted-
ness that are unique to them are not a central

part of the unidimensional view of giftedness
that prevails in American society (Bernal,
1980; Ford & Harris, 1990; Hilliard, 1991;

Ruiz, 1989; Tonemah, 1987; Zappia, 1989).

Other issues were concerned with the im-
pact of using a unidimensional view ofgifted-
ness to define gifted potential in diverse
groups: Whosets standards? How do weinte-
grate cultural indicators of giftedness into an
assessment system? What are applicable al-
ternatives to standardized tests? Also, while

terms like disadvantaged may be very impor-
tant in describing conditions of children that
may impact their education, such terms are

misleading when they are used to designate

groups of people.
Other assessment issues were less con-

cerned with test bias against minority stu-

dents and more concerned with the limitations

of a single test score as the central measure of

student ability. This concern with test score

limitations extendsto all students, regardless

of their culture, gender, language, or economic

status. One argumentis that reliance on a test

score for identifying gifted students provides
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little substantive information on which to base
instructional interventions. In this regard,
Raven (1992) specifically urges educators to
refocus assessmentactivities to better empha-
size the current goals of education—evaluat-
ing activities that lead people to observe, to
think, to find better ways of thinking about
things, and to communicate effectively. He
also remindsus that while the expressed qual-
ities of a competent individual may look dif-
ferent in different contexts, the essences of the
qualities that symbolize competence are the
same.

Berlak’s (1992) argument for a new assess-
ment paradigm is echoed in the writings of
several gifted educators (Gardner, 1993:
Renzulli, 1988; Treffinger, 1991). However,
Berlak feels that an adequate system of edu-
cational assessment would consider a plural-
ity of perspectives and differences in values
and beliefs as givens. Differences would be-
comeassets, not obstructions to be overcome.

Based on the discussion in this chapter, the
following suggestions may be importantinfor-
mulating more adequate research on and
practice with minority gifted students:

1. Hypotheses and practices developed to
investigate giftedness in minority groups
should establish the “why”of gifted education
from the minority group’s perspective.

For example, traditional reasonsfor identi-
fying gifted students focus on their differenti-
ated instructional needs andthe benefits that
accrue to our future as a society if their talents
are fully developed. Traditional reasons for
identifying gifted minority students tend to
focus on improving their representation in
gifted programs and onhaltingthelossoftal-
ent in their groups. Tonemah (1987) argued
that the need to identify American Indian stu-
dents must first be determined. The reasons
for this need should be based on the collabora-
tive values that parents, the tribal community,
and the schools place on identifying students
as gifted. Several writers suggest that identi-
fying gifted students in different minority
groups empowers these students to take
charge of their own destiny and thatof their
group within the context of the larger society
(Grant, 1989; Hilliard, 1991, 1994; Zappia,
1989). The importance of establishing these

reasons at the outset is that they force the re-
searcheror practitioner to consider giftedness
from a multigroup perspective.

2. Practical activities and research de-
signs that focus on gifted minority students
should address differences according to the
achievement-oriented and socialization strate-
gies that are actually used within the group.
Research and practice should not be based
solely on status-type characteristics and
strategies like incomelevel, parent education,
family configurations, and facility in the
English language as the primary way to de-
scribe students. Clark (1983) contends thates-
sential information about the character of a
family is missed when “Social scientists and
educators . . . use the surface characteristics
of family composition and status to explain
outcomesin children’s school behavior”(p. 3).
Others contend that within-group differences
may be attributed to such things as degree of
acculturation or assimilation or lengthofresi-
dence in the United States.

It is also important to factor into research
and practice an understanding of where stu-
dents are in their ethnic identity. Both Banks
(1993b) and Cross (1991) have developed iden-
tity developmentstages that are important in
understanding minority student’s school per-
formance.

A Closing Thought

Oneof the most important decisions we make
as educators has to do with our recommenda-
tions regarding children’s assignmentsto cer-
tain levels and types of services. It should al-
ways be the goal that these decisions are
based on the best information that can be gen-
erated from research and practice, and are
based on the best and most comprehensive in-
formation that can be gathered about chil-
dren.
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a H.... tells us that persons

with both gifts and disabilities, given the op-

portunity to develop their potentials, can

make a significant impact on society. Consider,

for example, the contributions of Ludwig van

Beethoven, Franklin D. Roosevelt, Helen

Keller, Vincent van Gogh, Albert Einstein, and

Thomas Edison. Unfortunately, attention to

the gifts of persons with disabilities has been

sorely neglected in society today. In fact, many

stakeholders interested in identifying and

nurturing the talents of individuals with gifts

and disabilities have encountered consider-

able resistance among educators and repre-

sentatives of funding agencies. All too often we

hear such remarks as, “Yes, there have been

and are gifted among the disabled, but why

should we be concerned about these individu-

als; if they are truly gifted, their giftedness

will emerge.” We have noidea of the number

of individuals with disabilities who havegifts

that are never maximized because wefail to

recognize, support, and nourish their poten-

tial.
Data regarding the numberofgifted indi-

viduals with disabilities are sketchy, at best.

Whitmore (1981) estimated that the number

of gifted disabled might be as high as 540,000.

Mauser (1980) found that 2.3 percent of the

children with learning disabilities he tested in

Illinois were gifted. Whitmore and Maker

(1985) claimed that there were no accurate

statistics on the incidence of giftedness among

individuals with disabilities, but estimated

conservatively that at least 2 percent of chil-

dren with disabilities are intellectually gifted.

Additionally, as Humphrey (1990) noted, up to

516

70 percent of typical children with gifts are

overlooked when screened for programs by

group-administered tests. One can only imag-

ine the number of children with disabilities

and special gifts who do not qualify for ser-

vices by this identification procedure, whichis

too often the only one usedfor identification.If

we believe that there are as many young peo-

ple with disabilities who are gifted as in any

other segment of the population, then we are

vastly underserving these individuals.

Failure to identify and nurture giftedness

among the disabled is unfair to them and to

society. Our educational system assumes that

all individuals must be given an opportunity

to maximize their potential. Moreover, failing

to actualize one’s potential creates a breeding

groundfor frustration and poor mental health.

Finally, as a society, we needall the gifts that

can be made available. Failure to identify and

serve children with gifts and disabilities is an

indictment against our society and a problem

we should not tolerate. As Whitmore and

Maker (1985) aptly stated:

It is obvious that appropriate educational pro-

grammingfor these children could release a very

significant amount of creative productivity of

great value to society and would also reduce the

possibility of economic dependence in adult

years, as is often the case when suitable employ-

ment cannot be obtained.

Gallagher (1988) discussed the leadership

role the federal government should take in

gifted education. He named children with gifts

and disabilities as one target group that
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should receive top priority. However, in re-
viewing theliterature to determine the status
of education of children with gifts and disabil-
ities, we are struck by howlittle has been oris
being donefor these individuals. Verylittle re-
search has been conducted on the effective-
ness of interventions with this population of
children.

The purposeofthis chapter is twofold: first,
to emphasize that there are unserved or un-
derserved children with gifts and disabilities,
and, second, to foster a commitment to ad-
dress this unmet need. To achieve these pur-
poses, this chapter is divided into the follow-
ing sections: (1) a historical overview of what
has been donefor individuals with gifts and
disabilities, (2) barriers that have hindered
identification and programmingfor these chil-
dren,(3) provision of services for children with
gifts and disabilities, and (4) implications of
research and experience for educating chil-
dren with gifts and disabilities.

Historical Overview

In the 1950s, for a short time following the
launching of the Soviet Union’s Sputnik, we
became more interested in children with gifts.
During this period special emphasis was
placed on challenging the gifted, particularly
in math andscience. Mass screening to iden-
tify giftedness made use of achievement tests,
teacher referrals, and, most often, intelligence
test scores. Special programs were developed,
many of which included segregated classes for
the gifted.

In the 1960s concern shifted to culturally
disadvantaged and minority children. The
Head Start program was initiated in the
Summer of 1965 as a summer program and
shortly thereafter was expandedto a full-year
program. In the mid-1970s Head Start was
mandated to serve children with disabilities.
Although Head Start had a significant impact,
its focus has never been on giftedness, and es-
pecially not on children with disabilities and
gifts.

In 1971 Congress requested that the
Commissioner of Education, Sydney P. Mar-
land, Jr., determinethe status of gifted educa-

tion. The Marland report (1972) revealed that
fewer than 4 percentofall gifted children were
receiving special programming. Children with
gifts and disabilities received virtually no at-
tention atall.

The first book devoted entirely to young
persons with gifts and disabilities, entitled
Providing Programs for the Gifted Handi-
capped, was written by Maker (1977). This
book includes descriptions of the work by
Sanford and Karnes, who in 1975 received
funds from the Bureau of Education for the
Handicapped!’for the development and demon-
stration of models for educating young chil-
dren who were disabled and gifted. Sanford
used a conceptual model derived from Bloom’s
taxonomy (Bloom, Englehart, Furst, Hill, &
Krathwohl, 1956), and Karnes used a model
derived from Guilford’s (1967) structure of the
intellect. Both programs were successful in
identifying and providingservices for children
with both disabilities and gifts.

Of all subcategories of gifted disabled, chil-
dren with gifts and learning disabilities have
received the most attention. Books about
gifted children with learning disabilities in-
clude Learning Disabled Gifted Children (Fox,
Brady, & Fabin, 1983), Teaching the Gifted /
Learning Disabled Child (Daniels, 1983), and
Helping Learning-Disabled Gifted Children
Learn through Compensatory Active Play
(Humphrey, 1990). These books deal in depth
with such important issues as characteristics,
identification, programming, the role of the
counselor, and compensatory experiences.

Whitmore and Maker published Jntel-
lectual Giftedness in Disabled Persons in 1985.
These authors cited Mary Meeker, Merle
Karnes, and Anne Sanford asthe first educa-
tors to concentrate on this population. The
book is a valuable resource, with case studies
of individuals who are gifted and hearing-
impaired, visually impaired, physically chal-
lenged, and/or learning-disabled. The needs of
these children are delineated, along with iden-
tification procedures and discussionsofthe in-
teractions between giftedness and their spe-
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cial needs. The authors emphasize that each

child with gifts and disabilities is unique.

Their guidelines for identifying and educating

gifted children with disabilities are cited in

sections of other books, such as Guiding the

Social and Emotional Development of Gifted

Youth(Delisle, 1992).

The Association for the Gifted, a division of

the Council for Exceptional Children, estab-

lished a national committee of educators of the

gifted disabled. Subsequent to their meetings

in 1976 and 1977, the Educational Resource

Information Center (ERIC) created a category

of gifted handicapped, but numbersof cita-

tions continueto be low.

The mainstreaming movement was

brought about by Public Law 94-142, the 1977

Education for All Handicapped Children Act.

Amended in 1990 and renamed the Individ-

uals with Disabilities Education Act, Public

Law 101-476, it still requires that children

with disabilities have the right to a free, ap-

propriate education in the least restrictive en-

vironment. The damaging effects of labeling

and segregating children with disabilities had

become a grave concern of professionals as

well as parents (Hobbs, 1975). The orientation

is away from a deficit model, emphasizing the

disability, to a model that emphasizes the

strengths of children with challenging condi-

tions. The emphasis on what the child can do

should increase the number of children with

disabilities who are referred for gifted ser-

vices.

Today, many states not only are broadening

their definitions of giftedness to include excep-

tional abilities in areas other than general in-

tellectual abilities and generic talents, they

are searching for the gifted disabled as well.

For example, the Kentucky Administrative

Regulation for Programsfor the Gifted in 1994

mandated that school personnel must take

into consideration disabling conditions that

may mask a child’s true abilities.

Barriers Hindering Identification

and Programming

Although regulations can provide the founda-

tion for serving children with diverse abilities

and disabilities, barriers to identification and

programming for these children still remain.

These barriers include the following: (1) inap-

propriate identification procedures that are

receptive to the masking impactof disabilities;

(2) stereotypic attitudes about what children

with special gifts are like; (3) lack of informa-

tion on the nature and impact of developmen-

tal delays associated with disabilities; (4) in-

adequate training of professionals; (5) lack of

program models, research, and dissemination

strategies; (6) lack of supportive technology;

(7) lack of appropriate career counseling; and

(8) inadequate funding. Each of these barriers

will be described.

Inappropriate Identification Procedures

One barrier to identification of many gifted

children with disabilities is the expectation

that these children will demonstrate the same

characteristics of giftedness as children with-

out disabilities who are identified as gifted. It

should be recognized that disabilities may ob-

scure or suppresstheir gifts.

Instruments used in the identification of

nondisabled gifted children may be inappro-

priate for use with children who are gifted

with disabilities. It is the use of these instru-

ments that is the important consideration.

Adaptations must be made for some children

with disabilities. For example, when identify-

ing the gifted among children with disabili-

ties, these children must be compared with

each other, not with children without disabili-

ties.

The procedure of identifying the gifts of

children with disabilities on a one-time basis

is faulty. Some children with disabilities have

not had the opportunity to fully develop their

potential. If they are given the opportunity,

marked progress mayoccur. Adults must con-

stantly watch for emerginggifts; identification

of gifts must be an ongoing process.

Stereotypic Attitudes

Whitmore and Maker (1985) pointed out that

expectations of typical children with special

gifts may impede the identification of special

gifts in children with disabilities. For exam-

ple, gifted children may be expected to “look

bright,” but some physically challenged chil-
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dren whoare very bright may look dull. This
perception can even lead to an assumption of
mental retardation. The child with hearing
impairments whose language is absentor dif-
ficult to understand also maybe labeled “men-
tally disabled” because, stereotypically, we ex-
pect a gifted child to have advanced language
skills.

Additionally, some children with disabili-
ties are not physically able to investigate their
environments in the same wayor to the same
extent as typical children. Some classroom en-
vironments, especially early childhood set-
tings, are geared to facilitate and expand ona
child’s tendency to explore. In these environ-
ments, children who actively explore gain a
richer experience that is more likely to nur-
ture and develop talents. For children with
disabilities, these environments create an un-
even playing field, which narrowstheir oppor-
tunities and further inhibits their gifts and
talents (Johnson & Carr, in press). As Whit-
more and Maker(1985) explain, “The most im-
portant needs that can be met by both educa-
tors and families are high expectations for
success and an environment that facilitates
achievement” (p. 59). Expectations must be
within the capabilities of the child, of course.
If a teacher or parent expects very little from
a child, the child will produce very little. On
the other hand, showing confidence in the
child’s ability to produce and supporting his or
her efforts will bring positive results.

Lack of Information on the Nature and
Impact of Developmental Delays

Gaps in information regarding the nature and
impact of developmental delays associated
with disabilities are a serious barrier to iden-
tifying the gifted among children with disabil-
ities. It is risky to make a hasty diagnosis of a
child when heorsheis lagging behindin cer-
tain facets of development. For example, a
child with a motor delay who hasartistic gifts
and talents will be delayed in presenting these
talents because of the masking impact of the
motor delay. In many instances the gifts of a
child with a disability may be slow to appear,
but with encouragement, Support, and indi-
vidually appropriate programming, they will
emerge.

A source of hope for overcomingthis barrier
comes from activities that have resulted from
the passage of Public Law 101-476, the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA). This law mandates services to chil-
dren with disabilities down to age 3 and pro-
vides incentives for states to provide services
at birth. IDEA safeguards decisions about
children with disabilities. For example, it re-
quires a multidisciplinary team, including the
parents, that shares information essential for
diagnosis, educational placement, and pro-
gramming. When this information is sparse,
decisions regarding the child’s potential and
program needs may be inaccurate and result
in inappropriate programming. For example,
Lind (1993) and Webb and Latimer (1993)
cited examplesof gifted children who werere-
ferred for medical evaluations for suspected
attention deficit disorders because the inten-
sity of these children often confuses teachers
and parents who misinterpret signs of gifted-
ness. Thorough information gathering and col-
laborative decision making helps ensure ap-
propriate programming and realization of a
child’s potential.

Inadequate Training of Professionals

Related to these three barriers, many persons
working in the field are poorly equipped to
identify and educate children with gifts and
disabilities. Special educators trained to teach
children with disabilities may have little
knowledge about characteristics of gifted chil-
dren or how to program for them. Their main
orientation is to identify deficits. On the other
hand, professionals in gifted education have
little knowledge about disabilities or the ef.
fects of disabilities on learning. Finally, most
mainstream educators have had little or no
formal training that addresses either disabili-
ties or giftedness.

Collaboration amongall stakeholders, in-
cluding parents and university faculty, will
ultimately broaden our understanding of
children with special needs. Collaborative ef.
forts at various levels, such as student—adult,
educators—administrators, and educators-—ser-
vice/resource providers, will provide a more
accurate perspective on student needs and fa-
cilitate the developmentof individually appro-
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priate programs (Pugach & Johnson, 1995;

VanTassel-Baska, 1992). Through collabora-

tion, the boundaries that now separate these

groups will becomeless distinct, allowing us to

combine expertise and resources to better ad-

dress the needs of children with gifts and dis-

abilities.
We must take serious steps to help profes-

sionals become better able to address the

needs of children with gifts and disabilities.

Inservice training is one way. Such training

also aids communication among membersof a

child’s multidisciplinary team. Preservice

training is another avenue. Special educators

should be required to take course work in

gifted education; professionals in the gifted

area should take course work addressing dis-

ability issues; and regular educators need to

be familiar with bothfields so that they canef-

fectively accommodate the needs of children

with disabilities and special gifts in inclusion-

ary settings.

Lack of Program Models, Research, and

Dissemination Strategies

Relatively few program models have been de-

veloped and tested. Likewise, we have a

dearth of research findings to endorse or re-

fute the interventions that have been devel-

oped and disseminated. When there are no

models or research to guide practice, educa-

tors must rely on “gut feelings” and common

sense. As Maker, Redden, Tonelson, and

Howell (1978) noted, with few exceptions most

research has been conducted with adults

who are gifted and disabled, leaving a void

of information regarding young children.

Although they made this observation almost

two decadesago,little has changed and many

critical questions remain unanswered.

Not only is there a dearth of information to

guide those attempting to provide services,

but methods of disseminating information are

lacking. The standard practice includes jour-

nals, texts, and conferences. These have been

criticized as inefficient and not receptive to

the needs and resources of service providers.

Information published in written form may be

three years old by the timeit is published,

which makesit potentially outdated. Although

information presented at conferences tends to

be more current, the number of teachers who

are able to attend these conferences is ex-

tremely small.

As a field, we have been disseminating in-

formation in the same ways for decades.

Clearly, it is time to use current and new

forms of technology to develop innovative and

timely ways to disseminate information. The

best practices in working with individuals

with gifts and disabilities should be more

readily available to those who need the infor-

mation most—the professionals working di-

rectly with these children and their parents.

Lack of Supportive Technology

Lack of funds for the needed equipment and

materials for instruction is anotherbarrier. To

meetthe special needsof the gifted disabled, a

budget must be earmarkedfor the purchase of

equipment and curricular resources. Whit-

more and Maker (1985) wrote that “adaptive

use of computers perhapsis the most promis-

ing single aid to improving instruction of dis-

abled children” (p. 23). Today, the use of assis-

tive technology, particularly as communica-

tion aids, enhances the lives of many individ-

uals with disabilities.

Technology also is being used to assess

children within the classroom environment

and to develop individual education plans for

children with special needs. The October—

November 1994 special issue of Exceptional

Children addressed technology-based assess-

ment by reporting efforts to improve the qual-

ity of theories, methods, and technological in-

novations (Greenwood, 1994). Clearly there

are opportunities for greater use of technol-

ogy-based assessment and

_

instruction in

gifted education that will revolutionalize prac-

tice. Before this potential can be actualized,

however, we must expand the availability of

high-quality instrument software and provide

adequate training to use such technology

(Greenwood, Carta, Kamps, Terry, & Del-

quadri, 1994).

Lack of Appropriate Career Counseling

Historical cases of individuals with gifts and

disabilities indicate that school systems did

very little to promote the development of these
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children’s abilities or to provide them with the
kind of counseling they needed (Whitmore &
Maker, 1985). Karnes (1984b) stated that if
children with gifts and disabilities did develop
their gifts or talents, “it was almost in spite of
the educational program, not because of it”
(p. 18). Customarily, individuals with disabili-
ties were counseled into vocational training
rather than advanced education and profes-
sional careers.

Instead of limiting the horizons of gifted
children with disabilities, counselors and
teachers should help them acquire the knowl-
edge andskills they needto actualize their full
potentials. These children need to develop re-
alistic, healthy self-concepts and self-esteem;
become as independentas possible; and have
well-roundedlives that include hobbies, inter-
ests, and participation in activities. They need
opportunities to explore different careers, to
know their strengths andspecial abilities, and
to match career goals with interests and capa-
bilities. Hishinuma (1993) outlined a program
for counseling youngsters with gifts and dis-
abilities that emphasized individual and
group counseling. Unfortunately, as a general
rule, teachers and counselorsareill prepared
to provide career counseling for children with
disabilities andgifts.

Inadequate Funding

Perhapsthe mostserious barrier and the most
difficult to solve is the inadequate funding of
education. Schools are being asked to do more
and morewith less andless. Our educational
system is increasingly serving children from
diverse backgrounds, with family structures,
cultures, languages, customs, interests, and
socioeconomic levels that differentiate them
from the majority. The level of preparation for
these children and their families varies
greatly, posing ever increasing challenges for
the system. Further compounding this prob-
lem, most teachers are not representative of
the ethnic and racial groups or the socioeco-
nomic groups of the children they serve
(Johnson & Pugach, in press). In a milieu of
diminishing resources, administrators are
forced to make hard choices on what to em-
phasize or ignore. In such an environment,it

is easy for an administrator to ignore gifted
education in the belief that children with spe-
cial gifts will succeed despite the system’s
shortcomings.

We must recognize the complex andcritical
problems facing our educational system and
realize that simple “quick fix” solutions will
not be sufficient. Education must be supported
at a level at which it is possible to provide ad-
equate staff, who havetheinstructional mate-
rials and equipment necessary to address the
diverse needs of children. We cannot afford to
nurture the potential of some children while
ignoring others. The children we work with
today are our future; and to continue an edu-
cational system that does not embrace the
needs of diverse children and families is des-
tined to restrict that future.

Providing Services to Children with
Gifts and Disabilities

It is imperative that we develop services to
nurture the potential of children with gifts
who also happen to have a disability. Such
children are a precious resource that we can-
not afford to squander. Identification proce-
dures must consist of multiple measures, in-
cluding informal observation, to ensure that
children with disabilities are recognized and
provided with a differentiated curriculum that
maximizes learning opportunities. In order to
provide needed services, teachers must ex-
pand their knowledge of how children’s abili-
ties and disabilities affect learning (Hege-
man, 1981). They must become proficient in
disability-related instruction and technology,
adaptive curricular strategies, communica-
tion, and collaborative teaming. Without posi-
tive teacher attitudes and highly developed
skills, it is unlikely that children with disabil-
ities will receive any special services designed
to nurture their gifts. Service provision must
also include counseling to assist the student
with disabilities in the developmentof a posi-
tive and realistic self-concept. The low self.
esteem that often develops around the disabil-
ity is combined with the often low and unreal-
istic expectations by others (Maker, 1977). We
must recognize the potential for creative pro-
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ductivity to reverse the cycle of underachieve-
ment in children with gifts who are exhibiting

delinquent behaviors or have learning disabil-

ities (Baum, Renzulli, & Hebert, 1994).

Successful approachesare onesthat accen-

tuate a student’s strengths and individual in-

terests, aS opposed to those that focus on re-

mediating deficits (Baum,et al., 1994; Karnes

& Johnson, 1986, 1987a, 1987b, 1987c).

Educators can attend to children’s strengths

by providing opportunities for the develop-

mentof creative gifts in children within a sup-

portive classroom environment.

Unfortunately, as we noted earlier, there

are few models that provide guidance for those

wishing to develop programsfor students with

gifts and disabilities. We will look at some

modelsin the following sections.

Retrieval and Acceleration of Promising
Young Handicapped Talented

The earlier we identify potential gifts in chil-

dren with disabilities and provide them with

programming to nurture their abilities, the

greater will be their chancesfor fully actualiz-

ing their potential. With this belief as a foun-

dation, in 1974 Merle Karnes at the Univer-

sity of Illinois responded to a call from the

Bureau of Education for the Handicapped for

proposals to develop and demonstrate a viable

model for identifying and programming for

preschoolers with gifts and disabilities. Her

model, entitled Retrieval and Acceleration

of Promising Young Handicapped Talented

(RAPYHT), has been replicated in over 20

states.

The RAPYHTproject was originally devel-

oped to train teachers and parents to iden-

tify and program for gifted and talented pre-

schoolers with mild to moderate disabilities

(Karnes, 1978, 1979, 1984a, 1984b; Karnes &

Bertschi, 1978; Karnes & Johnson, 1986,

1987b; Karnes, Shwedel, & Lewis, 1983a,

1983b; Karnes, Shwedel, & Linnemeyer,

1982). Experience and research with the

modelreinforced the belief that it is effective.

The RAPYHT model has seven components:

(1) general programming, (2) talent identifi-

cation, (3) talent programming, (4) parent

involvement, (5) interagency collaboration,

(6) transitional procedures, and (7) evaluation.

These components ensure individually appro-

priate programming.

General programming. This component

is based on the assumption that giftedness is

not a trait that will emerge irrespective of the

environment. A deliberate effort must be made

to provide children with disabilities with a

program that encourages gifts and talents be-

cause of the difficulty with which thesetraits

emerge in these children.

General programming in the RAPYHT

model uses materials based on Guilford’s

(1967) structure-of-intellect model and in-

cludes activities to develop convergent, diver-

gent, and evaluative thinking skills. General

programming allows children to demonstrate

their abilities more fully and encourages

strengths or gifts to emerge by stimulating

creativity, problem solving, and critical think-

ing. The activities in this curriculum have

proved to be challenging and interesting to

both children and teachers.

Talent identification. Children’s talents

and potential gifts are identified through the

use of a Parent Checklist and a Teacher

Checklist in the RAPYHT model. Both instru-

ments focus on a child’s performance in six

areas of giftedness: intellectual, academic

(separate subarea scales for reading, math,

and science), creativity, leadership, visual and

performing arts (art and music), and psy-

chomotor abilities. Scores on the two check-

lists are summed and tabulated on a Talent

Identification Summary. Teachers are encour-

aged to evaluate children separately, compar-

ing children with disabilities with their peers

with disabilities. Decisions regarding poten-

tial talent are made collaboratively by teams

comprising parents, classroom teachers, and

ancillary staff. It is anticipated that 10 to 20

percent of the children in a classroom will be

identified as potentially gifted; a “wide net”

approachis used to make sure that potentially

gifted disabled children are not overlooked.

Talent programming. In-depth talent as-

sessment, which is linked with programming,

involves administering a curriculum-basedas-
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sessment in each talent area. This assessment
is based on observation and is conducted with
those children identified as potentially gifted
by the talent checklists. Results from this as-
sessment are used to develop educational
goals and to measure progress. There are
many times during the day when children
have opportunities to demonstrate their tal-
ents. If teachers are trained to observe chil-
dren carefully and know the indicatorsof gift-
edness and talent, they will detect such traits.
Teachers trained in the RAPYHT model be-
come very adept at determining, with the help
of the assessment instrument, the strengths a
child has in a talent area and what should be
done to assist the child.

Talent programming begins with an
Individual Education Program (IEP) meeting.
The multidisciplinary team determines ways
to enhance the classroom environment to
stimulate talent areas. This might include
grouping children by strength (encouraging
interaction betweenchildren with and without
disabilities), enlisting the aid of a mentor,
planningfield trips, displaying artwork in the
classroom, or procuring students’ musical
recordings. Advice in specific talent areas may
be solicited from members of an interagency
advisory committee. Talent programmingtyp-
ically begins in the second half ofthe year.

Parent involvement. Parents are encour-
aged to become involved in all components of
the model. Parents participate in the talent
identification process. Workshops are held to
help parents acquire the knowledge andskills
to promote the child’s strengths at home.
Booklets suggest activities for parents to en-
hance problem solving, creative thinking, and
other types of higherlevel thinking. In each of
the areas of giftedness, booklets are available
to enhance a particular talent. Parents are
also invited to become membersof the intera-
gency advisory committee and to volunteerin
the classroom.

Interagency collaboration. Interagency
collaboration is incorporated into the modelin
two ways.First, an interagency committee, in-

cluding school staff, RAPYHTstaff, and par-
ents of children with and without disabilities,
is created. Interagency committee members
advise on programming for individual talent
areas, adapting activities to meet children’s
needs, and identifying resources in the com-
munity. This group also helps identify consul-
tants for the teachers and mentorsfor the chil-
dren.

Transitional procedures. An important
but often overlooked concern in gifted educa-
tion arises when children move from one pro-
gram to another. The RAPYHT modelprovides
several ways to help the youngchild with gifts
and disabilities to make a smooth transition
from preschool to kindergarten. First, an at-
tempt is made to identify the receiving
teacher, whois then invited to visit the child
in the preschool program.Also, a packet of in-
formation about the child is sent to the school
that the child will attend. Finally, a meeting is
scheduled in the fall among preschool person-
nel knowledgeable about the child, the princi-
pal of the elementaryschool, and the receiving
teacher. The preschool teachers inform receiv-
ing teachers that they are available for con-
sultative help if needed.

Evaluation. This includes both process
and outcome evaluation. Parent and teacher
feedback regarding the value of identifying
and programmingfor each child’s strengthsis
also collected. Over the years a great deal of
research has been conducted on the model.
The following is a brief summary of some of
this research.

Karnes, Shwedel, and Lewis (1983b) evalu-
ated the short-term impact of RAPYHT on 28
preschoolers with disabilities who were identi-
fied as having special gifts and

_

talents.
Children who had received RAPYHT program-
ming madesignificant gains in their talent
area, self-esteem, task persistence (motiva-
tion), and creativity.

In a second study, Karnes, Shwedel, and
Lewis (1983a) investigated the long-term im-
pact of RAPYHT programming.Ofthe 61 chil-
dren who received RAPYHT programmingbe-
tween 1975 and 1981, 30 were located (a large
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number were from military families). Of

these, 90 percent were in regular class-

rooms. Standardized achievement tests indi-
cated that they scored at or above the 50th

percentile in reading and math at each
grade level. In addition, these children were

rated by their teachers as abovetheir class-
mates without disabilities on listening skills,

self-assurance, memory, writing, indepen-
dence, attention span, and willingness to try

new activities.

Thepositive effects of the RAPYHT model
on parents and teachers also were very en-
couraging (Karnes & Johnson, 1986). Parents

were assisted in identifying children’s

strengths, developing a Talent Educational

Plan, and participating in talent-based activi-

ties. Thus, parents developed skills and confi-

dence in working positively with their chil-

dren. Regarding teachers, as their perceptions

of the children changed, their teachingefforts

improved and they interacted with the chil-

dren morepositively. Lastly, the research indi-

cated that if we want children to become more

creative and think at higher levels, we must

give them opportunities to do so and encour-

age and reinforce their efforts. Unfortunately,

we often sell short children with disabilities

by not having appropriately high expectations

for them.

Bringing Out Head Start Talents (BOHST)

The RAPYHTapproach also has been revised

and used with children in Head Start pro-

grams. Although all children being served by

Head Start programs can be described as “at

risk,” 10 percent of the population being

served must have an identified disability. This

variation of the model was entitled Bringing

Out Head Start Talents (BOHST) and had

components similar to the RAPYHT model. A

field test of the BOHSTproject was conducted

with 436 Head Start children, their parents,

and their teachers in central Illinois (Karnes

& Johnson, 1987a, 1987c). Data from this field

test revealed that the model hada positive im-

pact on teachers and all of the children—

not just those identified as potentially gifted.

The experimental children’s creativity and

problem-solving skills were significantly

better than those of a comparison group.

Interestingly, further analysis revealed that
the group of children making the mostsignifi-
cant gains were those who received general
programming but were not identified as po-

tentially gifted, a finding that indicated
the importance of promoting creativity and

problem-solving skills with all children.

Very Special Arts

Very Special Arts” is an international organi-

zation that provides opportunities in creative

writing, dance, drama, music, and the visual

arts for individuals with disabilities. Founded

in 1974 by Jean Kennedy Smith, Very Special

Arts seeks to promote worldwide awarenessof

the educational and cultural benefits of the

arts and is designated by the United States

Congress as the national coordinating agency

for arts programmingfor people with disabili-

ties.

Very Special Arts programs and training

sessions are conducted in communities in all

50 states and the District of Columbia. The

programs are implemented through a network

of local, state, and national organizations. The

international network extends to more than

55 countries around the globe. Very Special

Arts demonstrates the value of the arts in the

lives of all individuals and provides integrated

learning opportunities for people with disabil-

ities.

One of Very Special Arts’ premiere pro-

grams is Start with the Arts, an instructional

program that enables educators and parents

to create meaningful learning experiences for

young children. Designed to be implemented

in inclusionary settings, Start with the Arts

utilizes the arts in assisting young children

with and without disabilities to explore topics

commonly taught in early childhood pro-

grams. Start with the Arts encourages the use

of creative play and provides educators with

strategies and activities for integrating chil-

 

2 John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing

Arts, Washington, DC 20566.
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dren with special needs into mainstreamed
learning situations.

Conclusions and Implicationsof
Research and Experience

The findings of research and experience indi-
cate the following:

1. Contrary to widespread opinion,it is pos-
sible to identify indicators of above-

average abilities and talents amongchil-
dren with disabilities.

- Teachers can learn to identify potential
gifts of children with disabilities more ef-

fectively if they have an instrument to
guide them in observing children’s behav-
ior in natural settings.

. Identifying and programmingfor children
with gifts and disabilities are extremely
important in terms of how these children
perceive themselves.

. Children with disabilities identified as
potentially gifted, after being provided
with a special program focusing on their
strengths and fostering the development
of higher level thinking and talents, are
successful in inclusionary settings in the
public schools.

- Implementing a model that emphasizes
the strengths or gifts and talents of chil-
dren with disabilities promotes a more
positive attitude among teachers toward
these children.

- In identifying gifts and talents among in-
dividuals with disabilities, the most ap-
propriate procedure is to compare one
child with disabilities with another in di-
mensions that are associated with gifted-
ness or talent. To avoid overlooking those
with potential, the top 10 to 20 percent of
the population of individuals with disabil-
ities should be viewed as potentially
gifted.

. Children identified as gifted disabled and
provided an appropriate program at the
preschool level retain these gifts and abil-
ities over time.

. Classroom teachers need to know more
about disabilities and their impact on

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

learning; therefore, teachers’ preservice
training should include required courses
in special education of individuals with
disabilities.

- Special educators of persons with disabili-
ties and specialists in the area of gifted
and talented need to have a better under-

standing of each other’s fields and must
collaborate for the good of children.

Including children with disabilities and
gifts in regular classroom settings is im-
portant and consistent with current phi-

losophy. Segregating these children in
special classes for individuals with dis-

abilities is not conducive to their full de-
velopment. They need good models,gifted

persons with and without disabilities.
Thereis a scarcity of exemplary program-
ming models for educating children with
gifts and disabilities.
Funds should be madeavailable to exem-
plary programs so they can provide tech-
nical assistance to sites interested in
replicating their models.
More attention needsto be given to train-
ing counselors who understandgiftedness
and disabilities to better prepare them to
collaborate with other educators and help
children with manyspecial needs develop
a positive self-concept and choose andpre-
pare for suitable careers.

Participation of parents in a program that
promotes the gifts and talents children
with disabilities has a positive effect on
how parents perceive their child.
It is important that, in programming for
children with gifts and disabilities, the
IEP should be written for both the weak-
nesses and the strengths of the child.
An individualized program for children
with gifts and disabilities fares best if
there is a knowledgeable supervisor, coor-
dinator, or administrator who advocates
for these children and ensures that they
are challenged. These children should be
given opportunities to have a_ well-
balanced, individually appropriate pro-
gram and to pursuetheir interests.
Inservice training programsfor personnel
working with children with gifts and dis-
abilities should include workshops focus-
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ing on meeting the instructional needs of

these children. Participants should in-
clude classroom teachers, teachersof chil-

dren with disabilities, teachers of the

gifted, supervisors and administrators,

and ancillary personnel.
18. Children with disabilities and gifts

should have continuity of programming,
which means that there must be viable

procedures for transitioning children
from one level to another andfor placing
them in classes where teachers are cog-

nizant of the special needs of this sub-
group of children and know howto ap-

propriately program for them. Parents

must help ensure program continuity for

their child.
19. Institutions of higher learning that are

training teachers must include appropri-
ate information in their programs and

provide practicum experiences that will
enable classroom teachers and teachers of
children with special needs (disabilities
and gifts) to individualize instruction for
every student in their classrooms.

20. The federal government needs to provide
leadership in the identification and pro-
gramming for children with gifts and dis-
abilities. Increased services for this group
of children should be a top priority. When
the federal government establishes a pri-

ority, states and local school systems usu-
ally are influenced to take more responsi-

bility.
21. It is imperative that the fields of special

education and gifted education work more
closely together to better serve children

with gifts and disabilities. This close col-

laboration should take place at the fed-

eral, state, and local levels.

We cannot continue to ignore our obliga-

tion to individuals with disabilities who are

also potentially gifted. For the good of society

and for the well-being of these individuals,

we must put forth a greatereffort to alleviate

the problem of underserving such children.

These children represent our future and we

cannot afford to restrict that future by failing

to provide an educational system that will en-

able these children to realize their full poten-

tial.
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|ee of gifted and excep-
tionally able children and youth has been a
concern for most nations and cultures since
Biblical days. Yet, until recently, there was a

tendency on the part of Americans to think of
gifted education as something “uniquely

American.” Some writers referred to such

“classics” as Galton’s (1869) Hereditary Ge-
nius: An Inquiry into Its Laws and Conse-
quences, Lombroso’s (1891) Man of Genius,

and Stern’s (1916) Psychologische Begabungs-

forschung und Begabungsdiagnose (Psycholog-

ical Giftedness Research and Identification of

the Gifted). However, except for a stray article

here and there, American educators hadlittle

available to inform themselves of activities on

behalf of the gifted and talented in other coun-

tries. Parkyn’s (1948) Children ofHigh Intelli-

gence: ANew Zealand Study was one of the

few exceptions.

Thus, it was not until 1961 and 1962 with

the publication of two Year Books ofEducation

(Bereday & Lauwerys, 1961, 1962) that

Americans and others, mainly British, got a

first real look at education of the gifted from

an international perspective. The two volumes

contained 88 chapters by 87 contributors who

discussed “what happens when attempts are

made on a nationalscale to discover andto ed-

ucate gifted children in all ranks of the popu-

lation” in 26 nations (Bereday & Lauwerys,

1961, p. 1). Included were two chapters on in-

creasing humanresources in underdeveloped

nations.

In the editors’ introduction to the first vol-

ume, Concepts of Excellence in Education,

Bereday and Lauwerys (1961) observed:

All civilized societies have accepted as a duty the

task of encouraging those with talent to culti-

vate their gifts and to pursue excellence. Such

men and women would then promote the gen-

eral welfare and demonstrate to the world the
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virtues of the group to which they belong. For

the true worth of a city or a nation has al-
ways been thought to be connected with the num-
ber and the greatness of the creative geniuses,
whetherin the arts or the sciences, which it pro-

duces.
These notions can be expressed in a form

more directly related to the predominant con-

cerns of modern nations, with their faith in

progress and education, their democratic and
egalitarian ideologies. We can say that cultural,

social and economic advance depends upon edu-
cating all young people. Brains and talent are

human resources which must not be wasted
through failure to provide the right conditions
for their development. The attempt to embody

this principle into educational policy raises com-

plex and difficult problems. (p. 1, emphasis

added)

In introducing the second volume, The

Gifted Child, Bereday and Lauwerys (1962)

commented that they initially had thought

they could provide a “review of the notions of

talent throughout the world and the way in

which these notions receive political, social,

and cultural implementation in different

school systems” in a single Year Book, but

quickly saw that there was too muchto be said

and were forced to plan two volumes instead

of one (p. xii). The reason, Bereday and

Lauwerys (1961) pointed out:

_ we immediately encountered a major diffi-

culty: There is no universal consensus as to what

constitutes “giftedness,” “talent,” or “genius.” In

different cultural areas very different meanings

are attached to such expressionsas: “a very able

man,” “most promising,” “very gifted,” “very

intelligent,” “he has a great future before him.”

Of course, intelligence, beauty, gracefulness,

strength, courage, and so on, are admired every-

where, but very unequally rewarded. The order

of priorities, too, varies from placeto place. Here,

scientific skill is looked for rather than business



International Perspective on Gifted Education Wi 529

acumen. There, intelligence and rationality are
prized more highly than character or fighting
prowess.(p. 1)

As for identification, Langeveld (1961)

noted that each community andcultural group

had its specific ways of selection and prepara-

tion for the different social functions and posi-
tions that existed. The institutionalization of
modes of selection varied considerably and
“may take place in the form of customs—de-
rived from the gods or the ancestors—the
‘best in national tradition,’ common sense,

etc.; or in the form of laws, institutions, castes,

school systems,etc.” (pp. 37-38).

The contributors from different countries
indicated that, as diverse as opinions concern-

ing the concepts of excellence, the institu-
tional arrangements made to develop excel-
lence and nurture talent potential were even

more varied and controversial. For example, a
Belgian author wrote that in 1921 a founda-

tion called Fund for the Most Gifted provided
bursaries on the basis of examination results
at the end of the primary stage of education.
This process was later modified to provide
grants in the form of interest-free loans to
university students. In 1951, prompted by
a changing notion of equality, the founda-
tion was renamed the National Fund for
Studies. Reviewing the historical events that
might “explain why Belgium is only moder-
ately interested in the problem of the educa-
tion of the very gifted,” De Coster (1961) as-
serted:

It can not be claimed that nothing has been done
in Belgium for the gifted; far from it. But what
has been done does not touch the schools. No at-
tempt is made to detect the talented and the
gifted from the very beginning of their primary
school course, nor is there any provision of “spe-
cial” education for them as thereis for the phys-
ically handicapped or mentally retarded. (p. 238)

Radford (1961) described the Australian
situation at that time as exhibiting “little ex-
pressed concern . . . about the best education
for the gifted child” possibly because “most
of the courses of study in secondary schools
have in the past been written with the needs
of the more able part of the student popula-

tion in mind” (p. 227). He found nosingle def-
inition of giftedness accepted by Australian
educators nor did he think that there should
be since:

Most educators responsible for planning courses,
organizing schools, and administering educa-
tional systems are awareofthe literature on gift-

edness (and the educational development of

gifted children), and know that any definition of
“gifted” involves two things: (a) an arbitrary
choice of what types of behavior will be included:

(b) an equally arbitrary choice of dividing line be-
tween those regarded as gifted and those ex-
cluded whatevercriteria are used. (p. 227)

Some other contributors, particularly the
Western European authors, noted that while
on the surface there waslittle attention specif-

ically given to “the gifted,” the structure of
their national school systems wasessentially
geared to identifying and educating the most
intellectually able—for example, the English
grammar school, the French lycée, and the
German gymnasium. Many national systems
providedfor ability grouping or streaming as a
way of identifying able learners and channel-
ing their education.

Creighton (1961) pointed out that “talent,
in the Soviet view, is a human capability that
finds its expression and developmentin a def-
inite activity requiring that ability. Talent is
specific, concrete, and revealsitself in activity;
it therefore requires opportunity and special
institutions andfacilities for its development”
(p. 317). Creighton described the networks of
institutions throughout the Soviet Union—
specialized schools and nonschool facilities
(clubs, the Pioneers, cultural organizations,
etc.)—that were available to develop talent po-
tential.

World Council for Gifted and
Talented Children

The First World Conference on Gifted
Children, held in London in September 1975,
expandedvistas for international perspectives
on education of the gifted. It was at this con-
ference that the World Council for Gifted and
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Talented Children, Inc., was organized.’ The

conference wasthe brainchild of Henry Collis,

at that time the director of the National
Association for Gifted Children (NAGC)
(United Kingdom) whopractically singlehand-
edly promoted, organized, raised funds, so-
licited attendance, and moderated this first

assemblage.

The first world conference drew over 500
participants from 50 countries, ranging from

those that had governmental departments to
those that were just beginning to think about
the gifted. The conference proceedings titled
Gifted Children: Looking to Their Future
(Gibson & Chennells, 1976) includes 25 chap-
ters dealing with all aspects of gifted educa-
tion, plus another 25 in which individuals
dealt with the topic: “What My Country Does
for Gifted Children,” providing a perspective
and an overview of the common ground, the
conflicts, the problems, and the possibilities

created by a concern for developing talent po-
tential in diverse societies and cultures.

At the final session, the chairperson of
NAGC (UK), Felicity Ann Sieghart (1976),
summedup the conference somewhatprophet-

ically as follows:

The end of one thingis often the beginningof an-
other. I would like to think that now that we
have found each other, that we have learned so

much from each other, that we have made so

many new friendships, we shall no longer feel
quite so insular or perhaps isolated in our work
for the gifted children of our own countries. I now
feel convinced that this conference will mark the
beginning of a series of world conferences, of
world-wide trans-national professional and lay

concern for gifted children, their problems, their

future, and what we can do about them.(p. 376)

The World Council has never been a very

large organization in termsof its membership

numbers but it has unquestionably provided

an international forum for stimulating re-

search, exchanging information, sharing in-

sights, and assisting individuals and groups

 

1The World Council for Gifted and Talented

Children, Inc., is now headquartered at the Connie

Belin and Jacqueline N. Blank International

Center for Gifted Education and Talent Develop-

ment. Nicholas Colangelo serves as Executive Ad-

ministrator.

from all over the world in fostering programs
and services for gifted and talented. Its influ-

ence has far exceeded its membership numbers.
Since the 1975 conference when the World

Council for Gifted and Talented Children, Inc.,

(WCGTC) wasestablished as an organization,

the council has sponsored a dozen biennial

world conferences. These conferences haveat-

tracted as many as 1,700 participants from 55

nations. After each of the conferences, the

publication of the proceedings has provided an
even larger audience with international per-
spectives on research and theory, program,

and practice.

Heller (1993) undertook a content analysis

of the articles and papers included in the

proceedings of the first nine World Confer-

ences (1975-1991). Heller found that the
articles could be classified under seven head-
ings as follows: Educational or Instructional

Processes and Programming, 35.0 percent;

Personal Characteristics of Gifted/Talented,

25.0 percent; Development of Giftedness, 12.5
percent; Social Issues, 12.5 percent; Iden-

tification, 7.5 percent; Learning and Per-

ception, 5.0 percent; and Physical/Mental Con-
ditions, 2.5 percent. The bulk of studies (70
percent) involved educational psychology.
Twenty percent of the papers were of a theo-
retical nature, and only 5.0 percent could be
described as basic/experimental research; 20.0
percent were data-based/empirical studies;
and 55.0 percent described programs and

practices. Almost half of the papers (45.0 per-

cent) dealt with gifted children in grades 4-8;
23.0 percent with students in grades 9-12;

13.0 percent with primary education; 3.0 per-

cent with preschoolers; another 3.0 percent

with higher education; and 13.0 percent with

adult gifted. Whether Heller’s content analy-

sis of papers published in World Conference

proceedings is congruent with ongoing in-

ternational research and practiceis, of course,

difficult to determine. Nevertheless, the

analysis describes what researchers and prac-

titioners chose to share with other partici-

pants at these conferences.

Regional and National Organizations

By 1994 the World Council had cooperated in

arranging for at least eight regional confer-
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ences—three organized by the European
Council for High Ability (ECHA); three by the
Asia-Pacific Federation of the World Council;

one by South African educators; and one by
the Ibero-American Federation (Southern

Hemisphere) of the World Council. These con-
ferences were notstrictly regional in that they
usually attracted participants from many
countries beyond the region. For example, the
Second Asian Conference in Taipei, Taiwan,
drew presenters and participants from a
dozen nations outside the region. The regional
conferences thus have served to providefo-

rums for international perspectives that are

not unlike those of the world conferences.
The First Southeast Asian Regional

Conference on Giftedness, held in Manila in

August 1990, attracted participants from the
entire Asian region plus Canada, South Africa,

and the United States. The proceedings in-
cluded 31 papers arbitrarily grouped in three
categories: The Broad Perspective (4 papers),

An Interdisciplinary Approach to Developing
Giftedness within the School System (14), and
Societys Involvement in Developing the

Gifted (13).

The proceedings of the Third European
Conference of the European Council for

High Ability (ECHA) included presentations

on the following topics: Ability and Achieve-
ment (6 papers), Creativity and Innovation

(7), Development of Gifted and Talent (6),

GenderIssues (3), Special Groups(e.g., under-
achievers) (4), Identification and Psychologi-
cal Measurement Problems (8), Gifted Educa-
tion and Program Evaluation (5), Teachers
of the Gifted (2), and Policy and Advocacy in
Gifted Education (9) (Heller & Hany, 1992). In
the United States, national associations such
as NAGC and TAGand state groups have
been in existence for four decades or more.
They sponsor conferences, publish journals
and newsletters, and actively engage in advo-
cacy efforts. However, such organizations are
a much more recent phenomenain most other
nations around the world.

For example, Australia’s First National
Conference on the Education of Gifted and
Talented Children took place in Melbourne in
August 1983 underthe auspicesof the Special
Projects Program of the Commonwealth
Schools Commission. In Australia, programs

and provisionsfor the gifted vary by state and
territory—with some, as of 1983, even pro-
hibiting such programs. Although there had

been conferences sponsored by some of the
seven state organizations, this was the first

national conference. Some 500 teachers, par-

ents, teacher educators, students, and admin-

istrators attended. In addition to the plenary
session speakers, 82 presentations were made
on every aspect of gifted education, indicating
that the Australians were conducting studies
and developing programsvery muchlike those
of their U.S. counterparts (Harkin, 1984).

Twoyears later, the Second National Confer-

ence washeld, this time underthe auspices of
the newly formed Australian Association for

the Education of the Gifted and Talented. The

papers of 34 presenters included in the pro-

ceedings were grouped under the following

topics: National and State Perspectives, in-

cluding a perspective of provisions in New
Zealand (6 papers), Identification and Selec-

tion Procedures(3), Gifted Children in the Reg-

ular School Classroom (8), Learning and Teach-

ing About the Gifted: Inservice and Preservice

Programs (4), Community-Supported Programs

(4), Disadvantaged and Underachieving Gifted

Students (3), Parental and Counseling Per-
spectives (3), and Research andClinical(3).

In the opening paper, Braggett (1986a) pro-
vided a useful overview of education of the
gifted in Australia by discussing four ques-
tions: (1) What are the difficulties faced
by persons seeking to provide for the gifted?
(2) Whatis the relevance of the policy state-
ments issued at the system level? (3) What
provisions are being madefor gifted and tal-
ented children? (4) What are the trends
emerging across Australia? Braggett observed
that:

The last decade has witnessed widespread
change in Australian education. Each state and
territory has now recognised the existence of
gifted and talented children, either by a formu-
lated policy or the creation of a special Task
Force to provide for such children. Some states
have developed system-wide provisions while
others have handed over this responsibility to
the regionaloffice or to the local school. There is
greater awareness of the needto cater to a wider
range of abilities within the neighbourhood
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school and important steps have been taken by

many states to provide inservice education and

greater consultancy services. (p. 27)

Braggett’s observations and assessments

were based on an intensive, comprehensive
study he undertook for the Commonwealth

Schools Commission in which he surveyed
programs and activities in every Australian
state and territory (Braggett, 1985). His re-

port indicated that a dramatic change wasoc-
curring in Australia’s efforts regarding the

gifted since Radford’s assessment in 1962. An
accompanying publication consisted of a 676-

item annotated bibliography grouped under
more than 100 topics—clearly demonstrating

that there was a rich body of literature con-
cerning research, theory, policy, and practice

in gifted education that was apparently not
well known to Australians, let alone the in-

ternational community (Braggett 1986b).

An International Perspective

The programs and proceedings from world, re-
gional, national, and local conferences; the

expanding number of books, journals, and

newsletters; the exchanges of papers among

researchers and policymakers; the inter-
change of consultants, teachers, and others

across nations—have all resulted in a much
fuller and different perspective on the educa-
tion of gifted and talented around the world

from that reported in Bereday and Lauwerys’
two volumes, Year Book of Education, 1961

and 1962.

How different this perspective is can be
seen in the publication of the International

Handbook of Research and Development of

Giftedness and Talent (Passow, Monks, &

Heller, 1993). This 964-page handbook, with

contributions by 80 individuals from 18 coun-

tries, contains thousands of references from

nations around the world. Every chapter

drawson research andliterature from a num-

ber of countries, indicating that the chapter

topic is of international concern. The eight

chapters that provide examples of programs,

policies, and issues regarding the ways na-

tions identify and nurture giftedness reflect

more similarities than differences. Whatis not

clear with respect to gifted education, any

more than it is with any other aspect of edu-
cation and schooling, is how these common-

alities are created.

It is difficult enough to describe education

of the gifted and talented in the United States
because of the diversity of conceptions, defini-

tions, programs, provisions, policies, issues,

and problems. To provide an international de-

scription is even moredifficult, although there
are both similarities and differences from

country to country.

In countries all over the world, developed

and less-developed, there is a concern for iden-
tifying talent potential and nurturing talented
performance, whateverlabels and terminology
are applied to this population. The philosoph-

ical base and the underlying motivations for

these concerns vary. In some instances, the

motivation is one of developing specialized tal-

ents to meet societal needs; in others, the mo-

tivation stems from concerns for equality of
educational opportunity and the full develop-
ment of each individualfor self-fulfillment as
well as for meeting society’s needs for brain-

powerandhigh-level performance.
Education of the gifted is inevitably tied to

the availability of resources. In many coun-
tries there is considerable controversy as to
whether limited resources should be spread as

widely as possible or whether they should be

husbanded for the most able. In some in-
stances, the issue is as stark as deciding

whether to broadly expand primary education
or whether to use limited finances to enlarge

secondary and tertiary education which serve
smaller populations. In some developing coun-

tries, the “gifted” are those enrolled in sec-
ondary schools from which the few who go on

to higher education are selected.
Despite a long history of programming for

the gifted, such efforts are still debated as to

whether they are elitist, undemocratic, and

even necessary. Both proponents and oppo-

nents employ the argumentsof egalitarianism

and elitism to further or impede making ap-

propriate provisions for the gifted. Variations

of the perennial issue of equity vis-a-vis excel-

lence (usually stated as equity versus excel-

lence) are debated almost everywhere.

Provisions for the exceptionally able are made

under diverse political and economic systems,
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although the rhetoric used to support or at-

tack programsdiffers. In fact, it has been ob-
served “that, as in otherfields, the more that

is known, the more issues and controversies

are fueled” (Passow, Monks, & Heller, 1993,

p. 883).

In most countries, definitions, concepts,

and constructs that guide research and prac-
tice are becoming much more diverse. While

broader and moreliberal definitions and con-
ceptionsof giftedness are being considered, as

in the United States, intellectual and acade-

mic giftedness still dominate program and

practice. Anumberof countries are addingcre-
ativity to their guiding concepts but, as in the

United States, creativity has as many mean-

ings as doesintelligence. Most nations seem to

focus initially on intellectual and academic de-

velopment and only later moveto the so-called

nonacademic areas such as the graphic and
performingarts.

It is generally recognized that many deci-

sions regarding identification and education
depend on one’s definition or conception of
giftedness. “Newer” concepts of giftedness—
especially Sternberg’s triarchic intelligence
and Gardner’s multiple intelligences—are
finding their wayinto the literature and prac-

tice of many countries.

In the United States, the principle of using
multiple sources of information in identifying
the gifted has received widespread verbal ac-
ceptance, even though evidence of high intel-
lectual aptitudeis still central to most identi-
fication programs. While researchers in other
nations explore or accept newer conceptsofin-
telligence and giftedness, the basic identifica-
tion procedures in most countries still involve
assessment of intellectual or academic apti-
tude. This is true even in nations where psy-
chological assessment is still at a relatively
elementary stage. For example, since indige-
nously developed tests are often not available,
a number of nations use adapted U.S. or
British tests, recognizing the problemsinher-
ent in such adaptations. Few nations use as
many different instruments and scales as can
be found in the United States, where a na-
tional survey examined no fewer than 65 in-
struments purportedly measuring general in-
tellectual ability, specific academic aptitude,
creativity, leadership, and visual and/or per-

forming arts aptitude for various age groups

(Alvino, McDonnel, & Richert, 1981; see

Chapter 7).

In the United States, the underrepresenta-

tion of minority, economically disadvantaged,
and limited-English-proficient students in

programsfor the gifted has resulted in serious

efforts to identify the gifted in those popula-
tions. Although the problem is comparable in
many other developed nations, only a few,
such as the Netherlands and Israel, have

mounted enhanced searches.
The trend, emerging slowly in most coun-

tries, is one of designing and employing more
authentic and complex assessments of talent

potential. This trend is related to the explo-
ration of broader concepts of intelligence and

the inclusion of multiple talent areas.
The same broad array of programs andpro-

visions for educating the gifted one finds in
the United States is not yet replicated in most
other countries. From the simplistic triad that

was used to describe programs for the gifted
three or four decades ago—acceleration, en-

richmentin the regular classroom, and group-
ing—there has been a proliferation of models
and systems (Cox, Daniel, & Boston, 1985;
Fox, 1979; Maker, 1982; Renzulli, 1986).
There are exceptions, of course. For example,
the Tannenbaum (1983) matrix model pro-
vided the framework for Singapore’s curricu-
lum for the gifted. Renzulli’s (1977) Triad
Modelis being explored in several countries.
Stanley’s (1979) radical acceleration has been
adopted by schools in China, Japan, and
Germany.

Ability grouping and tracking have not
been as contentious in most other countries as
these practices have been in the United
States. Ability grouping, streaming, special
classes, and special or selective schools have a
long history in manynations. Although selec-
tion practices, such as the 11+ process in
England and Wales, have been modified or
even curtailed in recent years, grouping tends
to be less controversial in most countries than
in the United States.

Most countries recognize the need for cur-
ricular and instructional differentiation for
nurturing giftedness and talent potential.
Although the same kind of national curricu-
lum reform projects as one finds in the United



534 Hb Special Topics

States are not as common in other nations,

curriculum is of concern to most educators of

the gifted. Differentiated curricula in math-

ematics and science and technology tend to be
the focus in most nations. However, few coun-

tries seem to be developing special curricular

materials for classes and programs for the
gifted although, in many countries, the class-
room teacher is expected to design differenti-

ated experiences, often without appropriate
training or support.

The theme of the Seventh World Con-
ference, “Expanding Awareness of Creative
Potentials” (Taylor, 1990), attracted a number

of papers dealing with topics such as creativ-
ity; creativity in the arts; multiple talent de-

velopment; student leaders, entrepreneurs,

and inventors; futurists; technical-vocational

gifted; computers and technology; and “whole

person development.” These papers described
programs andstudiesin a variety of nations,

suggesting broader curriculum interests than
traditional academic subjects. In addition,
there appears to be increased attention to the
affective development of the gifted—to en-
hancing motivation and commitment, moral

and ethical values, and metacognitive and

thinking processes.

Formal, structured teacher education pro-
grams at the preservice or inservice levels

such as those in the United States are not cus-
tomary in most other countries. The United

States is possibly the only country to have, in
some states, special licensing or certification

of teachers of the gifted. Specialized programs

of education for teachers of the gifted are rela-

tively rare.

In a number of countries—such as South
Africa, Israel, New Zealand, and the United

Kingdom—out-of-school, after-school, or ex-

tracurricular programs represent a significant

component of provisions for the gifted. Such
out-of-school provisions are often supplemen-
tary or complementaryto in-school provisions.
In some countries, greater use of community

resources is seen as essential for developing

talent potential. Museums,libraries, laborato-

ries, art studios, and other agencies andinsti-

tutions with educating potential appear to be

increasingly utilized. Mentor programs which

relate adult specialists and gifted students are

becoming widespread as a meansfor extend-

ing the educational resources of gifted chil-

dren.
Other aspects of nurturing the gifted—for

example, guidance and counseling programs,
parent involvement, and advocacy—also re-
ceive attention in countries around the world.

Finally, there has been a significant in-
crease worldwide in research on giftedness
and the gifted; in the aspects of talent poten-
tial and its development; in the evaluation of

programs and practices; in the cross-national
sharing of research; and even in the evolving

interdependence of research and practice.
Educating our most able children is indeed an

international problem, an international chal-

lenge, and an international necessity.

Because education of the gifted does not

occur in a vacuum butin a broadpolitical, so-

cial, cultural, and economic context, policies

and programs that affect educational policy
and structure also impact on identifying and

nurturing talent. Thus, to comprehend fully
national efforts for the gifted requires some
understanding of the context in which they

exist. Such an understanding is usually lim-
ited in most international analyses, including
this one, so that the viewpoints expressed are

necessarily restricted to the interpretations of

one observer.
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Legal Issues in Gifted Education
 

FRANCESA. KARNES and RONALD G. MARQUARDT, University of

Southern Mississippi

a T.. most significant aspect of the
legal framework in which gifted education op-
erates is that, unlike the statutory legal pro-
tection provided the disabled student, thereis

no federal government mandate requiring
school districts to provide special programsfor

gifted students. Consequently, gifted educa-
tion proponents must look to state govern-

ments to establish the legal foundation to pro-
tect the interests of gifted students.

State governments take a variety of ap-
proaches in establishing the gifted education

legal milieu. Approximately three-fifths of the
states have passed a statutory mandate re-

quiring special instruction for the gifted, with
the balance of the states choosing the “permis-
sive” route (Council of State Directors of

Programs for the Gifted, 1994). The permis-
sive statutory path simply means that school

districts may, but are not legally requiredto,

provide programsfor the gifted. As explained
later in this chapter, whether a state has

a mandate in place is often a crucial factor
in resolving legal disputes. The National
Association for Gifted Children has issued a

Position Paper on mandation, although not

legally binding, which is shown on page 537.

States also vary in the degree of state gifted

education funding which,as will be seen later,

often has legal consequences.

The reliance on the states for protection of

gifted students makes monitoring legal devel-

opments in gifted education difficult. The

number of states, the variety of legal proce-

dural mazes operating in the states, and the

fact that most states do not publish hearingof-

ficer and trial court decisions make the track-

ing of legal disputes burdensome.

In the past, researchers were relegated to

state appellate court decisions, statutes, ad-

ministrative regulations, and whatever bits

 536

and pieces could be garnered from state gifted

education associations, professionals in the

field, and parents. No systematic collection
procedures existed to observe and record the

resolutions to the variety of legal conflicts oc-
curring in gifted education.

To help gifted education advocatesin track-
ing legal issues, a Legal Issues Network (LIN)

has been established at the University of

Southern Mississippi.’ All state gifted organi-

zations have been invited to participate in

LIN by establishing a committee to examine

state laws and rules and regulations pertain-
ing to gifted education. Created in 1994 to
serve as a clearinghouse for information con-
cerning legal issues, the Network publishes a
newsletter describing legal developments in

gifted education.

Procedures for Resolving Legal issues

Methods for settling legal conflicts in gifted
education range from informal discussions to

state supreme court decisions. An axiom in

this legal arena is that the best solution 1s to

resolve the dispute at the lowest possible

level. As the complainant proceeds up the

ladder through negotiation, mediation, due

process, administrative review, and the courts,

costs and delays expand exponentially. If a

matter reaches litigation, financial concerns

take on great significance.

 

1 Legal Issues Network, c/o Dr. Frances A.

Karnes, Box 8207, University of Southern Miss-

issippi, Hattiesburg, MS 39406-8207.
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The National Association for Gifted Children

(NAGC) periodically issues policy statements
that deal with issues, policies, and practices

that have an impact on the education of gifted

and talented students. Policy statements rep-

resent the official convictions of the organiza-
tion.

All policy statements approved by the

NAGC Board of Directors are consistent with

the organization’s belief that education in a

democracy must respect the uniqueness of

all individuals, the broad range of cultural di-

versity present in our society, and the similar-
ities and differences in learning characteris-

tics that can be found within any group of
students. NAGCis fully committed to national
goals that advocate both excellence and eq-
uity for all students, and we believe that the
best way to achieve these goals is through
differentiated educational opportunities, re-
sources, and encouragementforall students.

The National Association for Gifted chil-
dren supports mandating services to meet 

Position Paper:
Mandated Educational Opportunities for Gifted and Talented Students

the unique needs of gifted and talented chil-
dren.

Numerous studies, including the federal
report National Excellence: A Case _for

Developing America’s Talent, released in

November 1993, have documented that
needsof our nation’s gifted and talented stu-
dents are not being met. Programsfor these
students are currently often viewed as ex-
tracurricular and are available only onlimited
basis in some school systems, money permit-

ting. The needs of gifted and talented stu-
dents have been well documented by re-

search and federal studies.
To educate all our children and allow

America to compete in a global economy and
all fields of human endeavor, the nation must
provide an environment in which gifted and
talented students, along with all of our chil-
dren, can reachtheir full potential.

National Association for Gifted Children

1707 L Street, Suite 550
Washington, DC 20036   

Negotiation

Within each school system there should be ap-
provedlocal, county, or parish board of educa-
tion policies established for the purpose of
resolving general educational issues. Such
policies usually apply to concerns regarding
gifted education. A general rule of thumbis to
begin solving an issue at the source and pro-
ceed up the designated chain of command. For
example, if the issue is in regard to assess-
ment andeligibility criteria for admission to a
program, then the place to begin would be
with the person having responsibility for the
testing. If there is disagreement over the pro-
gram in which the gifted student was placed,
the process of discussion would begin with the
persons responsible for placement and/or pro-
gramming. When an agreement cannot be
reached at the point at which the issue began,
then it is taken to the next level, which is usu-
ally the principal, the superintendent, and

then the school board. In large school districts,
there may be additional intermediate steps.

The person who is dissatisfied should
gatherthe relevant documents:state laws per-
taining to gifted education andrelated issues;
state board of education rules and regulations;
and local, county, or parish board rules and
regulations. If there have been court cases
and/or due process hearings, these should be
reviewed if not privileged information. In ad-
dition to a thoroughreview of the above, accu-
rate records of all meetings, phonecalls, and
other points of contact as to the time, place,
persons present, discussion, and decisions
made should be assembled. After each meet-
ing, a letter should be sent to those involved
with a summary and a written request for ver-
ification within a designated amountoftime.

Additional guidelines for negotiation, as
well as othersteps in resolving an issue, are to
be sure that facts are correct, not hearsay, and



538 MH Special Topics

that records are kept of each action taken.
Current state laws; state board of education

policies and rules and regulations; andlocal,
county, or parish boardpolicies should provide

the facts needed to understandthe legal para-

meters.

Mediation

In the 12 states having mediation available to

resolve issues in gifted education,this process

may be usedif negotiation has not produced

the anticipated results through the board of

education level (Karnes & Marquardt, 1991a).

Mediation is a process by which disputes are

resolved in an informal manner with a mini-

mum of time, money, and emotional and psy-

chological stress. Parents and educators may

request to use the process through the state

board of education or anotherstate-designated

agency. The mediation meeting can be sched-

uled within a short period of time and with a

trained impartial mediator appointed.
The mediator should have training in me-

diation, good written and oral communication

skills, and excellent interpersonal skills. The

mediator, after hearing bothsidesof the issue,

writes a mediation agreement with the assis-

tance and the cooperation of both parties. The

written document should be clearly worded

with the specifics of what should be under-

taken, whois responsible, the date at whichit

must be completed, and the nameofthe per-

son who will monitor the process. Copies are

given to both parties to sign and keep, and one

is forwarded to the state agency given there-

sponsibility for mediation.

Due Process

If mediation is not available or if an agree-

ment cannot be reached through mediation,

then in 28 states procedural due process may

be employed (Coleman, Gallagher, & Foster,

1994). This is available under different provi-

sions. In the states wherethe gifted are given

the samerights as the disabled, due processis

usually included within special education law

and/or rules and regulations. There are a few

other ways that states provide due processfor
the gifted. The most commonare through gen-

eral state due process proceduresfor all stu-

dents, including the gifted; another meansis

through provisions specific to the gifted.
Commonalities and differences are appar-

ent in reviewing procedural due process for
the gifted. Written prior notice as to the date
and time of the meeting, an electronic or writ-
ten transcript of the meeting, having an open
or closed meeting, having the student in ques-

tion in attendance, having attorneys present,
and expert witnesses on bothsidesto offer tes-

timony are among the most common features.
Differences occur in the level of the initial

hearing, the jurisdiction, the selection and
training of the hearingofficers, and the route

of appeal.

Whena due process meeting has been com-
pleted, the hearing officer writes a report
based on his or her interpretation of the evi-
dence and within the parameters of local,
state, and federal laws, rules and regulations,

and policies. The hearing officer solely makes
the decision regarding the dispute. Copies are
forwarded to the appropriate parties, and to

persons in the state agencies responsible for

due process—usually the state superintendent

of education. In the initial investigation of due

process andthe gifted, Karnes and Marquardt

(1991a) discovered that over 100 hearings

have been conducted.

Mediation and procedural due processdif-

fer in several ways. Thelatter is more costly in

time and money, and it is more adversarial.

Mediation offers the opportunity for both par-

ties to write an agreement, while in due

process the hearingofficer writes the final doc-

ument. The hearing officer makes the decision

in which both parties must abide, unless an

appeal is made.
The appeal process differs slightly from

state to state. The most commonis to appeal

to the state superintendent of education, or to

another person within the state department of

education. Karnes and Marquardt (1991a)dis-

cuss the possible inherent conflict in such a

structure and have provided a more equitable

model. In addition, they present guidelines for

states needing to establish and/or change pro-

cedural due process.



Courts

If the appeal to the state agency is not satis-
factory, the parents or school officials may de-
cide to take the matter to state or federal
courts. Most educational matters are governed
by state laws or rules and regulations and
would be heard in the state courts. Federal
courts are the appropriate forum in casesin-
volving federal law and constitutional provi-
sions. There are several points to keep in mind
while making a decision to go to court. The
complainant must know the current law(s),
and understand that court cases are costly in
time, money, and emotions. It may take years
for the courts to make a ruling, and the attor-
neys’ fees and court costs are very high.
Persons having undertaken the court route
described it as emotionally and psychologi-
cally draining whether the caseis settled in
their favor or not (Karnes & Marquardt,
1991b). Another rule of thumbis to hire an at-
torney with knowledge of educational law; the
state bar association may have information on
the topic. Before a commitment is made, be
sure to know howthecosts will be determined.
Will there be a flat fee, an hourly rate, or a
combination? There can bebig differences.

Survey of Legal Issues

Certain legal issues consistently appear on
the gifted education landscape. Space does not
permit an analysis of every form of dispute,
but the following are major conflicts which
often arise between parents and schooldistricts.

Early Admission to School

A recurring legal issue in gifted education is
early admission to public school. Manystates
have statutes which specify that the child
must reach a chronological age by a certain
date, usually September 1, to enter the first
year of school. School administrators are re-
luctant to ignore the age statute for fear of
running afoul of state law and/or policy and
procedures.

The best approach to overcoming the age
barrier is to check the statute to see ifit per-
mits exceptions. Some states have written in
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the law circumstances that allow early admis-
sion. Some states, for example, allow a child
transferring from another state who has been
attending school to be admitted in the new
state of residence. A few other states allow a
child to be admitted early upon the showing

that the child is mentally and physically ready

to attend school.

Manystates, however, rely heavily on re-
quiring the child to be a designated age by
September 1. Therefore, parents seeking early
admission must find some wayto circumvent
the statute. The first step, of course, is to fol-
low the designated maze through the school
administration and school board procedures
and, if necessary, to exhaust the administra-
tive review process, including the state board
of education. In moststates, completion of this
administrative gauntlet is a prerequisite for
seeking judicialrelief.

The modelcase in early admission is Doev.
Petal Municipal School District (1984). In this
case, the parents had their 4-year-old daugh-
ter tested at a local college, and she was de-
termined to be physically, emotionally, and
mentally prepared to enter the first grade. In
fact, the child was reading at the third-grade
level. Standing as a barrier to the child’s ad-
mission was the Mississippi school admission
law that stated that a child must be 6 years
old by September 1 for admission to the first
grade (at that time, the state did not support
public school kindergartens). After exhausting
all administrative remedies, the father, a local
attorney, took his plea to the county youth
court.

Because the father had prepared his case
well by obtaining the evidence that his daugh-
ter was ready to enter school, the county court
Judge issued an order to the school board to
admit the child. The order provided the school
district with the requisite legal protection it
needed. Because in Mississippi, as in most
states, youth court cases are handled secretly
and the files are sealed, the child was pro-
tected from harmful publicity.

Provisions of Programs

Many parents resort to the courts in an at-
tempt to force a school district to provide
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gifted education programs. Unless the state
mandates that school districts provide gifted
education opportunities, these suits brought
by parents will for the most part be unsuc-

cessful.
For example, if a district located in a non-

mandated state chooses not to provide gifted

education instruction, parental claims that

their gifted children have been deniedstate or
federal constitutional protections, such as due
process of law or equal protection under the
law, have been uniformly rejected by the

courts. Gifted children are not a constitution-
ally protected class, nor have parents been

successful in convincing courts to agree that
state general education statutes or constitu-

tional provisionsdictate special instruction for
gifted children. Instead, courts take the ap-
proach that these general education statutes
mean that the child must be given the oppor-

tunity to attend school and that the educa-

tional experts will determine curriculum.

The best case embodying the aboveprinci-

ples is the New York case, Bennett v. New

Rochelle School District (1985). New Rochelle

identified 109 gifted students for its newly

established gifted education program. Un-

fortunately, the district only had funds to

support 37 students, so a lottery drawing was

used to select students for the program.A par-

ent whose gifted daughter was not a lottery

winner sued the district claiming that the

school district's actions violated state statu-

tory and constitutional law and the equal pro-

tection clause of the federal Constitution. The

New York educational statute read that dis-

tricts “should develop programsto insure that

children reach their full academic potential.”

Bennett also claimed that the lottery process

violated the Equal Protection Clauses of the

New York and United States Constitutions.

These claims were rejected by the New

York trial and appellate courts. The appellate

court held that the word should in the statute

provided the district discretion as to curricu-

lum offerings. New York does not mandate

that gifted education be provided to identified

that gifted children, and the use of the word

should, rather than shall, left room for the dis-

trict to have flexibility in serving the educa-

tional needs of the gifted. Bennett lost on the

equal protection claims as well. The court in-

dicated that lotteries had been used in other
educational matters in the past and the New
York Department of Education had given prior
approval to the district’s gifted program and

procedures.
The court seemingly did not wish to substi-

tute its will for the expertise of professional
educators. Karnes and Marquardt (1991a)

tracked several cases in which parents have
attempted to use ambiguous statutes or con-

stitutional clauses—andall were unsuccessful

in the courts. From a legal standpoint, it is
much better for a specific state mandate to be

passed by the state legislature requiring dis-

tricts to serve the needsofits gifted students.

Racial Balance in Gifted Programs

Another problem is the maintenance of a

proper racial balance in gifted programs. At

the outset of many current programs, there

was a tendencyto use only IQ scoresto select

students for admission to gifted programs.

These tests provided administrators a conve-

nient and quantitative method to justify ad-

mission. Placing too great an emphasis on the

standard intelligence test, however, fre-

quently resulted in overlooking gifted minor-

ity students (Vaughns v. Board of Education,

1985; Montgomery v. Starkville Municipal

School District, 1977).

Consequently, racial imbalance in gifted

programs often became one issue among many

raised by plaintiffs in district-wide desegrega-

tion suits. In attempts to correct this imbal-

ance, court desegregation orders have forced

school districts to develop a variety of pro-

cedures for identifying gifted children.

Normally, districts involved in desegregation

suits are required to adopt such admissioncri-

teria as teacher, parent, and self nominations,

grades, and a variety of standardized and non-

standardized assessments. To be certain that

their districts make a good-faith effort to avoid

future discrimination, many administrators

offer staff development for teachers to aid

them in identifying gifted minority children.

An advisory committee representing the con-

stituent groups is helpful in making certain



that minorities have input into the district’s
gifted program.

In mattersof racial balance, concerned par-
ents have another avenue of resolution be-
sides the traditional approaches of negotia-
tion, mediation, due process, and litigation.
Because racial discrimination violates federal
laws, parents canfile a complaint that a gifted
program is being run in a discriminatory man-
ner with the U.S. Department of Education’s
Office for Civil Rights (OCR). OCR protects
persons from discrimination based on race,
sex, disability, or age. It investigates com-
plaints and, if discrimination is discovered to
exist, will insist that the school district modify
its procedures to comply with federal law.
Failure to comply mayresult in the withhold-
ing of federal funds from the district. A study
of OCRletters of findings covering the years
1985 to 1990 found 46 complaints dealing
with gifted education programs (Karnes &
Marquardt, 1993). In almost every instance,
the schooldistrict, after some negotiation, was
able to convince OCR that it was operating a
nondiscriminatory program and received a
“school district is in compliance” determina-
tion. The OCR process provides federally pro-
tected gifted students and their proponents
another avenueto solve disputes and escape
the burden of going to court.

Carnegie Units

The awarding of Carnegie units for success-
fully completed high school courses for eradu-
ation varies from state to state. Somestates
allow seventh- and eighth-grade students to
enroll in courses usually designated for those
in grades 9 through 12, but will not award
them Carnegie units toward graduation.
These courses are taught by teachers certified
to teach the high school—level academic con-
tent, require the same textbook, and apply the
Same standards in grading. Three families de-
scribed their plights in working with local and
state school districts and boards; there were
positive outcomes in two of the situations
(Karnes & Marquardt, 1991b). With 22 states
empowered to grant Carnegie units to stu-
dents upon the successful completion of ad-
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vanced courses prior to admission to high
school, and with an additional 8 states allow-
ing the local districts to make the decision, the
issue of awarding Carnegie units for high
school courses taken before the ninth gerade
will remain in the forefront.

Transfer of Students

When a gifted student’s academic, intellec-
tual, or talent needs are not being met by a
public elementary or secondary school, one
possible option is to transfer the studentto an-
other district offering the needed advanced
program. Several parents have undertaken
this unusual step to resolve the lack of ade-
quate instruction. A family in Mississippi had
been denied a transfer, previously promised,
after seeking legal counsel and going to court
(Karnes & Marquardt, 1991b). They were so
determined to receive an appropriate educa-
tion for their elementary gifted daughter that
they decided to sell their home in the county
district and purchase anotherin a local dis-
trict offering a gifted program. They stated
that they would repeat the process, if they had
to, in order to have her educational needs met.
A family in Illinois was given a transfer

through annexingthe family farm to the prop-
erty of the adjacent school district (Davis v.
Regional Board of School Trustees, 1987).
After the school board denied the petition for
transfer of the family home, the trial court
granted the request of the parents and the ap-
pellate court upheld the decision of the trial
court. The children were then afforded an ap-
propriate education according to their abili-
ties.

The state of Iowa allows all children due
process hearings to determine the appropri-
ateness of instruction, and parents of the
gifted have employedthis provision to seek in-
structional remedies. In two hearings, dis-
tricts were ordered to provide tuition for the
students to transfer to another district; in
three others, the districts were given the
choice of adjusting instruction or paying the
cost of transferring the students. In only one
situation was the family denied the transfer
for their gifted child (Karnes & Marquardt,
1991a).
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Appropriate Instruction

Once a gifted program is started, tension fre-

quently arises between the school district and

the parents as to the appropriateness of the

instruction provided the gifted student. In

states using the special education model, an

Individualized Education Plan (IEP) is writ-

ten for each child after consultation with

teachers, counselors, parents, and the stu-

dent. The plan, tailored for each child, would

include a range of possibilities, for example,

grade acceleration, advanced study in a par-

ticular academic area, off-campus instruction,

or resource programs.

Resource programs allow districts to set

aside a particular time each week whengifted

students meet in a classroom andreceive spe-

cialized instruction. These programs are eco-

nomically efficient, allowing the district to

serve a large numberof gifted students. To

some parents, however, these programs lack

the degree of individualized instruction they

believe their child should receive.

The resource program approach was the

legal issue in what remains today the seminal

case in gifted education, the Pennsylvania

case, Centennial School District v. Common-

wealth Department of Education (1988). Cen-

tennial used the resource approachto serveits

gifted students, reserving 90 minutes each

week to provide specialized instruction for

students selected for the gifted program.

Pennsylvania law placed gifted and disabled

children under the exceptional children rubric,

and the resource program allowed the district

to meet the state mandatethat gifted students

be identified and given appropriate instruc-

tion.

A student in the Centennial School District

wasidentified as intellectually gifted and hav-

ing outstandingabilities in reading and math-

ematics. Believing he was not receiving appro-

priate instruction in the resource program in

these two subject areas, his parents requested

that the district provide him with instruction

to serve his special talents in the regular

classroom. The school district refused, fearful

that if the district was forced to develop indi-

vidualized instruction for him, other students

would demandspecialized instruction to serve

their special aptitudes. The resource program,

the district claimed, was the only economically

feasible approach to fulfilling the state man-

date to serve gifted children

Under Pennsylvania law his family had a

right to request a due process hearing, and the

impartial hearing officer ruled in favor of the

student. Centennial appealed the decision to

the state Department of Education, but they

agreed with the hearing officer’s ruling. The

district then appealed its case in the

Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania, but

lost again. Undaunted,the district appealed to

the Pennsylvania Supreme Court.

The decision is one that supports gifted ed-

ucation, but is tempered by economic reality

(Marquardt & Karnes, 1989). Correctly inter-

preting the (exceptional children) statutory

mandate to require an IEP for each student,

the supremecourt stated that appropriate ed-

ucation for the gifted meant that the student's

educational experience had to be tailored to

the needs of the student. A resource program,

the court concluded, lacked the individualized

instruction required understate law.

The second thrust of the decision held that

this individualized instruction need not “max-

imize” each gifted child’s abilities. The school

district was required to provide an individual-

ized, appropriate curriculum to its gifted chil-

dren, but did not haveto allocate additional

resources to do so. Pennsylvania’s school dis-

tricts were required to serve the needs of

gifted students through the curriculum and

instructional staff the districts had in place.

Compliance with the state’s mandate did not

mean each district had to become a “Harvard

or a Princeton” to develop fully the abilities of

its most academically gifted students. The

case provides a judicial precedent that gifted

education proponents can use to support the

demandfor individualized, appropriate educa-

tion for gifted students, particularly in states

statutorily mandating that districts provide

gifted education.

Teacher Certification

Teachercertification in gifted education pre-

sents a legal dilemmafor gifted education pro-

ponents. On one hand, certification furnishes

legal security for gifted education teachers in

times of personnel reductions and serves as a



safeguard against the hiring of untrained
teachers for gifted education positions. The
downsideis that gifted education advocates do
not wish to see the lack of certified teachers
become a stumblingblock to initiating or con-
tinuing gifted programs.

In Johnson v. Cassell ( 1989), Robert
Johnson applied for a gifted education position
in the Hampshire County, West Virginia,
school district. Johnson possessed a master’s
degree, certification in gifted education, and
eleven years teaching experience in gifted ed-
ucation. The candidate hired had no graduate
degree, no certification, and no gifted educa-
tion experience. After exhausting his adminis-
trative remedies, Johnson sued the district in
the local trial court, lost, and appealed to the
West Virginia Court ofAppeals.

The appeals court noted that West Virginia
law provided school boards discretion in per-
sonnel decisions, but the refusal to hire
Johnson carried that discretion too far The
court ruled that the board’s action was arbi-
trary and capricious and awarded Johnson the
position.

A 1990 Pennsylvania case illustrates how
the legal outcome can differ when a state does
not require certification for gifted teachers. In
Dallap v. Sharon City School District (1990),
Vicky Linger, a gifted education coordinator,
was retained while several more senior teach-
ers lost their positions. Linger had developed
the curriculum for the gifted students and ev-
idently had established contacts throughout
the community to support the program.To re-
move Linger from thegifted position, the su-
perintendent concluded, would be “education-
ally unsound.” She did not have, nor did the
coordinator’s position require, gifted educa-
tion certification.

Dallap and several other more senior
teachers sued the district and, after seven
years of litigation, prevailed. After the case
had madeits way up through the lower courts,
the Pennsylvania Supreme Court ruled that
Linger be replaced by a more senior teacher.

Pennsylvania law, the court concluded, re-
quired that seniority in a subject area be the
key factor in personnel reductions. While rec-
ognizing that Linger had been with the pro-
gram since its inception and that she had con-
siderable knowledge and experience in gifted
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‘ education, the court held that because hercer-
tification was in English, the retention deci-
sion should be based on seniority in that sub-
ject area. If she had hadcertification in gifted
education, seniority in this class of teachers
would have been the benchmarkfor the per-
sonnel determination.
A similar case, but with a more positive

outcome for the gifted education teacher, oc-
curred in the 1993 Pennsylvania case, Dilley
v. Slippery Rock Area School District. As in
Dallap, a declining enrollment forced the
Slippery Rock School District to reduce per-
sonnel. Mr. Dilley, who had seniority over
the gifted education specialist, Kathleen
Nachtman, saw his position diminished from
full-time to half-time. Using Daillap as a
precedent, Dilley claimed that since he had
seven years seniority more than Nachtman,
he should be given the gifted education post.
However, the Commonwealth court held that
Dilley was stretching the seniority factor too
far. The gifted education job description re-
quired computer training, and Dilley did not
possess computer skills. But more important,
the district had sought, and received, a pro-
gram specialist certificate for Nachtman.
Dilley, of course, had no such certificate, and
this allowed the court to distinguish this case
from the Dailap litigation. Therefore, despite
having less seniority than Dilley, the trained,
experienced gifted education professional was
able to retain herposition.

Transportation

Woodland Hills School District v. Common-
wealth Department of Education (1986), an-
other Pennsylvania case, presents a clear
victory for advocates of public school bus-
ing of gifted students to instructional sites.
Decided on statutory interpretation of Penn-
sylvania’s busing statues, the judge recog-
nized the problems that working parents face
in arranging midday transportation for their
children.

Pennsylvania statutorily mandates that an
appropriate education be provided to excep-
tional children. Included under the rubric of
exceptional are disabled and gifted students.
Pennsylvania law also allows a child to attend
a private school but receive special education
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services at a public school site. Private school

disabled children were bused to a public

school site for midday educational services,

but private school gifted students did not re-

ceive public transportation.

The school district justified not busing the

gifted children in that gifted education teach-

ers traveled to public schools to present gifted

instruction. Under the state’s general busing

statute, the district was only required to pro-

vide equal busing treatmentto all students.

By busing public and private disabled children

to instructional sites and not busing either

public or private gifted students, the district

claimed it was abiding by the statute.

Unable to convince the district to change

its policy, parents of gifted private school chil-

dren filed a complaint with the Pennsylvania

Department of Education. The Department of

Education ruled against the district, citing a

statute specific to special education. Because,

gifted students fell into the special education

category, private school gifted students would

have to be bused to the public schools for in-

struction.

Woodland Hills disagreed and filed suit

against the Pennsylvania Department of

Education. The Commonwealth Court agreed

with the Department of Education that gifted

children fit under the special education

statute, and using a recognized rule of statu-

tory construction held that a specific statute

should take priority over a general law. The

specific statute, the court concluded, required

Woodland Hills to provide transportation to

the private school students. Given that many

parents would have difficulty in leaving work

to transport their children in the middle of the

day, the court’s decision had a practical aspect

as well as an equal treatment component.

Tort Liability

Summerresidence programs,field trips, and

transportation to and from instructional sites

present opportunities for accidents. Moreover,

because gifted students are intellectually ad-

vanced, parents and school personnel often as-

sume they are as physically and mentally ma-

ture as adults. Case law suggests this is not

the circumstance, and that teachers, coun-

selors, and program directors must take pre-

ventive steps to make certain accidents do not

occur.

A brief survey of selected case law illus-

trates the need for vigilance in protecting

gifted children. For example, as a reward for

her good academic work, a third-grade child

wasgiven theprivilege of bringing a television

cart from storage to the classroom. As the

child rolled the cart down the hall, the televi-

sion toppled, killing the 7-year-old child

(Dieringer v. Plain Township, 1985). In an-

other tragedy, two children attending the gov-

ernor’s school in South Carolina drowned

while on a field trip to the beach (“Missing

Boy’s Body,” 1986).

Four children in a Washington, D.C., sum-

mer gifted program were severely burned

when chemicals exploded while the children

were makingsparklers in a laboratory experl-

ment (Sargent, 1985). One of the children,

Stewart Ugelow, described his injuries and re-

covery in Jill Krementz’s book How It Feels to

Fight for Your Life (1989).

A child enrolled in a residential program

had to be airlifted to have leg surgery when a

lack of communication following an accident

exacerbated the child’s injury (Martinez v.

Western Carolina University (1980). Gifted

education professionals should read this

case—it depicts how not to handle an accident

situation in a residence program.

Fraud and Misrepresentation

Although the O’Neill v. Marjorie Walters

(1985) court case on fraud and misrepresenta-

tion has not been settled, it brings this issue

into the arena of gifted education. The owner

of a private elementary school advertised that

teachers were certified in gifted education, in-

dicated that the program was based on indi-

vidualized instruction, and stated the curricu-

lum was appropriate for gifted students.

Several sets of parents disagreed and took the

proprietor to court. The application of this

type of situation to gifted education in public

elementary and secondary education is ap-

parent. However, a few questions may help

districts avoid the accusation of fraud and



misrepresentation. Are gifted students in spe-
clalized programsin fact receiving differenti-
ated instruction? In states where certifica-
tion/endorsement in gifted education is
required, do all teachers working in special
programs meet the state requirements?

Parents, teachers, administrators, school
boards, and other concerned citizens may
want to examine written materials and public
oral statements regarding programs andser-
vices in comparison to the reality of such.
Some districts and states have attorneys re-
view allofficially written education documents
before they arecirculated.

Home Schooling

Whenparents are dissatisfied with the edu-
cation of their bright child, they will seek ap-
propriate alternatives, one of which is home
schooling. There are a numberof questions to
be asked pertaining to the gifted and the pro-
vision for their education in a home setting.
If the district provides transportation to
gifted programs, should the parents expect
the samefor their child in a home education
program? If the school has a gifted program,
may the child attend during the time that the
specialized education takes place? If the local
or state budget provides for differentiated
materials or equipment, is the home-schooled
child entitled to a prorated share? Is the stu-
dent entitled to any instructional assistance
from the teacher of the gifted? Should the
child be involved in field experiences or ex-
tracurricular activities designated for the
gifted and sponsored by the district? Al-
though home schooling has never been found
to be the focus of a due process hearing or a
court case involving a gifted child, the fact
that an increasing numberof parents are in-
volved in home schooling may makeit a fu-
ture legal issue.

Summary and Conclusions

Several conclusions can be reached concerning
the legal issues involved in gifted education.
There is no doubt that the most expeditious
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way to solve a dispute is through negotiation,
mediation, or a due process hearing. In other
words: Exhaust all the informal and quasi-
formal means to resolving a dispute before
seeking relief from the expensive, often frus-
trating, and cumbersomeworld of lawyers and
courts.

But sometimes you just have to go court.
Unless you can raise an issue handled in the
federal courts such as disability, race, age, or
genderdiscrimination, the case will be heard
in the state court system. Reliance on state
courts means thatit is extremely important
that the states have clearly written legisla-
tion and administrative regulations in place
to guide the courts. As previously stated,
Judges are reluctant to incorporate protec-
tion for gifted students from general educa-
tional statutes and vague constitutional pro-
visions.

The reliance on state courts to resolve legal
issues meansthe court decisions rendered in a
state are binding precedents in that state, but
are not controlling in other states. Therefore,
it is difficult to establish a national body of
case law that can be described as being “what
the law is in gifted education.”

Nevertheless, some general legal conclu-
sions can be extrapolated from existing case
and statutory law. States should have early
admission statutes in place that allow for the
administrative processing of exceptions to a
chronological age requirement. When states
begin gifted programs, they should be certain
that funds exist to serve all students identified
as gifted; having a group of students identified
as gifted and only serving a select group of
them is an invitation to lawsuits. School per-
sonnel should develop an individualized edu-
cational plan for each child, keeping in mind
the resources they have within the district to
aid the student. When an appropriate educa-
tion is not provided at the local level in public
schools, parents may seek the option of school
transfer.

Teacher certification in gifted education
does protect the integrity of gifted education.
Even courts that are most deferential to al-
lowing educators and school boards control
over hiring and firing decisions can under-
stand that a certificated teacher possesses
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competency over a teacher having no training

in gifted education.

Court decisions also reveal there are cer-

tain matters in which gifted education profes-

sionals must remain constantly vigilant in

order to keep themselves and their programs

out of court. Gifted educators assume a stan-

dard of care to their students, and this duty

encompasses an obligation to foresee danger-

ous situations and to obtain competent med-

ical care in a proper fashion when accidents

occur. The same vigilance is necessary to pre-

vent gifted programs from becoming limited to

the cultural and racial majority in a school

district. Districts must incorporate disparate

procedures to identify the gifted from all seg-

ments of the community.

Regarding home schooling, questions per-

taining to attending school only during the

time of the gifted program, being given trans-

portation, and prorating the teacher unit and

instructional supplies are only a few yet to be

answered.

Another issue that has not been resolvedis

the awarding of Carnegie units for advanced

courses completed prior to admission to high

school. States not allowing this practice

should examine the manner in which this

issue has been decided in other states. If

younger students have completed advanced

courses with the same content and under a

certified teacher, it would appear unfair not to

award credit to be applied toward high school

graduation.

Extreme caution must be taken by local

and state educational agencies and boards,

as well as public, private, and parochial

schools, in describing all aspects of their

gifted education programs in printed form.

Promulgated policies and procedures must

be based in reality. The issue of fraud and

misrepresentation may be the Achilles heel

of gifted education.
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Educating Teachers for Work with Talented Youth
 

JOHN F. FELDHUSEN, Purdue University

S| T..... need special skills and
understandingif they are to facilitate the per-
sonal, social, and academic development of
talented youth. Some teachers undoubtedly
can acquire those skills and understanding
through their own practical experiences work-
ing with talented youth in the classroom.
However, the daily demands of serving youth
with a wide variety of ability and achieve-
mentlevels and a diversity of interests, learn-
ing styles, and motivations, as well as the
American tendencyto focus on low-achieving
or “problem” students, makeit less likely that
teachers will take time to study the special
needs and characteristics of highly talented
youth and determine how best to facilitate
their learning. To be sure, teachers who work
with highly talented youth in honors, acceler-
ated, seminar, college track, or Advanced
Placement classes have good opportunities to
focus on and learn about the nature and needs
of youth in those special classes without the
distraction of slow or unmotivated students.
However, most teachers, regardless of their
teaching experience or situation, can and will
profit from special training in the nature and
educational nurturing of highly talented
youth.

Research on teachers and the processes of
teaching gifted and talented youth has been
focused in three directions. One is to try to de-
termine the characteristics of good or success-
ful teachers of the gifted and talented as per-
ceived by students or experts in gifted
education. Another focus is on the competen-
cles or specific skills needed to be a good
teacher of gifted and talented youth. Finally,
sometimes the focus has been on the process
itself, assessing the performance of successful
teachers of the gifted. All three approachesaf-
ford insights that can be useful in designing

inservice education and college courses for
prospective teachersof the gifted.

Characteristics of the Teacher

A major study (Bishop, 1968) concluded that
successful teachersof the gifted could be char-
acterized as:

- Highly intelligent
- Having cultural andintellectual interests
- Mature and experienced
. Striving for high achievement
- Able to see things from students’ points of
view

- Well organized, orderly, and systematic
- Open to student opinions
. Enthusiastic, stimulating, and imaginative
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Maker(1975) reviewed the literature up to
that time on characteristics of good or suc-
cessful teachers of the gifted and concluded
that the following were significant traits:

- Ability to relate well to the gifted
. Flexibility or opennessto change
- High intelligence
. Imaginative
- Respectful of individual talents
. Accepts responsibility for individual chil-
dren

- Sees need to develop students’ self-concepts
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Hultgren and Seeley (1982) also reviewed
the body of research then available on charac-
teristics of effective teachers of gifted and tal-
ented youth and summarized their results as
follows:

1. Mature, experienced,self-confident

547



548 MH Special Topics

2. Highly intelligent

3. Intellectual interests

4, Achievementoriented

5. Favorable attitudes toward gifted

6. Systematic and orderly

7. Stimulating, imaginative

8. Good sense of humor

9. Facilitates learning; does not direct

10. Hard working

11. Broad general knowledge and expertise

12. Recognizes individual differences

Whitlock and DuCette (1989) carried out a

study of characteristics of ideal teachers of the

gifted, but they departed from the survey tech-

nique and used intensive, in-depth interviews

with ten excellent and ten average teachers of

the gifted. They found that the excellent

teachers were characterized by their enthusi-

asm, self-confidence, achievement motivation,

general commitment to serve the gifted, abil-

ity to apply theory in teaching, and capacity to

muster support for the gifted program.

These studies of the ideal teacher of the

gifted seem to list virtues that should charac-

terize all teachersor all leaders. They also in-

dicate stable, long-range traits that may be

useful in selecting teachers butoflittle value

as guides in developing teacher education pro-

grams. As guides to selection, we can conclude

that characteristics that match those often

found in talented youth would be desirable in

the teacher. These include:

. Highly intelligent

_ Has cultural and intellectual interests

. Strives for excellence or high achievement

. Enthusiastic about talent

. Relates well to talented people

. Has broad general knowledgea
u
r
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Competenciesof the Teacher

Far more productive for teacher preparation

in gifted education would be clear delineation

of the competencies, skills, and knowledge

needed to work well with talented youth.

Fortunately, one major line of research in

gifted and talented education has pursuedthis

approach.

Seeley (1979) reported the results of a sur-

vey to identify the competencies of teachers of

the gifted and later followed with a larger na-

tional survey reported by Hultgren and Seeley

(1982). In the latter study, 628 university per-

sonnel and school-based practitioners were

the respondents. The top-ranked competencies

were the following:

1. Knowledge of the nature and needs of the

gifted

2. Ability to develop methods and materials

for use with gifted

3. Skill in teaching higher cognitive thinking

abilities and questioning techniques

4. Skill in facilitating independent research

5. Skill in individualized teaching

6. Ability to identify gifted and talented stu-

dents

7. Skill in work with culturally different tal-

ented youth

8. Skill in counseling gifted and talented

youth

For the most part, university personnel and

school-based practitioners agreed in their

rankings of these competencies. These compe-

tencies describe modifiable behaviors of teach-

ers that could become goals, objectives, or out-

comesof teacher education programsfor work

with talented students. However, the research

focused on competencies to teach the gifted in

general as though they were a homogeneous

lot, and failed to recognize that the competen-

cies needed by teachers to work with youth

talented in mathematics or science might be

very different from those needed to work with

youth talented in art, music, literature, or

computer science.

In recent research Nelson and Prindle

(1992) surveyed teachers and administrators

concerning basic competencies needed by

teachers of the gifted, using the teacher com-

petency survey instrument developed by

Hultgren and Seeley (1982). The results

yielded six basic competencies on which teach-

ers and principals substantially agreed:
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- Promotion of thinking skills
- Developmentof creative problem solving
- Selection of appropriate methods and ma-
terials

4. Knowledgeofaffective needs
5. Facilitation of independent research
6. Awareness of the nature of gifted students
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Nelson and Prindle also found that the teach-
ers rated several other skills in working with
the gifted significantly higher in importance
than did administrators:

1. Group processes
2. Presentation of career education and pro-

fessional options
3. Individual student counseling
4. Inservice for other teachers concerning phi-

losophy and methods in gifted education

These results validate still further the find-
ings of the Seeley and Hultgren research and
point the way to appropriate teacher training.

Insights from Direct Observation of
Teachers Working with Talented Youth

Both of the research approaches addressed so
far, focusing on the characteristics and/or com-
petencies of the teachers, depend on judg-
ments of respondents who may or may not be
experienced or familiar with actual classroom
teaching of the gifted. Furthermore, the in-
sights often derive from experience in general
heterogeneous classrooms in which one or a
few gifted and talented youth maybeenrolled,
not on experience with special classes for
these students. However, several researchers
have addressedthelatter situation.

In a landmark study using direct observa-
tion of classroom teaching, Silverman (1982)
observed “master” or experienced teachers
and neophytesin training as they worked with
gifted youth in the classroom, and concluded
that there were large differences between
them. The master teachers were able to (1) in-
duce more and higher level thinking among
students, (2) be less judgmental orcritical,
(3) get students to evaluate for themselves,

(4) teach well while using presentations less,
(5) ask more divergent questions, and (6) align
themselves more closely with students as op-
posed to standing off formally as the teacher.
Clearly, these insights into the processes of
classroom interactions between teachers and
students could be used to guide the develop-
ment of teacher education programs, and they
possess high validity. That is, they derive
from the observation of real classrooms—real
teachers dealing explicitly with real talented
youth.

Starko and Schack (1989) carried out a com-
prehensive study with 57 teachersofthe gifted,
85 regular classroom teachers, and 176 preser-
vice teachers. One phase of the study asked the
teachers to evaluate some specific teaching
strategies in terms of their power to meet the
needsofgifted and talented youth. The ideasof
the 57 gifted teachers are of particular interest
since they ostensibly derive from classroom ex-
perience. The strongest perceived needs accord-
ing to these teachers werefor:

1. Higherlevel thinking skills
2. Elimination of previously learned mate-

rials
3. Being grouped for instruction
4. Opportunities for independent study
d. Creativity training

While Starko and Schack found these needs
rated high, they also found that teachers of
the gifted often failed to use appropriate
strategies to help students in these areas be-
cause the teachers did not feel confident or
competent in using them.

Effects of Training in the Competencies

Research focusing on classroom interaction
between teachers of the gifted and gifted
students was carried out by Hansen and
Feldhusen (1994), They studied the classroom
competencies and performanceof trained and
untrained teachers of the gifted. The trained
teachers had been taught many or most of
the research-based competencies, skills, and
knowledgein three or four graduate coursesin
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gifted education. The first course was a gen-

eral introduction to theory and current prac-

tice in gifted education. The second course fo-

cused on identification of talented youth,

counseling, evaluation of programs, and as-

sessment of student abilities and learning.

The third course dealt with curriculum design

and differentiation, teaching methods, and

program development. The fourth course was

an elective in one of the following areas:(1) in-

dividualized teaching of the gifted, (2) think-

ing skills, or (3) counseling the gifted. A total

of 54 trained and 28 untrained teachers were

observed in the classroom teaching gifted stu-

dents, and were evaluated with the Purdue

Teacher Observation Form (Feldhusen &

Huffman, 1988). Their students completed the

Classroom Activities Questionnaire (Steele,

1981).

The research revealed highly superior per-

formance of trained teachers from both the ob-

servers’ and the students’ point of view. All of

the differences were tested statistically and

found highly significant. The major proficien-

cies or competencies shown by trained teach-

ers far more than the untrained included:

. Fast pacing of instruction

Emphasis on creativity and thinking skills

. Teacher—student interactions

. Appropriate motivational techniques

. Student-directed activities

. Use of media and models in teaching
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Similarly, from the students’ points of view

the trained teachers used more higher level

thinking activities and more discussion, em-

phasized student self-direction, lectured less,

and motivated students with their enthusi-

asm. Thus, from both points of view training

based on competencies identified in research

translated into more effective teaching of tal-

ented students.

Story (1985) conducted an even more inten-

sive observational study of teachers of the

gifted who had had courses on teaching the

gifted and were regarded as excellent teach-

ers. She observed the teachers for 60 to 70

hours. She was guided in the observations by

suggestions of leaders in gifted education con-

cerning the competencies that should charac-

terize good teachers of the gifted. She found

that these teachers emphasize independent

study and self-direction, use a multiplicity of

resources in teaching, model“gifted” behavior,

stress higher level thinking skills, and are

flexible in classroom scheduling andactivities.

Availability of Training in
Gifted Education

If graduate training in gifted education can

identify fundamental competencies that en-

able teachers to learn and use appropriate

skills in teaching the gifted, it is appropriate

to ask how widely available such training1s.

Parker and Karnes (1991) surveyed colleges

and universities in the United States and

Canada and found 127 institutions offering

graduate degreesin gifted education. In addi-

tion, they found 25 “centers” emphasizing re-

search, development, counseling, testing,

youth programs,conferences, and library ser-

vices, all focused on the gifted and gifted edu-

cation as well as teacher training activities.

Approximately 25 states also offer an en-

dorsement in teaching the gifted. The en-

dorsement usually requires from 9 to 24 grad-

uate credits and frequently requires a

three-credit practicum. One result 1s that

teachers have a strong inducementto seek the

endorsement and upgradetheir skills and pro-

fessional credentials.

Inservice training for teachersof the gifted

is most often offered on college and university

campuses with classes offered late afternoons,

evenings, weekends, and summers. However,

with increasing popularity of distance educa-

tion as a meansof extending teacher training

to more school personnel, off-campus training

in gifted education has become more readily

available. Hansen and Feldhusen (1990) de-

scribed one such program in which up to 750

teachers enrolled during one academic year.

The program offered the full range of courses

for the fifteen-credit Indiana endorsement in

gifted education.

Conclusions

Passow and Rudnitski (1993) carried out a

major survey of state policies regarding edu-
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cation ofthegifted. They found great variabil-ity in the ways different states acknowledgeand requireorfail to require educational ser-vices for the gifted, teacher training in giftededucation, and teachercertification for teach-ing the gifted. They concluded that “ . . poli-cies in all states would be improved were al]teachers and other certified personnel re-quired to have coursework dealing with thenature and nurtureof the gifted and talented”(p. 56).
Twenty-nine “experts” in gifted educationrecently participated in a major nationalDelphi study of gifted education (Cramer,1991). They concluded that all teachers shouldreceive somebasic education on the needs andcharacteristics of gifted and talented children.They also concluded that certification of teach-

ers who work with groups of gifted childrenshould be mandatory. Finally, they confirmedthat gifted children require a differentiatedcurriculum and that teachers should be
trained to develop and use such differentiatedcurriculum in their classrooms.

Although the instructional technology is
available to prepare teachers for work with
gifted students and many teachersare getting
the training,it still is true that large numbers
of gifted students receive no or very little dif-
ferentiated or appropriate instruction to meet
their needs. Instead, they are taught things
they already know, taughtat a very slow pace,
and engaged in low-level thinking activities.
Two recent large-scale studies (Archambault
et al., 1993; Westberg, Archambault, Dobyns,
& Slavin, 1993) surveyed 3,993 teachers
throughout the United States and conducted
structured observations in 46 classrooms. In
the Westberg etal. study the observers were
so dismayedbytheir observations that the re-
port concludesasfollows:

All observers relayed personally to the re-
searchers their dismay, discouragement, and in
some cases, anger about the overall lack of dif-
ferentiation in the instructional practices . . .
provided to gifted and talented students. ...
(p. 143)

Equally disturbing are the results of the
Archambault etal. survey study:

It is clear... that teachers .. | make onlyminor modifications in the curriculum and in-struction to meet the needs of gifted students.(p. 115)

The “know-how” and technology clearlyexist to train teachers to work with gifted andtalented students. To a limited extent ourknowledgeofthe characteristics of good teach-ers of the gifted enables us to develop criteriaand select teachers who will be able to meetthe needs of gifted students in the classroom.Far more promising, however, is our under-standing of the skills, competencies, andknowledge that teachers require in order toteach the gifted well. Armed with that infor-
mation, we can design and conduct teachereducation programsto prepareall teachers in
the basics of working with the gifted and a
cadre of highly trained and certified teachers
to work with the gifted in Special classes.Developments so far in teacher education
show considerable success and bode well for
the future of teacher preparation in gifted ed-
ucation andfor the education of gifted andtal-
ented youth.

REFERENCES

Archambault, F. X., Westberg, K. L., Brown, S. W.,
Hallmark, B. W., Zhang, W., & Emmons, C. L.
(1993). Classroom practices used with gifted
third and fourth grade students. Journal for the
Education of the Gifted, 16(2), 103-119.

Bishop, W. E. (1968). Successful teachers of the
gifted. Exceptional Children, 34, 317-325.

Cramer, R. H. (1991). The education of gifted chil-
dren in the United States: A Delphi study. Gifted
Child Quarterly, 35, 84-91.

Feldhusen, J. F, & Huffman, L. E. (1988). Prac-
ticum experiences in an educational program for
teachersofthe gifted. Journal for the Education
of the Gifted, 12(1), 34-45.

Hansen, J. B., & Feldhusen,J. F(1990). Off campus
training of teachers of the gifted: A program
model. Gifted International, 6(1), 54-62.

Hansen, J. B., & Feldhusen, J. F. (1994). Com-
parison of trained and untrained teachers of
gifted students. Gifted Child Quarterly, 38,
115-123.

Hultgren, H. W., & Seeley, K. R. (1982). Training
teachers of the gifted: A research monograph on



552 Wi Special Topics

teacher competencies. Denver: University of

Denver, School of Education.

Maker, C. J. (1975). Training teachers for the gifted

and talented. Reston, VA: Council for Ex-

ceptional Children.

Nelson, K. C., & Prindle, N. (1992). Gifted teacher

competencies: Ratings by rural principals and

teachers compared. Journal for the Education of

the Gifted, 15(4), 357-369.

Parker, J. P., & Karnes, F. A. (1991). Graduate de-

gree programs and resource centers in gifted ed-

ucation: An update and analysis. Gifted Child

Quarterly, 35, 43-48.

Passow, A. H., & Rudnitski, R. A. (1993). State polit-

cies regarding education of the gifted as reflected

in legislation and regulation. Storrs, CT:

National Research Center on the Gifted and

Talented.

Seeley, K. R. (1979). Competencies for teachers of

gifted and talented children. Journal for the

Education of the Gifted, 3, 7-13.

Si]verman,L. K. (1982). The gifted and talented. In

E. L. Meyen (Ed.), Exceptional children and

youth (pp. 184-190). Denver, CO: Love.

Starko, A. J., & Schack, G. D. (1989). Perceived

need, teacher efficacy, and teacher strategies for

the gifted and talented. Gifted Child Quarterly,

33, 118-122.

Steele, J. M. (1981). The classroom activities ques-

tionnaire: Assessing instructional climate. Mans-

field, CT: Creative Learning Press.

Story, C. M. (1985). Facilitator of learning: A micro-

ethnographic study of the teacher of the gifted.

Gifted Child Quarterly, 29, 155-159.

Westberg, K.L., Archambault, F. X., Dobyns, S. M.,

& Slavin, T. J. (1993). The classroom practices

observation study. Journal for the Education of

the Gifted, 16(2), 120-146.

Whitlock, M. S., & DuCette, J. P (1989). Out-

standing and average teachers of the gifted: A

comparative study. Gifted Child Quarterly, 33,

15-21.



_ 448
Federal Policy on Gifted and Talented Education
 PATRICIA O’CONNELL ROSS, Javits Program, U.S. Department ofEducation

a QO. the past 40 years, sputter-ing attention has been paid to the education ofgifted and talented students at the federal]level. When there has been an interest in thisstudent population, it has been embedded inthe broader educational] concerns of the na-tion. As a result, the arguments and rationalesfor special services for gifted and talented stu-
dents have varied over time, depending on the
larger sociopolitical issues of the day.

This chapter addresses federal policy on
gifted and talented education over the past 40
years, and analyzes the current education re-
form debate and its impact on services for
gifted and talented students.

A Brief History of Federal Involvement
in Gifted and Talented Education

Before embarking on a discussion of federal
involvementin gifted and talented education,
it is important to acknowledge the conflicting
beliefs in the United States about the role the
federal government should take in education.
The U.S. Constitution does not mention edu-
cation as a federal responsibility, but it de-
clares that all areas not mentioned explicitly
in the Constitution are the responsibility of
states and local communities. Unlike every
other industrialized nation in the world, the
United States has a limited federal involve-
ment in education. Only about 6 or 7 percent
of the budget for elementary and secondary
education comes from federal taxes. There-
fore, in education discussions at the federa]
level, there is intense disagreement about the
extent to which the federal] government ought
to be providing direction and assistanceto el-
ementary and secondary education in the na-
tion. This provides an important context
within which to understand federal policy dis-

cussions concerninggifted and talented educa-tion.

The Sputnik Era

In the fall of 1957 the Soviet Union launchedthe first Sputnik satellite, simultaneouslylaunching intense debate in this country
about the quality of American education.
Many voices claimed that the United States
was losing the Cold War because of our inade-
quate educational system, in particular our
“manpower” preparation in mathematics and
science. It was believed that the most able stu-
dents needed a more rigorous secondary
education and broader access to higher edu-
cational opportunities. Manycritics of the Sys-
tem decried progressive education’s influence,
as carried out by followers of John Dewey, and
claimed that this approach focused more on
the social development of students than on
rigorous academic preparation. The U.S. pub-
lic believed that the United States wasin peril
from outside forces if the education system
was not improved.

As a result, Congress passed the National
Defense Education Act of 1958, the first major
federal legislation supporting education. Title
V of this act provided assistance to states by
providing funding for testing programs to
identify able students, and for counseling and
guidance to encourage students to develop
their aptitudes and attend college, particu-
larly in mathematics and science,

During this era, the rhetoric supporting
programsfor able students emerged from pas-
sionate concerns about our “race” with the
Soviet Union and our ability to win the Cold
War. Channeling able students into math-
ematics and science fields was the way to im-
Prove our relative standing with the Soviet

553
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Union. The focus was on national need, not on

self-fulfillment, and on the most able students,

not the entire student body. With the success

of the U.S. space program and the aversion of

the Sputnik “crisis,” support for able students

waned.

The Rights of Special Children

The 1960s and 1970s can be characterized by

the rise in demandsfor rights of individuals

within U.S. institutions, particularly the dis-

enfranchised. Massive support for poor, educa-

tionally disadvantaged students was initiated

through Title I. In addition, a series of court

cases found that children with handicaps were

undereducated by U.S. schools. Court deci-

sions led to a push for federal legislation to

protect the rights of exceptional children in

public schools. In early versions of the draft

legislation for exceptional children, gifted and

talented students were included as a category

of exceptionality. At some point, language 1n-

cluding gifted and talented students was re-

moved from the draft legislation. Instead,

Congress asked for a study on the status of

gifted and talented education in the nation to:

(A) determine the extent to whichspecial educa-

tional assistance programs are necessary or use-

ful to meet the needs of gifted and talented

children, (B) show which existing Federal educa-

tional assistance programs are being used to

meet the needs of gifted and talented children,

(C) evaluate how existing Federal education as-

sistance programs can be more effectively used

to meet these needs, and (D) recommend which

new programs,if any, are needed to meet these

needs. (Public Law 91-230, Section 806)

The ensuing report to Congress, knownas the

Marland Report (U.S. Department of Health,

Education and Welfare, 1972), was named

after then Commissionerof Education Sydney

Marland. It found that existing services for

these students wereall but nonexistent and

went on to claim that

e There is an enormous individual and social

cost when talent among the Nation’s children

and youth goes undiscovered and undevel-

oped. These students cannot ordinarily excel

without assistance.

° Identification of the gifted is hampered not

only by costs of appropriate testing—when

these methods are knownor adopted—butalso

by apathy and even hostility among teachers,

administrators, guidance counselors and psy-

chologists.

Gifted and talented children are, in fact, de-

prived and can suffer psychological damage

and permanent impairment of their abilities

to function well which is equal to or greater

than the similar deprivations suffered by any

other population with special needs served by

the Office of Education.(p. 3)

In response to this report, the 93rd Congress

passed legislation that created an Office of

Gifted and Talented in the U.S. Office of

Education and provided modest funding ($2.5

million) to support research and development

projects, as well as grants to state andlocal

agencies.

In keeping with the rhetoric of the times

that focused on student rights and equal op-

portunity, arguments for gifted and talented

education centered on the need for helping

students to develop their potential for their

own well-being. The arguments also accused

schools of creating an unfriendly environment

for the brightest students, thus indicating

that these students required special advocacy

and programsin order for their needs to be

met. These are many of the same arguments

that were used for other special populations,

including students who were economically dis-

advantaged, bilingual, migrant, and so on.

The basic assumption at the time was that the

regular education program was adequate to

meet the needs of most children, but that

there were special-needs students who re-

quired additional attention and support.

The federal program forgifted and talented

students continued until passage of the Om-

nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981.

Caught in the recurring dispute over the ap-

propriate federal role in education, the modest

funds of the federal gifted and talented pro-

gram were consolidated with 19 other pro-

gramsinto a block grant and sent out to states

to spend at their own discretion.
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Current Reform Initiatives and
Federal Policy

In 1988 Congress reestablished a small fed-eral program on gifted and talented education.The Jacob K. Javits Gifted and TalentedStudents Education Act of 1988 (PL. 100-297)provides support for national demonstrationgrants, a national research and developmentcenter, and national leadership activities. Thelegislation specified that the program placespecial emphasis on economically disadvan-taged students, limited-English-proficient stu-
dents, and students with disabilities who are
gifted and talented.It states that

the Federal Government can best carry out the
limited but essentialrole of stimulating research
and development and personnel training, and
providing a national focal] point of information
andtechnical assistance, that is necessaryto en-
sure that our Nation’s schools are able to meet
the special educational needs of gifted andtal-
ented students, and thereby serve a profound na-
tional interest.

The Javits Gifted and Talented Education
Program wascreated in the midst of the most
intensive and sustained school reform move-
ment in the history of the nation. Since
the 1983 publication of A Nation at Risk:
The Imperative for Educational Reform (U.S.
Department of Education, 1983), there have
been sustained efforts to improve U.S. educa-
tion. The federal government has, in very
modest ways, becomeinvolved in initiatives to
improve American education for all children,
rather than just for targeted populations, as
was the emphasis in the past.

In 1989 President George Bush and the na-
tion’s governors met to develop a set of na-
tional education goals, providing for the first
time a unified set of expectations for all of
American education. The essential messages
of these goals are that there should be higher
standardsfor all children and that our educa-
tion system should bethe best in the world. Of
particular interest for students with outstand-
ing talents is Goal 3 of the National Education
Goals, which states:

By the year 2000, all students will] leave grades4, 8, and 12 having demonstrated competencyover challenging subject matter including En-glish, mathematics, science, foreign languages,civics and s0vernment, economics, arts, history,and geography, and every school in America wil]insure that all students learn to use their mindswell, so that they may be prepared for responsi-ble citizenship, further learning, and productiveemployment in our Nation’s modern economy.
(B) The objectives for this goal are that—

(1) the academic performanceofall students at
the elementary and secondary level will in-
crease significantly in every quartile, and
the distribution of minority students in each
quartile will more closely reflect the student
population as a whole:

(ii) the percentage of all students who demon-
strate the ability to reason, solve problems,
apply knowledge, and write and communi-
cate effectively will increase substantially;

The underlying assumptions of this goal are
that students at all levels of accomplishment,
including the most talented, need to be per-
forming at higher levels, and that more poor
and minority students should be performing
at higherlevels. This is, in essence, the mis-
sion of the Javits program.

The National Education Goals presented a
broad frameworkfor national direction in ed-
ucation. In policy circles, the next debate cen-
tered on how to accomplish the Massive task
of improvingall of education as envisioned in
the National Education Goals. The concept of
systemic reform emerged as the most powerful
approachto achieving the National Education
Goals. In essence, systemic reform holds that
all elements of the educational enterprise need
to be aligned to support higherlevels of learn-
ing for all children. These elements include
content standards, curriculum frameworks,
professional development, assessments, and
other policies related to education. As exam-
ples, teachercertification and licensure from
the state should be aligned with teacher
preparation programsthat focus on the ability
to teach high-level content in the core subject
areas, and assessments of student knowledge
ought to be aligned with challenging content
standards. To facilitate reform at all levels of



556 i Special Topics

education, in 1994 the Clinton administration

proposed and Congress passed Goals 2000:

Educate America Act (U.S. Department of

Education, 1994). The purpose of this act is to

provide a framework for meeting the National

Education Goals by:

(1) promoting coherent, nationwide, systemic

education reform,

(2) improving the quality of learning and teach-

ing in the classroom and in the workplace;

(3) defining appropriate and coherent Federal,

State, and local roles and responsibilities for

education reform andlifelong learning; .. -

(6) providing a framework for the reauthoriza-

tion of all Federal education programs.

The overriding principles of Goals 2000 are

that all children can learn in accordance with

high, demanding standards and that to ac-

complish this challenging goal, education re-

form must take place at all levels of the sys-

tem in a coherent and consistent way if a

major overhaul of the educational enterprise

is to take place. Thelegislation provides funds

to states and local school districts to promote

reform based on high standards. In this legis-

lation, “all children” are defined as:

students or children from a broad range of back-

grounds and circumstances, including disadvan-

taged students and children, students or chil-

dren with diverse racial, ethnic, and cultural

backgrounds, American Indians, Alaska Natives,

Native Hawaiians, students or children with

disabilities, students or children with limited-

English proficiency, school-age students or chil-

dren who have dropped out of school, migratory

students or children, and academically talented

students and children. (emphasis added)

In addition, through the reauthorization in

1994 of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-

cation Act there were substantial changes in

the focus of K-12 education programs sup-

ported by the federal government. Public Law

103-382, the Improving America’s Schools Act

(IASA; U.S. Congress, 1994) containsthecol-

lection of elementary and secondary education

programs supported by the federal govern-

ment, and was reauthorized at about the same

time that Goals 2000 was passed. Mostof the

programsin this legislation have been recast

to incorporate the belief that all students can

learn to higher academic standards, which

represents a shift from a focus on reinforce-

ment of basic skills for at-risk populations

that was emphasized in previous legislation.

Instead, IASA calls for acceleration and en-

richment as strategies to improve the educa-

tional attainmentof these students. Students

in at-risk circumstances are expected to meet

the same performance standards as other stu-

dents. For example,Title I of this act, the pro-

gram for economically disadvantaged stu-

dents, states that:

The purpose of this title is to enable schools to

provide opportunities for children served to ac-

quire the knowledge andskills contained in the

challenging State content standards and to meet

the challenging State performance standards de-

veloped for all children.

(1) ensuring high standards for all children and

aligning the efforts of States, local educa-

tional agencies, and schools to help children

served under this title to reach such stan-

dards;

providing children an enriched and acceler-

ated educational program, including, when

appropriate, the use of the arts, through

schoolwide programs or through additional

services that increase the amount and qual-

ity of instructional time so that children

served underthis title receive at least the

classroom instruction that other children re-

ceive;

(3) promoting schoolwide reform and ensuring

access of children (from the earliest grades)

to effective instructional strategies and chal-

lenging academic content that includes

intensive complex thinking and problem-

solving experiences; .

(8) improving accountability, as well as teaching

and learning, by using State assessmentsys-

tems designed to measure how well children

served under this title are achieving chal-

lenging State student performance stan-

dards expectedof all children.

(2 N
e
w
’

Through this legislation, strategies that have

typically been the hallmark of programs for

gifted and talented students are now pro-

moted for students most at risk of schoolfail-

ure. It suggests that all students should be

taught using conceptually complex curricu-
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lum, and using problem solving, the arts, andacceleration and enrichmentin order to createsuccessful schools.
The Javits program (Title X, Part B) wasreauthorized in IASA.Its original mission wasexpanded in order to align the program withthe overall intent of IASA to set higher stan-dards forall students and move awayfrom iso-lated programs for special populations. Thefindings and purposesof the Javits act state:

(1) all students can learn to high standards and
must develop their talents and realize their
potentialif the United Statesis to prosper;

(2) gifted and talented students are a national
resourcevital to the future of the Nation and
its security and well-being;

(3) too often schoolsfail to challenge students to
do their best work, and students whoare not
challenged will not learn to challenging
State content standards and challenging
State student performance standards, fully
develop their talents, and realize their po-
tential;

(4) the experience and knowledge gained in de-
veloping and implementing programs for
gifted and talented students can and should
be used as a basis to
(A) develop a rich and challenging curricu-

lum forall students; and
(B) provide all students with important and

challenging subject matter to study and
encourage the habits of hard work.

The legislation continues to Support research
and developmentactivities on gifted and tal-
ented education, but it also encourages the
use of materials and teaching strategies de-
veloped by gifted and talented educators with
all students.

National Excellence: A Case for
Developing America’s Talent

In an attempt to define the place of gifted and
talented education within the context of edu-
cational reform, the U.S. Department of
Education published in 1993 a national report
on the statusof gifted and talented education.
National Excellence: A Case for Developing
America’s Talent offers a portrait of how the
nation is presently Servinggifted and talented

students, and Suggests the direction in whichthe nation should be heading to improve edu-cational opportunities for these students. Thereport states:

The United Statesis squanderingoneof its mostprecious resources—the gifts, talents, and highinterests of many of its students. In a broadrange of intellectual and artistic endeavors,these youngsters are not challenged to do theirbest work. This problem is especially severeamong economically disadvantaged and minority
students, who haveaccess to fewer advanced ed-ucational opportunities and whosetalents often
go unnoticed.(p. 1)

To support this statement, the report goes on
to provide evidence that

Compared with top students in other industri-
alized countries, American students perform
poorly on international tests, are offered a less
rigorous curriculum, read fewer demanding
books, do less homework, and enter the work
force or postsecondardary education less wel]
prepared.(p. 1)

The report claims that although effective pro-
grams for gifted and talented students exist
around the country, most are limited in scope
and substance, and most gifted and talented
students spend mostof their time in school in
the regular classroom where few, if any, provi-
sions are madefor them.

To improve educational opportunities for
talented students, the report makesthefol-
lowing recommendations:

° Establish challenging curriculum stan-
dards.
As a part of the movement in education to
establish standards for what students
should know and be able to do in core sub-
ject areas, there should be assurance that
standards are sufficiently high and flexible
enough to accommodate the needs of gifted
and talented students. Too often, standards
are set at a minimallevel rather than at a
high level. To ensure that this happens, ed-
ucators involved in gifted and talented edu-
cation should be involved in developing the
content standards.
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° Establish high-level learning opportu-

nities.

To develop varied talents in students as rec-

ommended in the report, there should be a

wide array of eduational options available to

students. Even schools that provide services

for gifted and talented students often use

only one approach or accommodate only one

kind of talent, and are not flexible in the ap-

proaches they use. It is essential to match

each child’s developing talent with appropri-

ate experiences in order for the child to

eTOW.

e Ensure access to early childhood edu-

cation.

There is a great disparity between the ac-

cess that middle-class and poor children

have to high-quality early childhood educa-

tion. Poor children need to be offered rich

and challenging educational opportunities

in a preschool setting because these oppor-

tunities often are not available in their

homes.In addition, it is essential to look for

strengths in children from poor circum-

stances rather than focusing on their weak-

nesses, as is typically the case. These pro-

gramsare essential if poor children are to be

able to enter school fully prepared and able

to match the accomplishments of more ad-

vantaged children.

¢ Expand opportunities for disadvan-

taged and minority children.

It is essential to remove barriers to partic-

ipation of poor and minority children in ad-

vanced learning opportunities and to sup-

port research and demonstration projects

that are developing ways to work with di-

verse populations.

¢ Encourage appropriate teacher train-

ing and technical assistance.

In order for change to take place, teachers

must have skills and knowledge that give

them tools to develop students’ talents to

the fullest. This is the key to implementa-

tion of changes in opportunites for students.

e Match world performance.

The Report outlines results of international

comparisons that show that even the bright-

est students in the United States are not as

well prepared in mathematics and sciences

as students in other countries. If the recom-

mendations in the report are carried out,

students in the United States should per-

form as well as students anywhere.

In the National Report, the U.S. Department

of Education articulates the current beliefs re-

garding where gifted and talented education

fits within the larger educational concerns of

nation. It offers arguments based on national

interest, as well as on the need to develop each

individual in the nation to his or her full po-

tential, especially students who do not cur-

rently have access to many advanced educa-

tional opportunities. These twin concerns are

argued in the context of the needfor all of ed-

ucation to be more substantial and rigorous.

To determine the impact of the National

Report on policies and practices at the state

and local levels, the Javits Program commis-

sioned a study that was carried out by the

Council of State Directors of Programs for the

Gifted (CSDPG). A survey of states and se-

lected local school districts was conducted to

test the usefulness of producing national re-

ports and to determine if this report had a pos-

itive effect on state policy and local school

practice. Survey forms were completed by 36

states and Guam, and by local school district

personnelin 8 states. In addition, 10 state di-

rectors were interviewed in depth, represent-

ing a samplingof states in different regions of

the country.

Of the 36 states responding, more than 60

percent indicated that they had been able to

influence change and garner support for gifted

and talented education by using the National

Report. Some resulting activities include plac-

ing a statewide emphasis on curriculum com-

pacting, making presentations to state boards

of education, using the report as a rationale

for additional funding, broadening the defini-

tion of gifted, identifying more minority and

low-socioeconomic-status students, increasing

emphasis on professional development, in-
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creasing awarenessofconcern for accountabil-ity for results of services to gifted students,Supporting mandates, and increasing localand regional networking.
The follow-up study also found that thestates that wereactive in making change as a

result of the publication of the National
Report shared common features. These fea-
tures included the timeliness of the National
Reportin relation to other efforts in the state,
the level of commitment by state leadership to
implementing recommendations of the report,
and access to statewide networking of advo-
cates and educators interested in gifted and
talented education.

Conclusion

At the federal level, arguments to support
gifted and talented education programs have
changedoverthe years. During the Cold War,
arguments for the national interest prevailed,
citing the need to assert our dominance inter-
nationally. In the 1960s and 197Os, arguments

Supporting individual] growth and developingfull potential held sway. The current positiontakes a more holistic approach to improving
services to students, with attention to gifted
and talented students viewed as a part of alarger effort to raise expectationsfor all stu-
dents.
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identification of, 469-472

intelligence of, 462

interests of, 462-463

language characteristics of, 461-462

model of, 469-470

origins of, 465-467

predictive significance of, 467-468

reading and writingof, 462-463

Children above 180 IQ Stanford-Binet: Origin

and Development, 7

China,gifted education in, 5,14

Ceiling effects, 257-258, 384

Co-incidence theory, 449-451

College courses, 160, 182, 189, 191-192 (see

also Acceleration)

Compacting, 127, 131, 140, 145-147, 152, 177

Concepts of Excellence in Education: The Year

Book of Education, 528, 532

Concurrent enrollment(see College courses,

Dual enrollment)

Consensual assessment technique, 274

Cooperative learning, 4, 243-251

assessment in, 249-251

debate, 2438-244

with gifted students, 244-247

Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory, 441-442

Correspondence courses, 182

Counseling, 353-363

family, 358-359, 382-394

group, 355-358, 389

historical overview of, 353-354

and parent—school relationships, 359-361

programs, school, 362363

and self-concept, 355

andsibling relationships, 358-359

Courage of Conviction, 480

Creative activities inventories, 273

Creative dramatics, 299-300

Creativity, 269-306
abilities, 272

assessing, 269-279

biographical information, 272-273

and brainstorming, 299

characteristics of, 271-275, 283, 293-297

climate for, 297

complexity of, 269-270

and cross-modalperceptions, 305

curriculum, 290, 297-306

domain-specific, 11-12

informal identification of, 272-275

and intelligence, 271-272

and intrinsic motivation, 282-290

questioning for, 300-302

and risk taking, 293

and Schoolwide Enrichment Model, 137-138,

151
teaching for, 282-290, 292-306

tests of, 83, 273, 275-279

three-component modelof, 282-284

training programs, 287

in Triarchic theory, 43-44

visualization in, 303-305

(see also Eminence)

Creativity Self-Report Scale, 277

Creativity tests, 83, 273, 275-279

biographical inventories, 272-273

divergent thinking, 277-279

pessimism about, 270-271

personality and motivational, 275-277

Creativity Attitude Survey, 277

Critical thinking (see Thinking skills,

IMPACT)

Cross-cultural research, 14-15

Cross-modal perceptions, 305

Cultural assimilation, 14

Cultural pluralism, 14

Culturally diverse gifted (see Disadvantaged

gifted, Minority gifted)

Curriculum, 118, 123-124, 126—135 (see also

Acceleration, Creativity, Curriculum mod-

els, Enrichment, Integrated Curriculum

Model, Secondary gifted)

Curriculum models (see Acceleration, Enrich-

ment, IMPACT, Schoolwide Enrichment

Model, Study of Mathematically Talented

Youth, Summer and Saturday programs,

Special residential high schools, Talent

Search, Talents Unlimited)

Decision making, 319-320, 324-825

Defining Issues Test, 442

Definitions of giftedness:

defensible, 79-80

elitist, 76—77

and minority gifted, 501-502

Renzulli’s, 140, 283-284, 408

Sternberg’s, 461

Tannenbaum’s, 27-42

US. Office of Education’s, 1972, 91, 498

Detracking, 3—4 (see also Ability grouping,

Tracking)



Detroit Public Schools Creativity Scales,
278

Dictionary of the History ofIdeas, 147
Disabled gifted, 16

in Schoolwide Enrichment Model, 152
Disabled gifted, 516-526

barriers to identification and programming,
518-521

career counselingfor, 520-521
and dependence, 431-432
developmental delays of, 519
historical overview of, 517-518
parent involvement, 523
prevalence, 516
and RAPYHT, 522-526
recommendationsfor, 525-526
services for, 521-526
and Very Special Arts, 524-525

Disadvantaged gifted, 3, 80, 86, 263-264,
499-500

mentorshipsfor, 223
and thinkingskills training, 315-316
(see also Minority gifted)

Double Tillage Plan, 5
Dual enrollment, 182, 189, 192

Early admission, 160, 177, 182
legal issues in, 539

Educational productivity, theory of, 329
Elitism, 4, 75—78
Eminence,3, 272, 328-346
and birth order, 342
childhood traits of, 332
Cox’s study of, 335
and education, 343-345
factors in, 339-345
female, 332-333, 493-495
and motivation, 330-331
parental andsocial influence in, 332-333and psychopathology, 340-341
role models in, 345
and school, 332
and traumatic events, 342-343
versus underachievement, 419-499

Eminent women, 332-333, 493~495
Emotional giftedness, 131, 366-379

in adolescents, 475-476
Dabrowski’s theoryof, 367-369, 372-375,
378

and Eleanor Roosevelt, 371-372
and emotionalcreative life, 375-376
and emotional growth, 375-378
and Gandhi, 370-372
and positive disintegration, 369, 374
and sensitivity, 367-369

Enrichment learning and teaching, 148-149
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Enrichment, 18, 113-125
definition, 113
and thinking skills instruction, 319-320
(see also Creativity, Curriculum, Curriculum
models, Secondary gifted)

Enrichment clusters, 143-144
Enrichment Triad Model, 126-127, 136-138

(see also Schoolwide Enrichment Model)
Environment, shared and nonshared, 71-72
Equity versus excellence, 3, 18-19
European Council for High Ability, 530
Evaluation, 253-264

definitions of, 253-256
as description, 254
formative, 256
functions of, 256-257
goal-free, 254-255
goal-oriented, 254
as judgment, 254
and outside evaluators, 260—261
problemsin, 257-260
as program improvement
qualitative, 255-256
steps in, 261-263
summative, 256
utilization focused, 255

Excellence with Equity, 75-88
Exercise in Divergent Feeling, 277
Experience,role of,

in Triarchic theory, 47-48
EXPLORE, 175, 190
Expressiveness, 488, 492

Family counseling, 358-359, 382-394
concerns, 382-383
and home stimulation, 385—386
and identification, 383-385
and peerrelations, 391-392
and self-discipline, 393
and underachievement, 388-389

Federal policy on gifted education, 553-559
and current reform initiatives, 555-557
history of, 553-554
and National Excellence report, 557—559

Females, gifted, 15-16, 80, 483-495
adjustment and self-esteem of, 488, 492-493career aspirations of, 487-488
career developmentof, 398-400
characteristics of, 485-486
eminent, 332-333, 493-495
equitable instruction for, 490-491
and gender differences, 164, 484, 486-487guidance needs of, 492-493
identification of, 489-490
and mathematics, 399, 484, 486-487
mentoring, 223-224
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Females, gifted (cont. )

and single-sex schooling, 491-492

and talent development, 493-494

trends and problems, 485-486

values conflicts of, 484-485

Four Sigma, 338
Frames of Mind, 55

Frasier Talent Assessment Profile, 507-510

Fraud, 544-545

Free-rider effect, 247-248

F-TAP, 507-510

Future Problem Solving, 145

with underachievers, 425

Genderdifferences, 164, 484, 486-487

Genetic Studies of Genius, 6-7, 69, 90,

335-336, 340-346, 353, 440

Genetics
and eminence, 341

and environment, 12-13, 465

and intelligence, 67—74

and younggifted children, 465

GIFFI creativity tests, 277, 425

GIFT creativity test, 277, 425

Gifted Children: Their Nature and Nurture, 7

Gifted Kid's Survival Guide II, 481

Goals 2000: Educate America Act, 17, 20,

556-557

Goals and objectives, problems with, 257

Gottfredson’s theory of occupational aspira-

tions, 401-403

Grade skipping, 160, 177

with underachievers, 427-429

(see also Acceleration)

Group Achievement Identification Measure,

425-426

Growth Plan, 192-194

Guidance Institute for Talented Students,

353-354

Guidance Laboratory for Gifted and Talented,

354
Guiding the Social and Emotional Growth of

Gifted Youth, 517

Guilford Creativity Tests for Children, 278

Hare and the Tortoise, 207, 215

Hereditary Genius, 6

High-IQ children, 439-446

achievementof, 444

adjustment problems of, 440

in Australia, 441-442, 464

and coincidence theory, 449-450

educating, 446

families of, 442-444, 456

versus prodigies and savants, 454-456

History of gifted education, 5-7 (see also

International perspectives)

Holland’s theory of career aspirations,

403-404

Homeschooling, 545

Home Observation for Measurement of the

Environment, 72

How Do You Think? test, 273, 276-277

Humor, 269, 274, 276, 293-296, 340, 509

Identification, 75-86, 89-112, 383-385,

469-472

of creativity, 269-279

of disabled gifted, 518-521

and family counseling, 383-385

of female gifted, 489-490

from international perspectives, 529, 533

matrices, 507

of minority gifted, 13-14, 963-264, 498-511

National Report on, 77, 79-83

purposesof, 77
of secondarygifted, 189-190

in SMPY, 159-163

in special residential high schools, 200,

203-204

of talent pool, 188-140

in Talent Search, 170-178

of young gifted children, 460-472

(see also Characteristics of gifted, Emotional

giftedness, Intelligence, Triarchic theory,

Underachievement)

Illinois Mathematics and Science Academy,

201-203

Imagery, 45, 8303-305

IMPACT,308-317

components of, 308-309

and Universe of Critical Thinking, 309-311

Indiana Academyfor Science, Mathematics

and Humanities, 201-203

Instrumentality, 488, 492

Integrated Curriculum Model, 126-135

Intellectual Giftedness in Disabled Persons,

517
Intelligence, 91-92

components of, 44—47

and creativity, 271-272

and eminence, 332

entity view, 412-413

genetics and, 67-74

and goal theories, 412

hierarchical modelof, 34

incremental view, 412-413

and knowledge structures, 12

nature of, 10-13

in Star model, 30-35

of young gifted children, 462

(see also Multiple intelligence theory, Tests

of intelligence, Triarchic theory)



Intelligence-fair assessment, 58
International Handbook ofResearch and

Development of Giftedness and Talent,
532

International Symposium of Girls, Women,
and Giftedness, 495

International Baccalaureate, 160
International perspectives, 528-534

organizations, 530-532
definitions, 533
and ability grouping and tracking, 533

Intrinsic motivation, 410
and creativity, 282-290
immunization research in, 288-289

Intuition, 274
Involuntary minorities, 264, 504-505
Iowa Acceleration Scale, 102-108
IQ (see Intelligence, Tests of intelligence)

Japan, gifted education in, 5, 14
Javits program, 20
Javits, Jacob J., Gifted and Talented

Education Act of 1988, 20, 498, 555-557

K-ABC, 81
Keeping Track, 233, 241
Kid’s Guide to Social Action, 477
Kids Can Help Book, 477
Kidstories: Biographies of Twenty Young People

You'd Like to Know, 477
Knowledge structures, 12

Labelingeffects, 358-359, 392
Learningstyle preferences, 140, 146, 152
Legal issues, 536-546
due process, 538
fraud, 544-545
home schooling, 545
mediation, 538
of minority gifted, 539-540
negotiation, 537
proceduresfor resolving, 536-539
survey of, 539-545
teachercertification, 542-543
tort liability, 544
transferring students, 541
transportation, 543-544

Legal Issues Network, 536
Locusof control theory, 409-412
Louisiana School for Math, Science, and the

Arts, 201

Mainstreaming, 517
Marlandreport, 498, 554

(see also Definitions of giftedness)
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Matthew effects, 329-330
Maximizing Potential model, 85
MegaSociety, 339
Mensa, 338
Mentoring, 218-228

benefits of, 227-228
with disadvantaged students, 223
and eminence, 345
factors in, 226—227
with females, 223-224
mentee characteristics, 220-221
mentor characteristics, 219-220
phasesin, 224-226
types of, 221-223

Metacognition, 11, 19
Minority gifted, 13-15, 153
and cultural differences, 504—506
definition of, 499-500
identification of, 13-14, 263-264, 498-511
legal issues with, 540-541
programmingfor, 14
and standardized tests, 503-504
underrepresentation of, 181, 263-264
(see also Disadvantagedgifted)

Mississippi School for Math and Science, 201
Model United Nations, 144-145
Monitor Tests of Creative Potential, 278
Moos Family Environment Scale, 443
Motivation, 408-414

attribution theory of, 410-412
and goal theory, 412-413
and locus of control, 409-410
theories of, 409-413
(see also Underachievement)

Multiculturalism, 505-506
Multiple Intelligence theory, 13, 54-66, 128,

195, 337-338, 370, 378-379
assessmentin, 57-65
autonomyin, 57
and coincidence theory, 449
and creativity, 272, 283
educational programs, 59-65
and gender, 483
international influence of, 533
and teachertraining, 64
and younggifted children, 464

Multipotentiality, 400, 477
Myers-Briggs Type Inventory, 388-389

National LanguageArts Curriculum Project,
129

National Excellence report, 10, 76, 189, 196,
199, 219, 557-559

National Education Goals, 555
National Language Arts Science Project, 129
National Report on Identification, 77, 79-83
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National Research Center for the Gifted and

Talented, 20

A Nation at Risk, 3

North Carolina School of Science and

Mathematics, 199

Odyssey of the Mind, 144-145

Out-of-level testing, 159-160, 172-177

Overexcitability, 36-37 (see also Emotional

giftedness)

PACKETS, 250
Parent—school relationships, 359-361

modelof, 360

Parents of the gifted, 393-394
Peer pressure, 4
Peer support, 17-18

Personality,
and achievement, 35-36

and creativity, 12
andself-image, 12

A Place Called School, 233

Placement, 90

Planning, 319, 321, 323-324

Playful perception, 303

PLUS Academic Abilities Assessment, 175

Portfolios, 58 (see also Authentic assessment)

Position paper, NAGC, 537

Positive disintegration, 369, 374

Precocity, 439-440 (see also Prodigies,

Children, young gifted)

PRIDEcreativity test, 277

Problem solving, 120, 130

in Spiral Model, 120-123
types of, 120-123

Problem-based learning, 19

Problem finding, 19
Prodigies, 439, 446-451, 454-456, 464

and coincidence theory, 449-451

compared with high-IQ children and sa-

vants, 454-456

defined, 446-447

and family relationships, 451, 456

social and emotional concomitants of, 451

Productive thinking, 318-320, 324-325 (see

also Creativity)
Project Zero, 13

Project Spectrum, 60—64

Providing Programsfor the Gifted

Handicapped, 517

Psychological Interpretive Report, 94-102

Psychopathology, 340-341

Purdue Creative Thinking Program, 287

Purdue Pyramid Model, 194-195

Questioning, to stimulate creativity, 300-302

Quota systems, 86

Ravens Progressive Matrices, 81, 95

RAPYHT, 522-526

Regression effects, 258
Renorming, 86

Residential high schools, 198-205

benefits of, 202—205

characteristics of, 200—202

issues, 203-204

Retrieval and Acceleration of Promising Young

Handicapped Talented, 522-526

and Head Start, 524

Revolving Door Identification Model, 138 (see

also Schoolwide Enrichment Model)

Risk taking, 274, 293

Role models,

in eminence, 345

in talent development, 214—215

in underachievement, 430-431

SAT (see Scholastic Aptitude Test

Saturday and summer programs, 160,

180-187, 189
benefits of, 182-183

issues with, 181-182

research, 183-186

Savant syndrome,439, 451456, 464-465

characteristics of, 452—453

compared with high-IQ children and prodi-

gies, 454-456
defined, 451-452

explanationsof, 453-454

families of, 456

Scales for Rating the Behavioral

Characteristics of Superior Students, 190,

275-276

Scholastic Aptitude Test,

gender differences, 486-487

in residential high schools, 204

scores of high-IQ children, 442

in SMPYand Talent Search, 159, 163,

172-173

Schools for Talent Development, 142

Schoolwide Enrichment Model, 114, 136-154

History of, 136-140
Research, 150-152

Service delivery componentsin, 142,

145-149

Searching for Bobby Fischer, 369

Secondary gifted, 189-196

services and opportunities, 190-192

Secondary School Admission Test, 174-175

Self-concept, 355 (see also Self-esteem)



Self-esteem,

and ability grouping, 36

of females, 488, 492-493

and underachievement, 422

Self-nominations, 83

Sensitivity (see Emotional giftedness)

Simon’s Rock College, 160, 182

Single-sex schooling, 491-492

SMPY(see Study of Mathematically Precocious

Youth)

Social problems,(see Counseling)

Social loafing, 247

SOMPA(see System of Multicultural

Pluralistic Assessment)

South Carolina Governors’ School for Science

and Mathematics, 201

Spiral Modelof Thinking, 118-124

Sputnik, 3,7, 553-554

SRBCSS(see Scales for Rating the Behavioral

Characteristics of Superior Students)

Standard Reading Inventory, 97

Stanford Diagnostic Reading, 96—98

Stanford-Binet Intelligence Seale, 6, 91, 385,

440, 444-445, 471-472

Star modelof giftedness, 30-39

Structure of Intellect Learning Abilities

Test, 83

Structure-of-intellect model, 79

Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth, 37,

127, 155-166

longitudinal study, 161-165

research, 164-166

Subject skipping, with underachievers,

427-429 (see also Acceleration)

Sucker effect, 247-248

Suicide, 476

Summer and Saturday programs (see Saturday

and summer programs)

Supporting the Emotional Needsof Gifted

(SENG), 354

Synectics, 287

Syntopicon: An Index to the Great Ideas, 147

System of Multicultural Pluralistic

Assessment, 13

Talent pool, 138-140

Talent search, 127, 159-160, 162, 170-178

benefits of, 177-178

centers, 172

curricular options, 175-177

(see also Study of Mathematically Precocious

Youth)

Talent development, 158, 194, 207-217, 345,

358, 385-386, 404-405

of gifted girls, 493-494

phases, 210-213
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role modelsin, 214-215

social context of, 213-215

versus underachievement, 419—422

unpredictability of, 208-210

Talents Unlimited, 129, 318-326

classroom applications, 320-322

description, 319

and independent projects, 323-324

Teacher characteristics and competencies,

547-550

Teacher training and certification, 132,

547-551

availability of, 550

characteristics and competencies, 547-550

effects, 549-550

legal issues, 542-543

in Multiple Intelligence theory, 64

Telescoping, 116

Television effects, 329

Terman’s research (see Genetic Studies of

Genius)

Tests of intelligence:

in assessment, 89-112

Binet-Simon, 6

criticisms of, 31-32, 54, 56, 89, 503

group, 91, 384

history of, 92-93

and identifying minority gifted, 503-504

Stanford-Binet, 6, 91, 385, 440, 444-445,

471-472

WISC,91, 388, 423

(see also Genetics, Multiple intelligence the-

ory, Triarchic theory)

Texas Academy of Mathematics and Science,

160, 201, 204

The Practical Princess, 325-326

The Gifted Child: Year Book of Education, 528,

532
Thinking Creatively in Action and Movement,

278

Thinking skills, 18, 19, 126, 130, 308-317 (see

also IMPACT, Talents Unlimited)

Thinking Creatively with Sounds and Words,

278
Thinking style preferences, 146

Threshold concept of creativity and intelli-

gence, 271

Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking, 83,

277-278

Tort liability, 544

Total Talent Portfolio, 141-142, 145-146

Tracking:

curricular, 230-231

ethnographic studies of, 233-234

historically, 5
internationally, 533
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Tracking(cont. )
meta-analytic studies of, 236-240regression studies of, 234-236
(see also Ability grouping)

Transferring gifted students, 541Triad model(see Enrichment Triad Model)Triarchic theory, 43-53, 483
and components of intelligence, 44-47and developing intellectual giftedness, 50-52international influence of, 533
and measuring intellectual giftedness, 49-50types of giftedness in, 43-44

Triarchic Abilities Test, Sternberg, 50TRIFOCAL model, 423-433
Twin studies, 68-70

Underachievement, 15, 361-362, 416-433and acceleration, 425-429
and avoidance behavior, 411, 418
characteristics of, 422-493
and dependenceversus disability, 431-439family characteristics, 419-4292
instruments, 425-426
and low self-esteem, 422
as a motivation problem, 408—409

as a myth, 478-479
parenting, 433
reversal of, 423-433
and school environments, 416-419in Schoolwide Enrichment Model, 152and skill deficiencies, 423, 430
symptoms, 418
TRIFOCAL model, 423—433

Very Special Arts, 524-525
Voluntary minorities, 504-505

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children, 91,388, 423
Westinghouse Science Talent Search, 186Work adjustment, theoryof, 156-158, 164World Council for Gifted and Talented

Children, 529
Writing disability checklist, 389

Younggifted children (see Children, young
gifted)

Zooley exercise, 310, 313-315


