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. This study examined the effectiveness and efficiency of f"‘\"
) three screening devices for the identification of intellec— - BT \
: S S
tually gifted children. Effectiveness wa.s defined by the
. "percentage of gifted children a device located and efficiency
B ‘,}Was defined by the ratio between the tota.l number of children ’
an R PRI ;“r‘it refers for indiVidual examination% and the number of gifted o

childrén ‘found among those referred. The study evaluated "';.,A" '

group ach\\ievement test results (Canadian Tests oﬁ Bas:.c _' ,":}

"-‘;Skills), grade point averages (G P A ) and teacher judgemente

f-,’.-as identifiers of gifted students.' The criterion used to

WY -
e B

idehtify the intellectually gifted was a Wechsler Intelli—-:".*‘ .

"-‘gence Scale for Children = Revised (WISC-R) IQ score of 115

..a,

) _:, o-r higher, ' The WISC-R was tabulated for a11 Grade 4 students o :

= ":from two St. John s schools who were identified as gifted by — -
» ‘,"‘.9,,, ’

one or" more of the above-mentioned measures in accord With

o " "o - ,-.
s

B the followingh criteria. l) C T B S. local percentile rank of

,',"84 or: higher, 2) G P, A. percentage ‘of, 84% or hiqher,-'3) :: o
‘;("-"._teacher Judgemenﬁxof four or more nominations. The results ' ;
‘0f this, investigation’ indicated there were individual differ— A
’ '_"_i'ences ini the effectiveness and effiCiency of the C . B xS., I
S L "'G P A..and teacher judgement. If one is looking for both e T lh e
e .w,.\"‘:l'effectiveness and efficiendy,,the e T. B S. was’ the best U TR
o \ '-.J.dentifier ~of gifted children. ; If the area of concern is ':"/;".
N 1= efficiency, teacher judgement should be conSidered - and if 'Iy_" A AR
J S = ¢effectiveness is the area of concern, G P A. should be / k3 \
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gifted :and talengad children. Clearly, this problem must

be solved It is the purpose of this investigation to work

towa rd that end ..

>-'

1

Canada reveals that while measures of intelligence of either

~--:,= -. . ,-.,.»-: : e

_an indiVidual or group nature are. not available in eVery« “>

and intellectual abilities.'of their students. . 'I‘he purpose

‘.-';.the logical first step in the process of setting up programs

Lto meet their special needs., This process is a key concernf'

"f":(Parke, 1981). The nited States Office of Educatiorn.

?,‘A(U S O E ) has defined giftedness in terms 0 ‘demonstrated

N iachievement and/or potential ability in bne or :more of the -

:'.";followmg domains- general intellectual ability, specific

- f:-,academic aptitude, creative or productive thinking, leader- :

"3".Qship ability, gv:l.sual and performing artistic ab:.lity, andﬂ....
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A
"

o \.4 ‘ ments are superior) kS The U S O E definiti

exceptionally h:l.gh score on the Stanford-Binet Intelligence

o TR \ ‘ v
) 0 o “:
. _ ' 3
: 1' o‘ifted chi?dren vand no one measuremen{t technique gan : B .
s e ‘ accurately identify all gifted ch:.ldren {Tongue & Sperling, L
A 1976) S e L *\ R o o
' 7 . 3 L The early work of Terman defined giftedness ‘as an ‘ ‘.

. : ‘Scale (Parke,‘ 1981-) o This scale fs Terman 5" revis:.on of ! ,‘;"!
u the ,,original intelligence scale developed by Binet’ .and Simon ,
o to identify students who were capable—of benefiting from an- (
educational opportu,nity (Clark, 1979) Guilford s Structure ‘1‘ 7
of the Intellect Model served as 'the foundation for the ‘ )
expansion of Terman s v;'J.ew ofl giftedness (Parke, 1981) ‘ }

"‘

This development marked the beginning of a multidimen51onal
,) concept of giftedness (Parke, 1981) . Recognition of the 4' )

many facets of giftedness and the many instruments developed

to measure it, both -have brought a need to evaluate the K

-

R -effectiveneés of the various measures..ul-

: The cho:.ce of spec:.fic measures, however,' 1nvar1ab1y :

. depends upon one s definition of giftedness and the areas
Voo

may be class:.fied 1nto three types- objective (concerned-

with sc fies on standardized tests) = descriptive (conc&rned
with characteristics of gifted people) and comparative

4

giftedness

referred to earlier, also makes reference, to objective and

} d:escriptive measures. It ,cal].s the descriptive. measure/s

PR |

of conoern )f?/psjgrammuxg. Borthw:Lck, Dow, Levesque and oL
Banks (1980 recognized that the definition of g’:i.ftednessl':j s

(concerned w:.th s:.ngling out those s,tudents whose, achieve- N s

PP A U S S
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"professional evaiuation measures". While this label ;
® - - - v :
suggests a more pr ise method of asséssment, the process
stilljinvolves émeone's subjective opinion, e&en though the
evaluator 1s/one who is qualified to appraise pupils® spec1a1 “1 »
- competencies. Of the six domains of giftedness noted in . 7 Tl
" L ’ - ] ‘o e ' '
~the U.s.0. E definition, the most clearly défined are:
‘general intellectual ability and specific academic aptitude.
'";t“These two areas overlap exten31vely and the academic inclln- o ‘?:ﬁg-ﬁ

ﬁ”ffations of school/gystems cause them,to focus

PR

'cfdispr0portionately on these two areas (Renzul

heir attentionﬁn
i & Stoddard
_(Eds.b, 1980). . The remaining four areas (cr ;tlve or pro-l'

*dductlve thinking, 1eadership ability, Visual and performing

4

:artlstic ability,~and psycho—motor ability) although 1mpor—“-

© tant, to the education of the gifted, are,at present poorly. _" ' ;Tfﬂ

[

‘defined and- not easily measured. In accord with the current .

preference of educators, this study has concentrated ‘6n- the R «ia5

1dentification of intellectually gifted children as measured _’3

s bngeneral.intellectualrabiiity ‘and specifﬁc academic‘aptir ﬂ:.'ﬂ

tude.;i ': ) . ‘ . C o . ’v . : ' ' ) &w':_‘.\;.‘ {
- - K
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

- Historical Perspective

History reveals that the educatlon of the gifted
1nd1v1dua1 has not been a well- accepted or equltable
practice. Plato s ideal of creatlng social harmony by
’selectlng only the wisest people to-. become rulers was never

attalned.r Durlng the Roman era only children of wealthy

famllies recelved educatlon. The Mlddle Aqes hrought w1th
o -

“based on class. No signlficant changes were evrdent with‘

o regard-to indiwidual'talents or 1ntellects during the
Renaissance, ewen,though the period?was'a rebirth of Greek
-concepts. -Throughout history, the guality and quantlty of
education an indivrdual received was dependent moré upon )
soc1a1 class than talent or ability.

In the United States, Thomas Jefferson’ develOped a

7forma1 education plan for the gifted. It advocated that

-

all able students in the ‘State of Vlrginia be sought out,

matic approach, however, was recorded in St. Louls, Mfssouri
in 18681when"a system of flexible prbmotlon was 1ntroduced
in schools. Several other programs for the glfted followed

in major cities in the Unlted States. Probably of greatest

- ¢

Lt

‘it ‘a-carry over from the Romans with selection for education }

’ and given special educatlonal programmlng. The first'syste—

°
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'~'the decades.

: The U S 0.E, Commissioner, Sidney Marland in hlS ensulng

‘for the gifted and talented on the State .and. Local District

3, .

impact in the 19th century was the concept of ability group-
. { : .

ing for bright students begun in California in 1898. About

4

1920, Lewis Terman, the Father of Gifted Child Research,

launched a longitudinal study of gifted persons (Gowan &

Torrance, 1971). This study, entitled "Genetic Studies of-

Genius", along with the construction 6f the Stanford-Binet

q

Intelligence Scale (S-B) lead educators and others to an -

) understanding of the human development of. such persons over

D

The launch of Sputnik by the U S S R. 1n 1957 prompted‘

: unparalleled American 1nterest in the gifted, especially
' those gifted in-: the area of SC1ence (Khan, Rader, Igbal &

'Flodder) During the 1960 s, 1nterest in;the education of

gifted students declined, Only 39 research reports on the

gifted were published between . 1967 and 1974 (Morgan,‘Tennant

'&‘Gold, 1980)., _One ‘of the” ‘Biggest boostslfor.the education of

the .gifted came in 1970. A United)States Congressional»Mandate

s

added a. section relatinq to the Elementarx\j:iTSeCOndary Edu—ﬂin

" cational Amendments of 1969 that related to ted studénts.

‘report, of;ered recommendations for the educatioruofthe gifted."

' The Marland Repbrt (1972) prov1ded- "the ba51c parameters

‘essential for developing differentiated educational programs

Level" (p.“4).. The report s major contribution was a. more

precise.definitlon of giftedness. Part of this definitlon was

' given‘earlier‘but at this point it is given below in its entirety._

, v
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Gifted and talented children are those identified by o S
professionally qualified persons who by virtue of out~- o . 2
standing abilitjies are capable of high performance. -
These are children who require differentiated educa- i .
. tiqnal programs and/or services beyond those normally
" provided by the regular school program in order to
‘realize their contribution to self and society.
.- .
Children capable of high performance include those with
demonstrated achievement and/or potential ability in
"any of the following areas, singly or in combination:

~general inteéllectual ability
vspecific academic. aptitude

: creative or productive thinking

.-fleadership ability - ..
. visual and performing arts R o , e

”6, “psychomotor ablllty e ,', f

'U1§KQLJH

' It can\be assumed that utilization of these ‘criteria

_ for. identification of 'the gifted and. talented willon
~f,encompass a ‘minimum of 3. to '5 perdent of ‘the school

.population.ﬁm S . :

Q.EVLdence of gifted ahd talented abilities may be :
determined by a multiplicity of ‘ways. These procedures :
shoirld include objective measures and profeSSLOnal
evaluation measuresﬁwhich are essential components of

" identification.

Profe351onally qualified persons include such individuals

as teachers, administrators, school psychologists, ‘

counselors, ‘curriculum speciali artists, musicians,

and others with special trainingtzhdvare ‘also qualified

to appraise pupils’ special- competencies, !
L : (Marland, 1972, p. 383)° qh

A cross-Canada survey was conducted in -the fall and

1lw1nter of 1978 79 by the Canadian Education Association.- It

.examined various aspects of the education of gifted and .

‘talented students. Borthwick et al. (1980) reported that b 'iﬁ”

" their publcation is ev1dence of changing circumstances in

:ing school bcards was elther conducting or planning a p 1ot

‘spe01a1 education for Canada s glfted and. talented;students.

.

The researchers reported "that one. out cf three respond—i'

©

pro:ect for 1ts gifted and talented students“ (Borthwick“

10 . .

A
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A s

T tant issue but also one which needs much more, attention and,

et al., 1980, p. 9).

The survey results for Newfoundland revealed several
‘important-factsAregarding the education of the gifted.
Specifically, there.is: 1. no written policy for the edu-

;N;ation of the gifted and talented;'z. no legal proviSion
for es;ablishing .such programs, ; ~no required teacher ;f
. qualification for this area and _4. no research pIOJects Sli“fj

on the education of the gifted being conducted by the

: Department of Education (Borthwick et al. 1980)

The fact that this survey was conducted is proof that

Canada is finally making some important advances in theii" '

u“

education of gifted children.[ For too long the issue lay

FEY o '

buried beneath the myth. that special educational proviSions :~ O

were only needed for the slow or retarded child and that

h:]

the gifted child could make it through the. school system
A '
unaided' Many recent publications testify to a’ changing .

view that the education of the. gifted is not only an: impor- ;.'

research (Borthwick*et‘al., 1980; Clark,-l919;‘Gowan, 1971,7.

Renzulli & Stoddard 1980) oo _f* . ;{3m=: Z:f: ﬂznt'

Clark (1979) posed the questidh which is at the root of |

the issue for the Justefication of programs for gifted stu- ; f"@i

‘dents: "How do we answexr those. people, who block any attempt

. i L
to prov1de programs, as undeﬁLcratic, elitist or’ wasteful?" : v

[P

(p. 108) The U S Office of Education through the Marland

3

| report recognized that such baSic questions border on the

;philosophical and that a-direct response from'research i§;1




“7.j'nition of\the word.

‘:speclal Sklll or* ablllty, whlch 1f fostered could become

."~'ﬁwould facllltate the realizatlon of potentlaln

ol Ak iy 1 st 2 s o e o b = =

i v ' -
P m‘ ~". ..., . . % '_,_ : N

difficult.

However &the 1ssues -do warrant comment.

Invaddre551ng bhe 1ssue of educatlon for the glfted as
w

.

undemocratlc, a paradox 1s evident in that the equal. treat~'

ment of people does not ﬂécessarlly yleld equal results. :

s Ty . LR
. X . - . cq

+ The teacher who eats His students equally will flnd

' *‘fthat they progr'ss at-very different rates. As’'a
resﬁltrof equa xtreatment, ‘students ‘will .advance t0"v
very unequal>,osltlons. On the other hand[ 1f the

"il be . necessary to treat them 1n unequal
rson, 1979, p.,58) N e

al

.x-,

ST

undem/;ratlc", stated that,&.p,b.:

1f democratlc educatlonal practlce 1s 1nterpreted agf
the same educatlon for all, the answer is yesy . If we:
.believé-that democratic educatlon mearns approprlate*
‘educationdl opportﬁnities and the. right .to. education -
‘1n keeping with one's ablllty to beneflt, the answer
is no. (p. 401) ‘ .

[N

‘

N

Accordlng to Clarch1979), whether or not the education!'

7of the glfted 1s con51dered elltist depends upon one s, defl-llf‘

She‘distinguished between two meanings

"the chosen ones or the?

r

':of ‘the’ word “ellte" these are,

-r

‘select group,

truly outstanding" (p 109)

that programs for the gifted would not be benefic1a1 because",

l-the glft lS already present ln its fullest.form

x«definltion, however, lmplles that programs for the glfted

{! ., Y . L ,. f N Ve -, ."

‘ 26/ Office of Education Report (Marland Report) of

ﬁlﬁ reply to the questlon "aren‘t special provisro s {;f\;»ﬂ:

The former deflnltion 1mp11es }“”
The latterh~f,f?

Accordlng to -
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ohron:logical ages of g'fted students. It is the discrepancy- e
,betwee these two ages tha' is the focus of the argument
‘\-'.‘ - ‘

;'Fii about th‘ir developmental retardation.\ Dunlap (1975, as

"the latter meaning, a school program is inadequate 1f lt

fails to assist students to realize therr potential, what-

s

-

'ver that potential may be.

Stevenson and Wilson (197?) recognized that too often

',people express the opinlon that extra time,\money and effort : jf/‘f L

'7shou1d be granted the 1ess fortunate because the brighter

o

fchild doesn t need extra educational opportunities. They

| .

;if;argue that thlS attitude not only results in a great waste ffwfk‘

‘uf;of creative energy but also it adds to the difficultieS‘

g;fhtthe gifted and"talented\to be disadvantaged and handicapped

Lin the school Situation.,ifu‘nizf{‘g} 4';L“3“1 g _-Q"”

cited in Cruickshank‘& JohnsonL_l967) verified this when

theysgave possible mental age ranges of students entering }_,ﬂQF-.

N R
R . S ot S e,

-‘different grade 1eve1" .An extreme 1A mental age range‘"

v:on the first day ofwschool could be as high as 6 years and

.~-. Tl

.."10 months. When people are restricted in their deVelop-

. | VR Y
'ment, and not allowed to move freely at their own pace, f e

PN

often the results are boredom, anger*and frustration.'l'“

Paquin (1981) stated that "30i50% of gifted childrengnever

graduate from hlgh school" (P .20)'7f"Gaftedness itself is- _fhe

T
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A

I

- s o e e m—

ﬁl‘their agemates (Clark, 1919)., Spécial/erQrams help the ," 4

'1:j§;glfted child to achle e, more aCademicélly, socaally, and

‘_;These categories have beenV

') o &

| g . ‘~?,“

'seldom a cause of trouble. It is. a lack of recognitaon and

3

“support of its needs by the responsible society which causes

Q,:the trouble ~(Parker, 1975 p. 7;1 Related to this is tHe

;

‘frealize thsir ideas and interests are very different from

\ / s

~

o

identified by writers in an

The literature on,th ccuracy of the devices used to ﬁ

e 4

'.definition- namely, general intellectual ability and Spelelc

: ”academic aptitude.‘ Grinter (cited in Rubenzer, 1979) stated

' , SRR iy ‘J_1.
‘ V:identify specific aspects of giftedness is extens;ve..“

. i ) .

: A - .

- . e Y R

- . T .
- . S
' * emtimt——
5

'ﬁ'sense of isolation gifted children often feel when they T

.\.._ I.[~'\ "t“ .

oS 'é PRy o o e C o i .
.v,,A;f It appears neceSSaLy at this point to specify ‘and ex—,‘-‘;“

e A .
-5plain different categories of the terms "gifted and talented "

C o \ . ﬁt*,ﬁf. v
‘attempt to organize our thinking about glftedness.,_;;"~.ff,-_;.a'

”;i: present study focused on. the first two\areas of the U S 0 E.,_Qi;r-'

'.i‘or talented cluster 1n these two areas. Three possible ;fkjﬁ-ﬁ

‘explanations of this iMbalance are.:-first, a great percentage

S A
o

[ N
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A‘V gence was first defined by Binet and Simon in terms of a’

h“-,nonverbal intelligence..ﬁfﬂ

’ uals. Much evidence supports this View.f The often quoted

12

_ of gifted7children actually do fall into'these two areasqh‘

s
[

second the academic nature of- programs available for the.
gifted dictates the 1argest prOportion would‘fall into’ these
two areas,-and third, the lack of specifiéqggbntification
procedures in. the other areas inhibits identification. _lt

was thought that -a- f6cus on the first two categories would '

be more relevant than examination of a11 six categories "; _g,"”

given that the emphasis of our schools is on academic subjects.::'lh

A

SN . e . V- . . ’ . -~

; o R . . s . e - EEE i M
. / N . . e . . : . L . ' CTh
~ . . . . . o Yy o AP
’ ' PR B K N e

General Intellectual Ability 'nﬂf; f“wdjfmflha f'ul“

General Intellectual Ability, in this study, refers to ‘IE

the 5Eneral intelligence of the person. General intelli- -'““

-

U

Mental (M A )" and later by Stern as an Intelligence Quotientﬂf-

(IQ) (Khatena, 1977) . Ih recent years, DaVid Wechsler

departed from the univariate concept of general intelligenoe =

and adopted a bivariate viewpoint that includes verbal and

e

Generally speaking, indiVidual tests (especially in theji
area of general intellectual ability) have\been conSidereZ# S
id-

more accurate than group tests in identifying gifted indi

.

study of Pegnato and Birch (1959) reported that group tests .ﬂ.Z”

were of little value for the actqal identification of the

'4’1‘

o &
.‘1~researchers for screening purposes. Rubenzer (1979) saw

.\,‘ —-n

the possibility of accurate identifica@ﬁon 1as being greater

Ve
‘lsn . N
Il s
L
; .
s " .

°6_v ‘ .

gifted. However, group test utility is recognized by these R




i

'3fOVer half of the
'"f"*been identified

‘-%items on: the grou”

ks
.
.

with individual rather than group tests, and that group
tests may actu-lly penalize the gifted child Clendening
and DaVies (198 ) made. a similar claim by stating,-"that

the higher the ability, the greater the probability the group

' test will overldok such ability" (p. 5). Martinson (1966)
concurred with this view that the gifted are penalized She

i
made speCific reference to the culturally disadvantaged and

t

2 Cited as evidencl a California State Study which claimed thatl'

i

V;ﬂif group tests hjd been used rather than individual tests, o

gifted population under study would not have :
This figure is consistent with that reported _—

'f{u;by Pegné&o and Birch (1959).\ A contributing factor in the

ﬁCalifornia study as consideréd to be the 1ack of appﬁopriate

W test.v The Connecticut State Department of

Education has recognized the need for the use of indiv1dual

:

'tests, “because of|errors in measurement that are inherent

in group measures, and»because some youngsters simply do not

'demonstrate their best performance in group testing situ~

' ations" (SpeCial Learning Corporation, 1978, p. 86) huch
».;support for indiVidual testing in the identification of gifted
ai:children is apparent but it should also be noted that many

‘fstudies (Barbe & Renzulli, 1975 Gallagher, 1966 Pegnato &

1
Birch 1959) recognize that a. group test used as a. screening

deVice in conjunctiOn With other measures is effective and
L, . ) )
useful in the overall identification process. Fx ;’»g-

The tWO individual intelligence tests which appear to
be most frequently used when general intellectual ability is

being measured are the Stanford-Binet (S-B) and the Wechsler

: Intelligence Scale for Children_— Revised (WISC-R).: Aceording* *

Q . ¢
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to Martinson and Lessinger (1960) "Individual administra-' oy

tion of the test means that the ability of the-gifted.pupil‘

- is measured more directly and'effectively than in a‘group

situaticn" (p. 238). Clendening and Davies (1980) stated
the Stanfbrd—Binet and WISC;R‘are among the,'“best instru-

ments available for identifying children With high general
Other researchers either used

1nte11ectual ability" (p. 16)

or. recommended the use of these measures in asses51ng intel— . _1'”

':lectual ability (Borthwick et al., 1980,.Karnes & Brown, 1979, ._:;T?j_

'zf'Specific Academic AE itude f-.fﬂ; }Lri;v132~f_~ C '1, ST
: , e e e

'; the: Pegnato and Birch (1959) study, the Metropolitan Achieve-'f'

m

CLH

identification of gifted students.,

refers to an- above average ability 1n one or more academic ﬂ.,

N A L L. PR
. . (N

1.

3“} Rubenzer; 1979) '1., 5J'ﬁ';f“1;.;3,4 B SRR CRA I

T Academic achievement measures haVe ofteh been used in the

Spec1fic academic aptitude

0D
. .

subjects. The 1iterature.in this area 1s much less preCise o

when lt comes to the recommendation of specxfic identiflcation b-«

instruments. ‘No ne measure stands ot - from the others. In PR

N
)

-

ment Tests were administered. Clendening and Davies (1980) o .-:

recognized the w1de use of the Stanford Achievement Test and~

Yoy

Clark (1979) listed the follow1ng standardized tests as ones 1,.:»;f"’

v

used in assess;ng achievement.ﬂ , California Achievement

Tests, 2 Metropolitan Achievement Tests, 3. S R A. Achieve-J

e

ment Series, 4. Standard Achievement Tests, 5 Comprehen51ve:"'

Tests of Basic Skills and 6 Iowa Every-Pupil Tests of
Rubenzer (1979) identified thirteen different f‘?::'u

Basic Skills.\
They 1ncluded IR

instruments useful in assessing achievement.

'

group tests, 1nd1vidual tests and teacher screening deVLces;ﬁ

e
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,,E According to Pyrczak (cited in Buros, 1978), the authors.

of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (I T, B S ) have been highly

successful ‘in developing, "an achievement test that covers '

'generalized intellectual ‘skills and abilities with as much ‘ .

emphasis as possible upon functional values of what has ‘been :‘l;‘;r,:??;
}~Ltaught“ (P 57). Pyrozak consrdered it one of the most care-"'_."E e

1*3J'f ;j,~-_"‘, ifully constructed achievement tests available. A closer look :"“i'

2l

"ﬁyxvf' ‘»"sﬂ?t the literature relating to achievement tests revealed that
"Zggé)Canadian Tests of . Basic Skills (C T B S ) is the Canadian ﬂqﬂ”' N
version of the I T 'B. S. According to Buros (1978), it is .

virtually 1dentical 1n 1ts form and layout and, “has such a

A s{l}"‘ wskigy long line of respected antecedents that 1ts status need never j: :}f}fg

1

be in doubt“ (p. 16) One of its stated goals is to prov1de,;ﬂ{,’ $7iﬁj

valuable information for selecting arbas for remedial and

:J enrichment activrties (King, 1982) A

L N

,‘.‘- ,.‘.

‘;2:;,:‘ ";"f The measurement of,achievement has also been done through

an examination of a student s grades both Pasb and preSent B s
. w..";l‘_:;’:_, B
. ;and through teacher screening devrces (Khan et al., 1975,_ f A T

co Rubenzer, 1979) } Some controversy does exist over the use—'f“;'.f'

'aail fulness of achievement batteries and academic tests in iden-l . P

. tifying gifted students.l Cherry (1976) stated that they may "{ _1ﬂj}
"ii'~:2; i indlcate areas in which a student excels, even.if'he is under-713'.

' achievrng in class. Wallach (cited in Tuttle[ 1978), how-v'f’

Ao

R - ever, questioned whether academic tests can predict the ff};ﬁ"}ffﬁﬂfﬁ;;h

accomplishments of students at certain levels of achievement.
- 'y

He further stated that the tests,'"will not accurately‘ E

identify those students who may achieve high academic :

igi;; success“ (p. 7). Gallagher (1966) presented yet another

e
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‘,Er“ at present is that few people can agree _n what actually“‘
:,ffij-constitutes creativity. Without basic agreement,,it con-l'f
, tinues to be a vague measurement area._‘gﬁ”“ 3 SR
B . S - " )
. Leadership Abilitz , f N

Y b ey

dependent "almost exclusively on the observations of‘gjf

Ni

“lfleadership behaw@or“ (p ‘509) Observations are often

Thorndike (c1ted in Khatena, 1977) 1ent support to this ,*

'}ﬁw view when he referred to leadership ability as “social
intelligence"'u The Council for Exceptional Children
recogniZEd, howaver, that leadership may not be channelled

- ‘ﬂaf in 5001a11y acceptable ways and that the Chlld who éets

others in trouble is Stlll a leader.‘f‘”re again, the lackq,

P 4 o~

of an acceptable definition of leade“ship is a basic problem
‘ that hampers attempts to identify persons posseSSing‘excep-'?ffi

e 9' -




tain.

. -

musical, etc.’

.measuring abilities in the visual and performing arts.

_their intended purpose.

'”~Psychomotor Ability

‘airplane pilots and mechanlcs (Khatena, 1977).

) ' . 18
JEAN ! A

... ability in these dimensions are [Sic] more

appropriately considered as abilities in one or

more of the areas in the Fine Arts and not some

single ability that necessarily enters ‘into all

activities defined as visual and performing arts
(p. 377) , )

o

Objective measures of these abilities”arefdifficult to ob-

For this reason this area relies almost exclusively

v . (%
.

”on.expert judgement of the talent, i.e., arbistic, dramatic,

(Rubenzér, 1979)' Few,,if any, psychological

‘ measures of artistic ability have been developed for ”,);

@

’HOW-

iyever, Alvino, McDonnel and Ridhert (1981) have recognized

. fﬁjthat while many existing tests and instrument£ have been\““_““jif'

A

i used to adentify these talents, ‘they are. antithetical to

-

'For-example, IQ and achievement

tests have been. used to identify talent in the arts, With
such an 1nappropr1ate use offinstruments, one needs to be

cautious measuring exceptional ability in the’ visual and

performing arts.

v

Psychomotor abilities involve both mind and body.

fThese abilities are found in people who are good athletes,

Exceptional'

. athletic talent has received considerable attention while

ﬁmechanical and reasoning skills have been relatively ne—." ¥

1979) .Our society emphasizés athletic .

’h

glected (Rubenzer,

abilities and our school aqtivities reflect this emphasis.::

' Parker (1975) recognized that as’ a society we Justify and

[P
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support special programs for ehildren gifted in sports or
music, but seldom do we help or reinforce intellectually.

»giftedkehildien. )

Identification Practices

/"\-

~After examination of the major areas covered under the
term gifted, it appears useful to determine whether or not
‘there is consistency in the use of identification practices.
Alvino et al. (1981)'conducted a nation-wide survey on*the
1dentificat10n practices in the education of the: gifted and

talented. They found

aea abuses ‘of standardized testing and other inappro-
1-pr1ate practices, .apparent. ‘confusion over ‘the defin- .
ition of .giftedness, and- lack of understanding
- regarding what should arid should-not be used for
_identification under each category (p. 124).. °
- ‘ L L § ' ;
They also noted that 'the Marland Report of 1972 hab not -
helped significantly in the progress of clarifying the, .

" identification problem."In'fact, it may have made the .
problem more éomplex._ ThlS possibility has raised impor—
tant questions for the present study which has employed
the U S 0. E. definition-of giftedness. Although this
definition is not a penultimate solution "to the problem of

D
» definition-available..-Although-the Alvino study recognizes

research supportifor the-use"of'eertain'instruments it

mm««-," : emphasizes the instruments carefulcons1deration before

' implementation, The present study chose measures which have"

definlng giftedness, it is at present the most eomprehens1ve .
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- shown to be powerful predictors of school success, par-

20

been supported by a number of researchers. : f
Discussion of the six areas in the U.5.0.E. definition
has been given in seParate sections earlier in this text.
The reasons gor.overlap in‘the use of instruments for these
different areas has not been specifically addressed. The
possibility.exlsts that the areas themselves contain common
featuresl For example, someone who is gifted in general
lntellectual ablllty may also, be glfted in the area of

academlc aptrtude. ‘gage and Berliner (1979) clarmed that ie

- high correlations exist between test results for 1ntelli-

gence and general achlevement tests.- They traced thls .

trend back as far as 1926 when a researcher named Kelley

-

estimated that, w1th age held constant, the overlap between ol

lntelllqence and achlevement tests is about 90 percent.
L

Measures of both 1ntelllgence and achlevement have been[

t;cularly at younger grade levels (Brody & Brody, 1976). .
With'this‘in mind, a research study of the effectiveness
anduefficiency of different instruments used to-identity‘
glfted chlldren is .obviously an 1mportant step ln increasing

the understandlng of this compreX construct.

s




CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

i
Al Instrumentation
1

The Canadian Tests of Basilic Skills

The Canadian Tests of Basic Skills (C.T.B.S.) has been

e designed to provide information on ‘the progress of pupils

e : in' five areas: vocabulary development, reading comptehension,

3

mechanics of written expression, application of special

g‘f~ C reading techniques to work—study materials, and mathematicax

.

understanding.' Its main purpose is to determine how . well 3

each pupil has mastered the basic skills. The C T B, S.:
differs from most other elementary achievement batteries in
that -they are not concerned with separate measures of
) Aachaevement. Instead they are concerned with generalized
intellectual skills-and abiiities.. No sttdies were‘found
which correlated the C.T.B.S. (or the I.T.B.S.) and intelli-
gence but:Remmers -(cited in Buros, 1959) speculatéd tnat‘the
‘content of group intelligence tests and the IfT.B{S.'would
be highly correlatedfand “wouid likely beAclose to theﬂgeoe‘
metric.mean of the . reliabilities involved" (p. 36). - This.
Aienas suppcrt to\the-uselof achievement,tests in the sCreeningf
; | . of gifted children. ' o
—hal B | T The C. T-B-S is administered at three 1eve1s- Primary
" Battery (K- 2), Multilevel Battegy (3= 8), and the High School'
- . Edition (9 12). For the purposes of this study "C,T. B S.“'
Cs refers to, the Multilevel, Battery (Level 10).. Although it -

covers five areas, there are eleven separate subtests in the
‘ . ;21‘

N . -
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battery. They are as follows:

Test V: Vocabulary

Test R: Reading Comprehension

Test Li Language Skills

L-1: Spelling

L-2: Capitalization .

L-3: Puhctuation

* . L—4:* Usage‘i}‘.. T

':Test W: _Work Study Skills ,1" ‘f~f ‘. {‘j N

C "};ijw71, Map Readlng . ‘“ .; | B
".d_W—éxh Reading Graphs and Tables ::"13

’ﬁW-§~ Knowledge and Use of Reference Materials

. .
s . . i

Test M: 'Mathematical Skil ls
~M-1: Mathematical COncepts R ‘_.f'"-
M-2: 'Mathematical.Problem Solvingﬂ

o
.

Scores are computed as grade equivalents for each area

) and then a composite score is, calculated by averaging the

flve grade equivalents. 'The grade equivalent scores are‘

then converted to percentile ranks.
" With regard to the validity of the C T.B. S., its e
authors have stated that the content of each test has been

carefully selected to represent “the best of currlculum

practices and to reflect current empha51s upon social utility

1 agd relevance for a diverse population" (King, 1982, PR

7). Also, the arrangement of itenm into levels by

chronological ag//has helped gear test items to the

oo E ‘ RN
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appropriate level of instruction and development With
regard to reliability, the authors claim that each test on
the C. T.B.S. was made long- enough "to prd?lde a sound ba51s

for drawing inferences about individual pupils, with regard

to the consequent length of the-complete battery" (King,

11982, p. 7); No other references Were‘made in the manual

with regard to the tésts' validity or reliability.

o

- Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Chlldren - Rev1sed

"The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Rev1sed

- v

(WISC-R) is designed and organlzed as a test of general

b

”* 1ntelligence., It has also, “established 1tself as a useful

L. g

I

clinical and diagnostic tool ;. in the areas of educational

' assessment and the appralsal of learning and other dis-5 L{ffl

abllitles" (Wechsler, 1974, p.~1ii). According to qts

i uthor, the WISC—R is- not predlcated on any particular

ﬂdefinition of 1ntelligence. Wechsler summarized it ai “the

overall capa01ty of an 1nd1vidual to understand and cope ;‘

d
w1th the world around hlm" (Wech51er, 1974, p. 5)

The WISC—R is composed of twelve tests: (six on.the'~¢

Verbal scale and six on the Performance scale) mhé“.

following 1s a llSt of the tests. The numbers correspond

to the order in which they are. administered




. “'Scale was .91, and that for the Full Scale was .96.~ With

Mazes (12),; o

":,of 15

. ,.tained The average correlatlon for each test ranged from

; ~.70 to .86'. The Verbal, Performance and Full Scale IQ

;.— computlng the reliabil:tty of a: composite group of tests

N ; . .:.
. - ‘ . 24
Verbai - L jPerformanc'e' '
L. Information ...~E S 2. _Pfctnre '(_‘.fompleti'on' -
Tt 3. -Similari,ties‘ 4. '..P:l;c..‘t’-ure~ Arrangement
> 5. 'Arithmetic. . 6. B.locl‘c”l"aes*i‘gn |
7. vocabulary . 8. Object Assembly
9. QOmprIehen:_‘eion'_' . ' 10 'Codlng N
: ]

- The two optional tests are: "_Dlg»lt‘ span (11)'and - [ T

T
N

‘., The raw scores obta:l.ned for each test are cOnverted to-."

sdaled scores accordlng to the age of the Chlld. . 'I‘he com—

.(.

--',.ﬂ..',bined total of the Verbal and Performance Scaled Scores arei_:‘«;.;.‘,'.-::”

g ot

B -then converted to IQ scores. A percentile rank can then be'A-"‘.' :

.‘A

;calculated for the Verbal IQ, Performance IQ, and Full Scale

U

"~':-_A.IQ;.: Each of. these has a mean of 100 and a standard dev1ation

B

".:

o

Reliabllity coefficients for each test except Diglt Span o

.and Coding were obtained by the spl:.t-half method‘ F ‘r

‘ 'D:Lglt Span and Codlng, test-retest correlat:Lons were ob-.'-' B

[

re,liab:.llty coeff:.cents were obta:.ned "frem—a formula for “ j"'._;:‘.',J T

-‘Mh.l-

. FS;»

-,
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' (Wechs ler, 1974, p. 27) The rel:.abil:.ty coeff1c1ent for o .'T SR

. the Verbal Scale was .94 while that for the Performance ." .

v ,'regard to the WISC-R validity, correlat 1on coeff:tcients of .-,‘ o




' WISC R'.scaled scores and IQ's with the Stanford-Binet IQ

'were gr:,eported. The aVerage correlations of the. WISC-R

K

Verbal‘ Performance, and Full Scale 10" -8 with the Stanford—

)

Binet 10 Were found to be ,71, .61 and .73 respectively

(Wechsler; 1974, p',..Sl) . L e : BN
' .‘ o ’, ), - » ;-‘ . ) J ' ‘ ‘
Grade Point Average ' PN o e -

The Grade Point Average (G P. A“) of the students in-, L

~'-'volved in. this investigation is 2 composite mark tb

'-.‘-g".:includes not only the average results of March exams but

r‘-,‘:'also any major pro:ects completed during the term Seven

:'::‘,subject areas were covered- . GeOgraphy 2 Sc:.ence
:.73 Spelling 4 Language 5 Reading 6. Mathematics

: 7 Religion. § One school‘ had common exams in Englrs}i, DR

'QE"“'Read:Lng and Mathematics and the other had common, exams in

’

’ lall areas. The term,y common vexams;" ,_.,means- one- -exam.for
.Z' all students. " f - : e ‘
| Morgan et al. (1980) recognized that"'sehool records
;‘play an important part in idemtification but they should\éﬂ
:"-,':supplement.ed by other evidence“ (p 39) ‘Khan (1976) '

: 'expressed a s.imilar sentiment concerning the assessment of

".—'n.’-"',‘intelligence and achieVement. He noted that standardized

; tests along with G P A. are the primary identification

' ‘techniques being used at present. .

4

. .‘ A Learning; Characteristics Rating,of Superior Students (LCRSS)

'I‘his scale was deSigned to obtain teacher estimates of
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the learning characteristics of superior students( A list of

e:.ght characteristics found to be.associated with superior
B . DR A students was given to. the teachers. They were to, consider
U . . . each characteristic ,independently and list four students in
_their classg who had most frequently displayed ﬁhat character- E S

N . istic»'in their presence (see Appendix A) .

P

This scale was adapted from the Scale for . Rating
' : ‘ ": Behavioral Chara‘cteristics of Superior Students by.. Joseph S.'.

_ Renzulli and Robert K Hartman (1971) In addition 'to

Learning characteristics, their scale exa.mines Motivational,,'_ R

Creativity and Leadership characteristics. . It :i.s based on

.,

a fo'r point Likert format whose poles denote two extreme K

- levels of observation ("seldOm" and "almost always“) of the e

" ,.x

......

‘ . .:, Characterist'ics 1nc1uded in the scale. The authors of the
T T ; scale recognized the sub]ective nature of teacher ratings o

B L and attempted o to provide ES ‘more objective and systematic L

1]

N instrument that can be used as an aid in guiding teacher ’ ‘ :5: L

-

s Judgement in the identification process (Renzulli, Hartman,..“—*
cRL SR Callahan, 1971, 211) .. The characteristics listed are e ) 1
e based og’ an- extensiVe re)/iew of - the literature.' In order ‘ S i

for an item to be incli{ded at 1east three separate studies

had to cali attention xo. it. The Learning Charac’teristics T AR S
Scale (used in the present study) and the Motivational SGale

have been validatedf Correlations of 61, ;.57, and 60 have

;
L4
. t
3
B
|‘
i
Ut
!
ok

~ been found with, "measures that traditionally have been used

(Renzulli et al., 197 p. 213) All four scales (Lear_ning,




i'relevant of the four.»f

27

Motivation, Creativity and Leadership) have been found'to
have high test~retest reliability. .The reliabilities are
as follews; Learning (r'= .88), Mctivaticn (r = .91),
Creativity (r = ,79) and Leadership (r = .77) (Renzulli et
' For -the purposes of this study it-was thought that the

adaptation of‘the Scale for Rating Behavioral Characteristics

“of Superior Students would improve teachers abilities to-,

-identify gifted students. The Renzulli and Hartman scale

',‘was completed for all the students in the class. With the
x?fxilntellectually gifted being the . main focus of this study,

'.the Learning Characteristics Scale appeared to be the mostg.'u'u

' 'Procedure . - -
The model ‘for this’ study was a’study conducted by

Pegnato and Birch in 1959. These 1nvest1gators used seven

‘different screening methods in’ a junior high schocl in order
"'tc 1dentify 1nte11ectua11y gifted students. The methods
. iwere.. teacher Judgement, honor roll 1isting,, reatiue."
h'ability in art or music, student council membership, super-n
. 1ority in mathematics, group 1nte111gence test results and
‘ﬂ lgroup achievement test results.' The Stanford-Binet Intelli-
’,tgence Scale was used to determine whether or not the screening:
:'devices actually identified intellectuallx)qifted children.
~ Individual IQ scores were tabulated for all the students whc

'\were identified as glfted by one or; more of the screening

o




B . . . . . - B AN s J
C Co - o ¥ e “ : . .
B ' . KU . . L.
. . . B [§ {8 . B .o P N B
b b ey (e 2 ntt g Ay b e o - ESNUISNENRS ¢ 434 = s e
. .

- 28

"

measures. The effectiveness and efficiency of the screening

devices were calculated; effectiveness being defined by the
percentage of gifted children a‘device.locateS'and efficiency

. . i

by Ehe’ratio,between the total,number~of_children it refers
for 'individual examinatiop and the number of gifted chfldren
fcund among those referred., | |
" The present study also examined the effectlveness and
efflclency of several screenlng dev1ces for giftedness. It
- evaluated group achievement test results (C T B S ), grade }
point’ averages (G P. A ) and teacher judgements as identifiers:i_i,“?ﬂt

W

"ﬂfiﬂﬂ.J,;,‘,'ﬂu*l of gifted students.3 The Wechsler Intelllgence Scale for

qﬂn;ngﬂ. i.u],f.,, "Chlldren - Revised IQ was tabulated for all the students in f:
“C“;E ;"*.fﬂ !Tf’t:Grade 4 who were identified as gmfted by one or more of the HJF”'i.Z-ﬁﬂf

niabOVe-mentioned measufes in' accord w1th the follow1ng

'criteria-‘*ll g'r .B. S local percentlle rank of 84 or higher,h
2 G.P. A. percentage of 84% or higher, 3. teacher judgement

)ﬂof 4 or’ more nominatlons. An attempt ‘was’ made to examlne

the theoretical top 15% of the’ general population.‘ If one -
agsumes’ a normal dlstrlbution of scores, then.gfe P A.Aof

84% or hlgher should locate the top lS% of the students. Jf.f

;-;i? e The c.T. B s. at ‘the- 84th- percentlle locates: tbe top 15% of.
“;}, the Newfoundland populatlon of Grade 4 students. Finally,-';‘ o
;. . . . R A
. "_four or more teacher nomlnatlons, when calculated, -came ” .f EP R 1 S

-closest to identlfylng the top 15% of the students in the

JEOP—

‘~?l§aef -,study (1 e., 26 nomlnatlons out of a possible 187 or 13 9%)

5;& 3 fsl}j- o The actual percentages found Sn the study, hcwever, were,, :':f«qgﬁ

“15ddfferent. When the number 0 students who scored 84% or
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ot , &l}igher on G.P. A. was salculated approximately 32% of the '
sample was“included With the c ‘T.B 8., approximately 25%
o . was included and with teacher Judgement the 15% remained . '.1
:unchanged because the school sample had been used (i.e., K \
. the theoretical and actua’l percentages were the same). These o

figures . compare favOurably with Pegnato and Birch (1959) .
Their equivalent of GbP A., Honor Roll Listing, included
26 5% of their sample and their. equivalent to C T B S.,

!

',group achievement test, included 23 8% of their sample.- It S

is. also interesting to note that their Group Intelligence '

same percentage of students (32%) v ':; . ;
. A total of 67 students from Beaconsfield Elementary and
'_St. Augustine = School in St. John s were 1dentifi,ed.- Each . Lo

-was administered the WISC—R. Two students were removed from

= ‘
A ' -the sample because of the:l.r age. When minimum and maximum
o A
I '5chool admittance ages were considered two students fell
o beyond the normal age for Grade 4 It was thought thatj:-f, T

Cpesc e T :their scores would ot 'be typical of Grade,4 students,;{

'therefore, they were removed from the sample. - .

Data collection began m May and took approx:Lmately B - ‘;ﬁ

three weeks to complete._ First, information was gathered on

‘ the C.T B S.Aand‘ ﬁ P A. through an examination of information ' ';

----,‘;’available at the schodls. ’rhe teacher judgement scale was

! . : \ .1‘, o R . Tt s e B . T N S - L B :"r, N LI
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as cifted by one ‘or more of the three measures used in.the
.:_' H . . investigation. '
Finally, the elimination of over—age students may limit
;! . . this study to the identification of gifted students who are

' enjoying success in school. It should be noted, however,

°

~

that this elimination involved only two students.

: . . . 3 : . - . ‘
S S C : : , Research QuesﬁionsA
. . . L

. -
.

A S -}’ The major focue of this study was ‘an. examination of<

: et
o ¢
“;{ o The following is a 1ist of the research questions which were

1

s 'examined. — .

T o ° "1, Are the Canadiar Tests of Basic SkiliSjnthe Grade .

' Point Average and’the Scale for Rating Learning Character~

A Gy sy - R

ﬁj 'istics bfiSuperioriStudents (teacher judgement) effective »
l; and/or eff101emt screening Vipes in the identification of
‘ifg, : i fintellectually'gifted children as measured by a WISC-R 6f
: E I 115 or higher? > . : :

2._ What is the most - effective and efficient combin—

y~é'ation of screening devices. ‘in the identification of intel-

/

1ectua11y gifted children as measured by a WISC-R IQ of 115

Kl

S TERINA T ET S 0 et e e 0t e
. .

.. or higher? _ ',"' _ . o .

-
1

»

o | ﬁ-f 03, What differences appear'in the effectiVeness and.

€

3

top 15%, 10% and 5% of the theoretical distribution of

By intellectual abilities in the’ population? o ','

f.‘the effectiveness and eff101ency of three screening devices._fi

efficiency of the three screening deVices when ChOOSlng the'

LT e
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CHAPTER 4 -

'RESULTS

L4
-

éhe results of this investigation indicated there were
individuaihdifferences in the effectiveness and efficiency
of the C.T.B.S., G.P.A. and téacher judgement as identifi—
cation measures for intellectuaily.gifted‘children. Effec-
tiveness and.efficiency were calculated for the"three T
screening devices (separately and combined) for the top 15%,
10% and . 5% 1evels of the sample. In order to give a clearer'.~f i:
picture of this process, information was given on, the number" |

of correctly and incorrectly nominated and identified gifted '

, achildren. The variables examiner and age were also examined

" A chi square test of the relationship between the chrono-

logical ages. of students, nine‘andﬁten years, andlexaminer
one through four,'indicated;that the two variables were
'independent (32 (63) = 5;0, Bf7.05), ofdthe‘65~students
noﬁ&nated' 38 .(15 males'and 23 females) were identified‘as'
gifted as defined by an IQ of 115 or higher on the WISC—R.
It should be noted that all references to gifted students
in this study .are based on this criterion.

Table 2 presents the mean Verbal Performance, and Full

Scale WISC-R scq;es, as well as the standard deviations for

students from each of the two schools involved in the
investigation. Figure l gives the frequency of WISC- R and '
fC}T.B.S. percentiles as well as G.P.A. percentages for the

‘33
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Table - 2'“

Performance and Full Scale 10 Means and Standard Dev1atlons

students selected by one or more screenlng methods

ﬁGroup'a

“Mean

- IQ:

‘Verbal’

- Standard
Deviation.

'Meénv.*‘“
‘Performance:

»

10

fS;andard
| ‘Deviation

Mean
Full Scale
I9.

Standard
Deviation

; Beacddéfield .

Total

St.-Augustine's:

1-7114.33
©120.68

.117.75

12.56

8,66'

11.02

111,40

116,1iﬂ

11}:93j'

~3_ 13.08
1 11.83

114.23
120.91

‘117 .83

11.19
10.61

11.30

‘ Beaconsfleld m = 30

-

St._Augusﬁlne 5

'n = 35

ox

vE
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to the total number screened Table 3 gives the effective--

: htop 15%, 10% and 5% levels. ‘The top l%, the critérion 1eve1 )

:"adopted by Pegnato and Birch (1959), was not calculated

-sample.~ It is obv;ous from the table that as effectiveness

-‘increases, effic1ency decreases and Vice versa..~Teacher e

"G, P. A., but its effectiveness is much lower (47 .3% at the

ﬁeff1c1ency. Coe Ty . . N

) conpound screening devices. The pattern of effectiveness

'measures are. minimal. - Grade Point Average and c.T. B S. com—‘ '

36

65 students.” ' : | ' i
The effectiVeness and efflciency measures used in this

y
study were originally developed by Pegnato and Birch (1959).

Effectiveness was defined as the ratio of gifted students
1dentified fo the total number of gifted students. Effic-

iency was defined as the ratio of identified gifted students .

ness and efficiency of the srngle screening deVices at the

because of the reduced numbers at that 1evel for the present ‘
i I ’-

Judgement 1s much more effic1ent than either C T.B. S. or

‘ \

15% 1evel); Selection of a screening device, however, will

depend upon which criterion is most important. Error is

present in all three measures but_its magnitude varies with,

the_criterionulevel'chosen andfﬁhe"particular selectiqn " - ;ff”'

.criterign judged most'important;~i,e}; effectiveness or . ' "!nafﬁ

' Table 4 presents the effectiveness and eff1Ciency of

1ncrea51ng as efficiency decreases continues here.A'There

. Vo

are cases, however, where the differences between the two

bined to yield an effectiveness value of 68. 4% and an -

3
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'”Tab1e13“ B -;Z~ -

: Effectlveness and"’ EfflClenCY of Slngle Screenlng Dev1ces for Three
' . Levels of’ Intelligence

Effectiveness® | Efficiency® | Effectiverisss | Efficiency |Effectiveness

Efficiency

et o .
[P SE S A

‘Level . |- as%  |': -15% Coiocs o pi 10 - | . S%

5%

16

:Eﬁi{ = 50%

92.1%

N

oo~
I

58.3% | = 72.7% 61.5%

66.7% '

1.0 I
Njon

RPN RE Y- RS
81.8% " 55 = 62%

W | O

18 -

64.4% 100%

P

ny

oo
|

-bIN -’m'w
wn [
|
1]

= 76.3%

[\
N

-t

wjoo | ol

44.4%

=47.3% | 35 =69.2%. =63:%) 1o

|
I
1]
Rt

= 62.5%

N
] P
I

73.7%

ooftn
|

(113

55.6%

|

‘°Eff1c1ency = Identified Gifted

22.

Sample size at 15% level ~-65, at 10% level = 39 and at 5% 1eve1 S
* 22 and at 5% level

Tbtal number of gifted 1n sample at 15% level = 38, at 10% level

. Cr&terlon.Levels ﬁor top 15%, 10% and 5% are WISC%R. o :1“,_ f~"- T

“Full, Scale I0 Scores of 115; 119, 125 respectlvely

'bEffectlveness = Identified Gifted’

’IbtalGlfted T SRR

TbtalScnaﬂmﬂ

PN

LE
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Table 4

Levels of Intelllgence

Effectiveness and Efficiency of COmpound Screenlng DeV1ces for Three

- . Screening

- Device'

b

|- Effectiveness™-

“Efficiency®

~
N AN

| Efféctiveriess’

CE

Efficiency

 Effectiveness

*

Efficiency

Intelligence

'-'mwl

15%.

1087, |

.;ﬁm;gxﬂéS'j

sis |
|

= 6'5%‘..

S T
wiv |
SR

=, 54.5%"

ool
1}
5
O
- e »

Cememw

NI
wtq
]

'=-73.9%. |

Np N
njo
I

45058

N
w
<
>
w
P

LCIES & 1T

PR

73.9% -

18-
"h.

63 6%

" 'GPA & CTBS

{ &1mJ‘

1 rofs hﬂpf
o | Wi

= -'76'.'1_%

- Q'.ﬁ'la_:,».'f

‘;.462§%f '

]
w
~
(3,
P

‘mjw | ojw | ojw
[}
w
’.}l
)
@

Note{

Crlterion levels for top 15%, 10% and
Full Scale IQ scores of 115, 118, 125

thfectiveness —-Identified gifte

B -';‘_’Eff;ré,i_'énqy |

Ibtalglfbai

Sample size at 15% level = 65, at 10% level

Bkmttﬁedtnfaﬁ

Total screened

R 'Ibtal Nmnber of Gifted in Sample at 15% level = 38, at 108’ level:

.1,

39 and 'at. 5% level

H H

224 T .
22 and at 5% level = 8.

8¢

(RIS A
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efficiency value of‘dS% at the 15% level. There is a general
relationship evident in the -data., Effectiveness and
efficiency.are‘inverSely related. Table 4 shows that at
the 5% level the. combination of G.P.A, +;T.J. and C.T.B.S. +
"T{d;.are-IOO%.efficient but also they are only.37;5% effec-
tive,',Teacher judgement,~when‘included in a oombination »
jecreased ‘the ° effectiveness (42 1%~ 44 7%) but increased the
"effiC1ency (65% - 76 1%) When all three screening deVices
1rf5~f‘ were combined the highest efficiency at the 15%: level
. (76 l%) ‘was, observed The advantage of examining compound )

llui'screening devices is that one is not llmlting évaluatiOn to._

i

one device, The G P A., C T, B S.,and T J combination’ for -

example, points out that when children s scores overlap ‘on

I3 . P

I RS E' R all three measures, the chances of falsely identifying

children as gifted is minimized (i €., 5. out of” 21 or 23. 8%

not gifted)
In summary, if one conSiders effect1Veness and efficiency
separately (at the 15%. level), the most effective single de~

' VLce»is G P A., the most efficient single device is teacher

’

’ Judgement, the most effective compound device is G P. A. + .

l

C T. B S. and the most éffiCient compound device is G P, A +
c T B, S. +~T J. When 1ooking for a combination of high
effectiveness and efficiency,‘c T. B S. at the 15% leVel has
‘{~the best combinatlon (76 3% effective, 64 4% efficient).
_ The next part of the analysis involves the’ percentages
,of correctly and incorrectly nOminated and identified gifted.

-children,r:This is,the re01prooal of the.previous section in'

L [ R . [

' . - . . R L.
£ N P - 3
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that the number of enrors in identification are noted. In
other words, the analysis:inVQIVes the number of students.
falsely nominated as gifted and theinumber of students not
identified by one of the screening devices who'actually were

gifted according to .the WISC-R criterion. Thé various levels

given in Table 5 (15%, 10% and 5%) are presented for com-

‘patrative purposes and analysis is given with reference to’

-the 15% level only ThlS is 1n dccordance- with the origlnal

intent of the study,’te analyse students in the top 15% ‘of..

”Cthe sample.‘ Of the single screening devices,,G P A.'mlssed

'vthe smallest number of gifted children (3/38 = 7 9%) but it

~,'1ncorrect1y nomlnated the gneatest number .25/60 41 7%)

B,

Teacher judgement, on thedother hand, mlssed 52 6% of the

“grfted but reducedithe percentage ‘of i correctly nominated

to 30.8%: The C.T.B.S. screening devick falls betwéen 'G.P.A.

and T.J. in attempting to minimize theﬂnumber incorrectly.

_ nominated and the number missed who are gifted. 'The C.T.B.S.

had-35 6% incorrectly nominated as gifted %nd 23.7% missed
who were glfted

‘ Con51deratlon of the compound screenlng devices 1n

A

Table 6 reveals a pattern of decrea51ng numbers of 1n-

' correctly nominated children from 35% for G P, A. + C T, B S.

e e =L s T e v—————

to.. 23 8% ‘for- G P. A. + C T.B. S o+ T J. combined. Correspond-
1ng to, this, "the percentage of glfted children who were not

nomlnated 1ncreased from 31. 6% for G.P. A + c. T B. S. to-5719%

for G P, A +°Cu T B.S. + T. J.—combined. In summarizlng'this :

section one can see. that the percentage of correctly and

s

o
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Percentages of Correctly and Incorrectly Nomlnated and -Identified Glfted:

Table 5

Children for Slngle Screenlng Dev1ces

5 . gl
Device™ -

“as Gifted

| Percentage®

Naminated

as Gifted

Nm&ﬁr
Identified

‘as Gifted

Penxmﬁgﬁ"n
Tdentified'|
as Gifted .

ES

P

N. um ber

incorrectly

Numnataﬂ

as G1fte@

: Percentage
Incorrectly
" Nauninated
as Gifted’

N umber

.of niaﬂnflad
.| Gifted - not

Nominated

_Gifted- notf -

Perqaﬁzge :
Identified

Nominated

Intelli-

énced
el .

15%| 10%)5%

158{10% | 5%

15%| 10%| 5%

15% “;osl 5%

15% 5110‘%[ 5196" |

15% 10%] 5%

15% -10%] 5%

15%|10%} 5% |.

GPA

60 |26 6

324{ 14%| 3% |35 |16 |4

19%| 9% 2%1 ;

25 |10-|:2

- 429393 33%

8%|27% ﬂ‘

a5 |29 |i8

2% 16% | 5%

‘29 118 |8

16%] 10%) 4% { 16 | 11:]10

. 36% 38%] 563

24%{18%} QJ

T

26 |19 | 9

14%| 10% | 5%

18 |14 |5

10| 88|34 | &

314 26%) 44wl

53%({36% 383'

8criterion levels for top.15%, 10% and 5% are WISC-R
Full Scale 10 scores of 115, 119, 125 respéctively

b

Gnmka4 pqmﬂatlon

187

Percgﬁﬁxxaof'cpmka4'populathx1ncminéted.

<
.

S

184
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Percentaqeg of Correctly and Incorrectly Nomlnated and Identified Gifted
. Chlldren for Compound Screenlng DeV1ces
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Table 6

- |-. Device

Number
Mmdmﬁzd

a8 Gifted .

| Percentage
Nominated

as(hf&ﬁ

S

Eeane
Identified
as.Gifted

EEnxmu@e‘
~Tdentified
| as Gifted.

| Number:
Incorzectly
. Nominated
_as. GJ._ftfed_

Percentage
‘Incorrectly
Naminated
-as Gifted -

. Number .
of Identified
Gifted - not

Nominated

Percentage of

Identified
Gifted - not
Nominated

) Intel 11~
K {gence2
¥'5¢IEVe1‘

154 108

iS%

-15%

10%(5% |

15%

}&JS%

, 15%

10%

5% |

15%

10%| 5% [ 15%

10%

5% .

;5%]10%,5%

15%| 10%| 5%

GPA.&

“lems

40 [18'16"

21%] 10%|.3%

26 [12 |4

148 68|2s-| 14

| 358] 338

33%

12110 | 4

32%| 46%| 50%

|ea.a -

R ke | 23 13:_§n

12| 7%( 2%

17 |10{3"

9% 5%

2%

1.0+ 26%

23%

0%

21 (12 |5

55%| 55%| 63%

23 )18 |4-

128{108( 2%

17 |14 |3

9s| 8%

| 26%

22%

25%

21| 815

. 55%

36%| 63%

e NP R B |
loms § ,21,‘}2: 3

'11$_;6%_2%

‘16 | 9|3

- 9a-s5%f2s |

|.2a%

25%

0%

2211315

58%

59%163%

: ; Criterion Ievels for top 15%, 10% and 5% are WISC-R Full Scale

‘bbnib

4 populatﬂxz—-IB?

V-

W

Io_éqoréé.of 115, 119, 125 respectively
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incorrectly nominated children depends upon which screehing
deV1ce or combination of devices is used.

‘ The importance of several variables became apparent
during the course of the study.- These variables were then
investigated in order to'determineetheir4significance. Four
different‘examiners administered the’WISC—R., The.investie'

gation also examined the question of whether or not there

a were any significant differences between the scores of .the 1

.'subjects that were tested by the different examiners.L Table

St . <

"7 glves the mean Verbal, Performance and Full Scale IQ scores ,‘.‘ifi

fflance revealed 51gnificant examiner differences for the,ﬂhfﬂ

L

"‘3, p< 05), Performance IQ (F

-’..

iﬂof students for each examiner.: A one*way analysis of var- f'§:~f

¥ O ' ey . v

;follow1ng dependent variables. . erbal IQ (F 10 491 df

1

5 112 df = 3, p< 05) and -"'

A“/Full Scale IQ (F S1l. 288, df e 3, p~( 05) Subsequent

.Scheffe Multiple Comparisons indicated that on’ both the'

,Verbal and Full Scale IQ scores, examiner 2 differed sig—

. nificantly from examiners 1, 3 and 4. Also, on the Perfor—\

';squested that the observed IQ differenCes were due to the”y .f- ?;l_j'

: biased assignment of subjects.T Time and space limitationsff

the student groups assigned to the different pxaminers :fﬂi e j;‘;?f

mance Io;. examiner 2 differed significantly from examiner ;’

"

'»,"4- (p<ii05). T e S

- . . N O“ -

Careful examination of some of the characteristics of '’

Q

*1d1d not permit all examiners to test at both schools. IA.f

,"one—way analy51s of variance performed on the mean C T B S.}

composite scores of students ass;gned to each examiner also %"

'







‘ '...,' / \‘ N
'-xstudents assigned to examiners 2 and 4 (P< .05). Anotherﬁ

11 students-’Examiner 3

i W Ch e

produced significant differences that partially paralleled
o

'-those observed for the WISC-R dependent variable.' The" mean

a

C T B S composite scores of students assigned to each of_°

fthe four examiners were as follows. examiner 1 92 7 ',. :f :7,;‘f§
. wo SN ] CL T el o
.examiner 2 ~79.2; examiner 3 = 90 O and examiner 4 81 5 ,5§¢;*

i

43,; 9 276, df 3, p < 05) Scheffe Multiple Compariscns;jh\'qkfu_Q

o ) - - ; .
tindicated the C T B... scores of sta%;nts assigned to «,:jﬁ,g,{;‘;“”
"fjexaminer 1 differed significantly £rém those obtained by |

v

"l o .

.;-bretation was the teacher judgement variable.; A one_way ”:y»;

.-'\

..n

}students by their teacher., The values for the other examiners“ ?ﬁ

“ffwere as follows.. Examiner 2, 18 2% teacher nominatedlout of"t"';“

Vo

(\

633 3% of 6 students, and-Examiner 4”'.

:'fEO% cf 1855tudents._ The evidence combined with that noted

N for the C T B S. 1ndicated that the students assigned to*'

"l ."

- + . . . ‘ime
: ., L d

‘:other eXaminers.~ For this reason the observation of a sﬁg-"

';_nificantly lower WISC-R score for these subg ts was 1nter— N

L:Jpreted as seleétion bias rather than any significant differ-ua;

'Q}ence in the test administration procedures of the four

-




L $etter than any other screening device.

“.‘screening for gifted children. h5.

ALY
A

'yincluded in these comparisons ) .

.'with effectiveness, G P A. should be considered

- sample.

CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

“conclusions-

4

. .
Subsequent to the e;amination of effectiveness and

[

efficiency, several"conclusions regarding comparisons of

C.T.B.S., G P.A. and 7. J. were apparent. ll If one is

looking for both effectiveness and eﬁficiency, the C T. B'S;

shpuld be considered It alone identified gifted children

(The=WISC~R-is not .

If one ‘is most concerned

+

LN

most efféctive of any Single device and the,most ‘effective _
ccmpound device when uged with C.T.B.S. 3;' If one is most
concerned with effiCiency then T. J. should be considered,

It was the most éfficient single deVice and the mbst effic-:

1 L3

ient compound deVice when used Wlth both G.P.A. and‘C’T B S.

1~’

4, This study also confirmed the general trend -in the
literature that teacher Judgement is not very effective in

Finally, therevwas no- -

. discernible pattern of effectiveness and efficﬁency eyident

for discriminating among the top 15%

* . . - v}

‘

All three measures used - in this study were helpful in
one way or’ another in the identification of gifted children.
The C. T B. S headed the Iist in 1mportance when both: effec-

tiveness~and effiCiencyﬂare;being,considered. At-the "15%

10% and 5% of the e

It was‘the.-~




e

_‘W1th c. T. B S The G.P.A, identified 35 of 38 gifted o

. 47

b

.

level the C.T.B.Sl was 76.3% effective and 64.4% efficient.
Remmers (oited in Buros, 1959) stated that the C.T.B.S. is
concerned with generalized intellectual skilld and abilities
rather than separate ‘measures of achievement. With this and
the zgsults of the present‘study in mind; the C.T.B.S. may
be a very useful device for the identifidation of some in-
tellectually gifted children. : * e -
Grade Point Average.was the most effective of any

single screening device or any compound device when- used

'ﬂchildren or 92 %. However,'it yielded the lowest effic1ency

(58ﬂ3%). In oth * words, it identified most of the gifted

' éhildren but also it incorrectly nominated 25 children who

‘lwerelnot gifted., The exceptionally high effectiveness of

this variable that occurred in this investigation was dis-

crepant with the'results reported from previous investiga-:

tions. Pegnato and. Birch (1959) found honor roll listings
. moderately effective (73 9%), but this Value was not as high
‘as that noted in the present study. ThlS may be due to the

‘ criterion 1ev“i used by Pegnato ‘and Birch (i e., top 1%),

or to the method of determining students’ G P. A., or Both.

Of the two schoOls sampled, one had common exams in three

subject areas and- the: other had common exams in a11 examinedf

areas.. The G P.A, also included grades from any major pro-i'_'

jects or: undertakings for the term. “This information

_-should“be_kept'in mind When,using G.P.A. as a screening -

;fjdevice for giftedness..-If~one'is-not using»similarT“.

a
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a .
evaluation proceduresvthen high effectiveness may not result
from G.P.A. It should he noted that teacher judgement in
evaluating students must be involved here as well,

The overall effectiveness,of teacher judgement in this-
study (47.3%) was very similar‘to'that reported by Pegnato
and Birch (45.1%). Teacher Judgement has typically been
known as a poor screening device for the 1dent1f1cation of

giftei'children. This study seems to confirm this with re-

gard to effectiveness but hot efficiency Effic1ency was'

-\.;also low 1n the Pegnato and Birch study._ The present study,;
however, placed limits on the number of students to be nomin- o
g ated and oq,the characteristics 1nVo1ved ' These limits were

not’ in place 1n the Pegnato and Birch study 9nd may have‘

caused the different finding._ The present investigation

indicated that teacher judgement is the most efficient single

"device in identifying gifted children and when used in com-

bination with G.P.A.-and C.T.B,S._it becomes the most

'efficient compound device,l~feachers maylnotfhave nominated

. a large'number‘of.children, butsthe‘ones"they did nominateg_u‘
~_were frequently identified as. gifted by a standardized |
-f1nd1v1dua1 1ntelligence test Ila out of 26 or 69 2%) . The

.fconservatism in the number of qifted children nominated may

2 S

i be a functlon of the teachers opinions, a. function of the
‘rating scale they were given or ‘an. interaction between the

Ctwo. Although each teacher could nominate up to a maximnm

of 32 students (i.e., 4 students on each ofxs character-

, 1stics), they could also nominate the same four students -

) '(or fewer) on a11 characteristlcs, making a total of only

. L . . H .' .
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8 different students. It appears from the rating scale
that the latter strategy was a dominant tendency. It was
concluded that teachers are.conservative identifiers of
gifted students. They nominate few students, conséquently
they do miss many who are gifted; but they also tend to
nominate yery_few children who are not éifted, If one of :
the.goals of an, identification program-is to reduce the

number of students that would be, inCOrrectly placed in an

[

,educational,program for gifted students, then teachers

.should be included as: a valuable part of the 1dent1fication E

.
z

-~ No discernible pattern of - effectiveness and eff1c1ency

'was;evident from discriminating.among the top’ 15%, 10% and.

5% of the population. Reduced numbers at the 10% and 5%
levels increased-experimental error.' This gave misleading

results ‘because so few children were screened. The higher‘

' criterion levels. (i.e,, 10% and ‘5%) caused children to be

" omitted who would have been found to be ‘gifted, had an

indiuidual'intelligence test been administered.

'Summarz R

This study has confirmed the trend in tqe literature

that the use of multiple screening dev1ces to identify

i.gifted children is a useful practice. .No one approach-Was“

‘;suffiCient to identify intellectually gifted children.' . fﬂ

This study revealed that Grade Point Average is asmuch more :
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. the ones w1th low effectiveness were those which included A; \

. -and efflciency (65%) then the combination of G P LA, and

50

effective means of identifying gifted children than had
previously been reported. Teacher judgement had approxi-
mately the same effectiveness as it had in the investigation

reported by Pegnatc and Birch (1959). Its efficiency, how-

ever, was greatly improved over’ that ‘reported by Pegnato :

.and, Birch (1959) The Canadian Tests of Basic Skills

1dentified gifted children better than any other screening ~

a

‘déVLce when. both effectiveness .and efficiency were con-

”_Sidered - u'

When combinations of‘screening devices were examined,‘

’ -

H]teacher Judgement.' Conversely, the comhinations with high C

"~ efficiency were‘also those thatrincluded teacher Judgement.

If effectiveness is -the most important concern then teacher-
\

' Judgement should not be considered in combination with other

screeningidevices. However, if efficiency is the most im-
portant concern then teacher Judgement should be included .as

a screening measure. The only combination not- to have ex-"

: ,tremes ‘of high and low effectiveness and effiCiency was - Y-T
" G.R. A. and C.T.B. S. If one is looking for a combination f

‘whloh has a moderate degree of both effectiveness (68 4%)

C T B. S is the best chOice of the three measures examined

in this stu@y.. " <"",:‘ " _‘~.Zj R R

*

An 1mportant observation regarding the use of an-'

. effectiveness/efficiency model in 1dentify1ng gifted children

¢t

lS that before the process begins the school involved must

[




have its priorities set. Is 1dentifying as many gifted_
children as possibie the important point? 1Is the degree of
accuracy in the identification of importance? Is a combin-
ation oﬁ both these issues 1mportant? Once these cuestions
have;been.answered:satisfactorily, a screening'device or
combination of devices can be selected in accordance with
thé‘barticular priorities estabiished bf.school authorities.

PR

~°. -~ . Recommendations

Through thls 1nvestigation several 1mportant po;nts

M

o |
became apparent witly regard to the usefulness of different

'screening devices. S ﬁ~ S n~»,‘ .
. o s L

“*1. The usefulness of measureslreadily available in the
schools- such as, achievement test scores, grade point
averages and teacher Judgements should not be underestimated.

Instead such measures’ should definitely be utilized as part

'

of an overall identification system.

t

2. A subjective measure, teacher judgement should be

used in conjunction with objective measures, such as C. ‘T. B S.:

’ and G.P.AJ results, if high efficiency is sought.

Vv
e

3"Teachersvshould be given specific criteria with which

to- Judge cert&in characteristics or abilities of their stu-

.

"dents. A system in which teachers can nominate students -on.

any criteria they deem suitable may lead to unimportant or

4

P
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7.

J

' A Has’ unusually advanced vocabulary R T

- " " learning characteri :
L charactenstics is presented for your consideration. Each: characteristic

: '..',"."lstics lJ.sted 'Ihank you for your assistance. e e

.. ' :and fluency.

" B. ‘POSSESSeS a la.r:ge storehouse of
" Cul ‘Has quick mastexy an’g recall of

... D, Has: rapid ins:.ght into cause—effect

4 - =) . the how and.why of things; asks many '

S ‘questions), warits to know: what makes v
- ~;things (or peoPIe) "tick" BN

.. gerieralizations about events, pecple

t 58".""‘_-"».4 s

.A*memg' cnhﬁcrmsg:icsm'l'msf'or SUPERIGR s'nibE'N'is '
] \ . y . . N - . . I PRENT)

'I‘his scale ; designed 3 obta.m teacher est:.mates of the .
t}cs of. superior students A.list of 8 leaiming.

has been found tobe associated with superior students. . Consider ‘each

‘characteristic independently..- “Sawe students may, display.a: nunber .of - v

. ‘
T,

the characteristics, but: any single superior student may or may not o

'd:.splay a particular characteristic. ‘

With this :Lnformatmn in mind, would you oonsider the_behavior

" described by éach sirigle charadteéristic and idenufy the: four ‘students .

(yo ur class who have most frequently’ displayed this part_j_cular behavior - e
in‘your presence. - Please repeat this ptocess for each of. the character— T

; Names of Students in ycur
" . class who most: frequently

Characteristic R display each characteristic

:w. 'for age 'or grade levelj uses.tems . g
in a meaningful way;  ha verbal ..~ . .t

JEEE behavior characterized by - "rich-- - '5'4;.’3:;7"'5_;.:-: Leoed ]

" ness" “of. expression, elaboration,

information ‘about a ‘variety of . ...
’ '.topics (beyond the'usual interests": R
‘of youngsters his age) o

factual infomation. T

. -relati.onships, tries to di.scover

. - provocative questions (as- distinct
“from infonnational or factual

- B, ,Has a. ready grasp of underlying W H

‘principles and can Guickly make: valid

Lot things; ‘looksfor Simjlarities and | 'A'3.' ECRE A
: differences :Ln events, people and things.': .




" imaterial by separat:gng it into-dits..

Characteristic - -

T aNames of Students in your :
. e T s e .class who most. frequently .
T S disp aleach characteristic .,I

- "sees more" or ""gets more" out: of a
story& ,fllm, etc. than others. ‘

.
Voox
. B . -
. . .
. [} -’ . K
. - + e o LI
.'l . "

Reads a great deal on his own, L
usually prefers’ adult-level books,

';does ‘ot avoid. difficult material:’, | ...
- may ‘show, . preference for. biography, @ Do
autobiography, encycléped:.as, and
..'atlases. ey

. Tries to understand catplicated #‘"

Iespective parts - reasons. th:l.ngs out
. for l'xim.self-/ sees 1ogica1 and camon
sense ansWers. e

- ua .

(Adapted fmm the Scale for Rating Behavioral Characteristics of
Superior Students by Joseph S.. Renzulli and Robert K. Hari:nan )

Fo Is a keen and alert obsen'er' usually '- R o P

il
















