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SLIPPAGE BETWEEN THE IDEOLOGICAL AND FORMAL DOMAINS:
A GIFTED CURRICULUM PROBLEM
BY DARARAT KOONVISAL
MAJOR PROFESSOR: MICHAEL LANGENBACH, Ph.D,

One of the commonly found curriculum problems is slippage or in-
consistencies between those ideas of a planning group and the implementa-
tion of such ideas. This study attempted to provide a better perspective
for understanding slippage that might occur in selected gifted programs.

The study used the Goodlad Conceptual System as a gulde to trace
slippage between the ideological and formal domains of the sample programs.
These domains are among the five domains of a curriculum that are identi-
fied by the Conceptual System. The ideological domain contains the ideas
of an educational planning group while the formal domain contains the
written curriculum.

According to Goodlad, slippage is likely to occur in the transac-
tion of an idea from the ldeological domain to the other domains and the
only way to trace slippage is by comparing each domain's commonplaces.
Commonplaces are substantive elements that are common to curriculum de-
velopment. Three of these commonplaces relative to a curriculum for
gifted education are: statements of philosophy, definitions of giftedness,
and identification and selection methods. The first commonplace is
usually contained in the ideological domain while the second and third

iv



ones are in the formal domain.

The major question was: What are the patterns of slippage between
the value positions of equality of educational opportunity underlying
the two domains of the sample programs?

Three minor questions needed to be answered before the study
could answer the major question. The first one concerned the development
of a framework for analysls. The second and third ones concerned the
analysis of the two domains of each sample program.

The sample consisted of the eighteen programs from the Educational
Research Service,1979, and additional information from their school dis-
tricts and state guidelines.

A descriptive procedure was employed in the study. The desigﬁ
permitted the analysis of slippage between egalitarian and elitist posi-
tions embraced in the two domailns of each sample program.

The inferential value position(s) underlying the ideological do-
main was revealed by an analysis of thé statements of philosophy of the
program. The inferential value position(s) underlying the formal domain
was revealed by an analysis of its definition of giftedness and the iden-
tification and selection methods used. Slippage between the two domains,
if any, was revealed by an assessment of the inconsistencles between
these inferential value positions.

The study provided two main conclusions. First, the study found
a way to analyze slippage between the two domains of a gifted program
regarding the concept of equality of educational opportunity. Second,
some slippage was found, thus making more credible Goodlad's conception

of curriculum domains.
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SLIFPAGE BETWEEN THE IDEOLOGICAL AND FORMAL DOMAINS:

A GIFTED CURRICULUM FROBLEM
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Currently, there has been a renewed interest in gifted education.
Programs or curricular responses to the needs of this group of children
have taken many forms. Inherent in establishing such programs are:
statements of philosophy, definitions of giftedness, and the identifica-
tion and selection of students who will benefit from the programs. Deci-
sions made about these programs and their components are value-based.

Values are involved in all decision-making in curriculum deve-
lopment. According to the Goodlad Conceptual System, every curriculum
consists of five domains of curriculum decision-making.1 These domains
are the ideological, formal, perceived, operational, and experientlal
curricula.

The ideological curricula are those that are proposed as desira-
ble by some planning group. Such curricula oftentimes are the preface

to the formal curricula as those that are written in the statements of

10o0dlad, J.I. (ed.) Curriculum Inquiry, N.Y., McGraw-Hill Book
Co., 1979, pp. 58-64

1



philosophy of a program or in other "This we believe" statements. The
formal curricula are those that have been prescribed by some controlling
agency in a written form and have gained official approval by a state
or a local school board. The perceived curricula are those that various
interested persons perceive in their minds to be the curricula. The
operational curricula are those that can be observed at the instructional
level. The last ones, the experiential curricula, are those that are
experienced by students. In making curriculum decisions, there should be
consistency among the values underlying all of these domains.1

Slippage, a phenomenon which is one of the commonly found
curriculum pro'blems.2 may arise when there is inconsistency of values
between and among doma.ins.3 This phenomenon occurs when an idea from
the ideological domain is put into practice. Some of its elements may
be modified through the sociopolitical and personal interpretative pro-
cesses involved in the transaction.u

The only way to trace slippage is by examining the inconsistency

of the values underlying each domain's commonplaces.5 According to

Yooodlad, J.I. (ed.) Curriculum Inguiry, op. cit.,p. 59

2Tanner, D. and Tanner, L.N. Curriculum Development: Theory into
Practice, N.Y., Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1975, p. 65; A study of
schooling by Goodlad and associates also found serious discrepancies be-
tween curricula of intentions and practices. (Goodlad, J.I. et al.,
Looking Behind the Classroom Door, Belmont, CA., Wadsworth Publishing Co.,
1974, pp. 39-94; Goodlad, J.I. "What Goes on in Our Schools?" Educational
Researcher, 6, 3, March 1977, p. 4)

3Goodlad, J.I. (ed.) Curriculum Inguiry, op. cit., p. 59
¥1paq,

SIbid., pp. 64-5



Goodlad, commonplaces are areas of ground constituting the focus of dis-
course in regard to which each discussant must take a position.1 Three

of these commonplaces are: statements of philosophy, definitions of gifted-
ness, ldentification and selection methods. The first is in the ideologi-
cal domain while the second and third are in the formal domain.

Although there may be slippage regarding the commonplaces among
all of the five domains, it is extremely difficult to sort out and relate
these commonplaces. Goodlad warns that it is not easy to investigate
"what the student is learning, what the teacher is teaching, and what the
curriculum maker intended for both.“2 It is, however, feasible to inves-
tigate the inconsistencies of the values underlying the ideological and
formal domalns because their products are usually in a written form, per-
mitting an objective analysis.

The copceptions of ‘equality of educational opportunity' were
selected for the study because they are assoclated with the allocation of
scarce resources,3 a philosophical issue in developing gifted programs.4
Such an issue occurs because the application of the concept required one's

value judgements.5 One analysis of the concept in the curriculum context

Y6oodlad, J.I.(ed.) Curriculum Inguiry, op. cit.,pp. 40-1
2
Ibid., p. 65

3Pratt, David Curriculum: Design & Development, San Francisco,
Hartcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc., 1980, p. 284

uSisk, D.A. "Issues and Future Directions in Gifted Education”

Gifted Child Quarterly, 24, 1, Winter 1980, p. 31

5The point that the application of the concept requires one's
value judgements has been made by several philosophers. (see, Ennis,
R.H. "Equality of Educational Opportunity" Educational Theory, 26, 1,
Winter 1976, p. 4)




showed that these judgements involve two value positions, an egalitarian
and an elitist.1 Whether to include and/or exclude students must be
decided.

As one of the values held by American schools and society,2
conception(s) of equality of educational opportunity may be included in
the ideoclogical domain of a gifted program. By analyzing the statements
of philosophy of that program or of its state guideline, it is possible
to infer the value position(s) underlying the ideological domain. The
previous analysis of the concept implies that one or two value position(s),
l.e., an elitist and/or an egalitarian, appeared to be the value(s) under-
lying such statements.

At the same time, it is possible to infer the value position(s)
of the concept underlying the formal domain of a gifted program by analy-
2zing the definition of giftedness and the identification and selection
methods that aﬁpear in the program description. A review of the litera-
ture revealed that these commonplaces in the formal domain of some gifted
programs seemed to indicate an elitlst position in three ways.

First, definitions of giftedness typlcally restrict the number
of the school-age population whom to be served as gifted children and
the areas of performance that are to be considered gifted. A survey of
state guidelines indicated that in the academic year of 1978-80, only

1.92% of the school-age population have been served as gifted children.

1pratt, David Curriculum: Design & Development, op. cit.,
pp. 268-77

2Getzels, J.W. "The Acquisition of Values in School and Society"
in Chase,F.S. and Anderson,H.A.(eds.) The High School in a New Era,
Chicago, The U. of Chicago Press, 1958,pp. 146-61




The same study also showed that forty-four states have current policy
statements indicating their strong belief that individuals possessing high
potential in intellectual ability should be designated as gifted.1

Second, the identification methods used to select students into
the program are usually based on a cut-off IQ score. Renzulli's informal
survey of gifted programs and state guidelines showed that high IQ scores
are almost always the "bottom line" to admit students into the programs.z

Third, a review of a survey of gifted program descriptions indi-
cated that the program prototypes typically used are in the form of spetial
classes or other forms that select students in the beginning of the year
and keep classes intact all year.3

The above practices of the commonplaces, i.e., definitions of
giftedness, identification and selection methods, in the formal domain
may be inferred to be elitist since they seemed to exclude students
who might have special needs from gifted programs.4 Such an inference is
based on recent research findings that suggest limitatlons of the IQ tests.

Guilford's Structure of Intellect Model (SOI), for example, has empirically

— S ——————— ———————————  ————— - ————————— ——

p. 20, 22

zRenzulli, J.S. "Will the Gifted Child Movement be Alive and Well
in 1990?" Gifted Child Quarterly, 24,1, 1980, p. L4; Renzulli, J.S. et al.
"Book Reviews: Response by the Authors" Gifted Child Quarterly, 25, 4, 1981,
p. 188

3Doob, H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Technigues and Pro-
gram Organization, Arlington, VA., ERS Information Aid, 1975, pp. 9-54

uCallahan. C.M. "Myth: There must be 'Winner' and 'Losers' in

Identification and Programming!" Gifted Child Quarterly, 26, 1, Winter
1982. p. 17




demonstrated that there are potentially 120 discreet and independent in-
tellectual abilities.1 In this connection, Taylor claims that IQ tests

tap no more than eight of the 120 abilities delineated in the Guilford

Model .2

An alternative model to the common practices of the two common-
Places in the formal domain may increase one's confidence in making an
assumption that such practices are elitist. The model is the Revolving
Door Identification Medel (RDIM) developed by Renzulli. It defines gifted-
ness as a set of behaviors including above average abilities, task commit-
ment, and creativity.3 Since Renzulli recognizes that these gifted
behaviors are both topical and temporal in nature; he suggests the use of
identification methods as an on-going treatment that permits talent to
emerge and allows students to flow in and out of a gifted program.u
That is, the two commonplaces in Renzulli's model are designed to include
a large number of students in the program.

In summary, despite the two value positions regarding the
concept 'equality of educational opportunity’ avallable in the ldelogi-
cal domain, the value underlying the formal domain of some gifted pro-
grams appeared to indicate only an elitist position. Thus, there may

be a basis for assuming that there is the possibility of finding slippage

1Guilford, J.P. The Nature of Human Intelligence, N.Y.,McGraw-
Hill Book Co., 1967

2Taylor, C.W. "Multi-Talent Potential" in Project Implode,
Igniting Creative Potential, Salt Lake City, Project Implode, Bella
Vista-IBRIC, 1971,p.9

3Renzulli. J.S. "What Make Giftedness?: Reexamining a Defini-
tion" Phi Delta Kappan, 1978, 60, 3, pp.180-4, 261

4Renzulli,J.S. "Will the Gifted Child Movement be Alive and Well
in 19907",0p. cit.,p.5



between the two domains of some of these programs.
Slippage may involve bias or carelessness. The right to include
or exclude children in or from special programs can give curriculum deve-

lopers a sense of power and may result in decisions that are arbitrary,

paternalistic, or ideologically motivated.1

The amount of slippage or nonrationality can be reduced if
curriculum decision makers are aware of their own values as well as
other alternative value positions available and continue to check the
compatibility of values underlying the ideological and formal domains.2
There is a need, therefore, to investigate how the selected programs
respond to the needs of these children by analyzing slippage between the
two domains vis-a-vis the conceptions of equality of educational oppor-

tunity they embrace.

Statement of the Problem
The major question is: What are the patterns of slippage between
the value positions of equality of educational opportunity underlying
the ideological and formal domains of the sample programs? More speci-
fically, the answers to the following questions are sought:
1. Can a framework be derived by dichotomously categorizing the
thoughts of the egalitarians and the elitists regarding the inclusive

and exclusive criteria? Maybe one of the categories can be borrowed and

applied to analyze gifted programs by answering the following questions:

1Pratt, D. Curriculum: Desisn & Development, op. cit.,pp. 268-77

2Jordan, J.A. "Dialogue between a Philosopher and a Curriculum

Worker" in Goodlad, J.I. (ed.) Curriculum Inguiry, op. cit.,pp.303-42



1.1 What would be the ideal of each position regarding the
statements of philosophy in the ideological domain of a gifted program?
1.2 What would be the ideal of each position regarding the
two commonplaces in the formal domain of a gifted program:
1.2.1 the definition of giftedness,
1.2.2 the identification and selection method?

2. What is (are) the inferential value position(s) underlying
the ideological domain of each sample program? More specifically, can
the statements of philosophy of each sample program be analyzed and classi-
fied to reveal its inferential value position(s) by using the developed
framework in 17

3. What is (are) the inferential value position(s) underlying
the formal domain of each sample program? More specifically, can the
definition of giftedness and the identification and selection method of
each sample program be analyzed and classified by using the framework

developed in 1?

Significance of the Study
It is hoped that the study will increase the understanding of

'slippage' by explicitly acknowledging what value choices of the concept
'equality of educational opportunity' exist and comparing them to the
actual commonplaces of the selected program descriptions. It is also
hoped thét such an understanding can lead to hypotheses and generaliza-
tion for further study. The developed criteria can be used as a data
source to check the amount of slippage that may occur in one's own pro-
gram. It may be that some slippage is inevitable, but maybe some could

be eliminated or prevented by establishing such criteria.



Deslgn of the Study

Because little is known about 'slippage'l, a descriptive method
will be used in the study.2 The questions of the study will be pursued
through the following procedures:

1. Slippage between the ideological and formal domains will be
described and illustrated by analyzing the eighteen sample gifted program
descriptions that are obtalned from the ERS Information Aid.3 The ERS
selected these sample from 370 school districts on the basis of length
and variety.h It is purported by the ERS that the sample is representa-
tive of the varilety of gifted programs. To ensure their current practice
and obtain additional information, personal inquiries accompanied with
the coples of program descriptions of the sample will be sent to those
school districts for updating the information.

The study will compare the inconsistencies of the value posi-
tions underlying the commonplaces (i.e., the statements of philosophy,
the definition of giftedness, and the identification and selection method)
of the two domains that are contained in the formal curricula of a
sample program in view of eighteen separate analyses. Such comparisons

will be done by using the framework that will be developed in the next

looodlad, J.I.(ed.) Curriculum Inquiry, op. cit.,p.65

2Smith and Meux suggested that if little is known about a pheno-
menon, the way to begin an investigation of it is to observe, analyze,
and classify the phenomenon. (Smith,B.0. and Meux,M. A Study of the
Logic of Teaching, Research Project 258(7257), USOE, Urbana, Ill.,
University of Illinois, 1958, p.8)

3Doob,H.S., Gifted Students: Identification Techniques and Pro-
gram Organization, op. cit.,pp.9-54

uIbid..p.S
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step to analyze the statements of philosophy of each Trogram to reveal
the inferential value position(s) underlying the ideological domain and
to analyze its definition of giftedness as well as its identification
and selection method to reveal the inferential value position(s) under-
lying the formal domain of that program.

2. The development of the framework for analysis, at the outset,
will involve two major steps. First, the study will develop a dichoto-
mous category of an egalitarlan-elitist distinction regarding the inclu-
sive and exclusive criteria. Second, the study will borrow and apply
these categories to the review of the literature on opinions and prac-
tices regarding those commonplaces in the ideological and formal domains
(i.e., statements of philosophy, definitions of giftedness, and identi-
fication and selection methods) to form each position’'s constellation of
commonplaces.

2.1 The data for developing the categories of the concept of
equality of educational opportunity on an egalitarian-elitist distinction
will be explored by reviewing the literature in the following areas:

2.1.1 A conceptual clarification of the concept including
analyses on the concepts 'equality' and 'educational opportunity’ and the
applications of the inclusive and exclusive theses1 in the context of

gifted education.

1Two studies on this concept showed that the majority of philoso-
phers seemed to agree that there are two kinds of equality, the inclusive
and the exclusive theses. That is, to treat people in the same way, or
to treat them in a different way. (DeFaveri, I. "Equality of Educational
Opportunity" Doctoral Dissertation, UC Berkeley, 1972, pp. B-54; Collins,
Clinton "The Concept of Equality in the Context of Educational Policies
of Desegregation and Ability Grouping" Ph.D. Dissertatlon, Indiana U.,
1970, p. 60)
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2.1.2 The thought of each position regarding the applica-
tion of the inclusive and exclusive theses for the development of a
gifted program.
2.1.3 Philosophical issues in the development of gifted
prograns.
2.2 The ideal of each position regarding the commonplaces
(i.e., the statements of philosophj, the definitlion of giftedness, and the
identification and selection method) of a gifted program will be explored
by borrowing and applying the categories in 2.1 to the review of the
literature on gifted education. The data will be obtained from the
following sources:
2.2.1 An overview of opinions and practices regarding
the above commonplaces.
2.2.2 The elghteen sample program descriptions from the
ERS and their updated information.

3. The value position(s) on the concept underlying the statements
of philosophy of each sample program will be inferred by using the crite-
ria developed in the second step. The sample for analysis will be the
eighteen sample programs from the ERS, their updated information, and
their state guidelines. The analysis in this step will reveal the
inferential value position(s) underlying the ideological domain of each
of the sample programs.

L. The value position(s) on the concept underlying the two common-
places in the formal domain (1.e., the definition of giftedness and the
jdentification and selection method) of each sample program will be re-
vealed by using the criteria developed in the second step. The sample for

analysis will be the same as those in the third step. The analysis in



12

this step will reveal the inferential value position(s) underlying the
formal domain of each of the sample programs.

5. Once the value position(s) underlying the ideological and the
formal domains of each of the sample programs is identified, the next
concern will be to assess the inconsistencies of these positions, if any,
and find commonalities among them. The result will describe the patterns
of slippage between the two domains of the eighteen sample programs.

In summary, the study will investigate the patterns of slippage
between the ideological and formal domains of selected programs by using
the framework that will be developed in Chapter IV to analyze each of the

elghteen sample programs.

Definition of Terms
Curriculum is conceived as a written document.1

‘Components' and ‘commonplaces' are used synonymously to mean substantive

elements that are common to any curriculum discourse, analysis,
and development.2 In this study, 'commonplaces' refers to :
statements of philosophy, definitions of giftedness, and identi-
ficatlon and selection methods.

A '‘concept' and a 'conception': A concept is commonality among different

conceptions; and, a conception is the idea on how to achieve and

implement a particular concept.3 For example, American educators

1Bea.uchamp. G.A. Curriculum Theory, Wilmette, Ill., The Kagg Press,
1975, ». 199

2Goodlad, J.I. (ed.) Curriculum Inguiry, op. cit., p. 66

3Ra.wls, J. A Theory of Justice, Cambtridge, Mass., The Belknap
Press of Harvard University Press, 1971, pp. 5-6



13

are generally agreed that the concept of equality should be
implemented, tut they are often disagreed upon the conception or

how to achieve and implement such a concept.1

A conceptual system: "A framework designed to identify and reveal rela-
tionships among complex, related, interacting phenomena in the

field of curriculum."2

Since it is more general than a theory,
it suggests realms for hypothesizing; btut, does not itself man-
date a specific hypothesis.

A dichotomy: One way of formulating a set of categories to classify a
concept which permits only two mutually exclusive applications
of that concept, e.g., Protestant or Catholic, Democratic or

Republican.’

A 'domain of curriculum' and a ‘'level' are used synonymously. It means

the human processes and products of curriculum making.

The ‘'formal' doﬁain contains those curricula that have been prescribed by
some controlling agency in a written form and gain official
approval by a state or a local school board.

'‘Gifted' and 'talented’ are used synonymously. This usage results from

the belief that 'giftedness' consists of an interaction among

three clusters of human traits: above average ability, task com-

1Ennis, R.H. "Bquality of Educational Opportunity”, op. cit.,p.4

2Goodlad, J.I. and Richter, M.N.,Jr., The Development of a Con-
ceptual System for Dealing with Problems of Curriculum and Instruction,
U. of California,los Angeles, 1966, ERIC Document Reproduction Service,
ED 010 064, p. 3

3Lazarsfeld, P.F. and Barton, A.H. "Qualitative Measurement in
the Social Sciences: Classification, Typologies, and Indices” in Lermer,
D. and Lasswell, H.D. (eds.) The Policy Sciences:_ Recent Developments in
Scope and Method, CA., Stanford U. Press, 1951, pp. 169-70
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mitment, and creativity.1

The 'ideological' domain contains those curricula that are proposed as
desirable by some planning group. Such curricula oftentimes
are the preface to the formal curricula as those that are written
in the statements of philosophy of a program or in other "This we
believe" statements. According to Goodlad, these statements
usually serve rhetorical more than curriculum ends.2

Slippage: A curriculum phenomenon of domain-to-domain discrepancy. This
phenomenon is a result from the sociopolitical and personal in-
terpretative processes involved in the adoption and implementa-
tion.d

Value: A belief that something is good or bad, desirable, or undesirable.
Values are basic to the determination of all educational deci-

sions.

Limitations of the Study

Because of the difficulty in sorting out and relating common-
places among the five curricular domains, the study is limited to the in-
vestigation of slippage between the ideologlical and the formal domains.

The sample used in the study is limited to those that are pro-

vided by the ERS.4 Since the sample was not selected randomly, the

1Renzulli, J.S. "What Make Giftedness?: Reexamining a Definition”
op. cit., p. 216

2Goodlad, J.I. (ed.) Curriculum Inguiry, op. cit., p. 346

3bid., p. 59

uDoob, H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Techniques and Pro-
gram Organization, op. cit., pp. 9-54
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findings will not be generalizable. Rather, it will provide curriculum
workers with "intellectual instrumentalities"1 to guide them in observa-
tion and interpretations of slippage in their own and other programs.

The analysis of values underlying the ideological domain of the
sample programs is limited to the conceptions of 'equality of educational
opportunity' contained in the philosophical statements of these progranms
or of thelr state guidelines.

The study is also limited to the bias from the author's hidden
values. Some curriculum researchers have suggested that such values which
influenced the author's perceptions of school practices and the data

secured should be made explicit.2

It is the belief of the author that
giftedness is a situatlional conception that can be developed if students
have the opportunity to engage in a wide range of activities, and they
should not be a;bitrary excluded from this opportunity on a relatively

permanent basis.

Organization of the Study
The study is divided into six chapters. Chapter I includes:

the statement of the problem, the significance of the study, the design

of the study, difinitions of terms, and limitations of the study.

Chapters II and III contain reviews of related literature. Chap-

1Bellack, A.A. "Contrasting Approaches to Research on Teaching"
in Tabachnik, B.R. et al. (eds.) Studying Teaching and Learning: Trends
in Soviet and American Research, N.Y., Praeger Publishers, 1981,pp.62-9

2For example, Tanner, D, and Tanner, L.N. Curriculum Development:
Theory into Practice, op. cit.,p.7l; Macdonald, J.B. "Values Bases and
Issues for Curriculum" in Molnar,A. and Zohorik, J.A. (eds.) Curriculum
Theory, Washington, D.C.,ASCD,1977,pp.16-21; Goodlad, J.I. et al. Looking
Behind the Classroom Door, op. cit., p.il
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ter II is a historical overview of gifted education in the U.S.
Chapter III is a review of analyses on the conceptions of equality of edu-
cational opportunity.

Chapter IV provides a framework for analysis. In Chapter V, the
results of the analysis of the data are furnished. Chapter VI consists
of a summary of the study, conclusions based on data obtained, and recom-

mendations for further research.



CHAPTER II
A HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF GIFTED EDUCATION IN THE U.S.

A common feature of gifted education found among its historical
analyses was its cyclical nature. The wanning and the rising of public
interest fluctuated according to the elitist and egalitarian social
periods.1

The major purpose of this chapter is to reveal the cyclical
nature of the gifted child movement. Such a historical overview will be

an aid to the development of a dichotomous ca,’c,egory2

of an egalitarian-
elitist distinction in the next two chapters. It will also help develop

an understanding of the past movements on the present situation.3

1'I‘a.nnezﬂ:aa.um.A.J . "A Backward and Forward Glance at the Gifted"
The National Elementary Principal,5i,5,pp 14-23; Idem, "History of In-
terest in the Gifted" in Hanry, N.B.(ed.) Bducation for the Gifted, The
Fifty-Seventh Yearbook of the NSSE,Part II, Chicago, I1l.,U. of Chicago
Press,1958,pp.3-38; Idem,"Pre-Sputnik to Post-Watergate: Concern about the
Gifted" in Passow,A.H.(ed.) The Gifted and the Talented: Their Education
and Development,The Seventy-Eighth Yearbook of the NSSE,Part I,Chicago,
I11., U. of Chicago Press,1979,pp.5-27

2l(ol‘b,W.L."Va.lues ,Determinism and Abstraction"” in Barrett,D.N.
(ed.)Values in America,Notre Dame,Indiana,U. of Notre Dame Press,1961,p.53

3Bellack,A.A."History of Curriculum Thought and Practice” Review
of Bducational Research,39,3,pp.283-91; Kliebard,H."The Curriculum Field
in Retrospect” in Witt,P.W.F.(ed.) Technology and the Curriculum,N.Y.,
Teacher College Press,1968,pp.69-84; Nash,Paul History and Education:The
Bducational Uses of the Past,N.Y.,Random House,1970,pp.20-1

£ses oi the zasy 7
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The cyclical nature of gifted education will be examined in four
different periods: 1910-1930, 1930-1945, 1945-1960, and 1960s. During
the first and the third periods, gifted education was receiving the
national interest. Such an interest, however, declined during the second
and the fourth periods.

Each period will be examined by using a three part approach.
Part one will overview major events and contributions. Parts two and
three will overview opinlons and practices regarding definitions of
giftedness and identification and selection methods, especially in term
of an egalitarian-elitist distinction. In order to reveal such a dis-
tinction, the making of inferences in this chapter will be based on the
criteria that the egalitarians would include many children in a program

while the elitists would exclude many children from the progra.m.1

The Emergence of the Gifted Child Movement (1910-1930)

The context in this period was marked by an expansion of
American business, the bellief that reforms were failing, and that there
was a decline in general mental ability due to the poor heredity of
immigrants.2 The shortage of mental ability ideology, therefore, became
a major concern, and heredity was seen as the basic problem underlying

this ideology. As a result of such a concern, schools during this perlod

1Pra¢t, David Curriculum: Design & Development, op.cit.,pp.

268-84

2Hildenhmand, Susan "Democracy's Aristocrat: The Gifted Child
in America, 1910-1960", Doctoral Dissertation, University of California,
Berkeley, 1978, p.205
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searched for new forms of organization and classification of students.1

Major Events and Contributions

Interest in the field was fostered by Galton's book Hereditary
Genius which concluded that heredity was the prime determinant of
intellectual ability.z Extensive investigations of the gifted, however,
were not undertaken then because of the prevailing political philosophy
of democratic sentiment that "All men were created equal,"” and the beliefs
that the gifted were products of supernatural causes and often patholo-
gica.l.3 Examples of the myths commonly found in this period were: "early
ripe, early rot" and that the gifted were emotionally unstable, physical-
1y weak, and/or undersized.”

With the concern that the myths about the gifted were injuring
their develo;ment,5 Terman and his assoclates conducted a longitudinal
study of these children after he had completed his American revision of

the Binet-Simon Scale, the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test.6 The study

1Hildenbrand.s."Democracy's Aristocrat: The Gifted Child in
America, 1910-1960",0p. cit.,p.204

2Ga.lton,Francis Hereditary Genius, London,1869,cited in
Tannenbaum, A.J."History of Interest in the Gifted",op. cit.,p.26

Jerman,L.M. et al. Genetic Studies of Genius,vol. 1: Mental
and Physical Traits of a Thousand Gifted Children,CA.,Stanford U. Press,

——  — o S ——————————— E———————

1925, preface

uSears.P.S."The Terman Genetic Studies of Genius,1922-1972" in

Passow,A.H.(ed.)The Gifted and the Talented: Their Education and Deve-
lopment, op. cit.,p.75

5rerman,L.M. et al.Genetic Studies of Genius,vol. 1:Mental and
Physical Traits of a Thousand Gifted Children,op. cit.,preface

e ——— Tty ————————— ————

6Terman,L.M. The Measurement of Intelligence,Boston,Houghton
Mufflin, 1961
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reflected his interest in children who scored at the extremely high end
of the scale. He was confident that they were a very able and potentially
productive part of the population.1
Terman's sample was a group of 1,000 California children who scored
in the top one percent of the Stanford-Binet or had an IQ of 140 or higher.2
He then measured them on a host of physical, intellectual, and social
qualities. Terman compared the means of these measures with similar mea-
sures from samples of children who had not been selected for high IQ.
Neither of the samples was a random sample of the American popula.tion.3
The findings from Terman's study have been summarized by Gowa.n4
and Hildenbrand.5 The major finding of this study was that the gifted
group was different from the average in degree of general intelligence
which could be measured by IQ tests.6 The study also showed that children

from the gifted group were superior to the average in the other sample

1Terma,n, L.M. et al. Genetic Studies of Genius,vol.l: Mental and
Physical Traits of a Thousand Gifted Children, op. cit.,preface

2Terman, L.M."The Physical and Mental Traits of Gifted Children"
in Whipple, G.M.(ed.) Report of the Society's Committee on the Education
of Gifted Children, The Twenty-Third Yearbook of the NSSE, Part I, .
Bloomington, 111.,Public School Publishing Co.,1924,pp.115-67 (The stan-
dard in Terman's study was actually lower for children over eleven years
of age. At the age of fourteen, the IQ of 132 was the lowest score for
inclusion in the study. Terman, L.M.et al. Genetlc Studies of Genius,
vol.l:Mental and Physical Traits of a Thousand Gifted Children,op.cit.,p.26)

3Tv4d., p.156

uGowan, J.C. "Background and History of the Gifted Child Movement"

in Stanley, J.C. et al.(eds.) The Gifted and the Creatives: A Fifty-Year

Perspective, Baltimore, The John Hopkins University Press, 1977,pp.13-4

5Hildenbrand, S. "Democracy's Aristocrat: The Gifted Child in
America,1910-1960", op. cit.,p.206

6I’a.nnenbaum, A.J."History of Interest in the Gifted", op. cit.,p.25
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in all areas of growth and development.1

Terman's major study, Genetic Studies of Genius, was begun in 1921

and is‘still in progress, tended to establish a model of giftedness that
became the closest thing to a theoretical framework in the movement of
gifted education. The study has survived, with minor modifications, to
the present.2 Contemporary researchers, such as Julian Stanley.3 still
consider his study of major importance.

Terman's work leaned toward an elitist positionu because it
emphasized genetic factors and the differences in racial and socioecono-
mic intelligence. His study, therefore, identified only a small number
of children as being gifted. The use of high and mlddle socioeconomic
status children from which he chose his sample showed a blas in sample
selection. Such a bias could account for the “superiority" of socioeco-
nomic status more than high IQ.5

The elitist value showed not only in Terman's selection of the
sample, but also in his findings. He found that the percentage of intel-
ligent children was high among those who had English, Scotch, and Jewish

origins, but was low among those who had Mexican, Spanish, Italian, Por-

lrerman, L.M. "The Physical and Mental Traits of Gifted Children",
op. cit.,p.167

2Sea:r:s, P.S. "The Terman Genetic Studies of Genius, 1922-1972%,
op. cit., pp.75-96

3Stanley, J.C. et al. (eds.) The and the A
Year Perspective, op. cit.

4Hildenhrand, S. "Democracy's Aristocrat: The Gifted Child in

America, 1910-1960", op. cit.,p.207

5Roedell, W.C.et al. Gifted Young Children, N.Y.,Teacher College
Columbia U., 1980, p. 64
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tuguese and Negro origins.1 Such a finding supported the belief that
high IQ was a hereditary characteristic that could not be developed among
those who lacked it. In addition, Terman also found that superior in-
telligence was five times as common among children of superior social

status as it was among children of inferior status.2

Definitions of Giftedness

In practice, giftedness was generally defined as intellectual or
academically superior which was indicated by the IQ scores of 125 and
a.bove.3 The majority of scholars in the two early Yearbooks of the Na-
tional Society for the Study of Education (NSSE) on the gifted,u excepted
Baldwin, Rugg, and Townsend, also defined giftedness in term of acade-~
mically superior.

Baldwin, Ruge, and Townsend were among the earliest advocates
for broadening the definition of giftedness. While Baldwin proposed the
inclusion of both aesthetic and physical abilities:5 Rugg called atten-

tion to four kinds of giftedness: verbal, social, mechanical, and esthetic.

1Terman.L.M. "The Physical and Mental Traits of Gifted Children”
op. cit.,p.164

2Terman.L.M. The Measurement of Intelligence, op. cit.,pp.95-104

3Rugg,H.0. "The Curriculum for Gifted Children” in Whipple,G.M.
(ed.) Report of the Society's Committee on the Education of Gifted Chil-
dren, op. c¢it.,p.91
ahenry,T.S.(ed.) Classroom Problems in the Education of Gifted
Children, The Nineteenth Yearbook of the NSSE,Part II,Bloomington,Ill.,
Public School Publishing Co.,1920; Whipple,G.M.(ed.)Report of the Socie-
ty's Committee on the Education of Gifted Children, the Twenty-Third

— —— —————————— .  S——————

Yearbook of the NSSE, op. cit.

sBaldwin.B.T."Methods of Selecting Superior or Gifted Children"
in Whipple,G.M.(ed.) Report of the Society's Committee on the Education
of Gifted Children, op. cit.,p.39
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Rugg further pointed out the graduation in ability from the level of true
genius (perhaps one in a million) down to those of less conspicuous abi-
1lity (perhaps one in a hundred) and suggested that the actual number de- .
pended on one's definition of "giftedness".1 Townsend warned that the
development of gifted programs would be undemocratic if individual dif-
ferences meant "that some individuals are worth more than others or that
some are to use and others to be used."z His warning implied that he
concerned about the needs of every individual and he would include many
abilities in his definition of giftedness.

Giftedness was also compared to the handicapped. According to
Hildenbrand, it was often said in this period that the gifted deserved
special treatment, similar to the treatment of the handicapped. Her
analysis showed that the use of tests and the normal curve made the above

argument sound rational and "scientific".3

Identification and Selection Methods
Before the IQ tests were developed in 1916, teachers' judgements
were used as a selection method in schools that offered flexible gifted
programs, or promotion of gifted students to the grade level above them.u

Several sources seemed to indicate that the most popular method

1Rugg,H.O.“The Curriculum for Gifted Children", op. cit.,p.93

2‘I‘ownsenti,H.G."The Democratic Idea and the Education of Gifted
Children" in Whipple,G.M.(ed.) Report of the Society's Committee on the
Education of Gifted Children, op. cit.,p.15k4

3Hildenbra.nd, Susan "Democracy's Aristocrat: The Gifted Child in

America, 1910-1960", op. cit.,p.22

'*Whipple ,G.M. "Historical and Introductory” in Whipple,G.M.(ed.)
Report of the Society's Committee on the Education of Gifted Children,
op. cit.,p.9
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for identification used during the 1920s was intelligence tests. One
study showed that teachers' judgements, tests, and school marks were the
popular methods used in elementary schools.1 Studies by Omans and
Jensen found that intelligence tests were generally used.2 A survey con-
ducted by the NSSE also showed that intelligence examinations were used
more often than teachers'’ judgements.3

In regard to the commonly found criteria for admission to gifted
programs, IQ scores ranging from 110 to 140 or more were used.4 Accord-
ing to Rugg, these criteria, would include the top third of the class as
the gifted, or the so-called X-Y-Z Method which divided each grade into
three sections.5 Such criteria were lower than those of 125 and above
in the typical definition of giftedness and those used in Terman's study.

Opinions in the field, which appeared in the Twenty-Third Year-
book of the NSSE, showed that scholars seemed to recognize IQ tests as
one instrument among other methods. Townsend, for example, criticlzed
equally those who made claims for the tests as if intelligence difference
had been the only significant difference, and those who saw democracy

as sameness for all. He took a middle position by reducing the impor-

1Freeman,F.N. "Provision in the Elementary School for Superior
Children" Elementary School Journal,21, Oct. 1920,pp.117-31

2Omans.A.C."Provisions for Ability Grouping in Junior and Senior

High School"American School Board Journal,45,0ct.1922,pp.55-8; Jensen,D.
"The Gifted Child: Present Practices in Special Classes for the Gifted"
Journal of Educational Research,15, March 1927,p.202

3Baldwin,B.T. "Methods of Selecting Superior or Gifted Children",
op. cit.,p.28

“Rugg,H.O. "The Curriculum for Gifted Children", op. cit.,
Pp.93-5

5Teia.
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tance of IQ tests and recognizing that it was the teacher who would know
about the background of the children, not the testers.1

Baldwin, in the above Yearbook, warned that selection methods,
perhaps conducted only once a year, provided only a single datum of the
child and could be misleading and misrepresentative of the gifted. He
proposed the consideration of several factors, i.e., physical growth and
psychological age, intelligence and achievement tests, and teachers'
Judgements in the selection of the gifted.2 Such a suggestion seemed to
base on Terman's finding that the gifted were superior in all areas of
growth and development when compared with average children.

In contrast to the above opinions which suggested the use of
teacher's judgement as a method to identify the gifted, Terman's study
found that the best method was to "consult the record book of the child

and not ask the teacher.“3

Summary
During the 1910-1930 era there was an intense interest in the
gifted. The major social concern of the period was the shortage of
mental ability. It was believed that the solution for this concern was

to find high IQ children and train them for 1eadership.4 Such a belief

1Tounsenﬁ,H.G.“The Democratic Idea and the Education of Gifted
Children", op. cit.,pp.145-54

2Baldwin,B.T."Methods of Selecting Superior or Gifted Children”,
Op . ci‘t . ,PP 025-6 '38 ,42-3

3‘I‘erman.L.M. et al. Genetic Studies of Genius,vol.l:Mental and
Physical Traits of a Thousand Gifted Children, op. cit.,p.33

uHildenbrand,Susan "Democracy's Aristocrat: The Gifted Child in

America,1910-1960", op. cit.,p.207
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led Terman to develop the Stanford-Binet Intelligence test and conducted
a longitudinal study of intellectually gifted children.

As a spin-off from Terman's study, it was thought that mental
giftedness was a hereditary and stable characteristic that could be
measured by IQ tests, and that the gifted were deserving of special consi-
deration in schools since they were potentially of great worth to the
society. Such an assumption meant only specially selected children could
receive the optimum opportunities, therefore, it could be inferred to be
relatively elitist. Such a value challenged the traditional roles of
American public schools as opportunity brokers.

In practice, schools modified Terman's position to support its role
as opportunity brokers by using lower standards to admit students into the
program which included the top third of the populatlon as the gifted.
Thus, schools found many more children to be gifted than would have been
the case under.rigorous application of Terman's standards. The value
underlying the practice of some gifted programs, however, could be
inferred to be relatively elitist. Such an inference was based on the
reports of common components employed by those programs in this period:
giftedness was generally defined as intellectually gifted, and IQ tests
were the most widely used method to identify the gifted.

The major concern of most scholars in the development of gifted
programs seemed to be associated with the problems of locating and
programming for the academically gifted. Far less interest was given to
the nonacademically gifted. IQ tests were recognized as one kind of in-

struments that needed to be used with other methods.
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The Cifted Child in Depression and War (1930-1945)

The context of this period was marked by the great depression and
World War II which produced poverty and social discontent.1 The earlier
national concern that mental ability was in short supply declined; and
there was the new concern for unity.z The Progressive Education movement
which began soon after World War I gained popularity with the American
public. Cremin summarized the basic characteristics of the movement that
featured support practices for diversifying opportunity in various ways
and thereby fostering social unity.3 Special programs for the gifted
diminished.u Because of inadequate statistics, it was difficult to
determine the actual practices regarding the definitions and the selec-
tion methods of those programs that survived. Only opinions regarding

the two commonplaces, therefore, will be discussed.

Major Events and Contributions
Interest in the gifted ebbed during this period.5 Some works in
psychology during this period represented a shift away from Terman's

unitary view of intelligence6 and toward the idea of mental ability as

1Hildenbrand, S. "Democracy's Aristocrat: The Gifted Child in
America, 1910-1960", op. cit.,p.119

2Ibid.,pp.119-20

3Cremin, Lawrence A. The Transformation of the School: Progressi-
vism in American Education, 1876-1957, N.Y.,Alfred A. Knopf, 1961 ,pp.vii-ix

4Tannenbaum, A.J."History of Interest in the Gifted", op. cit.,p.34

5Witty, P. "Nature and Extent of Educational Provisions for the
Gifted Pupil" Educational Administration and Supervision,37,Feb.1951,p.65

6A characteristic that is general, pervasive, and all-of-a-plece.
(Roedell, W.C. et al.,Gifted Young Children, op. cit.,p.3)
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consisting of several separate components. The work of Louis Thurstone,

Primary Mental Abilities (1937), for example, suggzested the limitations of

the use of IQ tests to measure intelligence.1

Definitions of Giftedness
To respond to the national concern for unity, Witty contributed
a new definition of giftedness. He defined a gifted child as the child
whose performance was consistently remarkable in any potentially valuable
area.2 Giftedness, according to this definition, was a successful per-
formance at something useful rather than something that depended entirely
on genetic factors and IQ scores. Witty's definition, therefore, seemed

to promote unity by encouraging diversification of success.

Identification and Selection Methods
Some opinions on this subject showed a diminution of the importance
of IQ tests. Witty3 and Stoddardu, for example, agreed that mental tests
should be reserved for research and clinical purposes. Such opinions were
probably influenced by the progressive ideas for diversifying of opportu-
nity which required the recognition of many kinds of ability.
As another spin-off from the progressive ideas, the selection of

the gifted for homogeneous grouping on a relatively permanent basls was

1Hildenhrand. S. "Democracy's Aristocrat: The Gifted Child in
America, 1910-1960", op. cit., p.i24

ZWitty, P. "Some Considerations in the Education of Gifted Chil-
dren" Educational Administration and Supervision,26,0ct. 1940,pp.512-3

3Hitty, P, “Evaluation of the Nature-Nurture Controversy" School
and Society, 53, Sept. 6,1941, p.156

uStoddard, G. "Intellectual Development of the Child" School and
Soclety, 51, April 27,1940, p.536
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perceived by some educators as encouraging the development of class educa-
tlon which rewarded fortunate social heritage and penalized the less for-
tunate.1 Enrichment in regular classroom was commonly suggested2 since
it would furnish the best opportunities for all children.>

Terman's study, published in 1930, however, contradicted the pro-
gressive position of social unity and free choice. Hé suggested that only
the children in the 130 to 140 IQ range were eligible for special programs.
He further recommended that schools should concentrate their effort on
this group of children, usually consisting of the ten or twenty top-scoring

students in a group of one thousand.4

Summary
Except for Terman's 1930 publication, interest in gifted education

declined during the period 1930-1945. Schools tried to play a major role
in the promotion of social unity. Progressivism became the dominant peda-
gogical ideology and was translated by educators into individualization

and guidance to replace the method of ability grouping used in the 1920s.
The progressive thought and the social concern for egalitarianism seemed

to influence opinions of scholars on the design of gifted programs. Some

of these opinions included a broadened definition of giftedness and the

1For example, Witty,P. "Some Considerations in the Education of
Gifted Children", op. cit.,p.519

2lannenbaum, A.J. "History of Interest in the Gifted", op. cit.,
P.33

3Witty.P. "Some Considerations in the Education of Gifted Chil-
dren", op. cit.,p.519

uTerman,L.M. et al. Genetic Studies of Genius, vol.3: The Promise
of Youth: Follow-Up Studies of a Thousand Gifted Children,CA..Stanford

U. Press, 1930, p.469
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decrease of the importance of IQ tests. The actual practices of these

programs, however, were not available for overviewing.

The Gifted Child in the Cold War (1945-1960)

A heightened concern for the gifted reappeared in the early
1950s. This concern was ascribed to the Cold War struggle for scientific
and technological leadership, the shortage of resources in high-level
manpower, and the critical reappraisals of public school programs'.1 The
interest in the gifted was intensified by the launching of Sputnik in
1957.2

Major Events and Contributions

Post-war needs had been inadequately met in many areas of high-
level speclalization. Confronted with the demands of manpower, some
educators re~-examined the general aims of education and/or prescribed
solutions for such demands. The Harvard report in 1945, for example,
stressed that equality of opportunity did not mean identical education for
all; rather it meant access to the education that matched gifts and
interests of students.3 The report also criticized American public
schools for not providing appropriate programs to meet the needs of the

fast as well as the slow 1earners.u

1
pp. 35-7

2Dodson, D.W. "Factors Influencing Curriculum Development" Review
of Educational Research,27,3, June 1957, p.264; Tannenbaum,A.J,"Pre-Sput-
nik to Post-Watergate Concern About the Gifted", op. cit.,p. 9

Tannenbaum, A.J. "History of Interest in the Gifted", op. cit.

3Committee on the Objectives of General Education in a Free
Society, General Education in a Free Society, Cambridge, Massachusetts,
Harvard U. Press, 1945, p.86

“rvid.,pp. 7-9
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A solution for the above concern was also expressed in a progres-~
slve educational document,1 Education for All American Youth (1944),

which was revised in 1952 under the title Education for All American Youth-
A Further Look, by the Educational Policles Commission. The document

envisioned the fostering of democratic unity through an integrated core
curriculum, whereby pervading social problems could be addressed by all
the youth of all the people.2 Conant who served as the chairman of this
group of educators declared that this work along with the Harvard Report
had armed him to answer all critics of the future of American schools.3

The Educational Policies Commission showed their concern not only
with the fostering of unity but also with the shortage of manpower. In
1950, they published another document which pointed out that the negli-
gence of mentally superior children in this country had led to the shrin-
kage of personngl in the sciences, arts, and professions.u

The concern for the manpower shortage was heightened by the
launching of Sputnik in 1957. The year following Sputnik, both public
and private funds were poured into special programs to develop excellence,

especially in the field of science and mathematics, with the expectation

1Cremin. L.A., The Transformation of the School: Progressivism
in American Education, 1876-1957, op. cit.,p.332

2Educational Policies Commission Education for All American
Youth, Washington, D.C.,National Education Association, 1944

3Cona.nt, J.B. Public Education and the Structure of American
Society, N.Y.,Teacher College Press, 1945, p.33

uEducational Policies Commission Education of the Gifted,

Washington, D.C.,National Education Association, 1950,p.14
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that the gifted would utilize their talents to help the country.1 There
also were movements toward differentiated education for students of
varying abilities.2 Conant, for example, appeared to change his position
in curriculum rationale from the fostering of unity in his 1944 publica-
tion3 to the pursuit of academic excellence to meet the dominant sociopo-
litical forces of the Cold War and space race.

Conant's new position was expressed in his 1959 report on the
American high school. Although his report defended the comprehensive
high school, it called for the pursuit of academic excellence through
ability grouping, special counseling and testing progra.ms.h' It attracted
great attention and exerted considerable influence on educational policy
5

and practice,” particularly with regard to the adoption of ability
grouping through standardized testing; and the priority given to the
academically talented pupils in science, mathematics, and modern foreign

1 6
anguages.

1Martin,.D.H. "American Education as Seen in Periodical Litera-
ture,1956-1958"Doctor's Thesis,Columbus, Ohio State U.,1959(Dissertation
Abstracts 20:2102-103, No. 6.1959); Ford ,B.G. and Jenkins,R.C."Changing
Perspectives in the Education of the Gifted" in Mann, L.(ed.) The Fourth
Review of Special Education,N.Y.,Grune & Stratton, 1980, p.153

zBreslow, Alice et al. "Forces Influencing Curriculum”" Review
of Educational Research, 30,3, June 1960, p.202

3Educational Policies Commission Education for All American
Youth, op. cit.

uConant, J.B. The American High School Today: A First Report

to Interested Citizens, N.Y.,McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1959

5Sand, Ole et al. "Components of the Curriculum” Review of Edu-
cational Research, 30,3, June 1960, p.234

6Tanner.D. and Tanner,L.N. Curriculum Development: Theory into
Practice, op. cit., p.400
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Another group of educators, the National Academy of Science, also
gave their priority to the development of the academically gifted. The
report of their conference, The Process of Education, authored by the
conference chairman, Jerome Bruner, declared: "The top quarter of public
school students from which we must draw intellectual leadership in the

next generation, is perhaps the group most neglected by our schools in

the recent pa.st."1

Conant and Bruner's recommendations for the education of the
gifted appeared to be less extreme compared with those of some other
educators found during this period. Rickover2 and Bestorj, for example,
sought the abandonment of the comprehensive high school in favor of the
dual European system of education.

In regard to scholarly contributions to the field, Guilford wrote
a paper on cregtivity in the early 19505.“ His paper suggested the
limitations of the assumption that tests of general intelligence, such as
those developed by Terman, could be used to identify the gifted. Guil-
ford's work brought attention of psychometrists to measure multiple
aptitudes, including divergent production or "creativity".5

Guilford's model, the Structure of Intellect (SOI), later embodied

1Bruner, J.S. The Process of Education, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard
U. Press, 1960,p.10

2Rickover, H.G. Education and Freedom, N.Y., E.P. Dutton & Co.,
Inc., 1959

3Bestor. Arthur "What Went Wrong with U.S. Schools?" U.S. News &
World Report, v. 44, Jan 24,1958, pp.68-77

uGuilford, J.P, "Creativity" American Psychologist, 5, 1950,pp.

- 54

5Tannenbaum. A.J. "Pre-Sputnik to Post Watergate Concern about
the Gifted", op. cit.,p.8
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the illustration that there were potentially 120 discreet and independent
intellectual abilities.1 That is, high or low ability in one area was

demonstrated to have little or no relation to high or low ability in other

areas-z

Definitions of Giftedness
Different definitions of giftedness were found among writings in
the post war era. The Educational Policies Commission, for example,
defined giftedness in term of academics. According to this definition,
there were two levels of gifted children, the top one percent, and the
top 10 percent. These levels were determined by IQ tests. Only the
children in the first level would be advised to pursue the tradltional

academic program including mathematics and foreign 1anguages.3

A broadening definition was adopted by the writers in the Fifty-
Seventh Yearbook of the NSSE, which was the first Yearbook of the Society
on the gifted since 1924. Their definition included multiple kinds of
talents: academics, music, graphic arts, creative writing, dramatics,
mechanical skills, and social 1eadership;uand identified 20 percent of

the population as the gifted.5 They also agreed that all children must

1Guilford. J.P. "Structure of Intellect" Psychological Bulletin,
1956'531 PP‘263'93

2Roedell. W.C. et al. Gifted Young Children, op. cit.,p.3

¢ 3Eucational Policies Commission, Education of the Gifted, op. cit.,
p. 12

4Havighurst, R.J. et al. "The Importance of Education for the
Gifted" in Henry, N.B.(ed.) Education for the Gifted, op. cit.,p.19

5Tvid.
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receive individual attention to develop different kinds of talent.1
Such a definition could be inferred to be relatively egalitarian because
it proyided a wider variety of opportunities to more children than that
of Terman.

Despite the adoption of an egalitarian definition by the above
Yearbook of the NSSE, two of its.writers. Tannenbaum and Witty, seemed to
think that gifted programs were developed for an elite group. They stated
their concern on the national issue of the manpower shortage, and saw
that this problem could be solved if the gifted were given special
training to become the leaders of the society in the future. They
pointed out that only speclally selected children deserved special kind
of education.2

In contrast to those who treated giftedness and leadership as
fixed tralts, were some educators who saw leadership as a situational
concept, and therefore opposed the relatively permanent ability grouping.
Caswell and Foshay, for example, argued that, "If the democratic process
is considered one in which real respect for the personality of every
person is basic, with leadership resting on the participation of all and
shifting from situation to situation, ability grouping will not be
a.ccepted."3 Such a point seemed to perceive giftedness as a situational

concept since leadership was one of the abilities mentioned in the NSSE

1Havighurst.R.J. et al. "The Importance of Education for the
Gifted", op. cit.,p.13

Zrannenbaun,A.J. "History of Interest in the Gifted", op. cit.,
p. 38; Witty,Paul "Who are the Gifted?" in Henry, N.B.(ed.) Education
for the Gifted, op. cit.,p.62

3Caswall, H.L. and Foshay, A.W. Education in the Elementary
School, N.Y.,American Book Co.,1957,pp.339-40
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Definition. This conception of giftedness appeared to be unrecognized
before in the field of gifted education.

In practice, giftedness was generally defined as academically
gifted.1 Only few school systems adopted the broad conception of gifted-
ness.2 The Ford Foundation-sponsored program for the gifted in the
Portland Public Schools, for example, identified the upper 10 percent of

their chlldren who were gifted in different areas stated in the NSSE
Definition.>

Identification and Selection Methods

The actual practice of gifted programs appeared to use several
methods to identify the gifted, but based their final judgement on the
cutoff IQ scores of 120—130.4

Opinions on the subject seemed to support the use of a combina-
tion of several methods to identify the gifted. Witty, for example,
pointed out some limitations of IQ tests but recognized these tests as
the most effective single instrument. He further recommended that high

IQ should be regarded as one of the indicators of possible accomplishment

1Passow.A.H. "The Nature of Giftedness and Talent" Gifted Child
Quarterly, 25,1, 1981,p.7

2Ibid.

e ——— ————— —

Oregon, Portland Public Schools, 1959,p.13

uDe Hann,R.F. and Wilson,R.C. "Identification of the Gifted"
in Henry,N.B.(ed.) Education of the Gifted, op. cit.,pp,190-2; Norris,
D.E."Programs in the Elementary Schools" in Henry, N.B.(ed.) Education
for the Gifted, op. cit.,pp.223-57; Caswell, H.L. and Foshay,A.W.
Education in the Elementary School, op. cit.,pp.339-40
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among other methods.1 De Hann and Wilson also suggested educators to use
both standardized tests and observation to identify the gifted.z They
further noted the merit of self selection, but thought that this method
was impossible to use because they assumed that the program was limited
to only a very small group of children on a relatively permanent basis.3
Some scholars showed a concern for providing equality of educa-
tional opportunity in the selection process. Such a concern was stated
by De Hann and Wilson, and Strang on the ground that "superior intelli-
gence" children who deserved special educational opportunities could be
found among various races and socloeconomic levels.u These authors' po-
gition, however, appeared to be relatively elitiest since they based
giftedness on the genetic assumption that it was possessed by only a

small number of children.

Summary
During the period of 1945 to 1960, there was a renewed interest
in the gifted. It was a period of a search for talented young people to
provide technical and scientific leadership. New monies were put into
gifted programs as a result of Sputnik effect Maybe as an influence
from Guilford's work which suggested the limitation of IQ tests, rhetoric

on the use of multiple definitions of giftedness and identification

1Witty, Paul "Who are the Gifted?", op. cit.,p.62

2De Hann,R.F. and Wilson,R.C. "Identification of the Gifted",
op. cit.,p.171

3rvid.,p. 168

uIbid.,p.190; Strang, R. "The Nature of Giftedness" in Henry,N.B.
(ed.) Education for the Gifted, op. cit.,p.69
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methods was commonly found.

Despite the above rhetoric, some programs appeared to base their
final decisions of selecting the gifted on a cut-off IQ score. Moreover,
some scholars also stated that the purpose of these programs was to find
the intellectually gifted, and give them special education to become
leaders in the future. They expected schools to promote national survival
by finding and nurturing this special group of children. Such opinions
and practices seemed to be relatively elitist because these programs were

accessible to only a small number of children.

The Gifted Child in the 1960s

At the end of the 1950s, the social climate shifted to an egali-
tarian concern and the educational priority was glven to the low achievers
or the disadvantaged 1earners.1 The manpower crisis gradually calmed
down, but the éupply of scientific talent did not slow down in accordance
with the reduced demand.2 The unrest on campus showed a rejection in
excellence and the new spirit of selfhood and individuality became pre-
dominant.3 As in the period of depression and War in the 1930s, there
was no available statistics on the actual practices regarding the defini-

tions and selection methods of the programs in the 1960s.

Major Events and Contribtutions

Gifted education was not perceived as the educatlonal priority

1Tanner.D. and Tanner, L.N. Curriculum Develomment: Theory into

Practice, op. cit.,p.407

2Tannen'baum,A.J. "Pre-Sputnik to Post-Watergate: Concern about
the Gifted", op. cit.,p.21

31vid. ,pp.19-20
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in this era. Bruner, for example, changed his rriority, which was given
to the gifted after the launching of Sputnik, to the low achievers. He
criticized the public schools for concentrating on "the more intelligent
kids" and neglecting "the children at the bottom."1

Tannenbaum attributed the decline of interest to several factors.
One of them was the 1954 Supreme Court's decision that separate could
never be equa.l.2 In his view, the idea of gifted education "never
really entered the bloodstream of American education", rather these
Trograms were considered as a luxury that neglected the underprivileged
children.3 In order to keep the field alive, the attention in this
period was given to the gifted-disadvantaged children.b

At the end of the 1960s, there was a trend toward a renewed in-
terest in the gifted. Such a trend was shown in the passage of the
addition to tbe Elementary and Secondary Education Amendments of 1969
which became Public Law 91-230 in 1970. The law indicated a federal
commitment to assist the development and implementation of gifted
programs through categorical funding. It also mandated a study by the

U.S. Commissioner of Education on the gifted to determine the extent

1Hall, Elizabeth "Bad Education - A Conversation with Jerome
Bruner" Pgychology Today, v. 4, December 1970, p.51

2Ta.nnenbaum,A.J. "Pre-Sputnik to Post-Watergate: Concern about
the Gifted", op. cit.,p. 15

3Tannen'baum, A.J. "A Backward and Forward Glance at the Gifted"
op. cit.,p.18

uFeldman,D. "Poward a Nonelitist Conception of Giftedness”

Phi Delta Kappan, 60, 9, May 1979, p.66L
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to which the needs of these children were being met.1 This study has
been known as the Marland Report. The report stated that the study had

shown inadequate educational provisions for these students.z

Definitions of Giftedness

A review of textbooks published during the 1960s showed that
several definitions were used. Lucito noted the confusion of the term
and presented five kinds of definitions: the ex post facto definitions
(i.e.. the gifted were those who had achieved outstanding stature in one
of the professions), the IQ definitions, the percentage definitions, the
broadening definitions, and the creativity definitions.3 Hildreth also
noted these definitions and concluded that the trend was toward the
broader ones which included the creatively gifted.u

In addition, Gardner suggested the use of a broader definition
that recognized variety of degree and kinds of ability that were socially
accepted. By doing so, he believed that every individual could be
enabled to achieve the best, rather than limited excellence for a small

group of the ablest.5 Gardner saw the possibility to cultivate the

1Harland,S.P. Education for the Gifted and Talented, Report to
the Congress by the U.S. Commissioner of Education and Background Papers
Submitted to the U.S. Office of Education, Washington, D.C.,U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1972,p.2

2

Ibid.,p.ix

3lucito,L.J. "Gifted Children" in Dunn,L.M.(ed.) Exceptional
Children in Schools, N.Y.,Holt Rinehart and Winston, 1963,pp.183-4

4Hildreth,G.H. Introduction to the Gifted, N.Y.,McGraw-Hill Book

Co.,1966,p.20

5Gardner.J.W. Excellence: Can We be Equal and Excellent to0?
N.Y.,Harper & Rows Publishers, 1961,pp.128-3




L1

ideal of excellence while retaining the moral value of equality.

Identification and Selection Methods
Intelligence tests, a major instrument for ldentifying the gifted,
came under attack for being biased against some racial minorities and the
socioeconomically depressed.1 Opinions in the field seemed to advocate
the use of multiple methods to identify the gifted.2 Even Conant, who
supported the use of standardized tests for ability grouping in his 1959

report, called for a moratorium on testing in favor of school records.3

Summary

Interest in the gifted declined during the 1960s. The social
context during thls period was marked by the concern for the civil rights
movement. Equality of opportunity was often percelved as sameness.u
Schools shifted their priorities from hunting for the gifted to the dis-

advantaged. At the end of this period, however, there was a sign of a

revival of interest as a result of the congressional attention in 1969,
Suggestions on the design of gifted programs were on the use of

multiple definitions of giftedness and identification methods. These

suggestions could be inferred to be relatively egalitarian because

they gave a greater variety of opportunities to more students than

1For example, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Racial Isolation
in the Public Schools, v.l, Washington, D.C.,U.S. Govermment Printing

Office. 1967,pp.161-2; Schwebel, Milton Who can be Educated? N.Y. Grove
Press Inc.,1969,p.68

Zh11dreth, G.H. Introduction to the Gifted,op. cit.,pp.147,160-71
3rhe New York Times, November 3,1967, .50

4Tannenbaum.A.J. "A Backward and Forward Glance at the Gifted”
op. cit.,p.16
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Terman's suggestion. Maybe because of the decline in interest, the

actual practice of gifted programs during this period was not available

for this overview.

Conclusion

A cyclical nature was found to be a common feature of gifted
education. This feature was attributed to the alternations of social
climates between the opposed ideas of elitism and egalitarianism during
different periods.

Because the value underlying definitions of giftedness and
selection methods of some gifted programs appeared to be relatively
elitist, these programs could not survive during the egalitarian reform
periods in the 1930s and 1960s. Such an inference was based on their
common practices that giftedness was typically defined as intellectual
gifted and tha£ IQ tests were the most widely used method to identify
these children. These practices were the carryover of Terman's study
which limited access to the programs for only a small number of high IQ
children on a relatively permanent basis.

The programs, however, received the nation's interest during
the 1920s and 1950s which were marked by the manpower shortage crisis.
During these periods, there was a large volume of literature on the
gifted, as well as many programs for them. It appeared to be a common
Tractice that the focus of these attentions was given to the description
of educational provisions for gifted children, with little consideration
given to their philosophical grounding.

Moreover, the new sign of interest at the end of the 1960s was

a result of the congressional attention. It seemed that the basis for
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the development of these programs was to respond to the national crises
and specific legislative mandates rather than the concern for the needs
of the learners or philosophical bases of these programs. Because the
cyclical nature was attributed to different conceptions of equality of

educational opportunity, the study will examine these conceptions in the

next chapter.



CHAPTER III
CONCEPTIONS OF EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY

Because there are several conceptions of equality of educational
opportunity,1 it seems that educators are unable to achieve any common

2

understanding of what 1s meant by 'equality'.® In a democratic society

like the U.S., it is reasonable to assume that curriculum decision makers
believe that they have 'general sense' of what it means to treat students
equally, whether or not they can state what that sense is.

The confusion that results from not having a common understanding
of equality may lead to slippage between the ideological and formal domains
of gifted programs. Until such conceptions are clarified, little 1light
can be shed on program implications. The purpose of this chapter is to
provide a conceptual clarification of the concept of eguality of educa-
tional opportunity and to examine its varied conceptions, especlally
the thoughts of the elitists and the egalitarians.

In addition to examining conceptions of equality of educational

1Blackstone, W.T."The Principle of Equality and Educatlional Oppor-
tunity" in Greene, M.(ed.) Proceedings of the Twenty-First Annual Meeting
of the Philosophy of Education Society, lawrence, Kansas, The University
of Kansas, 1965, p.69

2Collins. Clinton "The Concept of Equality in the Context of

Educational Policies of Desegregation and Ability Groupling”, op. cit.,p.2
Ly
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opportunity, the focus of this chapter will also be on philosophical
issues related to the concept. Knowledge about philosophical choices1
alone may not reduce the amount of slippage between the two domains since
decisions are often made on hidden values.2 .It is necessary to examine
phllosophical issues that will bring hidden value decisions for the

development of gifted programs into the open.

A Conceptual Clarification

Equality of educational opportunity is an ambiguous concept with
different definitions. Wise and Coleman, for example, report several
ways in which the concept has been defined.3 While some of these defini-
tions are radically different from each other, others are disguised re-
commendations and provide incomplete meanings of the concept.

Despite the ambiguities of the concept, there are points at which
a determinate meaning can be given to the concept only if certain related
variables are accurately described and certain moral judgements are made.u
Such points will be examined by overviewing the literature using a three
part approach. Part one will review the claim that equality is of two

kinds: the inclusive and exclusive theses. Part two will review the con-

1Since there are several agree upon and consistent theorles of
value, there is no definite answer for the question of what value position
is better than another. It is the job of a curriculum worker to make a
rational decision among these choices.(Jordan, J.A."Dialogue between a
Philosopher and a Curriculum Worker", op. eit.,p.317)

°Ibid.,p.313

Wise,A.E.Rich Schools,Poor Schools: The Promise of Equality of
Educational Opportunity,Chicago, U. of Chicago Press,1968,Dp.146-58;
Coleman, James "The Concept of Equality of Educational Opportunity”
Harvard Educational Review, 38,1, Winter 1968, p.1l

gDeFaveri, I. "Equality of Educational Opportunity", op. cit.,p.6
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cept of educational opportunity. Part three will review the applications
of the two theses in the concept of equality of educational opportunity
in terms of reasons or criteria for inclusive and exclusive treatments.
In the discussion of the inclusive criteria, the study will examine the
reasons for offering all students gifted programs. In the discussion of
the exclusive criteria, the study will describe philosophical suggestions
on what reasons can be given to justify when gifted programs are offered

not to everyone, but only to those who display certain characteristics.

The Claim That Equality is of Two Kinds

In general, philosophers seem to agree to the claim that there
are two kinds of equality, the inclusive and exclusive theses.1 A discus-
sion of equality requires not only the knowledge about the kind of equali-
ty provided, but also the reference group in the discussion.2 The inclu-
sive thesis means not only the same treatment, but also a certain minimum
level of a treatment that no one should be allowed to fall below.3 It
is based on the belief that everyone is created equal and, therefore,each

person is entitled to a certain kind of treatment.u The exclusive thesis,

1Collins, Clinton"The Concept of Equality in the Context of Edu-
cational Policiecs of Desegregation and Ability Grouping",op. cit.,p.60

2Several authors suggest that this knowledge is imperative in a
discussion of the concept. For example, lucus,J.R."Equality in Education”
in Wilson,B.(ed.) Education,Equality and Society,N.Y.,Harper & Row Pub-
lisher,1975,p.44; Dittami,P.J."An Analysis of Selected Concept of Equa-
1ity and Equal Opportunity as Reflected in Special Educational Issues"
Ed.D. Dissertation, Boston U.,1973,p.5; Ennis, R.H. "Equality of Edu-
cational Opportunity”,op. cit.,p.5

3DeFaveri, I. "Equality of Educational Opportunity",op. cit.,p.126
(He calls this thesis, the identity thesis.)

Y1pia.,p.11
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on the other hand, means differentiated treatments according to ome's
merit.1 It is based on the claim that only some people exhibit particu-
lar characteristics which are considered as relevant criteria for a
different treai.ment.2 In general, an appeal to equality usually invokes
both theses.3
The two kinds of equality were recognized as far back as Plato
and Aristotle. In the laws, Plato said there were two equalities under
one name with contrary results: equality of number, weight, and measure;
and equality that assigned more to the greater and less to the lesser.u
Aristotle made the point directly: "Equality is of two kinds."” Then he
assigned names and described them:
One sort is numerical equality; the other sort is
equality proportionate to desert. "Numerical
equality” means being treated equally, or identi-
cally, in the number and volume of things which
you get; "equality proportionate to desert" means5
being treated on the basls of equality of ratios.
Many contemporary philosophers are influenced by the thoughts of
Plato and Aristotle and agree that there are two kinds of equality.

Williams, for example, claims that the concept has two meanings: equal

and unequal. He further explains that the first meaning is applied in

1DeFaveri,I. "Equality of Educational Opportunity", op. cit.,p.5
(He calls this thesis, the proportionality thesis.)

2Ttid.,p.11

3Iv4d.,p.15
hPlato, laws, 6.757,translated by Taylor,A.E. cited in DeFaveri,
I., Ibid.,p.9

Saristotle, Politics, translated by Barker Ernest The Politics
of Aristotle, Book V, Ch.1:112, Oxford,Clarendon Press,1952, Copyright
1946,p.205
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the situation where individuals are claimed in some sense all to be equal;
while the second meaning is applied in the situation where they are
agreed to be unequal. Inherent in the latter meaning, according to
Williams, is the question of distribution of, or access to, certain goods
to which thelr inequalities are relevant.1

Some philosophers seem to agree with the above claim, btut assign
different names to the two kinds of equality and take one of them as
their position on how to achieve equality. Collins, for instance,
appears to take the inclusive thesis as his position. He calls the two
kinds of equality the inclusive and the exclusive equalities. To him,
the first kind is a moral ideal that requires an attempt to state cri-
teria of cultural membership which draw all people into a single commu-
nity, while the second kind i1s a value sanctioning criterla which specify
who is to be assigned to which social categories.2 In his work, he
repeatedly céntends that equality means similar treatment or the inclu-
sive equality.3 At one point, however, he admits that both kinds of
equality are c:omplemen-t.a.:':y.l'p

Dewey also seems to take the incluslive thesis as his position.

1Williams, Bernard A.0. "The Idea of Equality" in Bedau,H.A.(ed.)
Justice and Equality, Englewood Cliffs, N.J.,Prentice Hall Inc.,1971,
p.126

2Collins, Clinton "The Concept of Equality in the Context of
Educational Policies of Desegregation and Ability Grouping”, op. cit.,
p.102

31'bid..p.22.296.?66; and Idem, "Equality,Justice, and Desegre-
gation" in Greene,M. (ed.) Proceedings of the Twenty-First Annual Meeting
of the Philosophy of Education Society, op. cit.,p.103

uidem, "The Concept of Equality in the Context of Educational
Policies of Desegregation and Ability Grouping", op. cit.,p.39
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He distinguishes the two kinds of equality as the qualitative and quan-~
titative equalities.1 According to him, the first kind of equality is
concerned with equality of values measured in terms of the fullness and
richness of the life and growth of each recipient. The latter kind,
Deway says, is concerned with equality in terms of possession of materials
or quantities.

Dewey holds that it is futile to seek an external measure of
equality. He belleves that an individual has a unique set of strengths
and weaknesses that can be considered equal only when each has as much
opportunity as every other person to realize one's possibilities of
growth.z He does not support an extreme form of the inclusive thesis
that everyone should be treated in the same way, but he seems to take a
middle position that individuals must be treated according to their
unique needsi

Komisar and Coombs take a different position from those of
Collins and Dewey. Their linguistic analysis of the concept revealed two
kinds of equality: the sameness and the fittingness. According to them,
the sameness concept has a determinate meaning and a descriptive use,
while the fittingness concept has an indeterminate meaning and an ascrip-
tive use.3 In their opinions, the descriptive use of the sameness con-

cept is applicable for reporting the same result based on the same crite-

1Dewey. John and Tufts,J.H. Ethics,N.Y.,Holt,Rinehart,and Wins-
ton,1936,pp.384-5

2Ibid.,p.385

3Komisar.B.P. and Coombs,J.R. "The Equality Principle in Educa-
tion" in Levit,Martin(ed.) Proceedings of the Nineteenth Annual Meetigg
of the Philosophy of Education Society,Lawrence,Kansas,U.of Kansas,1963,
pp.112-3
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ria, such as a score on an intelligence test, or a color of hair. On
the other hand, they see that the ascriptive use of the fittingness con-
cept is applicable for making judgements in terms of equal and unequal
treatments, therefore, it depends upon one's ethical decisions and moral
commitments.1

Komisar and Coombs contend that equality is defined as "fitting"
and that "sameness" may evolve in the concept as a matter of fact, not
as a definition.z They take the exclusive thesis as their position and
do not accept the inclusive thesls as an application of the concept of
equality.

In general, the claim that equality is of one kind can take one
of the two forms.3 The first form suggests that the only kind of equality
is the inclusive thesls. The second form suggests that the only kind of
equality is the exclusive thesis and the inclusive thesis is a special
case of the exclusive thesis.u

The positions taken by Collins, Komisar and Coombs are somewhat
different from the above forms. Although Collins does not accept the
exclusive thesis as the provision of equality, he accepts it as the pro-

vision of justice.5 The concept of Jjustice, however, is related to the

1Komisar.B.P. and Cooms,J.R. "The Equality Principle in Educa-
tion", op. cit ,pp.112-3

2Idem, "The Concept of Equality in Education" Studies in Philo-
sophy and Education,3, Fall 1964,p.239

3DeFa.veri.I. "Equality of Educational Opportunity", op. eit.,p.30

uibid.

5Collins. Clinton "The Concept of Equality in the Context of Edu-
cational Policies of Desegregation and Ability Grouping",op.cit.,p.22
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concept of equality.1 His position, therefore, does not imply the first
form. Komisar and Coombs’ position, on the other hand, does not imply
the second form since they think that the inclusive thesis is a fact that
has nothing to do with the applicatlion of the concept.2
Few philosophers have supported the first form which is an ex-
treme form of the inclusive thesls that everyone must receive the same
treatment , even those who take an egalitarian position.3 Egalitarians
usually appeal to both the inclusive and exclusive theses, but they are
less concerned with differences than sameness.'+
Two egalitarians, Tawney and Laskl, for example, state that they
do not believe that the provision of equal opportunities means the pro-
vision of same opportunities. Tawney makes the point explicitly when
he says that "equality of provision is not identity of provision." He
further explains that equality of provision
is to be achieved, not be treating different needs
in the same way, but by devoting equal care to en-
suring that they are met in the different ways
appropriate to them, as is done by a doctor who
prescribes different regimens for different con-

stitutions, or a teacher who develops differegt
types of intelligence by different curricula.

1Bedau.H.A. “"Egalitarianism and the Idea of Equality" in Pennock,
J.R. and Chapman,J.W.(eds.) Nomos IX: Equalitv, N.Y.,Atherton Press,1967,
p.18 (The relationship between ‘equality' and °Jjustice' will be further
examined in the discussion of the exclusive thesis.)

2Komisar.B.P. and Coombs,J.R. "The Concept of Equality in Educa-
tion",op. cit.,p.239

JBlackstone.W.T."The Principle of Equality and Educational Op-
portunity", op.cit.,p.70

uLucus.J.R. "Against Equality"” in Bedau.H.A.(ed.) Justice and
* Equality, Englewood Cliff,N.J.,Prentice Hall Inc ,1971,p.139

S5Tawney,R.H. Equality,london,George Allen and Unwin Ltd.,1964
Fifth Edition,pp.49-50
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Tawney also suggests that equality of educational opportunity can be
achieved if there is an adequate balance between the inclusive and the
exclusive theses.1

Laski wishes to avoid some of the confusion of the concept
"equality of opportunity" by substituting the expression, "adequate oppor-
tunities". He notes that the provision of adequate opportunity is one of
the basic conditions of equality.2 He further explains that equality does
not mean identity of treatment, and that there can be no ultimate identity
of treatment because individuals are different in capacity and need.3
According to him, the provision of identical treatment for all would vio-
late the principle of equality he is advocating.u Both Tawney and Laski
support the claim that equality is of two kinds.

The second form of the claim that equality is of one kind is
that the only kind of equality 1s the exclusive thesis and the inclusive
thesis is a spécial case of the exclusive thesis. This claim is implied
when all people in the reference group possess the same degree of relevant
characteristics. It suggests that although equality cannot be reduced to
sameness, sameness is a necessary part of the concept.5

Several philosophers support the above claim that the inclusive

thesis is a special case of the exclusive thesis. Macmillan, for example,

1Tawney,R.H. Equality, op. cit.,p.108

2Laski.H.J. A Game of Politics, London, George Allen and Unwin
Ltd.,1967 (Copyright 1925),p.156

3rvad.,p.152
uIbid.,p.156

5Dé?averi,1. "Equality of Educational Opportunity”,op. cit.,p.30
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states that equality in the fittingness sense implies sameness. He
asserts that sameness is the ideal that partles contesting over equality
1nvoke.1 Even Collins, who proposes that equality means the inclusive
thesis, notes that in most cases “people prefer to identify with groups
of those with whom they believe themselves to be similar on exclusive
criteria."2 He seems to admit that the inclusive thesis is a special
case of the exclusive thesis.

In this connection, Lucus explains the two kinds of equality in
comparative terms: an equivalent relation and an ordering relation. The
equivalent relations according to him, are often expressed by some pharse
using the word "same", while the ordering ones are expressed by the form
'er' than. He further takes a position that equality of opportunity tends
to be applicable only in a competitive context, or the ordering relations,
where a number of people are competing for the same goal in accordance
with rules.3 ﬁe. however, points out that the sameness concept is a part
of equality.u His argument implles that there 1s an appeal to the inclu-
sive thesis even in a competitive context. For example, everyone is
treated by the same rule.

Some philosophers take a middle positlon and support that equality
can be achieved by applying both the incluslive and exclusive theses.

DeFaveri, for example, attempts to show that 1t is often the case that

1Macmillan,C.J.B. "Equality and Sameness" Studies in Philosophy
and Education, 3, Winter 1964,pp.320-32

2Collins.Clinton "The Concept of Equality in the Context of Edu-
cational Policies of Desegregation and Ability Grouping",op. cit.,p.30
3I.ucus,J.R. "Equality in Education", op. cit.,pp.42-5

uidem "Against Equality”, op. cit.,p.139
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one must appeal to both theses, which he names the identity and propor-
tlonallity theses, in orxder to achieve equality.1

In summary, there is a claim that equality is of two kinds:
the inclusive and exclusive theses. The first thesis is invoked when
all people fall into the same category. The second thesis is invoked
whenever it 1s one's advantage to judge individuals in comparison with
others or against some impersonal standards.

There seems to be an interplay of the inclusive and exclusive
theses in an appeal to equality. The review of analyses of the concept,
however, showed that some philosophers appear to take only one of these
theses as their position to achleve equality. Such a practice ylelds to
the temptation that is pointed out by Williams. He warns that the con-
cept of equality has many elements pulling in various directions and many
people have a strong temptation to abandon some of its elements.2 It
may be that su;h a temptation creates the existing confusion in the dis-

cussion of the concept of equality of educational opportunity.3

The Concept of Educational Opportunity
In addition to the confusion in the concept of equality, another
source of confusion is also found in the concept of educational opportu-
nity. Such a confusion is inherent in the concept of opportunity which

is concerned with the notion of freedom.u The confusion in the notion

1DeFaveri. I."Equality of Educational Opportunity”,op.cit.,p.12

2Villiams, Bernard A.0. "The Idea of Equality", op. cit.,p.136
3DeFaveri.I. "Equality of Educational Opportunity",op. cit.,p.6

“Ivid.,pp.85-7
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of freedom can be resolved if one specifies the nature of the opportunity
in question and the reference group to be provided that opportunity by
answering the questions of “Opportunity for what? and for whom?"1

In thls section, the study will examine the notion of freedom
and the answers that have been given to the question of "Opportunity for

what?" The answers given to the question of "Opportunity for whom?" will

be examined later in the discussion of inclusive and exclusive criteria.

The Notion of Freedom

Bullt into the concept of opportunity is a concern about an
individual choice.2 To have an opportunity to do something is not to be
able to do it, tut to be able to try without any certainty of success.3
Success cannot be guaranteed in advance because it is a personal choice.
An individual may elither take advantage of or refuse a given opportunity.
The concept of .opportunity, therefore, is appropriate only if there is
more than one direction open to each person who then decides on the di-
rection to go.LL

Schools frequently seem to function more as a socializing device

for selecting students5 into roles in the economic arrangements in the

1DeFaveri. I."Equality of Educational Opportunity”,op. cit.,p.88

°Tbid. ,p.87

3Lucus.J.R. "Equality in Education",op.cit.,p.45

uDeFaveri.I. "Equality of Educational Opportunity",op. cit.,p.67

5Parsons. Talcott "The School Class as a Social System: Some of
1ts Functions in American Society" Harvard Educational Review, 29, 4,

Fall 1959,pp.297-318
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soclety rather than as an institution for developing the capacities of
the population for their own choices and benefit.1 Some philosophers
suppor@ such a practlice as an application of the concept equality of
educational opportunity and seem to ignore its inherent notion of free-
dom.

Plamenatz, for example believes that the concept of equality
of educational opportunity sometimes makes no reference to freedom.2
According to him, the concept can mean either "equality of freedom" or
"equality of service". He points out that the application of the latter
meaning does not entall freedom but it can be achieved in an authorita-
rian soclety where people's station and duties are assigned. He suggests
that those in authority should select children and decide the appropri-
ate training for them without taking their wishes into account.3
Plamenatz has in mind an application of the concept in a situation that
everyone would accept the priorities in regard to talents assigned by
the rulers

Kazamias takes the same position as Plamenatz that the gifted
should be given priority in education in order to be prepared for the
functional division of labor within society.b He believes that there

are two competing conceptions of equality of educational opportunity:

1Katz,Michael Class, Bureaucracy and Schools, N.Y.,Praeger Pub-
lishers,1971; Bowles, Samuel and Gintist, Herbert Schooling in Capitalist
America, N.Y.,Basic Books Publishers Inc.,1976

2P1amenatz,John "Diversitv of Rights and Kinds of Equality"” in
in Pennock,J.R. and Chapman,J.¥.(eds.)Nomos IX: Equality,op. cit.,pp.86-9

3Tbid ,p.89

uKazamias, Andreas "Meritocracy and Isocracy in American Educa-
tion: Retrospect and Prospect"Educational Forum,25,March 1961,pp.345-54
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"meritocracy"” and "isocracy". The first conception, according to Kazamias,
means that a status in a soclety is granted according to one's achieve-
ment in a fair competition, and the second one means the same treatment
for all. He criticizes American public schools for having emphasized
only the latter meaning and having failed to develop adequately the capa-
clties of talented students. To correct this situation, he recommends
that school officlials select the gifted for special programs at the
earliest possible age.1

Plamenatz and Kazamias emphasize the preparation of an individual
for function in the future without considering the individual's own pre-
ference in their applications of the concept. Because the capacity for
developing one's preference is very closely related to the degree to
which an individual is capable of enjoying the objects of experience.2
the issue of freedom may be resolved if an opportunlity to enjoy something

is given as one of the answers to the question of "Opportunity for what?"3

Opportunity for What?

Answers given to this question can be grouped under two catego-

ries: opportunities for acquiring, and opportunlties for enjoyment.u

1Kazamias. Andreas "Meritocracy and Isocracy in American Educa-
tion: Retrospect and Prospect", op. cit.,pp 345-54

2Fellman.P.V."Some Aspects of the Distribution of the Capacity
for Teveloped Preferences or If I like it so much, how come it's not
good?" in Macmillan,J.C.B.(ed.) Philosophy of Education 1980, Proceedings
of the Thirty-Sixth Annual Meeting of the Philosophy of Education Soclety,
Normal ,I11.,1981,p.158

JDéFaveri,I."Equality of Educational Opportunity”,op. cit.,p.88

Yonore,A.M."Soclal Justice” in Summers,R.S.(ed.) Essays in
Legal Philosophy, Berkeley,U. of California Press, 1968,p.90
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Such a distinctlon may be somewhat arbitrary. Oftentimes, an opportunity
to enjoy something comes into existence only if something else has been
acquired. At other times, an opportunity to enjoy something can be
given with little emphasis on the opportunity to acquire anything, e.g.,
one can enjoy music without acquiring much knowledge about it. Neverthe-
less, the distinction between the two kinds of opportunities may help
roint out the relationship that exists between various opportunities.1

Educators may suggest either one of the two kinds of opportunities
or a combination of them as a provision of equality of educational oppor-
tunity. This assumption is made from Gowin's approaches to define equa-
lity as it 1s reflected in educational opportunities. Gowin provides
three analogous meanings of the concepi: the contest, the hospital, and
the feast analogies.2

In the contest analogy, according to Gowin, everyone is eligible
to enter a raée for the same prize under the same rule, but only some
individuals will be expected to win.3 The opportunity provided by this
definition is an opportunity for acquiring something one does not have
by winning a race.

Furthermore, Gowin points out that the hospital analogy implies
that individuals are not necessarlly expected to have the same quality of

health, tut they are expected to overcome their diseases by recelving

1DeFa.veri.I "Equality of Educational Opportunity"”,op. cit ,p.151

ZGOHin.D.B."Equality: Three Analogies" Educational Forum,34,2,

January 1970,pp.177-9
3I'bid.
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different treatments.1 This definition seems to suggest an opportunity
to win different races. Such an opportunity seems to provide an indivi-
dual with the opportunities for acquiring and for enjoyment since one

is able to choose to acquire something that one is enjoying.

Gowin describes the last definition, the feast analogy, that
everyone is invited to a feast as an equal and is allowed to choose one's
own table. Comparison and formalized competition are not encouraged
because each person is regarded as unique.2 This analogy seems to
suggest an opportunity to enjoy something that the individual now has.
The study will examine Gowin's suggested opportunities in the context of
gifted education.

Opportunities for Acquiring

The historical overview of gifted education demonstrated that
the opportunity for acquisition of gifted programs has been limited to
only a small number of homogeneous children. It appears then from a
historical perspective, Gowin's contest analogy is supported. Philoso-
phers who advocate such a practice base their argument on the assumption
that equality of educational opportunity in a competitive context, such
as gifted education, can be achieved only by the provision of an
opportunity to win a ra.ce.3

Lucus, for example, sees that the concept of equality of educa-

tional opportunity is applicable only in the competitive context where

1Gowin.D.B. “Equality: Three Analogies", op. cit.

2Thia.

3DeFa.veri. I. "Equality of Educational Opportunity"”,op.cit.,p.79
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a number of people are competing for the same goal in accordance with
rules, which can be assessed as being equal or unequal.1

In this connectlion, Schaar criticizes the principle of equality
of opportunity because it is often invoked in an attempt to make people
accept differences in well-being which would otherwise be recognized as
unjust. Schaar's general argument is that educators should abandon the
principle of equality of opportunity and embrace the principle of demo-
cratic equality. '"Democratic equality", as Schaar develops it, is fun-
damentally an egalitarian notion. It is based on a philosophy of equal
human worth which affirms the equality of being and belonging.2

The principle of equality of opportunity, as Schaar sees,
encourages competition where there is no gain which is not someone else's
loss. To him, this principle only guarantees equal opportunity for all
to enter the race, not to win it.3 To support his criticism of the
principle, he ;sks educators to imagine a footrace in which ten people
compete. The rules are the same for all, tut "three of the competitors
are forty years old, five are overwelght, one has weak ankles, and the
tenth is Roger Bannister."u

Schaar's point is that although each competitors has an equal
opportunity in a purely formal sense to enter the race and to be judged

by the same rule, they do not have an equal opportunity to win the race

1Lucus.J.R. "Equality in Education", op. cit.,p.46

2Schaar.J.H. "Equality of Opportunity and Beyond" in Pennock,J.R.
and Chapman,J.W. (eds.) Nomos IX: Equality, op. cit.,p.229,248

31v1d.,pp.231-41

4Ibid.,p-23u
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in any actual sense because the result of the race is predetermined by
nature. What makes his imagined contest unfair is that a society has
offered individuals limited opportunities to develop a narrow range of
talents despite the fact that they may have a wide range of talents.1

Furthermore, Schaar notes that the cruelty of the principle is
intensified with the use of ability tests to measure traits and talents
at an early age. The very best training that the society can afford,
according to him, would go to those in the superior group in order to
assure equality of opportunity for the development of talents.2

Schaar limits legitimate scope of the concept of equality of
opportunity when he assumes that its application means a race where all
compete for the same prize and the majority of participants are destined
never to win.

Some philosophers offer a broader scope of the application of
the concept eqﬁality of educational opportunity than that in Schaar's
criticism. They suggest that the opportunity for acquiring gifted educa-
tion can be offered in the form of opportunities to win educational
prizes suited to one's particular talents, or Gowin's hospital analogy.
This kind of opportunities seems to provide both the opportunities for
acquiring and for enjoyment.

Tawney, for example, has sald of equality of opportunity that
it

obtains in so far as, and only in so far as,

1Schaar.J.H. “Equality of Opportunity and Beyond",op. cit.,p.230

2Tvid. ,p.233
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each member of the community... possesses

in fact, and not merely in form, equal

chances of using to the full his natural

endowments of phIsique, of character and

of intelligence.
To him, equality of opportunity is provided when every individual is
given different opportunities to fulfill each personal differences. He
also gives an example of "the nightingale that was placed in the fourth
class at the fowls show"zs by which Tawney means that if one cannot
succeed in one contest, that person might succeed in another. He then
suggests schools provide a variety of curricula to meet different talents
of each student.3

Gardner seems to agree with Tawney and proposes "the principle

of multiple chance". The principle states that an individual should have
many opportunities to discover one's self.u He also seems to agree with
Schaar that nqt every kind of talent is valued in a given society and
differences in educational opportunity will never be completely eradi-
cated.5 He, however, does not accepted these differences as an unchanga-
ble fact as Schaar does. Gardner contends that such differences must be

reduced in scope and significance by providing opportunitles and rewards
for individuals of every degree of a'bility.6

1Tawney, R.H. Equality, op. ecit.,pp.103-4

2Tvid.,p.l9

3Tvid.,p.109

,“Ca:dner.J.H. Excellence: Can We be Equal and Excellent too?
op. cit.,p.69

STvid.,p.1

6Ibid..p.115
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Dewey's position seems to be similar to those of Tawney and
Gardner. He expresses a sentiment: "A violet and an oak tree are equal
vwhen one has the opportunity to develop to the full as a violet which
the other has as an oak."1 These philosophers seem to agree that indi-
viduals are to be given whatever educational opportunities they need to
become the best of which they are capable. That is, each is to have both
oprortunities to acquire and to enjoy by winning different races.

Other opportunities for acquiring gifted education, such as
opportunities for acquiring life-long learning and self perfection, may
not necessarily to be provided in a way that resemble the analogies of
race winners. There might very well be areas of life in which contests
are inappropriate.2 These opportunities may be sometimes provided as

opportunities for the enjoyment of an education.3

Opportunities for Enjoyment

Some philosophers stress the notion of enjoyment rather than
acquisition. For example, the position of Tawney, Gardner, and Dewey
support the provision of various opportunities for one to acquire some-
thing and also to enjoy the result of an optimum fulfillment of indivi-
dual potentialities.

The above view of human enjoyment is also recently suggested as

a principle of motivation by Rawls. He describes this principle as

1Dewey.John and Tufts,J.H. Ethics,op. cit.,p.385

2Tunne11,D.R. "Equality Opportunity Revisted" in Fenstermacher,
G.R.(ed.) Philosophy of Education 1978,Proceedings of the Thirty-Fourth
Annual Meeting, The Philosophy of Education Society,Champaign,Ill.,
U. of I11.,1979, p.108

3DeFaveri.I."Equality of Educational Opportunity",op.cit.,p.84,154



"The Aristotelian Principle", which he states as:

Other things equal, human beings enjoy the excercise

of their realized capacities(their innate of

trained abilities), and this enjoyment increases

the more the capacity is realized, or the greater

its complexity. The intuitive idea here is that

human beings take more pleasure in doing something

as they become more proficient at it, and of two

activities they do equally well, they prefer the

one calling on a larger repertoire of more intri-

cate and subtle discriminations.l
Rawls' Aristotelian Principle seems to suggest that everyone should have
an opportunity to enjoy the enrichment of each person's life. According
to him, individuals should be glven opportunities to acquire various
educatlional trainings that will enable them to enjoy their culture and
to develop a sense of their own worth.2

Wilson also appears to favor the provislion of opportunities to
enjoy an individual's own fulfillment since he advocates the provision of
intrinsic equality. Intrinsic equality, according to Wilson, is based
on the claim that all human beings come into a particular category or
mode of being and that their varying abilities do not constitute the major
issue. Wilson notes that the key point of the intrinsic equality is the
equality which derives from powers of choice, of creating one's own
values, and of having purposes.3
Philosophers who support the intrinsic equality appeal to both

the inclusive and exclusive theses. They appeal to the inclusive thesis

1Rawls, John A Theory of Justice, op. cit.,p. 426

21p1d.,p.101

3Hilson. John Equality London, Hutchinson of London,1966,p.103
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in the sense that individuals are given the freedom of choice to enjoy
their own uniqueness, as well as that of others, and to receive equal
respect for what they are.1 Such an opportunity is similar to Gowin's
feast analogy. At the same time, these philosophers appeal to the exclu-
sive thesis in a sense that individuals receive different treatments accord-
ing to their needs. Such an opportunity is similar to Gowin's hospital
analogy. The concern for the intrinsic equality may be an alternative to
the contest analogy in the development of a gifted program.z

In summary, the concept of equality of educatlional opportunity
is a hybrid concept that respects both equalit& and freedom In a
discussion about the concept, one needs to answer the questions of
"Opportunity for what? and for whom?" Such a requirement implies that
the concept is not something that exists once and for all. It is
depending, in part, on what it is that one is supposed to have an oppor-
tunity for. The following section will examine inclusive and exclusive
criteria that are intended to provide the answers to the question of

"Opportunity for whom?"

Inclusive Criteria
As it is necessary to know the nature of opportunlity in question,
so is it necessary to know to whom it is being offered. In general, the
reference group in the concept of equality of educational opportunity is

referred to everybody.3 The concept demands that people should be treated

1DeFaveri,I."Equality of Educational Opportunity”,op. cit.,p.140

2Gardner,J.W. Excellence: Can We be Equal and Excellent too?

op. cit.,p.115,134

3DeFaveri.I."Equality of Educational Opportunity",op. cit.,p.72
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the same in a given situation unless there are differences between them
that constitute relevant reasons or criteria for treating them diffe-
rently.1

The above demand involves Aristotle's principle of justice, i.e.,
to treat equals equally and unequals unequally.2 The claim for equality
of educational opportunity, therefore, involves the attempt to cite rele-
vant and sufficlent reasons for similarities or differences in treatment.3
These relevant reasons are inclusive and exclusive criteria. In this
section, the study will examine the forms of inclusive criteria that
can be given in the context of gifted educatlion and in the following
section the corresponding forms of exclusive criteria.

Inclusive criteria are those which lay claim to universality, i.e.,
that are used to assert some forms of similarity which characterizes all
peop&e.u They are, therefore, applicable in the situation where all
people necessa¥ily fall into the same category, despite their differences,5

such as the claim that "All men are created equal,” and the claim that "All

1Severa.l analyses of the concept reveal this demand: DeFaveri,I.
"Equality of Educational Opportunity",op. cit.,p. 89; Woods, R.G. and
Barrow,R.St.C. An Introduction to Philosophy of Education, London,
Methuen & Co. Ltd,1975, p. 165; Schaar, J.H."Equality of Opportunity and
Beyond", op. cit.,p.242; Blackstone, W.T."The Principle of Equality and
Educational Opportunity”,op. cit.,p.70; Williams, B.A.0."The Idea of
Equality", op. cit.,p. 126

2Blackstone. W.T."The Principle of Equality and Educational Oppor-
tunity”, op. cit.,p.70

31bia.

y

Collins, Clinton "The Concept of Equality in the Context of
Educational Policies of Desegregation and Ability Grouping",op.cit.,p.25

5DeFaveri, I. "Equality of Educational Opportunity",op. cit.,p.146
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men deserve equal respect."1 Tawney, for example, recognizes that some

things that are true about one person are necessarily true about all, and

that something given to one ought to be given to all, simply because all

are human.2

Forms of Inclusive Criteria

There are several forms of inclusive criteria, ranging from the
ones that appeal to an extreme form of the inclusive thesis to the ones
that appeal to some degree of the exclusive thesis.3

The extreme forms of inclusive criteria are based on the claims
that everyone ought to be the same in every respect, or to have certain
minimum level of education.u Those who support any one of these claims
would support the unrestricted access doctrine.5 They would argue that
gifted programs are unjustified because they tend to increase differences
among children-.6 The opponents of these forms would see that such
practice will lower the standard of an institution.! They would argue
that the extreme form of the inclusive criteria is unacceptable because

it implies the same treatment for all; such a practice 1is violating many

14il1ians, Bernard A.0."The Idea of Equality",op. cit.,p.135

2Tawney,R.H.E ualit ’ Op. cito .PP.105’6

3DeFaveri,I."Equality of Educational Opportunity“op. cit.,pp.127-

43
uIbid.
5Pratt,D. Curriculum:Design & Development, op. cit.,p.277
6I'bid.

"Thia.
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conceptions of justice, and may introduce coni‘ormity.1

The less extreme forms of inclusive criteria are based on two
claims. The first claim is that everyone should attain as much good of
which he is capable while the second claim views equality as uniqueness.2
These claims may be applied as criteria for admission to a gifted pro-
gram. The preceding discussion of these claims as intrinsic equality has
shown the relationship between these claims and their appeals to both
the inclusive and exclusive theses.

In the context of gifted educatlon, the first claim implies the
idea that a person's worthwhile potentialitles should be developed to the
fullest. Such an idea has been voiced by many writers. Maslow speaks
about "self actualization”" which includes both realization of potential
and engagement in activities that an individual finds directly fulfill-
ing.3 Tawney wishes for a state of affairs wherein "common men should
be free to méke the most of thelr common humanity".u Pratt proposes the
adoption of "human development" as a pattern of curriculum management
that will allow all students to develop thelir talents to the fullest
extent.5 Gardner suggests "the principle of multiple chance".6 Rawls'

Aristotelian principle implies that 'excellence' should be developed 1n

1Tha,yer,V.T. and Levit,Martin The Role of the School in American

Society,N.Y.,Dodd ,Mead & Co., 1966, p.78
2DeFaveri,I."Equality of Educational Opportunity",op.cit.,p.136,140

3Maslow,A.H.Motivation and Personality,N.Y.,Harper & Row Pub-
lishers,1954,p.91
hTaMney.R.H. Equality, op. cit.,p.108

5Pratt. D. Curriculum:Design & Development, op. eit.,p.347

6Gardner,J.W.Excellence: Can We be Equal and Excellent too?, op.

cit.,p.69
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every individual as it relates to two aspects of 'self respect': the
sense of one's own worth and a confidence in one's ability to fulfill
one's intention.1 Bloom suggests the development of "peak experience"
for the majority of students.2 For the purpose of this discussion, these
writers can all be said to be making the same point: that a function of
schools is to help every child discover those activities at which each can
excel and those experiences that each finds most intrinsically valuable.
The second claim of equality as uniquenes53 implies the ldea that
an individual 1s accepted for what each person is.u That is, each is to be
allowed to take advantage of whatever educatlional opportunities one wishes.5
Schaar supports a similar claim which he calls "equality of being and
belonging".6 According to him, this claim stresses the greatest possible
participation in and sharing of the common life and culture while striving
to assure that no one will be judged by others. This form of inclusive
criteria would‘lead to the opportunity to enjoy the result of optimum
development of an individual.
In summary, inclusive criteria are applicable in-the situation

where all people are entitled to a certain kind of treatment. There are

lRawls, John A Theory of Justice, op. cit.,pp.bs0-3

2B)oom,B.S. All Our Children Learning,N.Y. McGraw-Hill,1981,p. 125,
193

3Phenix.Philip "Equality as Uniqueness" Studies in Philosophy and
BEducation, Winter, 1964-65,pp.332-5

uLee,Dorothy "Equality of Opportunity as a Culture Value" in
Bryson,Lyman(ed.) Aspects of Human Equality,N.Y.,Harper,1956,p.258

5Phenix.Philip "Equality as Uniqueness", op. cit.,p. 334
6Schaar. J.H."Equality of Opportunity and Beyond", op.cit.,p.2u8
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several forms of these criteria. They may be applications of the extreme
form of the inclusive thesis or they may allow some degree of the exclu-
sive thesis. The extreme forms of these criteria imply that every child
should have access to the same program, while the less extreme forms
imply that individuals should have access to a variety of gifted programs
whenever they show thelr needs for such programs in order to develop

their worthwhile potentialities to the fullest.

Exclusive Criteria

Exclusive criterla are relevant characteristics which people
possess in different degree.1 These criteria are employed to select
people for different treatment.z Since there is no formula for deter-
mining what characteristics are relevant, the justification3 of these
characteristics depends on one's moral deci.sion."P

Gifted programs typically employ exclusive criteria for selecting
students because the number of students who want to take advantage of
these programs is larger than they are able to accommodate.5 This sec-
tion of the study will examine forms of these criteria and characteristics
of students that have been suggested as relevant criteria and the moral

principles that can be used to Jjustify these criteria.

1Collins. Clinton "The Concept of Equality in the Context of Edu-
cational Policies of Desegregation and Ability Grouping",op. cit.,p.25

2DeFaveri.I."Equality of Educational Opportunity”,op.cit.,p.92

3Coombs,J.R."Justice and Equal Opportunity” in Macmillan,C.J.B.
(ed.) Philosophy of Education 1980, op. cit.,p.131
uBenn.S.I. and Peter,R.S. The Principles of Political Thought,
N.Y., Collier Books, 1964, p.125

5DeFaveri,I."Equality of Educational Opportunity", op.cit.,p.90
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Forms of Exclusive Criteria

An extreme form of these criteria usually sets high prerequisites
to exclude as many students1 from a gifted program as possible. The
single race model and Terman's definition of the gifted as children in
the top one percent of the popula.tion2 are examples of the extreme form.
Opponents of this form would criticize that it ignores important moral

considerations and may not do justice to the variety of talents in the

population .3

A less extreme form of exclusive criteria than that used by
Terman has been suggested by Bloom. He sees that almost every child is
gifted if they are selected on the criteria based on several characteris-

tics. He,however, does not identify these cha.racteristics.b'

Relevant Criteria

The principle of equality of educational opportunity requires
that the characteristics selected for the distribution of gifted programs
should not produce an exclusion which does not correlate with relevant
characteristics of the g:Lfted.5 Several characteristics that may be

thought as relevant criteria for selecting these children have been

1pratt, David Curriculum: Deslgn & Development, op. cit.,p.277

2Terman, Lewis et al. Genetlic Studies of Genius, vol.l: Mental
and Physical Traits of a Thousand Gifted Children, op. cit.

3I‘a.wney, R.H. Equality, op. cit.,pp.105-6

"’Bloom, Benjamin "Letter to the Editor" Harvard Educational Re-
view, 39, 2, Spring 1969,pp.419-21

5Grifﬁn,E.K. "The Coleman Report's 'Fifth Conception’ of Equal
Educational Opportunity: A Reconsideration" in Steinberg,I.S.(ed.)
Philosophy of Education 1977, Proceedings of the Thirty-Third Annual
Meeting, Urbana, I1l., Educational Theory, U. of Ill, 1977,p.107



72

offered by Green, as well as other philosophers.1 These criteria are:
choice, achlevement, intelligence, promise of future success, need, and
effort.

The moral principle used to justify the criterion of choice may
be that individual choice must be respected.2 In this connection,
Havighurst proposes the provision of free choice to individuals as a
relevant criterion for achieving equality of educational opportunity.
According to him, a just socliety is one in which people get what they
want out of life, as long as thelr wants do not interfere with those of
others.3

The historical overview of gifted education showed that achieve-
ment, intelligence, and promise of future success have been the criteria
used for selecting the gifted. The moral principle used to justify
these criteria may be the utilitarian principle which states that the
right act 1s fhe one which produces the greatest happiness for the

greatest number of people.u For example, after the Russian launched

Sputnik in 1957, an argument used to justify the granting of unequal

1Green.T.F. "The Systemic Dynamics of Two Principles: 'Best’
and 'Equal’ in Fenstermacher,G.R.(ed.) Philosophy of Education 1978,
Proceedings of the Thirty-Fourth Anmial Meeting, op. cit.,p.135; Coombs,
J.R. "Justice and Equal Opportunity", op. cit.,p.132; Lucus,J.R. "Equali-
ty in Education",op. cit.,p.54; DeFaveri,I. "Equality of Educational
Opportunity”, op. cit.,p.70; Blackstone,W.T. "The Principle of Equality
and Educational Opportunity", op. cit.,p.70

2DeFaveri.I. "Equality of Educational Opportunity",op. cit.,
p. 95,114

3Havighurst,R.J. "Opportunity,Equity or Equality" in Kopan,
Andrew and Walberg,Herbert (eds.) Rethinking Educational Equality,
Berkeley,CA., McGutichan Publishing Co.,1974,p.102

uNewsome.G.L.,Jr. Philosophical Prospectives: Basic Issues of
Man, v. 6, Athens, The University of Georgla Press, 1961,p.94
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opportunities for academically gifted was that these children were more
likely to promote the country's success in foreign competition in
science1 and, therefore, they should be given greater opportunities to
develop their talent than those in, say the arts. Such an argument would
try to justify the granting of unequal educational opportunities on the
basis of utility.

The moral principle that can be used to justify the criterion of
need and effort is Rawl's conception of justice. Rawls says that dif-
ferent treatment is justified if 1t enriches everyone's life and has
the greatest benefit for the least advantaged.2 According to Rawls,
resources for education "are not to be allotted solely or necessarily
mainly according to their return as estimated in productive trained
abilities, but also according to their worth in enriching the personal
and social life of citizens, including the less favored."3 It may be
implied by Rawls' conception of Jjustice that the criteria of individual
needu and effort can be justified if individuals including the least
advantaged have opportunities to enrich their llife.

There are several other moral principles and conceptions of

Justice other than those mentioned.5 It is, however, not within the

1Rickover.H.G. Education and Freedom,op. cit.
2Rawls, John A Theory of Justice, op cit.,p.107

31bia.

hCriffin notes the difference between individual need and social
need. The latter notion is justified by the utilitarian principle.
(Griffin,E.K. "The Coleman Report's 'Fifth Conception' of Equal Educa-

tional Opportunity: A Reconsideration”, op. cit.,p.107)

5Newsome.G.L..Jr. Philosophical Prospectives:Basic Issues of Man
op. cit.
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scope of this paper to elaborate on all of these principles used to
Justify exclusive criteria. The point to be made here is that an
adoption of exclusive criteria is dependent on an individual's moral
priority or the emphasis that one places on the scale of relevant criteria
or reasons for differential trea.tment.1

Pratt, for example, gives priority to the criteria of individual
need and effort. To him, a justified exclusive criterion is better seen
as a basis for advising students rather than prohibiting them from a
particular course. His suggestion implies that highly motivated and
persistent students should be allowed to have access to a gifted program
eventhough they do not meet the standard IQ score required by the
program.2

In summary, exclusive criteria are applicable in the situation
vhere different treatments are given to certain people. These treatments

must be based on relevant and sufficient reasons or criteria. Justifi-

cation of relevant criteria involves one's moral decision.

A Classification of Value

In analyzing the concept of equality of educational opportunity,
there seems to be an agreement among philosophers on the common use of

the inclusive and exclusive theses.3 There is, however, disagreement on

1Blackstone,W.T. "Human Right, Equality, and Education” in
Steiner, Elizabeth et al.(eds.) Education and American Culture,N.Y.,Mac-
millan Publishing Co.,Inc.,1980,p.201

zPratt. David Curriculum: Design & Development,op. cit.,p.284
3Gollins,Clinton "The Concept of Equality in the Context of Edu-

cational Policies of Desegregation and Ability Grouping",op.cit.,p.72;
DeFaveri,I. "Equality of Educational Opportunity", op. cit.,p.5
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the degree to which the two theses should be applied1 to achieve equality
in the development of a gifted progranm.

. In the following sections the study will briefly examine the
thoughts of various philosophical positions on the concept of equality.
Among these positiohs, the study will select to elaborate the thoughts
of the egalitarians and the elitists since there seems to be some degrees
of distinction between them regarding the application of the inclusive
and exclusive theses for the development of commonplaces for a gifted

program.

An Overview of Philosophical Positions

Analyses on the ideological positions of 'equality' have revealed
several positions on the concept. Lakoff, for example, argues that there
are three positions or unit-ideas which he calls the liberals, the
socialists, and the conservatives.2 He believes that these three posi-
tions have been made explicit and propounded in opposition to each
other in his study of modern history of Western culture. Lakoff defines
the liberals as those who bellieve in individualism and competitive
equality, while the soclalists are those who emphasize material goods
and labors. The last group, the conservatives, according to Lakoff, are
those who call for social-class distinctions.3 Purthermore, he compares

the socialists and the conservatives as the left and the right, while

10011ins, Clinton "The Concept of Equality in the Context of Edu-

cational Policies of Desegregation and Ability Grouping",op. cit.,p.80;
DeFaveri, I. "Equality of Educational Opportunity"”,op. cit.,p.139

2Lakoff,S.A. Equality in Political Philosophy,Cambridge,Mass.,
Harvard U. Press, 1964,p.9

3Ivid.,pp.8-9
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the liberals take the middle position of the first two.1

Another analysis of the conceptions of equality by McCord and
McCord revealed four positions: the elitists, the liberals, the liberta-

rians, and the egalitarians. They briefly identified these positions

as:

the elitists are those who believe that in-
equality 1s just and necessary for the pre-
servation of a good soclety, the liberals are
those who wish to protect individual freedom
and provide equality of opportunity, the 1li-
bertarians are those who regard liberty as
thelr foremost goal and are willing to tole-
rate inequalities as long as people are
"entitled" to their privileges, and the ega-
litarians are those who wish to see all people
share alike in the goods and resources....

Two conceptlons of equality, the egalitarians and the elitists,
are often discussed in other analyses.3 These analyses seem to agree
that the egalitarians would emphasize the inclusive thesls while the
elitists would-stress the exclusive thesis in their applications of the
concept.

In this connection, Brookover et al. identified two ideal types

of educational systems which they called: the Type A or the differentia-

liakoff,S.A. Equality in Political Philosophy, op. cit.,p.9

2McCord,W. and McCord,A. Power and Equality: An Introduction to
Social Stratification, N.Y.,Praeger Publishers, 1977,p.ix

3Lipset,S.M. "The Value Patterns of Democracy: A Case Study in
Comparative Analysis" American Sociological Review, 28, 4, August 1963,
P. 5163 Parsons, Talcott "Equality and Inequality in Modern Soclety or
Social Stratification Revisited" Sociological Inquiry, 40, Spring 1968,
p.14; Gaxdner,J.W. Excellence: Can We be Equal and Excellent too?",op.
cit.; Lucus,J.R. "Equality in Education", op. cit.,pp.51-2; Pratt,David
Curriculum: Design & Development, op. cit.,p.274
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tion oriented, and the Type B or the equality orien'ted.1 The ideas of
these two ideal types outlined by these authors resemble the ideas of
the elitists and the egalitarians. For example, schools that take the
Type A approach would homogeneously group and track students while those
that take the type B would offer common achievement norms for all students.z
Brookover et al. and Gardner are agreed that the application of the con-
cept of equality generally exhibits a mixture of various degrees of the
two positions.3 Although schools exhibit various degrees of an elitist
position, according to Brookover et al., many educators do not perceive
their schools as consistently applying such a position.u

In summary, the above cursory examinations of philosophical
positions of 'equality' has revealed that the positions of the soclalists
and the libertarians are not the applications of this concept in the
United States.5 Since the liberals are concerned with both individualism
and competitioﬁ, their position implies the middle position between an
egalitarian and an elitist positions.

The study chose to develop a dichotomous category of an egali-

tarian-elitist distinction by further investigating the thoughts of these

1Brookover.W.B. et al. "Quality of Educational Attainment,Stan-
dardized Testing, Assessment, and Accountability” in Gordon,C.W.(ed.) Uses
of the Sociology of Education, The Seventy-Third Yearbook of the NSSE,
Part II, Chicago, U. of Chicago Press, 1974,p.162

2Tvid.,p.163

3Ibid.; Gardner,J.W. Excellence: Can We be Equal and Excellent
too?,0p. cit.,p.6

uBrookover,W.B. et al. "Quality of Educational Attainment,
Standardized Testing, Assessment, and Accountability",op. cit.,pp.162-3

SMcCord,W. and McCord,A. Power and Equality: An Introduction to
Social Stratification,op. cit.,p.227,233
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positlons because they are involved in curriculum decisions associated
with resource alloca:tion.1 such as gifted programs. These positions

are not separate in an absolute sense.2 Some degrees of simplification
of these positions regarding the inclusive and exclusive theses, however,
may be enough to develop criteria to analyze slippage in a gifted pro-
gram.

The Egalitarians

Egalitarians based their conception of equality on the inclu-
sive thesis.3 They maintain that there may be something to which all
members of a soclety have an equal claim for thelr common menﬂ:ership.“L

Egalitarian institutions tend to set low prerequisites to
include as many students as possible. The intentlion underlying such a
practice is to minimize the probability of excluding any student who
might subsequently succeed.5 This conception in its extreme form would
lead to the doctrine of unrestricted access to all educational programs.

By ignoring prerequisites and declaring curriculum open to all,
those who take the extreme form fail to recognize the need of many

students for gulidance and remediation.6 To them, equal treatment implies

1Pratt, David Curriculum: Design & Development,op. cit.,p.284

McCord,W. and McCord,A. Power and Equality: An Introduction to
Social Stratification, op. cit.,p.22

3Collins. Clinton "The Concept of Equality in the Context of
Educational Policies of Desegregation and Ability Grouping", op. cit.,p.98

bBenn.S.I. "Egalitarianism and the Equal Consideration of Interest"
in Pennock,J.R. and Chapman,J.W.(eds.)Nomos IX: Equality,op. cit.,p.63

5Pratt.David Cuxriculum: Design & Development,op. cit.,p.277

6Ibid.
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the same treatment for a.ll.1

Only few egalitarlians, however, would take
this extreme position.2 Since gifted programs always involve the selec-
tion of students from a large pool.3 the extreme position is not appro-
priate for the examination in this study.

Those who do not take the extreme form would base their defini-
tions of giftedness on the nature assumption that all children have
adequate innate ability to learn and they would design a learning envi-
ronment to meet the needs of each child.u Broudy, for example, proposes
that gifted programs should be accessible to many 'average' children
rather than only few children.5

Different criteria for admitting students into a gifted progranm
have been suggested by some egalitarians. In general, they are less
interested in differences than sameness.6 In the situation that they

are forced to allow competition, such as the development of a gifted

program, they would adopt the criteria for admission that favor capacities

1For example, Berlin takes an extreme position by proposing that
dissimilarity should be reduced to a minimum. (Berlin, Sir Isaiah
"Equality" Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, New Series, V. 56,
1955-56, London, 1956:5.312)

2Blackstone,H.T. "The Principle of Equality and Educational
Opportunity", op. cit.,p.70

3Roedell, W.C. et al. Gifted Young Children, op. cit.,p.6l

uCordon,E.H. "The Political Economics of Effective Schooling" in

¥iller,L.P. and Gordon,E.W.(eds.) Equality of Educational Opportunity,
N.Y. ,AMS Press, p. 447

5Broudy,H.S. Paradox and Promise:_Essays on American Life and
Education, Englewood Cliffs, N.J.,Prentice-Hall Inc.,1961,p.175

6Lucus,J.R. "Against Equality”,op. cit.,p.139
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of all children.1 Their criteria would not be attached to any one
particular set of talents,2 such as intellignece tests.

Wilson, for example, considers choice and effort as relevant
criteria.3 Rawls' concern for the benefit of the least advantage and
everyone's self-worth permits the inference that he would propose in-

dividual need as a relevant criterion.n

Tawney allows the use of intel-~
ligence tests for the purpose of adapting educational method to indi-
vidual needs, but not for the purpose of selecting and labeling children
as gifted.5 Because of their concern for sameness, egalitarians would
place their moral priority6 on non-competitive criteria.?

The egalitarian idea for programming the gifted would be that
equal treatment does not necessarily aim at same treatment.8 They would
provide different programs to develop different kinds of talent.9

In summary, egalitarians are those who adopt the inclusive

thesis. Curriéulum workers who hold this position would base their

1Wilson. John Equality, op. cit.,p.185

2Ibd.
b4, ,p.63,70
%Rawls, John A Theory of Justice, op. cit.,p. 83, 107
5Tawney.R.H. Equality,op. cit.,p. 49,109

6Blackstone, W.T. "The Principle of Equality and Educational
Opportunity”, op. cit.,p.70

7Tunnell. D.R. "Equal Opportunity Revisted", op. cit.,p.311

BBenn. S.I. "Egalitarianism and the Equal Consideratlion of In-
terests", op. cit.,p.64

9Wilson. John Equality, op. cit.,p.185
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assumption of giftedness on a developmental position that giftedness can
be developed by designing env:lronments.1 They would place their moral
rriority on the use of non-competitive criteria for selecting the gifted.
They would also be concerned with the education of all children by

developing different programs to meet different needs of students.

The Elitists

The elitists are those who adopt the exclusive thesls as their
application of 'equallity’. They attempt to identify the gifted, segre-
gate them and give them superior educational resources,2 because these
children may benefit more from such resources and later may contribute
more to social quality and equality than other children.3 They would
support the use of competitive criteria for selecting the gifted. Their
moral priority, therefore, would be attached to the achievementu of
few children or to "let the best man win."?

Those who take the extreme position would set high prerequisites
to exclude as many children from a gifted program as possible. They

would support the slogan "more means worse" to justify their exclusive

1Zais,R.S. Curriculum: Principles and Foundations, N.Y.,Thomas
Y. Crowell Co.,1976,p.20

2Pratt, David Curriculum: Design & Development, op. cit.,p.347

3Walberg,H.J. and Bargan, Mark "Equality: Operatlonal Definitions
and Empirical Tests” in Kopan, Andrew and Walberg,H.J.(eds.) Rethinking
Educational Equality, op. cit.,p.12

u?arsons, Talcott "Equality and Inequality in Modern Society or
Social Stratification Revisited”, op. cit.,p.14

5Gardner,J.W. Excellence:Can We be Equal

d Excellent too?,
op. cit.,p.b
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criteria in the interest of "maintaining academic standards"1 The

logic of such a practice is seen as being flawed by those who oppose
the extreme position since they see that the academic standards of an
institutlon are reflected in the qualities of students as they leave,
not as they enter a program.2

Those who take a less extreme position identify themselves as
a "cholce" group who support the provision of different choices for
developing a sense of excellence and satisfaction of belonging and of
having persisted to mastery to every student.3 Wood and Barrow's
analysis, for example, shows that it is unconvincing and inadequate to
object to an elitist position as an unfavorable conception of equali:l;y.LL
Their analysis also polnts out that such an objection usually involves
the opponant's moral judgement that the exclusive criteria adopted for
a particular treatment are based on lrrelevant reasons.5 Zals, for
instance, objécts to those programs that base their exclusive criteria
of intelligence on a genetic assumption as being elitist because such an
assumption is irrelevance.

In general, the ellitists believe that lntelligence is a fixed,

1Pratt, David Curriculum: Deslign & Development,op. cit.,p.277

2Tbid.

3Jarrett,J.L. "Toward Elitist Schools" Phi Delta Xappan, 60,9,
May 1979,pp. 647-9

uﬂoods, R.G. and Barrow, R.St.C. An Introduction to Philosophy

of Education, op. cit.,pp.166-9

STbid.,p.168

6Zais. R.S. Curriculum: Principles and Foundations, op. cit.,

p. 205
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genetic trait.1 Such a belief leads to the selection of a few intel-
lectually gifted students for an intellectually rigorous curriculum in
order to prepare them for their leadership functions in the future.
This belief can be traced to Plato's idea of natural inequality.

Plato stated in The Republic that there was natural inequality
of intellectual a2bilitlies among human beings.2 According to Plato,
education was to be differential depending upon the quality of the person,
whether it be gold, silver, brass, or iron.3 The educational program
that Plato envisioned was designed to produce an intellectual merito-
cracy which demanded that selection became a vital educational function.u
Nash's analysis of The Republic showed that Plato's central concern was
the quest for justice. He implied that Plato would ask for the develop-
ment of a2 method to justify the selection of the gifted.5

Plato's idea has influenced American education. Jefferson's
view of equal»social opportunity had some mark of being an application
of the soclial organization of Plato's republic to democratic society.6
His plan for public education in Virginia was to provide free elementary

schooling for all students in that state but only the superior of them

1Zais,R.S. Curriculum:Principles and Foundations, op. eit.,p.205

2Dittami,P.J. "An Analysis of Selected Concept of Equality and
Equal Opportunity as Reflected in Specific Educational Issues",op. cit.,
p. 87

3Plato The Republic, translated by Cornford,F.M.,N.Y.,Oxford
University Press, 1967,p.107

uNash, Paul Models of Man,N.Y.,John Wiley & Sons, Inc.,1968,p.6
5Tbid.,p.10

6Heslep, R.D. "Thomas Jefferson's View of Equal Soclal Opportuni-
ty" Educational Theory,13,2, April 1963,p.148
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would be provided with free secondary and university education.1

Jefferson's ldea of equal social opportunity did not require
that every student should have a chance to obtain the same education,
but one "should receive an education proportioned to the condition and
pursuits of his life."2 It was an educational system that separated the
ablest, who would become a leader, from the masses.

The Platonic ideology also influenced the thinking of social
Darwinists who bellieve in the slogans of "struggle for existence" and
"survival of the fittest".3 They suggest that nature would provide
that the best competitors in a competitive situation would win, and
that this process would lead to a continuing improvement of the soclety
and equality.u Galton, for example, introduced the theory of normal
curve distributlon assuming that nature has set the distribution of
intelligence with most person of average ability and few of very high

or very low intelligence.5

1Jefferson, Thomas "Crusade Against Ignorance" in Rippa,S.A.
(ed.) Educational Ideas in America: A Documentary History,N.Y.,David

McKay Co.,Inc.,1969,p.41
2Jefferson, Thomas "A Bill for the More General Diffusion of

Knowledge"” in Boyd,J.P. et al.(eds.) The Collected Papers of Thomas

Jefferson, Princeton,N.J., The University of Princeton Press,1952,V.2,

Pp. 526-33

3Hofstadter. Richard Social Darwinism in American Thought,
Boston, The Beacon Press, 1955, p.6

“For example, Sumner,W.G. The Challenge of Facts quoted in
Myers, H.A. Are Men Equal?: An Inguiry into the Meaning of American
Democracy, Ithaca,N.Y.,Cornell University Press, 1955 ECopyright 1945)

Pp. 139-40

jbalton, Francis Hereditary Genius, London, 1869, cited in
Tannenbaum, A.J. "History of Interest in the Gifted Education", op. cit.,
P.26
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Plato's quest for the method to justify the selection of the
gifted has been answered by Terman's development of the Stanford-Binet
Intelligence Test. Terman believed that intelligence is a genetic
trait that can be identified by the test and that psychologists can
improve the society by identifying the gifted and the dull.1

Terman's belief has been supported by other elitists. Eliot,
for example, proposes that it is imperative to provide an excellent
education for the minority who are to be the guardians of the culture.2
Eysenck, Herrnsteln, and Jensen also believe that genetic factors large-
ly determlne intelligence and one's soclal position.3

In summary, the elitists are those who attempt to identify
and nurture only a small group of gifted children by using the exclusive
thesis., Thelr definitlons of giftedness would be based on the genetic
assumption of intelligence. They would want to adopt a competitive
approach to idéntify the gifted. Their ideas on programming for this
group of chlldren would be to select few children with high IQ scores
for superior curriculum.

The positions of the egalitarlans and the elitists have deep

roots in the thoughts of Western cultureu and may be consciously or

1Terman,Lewis "The American Psychological Corporation” Science,
59, June 20, 1924,p. 548

JEysenck,H.J. The Inequality of Man, London,Temple/Smith,1973;
Herrnstein,R. IQ in the Meritocracy, London, Penguin,1973; Jensen,A.R.
Educability and Group Differences, London, Methuen, 1973

%Dittami, Peter James "An Analysis of Selected Concept of

Equality and Equal Opportunity as Reflected in Specific Educatlonal
Issues", op. cit.,pp.15-46
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unconscliously adopted by educators as their hidden value positions.

In the next section, the study will examine philosophical issues re-
lated to the conceptions of equality in the development of gifted pro-
grams in order to bring these hidden value positlons into the open.

Philosophical Issues Related to Equality

A major issue on program implications of the concept of equality
is: How much the inclusive and exclusive theses should be applied in
a gifted program?"1 The debate over this issue is found between the
elitists and the egalitarians. Program developers need to choose
one of these positions as a basls for the development of the program.2

Curriculum practices of some gifted programs seem to indicate a
relative elitist position by preselecting the gifted on the basis of
high IQ scores and allowing these children to stay in the programs for
at least a year.3

The commonly found reason to justify the above practices is
that "The right to differentiated curriculum of the gifted cannot be

denied."u Such an argument seems completely rational, to those who

1Kaplan,S.N. Providing Programs for the Gifted and Talented:
A Handbook, Reston, Va.,Council for Exceptional Children, 1975,p.23

2Jordan,J.A. "Dialouge between a Philosopher and a Curriculum
Worker",op. cit.,pp.303-42

3Renzu111.J.S. and Smith,L.H. "Revolving Door: A Truer Turn for
the Gifted" Learning, 9, 3, October 1980,p.91

gues and Program Organization, op. cit.,p.1; Clendening,C.P. and Davies,
R.A.Creating Programs for the Gifted,N.Y.,R.R. Bowker Co.,1980,p.3;
Olstad,D. "The Pursuit of Excellence is not Elitism” Phi Delta Kappan,
60,3, November 1978,p.188
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support such practices, on the grounds that children who require special
services are provided with such services: and to be eligible for these
services, all gifted children must be labelled and preselected. They
see that standardized tests are highly desirable for making an objective
comparison of the abilities of the applica.nts.1
In contrast to those who belleve that the use of the pre- and
fixed selection is justified and promoting equality are those who cri-
ticize such practice as elitist, exclusive, and unjust.2 They see
that the use of a high IQ score as a criterion to select the gifted
seems to merely exclude students from these programs.3 These educators
appear to take a relatively egalitarian position since they believe that
giftedness can be developed through designing enriched enviromments &
and all children should be afforded the opportunities to develop their
talents to the fullest.5 They seem to justify their belief on the

grounds that because there is no widely accepted theory of giftedness,6

1Roedell.W.C. et al. Gifted Young Children, op. cit.,p.28

2For example, Callahan,C.M."Myth:There must be 'Winner' and
'Losers' in Identification and Programming!" op. cit.,p.17; Baer,N.A.
"Programs for the Gifted: A Present or a Paradox?"Phi Delta Kappan,61,9,
May 1980,p.623; Weiler,D."The Alpha Children: California's Brave New
World for the Gifted" Phi Delta Kappan,60,3,November 1978,pp.185-7

3Roger,V.R. "Openness and the Gifted - Tentative Connections"
Gifted Child Quarterly, 25,4, Fall 1981,p.178

uCallagher,J.J. "Issues in Educatlion for the Gifted" in Passow,
A.H.(ed.)The Gifted and the Talented: Their Education and Development,op.
cit.,p.29

5This belief was examined in the discussion of inclusive criteria.

6Renzu111,J.S. "What We Don't Know About Programming for the
Gifted and Talented" Phi Delta Kappan,61,9,May 1980,pp.601-2
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no identification system will ever provide the perfect tool for the
selection of the gifted.1

Those educators who criticize current gifted programs as being
elitist seem to base their argument on the unjustification of the
selection methods employed by these programs rather than the belief that
every child should receive the same education.

Baer, for example, points out that it seems unfair to provide
special funds to the gifted when educators cannot be certain that
some of these children may be mistakenly overlooked. According to him,
gifted children from background other than the white middle class may
be denied access to the programs based on their low test scores. FHe
sees that the provision of an exciting program for a fixed small group
of children is elitist and undemocratic.2

Baer's criticism is supported by Feldman and Bratton's study
vhich shows that almost every child is gifted in some soclally valued
way, and the selection criteria employed by gifted programs may overlook
some of these children.3

Furthermore, some educators questioned the justification of

the reasons for the development of gifted programs that it is the
right of the gifted to be preselected and to recelve differentiated

1Roedell,W.C. et al. Gifted Young Children, op. cit.,p.64

2Baer.N.A. "Programs for the Gifted: A Present or a Paradox?"
op. cit.,p.623

3Feldman,D.H. and Bratton,J.C. "Relativity and Ciftedness:
Implications for Equality of Educational Opportunity" Exceptional
Children, 38, 5, February 1972,pp.491-2
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curriculum. Callahan, for example, asked:
... does such a right also give these chil-
dren exclusive access to activities which
might also be of benefit to other children?
Do gifted children alone need to develop
creative thinking or critical thinking
skill?....To accept those assumptions, is
to deny all the knowledge we have about
the growth and learning of children.l

Callahan proposed that an identification process should be
defensible on the grounds that children who require differentiated
programs are provided with those programs. Such practice, according to
Callahan, would reduce the need to label children.2 She suggested
that the issue of being an elitist program can be resolved if all
children were guaranteed an education that would be tailored to fit
their individual needs.

The concern that gifted programs may be elitist is not new
in this field.. The historical overview of gifted education showed that
some educators, such as Townsend3 and the writers in the Fifty-Seventh
Yearbook of the NSSE,u have warned that the development of gifted
programs needs to be concerned about the needs of every individual.

Such a concern, however, seems to be a rhetorical rationalization for

1Ca.llahan.C.M. "Myth: There must be 'Winner' and 'Losers' in
Identification and Programming", op. cit.,p.17

21014,

3Townsend,H.G. "The Democratic Idea and the Education of
Gifted Children", op. cit.,p.154

uHawighurst,R.J. et al. "The Importance of Education for the
Gifted", op. cit.,p.13
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the development of gifted programs. Slippage between the ideological
and formal domains, therefore, may occur in those programs that state
such an intentlion but have not carried i1t into practices.

Slippage or nonrationality between curriculum domains can be
reduced if the decision in the highest level is justified. According
to Jordan, the decision in the lower level (i.e., in the formal domain)
can be justified only to the extent that the decision in the level
higher up on which it depends (i.e., in the ideological domain) is
justified.t

The justification of the declision in the ideological domain
is important and difficult to achieve.2 Curriculum workers should
become sensitive to diverse values of equality3 so that they can
choose the best choice for program implications.a Such a practice
would Jjustify the declision in the ideological domain and would reduce

the amount of slippage.

1Jordan.J.A. "Dialouge between a Fhilosopher and a Curriculum
Worker", op. cit.,p.324

2Tbid.,p.322

3House, E.R. "Whose Goals? Whose Values? and Whose Kids?" The
National Elementary Principal,5, 51, February 1972,p.61

qurdan.J.A. "Dialogue between a Philosopher and a Curriculum
Worker", op. cit.,p.317
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Conclusion

The review of the literature in this chapter shows that there
are several conceptions of equality of educational opportunity. These
conceptions are different from each other in terms of: their interpreta-
tions of 'equality', the nature of opportunity, their definitions of
giftedness, and the criteria of relevance for similar or dissimilar
treatment. Among these conceptions, the study selected to develop a
dichotomous category of an egalitarian-elitist distinction since these
positions are concerned with the distribution of educational resources.

The egalitarians would support the application of the inclusive
thesis and are concerned about the development of individual potentiali-
ties., They would base their definitions of giftedness on the develop-
mental or behavioral assumption that can be created if an individual is
given access to a variety of educational opportunities. They would con~
sider the use of non-competitive criteria for selecting the gifted and
would provide different kinds of programs to meet different needs of an
individual,

The elitists, on the other hand, would support the application
of the exclusive thesls and are concerned about competition. They would
base thelr definitions of giftedness on the nature assumption that is a
fixed trait that can be predetermined by intelligence tests. They
would set a high score on these tests as thelr standard for identifying
the gifted and would homogeneously grouping these children for superior
curriculum on a relatively permanent basis.

The differences between the ideas of the egalitarians and the

elitists permit opportunities for slippage in a gifted program if different



92

positions are adopted by different domains of that program. In order to

describe patterns of slippage between the ideological and formal domains
of the sample programs, a classification system will be developed in the

next chapter to analyze the value(s) underlying these domains.



CHAPTER IV
A CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

The study used the Goodlad Conceptual System as a gulde to trace
slippage between the ldeological and formal domains that might occur in
each sample program. According to Goodlad, such slippage can be traced
by analyzing and comparing each domain's commonplaces.1

One of those commonplaces in the ideological domain is the state-
ments of philosophy of a program; and two of those in the formal domain
are the definition of giftedness and the identification and selection
method of the-program. Slippage, therefore, can be investigated by
analyzing and comparing the value position(s) underlying these commonplaces
in the two domains.

The purpose of this chapter is to develop a dichotomous catego-
ry of an egalitarian-elitist distinction to analyze the selected common-
places in the ideological and formal domains of each sample program.

The development of such a classification system is based on two premises.

1Goodlad.J.I.(ed.) Curriculum Inguiry, op. cit.,p.66

93
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First, Lazarsfeld1 and Holstiz suggest that the development of a
classification system can be done by formulating a structural scheme amd
then systematically applying it to the data on the subject of study.

The structural scheme of the concept 'equality of educational opportunity’
was developed in the last chapter as a dichotomous category of an egali-
tarian-elitist distinction. In this chapter, the study applies these two
positions to the data regarding the selected commonplaces in the ideolo-
gical and formal domains,

The collection of the above data is based on the second premise
that categories can be developed by building an array of alternative posi-
tions from reviewing the literature on opinions and practices.3

The review of the literature in this chapter are divided into
three parts including statements of philosophy, definitions of giftedness,
identification and selection methods. Each part contains the sections on:
an overview af opinions and current practices, and an analysis of values
including three examples of each position, i.e., the egalitarlians and the
elitists. These examples are obtained from different sources. The exam-
ples of these positions on statements of philosophy as well as the exam-

ples of the elitist position on the two commonplaces in the formal domain

1Lazarsfeld,P.F. Qualitative Analysis: Historical and Critical
Essays , Boston, Allyn & Bacon, Inc.,1972,pp.232-3; Lazarsfeld, P.F. and
Barton,A.H. "Qualitative Measurement in the Social Sciences: Classifica-
tion, Typologies, and Indices", op. cit.,p.166

2Holsti, 0.R. Content Analysis for the Soclal Sciences and
Humanities, Reading, Mass.,Addison-Wesley Publishing Co.,1969,p.104

3Goodlad, J.I. "What Goes on in Our Schools?", op. cit.,p.6
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are obtained from some of the eighteen sample programs1 and their updated
information. The examples of the egalitarian position on these two com-
monplaces, however, are obtained from scholarly opinions because a cur-

sory examination of these commonplaces in the sample programs revealed

only a relatively elitist position.

Statements of Philosophy

Philosophical statements or a rationale which substantiates the
purpose for a program2 can be considered as a component of the ideologi-
cal curriculum.3 These statements typically include a number of items
holding to the fostering of values or other general statements.u Slip-
page between the ldeological and the formal domalns of a gifted program
is found when the value position of equallty of educational opportunity
underlying such statements is inconsistent with the one underlying the

actual practice.5

An Overview of Opinions and Practices Regarding
Statements of Philosophy

Several scholars suggest that statements of philosophy should be

1Doo'b,H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Technigues and Program
Organization, op. cit.,pp.9-54

ZKaplan,S.N. Providing Programs for the Gifted and Talented: A
Handbook, op. cit.,pp.9-54

3Goodlad,J.I.(ed.) Curriculum Inquiry, op. eit.,p.59

uTanner, D. and Tanner, L.N. Curriculum Development: Theory into

Practice, op. ¢it.,p.65
SGoodlad, J.I.(ed.) Curriculum Inquiry, op. cit.,p.59



96

explicitly made so that they could be used to support the overall pro-
gram design and implementation.1 The statements of philosophy of a
gifted program should also be a subject to an ongoing modification in
the light of the new evidences about the nature of individuals and to
meet the changing situations to which it is presumed to be applicable.2
Newland3 and Rogeru, however, observe that educators usually accept such
a program as inherently valuable without the concern for its philosophi-
cal base and the compatibllity of values between its practice and the
overall aim of education.

In regard to an opinion on what values of equality of educatlional
opportunity should be explicitly stated in the statements of philosophy,
Kaplan suggests that these statements should include both elitlst and
egalitarian positions. She notes that the philosophy which is created
for a gifted program "should be exclusive in its appropriateness for

the educational needs of these students. At the same time, it must

1For example, Bloom, Benjamin S. All Qur Children learning, op.
cit.,p.186; Molnar, Alex and Zohorik, J.A.(eds:775xrricu1um Theory,
Washington, D.C.,ASCD, 1977,p. vi; Wood,R.G. and Barrow, R. St. C.
An Introduction to Philosophy of Education, op. cit.,p. 183; Tanner,D.
and Tanner, L.N. Curriculum Development: Theory into Practice, op. cit.,
p. 64; Roger, V.R. "A Sense of Purpose” The National Elementary Principal,
53, 4, 1974, p. 8; Thomas, L.G. "A Model for Making and Testing Value
Judgenents" in Thomas, L.G.(ed.) Philosophical Redirection of Educational
Research, The Seventy-First Yearbook of the NSSE Part I, Chicago, U. of
Chicago Press.61972. Pp. 248; Pratt, D. Curriculum: Design & Development,
op. cit.,p. 10

2Newland. T.E., The Gifted in Socioeducational Perspective,
Englewood Cliff, N.J., Prentice-Hall, 1976, p. 113

3Tvid.,p. 112

uRoger. V.R. "Openness and the Gifted - Tentative Connection",
op. cit.,p. 175
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also be inclusive of the appropriate aspects of the general philosophy
written by the parent institution for all students."1
The above scholars seem to agree with Goodlad that there should

be consistencies of values between the ideological and formal domains of

a gifted program.

An Analysis of Values Regarding
Statements of Philosophy
A dichotomous category of an egalitarian-elitist distinction is
developed to analyze statements of philosophy. These categories are
applied from Roger's analysis. Roger developed three categories: sociali-
zation, development, and liberation to analyzed aims of gifted programs

from Macdonald's classification system.2 His analysis of values is summa-

rized as follows:3

The Developmental View. The developmentalists hold that the aim of edu-

cation is the fullest possible development of individuals' intellectual,
moral, and soclial-personal qualities. This view draws from the works of
Piaget (intellectual growth) and Kohlberg (moral growth). Educators who
take this position would allow every child to have access to a rich variety

of learning experiences.u

1Kaplan,S.N. Providing Programs for the Gifted and Talented: A_
Handbook, op. cit.,p.26

2Macdona1d.J.B. "Values Bases and Issues for Curriculum”, op. cit.,
pp. 10-21

3Roger. V.R. "Openness and the Gifted - Tentative Connections",
op. cit.,p. 175

uBee. H.L. "A Developmental Psychologist Looks at Educational

Policy or the Hurrier I Go, the Behinder I Get", An occasional paper, N.Y.,
The Aspen Institute for Humanistic Studies, 1976,p.20
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The Liberation View. This position places great value on persons. Edu-
cators who hold this position would challenge schools to educate and to
free individuals from the narrowness of their own culture. They would
believe that the purpose of education 1s to challenge the status quo.

The Socialization View. This view accepts the status quo by holding that
education exists to replicate and support the existing soclopolitical and
economic structure by the most efficient and effective means possible.
Its goal is to make what already exists better and better, rather than
to change it in any significant way.

Roger's categories are applied to the egalitarlan and the
elitist positions developed in the last chapter. The developmental1 and
the liberation views, which encourage every child to have access to edu-
cational resources, seem similar to the thought of the egalitarians who
attempt to include as many children as possible in a gifted program.

At the same fime, the socialization view which accepts the status quo and
supports the existing structure, seems similar to the thought of the
elitists who attempt to identify and nurture only a small group of gifted
children.

In summary, there seemed to be an agreement among some scholars
that philosophical statements should be a framework for the development
of a gifted program. They also seemed to agree that there should be
consistencies of values underlying such statements and other components
of the program. A dichotomous category of an egalitarian-elitist distinc-

tion was developed to analyze these statements of each sample. The ana-

1Macdonald,however. sees that the developmentalists are influenced
by the thought of the elitists on the ground that they tend to direct and
guide children.(Macdonald,J.B."Values Bases and Issues for Curriculum”
op.cit.,p.17)
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lysis of these statements was based on two variables in which they may
contain: (1) the kind of equality, (2) the reason used to justify the
program. The criteria for analysis and examples of each position were

as follows.

The Egalitarian Statements of Philosophy. The egalitarian statements

would be based on the inclusive thesis. They would show an intention
of program developers to provide access to gifted programs to almost
every child. The reason used to justify these programs would be the
concern for every child. For example:

"Every child has the right to discovery and maximum development
of his/her potential."1

It is the goal of...(the school district) to
provide equal educational opportunities for all
pupils. We recognize that there are extensive
differences in pupils and that to providg equali-
ty, we must attend to these differences.

"Every community should be responsive and responsible for educa-
ting its children to thelr highest peak of individual ability."3

The Elitist Statements of Philosophy. The elitists would base their

statements on the exclusive thesis. They would intend to limit access
to a gifted program to only a small number of children with high
intellectual ability who are predetermined to become the leader of

1Hake County Public School System "Gifted and Talented Program:
Resource Program Model", Raleigh, N.C., 1982, p.1 (This_school district
was appeared in the ERS as the "Raleigh School System".)

20ntario-Montc1air School District "Philosophy Statement", Ontario,
CA., An updated information from the program coordinator, dated May 24,
1982

3Norwa1k Board of Education Academically Talented Program:
Curriculum Guide Grade 3-8, Norwalk, Conn., Norwalk School District,1982,

P3
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the society. They would, therefore, base their justification on the
utilitarian reasons, e.g. promise of future success. For example:

Students of high intelligence and academic poten-
tiality (2% of the population) need more than the
intellectual challenge of heterogeneous self-con-
tained classroom can provide.

+..the gifted and talented are those children
whose academic and intellectual abilities and
potential for accomplishment are so outstanding
that they require speclal provisions to meet
thelr individual needs.... By fostering the
nmultiple and unique needs of each individual
gifted students, those characteristics needed
for self-actualization and the bu%lding of a
better soclety will be developed.

"The program is committed to those chlldren demonstrating extra-
ordinarily high abilities.">

Definitions of Giftedness

Similar to the statements of philosophy, a definition of gifted-
ness can provide a direction for designing a program. The decision of
program developers on the selection methods and program prototypes to

be used in the program is dependent on thelr definitions of giftedness.u

1Norwalk Board of Education "Academically Talented Program:
Curriculum Guide Grade 3-8", op. cit.,p.3

2Wake County Public School System "Gifted and Talented Program"
Raleigh,N.C.,1982,p.2

3Chula Vista City School District “"Gate Program", Chula Vista,
CA.,1982,p.4

uPassow. A.H. and Tannenbaum,A.J. "Differentiated Curriculum for
the Gifted and Talented: A Conceptual Model" A paper prepared for the
Office of Projects for Gifted and Talented, Montgomery County (MD.) Public
Schools, N.Y.,Teacher College, Columbia U.,1978,p.14
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An Overview of Opinions and Practices Regarding
Definitions of Giftedness

A large number of entrles in the literature concerning the gifted
define gliftedness in terms of superior intellectual ability.1 There are,
however, theoretical disputes on the limitations of intelligence tests and
many different forms of giftedness, such as the work of Guilford.2 Some
studies also have shown that giftedness can be subject to change and
growth as a result of deliberate training or instruction.3 These theore-
tical controversies have largely been put aside in practice and the
utility of the intelligence test to select the gifted has been given pro-
minance.u Such a practice implies an emergence of a strong tendency to
equate giftedness with high IQ scores and to ignore the controversies and
uncertainties about the nature of the concept.5

The IQ definitions can be conversely stated in statistical defi-
nitions which define giftedness in terms of the percentage of individuals
who range above average on the frequency curve of distribution of measured
abilities. According to the statistlical definitlons, a gifted child is

one who deviates to a substantial degree in a plus directlon of the normal

lRoedell,W.C. et al. Gifted Young Children,op. cit.,p.t

2Guilford,J.P. The Nature of Human Intelligence, op. cit.

3For example, Munday,L.A. and Davis,J.C. "Varieties of Accom-
plishment After College: Perspectives on the Meaning of Academic Talent"
Towa City, American College Testing Program Research Report,No. 62, 1974;
Sternberg,R.J. "The Componential Theory of Intellectual Giftedness"
Gifted Child Quarterly, 25, 2, Spring 1981,pp.86-93

uRoedell,W.C. et al. Gifted Young Children, op. cit.,p.40

Stbid.
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curve.1 The IQ and the statistical definitlions seem to be influenced by
Terman's study. He defined gifted children as those in the top centile.
His 905 standardization cases for the 1916 Stanford-Binet Scale showed
that the distribution of the IQ scores of 130 and above constituted
2.2 percent of the total population.z His study implied that giftedness
can be predetermined by stating the cutoff IQ scores or percentile rank
on the normal curve. A large number of states and local school boards
still use the IQ and the statistical definitions by defining a gifted
child as one with an IQ above 130, or one within the upper two percent
of the local population.3

Terman's conception of gifted children as those in the top cen-
tile of the normal curve leads to an attempt to define giftedness as the
handicapped. There has been a profession-tuilding effort to establish
the need for‘recognition of a special treatment for the gifted and for
the retarded by comparison between the two ends of the normal curve.u
since 1911.5 Such an effort probably came from the awareness of educators

that special programs for the handicapped in this country always received

1Hildreth, G.H. Introduction to the Gifted, op. cit.,pp.24-6

21bid.,p.26

3Paul. J. "Educating the Gifted" in Thompson,G.R. (ed.) Yearbook
of Special Education 1980-8t, Chicago,I1l. Marquis Academic Media,1981,
p. 3273 Clendening,D.P. and Davies,R.A. Creating Programs for the Gifted,
N.Y.,R.R. Bowker Co., 1980,pp.19-39
hHildenhrand,S. "Democracy's Aristocrat: The Gifted Child in
America, 1910-1960", op. cit.,p.Us5

5Rottman. R.L. "Selected Factors Related to the Enrollment of
Exceptional Children in Programs of Special Education”, Ph.D. Disserta-
tion, Berkeley, CA., U. of California, 1965,p.13
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public support and sympathy.1 A current survey of state statutory defi-
nitions of gifted children showed that almost 50 percent of the states
have classified these children within the category of exceptional chil-
dren.2 Florida, wherein few of its school districts are among those par-
ticipants in the ERS sample, for instance, use the phrase "exceptional
children” to mean mentally and physically handicapped as well as gifted.3

The most popular definition of giftedness adopted in recent year
is the one that set forth by the U.S. Office of Education (USOE).“ This
definition broadens the concept of gifiedness from academically gifted to
include other abilities. These abilities are: general intellectual
ability, specific academic aptitude, creative or productive thinking,
leadership ability, visual and performing arts, and psychomotor ability.
The definition also states that, "It can be assumed that utilization of
these criteria for identification of the gifted and talented will encom-
pass a minimum of 3 to 5 percent of the school population."5 This

expanded definition is probably a result from a societal force of increas-

1Gallagher.J.J. "Needed: A New Partnership for the Gifted" in
Gibson,J. and Chennells,P.(eds.) Gifted Children: Looking to Their Future,
London,Latimer New Dimensions Ltd.,1976,p.58

——— S—— CT————————  S————————  — —

Perspective, op. cit.,p.3

3State of Florida Dept. of Education "A Resource Mannual for the
Development and Evaluation of Special Programs for Exceptional Students”
Tallahassee, Florida, March 1981,p.3

uhenzulli, J.S. "What Make Giftedness?: Reexamining a Definition",
op. cit.,p.181; Karnes,F.A. and Collins,E.C. "State Definitions of the
Gifted and Talented: A Report and Analysis" Journal for the Education of
the Gifted, 1,2, 1978,pp.l4-62

SMarland,S.P.,Jr. Education for the Gifted and Talented, op. cit.,
pp.10-11
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ing emphasis on the culturally different gifted children.1

The USOE definition has served the useful purposs of calling
attention of educators to a variety of abilities, however, it received
some criticisms. Gallagher2 and Renzulli3 point out that the difinition
falls to state in operational terms and fails to give guidance in
program development; and, it can be misinterpreted as if the six catego-
ries of giftedness were mutually exclusive.u

Some ducators see that the USOE definition is elitist since it
has been expanded from the IQ definitions.5 Treffinger, for example,
points out that the predetermined percentages of gifted children indicated
in the definition can be interpreted as the suggested fixed numbers of
gifted children.6 Renzulll also notes that the definition has created
a myth of the contemporary gifted education that the gifted constitute

3-5 percent of the population.7 These criticisms may be based on the fact

1Gallagher,J.J. "Issues in Education for the Gifted" in Passow,
AH.(ed.) The Gifted and the Talented: Their Education and Development,
op. cit.,p.30; Abernathy,S.M. Who Says He's Gifted?: A Look at the
Present Legal Status of Gifted Education, December 1980, ERIC Document
Reproduction Service ED 216 472,p.8

2Gallagher,J.J. "Issues in Education for the Gifted",op. cit.,p.30

3Renzulli,J.S. "What Make Giftedness?:Reexamining a Definition",
op. cit.,p.181

uThe USOE Report, however, notes that these categorles are not
mutually exclusive. (Marland,S.P.,Jr. Education for the Gifted and
Talented, op. cit.,p.29)

5%0r example, Feldman,D. "Toward a Nonelitist Conception of
Giftedness", op. cit.,p.662

6Treffinger,Dona1d J. "Myth: Your Sample must be the same as
the Population!" Gifted Child Quarterly,26,1, Winter 1982,p.16

7Renzulli,J.S. "Myth: The Gifted Constitutes 3-5% of the Popu-
lation!" Gifted Child Quarterly, 26,1, Winter,1982,p.11
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that such percentages can be conversely interpreted as suggested IQ scores.
The table of frequency equivalents for the distribution of IQs developed

by Percival M. Symonds shows that children who are in the top 5 percent

of the total population have the IQ scores of 125 and above.1

The criticism that the USOE definition is elitist also lies in
its fallure to include a motivational factor as an ingredient of gifted-
ness.2 The belief that such a factor is an important part of giftedness
has been supported by much research.3 A selectlon process based on this
definition, therefore, may overlook some gifted children.

The USOE definition was later modified in 1978. The new federal
definition still retains the broad categorical definition of giftedness.
It, however, appears to deemphasize psychomotor abilities by not specifi-
cally mentioning them as a potential target population, and does not
indicate any minimum percentage of the gifted from the total population.a
Zettel notes ihe impact of this new definition on state pollcy that twelve
states have deleted the psychomotor category from their definitions of
giftedness.5

An alternative way to define giftedness 1s the behavioral defini-

tion developed by Renzulli. According to him, giftedness consists of an

1The table was cited in Hildreth,G.H. Introduction to the Gifted,
op. cit.,p.27

2Renzulli,J.S. "What Make Giftedness?: Reexamining a Definition”
op. cit.,p.181

3Freehill M.F. and McDonald,J. "Zeal: Essential to Superior
Intellectual Achievement?" Gifted Child Quarterly,25,3, Summer 1981,p.126

4The new federal definition was cited in Ford,B.G. and Jenkins,

R.C. "Changing Perspectives in the Education of the Gifted",op.cit.,p.169

5pettle,J.J. Gifted and Talented Education From a Nationwide
Perspective,op. cit.,p.12
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interaction among three clusters of human traits: above average abilities,
task commitment, and crativity. He also suggests that children have
the potential to behave in gifted ways if they are given opportunities to
engage in a wider range of activities.1

It 1s important to note that each trait is weighted equally in
Renzulli's definition2 while the IQ definitions seem to place greater
emphasis on the ability level of the child than on other characteristics.
The above-average abilities, according to Renzulli, is not simply
considered "above-average intelligence" nor "extraordinary", but, rather,
above average aptitude achievement in any field of human endeavor.3 He
also explains that "creativity" 1s originality within some specified
areas of interest that may be not indicated by scores on existing
creativity tests.u

Renzulli sees that the above traits are exhibited by a relatively
large propor%ion of the general population at certain times and in
certain situations.5 His definition identifies gifitedness as a situa-
tional or an interactional concept6 rather than as a fixed characteris-

tic as is the case with traditional definitions.

1Renzulli. J.S. "What Make Giftedness?: Reexamining a Definition”,
op. cit.,p. 216

2Tvid.,p. 184

3Tvid.

uhenzulli, J.S. "Will the Gifted Child Movement be Alive and

Well in 19907?", op. ¢it.,p. 5

5Renzu111. J.S. "What Make Giftedness?: Reexamining a Definition"
op. cit.,p. 182

érvid.,p. 180
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An Analysis of Values Regarding
Definitions of Giftedness

A dichotomous category of an egalitarian-elitist distinction
is developed to analyze the value underlying the definition of giftedness
of the sample programs. It is applied from Renzulli's analysis of this
commonplace on a conservative-liberal continuum.1 His criteria for
classification were based on the degree of restrictiveness of two factors:
the areas and the level of performance that one must attain to be consi-
dered gifted.2

According to Renzulli, the conservative definitions would limit
the areas of performance to only the academic ones and exclude other
areas, such as music and art. They would also restrict the predetermined
degree or level of excellence one must attain on objective tests.
Renzulll then cites Terman's definition which limited the area of per-
formance to tﬁe general intellectual ability, and the level of performance
to the top one percent of the population on the Stanford-Binet Test as
an example of these definitions.3

The liberal definitions, Renzulll says, would expand the number
of performance areas and put less emphasis on the precision of degree or

level of excellence than the conservative ones.u His behavior definition

which expands the areas of performance from academic to include other

1Renzulli,J.S. "What Make Giftedness?: Reexamining a Definition",
op. cit.,p.180

2Tbid.

31pad.,

uibid.
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aspects of school activities may be an example of these definitions.

Renzulli's categories are applied to the egalitarian and elitist
categorles developed in Chapter Three. The liberal definitions which
define more students as being gifted than the conservative ones are
inferred to be egalitarlan while the conservative definitions are inferred
to be elitist.

In summary, a dichotomous category of an egalitarian-elitist
distinction was developed to analyze four variables: (1) the conception
of giftedness, (2) the restricted areas and (3) levels of performance,
and (4) the percentage of the population considered as being gifted, that
might be contained in the definition of a sample program. The criteria
for analysis and examples of each position on these variables are as
follows.

The Egalitarian Definitions. The egalitarians would base their defini-
tions of giféedness on a behavioral, or a developmental, or an inter-
actional assumption that giftedness can be developed if a child is given
access to an appropriate environment. Such definitions would not restrict
the areas or levels of performance and would include many children (at
least 15% of the total population)1 in a gifted program. For example:

Giftedness is an interaction of three clusters

of traits: above average abilities, task com-

mitment, and creativity. Each cluster plays.an

equal role in the development of giftedness.
(As a result of this definition, about 15-26%

1’l‘he lowest percentage found in the pilot programs that imple-
mented Renzulli's definition.(Callahan,C.M."Superior Abilities" in
Kauffman,James M. and Hallahan,Daniel P. (eds.) Handbook of Special Edu-
cation, Englewood Cliffs,N.J.,Prentic-Hall, Inc.,1981,p.6§7

2Renzulli,J.S. "What Make Giftedness?: Reexamining a Definition"
op. cit.,p.180
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of the total population are considered as be-
ing gifted.)

Giftedness 1s the product of an interaction
of the environment and native ability that
can be created through designing enriched
environment and opportunities.?

The concept of giftedness must be troadened to
encompass many kinds of gifts and shift

from a trait to a developmental view of
giftedness that every child is gifted in some
socially valued way.” There are few, if any,
gifts that children cannot acquire or enjoy.
All gifted behaviors simply are not innate
and confined to a special group of students
but can be taugh& and learned to some degree
by all children.

The Elitist Definitions. The elitists would base thelr definitions of
giftedness on a genetic or a psychometric assumption5 that giftedness

is a relatively unchanging trait of an individual that can be predeter-
mined. Such deflinitions would restrict the areas of performance to high

IQ scores. These definition, therefore, would include only a small number

1Callahan,C.M. "Superior Abilities", op. cit.,p.62; Delisle, J.R.
et al. "The Revolving Door Identification and Programming Model"” Excep-
tional Children, 48, 2, Oct. 1981, p.153

2Gallagher. J.J. "Issues in Education for the Gifted", op. cit.,
p. 29

3Feldman, David "Toward a Nonelltist Conception of Giftedness”
op. cit.,pp. 662-3

uFinkel. Ira "Today's Gifted Education: From Questlonable to
stupid".LeaI‘ni 3 9' 3' Oct- 1980| pp093-h

5Fe1dman D. "The Mysterious Case of Extreme Giftedness" in
Passow, A.H.(ed.s The and the and

lopment, op. cit.,p.340
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of children (less than 15% of the total population) in a gifted program.

For example:

A gifted student is one who excels to an ex-
ceptional degree in one or more of the mental
processes. To qualify as gifted, a student's
test results on one of several special tests
of mental ability must be equal to or higher
than 987 of all other students in his or her

age group. Roughly two students out of one
hundred qualify.1

Gifted students are those children and youth
who possess a high degree of general intellec-
tual ability and have the potential for high
academic achievement and performance. These
children comprise approximgtely ¥ of the
general school population.

Gifted students are those in the upper 2% of
the school population in intelligence test
scores, school achievement and potential
growth, or score above an establighed level
in standardized creativity tests.

Identification and Selection Methods

A part of a written plan that needs to be established before the
implementation of a gifted program is the ldentification procedure which
determines who the gifted are and what techniques should be used to iden-

tify them.u The development of such a procedure should evolve from the

10ntario-Montclair School District, "Programs for the Gifted",
Ontario, CA.,1982,p.1

2At1anta Public Schools "Programs for Exceptional Children: Crite-
ria and Placement Procedures for the Challenge Program", Atlanta,GA.,
1982,p.1

3Norwalk Board of Education "Academically Talented Program: Curri-

culum Guide Grade 3-8", Norwalk, Conn., Norwalk School District, 1982,
Appendix A

4Couillard,R.G. "Guidelines for Identification and Instrument Se-
lection" in Connecticut State Dept. of Education Conn. Cept V, Hartford,
Conn.,1978, Revised Edition, p.10
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statements of philosophy of the program.1 In other words, the value
underlying the 1ldeological domain should be consistent with the value
underlying the formal domain of that program. An overview of opinions
and practices in the next section will provide the information on the
available procedures and techniques. Such knowledge may be an aid for
making an inference about the values underlying these procedures and tech-

niques and may reduce the inconsistencies of values between the two domains.

An Overview of Opinlons and Practices Regarding
Identification and Selection Methods
A typical procedure employed by many programs usually involves a
two-step diagnostic-prescriptive process.2 For example, the gifted are
identified in the spring of the year, and, once involved in the program,
are eligible to stay in it for at least one year.3 Such a practice as

well as 1ts alternatlive procedures and techniques will be discussed below.

Jdentification Procedures

There are at least four suggested methods of identification in
the literature: (1) the sequential method, (2) the case study method,
(3) the matrix approach, and (4) the Revolving Door Identification Model.
The first three methods are the commonly recommended procedures to select

students prior to the time they enter a program,u while the last one is

1Roedell. W.C. et al. Gifted Young Children, op. cit.,p.27

2Pa.ssow.A.H."The Nature of Giftedness and Talent",op.cit.,p.9
3Renzulli, J.S. and Smith,L.H. "Revélving Door: A Truer Turn for
the Gifted", op.cit.,p.92

uCallahan.C.M. "Superior Abilities", op. cit.,p.59,61
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a continuous procedure.1

The first procedure, the sequential method, is conceived of as
the procedure that is organized into a sequence of events,2 perhaps
parents and teacher nominations, followed by group and individual testings.
Any child who falls to meet the standard of any part of the sequence is
eliminated from further consideration. The rationale for the use of this
method is economic.3

The second method, the case study, is ideally conceived of as
the procedure that allows all applicants to participate in all stages of
the selection process and considers multiple sources of information on
each applicant in the final selection.u One expert, however, suggests
the use of this method as the final step ofq%he sequential method.5
A study by Renzulli and Smith has shown that the case study method is
generally superior, less costly, and less time consuming than the first
one.6 It alsa increases the opportunities for every applicant.7

The third method, the matrix approach or a point system is

somewhat similar to the case study method. It involves the weighting

1Renzulli.J.S. and Smith,L.H. "Revolving Door: A Truer Turn for

the Gifted", op. cit.,p.92

2Roede11,w.c. et al. Gifted Young Children, op. cit.,p.63

3Ibid.

ulbid.

SMartinson,R.A. A Guide Toward Better Teaching for the Gifted,
Ventura,CA.,0ffice of the Ventura County Superintendent of Schools,1976,
P.23

6Renzulli, J.S. and Smith,L.H. "Two Approaches to Identification
of Gifted Students" Exceptional Children, May 1977,43,8,pp.512-8

"Roedell,W.C. et al. Gifted Young Children, op. cit.,p.63
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of various identification data, such as the procedure in the Baldwin Iden-
tification Matrix.1

Three shortcomings of the use of the matrix approach have been
pointed out by Callahan. First, although a matrix is purported to serve
as a means of reducing cultural bias in the selection procedure, the data
from standardized tests are usually given more weight than other data.
Second, those variables with greater variance become the determining
factors in selection; thus test scores are still more likely to have the
greatest influence on selection. Third, the use of such a matrix may
lead one to make judgements on the basis of a single score derived from
a potentially biased and somewhat restricted sample of behavior.2

The last method, the Revolving Door Identification Model (RDIM)
is based on Renzulli's behavioral definition of giftedness. The defini-
tional attribute of above average ability suggested that there is a large
pool of childien who will be selected at any given time for program place-
ment.3 These are children who have been identified by several objective
and subjective techniques. Placement, however, 1s dependent upon the
concurrent presence of the other two characteristics noted in the defini-
tion: task commitment and creativity.

It is not expected by the RDIM that the above gifted behaviors

will be consistently present, but rather that they emerge at certain time

1Cooke.G. and Baldwin,A. "Unique Needs of a Special Population”
in Passow,A.H. (ed.) The Gifted and Talented: Their Education and Develop-
ment, op. cit.,p. 391

2Calla.han,C.M. "Superior Abilities", op. cit.,pp.61-2

3Renzulli,J.S. "Will the Gifted Child Movement be Alive and Well
in 19907", op. cit.,p. 5
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and under certain condltions when a child becomes "turned on" to a parti-
cular topic, or event.1 The model allows chlldren to enter the program
at those points when the three attributes are present and exit when that
condition no longer prevails.2

The Renzulll Model can be an alternative identification procedure
to the traditional ones. An outcome of the adoption of this model is a
program with (1) an ever-changing population, (2) the capability to
serve a large number of children, and (3) a curriculum based on the areas

of interest and task commitment of the children placed in that program.3

Identification Techniques

A review of opinions and practices showed that the above proce-
dures usually employ some of the followlng techniques.u
1, Group and Individual Intelligence Tests. Although intelligence tests
are widely used in the identification of the gifted,5 the use of these
tests as the sole criterion has come under much criticism. Renzulli,
for example, states that the rellance on these tests alone is roughly

analogous to selecting students on "the basis of halr or eye color."6

1Renzulli.J.S. "Will the Gifted Child Movement be Alive and Well
in 19907", op. cit.,p.5

2Renzulli.J.S. and Smith,L.H. "Revolving Door: A Truer Turn for
the Gifted", op. cit.,p.92
30allahan,C.M. "Superior Abilities", op. cit.,p.62

uIbid..pp.59-62

SBaer.N.A. "Programs for the Gifted: A Present or a Paradox?"
Phi Delta Xappan, op. eit.,p.622

6Renzulli,J.S. "Will the Gifted Child Movement be Alive and Well
in 1990?", op. cit.,p.9



115

His analogy implies that such a criterion does not correlate with rele-
vant characteristics of the gifted since there is the lack of agreement
among scholars about the assumption that giftedness is some sort of
absolute that can be predetermined.1

In addition, Callahan summarizes four problems inherent in the
use of intelligence tests. First, group intelligence tests often do not
ask a sufficient number or variety of questions to assess the gifted
accurately. ©Second, intelligence tests in general provide very little
diagnostic data for planning to meet the needs of these children. Thirgd,
these tests tap a very restricted domain of potential intellectual abili-
ties. Fourth, they are culturally biased and result in the identification
of students from the predominant cultural group.2

Despite the above limitations, many programs seem to base their
selection decisions on these tests as if they were the most accurate cri-
terion. A national survey of ldentification practices showed that the
most common standard to identify the gifted is a minimum score of 130 or
the attainment of at least two standard deviations above the norm on an
individual intelligence test.3 Another survey found abuse of standardize
testing and other inappropriate practice, such as the use of IQ and
achievement tests to identify the nonintellectually gifted.u

1Roedell,w.c. et al. Gifted Young Children,op. cit.,p.40

26allahan,C.M. "Superior Abilities", op. cit.,p.62

3%ettel,J.J. "State Provisions for Educating the Cifted and Ta-
lented" Exceptional Children, October 1981,48,2, pp.124-31

uA1VinO.J- et al. "National Survey of Identification Practices

in Gifted and Talented Education" Exceptional Children, October 1981,48,
2, pp.124-31
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2. Achievement Tests. As with the IQ tests, achievement tests have been

criticized as being indicators only of what a child already knows and
what his culture values rather than tests of potential ability.1 Their
usefulness, however, lies primarily in their ability to assess the degree
to which the child is able to master the standard curriculum quickly and
accurately, and in indicating patterns, strengths, and weaknesses in those
areas.2 A series of investlgatlons at the John Hopkins University which
emphasized the importance of using difficult standardized group tests to
identify mathematically gifted found that these tests were far better
predictors than teacher judgement.3
3. Creativity Tests. Unlike intelligence and achievement tests which
tend to measure convergent thinking or the knowledge of the one right
answer, creativity tests generally purport to measure divergent thinking
or the development of new ideas.u Criticisms of these tests revolve
around their feliability and validity because the concept of creativity
is difficult to define and be measured objectively.5

With an awareness of the limitatlons of these tests, some

scholars have recommended the use of more subjective methods than paper-

1Torrance.E.P. "Training Teachers and Leaders to Recognize and
Acknowledge Creative Behavior Among Disadvantaged Children” Gifted Child
Quarterly, 1972,16,pp.3-10; Renzulli,J.S. "What Make Giftedness?:Re-
examining a Definition", op. cit.,p.182

2Calla.han,C.M. "Superior Abilities", op. cit.,p.60

3S‘ca.nley.J.C. "Test Better Finder of Great Math Talent Than
Teachers" American Psychologist, 1976, 31, pp.313-4

%Fox, L.H. et al. Productive Thinking of Gifted Children in

Classroom Interaction,Reston,VA.,Council for Exceptional Children,f§37.p.20

5Khatena,J."Some Problems in the Measurement of Creative Behavior"
Journal of Research and Development in Education,4,Spring 1971,pp.77-9
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and-pencil tests.1 such as a student self-report;2 or a combination of
these tests with other techniques, i.e., teacher's screening and expert's
judgement,3 to measure divergent thinking.
L. Teacher's Judgement. A review of the literature dealing with the role
of teacher's judgement showed that most authorities agree that this
technique should be accompanied with other objective rating techniques.4

A widely used rating scale is the Renzulli and Hartman Scales for
Rating the Behavioral Characteristic of Superior Students.5 The scale
was designed to serve as a guide for teacher's judgement in the areas of
learning, motivation, creativity, and leadership and has been found to
correlate highly with the results of standardized instruments.6

Besides the above scale, there are, however, some current check-
lists that seem to assocliate gifted characteristics with genetic factors,

such as early speech, stronger and heavier than average children.7 Such

1Thomson. Margery "Identifying the Gifted" The National Elementa-
ry Principal, 51, 5, Feb. 1972, p.44

2Wallach, M.A., "Tests Tell Us Little About Talent" American
Scientist, 64, 1976, p.57

3Rubenzer.R. "Identification and Evaluation Procedures for Gifted
and Talented Programs" Gifted Child Quarterly, 23, 2, Summer 1979,p.309

hCallagher, J.J. Research Summary on Gifted Child Education, Spring-

field, I11., Superintendent of Public Instruction,State of I11.,1966,p.12

5clendening,C.P. and Davies,R.A. Creating Programs for the Gifted,
op. cit.,p.19

QRenzulli.J.S. "System for Identifying Gifted and Talented Stu-
dents" in Connecticut State Dept. of Education, Conn.Cept V, op. cit.,p.26

7Coffey,G. et al. "Qualities of Gifted Children" in Thompson,G.R.
(ed.)Yearbook of Special Education 1978-79,Chicago,Ill.,Marquis Academic
Media,1979,p.430; and also the other two articles in the same Yearbook:
Atraham,W."The Young Gifted Children",p.432; Sisk,D.A."What if Your Child
is Gifted?",p.427
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checklists seem to treat giftedness as something that is existing in
particular children and have contributed greatly to the formation of
stereotypic images of this population.1

Most of the descriptions of the overall superiority of the gifted
are derived from studies that have compared groups of gifted children,
usually identified by a single intelligence test score, with various
groups from the general populatlon, such as Terman's study.2 These
studies have focused on the dominant or white population and have found
that greater numbers of the gifted have come from high socioeconomic
groups.3 The characteristics of the gifted generated from the sample of
these studies, therefore, may be the characteristics of the white socio-
economic advantage rather than those of the gifted.u

Those educators who look for simple descriptions of the gifted,
however, have ignored Terman's own finding that the gifted are heteroge-
neous and differ among themselves in many ways.5 In this connection,
Passow warned that these characteristics are useful only if it is remem-
bered that an individual may not possess all of the traits and behaviors
described to a group of gifted persons.6

5. Parents, Peers, Self, and Expertis' Identification. A review of gifted

1Callahan. C.M. "Superior Abilities”, op. cit.,p.52
2Roedell, W.C. et al., Gifted Young Children, op. cit ,p.26
3callahan, C.M. "Superior Abilities”, op. cit.,p.52
uIbid.

5Terman. L.M. et al. Genetic Studies of Genius, vol. 3: The

p.55
6Passow,A.H. "The Nature of Giftedness and Talent",op. cit.,p.5
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program descriptions showed that some programs use parents, peers, and
experts in music, art, and drama to aid in the identification process.1
Self selection was also reported as being used by some programs.2 One
study indicated that even though parents did overestimate their children's

abilitles, they provided a more effective gross screening technique than

teacher's judgement or tests.3

An Analysis of Values Regarding
Identification and Selection Methods

A dichotomous category of an egalitarian-elitist distinction
is developed to analyze the value underlying the identification and selec-
tion method of each sample program. Such a category is applied from
Renzulli's analysis of this commonplace on an objective-subjective conti-
nuum.u

According to Renzulli, educators at the subjective end would
totally discount test scores and select students on subjective criteria,
i.e., teachers, parents, peers, or self nominations to be followed by
interviews and a trail admission to the program. On the other hand,
Renzulli explains, educators at the objective end would base their crite-

ria of selection on standardized tests in an effort to eliminate all

1Doob,H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Technigues and Pro-

gram Organization, op. cit.,p.4

2The National Commission on Resources for Youth,Inc.,Community-
Based Mentorships for Gifted and Talented: Final Report,N.Y.,1977, ERIC
Document Reproduction Service ED 150 794, p.10

3Ciha,T.E. et al. "Parents as Identifiers of Giftedness, Ignored
But Accurate", Gifted Child Quarterly, 18, 1974, pp.191-95

YRenzul1i,].S. and Stoddard,E.P.(eds.) Under One Cover: Gifted
and Talented in Perspective,1980,ERIC Document Reproduction Service,
ED 192 501, p.9
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accusations of a blased selection process.1 Inherent in the use of such
tests are the cutoff IQ scores and the belief that giftedness is a rela-
tively fixed characteristic.

Renzulli's classification appears to concern itself with the
types of techniques used in a selection process rather than the values
underlying them. In this connection, Husén has offered an analysis of
value on an egalitarian-elitist distinction.2 According to him, the more
restrictiveness of the admission criteria, the more biased the system
is against lower class pupils.3 He, therefore, considers such a practice
as being elitist.u Husén further points out that an egalitarian program
would be open and provide possibilities for students to re-enter the pro-
gram once they left it.5

Renzulli's categories and Husén's analyslis are applied to the
egalitarian and elitist categories developed in the last chapter. The
practice of thbse educators at the subjective end appears to be similar
to that of the egalitarians who are not concerned about competition. The
use of subjective criteria and a trial admission can be construed to mean

restrictions are lifted and the program is open to serving more children.

At the same time, the emphasis on competition of those at the objective

'Renzul11,7.S. and Stoddard,E.P.(eds.) Under One Cover: Gifted

and Talented in Perspective, op. cit.,p.9

2Husén, Torsten Talent, Equality and Meritocracy: Availability
and Utilization of Talent, The Netherlands, Martinus Nijhoff, 1947

31vid.,p.1b1
Y1bia.,p.8

5Tbid.,p.142
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end appears to be elitist.

A review of the sample programs from the ERS1

showed that the
sequential and the matrix approaches were the identification methods used.
Several selection techniques were employed by these programs but their
major criterion was based on the IQ scores of 128 and above , and/or the
achievement test scores of 90 percentile and above. Once the gifted were
selected, they were eligidle to stay in the program for at least one
Year or through a level of their schooling. Such practices can be
inferred to be elitist since they 1limit access to the program to only
a small number of children on a relatively permanent basis.

Few sholars have proposed alternative models which can be in-
ferred to be egalitarian. These models seem to provide more opportu-
nity to more children than those methods used by the ERS sample programs.
The Passow and Tannenbaum Model, which 1s simlilar to the RDIM, for example,
is concerned with the creation of the right kinds of opportunity to create
gifted behaviors,2 rather than finding out who possess gifts. The model
treats selection as a recurring activity that allows re-entry points in
the program.3 It also gives equal consideration to both objective and

subjective information on the child.u

1Doo’b,H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Techniques and Pro-
gram Organization, op. cit.,pp.9-54

2Passow.A.H. “"The Nature of Giftedness and Talent", op. cit.,p. 9

3Passow.A.H. and Tannenbaum,A.J. "Differentiated Curriculum for
the Gifted and Talented: A Conceptual Model”, op. cit.,p.i4

uPassow.A.H."The Nature of Giftedness and Talent", op. cit.,p.9
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In summary, a dichotomous category of an egalitarian-elitist
distinction was developed to analyze two variables of the selection pro-
cess of each sample program: (1) the major criterion for selection,

(2) the period that the selected child is eligible to stay in the program.
The criteria for analysis and example of each position on these variables

are as follows.

The Egalitarian Identification and Selection Methods. The egalitarians

would either use subjective techniques, such as self identification, as
their major criterion, or give equal recognition to both objective and
subjective criteria. They would also employ a recurring identification
process, i.e., data are gathered during the time a child is interacting
with experiences. Such a practice would allow the child to flow into and

out of the program whenever he exhibits the need for such a program.

For example:

The model gives equal attention to the use of ob-
jective and subjective criteria.... It is also
seen as a continuous process that creates the right
kinds of educational opportunities which facilitate
self identification. For instance, a program of
instruction and practice in creative poetic expres-
sion in different structural forms enablfs children
with poetic talent to reveal themselves.

Identification procedures should place as much em-
phasis on the way in which children interact with
experiences (1.e., action or performance information)
as they do on the ways in which chlldren respond to
structured questions or rating (1.e., status or psy-
chometric information).... The regular classroom
teacher can become more involved by providing certain
types of enrichment experiences that will become use-
ful as the situations or occasions for spotting Ehil-
dren who should be "fed into" the resource room.

1Passow, A.H. "The Nature of Giftedness and Talent",op. eit.,p.9

2Renzulli.J.S. "Will the Gifted Child Movement be Alive and Well
in 19907", op. cit.,pp.5-6
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The discovery of talent is a continual process that
must begin early and continue later in a child's
career through the educational system., All along
the way it must provide him with a wide range of
opportunities to learn and develop, and it must
also provide frequent occasions for observing all
aspects of hls development.... These observations
must include formal tests..., and non standard mea-
sures. Educators must learn to be comfortable with
the idea that all measurement... does not reside

in "objective tests" and that, indeed, the measure-
ment of all human behavior is ultimately rooted in
subjective judgement. The task is to make these
Judgements as good and reliable as possible.

The Elitist TIdentification and Selection Methods. The elitists would em-

phasize competition by basing their major criterion for admission on high
scores on objective tests. They would also employ a one-shot identifica-
tion process to select a child prior to the time he enters a progranm.
Accessibility to the program, therefore, is limited to only this pre-
selected group of children for at least one year.2 For example:

A gifted student is identified by classroom ob-
servation, then he is screened with individual
tests.... If he received a score of 130 or above
on two or more tests, the selection process con-
tinues... Once identified, a student is generally
not retested and remains in the program at each of
the school levels.J

Selection is based on score of 130 or above on
the individual test (Binet or WISC). Selected
students are reevaluated every three years.

1Thomson.Margery "Identifying the Cifted", op. cit.,p.44

2Renzulli,J.S."Will the Gifted Child Movement be Alive and Well
in 1990?",0p. cit.,p.4

30ntario-Montc1air School District, "Program Guide for Gifted and
Talented Education",CA.,Ontario-Montclair, Sept. 1981,p.5

uwycming Valley West School District, Kingston,PA.,as clted in

Doob,H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Techniques and Program Organi-
zation, op. cit.,p.32
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Identification is based on superior mental deve-
lopment as indicated by IQ score of two standard
deviations or more above the mean on an indivi-
dual test, or score of 130 on WISC-R, and 132 on
the Binet. Each student will be re-evaluated
everyithree years to determine continued place-

ment.
Conclusion

A dichotomous category of an egalitarian-elitist distinction was
developed to analyze the values underlying the ideological domain, or
the statements of philosophy, and the formal domain, or the definition
of giftedness and the identification and selection method, of each
sample program.

The criteria for analyzing statements of philosophy were: (1) the
kind of equality, and (2) the reason used to justify the program that
might be contained in those statements. The egalitarian statements would
be based on the inclusive thesis to provide access to a gifted program to
almost every child and would show a concern for the development of every
child. The elitist statements, on the other hand, would be based on the
exclusive thesis to limit access to the program to only a small number of
children with high intellectual ability and would have concern for only
the development of those who will become the leaders of the society in
the future.

The criteria for analyzing definitlons of giftedness were:

(1) the conception of giftedness, (2) the restricted areas, (3) levels
of performance, and (4) the percentage of the population considered

to be gifted. The egalitarian definitions would be based on a behavioral,

1Hillsborough County Public Schools "Hillsborough County's
District Procedure for Gifted", Tempa, Florida, 1982,p.2
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or a developmental, or an interaction assumption that giftedness can be
created by designing the enviromment. Such definitions would not
restrict_the areas or levels of performance and would include many chil-
dren (at least 15 of the population) in a gifted program. The elitist
definitions, on the contrary, would be based on a genetic or a psychome-
tric assumption that giftedness is a relatively fixed characteristic
that can be predetermined. Such definitions would restrict the area of
performance to only the academic ones and/or would restrict the level of
performance to high IQ scores. These definitions would include only a
small number of children (less than 1% of the population) in a gifted
program.

The criteria for analyzing identification and selection methods
were: (1) the major criterion for admission, and (2) the eligible period
that a selected child can stay in the program. The egalitarians would
elther use suﬁjective techniques as their major criterion, or give equal
recognition to both objective and subjectlve techniques. They would
employ an ongoing selection process that allows the child to be in the
program on a temporary basis (1ess than one year). The elitists, in
opposition, would base their major criterion for admlission on high,
predetermined scores on objective tests. They would allow the selected
child to stay in the program on a relatively permanent basis ( at least
one year).

The study will use these developed criteria to analyze the
value position(s) underlying the ideological and formal domains of

each sample program in the following chapter.



CHAPTER V
THE RESULTS

This chapter reports the findings of the analysis of slippage
between the ideological and formal domains of the sample programs. The
organizatlon of the report follows the outline of: the framework for
analysis, the analysis of the data, and the analysis of slippage. Before
Tresenting the results, it is useful to describe triefly the sample pro-

grams used in the analysis.

The Data

The daia were the eighteen sample program descriptions from the
ERS,1 the updated information from the districts, and the additional in-
formation from their state guidelines. These sample programs were from
six states: California, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, North Carolina, and
Pennsylvania.

The descriptions of the eighteen programs and thelr state
guidelines were summarized in Appendix A. The organization and the order

of these sample programs in the study were arranged differently from the

1Doob.H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Technigues and Pro-

gram Organization, op. cit.,pp. 9-54
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way they appeared in the ERS publication. Names of individuals were
deleted; minimal editing was done for format consistency and to reduce
the length of the sample without altering their basic content. A summary

box was presented at the beginning of each sample to provide an overview

of the program.

The Framework for Analysis

In order to answer the major question which was concerned with
the investigation of the pattern of slippage between the value positions
of equallity of educational opportunity underlying the ideocloglcal and
formal domains of the sample programs, there was a need to answer three
minor questlons. The first one was concerned with the development of
a framework for analysis. The second and third ones were concerned with
the analyses of the ideological and formal domains of each of these pro-
grams.

A classification scheme for analysis was developed in Chapter IV.
This classification scheme evolved from an analysis of the review of the
literature related to an egalitarian-elitist distinction on the selected
commonplaces in the ldeological and formal domains. The selected common-
places in the ideological domain were statements of philosophy of gifted
programs while those in the formal domain were definitions of giftedness
and identification and selection methods. This developed framework was
the answer to the first minor question and was summarized in Table 8,

Appendix B,
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The Analysis of the Data

The value position(s) of the selected concept underlying the
ideological and formal domains of each of the sample programs was revealed

by using the developed framework to analyze these two domains.

The Analysis of the Ideological Domain

The value position(s) of the selected concept underlying the
ideological domain of each sample program was revealed by the analysis of
its statements of philosophy. It was apparent that six of the sample
progranms (Programs: 6, i1, 12, 13, 17, and 18) did not specify such
statements. The study, therefore, borrowed those statements from the
districts' state guidelines and substituted them for the unspecified
statements.

The analysis of the statements of philosophy was derived from
two variables: (1) the kind of equality and (2) the reason for justifying
the program. The analyses of the ideological domain of each of the
sample programs were provided in Table 9-26, Appendix B. Each analysis
revealed the answer to the second minor question which was concerned
with the investigation of the inferential value position(s) of the
selected concept underlying the ideological domain of each of the sample

programs. The results of the analyses were summarized in Table 1.
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TABLE 1
THE INFERENTIAL VALUE POSITION(S) OF THE IDEOLOGICAL

DOMAIN OF THE SAMPLE PROGRAMS

Programs n The inferential value(s)
2, 14 2 egalitarian
i, 8, 9, 10, 11, 15 6 elitist
3, 4, 5, 6,7, 12, 10 egalitarian and elitist
13, 16, 17, 18

Table 1 showed that the value positions underlying the sample

programs were egalitarian, elitist, and both positions.

The Analysis of the Formal Domain

The value position(s) of the selected concept underlying the
formal domain af each sample program was revealed by the analysis of the
two commonplaces in this domain, i.e. the definition of giftedness, and
the identification and selecteion methods used.

The analysis of the definition of giftedness was derived from
four variables: (1) the conception of giftedness, (2) the restricted
areas, (3) the restricted level of performance, and (4) the percentage of
the gifted. It was apparent that four of the sample programs (Programs:
3, 9, 11, and 12) did not specify the percentage of the gifted in their
definitions. The analyses of these programs were done by substitutlng
the actual percentage of the gifted in the summarized box for the
unspecified percentage.

The analysis of the identification and selection method was
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derived from two variables: (1) the major criterion for admission, and
(2) the eligible period to stay in the program.

The analyses of the formal domain of each of the sample programs
were provided in Table 9-26, Appendix B. Each analysis revealed the
answer to the thlird minor question which was concerned with the inves-
tigation of the inferential value position(s) of the selected concept
underlying the formal domain of each of the sample programs. The results

of these analyses were summarized in Table 2.

TABLE 2
THE INFERENTIAL VALUE POSITION(S) OF THE FORMAL
DOMAIN OF THE SAMPLE PROGRAMS

Programs n The inferential value(s)
1-13, 15-18 17 elitist
14 1 egalitarian and elitist

Table 2 showed that the inferential value positions underlying
the formal domain of the sample programs were elitlst, and both egalita-
rian and elitist.

The Analysis of Slippage
The investigation of slippage that might occur between the ideo-

logical and formal domains of each of the sample programs was done by
assessing the inconsistency of the value positions underlying the two
domains. The analyses of the two domains of each of the elghteen sample

programs were shown in Table 9-26, Appendix B.
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The results of the assessments showed that slippage was found in
twelve of the sample programs. Among these programs, three patterns of
slippage were found. There was, however, no slippage found in the other
six of the sample programs. The details of the results are as follows.

1. Three patterns of slippage.

Pattern 1: The ideological domain was inferred to be egalita-
rian while the formal domain was inferred to be elitist. This pattern
was found in the analysls of Program 2 as presented in Table 3.

Pattern 2: The ideological domain was inferred to be both
egalitarian and elitist while the formal domain was inferred to be
elitist,

This pattern was found in the analyses of ten of the sample pro-
grams (Programs: 3, &, 5, 6, 7, 12, 13, 16, 17, and 18). The commonality
among these programs was that one variable (1.e., the kind of equality)
in the 1deologiéal domain was inferred to be elitist; while the other
variable (i.e., the reason for justifying the program) was inferred to
be egalitarian., All variables in the formal domain, however, were
inferred to be elitist. This pattern was shown in Table 4.

Pattern 3: The ideological domain was inferred to be egali-
tarian while the formal domaln was inferred to be both egalitarian and
elitist.

This pattern was found in the analysis of Program 14 as shown in
Table 5.

2. No slippage was found in the analyses of six of the sample
programs (Programs: 1, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 15). The commonality found

among these analyses was that their ideological and formal domains were
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inferred to be elitist. None of these programs, however, was analyzed
to be egalitarian in both domains. Such a commonality was shown in
Table 6.

3. Slippage between the formal and operational domains was found
in the analysis of Program 14. The percentage of the gifted specified
in its definition was more than 15% of the population which was inferred
to be egalitarian. Its actual percentage, however, was 8% which was
inferred to be elitist. The inconsistency between the percentages of
the gifted stated in the definition and the actual practice was also
found among other sample programs, but the two percentages were inferred
10 be the same position. Table 7 showed such an inconsistency found
among the sample programs.

Although the finding of slippage between the formal and opera-
tlonal domains was not within the scope of the study which was concerned
with slippage bétween the ideological and formal domains, it suggested
the possibllity of slippage between the other two domalns of the Goodlad

Conceptual System for further studies.



TABIE 3

133

PATTERN 1 OF SLIPPAGE BETWEEN THE IDEOLOGICAL AND

FORMAL DOMAINS OF PROGRAM 2

Commonplaces

Egalitarian

Elitist

Statements of Philosophy

1. The kind of equality

2. The reason for justifying
the program

Definition of Giftedness

1., The conception of giftedness
2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of
performance -

L. The percentage of the gifted

Identification and Selection Method

1. The major criterion

2. The eligible period to stay
in the progranm

inclusive

concern with
every child

a genetic assump-
tion

restrict to parti-
cular areas

restrict to high
scores on intelli-
gence and/or
achievement tests

2% of the popula-
tion

high scores on
objective tests

at least three
years
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TABIE 4
PATTERN 2 OF SLIPPAGE BETWEEN THE IDEOLOGICAL AND

FORMAL DOMAINS OF SOME SAMPLE PROGRAMS

Commonplaces Egalitarian Elitist

Statements of Philosophy

1. The kind of equality exclusive
2. The reason for justifying concern with
the program every child

Definition of Giftedness

1. The conception of a genetic assump-
giftedness tion

2. The restricted areas of restrict to parti-
performance cular areas

3. The restricted level of restrict to a high
performance score on

intelligence and/or
achlievement tests

4. The percentage of the gifted 2-5: of the popu-
lation

Identification and Selection Method

1. The major criterion high scores on
objective tests

2. The eligible period to 1-3 years
stay in the program
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TABLE 5
PATTERN 3 OF SLIPPAGE BETWEEN THE IDEOLOGICAL AND

FORMAL DOMAINS OF PROGRAM 14

Commonplaces Egalitarian Elitist

Statements of Philosophy

1, The kind of equality inclusive
2. The reason for justifying concern with
the program every chlld

Definition of Giftedness

1, The conception of a genetic assumption
giftedness
2. The restricted areas of restrict to four
performance areas
3. The restricted level of an IQ score in the
performance - upper 5% of the
population
L, The percentage of the gifted more than 15%
of the popu-
lation

Identification and Selection Method

1. The major criterion a high score on an
objective test

2. The eligible period to at least three years
stay in the program
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TABIE 6

COMMONALITY AMONG SOME OF THE SAMPLE

PROGRAMS WITH NO SLIPPAGE

136

Commonplaces Egalitarian Elitist
Statements of Philosorhy
1. The kind of equality exclusive

2. The reason for justifying the
the program

Definition of Giftedness

1. The conception of giftedness

2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of
performance

4. The percentage of the gifted

Identification and Selection Method

1. The major criterion

2. The eligible period to
stay in the program

concern with only
high IQ students

a genetic assump-
tion

restrict to parti-
cular areas, i.e.,
academics

restrict to high
scores on an intel-

ligence and/or
achievement tests

1-3%

high scores on
objective tests

1-3 years
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TABLE 7
THE INCONSISTENCY BETWEEN THE PERCENTAGES OF THE
GIFTED IN THE DEFINITION AND THE ACTUAL
PRACTICE OF THE SAMPLE PROGRAMS

Percentage of the The different percentage

Program gifted stated in The actual from that stated in
the definition percentage the definition
1 2 4.5 +2.5
2 2 3.1 +1.1
3 n/a 4.8 n/a
4 2 6.3 3
5 2 L.9 +2.9
6 5 0.2 -4.8
Vi 2 2.8 +0.8
8 1 0.4 -0.6
9 n/a 2 n/a
10 3 1.9 -1.1
11 n/a 0.9 n/a
12 n/a 3.4 n/a
13 3 1.9 -1.1
14 15 8 -7
15 3 1.5 -1.5
16 5 6.6 +.6
17 2 0.6 -1.4
18 3 2.4 0.9

n/a = not specified
The range of the inconsistency was between -4.8% to +i.3%
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Conclusion
The study used a framework developed in Chapter IV to analyze
and assess the inconsistencies between the value positions of equality
of educational opportunity underlying the ideological and formal domains
of the sample programs. The results showed that three patterns of
slippage were found among twelve of the eighteen sample programs. One
of these programs also indicated slippage between the formal and

operational domains.



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary

This study was concerned with an investigation of patterns of
slippage that might occur in the interpretation of the concept "equality
of educational opportunity" from the intention of the planning group into
the practice of the selected gifted programs. The investigation used the
Goodlad Conceptual System as a map to trace such slippage.

The Conceptual System identifies five domains of a curriculum
system that can be perceived differently by those who are involved in its
development. These domains are: ideological, formal, perceived, opera-
tional, and experiential. Among these domains, the study chose to inves-
tigate slippage between the first two domains because their products are
usually in a written form,permitting an objective analysis.

The ideological curricula are the educational planning group's
ideas of what ought to be, oftentimes contained in the statements of
vhilosophy of a program. The formal curricula are the written plans that
have gained official approval by a state or a local school board.

Slippage between domains, according to Goodlad, is likely to

be found in the transaction of an idea from the ideological domain to

139
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the other domains. Such an idea may be adapted or modified through the
sociopolitical and personal interpretative processes involved in the
transaction.

The design of the study was to analyze slippage between the
value position(s) of equality of educational opportunity embraced in
the two domains of each sample program.

The value pﬁsition(s) underlying the ideological domain was
revealed by an analysis of the statements of philosophy of the program.
The value position(s) underlying the formal domain was revealed by an
analysis of two commonplaces, i.e., the definition of giftedness and
the identification and selection methods used. Slippage between the
two domains, if any, was revealed by an assessment of their inconsisten-
cies.

The data for analysis were the eighteen program descriptions
obtained from the ERS, additional information obtained from their school
districts and state guidelines.

Three minor questions needed to be answered before the finding
of the patterns of slippage. The first one concerned the development of
a framework for analyzing the two domains of a gifted program.

The development of the framework involved two steps. First,
the study developed a structural scheme of a dichotomous category of an
egalitarian-elitist distinction. Second, the study applied the structu-
ral scheme to the data on the selected commonplaces in the ideological
and formal domains to form each position's constellations of commonplaces.
The selected commonplaces in the ideological domain were statements of

philosophy of gifted programs while those in the formal domain were
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definitions of giftedness and identification and selection methods.

The data for developling the structural scheme were obtained from
the review of the literature on philosophical analysis of the concept of
equality of educational opportunity in the context of gifted education.
The developed scheme showed that the egalitarians would support the
application of the inclusive thesis, base their definitions of giftedness
on a behavioral assumption, and use non-competitive criteria to select
children into the program. The elitists, as indicated by the schenme,
would support the application of the exclusive thesls, base their defini-
tions of giftedness on a genetic assumption, and use competitive criteria
to select children into the program.

The data on the ideological and formal domains of gifted pro-
grams were obtained from an overview of opinions and practices regarding
the selected commonplaces in the two domains (i.e., statements of philo-
sophy, definitions of giftedness, and identification and selection methods)
and the elghteen sample programs.

The second and third minor questions concerned the classifica-
tion of value position(s) underlying the ideological and formal domains
of each of the sample programs by using the developed framework. The
value position(s) underlying the ideological domain was revealed by ana-
lyzing the statements of philosophy of the program. The value position(s)
underlying the formal domain was revealed by analyzing the definition of
giftedness and the identification and selection methods of the program.

Once the value position(s) underlying the two domains of each
of the sample programs was ldentified, the next concern was to assess

the inconsistencies between these domains and to find the patterns of
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slippage among those programs that indicated such inconsistencies.
The results of the analysis of the study indicated three patterns
of slippage among twelve of the eighteen sample programs. There was no

indication of slippage in the other six of the sample programs.

Conclusions

The study has provided a basis for the following main conclusions:

1. The study found a way to analyze/investigate slippage between
the value positions of equality of educational opportunity underlying
the ideological and formal domains of a gifted program. The developed
framework for analysis wa§ summarized in Table 8, Appendix B.

2. Slippage was found in twelve of the sample programs in
three patterns:

Pattern 1: The ideological domain was inferred to be egalitarian
while the formal domain was inferred to be elitist.

Pattern 2: The ideological domain was inferred to be both ega-
litarian and elitist while the formal domain was inferred to be elitist.

Pattern 3: The ideological domain was inferred to be egalita-
rian while the formal domain was inferred to be both egalitarian and
elitist,

Recommendations

This study was an attempt to understand slippage, a curriculum
phenomenon, by finding out whether the idea of equality of educational
opportunity in the ideological domain was inconsistent with the practice
in the formal domain of gifted programs. The study represents Jjust a

small part of slippage that can occur within and between the five domains
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identified by the Conceptual System, but it is hoped that through studies
such as this, some of the issue of slippage in the development of a
gifted program could be brought into clearer focus and more understanding
of the relationships of some of the variables between domains could be

added to the whole.

Two kinds of study need to be undertaken in order to pursue more
understanding about this phenomenon.

1. It was shown by this study that there was possibility of
slippage between the formal and operational domains, much research,
therefore, needs to be done to observe and analyze slippage between other
domains, besides those that were analyzed by the study.

2. An alternative approach would be to analyze slippage between
the ideological and other domains regarding some fundamental concepts
underlying other educational programs, such as open education and indi-
vidualization.-

The historical overview of gifted education showed that the
development of educational programs in this country has been responding
10 immediate needs and pressures rather than being concerned with their
philosophical bases. Decisions about such bases in the highest level or
the ideological domain, however, are fundamental to all decisions in
the other domains. Decisions in the ideological domain are also the
hardest ones 10 be completely rational about and any amount of nonra-
tionality allowed at this level infects every declslon in the lower levels.
Decision makers in the ideological domain, therefore, should seek the
best possible reasons for what they do.

Conceptual clarification of the other educational concepts would
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provide educational planners and curriculum workers with the knowledge
of the alternative values underlying such concepts which could be used
as a data source for making rational decisions and for checking the
amount of slippage that might occur in their own programs

"The curriculum is in the eye of the beholder“l, therefore a
curriculum may be inconsistently perceived by various individuals and
groups in different domains of the Goodlad Conceptual System. The work
in this study was to analyze such inconsistenclies between the ideologi-~
cal and formal domains of the selected gifted programs regarding the
concept of equality of educational opportunity. The inconsistencies
found in this study are a part of the data that can be used to understand

slippage that can occur in the whole systenm.

1eoodlad, J.I.(ed.) Curriculum Inquiry, op. cit.,p.30
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State Guideline (Programs 1-5)

Statements of Philosophy.

1.

2,

3.

Gifted and Talented Education is consistent with
basic principle of American education which seeks
full development of each individual's capabilities.
The future of our country depends upon the values,
patterns of behavior, analytical and problem-
solving skills, creativity, and leadership fos-
tered in highly able children and youth.
Needs-based and abllity-based education of the
gifted and talented nourish an important source

of solutions to horrendous economic, social, politi-
cal, and military problems - - and uphold such

btasic principles as "equal 0fportunity". "self-
realization", and "freedom".

Definition of Giftedness.

"Gifted and talented pupil” means a pupil who is
identifled as possessing demonstrated or potential
abilitles that give evidence of high performance ca-
pability in the following categorles: intellectual,
creative, speclfic academic, or leadership ability;
high achievement; performing and visual arts talent;
or any other category which meets the standards set
forth in the regulations.2

Selection and Identification Method. The 1981 guideline suggests school

districts to identify those pupils whose extraordinary capabilities

require special services and programs, and to assure equal opportunity

for screening.3 Such a suggestion does not specify the meaning of

“extraordinary"” nor the major criteria for admission. The old guideline

published in 1975, however, suggested the use of a score at or above the

98th percentile on an individual intelligence test (or the 1Q score of

1

California State Dept. of Educatlon The Gateway, Sacramento,

CA.,February 1981,p.1

2

California State Dept. of Education Education Code Sectlon 52201

and 52202, Chapter 774, Stats., Sacramento, CA.,1979

3California State Dept. of Educatlon The Gateway, op. cit.,p.5
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132+) as the major criterion.1 Both publications do not suggest the
eligible period that a selected child can stay in the Program.

2
Program 1

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: K-12
Total enrollment: 18,750

Enrollment in the program: 850 (4.5% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy. The program attempts to address the specific
intellectual, social, and psychological needs of the gifted.

Definition of Giftedness. "Gifted and talented pupil" means a pupil who

is identified as possessing demonstrated or potential abilities that
give evidence of high performance capability in the following categories:
intellectual, high achievement, and specific academic abilitv in mathe-

matics.

Jdentification and Selection Method. Different criteria are used to

identify the gifted in different categories:

Intellectual Ability - the candidate is in the upper two percent of the
population with the minimum score of 132 on Stanford-Binet.

Specific Academic Ability - the candidate must score at or above the 95 th
percentile on an achievement test and must maintain a grade-point average
of 3.5 or higher in that area for at least four consecutlve semesters
prior to identification.

High Achievement - the candidate must score at 125 or higher on an indl-

1california State Dept. of Education Educating the Gifted in
California Schools, Sacramento, CA.,1975, P.

2Doobs, H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Techniques and Pro-
grem Organization, op. cit.,p.3% and the additional information from the
District dated March 11,1982
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4

vidually administered IQ test and must have at least a 3.5 grade-point

average in academic areas.

Once identified, a student is generally not retested and remains

in the program at each of the school levels.

1
Program 2

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: K-12
Total enrollment: 11,777

Enrollment in the program: 366 (3.1% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy. The objective of the program is to ensure that

all students are provided equal access to program services.

Definitlion of Giftedness. "Gifted and talented pupil” means a pupil who
is identified as possessing demonstrated or potential abilities that

give evidence of high performance capability in the following categories:
intellectual, specific academic, high achievement, and leadership ability.

Identification and Selection Method. Eligibility to enter the program

is based upon individual intelligence scores at or above 98 percentile.
Once identified, a student is generally not retested and remains in the

program at each of the school levels.
2
Program 3

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: pre-K - 6
Total enrollment: 14,5000
Enroliment in the program: 700 (4.8% of the population)

1Doo'b.H.S. Cifted Students: Jdentification Techniques and Program
Organizatlion, op. cit.,p.45 and the additlional information from the
District dated June 11,1982

2Doob,H.S., Ibid.,p.b9; and Chula Vista City School District
Gifted and Talented Education Program, Chula Vista, CA.,1982
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Statements of Philosophy.

Each child is an individual of great worth, and
there are many gifts and talents. Limited re-
sources required that we focus on a few of these
in the selection of participating pupils. The
program 1s committed to those children demons-
trating extraordinarily high abilities.... At
all times, the prime consideration will be pro-
gram options which best suit individual student
needs and abilities. The program will be seen
as one in which students may enter, leave, or
reenter with ease depending on abilities, in-
terests, needs, and program/student compatibility.

Definition of Giftedness., "Gifted and talented pupil" means a pupil who
is idenitified as possessing demonsirated or potential abilities that give
evidence of high performance capability in the following categories: intel-
lectual/academic achievement, underachievers, visual and performing arts.

Identification and Selection Method. Different matrix systems are em-

ployed to identify the gifted in different categories.

Intellectual Ability/Academic Achievement - the highest score of 26 points

is given to the standard test scores in achievement at 9th stanine in

reading and mathematics, or the IQ score of 140. The lowest score of

three points is given to teachers' recommendation.

Underachieving Gifted - More weight is also given to IQ scores than
teachers' recommendatlon.
Art Talented - Only three or four students at a school site are expected
to exhibit the exceptional level of ability in this category. Subjective
criteria, such as pupil's products, parent, and self nominatlon, are used.
The gifted in this category are not identified on the basis of objective
tests.

Once identified, a student is generally not retested and remains

in the program unless a later recommendation is made.
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Program 4

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: K-8
Total enrollment: 15,000

Enrollment in the program: 950 (6.3% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy.

It is the goal of the Ontario-Montclair School Dis-
trict to provide equal educational opportunities
for all pupils. We recognize that there are exten-
slve differences in pupils and that to provide
equality, we must attend to these differences.
Special programs for the academically talented

and gifted students are a consequence of this
commitment to provide every student with educa-

tional opportunities suited to his or her level
of ability.

Definition of Giftedness. A gifted child is the child who, in intellec-

tual ability, pexforms in the top two percent of hls or her age group.
Categories served are: intellectual ability, visual and performing arts,
specific acadeﬁic ability, creative ability, high achievement, and leader-
ship ability.
Identification and Selection Method. An individual test showing mental
ability at or above 98th percentile (or the scores at 130 or above on
IQ tests) is normally sufficient evidence for admitting a child into the
progranm.

Once identified, a student is generally not retested and remains

in the program at each of the school level.

1hoob,H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Technigues and Program
Organizatlon, op. cit.,p.14; the additional information from the District
dated May 24,1982; Ontario-Montclair School District, "Programs foi the
Gifted", Ontario, CA.,1982; and Ontario Montclair School District "Programs
Guide for Gifted and Talented Education", Ontario, CA., September 1981.
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Program 5

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: X-12
Total enrollment: 20,015

Enrollment in the program: 985 (4.5% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy. The district is concerned with the education

of each child, recognizing the needs of those with outstanding ability

and potential for superior achievement in intellectual, creative, and
leadership activities.

Definition of Ciftedness. "Gifted and talented pupil" means a pupil who
is identified as possessing demonstrated or potential abilitlies that give
evidence of high performance capability in the following categories: intel-
lectual, creative, specific, academic, or leadership ability; high achieve-
ment; performing and visual talent.

Identification and Selection Method. Eligibility to enter the program

is based upon a score at or above the 98th percentile on an approved full-

scale individual intelligence test.
Once identified, a student is generally not retested and remains

in the program at each of the school level.

State Guideline (Programs 6-8)

Statements of Philosophy.

The Department of Education recognlzes the needs
of all children being served and assists all the
school districts in Connecticut in developing
educational programs which provide maximum oppor-
tunities for all children to fulfill thelr capa-
bilities.

1Doob.H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Technigues and Program
Organization, op. cit.,p.20
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Connecticut's legislation,... reflects its
commitment to all children and youth requiring
special educatlon. Equal opportunities for all
children and youth with special education needs
are provided for under this statute. The gifted
and/or talented in Connecticut are those pos-
sessing extraordinary learning ability and out-
standing talent in the creative arts.

It is the Department's position that these
children and youth are found in every school
district regardless of age-groups, ethnic groups,
socioeconomic conditions and geographical envi-
romments. The gifted and talented know none of
these barrlers and they possess the demonstrated
and potential ability to become the future
leaders of Connecticut and America as a whole.

Definition of Giftedness. "The gifted and talented are those possessing
'extraordinary learning ability' and 'out-standing talent in the cre-

ative arts.' Both abllities refer to the top five percent of children

so identified."?

Identification and Selection Method. The major criterion for identifving
the gifted and talented is "very superior scores on appropriate stan-
dardized tests. Such scores might be the upper two or three percent of

an appropriate criterion group or scores which are at least two standard

deviations above the local norm.3

Once identified, a student is generally not retested and remains

in the program for at least a school year.u

connecticut State Dept. of Education Conn-Cept I: Practical
Suggestions for Gifted and Talented Program Development, Hartford, Conn.,
1979, ERIC Document Reproduction Service ED 179 042,pp.90-1

2Connecticut State Dept. of Education "Policies, Procedures,
Guidelines, and Prior Approval Application for Gifted and Talented Pro-
gram", Hartford, Conn., Revised Edition Fall 1981,p.1

3vid.,p.5

uIbid.
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1
Program 6

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: 3, 6-8
Total enrollment: 23,000

Enrollment in the program: 45 (0.2% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy. Since the statements of philosophy of the
District are not available for analysis, the study will use those state-
ments in the state guideline.

Definition of Giftedness. The gifted and talented are those possessing
"extraordinary learning ability" and "outstanding talent in the creative
arts". Both abilities refer to the top five percent of children so
identified.

Identification and Selection Method. The major criterlon for selecting

children into the program is based on the IQ scores of two-standard devia-
tions above the norm.

Once identifiéd, a student is not retested and remains in the
program for at least a school year.

2
Program 7

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: 3-8
Total enrollment: 17,000
Enrollment in the program: 480 (2.8% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy.

Every community should be responsive and responsible
for educating its children to their highest peak of

1Doob.H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Technigques and Program
Organization, op. cit.,p.36

2Ibid..p. 10; Norwalk Board of Education, Academically Talented
Program Curriculum Guide Grade 3-8, Norwalk, Conn.,1982
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individual ability. Students of high intelligence
and academic potentiality (2% of the population)
need more than the intellectual challenge of hete-
rogeneous self-contained classroom can provide....
The organization of small homogeneous classes of
gifted students within the scheduled day offers

an opportunity to reach higher, educationally, cre-
ate more challenging curriculum, open individualized
opportunities to btright pupils and establish an

environment for students to educationally stimulate
one another.

Definition of Giftedness. Gifted students are those in the upper two
percent of the school population in intelligence test scores, school

achlevement and potential growth, or score above an established level in

standardized creativity tests.

Identification and Selection Method. The selected student must be in the

upper two percent of the school population in intelligence test scores,
school achlevement and potential growth, or scored above an established

level in standardized creativity tests.

Once identified, a student is generally not retested and remains
in the program through the school years.

1
Program 8

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: K-12
Total enrollment in the districts served by this program:200,000
Enrollment in the program: 800 (0.4% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy. The institutlon is dedicated to increasing the
gifted science students’' understanding and appreciation of the physical

world.

1Doob, H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Technigues and Program
Organization, op. cit.,p.46; and the additional information from the
institution dated April 2, 1982
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Definition of Giftedness. The gifted are those possessing extraordinary
learning ability in science. They are in the top one percent of the
population.
Identification and Selection Method. The selected student must have a very
superior scores on one of the standard IQ tests.

Once identified, a student is occasional interviewed and adminis-

tered the Slosson Intelligence Test. The selected student will remain in
the program for at least a school year.

State Guideline (Programs 9-1]1)

Statements of Philosophy.

In the state of Florida, there are students who
possess outstanding intellectual abilities which
may require additional special instruction. In
order to provide for the educational and personal
needs of these gifted students, intellectually
challenging and aesthetically rewarding pro§rams
have been established throughout the state.

Definition of Giftedness. A gifted child is one who has superior intellec-

tual development and is capable of high performance. The mental develop-
ment of a gifted student 1s two standard deviations or more above the mean.2

Identification and Selection Methgg43 A student 1s eligible for special

programs for the gifted if he/she demonstrates superior intellectual

development - an intelligence quotient of two standard deviations or more

1

Development and Evaluation of Special Programs for Exceptional Students,
V. I1-G: Gifted, Tallahassee, Florida, October 1980, p.9

Development and Evaluation of Special Programs for Exceptional Students,
op. cit.,p.l

31via.
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above the mean on an individually administered standardized test of
intellegence. The standard error of measurement may be considered in
individual cases.

A selected student is reevaluated every three years on educational
Plan, update characteristic checklist, and a need statement. Re-taken
the IQ test is not required nor recommended.

1
Program 9

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: 1-12
Total enrollment: 115,000

Enrollment in the program: 2,400 (2% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy. The program is concerned with the development
in identified children, of thinking skills, independent study skills, and
the enhancement of creativity, leadership and evaluative ability through
exposure to a variety of academic enrichment not generally available in
the general school curriculum.

Definition of Giftedness. A gifted child is one who has superior intellec-

tual development and is capable of high performance. The mental develop-
ment of a gifted student 1s two standard deviations or more above the mean.
Identification and Selection Method. The final selection 1s based on the
IQ score of two standard deviations or more above the mean on an individual
test, or a score of 130 on WISC-R, or 132 on the Binet.

Each selected student will be re-evaluated every three years

(in the 3rd, 6th, and 9th grade) to determine continued placement.

1Doob.H.S. Cifted Students: Identification Techniques and Program
Organization,op. cit.,p.40: the additional information from the District
dated April 30,1982; and Hillsborough County Public Schools "Hillsborough
County's District Procedures for Gifted", Tempa, Florida, 1981
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Program 10

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: 1-8
Total enrollment: 91,713

Enrollment in the program: 1,750 (1.9% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy. The program is concerned with the educational

and personal needs of those children who possess outstanding intellectual
abilities.

Definition of Giftedness. A gifted child 1s one who has superior intellec-
tual development and 1s capable of high performance. The mental develop-
ment of a gifted student is two standard deviations or more above the mean.

Identification and Selection Method. The final selection is based on the

IQ score at two standard deviatlions or more above the mean on an indivi-
dual test, or a score of 130 on WISC-R, or 132 on the Binet.

Each selected student will be re-evaluated every three years on
educational plan, update characteristic checklist, and a need statement.
Re-taken the IQ test is not required nor recommended.

2
Program 11

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: K-6
Total enrollment: 65,000
Enrollment in the program: 585 (0.9% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy. Since the statements of philosophy of the
District are not available for analysis, the study will use those state-

1Doob.H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Techniques and Program
Organization, op. cit.,p.47

27%1d.,p. 18; and the additional information from the district
dated March 11, 1982
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ments in the state guideline.

Definition of Giftedness. A gifted child is one who has superior intel-

lectual development or outstanding talent and is capable of high perfor-
mance including those with demonstrated achievement or potential ability.

The mental development of a gifted student is greater than two standard

deviations above the mean.,

Identification and Selection Method.

Any student who has a score of 130+

on WISC-R, or 132+ on the Binet is qualified to attend the program.
A selected student is reevaluated every three years on educational
plan, update characteristic checklist, and a need statement. Re-taken

the IQ test is not required nor recommended.

State Guideline (Programs 9-11)

Statements of Philosophy.

The curriculum framework for gifted and talented
students should consider each individual's style
of thinking and learning. Each student's abili-
ties, strengths, weakness and interests should

be assessed.... Because gifted and talented stu-
dents of today will be tomorrow's decision makers,
they must be equipped with abilitles and skills
vhich enable them to identify problems and find
effective solutions. The curriculum for gifted
and talented students should provide special
programs of instruction for students possessing
outstanding needs which might not be met in the
regular classroom.... The program for gifted

and talented learners in Georgia is geared to
provide stimulation and opportunities for accom-
plishment for the entire range of giftedness....

1Georgia State Dept. of Education_Program for the Gifted and
Talented: September 1, 1976 through August 31, 1979 Office of Instruc-
tional Service, Atlanta, ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 223 061,
P- 3
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Definition of Giftedness.

Gifted students are those children and youth
who possess a high degree of general intellec-
tual avility and have the potential for high
academic achlevement and performance. These
students have the intellectual potential to
become high level innovators, evaluators, com-
municators, problem formulators and probdlem
solvers in our complex society. This group
comprises approximately three percent of the

general school population.1
Identification and Selection Method. A student must have a standardized
mental ability test score of at least 1 3/4 standard deviations above
the mean of the test administered.2

All children enrolled in gifted programs shall be re-evaluated
educationally or psychologically every three years.3

4
Program 12

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: K-12
Total enrollment: 70,000

Enrollment in the program: 2,350 (3.4% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy. Since the statements of phllosophy of the
district are not available for analysis, the study will use those

statements in the state guideline.

Definition of Giftedness. GCifted students are those children and youth

1Georgia State Dept. of Education State Plan for ithe Education of

the Gifted, Atlanta, Office of Inmstructional Service, ERIC Document
Reproduction Service, ED 192 502, p.14

2Ib4d.,p.14
3Ivia.,p.24
I

Doob,H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Technigues and Program
Organization, op. cit.,p.52; and the additional information from the
district dated August 5,1982
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who possess a high degree of general intellectual ability and have the
potential for high academic achievement and performance. These students
have the intellectual potential to become high level innovators, evalua-
tors, communicators, problem formulators and/or problem solvers in our
complex society.

Identification and Selection Method. A selected student must have a
standardized mental ability test score of at least 1 3/4 standard devia-
tions above the mean of the test administered.

A selected student shall remain in the program as long as the
In-school Team recommends his/her retention based on appropriate grade
and performance. All selected students must be re-evaluated educatlonal-
ly within a three-year period. In order to remailn in the program, the
selected student must score in the 90 percentile or above on the

California Achievement Test.

1
Program 13

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted:l1-7,10-12
Total enrollment: 89,000

Enrollment in the program: 1,700 (1.9% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy. Since the statements of phllosophy of the

district are not available for analysis, the study will use those state-

ments in the state guidellne.
Definition of Ciftedness. Gifted students are those children and youth

who possess a high degree of general intellectual ability and have

1Doob. H.S. Gifted Students: ldentification Techniques and Program
Organization, op. cit.,p.9
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the potential for high academic achievement and performance. These
students have the intellectual potential to become high level innovators,
evaluators, communicators, problem formulators, and problem solvers in
our complex society. This group comprises approximately three percent of
the general school population.

ddentification and Selection Method. To be eligible to enter the program,

a student must have:

1. Two or more grade levels above placement on an achievement
test. (This is approximately 94% and 8th, or 9th stanines.)

2. An IQ score of 128 on a group intelligence test and an
individual intelligence test score which indicates that the student 1is
in the very superior range.

All selected students shall be re-evaluated educationally every
three years.

1
Program 14

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: 2-12
Total enrollment: 6,894
Enrollment in the program: 550 (8% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy. In conducting the Program for Gifted students,
we wish to avoid a rigid "cut off"” point in IQ scores since no known

instrument is reliable enough to warrant this. We also wish to establish
procedures to guard against (1) exclusion of culturally deprived children

and (2) limiting identification to a narrow conception of giftedness.

1)0ob,H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Techniques and Program
Organization, op. eit.,p.33
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Definition of Giftedness. Gifted children comprise 15-20% of the school

population. Categories served are in the areas of : intellectual,

creative writing, high achievement, performing and visual arts talent in

music, art, and drama.

Identification and Selection Method. A selected student must have an IQ

score in the upper five percent of the population as tested on a group

or an individual IQ test, or score above an established level in stan-

dardized creativity tests.

All students enrolled in gifted programs will be re-evaluated
educationally or psychologically every three years.

1
Program 15

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: 1-8
Total enrollment: 32,000

Enrollment in the program: 480 (1.5% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy. The program is designed to enrich the learning

experiences of intellectually able chlldren in Richmond County's public
schools. These children are those who participate rank in the upper three
percent intellectually of the total school population.

Definition of Giftedness. Gifted chlldren are those in the top three
percent of the population as identified intellectually.

Identification and Selection Method. To be eligible to enter the progranm,
a student must have an IQ score of two standard deviations above the mean

(individually administered), and must be in two grade levels above place-

1Doob, B.S. Gifted Students: Identification Techniques and Program
Organization, op. eit.,p.43; and Richmond County Board of Education
Program for the Gifted 1981-82, Augusta, Georgla, 1982
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ment on WRAT in reading and arithmetic.

Once identified, a student is re-evaluated every three years aca-~

demically and on basis of need.

State Guideli 1 (p 16)

Statements of Philosophy. There is no statements of philosophy in the

state guideline.

Definition of Ciftedness. Gifted and talented students are defined as

those students who (1) possess demonstrated or potential intellectual,
creative or specific academic abilities and (2) need differentiated educa-
tiorial services beyond those being provided by the regular school program
in order to realize their potentialities for self and society. A student
may possess singularly or in combination these characteristics: general
intellectual ability; specific academic aptitude; creative or productive

thinking abilitles.

Identification and Selection Method. The guldeline suggests the develop-

ment of a matrix system to identify the gifted. Within that system, more
weight is suggested to be glven to the achievement/aptitude component than
40 the other three criteria(i.e., the data on an IQ test, performance data,
and teachers' recommendation).

Each gifted child will have an indepth reassessment at least

every three years.

1State Dept. of Public Instruction "Identification of Cifted
and Talented" Raleigh, N.C.,Division of Exceptional Children, July 1980
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1
Program 16

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: 2-12
Total enrollment: 53,000

Enrollment in the program: 3,500 (6.6% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy.

Every child has the right to discovery and maxi-
mum development of his/her potential ... The
program recognlzed that gifted and talented are
those whose academic and intellectual abilities
and potentlal for accomplishment are so outstand-
ing that they require special provisions to meet
their individual needs. The program is designed
to meet these individual needs by emphasizing
intellectual functioning, academic performance,
and development of creative ability. By foster-
ing the multliple and unique needs of each indi-
vidual gifted student, those characteristics
needed for self-actualization and the building
of a better society will be developed.

Definition of Giftedness. Gifted and talented students are those who
possess demonstrated or potential intellectual, creative or specific
academic ability. These children consist of five percent of the total
population. Categories served are in the areas of academic and in-

tellectual abilities, and Language Arts/English in grade 7-12.

Identification and Selection Method. Matrix Systems are developed to

identify the gifted in grades 2-3, 4-6, and 7-12. With-in each system,
more weights are given to the highest scores on standardized achievement
tests in Reading and Mathematics and performance in these areas than

other criteria. For example, the matrix system developed to identify the

1Hake County Public School System, "Gifted and Talented Program"”
Raleigh, N.C.,1982 (This program was published in DoobH.S. cifted
Students: Identification Techniques and Program Organization, op. cit.
P. 16 under the name of the Raleigh Public Schools. Since the publica-
tion of the ERS, the Raleigh Public Schools and the Wake County Public
Schools have merged into one consolidated system.)
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gifted in grade 2-3 is based on the following criteria:

The hlghest scores of 98-99% in standardized achievement tests
in Reading and Mathematics is equal to........ 10 points.
Superior performance in Reading and Mathematics is equal to...

¢evs 10 points.
Intelligence test score of 9% is equal t0.vivvvvee. 5 points.

Strongly recommendation from teachers is equal to... 5 points.

Each gifted child will be re-evaluated in the spring of his or her
3rd, 6th, and 9th grade years.

State Cuideline (Programs 17-18)
Statements of Philosophy.

Gifted programs are loglcally manifestations of our
concern for individual differences, for equallity of
educational opportunity and for the optimal develop-
ment of each child. By recognizing and educating
the gifted as a group with identifiable differences
(capabilities, interests and needs), teachers and
school administrators can plan educational programs
to fit the individual needs of extremely able persons
and at the same time include experiences that help
them develop their problem-solving and creative abi-
lities.

The recognition of individual differences among
children and the attempt to educate each child in
terms of strengths and potentiallties are key fea-
tures of American educational practice.... Because
there is some difficulty in making necessary and
desirable curricular adaptations to the special needs
of gifted children, the American school must give
more effort to recognition and development of sultable
educational provisions for the full range and diversi-
ty of the gifted child's capabilities. The challenge
is to turn these objectives into practice through deve-
lopment and uselof individualized education programs
for each child.

Definition of Giftedness.

"Mentally Gifted/Talented" are those who have out-

1Pennsylvania Dept. of Education Guide for Organizing and Opera-
ting Programs for the Mentally Gifted and Talented, Harrisburg, PA.,1982
pp.i-2
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standing intellectual and/or creative ability,
the development of which requires special acti-
vities or services not ordinarily provided in
the regular program. Persons shall be assigned
to a program for the gifted when they have an
IQ score of 130 or higher. A limited number
of persons with IQ scores lower than 130 may
:er?dmittig to gifted programs when other cri-
eria in the person's profile str
Cittod abilatn I’ ongly indicated
"Talented"” are those who are outstanding in the
areas of art, music, dance, photographic arts
or theater, the development of which requires
speclal activities or services not ordinarily
provided in the regular program.

Identification and Selection Method.2 The final selection is based on
an IQ score of 130 or more on an individual psychological test.

Each gifted student is eligible to stay in the program through

a level of school years.

3
Program 17

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: 11-12
Total enrollment: 4,900

Enrollment in the program: 31 (0.6% of the population)

Statements of Philosophy. Since the statements of philosophy of the
district are not available for analysis, the study will use those state-

ments in the state guideline.

1Pennsy1van1a Dept of Education "Special Education Standards
Issued by the Commissioner for Basic Education, Sectlon 341 .1" Harris-
turg, PA., April 1977 cited in Clendening, C.P. and Davies, R.A. Creating
Programs for the Gifted: A Guide for Teachers, Librarians, and Students,

—  E—— S—— T ————— E——

2Pennsy1vania Dept. of Education Guide for Organizing and Opera-
ting Programs for the Mentally Gifted and Talented, op. cit.,p.l

3Doob, H.S. Gifted Students: Identification Techniques and Program
Organization, op. cit.,p.38
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Definition of Ciftedness.

Gifted children are those having outstanding
intellectual ability who are ranked in the top two percent of the senior-
high enrollment.

Jdentification and Selection Method. Final identification and selection

of the gifted will be determined by an individual psychological evaluation

on a minimum score of 130,

Each selected child is eligible to stay in the program for two
years (grade 11 and 12).

1
Program 18

Grade levels included in the program for the gifted: 1-7
Total enrollment: 7,412

Enrollment in the program: 157 (2.17 of the population)

Statements of Philosophy. ©Since the statements of philosophy of the

district are not available for analysls, the study will use those state-

ments in the state guldeline.

Definition of Giftedness. Gifted puplls are those who are academically

gifted and ranked in the top three percent of the district's elementary
population.

Identification and Selection Method. Final judgement is based on an IQ

score of 130 or above (Binet or WISC).
Once identified, each child will be re-evaluated in grade four

or five in order to allow for movement in and out of the program where 1t

is deemed necessary.

1poob,H.5. Gifted Students: Idemtification Techniques and Program
Orgainzation, op. cit.,p.32
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A FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYZING THE IDEOLOGICAL AND

FORMAL DOMAINS OF A GIFTED PROGRAM

Commonplaces

Egalitarian

Elitist

Statements of Philosophy

1. The kind of equality

2. The reason for justi-

fying the program

Definition of Ciftedness

1. The conception of
giftedness

2. The restricted areas

of performance

3. The restricted level

of performance

L, The percentage of the

gifted

inclusive(i.e.,access
to the program 1is pro-
vided for every child)

concern with every
child

a behavioral assump-
tion(i.e., gifted-
ness can be deve-
loped)

no restriction
(include all socially
valued activities)

no restriction

more than 15 of the
population

Identification and Selection Method

1. The major criterion

2. The eligible period
to stay in the pro-

gram

give equal recogni-
tion to both subjec-
tive and objective
criteria

a temporary basis
(less than one year)

exclusive(i.e.,access
to the program is pro-
vided for only a small
number of children)

concern with only high
IQ students

a genetic assumption
(i.e.,giftedness is
a relatively fixed
characteristic)

restrict to particu-~
lar areas

restrict to high scores
on intelligence and/or
achievement tests

less than 15 of the
population

emphasize on objective
criteria

a relatively perma-
nent basis{at least
one year)
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THE ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM 1
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Commonplaces Egalitarian Elitist
Statements of Philosophy
1. The kind of equality exclusive

2. The reason for justifying
the program

Definition of Giftedness

1, The conception of gifted-
ness

2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of
performance

4. The percentage of the
gifted

Identification and Selection
Method

1., The major criterion

2. The eligible period to
stay in the program

concern with only the
high IQ students

a genetic assumptiun
restricted to academics
an 1Q score of 132+

27 of the population
(the actual percentage
was 4.5)

high scores on
objective tests

at least 3 years

Result: No slippage
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TABLE 10

THE ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM 2

Commonplaces Egalitarian Elitist
Statement of Philosophy
1, The kind of equality inclusive

2. The reason for justifying
the program

Definition of Giftedness

1. The conception of giftedness

2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of
performance

L, The percentage of the gifted

Jdentification and Selection
Method

1. The major criterion

2. The eliglible period to
stay in the program

concern with every
child

a genetic assumption
restricted to academics
an IQ score at 98+
percentile

2% of the population

(the actual percentage
was 3.1)

high scores on
objective tests

at least 3 years

Result: Slippage Pattern 1
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THE ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM 3

Commonplaces Egalitarian Elitist
Statements of Philosophy
1. The kind of equality exclusive

2. The reason for justifying
the program

Definition of Giftedness

1. The conception of gifted-
ness

2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of
performance

L, The percentage of the
gifted

Identification and Selection
Method

1, The major criterion

2. The eligible period to
stay in the program

concern with every
child

a genetlic assumption
restricted to academics

restricted to high IQ
scores

n/a(The actual percen-
tage was 4.8)

high scores on objective
tests

more than one year

Result: Slippage Pattern 2

n/a = was not specified
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THE ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM 4

Commonplaces Egalitarian Elitist
Statements of Philosophy
1. The kind of equality exclusive

2. The reason for justifying concern with every
the program child

Definition of Giftedness

1. The conception of gifted
ness

2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of
performance

L., The percentage of the
gifted

Identification and Selection
Method

1. The major criterion

2. The eligible period to stay
in the program

a genetic assumption
restricted to six areas
an IQ score of 130+

2% of the population
(The actual percentage
was 6.3)

high scores on objective
tests

at least 3 years

Result: Slippage Pattern 2
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THE ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM 5

Commonplaces

Egalitarian

Elitist

Statements of Philosophy

1. The kind of equality

2. The reason for justifying
the program

Definition of Giftedness

1. The conception of gifted-
ness

2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of
performance

L. The percentage of the
gifted

Identification and Selection
Method

1. The major criterion

2. The eligible period to
stay in the program

concern with every
child

exclusive

a genetic assumption
restricted to six areas
an IQ score of 98+ percen-
tile

2% of the population

(The actual percentage
was 4.9)

high scores on objective
tests

at least 3 years

Result: Slippage Pattern 2
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TABLE 14
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Commonplaces

Egalitarian

Elitist

Statements of Philosophy

1. The kind of equality

2. The reason for juctifying
the program

Definition of Giftedness

1. The conception of gifted-
ness

2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of
performance

4. The percentage of the
gifted

Identification and Selectlon
Method

1. The major criterion

2. The eligible period to
stay in the program

concern with every
child

excluslve

a genetic assumption

restricted to academics
and arts

IQ scores of two stan-
dard deviations above
the mean

%% of the population
(The actual percentage
was 0.2)

high scores on objective
tests

at least one year

Result: Slippage Pattern 2
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TABLE 15
THE ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM 7

Commonplaces Egalitarian Elitist

Statements of Philosophy

1, The kind of equality exclusive

2. The reason for justifying concern with every
the program child

Definition of GCiftedness

1. The conception of gifted- a genetic assumption
ness
2. The restricted areas of restricted to academics
performance
3. The restricted level of an IQ score of 98+ per-
performance centile
4., The percentage of the 2% of the population
gifted (The actual percentage
was 2.8)
Identification and Selection
Method
1. The major criterion high scores on objective
tests
2. The eligible period to more than one year

stay in the program

Result: Slippage Pattern 2
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THE ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM 8

Commonplaces Egalitarian Elitist
Statements of Philosophy
1. The kind of equality exclusive

2. The reason for justifying
the program

Definition of Giftedness

1. The conception of gifted-
ness

2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of
performance

L, The percentage of the gifted
gifted

Identification and Selection
Method

1, The major criterion

2. The eligible period to
stay in the program

concern with only high
IQ students

a genetlc assumption
restricted to sciences

restricted to a very
high IQ score(the exact
score was not specified)

1% of the population

(The actual percentage
was 0.4)

high scores on objective
tests

more than one year

Result: No slippage
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THE ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM 9

Commonplaces Fgalitarian Elitist
Statements of Philosophy
1, The kind of equality exclusive

2. The reason for justifying
the program

Definition of Giftedness

1. The conception of gifted-
ness

2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of
performance

L, The percentage of the
gifted

Identification and Selection
Method

1. The major criterion

2. The eligible period to
stay in the program

concern with only high
IQ students

a genetlc assumption
restricted to academics

an IQ score of two stan-
dard deviatlons above
the mean

n/a(The actual percentage
was 2% of the population)

high scores on objective
tests(132+ on Binet or
130+ on WISC-R)

at least 3 years

Result: No slippage

n/a = was not specified
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THE ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM 10

Commonplaces Egalitarian Elitist
Statements of Philosophy
1. The kind of equality exclusive

2. The reason for justifying
the program

Definition of Giftedness

1. The conception of gifted-
ness

2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of
performance

4, The percentage of the
gifted

Identification and Selection

Method

1. The major criterion

2. The eligible period to
stay in the program

concern with only high IQ
students

a genetic assumption
restricted to academics

an IQ score of two standard
deviations above the mean
3% of the population

(The actual percentage
was 1.9)

high scores on objective
tests (132+ on Binet or
130+ on WISC-R)

at least 3 years

Result: No slippage
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THE ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM 11

Commonplaces Egalitarian Elitist
Statements of Philosophy
1. The kind of eguality excluslve

2. The reason for justifying
the program

Definition of GCiftedness

1. The conception of gifted-
ness

2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of
performance

4. The percentage of the
gifted

Identification and Selection
Method

1. The major criterion

2. The eligible period to
stay in the program

concern with only high
IQ students

a genetic assumption
restricted to academics

an IQ score of two stan-
dard deviations above
the mean

n/a (The actual percentage
was 0.9% of the population)

high scores on objective
tests(130+ on WISC-R or
132+ on Binet)

at least 3 years

Result: No slippage

n/a= was not specified
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Commonplaces Egalitarian Elitist
Statements of Philosophy
1, The kind of equality exclusive

2. The reason for justifying

the program

Definition of Giftedness

1., The conception of gifted-

ness

2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of

performance

L., The percentage of the
gifted

Identification and Selection

Method

1. The major criterion

2. The eliglibvle perlod to
stay in the program

concern with
every child

a genetic assumption
restricted to academics

an IQ score of 1 3/4
standard deviations
above the mean

n/a (The actual percentage
was 3.47 of the population)

high scores on objective
tests

at least 3 years

n/a = was not specified

Result: Slippage Pattern 2
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Commonplaces

Egalitarian Elitist
Statements of Philosophy
1. The kind of equality exclusive

2. The reason for justifying

concern with

the program every child
Definition of Giftiedness
1. The conception of gifted- a genetic assumption
ness
2. The restricted areas of restricted to academics
performance
3. The restricted level of an IQ score of 128+ and
performance 94% on an achievement test
4. The percentage of the W of the population
gifted (The actual percentage was
1.9)
Identification and Selection
Method
1, The major criterion high scores on objective
test
2. The eligible period to at least 3 year
stay in the program
Result: Slippage Pattern 2
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TABLE 22

THE ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM 14

Commonplaces Egalitarian Elitist
Statements of Philosophy
1, The kind of equality inclusive

2. The reason for justifying concern with every
the program child

Definition of Giftedness

1, The conception of gifted- a genetic assumption
ness
2. The restricted areas of

restricted to four
performance

areas

3. The restricted level of an IQ score in the up-

performance per 5% of the popula-
tion

4, The percentage of the more than 15% (The actual percentage

gifted of the popula- was 8% of the popula-
tion tion)
Identification and Selection
Method
. r criterion high scores on objec-
L. The major ¢ tive tests
2. The eligible period to at least 3 years

stay in the program

Result: Slippage Pattern 3
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Commonplaces

Egalitarian

Elitist

Statements of Philosophy

1. The kind of equality

2. The reason for justifying
the program

Definition of Giftedness

1. The conception of gifted-
ness

2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of

performance

L, The percentage of the
gifted

Identification and Selection
Method

1. The major criterion

2. The eligible perlod to
stay in the program

exclusive

concern with only high
IQ students

a genetlic assumption
restricted to academics

an IQ score of two stan-
dard deviations above
the mean

3% of the population

(The actual percentage was

1.5)

high scores on objective
tests

at least 3 years

Result: No slippage
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Commonplaces Egalitarian Elitist
Statements of Philosophy
1. The kind of equality exclusive

2. The reason for justifying
the program

Definition of Giftedness

1. The conception of gifted-
ness

2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of
performance

L, The percentage of the
gifted

Identification and Selection
Method

1. The major criterion

2. The eligible period to
stay in the program

concern with
every child

a genetic assumption
restricted to academics

restricted to high scores
on standardized achlevement
tests

5% of the population

(The actual percentage was
6.6)

high scores on objectlve
tests

at least 3 years

Result: Slippage Pattern 2
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Commonplaces Fgalitarian Elitist
Statements of Philosophy
1. The kind of equality exclusive

2. The reason for justifying
the program

Definition of Giftedness

1. The conception of gifted-
ness

2. The restricted areas of
performance

3. The restricted level of
performance

4, The percentage of the
gifted

Identification and Selection

Method
1, The major criterion

2. The eligible period to
stay in the program

concern with
every child

a genetlc assumption
restricted to academics
an 1Q score of 130+

2% of the population

(The)actual percentage was
0.6

a high score on IQ tests

2 years

Result: Slippage Pattern 2
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TABLE 26
THE ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM 18

Commonplaces Egalitarian Elitist

Statements of Philosophy

1, The kind of equality

exclusive
2. The reason for justifying concern with
the program every child
Definition of Giftedness
1. The conception of gifted- a genetlc assumption
ness
2. The restricted areas of restricted to academics
performance
3. The restricted level of an IQ score of 130+
performance
4, The percentage of the % of the population
gifted (The actual percentage
was 2.1)
Identification and Selection
Method
1. The major criterion high scores on IQ tests
2. The eligible period to at least 3 years

stay in the program

Result: Slippage Pattern 2
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