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The purpose of the study is to determine what selected
school districts throughout the state of Texas are doing
to meet the Texas Gifted and Talented mandate at the high
school level, grades 9-12. The study is also to help
determine if more guidelines from the state are needed,

‘or if schools are able to meet student needs and mandafe
requirements as they currently exist.

The data source is a mail-out survey to 120 Texas
public high schools. From a 60% response rate, data were
analyzed by grouping schools by size based on Texas Univer-
sity Interscholastic League classifications, tallying
responses to questions on the questionnéire, determiﬁing
frequencies of responses, and reporting the data in tables
by percentages.

. The study is divided into five chapters, with Chapter I
a general introduction stating the need and purpose of the
study, 12 research questions, 5 assumptions, definition
of terms, curriculum planning models, and grouping patterns,
Chapter II is a review of current literature on

gifted education in reference to the six parts of the



Texas plan: evaluation and planning, student identification,
program organization, curriculum development, staff
development, and parent and community involvement, Chapter
IIT is the method of research, discussion of the sample,
instrumentation, and procedure. Results of the survey are
presented in Chapter IV, with a discussion of the findings
as they relate to the six components of the Texas plan.
Chapter V is a recapitulation of the study with a discuséion
and recommendations.

The fihdingS-of this study indicate that some areas
of the Texas plan are adequate as they presently exist.
However, due to the general nature of the blan, more
extensive guidelines are needed in areas of student identifi-

cation, program organization, and curriculum development.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Wwith the advent of educational reforms, local school
districts have been called upon to make changes in many -
areas. Curricular and instructional changes have been
included. One mandate by the Texas Legislature states,
w,,.each school district shall adopt a process for identify-
ing gifted and talented students in the school district's
population, and not later than the 1990-1991 school year,
shall establish a program for those students in each grade
level" (Texas Public Education Handbook, (House Bill 72],
Update No. 1, August, 1988, III-65).

Specific areas 6f giftedness have been identified;
i.e., general intellectual ability, specifié subject matter
aptitude, creative and productive thinking, and leadership
ability. However, local districts have the discretion to
choose precisely which of these areas they will address.
This determination is to be done by a committee of teachers,
administrators, parents, and community members (The Texas

G 1 s the Gift
and Talented, 1990). Each district may also determine how
the needs of the identified students will be met, within
general guidelines, and schools are allowed to modify these
guidelines for their student populations.

1



Public schools in Texas, and secondary schools in

particular, currently are in a nebulous area when addressing

the gifted and talented mandate. Although general guide-

lines exist in the form of The Texas State Plan and Guide-
Gifted and Talented, (1990),

specific plans do not. Consequently, it is left up to each
individual school district to institute a plan that works
within the context of the local setting.

Although gifted education is fairly recent in Texas, it
has existed in written form since the 1970s in other areas
of the country. Models of curriculum exist, such as
Renzulli's Enrichment Triad (Renzulli, 1977), as do models
for student identification, program administration, and
program evaluation. Some of these models are being used in
Texas with modification. Some districts, however, are

developing their own models.

Need for the Study

It is because there are no specific guidelines for
program development that it is desirable to determine what
schools are doing to meet the needs of their gifted stu-
dents. By surveying a sample of school districts, it may
become possible to determine whether general guidelines
appear to be enough direction, or whether further specific
requirements are needed. Similarities and differences in
the.ways schools are meeting the mandate will be determined

also. Finally, the general success of the mandate (by



3
implication) will be examined, by noting how the schools are

attempting to meet it.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study is to determine what selected
districts throughout the state of Texas are doing to meet

the Texas gifted and talented mandate at the high school
level, grades 9-12.

Research Questions

In order to determine how different districts meet the
gifted and talented mandate, a number of research questions
will be investigated. The questions will address how dig-
tricts are identifying students for the program, what cur-
riculum models are used and how they are chosen, how person-
nel are chosen and trained, and how the program is super-
vised. How the program is evaluated and how parents and
community are involved will also be investigated. Questions

to be answered include the following:

Student Identification and Program Admittance

1) [A] Who can nominate a student to the program? [B]
What types of nomination instruments are used? ([C] 1Is

a screening matrix used, and if so, how many criteria

are used?
2) Are students identified by general intellectual abili-

ty, specific subject matter aptitude, leadership abili-
ty, or creative and productive thinking ébility?



3) What procedures are used to accommodate gifted and
talented students transferring into the district after

the school year has started?

4) What grouping patterns are used?

Staff Development
5) How are personnel chosen, both professional and para-

professional, if any?

Curriculum Development

6) [A] What curriculum models are used? [B] Is one
model used throughout the district?

7) How are the curriculum models chosen?

8) Have curriculum documents been developéd for the
program, and if so, by whom?

9) How long has the school's gifted and talented secondary

program (grades 9-12) been in existence?

Evaluati i P .

10) [A] Who is the immediate supervisor of the teachers of
gifted classes? [(B] Is there a single administrator
in charge of the entire program?

11) What evaluation Procedures are used for the Program and

how often does the program evaluation occur?

u olveme

12) How are parents and community members involved in the

program, and to what extent?



Assumptions

For the purpose of this study, the following assump-

tions are made:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

1)

2)

School districts in Texas are meeting the gifted and
talented mandate in some way by offering the gifted and
talented program in grades K-12.

Individual programs differ among districts, based on
the population size, number of personnel, amount of
funding available beyond the state level, geographic
location, various other demographics, and district
needs.

Qualified personnel are involved in the program, both
administratively and in the Classroom.

Students are identified for the pProgram according to
the general guidelines outlined in the state plan.
Other general guidelines as outlined in the state plan

are being followed.
Definition of Terms

Curriculum compﬁcting--assessing what portion of the
curriculum a student has already mastered and allowing

that student to move on to the remainder of the

curriculum

Creative thinking--mental processes requiring new,

original, and unique ideas



3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

Criterion-referenced instrument--a measurement, the
results of which are evaluated in reference to
predetermined standards

Differentiated curriculum--modification of student

vgoals, objectives, learning experiences, and

instructional strategies

Gifted and talented--exceptional ability or the
potential for exceptional ability in one or more of the
following areas: general intellectual ability, specif-
ic subject matter aptitude, creative and productive

thinking ability, and/or leadership ability (The_Texas

eline
Gifted and Talented, 1990)
Identification--determination of which students are to
be admitted to the program and carry the label gifted
Individual Education Plan (IEP)~--plan containing
information and'goals to individualize learning for
each student
Mentorship--learning experiences in which a student
works with a community member to learn specific
information
Norm-referenced instrument--a measure, the results of
which are evaluated against the performance of a
specific group
Screening--steps taken in identifying gifted and
talented students



11)

12)

13)

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

7
Self-instructed program--program in which students work

at their own pace in a one to one setting, such as

computer assisted instruction
Specific subject matter aptitude--achievement or
potential in academics; i.e., math or social studies

Telescoping--more than one Year of work accomplished in

one year

Models of Curriculum Planning

Bloom's Taxonomy of Educational Objectives (1956) ~-
contains six levels of cognitive behaviors. Originally
intended to be used as a basis for Classifying
educational objectives

Clark's Integrative Education Model (1986) ~~based on
brain/mind research. Combines use of student thinking,
feeling, sensing, and intuiting skills

Debono's CoRT Thinking Model (1986) --thinking is taught
directly as a skill

Gallagher's Model for Content Modification (1985) ==
model which uses content acceleration, enrichment,
sophistication, and novelty éppropriately for gifted
students

Krathwohl's Taxonomy of Objectives for the Affective
Domain (1964)--originally intended for use as a basis
of classifying affective objectives. set of skills
students can develop pertaining to their feelings



6) Parnes' Creative Problem-Solving Model (1977) --model
that develops c;eative thinking skills

7) Renzulli's Enrichment Triéd Model (1977)--model allow-
ing for building of different skills and pacing and
depth appropriate to each student

8) Suchman's Inquiry Development Model (1983) --model which
trains students in developing skills of the inquiry

approach
9) Treffinger's Model for Encouraging Creative Learning
(1986) ~-model which begins with basic elements and

extends to more complex areas of cognitive thinking and

problem solving ‘
10) Williams' Model for Implementing Cognitive-Affective

Behaviors in the Classroom (1978) --teaches students to

think creatively in all areas of cognitive and affec-

tive domains

Grouping Patterns

1) Pull-Out Program--includes special classes, resource
room, and Revolving Door Identification Model of
Renzulli
a) Special classes--can be advanced, university-

based, or interest based. Includes honors, Ad-

vanced Placement, and special gifted and talented

classes

b) Resource room--students go to the resource room



2)

for a given amount of time periodically for en-
richment purposes

Revolving door--students submit a research plan to
the resource room teacher; they enter the resource
room for the purpose of fulfilling their plans.
They may exit when their plans.are finished

Full-Time Program

a)

b)

Magnet schools--schools that pull students from
throughout the district and which specialize in
one or more areas of study
8chool-within-a-school-ja school, usually with a
small enrollment, which houses both its reqular
students and the gifted students. The gifted
school acts as a magnet school, but it is housed
in the same building as the regular school
Consortia program--school districts join in a

Cooperative manner to offer full time placement

for gifted students



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The Texas plan for education has faced many changes in
recent years. Included among them is the challenge to
better meet the needs of all students. One group in partic-~
ular, gifted and talented students, has not had all the
opportunities that could be made available to them. It is
apparent that the state gifted and talented mandate attempts
to rectify this situation.

The Texas state plan identifies gifted students as

those ",,.with exceptional ability or the potential for
exceptional ability" (The Te xas State Plan and Guidelines
e o) e |, 1990) Howev-

e€r, research has indicated that gifted and talented students
also possess characteristics not generally found in other
students (Parke, 1989). For example, gifted students usual-
ly learn at a very rapid pace, they like to learn in-depth,
and they tend to be independenf, persistent, and highly
committed to task. 1In addition, they are sensitive to
themselves, to others, and to their environment. They often
prefer working with adults rather than with their pPeers, and
they tend to concentrate intensely. Perfectionism is also
another trait, and consequently, they sometimes perform
either highly or not at all (Parke, 1989). Gifted students
10
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are also capable of taking advantage of most opportunities
made available to them (Renzulli, 1981).

Because of these characteristics, gifted students
sometimes work at levels below their capabilities. They may
lack motivation, experience developmental delays, or have an
academic skill deficit in a subject area in which they are
not gifted (Parke, 1989). However, program research indi-
cates that adequate programs improve academic performance,
attitudes, and social relations of gifted and talented
students, as well as reducing behavior problems in the
Classroom (Martinson, 1974). It is to meet thevspecific
needs of these students that the Texas plan is aimed.

Texas is not alone, however, in attempting to do this.
In fact, other states such as California, New York, énd
Minnesota have recognized the needs of gifted students and
have been attempting to address them for several years
(Parke, 1989). These states have looked at various sources
to determine what best meets these needs, which is what
Texas is now attempting to do (The Texas State Plan, 1990).
Although Texas has had a pPlan for meeting needs of these
students since 1981, it is only with the recent educational
reforms of House Bill 72 and Chapter 75 Rules of Curriculum
that it has been revised, and a mandated time-line has been
implemented.

The Texas plan has as its main objective the identifi-

cation of students with exceptional ability and the provid-
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ing of planned programs for them. Individual areas such as
staff development, curriculum and program evaluation, and
parent involvement are discussed. Goals and objectives
exist for these areas. However, individual districts may,
within these qguidelines, meet these goals and objectives in
their own ways. 1In addition, schools must address six
separate areas: evaluation and planning, student identifi-
cation, program organization, curriculum development, staff

development, and parent and community involvement (The

Iexas State Plan, 1990).
Evaluation and Planning

In any program, evaluation and planning should play an
integral part. Depending on the district, planning may be
done mainly at the central office level, the building level,
or as a cooperative effort between levels. Policy
influencers, however, are often included in the planning and
evaluation stages, as these People can be the key to the
success of the program (Parke, 1989).

Since a successful Program is often the result of
policy decisions and actions that influence instruction, the
policy makers should keep in mind the objectives of their
program (Renzulli, 1975). 1In Texas, state guidelines
“indicate that planning should be done by committee and

should include written needs assessments, goals, and objec-

tives (The Texas State Plan, 1990) . According to planning



13
experts, planning can be a dynamic process with both admin-

istrative and community support. The Planning process
should include an overview of the entire program and should
also include staff development and program evaluation
(Geoigiades, 1986).

In addition to planning, Program evaluation needs to
occur periodically. Student evaluation occurs during the
Year and at year's end; curriculum evaluation usually occurs
at the end of the school year. A full program evaluation,
while including both of these elements, does not always
occur each year (Ihe Texas State Plap, 1990). An initial
program evaluation, can, nevertheless, indlude several
areas: program description, identification of goals and
objectives, determination of evaluation questionnaire,
development of evaluation design and instrumentation analy-
sis, and report and Planning of on-going evaluation (Parke,
1989). Once this entire process has been completed, evalua-
tion can then occur periodically. Questionnaires, surveys,
standardized tests, sociograms, observations, journals, case
studies, and interviews are all methods of program evalua-
tion (Parke, 1989). 1In addition, several program evalua-
tion models exist, and they are easily adapted to the gifted
and talented requirements, which are broad-based and require
that both qualitative and quantitative measures are consid-

ered in evaluating the Program (The Texas State Plan,

1990). Meanwhile, the evaluation must be concerned with
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program improvement and should give feedback and make sug-

gestions as the program continues (Renzulli, 197s).
Student Identification

Student identification is another area to be addressed
when determining how Texas schools are meeting the gifted
and talented mandate. General guidelines in the state plan
indicate that subjective as well as objective criteria are
to be used (minimum of five sources), no one method or
instrument carries more weight than any other, and students
in groups such as racial or ethnic minorities or handicapped
students are not overlooked. In addition, the identifica-
tion process contains three steps--student nomination,
screening, and selection (Ihg_igxgg_g;g;g_zlgn, 1990).

Student nomination occurs as a part of the subjective
criteria. Teachers, ‘parents, peers, and sometimes the
actual student nominate a student for the program by coﬁ-
Pleting a questionnaire about the student's interests,
abilities, and characteristics. This step allows for sub-
jective judgment about a student's traits, which in gifted
individuals often include divergent thinking, intense behav-
iors and feelings, and non-traditional views (Webb; 1982).
This is followed by screening, which is the further investi-
gation into class grades, IQ scores, and criterion- or norm-

referenced standardized test scores (Ihg_lg¥g§_§§g;g_2;gn,
1990). A special standardized test, based on the typé of
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giftedness being identified, may be administered (Tuttle,

1988). This action meets the state guidelines. Also, this
'type of testing allows for interpretation of identified
abilities that extend beyond the IQ and indicates some

special skills or talents (Martinson, 1974).

Some districts may choose to follow an already estab-
lished model, while others may develop their own models for
identification. Again, general state guidelines are to be
followed in nomination as well as in identification. The

school's identification process must be established in

writing (The Texas State Plan, 1990).

Program Organization

Program organization, as the name implies, is the

structure dealing with types of classes or rooms to be

utilized, as well as various optibns available to meet
| student needs. Many items play a role in determining the
structure of the program: student needs, physical facili-
ties of the district, funding, and administrative coopera-
tion. Since the state Plan allows for local choice and
control or organization, it is necéssary to have the local
building level administrator enthusiastic about the program.
This is the person who sets the tone of the whole school,
oversees personnel, and makes decisions. This individual

can make or break any program within his building (Parke,
1989).
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District philosophy also helps determine the structure

of the program--will the program be one mainly of enrich-
ment, or one of acceleration? Depending on the answer to
that question, the district will choose one program struc-
ture over another (Roets, 1989). Another factor involved
in determining program structure is the area or areas in
which the school identifies gifted students--general intel-
lectual ability, specific subject matter apﬁitude, creative
and productive thinking ability, or leadership ability. A
program that works for schools identifying in general intel-
lectual ability, for example, may not be at all feasible for
schools identifying in specific subject matter aptitude.

The most frequently used models of structure include special
classes for the gifted and talented, magnet schools,
schools-within-schools, mentorships, and consortia programs

(Parke, 1989).
5 ific Subject Mat Aptitud

Within specific subject matter programs, many varia-

tions exist. The Texas State Plan (1990) does not specify
in particular what plans must be used, although possible
examples such as honors classes are given.

Acceleration is often used by teachers in specific
subject matter programs in which students are grouped to-
gether in one class. By grouping students this way, teach-

ers can move the class more quickly, allow students to move
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at their own pace, and differentiate the curriculum for the
entire class, rather than grouping students within a regular
classroom (Parke, 1989). 1In addition to acceleration, the
inquiry approach is often utilized in special classes.
Students that are gifted in social studies, for example, are
given opportunities to‘explore particular topics by follow-
ing the methods of inquiry characteristic of that particular
discipline. Other approaches and activities are also char-
acteristic of content area classes, such as mentors, guest
lecturers, and real-life simulations (Parke, 1989).

Various other methods may also be used in specific
subject area classes. For example, schools may offer honors
classes only to gifted students, or separate gifted-honors
classes. These classes could be university based, in which
students actually attend classes at an institute of higher
learning. Concurrenf credit classes are also pdssible. In
these, a student simultaneously receives high school and
college credit for a subject, although the class is taught
at the high school campus. The college Board Advanced
Placement classes are also utilized for gifted students.
These classes generally are accelerated; at the end of the
course, students take an exam to determine if they receive
college credit for the course (Van Tassel-Baska, 1989).
State advanced placement is also én alternative. 1In this
case, students may be acéelerated through classes in school

if they meet state criteria of certain scores on standard-
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ized tests, local test scores, and aptitude (The Texas

State Plan, 1990).

A variation of the magnet school is the school-within-
a-school. 1In this setting, students in gifted classes share
the facilities with students in the regular school. The
students are, as in the magnet school, pulled from through-
out the district. However, the content of their classes is
differentiated from that of the students within the regular
school, as are some of the instructional approaches, such as
interest-based grouping (Parke, 1989).

A final structure in specific subject matter programs
is the resource room. This is a room, staffed by a teacher
of gifted education, in which students are admitted for
individualized research and special projects. Some students
may attend on a regular basis, while others only infre-
quently attend (Renzulli, 1981). Unlike the other struc-
tures in specific content, this can be either a full time or
a pull-out program, allowing students extra time and help
for specific projects. According to state guidelines, (The
Iexas State Plan, 1990), all of these pPlans are acceptable

to meet the Texas gifted‘and talented requirements.

] v ect t

Many general intellectual ability programs are similar
to specific content programs in structure. In this type of

program, students may be placed in special classes in con-
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tent areas. These include honors classes, separate gifted
and talented classes, or concurrent credit or Advanced
Placement classes (Parke, 1989). A general intellectual
program may also be structured through a»specific course,
such as a humanities class, that uses an interdisciplinary
approach and sometimes, block scheduling and team teaching
(Van Tassel-Baska, 1988).

There are at least two procedures from which to choose
in setting up a class in the general intellectual ability
program. In the first, the teacher decides on a éet of
major ideas to explore, then builds the content outline
around these ideas, and finally chooses materials to facili-
tate the teaching of the ideas or concepts. In the second
procedure, the teacher generates ideas from existing content
topics, decides what aspects of the ideas to explore, and
finally chooses the materials. In either process, the
teacher is concerned with teaching‘concepts and holistic
views. The holistic approach is used extensively by the
College Board Advanced Placement progrém, especially in

English and history (Van Tassel-Baska, 1988).
Creative and Productive Thinking

Students identified in creative and productive thinking
may be placed in separate classes within specific content

areas. If this is the case, these classes would be the same

as for students identified in that content area. Another
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possible program structure is to place these students in an
elective class, such as a humanities class, like students
identified in general intellectual ability. A third choice
is to restructure the curriculum for gifted}students so that
critical thinking is taught in all of their classes (Paul,
1989). Still a fourth possibility is for these students to
participate in nationally competitive programs that test
their creative abilities (Van Tassel-Baska, 1988). Whether
students participate in specific content classes or a single
gifted and talented class, they are specifically taught
various methods and models of critical and creative think-
ing.

According to Ennis (1962), there are 12 critical think-
ing aspects. These are as follows?

1) To grasp the meaning of a statement

2) To judge ambiguous reasoning

3) To judge if a statement is contradictory

4) To judge if a conclusion follows a premise

5) To judge if a statement is specific

6) To judge if a statement is applicable to a

principle |

7) To judge if an observation is reliable

8) To judge if an inductive conclusion is warranted

9) To judge if a problem has been identified

10) To judge if a statement is an assumption

11) To judge if a statement is adequate
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12) To judge if a statement made by an alleged

authority is acceptable

A teacher in a creative-productive thinking class
teaches information such as this directly to the students,
s0 that they are aware of what to look for when making a
judgmént. Consequently, the procedure becomes the curricu-
lum. Students are then given opportunities to apply this
knowledge in their other classes and to specific problems
designed to exercise their abilities.

Creative thinking skills may also be taught. If
Bloom's Taxonomy of Educational Objectives (1956) is taught
as content, for example, students become more aware of their
questioné and levels of thinking. Thinking skills may also
be taught by choosing appropriate strategies, such as thé
Socratic method of questioning. According to Paul (1989),
there are three levels of Socratic questions: spontaneous,
which are unplanned but occur after a comment or statement
is made; exploratory, which help teachers probe student
thinking; and issue-specific, which question a concept in
depth. When used correctly across the curriculum, these
questions can strengthen student thinking skills.

These types of thinking skills may be emphasized in a
class in a specific subject, such as English, or in a sepa-
rate class, such as a humanities class. In addition, stu-
dents may also be given various tests in this pProgram, such

as the Developing Cognitive Abilities Test (1980), or the
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Torrance Test of Creative Thinking (1974). No matter in

which types of classes students are enrolled, additional
material, such as thinking skills, may be taught as long as
the essential élements of that class are also met (The
Texas State Plan, 1990).

Another component 6f this type of Program is student
participation in national contests designed to test Creative
thinking. Programs such as these include Future Problem
Solving, Odyssey of the Mind, and the Science Olympiad
(Parke, 1989). |

‘Future Problem Solving exposes students to problems
that deal with life in the future. Students are guided by
the instructof, they work in teams, and they compete against
other teams in a Problem Solving Bowl. Odyssey of the Mind
also involves competition. Students are given long-term
Problems in advance so that they may work on solutions.,

They are also given Spontaneous problems for which they have
to quickly and extemporaneously find innoVative solutions.
The Science Olympiad is a competition involving both indji-
vidual and‘team effortsvin quizzes, bowl competitions, and
computer programming. Students may also participate in
scientific démonstrations and lectures (Parke, 1989),
Although this particular competition revolves around one
academic area, science, critical and creative thinking

skills are required for a student to do well and to advance

to more difficult levels of competition.
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Leadership Ability

Identifying students gifted in leadership ability is
often more difficult than identifying them in other areas
because in some circumstances, a student who is normally a
leader will be a follower. However, for one‘to be a good
leader, the student does need to possess and exercise cer-
tain skills (van Tassel~-Baska, 1988).

Since the purpose of teaching leadership skills is for
them to be used in a productive manner, schools identifying
students in leadership ability should be aware of two fac-
tors concerning their program. First, students must clearly
be identified as gifted in leadership potential, and second-
1y, schools must determine what exact definition of leader-
ship will be used. Several approaches may be taken, such as
that of the charismatic leader or that of the leader as a
manager of groups of people (Van Tassel-Baska, 1988).

Schools teaching leadership skills to gifted students
generally use one of two program structures. If leadership
is viewed as a goal for all gifted and talented students,
the skills are taught in regular gifted classrooms along
with other subject matter. If, however, leadership is
taught as a specialized curriculum, then a separate class is

used, in which leadership skills and techniques are taught
(Van Tassel-Baska, 1988).
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Since leadership is an area that affects other people,

not just the individual learner, a question of ethics might
arise. When teaching skills, characteristics, and tech-
nigques of leadefship, the teacher is also passing on a set
of assumptions about leaders. Kohlberg (1972) recommends
‘that students be taught morals or ethics by allowing them
discussions of moral choices. Including ethics in the
curriculum of leadership would help give students another
view of what leadership is (van Tassel-Baska, 1988).
Although less has been written on this area of giftedness
than others, schools do have the responsibility to teach
leadership skills if students are identified as gifted in
leadership ability. Again, as in other areas, The Texas
State Plan (1990) does not indicate what specific program
structure to use. It does, however, suggest types, and it

stipulates that any 6lass must meet its essential elements.

Curriculum Development

According to Ing_mgxgg_ggg;g_glgn (1990), curriculum

must be differentiated for gifted students in content,
process, and product. At the same time, however, it must
meet the essential elements and prbvide for feedback to the
student.

Numerous curriculum development models exist for gifted
programs. Which ones work in any district depends on sever-

al factors, including the specific definitions of giftedness
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beyond state guidelines that the school adopts. Also, what

model is chosen depends on whether general intellectual
ability, specific subject matter aptitude, leadership abili-
ty, or creative and productive thinking ability is identi-
fied. As with any educational program, the quality of the
gifted program depends not only on the teacher, but also on
the curriculum and the degree to which it corresponds to the
learners' needs (Van Tassel-Baska, 1988). Consequently,
curriculum planning and development are vital.

Renzulli's Enrichment Triad Model (1977) divides the
curriculum into three basic areas: General Exploratory
Ideas, (Type I); Group Training Activities, (Type II); and
Investigation into Real World Problems, (Type III)., Type I
activities introduce the learner to potential topics of
interest through field trips, guest speakers, interviews,
and other similar situations. Type II activities deal with
the development of thinking and feeling processes. Brain-
storming, hypothesizing, and elaboration are examples of
this type of activity. Type III activities build on the two
previous varieties, with students practicing inquiry into
real world problems. In so doing, they assume the persona
of an investigator, whether it is a musician, a horti-
culturist, or a grammarian.

This particular model modifies both the process and the
product and is flexible by giving teachers a method for

dealing with different learning rates and interests. It



26

also exposes students to experiences they otherwise might
miss (Parke, 1989). This model can be used with any iden-
tified area, but it is especially good for specific subject
matter and general intellectual ability.

Suchman's model (1983) is a four step process involving
data collection, data organizing, hypothesizing, and hypoth-
esis testing. 1In this model, students are given a dissonant
or discrepant situation for which they must collect data.
Part of the data collection consists of asking questions
which can be answered Yes or No, and then testing the hy-
pothesis. Since this is an inquiry model, it modifies both
the process and the environment. It can be used throughout
the curriculum in different content areas, although it is
especially suited to science and the scientific method.

Clark's model (1986) utilizes content as well as pro-
cess, product, and environment. Content is expanded to
include numerous subjects, while in the process area, dif-
ferent teaching strategies are used to address student
feelings and creativity. Student products may include the
usual essays or reports, but they also may be feelings of
self-esteem or skills in independent learning and self-
management.

This particular model is based on brain-ming research,
and it combines thinking, feeling, sensing, and intuiting
skills. Teachers are able to use an integrative approach to

appeal to four different parts of the brain‘that interact
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and support each other. These areas deal with the cognitive
domain, where analysis, pProblem-solving, and sequencing
occur; the affective domain, which controls emotions and
feelings; the physical domain, which controls movement,
physical encoding, and the senses; and the intuitive domain,
which governs total conceptual understanding. Since this
model addresses these four different and distinct areas, it
is Pragmatic, and the teacher can teach to the whole human
being, not just to the intellect. Although this model‘will
work for content areas, it is also acceptable for general
intellectual ability and creative and productive thinking.

Other models are concerned with creative thinking, such
as Treffinger's model (1986), which addresses skill-building
activities. This model starts with the basic tools of
thinking, moves to Practice by .different processes, and
concludes with working with real problems. Students afe
able to find ways to incorporate thinking skills into course
content while simultaneously practicing problem-solving
methods. They can eventually solve real problems, having
Progressed in their skills.

Parnes' model (1977) also addresses methods of Creative
problem-solving. Students are given a scenario containing a
problem. They must first determine what the problem is and
then brainstorm solutions to it. Afterwards they develop
criteria to judge the most feasible solutions and create a

pPlan for acceptance of the solution by other members of the
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class. This model is itself a type of content modification,

as teachers must first teach the model before Presenting any
problems.

Krathwohl's (1964), Gallagher's (1985), andeilliams'
(1978) models can be combined and used with other models.
Krathwohl's model deals with a taxonomy of the affective
domain. The skills of this taxonomy are in hierarchical
order of attainment only; each is equal to the others and
all are necessary. The students learn the taxonomy as
content in an effort to become more sensitive to their own
beliefs, as well as to the beliefs of others. These skills
include receiving or sensing the feelings of other people,
responding to these feelings, Placing value on emotions,
organizing one's own emotions into a value system,‘and
characterizing, or translating values into behaviors. fThis
model can be used in all Program structures for all four
types of identification, but it is especially suited to
leadership and to general intellectual ability,

William's and Gallagher's models each deal with modifji-
cation in the classroom. Williams addresses three different
dimensions--curriculum, which is divided into six subject
areas; teacher behaviors, which are teaching strategies; and
student behaviors, which are eight different skills (four
cognitive, four affective) to be learned. Gallagher, mean-
while, has a four-prong approach to content differentiation.

These methods include acceleration, enrichment, sophistica-
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tion (which allows students to see a larger system of

ideas), and novelty (which introduces students to content
they normally would not study). Both of these models may be
used in specific content classes or for students in classes
addressing creative and productive thinking and general
intellectual ability.

Debono's CoRT model (1986) teaches thinking as a skill,
beginning with basic skills training, moving to Creative
thinking, and finally advancing to critical and interactive
thinking. Instructional process is primarily differentiated
in this model. However, it also affécts content when stu-
dents learn the model as subject matter. It is well suited
for a creative and productive thinking class.

Bloom's Taxonomy of Educational Objectives (1956),
although originally intended as a method of classification,
is also used as an instructional model. Students learn the
hierarchical classification of objectives as thinking
skills, beginning with knowledge and Progressing to compre-
hension, application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation.
Teachers may teach the taxonomy as content, so that students
recognize how they are thinking and thus ask better ques-
tions. Also, this model gives a framework for cognitive
abilities, as the world outside of the classroonm requires
the use of ﬁhese different levels of thought. Although this
model is used for creative thinking skills, it can be taught

in a content classroom as well.
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These models differ from one another; each is adaptable
in varying degrees to the requirements outlined in the Texas
pPlan. Therefore, each district may make a determination

based on local needs as to which, if any, of these models to

use.

Staff Development

The fifth area of the Texas plan is staff development,
which must address the needs of the teachers of the gifted
classes as well as those of other staff members, including
teachers of reqular classrooms, teachers in other programs,
and administrators. Basically, staff development is on-
going and should be appropriate for each individual dis-
trict. 1In addition, there are several other factors to be
considered (Ing_mgxgg_ggg;g_gign, 1990).

Staff development needs to occur in segments and should
begin with an orientation (Van Tassel-Baska, 1988). Many
teachers are unaware of the characteristics of gifted stu-
dents or of their special needs. The orientation phase also
needs to include an introduction to the goals and structure
of the program (Ihg_mgxgg_sgggg_glgn, 1990).

Follow-up sessions should also occur in order to keep
the staff informed of Progress and action. Finally, visits
by the administrator in charge should be made into the
classrooms of the gifted students. Here the administrator

can observe student-teacher interaction, student Progress,
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and appropriateness of the setting (Van Tassel-Baska,
1988). It is alsé beneficial for teachers to be involved in
planning in order to see flexibility needs and the overall
picture. Again, individual districts are given options to
choose the methods to fulfill state requirements, within

broad guidelines, so that they may best meet the needs of

their students (The Texas State Plan, 1990).

Parent and Community Involvement

The last area the state plan addresses concerns parent
involvement. Flexibility exists for each district, based on
several factors, as the gﬁidelines are general in nature.
Parents and community members are to be involved in planning
and evaluation, are to be kept informed, and are to be
encouraged to participate in the program (The Texas State
Plan, 1990).

Guidelines are somewhat specific involving the planning
and evaluation stages, as parents are to be included on the
district planning committee that establishes the program
(Ing_xgxgg_ﬁgg;g_zlgg, 1990) . However, only general com-
ments are made éoncerning communiéation with parents.

One method to keep parents informed is to hold parental
meetings or to form a gifted and talented booster club.
Newsletters are also informative. Some schools involve
parents by inviting them to be guest lecturers in the class-

rooms (Parke, 1989). Other methods can be used in addition
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to these, including the personal contact by the teacher or
administrator. How parents are involved is determined, as
are many other aspects of the gifted program, by the

district’s needs and traits.



CHAPTER III
METHOD OF RESEARCH
Sample

The research sample was based on data from a mail-out
survey, the sample being composed of 120 public high schools
in the state, chosen at random, to represent_lo% of the 1184
public high schools in Texas. This random sample was strat-
ified by school size, based on Texas University Interscho-
lastic League (1991) classifications. These are as follows:

Class Number of students Number of schools Number

per school per classification sampled
1A 139 or fewer : 317 32
2A 140-284 227 23
3A 285-689 219 22
4A 690-1459 159 16
5A 1460 or more 262 27
Totals 1184 120
Instrumentation

The instrument was a survey, written by the researcher,
covering questions about student identification‘and entrance
into the gifted and talented program; student grouping
patterns; curriculum models, bases, and development; and
administrative policies. (See Appendix A). Prior to mail-

33
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ing, the survey was submitted to a panel of thfee profes-
sional educators for suggestions and input, and to determine
if, in their opinions, it addressed the issues of the state
plan. These people included a high school principal and a
high school assistant principal, both of whom were gifted
and talented building level co-ordinators for their schools.
The third person‘was a district-level gifted and talented

co-ordinator.
Research Questions

For the purpose of this study, the following questions

were posed:

io X m ittanc

§ 1) [A] Who can nominate a student to the program? [B]

i What types of nomination instruments are used? [c] 1Is
a screening matrix used, and if so, how many criteria
are used?

2) Are students identified by general intellectual abili-
ty, specific subject matter aptitude, leadership abili-
ty, or creative and productivé thinking ability?

3) What procedures are used to accommodate gifted and

talented students transferring into the district after

the school year has started?
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4) What grouping patterns are used?

Staff Development
5) How are personnel chosen, both professional and para-

professional, if any?

Curriculum Development

6) [A] What curriculum models are used? [B] Is one
model used throughout the district?

7) How are the curriculum models chosen?

8) Have curriculum documents been developed for the
progfam, and if so, by whom?

9) How long has the school's gifted and talented secondary

program (grades 9-12) been in existence?

Evaluation and Planning

10) (A] Who is the immediate supervisor of the teachers of
gifted classes? [B] 1Is there a singlé administrator
in charge of the entire program?

11) What evaluation procedures are used for the program and

how often does the program evaluation occur?

Parent and Community Involvement

12) How are parents and community members involved in the

program and to what extent?



36

Procedures

The survey was mailed to the principals of the selected
high schools. A returh-addressed, stamped envelope was
included in the mailing. If there was no return, a follow-
up telephone call was made. Respondents anéwered directly
on the instrument, and a cover letter was attached. (See
Appendix B). There was a two-week wait time after the
initial mailing before the follow-up telephone call was
made. If after a week there was still no response, a second
telephone call was made. If there was no response after one
more week, the school was dropped from the sample.

A 60% response rate was anticipated for this survey,
and that was indeed the return. Classified by school size,
the response rate varied from 50% to 70%, with the overall
rate for all schools being exactly 60%. After this response
rate was determined from the mailing, the data were analyzed
in order to describe what selected high schools were doing
to meet their gifted students' needs as well as the require-
ments of the state mandate. This data analysis included the

following steps:

1) Schools were grouped by size based on UIL

classification

2) Tallies were kept on responses from the schools to

each question on the questionnaire
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3) Frequencies of response were determined

4) Data were reported by percentages in tables

By observing how schools classify students,'train and
utilize staff, and involve parents, the researcher could
distinguish between differences and similarities in ap-
proaches by the schools. By inferénce, thié descriptive
analysis could help determine how successfully the schools
were meeting the mandate requirements for secondary schools,

and if, indeed, more direction from the state were neces-

sary.



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Results

For the gifted and talented survey mailed to fandomly
selected Texas public high schools in April, 1991, a minimum
60% response rate was anticipated. The sample was strati-
fied according to school size, based on University Inter-
scholastic League classifications of 1a, 2A, 3A, 4A, and S5A.
The following response rate by category was received from a
total of 120 questionnaires mailed.

Class Number Mailed Number Received % Returned

1A 32 - 18 56%
2A 23 13 5%%
3A 22 13 59%
4A ' 16 9 56%
S5A 27 19 70%

The overall response rate was 60%, with the 5A schools
having the largest return, 70%. The smallest percentage of
responses came from schools classified 4A and 1A, with each
returning 56% of the questionnaires. Although the survey
was addressed to the principals of the selected high

schools, in some cases other personnel completed and re-

a8
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turned the instrument. The numbers of surveys completed by
various personnel were as follows:

Principal 47 Vice Principal 8
Counselor 3 Gifted coordinator 13

Superintendent 1

The survey addressed the following research questions:

e t a ogr d ttanc
Research Question 1 [A]: Who can nominate a student to the
program? ;

As shown in Table 1, 100% of all schools reporting

allowed nominations to the gifted and talented program by

educators.
Table 1
S Schoo i eported i e
Size Total Educator Peer Parent Self Other
Responding

1a 19 100% 17% 78% 33% 11%
2A 13 100% 15% 92% 30% 15%
3A 13 100% 23%y 69% 39% 23%
4A 9 100% 0% 100% 56% 11%
5A 19 100% 37% 74% 68% 15%
Total Group 100% 21% 81% 46% 15%

Parent nominations were the next largest amounts, with
81% of all schools allowing these, and self nominations were
third at 46%. The percentages of 1A, 2A, and 3A schools all

fell within the 30%~40% range for self nominations, whereas
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the larger 4A and 5A schools allowed for considerably more,
at 56% and 68%, respectively. Nominations by peers had the

smallest amounts, with only 21% of all schools allowing

kesearch Question 1 [B): What types of nomination
instruments were used? |

There was a direct relationship between who could
nominate students and nomination inventories, as 86% of the
schools used teacher inventories, 57% used parent invento-
ries, and 31% used student self-inventories. These figures

are reflected in Table 2.

Table 2
Nomination Inventories
Class Sample Teacher Self Parent Peer Other
1A 18 - 89% 22% 63% 11% 0%
2A 13 77% 23% 54% 8% 15%
3A 13 85% 15% 46% 8% 15%
4A 9 100% 67% 89% 0% 0%
S5A 19 84% 37% 53% 21% 11%
Total Group 86% 31% 57% 11% 8%

One school official said that student names were merely
submitted to the counselor by teachers. At that point, a
parent inventory or a student interest survey was adminis-
tered as the main nomination instrument. All other offi-

cials indicated that nominations were made in writing on a

standard form used by the school.
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In addition to nomination inventories, 89% of all

schools reporting used a standardized achievement test as a

tool for screening, as indicated in Table 3.
Table 3

i Schools Reported in P

Size sSample Class IQ Achievement Aptitude Other

Grades Tests Tests Tests
1A 18 33% 78% 33% 33% 17%
2 13 69% 85% 92% 313 39%
32 13 69% 69% 92% 62% 0%
4n 9 67% 89% 89% 67% 22%
56 19 79% 68% 95% 58% 11%
Total Group  63% 76% 89% 49% 14%

IQ tests were second in usage at 76%, and aptitude
tests were used by 49% of the schools. Although grades are
not a standardized instrument, 63% of the schools reported

using them as a screening device.

Research Question 1 [C]: 1Is a screening‘matrix used, and if
so, how many criteria are used?

Table 4 reflects the percentages of schools using a
matrix and how many criteria they used. As shown, only 8%
of the responding schools did not use a matrix.

Seventy one percent of all schools used the minimum
of five criteria on the matrix. One hundred percent of the
3A schools used five criteria, while 72% of the 1A, 69% of

the 2A, and 68% of the 5A used five. Only in the 4A size



42
category did less than half of the schools use just five
criteria on the matrix.

From the data pertinent to student identification and
program admittance, it was found that all schools allowed
educator nominations and most allowed parentvnominations.
Self nominations by students and peer nominaﬁions were used
by the fewest number of schools, as were self and peer
inventories. For screening purposes, most schools used the
minimum number of five criteria on the matrix. The criteria
included achievement tests, which were used more than any
other criterion, IQ scores, which were used next, and then

class grades, aptitude tests, and various other criteria

determined by the districts.

Table 4
e e o t eported School Size i

Percentages

Size Sample 5 More than 5 No matrix used

1A 18 72% 11% 17%

2A 13 69% 23% 8%

3A 13 100% 0% 0%

4A 9 38% 62% 0%

5A 19 68%  21% 11%

Total Group 71% 19% 8%

Research Question 2: Are students identified by general

intellectual ability, specific subject matter aptitude,



43
leadership ability, or creative and productive thinking
ability?

As seen in Table 5, students were identified primarily

by general intellectual ability and creative and productive
thinking ability.

Table 5

Size Sample Subject General Leadership Creative

Matter Intellectual Thinking
1a 18 28% 78% 11% 44%
2A 13 23% 77% 15% 46%
13 39% 69% 238 69%
4A 9 44% 89% 33% 47%
5A 19 58% 68% 0% 47%
Total Group 39% ' 75% 14% 53%

Seventy five percent of all schools reporting indicated
that officials identified students by general intellectual
ability. Of these schools, the greatest percentage was 4A
size, with 89%. Additionally, 53% of all reporting schools
indicated that students were identified by creative and
productive thinking ability. The 3A size identified most by
this area, (69%). Twenty eight schools, or 39% of those
reporting, identified by specific subject matter aptitude.
5A was the size identifying most by this area, with 58%.

The fewest number of schools identified by leadership abili-
ty, with 14% reporting that identification was made in this
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area. Although 4A was the size identifying most by leader-

ship ability, only 33% of them did so. Also, no school
identified exclusively by leadership ability.

Research Question 3: What procedures are used to accommo-
date gifted and talented students transferring into the
district after the school year has started?

Most of the reporting schools (92%) indicated that
students transferring from out-of-district who qualified for
the gifted program in the sending district would be admitted
to the program in the receiving district without re-screen-
ing, as noted in Table 6.

Table 6
\ , | sfer Gift tudents

Size Total Responses Admitted Not Admitted

1A 18 94% 6%
2A 13 - 100% : 0%
3a 13 69% 31%
42 9 89% 11%
5A 19 100% 0%
Total Group 92% 8%

One hundred percent of the 2A and 5A schools, 94% of
the 1A, and 89% of the 4A schools accepted transfer gifted
students without re-screening into their programs. Only 69%
of the 3A schools, however, did so. Those 3A schools that

did not accept indicated that students would be admitted to
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the school's program only if they were re-screened and met

the receiving school's criteria.

They would then be admit-

ted at the beginning of the school year or the next semes-

ter. None of the other schools that did accept transfer

students indicated a need to meet local criteria or a spe-

cific time-frame.

Program Organization

Research Question 4: What grouping patterns are used?

Meeting state guidelines for program ofganization

varied by school size, as noted in Table 7.

Table 7
oupi or Gift
School size in Percentages
1A

Sample 18

Gifted Class - 44%
Gifted/Honors 22%
Regular Class 39%
Resource Roonm 0%
School-within-School 0%
Magnet School 0%

Forty seven percent of

Talented
2A 3A
13 13
39% 39%
39% 46%
8% 8%
23% 8%
0% 0%
0% 0%

asse

4A

56%
33%
11%
22%
0%
0%

5A
19
58%
53%
5%
5%
5%
0%

eported b

Total Group

47%
39%
15%
8%
1%
0%

the schools stated that they

offered separate elective gifted classes, while 39% stated

that gifted students were grouped with honors students in

honors classes. Fifteen percent of all schools placed

gifted students in the regular classroon.

This was espe-
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cially evident in the 1A schools, where 39% used this group-

ing method. The two least used methods of grouping were the

resource room (8%) and the school-within-a-school (1%).

sStaff Development

Research Question 5: How are personnel chosen, both profes-
sional and para-professional, if any?

As shown in Table 8, 72% of'the responding districts
indicated that professional personnel were chosen primarily
for their ability to work with gifted students. Sixty eight

percent chose personnel for their interest in the program,

and 58% chose them for their educational background.

Table 8

1A 2aA 3A  4A 5A  Total

Sample ‘ 18 13 13 9 19

Education 50% 46% 69% 56% 68% 58%
Program Interest 50% 77% 77% 78% 68% 68%
Seniority 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 1%
Ability/students 12% 77% 62% 67% 79% 72%
Other 11% 15% 8% 0% 1% 10%

As a method of choosing teachers, seniority carried
little weight for the gifted and talented programs. Only
one school reported that seniority was a factor in choosing
the teachers. However, this particular 5A school also used

other methods to choose teachers.
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The term educational background was purposefully left

ambiguous in the questionnaire because it was followed by
the question of what special training did the district
require for its teachers of gifted classes. (See Appendix
B). State guidelines say that teachers of gifted classes
must be certified in the subjects or levels to which they
are assigned, but they are not required to be certified in
gifted education. However, all teachers new to the program
must have a minimum of five days in-service in gifted educa-
tion. As shown in Table 9, 83% of the reporting schools
required in-service as per state guidelines; with 17% fe-
quiring gifted certification or endorsement.

Table 9

Si age

Size Ssample State Minimum Certification

1A 18 100% 0%
2a 13 100% 0%
3A 13 69% 31%
42 9 67%  33%
5a 19 79% 21%

Total Group 83% 17%

It was only in the three largest size categories that
any educational requirements beyond state minimum were
required, as 100% of both 1A and 2A schools required oniy

state mandated in-service, with no gifted certification
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required. However, not all schools in the three largest

sizes required certification, as 31% of 3A, 33% of 4A, and
21% of S5A schools required it.

Para-professionals were used in gifted classrooms in
only 10% of the reporting schools, as shown in Table 10.
Six percent of the schools indicated that they used para-
Professionals for clerical duties to support their gifted

and talented progranms. Eighty four percent of the schools
did not use them.

Table 10

Class Sample Classroom Clerical Not Used

1A 18 11% 11% ' 78%
2A 13 15% 8% 77%
3A 13 ’b 0% 0% 100%
4A 9 22% 0% 78%
5A 19 5% 5% 20%
Total Group 10% 6% 84%

At least a few schools in each size category except 3A
used para-professionals, with all schools falling within the
10%-25% range.

The personnel data indicate that while schools general-
ly required only minimum training in gifted education for
their professional staff, they also used criteria other than

educational background for selection of personnel. These
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criteria included ability to work with gifted students,

which was used more than-any other criterion, as well as

interest in the program.

curriculum Development

Research Question 6 [A]: What curriculum models are used?
As seen in Table 11, 72% of school officials stated

that their teachers used Bloom's Taxonomy of Educational

Objectives (1956) as the curriculum model for their program.

Table 11

1A 2A 3A 4A SA Totals

Sample 18 13 13 9 19

Bloom 78% 46% 85% 89% 68% 72%
Clark ' 0% 0% 8% 0% 0% 1%
Renzulli 33%  31%  31% 11%  16% 25%
Treffinger 0% 0% 8% 0% 5% 3%
Suchman 0% 0% 8% 11% 5% 4%
Debono 0t 8% 0% 0% 11% 43
Gallagher 11% 8% 0% 0% 11% 7%
Krathwohl 0% 8% 0% 11% 0% 3%
Parnes 6% 38% 0% 33% 5% 14%
Williams 0% 0% 0%  22% 5% 4%
Other 0% 8%  15% 0% 0% 6%

The second largest percentage of schools (25%) reported

using the Renzulli Enrichment Triad (1977). This model,
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like Bloom's, was used by schools in each size classifica-
tion. The only other model that had a fairly large percent-
age (14% of the reporting schools) was the Parnes model
(1977). All the other models named had a scant percentage
of schools using them, ranging from 1% to 7%. Also, 6% of
the schools indicated that they used other models, none of
which they named.

Research Question 6 [B]: 1Is only one model used throughout
the district?

As shown in Table 12, 65% of the reporting schools
indicated that more than one curriculum model was used for
the gifted and talented progran.

Table 12
Number of curriculum Models Used Reported by School Size in
Percentages

1a 2A 3A 4A 5A Totals

Sample 18 12 11 7 15
One model 22%  42%  27% 57%  40% 35%
More than one 78% 58% 73% 43% 60% 65%

The 1A schools reported the greatest usage of more than
one curriculum model, 78%. Additionally, in all size cate-
gories except 4A, over half the schools used more than one

model. In the 4A size, 43% used just one model.

Research Question 7: How are the curriculum models chosen?
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Whatever models were chosen, they were done so primari-

ly by teachers, as seen in Table 13.

Table 13

ethods é icul odels Reported choo

1A 2A 3A 4A S5A Totals

Sample 18 12 13 9 18
Written for District 6% 17% 31% 22% 58% 29%
Administrative Mandate 11% 8% 15% 0% 0% 7%
Teacher Choice 56% 50% 38% 44% 36% 46%
Other 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%

Forty six percent of the reporting schools indicated
that teachers chose the models they used, while 29% stated
that the models were written especially for the district.
Only a small portion of schools (7%) indicated that models
were chosen by administrative mandate, and these schools
were all in the three smallest size classifications. Al-
though it was possible that the models for these schools
were chosen with teacher input, the question was not phrased
that way, and none of the responding officials indicated
that this was indeed the case.

As seen from this data, most schools responded to the
questions concerning curriculum documents by indicating that
Bloom was the model of choice, and teachers generally were

the responsible parties for choosing curriculum models.
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Research Question 8: Have curriculum documents been devel-
oped, and if so, by whom?

Most school officials indicated that documents had been
written, as Table 14 indicates.

The largest percentage of schools (72%) reported that
curriculum guides had been written, while 58% stated that a
scope and sequence had been written for the program. Forty
four percent of the schools had unit plans, while 35% had
course plans. It should also be noted that 6% of the schools

(three 1A and one 2A) did not have any documents at all.

Table 14

Sample 18 13 13 9 19

Curriculum Guides 50% 38% 77% 78% 84% 72%
Scope/Sequence 56% 77% 46% 67% 53% 58%
Course Plans 11% 31% 31% 44% 37% 35%
Unit Plans 39% 62% 39% 56% 37% 44%
None 17% 8% 0% 0% o% 6%

As noted in Table 15, 57% of all reporting schools
stated that teachers wrote their own curriculum documents.

Some schools (27%) indicated that a combination of
staff members wrote the documents. These individuals were
named as teachers plus gifted and talented co-ordinators,

curriculum directors, or other central office personnel. In
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addition to these, 10% of the schools stated that others had
written the documents for them, and these were all cited as

the Regibnal Service Centers.

Table 15

e t S

1A 2A 3A 4A 5A Totals
Sample 18 13 13 7 19
Central Office 6% 0% 0% 0% 11% 7%
Teachers 56% 54% 62% 86% 47% 57%
Building Administrator 0¥ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Combination of Staff 17% 23% 38% 14% 42% 27%
Oﬁher 22% 23% 0% 0% 0% 10%

Research Question 9: How long has the school's gifted and
talented program (grades 9-12) been in existence?
Eighty three percent of the responding schools indicat-

ed that their gifted and talented programs were five years

old or newer, as seen in Table 16.

Table 16

t Ta ed Progra ength Reported by School Si
in Percentages

1A 2A 3A 4A 5A Totals

Sample 18 13 13 7 19
New This Year 56% 39% 31% 42% 32% 40%
1-5 Years 44% 61% 62% 29% 21% 43%
6-10 Years 0% 0% 7% 29% 26% 11%

More than 10 Years 0% 0% 0% 0% 21% 6%
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Oonly schools in the three largest size categories
reported programs between six and ten years old (11%), and

only 21% in the 5A category had any programs more than ten

years old.

Evaluation and Planning

Research Question 10 [A]: Who is the immediate supervisor
of the teachers of gifted classes?
In 93% of the responding schools, teachers of gifted

students were supervised by their building level administra-
tors, as indicated in Table 17.

Table 17
asses S e

Percentages

Size Sample - Building Level Central Office

1A 17 94% » .6%

2A 12 100% 0%

3A 13 100% 0%

4A 8 100% 0%

5A 19 79% . 721%

Total Group 93% 7%

In all but the 5A size, building level supervisors were
in the 94%-100% range. In the 5a size, 79% of the schools

used building level personnel as the immediate supervisors

of teachers of gifted classes.
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Research Question 10 [B]: 1Is there a single administrator
in charge of the entire program? .

As indicated in Table 18,'42%_of all responding schools
had a full time administrator--a gifted and talented coordi-
nator or director--for the district.

The greatest number of these schools that did have a
full time gifted director were 5A schools (68%) in districts
large enough to have such an individual. One school spokes-
man said that the district did have a gifted director, but
this person had other duties as well. In sum, most schools
used building level administrators as supervisors of teach-
ers of gifted students, and slightly less than half the
schools had full-time gifted and talented directors.

Table 18
Scho S erce taqges

Size Sample With Director Without Director

1A 18 _ 22% 78%
2A 13 38% 62%
3a 13 46% 54%
41 9 22% 78%
5A 19 68% 32%
Total Group 42% 58%

Research Question 11: What evaluation procedures are used

for the program and how often does the program evaluation

occur?
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As noted in Table 19, 74% of all schools used a combi-
nation of instruments to evaluate their programs.

Thirteen percent of the schoois used questionnaires to
faculty, studenﬁs, and parents. This type of instrument
allowed for comments from the respondents while also asking
specific questions the evaluator needed answered. Eight
percent of the schools used faculty inventories, while only
5% used standardized instruments. These were cited as
achievement tests administered to students to determine

their progress.

Table 19
G t a atio ruments Reported
School Size in Percentages

1A 2A 3a 4A 5A Totals
Sample | 16 13 10 6 16
Questionnaires 6% 8% 30% 33% 6% 13%
Standardized Tests 6% 0% 0% 0% 13% 5%
Faculty Inventory 19% 15% 0% 0% 0% 8%
Combination 69% 77% 70% 67% 81% 74%

The last part of the question concerning program evalu-
ation dealt with the program time-frame. The Texas State
Plan (1990) indicates that although evaluation should be on-
going, and although a comprehensive evaluation should occur
every five years, not all aspects of the program need to be
evaluated each year. Forty six percent of the schools

responded to the question of how often pProgram evaluation
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occurred by stating that it occurred yearly, as shown in
Table 20.

While 18% of the schools said evaluation occurred as
needed, 8% said it occurred at set periodical, but not
yearly, intervals. Additionally, 25% of the schools said
that program evaluation had never occurred.

Generally schools responded by stating that evaluation
‘was a yearly occurrence, at least in part. Questionnaires
were used by more schools than any other single type of

instrument, although most schools used a combination of

instruments.

Table 20

- 1A 2A 3a 4A S5A Totals

Sample 18 14 13 7 9

Never 11% 7% 30% 71% 31% 25%

Yearly 61% 71% 61% 0% 21% 46%

Periodically 5% 0% 7% 0% 26% 8%

(Not Yearly)

As Needed ‘ 22% 21% 0% 29% 21% 18%
r ommuni nvolveme

Research Question 12:‘ How are parents and community members

involved in the program, and to what extent?
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Although parents were involved in the programs in
several ways, 72% of the schools relied on direct teacher

contact with parents, as shown in Table 21.

Table 21
ent Gifted ent ans
o i e tage

1A 2A 3A 4A 5A Totals
Sample 18 13 13 9 19
Teacher Contact 72% 69% 77% 67% 74% 72%
Newsletter 33% 15% 23% 56% 26% 29%
Parent Group 28% 31% 15% 22% 53% 32%
(Communication)
Publicity 56% 46%F 46% 33% 32% 43%
Guest Speakers 33% 31% 46% 67% 47% 43%
Volunteers 39% 62% 15% 56% 26% 38%
Mentors ' 11% 15% 39% 22% 26% 22%
Parent Group 44% 39% 54% 33% 58% 46%
(Activities)

Parent activity groups (46%), local media publicity
(43%), and guest speakers (43%) were other favored means of
involvement with parents. Many of the schools also used
parents as class volunteers (38%), or as mentors (22%).

As noted by school officials, the parent activity
groups often acted as booster clubs and participated in
various activities throughout the school year. 1In addition,
newsletters were sent home, especially in the 4A schools,

with 56% indicating that they sent newsletters to parents.
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Fifty three percent of the 5A schools used parent groups for

communication purposes, while 56% of the 1A schools relied
on locai media publicity.

Although the mandate states that parents should be
involved in the planning of the gifted and talented program,
only 47% of the schools met this requiremgnt, as noted in
Table 22.

Thirty six percent of the schools reported that local
educators planned the program, while 17% said that the
.program plans were a local administrative decision. Thus,

slightly less than half of the schools involved parents in

program planning.

Table 22
o) veme Gifte ente Jram Pla
t ize rcentage

1A 2A 3A 4A 5A Totals
Sample 18 13 13 9 19
Educators 50% 46% 46% 11% 21% 36%
Educators/Parents 39% 46% 39% 67% 53% 47%
Administrative Mandate  11% 8% 15% 22% 26% 17%

Discussién
Student Identification and Program Admittance
Since every reporting school responded that students
may be nominated for their local gifted and talented program
by teachers and other educators, it was apparent that school

personnel felt that teachers were able to use their profes-
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sional judgment in the nomination process. Teachers see
students in many situations, both in and out of the class-

room, and consequently, they often have an insight into a

particular student's abilities that other péople do not
have. It was also apparent that school officials felt that
parents know their children well enough to determine if they
have potential for the gifted program, as 81% of all report-
ing schools allowed this method of nomination. It was also
interesting to note that self nominations increased with the
4A and 5A schools. Having more students, these schools
would find it expedient to allow self nominations from
students.

In the area of student screening, 89% of the schools
used an achievement test for this purpose. Two schools
specifically named the California Achievement Test as being
used. Although no oﬁe test such a this is required, it is
certainly allowed, along with aptitude tests and IQ scores.
Also, although grades are not a standardized instrument, 63%
of the schools replied that they used grades as a screening
tool.

Schools generally stayed with the minimum of five
criteria when using a student matrix. Actually, a matrix is
a relatively efficient method of keeping a record of student
scores to determine program entry. (See Appendix C). Five
criteria were required by the state plan in an attempt to

give a good balance from various areas. With 71% of the
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schools choosing to use five, they met the requirement, and

at the same time, were not adding more paperwork than neces-
sary. .

Flexibility is a major pattern in Ing_mgxgg_ﬁgg;g_zlﬁn,
as stated in the introduction to the 1990 revision. Conse-
quently, it should be noted that while students may be
identified by all four different categories, the majofity of
schools in this study identified by general intellectual
ability and creative and productive thinking}

The Texas State Plan (1990) states that curriculum must

be differentiated for gifted students‘in content, process,
and product, and that students must be grouped in order to
meet this requirement. However, it continues by stating
that local needs are a consideration for each district in
determining program organization and grouping patterns.
Although suggestions ‘are made, such as honors classes or
cluster grouping in regular classes, no specific mandate
states that each school must follow a certain pattern. The
main specific directive says merely that a minimum of 2.5
hours each week of differentiated instruction must be pro-
vided for grades that have a full-day schedule. In other
words, local needs and policies afe to be taken into consid-
eration when grouping students. There are several possible
methods for doing this.

First, the Plan indicates that specific subject matter
identification is especially well suited to the high school



62

level, while the other areas are better suited to the lower
level grades. However, this does not preclude high schools
from identifying students by the other areas. Since the
plan also states that a student does not need to be re-
identified once in the program, students who entered in the
elementary or junior high programs have already been identi-
fied in one of the other three areas. Therefore, it is a
matter of fairness to high school students to be able to be
identified in the same ways that their peers had been at an
earlier age. Specific subject matter aptitude identifica-
tion can be used as an alternative method for a student
highly gifted in math, for example, but who would not
qualify in general intellectual ability or creative thinking
ability. Although only 39% of the schools in this study
identified students by specific subject matter aptitude,
none indicated that they used it as an alternative identifi-
cation method.

Secondly, schools have the option of identifying by
general intgllectual ability and creative and productive
thinking ability, and 75% and 53%, respectively, chose to do
so. Since these two areas are not tied to specific sub-
jects, students who are not gifted in a certain subject but
whose abilities are exceptional overall may be nominated for
the program. These two areas might also be used to identify
students who qualify for the gifted program but who have not

ever qualified for honors classes. While these students
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could be placed in specific subject matter classes especial-
ly for gifted students, other class types also exist.

For instance, although 39% of the schools offered
honors classes for gifted students within subject areas, 47%
offered an elective class for gifted students only. This
class could cover a myriad of topics and subjects and would
not be isolated to just one academic area. Students identi-
fied as gifted by creative and productive thinking or by
general intellectual ability could be offered this class.

There was a discrepancy, however, between the percent-
age of schools identifying by general intellectual ability
(75%) and creative and productive thinking (53%) and those
offering gifted elective classes. This indicates that while
some schools identified students by one set of criteria,
they organized their programs by another. For instance,
students identified ﬁy general intellectual ability, rather
than being placed in the elective type classes, were placed
" in subject matter classes.

The fact that only 14% of the schools identified by
leadership ability reflected the ambiguity in this area.
Leadership ability is often an elusive quality to identify,
and since there are few curriculum models for this area,
schools apparently were less likely to identify students in
this manner. Although leadefship'skills could be incorpo-
rated across the curriculum for gifted students, this might

not be feasible for all schools, as they could lack person-
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nel to teach them as well as time to do so. 1In addition,
the student who was a leader in one situation might not be
in another, and so schools might choose other methods of
identification;

In explaining why general intellectual ability was used
so much in student identification, it is possible that
administrative convenience also played a part. If a student
were to pe identified as gifted in one subject area, for
instance, and then later nominated in another, the personnel
in charge of the program would need to check scores, re-work
the matrix, énd possibly test the student in the new sub-
ject. If, however, the student were identified by more than
one way, or if the student were identified by general intel-
lectual ability, for example, some of the paperwork could be
eliminated or at least reduced.

Most schools (92%) allowed transfer students into the
receiving school's program. This high rate of acceptance
may have been due to a feeling among administrators that
students were identified in their sending districts by the
same general criteria as in the receiving districts. Conse-
quently, although there would be‘minor differences among the
schools, the major guidelines were followed.

Secondly, students were identified in each district by
educators who used their professional judgment in making a
determination of admittance into a program. School offi-

cials were therefore accepting the discernment of their
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colleagues when admitting students into the local program

from a sending district.

The Texas State Plan states that districts must have a
written board-approved plan for student placement. Included
in it must be provisions for placing new and transfer stu-
dents into the program when the program is determined to be
the best placement for the student. The Texas State Plap
-does not have specific provisions for when students are to
be admitted, other than when it ié in the best interest of
the student. Consequently, the 8% of the schools not plac-
ing students immediately when they entered could still be
within state guidelines if they were following their dis-
trict's written policy of when to place students.

Program Organization

Program organization is concerned with the way students
are grouped, which is closely aligned with the ways by which
students are identified. Some schools that identified
students by specific subject matter aptitude offered classes
in those subjects to their gifted students. This was espe-
cially true for 5A schools, which had more available re-
sources and personnel; and 1A schools, some of which were
small enough so that all students identified by a subject
area could meet in a multi-grade classroom situation.

Larger schools could maintain flexibility in offering gifted
and talented classes in subject areas because they had a

larger pool of staff from which to draw.
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Only 8% of the schools indicated the use of a resource
room, which enabled students to do additional research or
work on a project out of their classrooms. Many schools,
however, did not have the luxury of offering a resource
room, possibly due to lack of space, personnel, or funds.

Although the questionnaire was mailed to a magnet
school, there was no response. One school stated that it
was a school-within-a-school. 1In a case such as this, the
school itself became the grouping pattern, and other group-
ings within the classroom became sub-groupings. For examQ
pPle, the official from the school-within-a-school stated
that the gifted students had differentiated content from the
other students in the school, as well as differentiated
products and processes. All the students, both gifted and
others, however, were housed in the same facilities and
shared other commonaiities, such as extra-curricular activi-
ties.

It was apparent that local needs played a major role in
school grouping patterns. Schools offered special gifted
and talented classes (47%), as well as specific subject
matter classes (39%). Others grouped students in regular
classes (15%). Local officials know their students and
their needs, as well as the district's facilities better

than anyone else, and so they were able to determine what

types of classroom settings were best.
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Staff Development

One of the characteristics of the gifted and talented
program is that teachers must deal with students who are
extremely brighﬁ in one or more areas but who are also
normal young people in other facets of their lives. They
also have emotional and physical needs just as anyone else.
In fact, sometimes gifted students may need more attention
than other students due to the fact that since they are
gifted, more is expected of them. ' Consequently, choosing
staff members who can work with gifted students is crucial
if the program is to succeed.

It is apparent that educators recognized the need for
professional teachers who have the unique ability to work
with gifted and talented students, as 72% of the schools
stated this as a criteria for staffing choice. Teachers
expressing interest fn the program and those with suitable
educational background were also placed high on the priority
list. Teachers who are able to work with gifted students
either because of their training or because of their person-
alities can often fulfill some of their students' emotional
needs that the regular classroom teacher cannot, as he has
other students to consider as well. Therefore, teachers who
are able to work with these highly intelligent students can
often keep them oriented and focused both intellectually and
emotionally.

Program interest was a second priority in choosing

staff among schools, with 68% of the schools using this as
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one of their criteria. It ranked closely to teacher ability
as a criteria.

Human nature is such that if an individual is interest-
ed in something, he will put forth his best effort for it.
Therefore, school officials wisely used interest in the
program as one of the criteria for choosing teachers. Not
only would teachers who Vere interested in the program do a
better job than those who were not, but also they would
Probably be effective as a public relations source. Inter-
ested teachers, excited about their classes and their stu-
dents, would exude enthusiasm when talking, writing, or
reporting about their programs.

A third measure for choosing teachers for a gifted
program was their educational background, as 58% of the
schools used this measure. However, 83% of the schools
required only the miﬂimum in gifted education--teachers must
have at least 5 days of in-service prior to entering the
progranm. Thére are several possible reasons why most
schools would choose only minimum requirements.

The primary problem would be to find personnel certi-
fied in gifted education. This is especially true of the
high school level, where teachers usually are content spe-
cialists first, and specialists in other areas second. With
this in mind, school officials would be aware that content
specialists, well-versed in their particular subjects and

who are strong teachers in a general sense, would be appro-
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priate for gifted students, especially for those identified
as gifted in a specific subject area. Therefore, looking at
teachers' educational backgrounds from this angle would be
an acceptable reasbn for assigning them to the gifted pro-
gram.

Since gifted certification is not a state requirement,
districts requiring it, especially smaller districts, could
have trouble finding and keeping personnel. In addition,
since the program is newly mandated for grades 9-12, not all
teachers have had enough time to return to school to obtain
certification, although one school officialfdid'state that
teachers must agree to obtain full endorsement or certifica-
tion in gifted education in order to continue teaching in
that school's program. Most schools, however, took the
stance that minimum state requirements were sufficient.

As for the use of para—professionals, 84% of the
schools did not use them in the gifted programs, perhaps due
to economic constraints, the newness of the program, staff-
ing problems, or a lack of need. Those that did use them,
however, generally used them as classroom aides, (10%),
rather than as clerks (6%). This is somewhat surprising, as
it would be assumed that para-professionals could do much of
the record keeping for gifted programs. However, since the
program is new to many schools, the use of para-profession-
als may change as the volume of paper work increases or as

the programs change, due to the passage of time.
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Curriculum Development

Seventy two percent of the schools stated that Bloom
was used as the curriculum model in gifted classes. Since
the school reforms of HB 72, SB 1, and The Texas State Plan
(1990), there was an emphasis placed on higher-level think-
ing skills, not just for gifted students, but for all.
Bloom's taxonomy of cognitive skills has proved to be so
educationally sound and has been around for so long that it
is understandable that this model would be so popular. The
Bloom model is easily adaptable to any grade level or sub-
ject area. In addition, many teachers apparently are famil-
iar with Bloom, whereas they might not be aware of the other
curriculum models especially designed for gifted students.
It would be quite simple to modify Bl@om for a gifted class,
even if this model were used in other areas as well,

Renzulli's Enridhment Triad model (1977) also was noted
as being used by 25% of the schools. Like Bloom, the
Renzulli model could be adapted by teachers to their Classes
because it states what many teachers already do; i.e.,
introduce a topic in some form,.allow students to brainstorm
and hypothesize about it, and give students the opportunity
to use an inquiry approach in solving problems associated
with the topic. Since this model has been in existence
since 1977, teachers have had a chance to see how it works

and to determine its success. Accordingly, it was not
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unusual to find this model in use by teachers of gifted

students.

Highe: level thinking skills have long been a part of
gifted and talented teaching. Although other mode}s exist
for teaching these skills, Texas schools have chosen, by a
large majority, to use the Bloom model, which originally was
intended as a method of élassifying educational objectives.
It has been adapted, however, as a curriculum model. It is
unfortunate, though, that with so many models in existence,
teachers have limited themselves to a few. With the passage
of time, however, gifted and talented teachers may be able

to investigate other avenues available to them, keeping in

mind the diversity of their students.

- In dealing with curriculum documents, it is interesting
that the largest percentage of schools (72%) reported that
curriculum guides had been completed, while 58% stated that
a scope and sequence had been developed.. It would be ex-
pected that more schools would have reported that unit plans
or course plans had been Prepared, but only 44% stated unit
Plans were completed, while 35% indicated that course plans
were written. Since course and unit Plans are more specific
than curriculum guides, and since teachers deal with them on
a frequent, if not daily basis, it was unusual that so few
schools indicated that these documents had been prepared.

Conversely, schools apparently attempted to create an over-
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all structure and broad plan by developing curriculum guides
and scope énd sequences.

Fifty seven percent of all reporting schools stated
that teachers wrote their own curriculum documents. Since
these are the people who use them, it was not surprising
that they wrote documents that were feasible and useful for
their needs. It was, however, understandable that not all
ddcuments were complete, as the programs were newv.

For the same reason, it was also understandable that
there was no standardization of programs throughout the
state for gifted students. In the past, honors classes,
accelerated classes, or other methods were used to meet
students' needs. 'However, on a state-wide basis, gifted
students were not identified as such, and programs were not
created especially for them. ConSequently, 83% of the
responding schools were fairly new to the gifted and talent-
ed program (within 5 years). With the exception of a few 5A
schools, most programs (94%) were, as expected, less than 10
Years old, and still in the seminal phases of development. |

Supervision of personnel is also a part of the gifted
program, and 93% of the schools responded that teachers were
supervised by building level personnel. Using building
level administrators as supervisory personnel makes sense,
as teachers see these people daily, whereas they may seldom
see central office or other administraﬁors at all, especial-

ly in large districts. This also coincides with the Texas
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Teacher Appraisal System (1986), which states that a
teacher's first appraiser must be an immediate supervisor.
It was sensible for building level administrators to super-
vise the teachérs also because even though the gifted teach-
ers are part of a special program, they are still a part of
their buildings, whether it is a regular school, a magnet
school, or a school-within-a-school. Since over half of the
schools did not have a gifted and talented director for the
district, it is reasonable that the buildinq level adminis-
trators were the teachers' supervisors. |

Although 42% of the schools stated that they had a

gifted director for the district, 58% did hot, for several
possible reasons. First, as the programs are new, schools
might hesitate to hire or appoint such a person until they
saw how much work was involved and if such a position were
warranted. Second1§; districts might not have had the funds
to hire someone. A third reason would be lack of need, in
small districts especially, as one person who had other
duties already could serve also as the gifted and talented
director. It would be reasonable to think that as the
programs developed in each school, more districts would have

personnel who acted as directors of the gifted program.

Evaluation and Planning

Evaluation procedures varied among schools, possibly

due to the newness of the programs. The Texas plan states

that evaluation should occur periodically, should be on-
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going, and should define program effectiveness. There is no
specificity concerning instrumentation or procedures.
Consequently, schools’must evaluate their programs based on
their written plans within broad guidelines.

The State Plan also states that program evaluation
should focus on student outcomes and program administration.
In addition, a variety of methods may be used to evaluate
the program, including student self-evaluations, checklists,
parent interviews or questionnaires, student products, or
criterion-referenced or norm-referenced tests. Therefore,
schools should use standardized and non-standardized crite-
ria when evaluating their programs.

Seventy four percent of the schools in this study
stated that they used a combination of instruments to evalu-
ate their programs. These included both standardized in-
struments, such as student achievement tests, and non-stan-
dardized instruments, such as questionnaires. By using
standardized tests to check student progress, schools ad-
dressed the question of student outcomes, while the ques-
tionnaires and inventories were used to address student |

progress as well as program administration.

a ity Involveme
Most schools involved parents in several ways, such as
involving them in planning the programs, in parent activity
groups, and as guest speakers and class volunteers. Forty

seven percent of the schools indicated that parents helped
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plan their‘programs, which is required by state guidelines.

However, this means that in over half the schools, parents
were not involved in program planning, perhaps due to lack
of interest, lack of knowledge; or inaccessibility. It was
within the three smallest school sizes that parent involve-
ment in planning occurred least--in 39% of 1A, 46% of 2a,
and 39% of 3A schools.

Parent activity groups were involved in 46% of the
schools, guest speakers in 43%, and volunteers in 38%.

These figures indicate that schools were actively involving
parents in several ways, qenerallyvthrdugh teacher contact,
as 72% of the schools relied on that method. It may be that
as time goes on and programs continue, more parents will
become involved in more ways. _

It is apparent that there were considerable differences
among Texas high schools in meeting the gifted‘and talented
mandate. Some of these reflected different local needs;
however, schools had to meet general guidelines with specif-
ic plans and programs. Local interpretations of the state
plan have varied, and therefore the programs have been
impleﬁented in numerous ways. |

This study originated in order to determine if the

broad guidelines as they currently exist were enough, or if

more specific plans were needed. Since so many variations

occurred among the schools, it is apparent that state guide-
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lines need more specificity and should give increased guid-

ance to high school gifted and talented programs.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Due to the numerous educational reforms imposed upon
Texas schools by the state legislature, public education has
had to revise many programs and procedures. House Bill 72,
which is now known as the Texas Public Education Handbook,
states that "...each school district shall adobt a process
for identifying gifted and talented students in the school
district's population, and not later than the 1990-1991
school year shall establish a program for those students in
each grade level" (Texas Public Education Handbook, Update
No. 1, August, 1988, III-65). Consequently, all public high
schools are responsibie for offering a gifted and talented
program for students who properly belong in such é program.

In order to carry the label gifted and participate in a
program, students must be identified as gifted in one of
four areas: general intellectual ability, specific subject

matter aptitude, creative and productive thinking ability,

or leadership ability. (The Texas State Plan and Guidelines
for the Education of the Gifted and Talented, 1990). For

students to be thus identified, districts must determine by
committee and state in writing the area or areas of identi-
fication, the procedures for identification, the instruments
used, and the method of final selection for the program.
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The district must also follow within its plan the general

guidelines set by The Texas State Plan. Since, however, the
state guidelines are broad and general in nature, schools

have several options which they may choose, as well as a

large amount of flexibility in many diverse areas.
Need for the Study

Because state guidelines are broad, it was desirable to
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