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Abstract

This study compared 7th grade Gifted and Talented students

(GATE) in the San Bernardino City Unified School District.
The control group was composed of gifted students who

remained at their home school during their six years of
elementary education, thereby bypassing the opportunity
to participate in a special program for gifted students.

The experimental group consisted of gifted students who

had been continuously enrolled in a magnet elementary
GATE program within the district for six years.

The study compared achievement scores in Reading and
Math for both groups.

To determine student attitudes

towards their educational experience and to ascertain
their preceptions of their readiness for Intermediate

School, the pupils were given researcher-developed
questionnaires to complete.

The Reading and Math teachers

at the 7th grade levels also filled out researcher-developed
questionnaires on students in the study to verify whether

they really were as well prepared as the students thought.
This study showed that the experimental group did
significantly better on CTBS in Math achievement.

111

Both

7th grade Reading and Math teachers perceived the students
in the experimental group in a more positive frame regarding

their ability to perform to their grade level expectations.
Both the experimental and control groups of students made

gains in the reading achievement tests.

They both had very

positive self-concepts regarding their own abilities to
perform at the intermediate level.
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Chapter One

f

Introduction

Statement of Problem

In the early 1970s the San Bernardino City Unified
School District came under court order to integrate the

schools.

The judge presiding over the case gave the

district two options.

One was to accept mandatory busing

in which students, based on ethnicity, would be assigned
to certain schools to achieve a racial balance.

The other

way was for the district to offer special magnet programs
and ask parents to voluntarily bus their children to
another school in order to achieve a racial balance.

The

parents, when faced with the two choices offered, chose
thevoluntary integrationoption.

The district, thereupon established a number of magnet
schools to meet the requirements of the court order.

A

magnet school program is one that "defines specific
educational programs that can, by their unique nature, draw
students or their parents into situations or environments

in which they ordinarily would not appear through usual

neighborhood school assignments."^
One of the magnet programs offered to parents was a

special all day program for identified gifted and/or high
achieving students.

This program was called Vanguard.

The program originated in 1977.

At that time the only

criterion for gifted identification was obtaining an

IQ score of at least 132 on the Stanford-Binet Intelligence

Test.2

Soiiie Students, who tested at the l2Q IQ level or

^

above, but who did hot obtain the 132 score, .could still

qualify to enter the magnet program under the label of high
achiever.

If the students had achieved at least 90 per cent

in both reading and math, the GATE director would consider

them high achievers and place them in the program.

Still

other students could qualify even if they were not tested.
Individual teachers in the district could recommend students

for the Vanguard program based upon the student's classroom
performance and academic success.

The GATE director would

review the recommendation, study the student's records and
admit him/her to the program if he felt that the student
could be successful.

Thus, a Vanguard class was composed

of some identified gifted students (usually about one-third
of the class), and other students, defined as high achievers.

, This type of assessment and placement into the Vanguard

program achieved limited success in identifying gifted
students.

Vanguard was designed as a magnet for voluntary

integration.

The Vanguard classes were located at a few

schools in the district with a high percentage of minority
enrolled students

Since most of the Vanguard students were

white,5 busing them to a minority school was seen as a viable
means for integrating the schools.

Thus, for integration

purposes, the program was succeeding in drawing white students

into minority neighborhoods.

However, a number of students

were still overlooked for identification.

Among these were

students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds, bright

but underachieving students, and students from culturally

diverse backgrounds including those with limited English

The lack of equity in identification for all ethnic

or underrepresented groups of gifted was not limited to
the San Bernardino City School District, but was a national

coneern as early as 1969.

By 1972 the federal definition

of gifted had been broadened to include students not only
with demonstrated achievement, but with potential ability

Finally, when the Mentally Gifted Minors (MGM) program
expired in California in 1979, the state established new
criteria for identification the paralleled the federal
definition.

In essence, the new definition changed the

emphasis from identification of "gifted" to that of "gifted
and talented."

IQ could no longer be the sole criterion

for identification.

Instead the state delineated seven

categories of giftedness:

1.

general intellectual ability

2.

general high achievement

3.

specific academic aptitude

4.

creative ability

5.

leadership ability

6

visual arts ability

:

7.

performing arts ability

A separate category, Other, was added to encourage
districts to experiment with alternative identification

procedures- and populations.

San Bernardino Gity Schools

established a High Potential category to accommpdate students
who seemed above average in many criteria but who lacked

specific strength to qualify in one of the other designated
areas.

Each district in the state was allowed to determine

which categories of gifted and talented it would identify
and serve. _ The San Bernardino District outlined procedures
to meet the needs of students in four of the eight categories
of students:

1.

intellectual

2.

high achievement

3.

specific academic

A.

high potential

With the advent of the new criteria, the identification

of Vanguard students became more standardized.

The

subjective nature of defining a high achieving student and

placing him into the Vanguard program, as-was previously done,
was now formalized by the GATE Office into the districtwide

identification process.

In addition, the new category of

high potential increased minority and underachieveing
participation.

The intent of grouping gifted students into a magnet

school situation was to be better able to meet the needs

of those students.

Magnet programs have been operating in

the San Bernardino District since 1977 and parents of

gifted students have been voluntarily sending their children

to the gifted and talented magnet program (Vanguard) since
the beginning of implementation of the Desegregation and
Integration Program (D & I).

However, there is little

objective evidence available that would demonstrate to

parents, students, teachers or district administrators that
the Vanguard program offers educational benefits for
students that could not be obtained by attendance in a

regular program.

No previous study has been done to

determine whether the gifted and talented students who
attend the Vanguard program benefit educationally more than

the gifted students who do not attend the program.

The focus

of the current study, then, is to compare the educational
outcomes of these two groups of gifted students within the
San Bernardino City Unified School District.

Are the

education needs of gifted students homogeneously grouped in

a magnet school setting being met less than, the same, or
better than the educational needs of gifted students

heterogeneously grouped at their neighborhood school?

Chapter Two
Reviewofthe Literature

Ability Grouping

Grouping students by ability is a practice that is

frequently in use in classrooms today.

"Perhaps the

most controversial form of grouping is assignment of

students to groups according to ability or performance."
Although grouping by ability seems to be a most satisfactory

way of conducting instruction, research seems to be divided
on the question of whether students benefit from ability

grouping; and if some students benefit, which ones?
One of the earliest successful plans for grouping was

devised in the 1950s.

It is known as the "Jopl-in Plan,"

developed in the Joplin, Missouri, elementary schools and

originally used to group children for reading (Floyd, 1954).
In this plan, children were truly grouped by their ability

level, disregarding their assigned grade level.

A research

study dealing with reading (Morgan & Stucker, 1960) concluded
that pupils grouped by theJoplin Plan achieved significantly
more in reading than pupils taught in a more common

self-contained class organization.

Slavin (1987) concludes

that the effects of the Joplin Plan and related forms of

nongraded plans haye been quite positive overall.
Other methods of grouping involved between-class and

within-class regroupings (Slavin, 1988).

Between-class

,<v
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plans are school-level arrangements by which students are
assigned to classes.

.

The option most often does not

involve cross grade-level groupings, as outlined in the

Joplin Plan.

Within-class grouping arrangements are less

formal but more temporary.

The teacher would usually

regroup students in a certain subject in order to teach
a specific concept.

Studies of grouping at the elementary level have

generally found positive effects on student achievement in

reading (Berkun et al., 1966), in mathematics (Frovus, 1960)
and in reading and mathematics taken together (Balow &
Ruddel, 1963; Morris, 1969) when certain conditions were met.
These conditions were:

1) the instructional performance

level and pace were adapted to the student performance
level, and 2) that the regrouping was done for only one or

two subjects (Slavin, 1987).

On the other hand, (Davis &

Tracy, 1963; Moses, 1966) concluded that when regrouping
had been done in elementary schools without adapting the

pace or level of Instruction, or in more than two different
subjects (Koontz, 1961), no benefits had been found.
Gifted Programs

Research on ability grouping with gifted students

presents a contradittory picture.

Baldauf (1959) conducted

a study to determine whether the use of an extended and
enriched curriculum in the regular classroom contributed
more to the educational growth of mentally advanced students

than the normal or typical curriculum.

He randomly selected

students for the experimental and control groups from a
master list of all pupils having an IQ of 125 or higher.

Fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh grade class sections of
students from Cedar Rapids school system were chosen-

Special training was given to teachers in the experimental
school on how to enrich the curriculum for mentally advanced

students.

No such training was given to the control group

of teachers.

Baldauf concluded that the study indicated

that the normal achievement of the mentally advanced students
showed a significant above-average gain.

West and Sievers (1960) conducted an experiment in cross

grouping of high ability students.

The high ability pupils

were identified by teachers and through a testing program
administered by psychologists.

The fifth and sixth grade

teachers sent their high ability pupils from their
heterogeneously grouped Classes to a resource teacher for

the morning.

These pupils then returned to their regular

classrooms for the afternoon.

The third and fourth grade

teachers kept their high ability pupils with their

heterogeneously grouped classes in the morning and sent
these pupils to the resource group in the afternoon.

The

purpose of the resource group was to extend the pupils'
competency in the basic skill areas through practical

application and through creative experiences.

West and

Sievers concluded that significant gains were made in

academic achievement with no significant loss in social
relationships between pupils.

Simpson and Martinson (1961) showed that regardless
of the form that the grouping took, whether in a pull-out
program or in a special class, achievement gains were

positively correlated with the time the gifted student
spent in special grouping.

In a recent meta-analytic study of the research on

grouping, the Kuliks (1987) concluded that the strongest
and clearest effects of grouping came from programs

designed especially for talented students.

The talented

students in these programs gained more academically than

they would have in heterogeneous classes.

Special

within-class grouping designed for talented students raised
academic achievement substantially.

The Kuliks concluded

that grouping can be a powerful tool in the education of
gifted and talented students.
In a Synthesis of Research on Gifted Youth, Feldhusen

(1989) stated that grouping of the gifted for all or part
of the school day accommodated achievement and readiness
levels.

The conclusion was that grouping of gifted and

talented students in special classes with a differentiated
curriculum, or as a cluster group in a regular heterogeneous

classroom, led to higher academic achievement and better
academic attitudes for the gifted.
Controlled studies of the effectiveness of gifted

■;■:•■ /.V',. vy' ^.y.. 'flOy ,

yv
programs at the elementary level are rare.

Van Tassel (1989)

did an evaluation study of the DEPTH gifted prograra in South

Bend, Indiana.

The study was carried out using a control

group, pre-post measurement, and multiple outcome measures. ,

Over the course of one academic year, it was found that on a

general test of cognitive ability, the DEPTH program
participants produced a wide range of positive outcomes



in comparison to a normal classroom environment; the DEPTH
children were found to outperform control children

significantly at the end of treatment, and participants
rated the quality of their school life more highly at the
end of the program.

The study lends support to the benefits

of self-contained gifted programs.
Slavin (1988, p. 71) concluded that the literature on

gifted programs at the elementary level was small,
inconclusive, and methodologically inadequate.

He believed

that most researct7 of special programs for the gifted
contained serious systematic biases.

Factors such as

acceptance into a special program, motivation and achievement

were likely to work to the advantage of the students accepted
for the special prograra.

V/hile he admitted that non-randomed

comparisons across schoo1s with and without gifted programs

(for example. West SSieyers, I960; Baldauf, 1959) were
better, they also suffered from a systeraatic selection bias.
However, he seemed to contradict himself when he stated later

in that same article that a few studies have reported
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achievement benefits of specialprogramsfor the gifted.

He cited not only West and Sievers (I960) but also Bell

(1957) and Atkinson and O'Connor (1963).

Again he admitted

that acceleration programs produced better achievement

outcomes than enriched programs and listed Fox (1979)
and Passow et al., (1961) as examples.

Another argument often heard is that gifted students

will get through school anyway.

They do not need special

programs or specially trained teachers.
traced to Brink (1932).

This view may be

He discounted the part teachers

played in educating gifted students by stating that the

brightest pupils will do pretty well with any kind of
teacher, or perhaps with none at all.

Brink's analysis

on the role of teachers has been contradicted in a number

of studies.

Passow (1962) reported on a two year study of

the effects of ability grouping.

He concluded that ability

grouping per se did not have any positive effect on the
academic attainment of fifth and sixth grade pupils.

The

variations in achievement were influenced more strongly by

teacher and group differences in individual classrooms than
they were by ability range, position, or even the
intellectual ability of the pupils.

Fox (1979, p. 107) concluded similarly.

Homogeneous grouping of students on the basis of

aptitude and interest and the provision of well-trained
teachers can foster learning if the curriculum and rate

,:

,

.: ;■ ■ ■ ■ , ■/ ; ...

. ..
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of learning are adjusted to meet the needs of the group.

Grouping without corresponding changes in instructional
content and rate, however, is not very potent if the

students are given only more work of the same grade
level

Summary

Slavin seems to be one of

ability groupingi

the staunchest opponents to

Yet, from his own synthesis of the

research, he cannot make a strong case against grouping for

gifted students.

Other than stating that the literature of

gifted programs at the elementary level was small,
inconclusive, and inadequate, Slavin does not present strong

proof to support that statement.

This review has tried to highlight the major studies

that have pointed out significant benefits to gifted
students.

Baldauf's (1959) study on extended or enriched

curriculum showed significant above-average gains.

West and

Siever's (1960) study on cross grouping of high ability

students showed significant academic gains.

Simpson and

Martinson (1961) demonstrated that academic gains were

positively correlated with time spent in a special group.
The Kuliks (1987) concluded that the strongest and clearest

effects of grouping came from programs designed especially for

the gifted.

Feldhusen (1989) concluded that grouping led

to higher academic achievement and better attitudes.

Finally,

Van Tassel (1989) showed that in a controlled study at the

elementary level the DEPTH children outperformed the control
students significantly.

Brink's notion that the gifted will do well anyway and

that teachers are not important must be put to rest.

Such

an attitude is still prevalent today as gifted programs die

for lack of support.

Well-trained teachers are essential

for successful gifted programs.

The teachers are the ones

responsible for implementing the curriculum and rate of
learning.

Teachers can insure that the students are

challenged and not given more of the same.

14

Definition of Terms

Ability Grouping;

an educatiprial provision that allows

some students to be separated from the more typical
■ ,
■ ' g . .V ■
students by some given criterion.

Between—class Grouping;

■,

school—level arrangements by

which students are assigned to classes.^
Gifted and Talented;

students enrolled in a public

elementary or secondary school of the State of

California who possesses demonstrated or potential
abilities that give evidence of high performance

capability.^®
Magnet School;

a School where specific educational

programs, by their unique nature, draw students

or their parents into situations or environments

in which they ordinarily would not appear through

usual neighborhood school assignments.^^
Within-class Grouping;

temporary arrangeraents in

which the teacher would regroup students in a

certain Subject in order to teach a specific
12

concept.



- ■ ■

■
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Chapter Three

^

Research Design

Hypothesis

—

This study was designed to compare the achievement

scores of gifted students who have participated in a
special magnet program with other gifted students who have
not participated in any special programs.

The hypothesis

was that no statistically significant difference would
exist in the data compared between those students grouped
in the voluntary magnet program, known as Vanguard, and
those students who remained at their home school in a

heterogeneous classroom setting.
Measures

In a comparison of scores between the experimental and
control group of students, a t~test was used to determine
whether the two values were statistically different from

each Other.

The hypothesis tested was that Mean A was equal

to Mean B, given that standard deviation A was equal to
standard

deviation

B.

Subjects

The subjects were all 7th grade students enrolled in
the San Bernardino City Unified School District as of

September 1, 1988, and who had been identified as gifted
and talented by the district.

The subjects must not only

have been identified gifted, but they must also have been

16

continuously enrolled in district schools from first through
sixth gradeinclusive.
Data

Collection

Using information gathered from the Data Processing
Office of the school district, it was determined that the

total number of Gifted and Talented students (GATE) at the

seventh grade level was 250.

The data on these 250

students were further analyzed to determine how many had
been

enrolled

in

district schools for

years of elementary school.

their

entire

six

That number of students was

further divided into those who had participated" in Vanguard
for the full six years, and those who had never participated,
Thirty-eight students were found to have belonged to the
first group; sixty-six in the second.

Math and Reading achievement scores taken from

students* CTBS results were compared for the twp groups.
Both the first and sixth grade scores for each student
were analyzed.

The first grade scores functioned as a

pretest or base score, while the sixth grade scores were

treated as posttest or gain/loss scores.

The gains from

first to sixth were evaluated for statistical significance.

In addition, the seventh grade scores were also analyzed

for those students who remained with the district.

Only a

few students from the original study had left the district
before the end of their seventh grade.
The CTBS test scores were reported in terms of Normal

17

Curve Equivalents (NCE) percentiles (see Appendix A).

The

use of the NCE scores allowed for cross grade comparisons

of scores.

Descriptive statistics were used to analyze

and compare the two groups.

The two groups were also

subdivided into categories of giftedness, that is,
intellectual, high achievement, high potential, and specific
academic.

The t-test was used to determine if statistical

significant differences existed between mean achievement
scores of the groups being compared.

The study also

examined gender and ethnicity factors.

In addition,

researcher-designed surveys were distributed to all the
subjects and their Reading and Math teachers.

The results

of those surveys were examined for statistical significance
and the results analyzed.
Procedures

To answer the questions posed by the study, 38 seventh

grade GATE students, who had been enrolled in the magnet
program since first grade, comprised the experimental group.
The control group consisted of 67 GATE students, who had
been continously enrolled in the school district since first

grade, but who had never participated in any special GATE
magnet program.

Comparisons between the two groups were made in
academic achievement for both Reading and Math using scores

from the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS).

Student

surveys were distributed to both groups to determine degrees

18

oftself-esteem and

programs.

satisfaction

with

their

educational

Additionally, the seventh grade reading and math

teachers were surveyed to determine their ability to notice

any difference in the performances of the two groups of
students.

The t-test was applied to the data collected for each
of the instruments utilized in order to determine
differences

between

the

mean raw

whether

scores of the control

group and the experimental group were statistically
significant.
Limitations of the Design

Students in the San Bernardino City Unified School
District took standardized

school year.

tests near the end

of each

The Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills was

the testing instrument used by the district.

While it is

recognized that standardized test scores are not an adequate

measure of gifted students' academic progress, nevertheless,
is was the only measure available to examine six years of

the academic histories of these students.^^
In addition, then, to using standardized test scores,

two surveys were developed by the author to extend the base

of knowledge about these students.

The majority of questions

used for the student surveys were selected from a Teacher

Indicator of Potential (TIP) survey.

The questions used

on the TIP survey were correlated highly to the

identification of gifted youth.

Other questions were added

19

because they reflected a concern of teachers and parents

gathered through personal discussions over a period of time.

20

Chapter Four
Analysis of Data
CTBS Scores

Reading

A comparison of the gain scores between the first and

sixth grade reading scores showed differences (see Table 1).
The differences in gains made by each group did not reach a
level to be considered statistically significant.

However,

there were some inferences and conclusions that were drawn
from the

data.

First Grade.

In each category analyzed, including the

total group score, the participating group of students had
a higher starting score in reading at the end of the first

grade than did the non-participating students (for example,
the participating group had a 70.05 scoreand the

non-participating group had a score of 61.50).

Ideally,

of course, true pretest scores should have been obtained at
the beginning of the first grade.

However, no other scores

were available for use in this study.

It is possible that

the participating group's scores may have been higher at
the end of first grade because the students at that time

had completed one year in a special class.

Sixth Grade.

The participating group of students

maintained higher scores at the end of their sixth grade in
six out of eight categories.

The two exceptions were:

the

21

Hispanic group and the High Potential group.

A closer look

at the final scores for these two categories showed that the

participating Hispanic group pbtained a sixth grade reading
score of 68.85.

Their non-participatirig counterparts

obtained a score of 70.27.

The difference was 1.42.

The

participating High Potential group obtained a score of 72.27,

while the non-participating High Potential students obtained
a score of 74.28.

The difference was 2.03.

Neither

difference was statistically Significant.
Gains.

It will be noted that for each category, both

groups gained in their reading scores except for the
participating group of Hispanic students.

These students

scored 71.28 at the end of first grade, but only 68.85 at

the end of sixth.^^ In explanation, three Of the seven
participating Hispanic students had first grade scores

nearly twenty points beyond the average that they scored
for the subsequent grades two through six.

In other words,

those three students obtained first grade scores far in
excess of what they were able to achieve at any other time.

They overachieved their first year.

They were not able to

score that high again, thus accounting for the drop in

reading calculated at the end of their sixth grade year.
Conclusion. ' Two conclusions were reached;

1) that

the GATE students who participated in a special program

obtained higher reading scores at the end of their first

year than did those students who did not participate in a

■; ;
special program; and

,

n

2) that the GATE students who

participated in a special program, Vanguard, obtained higher
reading scores at the end of sixth grade in six out of eight
categories than did the. non-participating students.
Math

\

In general, an analysis of the math scores presented a

completely different picture than the reading scores.

The

math scores, in contrast to reading, showed that the gains
made by some groups of participating students between first

and sixth gnade were statistically significant when compared
with the gain scores for non-participating students (see
Table 1).

The analysis is divided into three sections.

First Grade.

A close look at the first grade scores

showed that in seven out of the eight categories the
participating students had a lower score than did the
non-participating students.

Only the participating group

of Black students outscored their non-participating
counterparts at the end of first grade.

No attempt is made

in this paper to explain why the first grade math and

reading scores do such a flip-flop.

It remains an

interesting phenomenon to pursue at a later time.
Sixth Grade.

In contrast to the first grade scores,

an analysis of the sixth grade scores showed that the
participating students had a higher mean score than did
the non-participating students in five out of the eight

categories analyzed.

Those five categories were Total,

23 .

Girls, Blacks, Whites, and Intellectual.

This reversal

of dominance will be further analyzed in the following
■ section.

Gains.

The total group of participating students (38)

outgained the non-participating students
of 1G.84 to 7.49.

by a score

The difference of 9.35 is statistically

significant at the .05 level.

Participating Boys showed a greater gain (14.57) than
the Non-participating Boys (9.74), but the difference was
not statistically significant (see note 17).

The gain made by Participating Girls over the

Non-participating Girls was so great (18.IG compared to
5.48) that it was statistically significant at the .01
level. ■

.

:

Participating Hispanics also made greater gains than

non-participating Hispanics (see note 17).
Participating Blacks outgained their non-participating

counterparts 10.40 to 5.25, but this difference was not
statistically significant.

White participating students showed gains at the .05
level of significance over their non-participating
counterparts

Participating students in the Intellectual category
showed gains at the .01 level of significance over the
non-participating Intellectual students.

The participating group of High Potential students
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showed higher gains than the non-participating High
Potential students.

The difference was not statistically

significant as shown (see Note 17).
Conclusion.
were made.

From the above analysis three conclusions

The first was that in the three categories

participating GATE students showed gains in math that were
statistically significant at the .05 level Compared to the

non-participating GATE Students.
were;

The three categories

Hispanics, Whites, and High Potential.

In the

Hispanic and High Potential category, one student's scores
were omitted because they were not considered valid and,
therefore, skewed the results.

The second conclusion

reached was that in three categories participating GATE

students showed gains in math that were statistically

significant at the .01 level compared to the gains
made by the corresponding non-participating GATE students.
Those three categories were Total, Girls and Intellectuals.

Again in the Total group one non-participating student's
score was omitted because of its perceived invalidity.

The

third conclusion was that in two categories there were no

statistical significance in the difference in gain scores

made by participating GATE students when compared to
non-participating GATE students.

Those two cate^gories were:

Boys and Blacks.
Analysis of Seventh Grade CTBS Scores

Although an analysis of the seventh grade CTBS scores

■

25

for total reading and math was not part of the original

design, they are presented here because of the unique
contribution the results present to the current study
(see Table 2).

There were 104 students whose scores were compared from
first through sixth grade.

Sixty-six of those students had

not participated in a special program and thirty-eight had.

Of the original 104 students, 95 remained in the district

for seventh grade.

Seven out of the eight Intermediate

schools had GATE components.

The eighth school was a special

magnet without a GATE program.

Eighty out of the 95 students

who remained in this study participated in a GATE program at
the seventh grade level.

Forty-nine students, who were

classified as non-participating in our analysis of scores

between first and sixth grade, were participating in a GATE

program as seventh graders.

The results of the comparison of

seventh grade scores was, therefore, more remarkable since
so many students were participating.

Reading.

Omitting the scores of the nine students who

did not remain in the district for their seventh grade

schooling (three from the original participating group and six
from the original non-partiGipating list) did not alter the
status of the two groups.

The first grade stores for the

partiGipating students continued to be higher in each of

the eight categories than the corresponding scores for the
non-participating students.

The seventh grade reading

scores for the participating students were higher in seven

out of the eight categories.

The Hispanic group of

participating students had 1ower scores than their

non-participating counterparts.

The problem related to

the Hispanic scores that was described in note 17 remained
a problem for analysis of seventh grade scores.
There were six categories,wherein the participating
students maintained a higher score than the non-participating
students for both the sixth and seventh grades.

categories were:
Intellectual.

Those

,

Total, Boys, Girls, Black, White, and

The seventh grade scores showed a greater

differential between the participating and non-participating

groups than did the sixth grade scores.

In other words,

the gap between the two groups had widened.
In seventh grade the participating High Potential group
of students surpassed their non-participating counterparts.
This was a reverse of the sixth grade results for these
'two groups.'

Math.

In math the results were astounding.

In seven out

of the eight categories the gains made by participating
students showed statistical significance when compared to

the gains made by nQn-participating students.

The following

results occurred when the scores from one student were

omitted, as noted above.

In two categories, Boys and

Intellectuals, the gains made by participating students
reached the .05 level of significance v/hen compared to the
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gains made by non-participating students.

In three

categories, Girls, Whites, and High Potential, the gains

made by participating students were at the .01 level.

In

two categories. Total and Hispanics, the gains were at the
.001 level.

Only in the Black category was no statistical

significance noted.

This may be due to the fact that there

were so few students to compare.

Conclusion.

In analyzing the sixth and seventh grade

CTBS scores and the gains made since first grade for both

participating and non-participating GATE students, two
conclusions were reached.

The first was that there was

evidence supported by statistical data to conclude that

participating GATE students benefited educationally in math.
The second conclusion, although not as strong but based on

the evidence of higher scores, indicated that participating
GATE students also benefited educationally in reading.
Student Surveys

A researcher-developed questionnaire using a Likert-type
scale was administered to the students in this study during

late May and early June of their seventh grade (see

Appendix B).

The students were enrolled at seven different

Intermediate schools at the time of this study.

The students

were called out of class and had the purpose of the

questionnaire explained to them.

Of the 104 students in

the study, 92 (32 participating and 60 non-participating)
were present on the day of Visitation.

The questionnaire
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results reflect the attitudes of those 92 students.

There were fifty questions in the survey.

The last

question asked the students to comment on any aspect of
their preparation for seventh grade that they wished.
Those responses and their analysis are covered later in
thispaper.

The purpose of the survey in this study was to

determine the attitude of the students regarding their
own preparation for Intermediate School.

After each of the

49 questions the students had a choice of responding in
one of four ways:
Strongly Disagree.

Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, or
The value of the responses was reversed,

so that a Strongly Agree response received a four and a
Strongly Disagree answer received a one.

The closer the

responses came to a total of four, then, would indicate a

more positive attitude on the part of the students.

A

t-test was used to determine if the differences in attitude

were statistically significant.

In general, both groups of students reflected very
positive attitudes regarding their elementary school
experience as exemplified in such questions as number 2,

"I enjoyed the kids in my classes," and question number
4, "I was happy."
Of the 49 questions in the survey, nine reflected
statistically significant differences between the two

groups (see Table 3).

The questions have been reorganized

so that the questions with the greatest differences were
ranked first.

The original number of the questions is

indicated in parentheses.

.

Question 29, "In general, there was too much homework,"

showed the greatest statistical difference between the two

groups.

A comparison of the responses showed that it was

statistically significant at the .01 level.

In the

participating group, 34 per cent of the students either
agreed or strongly agreed with the statement.

The

remaining 66 per cent disagreed or strongly disagreed.
In the non-participating gfoup only 17 per cent agreed or

strongly agreed, while 83 per cent disagreed or strongly
disagreed.

A second question dealing with homework, number 10,
ranked eight on the list of nine questions.

It was

statistically significant at the .05 level.

In this

question 40 per cent of the participating students agreed
of strongly agreed with the statement.

Of the

non-participating students, only 27 per cent agreed or
strongly agreed that the homework was difficult.
An interpretation of these two questions would seem

to suggest that not only did the non-participating students
feel that there was not enough homework, but that the

homework that was given was not difficult at all.

Question 39, "I knew many concepts beyond those of my
classmates," ranked second in the list of; nine.

A comparison
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of the responses showed that it was statistically significant
at the .01 level.

The responses to this question were not

surprising since the participating students were grouped
with other gifted students. tThe non-participating students
should have responded as they did, since there would have

been fewer brighter students with whom to compare themselves.
The third ranked question on the list was number 1,

'I found the schoolwork easy." Of the participating^
students, 12 per cent Strongly agreed, 69 per cent agreed,
and 19 per cent disagreed.

Of the non-participating

students, 32 percent stronglyagreed, 62percent agreed,

and only 6 per cent disagreed.

The non—participating

students apparently did not find the school as challenging
as did the participating students.

Both groups reflected a positive attitude in their

response to the fourth ranked question, number 34, "I felt

proud of my achievements."

The distribution of responses

for the participating group were:

31 per cent strongly ,

agreed, 60 per cent agreed and the remaining 9 per cent

disagreed or strongly disagreed.

For the non-participating

students, 57 per cent strongly agreed, while 40 per cent

agreed.

Only 3 per cent of the students disagreed or

strongly disagreed.

Question 49, "I felt well prepared for Intermediate

School," was the fifth ranked question.
responded positive1y to this question.

Again both groups
Seventy—eight per

■■ ■;
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cent of the participating students either agreed or strongly

agreed.

Eighty-eight per cent of the non-participating

students agreed or strongly agreed.

Both groups also felt very positive in achieveing good

grades, question 45, and the sixth ranked in this list.
distribution of responses was interesting.

The

Of the

participating students, 38 per cent strongly agreed, 59 per
cent agreed, and 3 per cent strongly disagreed.

Of the

non-participating students, 58 per cent strongly agreed and
42 per cent agreed.

Not one of the non-participating

students disagreed with the question.

This can be

interpreted to mean that the non-participating students had

a fairly easy time throughout their elementary schooling.
The seventh ranked question, number 19, was "I learned

to use the library to look up information."

One-fourth of

the participating students either disagreed or strongly

disagreed with the statement.

Only 7 per cent of the

non-participating students disagreed.

Did the responses

indicate that the non-participating students had more

opportunity to use the library?

It is a difficult question

to answer without further interviews or follow-up analysis.

The ninth ranked question that showed statistical

Significance was number 26, "I did many book reports."
Sixty-six per cent of the participating students either

agreed or strongly agreed.

Eighty per cent of the

non-participating students either agreed or strongly agreed.

;■
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Conclusion

Based on this brief analysis of nine questions, it
seemed that the participating GATE students had a more

challenging educational program than did the
non-participating GATE atudents.

The non-participating

students did not feel that there was enough homework, nor

was it difficult when given.

They may have spent much of

their time challenging themselves by using the library or
doing book reports.

They seemed to have had an easy time

at getting good grades.

Students *

Written Comments

The comments written by the students were treated as a

separate category for analysis (see Appendix B).

Each

comment was judged to be either positive or negative in

the attitude interpreted to be behind the comment.

A review

of the written comments showed that both groups had ,nearly :
the same percentage of positive and negative responses

(+ Or -j.

The non-participating group had 33 positive

responses and 9 negative; the participating group had 16
positive and 5 negative.
Many of the positive comments shared by the

non-^participants reveal that those students did^ receive

some type of alternative educational program, whether from
teachers, parents or siblings.

IndividuaT teachers tried

to prepare the students by exposing them to situations
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similar to an intermediate program, tried to build up their

confidence or regrouped them either in the classroom, or

throughout the school.

Some parents tried to prepare their

students by talking about what to expect at junior high.
In one case, a student learned from his older sister.

various

These

ways of preparing students helped to explain the

similarity of responses to many of the survey questions.
Surveys of Reading Teachers

The seventh grade reading teachers of the students in
this study were contacted and asked to respond to a
researcher-developed questionnaire about each of the

students (see Appendix B).

The teachers did not know which

students had been participating in a GATE program previously.
The teacher questionnaire consisted of 25 questions.

The

last question asked the teachers to make comments pertaining

to a given student's preparation for Intermediate school.
few

written comments were received

worth analyzing for this study.

So

that the results were not

The questionnaires on 85

of the 104 students were returned.

Of the 24 questions, three showed significant
statistical differences (see Table 4).

The level of

significance was at the .05 level for the three questions.
The reading teachers felt that the participating group

was better prepared for Intermediate School than the

non-participating group.

In response to question number 24,

"This student was well prepared for Intermediate School,"
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the teachers rated the participating students more highly
than thei non-participating students.

For participating

students 88 per cent of the teachers either agreed or

strongly agreed.

For the non-participating students only

75 per cent of the teachers agreed or strongly agreed.
For question number 22, 94 per cent of the teachers

agreed or strongly agreed that the participating students
achieved good grades.

Seventy-seven per cent agreed or

strongly agreed that the non-participating students
achieved good grades.

The third question to show statistical significance'

was number 18.

Eighty-eight per cent of the teachers agreed

or strongly agreed that the participating students expressed
themselves well in writing.

Seventy-seven per cent felt the

same toward the non-participating students.
Conclusion

It seemed that the reading teachers judged the students

on their ability to write well.

Apparently the participating

Students did that better and subsequently achieved good

grades.

It is difficult to ascertain what the teachers

thought when responding to question number 24 regarding
preparation for Intermediate School.

Did the participating

students read better, orally answer questions better,
think better?

The teachers felt that the participating

students were better prepared, but further investigation
would need to be'conducted to determine answers to these
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questions.
Surveys of Math Teachers

The seventh grade math teachers of the students in
this study were contacted and asked to respond to a

researcher-developed questionnaire about each of the students

(see Appendix B).

The teachers did not know which students

had been participating in a GATE program previously.
teacher questionnaire consisted of 25 questions.

The

The last

question asked the teachers to make comments pertaining to a

given student's preparation for Intermediate school.

So few

written comments were received that the results were not

worth analyzing for this study.

The questionnaires on 79

of the 104 students were returned.

Of the 24 questions, seven showed statistical

significance (see Table 5).

These seven were analyzed thusly

Question 5, "This student knows how to read critically,"
was ranked first.

The responses, of the teachers for the

participating students when compared to the responses
for the non-participating students showed the difference
to be statistically significant at the .001 level.

Eighty-five per cent of the teachers agreed or strongly

agreed that the participating students knew how to read
critically.

Only 64 per cent of the teachers felt the

same about the non-participating students.

The second ranked question was number 4, "This student
knows how to do research reports."

The statistical
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significance of this question was at the ,01 level.

Fifteen

per cent of the teachers strongly agreed that the

participating students knew how to do research reports.
Another 85 per cent agreed.

For the non-participating

students, no teacher strongly agreed with the statement;
98 per cent agreed and 2 percent disagreed.
The third ranked question also was statistically

significant at the .01 level.

In question 2 for the

participating students, 33 per cent of the teachers

strongly agreed, 43 per cent agreed, and 23 per cent
disagreed.

For the non-participating students, only

8 per cent of the teachers strongly agreed, 51 per
cent agreed, and 40 per cent disagreed.
The remaining four questions each showed statistical

significance at the .05 level.

For the participating

students, 37 per cent of the teachers strongly agreed,

43 per cent agreed and 20 per cent disagreed that the

students had well developed leadership skills (question 3).
For non-participating students only 8 per cent of the

teachers strongly agreed, 67 per cent agreed, and 24 per
cent disagreed.

Question 7 dealing with the students working to their

capabilities showed these results.

For participating

students, 37 per cent of the teachers strongly agreed,

50 per cent agreed, and 13 per cent either disagreed or
strongly disagreed.

For non-participating students, only
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12 per cent of the teachers strongly agreed, 61 per cent
agreed, and 26 per cent either disagreed or strongly
disagreed

■

Question 8 ranked aixth on this list.

For participating

studehtsi, 34 per cent of the teacher strongly agreed, 45 per
cent agreed, and 21 per cent disagreed with the statement
that the students could make sound, logical decisions.

For

non-participating students, only 11 per cent of the teachers

strongly agreed, 56 per cent agreed, and 33 per cent
disagreed with the statement.

The last question on the list was number 11, "This
student knows how to study to learn new information."

For

participating students 37 per cent of the teachers strongly i
agreed, 47 per cent agreed and 17 per cent disagreed.

For

non-participating students, only 11 per cent of the teachers

strongly agreed, 70 per cent agreed* 17 per cent disagreed,
and 2 per cent strongly disagreed. ,
Conclusion

The math teachers very strongly regarded the

participating students as both critical and innovative
thinkers. .They also felt that theseatudents possessed

strong leadership skills, made logical decisions and knew

how to study and do research reports.

The teachers' opinions

about the non-participating students were positive but were

not so strongly felt as for the participating students.
Clearly, the math teachers were able to distinguish the

38

participating students by deed and accomplishments in the
classroom.
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' .-Chapter ■ 5. V
Summary

Four measures were used to determine differences in

the control and experimental groups of students.

measures were:

Those

,

an analysis of reading and math scores,

both at the end of the sixth grade arid at the end of the
seventh grade; an analysis of a student questionnaire; an

analysis of a questionnaire given to the seventh grade
reading teachers of each student in the study; and an ;

analysis of a questionnaire given to the seventh grade
math teachers of each student in the study.

Each of the

four measures showed some statistically significant
differences in the educational programs for the two groups.

Based on the results of those analyses, the conclusion
reached was that there were more postive educational benefits

afforded the participating students than those afforded
the non-participating students.

The original null

hypothesis posited that there were nO significant
statistical differences:in the gains made between the first

and sixth grade reading and math CTBS scores for the two

groups.

Since there were some statistically significant

differences, the null hypothesis can be rejected.
The conclusions reached in this study coritinue to

support those reported by Clark (1983) based on
research gathered from numerous other studies (Barbe,

■

■

■
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1955; Borg, 1964; Breidenstine, 1936; Findley & Bryan,
1971; Goldberg et al., 1965; Justman, 1954; Simpson &
Martinson, 1961; Sumption, 1941).

In summary, these

studies showed that when grouping was adjusted to
student abilities and was flexible in its design

significant academic gains resulted; there v/as more
positive self-concept; there were fewer underachievers;

there were more opportunities for individual expression,
in-depth study, acceleration and freedom from regimentation;

and that the attitudes of parents, teachers and gifted
students

were

more favorable.

While some of these conclusions were beyond the
scope of this particular study, many of the points listed
above seemed to be verified in this study.

There were

significant academic gains, the attitude of teachers and
students were favorable toward special groupings, there
was evidence of positive self-concept and a sense of

well-being, and there seemed to be greater opportunity
for self-expression and in-depth study among students in
the participating grbup.
Conclusion

In the elementary school, a self-cohtained gifted class
allows the teacher to plan continuity in the students'
learning.

The teacher can carefully integrate the subjects

so that the learning will be neither piecemeal nor

fragmented.

Fox (1979, p. 126) states that the goal of

A1

any program for the gifted should be to provide meaningful

learning experiences in the most efficient and effective
way in order to minimize boredom, confusion, and
frustration.

A gifted class grouping, with a specially

trained teacher as the primary planner and facilitator, is

one way to meet this goal.

This study showed that

significant academic gains and other educational benefits
were obtained by students who participated in a gifted

magnet program. Vanguard, within the San Bernardino City
Unified School Distrist.
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APPENDIX

A

NCE Scores
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NCE Scores

"A percentile indicates the percentage of cases that
O

fail at or below a particular score."

Percentiles are

helpful in sharing test results with other persons.

However,

since intervals between units are not equal (for example,
the interval between the 50th and 60th percentiles is not

equal to the interval between the 80th and 90th percentiles),
their values are misleading near the center of a distribution
where they exaggerate small differences and at the extremes
of a distribution where raw score differences may be quite
large.

What, then, is a NCE?^^

Like a percentile, NCEs range

from 1 to 99 and have a mean of 50.

However, unlike

percentiles. Normal Curve Equivalents are equal Interval
measures.

This means that the difference between any two

adjacent NCEs is the same throughout the scale.

The

difference between a NCE of 50 and 51 is the same as the

difference between 90 and 91.

percentiles.

This is not the case with

Because percentiles are not equal intervals,

units vary in size depending on location within the
distribution.
subtracted.

Consequently, they cannot be added or
NCEs on the other hand can be treated

arithmetically since unit size is constant.
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B

Tables and Surveys
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Table

1

Reading and Math ScQres:
Comparison of Gains
Between First and

Sixth Grade

Read in g
Fart.

Math
Not-Fart

Not-Fart

Far t.

All

(38)

(66)

(38)

(66)

First Gr.

70.05

61.50

66.00

72.75

Sixth Gr.

80.73

77.46

82.84

80.24

+10.68

+15.96

+16.84

+ 7.49

Gain

Significance

1.57

2.60*

Boys

(14)

(31)

First Gr.

66.28

59.90

66.00

72.03

Sixth Gr.

, 79.92

77.80

80.57

81.77

Gain

+13.64 •

+17.90

+14.57

+ 9.74

Significance

/

(31)

.73

72

Girls

(24)

(35)

<24)

(35)

First Gr.

72.25

62.91

66.00

73.40

Sixth Gr.

81.20

77.17

84.16

78.88

+ 8.95

+14.26

+18.16

+ 5.48

Gain

Significance

1.30

3.17**
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Table 1 (Continued)

Reading

Math
Not-Part

Part.

Part.

Not-Part

(7)

(11)

(7)

(11)

First Gr.

71.28

62.09

54.85

75.27

Sixth Gr.

68.85

70.27

72.71

81.00

- 2.43

+ 8.18

+17.86

+ 5.73

Hispanic

Gain

Significance

1.04

1.37

(5)

(4)

(5)

(4)

First Gr.

70.40

67.75

74.80

67.00

Sixth Gr.

84.40

75.25

85.20

72.25

+14.00

+ 7.50

+10.40

+ 5.25

Black

Gain

Significance

47
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White

(24)

(49)

(24)

(49)

First Gr.

70.08

60.32

67.37

72.02

Sixth Gr.

83.95

79.06

86.16

80.40

+13.87

+18.74

+18.79

+ 8.38

Gain

Significance

2.49**

1.23

Intellectual (25)

(22)

(25)

(22)

First Gr.

70.96

61.50

71.16

77.54

Sixth Gr.

84.08

78.86

86.56

79.36

+13.12

+17.36

+15.40

+ 1.82

Gain

Significance

.93

2.69=
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Table 1 (Continued)

Reading
Part >

Math

Not-Part.

Not-Part

Part.

High Potential (12)

(28)

(12)

(28)

First Gr.

68.25

59.21

55.00

65.89

Sixth Gr.

72.25

74.28

76.16

77.21

+ 4.00

+15.00

+21.16

+11.32

Gain

Significance

j)<.05

_2_<.01

1.99

1.46
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Table 2

Reading and Math Scores:
Comparison of Gains
Between First and Seventh Grade

Math

Reading
Part.

Not-Part

Not-Part

Part.

All

(35)

(60)

(35)

(60)

First Gr.

70.37

62.70

66.22

73.11

Seventh Gr.

77.82

71.93

79.74

74.23

+ 7.45

+ 9.23

+13.09

+ 1.12

Gain

Significance

3.44**

.55

Boys

(12)

(29)

(12)

(29)

First Gr.

67.83

61.20

67.16

73.03

Seventh Gr.

77.08

70.37

81.33

75.62

+9.25

+ 9.17

+14.17

+ 2.59

Gain

Significance

1.77

.01

Girls

(23)

(31)

(23)

(31)

First Gr.

72.25

64.09

66.00

73.19

Seventh Gr.

78.21

73.38

78.26

72.93

+ 5.96

+ 9.29

+12.26

Gain

Significance

.J3

•
3.25^

.26
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Table 2 (Continued)

Reading

Math
Not-Fart

Part.

Not-Part

Part.

Hispanic

(6)

(10)

(6)

(10)

First Gr.

74.16

63.60

52.33

72.90

Seventh Gr

63.66

66.00

73.66

70.70

-10.50

+ 2.40

+21.33

- 2.20

Gain

Significance

1.64

1.90

Black

(4)

(4)

(4)

(4)

First Gr.

70.40

67.75

74.80

67.00

Seventh Gr.

76.40

67.25

75.00

68.75

Gain

■

+6.00

Significance

.50

+

+ 1.75

.20
15

.65

(44)

White

(22)

(44)

(22)

First Gr.

69.86

61.50

68.04

73.02

Seventh Gr.

81.95

73.20

82.50

74.81

+12.09

+11.70

+14.46

+ 1.79

Gain

Significance

3.35*

.11

Intellectual (23)

(19)

(23)

(19)

First Gr.

71.08

64.47

71.17

76.94

Seventh Gr.

80.69

72.00

80.82

74.15

+9.61

+ 7.53

+ 9.65

- 2.79

Gain

Significance

.52

2.61*

50

Table 2 (Continued)

Reading
Part.

Math

Not-Part.

Not-Part

Part.

High Potential (11)

(25)

(11)

(25)

First Gr.

69.00

59.56

55.63

66.96

Seventh Gr.

69.90

69.36

77.00

72.56

+ 9.80

+21.37

+ 5.60

Gain

Significance

2.<.05
2_<.01

+

.90

1.67

2.39'
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Sample Student Survey
Student Name

School

Please circle the number which most closely matches your
response to the statement.

1) Stronglyagree
2) Agree
3) Disagree

,

■ "■
4) Strongly disagree
Non-

While I was in elementary school:

Part.

Part.

1.

I found the schoolwork easy.

2.94

3.25

2.

I enjoyed the kids in my classes.

3.38

3.20

3.

For the most part, the teachers were

concerned about me as a person.

3.19

3.15

4.

I was happy.

3.10

3.15

5.

I learned more than I thought I would.

3.10

2.85

6.

I learned to think of new ways of

solving problems.

3.41

3.25

7.

I learned leadership skills.

3.22

3.03

8.

I learned to do research reports.

3.41

3.27

9.

I was challenged to read more.

3.19

3.32

10.

The homework was difficult.

2.41

2.03

11.

I felt that I worked to my potential.

2.81

2.98
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Sample Student Survey (Continued)
'

While I was in elementary school:

Non-

Part.

Part

quality work.

3.38

3.25

13.

The other students thought I was smart.

3.06

3.18

14.

I learned to make decisions.

3.22

3.28

15.

I explored topics in depth.

3.10

2.97

16.

I usually got passing grades without
2.94

3.20

2.09

2.00

3.03

3.05

3.06

3.42

3.25

3.15

on my own.

3.29

3.02

22.

I participated in simulation games.

2.81

2.95

23.

I got to choose my own topics for

2.94

2.88

2.61

2.65

12.

For the most part, the teachers

challenged me to produce better

working too hard.
17.

I pretended that I was not as smart

as I really was.

'

18.

I learned to speak in front of a group.

19.

I learned to use the library to look up
information.

20.

:

I learned how to study to learn new
information.

21.

I got to do many projects and reports

reports.
24.

There were many guest speakers that
came to our class.
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Sample Student Survey (Continued)
■

■

,

■

While I was in elementary school:

: ■ Non-

Part.

Part.

teacher talked to the class.

2.94

2.78

26.

I did many book reports.

2.75

3.13

27.

My best subject was Reading.

2.47

2.73

28.

I went on many school field trips. .

2.68

2.71

29.

In general, there was too much homework. 2.31

1.84

30.

I learned more on my own outside school

25.

I learned how to take notes as the

than in school.

2.00

2.17

in stating an opinion.

3.25

3.06

32.

My best subject was Math.

2.72

3.09

33.

I learned how to listen to other

viewpoints.

3.09

3.20

34.

I felt proud of my achievements.

3.16

3.52

35.

I learned how to write creatively.

3.16

3.41

36.

I already knew most of the information

2.55

2.58

2.58

2.81

3.19

3.08

2.56

2.97

31.

I learned to use logical arguments

that was taught.
37.

I positively influenced the activities
of others.

38.

I was able to see humor in a lot of

activities.

39.

I knew many concepts beyond those of

my classmates.
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Sample Student Survey (Continued)
■Non^.

While i was in elementary school:

Part.

Part.

40.

2.75

2.73

3.47

3.51

3.16

3.10

41.

Others put pressure on me to succeed.
I maintained many hobbies/interests/
activities outside school.

42.

I worked on projects without adult
supervision.

43.

I learned to be a critical reader.

3.03

2.98

44.

I put pressure on myself to succeed.

2.91

3.15

45.

I achieved good grades.

3.31

3.58

46.

I eagerly tried new activities.

3.19

3.17

47.

I learned to become a critical thinker.

3.06

3.25

48.

I learned to express myself well
3.03

3.24

3.00

3.39

in writing.

49.

I felt well prepared for Intermediate
School.
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Table 3

Student Responses:
Rank Order of Questions

Having Significant Statistical Differences
Non-

t-

Part.

Part

value

2.31

1.84

2.8613**

those of my classmates (Q39):

2.56

2,97

2.8205**

3.

I found the schoolwork easy (Ql):

2.94

3.25

2.5095*

4.

I felt proud of my

3.16

3.52

2.4334<

Intermediate School (Q49):

3.00

3.39

2.2788*

6.

I achieved good grades (Q45):

3.31

3.58

2.2399*

7.

I learned to use the library

to look up information (Q19):

3.06

3.42

2.1192*

8.

The homework was difficult (QIO):

2.41

2,03

2.0583*

9.

I did many book reports (Q26):

2.75

3.13

2.0306*

Question

1.

In general, there was too much
homework

2.

(Q29):

I knew many concepts beyond

achievements (Q34):
5.

*

I felt well prepared for

£<.05

** £<.01 level
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Student

Written Comments

to Questionnaire

From Non-Participating students;

— Jr. High is hard if you're used to easy homework and

having one teacher.

It's especially hard if you're

not used to something in Jr. High.

+ My elementary life was pretty easy for me.

And what

probably helped me into GATE was ra y sister.

older and taught me algebra in 4th grade.

She was

Her help

made my school work much more easier, and 1 was able
to help other students who needed help.

prepared for 7th grade GATE.
for

1 was well

My work is still easy

me.

+ 1 received most of my Intermediate preparation in 5th

grade.

Sixth didn't teach me anything new.

+ My elementary taught me alot.

Through the years at

Belvedere 1 learned everything that 1 needed to know.

My sixth grade teacher especially taught me a lot.
'

'

'

'

He prepared us for a harder year than what we had this
year.

He was one of my best teachers.

+ You have to be ready for different types of teaching
because you'll have different teachers.
to be very creative.

You also have
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- My elementary teachers didn't teach me what it takes
forJuniorHigh.

+ Well, I wanted to do my best, so I went to summer

school, so I would know about all the stuff they had

here.

Right now I'm very proud of myself.

+ In sixth grade I got to teach division of fractions to
the whole class and that built up my confidence.

I

went on many field trips about prehistoric times.

Teachers helped me in building up my confidence a
lot.

+ In GATE there's a lot to be done, but in some way

everything we learn or do will help us in the future.
Also the teachers are willing to help and I like and
respect them for that.
- I went to Davidson from pre-5.

anything.

I was barely taught

I did learn to add, subtract, multiply and

divide and some spelling and other things, but it

wasn't enough.

I came to Golden Valley for sixth

grade and I learned more that year than the whole
time I was at Davidson.

In my opinion Davidson needs

to get getter learning materials.
+ I felt I was well prepared for Intermediate school.

My best subjects were Social Studies, Science, and
Math.

They have always been easy for me.
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+ I had a very good teacher and he taught me many new

things for Intermediate school.

They must have done

a good job because I am getting all A's and B's.
- They really didn't let uS know how it was going to be.

When 1 got here it was a lot harder.

1 had to study

and put more effort into it.

+ My elementary teachers prepared me well for Intermediate
school.

- Some years in math the teachers pressed us too hard to
finish the book so we didn't learn much.

+1 liked both Math and Readingalot.

-It was sort of hard for me because through most of my

Elementary School years,. 1 made very easy A's and for

four years in a row 1 was teacher's pet even though 1
didn't want to be.

+ Even though 1 felt well prepared 1 was nervous and 1
didn't know what to expect.
+ 1 didn't really know what it was going to be like but
1 knew how to prepare myself.

+ In sixth grade we had Science and Social Studies in
two different classes so I was ready for the changing
of classes.

- 1 always felt 1 had to succeed because 1 was the
smartest.
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+ It was different coming frorn Eleijientary to Junior
High, but it wasn't that hard.

+ At my school the teachers taught me well, and some
pressured us to get better grades.

+ My sixth grade teacher really taught me a lot of stuff

that helped me in Intermediate school just stuff like
'taking notes, etc.

And a lot of the math we have this

year, she taught us last year.

+ The teachers in Elementary School were constantly
getting us prepared for Junior High.

They would tell

us what it was like and describe the teachers.
told us to be ready for a new change in life.

They
They

were definitely right!

+ I learned that I have a responsibility now in Intermediate

School and I'm going to have to keep up with it to stay
in school.

+ I feel that my teachers were the ones that pressured
me to do everything to the best of my ability.

I

thank them for that.

+ I had a good teacher that taught us good values.

+ I was scared when I first came, about the eighth
graders.

I felt if I opened myself too much with

my feelings I might get hurt.

Now I've realized

that with kids of my own level I can express myself
as much as I want.
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+ In my Soc. Studies class, we were pressured to work
like Intermediate students, to write neatj use proper

headings.

We were also given "warm-ups" each day in

Language and Math.

1 feel 1 was well prepared,.

+ 1 learned a lot in fifth grade but not that much in
sixth

+ 1 was taught more in depth (refers to question #36).
+ My sixth grade teacher talked to me about Intermediate

School and helped me with many other things.
also talked

with

My mom

me about Intermediate School and 1

asked her questions and she answered them.

+ My teachers prepared me for Serrano by telling me it
would be harder and 1 would have to look after myself.

My parents told me that 1 didn/t have anything to be
worried about and they were always confident in me.

+ 1 wasn*t, in GATE or Vanguard program before 1 came
here.

This is my first year.in GATE.

-In kindergarten 1 was tested for GATE.

While in

Elementary school they didn't separate GATE students

from regular students.

Our teachers didn't give us

any more challenging work than the rest of the kids.

1 think if you are in GATE you should be taught
more than the average kids.
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+ At my old school, Hillside, they had where we went to
math in one teacher's classroom and then we would have

reading in another class.

That really prepared me.

+ My teachers mostly making me remember far as I could.
4- At Kendall they changed classes which made me a little
more prepared.
+ The teachers had a lot to do with it.

pushed me.

They really

I felt like they really wanted me to

succeed.

-Iwasn't really that prepared because I felt I left
elementary school in fifth grade instead of sixth.

At my old school, they didn't start preparing you
u n ti1 siX t h g r a d e. 

+ I was well prepared and felt that elementary school
had played a big part in that.
From Participating Students:

+ My teacher last year believed it was very important to

be prepared for seventh grade and she did so.
better in

math thanks to

I became

her.

+ I thought elementary was okay.

I like Intermediate

school better.

+ I wasn't really worried about my grades.
worried about my popularity.
as hard as I thought.

I was basically

But the school work is not
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+ I think that elementary school enriched me in many ways
+ I felt well prepared going into Junior High School.
My fifth and sixth grade teachers helped me the most.
- There was a disillusion about popularity and the

amount of work.
books and

There were problems about carrying

homework.

-I felt I wasn^t totally prepared for the math skills
we learned this year.

+ My sixth grade teacher helped a lot at the end of the

school year, also during the summer I tried to prepare
for who would be in seventh grade.
+ I had excellent teachers who taught me a lot.

Grammar

was a subject that was stressed on us, and it became

very handy when entering Intermediate School. ; I felt

confident and secure when entering Serrano..

I believe

most of those feelings came from my teachers and how

they^ taught me.

,

+ My teacher last year concentrated most of our school

year in preparation for Intermediate classes.

— I think they should give more field trips and help
students take

notes.

Make

the students

scared coming to an Intermediate School.
, flrs'f. , ■

■■■

not

to

be as

I was at
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+ In elementary I was pressured positively by the
teachers, partly since I was in Vanguard,
that I could

have

done

much

I felt

better,

+ I think that the only thing that prevented me from

living up to my fullest potential was peer pressure.

For some reasons it's bad to be good and smart.
Except for the social reputation, I think I could have
done my absolute best,

+ I was told it would be a lot harder than elementary
and I would have more homework, but neither of those
are very true.

- Teachers should spend more time with individual students

+ I don't think there is any real big way to be prepared.
+ In elementary school we were talked to about behavior

which, I think helped us to be better in. Junior High
School,

I think they need to do that more.

+ My teacher v/anted us to achieve in Intermediate
School,

+ I knew I had a very good sixth grade teacher.

She told

us that her goal was to get us ready for the next

grade, '
- I think

•
there should

be a lot more art activities.

+ Even though I felt well prepared, I didn't feel I
knew enough.
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Sample
Survey of

Reading Teachers

Teacher

;

Sch oo1

Subject

Please circle the number which most closely matches your
response to the statement as it pertains to the following
student:

Student
1) Strongly agree
2) Agree
3) Disagree

4) Strongly disagree
This student:
Part.

1.

Non-Part.

Is liked by most of the other
students.

3.15

3.33

3.12

3.04

skills.

2.74

2.80

4.

Knows how to do research reports.

3.12

3.06

5.

Knows how to read critically.

3.12

2.96

6.

Is frustrated by the level of
1.85

2.16

2.

Knows how to think of new ways
to solve problems.

3.

Has well developed leadership

difficulty of the work.
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This student:
Part.

Non-Part.

7.

Is working to his/her capability.

2.94

2.67

8.

Can make sound, logical decisions.

3.12

3.08

9.

Can speak comfortably in front of

3.06

3.15

3.13

3.06

information.

3.12

3.00

12.

Can work on projects independently.

3.24

3.06

13.

Knows how to take notes in class.

3.06

3.00

14.

Completes homework assignments in
3.00

2.76

evidence.

3.16

2.98

16.

Listens to other viewpoints.

3.09

3.15

17.

Has very high self-esteem.

2.94

3.15

18.

Can express himself/herself well
in writing.

3.24

2.92

19.

Has a good sense of humor.

3.45

3.31

20.

Finds school too stressful.

1.85

1.83

21.

Maintains many hobbies/interests/
3.39

3.26

a group.
10.

Knows how to use the library for
research.

11.

Knows hov/ to study to learn new

a quality manner.
15.

Can support opinions with logical

activities outside school.
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This student:

Part.

Non-Part.

22.

Achieves good grades

3.25

2.92

23.

Takes risks.

2.81

2.89

24.

Is well prepared for Intermediate
3.29

2.90

School.
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Table 4

Responses of Reading Teachers:
Rank Order of Questions

Having Statistically Significant Differences
Question
Non-

1.

Part. Value

3.29

2.90

2.1484*

3.25

2.92

2.0300=

3.24

2.92

2.0230=

This student achieves good
grades (Q22):

3.

Part

This student was well prepared
for Intermediate School (Q24):

2.

t-

This student can express
himself/herself well in

writing (Q18):
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Sample
Survey of
Math Teachers

Teacher

School

Subject_

Please circle the number which most closely matches your

response to the statement as it pertains to the following
student:

Student
1) Strongly agree
2) Agree
3) Disagree
4) Strongly disagree
This student:

Part.

1.

Non-Part.

Is liked by most of the other
students.

3.47

3.33

3.10

2.67

skills.

3.17

2.84

4.

Knows how to do research reports.

3.15

2.96

5.

Knows how to read critically.

3.23

2.68

6.

Isfrustratedbythelevelof

2.00

2.25

2.

Knows how to think of new ways

to solve problems.
3.

Has well developed leadership

difficulty of the work.
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This student:

Part.

Non-Part

7.

Is working to his/her capability.

3.20

2.84

8.

Can make sound, logical decisions.

3.14

2.78

9.

Can speak comfortably in front of

3.00

2.86

3.15

3.02

information.

3.20

2.89

12.

Can work on projects independently.

3.43

3.21

13.

Knows how to take notes in class.

3.31

3.19

14.

Completes homework assignments in

3.31

2.96

evidence.

3.04

2.83

16.

Listens to other viewpoints.

3.35

3.24

17.

Has very high self-esteem.

3.10

2.96

18.

Can express himself/herself well

inwriting.

3.00

2.95

19.

Has a good sense of humor.

3.34

3.33

20.

Finds school too stressful.

1.87

2.14

21.

Maintains many hobbies/interests/
3.15

3.05

a group.
10.

Knows how to use the library for
research.

11.

Knows how to study to learn new

a quality manner.
15.

Can support opinions with logical

activities outside school.
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This student:
Part.

Non-Part.

22.

Achieves good grades

3.13

2.96

23.

Takes risks.

2.85

2.70

24.

Is well prepared for Intermediate
3.17

2.86

School.
25.

Comments.
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Table 5

Responses of Math Teachers:

Rank Order of Questions

Having Statistically Significant Differences
Question
Non-

1.

Part. Value

3.23

2.68

3.4893***

3.15

2.96

2.7201 =

3.10

2.67

2.7106**

3.17

2.84

2.2480>

3.20

2.84

2.2456
'

3.14

2.78

2.2264*

3.20

2.89

2.0239
'

This student knows ow to do

research reports (Q4):
3.

Part.

This student knows how to read

critically (Q5):
2.

t-

This student knows how to think

of new ways to solve problems
(Q2):

4.

This student has well developed
leadership skills (Q3):

5.

This student is working to his/
her capability (Q7):

6.

This student can make sound

logical decisions (Q8):

7.

This student knows how to study
to learn new information (Qll);

*

2.^ •0^

**

2"^.01

*** 2<-001
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Bernardino, CA

14.

92410)

Stanley (1976) pointed out that tests used to identify

gifted children were often inappropriate for they

failed to have enough "ceiling."

Grade- and

age-appropriate tests are often too easy for gifted

children.

Testing the child's limits can be achieved

only if the test is difficult enough to determine the

extent of the child's knowledge.

Many gifted students

peak out on the test early in their schooling.

In

subsequent years then, they either remain at the same
level or drop.

15.

Piper, J. (1974).

The TIP scale:

A rating scale to

aid in the identification of mentally gifted minors.
An ESSA Title III Federally Funded ProjeCt.

Resource Center.

San Mateo County Schools.

Gifted

75

16.

The reading scores for the three students in question
were; '
1

2

3

4

85

65

58

69

53

61

59

66

Grade
Student

#1

Student

#2

Student

#3

:'77^";,
85

. .53,;:
60

.■ ■ ,.5' • ' ■

6

74

63

58

58

63

73

For Student #1 the average for grades 2 through 6 was
65.8.

The score of 85 in first grade was 19.2 points

higher than the average of the other years.

The

second highest score of 74 was still eleven points
below the high.

Student #2 averaged 56.6 during grades 2 through 6.
The high score of 77 was 20.4 points higher than
that average.

Student #3 averaged 64.2 during grades 2 through 6.
The first grade score of 85 was 20.8 points higher
than that average.

17.

The numbers as recorded in the table are slightly
misleading.

One non-participating Hispanic boy in

the High Potential category had a first grade score

of 1.

This result would be suspect even for a

regular student let alone one who is identified

gifted.

This student obtained scores of 81, 76, 65,

59, and 72 in grades 2 through 6,

to be 70.6.

This averaged out

Thus, the first grade score of 1 is not

76

at all indicative of this student's capabilities and
is eliminated from our conclusions because of the

high probability that it is an invalid score.
sixth grade score for this student was 73,

The

The gain

of 72 points skewes the mean score as is shown below.
If we were to omit this student's scores from our

analysis then the results for four different categories
are affected.

Those categories are:

Hispanic, and High Potential.

Total, Boys,

Eliminating that

student's scores results in the following differences.

For the Total group the difference in gain scores
results in a t-value of 3.0479, which equates to .01

level of significance.

For the Boys category the

t-value goes from .72 to 1.32.
statistically significant.

The difference is not

For the Hispanic category

omission of this student's scores would show that the

gain made by participating Hispanic students compared
to the non-participating Hispanic students was
statistically significant at the .05 level.

Finally,

if that student's scores were omitted from the analysis

of the High Potential students then the difference in

gain scores also changes the conclusion.

Without

that student's scores, the gain made by the participating

High Potential students compared to the non-participating

High Potential students is statistically
at the .05 level.

significant

77

18.

Johnson, S.K., & Corn, A.L. (1987),
for )^ifted elementary students.

19.

Screening assessment

Austin:

Pro-ed. p. 30.

Karpman, M.M., & Reed, D. (1988, October).
curve equivalents (nce^s):

Normal

V^hat are they, what are

they for, and are they ^ood for anything?

Paper

presented at a management meeting for the San Bernardino
City Unified School District, San Bernardino, CA.
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