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Abstract:

The purpose of this study was to determine if identified mentally gifted third grade students had better
self-concept, attitude toward school and sociometric status in a school district which had a pull-out
program than in one which did not.

Gifted students in two Montana school districts were identified while in the second grade. One district
had a pull-out program where, beginning in the third grade, gifted students spent 20 per cent of school
time. In the other district students remained in self-contained classrooms all day. Two control groups
equal in number to the mentally gifted groups were also compared.

Two instruments were used to derive test results.

At the end of the year, the How I See Myself Scale yielded the factors of physical appearance,
interpersonal adequacy, autonomy and academic adequacy related to self-concept. The teacher-school
factor related to attitude toward school.

Four areas of sociometric status were tested. Sub-questions dealt with scholastics, social acceptance,
extra-curricular leadership and creative-scholastics. A sociometric questionnaire was administered at
the beginning of the third grade year, and again near the end of the school year, to determine any
change in status in tested groups.

Thirteen null hypotheses were tested in self-concept, attitude toward school and sociometric status. No
significant difference was found for the factors of physical appearance, interpersonal adequacy,
academic adequacy or attitude toward school. The autonomy factor null was rejected.

Each of the null hypotheses dealing with the four sociometric sub-questions was accepted for the
beginning of the school year. Only one was accepted for the end of the year. The mentally gifted
pull-out group decreased in the number of times chosen between fall and spring in all four areas. Only
the social acceptance hypothesis was accepted after the spring testing.

It was concluded from this study, that very little difference existed among any of the four groups in any
of the tested areas. However, a definite downward trend in the sociometric status of the mentally gifted
pull-out group was in evidence after they had been in the program for one school year.
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine if
identified mentally gifted third grade students had better
self-concept, attitude toward school and sociometric status
in a school district which had a pull-out program than in
one which did not. _ :

Gifted students in two Montana school districts were
identified while in the second grade. One district had a
pull-out program where, beginning in the third grade, gifted
students spent 20 per cent of school time. In the other
district students remained in self-contained classrooms all
day. Two control groups egual in number to the mentally
glfted groups were also compared.

. Two instruments were used to derive test results. .
At the end of the year, the How I See Myself Scale yielded
the factors of physical appearance, interpersonal adequacy,
autonomy and academic adequacy related to self-concept. The
teacher-school factor related to attitude toward school.

Four areas of soclometric status were tested.
Sub-questions dealt with scholastics, social acceptance,
extra-curricular leadership and creative-scholastics. A
sociometric questionnaire was administered at the beginning
of the third grade year, and again near the end of the
school year, to determine any change in status in tested
groups. '

' Thirteen null hypotheses were tested in
self-concept, attitude toward school and sociometric status.
No significant difference was found for the factors of
physical appearance, interpersonal adequacy, academic
adequacy or attitude toward school. The autonomy factor
null was rejected.

Each of the null hypotheses dealing with the four
sociometric sub-questions was accepted for the beginning of
the school year. Only one was accepted for the end of the
year. The mentally gifted pull-out group decreased in the
number of times chosen between fall and spring in all four
areas. Only the social acceptance hypothesis was accepted
‘after the spring testing. .

It was concluded from this study, that very little
difference existed among any of the four groups in any-of
the tested areas. However, a definite downward trend in the
sociometric status of the mentally gifted pull-out group was
in evidence after they had been in the program for one
school year.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Gallagher (1975, p. 2) saiq,

Americans are justly proud of thelir
egalitarianism, of their demand for equal education
for all, but we are equally proud of our goal of
"individualization to f£it the program to the child's
needs. We have moved far toward providing access to .
education for all; but we are less effective in
meeting the differing needs and abilities of
individual children.

For those children at the extremes--the
handicapped and the gifted--the commitment to
individualization has been halting and incomplete.
Failure to help the handicapped child reach his
potential is a personal tragedy for him and for his
family; failure to help the gifted child reach his
potential is a societal tragedy, the extent of which
is difficult to measure but which is surely great.

A sﬁmmary of the findings of the Subcommittee on
Education of the COmmitEeelqn Labor and Public Welfare of
the .United States Senaté as repérted to the seéond séssioﬁf
of thg 924 Congress (1972, 9. 3) included the following: -

A conservative estimate of the gifted and
talented population ranges between 1.5 and 2.5 million
children out of a total elementary and secondary
school population of 51.6 million.

Existing services to the gifted and talented
do. not reach 'large minority populations -and serve only

- a small percentage of gifted children generally.

Differentiated education for the gifted and
talented is presently perceived as a very low priority
at federal, state and most local levels of government
and educational administration.

Even when there is a legal or administrative
basis for provision of services, funding priorities,
~crisis concerns, and lack of personnel cause programs

for the gifted to be miniscule or theoretical.
' There is an enormous individual and social
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cost, when taleht among the Nation's children and
youth goes undiscovered and undeveloped. These
students cannot ordinarily excel without assistance.
Services for the gifted and talented can and do
provide significant and measurable outcomes.

A number of authors, such as Epstein (1978), Gallagher
(1975), and Whitmore (1980), have cited the neglect of
mentally gifted children throughout the educational system
of the Unlted states. This neglect ranges from
misunderstanding ofAthe definition ofumental glftedness to
erroneous stereotfplng of children in this category. 1t
also appears that once the need for exceptional intelligence
has been met, specia11y~£unded programs te train those in
the upper levels of 1nte11;gence are discontinued or
decreased and all children receive similar levels of
instruction, regardless of.mental capacity. Ve do not
educate on a contingency basis, but walt for crisis
conditions to exiet; and theh institute crash programs.

Whitmore (1980, p. 3) said,_"Glfted children are the
most educationally neglected and misunderstood group in
Amer ican sehools today." Continuing to paraphrase,fWhitmore

(1985, p. 6), tells us that the next decade offers unlimited

opportunities for educators of the significant

'sub-population of American children known as mentally

glifted.
The public often adheres to old and inaccurate
stereotypes. .Other inaccuracies are found in the

definitions given by professional educatoré. VYhy these




.
inaccuracies persist in an era of extensive sc;eﬁtific
iésearch and the focus on individuailrights ‘1s uncertain.

_ Whitmore (1980, p. 4) continued, "Public interest in
gifted children has been assoclated with the nation's need
to develop a larger supply of politicai and/or sciéntific
leaders."

Generally, it appears that once we'meet the needs of
sociéty, interest in the programs wangs.”-Reversion,to'tﬁé
"melting pot" principle is sought éndﬂa‘neéative sentiment
toward "elltism" bééomes sfrong. Childreﬁ‘ﬁho fit Into the
gifted category in any educational systgm ma} bg those who
haye been formally identified. They mayfhave been

recognized by a teacher or other professional as having the

" traits and characteristics of the gifted.. oOthers, who

possess those same traits and qua;ities but who, through
lack of parental concern, lack of teacher motivation, lack
of self-motivation or other more nebulous and less éasilf
definable factoré do not overtly display thesé,.- | |
characteristics_and do not enter the special education
system. . ‘ \

Strang (1951) concurfed fhat many factors affected the
neglect of the education of the mentally gifted. Factors
affecting this neglect include the curriculum of the school,
peer soclal piessure and lack of écceétance, and mythical '

concepts by professionals about thé prognosis for success of

these types of children. Many professionals feel these
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children will ?make it on their own", when in reality they -
may have an equally,-if not more difficnlt time.than their
lesser'academically qualified peers. Tne greatest limiting
factor, however; lies inhtne_telationships between teachers'
and their mentally gifted students.

The inclusion of mentally gifted students in elementary
classrooms in public schools may cause teachers to feel
uncomfortable, resulting in social isolation for the child.

Kirk (1972, p. 385) listed Wilson's (1958, p. 364)
suggested six competencies for teachers of the mentally

gifted

1. The ability to foster in gifted pupils
social. responsibility, a desire to serve soclety, and
a recognition of the worth of others. ‘

2. The ability to create an environment in
which the gifted participate efficiently in group
discussions and in wholesome soclal relations.

3. The ability to develop a classroom
atmosphere for gifted pupils that is conducive to good
mental health.

4. The ability to teach the gifted to use the
problem-solving approach to learning, to apply this to
independent study and research, and to evalute their
own progress.

5. a knowledge and understanding of the
soclal and emotional problems that may be created for
a gilfted pupll by his accelerated mental development.

6. The abllity to devlop a flexible,
individualized enriching curriculum which is suited to
the individual gifted pupil's needs and which avoids
identical, stereotyped demands.

Teachers in self-contained classrooms may not know. how

- to deal with the learning styles of mentally gifted

children. The allowance of mentally gifted students to set

unrealistic goals for themselves may have a deleterious




effect. . '

Yhitmore (1980, p.'150) observed,

Since the gifted child is thinking like an
older child, he is very apt to set goals too high to
be realistically attalnable given other developmental
levels. However, the greatest danger to the mental
health of the gifted student is that adults too
frequently do not recognize the child's tendency to
set unrealistic goals or the natural drive for '
perfectionism, and as parents and teachers they also
set unrealstic expectations. These expectations
become psychological pressure on the child for
intellectual achievement and mature behavior.

Yhitmore (1980, p. 154-155) said, h"The learning style
of the gifted student is often incompatible with the
instructional style of the teacher." She continues, "Gifted
childieh wanht to learn by cohplex assoclative methods,
rathexr than by rqfe drill. Intense cohflict_in the school
environment is most apt to occur for the child who 1s'highly
creati&e.ﬁ

Whitmore (1980, p. 155) stated, "Intense conflict in
the school environment is apt to occur for the gifted child
who 18 also highly creative. The principal conflict seems
to center on the demands for conformity in the classroom."
Children who do not fit into the established behavioral
patterns of the teacher may not be recognized for their
intellectual superiority. , _

Portexr (1964, p. 132) also reported} "The child who
conforms best to the teacher's standards of behavior is

sometimes percelved as the most intelligent of his group;

while the more aggressive, possibly brighter child who
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refuses to do fmo;e of the same problem"'is labeled average
and troublesome." |

Whitmore (1980, p. 155) quoting Fine (1967) noted,
"Gifted underachievers describe "bad" teachers as those who
do not recognize students as individuals and who are
sarcastic, overly critical, rigid, pfficious,-unfair and
unsympathetic."

An awareness of fhe‘need for the speclal education of
the menta;ly gifted child is increasing. Gifted children
trained as criticel thinkers and problem'solvers would be an
obvious asset to our soclety, with its level of social,
political and SCientific‘problems. This recognition has
helped inerease the awareness fer the need. |

- Now, after years of facing .the negativism and confllct

between the mentally gifted student-and:his teacher, and

'wiﬁnessing the apathy the public and school administrations

have toward them, .a revival of awarenese oflthe social value
of the gifted has been initiated. This awareness 1is based

on the need for leadership In many areas. 1In -times of need
for the solution of problems ofleverpopulation, diminishing

natural resources, hunger, inflation, crime and corruption,

' alternative energy sources and many others, Qe must look to

the intellectually talented to help solve these problems.
In order to successfully educate the population of
mentally glifted students who can best solve these problems,

educators musfiinclhde with theirz feaching of the curricular
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areas, an attitudinally oriented‘abbreach.> We must educate
the classroom teacher to be aware of the uniqueness ef
his/her mentally glfted students and to instill in him/her
the  characteristics and attitudes necessary to derive the
highest degree of produetivity of which his/her mentally

gifted students are capable.

' §tatement of the Problem

The purpose of this study was to determine if
ldentified mentally gifted third grade students had better
attitudes toward school and greater self-concept in school
districts which had pull-out programs than in those which
did not have pull-out programs. Additionally, it was to
determine if the socliometric status of mentally gifted'third
gradere wae better in districts which_had a‘ball—out program
than that ef those where there Qas no pull-out program.

Need for the Stu dz

Many authorities such as Whitmore (1980), Gallagher
(1975) and Maker (1975) have sald that mentally gifted
stuéents have suffered educational neglect in the public
schools_during the past several years._'This neglect was not
in the form or formal education, per se, but in the form of

special education to meet the 1nd1vidual needs of these,

‘students. There was a need for this study to determine if

the education offered to the general school population was
adequate for the needs of the mentally gifted,student, or if

pull-out programs -for them were, in fact, beneficial.




Even with the emphaéis on the individualization of
‘instruction during the prior decade, these children were not
receiving the type of education which they §¢served and
lwhich was necessary for them to achieve their fullest
potential. .

" Elementary school téaqhers have regarded gifted
children suspiclously and havé.treated them with unwarranted
disrespect. fhey have subjected them to ridicule as a
result of mlsunderst&ﬁding of their naturg and inébllity to
cope with their needs.  .

.Hith the revival of a public awareness of the Value‘of
glfted chlildren there has been an iﬁcreased demand for a
proper and adequate education for them.' It appeared as
though a speclial setting with a teacher suited to meet the,“
individual needs of these children was the most suitable
method of hélping‘them achieve their greatest potential.

~The potentiallloss‘fo society.by not properly educating
this cotefie of 6h11dren'Qas of incalculable magni£u@é.
There was potential harm to be suffered by the individual
child as well.

The present study was designed to determine the levels
of self-concept and attltﬁde téward,schqol of identified
mentally gifted third graders in two échool districts; one
which had a pull-but program'and ohe which did not.
Additiohally, it was designed to-detérmihe the sociometric

status of these same students.
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The criteria used for the 1dent1ficétion of mentally
gifted students in Bozeman, Montana vere: initially,
students were recommended for testipg by the teacher(s)
and/or parents.i Upon recommendation; the children at the
secbnd grade level wére giveh the Otis—Lennon IntelIigence
Test, a groﬁp intelligence tegt, upon which they had to
attain an 1Q score of at léastalSS; They Qere further gliven
the Stanford Achievement Test. ‘If stﬁdenté met minimal
levels on the aéhievement test and had é_mihimum'135 19,
their names werévbrought,beforeva district seleqfioﬂ
cohmittee comprised of local adﬁlnistrators,.teachers and
parents for final recommendétion‘for'acqepténée 1hto the
program. | .

'Generally, the minimum sqére on any sectlon'of the
" achievement test was the 9$th percentile. However, students
who had not achieved the minimum test scores:could have been
iﬁcluded into the program on the recommendation of their
.teachers or thé committeé.

Many othei schooildistricts have had programs for
mentally gifted students._ Information'about these programs
was gathefed~through-pﬁone callé to administrators in the
various school aistricts. They included Miles Cify, Montana
where the Weschler Intelligence Scale for Children-R test
was used for determination of IQ, vice the Otis—Lénnon Test
in Bozeman. Mesa, Tempe and Scottsdale, Arizqna each had

mentally giftéd programs using criteria similar to Bozeman.
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The Arizona schools éléo used thg'WISC-R."Ventura,
California had a Gifted and Talented ﬁducation program
(GATE). The writer was a teacher -in the ‘program and talkéd
to the coordinator of théir program to confirm current data.
Initially, children wéfe gLven\the Detroit Primary
intelliéence Test. Having attained a'minimum scoie on thé
- Detroit, they vere given the WISC-R and had to attain a
minimum~IQ of 131 onAthat test. They were further prdéessed
by a local screening comﬁiftee for acceptance -into thé
program. Aurora, Colorad§ employea the Siosson Intelligence
Test aiong with the other ciiteria used in Bozeman. The
major difference between Aurora and Bozeman was a time
differential, Aurora pulling the mentally gifted:student"
'6n1y 10 éercent of thelr class time. .

The‘students involved-iﬁ the program in Bozeman spent
20 percent of their school time with énlitine:ant teacher
while participating in the mentally gifted pfogram of the
éistrict, and 80 percent of their time with a teacher in a
self-contained classroom environment. - Each.of the other
:distrlcts-menfionedvhad a 20 percent pull-out program, with
" the excepfion of Aurbra, Colorado.

Although differences existed in identification criteria
of the named districts anaifhe Bozeman, Montana Disfrict,'
the writer felt that the study could be generalizéble to tﬁe
. mentally gifted third grade students in those‘distrlcts and

other dist;icts in the United states which had similar
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programs for mentally gifted students.
It was further expected that this study wouild probide

information which teacher training institutions'and state

‘educationai agencies could use to educate school districts

in better methods of relating to the mentally gifted.

elementary school student,'so that his/her greatest

'~ potential could be reached.

General Questions to be AaAsked

1. If third graders have been identifled as being

' mentally glfted, and they participate in a pull-out program,

is their level of self- concept greater than that of
identified mentally giftedlthird graders not in a puil-Out
program? ', . ' ‘

2, If third graders have been identified as being

mentally gifted, and they participate in a pull -out program,

-is thelr attitude toward school greater than that of

mentally gifted third graders not in a pull-out program?

3. If third:graders have been identified as mentally
gifted, and they participate in a pull-out program,“is thelir .
sociometric status greater than that of mentally gifted
third graders not in a pull -out program?

4. If third graders have been identified as mentally
gifted, and they participate in a pull-out program, is their
level of self-concept greater- than that of third graders not
identified as mentally gifted, some of whom attend school in

the district where the pu11¥out program exists,iand some of
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whom atfend school whére there is no.pull—but.program?

5... If third graders have been iaentified as being
mentally gifted, anq they‘pérticipate in a puil—out prdgram,
is their attitude toward school greater than that of fhird_'
graders not identified as mentally giftgd, some of whom
attend'schobl in the dfst;ict where thg pull-out program
existé, and some ofnﬁhom atten& school where there is no
‘pull:but prog#am? |

6. .If-third graders have been identified as being
mentally gifted, and fhey participate in a pull-out brogram,u
is their sociometric status greater thaﬁ that of thi?d
graderé not identified as mentally gifted; some of-whqﬁ
attend schooi in the district whgré the pull-out érogram
exists, and'some of whom attend school where there is no
.pull—out'prograﬁ?

7. Doeé the sociometric status of mentally gifted
- third gfaders increase more duriné the course of a school
year,'if their classmates know they pérticipate in a
pull-out program, than if they do not_participate in a
pull-out program? |
General Procedure

This problem was approached by identifying mentally
gifted students in two Montana school districts who were in
the second grade of school in 1982 an& testing these same
identified students, during their third grade in school.

Subsequently, two control groups, one from each district,




- 13 |
and equal ‘in number to the number 6f‘méntally gifted
students were randomly selectéd for testing. These students
Qere not identifigd as méntally gifted. Thé control groups
were;useé'to insure that if differences in the mentally
glftéd groups were found, that they were attributable to the
pull-out program and not environmental factors. The
purposes of this testing were to detefmine.differences in
self-concept and attitude towards school. The four groups
‘were also measufed sociometrically in September, 1982,
bef&re the ;nception‘of the pull-out pfogram, and again in
ﬁéy to cdmpare the sociometric status of the groups. The
students came from two districts,in.Montana. g

The first district, in Bozeman, Moﬁténé, had a pull-out
brogram fér its.meﬁtally gifted students, yherepy they spgnt
two half-days per week with a special teacher in a cential_
location, and the rest of fheir school time in a
seif—contained classzooﬁ.' .

The second dist;ict was in Belgrade, Montana. Mehtally
gifted students were identified using similar criteria to
the Bozeman district, but spent their entire school day in a
self-contained classroém.

Although differences existed, there were enough
similarities in thé districts to make valid comparisons.-
Belgrade is located thirteen miles froﬁ Bozeman and serves
as g bedroom community for Bozeman. Accordiﬁg to Jim

Monger, former senior vice president of TAP Incorporated, an
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economic research firm who did a population growth study on-
Belgrade in 1982 many breadwinners living in Belgrade
earned their livelihood in Bozeman. Families in Belgrade
Aattended social events, movies, churches and made use of the
shopping facilitles found in Bozeman. Administrators and’
teachers in both districts were primarily graduates of
Montana schools. (Appendix B) |

The researcher administered the How I See Myself Scale
(Gordon, 1969) to both groups to determine whether_there was
'a difference in self-ooncept and attitude touard school |
between mentally g1fted third graders in a pull-out program
and. those .not in a pull -out program. This test was.
adminlistered during the third week 1In May. It was
administered only once, at the end of the school year, since
there was a need to determine a difference or lack of
differenoe and none to determine a change. for comparison
purposes, control groups from both districts, were
administered the How I See Myself Scale at the same time.

- A soclometric guestronnaire was admlinistered to the
mentally gifted groups and the control groups in September,
1982 and again in May, 1983 to compare differences in the
sociometric status of each group. The September
questionnaire was administered before the Bozeman mentally
gifted group began its pull-out program. fhe soclometrio
questionnaire was administered both at the beginning'and at

the end of the school year, in order to determine status
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change.
Limitations

This study was limited to third graders in Bozeman and
Belgrade, Montana who had -been identirled in the second |
grade as being mentally gifted. It included randomly -
selected control groups, equal in number to the mentally
gifted groups, the members of'which,were not identifled as
mentally gifted. ‘

Identification of ﬁentally gifted students occurred
while students were second graders. Subsequent.testing for
comperison took place in 1982-1983 when students were third
graders. No research was done.after May, 1983;

- This study was limited to third graders and did not
attempt te determine the effectlveness'of pull-out programs
at other grade levels. Neither.did it attempt to assess the
qualities and effectiveness of the teachers involved, or
factors.related to the academic curricula.

ﬁistricts In Bozeman and Belgrade, Montana were
involved in this study. Differences in the approach of
these districts to educating mentally gifted students
existed. Primarily, the Bozeman district had a formal
pull—oqt progam for lts-mentaliy'gifted students and the
Belgrede district did not.

The review of literature was 11m1ted to the library at
Montana State Universlty and the researcher s. private

library. Definitions for terms came from books in the:
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library at Ventura, California Community College.

Definition of Terms

Good (1973) listed the fdllowing definitions:

Mentally gifted (p. 261). Posséss;ng high intellectual
ability, with mental age weli ;n advance of the norm, and .
consequently a high I.Q.

Self[contained classroom (p. 105). A'classroom in the .
form of school organization in which classes are composed of
groups of childfen which remain in one location, with one
teacher (or team of teachers), for all di nearly all
1nstructiqna1 activities; to be distinguished from a
departmentalized prograﬁ. ’ '

Individualized insfruction (p. 305). "A type of
feacherQIearning in which the teacher giveé conéideration tb'
the-individual learner; . . . ‘

Individual instruction (p. 305). The provision df
instructional"guidanée and asslistance to iﬁdividuai puplls
in accord wth their needs.

Elementary'sghooi (p. 209). A school having a
cdrrlcﬁlum offering work in any combination of grades 1 to 8
or from the preprimary grades to grade 8.

Sociomet;ic instruments (p. 543). Checklists} scales
and tests used to study the psychological reactibns of human
beings in relgtioh to others. ‘

Achievemeht test (p. 594). A test dgsigned to ﬁeasure

a person's knowledges, skills, understandings, etc., in a’
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given field taughtlin school, . . . ‘

. Self-concept (p. 524). The individual'S'ﬁerception of
himself as a person, which includes his abuifigs, - |
appearance, performance in his Jjob and ofher phases of daily
living.. | .

Attitude (p. 49). The predisposition or teﬁdéndy to
reacf specifically towards an objecf,«situation or value;
usually accompanied by feeling and emotions; « o e

Dejnozka (1982, p. 277) sfated this definition:

Itinerant teacher. A teacher specially‘tralned to work
with individual students during part(s) of the school day.
The teaching service. . .most ofteﬁ involved in working with
malnstreamed students,.vjsually impaired, gifted and ofher
exceptional childreﬂ. _

The following definition is the writer's_own.. Alfhoﬁgh
no formal définitionvwas found in the literature, this term-
is commonly used in educational environments.

Pull-out program. A program in a'public school where
children are removed from their regular, sglf—contained
classroom enQironmeht to receive instruction designéd to
meet the dhiid's speciél need, or to receive 1nstruct1§n in
a specialized area.

Summary

The education of mentally glfted children 1n'the United

States has long suffered neglect. Interest in these

children is now being shown, bofh by the general public and
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by the professionai education communityr

Because of the renewed interest in these children, end
because of their high value to society, it was necessary»to
_determine whether pull—out programs were valuable in helping_
children achieve their greatest potential.

The purpose of this study was to determine whether
pull-out programs for-mentally gifted elementary school
students were an aid to helpiné those students to greater
self-concept and better attitudes toward_school. It was
aiso'to,determine the sociometric status of mentally gifted‘
third graders.

The procedures used to make this determination included‘
the following: | _ |
1. Mentally gifted students were identifed in two.

Montana school districts.. One district had a oull—out
program for mentally gifted students and the .othexr did not.
These students were second graders at the time of
identification.

| 2. One control group was randomly selected from each
- district, equal in number to the mentally gifted groups, but
not identified as mentally gifted.

3. Each of-the four above named groups was
administered-a sociometric questionnaire at the'beéinning of
the third grade year before the inception of the pull—out
program, and again near the end of the school year. This

‘questionnaire was used to.determine if the sociometric
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status of members of the four_groups increased, decreased or
remained uncnanged during the course of the year,land to
compare the differences'among the four.groups.

4; Each of the-four above named groups was
administeredlthe HOW~I See Myself Scale near the end of
tneir third grade year. This scale was used to determine
their self- concept in the areas of physical appearance,
interpersonal adequacy, autonomy and academic adequacy. It
was also used to determine their attitude toward school.
The results were used to compare the differences among the
- four groups. A |

The study was limited to tnird graders in Bozeman,
Montana and Belgrade, Montana. It made no attempt to
determine the effectlveness of pull-out programs at other

levels, or of the academic effectiveness of any program.
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.CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Giftedness Defined
Whitmore (1980{ p. 8) says,

The literature from about 1800 onward has
contalned occaslional descriptions of child prodigies who
were recognized because of their exceptional

“accomplishments at an early age. Reports, usually
provided by parents, were verified by public
demonstrations of the child's impressive
abilities--performances that may have appeared to be
something like circus "freak" shows..

"It seems that these children frequently
belonged to educator parents who were competent drill
masters and enjoyed writing detalled accounts of the
precocious behavior", said Hildreth (1966) as quoted by
Whitmore (1980, p.8).

Whitmore (1980, p. 8) cited a few examples of these
types of behaviors, as described by Terman (1925),
Hollingworth (1942), and Hildreth (1966).

. At age 14 months the child knew all the
stories in the New Testament (Christian Heineken).

. Read fluently by age four; at age 7 years 10
months he gave a public demonstration of his ability
to read in Italian, French, Greek and Latin. At age 9
he matriculated at the University of Leipsic, received
his doctorate of laws at 16 (Earl Witte).

Composed her first poem (said in correct
rhyme and meter) at age 2 years 9 months; wrote her

" first literary composition by age 5 (Terman's Verda).

Composed minuets before the age of 4;
composed sonatas at 5 and a symphony at 8 years of age’
(Mozart). .

The definition of giftedness, as'judged by the variety.
of terms used to describe it, is at best nebulous and at
least elusive.

S. P. Marland, Jr. (March, 1972, p. 187) said,
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Of the 22 states which had within their
education code, a term which could apply to the
clinical entity known as the gifted child eight used
terms such as "the gifted", "academically talented",
"gifted", and "the gifted child" but did not further
define them. '

The narrative sketches of the-precocious children

' relatedtby Whitmore at the beginning of this chapter would

probably be acceptable tE most of the lay community as
evidence of mental superiority. ‘Hdwever,.these were not all
of the children about which‘the definition of giftedne§s was
concerned. | | |

A contemporary gifted/talenfed.defihition'has been
eVolvihg for over a half. century. Lewis Terman started it.

all with his lbngitudinal study of the intellectually able

in the 1920's. Through his studies of the 1Q, Terman

corrected the myth that bright children are'peculiar and
abnormal. He set the'stége for recognizing thé
characteristics of the gifted/talented and theif deyeiopment
through life'énd ways of ldentifying thgm. He took a giant
step into aﬁ era when youth would bé_accepted for what they
were and allowed to devélop their gifts without féar of
ridicule. ' ' | |
witty (1951, p. 10)‘proposed a landmark definition of
giftedness: "Any child whose performance in_a vaiuable liﬁe
of human activity is consistently or zépeatedly reméfkabie
is gifted." | |

Extensive research on giftedness and creativity was
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conducted duriné the 1950}8. Studiés included E. Paul
Torrance's Minnesoté Studies of Creative Thinkiné; J. P,
Guilford's.étructure of Intellect Model and A. Harry
Passow's interpretation of the research and its imbllcatroﬁs
fof education. .

Subseqhently; five sta;e education departments téok
thelr flrst stéps toward sbecial education for.the giftedf
Callifornia's Mentally Gifted Minors Program (MGM), Georgla's
 Governor's School, Illinois' Demonstration Centers for the
Education of the Gifted, Connecticut's Model for the
Education of the Gifted; and Ohio's Cleveland Major Works
Program.

But as the Sputnik ferVor’ebbed, provisionsnfof
gifted/talented programs had not yet entered the maiﬁstream
of education. Programs dissolved as funds were Qithdrawn
and attentién was shifted to minorities, cultufally deprived
children, mentally and physiéally ﬁandicapped and other
speéial interest education groups. |

Theﬁ in 1964 and again in 1974, new interest was
. established In programs for the gifted/talenfed children in
the United States. 1In 1964 President Johnson established
the Presidential Scholar's Program whichiestablished'the '
fact that glfted and talented children existed at.all
socio;economic levels and within all etﬁnic boundaries. In
1974 Congféss provided special_funaing to begin in 1976 with

awards to state and local agencies for glfted/talented




23

education models and nationally based leédeiship<and
teacher-training programs. Writers such as Whitmore (1980)
and Maker (1975) géve evidence that wasifavofable toward
establishment and maintengnce of speciél'programs £or the
mentally gifted student. |

Kirk (1972 pu_lQG)'inforﬁéd that in spite of the efforts
of some individuals who advocated special provisions for the
gifted over.and above the regular school programs, until
~recently thgse programs had not received wide public
support. This was true 1n some school systems which
initiated‘special classes 6: special programs'for fhe
gifted. The rationale of those Qho opposed special education
for the giffed was that the sécondary schools we;é'alreadj
.offering diversified curricula--commercial, vocational and
trade courses, and other 1esstacademic,‘as_well as college
preparatory curricula; This ﬁultiple-track planvwas
believed to be the most suitable_fbr enricﬁing the programs
for brighter -children. Furthérmore, colleges and :
universities were ofiginally organized for the superior
studehts; hence it could be argued that the public has been
providihé exténded education for fhoge of superior
intellect. The a;gﬁment.that American society had supplied
colleges and universities with the most academlically able
did not take into consideration that some superior students
were economically unable‘to‘attend coilegé)

Some school system's refusal to implement programs for
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 the mentaliy gifted was caused by the resistance to change.

Rosenblum (1981 p.l) stated,

Declining enrollments, rapid changes in the
existing technology and knowledge about teaching and
learning process, a continual expansion of the role of
the school into new areas, and changes in the
prevailing cultural preferences of both local
communities and the larger society continually impel

" schools to innovate. '

Yet, although these pressures create a
climate which favors the introduction of planned
programs of change, many, if not most of the efforts
of schools at planned change fail to achieve .either
their stated or impliclt goals. One prominent
explanation for the persistent finding of failure is
the poor understanding among school personnel and
policy makers of the organizational properities and
processes that may have. a significant impact upon a
school's ability to achieve the designed outcomes of
such change programs.

However, even with these,reasbns for not establishing
mentally giftéd progréms, new legisiation had been ,
introduced which could piovide as much as $50 miliidn for
1980-83, for'such programs. Panwith (1978, p. 1-5). -
| So, begiqninghwith Terman;s interest in the gifted in
the 1920's, following the ebb and flow of interest through
the subsequent years, what has become the definition oﬁ‘a-
child who is gqualified to participate in such programs?

Gallégher (1975, p. 105 relatea; "Often justifiably
impatient with esoteric definitions,”the téacher and others:
in oui soclety fail to'recogniie.fhgt the definition of
giftedness was culture-bound." Thg definition's dependence
, haé become directly related to the socieff in which the

individual 1lives.
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Gallagher (1975, p. 10) quoted Flanagan, Daiiéy,
‘Shaycroft, Gorham, Orr and Goldberg (1962, p. 19) as having
some pertinent thingé to say about talent and its definitibn.

in past eras:

The definition of talent in a primitive
tribe is likely to be quite simple. Where the tribe
depends primarily on hunting wild game for survival,
the definition of talent will focus on the ability to
become an outstanding hunter. To the warring tribe,
‘the ability to carry battle to the enemy is most
prized. -
| Even nations which produced men whose
brilliant insights and ideas are still recognized
today had a limited view of man's talents. The Greeks
honored the orator and the artist--but failed to
appreciate the invehtor. Rome cherished the soldier
and the administrator--but failed to recognize the
many other talents of either its citizens or its
slaves. _

What is our present concept of talent and
how has it developed? - It is not surprising that a
complex society such as ours has a complex view of
talents.

There wgre.many different versions of a définition ofi
gifted children in odr soclety. There was an obvious.
concern with the variety of dimensions of gfftedness. The
obvioué difficulty in defining giftedness has created an
equally obvious difficulty in deciaing whom to choose for
these special programs.

The prime symbol system for our culture ;s language,
and through this system we f£ind the predomlpence of measures
of mental ability. These tests afe commonly called IQ tests
and are é ratio of mental age to life age yhich yields an
index that is referred to as an’intelliggnce quotient. - For

example,
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mental age ‘ 12

IQ = 1life age . 8 X 100 = 150.

Gallagher (1975 p. 12) stated

We see intuitively that an IQ score of 150,
such as that obtained here is "good". Extensive
experience with the distribution of IQ scores has
yielded consistent curves such as shown in Figure 1.
The Wechsler Scales (Wechsler Intelligence Scale for
Children--WISC--and the Wechsler Adult Intelligence
Scale--WAIS) both have a mean of 100 and a standard
deviation of 15. The 1960 revision of -the .
Stanford-Binet test uses standard scores that have a
mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 16. For all
practical purposes this one-point difference is of no
significance; hence one can also interpret Stanford
Binet IQ's by referring to the WISC and WAIS scale in
the flgure.

Gallagher (1975, p. 13) stated,

The IQ score actually ylelds two different
kinds of measures, both of importance to educators.
First it gives some indication of the current mental
level of the child in comparison with his own age
group and second, it makes a prediction as to the rate
of the child's mental growth in the future . Although
IQ tests clearly do not measure all of what we
consider important in discussions of intelligence,
they do measure much of what is necessary to current
academic success.

In terms of IQ, giftedness may be deflned at éeveral
different levels. The National Association of Secondary
School Principals identified the ranges as follows:

1. Mildly gifted (116-128 IQ)

'2. Moderately gifted (129-141 1Q)

3. Highly gifted 142+ IQ)
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55 70 85 100 115 130 145
Wechsler 1Q scores
11 1 F1 'M1 1 b — 1
0.1 10 30 50 70 90 99
1 20 40 60 80 99.9
Percentile ranks
Figure 1. Relationships Between Wechsler Scores and

Percentile Ranks. Gallagher (1975,
Biehler.
Mifflin,

p- 12).
Psychology of Applied Teaching.
1971, p- 418.)

(Adapted from R .
Boston: Houghton
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As has~been indicated, defining giftedﬁess has many
facets, only one of which 1is fhrough use of 1Q scores. —
Other aspects of giftednesé are less easy to measure.
The literature reflects cdntinﬁous efforts to construct
a definitioh'of giftedness that will gain more wide-spread
acceptance. Whitmore (1980, p. 61), stated,

There is no baslic agreement on the
definition of giftedness, but definite common
denominators exist in all the definitions offered.
Superior ablilities related to cognitive
processing--for example, comprehending, organizing,
retaining, transferring, utilizing information in
problem solving--are the basis of intellectual :
giftedness. These cognitive abilities contribute to
the individual's exceptional ability to perceive
relationships between ideas or events, to gain
influence over the environment, and to become an
independent critical thinker and a leader. "Gifted
children" generally refers to those possessing
exceptional potential for academic success and )
productive intellectual pursuits. Simply, one may
define intellectual giftedness as exceptional
potential for learning and a capacity to assimilate,
manipulate and utilize abstract concepts and factual
information. ‘ '

Presently, definitions of giftedness are used
synonymously with those of~t§1ent. Recognition is now being
given those possessihg special attribd%es ﬁhich enable them-
to sudcéed physically, in the visual and performing arts,
socially, mechani;ally and és leaders; Chiidren who fall
into these categories also need to be dealt with -in specialf
" fashion. |
Definitions of giftednéss are determined by the methodé

of identification employed and vice versa. ‘How a researcher

or échool syétem'defines giftedness governs the content of
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the ldentification tools to be employed. _
For the purposes of this paper, the following'-
definition of giftedness was used. The United States QOffice
of Education in Richert (1978, D... 3) defined gifted and

talented children as

These are children who require differentiated
educational programs and services beyond those
normally provided by the regular school program in
order to realize their contribution to self and
society.

Children capable of high performance include
those with demonstrated achievement and/or potential
ability in any of the following areas:

1. General intellectual ability

2. Specific academic aptitude

3. Creative or productive thinking

4. Leadership ability

5. Visual and performing arts

6. Psychomotor ability.

Characteristics of the Gifted

‘The general population has stereotypically .
characterized the traits of the gifted for meny years.
Serious efforts at scientific evaluation Qete begun in
England. |

Whitmore (1980, p. 9i stated,

Sir Francis Galton, renowned English
scientist, began the movement toward objective
observation and measurement of human traits, and he
devised statistical methods for summarizing the data.
He was the first to produce a comprehensive
description of gifted individuvals and to supply
information about the origins and development of
genius.

. Galton's: concept of genius was "great
natural ability, nothing more, nothing less than a
very extreme degree in a combination of ‘ _ .
traits--intellectual capaclity, zeal and the power of
working--that are shared by all humans to a varying
- degree." In America Terman's work supported Galton's
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flndlngs'as his systematic study of young geniﬁses
exploded the popular myth of the intellectually gifted
child as a queer, physically-weak little prodigy who
became neurotlc and was apt to burn out quickly. His
work also discredited the accompanying notion that the
gifted child could excel only in certain kinds of
mental performance and lacked general ability; that
giftedness furthermore was accompanied by illness,
social failure or some other compensatory deficiency.

Paraphrasing Gallagher's (1975, p. 41) diséhssion of
Terman's group, he said, "The evlidence of the past is that
the gifted and talented have greatér emotional stability -
than the balance of the comparable population, and that they
maintain this stability over time." Kirk (1972, p. 57)
sald, "Terman concluded that the superiok emotional
adjustment seen in childhood was maintained in adulthood."

Karamessinis (1980, p. 11-12), said Faunceé (1966)
compared the academic persistence of gifted women who did or
did not complete college. Of 1249 such subjects, 64%°
graduated. Those who did graduate tested as insightful,
integrated, tension free, and vocationally oriented when
they were freshmen.

Karamessinis (1980, p. 11-12), also quoted Schauer
(1975) in a study of 125 eleven year olds at Kent State
University. He determined that glifted children had a highei
self-esteem than children in regular classes. Karamessinls
(1980, p. 11-12) said that an earlier study found no such
evidence.

Gallagher (1975, p. 34) summarizing the findipgs of
Terman and Ogden (1951, p. 23-24) stated:
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1. The average member of our group is a
slightly better physical specimen than the average
child. . .

2. Por the fields of subject matter covered
in our tests, the superiority of gifted over
unselected children was greater in reading, language
usage, arithmetical reasoning, science, literature and
the arts. 1In arithmetical computation, spelling .and
factual information about history and civics, the
superiority of the gifted child was somewhat less
marked. .

: 3. The interests of gifted children are
many -sided and spontaneous, they learn to read easily
and read more and better books than the average child.
At the same time they make numerous collections,
cultivate many kinds of hobbies, and acquire far more
knowledge of plays and games than the average child. .
~ 4. As compared with unselected children, .
they are less inclined to boast or to overstate their
knowledge; they are more trustworthy when under i
temptation to cheat; their character preferences and
social attitudes are more wholesome, and they score
higher in a test of emotional stability. . . o

5. The deviation of the gifted subjects
from the generality is in the upward direction for
nearly all traits. There is no law of compensation
whereby the intellectual superiority of the gifted
tends to be offset by 1nferior1t1es along
non-intellectual lines.

Gallagher (1975, p. 39) said, "There is 1little or no
question about the general social status of high IQ
elementary s¢hool children. It is high." Gallagher (1975,
p. 39) listed quoteg from a large group of 1nvestrgations:
(Grace and Booth, 1958; Grupe, 1961; Johnson and Kirk, 1950;
and Miller, 1956): |

. 1. The soclial status of glifted children
seems to show a relative decrease at the secondary
level. .

2. Gifted children are able to identify
correctly the social status of -others and themselves
better than the average.

. 3. Glfted chlildren tend to choose each
other for friends when they are removed from the
classroom for a perlod of time each day.
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4. Gifted children lose some generel social-
acceptance when removed from the classroom for a
_pexiod of time each day.

5. Acceleration at the elementary level
does not seriously affect their social adjustment.

6. Glfted children seem to serve as an
ego-ideal to the average child, who chooses him even
though he sees differences between himself and the

gifted youngster.

High social acceptance may be equated with good
persona; adjustment. Terman's group seemed well adjusted
in childhood and also showed below-average incidence of
suicide and mental illness in later life.

One pefsonalized factor which was found to relate to
high ability was that of independence. Lucito (1964, p.
5-13) compared 55 bright and 51 dull sixth grade children
on.a task that measured conformity to group Jjudgment.
The task was to identify which of three lines was
longest. The children, placed in groups of six, had’
already proven thelr ability to 1dent1fy the lengths of
" lines. However, when given false information about the
choices of other children, the dull children had a
tendency to conform to the opinionfof the group while the
brighter children did not. None of the dull children
qualified for the most independent category, as defined
by Lucito, while 29% of the bright children fell into.
this category.

_Another characteristic of the gifted which was most
overlooked and influential of those traits distinctly

associated with individuals of superior lntelligence was f
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perfectionism. Many gifted children exhiblted this
trait.
Whitmore (1980, p. 146) stated,

This.characterist1c~has been identified as a
strong drive to achieve the results in striving
students who are content only with A grades and top
test scores. This motivating force seems to be a
desire to prove to the world they are adequate and
worthy, or a desire to remain "on top" in a
competitive society.

Whitmore (1980, p. 146) reported that Strang (1951)
also implied the drive for perfectionism in her discussion
of the feelings of inferiority and 1n§dequacy frequéntly
expressed by the gifted. Haggard (1957) as ;eported by
Whitmore (1980, p. 146) stated that gifted sfudents became
tense, anxious, guilty or rebellious as an ingenious méans
of self—defehse and of fruétrating and embarrassing those
who placed primary emphasis oniintellectugl achievement.

It has become apparent that the stereotypically
described gifted child, wearing thick glasses, reading a
boék and careésing a handkerchief ‘to alleviate the
consequences of persiétent illness are not trué. The
physical characteristics of the gifted child are equal to
those of other intellectual groupings. Other
characteristics of great concern to educatois:would Be those
which fall into the'affectivé domain. These characteristics
1nc1udg interpersonal adequacy, autonomy, academic adequacy,

attitude toward school and socialiacéeptance. They are the

major toplcs of this paper énd will be discussed and
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analyzed. in chapters four and five.

Identification of Giftednesé
Gallagher (1975, p. 17), uses S..P.'Mérland's (1972, p.

261) delineation of the majorx identlfléatioﬁ procedures used
for gifted children in illinois.‘-

It is natural to assume that Ldenfifiéation of the
glfted evolves from the defiﬂition of giftedness. ' However,
by classifying giftedness_aé intellectual supériofity, we
rule out tests of physigal fitness as approprlate

identification measures.

Table 1: Major Identification Procedures

Major Identification Percent ‘Pexrcent
Procedures . Using Recommending

Teacher observation and

nomination o 93 : - 15
Group achievement tests , 817 ’ 74
Group intelligence tests : 87 65

" . Previously demonstrated . T

_ accomplishments 56 78
Individual IQ test scores 23 90
Scores on tests of creativity 14 74

Source: S.P. Marland, Education of the Gifted and Talented.
Washington, D, C.: U. 8. Office of Education, (1972, p. '
261). :

If we take one of the more popular general definitions
of giftedness as stated'by Gallagher (1964, p. 5):
“Consistgnt excellence in any field of human behavior"; we

can see that areas other than academic excellence or




35
intellectual superiority must be considered.

Althoqgh teacher_ndmination has begn the most
frequently used device for identification of the gifted, a
moré preferred method employed.the individual-aéhievement
test and'preyiously demonstrated accbmpllshments. Teacﬁers
.will often qverlook gifted students who will be-identifieé
by testing and conversely will overrate.dutiful, |
hard-working children.

Gallagher (1966, p. 11) reported:

The teacher is likely t§ miss gifted Cﬁildreh who are
underachievers, motivational problems and belligerant
or apathetic toward the school program. Most
authorities would agree that teachers opinions
definitely need supplementing with more objective
rating methods. - '

Both early énd current studies have shown that we can
identify these children at an early age, quite apart from
their tendency to emerge on their own. Attempts to identify
glfted children through tests at the kindergarten level have
been successful when-carefﬁl preliminary sgarCh and -
screening have been utilized.

Teacher nomination and group tests have-been shown to
have about the same level of accuracy in identification
proceduies. Bothlfaii to identify large numbers of mentally
gifted students. Half of the numbér of mentally gifted
students remain unidentified with the use of group tests

alone. It is unsafe to assume that teachers will identify

even the highly gifted. According to one study, 25 pércent

%
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of the most highly gifted were missed.

The National School Publ;c Relations Association (in
Epstein, 1979, p.45) repérted, "There.are‘peihaps~on1y two
generally accepted statements abouf identification: start
early, and use many methods."

They went on to say, "The use of multiple methods of
identification has becomé a logical: outgrowth of‘the
recognition that giftedness had mény facefs and the;e vere,
In turn, many aspects to each of‘these facets," Gifted
education specialists such as Whitmore (1980) and Gallagherx
(1975) recommended using as many of these identification
procedures as possible:'

1. Teacher nominations. Because teachers on
“their own.tend to ildentify fewer thén ﬁglf of the gifted
students, Renzulll and others havé deve;oped "Scales for
éating the Behavioral Characteristics of Superior Studenté"
as an aid in guiding teacher judgment. .

2. Tests. Group tests may be used as initial
screening to select children to takevihdividual tests, which
are more expensive tq administer, but aiso more reliable.
Thére are I1Q tests which measure.sevéral kinds of
intellectual abilitles-—primary mental abilities,
differential aptitude tests, multiple aptitude tests. A
number of non—vérbal, culture free IQ tests have béen

recently developed.

3. Parent nominations. These tend to be fairly
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"reliable, especially in early years.

4. Self nominations. Based primarily on a
child's auto-biographical-data and interest inventories.

5. Peer nominations.  Based on sociograms.

| 6. Agditions. Used primarily for psychomotor

skills and performinélarts abilities. Examinations of
portfoiios will show the student's original work in the
visual and performing arts.

7. Evaluation. Data from all sdurces,'baséd on
flexlblilty about cut-off points is the overriding method.

Finally, in Epstein (1979, p. 46)’Joyce Runyon, flofida

state consultant on the gifted recommended fhé following
procedure:be_followed in identifying the glfted:

1. Nominations--from guidance counselors,
specialists, community professionals,
classroom teachers, principals,
administrators, parents and self.
2. Screening--based on weighted checklists.
3. Descriptive case study
a. academic history i
b. testing--cognitive: convergent
thinking by achievement and IQ.
tests, divergent thinking by
creativity and intellectual
maturity tests; affective: -
convergent and divergent

¢. 1interests, observations,

‘ soclial-emotional adjustment

appraisals

d. personality assessment--
Interviews

4. Placement--based on evaluation of. data
by committee of teachers, psychologists,
administrators. '

Identification of the gifted; in some cases may be

difficult. Glven the several means avallable, those =

1
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children with special~qualiteslcan be assessed and blaced in
appropriate programs or be givén 1nstxuction suitable for

thelr needs.

Characteristics of Effective Teachers of Mentally Gifted .

Although this research ‘does nbt deal directly with the .
rélationsﬁips between classroom and itinerant teachers and.
their mentally gifted students, these relationships have |
covert and overt bearing on the outcomes of the fgsearch,
The writer felt, therefore, that a review of'the ;iteraturé
pertaining to these relationships was necessary to provide
backgroun& knowledge. ‘

Nicely (1980, p. 12) reported a trend in the mentally
gifted-studeht/teacher relationéhip;. It appeared that '
giftéd:students were often Qubjected to ridicule and
embarrassment-sihply bécaﬁse they created an inconvenience .
by being drawn from the regular classroom. .As a gesdlt}
another needless hurdle had begn.placed iﬁ5the path to the
development of their own Capabiiities and taient;-

‘He Qent on to say that research indicated that there

were as many teachers who felt that enrichment proérams made
| their jobs more difficult as there were teachers who felt
that their jébs become easier és;a result.

In a chi squéfe analysis by Guilford, he determined at
the .05 level, that there was no significant difference
between the attitudes.of tﬁb:groups of teachers. In:thq'age

group 21-29 (chosen because fhey completed baccaléureate
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programs and began post—graduéte-progréms when much émphasis
was being placed on gifted educatién) and those 30 and older
had similar feelings regaiding‘drawing childreq from regular
' classioom settlngs for fegular periodic placement in gifted
enrichment programs.
Gallagher (1975, p. 225) stated,

There appear to be many misconceptions about the
proper role of the teacher in providing gifted
students the freedom to think broadly and to search
for new ideas with a sense of freedom and exploration.
To some the teacher's role should consist of an
ability to nimbly step out, with a minimum of teacher
interaction. But such a laissez-faire approach does
not f£it into our knowledge of classroom interaction.
I1f the gifted child could learn on his own, there
would be no need for the teacher.

Teachers should encourage children to create
expressive patterns of their own and to have ample ,
opportunity to explore and become acquainted with each

. potential channel and mode of expression so that the
one best suited for them may be more effectively
utilized.

A reading of a list of desirabie charactexristics of
teachers of gifted students in Galiagher (1975, p. 312)
leads one to belleve that few teachers could meet all of
these qualiflcations. They include:

Good health and physical superiority
Versatility of interests

Creativeness and originality

Unusual proficiency in teaching subjects
Participating member of the community

Clear and consistent philosophy of education
Knowledge of theories of learning

Excellent sense of humor '

Abundant physical energy.

A study using student opinions to choose successful

teachers of the gifted revealed the‘follbwing summary of
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traits of 30 such teachers. A paraphrase of Bishop (1968,
p. 317-325) stated,

The successful teachers were found to be mature,
‘experlienced and superior intellectually. It is, in
fact, hard to believe that a teacher of average
intellectual ability could present the kind of content
and pedagogical program necessary for this type of
clientele. ‘

Bishop (1968, p. 317-325)'cont1nued,'successful
teachers were more interested in-literature, the arts and
culture, had high personal achievement needs and were
seeking their own ‘intellectual growth through feaching}
They were more studént-centered, sfimulating in the
classroom, and not surprisingly, were supportive of special
education programs for the gifted.‘

Gallagher (1975,'9. 313) reported other charactéristics
as stated by Bruch and Torrance (1972, p. 72):

1. Honesty--able to admit mistakes rather
than bluffing as infallible experts.

2. Not strict--fairly firm, -but tough
disciplinary methods and quiet
classrooms are rejected.

3. Trusting--puplils must realize that

teachers have the confldence in them
to act responsibly.

The National School Public Relations Associationl(1979)
reiterated the idea of trust and also indicated that a
'teacher must be -able to encbdrage the development of
" creative and critical thinking; to develop as many different
kinds of ideas about the solution of a problem as possible

at the outset, regardless of how bizarre they may seem.

Along with the gqualities previously mentioned we should
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also include that the teacher must not be a hostile person.
It has been maintained that in our society there is a
widespread dislike for gifted ahd‘creative children.
Nietzsche's concept of resentment involved a partly
unconscious tendency to punish ingenuity and Jjoyous
excitement in able children. _

Teachers of the gifted must be free of the=1ock-etep
and pliece-by-piece approach. ¥ith many teachers using these
-methods, a teachef of -the ‘mentally gifted -must be -able to
withstand criticism of a more liberal approach. |

Maker (1982,-p. 134) said:

In addition, the special characteristics. of the
students to be taught necessitate consideration of
other traits. PFor example, teachers of the
intellectually gifted or academically talented must
have a high degree of intelligence and
self-confidence. ' Teachers of the creatively gifted
should have imaglinative ldeas, a respect for the
potentialities of the individual, a high regard for
the teacher's responsibility to the child and the
group's responsibility to the child, and a belief in
the importance -of enhancing pupils' self-images.

Intellectual -superiority may not be a requisite, but .-
certainly a teacher of the mentally gi%ted‘must be .able to
stzucture ideas, ralse stimulatingjquestions and give
leadership to curiosity. Unless professionals with
expertise'provide'appropriate guldance to classroom
teachere, gifted children may become even more neglected -
than in the past. Teachers--gifted or not--seldom have been

prepared to teach gifted-childien appropriately and with

sensitive understanding of their needs.
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Summar
Because of the many aspects'to consider and becéuse-sb
many~havé'd1f£erent views on what constitutes -giftedness, no
oné definition has gained full acceptance.

The most widely accepted definlﬁion of a gifted child
is one wﬁo_has scored in the uPper two or three percent of
IQ test.scbres. A more meaningful déftnition'in-the contéxt
of today's soclety will include a consideration of talent as
well. The concern of this deflnif;on is the child who
requires some sort of-differentiaped~educational program .
beyond that required by'the-avefage student. Those who fit
into this category will possess one or more of the
attributes of intellect,-aéadémic aptitude, creative
thinking, léadership sk;lls, outstanding pSychbmotor ability-l
or a talent for the visual or performing.érts;,

The previously accepted stereotypé'oflthe gifféd child
as one who waé frail, sickly and neurotic has béeh .
dispeiled. It is now accepted that these éhildren are
actually superior physically, are highly motivated in the
proper environment and have a'variety of interests. Gifted
children are emotionally étable, well-accepted by peers gnd‘-
are generally independent. Because of a desire for
perfectionism, they may foster withln—themselves} feelrpgs
of inferiority and linadequacy.

Glfted children may be idéntlfied thfough a varlety of

methods. Those most commonly used, teacher nomination and
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group achievemenf test scores are the least desirable.

. The '‘best method ﬁor identification may be through the
use of a multi—instrumept process. This process would begin
with a nomination by a person knowﬁ to the individual,
iﬁcluding the individual himself, screening, testing, and a.
case study. |

The teacher characterisfics which would%best enable the
most effective educatiqn—of glfted children doVnot  |
necessarlily include a_high level of intelléct. They must;
however, be original aﬁd cfeative,'héve a wide variety of
interests and probably pe energefic and in good'physicél
condition, | |

‘Othex desirable characteristics included a liking of
the arts, literature and culture in general and high
personal achievement. Above all, the succéssfui teacher of
the gifted hés to like his students and respect them for_

what they are.
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CHAPTER THREE

PROCEDURES

The purpose of this study was to determine if
identified mentally gifted third grade_students’had.a-better
.attitude toward school and a greater self—éoncept 1n‘school
diétricts which had pull-out programs than in those which
did not have pull-out programs. Additionally, it was to
,deter&ine if the sociomefric statﬁs‘OE_mentally gifted third
graders was better in districts which had a pull-out program
than that of those where therelﬁas no--pull-out program. |
Randomly selected control groups, equal in size to thg
mentally gifted groups, were included foflcomparisén‘
purposes.

" The procedures used in thls study are discussed under
the following headings: |

1; Population Description and Sampling Procedﬁres

2. Description of Investigation Categories"

3. Method of Collectiné Data |

4. Method of Organizing Data

5. statistical Hypotheses

6. Analysls of Data

7. Precautlons Taken for Accuracy

8. Summary
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Population Description and Sampling Procedure

Of the several school districts within the state of
Montana which had programs for mentally gifted studeﬁts,
Bozeman was selected for study for the following reasoné:

1. Type of program'offered.

2. Number of mentally gifted students participating in
the mentally gifted'prégram of the district.

3. Agreément by the district to participate in the
study. | o

Belgrade was selected for the comparison population
because it had no pfogram for mentally gifted students, but-
had hany demographic characteristics similarﬂtb_Bozeman.
Belgrade had a similar general'population, similar teachers
and served as a bedroom community for Bozeman. (Mr. Jim
Monger, Senior Researcher, bersonal'interview) (See Appehdix
B). |

The population involved in this study included the
third grade students in these districts, who by virtue of
local testing and selection procegses had been identified,
as second graders, as being mentally éifted. They
particiéated as third graders in pull-out programs for
mentally gifted students or if no pull-out program existed,
spent their entire school déy in a self-contained classroom.
It also included control groups from Belgrade and Eoéeman
ﬁot identified as'beinq mentally gifted. The control groups

received the same testing as the mentally éifted students
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and the results were comparea to the results of the testiﬁg
of the mentally gifted studenté.

The students involved in the pull-out program in
Bozeman spent 20 percent of their school timé with an
itinerant teacher while participating in the mentally gifted
program of the district and 80 percent'of their school'time
with a teacher in a self-contained classroom enviroﬁment. '

The second population studied was the third grade
mentally gifted students in self—contéined clasérobms in
Belgrade where there was no pull-out program.- There were 22
identified and participating students ln.the mentally glfted
program in Bozeman, drawn from’lﬁ second grade classrooms.
The -Belgrade District had £dur second g;ade classrooms and
provided 12 mentally gifted students. Control groups from
each d;stridt were equal in size to the mentaily gifted'
groups, but were ﬁot 1dent1f1ed as mentally gifted.
Description ofIInvestigation Categories ‘

This study compared the self—concepf of ﬁentally gifte&
third graders involved in a pull-out program, with the
self-concept of those yho spent the entire school day in a
self-contained classroom. aorg (1981) thought it sometimes
important to investigate the effect of various educational
practices on students' self concept. . ." | |

Additionally, the study compared the attitude toward
school and the sociometric status df mentally'gifted‘third

graders involved in a pull-out program to that ofrmen;ally
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gifted students not involved in such a program.
Two control groups, one randomly selected from -each
district, were matched -to the mentally gifted groups. Each
had the same number of subjects as the mentally glifted

groups, and were included in the self-concept, attitude

. towards school and sociometric status aspect of fhi§>study

to determine if differences occurred among the four groups.
The categories for 1ﬁvestlgation were:
1. Self-concept_ratings'Of mentally qlfted-thlr@
graders-involvéd~1n a pull—out program compared to-thqse not
involved in a pull-out program. |

2. A comparison of the attitudes toward school of

mentallj-gifted third graders invoived in a pull—out-progiam

to those of mentally gifted'third graders not involved in a
pull-out program.

3. A comparison of the self-concept ratings of the
control groups ‘with the ratings of the mentally gifted
groups. | ' - A | ‘

. 4. A comparlison of the éttitudeé toward sch601 of the
control groups with the attitudes toward sqhool of the
mentally é;fted groubs.

5. A comparison.of the sociometric status bf menfally
gifted third graders involved in a pull-ouf progiam to those
not involved in a pull-oﬁt proéram. l

6. A comparison of thé sociometric status of the

control groups with the sociometiic status of the mentally
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gifeed groﬁps.
Methods of Coilecting Data
| The researcher used five instruments to gather data.
The validity and reliability of the first four instruments
were well documented. The validity and reliability data for
the Otle—Lennon Test were found in the Manual for

Administration, Otis-Lennon Mental Ability Test.

Reliability and validity data>for the How I . See Myself
Scale, developed by the late Dr. Ira A. Gordon, head ef the
Florida Research and Development Coﬁpcil, University of-
Florida were found in that administration manual. Data for
the Stanford Achievement Test and the Metropolitan Readinesel
Test were found in each of the administration manuals for |
those tests.

The first instrument, the Otis—Lennen Mental Ability
Test (Form J), was designed to "provide comprehensive,
carefully afticulated assessment of the general mental
ability, or scholastic aptitude, of pupils in American
schools." oOtis (1967, p.4). This teé% was administered to
the second graders in Bozeman,'Moﬁtana School pistrict #7
and Belgrade; Montana School District #44 during the first
part of May, 1982. | '

The second and third instruments were the_stanford
Achievemeht Test, Primary Level 2, Form A and the
Metropolitan Achievement Test, Primary Level 2, Fofm JS and

KS. The Stanford test is a "serles of comprehensive
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achievement tests developed to provide measurement and
assessment of learning at diffeient.levélé.in the'
educational process." Madden (1973, p. 26). The fest has
.been designed for students ranging from middle second to
middle third grade. The Metropolitan was designed t§ serve
the same purpose. It. .. ."is a genuinely comprehensive
system, one that merges measurement with diagnosis and
prescription. . ." Prescott (1978, p. 2). Scoies from the
Stanford test in the areas of mathematics, sclence, word
study skillé and reading, along Qitﬁ the scores on the
Ootis-Lennon Test have been used by the Bozeman School
District as the bases for selection and 1nclusion_in the
district's pull-out program for mentally gifted studénts.
Scores from the Metropolitan, in the above named academic
areas, along with the Otis-Lennon scores were used to
determine which Belgrade students, had they iivea in
Bozeman, would have quaiified for that district's mentally
gifted program. . - |
The fourth instrument was thé How 1 See'Myself Scale

and was administered to the identified mentally.giffed third
grade students in Bozeman énd Belgrade along with‘control_'
groups in Bozeman and Belgrade during the last week in May,
1983. Th;s test was used to determine differences in
attitude toward school amoné the four.groups of third
graders.

The How I See Myself Scale was also used with both
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groups.of mentally gifted students and the two control
groups to determﬁne if there were diffefehces in students'
feelings'abput themselves if they were involved in a
pull-out program, or if they were not.

Five factors relating to self-concept and feelings
about school were derived from this test. They were:
Teacher-School, Interpersonal Adequacy, Autonomy, Academic
Adequacy and Physical Appearance. All were applicable to
elementary school students.

For ideﬂtiflcation of the mentall} glfted students,
administration of the Otis~Lennon Test and the Stanford
Achlevement Test, Primary Level 2, Part A was done by the
researcher and two other doctoral.students from Montana
State University. Administration of the Metropolitan
Achievement Test was done by the second grade teachers in
Belgrade. All testing of mentally gifted third graders and
the control groups was done by Montana State University
graduate students. All identified mentally gifted students
had a measured I1IQ of 135 or greater, scored in the 98th
percentile on a standardized achievement test, or had met
one of the above criterion and had been recommended by one
or more teachers. All were third graders at the time of
teéting.

Finally, a sociometric questionnaire was administe;ed
to the.four groups to determine if differences existed among

the four groups in the sociometric status sub-questions
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relating to scholastics, social acceptance,
extra—curricuiar léadership and creatiQe—scholastics.> Sax
(1968, p. 263) stated.fﬁat the study of group behavior is
especially important in edﬁcation where there is interaction
among students. It was adminisfered to the meﬁtally gifted
and control groups in Bozeman and Belgrade by a graduate |
student at Montana State University in September},1982,
prior to the beginning of the Bozeman puli—out program.
Please note that at this time students had no knowledge of
which of their peers would participate in a pull-out
program. o

The method of administration took the following form;
each student in classrooms in Bozeman or Belgrade which héd'
an identified meéentally gifted student was‘asked to selgct
from among his/her classmateé, the peer with whom he/she
would most like to participate in each of the four
categories. .The resulfs were tabulated to determine which
student(s) were selected the most in éach category. Sax
{1968, p. 263) says, "As currently used, sociometry simply
requires investigators to ask subjects to nominate their
peers for a given and specific activity." The results were
‘tabulated to determine which students were perceived to be
thé most desirable for peer interaction in four categor;es.

The soclometric questionnalre was re—édmipistered by a
graduate student during thé month of May, 1983 to all four

groups. By the time re-administration of the questionnaire
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was completgd the pull-out group had hqd nearly nine months
of participation in the program. The same questions were
asked and the choices again tabulated. The data were
compared to determine which students from which groups
increased their sociometric standing over the course of the
year and thch gecreased. These tabulations were made in
each of the four categories and were displayed in tables
showing the nﬁmbers of students in each of the four groups
whose pobularity increased or decreased and those whose
popularity 4did not chanée. 'These same daté were also
displayed ih percentage forﬁ. These tabulations wére done
for each of the four sub-questions.

The éociometric questionnalire was taken from the
Montana State University Studeﬁt-Teaching Handbook, has been
used extensively by studént teachers from that institution,
and is accepted by the faculty theret "A summary of thé use,
implications and liﬁitations of sociometric devices, as _
outlihed by Sax. (1968, p.'263) and Gronlund (1959, p; 152)
‘may be found in Appendik A, |

Method of Organizing Data

Data for this study has been organiied in the following
manner: |

1. A table deplcting the total number of second
graders tested in Bozeman and Belgrade and the number
qualified for the mentally gifted pr§gram,

2. Tables depicting the numbers in each group, the sum
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of the scores and the mean for each groﬁp for each
self-concept fadtoi, attitude toward school and each
sociometric status sub-question.

3. Tables depicting the results of the analysis of
variance for each self-concept factor, attitude toward
school and sociometric status sub-question.

4. Tables depicting the number and percentage of third
graders incrgésing, decreasing and remaining unchanged in
number of times chosen betweenAthé beginninq.and end of
school for each sociometric sub—question..

5. A compo;ite summary of the findingé and cohparisons
in narrative form. |

Statistical Hypothesés

‘In order to determine the differences in self-concept,
attitude toward school and the sociometric status of
mentally gifted third graders in a pull-out program and

those not in a pull-out program, the following hypothesesu

were tested:

1 Ho: There is no difference in attitude toward
school of four groups of third gradérs; mentally gifted
third graders in a pull-out program, third graders not
identified as mentally gifted who attend school where the
district has a pull-out program, mentally gifted third-
graders not in a puli—out program, third graders not
identified as mentally gifted who attend school where the

district has no pull-out program.
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2. Ho: There is no difference in thelr feelings about
autonomy among four groups of third graders; mentally gifted
third graders in a pull-out program, third graders not
identified as mentally gifted yho attend school where the
district has a pull-out program, mentally gifted third
gradera not in a pull-out program, third graders not
identified as mentally gifted who attend school where the
district has no pull-out program.

3 Ho: There is no difference in their feelings about
1nterpersona1 adequacy among four groups of third graders;
mentally gifted third graders in a pull-out program, third
graders not identified as mentally gifted who attend school
where the district has a pull-out program, mentally gifted
third graders not in a pull-out program, third graders not
identified as'mentally gifted who attend school where the
district has no pull-out program. |

4, Ho: There is no difference in their feelings about
academic adequacy among four groups of third graders;
mentally gifted third graders in a-puli—out program, third
graders not. identified as mentally gifted who attend school
where the district has a pull-out program, mentally gifted
third graders not in a pull-out program, third graders not
identified as mentaliy gifted who attend school where the
district has no pull—oﬁt pregram.

5. Ho: There is no difference in their feelings about

physical appearance among four groups of third graders;
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mentally gifted third graders in a pull-out program, third
graders.not identified as mentally gifted who attend sch601
where the district has a pull-out program, third graders not
‘identified as mentally gifted who attend school where the
district has no pull-out program.

6. Ho: fhere-is no difference in the sociometric
scholastic status of four groups of third gradexs at the
beginning of the school year before the start of pulljout
programs; mentally gifted thifd graders ih a pull-out
program, third graders not identified as mentally gifted who
attend school where the district has a pull—out'program, |
mentally gifted third graders not in a pull-out progranm,
third graders not identified as mentally éifted‘who attend
school where the district has no pull-out program.

7. Ho: There is no dlfference in the socioméfric social
acceptance status of four groups of third graders at the
begihning_of the school year before the start pf pull-out
programs; mentally glfted third graders in a'pull—out_'
program, third graders npt iaentified ;s mentally gifted who
attend school where the district has a pull-out program,
mentally gifted thifd graders not in a pull-out program,
third graders not identified as mentally glfted who attend
school where the district has no pull—ouf program.

- 8. Ho: There is no difference in the sociometrig
extra-curricular leadership status of four groups of third

graders at the beginning of the school year before the start
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of pﬁll—out programs; mentally gifted third4graders in a
pull-out program, third graders nbt identified as mentally
gifted who aftend school where the district has a pull-out
program, mentally gifted third graders not in.a pull-oﬁt
program, third graders not identifed as mentally gifted who
attend school where the district has no pull-out program.

9. Ho: Therg is no difference in the sociometric
creative scholastic sﬁatus of four groups of third graders
at the-beginning of the school year before the start of
pull-out programs; mentally giffed third graders in a
pull-out program, third graders not identlfled as mentally.
glfted who attend school where the district has a pull-out
program, mentally gifted third graders not in a puil—out
program,-third gradeis not identifled as mentally gifted who
attend school where the dlstr;ct has no pull-out program.

10. Ho: There is no difference in the sociometric |
scholastic status of four groups of third graders near the
end of the school year; mentally éifted fhird'graders in a
" pull-out program, third graders not identified as mentally
g;fted who attend school where the d1§trict has é pull-out
program,_mentaliy gifted third graders nof in a pull-out
. program, third graders not identified as mentally gifted who
attend school where the districf has no pull—ouf program. .

11. Ho: There‘is no differeﬁce in the sociometric social
acceptance status of four groups of third graders near the

end of the .school year; mentally glfted third graders in a
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pull-out prdgram, third graders not identifed as ﬁentally
gifted who attend school where the district has a pﬁll—out
program, mentally gifted third graders not in a pull-out
program, third graders not identified as mentally gifted who
attend school where the distfict has no~pﬁ11—out program.

12. Ho: There is no difference in the sociometric
extra-curricular leadership status'gf four groups of third
~ graders near the end of the school year; ﬁentally gifted.
third graders in a pull-out program, third graders not
identified as mentally gifted who attend school where the
district has a pull-out prograﬁ, mentally gifted third
graders not in a pull-out program, third graders not
idéntified_as mentally_gifted who attend school where the
district has no pull-out program.

13. Ho: There is no difference in the sociometrié
creétive scholastic status of four groups of third graders
near the end of the school year; mentally gifted third
graders in a pull-out program, third graders not identified
as mentally gifted Qho attend school where the district has
a pull-out program, mentally gifted third graders not in a
pull-out program, third graders not identified as mentélly‘
gifted who attend school where the district has no pull-out
program. |

Analysis of Data

Each of the proposed hypotheses in this research was

tested using a one way analysis of variance Eo determine if
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the differeﬂce between the two sample ﬁeans was
statistically significant. Isaaé (1971, p. 140) indicated
that this single composite test to dompare all sample means
.simultanéously,.and to tell us whether or not a
statistically significant differenée exists somewhere.in the
data, overcomes the disadvantages of pairing felevant —
combinations of th sémple means and computing individual
t-tests. 1Isaac (1971, p. 140) continués,

Analysis of Variahce_is the statisfical.tool
which answers the question, Is the variability between
groups large enough in comparison with the variability
within groups to justify the inference that the means
of the populations from which the groups were sampled
were not all the same’

A qomparison was made of each of the five factors of
‘the How I See Myself Scale, which included Teacher-school,
Physical Appearance, Interpersonal Adequacy, Autonomy and
Achemic Adequacy. |

Although the samples in this.studylwould not_be3
considered normal in relation to fhe total population, an
assumption of normality was made within the samples
themselves. A similar comparison was made of. the
scholastic, social, extra-curriculér leadership and creative
scholastic factors of the sociometric gquestionnaire.
Precautions Taken for Accurac24 |

The Otis-Lennon Test.and the Stanford Achievement Test,

Level 2, given to the second graders in Bozeman and Belgrade

were machine scored. Each of the classroom teachers checked




59
his or her students} answers to insuré that all bubbles were
completely filled in or erased, as appropriate. The |
Stanford Achievement Test, Level 3 and the‘How I See‘Myself
Scale, given to third graders for comparison purposés were
hand scoréd by thé reéearcher. Responses to the sociometrid
questionnaire were tabulated by the researcher. Data
derived from instrument résults were Initially‘éalculated on
- a hand held calculator.
Summary |

The purpose 6f thié study was to determine if
identified mentally gifted third .grade students had greater
self-concept and better attitude toward school in districts |
where there was a pqil—out program than in districts whére
there was no pull-out program. Additionally, it was to
determine the sociometric status of mentally gifted third
graders. .

The population used in this‘stﬁdy was third graders in
Bozeman and Belgrade, Montana who weie idenfified as beiqg
gqualified to participate in‘the:mentaiiy gifted pull-out
program in Bozeman. Control groups were‘also drawn froﬁ the
Belgrade and Bozeman third grade populations; These \
‘'students were not ideﬁtified as mentally Qiftéd.'

After initial testing in’the second grade to ideﬁtify'
mentally gifted étudehts, tﬁose same students were tested
near the end of the third grade to compare attitudes toward

school, self-concept, and sociometric status. The control




- 60
groups were tested for comparison in each of the described
areas.

Data has been organized in a series of tables which
indicate numbers of students qualified for mentally gifted
programs, test scores, means and a composite of all
pertinent data.

Thirteen ﬁypotheses were tested in this study to
determine differences in self-concept, attitude toward
school snd sociometric status of mentally gifted thirxd-
graders in a_district where there is no mentally gifted
program and one where there is.

A one way analysis of variance was used to compare the
means of the test results of each of thé two samples., As
Isaac (1979, p. 140) stated, ". . .this rest tells us
whether or not a statistically significant différence exists

somewhere in the data. . ."
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CHAPTER FOUR

ANALYSIS OF DATA

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to deter&ine if
identified mentally gifted third'grade students had better
attitudes toward school and greater self-concept in school
districts which had a pull-out piogram~than those which did =~
not have pull-out programs. 'Additionally, it was to .
determine 1if the -sociometric status of mentally gifted third
graders was better in districts which had a pull-out program
than that of those where-tﬁere was no pull-out ptogfam.

The data and analyses are presented in the follow;ng
manﬁer. F!fst, the researcher disdusses~the'po§ulation
description. Second, the results of thé thirteen null
hypotheses tested at the .05 leQel of'sigﬁjficahce using the
one waf anélysis of variance are presented. Third, the
general questions to be~anskered are discussed.

Population andEDescrigtion

The population of this stddy_included tﬁe third graders
in Bozeman-and Belgrade, Montana Public Séhool Districté,

' wh§, by virtue of local testing and selection processes had
been identified, as second graders, as being méntally gifted
and qualified to participate in a mentally gifted pull-out

‘program. In the case of the Belgrade stﬁdents, where no
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~pu11?out-pro§rém existed, their entire day was speht'ln a
self-contained claésroom} The popﬁlatibn alsp_includéd
randomly sélécted control groups from both distriéts, egual
to the saﬁple of mentaliy gifted students_from:both
districts, - The inclusion of the éontrol groups. was to
insure that if differences ekisted they could be attributeé
to the pull-out program and not to enVironméﬁtal factors.

A total of 68 students comprised_the sample for this
study. Twenty-two second ggaders were identified in.Bozeman
as qualified to‘participate in the pull-out progxam; This
group -included tweive males and ten femalés. The control
group from Bozeman had the same total and also‘had‘tﬁelve'
males and ten femalés. ‘Twelve students in Belgrade wvere
identified as mentaily giftgd_and'qqalified‘to participate
in-a pull-out p;ogram.'*OE this number,_fournwere‘malés and
eight Qere'ﬁemales. .The control group'fromABelgrade
included seven males and fivg females. Taﬁle 2 depicts the
number of second graders tested and the number of studénfs

qualified for the mentally gifted-pullrout program, by sex.
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Table 2: Number of Students Tested -and Qualified for
Mentally Gifted Pull-out Program

Total Second | Males | Females | Tbtal
Graders Tested| Qualified} Qualified] Qualified
i ! | : |

Bozeman 257 12 i~ 10 i 22
i ' [ , [ :
Belgrade ‘ 104 | 4 | 8 |- ‘12
| . I | -
Total 361 G |~ 18 i
| | _ |

34

Statistical Hypotheses

. Thirteen statistical hypotheses were tested using the
one-way analysis-df variance at -the .05 level-of
significance. .The first through fifth'of these were tested
using the late Dr. Ira Goraoﬁ(s How I See Myself Scale. The

last eight were tested using the sociometric questionnaire

from the Montana State Uni?ergitv Student Teaching ﬁandbpok

Five factoré could be determined froﬁ the~Ho§ I See
Myself Scale. They were: Physical Appe#rance,
Interperéona13Adequacy, Aufonomy, Academic -  Adequacy -and
Teacher-School. The first four factors were included under
the broad category of sglf-concept3and‘Teécher-School was
related to attitude towards school.

Null Hzgothésis One : There is no difference in the
feelings about physical appearaﬁce of four .groups of third
‘graders; mentally gifted third'gzaders in a'pull—qut
program, third graders not identified as mentally gifted who
attend school where the district has:a pull-out progranm,

~mentally gifted third graders not in a pull-out program,
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third graders not identified as mentally gifted who attend
school where the district ‘has no pull out program.

The first of the four factors related to self—contept
was physical appearance. Scores were derived from-eight
items in the scale. 8Students chose the-numbers one through
five for each item to indicate how they felt the item
related to them. Therefore, the greatest score possible for
this factor was forty‘and'the least was eight. The items
wvere:

Number 7. My hair is nlte looking.

Number 11. I'm--just the right weight.

Number 12. Girls like me.
- Number 14. My face is very pretty (good looking).

Number 23. I like the way I look.

Number 31. My 'skin is nice.

Number 36. My clothes are nice.

.Number 38. 1 like'my build.
Table 3 indicatés the mean score attained for Physical
- Appearance factor for each of the four groups. The
literature indicates that thé physical characteristics of
the gifted are at least equal to those of other groups. The
mentally gifted pull-out group; on the whole, perceived its

appearance lower than each of the other grdups.
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Table 3: Mean Scores : ]
Self-Concept (Physical Appearance Factor)

Mentally Gifted|Pull-OutiMentally Gifﬁeleon-Pull—Out

Group Pull-out i{Control {4 ‘'Non-Pull-Out | Control
| | e . .
~ Number i | I .
“in group 22 | 22 | 12 | 12
I | | :
Sum of X 550 | 638 | 321 | 348
| [ |
Mean 25 | 29 I 26.75 | 29
: : | | I '
Table 4: Analysis of Variance
Self—Concept (Physical Appearance Factor)
Source - df SsS : F P
Between | o o
Groups 3 218.26 - 2.33 .05
Within . :
Groups = - 64 2380.25 -
Total 67 2598.51

Critical F, Alpha =.05 (3,64df£)=2.76

Table 4 indicates -that, at the .05 level, insufficient
evidence exists to reject the null on this factcrf It
should be pointed out that the'mean scores for -both control
groups were hligher than those of either mehtal;y.gifted‘

. group on this factor.

Mull Hypothesis Two : There is no difference in'the
feelings about ‘interpersonal adequacy of four ‘groups of
third graders: mentally gifted third graders in a pull- outA
program, third graders not 1denti§1ed as mentally gifted who

attend school where the district has a pull-out program,
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mentally gifted third graders not in a pull out program,
.third graders- not identified as ‘mentally gifted who attend
school where the district has no pull out program.

The second factor related to self—concept is labeled
interpersonal adequacy. Since the factor consists of 17
items, the: maximum score on the one: through five scale is
elghty-five and the minimum seventeen.

The items were: |

Number 2. I stick with a job until I finish.

Ndmber 4, I endoy worhing on committees.

Number 6. I seldom worry. '

Number 10. I'm good at athletics.

Number 12. The girls admire me.‘

- Number 17. I 1like teachers.

Number 18. I'm usually at ease, relaxed.

Number 19. I like to try new things..

Number'ZO. I control ny feelings very well.

Number 23. I like the way I look.

Number 24. I want the girls to admire me.

Number 30. I'm good at making things- with my  -hands.

Number 32. School is very interesting.'

‘Number 36. My clothes are Verygnice;

Number 38. I like ny build.

Number 39. I'm a very good speaker.

Number 40. I learn new things easily.
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Table 5: Mean Scores :
Self-Concept (Interpersonal Adequacy Factor)

Nentally Gifted|Pull-Out|Mentally Giftedi{Non Pull-Out

Grbup Pull-out ‘IControl | -Non Pull-Out | Control
Number : : ‘ }

in group 22 | 22 | 12 t 12
Sum of X 1347 :1374 : 125 : 768'
Mean 61.23 E 62.45 E 60.42 E 64

Table 6: Analysis of Variance
Self-Concept (Interpersonal Adequacy Factor)

Source af ss F P
Between .

“Groups 3 125.71 . .49 .05
within

Groups ‘64 5518.23

Total 67 5643.94

Critical F, Alpha =.05 (3,64 df)=2.76

The means for the control groups exceeds the means for
either‘mentally gifted group. - Table 6'1nd1ca£es-that,‘at
the .05 level, -insufficient evidence exists to reject the
null on the basis of this factor. From these-data, the
conclusiﬁn is that the relationshtp of mentally giftéd
students in pull-out or non pull-out programs does not’
significantly affect\thelr Eeeiings of ;nterpefspnal
'aéequacyw | | | ' |

 Hull Hypothesis Three : There is no difference in

feelings about autonomy“df four groups'df thlrd-gxaders:
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mentally gifted third graders in a pull-out program, third
graders not identified as mentallj gifted who attepd sch601
where the district has a ‘pull-out program,'mentally‘gifted
third graders not in a pull—ouf program, third graders not.
identified as -mentally giftedfwho'aftend school whe;e'the
district has no pull-out program. - _

The third factor -under the'éelfjconcept#heading is
aﬁtonomy. Autonomy may be described és}beingvable to
function by one's self, independent of the~hélp'of ofhers.
Gordon (1969) in hls administration manual for the-ﬁow I See
Myself S8cale ‘indicated that this label may convey more than
is warranted. Gordon (1969, p. 15) fqrfher stated, however,
that, "The label was selected because one might infer that a-
youngster who scores high on this factor enjoys expressive
activities'and'doin§~th1ngs~5y himself;' He*ﬁight.be seen as.
less group oriented and more task oriented."™ There are nine
items related to this factor the magtmum score being
forty-five and the minimum being nine. The items related to
this factor are: _ .

Number 3. I am a good artist.

Number 13. I am good at speaking.

Number 14. My facelis pretty.

Number 15. I'm 960d at - musical -things.

Number 21, I do weli in school.

Number 27. I .write well.

Number 28. I enjoy 1nd1vidua1 prbjécts{
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Number 29. It is easy for me to organize my time.

Number 30. ‘I am good at -making things with my hands.

Table 7: Mean Scores
Self-Concept (Autonomy Factor)

Mentally Gifted|Pull-OutiMentally Gifted|Non Pull-oOut

Group Pull-oOut | Control|{ Non Pull-oOut | Control
: | l _
Number ) | i
in group 22 I 22 | : 12 12
Sum of X 650 I 709 | 348 | 388
| | |
Mean 29.55 | 32.22 | 29 | 32.33
I | |
Table 8: Analysis of Variance
Self-Concept (Autonomy Factor)
Source af 58 F P
Between
Groups 3 146.53  3.62 .05
Within
Groups 64 864.94
Potal 67 1011.47

Critical ¥, Alpha =.05 (3,64 df)=2.176

As indicated by ‘Table 8, sufficient evidence exists at
the .05 level to reject the hull on the basls of this
factor. 1In this case also, the control means exceed the

means for elther of the mentally gifted groups.

' Nuli Hypothesis Four : There is no difference in

feelings about academic adequacy of four groups of third
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graders: mentally gifted third graders in a pull-out
program, third graders not . identified as mentally gifted who
attend school where the-district has a pull-out program,
‘mentally gifted third graders not in a pull-out program,
,_third graders not identified as mentally gifted who attend
school where the district has ao pull-out program.

Academic adequacy is the last factor related to
self-concept. :six items related to- this faetor, ranging
from a minimum score of six to a maximum score of thirty.
The items were: |

21. I do very well in school.

31. My skin is nice-looking.

33. Math is easy for me. |

34. I am smarter'than-mest of my classmates.

39. I am a good reader.

40. - I learn new thinge easily. '

The lowest score for the mentally gifted group from
Bozeman,‘who-know by virtue of their participation in the
pull-out program, that they have high"academic potential,
was nineteen. The high scere ﬁqr this group was -
twenty-eight. The low score.for the mentally gifted group
-not participating in-a pull-out program was thirteen and the
high was twenty-eight. No statistically significant
differehce was found for this factor among any of the four
groups. However, this was the only factor under the

.gself- concept heading where ‘the mentally gifted pull-out
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group mean exceeded the mean of the pull-out contfol group.
Note that the mean of the non pull-out contrpl exceeds the
mean of the mentally gifted pull-out mean.

Table 9: Mean Scores -
Self-Concept (Academic Adequacy Factor)

Mentally GiftediPull-OutiMentally Gifted|Non Pull-Out

Group Pull-oOut {Control | Non Pull-out | Control
- | i |
Number 22 | 22 | 12 | 12
in group | i {
| | |
Sum of X 513 | 485 | 240 A 283
| | | : :
Mean - . 23.32 ) 22.04 | 20 | 23.58
- | I
Table 10: Analysis of Variance
Self-Concept (Academic Adequacy Factor)
-8ource | . | ‘df 8s P . P
Between ‘ :
Groups 3 107.17 2.43 .05
Within
Groups 64 940.64
Total 67 1047.81

Critical P, Alpha =.05 (3,64 df)=2.76

Null Hypothesis Five : There is no difference in the
attitude toward school of four groups ofﬂthird‘g;aders;
mentally gifted third graders in a pull-out program;'third
Qraders not 1dent1f1ed‘as-mentaliy_glfted who attend school

where the district has a pull—out program, mentally gifted
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third graders not in a pull-out program, third graders not
ldentifled as mentally gifted who attend school where the
district has no pull- out program.

One factor in the How I See Myself Scale is related to
children's attitude_towards-school. This factor cal;ed
Teacher-School has six items. The maxtmum_score‘for the six
items is thirty.and the minimum is six. Scores ranged from
ten tO'thirty. One :person in each mentally glfted group’
scored ten. Five students scored thirty, tvo fromuthe
Bozeman mentally gifted group and one from each of the other
three groups. Mean scores showed little differepee among
the groups. - The highest mean was attatnednby-the cdntrel—
.group in deemaneand the lowest by the mentally gifted grou§
in Belgrade. The ltems related to this factor are:

| 8." Teachers like me.

16. I get along well with teachers.

17. 1 like teachers.

21. ‘I do well in school.

32, Schoolrie very interesting. -

37. I like school.

After having spent a echool year in a- pull-out program,
the attitude of mentally gifted children toward school- was
little difrerent than that of other children. Children:notA

identified as mentaily glfted had nearly the same feelings

about school as did their mentally gifted ceunterparts.
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Table 1l1l: Mean Scores
Attitude Toward School (Teacher-School Factor)

Mentally Gifted|Pull-Out{Mentally Gifted|Non Pull-~Out

Group Pull-Out jControl ‘| Non Pull-Out | Control
' | i |
Number o | | .
in group .22 | 22 3 12 | 12
: | | ' |
Sum of X 477 I 481, | 251 A 256
: : I | ' - |
Mean 21.68 | - 21.86]| 20.92 | 21.33
: I | i '
Table 12: Analysis of Varlance
Attitude Toward School  (Teacher-School Factor)
Source at 8s . F P
Between . :
Groups - 3 7.91 .084 _.05
Within
Groups : ‘ 64.- - 2015.96
Total . 67 2023.87‘

Critical F, Alpha =.05 (3,64 d£)=2.176

As -indicated -by Table 12, insufficient evidence exists
to reject the null for the Teacher-school factor.

Null Hypotheses Six Through Thirteen : 'Null
hypotheses six through thirteen stated there was no
difference among any of the four groups in four Sreas of
soclometric -status. These hypotheses were tested-at the
beginning of the school year, before the- pull-out program
began, -and before classmates had knowledge of thelr peefs
involvement in the program. They were also tested 1n.the

spring after mentally gifted students had spent nine-monthé
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in the pull-out program.

The four areas of sociometric status tested were:

1. scholastics |

2. social acceptance

3. eéxtra-curricular 1e&dersh1§

4. creative-scholastics

The following questions were asked of third graderé;Ain
order to determine the sociometric status of them and their
peers: “ |

1. If you were to choose a pazthez with whom to do
school work, which- of your classmates would you éhoose?

2. If you were having a party at your homéy wh;ch of
yoﬁr classmates -would you choose to come?

3. 1If you were choosing sides in é_game,-éhich of.your
classmates.would you choose to be oh your team?

4. If you wanted to work with someone to draw, paiht-
or write a play'whichAof fou: classmates would you choose?

The analysié of the findlnés is shown in Tables 13

through 32.
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Table 13:-Mean Scores :
Sociometxic Scholastic Sub Question (Before pull-out program
began)

Mentally Gifted{Pull-Out{Mentally Gifted|Non Pﬁli-Out

1.08

Group Pull-oOut iControl | Non Pull-Out | Control .
‘Number : : } |
in group 22 | 22 | 12 | 12

Sum of X 28 : 23 | 9 : 13

Hean 1.27 E 1.055 .75 i .

Table 14: Mean Scores
Sociometric Scholastic Sub Question (At end -of school year)

Mentally Gilfted|Pull-Out|Mentally GiftediNon Pull-Out

Group Pull-out jControl { - Non Pull-Out | Control
Number ' : : :

in group 22 | 22 | 12 - | 12
Sum of X 23 : 37 : 11 : 7
Mean 1.05 i 1.68i .92 i .58

The literature indicates that mentally gifted children.
are never quite saflsfied'with thelr academic peiformance{
Mentally glfted children who were pulled from regular
classrooms to particibate in a special prog;ém did not feel
as good about thelr scholastic performance after a year's'
participation, as they did at the Beginnlng of the'fear.
Mentally gifted students in a non pull-out‘program
experienced a slight increase in their feelings about their
scholastic performance.

Table 15 shows the numbers and percents of children
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increasing and decreasing on the sociometric scholastic sub

-question. The non pull-out control groups experienced the

greatest décrease.

Table 15: Amount of Increase and Decrease Between the
Beginning -and End of the School Year in Number and Percent
of Times That Students Were Chosen By Their Peers,
Sociometric Scholastic Sub Question

Mentally-GiftedIPull—OutrMentally’Gifted"+Non Pull-out

Group Pull-Out IControl | Non Pull-Out | Control
| 1 i
Number | | |
increasing 6 | 11 | 4 b -2
: | | |
" Number i | |
decreasing 7 | 2 | 3 | 7
| | [
Number | | l :
unchanged 9 | 9 | 5 | 3
. I | | .
.Total 22 | 22 | 12 i 12.
| | | '
Percent . | | |
increasing 27.2 | 50.0 | 33.3 | 16.6
| | |
Percent I | |
decreasing 31.8 | 9.0 | 25.0 | 58.3
| | |
Percent | | ' |
unchanged 40.9 | 40.9 | . 41.6 I 25
| | . |
Total 99.9 | 99.9 | 99.9 | 99.9
| i |

As can be noted in Table 15 the group of mentally
gifted children in the pull-out progrém=had~an increase in
the area of scholaétics of only 27.2 percent. The'aecrease

for the same group was 31.8 percent.
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Table 16: Analysis of Varlance

Sociometric Scholastic Sub Question (Before pull-out program
began)

Source af 3s F P
Between groups 3 2.14- .58 .05
Hithin'groups 64 78.49
‘Total ' 67 86.63

Critical F, Alpha = .05 (3,64 df)= 2.76

As indicated by Table 16, insufficient evidence exists
to rejéct ‘the null for the scholastic sub question before
the pull—out'program began. A

-Table 17: Analysis of Varlance
Sociometric Scholastic Sub Question (At end of school yeaz)

Source -df 8s . ' F -P
Between groups 3 11.97~‘ . 2.82 .05
Within groups . 64 90.56 |

Total . 67 161.53

Critical F, Alpha = .05 (3,67 df) =2.76

As the gvidence indicates, the null is rejected. There
is a signlfiéant difference in the groups at the énd of the
school year. The mean scores for the mentally gifted gioués
areirelatively close (Mean=1.05 forx the'mentally gifted
pull-out groué, Mean=.92 for the mentally qiftéd non
pull-out group). The major difference lies bétweeﬁ the two -
control groups Mean=1.68 for the pull-out centrol, Mean=.58

for the non pull-out control).
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The second gquestion relating to sociometfic status

dealt with social acceptance.' Tables 18-22 depict these

results.

Table 18: Mean Scores
Sociometric Social Acceptance Sub Question
(Before pull-out program began)

Mentally Gifted|{Pull-Outi{Mentally Gifted|dNon Pull-Out

Group Pull-Out |Control | Non Pull-Out | ‘Control
Number .: : : i

in group 22 | 22 | 12 { 12
”Sum of X 24 : 19 : 10 ] :‘ 15
Mean 1.09 i .86 E .83 E 1.25

Table 19: Mean Scores
Sociometric Social Sub Question (At end of school year)

Mentally CGifted{Pull-OutiMentally Gifted|Non Pull-Out

Group Pull-oOut |Control | Non Pull-Out | Control
Number :. ‘ ' -:

in group 22 A 22 | 12 | 12
Sum of X 21 : 27 : 11 : 4
Mean .95 % l.ZBE .92 i .33
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Table 20: Amount of Increase -and Decrease Between the
Beginning and End of the School Year in Number and Percent
of Times That Students Were Chosen By Their Peers;
8ociometric Social Acceptance Sub Question

Mentally Gifted|Pull-OutiMentally Gifted|Non Pull-Out

Group Pull-Out {Control | HNon Pull-Out | Control
- |

Number .

increasing 5 9 3 1

Number

decreasing 10

(&)}
-9
N

Numberx .
unchanged 7 8 5 5
Total 22" | 22 | 12 | 12
| | |
Percent | | . |
increasing 22.7 - 40.9 | 25.0 i 8.3
| | |
Percent - - i
decreasing 45.4 | 22.7 | 33.3 | 50.0
| | |
Percent | | |
‘anchanged 31.8 1t 36.3 | 41.6 | 41.6
i | , : | . -
Total 99.9 I 99%9.9 | 99.9 [ 99.9
' | I |

The greatest percentage of increase Eof‘this sub
question, as shown by Tablg 20, was with the pull-out
contgol group. The least iﬁcrease was-with the non pull-out
control group, who also showed the greatest decline from
before the pull—outlprogram began to the end of the schooi

year.
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Table 21: - Analysis of Variance

S8ociometric Social Acceptance Sub Question (Before pull-out
program ‘began)

Source . - —af :és ' _ F'. P .
Between groups 3 i1.67 . .510 .05
-Hithin groups 64 68.03
Tbtal 67 70.0

Critical F, Alpha = .05 (3,64 d£)=2.76 .

As indicated by Table 21, insufficient evidence exists
to reject the null for the soclial acceptance sub question
before the pull-out program began. -

Table 22: Analysis of Varlance

- Soclometric Social Acceptance Sub Question
(At end of school year)

Source (¢ §3 ss " F | P
Between Groups 3 6.22 . 1.44 .05
Within Groups 64 92.41

Total 67 98.63

Critical F, Alpha = .05 (3,64 df)=2.76

As indicated by Table 22, insufficient evidence exists
‘to reject thetnull for the‘social acceptance sub questhn at
end of school year. | |

The third questién.zelatinq to sociometric status dealt
with extza-curriculai leadership. Tables 23-6hr¢ugh 27

depict thé_results.
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Table 23: Mean Scores _ :
" Socliometric Extra-Curricular Leadership Sub Question
(Before pull-out program began)

Mentally Gifteleuli-Outhéntally GiftediNon Pull-oOut

Group Pull-Out |Control |- :Non Pull-Out | Control
' | I_ |
Number in ) | |
group 22 | 22 | 12 | 12
| | |
Sum of X 23 1 20 | 7 L 8
. | | |
Mean -1.05 | 7911 .581 - .67

Table 24: Mean Scores
Soclometric Extra-Curricular Sub Question
(At end of. year)

Mehtally GlftedjPull-outiMentally GlftedjNon Pull-oOut

Group Pull-oOut fControl | Non Pull-Out | - Control
Number . :- : : —
in group 22 | 22 I 12 | 12
Sum of X 18 : 38 : 14 : 7
Mean .82 E' 1.73 E 1.17 i .58
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Table 25: Amount of Increase and Decrease Between the
Beginning -and End of the 8School Year in Number and Percent
of Times That Students Were Chosen- By Their Peers; C
Sociometric Extra-Curricular Leadership Sub Question

Mentally Gifted1?h11-0utrnenta11y Gifted|Non Pull-out

Group Pull-out [Contxol | Non Pull-Out |  Control
| | b
Number | | )
increasing 3 | 11 { 1l A 1
| | i
Number | | |
decreasing 7 | 3 ] 4 | 5
i : | |
Number i - ] |
unchanged 12 | 8 | 7 | 6
_ ' | | ' i
Total 22 | 22 '} 12 | 12
| | |
Percent _ | I I ’
increasing 13.6 | 50.0 | 8.3 | 8.3
| - | - .
Perxcent , | | | '
decreasing 31.8 ] .13.6 | 33.3 o 41.6
- | | | -
-Pexrcent | | 'l
unchanged 54.5 | 36.3 | "58.3 - 50.90
' | | : |
Total 99.9 | 99.9 | 99.9 | 99.9
| | {

The small percentage of increase for both-mental;y
glfted:groups should be noted here, along with a rather

large increase for the pull-out control group.
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Table. 26: Analysls of Variance
Sociometric Bxtra-Curricular Leadership Sub Question
(Before pull-out program began)

Source . df ss - F P
Between o ' ‘
groups . o 3 , 2.17 .74 .05
within L : B

groups 64 . 62.36

Total = 67 64.53

Critical F, Alpha = .05 (3,64 df)=2.76

"Insufficient evidence exlists to reject the null for - the
extra-curricular leadership sub question before the pull—out'
programwbeganu '
Table 27: Analysis of Varlance

Sociometric Extra-Curricular Leadership Sub Question
(At end of school year)

Source - § S8 F TP
Between . ' h '
groups -3 22.48 4.04 .05
¥within _

groups . 64 148.70

Total T 62 171.18 -

Critical F, Alpha = .05 (3,64 df)=2.176

As the data indicates the calculated F exceeds the
crifical F for the extré—currlculai‘sub question'st the end
of the school year, providing evidence to reject the null.
choices increased 50 percent ‘for chlldren in the pull -out |

control group for the extra-curricular leadership factor,
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while the mentally gifted pull-out group increased 13.6
percent and each of fhe non pull-out gioups increased 8.3
percent, - accounting for the rejection of the null.
The fourth question relating-t0'sociometric'statﬁs'
dealt with creative scholastics.. Tables 28'through 32
depict the results.

Table 28: Mean Scores
Sociometric Creative- Scholastics Sub- Question
(Before pull-out program began)

Mentally Gifted|Pull-Out|Mentally GiftediNon Pull-Out

.58

Group Pull-oOut |control | Non Pull-Cut |- Control
Number : : 7 : ,

in group 22 | 22 | ‘12 I 12
S oE X 23 : 23 : 7 : 7
Mean 1.05 E | 1.05% .58 E

~Tab1e 29: Mean Scores
Sociometric Creative Scholastic Sub Question
(At end of year)

Mentally Gifted|{Pull-OutiMentaliy GiftediNon Pull-Out

Group ~ Pull-Out {Control | Non Pull-Out | Control
Number | : : ¥ :

in group 22 4 22 | 12 | 12
Sum of X 21 : 46 : 14 : 5 '
Mean .95 i 1.825 1.17 E .42
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Table 30: Amount of Increase and Decrease Between the
Beginning and ‘End of the School Year in Number and Percent
of Times That Students Were Chosen By Their Peers;
Socliometric Creative-Scholastic Sub Question

Mentally Gifted|Pull-oOuti{Mentally GiftediNon Pull-out

Group Pull-Out iControl | Non Pull-Out | Control
: : ! b | :
Number | - o
increasing 6 ‘ | 11 | 6 o 2

| | : ’ |
Number | I |
decreasing 7 | 1 | 3 | 5

| | S
No change 9 bo10 | '3 .| . s

: ! : | |

Total 22 | 22 | 12 . | 12

i _ : |
Percent ‘ | | |
increasing 27.2 | 50.0 | - 50.0 | 16.6

| | |
Percent 1 [ : ' I
decreasing 31.8 | 4.5 | 25.0 | 41.6 -

| | ' I :
No change  40.9 |.-45.4 1  25.0 | - 41.6

: | | | ,

Total 99.9. . 99.9 1 -99.9 | 99.9

The_grgatest'increase and the least decrease, as shown-
by Table 30, lies with the pull-out control gro&b. once
again, the mentally gifted pull-out group showed more

decrease than ‘increase.
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Table 31: Analysis of Variance -

Sociometric Creative-8Scholastic Sub Question

‘(Before pull-out program began) -

‘Source df " 88 F P
Between
groups _ 3 3.32 1.17 .05
. Within - '
' groups 64 59.74
Total 67 63.06

Critical F, Alpha = .05 (3,64 df)=2.76

Insufficient evidence exits:to-reject the null for the

creative—scholast1c~sub-qﬁestion before the puli—out program

‘began.

Table 32: Analysis of Variance

' -Soclometric Creative-Scholastic Sub Questlon

(At end of year)'

Source ' at ss F P
Between : : ~
groups : 3 17.07 4.10 .05
@ithin

groups 64 ~88.81

Total 67 105.88 -

Critical F, Alpha = .05 (3,64 d4f)=2.76

_As‘indicated by.Table 32 evidence
null.
summary

The analysis of data collected in

' presented in Chapter Four. 'The format

exists ‘to reject the

this study was

of presentation was:
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l. A-table displaying-the number of thlrd'gradérs
involved in the study. | -

2. ThéVnuli hypothesés.

3. Tables showing the means for each of the
self—concept and - -attitude towardfschoolffactors,

4. Tables  showing analysis of variance statistics,
including degrees of freeaom, sum 0f squares, éaiculated«F,
P level and crifical F for each of the'self—qoncept-and
attitude toward school factors. |
| 5. A statement of acceptance or rejection- of the nuil.

6; Tables showing the-mean'scores for each of the
soclometric sub questions before the pull-out program beéan
and -at the end of the sghobl year. . ' |

7. Tables showing the increase, decrease andxunchénged
numbers and percentages for each of -the soclometric‘sub'
questions between the beginning and end of the school year.

8. - Tablés showing-analysls of vérlance'stétistlés
including degrees of'freedom, sum of squares, calculated F,
P level and critical F for each of the sociometric sub
qﬁestlons before the pull-out prograﬁ began and at the end

of the school year.
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CHAPTER 5
. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS: AND. RECOMMENDATIONS

Thls-chaptér includes a summary-of7the research-on
comparisons of differences of self-concept, attitude toward
" school and'sociometrIC'stafus~o£ ldentlfted*ﬂentaily gifted
third graders involved in a pull-out program ahdwthose not
involved'in a pull;oht=program. Additlonally; conclusions
.drawn from the data will be presénted, and recdmmendatibns-'
made for further action and studj.

Summary .

' the tailloring of instruction-to meet the needs of -each
learnér within the structure of -the American school system
has long been a goal of our society. Paft of this need is
-included within the structure-of the affective domain.
Self—coﬁcept, éttitude towa;d school and better socliometric
status are important -parts of the domain. The need for this
individualization has been more adequately met at the middle-
and lower ends -of the intellectual spectrum. An increase in
the awareness for this need at the upper end of the spectrum
.1has-caused a rise in the~number_o£ programs offered |
throughout the United statesf.

The present'study‘was'conducted~to determine if the
self—concepf, attitﬁde toward school énd éocidmeﬁric status

of third graders 1nv61ved in such a.program were differeqt
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than that of the same type of student nqt‘involved in a
- program designed for mentally gifted students.

The children of two school districfs were ‘studied,
those'from'Bozeman, Montana and Belgrade, Montana. These
sites were selected because of similarities in the
populations, teachers and schools in those locations. The
'e;cept;on_was that the Bozeman district had a pull-out A |
programhfor mentally-gifted third graders in which they -
received 20 percent of their instruction outside their
regular classroom. Belgrade hgd no such program.

The researcher tested second graders -in both districts
to determine which students in Bozeman would be- qualified
for the pull-out program, aﬁdfwhich Belgrade gtudents had'
they 1lived in Bozeman, would be qualifted_for‘tbe-puil—out‘
_proéram. >At the beginning -0of the third gradg year, all
third gradefs in both districts were adminisferéd the
sociomeﬁric questionhaire.“”Sub-questipns~1n-th1$
guestionnaire related to schblastics, soclal acceptance,
extra—curriculér leadefship:and'éreatfve—scholastics. The
quéstibnnéire ﬁas readministered near the end of that same
school year to determine if the-spclométric status of
mentally élfted third graders changed.

Also near the end of the third grade year, the wa 1
Sée Myéelf Scale was adﬁinisteréd to determine 1f there was
a dlfferénce'ln self;conceptland attitude towat& school of

mentally glfted tﬁird,graders in a pull-out program and
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those not=in a pull;out program. Control groups in both
districts were administered the same tests. | |

Thirteen‘null hypotheses of no difference in‘
self-boncept, attitude toward school and sooiometric status
between mentally gifted third graders involved in a-pnll—ont
program, a control group of third graders not identified as
mentally gifted in the pull-out program district mentally
- glfted third graders in a district where there was no |
puil—out progran and third graders not identifed- as mentally
gifted in a district where_there'was no pull-out program
‘were tested._

" 0f the thirteen, three hypotheses regarding
self—Concept-werehaccepted and one rejected. tThe single
hypothesis regarding attitude towards school was accepted.
Eight of the null hypotheses dealt with the sociometric
‘status of mentally gifted children. Four stated no
difference in: the groups at the beginning of the school
year, before the pull-out program began and four‘stated no
difference-after.a year of participation‘in the pull-odt |
.'program by the Bozeman mentally,gifted stndents. Each of
the hypotheses was accepted for the beginning of the-year.
Only one hypothesis for the end of the year was accepted.
It is important to note that the humber of tlimes the
students in the mentally gifted pull-out groups were chosen
between the beginning of the year and the end of the year

decreased for each of the four socliometric sub—questions,
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Conclusions

The following are<conc1usioné based-on a study of the

literature -and the writer's research.

The general éonclusion drawn.fzom these dafa was that
little difference was shown between mentally gifted children
in a pull-out program,‘those‘not in a pull-out program'and.
randomly selected control groups from each of the two
districts used in the reseéréh. However, it is eVident~thét
a definite downward trend existgd in the sociometric statué
of mentélly gifted students who had participated in a
pull-out program. The literature as sumﬁarized by Gallagher
(1975) supported these fin&ings. To reiteréte, four of four
null hypotheses were accepted before‘studenfs~had a |
. knowledge 6f_who would participate in a pull-out program.
After a school year of participation, three nulls were
rejected. The social acceptapce sub-question (If you were
_having a party at hohe,‘which of your classmates would you -
choose to come?) was showﬁ not to have any statistical
s{gnificancé and was therefore acceptéa. However, 45.4
percent of-the students in the pull-out program were chosen
fever times~£or-the social acceptance sub-question after
participation in théﬂprogram.‘ To this researcher, only one
obvious conclusion'could be -drawn: .mentally gifted third
graders who part;clpatediin é pull-out program lost some
sociometric status in each of the four areas tested. |

In each of the other ;eéted‘areas, no attempt was made
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to determine a change in-attitude toward self and school,
but only what attitudes were at the end of the school year.
Very little difference was shown émong'the four~gzoﬁps_1n
any -of the areas. The following is an item by item anélysés
of the research. ‘ |

Self—Concegt: Physical "Aggeara‘nce Factor -
Although no statistically-significant difference was

shown.amonglthe-four groups, the mean score on the bhysical
appearance-factor.qqeétibns for the control groups was 29,
while the mentally gifted-puiljout group averaged 25 and-the_A
mentally glfted non'pﬁll—out group 26.75. '

Gallagher (1975, p. 34) summarizing the £indings $£
Terman and»Ogdén (1951, p. 23-24) stated, "The average _
member of our group (mentélly jifted‘childreq) is a slighfly
better physical speciman -than the average child. . WM ‘ )

Whitmore (1980) saild, "The physlcal,chafacteristics of
the gifted child are equal to those of other 1htellectua1
grouplngs.Q Although the litefature indicated equal or
better physical charécﬁérisﬁ;cs of meﬁtally.gifted students,
those 1h this population did-not view themselves as having
sucﬁ attributes. No physical observation of these stude;ts
was done by'the writer, nor were tests aaministeredvto’
actually cOmparenphysicalfqharacterist1CS between and among'
groups. Although no definitive conclusions may be drawn
from this~1nconsistency, the writer'believeé the difference

"may be one of definition. Third graders mightlequate
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physical appearance with attire.
Self-Concept: Interpersonal Adequacy Factor

The null for the-1ntefpersona1-adeqdagy factor was also
acgepted. Mean.scorés for this set of questions rangéd’from
60.42.to-64.0. The control groﬁps achieved the two highest
scores for this factor. ' The mentally gifted pull-out group
scored slightly higher thén-thg-méntally gifted non pull-out
group. Individuals of superior intellect tend to be
perfeétionistsi' Strang (1951)-1hp11ed the drive for
perfectionism when she discussed the feelings of 1nferidr1ty
and inaaequacy frequently expressed by the gifted. In this
regard- the findiﬁgs of this researcher seem to corroborate
those of others. 'Although no stétistically significant
difference was shown among the four groﬁps studied, the two'
control groups did have ﬁlgher rmeans than the mentally
gifted group in the pull-out program.

Self-Concept: Autonomy Factor .

The only hypotﬁesis rejected ﬁnder the self—éanept
heading was autonomy. The calculated F for this factor wasf‘
3.62, while the critléal F was 2.76. Those scoring high in
this cétegory would appéar to be more task oriented andiless
group oriented. They are able to function by themselves
without the help of others. |

The only evidence this writer found in his review of
literature Eo'lndicate that the meptally.glfted chi;d'might

also be an autonomous éhild was loosely inferred from Terman
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(1951) who indicated that many glfted children'were
collectors and hobbyists. 1In addition Lucito (1959)
compared bright -and dull sixth gradexrs. He found~bright‘
children less likely to conform to the opinions of a grdup~
than dull children. These obviously are not definitive |
statements, and none is intended. 6ther writers, éuch as
Strang (1951) étated that théy‘were not able to easiiy "make
it on their own." These,statemenfs are more relative to
classroom 1nstructlon and-afe not as pertinent to the single
seif-concept factor of autonomy.

The difference between the mentally glfted pull—o@t
group and the mentally giftéd non pull-out group is minimal
(Heén=29.55 vs Mean=29). COntrql groups achieved scores of
32.22 (pull-out) and 32.33 (non pull-out).

This researcher believes that tﬁe large number of group
oriented projects assoclated with pull-out programs may
account for the lack of feelings of autonomy for that
group. No similar conclusions, obvioﬁsly, can be drawn for
.the circumstances of menfally giftéd non pull-out group.
Self-Concept: Academié Adequacy Factor

Thé results of the fourth and final factor under fhe
self-concept rﬁbric were consistent with the literature.
Identified mentally gifted third graders"attltudes about
their academic adequacy did not sdréass those of other |
groups. The nuil hypothesis for this factér wag'accepted.

Means for the four groups ranged from 20 to 23.58 (Table 9).
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One may cohclude from these data; that being involved in a
program especially designed for the Lntelleétuéliy superior -
did not neéessérily cause them to feel that they had
superior academic adegquacy. 'Theée_data.support Terman and
Ogdén's_(1951) report tha£ as. compared with unselected
children, they are less inclined to boastlor fo overstate

their knowledge.

Atfitude Toward School: Teacher School Factor

one factor, Teacher-School in the How I See_Hyéelf
Scale related to attitude'foward.school._ The null '
hypotﬂesis for this factor was accepted. A difference of
only'.94 point existed between the mean of the highest
scoring group (pull¥out control) and the lowest scoring
group (mentally gifted non'pull-out) (Table 11).

Numerous characteristics were listed in the review of
literature as being neceésa:y for appropriate and successful
teachiné of mentallylgifted students. No attempt was made
in thig study to determine the characferistics or
effectiveness of the teachers of eithéi the Bozeman or
Belgrade groups. Regardless Qf fhose facts, virtually no
difference was found to exist in the feelings of any of the
four groups toward their teadﬁers or fheir schools. _
Conclusions drawn from these-dafa are that participation orx
non-parflcipation in a pull-out program has virtuwally no
effect on the attitude toward school of third grade

students.
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Sociometric 8tatus

Several researchers were quoted by Gallegher k1975)"
regarding the soclal status of high IQ:elementary school
children. Among-these-were Grace and Booth (1958), Grupe
-(1961), Johnson and Kirk (1950)‘and Miller (1956). A -
summary of these data indicated that there was a decline in
the social status of this group between elementary and
‘secondary school, glifted children were able to 1dent1fy
their soclal status and that of others correctly, better
than the average and they tend to choose each other £or
frlends in pull-out situations. Accelerated‘promotion-doeé
not affect their social acceptance. Gifted children‘are
chosen socilally hy average youngstere, even though
differences are seen by the average IQ chiid. Most
important, is that gifted children seem to lose some of
their social acceptance when they participate in pull-out
programs. ' | | o

This last statement appears to be verified hy the deta
- gathered for the Eour'sociometric sub‘questions. Although |
no statistically significant difference was shown on any of
the hypotheses for the four sub- questions at the beginning
of the year, only one hypothesis was accepted at the end of
the year. - Fever mentally gifted pull-out group menbers
increased in the 1nc1dencefof times chosen,'than decreased,~
between the beginning and the,end of the school yeer; i.e.,

mentally gifted pull-out program members experienced an
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overall drop in popularity.. |
The sociometric questionnaire wés administered to ail
four éroups in the fall, before the commencement of the
pﬁll-out program, and subsequently néaz the end oflfhgl
school year. Third graders in Bozeman were unaware at the
beéinning of the year, of which classmates were slated fof
the pull-out program. The researcher assumed that by the
end of the school year they did know that some children left
their classroom periodically duriné the course of the year
to attend a speéialiprogram forfmentally.éifted‘Students;
Under the sociometric rubric, hypotheses relating to
"the four sub-questions were accepted‘in thé fall. However,
all but. one were rejected in the spring. - Only the social .
‘acceptance‘hypotheSIS'was écdepfed, while the scholastic,
extra—curriculai'leadership and creative schoiaStiés
hypotheses were'zejected. These data are in agreement with
Gallagher's (1975) summary that some social status'was lost
when children were removed f;om thé'regulaz.classrdoﬁ to
participate in a special program for the mentally glifted.
It appéars that‘this downward trénd was attributable to
programs, and not to differenéés-Bétwéen'other environmental
féctdrs in Bozeman and Belgrade.
This researcher has aséumed that the academic standards
of programs designed’fof mentally'gifted students are~high |
aﬁd thatrﬁhe students-benefif 1n'that reqgard. - No data were"

gathered in this area to substantiate the assumption. The
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data gathered were all in relation to the affective domain.

Recommendations

It is therefore recommended that an objective of
mentally gifted pull -out programs- should be -to meet the
above goals, and to train their students as our future,
leaders. They should be counseled to-understand that they
are not elite, not better than their counterparts of similar
age,-butvcapgble of high'perfpxmance and leaderéhip roles.
They shouid be helped to have strong feelings -about their
worth and be shown how to express these feelings without
boasting or at the expense of others.

~ This researcher recommends that programs designed for

mentally gifted students continue their current’ strong
academic orientation, while incorporating curricula which
will enhance the positive feelings thesé students have about
their self-concept and attitude. toward school. No
recommendations are made in regard to formally attempting to
change.their peers attitudes toward thém. If the mentally
gifted students are sufficiehtly trained to have positive .
feelings about thgmsélves without‘ove:tly and vocally
displaying them, greater acceptance by their éeers will
follow. |

A study of the relationships between classroom teachers.
and their mentally gifted students should be done to
- determine which.teacher characterigtics best enhance the

feeliﬁgs of self—concept; attitude towérd school and social




99‘
acceptance of mentally gifted students.

It is further recommended that studies be done to
determine the most §uitab1e methods for increasing the
positive feelings of self-concept ahd attitude toward school
of méntally_glfted sfudents. Classroom teachers and school
administrators should be insfructed in the most suitable 
methods of bringing qut fﬁe most positive feelings of |
self-concept and attitude téward school of théii'mentallf
gifted students. Parents of mentally gtftea-students should
be informed of the special attributes of théir children so’
that they may heip them increase thelr self-concept and
attitude toward school.

COliege level educational psychology and_special_
education classes should include methods of enhanciﬁgkthe_
most positive aspecté of self—coﬂcept and aftitude towards
school of mentally gifted students.

This study should be duplicated to confirm the findings
therein. Similar research should be done at other ‘ -

elementary grade levels for.purposes of comparison.
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APPENDIX A
LETTER FROM DR. GERALD SULLIVAN
DISCUSSING SOCIOGRAMS AND
RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY DATA,

SOCIOMETRIC QUESTIONNAIRE
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Montana State University
Bozeman, Montana 59717

Department of Educational Services Telephone (406) 994-4933
College ol Educauon

May 21, 1984

Mr. Norm Crane
310 E. Lincoln
Bozeman, MT 59715

Dear Norm:

As requested, 1 have written this letter to discuss the use of a sociogram

(as described in Che Student Teaching Handbook - MSU - Sent. 1981). in your"
doctoral thesis.

The procedure for the sociogram in the Student Teaching Handbook is similar
in nature to, and contains the criterial elements of, the Sociometric Method

described by Gilbert Sax - Principles of Educational and Psychological Measurement
and Evaluation - 1980. ~ " -

Sociometry is a method developed by Jacob Moreno (1953) to investigate inter-
action patterns in peer groups. A discussion of the limitations, reliability,
and validity of sociometric data may be found in Sax"s text, pages 175-176.

Respectfully submitted.

R A S —

Gerald D. Sullivan

Prof., Elementary Education
Montana State University
Bozeman, MT 59717

GS/jks

CC: Dr. Thibeault
File
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Sociometry——Reliability and Validity

Sax (1968, p. 263) informs,

The study of group behavior is especially
important in education, where the class is a social
group composed of students who perceive and interact
with one another--often in complex ways not easily
understood by the teacher. As currently used,
sociometry simply requires the investigator to ask
subjects to nominate their peers for a given and’
specific activity. Usually this activity is one in
which the subject himself has some interest, such as

nominating one or more persons he would like to sit
next to, work with, or play with.

Sax (1968 'p. 265) continues,

The reliability of soclometric choices has
been investigated by using measures of stability and
internal consistency. Stability may be estimated by
correlating the number of choices received by subjects
with the number of choices they receive sometime in
the future.

Gronlund (1959 p. 152-153) summarizes the results of

reliability studies of sociometric measures as follows:

1. The stability of sociometric results tends to
decline as the time span between tests is increased.

2. There 1is a tendency for the stability of
sociometric test results to increase as the age of the
group members lncrease.

: 3. Sociometric status scores based on general
criteria (such as work or play) tend to be more stable
and more consistent over various situations than those
based on specific criteria (such as working on
arithmetic or playing baseball).

4. Composite sociometric status scores based on
several criteria tend to be more stable than
sociometric status scores based on a single
soclometric criterion.

5. The use of an unlimited numbexr of sociometric
choices, five positive choices and three positive and
three negative choices tends to provide similar
sociometric results. The use of fewer choices
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provides less reliable sociometric result.

6. The social structure of a group tends to be
less stable than the sociometric status of the group
members.

7. The sociometric positions of leadership and
isolation tend to be more stable and more consistent
over various situations than those in the average
sociometric categories. : -

~

Sax (1968 p. 266) continues,
It should be remembered in.interpreting.the
reliability of sociometric measures that reliability
is concered with measurements which include persons
and situations, as well as the test or technique
itself. Changes in group structure would be
accompanied by our correlations.

Validity may also be difficult to obtain. If we are
interested only in choices made by subjects, sociometry can
operationally define those choices and no other evidence of
validity 1s required. By using concurrent validity studies
we can tell what variables are associated with sociometric

‘choices.
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APPENDIX B
LETTER FROM MR. JIM MONGER

VERIFYING DEMOGRAPHICS.‘
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VT e g
Movesm
‘ AND
| - Associaies
Airport and Industrial Consultants

April 24, 1984

To‘whom It May Concern:

Please be advised that the ‘quotes made.by Norman Crane
in his doctoral dissertation regarding the demographics
of Belgrade are in my opinion true and accurate.

Respectfully submitted,

--;gl%@?v

ames H. Monger

- 1w

P.O. BOX 597 BELGRADE, MT 59714
(468y-395-6522
(4nR) 200 1269
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