
http://gcq.sagepub.com

Gifted Child Quarterly 

DOI: 10.1177/001698628703100104 
 1987; 31; 20 Gifted Child Quarterly

Trish Bransky 
 Education Program

Specific Program Information: A Key to Attitudes About the Gifted

http://gcq.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/31/1/20
 The online version of this article can be found at:

 Published by:

http://www.sagepublications.com

 On behalf of:

 National Association for Gifted Children

 can be found at:Gifted Child Quarterly Additional services and information for 

 http://gcq.sagepub.com/cgi/alerts Email Alerts:

 http://gcq.sagepub.com/subscriptions Subscriptions:

 http://www.sagepub.com/journalsReprints.navReprints: 

 http://www.sagepub.com/journalsPermissions.navPermissions: 

 http://gcq.sagepub.com/cgi/content/refs/31/1/20
SAGE Journals Online and HighWire Press platforms):

 (this article cites 11 articles hosted on the Citations

 © 1987 National Association for Gifted Children. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized distribution.
 by guest on July 13, 2008 http://gcq.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://www.nagc.org
http://gcq.sagepub.com/cgi/alerts
http://gcq.sagepub.com/subscriptions
http://www.sagepub.com/journalsReprints.nav
http://www.sagepub.com/journalsPermissions.nav
http://gcq.sagepub.com/cgi/content/refs/31/1/20
http://gcq.sagepub.com


20

Specific Program Information: A Key to Attitudes About
the Gifted Education Program*

Trish Bransky
University of Kansas

Abstract
This study found differences in attitudes of adminis-
trators, gifted program teachers, and regular program
teachers about the gifted education program in their
buildings, with regular program teachers’ attitudes leastfavorable. The finding of a strong correlation betweenfavorable. The finding of a strong correlation between
regular program teachers’ knowledge about specific
aspects of the program and their attitudes toward the

attitudes and on organizational research.
........

Concern about the relationship of the gifted education
program to the total school program has been expressed
by Renzulli, Reis, and Smith (1981), Treffinger (1980), and
Wyatt (1982). It is frequently observed that programs for
gifted students are &dquo;tacked on&dquo; to the regular program and

perceived as supplemental services, not as integral parts
of the total educational program for students with special
needs (Reis, 1982; Whitmore, 1983). Teachers of gifted
children also note that relationships with other teachers and
with administrators are important factors in the effective-
ness of their programs (Dettmer, 1984).
That attitudes about educational programs for gifted

children differ among groups was established by Mills and

Berry (1979), who found that groups in closest day-to-day
contact with gifted individuals (i.e., parents and teachers
of gifted children) held significantly more favorable atti-
tudes than did regular program teachers, administrators,
and the general public. Mills and Berry attributed more
favorable attitudes to the closer day-to-day contact with
gifted children and suggested that providing information
about the nature and needs of gifted individuals would result
in more favorable attitudes.

Nicely, Small, and Furman (1980), surveying regular
program teachers, showed a positive correlation between
self-reported general knowledge about gifted children and
gifted education programs (as through university courses,
reading, inservice) and reported attitude toward having
students leave their classrooms to participate in a gifted
education program. More recently, Meyers (1984) reported
that regular classroom teachers who had not received
inservice training about the pullout program their gifted
students attended were concerned about lack of informa-

tion about the program and inadequate communication
with gifted program teachers. While overall attitudes about
the program were not reported, regular program teachers
also indicated concerns about (a) fragmentation of their day
or week and (b) their needs to schedule new lessons around
the pullout schedule.
The present study, carried out in a large urban school

district, focused on the relationship of teachers’ and ad-
ministrators’ specific knowledge about the gifted program
to their overall attitude about the program. The program
consisted of fulltime, self-contained classes for gifted chil-
dren. Because of the fulltime nature of the program, staff
attitudes were not influenced by the difficulties of fragmen-
tation and scheduling that Meyers (1984) reported.

Method

Subjects
This study was part of an evaluation of a program charac-

terized by fulltime separate classes for children identified
as gifted on the basis of superior performance on specified
combinations of two or more selected measures, including
individual intelligence tests (Stanford Binet or WISC-R,
minimum 125), a group intelligence test (Cognitive Abili-
ties Test, Verbal or Nonverbal Battery, minimum 89th
percentile), an achievement test (Iowa Test of Basic Skills,
Reading, Language, Math, or Work-Study Skills Subscales,
minimum 89th percentile), and the locally-developed Pro-
fessional Nomination Scale for the Identification of Gifted
and Talented Students (minimum 80%). Students’ place-
ments are reviewed annually to determine if continued

participation is appropriate. The critical factor for this
study is that the students in the target classrooms had been
chosen on the basis of superior academic potential and/or
performance and were labeled gifted. Many of the chil-
dren are bused from their neighborhood attendance areas
to participate in the special classes. Approximately 49%
of the children in the gifted classes are classified as mi-
nority ; approximately 70% of the total district population
is so classified.

Included in the evaluation were all fourth and sixth

graders from gifted classes in the district and approximately
the same number of fourth and sixth graders from regular
classrooms in the same 10 schools. The regular fourth and
sixth grade classrooms in each building that most closely
matched the gifted fourth and sixth grade classrooms on
a socio-economic measure, number of students receiving
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free lunch, were used for comparison. Subjects of the staff
attitude study were all teachers of the gifted and regular
fourth and sixth grade classes participating in the evalua-
tion, and the administrators in whose buildings the target
classes were located.

Evaluation Model and Instruments

Renzulli’s (1975a) Key Features Model for evaluation
of special programs was employed. Among the key features
identified as being of importance to program and district
personnel was staff perception of various program aspects.
An instrument appropriate for the fulltime program was
adapted from instruments devised for use in large-scale
evaluations of gifted education programs (Renzulli, 1975by 1
The instrument contained questions to be answered by all
three staff groups on a four-point scale, where 4 is &dquo;enthu-
siastic,&dquo; 3 is &dquo;positive,&dquo; 2 is &dquo;indifferent,&dquo; and 1 is &dquo;negative.&dquo;
Regular program teachers and building administrators also
indicated whether they had &dquo;sufficient&dquo; knowledge, &dquo;insuffi-
cient&dquo; knowledge, or were &dquo;uncertain&dquo; about the adequacy
of their knowledge in four program areas: selection criteria,
selection procedures, program goals and objectives, and
program activities. All respondents were given an oppor-
tunity to comment further in an open-ended section.

Procedure

At the same time that their students were responding
to various evaluation instruments, teachers and adminis-
trators were asked to complete the questionnaire. Com-
plete responses were obtained from 39 teachers (19 of 21 1
gifted program teachers, and 19 of 20 regular program
teachers) and 8 of 10 building principals.
Data were collected by graduate students in education

and psychology, all of whom were trained in research

procedures and had received specific instructions about
the present study for the purpose of standardizing the
collection procedure.

Evaluation and Research Questions
Two questions were of interest to program personnel and

district officials:

1. What are the overall attitudes of gifted pro-
grams (GP) teachers, regular program (RP)
teachers, and building administrators regarding
the gifted program in their schools?

2. How well informed about gifted program selec-
tion criteria and procedures, program goals,
and activities do RP teachers and administra-
tors perceive themselves to be?

The evaluators posed a third question, related to the

previous ones:

3. What is the relationship between perceived level
of specific program information and attitude
among RP teachers?

To answer Question 1, the data were first viewed descrip-
tively in terms of percentages of staff groups who reported
various attitudes. Then, to determine whether observed
group means differed significantly on the dependent vari-
able of attitude, a oneway analysis of variance was per-
formed using the SPSS program ONEWAY (Nie, Hull,
Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975). Independent vari-
ables were the following: GP teachers, grade 4: GP

teachers, grade 6: RP teachers, grade 4; RP teachers,
grade 6; Administrators.
Subsequent analyses had been planned in the event the

overall F statistic proved significant. Of central interest was
a comparison between the mean attitude of GP teachers
and the mean attitude of RP teachers. Prior to that com-

parison, it was necessary to know whether GP teachers
at grades 4 and 6 comprised a homogeneous subset on the
dependent variable (i.e., that their means did not differ
significantly), and that RP teachers at both grade levels
comprised a homogeneous subset. A supplemental pro-
cedure in the SPSS ONEWAY program identifies such

subsets, using the .05 confidence level.
To answer Question 2, regarding self-reported level of

specific program knowledge held by RP teachers and by
Administrators, percentages of respondents in each group
answering that they were sufficiently or insufficiently in-
formed about each of four gifted program features (selec-
tion criteria, selection procedures, program goals and
objectives, and program activities) were determined. The
purpose here was to identify groups with insufficient infor-
mation and pinpoint specific areas in which information
was deficient.
To determine the relationship between information and

attitude (Question 3), the following procedure was em-
ployed. Regular teachers were first ranked according to the
level of knowledge about the program they professed to
have. The highest rank was assigned to a teacher who
answered &dquo;Yes, I have sufficient information&dquo; on all four

program aspects. The lowest rank was assigned to those
who answered &dquo;No, I don’t have sufficient information&dquo;
regarding each of the four areas. Between these extremes,
teachers were assigned ranks according to the number of
times they answered &dquo;Yes, I have sufficient information.&dquo;
&dquo;Uncertain&dquo; responses were interpreted as insufficient pro-
gram knowledge and treated as such in the ranking.
Then RP teachers were ranked according to their atti-

tude about having the program in their building. The highest
ranking was assigned to those who reported that they were
&dquo;Enthusiastic&dquo; about the program. Those who reported
being &dquo;Positive&dquo; were assigned the second rank; those who
were &dquo;Indifferent&dquo; were assigned the third rank. The fourth
and lowest rank was assigned to the RP teacher who
reported a &dquo;Negative&dquo; attitude. The Rank-Difference Cor-
relation (Spearman’s rho) (Minium, 1978) was calculated
to determine the relationship between level of specific pro-
gram knowledge and reported attitude about the program.
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Results

The one-way analysis of variance revealed that there
were significant differences (F = 10.73; df 4, 41; p < .01)
among mean attitude ratings for the five groups. Data for
the GP teachers were combined across grades after the
supplemental procedure identified them as belonging to a
homogeneous subset (i.e., the means did not differ at the .05
level). Data for RP teachers were also collapsed across
grades because the means did not differ significantly (.05).

Results of the attitude measure, with teacher groups col-

lapsed across grade levels, are as follows. Administrators
unanimously reported being enthusiastic about having the
program in their schools (X = 4.0; SD = .00). GP teachers
were positive (26.3%) to enthusiastic (73.7%) (X = 3.74;
SD = .452). RP teachers’ responses were more varied, with
15.8% enthusiastic, 36.8% positive, 26.3% indifferent, and
21.1% negative (X = 2.47; SD = 1.02).
The analysis then focused on the mean attitude of GP

teachers (X = 3.74) as compared with the mean attitude
of RP teachers (X = 2.47). Because the variances of the
two groups could not be assumed to be similar, the t value
for separate variances was used. The t value of 5.071

(df 22.8) indicated a significant difference (p < .01) be-
tween RP teachers’ attitudes toward the program and GP
teachers’ attitudes.
Data on levels of information about specific program

aspects are shown in Table 1. While 100% of the Adminis-
trators reported feeling sufficiently informed about selec-
tion criteria and procedures, fewer than half of the RP
teachers felt sufficiently informed on these program

Table 1
Information About Gifted Program Aspects Held by
Regular Program Teachers and Administrators

aspects. This pattern was repeated in responses about
program goals and activities; Administrators nearly unani-
mously felt informed, while fewer than half of the RP
teachers felt sufficiently informed. For RP teachers, the
correlation between specific knowledge and attitude, de-
termined by Spearman’s rho (Minium, 1978) was .53, indi-
cating that feeling more informed was strongly associated
with more positive attitude.

Discussion

Teacher and Administrator Attitudes

Treffinger (1982) observed that &dquo;the individual building
is the critical unit of action in successful gifted program-
ming&dquo; (p. 7). While an effective meshing of educational
programs within the building and within the district is

desirable, significant differences in attitudes between staff
groups were found in this study. The literature in the area
of teacher attitudes (particularly with regard to gifted
education), the comments staff made in response to open-
ended questions on the evaluation instrument, and the
correlation between level of knowledge about program
aspects and attitudes help to explain the discrepancies.
The attitude discrepancies are not unique to this pro-

gram. Mills and Berry (1979) assessed attitudes of several
decision-making groups with regard to gifted children and
educational programs for them. They found that groups,
such as parents and teachers, who had close contact with
gifted individuals held significantly more favorable attitudes
toward gifted individuals and gifted education programs
than did regular program teachers, administrators, and the
general public. Mills and Berry concluded that persons in
closest day-to-day contact with gifted individuals held most
favorable attitudes.

The responses of the administrators in the present study
are more positive than those in Mills and Berry’s study. The
day-to-day contact factor may be at work here, since each
administrator has an active gifted education program in
his/her building. Perhaps the increased attention to needs
of exceptional students in the past several years also con-
tributed to the attitudinal differences between Mills and

Berry’s administrators and those in the present sample.
It should be recognized, however, that having a gifted
education program in a building may be a &dquo;political plum&dquo;
for the administrator, and interpretation of this aspect of the
study must take into consideration the fact that the sample
contained only administrators who do have gifted programs
in their buildings.

Several writers have commented on the attitudes of RP
teachers. Reis (1982) speculated that RP teachers may feel
threatened by the gifted program which takes away, even
for minimal time, their brightest students. Research by
Greenfield and Blase (1981) casts additional light in this
direction. They found that teachers feel powerless in the
face of student apathy and absenteeism (two facts of life for
many schools) and judge their own effectiveness by the
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academic, moral, or personal growth of their students. Be-
cause academic accomplishments are particularly notice-
able in the gifted clasroom, this measure of effectiveness
may seem to favor teachers of gifted students-whether
or not the teachers themselves make a difference in student

performance. This could contribute to resentment among
RP teachers, particularly in a fulltime program-after all,
the &dquo;cream of the crop&dquo; is performing for the &dquo;gifted
teacher.&dquo; Comments by RP teachers on the questionnaire
indicated this was a factor.

Research by Cooper, Burger, and Seymour (1979) lends
support to the belief that working with high-ability students
may be perceived as more rewarding, or easier, than work-
ing with lower-ability students. Their study of teachers’
estimations of success of instruction and perceptions of
control over such factors as material content and interac-
tions with individual students indicated that work with high-
ability students was perceived as more successful and more
controllable than work with low-ability students.

Organizational Research
Research aimed at assessing the effectiveness of the total

school organization seems to have application to this more
specific concern of how the gifted program meshes with the
overall school program. Confirming Likert’s (1978) position
that perceptions of organizational effectiveness are related
to participative processes, Miskel, Fevurly, and Stewart
(1979) reported on research indicating that schools per-
ceived by teachers as most effective are characterized by

1. More participative organizational processes.
2. Less centralized decision-making structures.
3. More formalized general rules.
4. More complexity or high professional activity.

(p. 114)
Points 1 and 4 are reflected iri the professional collabora-

tion mentioned above, and Point 2 suggests that sharing
in educational decisions is a factor in teachers’ positive
perceptions of the program. Of course, program informa-
tion is essential to informed decision-making.
The two most frequently mentioned concerns of RP

teachers that emerged from the open-ended comment
section of the questionnaire were (a) the consistency
with which identification procedures were followed, and
(b) appropriate placement of students. These concerns
may relate in part to Point 3, which suggests that known
procedures, consistently followed, enhance program satis-
faction and effectiveness. The strong correlation between

knowledge of identification criteria and program goals with
attitude about the program supports this. Gifted program
personnel need to share information about gifted children
and the special program. Wyatt (1982) found that such
sharing was an effective technique for gaining program
support. Especially critical would be educating others about
special groups of gifted children (e.g., handicapped gifted,
underachieving gifted) for whom special identification and

programming provisions may be made, since special provi-
sions can too easily appear to be inconsistent policy to
the uninformed.

Conclusion

Teachers’ perceptions and attitudes reported in this

study, although pertaining specifically to a fulltime program,
are compatible with findings of other research. One conclu-
sion that may be drawn is that negative attitudes among
regular program staff are not unique to a specific service-
delivery model. Previous research (Nicely et al., 1980)
reported negative attitudes in RP teachers insufficiently
informed about their students’ pull-out program. Specific
program information is indicated, therefore, regardless of
service model.

This study extends the investigation of attitudes toward
gifted education programs by establishing a strong correla-
tion between specific knowledge about the program and the
regular teacher’s attitude toward it, when the possibly con-
founding factor of daily scheduling problems is not present.
The correlation between knowledge of program aspects
and attitude toward the gifted program suggests that open
communication and sharing of information about gifted
children and the special programming are basic to accep-
tance and support.
There appears to be a growing realization that programs

for gifted children need to be integrated into the total school
program. Working toward more harmonious attitudes is
essential to this integration. Sharing information and invit-
ing participation and collaboration are indicated as means
of building program ownership, and the feelings of concern
and responsibility that ownership carries with it.

Footnote
1. A copy of the instrument is available from the author upon request.
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