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ABSTRACT
Patricia S. Thirey. PERCEPTIONS OF ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHER
REGARDING KINDERGARTEN GIFTEDNESS (under the direction of Dr. Mark A
Angle) School of Education, April 2011.

This study examined perceptions of administrators and kindergarten teachers
regarding kindergarten giftedness. The study looked at whether adminsséiadior
teachers believe kindergarten students can be gifted; whether their schookrastd di
have policies in place to identify those students; and whether they are requised the
curriculum for these students. All elementary-school administrators anddanis
teachers in North Carolina were invited to participate in the study. uriieys
respondents consisted of 127 administrators and 260 kindergarten teachers. The data
concluded that although 98% of respondents believe kindergarten students campe gifte
almost 70% of their schools and districts do not currently have a process in place to
identify those students. The results also indicated that the majority efrgarten
teachers and administrators agreed that identification of giftedness ingartderis not
detrimental to a student’s future development. Further results showed no relptionshi
between classroom practices of teachers required to alter the curriculstudents
perceived as gifted and those who were not required to alter it. In addition, tdrehese
identified the practices of teachers who believe that kindergarten studentsgiftedbe

The resulting implications and recommendations are also included.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Every student deserves the opportunity to learn in a way that best suits him or her.
Teachers need to challenge gifted students on their own level in order to reach thei
highest potential. Research shows that gifted students need a curriculuentfffam
their peers in order to truly benefit from their education experiencgédimet al.,
2002). However, researchers are still trying to determine at whahegean evaluate
giftedness and the best way to evaluate giftedness. In addition, the paxepthe
teachers and administrators may vary with regard to how teachers shadikel thés
giftedness. These individuals’ beliefs about giftedness play a large rolether
teachers challenge gifted children adequately and how they accomplishahanging.
This study will look at the perceptions of administrators and teachers regdrdiegts
giftedness at the kindergarten level. It will examine the differemcdgitwo groups’
beliefs and determine whether their reported practices align with thieifsb€&hapter
One gives the background of the study, problem statement, significance afdiye st
overview of methodology, and the key definitions.

Background of the Study

Different states and districts across the United States have varyuigti@gs on
the age at which giftedness can be determined and what to do with that determinat
when it is reached. Many school districts do not have policies in place to worlhesth t
students before they reach third grade. As a result, schools may not have programs i
place to work with the gifted students entering the education system inthavaan

prepare them for future years of education. Numerous educators have argued tha



giftedness can be determined as early as preschool and kindergarten (Clarke, 2001,
Gross, 1999; Koshy & Robinson, 2006; Pfeiffer & Petscher, 2008). As early as 1977,
researchers determined that the attitudes children form about school in kireteegalt
first grade remain with them throughout the rest of their schooling (Fink &déffse
1977). More research that is recent shows that early stimulation of thdsatstis
important in accommodating giftedness in the future. These students neetetenfa
giftedness stimulated in order to keep growing academically as they should
(Shaughnessy, Stockard, Siegel, & Stanley, 1992).

In recent years, researchers have presented the argument that schools are
consistently overlooking gifted students. The No Child Left Behind Act (NGh&uses
primarily on the students who are behind academically while neglectirnigtne
achieving student (Pfeiffer, Petscher, & Jarosewich, 2007). Currently, skatem
exists that specifically protects gifted students from failing tdlgetttention they
deserve (Pfeiffer & Jarosewich, 2007).

In addition, the beliefs of teachers and administrators vary in regard to how this
giftedness should be handled. Some educators believe these students do not need
challenging at such a young age (Colangelo & Fleuridas, 1986; Pfeiffamo&elvich,
2007). Others believe that these students will not achieve their highest poteatial
challenged from a young age (Pfeiffer & Petscher, 2008; Sankar-D&| &609;

Schroth, 2007). These educators’ beliefs about giftedness play a large roleharwhet
they challenge the potentially gifted students within their classrooohsdtB). Their

individual beliefs and background also determine the methods by which they challenge



the students within their classrooms (Guerra & Nelson, 2009; Payne, 1994; Wang,
Elicker, McMullen, & Mao, 2008).

This study attempts to quantify how the attitudes of administrators and
kindergarten teachers influence the delivery methods used in the classroonesultse
of this study will help determine whether the educational beliefs and practieady
elementary-school teachers are meeting the needs of young, gift@rchilhis study
focuses on teachers and administrators in the state of North Carolina.

Statement of the Problem

Although North Carolina has laws mandating the availability of gifted
programming to students in grades kindergarten through 12, a distinct lack of
identification exists of students in the early elementary grade lekidswise,
clarification is lacking about what programs are in place to help thited students.
This study will address the following question: Do North Carolina’s admitoss’aand
teachers’ beliefs regarding kindergarten giftedness vary from each othdo dhese
beliefs have an effect on their teaching, specifically in the aredsmification and

classroom practices?
Purpose of the Study

The general purpose of this causal comparative study is to determine the
perceptions of administrators and kindergarten teachers with regard taykirider
giftedness. The study will first determine whether administrators actdes believe it
possible to identify students as gifted in kindergarten. Next, the study will look at
whether the schools or districts have policies in place to determine whether

kindergarteners are gifted. The study will then address whether thetslistrschools



require the administrators or teachers to make accommodations for thesésstude
Finally, the study will look at what, if anything, these individuals do in order tothary
kindergarten curriculum for those students identified or perceived as gifted.
Significance of the Study

Researchers can find little research that addresses the belidfsioisérators and
kindergarten teachers concerning kindergarten giftedness. In turn, tleeseféered to
kindergarten students may vary greatly depending on the perceptions teaduisol
administrators have regarding kindergarten giftedness. The degree tohdsieh t
teachers or administrators hold certain beliefs regarding giftednessagamlptge part
in what programs and curricula they implement with their students in theodassif
these individuals’ beliefs do not align, this could be detrimental to the success of
programs that work with these students. In addition, misaligned beliefs could be

damaging to the students academically both now and in the future.

Research Questions

The study asks the following questions:
1. Does a statistically significant difference exist between adtramiss and

teachers in the perceptions of kindergarten giftedness (agree vs. @i3agre

2. Does a statistically significant difference exist between admatist and
teachers in the beliefs that identification of giftedness in kindergartemsfuzin
be detrimental to their future development (agree vs. disagree)?

3. What portion of the population of administrators and teachers in North Carolina
report that their schools or districts have processes in place to determine if
kindergarten students are gifted?

4



4. What portion of the population of administrators and teachers in North Carolina

5.

report that kindergarten teachers are required to alter the curriculum for

kindergarten students that educators have identified as gifted?

Among teachers, does a statistically significant difference exike following

kindergarten classroom practices based on whether or not the teachers are

required to modify their curriculum for gifted students:

a.

Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVters

use curriculum compacting based on whether or not they are required to
modify their curriculum for gifted students?

Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVters
differentiate in the classroom based on whether or not they are required to
modify their curriculum for gifted students?

Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVters

use grouping in the classroom based on whether or not they are required to
modify their curriculum for gifted students?

Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVters

use tiered assignments in the classroom based on whether or not they are
required to modify their curriculum for gifted students?

Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVters

allow students to pick topics on assignments based on whether or not they

are required to modify their curriculum for gifted students?

6. Among teachers who believe that kindergarten students can be gifted, does a

statistically significant difference exist between teachers wipgay



kindergarten classroom practices (curriculum compacting, differemgjati
grouping, tiered assignments, and students pick topics) and those who do not?
Null Hypotheses

H1,: A statistically significant difference does not exist between agtnators

and teachers in the perceptions of kindergarten giftedness (agree vs. disagree).

H2,: A statistically significant difference does not exist betweeniidtrators

and teachers in the beliefs that identification of giftedness in kindergantimst

can be detrimental to their future development (agree vs. disagree).

H3,: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the follayvi

kindergarten classroom practices between teachers required to aiter the

curriculum for those studenperceivedas gifted and teachers not required.
H3&: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the use of
curriculum compacting between teachers required to alter their curriculum
for those studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.
H3ky: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the use of
differentiation between teachers required to alter their curriculum for those
studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.
H3c: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the use of
grouping between teachers required to alter their curriculum for those
studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.
H3dy: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the use of
tiered assignments between teachers required to alter their curriculum for

those studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.



H3e: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the use of
students picking topics between teachers required to alter their curriculum
for those studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

H4,: Among teachers who believe that kindergarten students can be gifted, a

statistically significant difference does not exist between teaatieo employ

kindergarten classroom practices (curriculum compacting, differemgjati
grouping, tiered assignments, and students pick topics) and those who do not.
Overview of Methodology

This study incorporates a causal comparative research design. Causal
comparative research designs involve pre-existing groups and typicallyreompa
differences between the groups (Schenker & Rumrill, 2004). In this studyjiattatdrs
and kindergarten teachers in the state of North Carolina received the opportunity to
respond to a series of questions regarding their beliefs and practices orieatetl ar
kindergarten giftedness and programming by completing a short survey.

The study uses quantitative data to evaluate the questions and hypotheses outlined
as a part of the research. Quantitative data allows for measurementtiagdfes
theories in order to gain numerical results. Qualitative research attemyptderstand
the personal behaviors and participant observations in a manner that researoiwrs c
numerically measure (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorensen, 2006). While this study
sought to determine the beliefs of administrators and teachers concerningitese
giftedness in a numerical manner, the researcher determined that asnatidialitative
section would be beneficial. The qualitative data helped the researcher ggnea dee

understanding of the beliefs and perceptions of the respondents.



During the data collection, the researcher received responses from 38 deducat
including 260 kindergarten teachers and 127 administrators. The researcher batered t
responses to the questions into the Statistical Package for the SociaéS¢&PES) and
the researcher calculated frequencies and percentages for eachTdreupsearcher
then ran chi-square analyses and descriptive statistics to determinietiendes (if any)
between administrators’ and teachers’ beliefs. The resedhdreused the resulting data
to determine what the beliefs of those administrators and teacherslash@ther a
difference exists between the teachers’ beliefs and their dhdivpractices. The
responses to the comment section of the survey were reviewed in order to geen a be
understanding of the beliefs of the respondents.

Definitions of Key Terms

The following are the definitions of terms pertaining to this study:

Ability grouping —Ability grouping refers to the grouping of students with other
students of the same ability level.

Acceleration -Children who are gifted, or children who educators perceive to be
gifted, may be given the opportunity to skip academic grades or attend adviagher
level class for certain subject matter.

Administrator —The principal, assistant principal, associate principal, or vice
principal within a given school who is responsible for supervising and evaluating the
teachers within the school.

Curriculum compacting Refers to the process by which a teacher cuts material

out of the curriculum for which a student has already shown mastery. Students take a



pretest and the teacher uses the results to determine which material thts Stileeed
to master, and which material they can cut from that student’s program.

Curriculum extending €urriculum extending allows teachers to vary the pace
and levels of instruction depending on each student’s needs.

Differentiation —Refers to the adapting of the curriculum to fit the needs of every
learner. Typically takes into account every student’s learning levatyahild style of
learning and develops lessons that allow every student to learn on their level.

Early entrance -Students who are gifted or perceived to be gifted are given the
opportunity to enter school up to one year earlier than the school’'s normal entry age.
These students may start kindergarten early or go straight intgrack.

Gifted —Gifted students are students who demonstrate an above-average degree of
intelligence and ability in one or more areas. They typically show a higlreusual
level of motivation and catch on quickly to new material. These students show a need for
special instruction or programming that is geared towards challengyg th
academically.

Gifted Education Specialist or Coordinatoilhe Gifted Specialist is the teacher
who is responsible for providing gifted services to gifted students. This may be done
through pull-out programming or through collaboration with the classroom teacher.

Gifted Evaluation -Gifted evaluation refers to the process of testing a child to
determine eligibility for gifted programs. This evaluation may inche@eher and parent
observations, and academic testing by a gifted education coordinator.

Identification —Identification is the process used to determine whether a student is

eligible for gifted programming services.



Intelligence Quotient (IQ) An intelligence test score that is obtained by dividing
a student’s mental age (derived from a population norm) by chronologicahdge
multiplying by 100. A score of 100 would indicate a performance at exactly thelnorma
level for that age group and a score above 100 would indicate above average performance
for that age group.

Kindergartener —For the purpose of this study, a kindergartener will refer to a
student who is enrolled in a kindergarten program and who is at least five years old by
September 1 of the school year in question.

Learning Style The style in which a student learns best and helps them to retain
new information.

Nomination —The process of submitting a child as potentially gifted.

Nominations can typically be made by parents and/or teachers and are usuaitedubm
with work samples to the school’s gifted coordinator.

Pull-out services -Gifted services that are offered outside a student’s regular
classroom. A trained specialist for gifted students usually provides thegesén an
alternate classroom.

Referral —The process of submitting a child as potentially gifted (also referred to
as a nomination).

Screening ProcessFhe screening process refers to the process of testing a child
to determine eligibility for gifted programs.

Teacher Teacher refers to the classroom teacher who provides the direct

instruction for a given group of students.
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Tiered assignmentsHered assignments include a variety of activities dealing
with the same topic on different ability levels. Gifted students mayveeemore
challenging assignment dealing with the same topic as the rest ofdke cla

With-in class services Gifted services provided by a student’s regular classroom

teacher within the regular school day.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter includes a review of the literature and outlines the needttatya
about the perceptions of administrators and teachers regarding kindergéetimegs. A
review of the literature is critical for determining the significaatthis study. Chapter
Two begins with an overview of the theoretical framework for giftedness.ciader
then discusses the history and definition of giftedness, national and statespeliated
to giftedness, and the current and potential affect of the economy on gifteticgduca
The chapter then addresses how educators identify gifted students and wisttothey
identify them. The final sections of the chapter discuss the importance iwhihétg the
perceptions of teachers regarding giftedness and how these perceptiofisatan af
classroom practices.
Theoretical Framework

Piaget’s Stages of Cognitive Development share the idea that childrerlpatura
progress through stages as they grow up. According to Piaget, some childeadgrio
progress through the stages earlier than others. Research shows that feaget’san
highlight some differences in gifted children that make them stand out fronp#ess.
Although Piaget did not seek to make any child stand out, educators can use his stages to
determine whether a child has progressed beyond the point of his or her peers (Cohen &
Kim, 1999). If a child has progressed passed the point of his or her peers, teachers and

administrators have to determine what, if anything, should be done with that child.
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Howard Gardner’s Multiple Intelligences theory has also been used as a
justification for gifted student identification and differentiation. Gardnkewsd that
teachers should use many different methods to determine a child’s giftettheskseory
suggests that educators should take multiple intelligences into consitevaen
determining whether a child is gifted (Fasko, 2001) and in determining the desb w
work with that child.

Howard Gardner’s theory of multiple intelligences first surfaced in his book
Frames of Mindn 1983. His theory of multiple intelligences asserts that every learner
has a different type of intelligence for which they respond best. In the developime
his theory, Gardner suggests that since each person learns in a unique way, they should
have the opportunity to receive individualized education that exploits the manner in
which they best incorporate new information. Every student, in other words, should be
taught through his or her learning intelligence in order to achieve the fezst éh
addition, they should have the opportunity to develop their ability to learn through other
learning styles (Gardner, 1983). This implies that students should have material
presented to them through a variety of methods. By seeing the same information
presented through multiple intelligence learning exercises, studentsevadtter able to
grasp future information that is presented through intelligences otheh#iaown.

That is, students can “adapt” themselves to new intelligences that theyothigihwise
have not developed.

Gardner’s original theory included seven different intelligences: linguisti
logical-mathematical, spatial, bodily kinesthetic, musical, interpelsand

intrapersonal. In the 1990s, he added naturalists; the eighth intelligence #lat he f

13



deserved to be included on the list (Checkley, 1997). Linguistic intelligerers tef

students who are smart with words; these students are often good writergand lea
primarily through reading and other visual exercises. Logical-mateahrefers to

those who are good with numbers. These students display an inherent ability for numbers
and other left-brain oriented tasks. They are very logical. Spatialgetatie deals with
students who are good with visual representations and manipulations. They are very
good at working on things in a physical manner and often display a high degree of
mechanical knowledge. They are usually more right-brain dominant in cantthst
logical-mathematical students. Bodily-kinesthetic is the term thaetstasdescribe

students who need to use movement and their bodies in order to solve and make things;
these students are usually quite good at sports and other activities reqhighglagree

of hand-eye coordination and fine motor skills. Musical intelligence refetadergs

who are good with music; these students have an ability to understand underlying
relationships between abstract concepts and, like their spatial intediegthren, are

more right-brain dominant. Interpersonal intelligent students are good with people.
These students understand the dynamics of human interaction from a young age and are
usually good at forming friends and working as peacemakers when coarfises
Intrapersonal intelligence is the reference used for people who ardlyypitaverted

and have the capacity to understand themselves. They would rather work things throug
on their own. Gardner’s most recent addition was Naturalist intelligarigeh refers to
people who are smatrt in regards to nature (Manner, 2001). These students can recognize
and classify plants, animals, rocks and minerals with ease, and have the ability to

understand and see detail that others miss (Checkley, 1997).
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Another theorist who lends guidance to the realm of gifted education is Benjamin
Bloom. Bloom’s taxonomy, developed in the 1950s, includes a classification of the
learning objectives for students in three different domains. These threendontdude
affective, psychomotor, and cognitive. Most educators focus on the six steps outlined in
his cognitive domain and less on his entire taxonomy. The six steps are knowledge (or
remembering), comprehension (or understanding), application, analysis, syrahds
evaluation (Page, 2010). In order for the learner to move from one step to the iext, the
must be able to move from the lowest order of thinking to the highest. A student must
have knowledge of a subject before they can understand it, and they must understand it
before they can apply it, and so on. The highest level of attainable knowledge would be
the level where one could create something novel with what they have learned
(Krathwohl, 2002). Gifted students should be able to move more quickly through these
levels of thinking than a regular classroom student normally would.

A more recent theorist in the realm of gifted education is Carol Ann Tomlinson.
Tomlinson believes that differentiating instruction is an approach that faghts
accommodating and supporting student differences in the classroom. She argues that
approaches to teaching are not standardized. There is nothing standard about our
education and classes. Every student is unique and requires different techniques;
therefore, every lesson and every teacher must also vary. Tomlinson’s thedstsaifns
four elements of learning: content, process, products, and learning environmentlsShe te
educators that through these four elements you can determine a studentssseadd

interest and meet them at that level to truly challenge them (Tomlinson, 2000).

15



Tomlinson (2000) takes a different approach to giftedness and refers to
differentiation as a philosophy or way of thinking and not an instructional strakéey
concern is that in a time where standards-based instruction is encourageayrsdavitdat
forego differentiation in favor of teaching the curriculum. Curriculum, she saydhat
teachers teach, while differentiation tells them how to teach it. Whil@mipigrtant that
curriculum is followed, educators must not lose sight of the most important goal:
ensuring that their students learn the material.

Tomlinson’s definition of differentiation suggests to educators that they provide
various degrees of scaffolding through multiple groups. While this may seem andaunti
task, most educators will find that they are able to integrate a variktgrafng styles
through varied activities; the limit is on the imagination and ingenuity of thedea8ly
enlightening students to areas of education that correspond with their vanedtste
they will achieve higher levels of success (Tomlinson, 2000). In addition, students will
be more responsive to class, given that the teacher is addressing theiy prietiilgence
in their methods of teaching.

History of Gifted Education

In the late 1860s, William Torrey Harris was the first to study gifted&thn in
the United States (National Association for Gifted Children [NAGC], 2008).HBrris
believed in promoting students at short intervals and accelerating giftedtsteden
faster. He thought this plan would keep students challenged in the classroom and would
prevent them from becoming lazy and bored. Despite Harris’s work in giftedtexyc
it was decades later before educators established formal gifteamsgr the United

States.
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One researcher who brought some recognition to giftedness was Lewis Terman.
Terman is considered to be the founder of the gifted-child movement (Stanley, 1985).
While on the faculty at Stanford University in 1916, he revised and published the
Stanford Revision of the Binet-Simon Scdlbis scale later became known as the
Stanford-Binet Test of Intelligencén his publicationThe Genetic Studies of Genius
Terman describes the testing he did with 1,428 gifted 12-year-old students.nBpena
most of his time studying the nature and characteristics of giftedneshahdomnection
the students’ genetic backgrounds had in common (Feldhusen, 2001). The fifth revision
of Terman'’s test is still being used to test intelligence.

Another educator recognized for having a positive effect on gifted education is
Leta Stetter Hollingworth. Around the same time that Terman was studyiggrleécs
of gifted students, Hollingworth was working with New York City youth to determine
more about giftedness. Hollingworth determined a number of setbacks to gifted
education in her research. She discovered the education system was notredet@yg
gifted students’ educational needs. In addition, she found that many gifted students
lacked strong peer relationships. These students were strong in&dijedtut lacked
emotional maturity to go along with it. She demonstrated that these students ineed
for counseling and guidance. Her research with these gifted students ledb&eme of
the founders of gifted and educational psychology (Myers & Pace, 1986).

Hollingworth disagreed with Terman about one major point. Terman believed
that giftedness was primarily hereditary. Hollingworth, however, \esdie@ducation and
opportunity played a role in developing a gifted student. She observed that a differenc

exists between what a student is capable of doing and what he or she actsallglu®e
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sought the proper way to educate these highly able students in the classroamm&8ilve
1992). Hollingworth argued that not all children were equal intellectuadytize
education system should not treat them as though they were (Klein, 2000).

From the 1930s to the 1950s, various researchers continued the studies of Terman
and Hollingworth. Educators Witty, Strang, and Jenkins studied the persaraiitie
gifted students and wrote about their needs. Strang performed research pitettie
of gifted students to see whether she could discover reasons for the maladjo$tment
these students (Myers & Pace, 1986).

In the late 1950s, the Sputnik spacecraft missions sparked the United States’
interest in gifted education once again. After the launch of the first spficéoe nation
spent a good deal of time and resources researching curricula and teaclopnuvie
(Cavanagh, 2007). Several researchers conducted studies to determine howe #ifect
nation’s education system was and what they could be recommend to improve it (Hersh,
2009). Teachers are still utilizing some practices, such as hands-on leapengrees,
in classrooms today (Cavanagh). The result of Sputnik in America was e fivally
realized that the education system was neglecting gifted childwericans could not
deny that other countries had education systems superior to that of the United State
(Bracey, 2007).

Throughout the last century, there have been periods of intense concern for the
education of students. As a result of Sputnik, the government passed the National
Defense and Education Act (NDEA) in 1958. The act noted the importance of
developing the mental resources and skills of our country’s students. It should have

helped provide financial assistance to the education system so the natienswee
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needs would be met (Flynn, 1995). The conclusions of the study resulted in millions of
dollars being given to support the improvement of our nation’s math and science
programs and was followed by the establishment of the National Aeronautics aed Spac
Administration (Harris & Miller, 2005).
Post-Sputnik and the dawning of the space age, large amounts of time and

resources were spent researching and instituting gifted programs. Abubtite last
several decades, schools and districts have cut resources for giftaticediar varying
reasons, from budget cuts to lack of state-mandated program requirements (Passow
1979; NAGC, 2008). Congress established the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) of 1965 to encourage schools to work on improvement (Cohen, Moffitt, &
Goldin, 2007). In 1971, Congress revisited the act and made requests for research on
programs needed to meet the needs of gifted and talented students. This led to studies by
Commissioner of Education Sidney Marland, who in 1972 issued a report to Congress
affirming the state of gifted programming in the United States wasaey. His report
contributed to the founding of the Gifted and Talented Education Act (GTE) as a part of
Public Law 95-561. Section 20 of Marland’s act recommended improvements for gifted
education. Marland’s formal definition stated gifted and talented studerdghuese
who show high performance in intelligence, creativity, etc. Marland’s reisortisted
gifted students as a part of special education, allowing them the right itceraoeding
intended for special education (Clark & Zimmerman, 1984).

In 1988, Congress passed the Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education Act
(Javits). Named after the New York Senator who brought it into fruition, thetentled

to help better identify underrepresented gifted students. By awardints @nd funding,

19



the act would ensure that research and programs continued. However, many of the
programs stopped flourishing after they stopped receiving federal money fraict the
(Delisle, 2006).

The next major milestone in gifted education came with the reauthorizatioe of t
ESEA in 2001. The new act, No Child Left Behind (NCLB), included the Javits Act and
an accountability program for the states to ensure they are meeting the naéeds of
students. The challenge to meet the needs of all students caused an emphasisign ens
lower-performing students achieved their highest levels of successyG6).
However, schools are fighting to meet the needs of the lowest students and in turn are not
able to adequately provide for the needs of those high-performing studemisv@a,
2007; Gentry, 2006; Mendoza, 2006). Many educators and researchers believe this act
has put a halt on gifted-education improvement because of its emphasis on every child
achieving. Many of those educators made recommendations to improve NCld8ts aff
on gifted children in today’s education system (Johnsen, 2007; Gallagher, 2004; Kaplan,
2004).
Definitions of Giftedness

The termgifted can mean varying things to different groups or organizations. It is
critical that every organization or gifted program acknowledge his or heitobefiof
what giftedness is. The foundation of every gifted program rests upon this definiti
The field of education still struggles with finding one over-arching defimiftor
giftedness. Early educators such as Lewis Terman and Leta Hollthgvased early
definitions of giftedness on the idea that innately gifted students adraesertain

Intelligence Quotient (IQ) as an indication of a person’s cognitive abéilhough
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Terman believed 1Q solely depicted giftedness, Hollingworth believeostinauld
broaden the definition to include students with leadership and creative strengths (Joll
2005).

The definition ofgifted has continued to evolve throughout the last century as
research has shown giftedness may need to take into account more than just 1Q.
According to researcher Patricia Haensly, the Marland Report (1972) indodexf the
earliest and most beneficial definitionsgifted as follows:

Gifted and talented students are those identified by professionally edalifi

persons who, by virtue of outstanding abilities, are capable of high performance.

These are children who require differentiated educational programs and/or

services beyond those normally provided by the regular school program in order

to realize their contribution to self and society. (Haensly, 1999, p. 35)

The National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC) defines a gifted person a
someone “who shows, or has the potential for showing, an exceptional level of
performance in one or more areas of expression” (NAGC website http:/hagevorg/).

According to the Javits Act (1988) and NCLB (2002), gifted children are
“students who give evidence of high achievement capability in areas such astundg)|
creative, artistic, or leadership capacity, and who need services arnitiesatiot
ordinarily provided by the school in order to fully develop those capabilities” GIAG
website http://www.nagc.org/).

The Columbus Group, a collection of parents and theorists, came together in 1991

and constructed the following definition:

21



Giftedness is asynchronous development in which advanced cognitive abilities
and heightened intensity combine to create inner experiences and awareness that
are qualitatively different from the norm. This asynchrony increases witlethig
intellectual capacity. The uniqueness of the gifted renders them pantticul
vulnerable and requires modifications in parenting, teaching, and counseling in
order for them to develop optimally. (Morelock, 1996, p. 8)
The Columbus Group, like many other educators, agrees the definition of
giftedness should mention creative skills and motivation, as it feels tleesecessary
parts of giftedness (Runco, 1997). Other well-known educators have developed their
own definitions of giftedness. Howard Gardner (1983) stated that students could show
their giftedness in any one of seven domains. Educators including Renzulli and Rei
state, “Gifted behavior consists of behaviors that reflect an interaction almeedasic
clusters of human traits—above-average ability, high levels of task commstnaed
high levels of creativity” (Renzulli, 2002, p. 69). According to Reis and Renzulli (2004)
these gifted students require a more advanced program in areas suclobsusdbola
and teacher behaviors.
National and State Educational Policies Related to Giftedness
Though federal reports frequently mention the need for gifted services, no policy
exists for gifted students at the federal level. Instead, states and loeaigewnts
determine their own policies, if any at all, to govern their gifted progra@rown,
Avery, VanTassel-Baska, Worley, & Stambaugh, 2006). Of the 50 states, 32 requir
their schools to offer gifted and talented programming for their studerad€nd, 2009).

All states cite some legislation that covers their gifted and talerdatkls, although
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legislation does not mandate programs in all 50 states (Brown etrahjldition, almost
all states have provisions regarding standards and/or funding the prograreseite
(Zirkel, 2005). Fourteen states also report they have program evaluatiomsiomual
basis, and 18 report they monitor gifted education compliance (Landrum, Katsiyannis
DeWaard, 1998).

Although the state is ultimately responsible for the education of its stutlaats
role sometimes falls to the individual school districts. With a lack of mahgasetices,
identification and programming can vary widely between districtsimvthe same state
(Brown, Avery, VanTassel-Baska, Worley, & Stambaugh, 2006). Furthermoheleast
than half the states providing funding for their gifted programs, the finanaidén of
providing these gifted programs rests on individual districts (Viadero, 20@&es$hat
do provide funding for their gifted education programs sometimes award it thrargk gr
or resources such as teachers (Baker & Mcintire, 2003). However, with the'siati
current economic situation and the pressure of NCLB to help lower-performing student
many states have cut back on their funding options for gifted programming @iader
2009).

North Carolina’s Educational Policies Related to Giftedness

Until 1996, gifted education was a component of children with special needs in
North Carolina’s General Statutes. In 1996, this statement of purpose andothedihit
giftedness replaced the section of Chapter 115C, Article 9B:

The General Assembly believes that public schools should challenge all students

to aim for academic excellence and that academically or intellectyifiéyl

students perform or show the potential to perform at substantially high levels of
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accomplishment when compared with others of their age, experience, or

environment. Academically or intellectually gifted students exhilgit hi

performance capability in intellectual areas, specific acadenhils fier in both
intellectual areas and specific academic fields. Academically oleictighlly

gifted students require differentiated educational services beyond thoseilyrdina

provided by the regular education program. Outstanding abilities are present in

students from all cultural groups, across all economic strata, and in allorea
human endeavor.

North Carolina clearly outlines its policy and identification proceduré® state
policy takes into consideration both a student’s potential and performance when
identifying him or her for gifted programming. Though the policy is effedbr grades
kindergarten through 12, it is limited to specific academic areas. Northir@aalso
mandates screening, identification, and placement of children identifieftieals g
Although the state mandates that schools provide services, local disgiatdeato
determine the type of programming and specific approaches used to didfierénatin the
regular school program. Teachers and gifted coordinators are then egsidigsible
for the implementation of a plan that provides educational services for thesk gift
students. Educators in North Carolina are also encouraged to pursue the gifted
endorsement on their certification in order to be better equipped to work with these
students.

In the 1990s, the General Assembly passed legislation allowing high-achieving
students the opportunity to take classes at the state’s community colleges.tibmaddi

they allowed for early entrance into kindergarten for highly capabledelds.
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Although schools support these programs, not every district is aware of and
implementing them within their schools (Brown, Avery, VanTassel-Baska ey al
Stambaugh, 2006).
Current and Potential Influences of the Economy on Gifted Educatin

The United States is facing the longest and most severe financiakor@she
Great Depression. Moreover, the current economic situation in the United States i
affecting education systems throughout the nation. School districts ang ¢uttds for
programs not viewed as critical to reaching the goals of NCLB, and sclheaseng an
increasing number of students in each classroom. Schools are facing kplaser
morale, a loss of teaching positions, and a decline in resources (Schneider, Konukman, &
Stier, 2010). In addition, schools are facing higher costs for lunch, fuel, and field trips
Some schools are even switching to four-day school weeks to cut overhead costs.
Schools are having to make changes to their programming and how they operate in order
to stay competitive in a touch economy (Levine, 2010).

Gifted programming is not free from concerns with these changes in the economy.
In 2009, the president proposed cutting funds to the Javits program in order to meet
educational goals in other areas. According to researcher Joseph Renzilineonc
government starts cutting funds for specific programs, the states staihpheir own
support of those programs (Samuels, 2008). In a nation where a large number of states
do not mandate gifted programming, gifted programs are sure to suffer thqumsss.
With the inclusive classroom came the additional challenges for tedzhang to meet
the needs of multiple learners at the same time. With the increased stuttadher

ratio in classrooms during the last several years, educators havkd@manscious
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effort not to let gifted programming slip away. It can be easy for adnaitoss to
disband these extra programs in order to recover costs for other high-budget item
(Adams, 2009).
Identification of Giftedness

In the century and a half that has passed since gifted education was first
recognized, researchers have conducted numerous studies with regard to how to bes
assess gifted and talented students. Public and private schools use a vargtiypd$ o
assess the giftedness of their students. Educators take standardizgdtéastiver
evaluations, formative assessment, and parent recommendations into consideration whe
deciding whether a student is gifted. Typically, the first resource intifgag the gifted
student is the parents, teacher, and counselors (Baldwin, 2005). Parents, teachers, or
counselors who possess enough knowledge of giftedness and who see the chasacteristi
of giftedness in a student can refer or nominate the student for testing (N2CBé.

In terms of standardized testing, a debate still exists as to what nesst
accurate for determining giftedness. Researchers have completedusistadies to
determine whether the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children@wiiyor the
Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale (SB-1V) has greater acguradetermining child
giftedness. Students must score at or above the 98th percentile in order to derednsi
in the gifted range with these two tests. On both of these tests, the stadsehssore at
least two standard deviations above the mean. On the SB-IV test, students neust scor
132, and on the WISC-III, students must score a 130. However, studies show that the

two tests may produce different results when testing children’s IQsefdhe school
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systems need to use either one test or the other in order to produce consistent and
accurate results (Simpson et al., 2002; Minton & Pratt, 2006).

Although educators frequently use 1Q tests to determine a student’slig}iduoi
gifted programs, researchers are unsure whether these tests elgextre the
abilities of all gifted students. One drawback to IQ tests is they decagmize a
student’s actual performance either in school or out of the classroom (Jarosewich,
Pfeiffer, & Morris, 2002). This is obvious when dealing with minority groups and
diverse populations who may not score as high on 1Q tests, but may have other areas of
giftedness (Baldwin, 2005; McBee, 2006; Milner & Ford, 2007). Educators believe that
the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test (NNAT) is a culturally neutraltteSability that
identifies equally minority students. Educators use the NNAT to identify stidént
varying ethnicity and gender. However, educators have found that it underiedentif
students of lower socioeconomic statuses (Carman & Taylor, 2010).

Another alternative method for identifying students is the Baldwin Ideati@in
Matrix, which combines both standardized and nonstandardized assessment methods.
When educators use the matrix properly, it provides educators with an oppddunity
identify nonacademic areas of giftedness (Baldwin, 2005). Educators hizeettes
determine whether the Woodcock-Johnson Ill Test of Cognitive Abilities witedsif
Students (Rizza, MclIntosh, & McCunn, 2001) or the Clinical Assessment of Behaviors
(Bracken & Brown, 2008) is accurate in assessing students with giftedDéser
educators recommend the use of portfolios as a part of the identification procéss. Wi
young children, and diverse populations, a sample of their work may be a better indicator

of their academic and nonacademic growth. Educators recommend that dstudent
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portfolio include records from observing the child in multiple developmental domains
(Wright & Borland, 1993).

Another drawback is that schools do not train teachers to make proper judgments
about a student’s ability (Hadaway & Marek-Schoener, 1992). Becauszhartsa
nomination is often the first step in identification, it is important for teactoer
understand what giftedness looks like (Miller, 2009). Teachers who are unduee of t
signs of giftedness may fail to refer potentially gifted studentsfting without enough
clarification as to what they should be looking for in these students (McBee, 2006;
Weber, 1999). Itis for these reasons most researchers agree that combafiations
methods are beneficial in determining a student’s giftedness.

North Carolina has tried to combat the issues confronting identification through
several methods. First, they train their educators regarding what to Idokgitied
students. Schools provide teachers with the opportunity to earn an add-on licensure or
credit toward a master’s degree by completing gifted coursework. tateeesnphasizes
differentiated education and encourages teachers to differentiate withindsr@acta.
North Carolina has placed a strong emphasis on its identification procegures
developing a comprehensive profile of every student referred for testing.taiéne s
continues to test students on general intellect and in specific acadeasic Sahools
may serve students with other areas of giftedness, but money from ¢heajanot be
used (Brown, Avery, VanTassel-Baska, Worley, & Stambaugh, 2006).
Age of Giftedness

Despite the numerous methods for verifying giftedness, researchetif are s

struggling to determine at what age teachers can evaluate studegifiebress.
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Research shows that standardized tests may not provide an accurate depiQtiandof
ability in students under the age of 8 years (Clarke, 2001). Few tests exisirtha
accurately depict the giftedness of these young students; so many sebabksaessing
learners at a young age (Pfeiffer, Petscher, & Jarosewich, 2007). #vetate this is
the primary means for testing students for gifted programming, edueatdedt trying
to determine whether gifted programming should even be offered to theseryounge
students.

Throughout the United States in the late 1990s, many researchers and educators
recommended that schools not test students for giftedness until third graolentise
being that until this age children have not mastered basic skills and cannot be &lequate
assessed (Sankar-DeLeeuw, 1999). In recent years, educators havegtbsent
argument that schools consistently overlook these students. NCLB focusaslpion
the students who are behind academically and less on the students who can pass the end
of-year testing (Pfeiffer, Petscher, & Jarosewich, 2007). No l¢gisls in place that
specifically protects gifted students from failing to get the atiarthey deserve. Many
public schools are simply not equipped to handle the needs of the various talented and
gifted students within their walls (Pfeiffer & Jarosewich, 2007).

Researchers have presented several studies that look at parents’, teauthers
gifted specialists’ views on early elementary giftedness (Sdb&heeuw, 1999;
Schroth, 2007). Researchers have looked at what age they can identify a child’s
achievement level. Some researchers believe giftedness can berdestexsnearly as the
preschool level (Clarke, 2001; Gross, 1999; Koshy & Robinson, 2006; Pfeiffer &

Petscher, 2008). They recommend that portfolio assessments (Wright & Borland, 1993),
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rating scales, objective testing, and observations be used to determineilbiigyedt
students for gifted programming (Clarke, 2001). In addition, educators argue that if
students are eligible for remedial services at this age, then gifidehss should be
eligible for specialized instruction, as well (Weber, 1999).

However, there are still researchers who believe that earlyfidahtin of
giftedness in children can be detrimental to their childhoods. These resebhsiiastes
that by identifying these students at a young age, educators and ps\stk@ognot
giving them the opportunity to naturally progress as a child. They base teisdoethe
idea that students are at different levels in terms of academic rescabdities, and
maturity at these young ages and that their future abilities cannot readibtermined at
such a young age (Colangelo & Fleuridas, 1986). Again, some researchetheshare
belief that there is no sound screening instrument to determine giftextoesately at
such a young age (Pfeiffer & Jarosewich, 2007).

The other side to this argument is the belief that gifted children receive a
disservice if they do not have the opportunity to work at their own levels, even at this
young age. Silverman (1995) reminded educators that children have the right to lear
something new in school every day. Parents of gifted students tend to believe that
schools should challenge gifted students at a young age. They believe that to order
work up to their full potential, schools need to identify these children and provide them
with differentiated, higher-level learning opportunities. A study conduayeresearcher
Sankar-DelLeeuw revealed that 91% of parents responded that schools could and should
identify giftedness at an early age. Seventy-eight percent of ttfeetsaesearched in

the study felt the same way (Sankar-DeLeeuw, 1999).
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With the changes in legislation and the addition of many state-funded preschool
programs during the last decade, giftedness identification in kindergartemtst is an
area that demands further research. In addition, educators need mochreseampare
the perceptions of these individuals to their counterparts in different areas ofittig/c
States should consider the views of teachers and administrators when determining the
policies and procedures for their school districts. The best way to accomplish this is
through a comparison of their perceptions with the current policies in placér sictieol
districts.

Characteristics of Gifted Students

Gifted students are different from their grade-level peers in numeross Wwagy
come from different backgrounds and display a wide array of personal chiati&ster
(Robinson, 2002). According to researchers Robinson and Clinkenbeard (1998), these
characteristic differences are evident in three distinct areasitivety, social-
emotionally, and motivationally.

Cognitive characteristics.These children are markedly different from their
classmates in that they show higher academic performance and havelyetagiher 1Qs
(Kim, 2008). Gifted students typically learn new material in less tmder@member
material for longer periods of time (Winebrenner, 2000). These students gather a
process knowledge better, faster, and at younger ages than their tdagsroeess.

These gifted students prefer challenging environments and are flexib&grisdlution
planning (Hettinger & Carr, 2003). In addition, they have the ability to use a vakriety o
strategies to process information in ways their classmates may not and€Rbbinson

& Clinkenbeard, 1998). These gifted students think at more complex levels than their
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peers and become passionate about specific topics of interest to them (Wing¢b&nner
study by Kwang-Han Song and Marion Porath in British Columbia showed gifted
students frequently exhibit unusual creativity, curiosity, intensity, retmss, and
comprehension (2005).

Social-emotional characteristicsGifted students are not just different from their
peers cognitively. Gifted students also have high concepts of self anad temain
perfectionist tendencies (Reis & Renzulli, 2004; Rimm, 2002). In addition, theyiare
aware socially and are typically mature in their relationships withro{Robinson &
Clinkenbeard, 1998). However, this maturity can sometimes cause difficultiesrin t
relationships with their peers. Gifted students’ acceptance can vary deajending on
their age, school environments, and their degree of giftedness (Rimm). Desipite
different styles of friendship, they tend to be just as popular as their peers (Robinson &
Clinkenbeard). Yet, these students are often willing to put aside social adagptabi
further their own intellect. They show leadership characteristics amrselered to be
very competent by their peers (Dixon, Cross, & Adams, 2001). Though gifted students
may seem well adjusted, they are not always without concern socialgnastanally.

These students may tend to be underachievers because of a need to be like their peers.
They may also feel peer pressure to conform to the class standard (ReigllliRe
Rimm).

Motivational characteristics. Gifted students typically show a strong internal
motivation to succeed (Robinson & Clinkenbeard, 1998). Gifted students’ motivation
may come from internal or external demands (Song & Porath, 2005). Once thmebec

interested in something, they may become independently motivated to learn asmuch a
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they can about that topic without any encouragement from their teacher (\dimethre
2000). However, gifted students may also be unmotivated to succeed due to internal or
external demands. They may fail to turn in assignments or engage in theggaocess
when in the classroom. These students may be at risk for social or emotional pribblem
educators and family members are unable to determine the reasons for their
underachievement (Reis & McCoach, 2002).
Characteristics of Gifted Students in Early Childhood

A number of characteristics are evident in young children who teacherstgo
identify as gifted (Moon & Brighton, 2008). These young children often exhibit
advanced language skills (Hodge & Kemp, 2000; Sankar-DeLeeuw, 1999). They start
talking at a younger age than their peers start and begin forming congpltsrces
before it is a common practice. In addition, these children have strong memdre® a
able to relay information accurately (Gross, 1999; Hodge & Kemp; Koshy & Rohins
2006). They not only show an early development of speech, but also often crawl, walk,
and run earlier than their same-age peers. Young children who teachadelatbr as
gifted frequently begin reading at an earlier age than their peers assj{Gr

Young gifted children are also strong creative thinkers and are good at problem
solving (Hodge & Kemp, 2000; Rotigel, 2003). In addition, children who go on to later
be identified as gifted have longer than usual attention spans, are goadoaedtare
more responsive to testing (Damiani, 1997). These children often seek out more
knowledge and try to learn everything they can about a topic that interests thegel(Roti
2003). They are also able to make social comparisons before their age-levellesr

are aware of the differences between themselves and those around them arm verbali
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what those differences are (Gross, 1999). These students may have feardeihmilse

of older children, be able to appreciate humor, and may develop complex motor patterns
earlier than their peers. Frequently these gifted individuals develop ratiusivith
themselves and their peers for not catching on to things quickly enough (Koshy &
Robinson, 2006).

Gifted Program Designs

Several different theories of giftedness exist upon which most educators develop
their gifted programs. The model used and its effectiveness is dependent dmothe sc
system and the teacher’'s methods of implementation (Reis & Renzulli, 2004).
Researchers Delcourt, Cornell, and Goldberg initiated a study of various gdtgdmps
to determine the effectiveness over a two-year period. They examined bedhagitt
non-gifted students and determined that students in a gifted program perforraed bett
after two years than high-achieving students not included in a program &at gift
students. In addition, they also determined that the type of program had a stroctg impa
its effectiveness (2007).

Researchers agree that schools should continue monitoring various programs in
order to determine their effectiveness (Delcourt, Cornell, & Goldberg, 2007r9Roge
2002). However, researchers can find little research comparing diffgpestdf gifted
programs to determine which are the most effective. Instead, schools tendhe use t
programs that were set in place by their school or district many years pri

There are varieties of programs that are in place at schools around thg tmuntr
meet the needs of gifted students. Some educators may prefer pull-out prvbema

student’s needs are met outside the classroom (Reis & Renzulli). Eaagyoenénd
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accelerated instruction are two other ways educators may choose toenestdk of
gifted students (Rogers, 2002). Other educators may prefer to meet the rteeds of
gifted learners through differentiating in-class lessons, compaétgngurriculum, and/or
extending the curriculum to allow for different-level learners (Reisng8us Renzulli,
1992; Tomlinson, 2001).

Early entrance to schoolMany studies exist dealing with the effects of early
entrance to school on the performance of gifted students. The studies indsate the
students perform just as well as or better than their peers (Gross, 1999)ertigris an
inexpensive opportunity to provide for the success of a gifted child at a young age
(Koshy & Robinson, 2006). Instead of attending another year of unnecessary preschool
schools give these high-performing students the opportunity to start schooleashga
They come into school with a peer group slightly older, but one that they can continue
with throughout the education process (Gross). Often these gifted studentsaatedat
to a slightly older group of peers anyway due to their own maturity (Rogers, 2002)

However, early entrance may not provide the extra challenges thesdstusksh
academically, and additional programming may still be necessary for{Gwss, 1999).

In addition, these students may have difficulty adjusting to being with a new setrof olde
peers and not be as prepared for the classroom as they should be. They could suffer from
anxiety and nervousness in this new environment (Rogers, 2002). For this reason,
schools should always screen these students for both social and emotional maturity i
addition to academic ability before admitting these gifted children to seladyl (Gagne

& Gagnier, 2004).
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Accelerated learning. Another method for challenging gifted students is through
accelerated learning. If students show sufficient mastery of tiveert grade level, they
can advance one or two additional levels so teachers can provide them with more
challenging coursework (Neihart, 2007). Schools can accelerate studerdsi®yeyel
or by individual subjects depending on their ability and maturity (Swiatekgkaski-
Shoplik, 2003). Most of the setbacks to acceleration are because schools do not properly
prepare the gifted student for the new coursework, peer group, or from a student not
having a good support system. Acceleration requires the support of the teacbkats, par
and peer group in order to be truly successful (Chapman, 2009). Despite concerns about
the social adjustment of students who schools accelerate, long-termhédseastiown
these students became well-adjusted adults who appreciated the challeagihgy
received at a younger age (Cloud, Badowski, Rubiner, & Scully, 2004). Schools should
screen children who they are considering for accelerated learnisgdat and
emotional maturity just like those students who they admit to school early. efatomh
can be stressful for the student and the family members and schools need to be sure to
give these gifted students the highest chance for success (Gagne & GAifile Rogers
2002).

Pull-out programs. With pull-out methods, students leave the classroom at
scheduled times to receive enrichment activities. They are with égeilar class for
most classroom instruction, but leave the classroom for a portion of the school day or
week to meet with a gifted-education coordinator. These programs may Hdaledhe
anywhere from a few hours a week to several hours each school day (Delcourt, Cornel

& Goldberg, 2007). With this approach, teachers are not directly responsible for
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challenging their gifted students; instead the enrichment is providedifigdrarucation
coordinator or other education professional (Landrum, 2001).

Research shows that pull-out programs are the most commonly used
programming for gifted students (Swiatek & Lupkowski-Shoplik, 2003; Winner, 1997).
A 1997 study showed that gifted students who were in pull-out programs performed
better than their gifted peers in mixed classrooms by 4 to 5 months aftengugear of
programming (Kulik & Kulik). In another study, researchers followed 14 reiffie
school districts in 10 different states and determined that students receiviogtpull
services performed much higher than their peers who were not in programs or who were
within-class programs (Delcourt, Cornell, & Goldberg, 2007). Despite thiaredse
there are still researchers who argue that pull-out programs should be a thegast
due to the limitations in their delivery methods (Latz, Speirs, Neumeister,sAdam
Pierce, 2009). These researchers argue that the programs may comme attzeh
students are missing activities in their regular classrooms, and this grofigiogents
can lead to segregation from their peers (Landrum, 2001).

Classroom differentiation. According to Carol Ann Tomlinson:

In differentiated classrooms, teachers begin where students are, not tloé &ont

curriculum guide. They accept and build upon the premise that learners differ in

important ways. Thus, they also accept and act on the premise that teagdters m

be ready to engage students in instruction through different learning nesjaliti

by appealing to different interests, and by using varied rates of ingtraddbng

with varied degrees of complexity. In differentiated classrooms, teaehsure
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that a student competes against himself as he grows and develops more than he

competes against other students. (1999, p. 2)

Differentiating learning experiences for multi-level learners withne classroom
is no simple task (Hertberg-Davis, 2009). It requires skill on the part of theetsaand
support from the other educators within the same school system (VanTasseBBask
Stambaugh, 2005). When done properly, differentiated lessons can extend and enhance
the regular classroom curriculum, rather than be completely sepa@ted &s most
pull-out programs are (Landrum, 2001).

However, differentiation requires more than just assigning gifted stident
additional work. Teachers have to be able to develop ways for each student to learn
quickly and deeply on their own level (Tomlinson, 1999). Differentiation requires
teachers to possess knowledge of standards that are below and above their own class
goals and to know how to convert those standards into well-developed lessons
(VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh).

Differentiated programs that accommodate gifted students in theodassan
include, but are not limited to, curriculum compacting, curriculum extending, alternat
learning experiences, and different pacing. Curriculum compactinge@edaachers to
preassess each student and determine what they already know and whék tieey 10
learn. The teacher then builds lesson plans that focus on what each student does not
know, rather than spending additional time on things that the students have already
mastered (Tomlinson, 1999). Curriculum extending allows teachers to varycthanmh

levels of instruction depending on each student’s needs.
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Another approach, alternative learning experiences, gives learners vecha nee
more hands-on learning experience the opportunity to truly get engaged in tingglear
process (Reis & Renzulli, 2004). The same approach may not work with every student;
requires knowing each student as an individual and then determining how to meet his or
her intellectual needs (Winebrenner, 2000). Differentiation is a wonderful opportunity
for teachers to reach all learners within their classroom on their levele\léo,
differentiation is not an easy task and requires a lot more work on the part of thex teac
So teachers may not use it to the extent that they could (VanTassel&askabaugh,

2005; Winebrenner; Reis & Renzulli).

Ability grouping. Another approach to gifted programming is ability grouping
within the classroom. Should teachers choose to group students by learning levels, then
they can help students who often tend to get lost in the larger group settings. Teachers
place gifted students who need more challenging in a group with other studentsavho a
need challenging. Then they give the students the opportunity to do activitiedlthat
enrich their learning process. Teachers can use alternate wayshafigdaased on the
level that a student is on and they can adjust the rate at which they present eeal mat
to students who grasp the concepts quickly, while adjusting or reviewing concepts for
those who might be slower in grasping concepts (Tomlinson, 2005). This is probably the
greatest benefit of group instruction. Learning happens best when a telzallenges a
student, and the easiest way to ensure that a teacher challenges stadiemscally is
for them to teach them on their own level (Tomlinson, 2001). Ideally, this would involve
one-on-one instruction, but since that is impractical, the next best alternatiecegion

through a group structure. The downside to this grouping option is that teachers still end
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up spending the majority of their time focusing on students who are struggling
academically rather than those who need an extra challenge.

Other gifted programming. In addition to these opportunities for gifted
students, some gifted students have the opportunity to attend special schools intended to
provide enrichment activities. Due to the high cost of running these special schools,
some of them only meet on weekends or during the summer. However, these programs
do not always connect to the academic program that a student has at theirscdgdar
and therefore do not provide enrichment based on the current coursework (Swiatek &
Lupkowski-Shoplik, 2003).

Gifted programs in the primary grades. Educators face the challenge of how to
recognize and nurture giftedness in young primary learners (Coates, iSh&m
Thompson, 2009). Currently, the most used technique for children in this age group is
early entry or acceleration in their school program. Researchers caittlieneg$earch
regarding programs that have been developed specifically for gifted ybilthgia.
According to researchers, in order for a gifted program to be truly igéentworking
with these gifted young children, schools should tailor the program to individual
student’s needs. It needs to be challenging and devised to be completed atrtipasicew
(Koshy & Robinson, 2006; Rotigel, 2003). Researchers Morelock and Morrison (1999)
designed a “developmentally appropriate” curriculum for young gifddren that
considers each child’s advancement. The program has five levels studentsycesspro
through at their own paces. Coates, Shimmin, & Thompson developed a program where
teachers assessed a student’s interests by observation and then offeraddbotersew

and challenging materials within those interests. Another appropriatesolwuld be
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providing these gifted children with access to other activities thatratieeir
developmental level. Programs could be ability grouped, pull-out programs, or the
opportunities for these students could be found within the regular classroom.
Researchers agree that regardless of the method used to differentiatéeagetar
these students, that it is important for them to understand why their learningegpsr
may be different from their peers (Rotigel).

North Carolina’s Gifted Programs

The state of North Carolina does not mandate the type of programs its schools
must offer gifted students. Each district, and sometimes each school nishgve
opportunity to make that determination for its school system (Brown, Avery,asselF
Baska, Worley, & Stambaugh, 2006). Although the state provides services forstudent
in grades kindergarten and first, according to the National Associati@ifted
Children, less than 1% of the state’s gifted population falls within those two graals. |
In addition, kindergarten teachers are to deliver all gifted programsoiety in the
classroom. In grades 1 through 3, the programming may be offered eitheregular
classroom, through ability grouping of the students, or in a resource room through pull-
out programming. However, teachers are not required to report on the programining tha
they offer within the classroom so these students may not always be recei\sagite
opportunities for gifted services. Although gifted students occasionallythave
opportunity to accelerate through grades, they must show sufficient masaeny of
skipped grade-level standards prior to the acceleration (National Assoda@ti@ifted

Children, 2009).
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Importance of Teacher Beliefs

A wealth of research indicates that teachers’ personal beliefs drive thei
professional practice (Guerra & Nelson, 2009; Payne, 1994; Wang, Elicker, Maiyiull
& Mao, 2008). The beliefs of these educators play a critical role in theuwum,
implementation, identification, and structure of the programs they put intogeratcti
their classrooms (Payne, 1994). Teachers’ beliefs and practices haw eethtenship
with the teaching and learning process in their classrooms (Griffiths, 208@&¢hers
will not put into practice programs or instructional planning they do not understand, they
do not agree with, or they do not see as important (Wang, Elicker, McMullen, & Mao).
This means a program may be destined for failure before it is eypéenmanted
(Lombaerts, DeBacker, Engles, van Braak, & Athanasou, 2009).

Where beliefs come from. The beliefs and perceptions of administrators and
teachers are shaped by a variety of different factors. The schooliramtedticator
receives prior to becoming a teacher helps to shape many of their batiefedbcation
and good classroom practices (Miller, 2009). Preservice teachers fredwaarglyarying
beliefs about classroom practices depending on whether they were adgtfessin
teaching or the learning. They gain much of their beliefs from what and hoJe#ray
in the classroom themselves. Experienced teachers may ground theiribegiesfss of
experience and background in working with students. They know what works and what
does not because they feel that they have tried it all in the past (Buehl & Fives, 2009)
New teachers may begin teaching with many preconceptions that quickly chaage onc
they are in the classroom (Beyer & Davis, 2008). Regardless of how thdgpzle

their beliefs, all teachers have them, and their beliefs play a huge role istandarg a
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teacher’s actions and practices (Lombaerts, DeBacker, Engels, van Bradigr&éagou,
2009).

Why beliefs matter. The beliefs and perceptions of administrators and teachers
can determine the success of their school’'s programming. Their beliefefyiide
everyday decisions and the actions that they take in the classroom (Fullan, 2003;
Lombaerts, DeBacker, Engels, van Braak, & Athanasou, 2009; McMullen et al., 2006;
Ringstaff & Kelley, 2002). Numerous studies have researched the eftadtsitdeliefs
have on the implementation of technology in the classroom (Chen, 2008; Palak & Walls,
2009); the implementation of curriculum (Wang, Elicker, McMullen, & Mao, 2008;
Buehl & Fives, 2009); and their beliefs about giving student feedback (Lee, 2009).
Researchers have even studied the effect teacher beliefs have on mindeityss
success (Payne, 1994). Researchers agree that teachers’ beliefezadinug t their
educational goals, and what they feel is important determine what they focutheir i
classrooms (Palak & Walls). In addition, their beliefs affect the regattiat they do of
their own classroom practices (Buehl & Fives; Stipek & Byler, 1995). Thedes
show teacher beliefs and perceptions play a critical role in what they putactacerin
their classrooms.

How beliefs can change With an increased understanding of teacher beliefs and
the effect they have on school programming, educators can take steps towantgchang
those beliefs. Teachers may have incomplete or incorrect ideas and iaetheal this
is affecting their teaching (Chen, 2008). Sometimes just making teacheescttze
perceptions they have and how those perceptions change their teaching can make a

difference (Hart, 2002; Lombaerts, DeBacker, Engels, van Braak, & Atharnz&09).
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However, sometimes it takes concentrated effort on the part of an adnonistrat
school system to make a difference. If an administrator wants to tryrogvampming in
a school, the first step should be to take the teachers’ perceptions into considegsation (H
2002). Teachers base their perceptions on a new program on two things: their
professional education and training or their personal classroom teachijeaerces
(McMullen, 1998; Wang, Elicker, McMullen, & Mao, 2008). Administrators can offer
professional development programs that focus specifically on student-cdegortecéces
and how to integrate them into the current curriculum. Schools should gear their teache
development toward what would work with that particular school and setup rather than
what would work for the general public (Palak & Walls, 2009). In addition,
administrators should consider teacher beliefs when planning professionalpteset
programs in order for them to be truly effective (Chen, 2008). One of the downsides to
most current professional development programming is that it is not persdndtinees
not address the underlying beliefs and practices of teachers, and once educatois re
their classrooms, they have not necessarily changed their beliefs or dtticqs.

Forcing teachers to change their behaviors but not helping them to changeligifsir be
will only result in a short-term change in teaching practices (G&elalson, 2009).

Formal training in the theoretical understanding of a new program can assist
teachers in an understanding of the necessity for change (Chen, 2008). Often, the lack of
knowledge about a concept results in its lack of use by teachers (Beuhl & Fives, 2009;
Palak & Walls, 2009). By increasing the teachers’ knowledge about the practice and
their own knowledge about their beliefs, these teachers may find that thefis have

changed considerably, and in turn, so have their practices (Guerra & Nelson, 2009).
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Teacher beliefs about gifted programsAdministrators, gifted specialists, and
teachers may have very different ideas about what giftedness is, wheds gifd how
an individual school should run their gifted programs. Some educators may feel that they
do not need to take any additional action with these gifted students. The beliefs that
teachers have about giftedness can come from a variety of different avEmexesay
gain their beliefs from their prior schooling (Bangel, Moon, & Capobianco, 2010) or
from training they have received since entering the classroom. Somersaaelyenot
have any training or coursework on giftedness and be underprepared for working wit
those students in the classroom (Miller, 2009). A study by McCoach and Siegle
examined teachers’ attitudes towards the gifted and gifted progrgmmheir research
found that training in gifted education did not affect teachers’ attitudes totherdgted,
but that it did increase their understanding of these students’ needs (2007).

The effect of beliefs on early childhood gifted programdn turn, these
teachers’ and administrators’ beliefs may vary regarding the agendydfieel students
can be formally identified as gifted and when that giftedness should be nurtured.
Regardless, the beliefs of these educators regarding early childh@abhg#s can
influence their practices within their classrooms (Wang, Elicker, Maviulk. Mao,

2008). Two studies conducted in the early 1990s showed there was a significant
relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices in early childhood education
(Charlesworth, Hart, Burts, & Hernandez, 1991; Charlesworth et al., 1993).

Some major concerns exist in the implementation of gifted programming in the

younger grades. One of those concerns is under-identification of giftkehts. I

teachers do not believe schools can properly identify young students as gifted)lthey

45



not recommend those children for gifted programming (Elhoweris, 2008; Moon &
Brighton, 2008). According to a study conducted by researcher Sankar-DelLeeuw (1999)
only half of primary teachers tested agreed that children could be idensifggfieal in
the early elementary years. Only 30% of teachers agreed that tndsetsineeded a
different curriculum in the primary years. These teachers shamecaro that students
might be misidentified or that they would be socially disadvantaged (Gross, 1999).

In order to determine what changes need to be made to gifted programming,
educators need to understand what common beliefs teachers possess rededinesgi
in the early elementary years. Without this knowledge, new programs canrfigichee
in teaching these young gifted children. Schools need more researshawatwhat
training teachers have, what their beliefs are, and how these belietsladie teaching.
Conclusion

Every student deserves the opportunity to learn in a way that best suits him or her.
Gifted students need challenging on their own levels in order to reach their highest
potential. Although researchers may still be trying to determinéait age this
giftedness can be evaluated, young gifted children still need to have theuoppado
learn on their own levels. This is critical since children form theiudegg about school
as early as kindergarten, and those attitudes stay with them throughout dieieist
years in school. These students deserve challenging as early as kiedeagd first
grade so that they can reach their later potential as adults.

The perceptions of teachers and administrators regarding how to handle gftednes
in these students (and whether educators can even identify them at thisragle)ite to

how much challenging these students receive in the classroom. With thefb€isBon
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struggling learners, these gifted students are going to suffer if they da@einersome
type of programming designed to challenge them. In order to deterrhatesehools
need to do, if anything, to better equip these gifted students for the future, edoeatbrs
more research to determine what teachers believe and how that affecagseoom
practices.

Although North Carolina has laws mandating the availability of gifted
programming to students in grades kindergarten through 12, a distinct lack of
identification exists of students in the early elementary grade levelddition, there is
no clear information available to educators regarding what programs @lexe to help
these gifted students. This study will try to determine what the beliéfortt
Carolina’s administrators and teachers are regarding kindergarteingsgte and how
their beliefs vary from each other. The study will then address whether thie$e Heeve
an effect on their teaching, specifically in the areas of identification asdrolbbm

practices.
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the methodology and research design
employed in this study. This chapter includes the following sections: (@yludtion;
(2) Basic Research Design; (3) Participants; (4) Instrument&&pSurvey
Questionnaire; (6) Procedures/Data Collection; (7) Data-an&yscedures; (8) Chi-
square Analysis; and (9) Conclusion.
Introduction

The purpose of this causal comparative study is to determine administrator and
teacher beliefs regarding kindergarten giftedness. The study ustdratesurveys to
determine what the beliefs and practices of these groups are with regard tgaitee
giftedness and whether there was any inconsistency between or withitwtbegeups.
The survey items included teacher and administrator perceptions regartbdgegk and
guestions about policies and procedures in place within the participants’ schools and
districts with regard to gifted kindergarteners. The researdfiected each participant’s
basic demographic information including his or her education level.
Basic Research Design

This study looked at the relationship between administrators and kindergarten
teachers in regards to kindergarten giftedness. The researcheedhteridrther the
previous research studies by Stephen Schroth (2007) of the University of &&guhi
Naomi Sankar-DelLeeuw (1999) of the University of Alberta. It incorporatedisal

comparative research design comparing the differences between thetps of

48



educators (Schenker & Rumrill, 2004). Like the two previous researchers, this study
utilized a survey instrument to gather data about administrator and teadiceripas
of giftedness. Based on the review of the literature, the researchenidetkthat a
guantitative approach with qualitative support would be appropriate for the data plan.
The research addresses the research questions in the study quantitatileebrew
gualitative supplement adds a human dimension to the study. The qualitative section
incorporates a basic interpretive study with an emergent design. Thehesdaoked
for the design of the qualitative portion of the study to emerge as the study unfolded
(Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorensen, 2006).

A group of educators assisted the researcher in developing the survey. The
researcher then tested the survey for both reliability and validity befotactiog
educators to participate in the study. All administrators and kindergarteeingatch
North Carolina had the opportunity to participate. The study did not require random
sampling as all members of each population had the opportunity to participate in the
study (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorensen, 2006). Members of both groups received an
email inviting them to participate in the online survey. The researcherealow
respondents three weeks to respond to the survey before downloading the results and
running statistical tests.
Participants

The target population for this study included two groups of educators: eleymenta
school administrators and kindergarten teachers. Participation in thenstsidy
voluntary. The researcher used purposive sampling for the study. Purposive sampling

involves using the entire population of a limited group (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, &
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Sorensen, 2006). In this study, the sampling plan included all kindergartenr$emuthe
administrators from public schools in the state of North Carolina. The researche
obtained contact information for North Carolina’s public school administrators and
kindergarten teachers from the Department of Public Instruction and pulditraiatthe
websites of individual school systems. The contact information for principals and vic
principals at schools housing kindergarten programs was also included on thidist. T
researcher contacted a total of 1,906 administrators and 3,169 kindergarten tgachers b
email for participation in the study. One hundred twenty-seven of the adationistr
responded to the survey for an approximate return rate of 15%. Two hundred sixty
kindergarten teachers responded for a return rate of 12.2%.
Setting

The setting for the study was elementary schools within the state thf Nor
Carolina. The researcher accomplished all communication with participargsensail
and online data collection services through administrators’ and teacherssmmoéts
email addresses.
Instrumentation

The researcher worked with committee chair Dr. Mark Angle to develop a survey
that could adequately determine the perceptions of the educators in this study. 1®r. Ang
has years of experience in gifted education to include graduate courseworkrsumme
gifted instructor, middle school gifted instructor, and time spent servigttes
coordinator for school division in Virginia. Prior to development of the survey, the

researcher reviewed current and past research on administrator and teleefsearink
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beliefs about giftedness. The researcher based the survey questions upgrethisfre
the literature.
The researcher developed two slightly different versions of the instrumént wit
the questions for administrators and teachers varying slightly. Both surveysteddi
three demographic questions, eight close-ended questions, and one optional short-answer
guestion. The researcher intentionally kept the survey short in order to emcourag
participation and responsiveness. Long surveys may produce more information, but
research shows longer surveys have a lower response rate, and those who do rgspond ma
choose not to answer all the questions (Coughlan, Cronin, & Ryan, 2009; Umbach,
2005). The first eight survey questions asked the respondent to answer yes or no (or
agree or disagree) to a series of statements. The final question gaasptreent an
opportunity to add his or her own feedback. Because the researcher kept the surve
intentionally short, the researcher was able to include simple definitions of all
terminology on the survey within each question. This ensured all respondents understood
and had a common understanding of the meaning of the terminology within the survey.
Validity. The researcher contacted three education professionals to review the
survey and provide feedback regarding wording, format, and flow of the survey. The
educators provided comments regarding the appropriateness, importance, angd phrasin
the questions asked in the short survey (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorensen, 2006;
Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006).
The researcher then contacted three elementary schools to pretestelie sur
outside of the North Carolina testing area. The researcher askecethadhministrators

and five kindergarten teachers to review the survey, instructions, layout arid lengt
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These educators then sat down with the researcher and shared their thoughts on the
survey, ease of the layout, and the difficulty and understanding of the questions.
Respondents paraphrased questions and responses for the researcher to gnsure the
completely understood what the survey was asking (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, &8prens
2006; Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). The researcher then encouraged the respondents to ask
guestions and share concerns with survey items. The researcher then chesleche
for inconsistencies and determined which parts of the survey needed rewording in orde
for participants to understand the survey questions completely (Umbach, 2005). In
addition, the educators recommended including a section for respondents to share their
own comments regarding kindergarten giftedness. The researcher detetimainthis
might provide valuable information and added it to the amended survey instrument.
Reliability testing. The researcher assessed for reliability by checking for
consistency in results with a sample group of administrators and teachenmesdéreher
repeated the survey with the same sample group of administrators and tefiehars
period of one month passed. The respondents did not object to repeating the same survey
instrument and the majority of the responses were the same between the fiestoaild s
administration of the instrument. One of the most widely used tests for determining
internal reliability is Cronbach’s alpha. Chronbach’s alpha compares eaely gem
with the possible answers and each person’s individual responses. The higher the score
on Chronbach’s alpha, the more reliable the scale is. (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, &
Sorensen, 2006). Researchers consider a score of 0.7 or greater reliable. Diirstg the

administration of the survey, the Chronbach’s alpha was found to be 0.82. The second
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time the survey was administered the alpha level was found to be 0.81. This is an
indication of strong internal consistency in the survey.

The researcher finalized the survey instrument after completing ialityand
reliability testing. The final survey instruments are named The Kiadeny Giftedness
Survey for Administrators and The Kindergarten Giftedness Survey for Tregeke
Appendices A and B).

Survey Questionnaire

The survey questionnaire began by soliciting demographic information from the
participants. There were three multiple-choice questions included in ¢hisnsef the
survey. The survey asked administrators and teachers how many years thbgdrav
working in the field of education, their highest level of education, and whethewtrey
currently teaching at a public, private, or religious school.

In addition to basic demographic information, the survey to administrators and
kindergarten teachers included nine items. The items on the survey of admisistrator
listed in order as follows,

1. Kindergarten students can be gifted. (Agree/Disagree)

2. ldentifying gifted students in kindergarten can be detrimental to their future
development. (Agree/Disagree)

3. Does your district have a process in place to formally identify giftedness
kindergarten? (Yes/No)

4. Does your school have a process in place to formally identify giftedness in

kindergarten? (Yes/No)
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5. Do you require kindergarten teachers to alter the curriculum for those student
formally identifiedas gifted, if applicable? (Yes/No)
6. Do you require kindergarten teachers to alter the curriculum for those student
perceivedas gifted? (Yes/No)
7. Are any of the following opportunities available for kindergarten studenisnwit
your school?
a. Early entrance (students are allowed to enter school earlier tharvalge le
permit) (Yes/No)
b. Acceleration by grade skipping (children can start out in first grade)
(Yes/No)
c. Pull-out grouping (students work with other gifted students outside the
classroom) (Yes/No)
8. Have you seen any of the following practices employed within kindergarten
classrooms at your school?
a. Curriculum compacting (cutting out material that a student has shown
mastery of from the curriculum) (Yes/No)
b. Differentiating (the curriculum is adapted to all students’ differing
abilities) (Yes/No)
c. Grouping (students are grouped with other students of the same ability
level, not with students needing remediation) (Yes/No)
d. Tiered assignments (gifted students are given more challenging

assignments dealing with the same topic as the rest of the class) (Yes/No
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e. Students pick topics (students are allowed to make choices in their
learning by picking their own topics to study) (Yes/No)
9. Do you have any comments you would like to share with the researcher in regard
to kindergarten giftedness?

Questions 5, 6, and 8 were written slightly different so as to ask teadieitsew
they specifically do these actions (as opposed to the above survey, which asks
administrators whether those actions are required of their staff). Irattiestesurvey,
guestions 5, 6, and 8 were reworded as follows:

5. Are you required to alter the curriculum for those studfemteally identifiedas
gifted, if applicable? (Yes/No)
6. Are you required to alter the curriculum for those studpetseivedas gifted?

(Yes/No)

8. Even if you are not required to alter the curriculum within your classroom, are
any of the following methods used by you within your classroom:

a. Curriculum compacting (cutting out material that a student has shown
mastery of from the curriculum) (Yes/No)

b. Differentiating (the curriculum is adapted to all students’ differing
abilities) (Yes/No)

c. Grouping (students are grouped with other students of the same ability
level, not with students needing remediation) (Yes/No)

d. Tiered assignments (gifted students are given more challenging

assignments dealing with the same topic as the rest of the class) (Yes/No)
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e. Students pick topics (students are allowed to make choices in their
learning by picking their own topics to study) (Yes/No)

Procedures/Data Collection

The researcher obtained permission from the Liberty Universityutistil
Review Board (IRB) and received permission to conduct the study prior to datiocal
(Appendix C). Random sampling of the population was not necessary, as all
administrators and kindergarten teachers in the state of North Carolinseceties
opportunity to participate in the survey. The researcher conductstlittyeusing an
electronic survey to all administrators and kindetign teachers in the state of North
Carolina. The researcher obtained the contaat#tion for these administrators and
kindergarten teachers from the Department of Public Instruetnd public data from the
websites of individual school systems. A brief cover letter explgithie reason for data
collection accompanied an email requesting pagtmp in the survey. (The cover letter for
administrators is included in Appendix D and theezdetter for kindergarten teachers is
included in Appendix E.) Participants then haddpportunity to follow the link provided
to the short, digital survey. Because the survay @ntirely anonymous, no informed
consent was necessary from the participants. Partis had three weeks to complete the
survey, and then the primary researcher downloadddtored the data from the survey
site.

Although the researcher had the choice of using@lamd mail surveys to collect
data, an electronic survey seemed to be the mosi@agie means for distributing a short
survey to such a large sample size. Research shatwsollecting data electronically is

usually superior to these other means in a vanietyays. Online data collection offers

56



shorter response times, lower cost, ease of diggtian and entry, and reduced
involvement of the researcher (Ary, Jacobs, Raha®eSorensen, 2006; Umbach, 2005;
Wright & Schwager, 2008). Online surveying alsmoges the need for a separate
informed consent (Solomon, 2001).

Data Analysis

The researcher entered data into the Statistical Package for tabS®iences
(SPSS) and then conducted descriptive statistics on the demographic data aid on eac
survey question. The researcher then calculated frequency and percentagamah
(categorical/dichotomous) data and means/standard deviations on continuous
(interval/ratio) data (Howell, 2010). The researcher used the chi-squaysisital
evaluate Research Questions 1, 2, 5, and 6. Descriptive statistics were used t® evalua
Research Questions 3 and 4. The qualitative portion of the study was analyzed by
calculating the patterns and frequencies of comments by respondents.

Chi-square analysisIn order to test the relationship between the study’s two
populations (administrators and kindergarten teachers), the researchéreusigiesquare
test. This test is used to assess distributions of categorical oy/firatakd variables
(Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorensen, 2006); thus was the most appropriate choice. One
of the prerequisites for utilizing chi-square analysis is that the sangaiagrom the
population is somewhat normally distributed. Additionally, all expected freqeare
1 or greater and no more than 20% of the expected frequencies are less thas,5 (Weis
2002). For each variable, the chi-square coefficightand critical-value coefficient was
compared. The critical-value coefficient was then calculated &yieing the degrees of

freedom and the significance level of the study, which has been identified laban a
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level of 0.05. The degrees of freedom necessary when calculating the calieal
coefficient is given by the expression: degrees of freedom = (number of-rbws
(number of columns — 1). Thevalue was computed for the chi-square test. For values
less than the significance level, the null hypothesis was rejected. Fos lalyer than
the significance level, the null hypothesis failed to be rejectedp-Madue indicates the
probability of obtaining a test value at least as extreme as the onengesoln the chi-
square test if the hypothesis is assumed to be true (Triola, 2001). This procedure was
repeated and results discussed for Hypotheses 1, 2, 5, & 6 in the following sections.

Research question oneDoes a statistically significant difference exist between
administrators and teachers in the perceptions of kindergarten giftednessv@&gr
disagree)?

H1,: A statistically significant difference does not exist betweeniidtrators

and teachers in the perceptions of kindergarten giftedness (agree vs. disagree)

H1,: A statistically significant difference exists between adnmaists and

teachers in the perceptions of kindergarten giftedness (agree vs. disagree

To examine research question 1, the researcher conducted a 2 x 2 chi-square
analysis to assess whether a statistically significant diifererists between
administrators and teachers in the perceptions of kindergarten giftednessv@&gr
disagree). Data was obtained from The Kindergarten Giftedness Saaveiypistrator
and teacher version®esponses came from item 1, “Kindergarten students can be
gifted,” which offers two response options (agree vs. disagree). Theclesethen
compared the two groups on their responses, creating a 2 x 2 analysis. The fationale

research question one is included in Table 1.
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Table 1

Administrators’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of Giftedness Justification iratuier

Item Survey Statement Justification in Literature
Number
ltem #1 Kindergarten students can be gifted. = Sankar-Deleeuw, 1999

Pfeiffer & Petscher, 2008
Clarke, 2001

Weber, 1999

Research question twoDoes a statistically significant difference exist between
administrators and teachers in the beliefs that identification of giftedmé&sdergarten
students can be detrimental to their future development (agree vs. disagree)?

H2,: A statistically significant difference does not exist between agtnaors

and teachers in the beliefs that identification of giftedness in kindergéutents

can be detrimental to their future development (agree vs. disagree).

H2,: A statistically significant difference exists between admiaists and

teachers in the beliefs that identification of giftedness in kindergartemsfuzin

be detrimental to their future development (agree vs. disagree).

To examine research question two, the researcher conducted a 2 x 2 chi-square
analysis to assess whether a statistically significant diifereristed between
administrators and teachers in the beliefs that identification of giftedmé&sdergarten
students can be detrimental to their future development (agree vs. disadree). T

researcher obtained data from the Giftedness Suadeyinistrator and teacher versions.
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Responses came from item 2, “Identifying giftedness in kindergartdardgs can be
detrimental to their future development,” which offers two response optiorese (agyr
disagree). The researcher then compared the two groups’ responsesj ardati2
analysis. The research used to establish research question two is incllidbbki2.
Table 2

Administrators’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of the Futures of Gifted Kindergarteners

Justification in Literature

Item Survey Statement Justification in Literature

Number

ltem #2 Identifying giftedness in Colangelo & Fleuridas, 1986
kindergarten students can be Pfeiffer & Jarosweich, 2007

detrimental to their future

development.

Research question three.What portion of the population of administrators and
teachers in North Carolina report that their schools or districts have proreptes to
determine if kindergarten students are gifted?

To examine research question three, descriptive statistics wereatadcul' he
researcher used descriptive statistics to assess the responsesdtedars and
kindergarten teachers concerning the processes in place in their schookstrastd tii
identify kindergarten giftednessesponses came from item 3, “Does your district have a
process in place to formally identify giftedness in kindergarten?” and itéDoés your

school have a process in place to formally identify giftedness in kindergarBoth
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guestions offer two response options (yes vs. no). The researcher then shawdtthe r
of both groups’ responses.

Research question four.What portion of the population of administrators and
teachers in North Carolina report that kindergarten teachers are requates the
curriculum for kindergarten students that educators have identified as gifted?

To examine research question four, descriptive statistics wereatattth assess
the responses of administrators and teachers concerning the requiremest g ghat
kindergarten teachers alter the curriculum for gifted students. Respansesrom item
5 of theGiftedness Survey, “Do you require kindergarten teachers (or, are yolecetquir
.. .) alter the curriculum for those studefatsnally identifiedas gifted, if applicable?”
and item 6, “Do you require kindergarten teachers (or, are you required to er. thalt
curriculum for those studenperceivedas gifted?” Both questions offered two response
options (yes vs. no). The researcher then shared the results of both groups’ responses

Research question five.Among teachers, does a statistically significant
difference exist in the following kindergarten classroom practiceslmase/hether or
not the teachers are required to modify their curriculum for gifted students:

H3,: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the folluyvi

kindergarten classroom practices between teachers required to atter the

curriculum for those studenperceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

H3;: A statistically significant difference does exist in the following kigdeten

classroom practices between teachers required to alter their curriculthnse

studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.
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a.

Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVters

use curriculum compacting based on whether or not they are required to
modify their curriculum for gifted students?

H3a: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the use of
curriculum compacting between teachers required to alter their curriculum
for those studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

H3a: A statistically significant difference does exist in the use of
curriculum compacting between teachers required to alter their curriculum
for those studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVters
differentiate in the classroom based on whether or not they are required to
modify their curriculum for gifted students?

H3hy: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the use of
differentiation between teachers required to alter their curriculum for those
studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

H3by: A statistically significant difference does exist in the use of
differentiation between teachers required to alter their curriculum for those

studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVteys

use grouping in the classroom based on whether or not they are required to

modify their curriculum for gifted students?
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H3co: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the use of
grouping between teachers required to alter their curriculum for those
studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

H3c;: A statistically significant difference does exist in the use of

grouping between teachers required to alter their curriculum for those
studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVters

use tiered assignments in the classroom based on whether or not they are
required to modify their curriculum for gifted students?

H3d,: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the use of
tiered assignments between teachers required to alter their curriculum for
those studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

H3d:: A statistically significant difference does exist in the use ofdiere
assignments between teachers required to alter their curriculum for those
studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVteys
allow students to pick topics on assignments based on whether or not they
are required to modify their curriculum for gifted students?

H3ey: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the use of
students picking topics between teachers required to alter their curriculum

for those studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.
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H3e: A statistically significant difference does exist in the use of students
picking topics between teachers required to alter their curriculum for those
studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

To examine research question five, the researcher conducted five 2 x 2 chi-squar
analyses to assess whether a statistically significant differexisted in kindergarten
classroom practices (curriculum compacting, differentiating, groupingdtiere
assignments, and students pick topics) between teachers required to altentioeilum
for those studentserceivedas gifted and teachers not required. Responses came from
two survey items, including item 8, “Even if you are not required to alter thedumic
within your classroom, are any of the following methods used by you within your
classroom?” and item 6, “Are you required to alter the curriculum for thosensgude
perceivedas gifted?” The researcher compared the responses from the two groups
(teachers required and teachers not required) to item 8 (yes vs. no), creatihg Bve
chi-square analyses.

Research question sixAmongst teachers who believe that kindergarten students
can be gifted, does a statistically significant difference extstdsn teachers who
employ kindergarten classroom practices (curriculum compacting, difittregt
grouping, tiered assignments, and students pick topics) and those who do not?

H4,: Amongst teachers who believe that kindergarten students can be gifted, a

statistically significant difference does not exist between teaghteysemploy

kindergarten classroom practices (curriculum compacting, differemgjati

grouping, tiered assignments, and students pick topics) and those who do not.
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H4,. Amongst teachers who believe that kindergarten students can be gifted, a
statistically significant difference does exist between taachbho employ
kindergarten classroom practices (curriculum compacting, differemgjati

grouping, tiered assignments, and students pick topics) and those who do not.

To examine research question six, the researcher conducted five 1 x 2 chi-square
to assess whether a statistically significant difference eistkindergarten classroom
practices (curriculum compacting, differentiating, grouping, tiereilgmasents, and
students pick topics) amongst teachers who agreed that kindergarten students can be
gifted. The research excluded teachers who disagreed (n = 3) from thesanetysise
there were too few to compare statistically. Responses came from gamely,
“Kindergarten students can be gifted” (agree only) and survey item 8, “Eyen #re
not required to alter the curriculum within your classroom, do you use any of the
following methods within your classroom?” The group (teachers who believe
kindergarten students can be gifted) was compared on their responses to eachrdompone
of item 8 (yes vs. no), creating five 1 x 2 chi-square analyses.

Conclusion

This chapter has explained the methods used to survey administrator and teacher
perceptions concerning kindergarten giftedness. The researcherhestedvey for
reliability and validity prior to use in the study. The researcher thenzatbtiie data
according to the six research questions and ran statistical testsrioidetie
correlations between groups. The demographics of those surveyed will bedeporte

through descriptive data in Chapter Four.
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The final question of the survey is a qualitative, open-response question for the
respondent to offer comments regarding kindergarten giftedness. Thehesshares
these comments in the results section of this study. The comments provide additional
qualitative information regarding their experiences with gifted studerdsarly

identification.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

Introduction

As laid out in Chapter One of this study, the general purpose of this causal
comparative study is to determine the perceptions of administrators and kielerg
teachers with regard to kindergarten giftedness. The study addresgeéfetbaces
between administrators and teachers concerning their beliefs about kitefergar
giftedness and classroom practices. The results of this study aetpdem the order of
the research questions. The survey results are provided first and then thefesdts
chi-square analysis. The research questions were:

1. Does a statistically significant difference exist between admaniss and

teachers in the perceptions of kindergarten giftedness (agree vs. gidagree

2. Does a statistically significant difference exist between admanist and
teachers in the beliefs that identification of giftedness in kindergartemsfuzin
be detrimental to their future development (agree vs. disagree)?

3. What portion of the population of administrators and teachers in North Carolina
report that their schools or districts have processes in place to determine if
kindergarten students are gifted?

4. What portion of the population of administrators and teachers in North Carolina
report that kindergarten teachers are required to alter the curriculum for

kindergarten students that educators have identified as gifted?
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5. Among teachers, does a statistically significant difference extbtifollowing
kindergarten classroom practices based on whether or not the teachers are
required to modify their curriculum for gifted students:

a. Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVters
use curriculum compacting based on whether or not they are required to
modify their curriculum for gifted students?

b. Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagWers
differentiate in the classroom based on whether or not they are required to
modify their curriculum for gifted students?

c. Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVters
use grouping in the classroom based on whether or not they are required to
modify their curriculum for gifted students?

d. Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVteys
use tiered assignments in the classroom based on whether or not they are
required to modify their curriculum for gifted students?

e. Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVters
allow students to pick topics on assignments based on whether or not they

are required to modify their curriculum for gifted students?

68



6. Among teachers who believe that kindergarten students can be gifted, does a
statistically significant difference exist between teachers wipgay

kindergarten classroom practices (curriculum compacting, differergjati

grouping, tiered assignments, and students pick topics) and those who do not?
Characteristics of the Sample

Three hundred eighty-seven participants completed the Giftedness Survey; 260
(67.2%) kindergarten teachers and 127 (32.8%) administrators completed the survey.
Frequencies and percentages for each group (kindergarten teachers iangtratoms)
for the number of years of classroom experience, the highest level of academ
achievement, and the type of school are presented in Table 3.

For the kindergarten teachers, all 260 worked in a public-school setting. A
majority (165, 63.5%) reported their highest level of education as a bacheloeg degr
The years of classroom experience varied. For the administrators, all but one
administrator (126, 99.2%) worked in a public school setting. A majority (71, 55.9%)
reported their highest level of education as a master's degree. Thefekssroom

experience for administrators varied as well.
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Table 3

Characteristics of Teachers and Administrators

Teachers Administrators
Characteristi n % n %

Years of classroom experience

0-5 years 54 20.8 15 11.8

6-10 years 75 28.8 39 30.7

11-15 years 39 15.0 25 19.7

15+ years 92 35.4 48 37.8
Highest level of academic education

Bachelor’s degree 165 63.5 0 0.0

Master’s degree 88 33.8 71 55.9

Education specialist 4 15 35 27.6

Doctorate degree 2 0.8 20 15.7
School setting

Public 260 100.0 126 99.2

Private 0 0.0 1 0.8

Religious 0 0.0 0 0.0

Research Results

The Giftedness Survegcluded nine items, some with multiple categories.
Respondents were given two response optiagreevs. disagree(for items 1 and 2) and
yesvs. no (for items 3 through 8). Item 9 provided participants the opportunity to share

their comments with regard to kindergarten giftedness by writing irpames.
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Research question oneDoes a statistically significant difference exist between
administrators and teachers in the perceptions of kindergarten giftednessvgagre
disagree)?

Survey item 1 queried teachers and administrators in their agreement (agree vs.
disagree) to the statement, “Kindergarten students can be gifted.” Jovéyat
respondents in both groups seleagdee including 257 (98.8%) teachers and 120
(94.5%) administrators, suggesting most participants agreed kindergartensstiaaeiné
gifted. Table 4 presents the frequencies and percentages of teachers’ anstiatongii
responses to survey item 1.

Table 4

Survey Item 1: Kindergarten Students Can Be Gifted

Teachers Administrators
Kindergarten students can be gifted n % n %
Agree 257 98.8 120 94.5
Disagree 3 1.2 7 5.5

To examine research question one, the researcher conducted a chi-sqt@re test
assess whether a relationship existed between groups (teachedsnamdteators) and
the responses to item 1 of the Gifted Survey, “Kindergarten students cdtedg gi
(agree vs. disagree). The results of the chi-square test werécsiftistgnificant with a
p value of 0.011. The smallvalue indicates a significant difference exists between the
two populations. However, due to the fact that there are only 3 teachers who disagree

with the statement, the requiremeninat 5 per cell in the chi-square test is violated.
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This violation has a minor effect on the results due to the overwhelming majority of
respondents from each population who answered in the affirmative that kindergarte
students can be gifted. In each population, the most important observation is the
overwhelming majority of both teachers and administrators agree wittateengnt.

Table 5 presents the results of the chi-square test.

Table 5

Chi-square Analysis on “Kindergarten Students Can Be Gifted” by Group (Teachers and

Administrators)

Kindergarten students can be

gifted
Group Agree Disagree v (1) Cramer's V p
Teachers 257 3 6.44 0.1290 0.011
Administrators 120 7

Research question two.Does a statistically significant difference exist between
administrators and teachers in the beliefs that identification of giftedmé&sdergarten
students can be detrimental to their future development (agree vs. disagree)?

Survey item 2 queried teachers and administrators in their agreement (agree vs
disagree) with the statement, “Identifying giftedness in kindengattedents can be
detrimental to their future development.” The majority of respondents in both groups

selected disagree, including 196 (75.4%) teachers and 103 (81.1%) administrators. Most
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disagreed with the statement that identifying giftedness in kindenggtttdents can be
detrimental to their future development. Table 6 presents the frequencies and
percentages of teachers’ and administrators’ responses to survey item 2.

Table 6

Survey Item 2: Identifying Giftedness in Kindergarten Students Can Be Detrinoental t

Their Future Development

Teachers Administrators
Identifying giftedness can be detrimental n % n %
Agree 64 24.6 24 18.9
Disagree 196 75.4 103 81.1

To examine research question 2, the researcher conducted a chi-square test
assess whether there was a relationship between groups (teachersiarsdratbrs) and
the answers to item 2 of the Gifted Survey, “Ildentifying giftedness in igaden
students can be detrimental to their future development.” The results of tlogiate-s
test were not statistically significant. The test resultedawvaue of 0.208, which is
larger than the significance valuew$ 0.05. Therefore, we do not reject the null
hypothesis that a significant difference does not exist between populattbnegard to
the belief of gifted identification. Looking at the summary statishiosvever, the
researcher believes that an important observation is that >80% of each population
disagrees with the statement “ldentifying giftedness in kindergaddersis can be

detrimental to their future development.” Table 7 presents results of thguaredest.
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Table 7
Chi-square Analysis on “Identifying giftedness in kindergarten students can be

detrimental to their future development” by Group (Teachers and Administrators)

Identifying giftedness

can be detrimental

Group Agree Disagree v (1) Cramer's V p
Teachers 64 196 1.59 0.064 0.208
Administrators 24 103

Research question three.What portion of the population of administrators and
teachers in North Carolina report that their schools or districts have proreptes to
determine if kindergarten students are gifted?

Survey items 3 and 4 queried teachers and administrators about the processes in
place at the school and district level used to formally identify giftednesaderjarten.

A large number of respondents in both groups selectéal tomth survey items,

indicating their schools or districts did not have a formal process in place toyidentif
giftedness in kindergarten. This included 179 (68.8%) teachers and 83 (65.4%)
administrators who responded no to the process being in place at the district level and
178 (68.5%) teachers and 90 (70.9%) administrators who responded no to the process
being in place at the school level. Though most denied the existence of a formad,proces

between 28 and 30% of teachers and administrators said their school orlthskiact
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formal process in place to identify giftedness in kindergarten. Table 8 mdsent
frequencies and percentages of teachers’ and administrators’ resfiagevey items 3
and 4.

Table 8

Survey Items 3 and 4: Formal Process in Place at District and School Level to Identify

Giftedness in Kindergarten

Teachers Administrators
Formal Process n % 95% C.I. n % 95% C.I.
District
Yes 81 31.2 15.64 44 34.6 +8.31%
No 179 68.8 83 65.4
School
Yes 82 31.5 +5.66 37 29.1 +7.93%
No 178 68.5 90 70.9

The researcher also asked respondents to report on specific opportunitiédeavaila
for kindergarten students within their individual schools (survey item 7). Thealesear
included three opportunities, including early entrance (students allowed to éwielr sc
earlier than age levels permit), acceleration by grade skippingr@hitan start out in
first grade) and pull-out grouping (students work with other gifted studentidetite
classroom). Pull-out grouping received the largest frequenggsoésponses for both
groups. For example, a greater frequency of teachers (166, 63.8%) and admaistrator
(77, 60.6%) reported pull-out groupimgasan opportunity available in their schools as
compared to those who reporteevds notan opportunity. A slightly greater frequency
of teachers (143, 55.0%) and administrators (68, 53.5%) reported acceleratraddoy g
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skippingwas notan opportunity available within their school as compared to those who
reported grade skippingasan opportunity, which was endorsed by more than 40% of
respondents in both groups. The researcher observed a more varied respongandith re
to the opportunity of early entrance (students allowed to enter school earliegéhan a
levels permit). In this case, a greater frequency of teachers (159, 61.2%gdegzoly
entrancevas notan opportunity available within their schools, and a greater frequency of
administrators (77, 60.6%) reported that@s Though more than 60% of teachers and
administrators stated there was no formal process in place to iderttiyngiss at the
district or school level, a large number of teachers and administrators resplosice

were still multiple opportunities available for these students. The frequendies a
percentages for teachers’ and administrators’ responses to survey itepré&sarged in
Table 9.

Table 9

Survey Item 7: Opportunities Available for Kindergarten Students

Teachers Administrators

Opportunities n % n %
Early entrance

Yes 101 38.8 80 63.0

No 159 61.2 47 37.0
Acceleration by grade skipping

Yes 117 45.0 59 46.5

No 143 55.0 68 53.5
Pull-out grouping

Yes 166 63.8 77 60.6

No 94 36.2 50 39.4
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Research question four.What portion of the population of administrators and
teachers in North Carolina report that kindergarten teachers are requatest the
curriculum for kindergarten students that educators have identified as gifted?

Survey items 5 and 6 queried teachers and administrators about the requirement to
alter the curriculum for those studefasmally identifiedas gifted or for students
perceivedas gifted. Survey item 5 included an “if applicable” statement within the
guestion; as a result 27 teachers and 19 administrators left the question unanswered. Th
“missing” responses are included in Table 5, which reflects the number ofjgeanttci
who failed to select either response option for that item. A large number of respondents
in both groups selectaeksfor both survey items, indicating teachers were required to
alter their curriculum for students who wéoemally identifiedas gifted and for students
who wereperceivedas gifted. Administrators had a higher percentagesfesponses
than teachers in both categories, but this difference was more prominent arthteeg
the requirement when students wpegceivedas gifted, where 95 (74.8%) administrators
acknowledged such requirement as compared to 154 (59.2%) teachers. Table 10 presents
the frequencies and percentages for teachers’ and administrators’ regp@wsesy

items 5 and 6.
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Table 10
Survey Items 5 and 6: Requirement to Alter the Curriculum for Students Formally

Identified as Gifted or Perceived as Gifted

Teachers Administrators
Requirement to alter
the curriculum n % 95% C.I. n % 95% C.1.
Studentdormally identifiedas gifted
Yes 131 56.2  +6.59% 63 58.3 +9.34%
No 102 43.8 45 41.7
Missing (no response) 27 19
Studentgerceivedas gifted
Yes 154 59.2 +5.98% 95 74.8 +7.58%
No 106 40.8 32 25.2

Research question five.Among teachers, does a statistically significant
difference exist in the following kindergarten classroom practicesitmase/hether or
not the teachers are required to modify their curriculum for gifted students:
a. Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVtess
use curriculum compacting based on whether or not they are required to

modify their curriculum for gifted students?
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b. Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagiers
differentiate in the classroom based on whether or not they are required to
modify their curriculum for gifted students?

c. Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVters
use grouping in the classroom based on whether or not they are required to
modify their curriculum for gifted students?

d. Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVters
use tiered assignments in the classroom based on whether or not they are
required to modify their curriculum for gifted students?

e. Is there a statistically significant difference in the number of teagVteys
allow students to pick topics on assignments based on whether or not they
are required to modify their curriculum for gifted students?

Survey item 8 asked teachers to report on practices employed within their
kindergarten classrooms. The items were worded slightly differently dedbker
version of the survey as compared to the administrator version. The teacheaskeere
“Even if not required to alter the curriculum within your classroom, do you use déhg of
following methods in your classroom?” Five practices were provided in both veo$ions
the survey, including curriculum compacting (cutting out materials from thewum
of which a student has shown mastery); differentiating (the curriculudagged to all
students’ differing abilities); grouping (students are grouped with other stuofethie
same ability level, not with students needing remediation); tiered assign(geiad

students are given more challenging assignments dealing with thecgamastthe rest
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of the class); and students pick topics (students are allowed to make choices in their
learning by picking their own topics to study).

Teachers responded to four of the five practices with a larger frequeyey of
responses as comparechtm The exception was in allowing students to pick topics,
which received a more varied response. Differentiating received the thiginesntage
of yesresponses among all the practices; 259 (99.6%) teachers reported diffagentiati
wasa practice or method employed in the kindergarten classroom. Grouping rebeived t
second highest percentageyekresponses; 253 (97.3%) teachers reported grouygasg
a practice or method employed in the kindergarten classroom. Tiered asggane
curriculum compacting followed, with 227 (87.3%) teachers reporting tiereghaessnts
and 180 (69.2%) teachers reporting curriculum compautargpractices or methods
employed in the kindergarten classroom. Students pick topics received a varetsees
A greater frequency of teachers (147, 56.5%) reporteddideyotuse this practice in the
kindergarten classroom. Table 11 presents the frequencies and percenttegehérs’

responses to survey item 8.
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Table 11

Survey Item 8: Practices or Methods Employed by Teachers in Kindergartemdlas

Teachers

Practice or method n %
Curriculum compacting

Yes 180 69.2

No 80 30.8
Differentiating

Yes 259 99.6

No 1 0.4
Grouping

Yes 253 97.3

No 7 2.7
Tiered assignments

Yes 227 87.3

No 33 12.7
Students pick topics

Yes 113 43.5

No 147 56.5

To examine research question 5, the researcher conducted five chi-sgadce tes
assess whether a statistically significant difference exists inrigaden classroom
practices (curriculum compacting, differentiating, grouping, tieredmasents, and
students pick topics) between teachers required to alter their curriculum #®@sthdents
perceivedas gifted and teachers not required to alter their curriculum.

Research question 5a.The results for the chi-square test between curriculum

compacting and teachers required to alter their curriculum for those stpdeces/edas
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gifted were not significant with p = 0.141. This suggests there was no relationship
between curriculum compacting and teachers required to alter theaudwmmifor
studentgperceived agifted.

Research question 5b.The results for the chi-square test between differentiating
and teachers required to alter their curriculum for those studerdsivedas gifted were
not significant withp = 0.227. This suggests there was no relationship between
differentiating and teachers required to alter their curriculum. Therement oh>5
for each cell of a 2 x 2 chi-square was not met since there was only one teacher out of the
entire population that did not report differentiating. Regardless of whether or not
teachers are required to alter the curriculum, differentiation is evident ifaseaom.

Research question 5c.The results for the chi square between grouping and
teachers required to alter their curriculum for those stughemteivedas gifted were not
significant withp = 0.506. This suggests there was no relationship between grouping and
teachers required to alter their curriculum. The requirememtd for each cell of a 2 x
2 chi-square was violated since only two teachers out of the entire populatioedeport
that they were not required to use grouping and they did not use grouping.

Research question 5d.The results for the chi-square test between tiered
assignments and teachers required to alter their curriculum for those sheteatvedas
gifted was not significant witp = 0.085. This suggests there was no relationship
between tiered assignments and teachers required to alter their curriculum.

Research question 5eThe results for the chi-square test between students
picking their topics and teachers required to alter their curriculum for thasenss

perceivedas gifted was significant with@value of 0.001. This suggests there was a
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relationship between students picking their topics and teachers requirest theilt
curriculum. If the teachers are required to alter their curriculurthéme students
perceivedas gifted, then they are more likely to allow the students to pick their own
topics to study. Similarly, when teachers are not required to alter tleagutum they
are more likely to not allow students to pick their own topics to study.

Table 12 presents the results of the five chi-square analyses.
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Table 12
Chi-square Analysis for Teachers’ Responses to the Requirement of AlteringiDunric

for Students Perceived as Gifted with Their Responses to Practices Employed i

Classroom
Teachers required to alter
their curriculum for those
studentgerceivedas gifted
Practice Yes No v (1) Cramer’s V p

Curriculum Compacting
Yes 112 68 2.17 0.0083 0.141
No 42 38

Differentiating
Yes 154 105 1.46 0.0749 0.227
No 0 1

Grouping
Yes 149 104 0.44 0.0411 0.506
No 5 2

Tiered assignments
Yes 139 88 2.97 0.1068 0.085
No 15 18

Students picking their topics
Yes 82 31 14.72 0.2379 0.001
No 72 75
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Research question sixAmong teachers who believe that kindergarten students
can be gifted, does a statistically significant difference existd®et teachers who
employ kindergarten classroom practices (curriculum compacting, difittregt
grouping, tiered assignments, and students pick topics) and those who do not?

It was also of interest to understand whether teachers who agree kiretergart
students can be gifted tend to use certain kindergarten classroom praatiges!cn
compacting, differentiating, grouping, tiered assignments, and students pick tdfpnes
research excluded teachers who disagreed3) from the analysis because there were
too few to compare statistically. The researcher then conducted five Hi-sQuare
analyses for teachers only using survey item 1 (agree only) and survegadhmeugh
8e (yes vs. no).

The results of the chi-square analyses were statistically segmtific the
examination of four of the five kindergarten classroom practices (curriculum congpa
differentiating, grouping, tiered assignments). For each of thesécpscthere were a
statistically greater number of teachers who employed thesecpsatyes) than those
who did not. The chi-square analysis for students selected topics was natatgtist
significant, suggesting there was not a statistically significdferednce between the
number of teachers who employed the practice of allowing students to mialathe
choices in learning by picking their own topics (yes) and those who did not. Table 13

presents the results of the five chi-square analyses.
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Table 13
Chi-square Analysis for Practices Employed in Classroom by Teachers who Agree

Kindergarten Students Can Be Gifted (n =257)

Response
Practice Yes No v (1) Cramer's V p
Curriculum compacting 178 79 38.14 0.3852 0.001
Differentiating 256 1 253.02 0.9922 0.001
Grouping 251 6 233.56 0.9533 0.001
Tiered assignments 225 32 144.94 0.7509 0.001
Students picking their topics 113 114 3.74 0.1206 0.053

Comments from respondents

In addition to the hypotheses addressed in the survey, respondents received the
opportunity to share comments with the researcher in the final section of the survey
Thirty-five administrators and sixty-seven teachers took to the time to athditeonal
comments on question nine of their surveys. Both administrators and teachers
commented that they believe it is important for teachers to alter the cumniéoit these

studentgperceivedas gifted in order to keep them progressing. One administrator
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responded, “We do a disservice to our students if we try to teach them all the same
information using the same strategies.” Another administrator stateeljeVvé all
children should be taught on their level. If they need remediation or challeriggirg, t
needs should be met.” One teacher stated, “I think that keeping kids challengegis cr
to lifelong love of school.” Another shared, “We need to focus on these children more to
keep them moving forward.”

Eight out of 35 administrators shared the opportunities that were avaiidiie
their schools to challenge those students perceived as gifted. One schookbygstam
that advanced students are given the opportunity to participate in a pull-out program once
a month, another shared that their school is participating in a study with Purdue
University that involves cluster grouping through the entire school. Anothectdist
mentioned that their schools’ gifted coordinators spend time regularly in thedanids
classrooms. Ten of the 35 administrators voiced the belief that the dik¢ientor
these students is the responsibility of the classroom teacher. One‘“statehts
receive this opportunity in conjunction with the classroom teacher, no other opportunities
are necessary.” Another shared, “It is my belief that kindergarten teabbeid have
the knowledge to teach and challenge children in their own classrooms in a mahner tha
honors development in all domains.”

However, six of 67 teachers shared it is a struggle to continue challengieg the
gifted kindergarten students. One noted, “I am constantly adapting work and finding
more challenging projects/activities for them to work on.” Another shareédef‘like |

would need a LOT more training to work with a student who is truly gifted.” Yehanot
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stated, “It is difficult to provide challenging assignments to kindergasteret still be
developmentally appropriate.”

There were 8 comments from the 37 administrators that addressed the dlifficult
identifying gifted students at the kindergarten level and/or the lack of a need for
Several stated that these students would level out by grade two, and thatdlsaager
to the student’s emotional well-being if these students are identified tgo Eare
teachers commented on the difficulty that they have in distinguishing giftedaess f
overexposure to academics at a young age.

Additional statements from teachers reflected their individual schoold'foea
formal process to identify students and for support in working with these students in the
classroom. A few teachers voiced concerns about the need for support to work with these
students within the classroom instead of pull-out programs. They shared concerns about
students not adapting socially to school if they were only served in pull-out programs.
Most comments tended to agree that kindergarten students should be identifieetlas gif
and that differentiation can be done in the classroom if teachers are given thie prope
support. Complete comments from administrators and teachers are shared in Agpendic

F and G.

Conclusion

The researcher shared the results of the survey’s demographic indorasatvell
as beliefs regarding kindergarten giftedness with regard to the testady’s
hypotheses. Administrators and kindergarten teachers agreed that kindergdepts st
can be gifted and that those students’ needs should be met through classroeespracti

regardless of the school or district’s policies. The results also indlitzstehers are
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currently putting those practices into place without a policy requiring it af.tidany
respondents further shared their perceptions through their comments on the finahquesti
of the survey. The final chapter of this dissertation includes a detailed synamar

discussion of the results, and its implications for practice.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to determine the perceptions of administrators and
kindergarten teachers with regard to kindergarten giftedness. The study lboked a
whether administrators and teachers believe kindergarten students ctedargl
whether their schools and districts have policies in place to determine winether t
students are gifted. Finally, the study looked at what these individuals do in order to var
the kindergarten curriculum for those students. This chapter shares a summary of the
findings, discussion of those findings, implications, limitations, recommendations f
future research, and a conclusion of the research.

Statement of the Problem

Although North Carolina has laws mandating the availability of gifted
programming to students in grades kindergarten through 12, a distinct lack of
identification exists of students in the early elementary grade leviewise,
clarification is lacking about what programs are in place to help thi#ed giudents.
This study addressed the following question: Do North Carolina’s administianalrs
teachers’ beliefs regarding kindergarten giftedness vary from each othéo éimese
beliefs have an effect on their teaching, specifically in the areasnifficition and

classroom practices?

Significance of the Study
Researchers can find little research that addresses the bebéefsiofstrators and

kindergarten teachers concerning kindergarten giftedness. In turn, titeseiftered to
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kindergarten students may vary greatly depending on the perceptions teaduisol
administrators have regarding kindergarten giftedness. The degree tohdsieh t
teachers or administrators hold certain beliefs regarding giftednessagamlptge part
in what programs and curricula they implement with their students in theodassif
these individuals’ beliefs do not align, this could be detrimental to the success of
programs that work with these students. In addition, misaligned beliefs could be
damaging to the students academically both now and in the future. This studgedidres
the beliefs that North Carolina administrators and teachers have regamdiagghrten
giftedness and their own classroom practices.

Review of the null hypotheses Null hypotheses were as follows:

H1,: A statistically significant difference does not exist between agtnators

and teachers in the perceptions of kindergarten giftedness (agree vs. disagree).

H2,: A statistically significant difference does not exist betweeniidtrators

and teachers in the beliefs that identification of giftedness in kindergantimst

can be detrimental to their future development (agree vs. disagree).

H3,: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the folluyvi

kindergarten classroom practices between teachers required to aiter the

curriculum for those studenperceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

H3&: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the use of
curriculum compacting between teachers required to alter their curriculum

for those studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.
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H3hy: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the use of
differentiation between teachers required to alter their curriculum for those
studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

H3c: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the use of
grouping between teachers required to alter their curriculum for those
studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

H3dy: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the use of
tiered assignments between teachers required to alter their curriculum for
those studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

H3e: A statistically significant difference does not exist in the use of
students picking topics between teachers required to alter their curriculum

for those studentgerceivedas gifted and teachers not required.

H4,: Among teachers who believe that kindergarten students can be gifted, a

statistically significant difference does not exist between teaatieo employ

kindergarten classroom practices (curriculum compacting, differemgjati

grouping, tiered assignments, and students pick topics) and those who do not.

The researcher tested the null hypotheses utilizing chi-squareemal\8PSS

and through the use of descriptive statistics.

Summary of the Findings

This study examined the perceptions of administrators and kindergarterrgeache

with regard to kindergarten giftedness. The study tried to determine whether

administrators and teachers believe kindergarten students can be identifi¢éeldas gif

whether schools and districts in NC have policies in place to determine whether
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kindergarteners are gifted; and whether the teachers are requirest tbalturriculum

for these students. Finally, the study addressed what these individuals do in order to va
the kindergarten curriculum for those students identified or perceived as drigsdarch
findings from this study supported rejecting two of the six overarching null hygesthe
during the data-analysis portion of this research. These findings will be sizena

prior to a discussion of the study’s findings and implications.

Research question oneThe researcher conducted a chi-square test to assess
whether there was a significant relationship between teachers and adtarssand their
responses to whether kindergarten students can be gifted. The researclegechash r
the null hypothesis because of a statistically significant differenttesirelationship
between teachers and administrators. The difference arises from theipnspaf each
population that agrees with the statement. In each population, the most important
observation is that the overwhelming majority of both teachers and adminsagtee
with the statement.

Research question two.No significant difference existed between administrators
and teachers with regard to early identification of giftedness beingdatal to a
kindergarten student’s future development. Although the majority of both groupd agree
this identification is not detrimental, 88 of the 387 surveyed felt this ideniwircaduld
inhibit a student’s future development.

Research question three.The majority of administrators and teachers stated
there was no process in place to identify kindergarten students as gifted aheither
district or the school level. The researcher also asked respondents to repocifan spe

opportunities available for kindergarten students within their individual schools. A
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greater frequency of teachers (166, 63.8%) and administrators (77, 60.6%) repotted pull
out groupingvasan opportunity available in their schools as compared to those who
reported itwas notan opportunity. A slightly greater frequency of teachers (143, 55.0%)
and administrators (68, 53.5%) reported acceleration by grade skipasigotan

opportunity available within their school as compared to those who reported grade
skippingwasan opportunity. A greater frequency of teachers (159, 61.2%) reported that
early entranc&vas notan opportunity within their schools, while a larger portion of
administrators (77, 60.6%) reported that@s Though more than 60% of teachers and
administrators stated there was no formal process in place to identiyngifis at the

district or school level, a large number of teachers and administrators resplosice

were still multiple opportunities available for these students.

Research question four. Approximately 56% of teachers stated they were
required to alter the curriculum for students identified as gifted, and 58% of
administrators agreed with that statement. Interesting resultsalserfound in the data
concerning teachers altering the curriculum for students who arevesr@s gifted.
Although only 60% of teachers stated they were required to alter the curriculum for
students perceived as gifted, 75% of administrators stated teachergquered to alter
it for those same students.

Research question five.The fifth set of hypotheses found there was no
significant relationship between the classroom practices of teachjanerkto alter the
curriculum for students who are perceived as gifted and those teachers winotvere
These five research hypotheses did find that 69.2% of teachers use curriculum

compacting, 99.6% use differentiating, 97.3% use grouping, and 87.3% use tiered
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assignments. The results showed a small relationship between students ghieki
topics and teachers required to alter their curriculum. If the teaaleemscauired to alter
their curriculum for those studergsrceivedas gifted, then they are more likely to allow
the students to pick their own topics to study. Similarly, when teachers aegjunoed

to alter their curriculum, they are less likely to allow students to pick theirtopics to
study.

Research question six.The sixth hypothesis found that there was a statistically
significant relationship between teachers who employed certaimodaspractices
(curriculum compacting, differentiating, grouping, tiered assignspamd students pick
topics) and teachers who did not among teachers who believed students were gifted.
Teachers who did not believe kindergarten students could be gifted were excluded from
the analysis because there were too few to compare statistically fer3ach of four
of the five practices (curriculum compacting, differentiating, groupingedier
assignments) there were a statistically greater number of teache employed these
practices (yes) than those who did not. The chi-square analysis for studectedsel
topics was not statistically significant, suggesting there was statiatically significant
difference between the number of teachers who employed the practitenvhgl
students to make their own choices in learning by picking their own topics (yes) and
those who did not.

Discussion of Findings

Research questions one and tworl'he researcher designed this study to look at

the relationship between administrators’ and teachers’ beliefs in regiardiergarten

giftedness and whether those beliefs affect their classroom practicestutly revealed
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what the researcher anticipated with regard to teacher and administtetisriegarding
kindergarten students. The study revealed a large number of teachers andrationinis
believe it is possible to determine whether kindergarten students are giftedfinding
provides evidence to support the findings of Clarke (2001), Gross (1999), Sankar-
DelLeeuw (1999), and Schroth (2007) that giftedness can be determined as early a
kindergarten.

Although relevant research reports these groups may believe early cdeiairi
of these students is detrimental to their future development, less than 25% of those
surveyed agreed with that statement (Pfeiffer & Jarosweich, 2007). Althoargea |
percentage of teachers than administrators agreed with the statémelifference in
proportions of the underlying populations was not significant when subjected to the chi-
square test. This evidence did not support the previous findings of Colangelo and
Fleuridas (1986) who stated that identifying students at too young of an age can be
detrimental to their future development. The researcher believes thagthealgference
in beliefs between administrators and teachers on this topic is becausedémste seen
gifted students in their classrooms first hand, while administrators spertdiesn the
classroom. The 1986 study appeared in multiple subsequent studies, so the researcher
felt it was important to include. However, the researcher could find no studies tha
corroborated this 1986 study.

Research questions three and fourThe study also revealed what the researcher
had asserted in previous chapters, that there is no formal process is in plhes at e
district or school levels to determine whether kindergarten studentstack dif

addition, just more than half the teachers surveyed stated they are requitedtheal
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curriculum for those students who educators Haxmally identifiedas gifted, and only
slightly more than half of those teachers indicated they are requiradrtthal
curriculum for students who educatesceiveas gifted. One of the other crucial
differences between populations occurs with the requirements to alter ticalaor for
those studentgerceivedas gifted. Almost 75% of administrators responded that they
require teachers to alter the curriculum for those students who tepehegs/eas gifted,
but less than 60% of teachers responded that they were required to alter toducurri
for those students. This indicates administrators may have an expectatachef$eof
which the teachers are unaware. The populations share similar beliefshabout
requirement to alter curriculum for studefagemally identifiedas gifted but differ in their
beliefs about the requirement to alter it for thpseceivedas gifted. This supports the
previous findings of researchers who stated that it would be beneficial for bdtareeac
and administrators to be aware of what the other group believes concerningettheegst
of their students (Hart, 2002; Lombaerts, DeBacker, Engels, van Braak, & stliana
20009).

It is also noteworthy that significantly more administrators tharnéza believe
that early entrance is an opportunity for kindergarten students. This could be because
early entrance does not have to directly involve the classroom teacher. Thehersea
observed a greater difference in populations for acceleration by grade slappugout
grouping as opportunities available for gifted students. Again, previous tesbargs
the importance of administrators and teachers being aware of the opporamities

practices available in their schools (Bangel, Moon, & Capobianco, 2010; Miller, 2009).
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Research question five.The fifth group of hypotheses found there was no
significant relationship between the classroom practices of teachenecetualter the
curriculum for students perceived as gifted and those teachers who weldese.
findings show that the requirements of their schools or districts may not ylaéettt
teachers’ practices. Instead, education and training may have a direcbafteeir
classroom practices as researchers Wang, Elicker, McMullen and Mig) {(9ieved.
However, a significant number of teachers use curriculum compacting, olifétireg,
grouping, and tiering of assignments as researchers Tomlinson (2001) and Winebrenner
(2000) recommend.

Research question six.The results of the first four analyses support the findings
of previous researchers who believe that teachers’ beliefs regarfiedngss have an
effect on their classroom practices. The results of the analysis on studkmwipic
topics did not support these same researchers’ findings (Charlesworth, titst. &8
Hernandez, 1991; Charlesworth et al., 1993; Wang, Elicker, McMullen & Mao, 2008).

Comments from the participants. In addition to the hypotheses addressed in the
survey, respondents received the opportunity to share comments with the researche
the final section of the survey. Both administrators and teachers comrtieattdtey
believe it is important for teachers to alter the curriculum for these styskrotsvedas
gifted in order to keep them progressing. Other teachers and administnated the
opportunities that were available for both identified and unidentified gifted kindgemgar
students at their schools. This directly supports researchers findingsthadentified
and potentially gifted students need to be challenged (Charlesworth, Hast, Bur

Hernandez, 1991; Tomlinson, 2001; Winebrenner, 2000).
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Multiple teachers shared the challenge that they face in challethgisg gifted
kindergarten students. They mentioned the need that they have for more training in order
to properly differentiate for these students. Researcher Hertberg-Ra0®) @ddressed
this concern about differentiating learning experiences in the classroorgraed #at it
is no easy task. Researchers VanTassel-Baska and Stambaugh (2005pagree t
differentiation requires skill on the part of the teacher and support from the other
educators in the school system.

There were also multiple comments from administrators and teachers mggardi
the difficulty that they have in distinguishing giftedness at this age frarerposure to
academics. Coates, Shimmin, and Thompson (2009) agreed that it is difficult for
educators to recognize giftedness in the young primary grades. Additisealale
agrees with the educators’ assessment that it is not an easy task to itieseifyss
accurately at this young of an age (Clarke, 2001; Pfeiffer, Petscharp&eivich, 2007).

However, there were also multiple comments from educators who believed that it
was possible to identify students at this age, and that it should be addresseddilyre re
in their school districts. Researcher Sankar-DelLeeuw (1999) believéiseteare valid
instruments that can and should be used to identify these students when thetefirst e
school.

Implications

The findings of this study revealed several implications for practice.

Implication one. The study revealed that almost 95% of administrators and more
than 98% of teachers believe kindergarten students can be gifted. Howevegdhehres

found that less than 30% of the districts and schools represented by these adargistr
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and teachers have policies in place to identify giftedness in kindergartentstude
Consequently, these findings indicate the importance of North Carolinaistdiand
schools developing procedures for identifying giftedness in these studentsn, Brow
Avery, VanTassel-Baska, Worley, & Stambaugh (2006) recommend mandatedegractic
for identification and programming in order to have a statewide standard for
accommodating giftedness.

Implication two. In addition, teachers indicated in their comments that they did
not feel they were equipped to work with these gifted learners in the classroom.
Researchers Beuhl & Fives (2009) found that the lack of knowledge about a concept
causes its lack of use by teachers. Schools should consider adding additional
professional-development opportunities for those teachers who administrgtecs to
meet the needs of these students in the regular classroom, specificaliggaitth to
curriculum modification. Researchers recommend that increasicigetsaknowledge
about practices and beliefs, can better equip them to change their beliefscticdgra
(Guerra & Nelson, 2009; Palak & Walls, 2009). By better equipping the teachers,
schools may not need the added burden of a pull-out program to reach these higher
achieving students.

Implication three. The third implication for practice is that of ever changing
policy. The current financial crisis facing the United States playge ftale in the
education system of this nation. School districts are cutting funds for programs not
viewed as critical to reaching the goals of NCLB, and schools are sedimgyeemsing
number of students in each classroom. Schools are facing low workplace morae, a los

of teaching positions, and a decline in resources (Schneider, Konukman, & Stier, 2010).
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In a nation where a large number of states do not mandate gifted programitedg, gi
programs are bound to suffer the consequences. In order for schools to continug offerin
programming for their gifted students, they need funding. Without policies in place t
mandate funding for these programs, educators may choose to disband them in favor of
other mandated programs (Adams, 2009).

Implication four. The final implication for practice that stood out from the data
was the need for administrators and teachers to understand each other’s cladsstsom be
and expectations. Administrators reported more opportunities currently azddabl
these young gifted learners than teachers. Almost twice as marnyistcamors stated
early entrance to school was an option for these gifted students, yet mamygeach
seemed to be unaware of this opportunity. Research has shown that knowledge affects
classroom practices (Bangel, Moon, & Capobianco, 2010; Miller, 2009). This implies
that teachers need to be better informed about the opportunities availablekiogwor
with gifted students in their schools. Teachers cannot recommend students famgrogr
unless they know about them.

At the same time, administrators mentioned the requirements that telaatiéos
working with unidentified students. Teachers seemed to be unaware of these
administrators’ expectations for working with unidentified students. This ishiet
administrators may not be making their expectations clear to their #tafbuld be
beneficial for both teachers and administrators in these school systems tadefawa
what each other believes concerning the giftedness of their students (Hart, 2002;

Lombaerts, DeBacker, Engels, van Braak, & Athanasou, 2009).
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Limitations

Sample. Although the sample size was large enough to yield valid results, the
researcher had to be careful about interpreting the data because of thraignofthe
results (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorensen, 2006). With 115 school districts
anonymously invited to participate, the researcher had no way of knowing whether
teachers and administrators completing the survey were from the sdifferent
districts. The researcher made some generalizations that assuatzdiaistrators
and/or all teachers in North Carolina would have responded in the same manner. Another
drawback is that the sample might be biased toward those who have strong feelings
toward giftedness and feel a greater desire to respond than those who migét ast
strongly.

An additional limitation to the sample was the fact that the largest pageesita
the respondents (both teachers and administrators) had more than 15 years ofoexperie
This may have led to biased results that the researcher may not be able tzgendra
researcher is unsure whether less experienced teachers and adminisiketdhe same
feelings and opinions about giftedness in young children. There has been a gceater f
on differentiated education in recent years, and younger educators might hagerstron
opinions about giftedness that would have resulted in different outcomes to the study.

Instruments. The use of an anonymous survey is not without its limitations
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). Although the respondent is encouraged to respond honestly,
the researcher has no way to gauge whether respondents are telliathtbbdut their
classroom practices or whether they are answering the way they festélaecher would

like them to answer. In addition, teachers and administrators responding tovRis s
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may have different ideas regarding definitions from the study (fanpbea what it means
to differentiate in their own classrooms). The researcher is unablestondet whether
teachers responding positively to these survey items truly understand what the
researcher’s definitions are or if they are responding from what theyhefes t
definitions to mean.

Design. Another limitation of the survey design could be the presentation of the
survey to the participants. Respondents may consider online surveys as impersonal or
spam and choose not to open the link. In addition, kindergarten teachers may have
limited access to the Internet while at school, or the survey site could be blomked f
usage on school computers (Umbach, 2005; Wright & Schwager,. 2008)
Recommendations for Future Research

The current study provides educators with some new information about
administrators’ and teachers’ beliefs regarding kindergarten giftediieisidicates
administrators and kindergarten teachers share certain beliefs redandiegarten
giftedness and the need for gifted identification. In turn, it reveals multifjégethtes in
beliefs of administrators and teachers regarding classroom psaatideopportunities
within the school system. However, the study does not look at whether those educators
responses actually align with their practices in the classroom. Teacagtsrow what
practices are best in the classroom, without actually putting them intacprac
Researchers should complete further research to determine whether épdigescor
beliefs of teachers and administrators actually align with their olasspractices. This
can be done by observing these teachers in the classroom and seeing how tloeis prac

align with what they state as their beliefs.
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As was stated in the literature review in Chapter Two of this study, neearoh
is needed regarding the best way to identify giftedness in studentsyotleanentary
ages. Information needs to be gathered about what testing can be done with those
students that will bring the same results as waiting to test these studepper
elementary. A longitudinal study could be completed following a group of students
identified in kindergarten and seeing whether the same students would stéhtiéed
in the typical assessment process through their fifth grade coompléising a variety of
devices to test the same students in kindergarten and third grade could reveal whether
educators could really identify giftedness accurately in kindergarten

Another area needing further research is the perceptions of parents ahd gifte
coordinators with regard to kindergarten giftedness. There can sometimes be a
disconnect between the beliefs of parents and those of classroom teachersiefhefbel
parents may vary dramatically from those of educators. However, parentstadd gif
coordinators may be able to add more insight into what a child’s behaviors anthstreng
are and whether those are characteristics of giftedness. Reseaat$odaonk at whether
gifted coordinators believe a student can be identified at too young an age.

A final recommendation for future research would be to find a way to link
teachers and administrators within a particular district in order to moueately
compare the responses of the two groups. It is difficult to generalize betveaabers
and administrators without knowing whether they represent the same schools and/or
districts. Future research could compare teachers and administrakonsong or two

districts who share policies to determine what beliefs and practiceshbes. This
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would give researchers a better idea of whether the teachers areatharexpectations

of their administrators.

Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to determine the perceptions of administrators and
kindergarten teachers with regard to kindergarten giftedness. The studyidede
administrators and teachers believe kindergarten students can be gifted, ypsthoat
systems lack the policies and procedures to identify and meet the needs gifteése
students. Gifted kindergarteners deserve to be taught on their own level and to be
challenged like gifted students in higher grade levels. The study re\seate
interesting results regarding kindergarten giftedness, but further freseareded to
determine what should be done to better equip teachers and administrators totlwork wi

these high-performing students.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Survey of Administrators Beliefs

The Kindergarten Giftedness Survey for Elementary Administrators

For the purpose of this study, giftedness refers to students who are more capable

than their peers (Sankar-DelLeeuw, 1999) and require a more advanced progesas in ar

such as school curriculum and teacher behaviors (Reis & Renzulli, 2004). According t

the National Association for Gifted Children, gifted children are “studehtsgive

evidence of high achievement capability in areas such as intellectuéiyerastistic, or

leadership capacity, and who need services and activities not ordinarilgigados the

school in order to fully develop those capabilities” (NAGC website

http://www.nagc.org/).

Directions: Please consider carefully and choose ONE response for each of the

following statements.

Demographic Information

Number of years classroom | 0-5 years 6-10 years 11-15years 15+ years
experience
Highest level of academic Bachelor of | Master of Education | Doctor of
education Science Education | Specialist | Education
(BS) (MEd) (EAS) (EdD or
PhD)
Type of school Public Private Religious
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Giftedness Survey

1. Kindergarten students can be gifted. Agree | Disagree
2. ldentifying giftedness in kindergarten students can Bgree Disagree
detrimental to their future development.
3. Does your district have a process in place to formallyes No
identify giftedness in kindergarten?
4. Does your school have a process in place to formallyes No
identify giftedness in kindergarten?
5. Do you require kindergarten teachers to alter the | Yes No
curriculum for those studentsrmally identifiedas
gifted, if applicable?
6. Do you require kindergarten teachers to alter the | Yes No
curriculum for those studenperceivedas gifted?
7. Are any of the following opportunities available for
kindergarten students within your school?
i. Early entrance (students are allowed to enter sch¥els No
earlier than age levels permit)
ii. Acceleration by grade skipping (children can startYes No
out in first grade)
iii.  Pull-out grouping (student work with other gifted| Yes No

students outside the classroom)

8. Have you seen any of the following practices
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employed within kindergarten classrooms at your

school?
a. Curriculum compacting (cutting out material thatres No
a student has shown mastery of from the
curriculum) Yes No
b. Differentiating (the curriculum is adapted to all
students’ differing abilities)
c. Grouping (students are grouped with other Yes No
students of the same ability level, not with
students needing remediation)
d. Tiered assignments (gifted students are given | Yes No
more challenging assignments dealing with the
same topic as the rest of the class) Yes No
e. Students pick topics (students are allowed make
choices in their learning by picking their own
topics to study)
9. Do you have any comments you would like to share
with the researcher in regard to kindergarten giftedness?
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Appendix B: Survey of Kindergarten Teachers’ Beliefs

The Kindergarten Giftedness Survey for Teachers

For the purpose of this study, giftedness refers to students who are more capable

than their peers (Sankar-DelLeeuw, 1999) and require a more advanced progesas in ar

such as school curriculum and teacher behaviors (Reis & Renzulli, 2004). According t

the National Association for Gifted Children, gifted children are “studehtsgive

evidence of high achievement capability in areas such as intellectuéiyerastistic, or

leadership capacity, and who need services and activities not ordinarily jorbyitlee

school in order to fully develop those capabilities” (NAGC website

http://www.nagc.org/).

Directions: Please consider carefully and choose ONE response for each of the

following statements.

Demographic Information

2]

Number of years classroom | 0-5 years 6-10 years 11-15years 15+ year
experience
Highest level of academic Bachelor of | Master of Education | Doctor of
education Science Education | Specialist | Education
(BS) (MEd) (EdS) (EdD or
PhD)
Type of School Public Private Religious
Giftedness Survey
1. Kindergarten students can be gifted. Agree Disagrege
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2. ldentifying giftedness in kindergarten students can Bgree Disagree
detrimental to their future development.
3. Does your district have a process in place to formallyes No
identify giftedness in kindergarten?
4. Does your school have a process in place to formallyes No
identify giftedness in kindergarten?
5. Are you required to alter the curriculum for those | Yes No
studentdormally identifiedas gifted, if applicable?
6. Are you required to alter the curriculum for those | Yes No
studentgperceivedas gifted?
7. Are any of the following opportunities available for
kindergarten students within your school?
i. Early entrance (students are allowed to enter | Yes No
school earlier than age levels permit)
ii. Acceleration by grade skipping (children can staries No
out in first grade)
iii. Pull-out grouping (student work with other giftedYes No

students outside the classroom)

8. Even if you are not required to alter the curriculum
within your classroom, do you use any of the followin

methods within your classroom?
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a. Curriculum compacting (cutting out material th
a student has shown mastery of from the
curriculum)

b. Differentiating (the curriculum is adapted to all
students’ differing abilities)

c. Grouping (students are grouped with other
students of the same ability level, not with
students needing remediation)

d. Tiered assignments (gifted students are given
more challenging assignments dealing with the
same topic as the rest of the class)

e. Students pick topics (students are allowed mal
choices in their learning by picking their own

topics to study)

atyes

Yes

Yes

Yes

K&yes

No

No

No

No

No

9. Do you have any comments you would like to shar

with the researcher in regard to kindergarten giftedne

D

SS?
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Appendix C: Institutional Review Board Approval

From: IRB@liberty.edu

To: tricia_thirey@hotmail.com; maangle2@liberty.edu; fgarzon@liberty.edu

CC: IRB@liberty.edu

Date: Wed, 18 Aug 2010 10:01:29 -0400

Subject: IRB Approval 853.051210: Perceptions of Administrators and Teachers

Regarding Kindergarten Giftedness

Dear Patricia,

We are pleased to inform you that your above study has been approved by the Libert
IRB. This approval is extended to you for one year. If data collection procesdmea
year, or if you make changes in the methodology as it pertains to human subjects, y
must submit an appropriate update form to the IRB. Attached you'll find the forms for

those cases.

Thank you for your cooperation with the IRB and we wish you well with youarelse

project. We will be glad to send you a written memo from the Liberty IRBeaded,

upon request.
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Sincerely,

Fernando Garzon, Psy.D.

IRB Chair, Liberty University

Center for Counseling and Family Studies Liberty University
1971 University Boulevard

Lynchburg, VA 24502-2269

(434) 592-4054 (434) 592-4054

Fax: (434) 522-0477
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Appendix D: Cover Letter for Administrator Survey

October 11, 2010

Dear Principal:

My name is Patricia Thirey, and | am a doctoral candidate at Libaityeksity,
completing a degree in educational leadership. You are invited to be in ahlmesadsc
of administrators and teachers within the state of North Carolina. You wertededs a
possible participant because of your role as an administrator in NC.

The purpose of my survey is to determine the beliefs and attitudes of principals
and kindergarten teachers regarding gifted education in kindergartenhhtigk 1 North
Carolina administrator, you take 5 to 10 minutes to complete the survey. Please note that
there are no correct answers to any given question. Instead, | am idterdgta what
administrators think of these issues.

Your responses to this survey are completely anonymous and confidential. Your
participation in this survey is completely voluntary. You do not need to answer any
guestion you do not want to. There are no risks involved in the completion of this survey,
nor are there any direct benefits. If you have any questions regardimgdbarch or
survey, you may contact me via email at pswalsh@liberty.edu or b¢ele@t (845)
558-1044, or you may reach my faculty advisor. | would be happy to answer any
qguestions or share the results of my study if you are interested.

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter. | would appreciatgouif
would take the time to complete the linked survey at:

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/XY7NDHP
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Kindest regards,

Patricia S. Thirey

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to
someone other than the researchey(®), are encouragedo contact the Institutional
Review Board, Dr. Fernando Garzon, Chair, 1971 University Blvd, Suite 2400,

Lynchburg, VA 24502 or email at fgarzon@liberty.edu.
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Appendix E: Cover Letter for Kindergarten Teacher Survey
October 18, 2010
Dear Teacher:

My name is Patricia Thirey, and | am a doctoral candidate at Libeityetsity,
completing a degree in educational leadership. Because of your position dy an ea
elementary teacher in North Carolina, | am requesting your participatiog research
study.

The purpose of my survey is to determine the beliefs and attitudes of
administrators and teachers regarding gifted education in kindergartenhatak &

North Carolina teacher, you take 5 to 10 minutes to complete the survey. Please note that
there are no correct answers to any given question. Instead, | am idterdgta what
teachers think of these issues.

Your responses to this survey are completely anonymous and confidential. Your
participation in this survey is completely voluntary. You do not need to answer any
guestion you do not want to. There are no risks involved in the completion of this survey,
nor are there any direct benefits. If you have any questions regardimgdbarch or
survey, you may contact me via email at pswalsh@liberty.edu or b¢ele@t (845)
558-1044, or you may reach my faculty advisor, Dr. Mark Angle, at
mangle2@liberty.edu. | would be happy to answer any questions or share the results of
my study if you are interested.

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter. | would appreciatgouif
would take the time to complete the linked survey at:

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/TTS2NVX
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Kindest regards,

Patricia S. Thirey

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to
someone other than the researchey(®), are encouragedo contact the Institutional
Review Board, Dr. Fernando Garzon, Chair, 1971 University Blvd, Suite 2400,

Lynchburg, VA 24502 or email at fgarzon@liberty.edu.
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Appendix F: Survey Comments from Administrators
Administrators shared the following comments on their surveys:
. | believe all children should be taught on their level. If they need remediation or
challenging assignments, they're needs should be met.
. We have an enhancement time with the AIG teacher in kindergarten classes
. While we do not formally identify Kindergarten students, we do nurture students
who display gifted characteristics based on PETS lessons.
. Giftedness in kindergarten can be tricky bc some students perceived éshgitte
early merely had more exposure to kindergarten concepts from their parénts a
other caregivers.
.1 think giftedness is a subjective term and most often refers to the abiligy to
highly successful in an academic environment. Formally identifying students as
"gifted" in Kindergarten is detrimental to those children who may very well adopt
gifted characteristics once they have the same opportunities and expeasnce
children who may have been more privileged than others to experience it sooner
and/or are gifted in non-academic ways. | have had AIG (Academically and
Intellectually Gifted) certification for 12 of my 16 years of licensure, those
years being spent as a building level administrator. | have observed the
appropriate use as well as the abuse of identifying giftedness in youngrchildre
Thank you for studying this much needed topic, especially in the arena of equity
and access.
. Formally students are tested beginning in 3rd grade. K-2 students are identified

informally and work in our Discovery Program for potentially gifted students.

132



7. Very few students are identified!!

8. Kindergarten students, like all students, have a wide range of abilities. But the
are all still little children. There are ways to address their acadeseils while
keeping their emotional and developmental levels in mind. There's really no need
to "identify" them, as long as there is a culture in which students are &ught
their academic level, no matter what grade.

9. Ithink that some students enter kindergarten with the knowledge that they are
expected to learn. When they are given this material again, they become bored
and disengaged. "Big school" then becomes a let down for them.

10.There is a distinct difference between giftedness and well coached student
Gifted students think, read and solve problems, not just know letters, letter sounds
and Dolch sight words in kindergarten.

11.We believe in the inportance of deepening understanding rather than the piling on
of fact after fact. Socialization and age appropriateness are als® fagbartant
to the development of the child as a whole.

12.This is a VERY tricky area due to exposure/experience levels at differe
socioeconomic levels!

13.the focus population of our K - 8 public charter school is highly intellectually
gifted children, so my responses may be those of an outlier.

14.0ur system employs a teacher to work with students that teachersfeel ar
advanced beyond their grade level. These sessions are held twice per month.

15.Regarding the last question in #8, students would have this opportunity in

conjunction with the teacher.
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16. Kindergarten students at age five demonstrate a wide continuum of developmental
levels. 1think it is a disservice to begin tracking them and labeling themclat s
an early age. Classroom teachers can differentiate to meet the neléds of a
students without the labeling.

17. Students who already know basics should be taught beyond these basics. We do a
disservice to our students if we try to teach them all the same information using
the same strategies. So many students could excel beyond the required
curriculum, given the time and personnel needed to assist them.

18.There is so much more to kindergarten than academics. Even the students who
are more academically capable are not so advanced in the social skille that ar
large part of kindergarten. While | do believe that every student should be met
and challenged at their level, | do not believe that formally identifying
kindergarten students as gifted is a priority. More often than not, it is the oesire
the parent to have this designation, but testing does not confirm their personal
beliefs about their children. Just because they have worked with their children to
help them learn to read does not mean that they are gifted. Children need time to
be children. There is plenty of time for them to be identified as gifted in the upper
grades.

19.We begin "identification” in grade 3, however, we differentiate based oriaiata
ALL students.

20.This is the only year that we have not identified kindergarten students as gifte
The new curriculum director feels that the program is not needed in kindergarten.

21.Differentiation allows us to help students of all ability levels
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22. At our school we have between 4-6 students who gain early admission each year.
Generally | feel this is an appropriate practice. However, | recently ha
experienced parents who want early admission and then later want their child
retained due to social gaps. This is a problem for the school system as we educat
students for 14 years instead of 13 (k-12).

23.1do not feel there is a need to identify giftedness in kindergarten, but rather that
teaching and learning must be differentiated to meet the needs of allchildre
the classroom.

24.0ur teachers do a great job of challenging students regardless of levalls or n

25.We do not formally identify giftedness in kindergarten in our charter school but
we are deeply committed to providing instruction that is exciting, intelldgtual
stimulating and interesting for our students. We have students come to
kindergarten at many varied levels in the different subject areas and wedatrive
make sure they are challenged. We do not believe this is best done by
continuously taking these students away from their peers.

26.both of my own children were identified early (in K or First) and it was g ver
positive experience- we try to make many opportunites for our gifted K students

27.0ur school is involved in a research project out of Purdue University called Total
School Cluster Grouping.

28.NC State Board of Education Policy lays out a detailed set of guidelineslfor ea
admission to Kindergarten

29.1 feel it is even more difficult to identify students as gifted if they aoesd

language learners.
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30. My experience is that most students identified as early as kindergartefioray, be
most times level out at about second grade. It is difficult to separate true
"giftedness"” from the broader life experiences of more fortunate ehildhose
travels, etc. in early years makes them appear more intelligent as edrnpégss
fortunate families' experiences.

31.My school: groups, has multi-age classrooms, uses Ml centers, ask the students
what they would like to learn as a community next, and uses a project based
approach; we do not find it neccessary to label students.

32.1t is my belief that kindergarten teachers should have the knowledget to teach and
challenge children within their classrooms in a manner that honors development
in all domains. | don't think that identifying giftedness at this age has an purpose
if the k teacher is competent in knowing how to meet individual needs.

33. Without getting into the cultural debates about giftedness, there is a danger i
attempting to formally identify a child as gifted at too early an agetes@ng is
less reliable for younger children and as a psychologist told me as a parent, our
son's extremely high 1Q at the age of 6 would level out with time to something
closer to that of his parents. It did. In addition, it is easy to mislabel a child's
early academic skills as giftedness, when it is actually the resultrefised
exposure on the part of the parents.

34.Question 5 says "formally identified". We don't formally identify studen K;
however, it is an expectation that teachers alter the curriculum forraletean

order to meet them and teach them from where they are.
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35.We meet the student's needs by differentiating instruction and all of the items
checked under 8. | do not believe for the vast majority of our kindergarten

students it is wise to identify students as gifted in Kindergarten.
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Appendix G: Survey Comments from Teachers
Teachers shared the following comments on their surveys:
. Sometimes it is difficult to discern true giftedness in kindergarteisezhikren
enter kindergarten with a huge range of knowledge, experiences, and prior
instruction and learning. It is important to differentiate for all kindergarte not
just gifted or higher students. | have had kindergarteners who are truly gifted
children, so they absolutely exist.
. | begin where the child's level is and go from there..ready to read, wanéad
write!
. | have taught Kindergarten for 17 years and | am the parent of 4 childrengéo | fe
| have had alot of experience with children. | feel children function and learn on
different levels. They also bring different experiences to the classrodnmk | t
children can be identified as gifted at an early age, but I think it should be done
with CAUTION!!! | truly believe that children need to be children!! Tloayy
have one childhood!! So, we need to allow them opportunities to play, pretend
and use their imagination. If we push children to excel in academics too early, it
can cause anxiety, frustration and the pressure to succeed can overwhelm them.
They can be afraid of trying new things because they feel that they masgaa
teacher and mother, | feel children need guidance and structure as well as
flexibility. They need someone to require them to complete chores,
projects/homework and activities. The children should be expected to do their

best and put effort into their work. Teachers and parents should not expect

138



perfection. | truly try to teach my students and my own children to be enthusiastic
about learning. | also teach them to be critical thinkers, problem-solvers and
achievers, whatever level they are on. | believe everyone can be suiti¢essf

Even though student do not pick topics of study if they are show an interest
concerning a certain topic we individualize for them on that topic.

. At my school, children are not identified as gifted or receive services util the
reach second grade. Children can be above grade level and we are required to
meet their needs. It is more difficult to provide challenging assignments t
kindergarteners and still be developmental appropriate.

| believe that Wake County should identify gifted children as early as

kindergarten and support their learning.

. Giftedness in Kindergarten is a fine line. | came from a school system in
Tennessee where all my Kindergarten students came in reading enc\alapedi

had the comprehension as well. Most of the teachers saw the children as gifted
first and a 5 yr old second. | saw it the other way around. Even tho this students
were 'certified as academically gifted, to me, they were stiljreofd with

exceptional development. We as educators sometimes see the label bef@e we se
the child. | hope the educational area is changing

. We have an Academically Gifted program but students aren't identifiedatatil

2nd grade. So, our AG teacher only consults with K teachers if they seek

help/resources for an advanced K student.
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9. | feel like any kindergarten student should be advanced forward by observing
their ability and creating lesson plans that will advance their knowlkedigethat
level.

10.1 am not a strong advocate that students be "formally" identified in kindergarten,
however, | do strongly feel that their abilities should be recognized and lessons
adjusted/differentiated accordingly.

11.There are policies that go along with Acceleration and early enttance
Kindergarten. Our Kindergarten Team works together to meet all the needs of
every Kindergarten student- it takes the whole team.

12.1think giftedness is just another label. | teach all my children to theitiedil
Some are remediated, some are provided enrichment opportunities

13.1teach prek for an elementary school and my understanding is that children are
not tested for the AIG program until 3rd grade.

14.0Our school has so many students that are significantly delayed that | selieee
students we deem to be gifted are actually the ones that are simply meeateng gra
level expectations.

15.1 do believe it is imperative to differentiate for all students, especlailye
showing signs of giftedness, whether they are identified as such or not.

16.In the past, we have had students in Kindergarten come in reading on 2nd grade
and 3rd grade level. Usually what we do for these kids is to borrow books from
upper grades, use upper grade miscues and put them in a grade appropriate flex

group for instruction 30 minutes per day. We use computers in the classroom with
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level appropriate software, but our school system does not even identify gifted
children until 4th grade,

17.Early entrance is only offered if parents have private testing to document
giftedness. Acceleration to early grades requires documentation ang, test
this rarely happens.

18.1 feel that with the differentiation of instruction, we, as educators, have the
responsibility to tailor our instruction to the needs of the individual student,
gifted, or otherwise. | also think it may be easy to misinterpret giftednes
Kindergarten. The exposure a child has to education, and the environment the
child has been in, all affect their level of knowledge in Kindergarten.

19.1 want to clarify the areas marked yes are only in the area of reading.

20.it is difficult to find the time to deviate from the state curriculum very often.
There are more and more requirements pushed down on kindergarten that should
not be there. Children need the opportunity to develop the needed social and
emotional skills that are essential for school success. But sadly, we areemot gi
the time to develop them.

21.1 am not sure if our school or district has procedures in place for identifying
kindergarteners. If they do they DO NOT ever use this avenue. It is vecyMiffi
to have a student tested in Kindergarten. Speaking from a teacher and another of
a gifted student (identified in K in Florida) it has been beneficial for nigl.ch

22.1do believe that it is difficult to tell the difference between giftbddren and

children who have simply had much more exposure to education.
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23.As a teacher, | am to "identify" those that | believe to be gifted. We doaha®
teacher who pulls these students several times a month.

24.We are required to follow the NCSCOS so even if a student is gifted, they still
receive the same curriculum, and we group the high achievers in Reading, Writing
and Math using strategy groups.

25.1n our school system students do not generally get tested to be identifii@cs gi
until the 3rd grade. Should a parent request that their child be tested, K-2, then the
school would provide testing. Throughout the years | have been teaching
kindergarten, | have often felt that | have had several gifted students imssg<l
and have provided as much differentiation and grouping as possible to meet the
students needs.

26. Children are not identified formally until 3rd grade.

27.1 was able to get a student to skip first grade and go to second grade by using the
first grade teachers to evaluate him for readiness at the end of laahgeaae
principal did allow him to move over first grade.

28. Students identified as gifted in K are pulled to work with our AIG teacher in Jr.
Great Books sessions. We are encouraged to differentiate instruction, but not
required to teach a certain AIG program in the classroom. | know that some
children arrive in K ahead of their peers due to prior experiences, but it is difficult
to identify them as gifted in K. | do not believe that kids need to be solely taught
academics... their social/emotional development should also be recognized &

encouraged for them to be productive 21st century learners & workers. Pushing
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29.

30.

31.

32.

the children academically may not allow for the social/emotional aspbet to
developed.

Although it is not required for kindergarten students to be tested in my district or
school it is each teachers responsibility to challenge and create devefalyne
appropriate lessons to meet each students need.

As a member of the Bright Ideas Program, | have been taught to approach all
children as gifted and give them the higher level thinking skills, highel leve
guestioning, and utilize various approaches to reach all students.

| think it is very hard, if not impossible, to identify a truly gifted student in K. It

is hard to tease out what is just early development or a child that has been given
more academic experience as opposed to a child that is truly gifted. Sasnetime
children who appear to be functioning above K expectation in K will appear
average by about 3rd grade. The opposite can occur as well. A wide range of
development and performance is very normal in kindergarten. It is important to
take the children where they are and try to meet their needs as wholencaridre
not just academic learners. Differentiation of assignments and skills should be a
rule, not an exception because K children are so developmentally diverse.

| believe all children should be taught at their level of developmental challenge
Not too easy, not too hard. Kindergarten classrooms today are filled with the
gifted students of tomorrow. Unfortunately teachers opinion about early
identification often lead to frustrated and bored students and a whole list of

behavior problems.
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33.Overactive or autistic children are not identified when they are gifted. They a
not given gifted learning opportunities that fit their unique needs. Why is that?

34.1 actually have a student this year that is the most academidédigt giudent |
have had in my 14 years of experience. Socially, he is on a kindergarten level. |
am constantly adapting his work and finding more challenging projectsiasti
for him to work on. Good luck with your thesis!

35.We are required to Nurture kindergarten students(prepare challenging work on
students level and interest) in classrooms. Principals decide if students skip
grades. I've only seen it (grade skipping) at my school three times.

36.In our area (Chapel Hill, NC) the gifted label in kindergarten is nothing mane tha
a status symbol for parents. Students get no pull-out services, and because of RTI
(Response to Intervention) all lessons are differentiated for all skelslat each
objective. The gifted label is rather out-dated,; it was applicable when mos
teachers (or even any teachers) taught in a whole group style, but at legst i
school the traditional methods have been replaced with cooperative learning,
tiered tasks, and fully differentiated instruction. | only recommend thelgifte
label to parents who have the possibility of moving, as having a DEP in place will
ensure that the student receives differentiated education regardlessofthye
move.

37.Being academically gifted & identified can sometimes be a curse foy kids.
It is a challenge to balance just more "paper work™ with true deeprgawni
their level. Also don't forget these kids still need to develop (maybe even more

so0) socially & interact with peers!
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38.In Cabarrus County, students that are identified by the teacher are given an
assessment to join the gifted program. Most students either wait until the end of
the year, or until first grade to be tested for the program. The assesswvenmt i
difficult, and many bright students do not pass, due to lack of exposure to the
material on the test. If a student doesn't qualify for the program, | think they have
to wait either 1 or 2 calendar years before he or she can be re-tested for th
program. (I'm sure you could check with our AIG teacher , our office or the
county office to find out the exact timeline to be retested.) Sometimes we are
nervous to refer a child to be tested, because we don't want that child to lose time
that they could have in the program the following year.

39.1 think giftedness needs to be demonstrated and observed in several settings and
cannot be determined based on parent observation alone (many parents tell me
that their child is "gifted" although that is not usually the case). While | have
never had identified "gifted" students in K, | have had several students who are
well above their peers and have differentiated my instruction to meesleeiific
needs.

40.There is no reliable test for measuring "giftedness" in kindergarten. N ad
instruction to help each child reach his or her individual potential.

41.1 know that acknowledgement of this category is truly needful. My own child
was a gifted student in kindergarten. Fortunately, she was attending aniayar
of Defence Dependent School at the time that fully provided for those gifted

students.
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42.Gifted students start receiving service in 3rd - not not | agree that they do not
show it earlier. However, it is difficult to say that were required &r #ite
curriculum, that occurs during pullout usually. Each teacher uses differentiation of
curriculum as they see fit with their student's needs; especially at thegdrde
level.

43.Some children are more ready to enter kindergarten and are not neccessarily
gifted. In my experience, | have only had a few truly gifted children in
kindergarten. In my school, we do alot with vertical teaming and children can go
up to the grade they need to for their level of knowledge whether it is reading,
math, or science. Sometimes they can be gifted in one area but not another. So our
system works. In my classroom everything is differentiated. Childrersare a
given choices for study. This helps deal with the types of learnersréhag avell
as the level of thinking ability that they may have. Our program of discovery
takes the children who are the highest in a class and exposes them to higher level
thinking skills. It is a pull out program.

44.1 do believe a child can be "gifted" when they are in Kindergarten. It sottial
aspect of it that even the brightest of children have difficulty with.

45.1 feel like | would need a LOT more training to work with a student who ig trul
gifted. |1 am comfortable working with student who are working above grade
level. However, | think that is different from working with students who are truly
gifted.

46.1 am a kindergarten teacher. | have had a gifted student in my room for tl3e past

years. | have had to differentiate the curriculum for these students. itecdqui
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extra work on my part but | felt it necessary for the students. This yeaoumyy
is providing help for me,finally! | do feel that these students and their needs
should be meet as well as those who are on the lower end.

47.1 recognize within my classroom that some students may be identifieitieas g
later. My district does not formally recognize "giftedness" until 3rgervices
begin in 4th. | differentiate and pull appropriate materials for my students whethe
on a gifted level or remedial level. It is tough work but students deserve this!

48. Students are only allowed to enter school earlier than age permits with specia
testing and permission from the principal. This happens very rarely, but | marked
yes because parents can opt to have their children tested. | have never known a
student to start out in first grade and skip K, but I have known students who
skipped a grade later.

49.1 hope you have researched a Javits funded project in North Carolina entitled
Project Bright IDEA. | was a part of that before our school became a Reading
First school. Essentially it is a program to nurture giftedness in K-2 ssudient
think it would be helpful to you!

50.1 think we tend to look at children who are "early readers" as gifted and miss
others who are very creative and not "early readers".

51. AIG pullout, defferentiating in classroom and homework, Kathy Kennedy
grouping,Tiered assignments

52.Much like one of the questions above, | would suggest to any teacher working w/
students of varied abilities, always differentiate activites based onaevel

students. Students also learn from each other but | believe in leveling acbyitie
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ability. Even if activities are the same, the follow up may require an estetiat
may enhance learning for the upper level child.

53.1think there is more of a focus on students who are struggling in school than
those children who are academically gifted.

54.Kindergarten is not the year for pull-outs. Kinders are adjusting to the whole idea
of being away from home and being in a group setting. | have always felt gifted
students help to pull the whole class up. | always teach to the higher knowing the
middle will benefit. There is enough learning going on in a Kinder class yor an
higher level student.

55.I'm not to sure if our district and school have a "formal" way of identifying
giftedness but we do use the DIAL to find those kids.

56. At my school, we don't have a gifted program for kindergarten students, however,
we meet with the AG teachers and discuss students who are perceived as being
acadenically high. This students can participate in lessons outside of the
classroom. These students are also "flagged” and put on a list that igireferre
when it's time for them to be a part of the AG program that begins in thid grade.

57.1 am interested in hearing about your research.

58.1 don't like the term gifted... it implies that they are somehow differeny The
aren't they just have a strength where the other students don't. Why not add to
their strengths the same way you do for the others?

59.Kindergarteners can be gifted. They usually shine out just as children in the older

grades. We need to focus on these children more to keep them moving forward.
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60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

| think that keeping kids challenged is crucial to lifelong love of school. We never
talk openly to the class about "giftedness" but focus on the multiple intelligences
and the many ways one can be "smart." So that way there is no competition. I've
found that skipping K can be socially detremential to a child-often they can be put
into a second grade reading group just fine but need to learn social skills at a
Kindergarten level. Thanks for the opportunity to participate!

| am very upset that the same degree of protection and concern is not given for
gifted children as is given to children with disabilities.

| feel that Kindergarten students can be very gifted but it is not imparaéve t

they recieve extra attention at such a young age. It DOES have an impact on thei
ability to perform academically but socially they may not be ready & argher

grade levels becasue of their success. | think the best way to handle them is by
ability grouping, even across the grade level. We seem to have a lot of success
with this type of instruction.

This area of exceptionality is horribly overlooked in the public school system.

In our county kindergarteners are labeled "gifted" if they read 2 grads level
ahead. Too many teachers want to label students as gifted when they do not meet
this criteria and are simply very bright, not truly gifted. Very bright sitgleeed

the same social experience as other kindergarteners, just more chgllengin
material on the same subject, and plus possibly additional subjects. Many gifted
children do not become labeled as such until first grade, when they've had more

reading experience. Some upper middle and middle class kindergarteners are
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labeled as "gifted" by teachers, when really they've just had more suppbrby
enthusiastic parents. These kids hit the wall around middle school and burn out.

65.1n our county children can not be tested for giftedness until they are six. So
classroom teachers modify the instruction to meet their needs.

66.1 am a new teacher, however | was a TA for nine years in the school system. We
do not have gifted children in kindergarten, we consider them high students and
are required to differentiate instruction.

67.1 believe that Kindergarten is such a wonderful opportunity for all students to

show growth and access the curriculum at the level appropriate for them.
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