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ABSTRACT

This study explored the perceptions and behaviours of teachers in regard to
multiple dimensions of intelligence in gifted students. A case-simulation method was
utilized to investigate the problem. Twenty-three female elementary school teachers with a
minimum of three years teaching experience were asked to read three case studies of
students with different intelligences (Linguistic, Spatial, and Intrapersonal) as defined by
Howard Gardner’s theory of Multiple Intelligences (1983). The teachers were then
interviewed by the researcher in order to gain a clear understanding of their perceptions of
each student’s abilities. The findings indicate that teachers demonstrate an awareness of
multiple intelligences in students when they are presented with relevant information about
these students. These findings also indicate a willingness on the part of the teacher to
nominate these students to a gifted program, provided the program is structured in a
manner which will best meet the needs of the particular children. Overall, this study
suggests that although teachers receive relevant information about their students and are
thus made aware of their multiple intelligences, these students’ needs may not be met due to
the lack of a process to identify and provide appropriate programming for them.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Over the course of the past two decades, much research has been conducted
and significance placed upon various aspects of giftedness in children
(Shaughnessy & Stockard, 1996). Nevertheless, there remains much debate and
controversy concerning the issue of determining what is the most appropriate
definition of giftedness. In British Columbia, for example, the Ministry of
Education stipulates in its Manual of Policies : Procedures and Guidelines for
Special Education Services (1995) that a student is considered gifted when he or
she possesses “demonstrated or potential abilities that give evidence of
exceptionally high capability with respect to intellect, creativity, or the skills
associated with specific disciplines”(p.E17). Within this wide-ranging definition,
the general practice has been for most school districts to develop their own terms of
reference in relation to the programmes they offer and develop their own criteria for
basis of entry. For example, in the Sooke School District (#62), gifted students are
provided with three separate levels of programming, At the first level, students are
identified as integration support students and are classified as special needs students
in order to qualify for provincial ministry funding. These students are required to
have had a psychometric assessment (e.g., Wechsler Intelligence Scale for
Children-III or Stanford-Binet) and have scored in the top 5% of the population.
Individual educational programming is then put into place for these students. These
gifted students attend one of two cluster schools in the district where they are pulled
from their regular classroom for daily lessons in mathematics and language arts.
They are enrolled in a continuous progress program for the duration of their school
years. At the second level, elementary students are designated as eligible for the
Programs for Academic and Creative Enrichment (PACE) and do not qualify for
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individual educational programming, They attend a weekly workshop based upon
a variety of different subject material. They too are enrolled in a continuous
progress program and might participate in some cluster activities. The third level of
programming involves students being enriched in their homeroom classes and, on
occasion, being invited to selected workshops. The criteria for entry into a gifted
programme in this school district begins at the school level with teachers and
administrators making a recommendation to the district for programming.

In contrast, Saanich School District (#63) is in the final implementation
phase of its gifted program, Students With Outstanding Capabilities (SWOC).
Students who are identified by their classroom teacher as demonstrating outstanding
capabilities in general intellectual ability, specific academic accomplishments,
creative thinking, visual and performing arts abilities, practical arts skills, athletic
talent, and/or leadership are referred to a school-based team of professionais (i.e.,
classroom teacher, administrator, and school contact teacher for SWOC) who
develop a student profile cutlining those students’ strengths, needs, and learning
styles. If deemed necessary, an Individual Educational Plan (IEP) is developed and
the classroom teacher is responsible for the planning and implementation of the
IEP. An interesting departure in this school district’s identification procedures is
that no single criterion is relied upon as a basis for admission to the program. The
outlined parameters for admission include academic achievement, learning styles
and strengths, interests, special abilities, and visions and goals for the future. The
goal of the program is to provide differentiation of instruction in a regular mixed-
ability classroom. The major responsibitity for the identification, planning, and
programming for students with outstanding capabilities in this district reside mainly

in the domain of the classroom teacher.
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In a similar vein, Greater Victoria School District (#61) is working towards
identifying gifted students from Kindergarten to Grade 7 with the intention of
providing differentiated instruction for these students in their own classrooms, It
should be noted that this school district is currently in the process of preparing a
direction statement on giftedness and a handbook of identification procedures for
regular classroom teachers in their district. The criteria for identification as a gifted
student is similar to Sooke and Saanich School Districts, as it also begins at the
classroom level, where teachers and administrators make the initial
recommendation.

‘Teacher nomination has traditionally been a common method for identifying
gifted students because it is an inexpensive screening procedure based on the belief
that teachers know their students the best (Winzer, 1990). Nominations typically
are based on teacher observations which include anecdotal records, checklists, and
inventories, as well as records of student achievement including assignments,
grades, and outstanding accomplishments. Since teacher nominations are generally
an important component in the identification of gifted students, teachers’
conceptions, biases, and expectancies can be viewed as constraints on broadening
approaches to identification and programming for gifted students (Guskin, Peng, &
Simon, 1992).

An examination of conceptions of giftedness conducted by Sternberg and
Davidson (1986) included seventeen different theories of what constitutes
giftedness in students. Even though each of these conceptions of giftedness was
autonomous, a common theme became evident in each one. This commonality was
the inclusion of the presence of a high level of intelligence or intellectual ability ina
student. However, the manner in which this intellectuat ability was defined and
measured was where many of the theories parted company. It was noted by
Sternberg and Davidson (1986) that within these seventeen different theories, there
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appeared to be a definite shift away from a rigid definition of intelligence based on
an intelligence test score (e.g., Stanford-Binet) and a movement toward a multiple
view of potentialitics. One theorist, Howard Gardner (1983), has suggested a
pluralistic or multidimensional view of intelligence which recognizes many different
facets of cognition. This view also serves to acknowledge that all people have

different cognitive strengths and differing styles of learning.

Statement of the Problem

There has been a great deal of literature written on the multidimensional
nature of intelligence (cf. Thurstone, 1938, Guilford, 1967, Gardrer, 1983,
Sternberg, 1988). However, only limited attention has been devoted to teachers’
views of the dimensions of giftedness and talent (Guskin, Peng, & Simon, 1992;
Shaughnessy & Stockard, 1996). While there is extensive evidence that teachers’
perceptions of high or fow ability in a student have a significant influence on the
judgments and behaviour of teachers (Brophy & Good, 1974; Dusek, 1975;
Siegel, 1992), there has been limited research to date on the extent to which
multiple intelligences or categories of ability influence the decisions made by
teachers about who should be identified and what type of educational programming
should be provided for gifted students with diverse abilities.

Although it has been shown that teachers are fairly accurate in identifying
students requiring remedial assistance, it has been reported that they are relatively
poor in identifying gifted, talented, and creative students (Perks, 1984). For
example, in one study conducted by Renzulli (1979) it was found that teachers who
were in close contact with gifted students were only 50% successful when asked to
identify those students whom they considered to be gifted and talented.

As can be seen from the above summary, the research is limited in regard to

teachers’ awareness of the multidimensional nature of intelligence in gifted
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students. Moreover, in the area of identification, the research indicates teachers are
not very accurate at identifying these students, If identification procedures and
programming for gifted students with unique abilities are to be addressed in our

school system, these issues need to be examined in greater detail.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to explore the perceptions of teachers in
regard to multiple dimensions of intelligence in gifted students. Specifically, this

study focused on the following general research question:
1) To what extent does a teacher’s awareness of multiple
intelligences in a gifted student affect his or her educationat
programming for that student?

Within that broad question, three additional questions were also addressed:

2} What are teachers’ beliefs, biases, and expectations in
relation to gifted students?

3) How are these perceptions acted npon by teachers?

4) Do these perceptions of what constitutes giftedness affect the

programming recommended for these students?



General Procedures

In the present study, a case-simulation method was utilized to investigate to
what extent teachers’ awareness of multiple intelligences in gifted students affect
their selection of educational programming for these students. Twenty-three female
elementary school teachers with a minimum of three years teaching experience were
asked to read three case studies of students with different intelligences as defined by
Gardner (1983). Each case study included a photograph of an 11 year old girl, a
sample of her school work, and a brief case history, outlining in detail that
student’s particular attributes of giftedness within that intelligence. The teachers
were then interviewed by the researcher in order to gain a clear understanding of

their perceptions of each student’s abilities.

Scope and Limitations of the Study

While this study attempted to provide further insight into the nature of
teachers’ awareness of multiple intelligences in gifted students, its significance is
limited by the exploratory nature of this inquiry. The current study was limited to
the examination of teachers’ perceptions by means of utilizing a case study
approach. Direct observation, (in order to examine teachers’ natural reactions to
their own students who exemplify these diverse pattems of ability) would provide
further insights. Another limitation of this study is that only three multiple
intelligences were simufated. Further research could enhance the data from this
study by providing case simulations of all seven of Gardner’s (1983) identified
intelligences. A larger sample would also provide a more representative sample of

experienced teachers.



Implications of the Study

The results of this study will have implications for the development of
appropriate identification, placement and programming procedures for gifted
students with diverse talents and abilities. It will demonstrate how important it is to
understand how teachers perceive and respond to multiple intelligences in gifted
students. Studies have shown how teacher accuracy in the identification of gifted
students can be improved up to 40% if the teacher is asked to identify students
according to some clearly defining characteristics (Perks, 1984). In a recent study,
Hunsacker, Finley and Frank (1997) found that when teachers used ratings of
specific characteristics of giftedness, they could better predict some aspects of
success for a child nominated to a gifted programme. Providing teachers with more
information concerning the unique abilities of their gifted students will help improve
the chances of these students being placed in appropriate programmes which wiil

meet their needs.

Summary

Teachers’ views of the dimensions of giftedness and talent have not been
studied widely. If identification procedures and programming for gifted students
with unique abilities are to be addressed in our school system, these issues need to
be examined in greater detail.

The purpose of this study was to explore the perceptions of teachers in
regard to multiple dimensions of intelligence in gifted students. Specifically, this
study focused on the following general research question: To what extent does a
teacher’s awareness of multiple intelligences in a gifted student affect his or her

educational programming for that student?



8

A case-simulation method was utilized to investigate to what extent teachers’
awareness of multiple intelligences in gifted students affect their selection of
educational programming for these students. Twenty-three female elementary
school teachers with a minimum of three years teaching experience were asked to
read three case studies of students with different intelligences as defined by Gardner
(1983). The teachers were then interviewed by the researcher in order to gaina
clear understanding of their perceptions of each students’ abilities.

The results of this study will have implications for the development of
appropriate identification, placement and programming procedures for gifted
students with diverse talents and abilities. This study was limited by the
exploratory nature of the inquiry, its dependence upon a case-simulation

methodology, and a small sample of experienced teachers.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

To facilitate a clear understanding of “multiple intelligences” in gifted
students, this review of literature will first provide an overview of relevant research
on the multidimensional nature of intelligence. A detailed explanation of Gardner’s
(1983) theory of multiple intelligences will be included. As well, a summary of
research on conceptions of giftedness, some general and some specific to teaching

will be presented.

The Nature of Intelligence: Contributions of Early Theorists

Psychologists have been researching and theorizing about the definition and
conceptualization of intelligence for over one hundred years. Over the course of
this time, intelligence has been conceived as a global aptitude or ability which can
be reliably measured by a standardized intelligence quotient (IQ) test. Charles
Spearman (1927), for instance, postulated a theory of intelligence based on the
notion of what he referred to as general intelligence or the g factor, and specific
intelligence or the g factor. The_g factor is available to the same individual to the
same degree for all intellectual acts. According to this theory, the performance of
any intellectual act requires some combination of_g and of the s factor, which is
specific to that act and which varies in strength from one act to another. According
to Spearman (1927), the single most significant piece of information to have about
any person’s intellectual ability is an estimate of his or her g level. He interpreted
general intelligence literally as brain power. He maintained it is the general level of
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mental energy which leads people to perform well or pooriy on all sorts of
intellectual acts, but particularly those requiring abstract thinking. This conception
of a general or unitary intelligence has been challenged by a number of cognitive
and developmental psychologists who have suggested a more pluralistic notion of
intelligence. Thurstone was one such theorist.

Thurstone (1938), with the aid of statistical factor analysis of his
own devising, distinguished seven distinct groups of primary mental abilities. He
labelled these verbal comprehension--tests of reading and vocabulary; word
fluency--tests requiring rapid production of words; number facility--tests of
arithmetic word problems; spatial visualization--tests requiring mental manipulation
of symbols or geometric designs; associative memory--tests of recall; perceptual
speed--tests requiring rapid recognition of symbols; and reasoning—-tests such as
analogies.

Guilford (1982) developed Thurstone’s analysis even further. He proposed
that intelligence was comprised of 150 distinct factors. According to Guilford,
every mental task involved three ingredients: an operation, a content and a product.
He suggested there were five kinds of operations (i.e., cognition, memory,
divergent production, convergent production, and evaluation), five kinds of
contents (i.e., visual, auditory, symbolic, semantic and behavioural), and six kinds
of products (i.e., units, classes, relations, systems, transformations, and
implications). Guilford and his colleagues subsequently developed tests that
measured many of the factors posited by the model and they claimed to have
demonstrated the existence of 105 of the 150 possible factors. Guilford’s structure
of intellect theory assumes that intelligence is too complex to be subsumed by a few
primary mental abilities, much less by a single IQ score (Fancher, 1985).

A new thrust of the theory of intelligence is evident in the treatment of
intelligence as a flexible and fluid process or processes which develop over the

lifespan of the individual (Flaitz, 1986). There have been many theorists and
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researchers who have investigated such an alternative view of conceptualizing
intelligence. Robert Sternberg is one such theorist.

Sternberg’s (1988) conception of intelligence resulted in the development of
anew theory of intellectual giftedness which he described as a triarchic theory
based on three elements: componential, experiential, and contextual. According to
Sternberg (1988) it is only possible to understand intelligence completely when you
understand the relationship of intelligence to the internat world of the individual, the
experience with the world that mediates between the internal and the external worlds
of the individual, and that which relates intelligence to the external world of the
individual. The main theoretical implication of his theory is that intelligence is not a
fixed entity. Sternberg believes that intelligence is malleable and thus can be
strengthened and changed.

In order to address educational implications of this theory, Sternberg (1988)
developed a triarchic test of intelligences known as the Sternberg Multidimensional
Abilities Test. The test includes verbal, quantitative, and figural type items.
Separate scores are produced for each of the three main parts of the triarchic theory;
specifically, components of intelligence, coping with novelty and automatization,
and practical inteltigence. The triarchic theory is pluralistic rather than unitarian in
its conception of intelligence.

Recently, Sternberg has broadened his concept of triarchic intelligence to
include a sharp distinction between what he calls academic intelligence and

successful intelligence (Sternberg, 1996). Academic intelligence as defined by
Sternberg is an inert abiiity to do well on an IQ) test. He contends, however, Ithat
this intelligence is inert; in other words it does not lead to goal-directed movement
or behaviour. In contrast, Sterberg believes that suécessful intelligence is used to
achieve important goals and is therefore necessary in order to succeed in life. It is

measured by what one accomplishes.
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Some interesting findings of Sternberg’s recent research include his contention that
you cannot predict a person’s successful intelligence from his or her academic
intelligence. He also argues that successful intelligence can be taught. This finding
endorses his earfier assertion that intelligence can be strengthened and changed.
Another finding of interest is that successful intefligence is not identical from one
domain to the next. In other words there is o single IQ or general ability that
defines intelligence. Multiplicity is, therefore, one of the main characteristics of
intelligence as presented by Sternberg.

Another pluralistic view of intelligence has been brought forward by
Howard Gardner (1983). Gardner’s cognitive theory of multiple intelligences was
developed as a result of research with normal children, gifted children, and brain
damaged adults. In studying profiles of these individuals, he discovered they were
extremely jagged, with one cognitive strength not necessarily relating to
performance in another cognitive area. Gardner found some persuasive evidence
that particular faculties or specific intelligences could be spared or enhanced in these
particular individuals, thus encouraging his theory of a multiple domain of
intelligences (Gardner, 1983). At this same time, Gardner held a distrust of the
overemphasis on linguisitic and logical-mathematical symbolization in our school
systems, and became generally disenchanted with the theories of the Swiss
psychologist, Jean Piaget.

At the turn of the century, Piaget developed a powerful view of human
cognition based on several decades of research and study. In his view, an
individual is constantly constructing hypotheses and attempting to gain knowledge.
Piaget identified several operations which a child passes through in order to
generate higher knowledge. The first stage is a sensorimotor knowledge of objects,

where a toddler can realize that an object can still exist even though it is out

of view. The next level of development, according to Piaget is the mental
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operation stage. During this stage of development the child realizes several
significant symbol systems such as language and dfawing are available for
manipulation and understanding. Then at the age of seven or eight the child is
capable of what Piaget termed the concrete operations stage. The child is able to
reason systematically and understands the relationship between objects in terms of
number, time, and space. According to Piaget, the final stage of development
occurs during early adolescence. This stage is termed, formal operations. The
young adolescent is now capable of thinking fogically and has reached the end-state
of adult human cognition (Flaveli, 1963).

Gardner (1983) argued that Piaget’s developmental theory has several
flaws. His first criticism was that individual stages of development occur in a far
more continuous fashion than that posited by Piaget. Gardner claimed that indeed,
concrete operations can be solved by children in their pre-operational years.
Another flaw in Piaget’s theory, according to Gardner, was the claim that processes
such as conservation operations can be applied to any manner of content. Gardner
argued that in fact, children will demonstrate conservation operations with one set
of materials and not with another. Gardner concluded that Piaget was incorrect in
assuming that all aspects of intelligence were related.

As Gardner explored new conceptions of intelligence, he began to question
the traditional retiance upon linguistic and logical mathematical knowledge when
developing tests of intelligence. He argued that standard IQ tests (e.g., Stanford
Binet) only tested these two intelligences. Gardner (1983) thus predicted that if an
individuat was fortunate enough to do well in both these areas, then he or she
would do well on tests, do well in school and be considered smart by our society.
Gardner’s theory of multiple intelligences will be discussed in greater detail in the
following section.
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Gardner’s_Theory of Multiple Intelligences

Gardner has defined intelligence as a human intellectual competence that
allows one to solve problems and create effective products in society
(Kirschenbaum, 1990). According to this theory, human beings are capable of
developing at least seven semi-autonomous ways of making sense of the world.
These are also referred to as intelligences by Gardner, and are comprised of the

following:

1. Linguisticintelligence: the skills required in reading and writing, listening and

talking. Poets, and writers are examples of individuals who have a high

level of intelligence in this area.

2. Logical-mathematicalintelligence: the form of intelligence involved in
numerical computation, deriving proofs, solving logical puzzles and scientific
reasoning. Mathematicians and scientists are examples of individuals who
have a high level of intelligence in this area.

3. Spatialintelligence: the skills used in navigation. Spatial intelligence is
important in the field of visual arts. Painters, sculptors, architects, engineers,
surgeons and sailors are examples of individuals who have a high level of
intelligence in this area.

4. Musicalintelligence: the form of intelligence involved in singing, playing

an instrument, conducting an orchestra, composing, and even appreciating
music. Musicians and composers are examples of individuals who have a
high level of intelligence in this area.

5. Bodily-kinestheticintelligence: the ability to use one’s whole body or

various portions of it in the solution of problems or in the construction of
products or displays. Dancers, choreographers, athictes, and mimes are

examples of individuals who have a high level of intelligence in this area.
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6. Interpersonal intelligence: the form of intelligence involved in understanding
and acting upon one’s understanding of others. Salespeople, politicians,
and teachers are examples of individuals who have a high level of intelligence
in this area.

7. Intrapersonal intelligence: the ability to understand oneself--to know one’s
feelings, to understand one’s own emotions and to behave in ways which are
appropriate to one’s needs, goals and abilities. Psychiatrists, and clinical
psychologists are examples of individuals who have a high level of
intelligence in this area.

Recently, Gardner has added an eighth intelligence, the Naturalist
intelligence: the ability to readily recognize fiora and fauna, to make other
consequential distinctions in the natueral world, and to use this ability productively
(e.g., in hunting, farming, biological science). Gardner has noted that in our
consumer society, children exploit their naturalist intelligence as they make acute
distinctions among cars, running shoes, or hairstyles (Durie, 1997).

Gardner (1983) has suggested that the existence of a number of different
intellectual strengths or competencies is substantiated by a review of cases dealing
with adult brain injuries, child prodigies, idiot savants, and autistic children. He
contends that individuals within these groups exhibit a highly uneven profile of
abilities and deficits. Work in neurobiology by Allport (1980) and Fodor (1983)
has also suggested the presence of areas in the brain that correspond roughly to
specific forms of cognition and it is these same studies, Gardner has pointed out,
that imply a neural organization that fits with the concept of different modes of
information processing.

Gardner has stated emphatically that at the core of each intelligence, there
exists an information processing device, unique to that particular intelligence. In

other words, according to Gardner, a normal individual is biologically and
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neurologically sensitive to certain information cues. When a particular
informational cue is presented, various mechanisms in the nervous system carry out
specific operations. According to Garduer, it is after repeated use and interaction
among these information processing devices, that intelligence is formed.

Gardner’s theory is contextually based, insofar as he suggests that these
intelligences need to be nurtured within a social framework. However, it has been
posited by Kornhaber, Krechcvsky, and Gardner (1990) that unless assessment is
placed in the context of authentic domains and social environments, it is doubtful it
can adequately represent intellectnal performance. According to Gardner,
intelligence tests are limited not only in the skills they examine, but in the way they
examine them, as they require people to deal with atypical, decontextualized tasks,
rather than examining how people function when they are able to draw upon their
experience, feedback and knowledge.

Multiple intefligence theory challenges the use of standardized assessments,
(e.g., Stanford-Binet, Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-IIF), which in
Gardner’s mind serve only to address the linguistic and logical-mathematical
intelligences of an individual (Blythe & Gardaer, 1990).

According to Gardner and his colleagues each intelligence needs to be assessed
independently, in contexts which best suit its definitive characteristics.

Robert Sternberg (1985), agrees with Gardner’s multi-faceted concept of
intelligence. He has ascribed three fundamental principles to Gardner’s work.
First, he agrees that intelligence is not a singular entity. He states there are a
multiple of intelligences. The second principle he ascribes to Gardner is that these
intelligences are independent of each other. The third principle is that the
intelligences interact (i.e., two or more intelligences work together to produce
solutions to problems). Sternberg continues to believe that the traditional view of

intelligence is defined operationally as the ability to answer items on tests of
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intelligence. He asserts that human cognitive competence is better described in
terms of a set of elements or mental skills which Gardner has termed intelligences.
Sternberg further contends that all individuals possess each of these skills to some
extent. Fach individual differs both in the degree of skill and in the nature of their
combination.

There have been many criticisms of Gardner’s theory of multiple
intelligences--the main critic being Robert Sternberg. The first criticism he levels at
Gardner is that what Gardner calls multiple intelligences are not intelligences at all,
but in fact, talents (Sternberg, 1988). From this viewpoint, multiple intelligence

theory is nothing more than what Sternberg refers to as “new wine in old bottles™
(pA1), as lists similar to Gardner’s have been presented before (cf. Guilford,
1982). He has questioned why Gardrer chose to confuse the issue by using the
word intelligence to describe these talents. Gardner has responded by noting that
the word intelligences was selected in order to emphasize his point that abilities not
normally considered as intelligences by Western society, such as the bodily-
kinesthetic ones, should be placed alongside the abilities more conventionally
viewed as intelligence (Hatch & Gardner, 1986). His purpose in doing so,
according to his theory, was to remove the eminence of linguistic and logical-
mathematical intelligences as the source of intelligence, and to encourage people to
consider other abilities (e.g. composing a song, playing chess, creating an original
dance movement) which tend to be ignored. More recently, Gardner has been
asked to differentiate between intelligence and learning or cognitive style (1995).
The concept of style, according to Gardner, conveys a general approach that an
individuat can apply equally to every content. In contrast, Gardner believes an
intelligence is a capacity with component processes that is set for a specific content.
Sternberg’s second criticism is that multiple intelligences “theory” is not

really a “theory”, but rather it merely lists intelligences without making clear what
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their boundaries are. According to Sternberg (1988), the presentation of the data
ignores what refutes the theory and only selects data which supports it. Gardner’s
response to this criticism has been to point out that factor analysis does not measure
the kinds of intelligences about which he speaks. He has further argued that
intelligences may overlap, but has conceded that his concept of independence is
really nothing more than a “good working hypothesis” (Walters & Gardner, 1986,
p.180).

A third criticism, levelled by Sternberg (1988) is that the number of
intelligences proposed by Gardner could expand indefinitely, resulting in a number
much larger than the seven he originally proposed. However, Gardner has always
been quite open about his belief that there are probably more than seven
intelligences. In applying the criteria he developed for establishing an intelligence
(i.e., the existence of one or more basic information-processing operations which
are programmed to be activated by certain kinds of internally or externally presented
information), he came up with seven working hypotheses (Walters & Gardner,
1986); however, he has also admitted there are most likely subunits of each of these
seven intelligences.

A final criticism by Sternberg is that the intelligences which Gardner
proposes are quite difficult to measure than more conventional theories (Sternberg,
1988). Gardner has responded by remarking that his intelligences may indeed be
measured, albeit by different instruments than those currently available. While
Gardner has not displayed too much interest in developing instruments which
would measure these intelligences, he has been interested in assessment which
occurs as part of an individual’s natural engagement in a learning context (Gardner,
1993).

Gardner’s students and coileagues continue to work toward developing

implementation and assessment measures with which to apply multipie inteltigence
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theory in the classroom (e.g., Krechevsky, 1991; Hoerr, 1994; Hatch, 1997;).
While there are many schools (i.e., Key School, Indianapolis; Somerville,
Massachusetts Public Schools; The New City School, Missouri) and educators
(Lazear, 1991; Campbell, Campbell, & Dickinson, 1992; Armstrong, 1994) in the
United States who have wholeheartedly embraced the multiple intelligence theory ,
it should be noted that there is a very limited number of Canadian researchers
working towards developing assessment and implementation strategies for multiple
intelligence theory in Canada.

Notwithstanding, Gardner’s theory of multiple intelligence has made a
significant contribution in the field of gifted education. In fact, Treffinger and
Sortore (1992) have reported that Gardner’s theory has created a major paradigm
shift in how giftedness is conceptualized and defined. The basic concept of
giftedness has shifted from a traditional, elitist one of giftedness as consisting of a
high IQ and identifiable by a psychometric test score, to one of giftedness in
multiple forms, developmentally based and defined and identified by excellence in
performance (Morelock, 1996). This shift away from the traditional model has
gathered its share of critics. Borland (1996} has contended that gifted education has
become mere talent development, while Delisle (1997) has defended the concept
that giftedness is what you are, rather than something you do.

Conceptions of Giftedness

Some of the most interesting work on implicit theories of giftedness has
been done by researchers secking an understanding of the nature of intelligence in
children (Sternberg, 1990). An example of early research is that by Siegler and
Richards (1982) who asked college students what they thought “intelligence” was at
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different ages. Subjects were asked to describe the nature of intelligence in 6-
month olds, 2-year olds, 10-year olds, and adults. The authors reported the five
traits which were most often mentioned as characterizing intelligence at each
different age. Specifically, at 6 months old, these traits were recognition of people
and objects, motor coordination, alertness, awareness of environment, and
verbalization. At 2 years old, they were verbal ability, learning ability, awareness
of people and environment, motor coordination, and curiosity. At 10 years old they
were verbal ability, followed by learning ability, problem solving ability, reasoning
ability, and creativity. At the adult level, the traits were reasoning ability, verbal
ability, problem solving ability, learning ability, and creativity. According to these
resecarchers, there is a clear indication that the trend toward conceiving of
intelligence as less perceptual-motor and as more cognitive increases with age.

Another interesting study of implicit theories of children’s intelligence was
conducted with teachers as subjects. In this study, Fry (1984) asked teachers at the
elementary, secondary, and tertiary levels about their conceptions of intelligence. A
fascinating set of results emerged. Elementary teachers tended to emphasize social
variables such as popularity, friendliness, respect for law and order, and
interest in the environment in their conceptions of intelligence, whereas secondary
teachers, in contrast, tended to stress verbal variables, such as verbal fluency and
energy, in their conceptions. The university teachers tended to regard cognitive
variables such as reasoning ability, broad knowledge, logical thinking, and dealing
maturely with problems as most pertinent to intelligence. Thus, elementary teachers
regarded social competence as an important indicator of intelligence in their
students, secondary teachers perceived verbal ability as a significant indicator of
intelligence in their students, and university instructors leaned towards problem

solving ability as an important conceptualization of intelligence in their students.
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Sternberg’s (1990) research is also consistent with|some of Fry’s results, as those
findings suggested that teachers of elementary school students tend very heavily to
emphasize social-competence skills in their assessment of the intelligence of

students.

Yussen and Kane (1985) also studied conceptions of intelligence; however,
they used children rather than adults as their subjects. They interviewed students in
the first, third, and sixth grades. Children were asked questions concerning such
issues as visible signs of intelligence, qualities associated with intelligence, the
constancy of intelligence, and the definition of intelligence. The authors found that
older children’s conceptions were more differentiated than those of younger
children and that with maturity, children increasingly characterized intelligence as an
internalized quality, rather than an external one. Similar to previous research
findings (e.g., Fry, 1984), in this study there was a tendency for younger children
to think of intelligence largely in terms of social skills, whereas older children tend
to think of it largely in terms of academic skills.

Research which has specifically explored conceptions of giftedness by
teachers, parents, and administrators has been carried out since the 1960s. Weiner
and O’Shea (1963) measured the feclings or attitudes of university faculty
members, administrators, supervisors, teachers and university students towards the
gifted. Feelings of acceptance towards gifted individuals were found to be highest
in supervisors, followed by administrators, university faculty, teachers and finally,
graduate students. Studies which continued to focus upon attitudes toward and
about the gifted continued in the 1970s. Mills and Berry (1979) found that teachers
and parents of gifted children held more favourable attitudes towards gifted children
and their programs than did regular classroom teachers, educational administrators,
community leaders, and the general public. In an ethnographic study of gifted
elementary school students, Lutz and Lutz (1980) found that, except for gifted
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underachievers, students identified as gifted were not rejected by their classmates.
Regular classroom teachers, however, felt both that gifted children should adjust to
regular classrooms (i.e., follow the prescribed curriculum) and that gifted children
were often outspoken and critical.

In an interesting vein of research, some authors have speculated that the
label “gifted” may affect gifted students negatively. Mead (1954) wrote that
children labelled as having high intellectual ability were viewed by others as having
been “given” this label, rather than “earning” it. Mead concluded that those who are
gifted, therefore, are usually viewed with hostility. In a similar manner, Fox
(1976) expressed the opinion that initial reactions of both teachers and students to
those labelled gifted are likely to be negative. Sanborn (1979) believed that many
gifted children do not like being called gifted and that “gifted and talented” are
categorical terms that lack meaning to the individuals attached to these labels.
Zaffrann (1978) notes that the term gifted is often defined as being removed from
the norm. He identified problems of isolation, boredom, nonconformity, and
resentment as frequently being attributed to students who are labelled gifted.

More recent research findings (Guskin, Zimmerman, Okolo, & Peng, 1986;
Guskin, Peng & Simon, 1992; Shaughnessy & Stockard, 1996) have indicated that
students who are labelled gifted have highly favourable views of themselves and of
academically gifted and artistically talented students, in general. They believe
giftedness can be attained by hard work and that gifted and talented students are not
very different from others. In these studies it was reported that only a minority
reported negative reactions from peers.

In summary, the research seems to indicate that being labelled academically
gifted and talented is a mixed blessing. Giftedness is often associated with high
status, especially in the eyes of parents and teachers, but like any category or label
which differentiates, it contains the risk of separating the individual from his or her
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peer group both physically and psychologically. Students who are gifted and
talented typically do not want to be seen as too different from the norm. They
would rather see giftedness and talent a result of effort and achievement.

Semmary

When fooking at perceptions of intelligence and giftedness in others, it is
crucial that researchers look at whether teachers’ perceptions operate in the thoughts
and decisions they make about individual students. How do these perceptions
influence decisions in the classroom? Are these students who are gifted given the
opportunity to mpggt_ the prescribed curriculum, or are they permitted to engage in
enrichment activities which interest them? It is also important to establish whether
teachers suppori different approaches to programming for students with different
patterns of talent. Are these students who are gifted given the opportunity to
comptlete an assignment in a non-prescribed format (i.e., composing a song or rap,
or constructing a model or drawing an illustration)? |

Understanding teachers’ implicit theories concerning giftedness is critical
because it is these theories that motivate teachers in their everyday judgments of the
intelligence of others and it is also these theories which enable the development of
explicit theories (Stemberg, 1990). Implicit theories can also help us realize how
incomplete our current explicit theories are.

This study will begin to address this previously unexplored area by
focusing on the specific question: To what extent does a teacher’s awareness of
multiple intelligences in a gifted student affect his or her educational programming
for that student?
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The information presented in Chapter 3 includes a detailed description of the
procedures used to investigate the following general research question: To what
extent does a teacher’s awareness of multiple intelligences in a gifted student affect
his or her educational programming for that student? In addition, a description of
the procedures used to investigate the following sub-components will also be
examined:

a) What are teachers’ beliefs, biases, and expectations in

relation to gifted students?
b) How are these perceptions acted upon by teachers?
) Do these perceptions of what constitutes giftedness
affect the programming recommended for these students?
The chapter is divided into the following sections: a) the rationale for the
methodology, b) the development of the case simulations, c) the procedures for
selecting subjects and data collection, and d) the procedure for data analysis.

Case Simulation Methodology: Rationale for Choice

A case-simulation methodology was selected as the best means to determine
the extent teachers’ awareness of multiple intelligences in gifted students affect their
educational programming for these students. This methodology has been used
frequently in the measurement of attitudes (Eisenberg, 1986) and it has also been

employed successfuily to determine the attitudes of teachers with respect as to how
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they would respond to and place students with specific labels (e.g., mental
retardation and learning disabled) in the school system (Rolinson & Medway, 1986,
Schloss & Miller, 1982). According to Alreck and Seitle (1985), this type of
approach has the advantage of being comprehensive, customized, flexible, efficient,
and versatile. In this way, it allows for the manipulation of certain variables under
investigation.

Afier the teachers reviewed the case studies, semi-structured
interviews were conducted in order to obtain a clearer and more accurate
understanding of the subjects’ perceptions of each student presented in the case
simulations. The procedure of interviewing was chosen as it “...offers researchers
access to people’s ideas, thoughts and memories in their own words rather than in
the words of the researcher” (Reinharz, 1992, p. 19). It is a process of
interviewing which aims to, “...elicit rich, detailed material that can be used in
qualitative analysis” (Lofland, 1971, p. 76). Qualitative interviews supply a way
of developing shared dialogue between researcher and subject. The interviews
create an opportunity for the researcher to explore with an individual her
experiences of life events as related to the research question. Throughout the
interview, “... respondents are invited to speak in their own voices, allowed to
control the introduction and flow of topics, and encouraged to extend their
responses” (Mishler, 1986, p.69). Qualitative interviews employ open ended
questions designed to discover and describe an individual’s experiences (Reinharz,
1992). Using questions as a guide, the dialogue between researcher and participant
will provide meaningful answers to the research question.

Teachers’ perceptions of giftedness have not previously been studied in this
manner, and there is no existing instrument to explore them in this way. Because
of this, the researcher formulated the interview questions. Prior to using the
questions with subjects, content validity was established by having the questions
judged independently by three professors, who agreed that the questions were
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congruent with the objectives of this study. An example of this interview format is
included in Appendix A.

Using a questionnaire and case study approach, Guskin, Peng, and Simon
(1992) conducted an investigation in order to determine the effects of teachers’
stereotypes on judgments and expectancies for students with diverse patterns of
giftedness and talent. In other words they were seeing whether teachers react to
“multiple intelligences”. Their study was conducted using five patterns of
giftedness and talent which overlap, though not fully, with five of Gardner’s
identified intelligences (1983). At the same time, they examined the influence of
demographic variables such as students’ gender, race, and social background.
Guskin, Peng and Simon (1992) have provided some interesting data for educators.
Using this study as a starting point, this researcher decided to adhere to Gardner’s
selected intelligences, and manipulate the data in order to restrict outside bias
regarding gender and age. The design of a pure vehicle for determining teachers’
awareness of multiple intelligences was the intent of the researcher. As mentioned
previously, human experience and the perceptions one draws from this experience
is a critical factor in decision making. Since the literature concerning teachers’
perceptions of giftedness has received very little attention (Shaughnessy &
Stockard, 1996), this choice of methodology enabled this researcher to explore the
data in a meaningful way.

Development of the Case Simulations

Three different case simulations were developed by the researcher which
addressed three of the seven different intelligences, defired by Gardner (1983).
For this study, the researcher selected a) spatial (i.e., the ability to visually
discriminate and create a concrete or visual representation of information), b)

intrapersonal (i.e., the ability to understand oneself—-to know one’s feelings, to



27
understand one’s own emotions and to behave in ways which are appropriate to
one’s needs, goals and abilities), and ¢) linguistic (i.¢., the ability to communicate
effectively through reading, writing and talking) intelligences.

The three case simulations were assembled in booklet form. Each booklet
contained a photograph of the same eleven year old female student. The work
samples, however, contained in each booklet were different in order to reflect the
areas of giftedness that the simulation was to portray. A short biography of each
student was also included. Copies of each simulation are contained in Appendix B.

To ensure that the case simulations accurately reflected Gardner’s (1983)
depiction of the three differing intelligences, the booklets were inspected for the
purpose of identifying the stated intelligences being represented by (1) a professor
of Developmental Psychology at the University of Victoria and (2) by a
teacher/coordinator of gifted programs in School District #61. These two
professionals were selected because of their knowledge of Gardner’s work.
Suggested revisions were then made and the case simulations were subsequently
developed for distribution.

As mentioned previously, a case simulation methodology was selected as it
permitted the manipulation of certain variables under investigation. In the present
study the variables were age and gender of the student, as well as type of
intelligence studied. In all three case studies the child was described as being 11
years of age. This age was selected because most programming for gifted students
typically does not occur until the intermediate or middle school years of a child’s
educational program (Johnson, 1983). If a younger aged student had been
selected, it was believed that teachers might have shown some reluctance to accept
what they had seen in a work sample as a true manifestation of giftedness or talent,
and in practical terms, may not have been able to provide these students with many

special resources because of their young age. If an older aged student had been
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selected, teachers might have felt the student is already in a specialized setting or
taking courses for credit in high school in the area they excel in (e.g8., music) and
consequently may not require special placement.

In all three case studies, the child was described as being female. This
gender was selected because extraordinary accomplishments of young boys have
frequently captured public attention and, as a result, may have formed the basis of
the public’s general knowledge about child prodigies (Goldsmith, 1987). It is
important to note that males are also more commonly accepted as being gifted and
talented than females and also achieve greater recognition and higher status than
women of the same age (Winzer, 1990). With this in mind, the case simulation
was manipulated to include only girls in order to see what effect this had on
teachers’ perceptions, if any.

The three intelligences (i.e., spatial, intrapersonal and linguistic) were
chosen for the manner in which they related to the research question. Two of these
intelligences (i.c., spatial and intrapersonal) were chosen because they represent an
under served population of gifted students (Whitmore, 1987). The third
intelligence (i.e., linguistic) was chosen in order to test teachers’ perceptions of the
dimensions of giftedness when presented with an example of a traditional, widely
accepted manifestation of giftedness in a female student.

In order to portray realistic work samples for each intelligence, the
researcher deliberately included doodling and diagrams on the worksheets included
in the case simuiation for the student displaying spatial intelligence, and neat and
legible solutions on the worksheets included in the case simulations for the students
displaying linguistic and intrapersonal intelligences. According to Gardner (1993),
students displaying spatial intelligence would create graphic representations of data
in order to learn. They would enjoy doodling, drawing, and creating new forms of
visual representation. Gardner (1993) states that students displaying intrapersonal
and linguistic intelligences would be independent, demonstrate strong leadership
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skills, and have a highly developed proficiency for reading and writing. In order to
accurately reflect these descriptions, the researcher deliberately created neat and
legible worksheets for these two case simulations.

In summary, the case simulation methodology was used in this study for the
following reasons. It enabled the researcher to develop a simulated case history
which included additional sources of information (i.e., photograph and work
samples), that clearly defined the attributes of this child’s maturity and
development. Secondly, it allowed for the manipulation of specific variables of

interest (i.e., age, gender and area of giftedness).

Selection of Subjects and Procedure for Data Collection

The subjects consisted of teachers with a minimum of three years
elementary teaching experience, who were attending summer session courses in the
Faculty of Education at the University of Victoria. Instructors of various classes
were contacted by the researcher for permission to ask for volunteers from their
classes. Once permission was granted, the researcher made an appointment to visit
each class, in order to explain the general nature of the study being conducted, and
to ask for volunteers. It was pointed out by the researcher that only females with a
specified amount of teaching experience would be the subjects necessary for
conducting this study.

Twenty-three teachers volunteered to participate in the study and met the
established criteria. Their ages ranged from 31 to 50 years, with a mean of 39.8
years. Total years of elementary teaching experience ranged from 4 to 26 years,
with a mean of 12.1 years. Areas of specialization for the teacher participants
included 7 in Learning Assistance, 4 in Language Arts, 2 in Science, 1 in French
and 9 who specified they bad no area of specialization.
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The teacher volunteers were telephoned by the researcher in order to atrange
a convenient time to take part in the study. Subsequently they were given three
separate booklets, each containing a separate case study to read. Each booklet
included a current photograph of a student, some work samples, as well as a short
case history, about 12 lines long.

The interviews were conducted by the researcher and tape recorded for later
analysis. Prior to conducting the interviews, a signed informed consent form (see
Appendix C) was completed by each participant.

A counterbalanced design was chosen in order to avoid any problem of
order effect (Borg & Gali, 1989). While each subject received the same three case
studies, the order of distribution was varied across the subjects. For example,
Subject 1 received the case simulations in the following order of intelligence:
Intrapersonal , Linguistic , Spatial. Subject 2 : Spatial, Intrapersonal, Linguistic.
Subject 3 : Linguistic, Intrapersonal, Spatial. Subject 4: Spatial, Linguistic,
Intrapersonal. Subject 5: Intrapersonal, Spatial, Linguistic. Subject6: Linguistic
Spatial, Intrapersonal. For Subject 7 the order returned to that for Subject 1 and
carried on in this way for the remaining participants in the study.

Following the reading of the case studies, a semi-structured interview was
conducted in order to obtain a clear and accurate understanding of the participants’
perceptions. The questions asked during the interviews were designed to elicit
specific and concrete meanings of words and perceptions the subjects may have had
towards the diverse talents of the students presented in the casé simulations.

An interview guide was used fo help ensure that limited time was wisely
used by the interviewer, by keeping interaction focused, but still allowing

individual perspectives and experiences to emerge (Patton, 1980).
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Procedure for Data Analysis

The data were analyzed using the technique of content analysis. The first
step in the analysis of the collected data was to review and transcribe the interview
tapes. Each participant’s responses were transcribed verbatim onto a separate strip
of paper. The researcher then reviewed the collected data and highlighted the
recurring themes which were present in the responses. Guba and Lincoln (1981)
identify this procedure as a coding process whereby raw data is categorized or
classified by relevant content characteristics. For this study the various categories
that emerged were developed from the thoughts and feelings of the respondents. In
most instances a phrase from one of the teacher volunteers was selected to represent
the category. The separate strips of paper were then sorted into piles. Each pile or
grouping formed the initial categorization of themes.

Integral to this method of content analysis is the requirement that the
researcher’s categorical set be congruent with another competent judge (Guba &
Lincoln, 1981). In order to satisfy this requirement, this researcher asked two
independent judges to examine the researcher’s categorizations. One judge wasa
doctoral student with a background in counselling and the other a teacher, educated
at the master’s level. The judges were given an explanation of the meaning for each
category the researcher had developed so that they were equipped with the
necessary information on which to base their examination (Guba & Lincoln, 1981).
The name and meaning of each category was printed at the top of a 3x5 index card.
The judges were then given randomly selected uncoded statements from the
teachers which were representative of the categories determined by the researcher.
The judges were then asked to place the statement onto the index card labelled with
the relevant category.

The consistency of the analysis was determined by dividing the number of

agreed categorizations by the total number of the agreements plus disagreements
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between the researcher and the judges (Miles & Huberman, 1984). The agreement
between the two judges and the researcher can be viewed in Table 1. On average,
the first judge agreed 82.9% with the researcher and the second judge agreed
85.7% with the researcher in the placement of uncoded statements info the relevant
categories. The average percentage of agreement between the researcher and the
two judges was 84.4%, compatible with Andersson and Nilsson (1964) who
suggest that a level of agreement bet;)veen 75% to 100% is acceptable. This
validation of the categorization of the data is also consistent with the expectations of
replication (Miles & Huberman, 1984, p. 239).

Tabie 1

Percentage Agreement Between Judges’ Assignment of Teachers’ Comments fo
Categories and the Researcher’s Assignment

JUDGE CATEGORY
Philosophy Experience Program Student Admission
Variables Variables  Criteria

I 81.2% 79.3% 87.4% 82.2.% 84.6%

2 83.1% 81.7% 89.6% 88.8% 85.3%

AVERAGE 82.2% 81.0% 88.5% 85.5% 85.0%
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Data Display

In addition to determining the different categories, the data analysis included
frequency counts for each theme. In reporting these frequencies, the researcher
counted the number of teachers reporting a theme which appeared in the data, rather
than the number of times a theme was mentioned (Miles & Huberman, 1984).
Displaying the frequency of teachers endorsing a theme in this manner allowed the
researcher to see which categories emerged in greater or lesser frequency. This
method prevented the researcher from incorrectly assuming a tendency in the data

based on any preconceived notions (Miles & Huberman, 1984).

Summary

Elementary school teachers with a minimum of three years teaching
experience were invited to participate in this investigation to determine to what
extent their awareness of multiple intelligences in gifted students affect their
educational programming for these students. By means of case simulations and a

semi-structured interview, qualitative data were analyzed to determine this effect.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Introduction

The data for this study are organized according to the four research
questions which directed this investigation. Specifically, these questions were: (@
To what extent does a teacher’s awareness of multiple intelligences in a gifted
student affect his or her educational programming for that student? (b) What are
teachers’ beliefs, biases and expectations in relation to gifted students? (c} How
are these perceptions acted upon by teachers? (d) Do these perceptions of what
constitutes giftedness affect the programming recommended for these students?

Previously, the multidimensional nature of intelligence was discussed. The
first section in this chapter, therefore, presents the data which examines to what
extent a teacher’s awareness of muitiple intelligences in gifted students affects his or
her programming for that student, as well as how teachers perceived multiple
intelligences in the students who were introduced to them through the case
simulations. Various statements made by the respondents are cited to provide the
reader with authentic descriptions of the participants’ perceptions.

The second séction of this chapter also relates to the research question
which examines teachers’ beliefs, biases and expectations in relation to gifted
students. This issue is examined in relation to thematic content. The themes
resulting from the analysis of the participants’ perceptions will be outlined and
explored in detail.
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While the perceptions of teachers were previously examined, it is the
behaviours which occur during this process which are reviewed in the third section
of this chapter. This section relates directly to the research question dealing with
how a teacher’s perceptions are acted upon. Once again the issue will be studied in
relation to thematic content.
Finally, the results are examined to determine to what extent teachers’

perceptions of giftedness affect the proposed programming for these students.

Teachers’ A_wareness of Multiple Intelligences in Gifted Students

Only one of the teachers participating in this study (n=23) attributed the
label of “gifted” to a student portrayed in the case simulations. However, 19
(82.6%) of the teachers interviewed, stated that the students in question were not
“average”. The researcher identified five different descriptions or categories which
were used by the subjects to specify the characteristics of each student in the
simulations. The descriptors along with examples of the raw data used to create
them are shown in Table 2.
Table 2

Teachers’ Descriptions of Students with Diverse Patterns of Ability

Bright
Someone who stands out as being verbally superior and quick-witted.
She is a very bright student.
All three students are very bright.
Exceptional
Someone who demonstrates skills or achievements above or beyond the ordinary.

Her strength is expressing herself. To me, an exceptional girl. Didn’t
come across to me as average.
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I don’t think she is an average student. Certainly, she has a few math and
spelling problems, but her reactions, thought processes, the way she looks
at things are very mature for her age. I have a hard time describing her as
average.

Artistic

Someone who demonstrates a flair and natural talent for various art forms.
This student is very artistic.

All three students have strengths--one is in writing, one is in art,
and the other is involved in her own interests.

Creative

Someone who can use his or her imagination to invent something new.
This student likes to create things with her hands.
She is very imaginative.
This student is a very creative thinker.

All three girls are creative in very different ways.

Independent

Someone who does not depend on someone or something else for constant
direction, guidance or validation.

She can work on her own.
These two students are good, self-directed, independent learners.
This student is very self-directed.
Leader
Someone who directs or guides others by example.
This student is a real leader.
She has leadership potential.
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It can be seen from these descriptors, that teachers responded to and
recognized some of the diverse talents and abilities of the students in the case
simulations, even though the majority refrained from describing these talents as
gifts. As noted, 19 (82.6%) of the respondents agreed that the students were not
average, but had qualities which made them outstanding in some aspect. While it
can be argued that the descriptors “bright” and “exceptional” may be viewed as
synonymous with gifted, and describe a student who has generalized high academic
ability, these labels do not really indicate a true perception of an awareness of
various types of intelligences. Those teachers who actually perceived the creative,
artistic, leadership and independent learning tendencies of these students, came the
closest to being aware of the various types of intelligences these gifted students
possessed.

A finding of interest was that the student displaying spatial intelligence, was
described as being creative and artistic, but 17 (73.9%) of the teacher volunteers
directed an overwhelming portion of their interview remarks towards discussing
this student’s weaknesses in other subject areas. Examples of these descriptions
include: “she isn’t as engaged in some subjects as others--so she’s selective as to
when she will apply herself”; “she would only stretch herself with support”; “she
likes to doodle a lot--not totally interested”; “I think she will do work asked of her
but not interested”; “even though she drew a diagram in math to get the answer, I
think she just guessed” and “she is distracted by her own thoughts”.

The student displaying what Gardner (1983) refers to as intrapersonal
intelligence was perceived by 18 (78.2%) of the teachers interviewed, as having a
remarkable talent or gift. While the teachers lacked Gardner’s intrapersonal
intelligence label, they certainly seized upon the descriptors of this intelligence, and
used such phrases as, “ a mature and self-directed student” and “in a tight squeeze,
this student could make plans to get out of it--a very important survival skill.” This



38
was the student who was considered to have great leadership potential and to be a
self-directed and independent learner.

The student in the case simulation who possessed linguistic intelligence was
the student who was identified as gifted by one of the subjects. Other teachers
described her in the following ways: “she’s a teacher pleaser”; “a conscientious neat
worker, the kind you like to have in your class”; “finds work too easy”’; and “takes
pride in the appearance of her work”,

There are several possible reasons why these students with diverse patterns
of giftedness were not recognized as being gifted by the majority of teacher
subjects. An explanation which is consistent with earlier research conducted by
Sternberg (1990), is the role each teacher’s implicit theory of giftedness plays in
that teacher’s judgments about students. As western thinkers, we tend to categorize
complex information into mutually exclusive dichotomies (i.e.black/white,
good/bad). The side of a dichotomy which one personally ascribes to may be based
more upon the defence of an already established point of view than on a thorough
exploration of the issue (Peat, 1992). This idea will be further explored in the
second section of this chapter.

Another reason for not ascribing a gifted label to the students in the case
simulations could be the reliance upon a traditional perception of how giftedness is
measured. The discrepancy between the teachers’ lack of a gifted [abel and their
positive descriptions of the students is supported by the assertion that Gardner’s
theory is contextually based (Kornhaber, Krechevsky, & Gardner, 1990), and that
these intelligences need to be nurtured within a social framework which uses
authentic domains of assessment. Without this criteria in place, it is doubtful that
intellectual performance can be recognized and or represented by the evidence of
such multiple intelligences (Kornhaber, Krechevsky, & Gardner, 1990). '
Authentic assessment takes place when the assessment process is integrated within

the curriculum. Itis a complex, continuous cycle of integrated activities with
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instructional, assessment, evaluative, and decision making components. Gardner
and his colleagues contend that it is only through using this method, rather than a
norm-referenced assessment, that relevant information can be elicited on the varying
and diverse gifts of learners. If the teachers are indeed relying upon a traditional
framework of measurement, then they could easily overlook the pertinent data
contained in the work samples and biographies of the students in the simulation.

A final explanation may be found in the premise of Gardner’s theory. A
critic of Gardner’s work, Robert Sternberg (1988), questioned Gardner’s use of the
word “intelligences” to describe what he regarded as seven human “talents”. It
would appear that the majority of the teachers in the sample also identified the
intelligences portrayed as talents. Again, a traditional perception of what abilities
constitute intelligence and/or giftedness may be operating here.

In summary, teachers in this study responded to and recognized some of the
diverse talents and abilities of the students in the case simulations, even though the
majority refrained from describing these talents as “gifts”, This could be the result
of (a) the implicit theory each subject holds in refation to giftedness, (b) the reliance
upon a traditional perception of how giftedness can be measured or (c) the
terminology employed by Gardner to describe what Western society traditionally

view as talents into a new construct called “intelligences”.

Teachers’ Beliefs, Biases and Expectations in Relation to Gifted

Students

The data which relate to the second research question of this study are
presented in this section. What are teachers’ beliefs, biases, and expectations in
relation to gifted students? The participants’ perceptions in relation to gifted
students are grouped into two categories. These descriptors along with examples in
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the teachers” own words to clarify the meaning of each category are shown in Table
3.

Table 3

Teachers’ Perceptions of Gifted Students

Philosophical Premise
Every child is gifted.

I think every child is gifted in some way. They should ali be given those
opportunities.

Everyone should be enriched.

Personal Experience

I’ve tanght children who are gifted and it’s not necessarily the smartest ones that are

I don’t think you have to be a top achieving student to be gifted.

Creativity is very important. Just because they’re average or below average
students doesn’t mean they’re not gifted.
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As can be seen, two broad categories of teachers’ perceptions are engaged
when examining teachers’ beliefs, biases and expectations of gifted students.
Seventeen out of twenty-three participants (73.9%) claimed to share the philosophy
that all children are gifted and that each child deserves the opportunity to be
enriched in his or her preferred domain. This finding is quite interesting in relation
to the body of literature on giftedness which suggests that teachers identify
giftedness in elementary aged school children as evidenced by highly developed
social competence (Fry, 1984). However, if popularity, friendliness, and a respect
for law and order are the variables which elementary teachers use as a measurement
tool of intelligence, then it can be argued that it would not be difficult for these
teachers to believe that all children are gifted.

A second explanation for teachers basing their perceptions of giftedness on
such a philosopbical premise as this one, may be a reflection of current
philosophical beliefs. In the province in which this study was conducted (British
_ Columbia), a document entitled Year 2000 was introduced by the Ministry of
Education in British Columbia in 1990. This document’s philosophy is based on a
learner-centred environment, cooperative learning and progression at one’s own
pace through the system. An integral part of this philosophy was that earichment
should be for all students (Tarasoff & Emperingham, 1991). Teachers participating
in this study would have been teaching during the implementation of this initiative
and may have been affected by its philosophy and goals.

While the majority of the participants based their responses on their own
philosophical premise, a small number of the teachers 6 (26.1%) in this study
based their perceptions of giftedness upon their own personal teaching experience.
The low incidence of this category could be attributed to the low incidence of gifted
students in the general school population. Therefore, one could argue that only one

quarter of this study’s sample had actually taught a gifted student and consequently
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were able to bring their experience into play when formulating their personal
perceptions of giftedness.

In addition to the findings on teachers’ perceptions reported, an additional
recurrent theme should be noted. All of the respondents seemed to indicate their
belief that overall high academic performance does not necessarily establish a
student as gifted in the eyes of these teachers. Other variables were considered far
more important. One subject stated, “T don’t think you have to be a top achieving
student to be gifted. I think it’s how well you can work, how creative you are, and
you should be given a chance regardless of sex.” This point of view is consistent
with previous research in which it was found that perceptions of giftedness were
characterized by hard work and the belief that gifted students are not very different
from others (Guskin, Zimmerman, Okolo, & Peng, 1986).

In summary, in reply to the research question, “what are teachers’ beliefs,
biases and expectations in refation to gifted students?” there appears to be a majority
of teachers who have embraced a philosophical premise that every child is gifted.
This may be a result of recent educational initiatives in the province of British
Columbia which supports an “enrichment for all” philosophy. A smaller group of
teachers based their beliefs about giftedness on their personal experience of
identifying, nominating and teaching gifted students. These teachers ascribedtoa
view of giftedness based in creativity and hard work, rather than a generalized high

academic ability.

How Teachers Act Upon Their Perceptions of Giftedness

The third research question this study addressed was: How are these
perceptions acted upon by teachers? Three categories of variables were identified
by the researcher which appeared to explain how the teachers acted upon their

perceptions of giftedness. These categories of variables which includes examples
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in the teachers’ own words to clarify the meaning of the category are shown in
Table 4.

Table 4

Yariables Which Affect How Teachers’ Act Upon Their Perceptions
of Giftedness

- Program Variables

The structure and personnel of the program.

I would have to know about the gifted program and how it was run and
that would be really crucial as to which of these students I would pick.

I would want to know who was doing enrichment. I would want to feel
comfortable that the student would benefit from interaction with that person.
1 would want to make sure there is a match between teacher and kid.

Student Variables

The abilities, personality and maturity of the student.
I have trouble making decisions about kids I don’t know personally.

I need to meet them, see them on a day-day basis, see how they cope
with problems of day-day life.

Admission Criteria
The criteria for admission to a gifted program.

It depends on what you call gifted program. If you go along with testing,
then this student [Linguistic Intelligence] would pass.

I could only put one in and I know that typically this student fLinguistic
Intelligence] would be picked because she excels in all areas and that’s
Jjust the way our system works. Whoever has the highest marks on the
standardized tests that they give the kids gets to go to enrichment and it’s
not based on teacher’s recommendations. Really, it’s based on the scores.
They do ask you, but if this child [Spatial Intelligence] was given the test,
she wouldn’t getin. [Linguistic InteHigence] would definitely get in.
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Three variables were identified which affected how the teachers in this study
acted upon their perceptions of gifted students. The first of these variables dealt
with factors regarding gifted programs. Nine of the respondents (39.1%) felt that
before they could nominate a student to a gifted programme, they would want to
know how the programme was set up and who was administering it. As one
teacher put it, “I would question the gifted program. What is going to be there for
them? What are they going to get out of it? Will it meet their needs?” Before
nominating a student, another participant stated, “It depends on what the emphasis
would be of the program”, An interesting finding was that these respondents fall
into the 74% of the sample which stated that their philosophical premise towards
giftedness is that all children are gifted and should be enriched. These teachers were
responding to the diverse gifts and talents of these students by realizing that their
gifts would not be typically served in a traditionally structured gifted program.

Another nine respondents (39.1%) of the respondents felt that before they
could nominate a student to a gifted programime, they would need to know salient
information about, and preferably share a personal relationship with, the student.
One teacher explained,”I would like to do a classroom observation to see how she
interacts with her peers.” Another participant said, “I would really need to know
more about all aspects of the child, and in fact I wouldn’t make any
recommendations unless I had taught the child for a period of time and felt I knew
her and her capabilities personally.” The majority of this group of respondents also
fit into the 74% of the sample which stated that all children are gifted as their
philosophical premise on giftedness. These teachers are also very concerned about
meeting the needs of their students and ensuring there will be a compatible match
between student and program,

The five teachers who stated that the admission criteria for gifted programs
was a major variable in their determination of which students would be selected for

a gifted program totalled 21.7% of the sample. This third variable affecting how
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teachers act upon their perceptions of giftedness appears to be directly linked to
those six teachers (26.1%) whose perceptions of gifted students is related to their
personal experience in working with these students. These teachers were
unanimously disillusioned by the system of selecting gifted students. One
participant stated, “In my experience, gifted programs enrich academics, not talents.
I always have made my decision based on what the system accepts, not what I feel
is my first choice or my best choice. I students don’t fit the mold, they don’t get
what they need.” Another said, “I tend to choose a student who excels academically
even though they may not be the best candidate for enrichment due to the structure
of the system.” Yet another teacher said, “If you’re looking at testing criteria, a
different student would be picked than the one I recommend.” A final view, “When
you nominate students for a gifted program you have to look at the system and
choose accordingly. This usually means the academically superior student is
enriched.”

This finding is quite significant because it seems to reveal a discrepancy
between perception and practice. H researchers determine teachers’ perceptions of
giftedness and enrichment programs based solely on whom these teachers nominate
and place in gifted programmes then some false premises could be coristructed. In
other words, it would be quite simple to say that teachers generally perceive only
academically superior students to be worthy of placement in a gifted programme,
and therefore it is the teachers who act as constraints in attempts to broaden
approaches to identification and programming for gifted students (Guskin, Peng, &
Simon, 1992), when in fact, it is the structure of the nomination and admission
process for gifted programs which appears to be the main constraint. The work of
Martinson (1975) describing how teachers choose conformist high achievers and
disregard the creative or divergent thinkers would support this finding.

It would appear from these findings that a significant number of teachers
realize that certain populations of gifted students are being under served in their
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school districts. It is also apparent that experience in working with the system has a
tremendous impact upon the actions of these teachers. It is a point of great
frustration to some that their perceptions regarding the giftedness of certain students
cannot be complemented by appropriate criteria for admission.

In summary, in relation to the research question concerning how teachers
act upon their perceptions of giftedness, three variables were identified by the
researcher as playing a significant role. The first of these were variables of the
program being offered to students. Teachers were concerned whether it would
meet the needs of the students. Of greatest concern was the structure of the
program and the personnel administering it. The second variable of interest was the
students themselves. Would they be compatible with the teacher who was running
the program? Would they benefit from the program? Would it meet their needs?
Teachers felt they needed more information about the student before they could
make a nomination. The final variable dealt with admission criteria. This finding
appeared significant because it demonstrated a discrepancy between teachers’
perceptions of giftedness and their ultimate actions. There was a notable
inconsistency between the practices of those teachers whose perceptions of
giftedness stemmed from experience in nominating students to a gifted program and
those whose perspectives were based on a more philosophical premise. The practice
of nominating students who are academically superior rather than those with other
talents or abilities (Borland, 1986) is consistent with the finding of this study that
teachers cannot always meet the needs of those students they feel are gifted with
diverse talents or abilities. They must adhere to the system and nominate those who

fit the mold.
How Teachers’ Perceptions Affect Programming

The final research question this study addressed was: To what extent do
teachers’ perceptions of giftedness affect the proposed programming for these
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students? In order to gain a full appreciation of how each subject perceived the
programming needs for each of the intelligences portrayed in the case simulation,
the teachers’ proposed programming for each of the three students and a frequency

distribution are shown in Table 5.

Table 5

Proposed Programming for Gifted Students Displaying A Multiple
Intelligence

Student’s Gifted No

Type of Program Nomination for
Intelligence Nomination Programming
Spatial 12 11
Intrapersonal 14 9

Linguistic 20 3
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It appears from the data displayed in Table 5 that the majority of teachers
rely upon their perceptions when proposing programming for gifted students.
There is a satisfying consistency between those teachers who operate from the
premise that all children are gifted and should be enriched and their nomination of
all three students to a gifted programme. In a similar vein, those teachers who
operate from an experiential premise, ali nominated the student who they believed
would fit the criteria for a gifted programme (i.e., the student portrayed as
Linguistically intelligent). What the data do not show is that those six (26%) who
would actually have nominated different students if they had not felt constrained by
the admission process. This is a significant finding in that it clearly demonstrates
that teachers are responding to, and are aware of, varying intelligences in gifted
students. However, they feel they are constrained by outdated tdentification and
admission policies. During their interviews, each of these teachers voiced the
frustration that they know the student who may be the most deserving of an
enriched program docs not necessarily receive it due to, in their opinion testing
methods which tend to favour the academically superior child. These findings
would lend support to previous research which found students who demonstrate
creativity and leadership skills as under served populations of gifted students
(Whitmore, 1987).

It appears then, that 17 of the teachers (74%) were consistent in how their
awareness of multiple intelligences in gifted students affected their educational
programming for these students. In other words, their perception that every child is
gifted, was acted upon when they nominated all three students in the case
simulation to a gifted programme. It is important to note, however, that the results
might not be the same if a fourth case study of a student of average ability had been
included in this research. Another interesting finding was that six (26%) of the
respondents who have had direct experience in the nomination procedure for gifted

programming, put their awareness of multiple intelligences and their personal
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perceptions aside, and did not practice what they actually believed to be the best
case scenario for the students in the simulation. Instead, they nominated the student
whom they knew from past experience would meet the criteria for the gifted

program in their school.

Summary

The purpose of the present study was to explore the perceptions of teachers
in regard to multiple dimensions of intelligence in gifted students. Based on the
responses of the participants it would appear that 19 (82.6%) of the teachers in this
study perceived that the students in the simulation were not average. However,
only one subject used the word “gifted” to describe one particular student. Five
different categories of descriptions were identified by the researcher which were
used by the subjects to describe the students. These included, “bright”,
“exceptional”, “artistic”, “creative”, “independent” and a “leader”. The teachers
who perceived the creative, artistic, leadership and independent qualities of these
students came the closest to being aware of varying types of intelligences in these
gifted students.

In identifying teachers’ perceptions of gifted students, the researcher named
two overriding themes operating in the perceptions of these teachers. The first was
a perception of giftedness based on personal phitosophy and the second was a
perception of giftedness based on personal experience. Three quarters of the
teachers in the study claimed to have the philosophy that all children are gifted and
each child deserves the opportunity to be enriched in the area of his or her interests
and strengths. The remaining quarter of the sample based their perceptions on
experience. These teachers tended to view giftedness as based in creativity and
hard work, rather than an overall superior academic ability.

The findings for how teachers act upon their perceptions of gifted students,
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were studied in light of three identified variables. The first variable under
investigation related to the structure and the personnel involved in gifted programs.
Over a third of the subjects felt they would need to have this information before
nominating a student to a program. The second variable was related to personal
knowledge and familiarity with the student. Again, more than a third of the sample
suggested they would need to know the student personally, before making a
recommendation for programming. The final variable examined was the criteria
used for admission to a gifted programme. A significant finding was made, when a
discrepancy between perception and practice was identified. The teachers who felt
constrained by the admission criteria, actually acted in direct contradiction to their
perceptions when selecting students for nomination to a gifted program. They were
disillusioned by the process, and felt they could only nominate the student who
would “fit the mold” and be successful in gaining entry to the program.

In determining how teachers’ perceptions affect programming for these
students, there appeared to be a great consistency of perception matching practice.
Those teachers who ascribed to a philosophical premise that every child is gifted,
nominated all three students in the simulation to a gifted program. The teachers
who based their perceptions on experience in nominating and teaching gifted
students only nominated the student who demonstrated a traditional type of
giftedness in a female student (Linguistic Intelligence). Their rationale for this
action was that this was the student who would “pass the test” and be accepted into

the program.
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CHAPTER 5
IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of Findings

The purpose of this study was to explore the perceptions of teachers in
regard to multiple dimensions of intelligence in gifted students. Specifically, this
study focussed on the following general research question: To what extent does a
teacher’s awareness of multiple intelligences in a gifted student affect his or her
educational programming for that student? Within that broad question, several
additional questions were also addressed: (a) What are teachers’ beliefs, biases,
and expectations in relation to gifted students? (b) How are these perceptions acted
upon by teachers? (c) Do these perceptions of what constitutes giftedness affect the
programming recommended for these students?

A case-simulation methed was used to investigate to what extent teachers’
awareness of multiple intelligences in gifted students affect their selection of
educatiopal programming for these students. Twenty-three female elementary
school teachers with a minimum of three years teaching experience were asked to
read three case studies of students with different intelligences based on the work by
Gardner (1983). Each case study included a photograph of the same eleven year
old gisl, a sample of her school work, and a brief case history, outlining in detail
that student’s particular attributes of giftedness within that intelligence. After
reading each case study presented in a counterbalanced fashion the teachers were
interviewed by the researcher in order to gain a clear understanding of their
perceptions of each student’s abilities.

In summary, the results showed that 83% of the subjects in this study

perceived that the students in the simulations were not “average”. However, only
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one subject used the word “gifted” to describe a student. Categories used to
describe the students by the teachers indicated a general awareness of diverse
intelligences in these students.

In determining teachers’ perceptions of gifted students, the researcher
identified two consistent premises embraced by the teachers in this sample. The
first premise was based on the philosophical view that alt children are gifted and
deserve to be enriched. The second premise was based on personal experience.
Teachers who had specific experience with the nomination procedures for gifted
students in their schools based their perceptions of giftedness on this direct
experience. These teachers were more liable to equate creativity, leadership skills
and hard work with giftedness than the other group.

Three variables were identified by the researcher which appeared to have a
direct bearing on the manner in which the teacher acted upon their perceptions of the
gifted students in the simulation. The first factor which affected teachers’ actions
regarding nominating students for enrichment were the variabies of the program.
Some teachers felt they needed to be familiar with the structure of the program and
its personnel before nominating certain students. Other teachers felt that student
variables were important in the nomination process. Some teachers needed to have
personal knowledge of the student before making any programming decisions for
that student. The final variable affecting teacher nominations to gifted programs
were the admission criteria for the programme. It was important for some teachers
to kﬁow how these children would be assessed for entry into a program (i.e. results
of standardized testing or teacher nomination and work samples).

A significant finding was made when a discrepancy between teachers’
perceptions and their practice was identified. The teachers whose perceptions of
giftedness were based on personal experience and who had felt constrained by past
experience with the admission criteria for gifted programs, acted in direct

contradiction to their perceptions when selecting students for the gifted program.
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These teachers based their practice (i.e., the nomination decision) on past
experience and selected the student who best “fit the mold” of admission criteria,
rather than the student they thought would be the best candidate for the program.
However, those teachers who based their perceptions of giftedness on the
philosophical premise that all children are gifted and deserve to be enriched,
matched their perceptions with their practice. These teachers nominated all three
students in the simulation for gifted programming,

Implications

The results of this study have implications for the development of
appropriate identification, placement and programming procedures for gifted
students with diverse talents and abilities. These results demonstrate how important
it is to understand how teachers perceive and respond to different types of
intelligences in gifted students.

The findings of this research study indicate that teachers demonstrate an
awareness of multiple intefligences in students when they are presented with
relevant information about these students. These findings are consistent with earlier
research conducted by Guskin, Peng, and Simon (1992). The findings also
indicate a willingness on the part of the teacher to nominate these students to a
gifted program, provided the program is structured in a manner which will best
meet the needs of the particular children. However, there is still a number of
teachers who continue to refrain from nominating students with diverse patterns of
talent. Instead, the student who is academically superior is placed in the program
because these teachers know it will be this student who will conform to the
admission criteria. The implications one can draw from this finding is that gifted
programming needs to be examined more carefully. A broadened approach to

identification and placement procedures is vital if under served members of our
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gifted population are to have their needs met.

Another implication of this finding is that teachers will require a great deal
of information about their students in order to detect their diverse gifts and talents.
This was particularly evidenced in the case simulation of the student with spatial
intelligence. While her gifts were recognized by the teacher respondents, they were
somewhat discounted due to what the teachers perceived as problems of attention
and motivation for this particular student. This finding is similar to the findings of
Guskin, Peng, and Simon (1992) in which they found that teachers do not
recommend special programming for students with visual and motor abilities. Ina
busy classroom situation, it would be unlikely that a teacher of a large class could
have the time to see this girl’s giftedness in spatial endeavours, and not be deceived
by her lack of attention and motivation for everyday assignments.

The single most important finding of this study is that even though teachers
receive relevant data about their students and are thus made aware of their multiple
intefligences, these students may still not have their needs met, due to the lack of a
process which identifies and provides appropriate programming for them. It would
appear therefore, that school districts need to evaluate and expand their

identification, nomination, and admission procedures.

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

While this study provides further insight into the nature of teachers’
awareness of multiple intelligences in gifted students, its conclusions should be
considered in relation to the following limitations. First, the significance of this
study is limited by the exploratory nature of this inquiry. Direct observation, in
order to examine teachers’ natural reactions to their own students who demonstrate

these diverse patterns of ability would provide further insights into the varying
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perceptions and behaviours of classroom teachers towards gifted students in their
classes. A direct observation approach could also include reviewing actual student
work, and interviewing parents as well as teachers. This would provide a more
detailed account of the child’s interests and abilities, and could provide more
information on which to judge teachers’ reactions to these students.

A second limitation of this study is that only three multiple intelligences
were simulated. Further research could enhance the data from this study by
providing case simulations of all seven of Gardner’s (1983) identified intelligences.
It would be interesting to see whether teachers react differently to students with a
different intelligence profile then those presented in this study.

Yet another limitation of this study which further research might alleviate, is
obtaining a larger and more representative sample of experienced teachers. An
interesting possibility for further research would be to conduct a study in which
only experienced teachers with a background in gifted education were interviewed.
Another idea includes examining the gifted child’s behaviour in the classroom, in
order to obtain a clearer picture of more factors which might affect a teacher’s

perceptions and behaviour towards gifted students in their classroom.
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Interview Guide

1. As ateacher, give me your thoughts about this student and her work.

2. Based on the information you have been given, what would you
identify as the strengths and weaknesses of this particular student?

3. What type of program or curriculum would best meet this student’s
needs?

4. Should this student’s program be different from other eleven year olds?
a) If yes, in what ways?

5. H you were the classroom teacher of these three girls and you were
asked to nominate one or more of these students for an enrichment
program, which student(s} would you choose?

a) Why?

6. Do you need any further information to make a decision? What
information would you need?
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CASE SIMULATION

This eleven-year old student will be entering Grade 6 in
September. She is described by her teachers as an average student
who works well independently. She has also been consistently
characterized as a self-directed learner. '

At home, she enjoys writing in a daily Jjournal, and her
parents indicate that she is an emotionally mature child for her
age. She gets along well with her younger nine-year old sister.

Due to her intense personal interest in environmental issues,
she organized an Environment Club with her Girl Guide group. She is
also active in her school debating club where she presents well-
thought out personal arguments, and she has recently begun Tai Chi

classes at the local recreation centre. Someday, she hopes to be
an environmental lawyer.
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Estimate the length in centimetres. Measure in centimetres.

estimate measure
1. — 4 H e H em
2. | { S v ¢ em vV
3 — 2 Ly A Chy

Complete. .

a12m =120 cm ¥ 5 25km = 2560 mYy 6.51m = 900cm ¥
7. 230mm = _&3 cmv 8. 67cm = ©10 mﬁv 9. 800cm = _3_m v
10. 35000m = 230 km X 11. 43m = 4300 om v 12, 150mm = 19 _cm

Find the perimeter.

13. 4km 14. 18m

3km 7.5m

Kk ¥ sy V13

Find the area.

15. & em 16. 16m "

am
4cm

A0 ™ Ha m™

TRE
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In the story “Island of the Blue Dolphins,” Karena is marooned on a desert island.
Reread the story to recall the various details of the setting the author describes. Then
bring that setting to life by making a model of the island and its surroundmg ocean.

TO MAKE A MODEL OF THE SETTING O -f‘f“‘ F‘h, / ;"\\
You will need the following materials:

modelling clay - — -—ﬁ—-=-'="f—":= " ‘
coloured paper ;& ;. _;;\
scissors L NEE—me=m e e S Y \
glue == = _B:
string, sandpaper, stones, and other odds and ends ——= =4/ i —
a container to hold the island and ocean model B

Once you have completed the model, make tiny flags for labels out of toothpicks and

triangular pieces of paper. Use these to mark the areas that are mentioned in the “Island
of the Blue Dolphins.”

Now, using the model as an idea guide, imagine yourself alone and abandoned in this
setting. Write about the feelings and thoughts that race through your mind as you
realize what has happened. Be sure to consider more than just the hardships and
loneliness you will face. Remember that there will be chances to show heroic courage
and survival skills.

What to Dol

K 0T P o am ! 0 ok o' 2
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CASE SIMULATION

This eleven-year old student will be entering Grade 6 in
September. She is described by her teachers as an excellent
student. She consistently achieves scores beyond her grade level,
and frequently finishes assignments ahead of other students. She
loves to do "extra work"™ and works well independently. She
expresses herself extremely well in words and writing, and enjoys
reading aloud to her classmates. She is interested in any creative
" writing assignment.

She has a younger sister and brother. Her parents indicate
that she gets along very well with them. They also report she is
a very easy—-going child who spends hours reading in her room.

Her outside interests include making copious notes about the
neighbours while playing "Harriet the Spy" with her friends, and
taking speech arts at the Conservatory. She hopes to be a
journalist someday.
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Choose the best estimate.
— —
a, 4cm b. 5¢cm c. 7cm
a. 4cm b. 5¢cm c. 7¢m
. -~
a. 4cm b. 2¢cm c. icm

Choose the equivalent measure.

4. 300cm
a. 300 mm b. 30 mm
5. 5000 mm
a. 50m b. 5m
6. 7kg
a. 700g b. 70g
7. 6L
a, 6mL b. 60mL
8. 300 mm
a. 3000m b. 3m
Choose the correct area.
9. 8m
a. 26m b. 40 m?

c. 3000 mm

c. 500m

c. 7000g
c. 600 mL

c. 30cm

Sm

c. 13m

d. 2cm

d. 2¢cm

d. 3cm

d. 3mm

d. 5000 m

d. 7g

d. 6000 mL

d. 300m

d. 26 m2

8.
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Multiply.
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Estimate the product. _
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CASE SIMULATION

This eleven-year old student will ‘be entering Grade 6 in
September. Her teachers describe her as a student whe needs to
work very hard to maintain a high average in her subjects. She
likes to doodle and draw during lessons and often needs to be
reminded to stay on task. She is, however, particularly adept at
decoding charts, graphs, diagrams and maps. Her science teacher
was particularly impressed with the outstanding job she did of
creating a model of the human arm for a science assignment this
‘past term. .

She is the youngest child in her family. Her parents describe
her as having a very vivid imagination. Her mother has said she
only needs to be shown how to do something once, before she learns
quickly and easily how to do it.

Outside interests include art classes at the community centre,
and playing chess with a junior master's club through the school.
Her future plans include becoming an art teacher or an engineer.
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Use the graph. Choose the correct answer.

Concert Tickets

,, 100 p.m. LA

t -
8 3:30p.m. k=
c

Q
© 7.00 p.m.

0 20 40 60 80 100

Number of tickets sold
38. How many more tickets were sold a. 200
for the 3:30 concert than for the c. 30
7:00 concert?
39. How many tickets were sold for the a. 170
afternoon concerts? c. 200

Choose the correct ordered pair for the point.

L

O = N W b OO

40. H a. (4,3) b. (3,4) c. (4,2)

a1. | a. (3,2) b. (2,1} c. (2,3)

b. 50
d. 279

d. (2,4)

d. (1,2)
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87. Bertha has one 30¢ stamp, one 8¢ stamp,

one 4¢ stamp, one 2¢ stamp, and four 1¢
stamps. She needs 38¢ postage. How
many different combinations are

possibie? " @

=
ENE M

a 1
c. 3

yMarg and Brian are making picnic
" lunches. Each lunch has an apple or an
orange and a peanut butter, egg, or tuna
sandwich. Each lunch also has an
oatmeal cookie and lemonade. How
many different lunches can they make?

a. 3 b. 6
c. 7 d. 12

Chaose the ctirect answer.

89. Sarah used a calculator to solve
multiplication problems from 3:10 to 4:07.
She solved 19 multiplication problems.
What was the average length of time for
each exercise? '

a. 4 min b. 5min
c. Bmin d. 3min

90. Andrew had $9.25. He earned $5. He
wants to buy records that each cost
$6.95. How many can he buy?

a. 2 b. 1 %
c. 3 d. 4
»
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CIPHER CODE SYMBOLS L OVE
Each letter of the alphabet has a
number as its symbol. Iz 15 22 5

My Cipher Code Symbeols My Mystery Message

/345 45 174C Mer ot Pown d
¢ 1595 )44 779 437 Bilame.

1S9 11t |45

POSITION CODE SYMBOLS | _|:~YN N QRDERS

_ The letters spelling out the words

in the message are hidden in ¥lOLETS __E__VE RY =DAY

other words. These letters are
placed in some particular order

in the words in the surface l_ O \/ E D
message. -

My Position Code Symbols My Mystery Message

CATS CUOGCHTN'T

ARCUE  REGULARLY am
CVER CCLD i
F1SH DKCFPE
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Be a stargazer yourself. Study the night sky on three or four different occasions. Use the
Star Guide in Activity 2 to help you ideéntify the stars you see. Keep a record of your
observations on the chart below.

Date Time of Observation Stars Sighted
e 2 9. RS Cnpchlo
Aune ¥ ED &0 ofionet
Nune § 9 3¢ Bl R
Nune 9 9:3C C{Lé(/.@éaw L
jﬂﬂ/bd 10 9. 60 chx.{,

{}u/n,c [ 9: ¢C )( 10047
/ 5«: ﬁu@/
C’afedﬁa,

Which constellation on the Star Chart are you most curious about? Do some research to
uncover the history of its name. Make a record of what you discover about this group of
stars.

Constellation éc ﬂi,/ OKQMM & 2 ' lewa 777.(/)25% g
- Nttty Bear 7!
History of Name Aot ' L
Ahpuoht T ulson  Mangs”
7. VRANA
Interestmg Facts__— i 4‘11’71.3(/17 K a Z;L:.aﬂ/_) ﬂ’)”M}e, A/‘.Lc a
A besont m/,t &t Yhe MLL 2achk _merts
—in ﬂ?au &L /fa/m ,cf m:/c 5/-67€ n%‘z‘c‘/u
e KTl f‘;@'i/’/.é"/; kel Ve St LO% .
b?f y //%f/{, Ah A SR f

Read through school or public library books and magazines about the stars. Find the
names and matching diagrams of four other constellahons that interest you. Then try to
locate them in the night sky.

-
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The story "The Talking Cat” is not told by any of the main characters in the story. How
would it change if it were told by Chouchcou? Reread the story, then tell one section of it
from a cat’s point of view.

Chewchou  dlaved ot Jante. EdeiTe
AR s A€ Lgmm V2753 Uhiy wad Lhz L&
antir ot Powts 7 P cuobt de Answ- Ae
Loubont omonrct, Aot Aol ionar. L m
/Céw,&‘( Jhe /wf dze  AABE 'flcz//!z /mx,/

i ) ,
v_cpiwmév / 7}/‘/;@6@ QQ /ZZ /izm ,(“ua/}/ z%m

Q@ Sl /z/m r,awaf;z At af@& N Lh .

How does your story compare with those written by your classmates? In your group, talk
about any differences you think are interesting.
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Consent Form

Researcher: Heather J. Lapper, B.A.

I, , consent to
participating in the study examining teachers’ awareness of female students’ needs
when planning educational programming.

I'understand that my involvement in this study is completely voluntary and
that I may decide to withdraw at any point without negative consequences.

I am aware that I will be asked to read three student case studies and will
then be interviewed by the researcher and asked a series of open-ended questions
relating to my perspectives on the students in these case studies. This interview
will be tape recorded and the information on the tape will be destroyed after the
research is completed.

I am aware that my involvement in this project will be kept strictly
confidential by the researcher, and that the results of the study, published or
unpublished, will in no way identify me.

Signed:
Date:
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