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Summary

This submission is intended to highlight the need to recognise exceptionally and profoundly gifted children in the ‘Special Populations’ category (as defined in the 1988 Inquiry), to advocate for Federally mandated full-time educational provision for exceptionally gifted children and to facilitate better community attitudes towards our academically gifted children.

Included are comments on the 1998 Report, definitions of the exceptionally and profoundly gifted, why we need to differentiate between levels of giftedness, why we need Federally mandated intervention, relevance to the national interest and practical solutions.

Executive Summary

Introduction

· Need for provision is well documented and supported by research.
· There has been some—but nowhere near enough—improvement in provision in the last 13 years.
· The needs of exceptionally and profoundly gifted children are not being met.
· We cannot afford to squander this invaluable community resource.
· Adequate funding and a nurturing environment are the keys to appropriate program provision
for exceptionally gifted children.
· Unnecessary suffering is caused by inappropriate education.
Response to The 1988 Report of the Senate Select Committee on ‘The Education of Gifted and Talented Students’

· Dr John Geake reported that ‘the Commonwealth has honoured these recommendations mainly in the breach’.
· Stop the wastage of precious resources being consumed by convening departmental review committees that repeatedly make almost identical recommendations, which are subsequently not implemented. Accept the body of research evidence and move on to developing effective programs. Monitor that the resources and programs are actually reaching their target, the gifted student.
· The real status of gifted education in Western Australia is significantly different to that which is being reported.
· Exceptionally and profoundly gifted students must be included in the ‘Special Populations’ category.

Introduction to the concept of exceptional giftedness

· Exceptionally and profoundly gifted children have IQ’s in the range of 160+ (4+ standard deviations from the mean).

· Despite evidence that the Stanford Binet LM is the best instrument to measure exceptional intelligence, the WISC III—which is not designed to measure IQ’s above 130—is the instrument most commonly used.

· Very few exceptionally and profoundly gifted children have access to an education specifically designed to meet their unique needs.

· Research on acceleration and grade skipping reveals positive outcomes yet many educators refuse to consider this option.

· In the ordinary elementary school situation, children of 140 IQ waste half their time. Those of 170 IQ waste practically all of their time. (Hollingworth)

The need for Federal initiatives and legislation

· It is in the national interest to create legislation that clearly states the rights of gifted students.

· Federal initiatives must include monitoring and funding.

· Australians suffer from ‘elitist’ hypocrisy whereby elite athletes, actors, musicians and artists are revered. Those exhibiting academic excellence have limited opportunity to receive the same level of reward and honour.

· Federally legislated and funded programs for gifted students will provide the human resource to make the ‘knowledge nation’ concept a reality.
· Funding that allows exceptionally gifted students access to appropriate educational outcomes will enable Australia to be primed to become a world leader in the technological 21st century.
Intellectual capital

· Intellectual resources require money to develop fully.
· Every dollar spent on converting the potential of IQ into performance would be returned.
· Early identification of exceptional academic giftedness enhances the chance that the student will achieve an optimal outcome.

· Development of Australia’s intellectual resource is a government responsibility.
Why do exceptionally and profoundly gifted students go overseas?

· Internationally there are many pathways for exceptionally and profoundly gifted students.

· US Federal legislation has facilitated the continuance of identification and programming for gifted students.

· Australia has many world renowned experts in the field of gifted education that would be able to provide the necessary expertise in setting up appropriate programs.

Equity of educational access

· Devolution of education and reclassifying schools as the clients of EDWA services has seen a significant decrease in actual provision of programs.
· Funding for gifted programs is allocated on the basis of statistical percentages of cohort rather than in real terms of actual numbers of identified gifted students.
· Gifted students should be separately classified in educational risk policies and equal opportunities legislation.
· Programs for gifted students must be needs driven, not artificially limited by arbitrarily allocated budgets.
· Students at both ends of the IQ continuum have similar needs and should be equitably catered for.
· Legislation must be developed to ensure that gifted students have the same rights as students with disabilities. They need to be able to seek redress under the Equal Opportunities Act or similar legislation.
· Parents must be better informed of their rights and the rights of their children under the ‘Students at Educational Risk’ policy and any other policy pertaining to gifted children.

· Removing exceptionally gifted children from the regular classroom is a win-win situation for both the gifted student and the class cohort which is appears supported by measurable self esteem assessments (Gross).

· Too few students from any one school would be eligible for specialist programs to negatively effect a class or school by their withdrawal.

· Subscribing to the theory of ‘intellectual ghettoisation’ would mean that private schools should also be abolished as they ‘siphon off’ significantly larger proportions of ‘desirable’ students from government schools than programs for exceptionally gifted students ever would.
· Equity of access to gifted programs in government schools allows the most disadvantaged gifted students access to appropriate educational opportunities. This will subsequently enable them to ‘break out’ of their particular ‘disadvantage cycle’.
Early childhood

· Early identification of gifted students gives them better opportunities to develop to their full potential.

· Gifted children have heightened sensitivities which often renders their responses to difficult situations being classified as immature or dysfunctional.

· There is a general lack of understanding of the early childhood needs of exceptionally gifted children.

Financial Burden

· Parents often carry much of the financial burden of providing an education for exceptionally and profoundly gifted children.
· Many parents are forced to turn to home schooling as the only viable alternative to give their child an appropriate education.
· Scholarships must be provided so that students can stay in the government education sector but have access to other forms of provision and peer interaction.
· Scholarships must be meaningful and provide access to a better quality of education.
Solutions

· Attitudes toward academic excellence must be changed at the community level and governments must lead by example.

· Professional development must be accompanied by a change in community attitudes and ongoing monitoring of implementation of policies and teaching strategies.

· All student teachers should be required to complete a compulsory unit in gifted education, not optionally select from a special education unit either gifted or ‘special needs’.
· Improvements in delivery of services to gifted students have a positive flow on effect to the general student population.
· The most exceptional students must be identified and once identified, proper pathways put in place for them to have goals to achieve.
· Research shows that acceleration is widely regarded as a positive and cost neutral solution to cater for exceptional students.
· Acceleration must be combined with curriculum compacting and content modification and be flexible enough to allow for a student’s social, emotional and physical needs to continue to be met.
· Place the role of identification and monitoring of gifted students back in the psychological realm where it belongs.
How do we implement the solutions

· Many initiatives that would improve educational opportunities for gifted children would not require more resources or funding.

· An exciting innovation in the area of education is online learning.
· Programs could be delivered and monitored centrally through an institution or organisation specifically set up to identify, monitor and provide appropriate educational, social and emotional resources to the gifted children in most need.
· Specialists must be involved in all areas of policy, planning, programming and monitoring outcomes.
· Parents must have input at all levels of policy, planning, programming and monitoring outcomes.
Introduction

The need for specialised educational provision for gifted and talented children has been well documented. Volumes of research have been published supporting identification, enrichment, extension, acceleration and Individual Education Plans as requirements to enable gifted children to achieve their potential. 

Centres have opened, strategies have been developed, professional development undertaken and specialised teacher training implemented. But has any of this improved educational provision for gifted and talented children? Evidence suggests that improvement in program provision has been minimal and largely due to the dedication of a few tireless individuals committed to the ‘cause’.

Within the larger gifted group there are a number of students that could be classified as the ‘gifted’ gifted. Those whose IQ’s are so high that they aren’t accurately measurable on readily available tests. These children suffer immense personal trauma in the lockstep education system. They can be persecuted by virtue of their intellect only. It is a national disgrace that this group of children are not readily and immediately given the best education that it is possible to give. The experts are there, the infrastructure is there, the teachers are there, the willingness of State education departments to provide the funding and a nurturing environment is not.

It is this group of children I wish to bring to the attention of the Committee. In this submission I will outline current research findings, international program provisions, the need for Federal initiatives, equity and social justice issues and solutions. 

The focus is on the Western Australian experience but the information is relevant to all exceptionally and profoundly gifted children in Australia. 

Our modern economy cannot afford to squander such a valuable community resource.  If left to their own devices, our State education departments may continue to undermine attempts to harness this creative potential by ignoring the persistent efforts of both parents and professionals alike to have adequate funding allocated for program initiatives at grass roots level.

In addition, the cumulative suffering that inappropriate education causes our exceptional children to experience may well constitute human rights violations. Their suffering must end immediately if social justice and equity are to have any meaning in our society. Their potential must be harnessed as these children are the future adults that will make Australia the ‘knowledge nation’.

Tracy Chaloner

27 March 2001

Response to The 1988 Report of the Senate Select Committee on ‘The Education of Gifted and Talented Students’ 
The 1988 Report of the Senate Select Committee on ‘The Education of Gifted and Talented Students’ delivered a comprehensive analysis of the status of education for the gifted population in Australia and provided a list of recommendations. 

In 1998 Dr John Geake wrote a report on the effectiveness of the recommendations.

“Whereas the Senate Committee’s recommendations identified many of the developmental requirements for a comprehensive and effective educational provision for gifted and talented children in Australia, the Commonwealth has honoured these recommendations mainly in the breach, neither the well-intentioned policy nor financial commitments materialising.  The gifted education community has been working very diligently to address the educational needs of gifted children, but the dedication of such labours is contrasted by ongoing federal government indifference.  This should not be taken as yet another plea for government financial largesse; policy development which embraces recognition of gifted programming in schools, gifted education coordinators and teachers, (mandated?) gifted education within teacher training courses, and professional development in gifted education, could be of considerable worth.  

Without such a commitment however, although the players have changed, it seems that the game has remained much the same.  Within the gifted education community, the Senate Committee report is regarded as an unrealised potential, much like many of the children of its purview.  In terms of the outcome orientation with which educational endeavours are now assessed, the Commonwealth Government gets a large F for Fail on this report card.  That the Report is out of print provides a poignant metaphor.  Ten years on, it would seem timely for these recommendations to be updated with a view to their immediate implementation.” 

(The Report of the Senate Select Committee on The Education of Gifted & Talented Children: A Ten Year Report Card by John Geake)

A further three years after this ‘report card’, and thirteen years after the original Senate inquiry presented its recommendations, educational provision and community perception of our brightest youth is little changed.

What is the need to keep rewriting the same report?
Since Terman in 1925, the overwhelming body of evidence has shown that gifted children exist in our population and have the right and need to be educated appropriately. The United Nations has declared that “every child shall be given an education which will . . . enable him, on a basis of equal opportunity, to develop his abilities [and] his individual judgment . . . The best interest of the child shall be the guiding principle of those responsible for his education” (The 1988 Report of the Senate Select Committee on ‘The Education of Gifted and Talented Students’ Chapter 1, Section 1.14). 

This body of evidence is reflected in the findings of the 1988 Report. Surely we can stop revisiting the obvious and continuously reporting on the need to provide appropriate educational opportunities for gifted children. That has been firmly established over a significant period of time by a wide range groups, both government and non-government. It is now time to start the process of acting on the report recommendations and monitoring outcomes to ensure that programs and resources are actually reaching their target, the gifted student.

Where is the money going?
It appears that much of the funding that has been provided for education of the gifted seems to go into writing reports, convening committees, development of printed resource material that seems to remain largely unused and professional development to teachers. 

Precious resources are not reaching their target but seem to be getting swallowed in the red tape of bureaucracy. The little that is left is inadequate to fully implement even the most basic of program provisions. Most schools in Western Australia that had implemented basic programs, like in school TAGS programs (which often only provide 1 hour per week enrichment) are replacing them with programs addressing literacy and numeracy because of the current concern of the Federal government regarding the need to address falling literacy and numeracy standards. Limited resources coming from a centralised pool for ‘special education’ requires these decisions having to be made.

The real status of gifted education in Western Australia
The 1988 Report also commended The Education Department of Western Australia.

“The Education Department of Western Australia has shown a willingness to experiment with different types of provision for gifted children, to evaluate carefully the immediate outcomes and to adjust its programs accordingly.” (Chapter 2, Section 2.22)

The optimism shown in the report appears to be misguided. The ‘willingness to experiment’ has led to a fragmentation of programs. The Education Department of Western Australia (EDWA) has a propensity for ‘throwing out the baby with the bathwater’ instead of building on the successes and learning from the failures. 

This is demonstrated by implementation of the Unit Curriculum in 1988 and then the subsequent overhauling of the entire education system to implement the new Curriculum Framework commencing in 1998. This implementation was scheduled to be achieved by end 2003 and is now extended to 2005/6 due to the complexity of the documentation and reporting requirements. There are a group of students that will go through most of their education in a state of educational limbo. 

With the post-compulsory education review in full swing it appears that these changes will flow on to students commencing tertiary entrance studies in 2005. These changes are said to be able to provide an appropriate education for all students, including the gifted. Three years into its implementation, this does not appear to be the case, with many educators resisting the change. The gifted are still forced to go through an age/grade lockstep system that is educationally unable to meet their needs.

If history is any guide, by the time the implementation has fully taken effect it will be in the process of being replaced, providing for instability and confusion in the education system once again. In fact, less than three years after commencing the ‘phasing in’ process, the Curriculum Framework is under review. As is often the case with EDWA, the theory was excellent, the implementation was flawed.

Within this climate, specialist programs have little chance of succeeding. Teachers already overburdened with paperwork and professional development are shown to be highly unlikely to embrace the additional workload of providing specialist programs for gifted students within the class. Principals are unlikely to prioritise them in schools in spite of these programs being a requirement under the 1996 policy on the Education of Gifted and Talented and the 1999 introduction of the Students at Educational Risk Policy.
Former Minister for Education, Colin Barnett addressed the Western Australian Parliament in 1998 and stated that : 

“The Education Department provides two types of academic talent programs: Those based in all schools to extend gifted and talented students, and the supplementary or more specialised programs such as that at South Fremantle. The supplementary provision enables gifted and talented students to interact with peers from other schools and to bring together a viable group of talented young people. About 2.5 per cent of the school population generally participates in ATPs. South Fremantle offers an academic talent program course for students gifted in math and science. The numbers are: Year 8, 20; year 9, 18; and year 10, 29 students. The Education Department conducted a review of secondary education in the gifted and talented area in May 1998. Some of the recommendations were included within the local area education planning process. The review recommended that science and math programs be combined with humanities ATPs. The reason for that, with which members may not agree, is that roughly 60 per cent of students who were talented in math and science were equally talented in the humanities. Students are bright irrespective of their focus. It was recognised that if the courses were offered in one centre students would be able to participate in both areas of study, hence the recommendation that only one school within an education district provide these specialised academic talent programs.” (Hansard. 28 October 1998. 2792)

The EDWA response to questioning on this issue was somewhat different. It was remarked that “students were discouraged from participating in both the Humanities and Math/Science as they were generally not talented in both domains”.

In fact, very few schools provide in-school academic talent programs and ATP courses cater for much less than 2.5% of the general population. Combined programs are delivered in only 4 schools in the metropolitan area. Another 2 schools have either a Humanities ATP or a Math/Science ATP. Including Telematics delivery to rural and isolated students, it is estimated that the program caters for approximately 875 students. The secondary government school cohort was approximately 82,000 students in 2000.

This demonstrates the ignorance that is being perpetuated throughout the entire education organisation in Western Australia — from the Minister for Education down to the schools. On the one hand, the Minister appears to have been led to believe that provision is excellent, on the other hand, the number of gifted students that are actually receiving appropriate instruction appears to be significantly less than required by EDWA policy. 
‘Careful evaluation’ in reality provides an opportunity to convene further committees. Experts and witnesses are called but positive findings are often ignored or dismissed because the programs are deemed to be too expensive, difficult or contentious. The ultimate outcome of this is that services are not improved and experts with many years experience in the field are vilified and/or ignored as evidenced by The Kelly Report ‘gazumping’ the Beazley Report (The 1988 Report of the Senate Select Committee on ‘The Education of Gifted and Talented Students’ Chapter 2, Section 2.20).

This singular event has had a long lasting and deleterious effect on the provision of educational programs for the gifted in Western Australia. Why was it that Kelly’s report took precedence over Beazley’s? Could it be that the Kelly report mandated the withdrawal of services while paying lip service to the need for provision? Remember that the Kelly report was commissioned by the Minister. This is just one example of how programs can be ‘disappeared’ by ‘experts’ that often use personal opinions and values rather that recognised empirical research to make decisions.

The ‘adjustment of services accordingly’ appears to mean a gradual downgrading of provision.

The gradual disintegration of programs for the academically gifted has signaled EDWA’s continuance of paying lip service to providing real initiatives in the field of gifted education whilst at the same time undermining current programs in every way possible from the top down. There is no evidence to suggest that there have been any program improvements for academically gifted students since The Kelly Report was tabled. 

On the other hand, funding and programs have been increasing steadily over the years for students with intellectual disabilities. In fact, many pages of the EDWA Annual Report 1999–2000 were dedicated to showing how much improvement has been made in the area of education for students with intellectual disabilities. This in itself is commendable. To be truly aware of equity and social justice we need to recognise that all students have the right to an appropriate education and funding to support that provision. It is also commendable that excellence can be recognised at a personal level for students with intellectual disabilities.

“Individual Education Plans (IEPs) are developed for all students so that measurable progress can be assessed and students with moderate to severe intellectual disabilities and some students with multiple disabilities are able to demonstrate excellence by achieving agreed target outcomes specified in the IEPs.” (EDWA Annual Report 1999–2000 p.53)

What is baffling is that the demonstration of excellence is to be so highly valued in the intellectually disabled but those students that have a propensity to show exceptional levels of academic achievement and excellence have been fighting a continuous struggle for recognition and program provision for more than 15 years. 

Enrollments at Education Support Centres and Schools have increased 30% in 5 years (EDWA Annual Report 1999–2000 p.51). Funding for them increased $6 million between 1998/1999 and 1999/2000. This is happening at the same time that funding for programs for the intellectually gifted seems to be diminishing. 

Gifted and talented students were mentioned twice in the entire Annual Report: the first in reference to recognise “the potential for some gifted and talented students to be at educational risk” (p.77) in a small section under the ‘Students at educational risk’ heading; and the second that there were optional programs in primary schools such as programs for gifted and talented students. There were no separate figures available on how much is being spent on programs for the intellectually gifted. In fact, these figures were unable to be accurately supplied when requested in writing.

It would appear, however, from the limited information available, that more money was spent on automatic reticulation in schools ($9.9 million allocated for 150 schools) than on programs for gifted and talented students (sixty full time equivalent (FTE) teachers and $2 million dollars of funding, a total of approximately $5 million dollars). In fact, the funding for the intellectually gifted would represent only a fraction of that amount. The Department constantly cries poor whenever this issue is raised, yet there appears to be enough funding for programs that it values.

There is a reliance on the dedication of a handful of specialist teachers to turn minimal resources into effective programs, giving up many hours of their own time to ensure that basic levels of provision are maintained. It is because of this dedication and that of the parents of gifted and talented students that there is any provision at all. Evidence strongly suggests that left to the devices of the EDWA bureaucracy, programs would wither and disappear. 

Trying to make change within EDWA by requesting equitable funding for academically gifted children recently provoked the following response: “we achieve amazing amounts with very little and the waste that a $50M budget would create would be appalling.” Such is the ignorance of the fact that the needs of the gifted are identical to the needs of the intellectually disabled. This is also an admission that very little funding is allocated to provide proper programs. There is an intrinsic believe that they are achieving amazing amounts. They are, in fact, achieving very little.

At the time of this submission, yet another review of gifted education is underway at EDWA. The exclusion of a parent representative on the committee and a unofficial statement that resources will not be changed indicates yet again the lack of serious commitment by EDWA to make the significant improvements that would be required to ensure that educational equity is a reality. 

The official focus of the committee is on secondary provision in spite of there being no policy in place for strategies at the early childhood stage of education. In fact the overall focus of the committee appears to be more concerned about the service providers, with the inclusion of a union representative and the exclusion of the gifted student’s representative. Yet again, significant resources are allocated to convening a committee which may have little or no impact on real provision within schools because, as so often happens, they appear to have already predetermined or limited the outcomes.
Special Populations
Noticeably missing in the 1988 Report was any call to attention of the need to differentiate between levels of giftedness. Special Populations (Chapter 6) looks at the many groups of disadvantaged gifted. It is internationally recognised that the exceptionally and profoundly gifted belong to this group.

“In many ways the most disadvantaged group in education is the profoundly gifted. Profoundly gifted children have educational requirements so unique that schools are incapable of providing even a fraction of their needs. Federal, state and local governments do not recognize the needs of profoundly gifted children in public schools. Most teachers have not been adequately trained to identify profoundly gifted children. For those students that are identified, their teachers seldom have the time, resources or understanding of how to educate their unique minds. This an obvious "Catch 22," where we as a society need and utilize profoundly gifted adults, yet our schools do not make certain that profoundly gifted children are given every opportunity to develop their traits.” (What is a profoundly gifted child. The National Gifted Children’s Fund (USA) http://www.ngcfcharity.org/profound.html)

EDWA has recognised the profoundly gifted student in the ‘special needs’ population in the publication ‘Teaching TAGS Talented and Gifted Students’ 1995. This resource was developed by a panel of experts in gifted education and this is reflected in the quality and accuracy of the document. Despite a copy being delivered to every school in the state, very few teachers or administrators understand that the needs of the profoundly gifted student vary significantly to that of the moderately gifted student.

Exceptionally and profoundly gifted students are so asynchronous in their development that to truly develop their potential and be able to meaningfully contribute to society, educators must effectively ‘throw out the rules’ regarding lock step education and educational outcomes. Each of these students must be identified and, once identified, specific procedures must be followed to allow the student to grow and develop into an emotionally balanced and happy individual. This is only possible if their needs are met outside the scope of the regular curriculum. 

Often at a significantly earlier chronological age these students are ready to specialise in their field of expertise and interest. They need early and effective access to accelerated learning opportunities and tertiary study whilst still having the opportunity to socialise, be physically active and have good mental health and physical health. This can only be provided by people that are skilled in the identification and provision of services to these exceptional students.

Another significant problem is the identification of a student as exceptionally or profoundly gifted. The measurement instruments in general use in Australia do not provide adequate information for identification. The ceilings are too low so many of these students are relegated to programs more appropriate to the moderately gifted student. Their needs become apparent either through outstanding performance (within a nurturing environment) or behavioural problems (through lack of opportunity). The Davidson Institute in the US uses well documented comparative models to identify students that are eligible to apply for their program, specifically designed for the profoundly gifted child.

Australia needs a similar institution to the Davidson Institute for Profoundly Gifted Children. An institution that can readily include each and every student identified as exceptionally or profoundly gifted, or assist in this identification process. These students have needs that are so differentiated from the norm that only a dedicated institution will be able to effectively identify and monitor their progress. Identification must be inclusive and ongoing. It must start in the early years of education and continue into adolescence and adulthood. It must be accessible to every child that is potentially exceptionally gifted (such as those that meet the criteria for entry to the Davidson Institute)  regardless of geographic location or socio-economic status. Program provision must be provided to all children that meet selection criteria, not arbitrarily limited to a few because of budgetary constraints.

Introduction to the concept of exceptional giftedness

The education of gifted and talented students is unarguably one of the most difficult challenges that will be undertaken by classroom teachers. Appropriate education for exceptionally and profoundly gifted students is almost impossible to achieve in a regular classroom.

“Why do our schools fail our most gifted students? I believe there are two reasons. To begin with, the notion of providing special education to those with the highest abilities offends our egalitarian sensibilities. The gifted are seen as specially privileged and thus as not in need of special help. The second reason is the deep strain of anti-intellectualism that pervades our culture. While we do not mind providing specialized training to athletic students, or to students in the school orchestra, we resist providing advanced instruction for students with intellectual gifts. “ (The Miseducation of Our Gifted Children by Ellen Winner. Education Week on the Web, October 16 1996).

The definition of exceptionally and profoundly gifted varies but most experts agree that the term relates to children that score an IQ 160+ on the Stanford Binet LM or comparable test. Kathi Kearney has drawn up an excellent comparison of tests for the Davidson Institute that can be used to identify a child in or above the exceptionally gifted range. Often the terms exceptionally gifted and profoundly gifted are used interchangeably but the general consensus is that above this IQ level, these children’s needs are significantly different to those of even the moderately or highly gifted.

The Stanford Binet LM is very difficult to have administered, for varying reasons including; misunderstanding of its reliability, the test being widely unavailable and few psychologists being skilled in administering it. Most school psychologists use the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-III (WISC-III). This test has a ceiling IQ of approximately 150 but it is almost impossible to score above 140. The Davidson Institute for Profoundly Gifted Children also defines profoundly gifted as those scoring 150+ on the WPPSI-R (also by Wechsler) or 145+ WISC-III and/or scoring 17–19 on three or more of the subtests in any of these tests.

Using the WISC-III to identify gifted students is considered flawed in the extreme yet it is still the test of choice used by school psychologists. 

“Unfortunately, many psychologists also use the WISC to identify gifted children. This is unfortunate because the test was not designed for such use. 

(GT-World Testing FAQ. Frequently Asked Questions about ... The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC)

The WISC-III is the test most commonly used in our education system to identify gifted students. Alan Kaufman, author of the Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children and Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test (authorised for use in Western Australia to identify gifted students) comments:

“He (Dr Wechsler) rejected most attempts that I made to add easy or hard items to the WISC-R saying firmly, 

“My scales are meant for people with average or near-average intelligence, clinical patients who score between 70 and 130. They are clinical tests.” 

“When I reminded him that psychologists commonly use his scales for the extremes, and want to make distinctions with the 'below 70' and 'above 130' groups, he answered, 

“Then that is their misfortune. It's not what I tell them to do, and it's not what a good clinician ought to do. They should know better.”” (Intelligent testing with the WISC-III by Alan S. Kaufman)

The Stanford Binet LM is still the single most reliable test to assess children with IQ’s above 160. Most psychologists are not trained to administer it, or if they are, don’t have enough experience with exceptionally gifted children to be able to administer it effectively. Many psychologists dismiss it as out of date despite the publisher authorising its continued use in a letter to Dr Linda K Silverman:

“I would also like to personally apologize to you if the statement in our Assessment Catalog recommending use of Form L-M "primarily for research purposes [and] … other limited purposes" has caused you or other practitioners using Form L-M to be challenged on scientific grounds. Although we standardly recommend that the most contemporary norms be utilized for any test, it has not been effectively demonstrated that phenomena such as the Flynn effect (the notion that norms become obsolete over time due to improvements in population intelligence) apply to changes in abilities at the extreme ranges (i.e., for individuals at very high or very low levels of ability). Indeed, there are sound statistical reasons for assuming that there may be only very minimal changes at the extremes of ability and that most of the changes in question occur for children and adults near the population mean. Moreover, Form L-M is one of the few reasonable options given the dearth of intelligence tests with sufficient ceiling to assess extremely gifted children. The offensive phrase has been removed for our 1998 catalog, and we consider your continued use of Form L-M for gifted assessment to be reasonable and sound, based upon an informed knowledge of the literature.”

“Our careful review of papers related to intelligence testing suggests that your research has been precisely on target in many important respects, such as the need for substantially improved assessment of gifted and mentally retarded individuals with allowances made for the trimodal distribution of intelligence in the general population. Many of the changes we are planning for the Stanford-Binet Fifth Edition reflect ideas you have addressed in your research, including a return to the developmental age-scale format of the L-M edition. We look forward to reviewing these proposals with you and other members of the expert panel.” (John D. Wasserman, Ph.D. Director, Psychological Assessments. Riverside Publishing. 23 December 1997)
Because of the widespread use of the WISC-III, many exceptionally and profoundly gifted are not accurately identified. There is a need to respond to a wider range of identification procedures and to be alerted to ceiling effects of IQ tests. It should however be noted that IQ tests remain the single most reliable way of starting the process of identification.  

“The child of 160+ is as different from the child of 130 IQ as that child is different from the child of average ability. Current research suggests that there may be higher incidence of children in this high range than previously thought. Due to their unique characteristics, these children are particularly vulnerable. Highly gifted children need a specialized advocacy because very little has been done to develop appropriate curriculum and non-traditional options for these children.” (Who are the highly gifted? http://www.hollingworth.org/highlygifted.html)
“Contrary to popular belief, IQ testing is unbiased and "levels the playing field" for all socioeconomic levels of society. Based upon IQ scores, there are more poor gifted children than rich gifted children. It is the poor children who are hurt the most when schools eliminate programs for the gifted. Not allowing the intelligence of low socioeconomic students to be identified and supported is unrecognized discrimination. (Silverman, Benbow, Stanley, Gross)”

A teacher may never have a student ‘like that’ in their class. A school may never have to deal with a student with an IQ over 160. Educators are inadequately prepared to deal with students in this range. Children with IQ’s this high seem to be so ‘rare’ that allocating resources within the school community would seem to be misplaced. Or are they as rare as would be statistically predicted?

“However, the "one in a million" statistic never was accurate. Terman said he found children above 170 IQ "all out of proportion" to their expected occurrence, on his very own test, the Stanford Binet! I've researched the incidence issue throughout the literature of the past century, and most researchers have found MANY more children above 170 IQ than "should" be there, all over the U. S. and all over the English speaking world. Some researchers hypothesize that intelligence in children doesn't follow a normal distribution, but a trimodal curve instead. (think a big bell with two baby bells on each extreme end). The incidence of severely and profoundly retarded children is similarly higher than it "should" be.” (Kathi Kearney, Gifted Electronic Conference 3 August 2000)

In fact it appears that there may be hundreds, if not thousands of children that are identified in the exceptionally or profoundly gifted range. If they occur in the population between 1 in 5000 and 1 in 10 000 then there are potentially between 400 and 800 of the child population of Australia that would be classified in this range. There could be thousands more that may be on the borderline. (Population figures from Australian Bureau of Statistics Census 1996.) Thus we are not talking about 2 or 3 outstanding students, or those that appear every 6 months on ‘current affairs’ programs on TV. There is a significant number of the population for whom the current educational system is totally inadequate. Given that these same children have the potential to contribute greatly to our society, surely this mandates a need for Federal initiatives in academic talent development.  

There is a common misconception that gifted students will be ‘okay’; that they are so far ahead that they will manage, survive. This may be true of the moderately gifted but those with IQ’s above 160 suffer serious emotional and psychological damage that lasts them into adulthood. Their way of seeing the world is so profoundly different that most educators and policy makers misunderstand reactions of sensitivity and social isolation as emotional immaturity. 

This is to be expected when the majority of the population has an average IQ – 79 percent of the population have an IQ between 80 and 119 (http://helendowland.terminus.net.au/IQ.htm). It is not in their realm of experience to understand that comparing the needs and reactions of those of profound intellect to those of average intellect is inappropriate in the extreme. It is also not in their realm of understanding as to why it is essential to provide programs for the exceptionally and profoundly gifted, whereas it is easy to understand the need for  programs for the intellectually disabled.. 

Exceptionally and profoundly gifted students are among the most isolated and misunderstood members of our community yet they are also members of our community that have the potential to contribute so much—if only adequate resources are allocated to them to allow them to reach their true potential.

“about Schooling 

*
Curriculum modifications made for moderately gifted students do not meet the needs of exceptionally gifted students. (Gross)

*
Individualization in education is essential to serving the needs of the exceptionally gifted. The higher the deviation above the mean, the greater the number of possible combinations and re-combinations of abilities. No one highly gifted child can be expected to be like any other with the same score. Therefore, no single-focused program can hope to adequately serve a population with such potentially complex profiles. (Lewis)

*
Mildly, moderately, highly and extraordinarily gifted children are as much different from each other as mildly, moderately, severely and profoundly retarded children are from each other, but the differences among levels of giftedness are rarely recognized. (Gross, Silverman)

*
Research on acceleration or grade skipping has been found to have almost uniformly positive results; acceleration is educationally and socially advantageous for highly gifted learners. (Clark)

*
While skipping grades and other forms of acceleration are often attacked on the grounds that they may impede socialization, the research indicates that these provisions enhance both socialization and social development. (Robinson, Gross, Clark)

*
In the ordinary elementary school situation, children of 140 IQ waste half their time. Those of 170 IQ waste practically all of their time. (Hollingworth)

(http://www.davidsonfoundation.org/focus.htm#about%20the%20Early%20Years)

Our top cricketers and golfers are talent searched, coached, given opportunities to excel and compete with peers of same ability. We don’t ask them to compete with their age peers to provide leadership or inspiration, we encourage them to perform with peers of like ability. Our talented musicians do not stay in the school band to make them sound better, they go to the Conservatorium of Music or are talent searched into the Australian Youth Choir. In all of these instances, age plays little or no part. In academia, age plays a significant role. Our entire education system is based on age/grade educational outcomes for the majority of students.

“The first, most obvious problem for our children is created by the age/grade lockstep system. The very term IQ is based on the possibility of a difference between chronological and mental ages. A 10 year old with an IQ of 150 has a mental age of 15. (The higher the IQ, of course, the greater the disparity between chronological and mental ages.) While a child's social and emotional development may not be as far ahead as his intellectual development, most 150+ children seem to be both socially and emotionally advanced. Putting that 10 year old in a classroom with other 10 year olds and providing him fifth grade educational materials is inappropriate in almost every way. We would not force an intellectually normal 15 year old into such a situation, but we do it routinely to the exceptionally gifted.” (© 1985 Stephanie S. Tolan)

“about IQ and Testing 

*
Contrary to popular belief, IQ testing is unbiased and "levels the playing field" for all socioeconomic levels of society. Based upon IQ scores, there are more poor gifted children than rich gifted children. It is the poor children who are hurt the most when schools eliminate programs for the gifted. Not allowing the intelligence of low socioeconomic students to be identified and supported is unrecognized discrimination. (Silverman, Benbow, Stanley, Gross)

· IQ range of 125-155 is defined as "socially optimum intelligence;" generally these children are well-balanced and controlled, of good character, and able to win the confidence and friendship of peers. However, above 160 IQ, the differences between the gifted child and his or her age-peers are so great that it leads to special problems of development, which are correlated with social isolation. (Hollingworth)

*
The ideal age for testing for giftedness is between 4 and 8. Exceptionally gifted children’s IQ scores become depressed at approximately 9 years due to ceiling effects of the test. (Kearney, Silverman)

*
The Stanford-Binet Form L-M is the best assessment for measuring the full extent of giftedness in extremely precocious children because it has a higher ceiling than other tests. (Kearney, Silverman, Gross)” 

(http://www.davidsonfoundation.org/focus.htm#about%20the%20Early%20Years)

The need for Federal initiatives and legislation 
Most State governments and Territories in Australia have a policy on the education of gifted and talented students. They mandate essentially the same thing—equity of access, identification, provision and monitoring. Many of the States appear to have failed in their duty of care to the gifted and talented community. Policy implementation is often poorly funded and monitored or comes under the banner of ‘students at educational risk’ where the majority of resources are used to provide optimum educational outcomes for students with disabilities, those who are perceived by the community and governments alike as the most needy.

“School districts claim that comprehensive assessment and services for gifted students, such as those available for disabled children, are not affordable. But society allocates money to that which it values. Currently, our society demonstrates social responsibility to those who are disabled. Our laws protect and nurture disabled children in order to assure their optimal development. Why is the optimal development of gifted children not deemed valuable? It is time that gifted children warranted sufficient protection and funding to support appropriate methods of identification, programming and counseling.”  (Different Worlds at the Extremes. Linda Kreger Silverman, Ph.D. Gifted Development Center)

Dr Silverman asks “Why is the optimal development of gifted children not deemed valuable?”. There is no logical answer to this question. We need to change our views on academic excellence and the Federal government must lead by example. Our modern society highly values the ‘elite’ athlete yet uses the same word to denigrate our academically gifted. We suffer from ‘elitist’ hypocrisy and it is time to move forward.

In fact the use of the word ‘elite’ when applied to academic programs is a misuse of the term. To be elite is to have elevated status. Whilst this is most often true of the elite athlete, musician, artist or actor it is rarely true of the successful academic or the intellectually gifted child.

In fact egalitarian is a much more appropriate term to use when talking about provision of services to the academically gifted. The true definition of ‘egalitarian’ has fairness and equity as its core principles. A dictionary definition describes egalitarian as “affirming, promoting, or characterized by belief in equal political, economic, social, and civil rights for ALL people.” So it is truly egalitarian to provide equity of educational opportunity for all as a social and civil right. This includes appropriate educational provision to academically gifted students.

It is in the interest of the Federal government to ensure optimum educational outcomes for all students, including the gifted. This should be done as part of a comprehensive and cohesive education policy, whereby no student is discriminated against and all students have equal opportunities. 

This can be achieved by providing the required legislation and funding to ensure that not only are policies developed but are monitored against national standards, effectively ensuring equitable access to programs for all gifted and talented students regardless of location. 

Specific reference must be made regarding the rights of gifted and talented children. It cannot merely be implied.

As shown in the Western Australian example—and possibly to varying degrees in other states—state governments cannot be relied upon to ensure that equitable educational access is actually achieved.

The long range implications are immense. The impact on our economy could be significant. Australia has the potential to become a world leader in the technological 21st century. New opportunities created will enable our academically gifted to be rewarded—both financially and through recognition by society of their contributions—whilst giving them the incentive to use their extraordinary intellectual assets to best advantage for Australia.

There seems to be a bipartisan move toward the realisation that Australia must be viewed as a ‘knowledge nation’ and the untapped resource of intellectual capital needs to be developed. This development must come firstly from Federal initiatives, legislation and funding, as it is in the national interest to do so. Gifted students have the potential to return more to the community than they consume and to provide Australia with the intellectual resources it needs to take full advantage of the technological advances that will generate real wealth for our country.

Intellectual Capital
Just as mineral wealth requires resources to extract, so too does another of our seemingly unrecognised assets. The wealth of intellectual ability in Australia is an untapped resource. Every dollar spent on converting the potential of IQ into performance would be returned many times over. 

Australia leads the world in many medical advances and inventions. We have only scratched ‘the tip of the iceberg’ when it comes to the potential contribution that Australia could make to the world. Many of our most brilliant minds are lost in an educational system that is unwilling or unable to cater for them. If they get through the system intact, they are often lured overseas where greater opportunities present themselves and greater social and monetary rewards await them. 

Australia needs to spend as much money and time developing its intellectual capital as it does developing its sporting, musical, dramatic and artistic talents and mineral resources. In addition, the current social climate of “cutting down the tall poppies” needs to be changed—with Federal leadership providing the initiative.

When we talk about intellectual capital and technology focus, we should remember that the people that make up this group don’t magically appear out of our universities. They start school at 4 or 5 years old and they are as intelligent and important then (or even earlier) as they are IF they make it through the education system and exhibit high levels of performance at tertiary level.

Research tells us that the earlier a child is identified and provided for, the more likely it is that the child will achieve to their full potential.  

“When should exceptional children be identified? There is no question as to the best time to identify a developmentally delayed child. The earlier the better. Early detection enables early intervention. That is why Child Find exists. It is abundantly clear that early intervention provides the best opportunity for optimal development. This is true for all children with special needs—including the gifted.” (Different Worlds at the Extremes. Linda Kreger Silverman, Ph.D. Gifted Development Center)

Development of Australia’s intellectual resource is a government responsibility and both Federal and State governments need to be aware of the significant benefits. The concept of ‘knowledge nation’ is founded on the expectation of having those individuals capable of achieving excellence. Identification of these individuals needs to be inclusive, ongoing and not limited by budgetary constraints. Financial limitations will be detrimental to concept of inclusivity and the identification of every individual needing access to resources and programs. 

There are many exceptional children in Australia but they need financial resources, community respect and meaningful opportunities to enable them to develop their potential and make a significant contribution to the future of the Australian society and economy.

Why do exceptionally and profoundly gifted students go overseas?
Internationally there are many pathways for the exceptionally and profoundly gifted student to follow and to allow them to excel. One of the major problems facing exceptionally and profoundly gifted students in Australia is the lack of goals available for them to aspire to and the lack of funding to support the creation of programs that provide academic goals. 

Sports, music and the arts all have institutions that provide goals—such as pathways to the Australian Cricket Team from State teams or the Australian Institute of Sport, a position in the State Symphony Orchestra, artists have exhibitions in State run Art Galleries and prizes such as the Archibald, exceptional performance artists go to NIDA and State-based institutions such as The Western Australian Academy of Performing Arts. 

The United States has many organisations that cater particularly for exceptional students; Johns Hopkins Centre for Talented Youth, Talent Identification Program at Duke University, The Davidson Foundation, The Centre for Gifted Development, The Hollingworth Centre, Halbert and Nancy Robinson Center for Young Scholars at the University of Washington to name some of the most notable; therefore providing resources, goals and pathways to excellence. 

These goals have been achieved primarily through the enactment of Federal legislation entitled “Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education Act of 1994”. Preceding the legislation, an inquiry on gifted and talented students submitted theses findings (excerpts only, full findings at http://www.ed.gov/pubs/DevTalent/) :

“National Excellence: A Case for Developing America's Talent — October 1993 

More than 20 years have elapsed since the last national report on the status of educating gifted and talented students. Much has changed since that report alerted Americans to the pressing needs of these youngsters and challenged policymakers to provide them with a better education.” 

“National Excellence: The Case for Developing America's Talent discusses these changes. It also describes the "quiet crisis" that continues in how we educate top students. Youngsters with gifts and talents that range from mathematical to musical are still not challenged to work to their full potential. Our neglect of these students makes it impossible for Americans to compete in a global economy demanding their skills.” 

“Recommendations
The responsibility for challenging students with exceptional talent must be shared by many sectors of society and levels of government. Society must first value intellectual and artistic accomplishment in children as much as it values athletic ability or physical beauty. In addition, schools and parents need to encourage hard work, hold high expectations for students, and push students to the outer limits of their potential. Achieving such a goal requires that appropriate educational options be made available for talented students. The following national recommendations for action would provide pathways toward an education that allows American students to be as well prepared as those anywhere in the world.”

“Establish challenging curriculum standards. The nation must establish performance standards in the core subjects that challenge students performing at the highest levels. As state and local governments develop standards, they must ensure that the standards are sufficiently high to challenge talented students. As the floor is raised for all students, so must the ceiling be raised for students operating in the upper range of ability. 

· Educators must develop assessment procedures based on standards that accurately measure the accomplishments of students who perform at the highest levels.”

“Establish high-level learning opportunities. The nation must establish comprehensive and advanced learning opportunities that meet the needs of children with outstanding talents in every school in the nation. Opportunities must be as diverse as the talents of the children and enable them to do more in-depth work in the core curriculum; accelerate the rate at which they learn the core curriculum; enroll in special classes in a specific interest area such as the arts; and work in such places as museums, libraries, scientific organizations, and special schools. Flexibility and varied opportunities are essential to meeting the needs of all students, including the talented. 

· Schools also must assess students' levels of competence in the regular school curriculum in each of the core subjects and provide alternative learning opportunities for students who have mastered them. 

· Communities must establish learning opportunities for students both inside and outside the regular classroom and both inside and outside the school building. Communities also must ensure that students have many options that draw on the community's resources.” 

“Ensure access to early childhood education. The nation must ensure that all children, especially economically disadvantaged and minority children, have access to an early childhood education that develops their potential. Young children need rich, varied learning opportunities and teachers and caregivers who look more for their strengths and potential rather than for their perceived weaknesses. 

· Communities must establish programs that work with parents and other primary caregivers to help them understand ways to nurture the talents of their children and help them achieve in school. 

· Schools must establish a system of communication between preschools and elementary schools to ensure that student strengths identified in preschool continue to be nurtured in elementary school. 

· Communities must train preschool teachers how to identify and develop strengths in children. 

These suggestions are not intended to imply that schools should label preschool and primary students as gifted and talented. They should not. Instead, preschools and primary schools should develop a curriculum for all that nurtures the strengths of children and encourages its staff to do the same.” 

“Expand opportunities for economically disadvantaged and minority children. The nation must increase opportunities for economically disadvantaged and minority children with exceptional talent to participate in advanced learning experiences. Special efforts are required to overcome the barriers to achievement that many economically disadvantaged and minority students face. Stronger preschool programs and a stronger regular curriculum for all students will aid in this effort. In addition, schools and communities must develop strategies to serve students from underrepresented groups. 

· The nation must support research and demonstration projects working to develop talent in diverse populations. 

· Schools must eliminate barriers to participation of economically disadvantaged and minority students in services for students with outstanding talents.” 

“Encourage appropriate teacher training and technical assistance. Teachers are the key to success in our vision of excellent education. They must be prepared to work with advanced materials and to use complex teaching strategies with a variety of students. Teaching materials appropriate for use with talented students also must be developed. The nation also must encourage the kind of teacher training, research, curriculum, and technical assistance necessary to improve educational opportunities for students with outstanding talent. 

· The nation must conduct research on challenging curriculum, assessment standards, and successful teaching strategies. 

· Schools must conduct training sessions for teachers on how to provide challenging curriculum and varied learning opportunities that accommodate the different needs of children. 

· The nation must provide sufficient financial support from federal, state, and local governments, as well as from the private sector, to carry out these actions.” 

“Match world performance. The nation must ensure that high-achieving students in the United States match or exceed the performance of high-achieving students anywhere in the world. 

· The nation must study and learn from the education policies and practices of nations whose top students perform well. 

· The nation must ensure that tests of international comparisons provide accurate data on top-performing students around the world.” 

(http://www.ed.gov/pubs/DevTalent/)

It should be noted that despite all these provisions in the United States—and a signficantly higher awareness of the issues regarding education of the gifted—there are still many deficits in provision at a local level, seemingly due to the autonomy of the individual States to set their own standards.

We should be able to keep our exceptional students in Australia. To do this we must provide educational solutions that are at least the equivalent of those being offered overseas. In fact, there is an opportunity to be a world leader in the field of education for the academically gifted. There are many models to choose from and Australia has a wealth of experts in the field of gifted education such as internationally acclaimed researcher and author Dr Miraca Gross of UNSW, Professor Eddie Braggett of Charles Sturt University, Dr John Geake at the University of Melbourne, Stan Bailey of the University of New England and Dr Brian Start.

These eminent Australians, and many others, have the skills and motivation to ensure that programs can and will be implemented to best effect. Their call for provision and their level of understanding of the needs of exceptionally and profoundly gifted students must be heeded by educators, administrators and the Australian government for the benefit of Australian students and Australian society.

Equity of educational access
Currently, equitable access to proper education for exceptionally and profoundly gifted students is not being provided. Even moderately or highly gifted students have had limited success in obtaining provision. This is partly due to underlying philosophical principles that preclude education for the gifted and partly due to a lack of resource allocation.

“The lack of attention or caring for America’s brightest students is a result, in large part, of extreme egalitarianism, which presents itself in the form of six forces hindering excellence rather than promoting both equity and excellence: 

anti-intellectualism; 
the dumbing down of the curriculum;
equating aptitude and achievement testing with elitism and avoiding their use;
the attraction to fads; and 
the insistence of educators to teach all students from the same curriculum at the same level.”

“These forces have led to a situation in which the precocious students are not being treated equitably; they simply are not provided with an appropriate education—an education that brings out their potential. This hurts bright students from minority or lower socioeconomic backgrounds the most because their parents often cannot provide alternative educational experiences to compensate for their neglect by the system.”

“We have provided recommendations for creating positive change and hence a restoration of educational equity and a better balance between equity and excellence. The first recommendation involves underscoring the necessity of incorporating well-supported findings from psychology and education when developing educational policy. Research repeatedly has shown that a one-size-fits-all mentality does not work; rather we need to be responsive to individual differences. This is a principle derived from empirical research findings and consistent with social philosophy...”

“With respect to intellectually advanced students, this involves the adoption of accelerated strategies by schools, reaffirming the importance of homogenous grouping for instruction, and use of special high schools that embody the former two approaches. Acceleration and homogenous grouping are the most effective known educational interventions on behalf of talented students…. Neither has been empirically shown to harm any group of students; the evidence, indeed, is to the contrary. We believe that the evidence in support of acceleration and grouping (with a differentiated curriculum) for meeting the academic and socioaffective needs of intellectually precocious students is so compelling that it is simply malpractice for schools not to use these procedures appropriately.””

“One might assume that the lack of financial resources prevents schools from meeting the academic needs of high potential children. Yet acceleration costs little if anything to adopt. It might actually save money. The principal requirement is administrative and curricular flexibility. If an effective medical treatment were withheld under such circumstances, we would be morally outraged. We ought to respond similarly when opportunities are withheld preventing optimal psychological and intellectual development of a group of individuals. “If we want talented individuals to be well prepared when society needs them, we need to be there for them when they need us. That is the mark of a humane, responsible, effective society.””
(Inequity in Equity: How ‘Equity’ Can Lead to Inequity for High-Potential Students. Camilla P. Benbow and Julian C. Stanley Source: American Psychological Association, 1996)

The above view applies equally to Australia. 

It is interesting to note that English speaking cultures appear to struggle with the concept of academic excellence whereas our European and Asian counterparts have been indentifying and providing for their most able students for a significant period of time.

Absence of equity in Western Australian schools

The recent introduction of the Local Area Education Planning initiative and subsequent devolution of education and reclassifying schools—rather than students—as the clients of EDWA services has seen a decline in actual provision of programs. Students are the clients of schools, not the education system, and are therefore one step further from access to provision. 

If they are unfortunate enough to attend a school that has a philosophy of non-provision for gifted, learning disabled, illiterate, innumerate or any other ‘special needs’ group of students, other than students with disabilities, there is little that anyone can do about their situation. Where there is comprehensive state and federal legislation protecting the rights of particular groups, such as people with disabilities, there is a high degree of recognition and provision for members of those groups. Without it, there are few grounds of appeal.

Therefore there has been an additional barrier put in place that enables schools to segregate the gifted student from the resources. In this climate, schools are empowered to make most localised decisions relating to students, including obstructing parents from requesting school psychological services, obstructing the delivery of information to gifted students of programs that they may be eligible to attend and diminished accountability and monitoring of standards within the school. External services such as Primary Extension and Challenge (PEAC) programs, under this model, are unable to deliver information directly to students. Even though they directly instruct the students for two hours a week, the school is the client of the service.

At the same time it is noted in EDWA’s Students at Education Risk Policy for Students with Disabilities and Exceptional Needs (note this does not apply to gifted students) that “The consistent application of eligibility criteria across districts is necessary to ensure that all students with disabilities have equitable access to facilities and services”. (http://www.eddept.wa.edu.au/SAER/policy/intedis.htm). Legislation mandates equity for students with disabilities. Legislation for gifted students as part of the Equal Opportunities Act or similar legislation must be viewed as a necessity to force government agencies to ensure equity is truly achieved, just as it is done as a matter of priority for students with disabilities and exceptional needs (where gifted students are not classified as having exceptional needs under this definition).

There are 16 educational districts in Western Australia. Funding for primary school programs for gifted students is allocated on the basis of percentages of cohort (5% of Year 5 cohort in each district) rather than in real terms of actual numbers of identified gifted students. Because of the devolution process and funding being allocated on a district basis, this means that in some districts students can score in the 90th percentile and have access to programs and in other districts students need to score in the 97th percentile.

As an example of the inadequate apportion of funds to gifted education in Western Australia, the Joondalup Education District receives an operational grant of approximately $12 000 per year to run the PEAC centre (in addition to salaries). This centre caters for approximately 300 students per round of courses with 50–60 enrichment and extension courses delivered 30 weeks of the year. The per-placement funding equates to approximately $14 per student per course or $40 per student per year. In addition, parents pay a small fee to cover consumables ($5–$10) and contribute to fundraising. 

Courses are provided for both academically gifted and artistically and musically talented or those talented in performing arts. These courses are highly valued by the students that attend them and often provide the highlight to their school week. It is frequently the only opportunity that gifted children get to work and socialise with peers.

Secondary placements are even more scarce with only 6 (reduced from 11 in 1997) schools providing Academic Talent Programs (ATP) for Years 8–10. These programs are delivered as either Humanities (English/Social Studies) or Math/Science and students usually have to decide their specialty at age 11 or 12 as they are discouraged (but not prohibited) from participating in both streams, even if they are equally capable in both. There are approximately 675 students in these programs in 2001 with an additional 100–200 students in rural Western Australia accessing ATP On-line via Telematics. (Figures are estimates only due to lack of accurate information available from EDWA.)

These courses typically extend the student and provide rigorous challenge but seem to do little to accelerate them through the curriculum for fear of leaving them ‘bored’ when they enter post-compulsory studies in Years 11 and 12. This seems to be the case even though they are highly capable of engaging the curriculum requirements at an advanced level, thus artificially ‘keeping them down’. Precious time is wasted that could have been better used by the student to develop their area of specialty and contribute to the community the results of their exceptional intellectual talents years sooner.

There appears to be no specialised programs for gifted students in Years 11 and 12 and no pathways to tertiary studies for accelerated students. In rare cases there have been parent-advocated placements into tertiary study below the entry age requirement. 

Counter this with the provision for special education for students with intellectual disabilities. Specialist schools exist with a Principal, Registrar, aids and teachers—more often than not catering for less than 35 children in a one-on-one environment.

In Western Australia during 1999/2000, 67 Education Support Schools/Centres catered for 2874 students classified in the Education Department of Western Australia 1999–2000 Annual Report as “Students that require a non-integrated support program”. Every student had an Individual Education Plan and the cost per student was $20,116. Total cost of Education services for students that require a non-integrated support program was $54.79 million up from $48.58 million in 1998/1999. (Education Department of Western Australia 1999–2000 Annual Report  and Schools Statistical Reports). No-one denies that these students have a right to these services. 

What is in question is why the ‘bottom’ one percent of the population has access to these resources and the ‘top’ one percent are treated as second class citizens. Research has shown that exceptionally gifted students require exactly the same educational intervention strategies and non-integrated support programs to achieve excellence as their severely intellectually disabled counterparts, but are relegated to, at best, part-time provision. At worst, they are either ignored entirely or harassed within the regular classroom to complete work that is irrelevant and far below their true demonstrated capabilities. 

Equitable access would mean that students that met similar criteria are educated in a similar manner so that every child has a right to learn and to be given the opportunity to reach his or her potential. This is obviously not happening in a system that can allocate $54 million to Education Support and only a fraction of that amount to programs for gifted and talented students. The lack of resources and funding would not be so critical if there was at least a level of understanding of the basic rights and needs of these exceptional students.

Education support seems also to be provided on a needs basis i.e. all students meeting specific criteria are identified and provided for. When funding is allocated for education of the gifted, artificial limits are put on quantity and quality of provision by budget levels being set without regard to the number of participants and their needs. 

Education support is certainly well funded, researched and recognised at the lower end of the IQ scale but is totally misunderstood at the extreme top end. In fact for the gifted child it seems to be considered optional or even avoidable. 

“General intellectual functioning is defined by the intelligence quotient (IQ or IQ equivalent) obtained by assessment with one or more of the standardized, individually administered intelligence tests (e.g., Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised, Stanford-Binet, Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children). Significantly subaverage intellectual functioning is defined as an IQ of about 70 or below (approximately 2 standard deviations below the mean). (American Psychiatric Association. (1994). Diagnostic and statistical manual of mental disorders (Fourth edition). Washington, DC: Author., p. 39)” 

“If two standard deviations below the mean is sufficient to qualify a child or adult as significantly below average, then two standard deviations in the opposite direction should also be recognized as significantly different from the norm. Significant differences are not simply statistical artifacts; the life experience, the awareness, the Self of anyone who differs significantly from the norm will be qualitatively different from that of the average person. The DSM-IV indicates that differences of this magnitude can create "significant limitations in adaptive functioning, " in areas such as "communication, home living, social/interpersonal skills" (APA, 1994, p. 39). Adaptive difficulties must be present in at least two areas for positive diagnosis. The gifted Self also has difficulty adapting in these areas, particularly the highly gifted, who might be three, four or more standard deviations from the mean.”

“The pioneers in our field recognized the stumbling blocks gifted children encounter in communicating and developing interpersonal relations with their age peers. Lewis Terman (Terman, L. M. (1931). The gifted child. In C. Murchison (Ed.), A handbook of child psychology (p. 579). Worcester, MA: Clark University Press.) wrote: 

Precocity unavoidably complicates the problem of social adjustment. The child of eight years with a mentality of twelve or fourteen is faced with a situation almost inconceivably difficult. In order to adjust normally such a child has to have an exceptionally well-balanced personality and to be well nigh a social genius. The higher the IQ, the more acute the problem.” 

(Different Worlds at the Extremes. Linda Kreger Silverman, Ph.D. Gifted Development Center)

Gifted students should be specifically classified under their own category in terms of educational risk. There should be not one pool of money to be ‘fought’ over but a needs based allocation of funds. We know that a single pool of ‘special needs’ money results in most of the funding being directed to those perceived to be more disadvantaged, such as students with disabilities and learning difficulties. Each group is just as needy and has just as much right as the other to proper funding. 

Another similarity within the groups is that they both benefit from similar educational strategies i.e. full time withdrawal, one-on-one instruction, appropriate curriculum content and working with peers of like ability, to name a few. 

Funding needs to be separate and equitable, dollar for dollar. If it takes $54 million to provide proper educational outcomes for the severely intellectually disabled, then it is not outside the realms of reason to expect that it may require up to this amount of funding to provide real educational opportunities for the most exceptionally gifted. However, as previously demonstrated, the greatest impediment to appropriate education for the exceptionally gifted is the lack of awareness and understanding of their needs. The most effective provisions for many of these students may not, in fact, cost any extra money in real terms.

“There are many lessons to be learned about giftedness from a close examination of the way we view the other end of the intellectual spectrum (Zigler & Farber, 1985). No one imagines that retardation affects only learning rate, but many believe that the gifted are just like everyone else except that they learn faster. No one suggests that children who are developmentally delayed are "children first," and that their delay is irrelevant. However, parents of children who are developmentally advanced are frequently admonished to remember that their children are "children first," as if the giftedness were tangential to parental decisions. No one assumes that people outgrow retardation. Yet, I’ve heard many adults say, "I used to be gifted." It is also worth noting that no other exceptionality is challenged to live up to its potential, nor is the rationale for funding based on the population’s potential to contribute to society.”

“Developmentally advanced and developmentally delayed children are both asynchronous; their development (e.g., cognitive vs. physical development) is markedly uneven, and they are out-of-sync with agemates and expectations of society for their age group. The more they veer in either direction from the norm, the greater the asynchrony, both internally (in terms of the unevenness of their development) and externally (in terms of their ability to fit in with agemates). Cognitive and emotional complexity also vary as a function of the degree of difference from the norm in either direction.” (Different Worlds at the Extremes by Linda Kreger Silverman, Ph.D. Gifted Development Center)

Specific classification will bring equity and understanding within the community that those students of high intellectual ability suffer educational neglect and emotional trauma if not specially catered for. It is very obvious of those with severe intellectual disability but not so obvious for the exceptionally gifted. Specific classification would serve to highlight their needs to the general community and to allow acceptance of specialised programs. These programs and modifications would no longer be seen as elitist but a necessary part of educational provision.

The Education Department of Western Australia is in the process of implementing the ‘Students at Educational Risk’ strategy that clearly mandates equity of educational strategies and intervention for any and all students at educational risk. The problem is that, once again, a significant policy document appears to be poorly monitored and improperly implemented within schools. $3.1 million has been allocated to the program but it is again in an amorphous pool to be allocated on a ‘best dressed’ basis. There appears to be no evidence that a cent of that pool has been specifically targeted to intervention strategies for gifted students at educational risk.

Most parents of gifted students do not know that their children can be classified at ‘educational risk’ let alone that there are policies and procedures in place that should mandate appropriate educational provision to allow a child to reach their potential. Should they inquire, they are mostly told that there is nothing that can be done for them, there is no money or there is a waiting list. 

Recently, one parent of an exceptionally gifted 6 year old inquired about part-time home schooling to try to meet his needs (which were not being met within the school despite repeated meetings) to be told by a district education office employee that “under no circumstances would that be acceptable”. The school also told the parents that if they withdrew the child to homeschool, the child would not be welcome back into the school at a later date, or, be eligible to attend any programs such as PEAC.

The fight for equity

The lack of compassion and understanding by staff and the lack of parent’s awareness of their child’s rights, further impedes equitable access to appropriate educational provision for gifted children. In fact, it is these factors that inevitably puts these children in the ‘students at educational risk’ category in the first place! They are placed there by a system which refuses outright to cater to their needs on a wide variety of fronts.

The problems are further compounded by the belief of many educators that removing the most gifted from the regular school system would somehow disadvantage those students left behind. In fact, the exact opposite has been found to be true. The self esteem indicators of gifted students increases significantly when they are grouped with their peers (Gross). Likewise, the self esteem indicators for the remaining students increases, possibly as a result of feeling empowered to be able to achieve excellence within their classroom, something which may not have been possible with an exceptional student in the class.

The number of students that need full-time withdrawal from their regular classrooms would be comparatively insignificant within a school population. Between 5 and 10 students per school would be a generous estimate. It may be more likely to be around 1 or 2 students. 

Removing these few students and clustering them together not only provides for an economy of resource usage but could not possibly ‘intellectually ghettoise’ schools as is often commented. If this were the case then there would be an argument for the abolishment of private education institutions.

Many educators use educational myths and opinions, not empirical research, to formulate educational policies and strategies that can have profoundly negative effects on many thousands of students. In any endeavour, it is important that research is undertaken and subsequently heeded in advance of any personal views and philosophies. By ensuring that this happens within the education system, significant improvements in many sectors of education—including literacy, numeracy and education for the gifted—would likely be gained almost immediately.

Equity as a government responsibility

Provision for exceptional students within the government school system allows for those in most need to get access to appropriate education. Gifted students in wealthy families have an array of resources available to them, including private education, tutoring and after school workshops and activities. The overall philosophy within private schools is of attainment of personal excellence. This needs to be carried through into the government education sector. It cannot if our exceptional students continue to be neglected within this system. 

Not providing adequate services for gifted students within the government education sector discriminates against the most disadvantaged, allows for a climate of de-intellectualisation and will continue to see a gradual leakage of students from the government to the private education sector, but only for those students that can afford it. The rest will continue to suffer if radical changes are not forthcoming in the areas of legislation, education and community acceptance.

Early childhood
A major area that needs to be changed is in the area of early identification and provision. This is where the most fundamental damage can occur to the well being of our most gifted.

“How should exceptional children be identified? Before a child is labeled "disabled," a comprehensive case study is conducted, including a complete battery of individual tests administered by a team of professionals, an extensive series of interviews, and a staffing to determine the best means of serving the child. Emotional and social needs are taken into account, as well as cognitive and academic requirements. The test score on an intelligence scale is just one piece of data used in conjunction with many other sources of information about the functioning of the child. Judgments are made by an informed team. In assessing giftedness, too often a single test score—sometimes generated by a group test—is the determining factor in identification and program placement. When such a system fails, many advocate the abandonment of standardized tests—throwing the baby out with the bath water. A more thoughtful method of identifying the gifted, in concert with methods used with other exceptionalities makes use of observation, interviews, case histories, and subjective evaluation, along with test data. Subjective information about a child’s abstract thought processes, intensity, complexity, sensitivity, and awareness is critical in a comprehensive assessment.“ (Different Worlds at the Extremes. Linda Kreger Silverman, Ph.D. Gifted Development Center)

Exceptionally and profoundly gifted students generally read before they enter formal schooling and often before the age of three. When entering the education system this ability goes largely unrecognised or is dismissed out of hand as being hothoused or just early language precocity that will ‘level out’.

In fact, most exceptionally gifted students are referred for assessment because of extreme behavioural problems in the early grades. Their emotional trauma manifests itself in acting out, poor classroom behaviour, disobedience, violence toward the teacher and social isolation.

“The Importance of the toddler years
Why is this period particularly important in the case of gifted children?  Gifted children observe a wider sample of what's going on around them, in more detail, and because of their intelligence, can extend and extrapolate, understanding more implications and ramifications of what they observe - in other words, it all has more impact on them. Also, unless action is taken to prevent it, the socialisation they experience from other children and adults during this critical time, won't usually be socialisation with children who are their intellectual peers, or adults who are used to interacting with gifted children.  So the social feedback they get is mostly not likely to be appropriate for them, and quietly, often without anyone noticing anything, they can begin the processes which are seen in older children in the school years - underachieving in order to fit in socially, being confused that they don't seem to fit in, and becoming either anxious or aggressive about that, depending on their personality - and deep inside, being very confused about who they are and where they do or don't fit into the world.” (Helen Dowland, Helping Gifted Children http://helendowland.terminus.net.au/Helping_gifted_preschoolers.htm)

Many early childhood teachers go to such lengths as to criticise the student’s poor handwriting and make them rewrite their work instead of recognising that writing a page of story at the age of four is exceptional. Many teachers drive these children to such levels of frustration and diminish their confidence in themselves to such a degree that the child becomes dysfunctional. The teacher can then point to their emotional instability or immaturity as a reason not to advance the child in any way, effectively creating a ‘self fulfilling prophesy’. 

The EDWA Students at Educational Risk Social Justice Policy states “Students need to participate in a relevant and enriching curriculum in a supportive school environment — free from harassment.” This is overwhelmingly being ignored in our classrooms and by school principals when it comes to educating exceptionally gifted students.

“Stress can be magnified in the gifted because they experience everything so intensely. In his dissertation, Rogers (1981) found that gifted children react more intensely than average children to frustration and criticism. They also have a greater amount of awareness: awareness of the state of the world and its dangers; awareness of the complexities of problems; recognition of injustices and incongruities; and awareness of their own helplessness (Roeper, 1982)”.

Often the child shuts down and refuses to perform the mundane and menial tasks that they have been doing for years previous. They are then accused of not being capable, not showing what they can do. The consequence of this is devastating, the more so because the child has no idea that they may be sabotaging their chance of being educated. 

Gifted children approach entry to formal schooling with a high level of enthusiasm and excitement, believing that they will be learning wonderful and new things, only to be confronted with learning their alphabet or numbers, often mastered years previous. They are told that they have to ‘learn’ what the rest of the class is learning or to conform, because if they get too far ahead they will be bored next year and have ‘nothing to do’. Sadly, this is a common story told by many parents of exceptionally and profoundly gifted children.

It is widely documented that the singularly most important time to identify children’s special needs is in early childhood. This is also true for the gifted and especially so for the exceptionally gifted. Most, if not all, the psycho-social problems experienced by exceptionally gifted students would be alleviated by effective education that meets their needs from the very first day they start formal education.

Financial Burden
Parents currently carry much of the financial burden of providing an education for exceptionally and profoundly gifted children. Whilst these children suffer in regular classrooms for 25 hours a week, parents spend many precious hours in advocacy and home tutoring or pay exorbitant costs for special after school classes to provide enrichment. Students waste so much of their time in the regular classroom and therefore have less leisure time than their age peers. They must have stimulation to emotionally survive (or the frustration and boredom makes life meaningless for them) and the only time they have is out of school hours. They therefore suffer even further as there is precious little time to be children and play. They become socially isolated because they have little time left to see friends, if they actually have any, or else they have to make the choice between intellectual stimulation and socialisation

Home schooling
Many parents are forced to turn to home schooling as the only viable alternative to give their child an appropriate education. This causes loss of income for the family and can turn a parent into a full time educator, often without the skills and experience required. There are precious few resources for the home schooling parent of the exceptionally gifted child and there is a difficulty in finding peers and social opportunities to ensure that the child has the opportunity to develop the whole Self.

“The parents of these children usually know what the children need yet they are often unable to supply what is necessary because of financial restrictions. Profoundly gifted are born into all social classes, races, and religions.” (What is a profoundly gifted child. The National Gifted Children’s Fund (USA) http://www.ngcfcharity.org/profound.html)

Parents of children with intellectually disabilities are not expected to educate their children at home, yet it is frequently suggested to parents of exceptionally and profoundly gifted children that, as the system cannot cope with their child, the only alternative for them is to home school. Sometimes parents come to this conclusion themselves after struggling with the system for years to have their child properly educated. They can then find themselves in a quagmire of red tape and negative reactions from administrators that are supposed to provide support. Either way, the situation is unsatisfactory in the extreme.

Scholarships
Most scholarships for private schools and universities are awarded for outstanding performance on a grade level. Exceptionally gifted students that have been accelerated are often not in the top level of their accelerated grade. Many can learn a minimum of two years of regular curriculum per year. By the time they have mastered levels of the regular curriculum they need further acceleration to be kept stimulated. 

If they win a standard scholarships they may well be locked again into inappropriate age level curriculum. More often than not, all the scholarship does is provide tuition fees to select private schools. It does not ensure appropriate academic provision in these schools. There is a need for scholarship funds directly addressing the needs of exceptionally and profoundly gifted students such as the ‘Davidson Young Scholars Program’ (http://www.ditd.org/ditd.php?location=22) in the United States. These scholarships need to be made available to students who wish to stay within the State education system in addition to those in private education. Private schools must be held as accountable as governments schools when it comes to providing appropriate educational experiences for academically gifted students.

Solutions
Solution One

Attitudes toward academic excellence must be changed at the community level and governments must lead by example if we are to improve the lives of our gifted children. This is the singular most important step that our society can take toward providing gifted children with a community and environment that values their abilities. In turn, these children will become effective adults, capable of contributing to that same society that valued them as gifted children.

The ‘knowledge nation’ concept combined with a National Centre for Excellence with sub-branches in each state would significantly enhance the profile of academically gifted students. Positive support by governments and community education of the needs of our exceptional children will enhance their quality of life many times over. 

Educating communities of the benefits that these children can bring our society will not only increase their self esteem and make them feel valued, it will also enhance the self esteem of other children as they will no longer feel the need to try to compete with these children and therefore feel in any way threatened or inadequate. This is true of the positive community attitudes toward gifted athletes, performers and actors, musicians and artists. There is an acceptance that they can be valued for their outstanding abilities without threatening the general community into feeling inadequate. We must endeavour to do the same for our gifted children.

Solution Two
Professional development can be an effective tool for many types of educational advances such as computer literacy, numeracy and literacy intervention strategies etc. Professional development in the area of gifted education is only successful if it is followed up with monitoring—both its effectiveness and the implementation of strategies. Particular attention needs to be focused on the different levels of giftedness and the need to differentiate the curriculum within the levels of the gifted range.  

To in-service teachers that have an inherent belief that gifted students do not require intervention and curriculum differentiation is a waste of time and valuable resources. Professional development has been taking place in Western Australia for many years and the outcomes for gifted students have changed little. TAGS kits have been developed and sent to every school in the state and few teachers know it exists or if they do, have not bothered to read it. This is the only inference one can make in light of the ignorance still being shown by the majority of teachers toward all gifted students.

Professional development may be effective, but it must come from a base of community awareness and acceptance of the needs of gifted students. If this does not occur, no matter how many times a teacher receives professional development in the area of gifted education, they will be no closer to being an effective teacher of these children.

Solution Three

All student teachers should be required to complete a compulsory unit in gifted education, not optionally select from a special education unit either gifted or ‘special needs’. Both areas are critical for an understanding of the diversity of students in a classroom. 

It has been shown that there are significant benefits to entire classrooms of teaching strategies for gifted children. Providing a stimulating classroom where every child feels valued and has access to extended curriculum should they feel ready for it is a major component of good educational practice.

When undertaking units in gifted education, student teachers learn effective teaching methods for gifted children, as well as other teaching skills—such as Edward de Bono’s thinking skills—that give all children, regardless of ability level, additional learning opportunities.

Solution Four
The most exceptional students must be identified and once identified, proper pathways put in place for them to have goals to achieve. These pathways could include (but not be limited to):

· full time withdrawal into selective schools from pre-primary onwards; 

· government funded full time tutor teaching on a 1 to 4 ratio for the most exceptionally gifted students;

· specialist classes (or a school within a school) within middle schools to allow peer interaction at the academic as well as the social, emotional and physical level; 

· early university entrance schemes with mentors, tutors and guides for the most exceptionally gifted students to be able to attend tertiary learning in a safe environment; and

· scholarships where recognition is based on ability not grade level (to negate the effect of acceleration on skewing results) so that appropriate tuition at the required level is made available.
Solution Five

One of the most effective and cost neutral forms of educational provision is acceleration. In spite of an overwhelming majority of the research pointing to there being no negative effects of acceleration, there is still resistance in the wider education community. Judgments are often based on opinions not research and uninformed parents can be convinced by teachers and school principals that acceleration could be potentially harmful to their child.

“What do students say about acceleration? Those who have chosen to learn more rapidly and who have been permitted to do so tend to be positively enthusiastic about accelerative options. 

Dr. Jane C. Charlton, a former 'radical accelerant," is now assistant professor of astrophysics at Pennsylvania State University. Dr. Charlton, who received her Ph.D. at age 22 from the University of Chicago, took her first college-level course at the age of 13 after she had completed the seventh grade. She then decided to begin full-time college-level studies at age 14. 

With an outstanding academic background and an exciting professional future, Dr. Charlton now credits acceleration with being the key that opened up the substantial challenges she needed as a talented, curious, and hardworking student. Accelerating allowed her to probe and act on her talents. "And the amazing thing," she adds, "is that I am where I always wanted to be four years sooner than I might have been had I not accelerated."  (Academic Acceleration: Knowing Your Options - pages 1-2 © 1995. Publications & Resources, Center for Talented Youth, The Johns Hopkins University. Baltimore, Maryland.)

Acceleration has both financial and practical benefits. The additional funding required to assist institutions to focus on acceleration, curriculum compacting and homogenous grouping will be recouped by virtue of the fact that the student will complete their primary and secondary education in a fraction of the time taken by an average student. If a student is capable of completing their education in fifty percent of the ‘normal’ time taken, it makes sense that it is not only equitable to spend double the amount on that student but the added advantage is that the student has the opportunity of making a meaningful contribution to the community and the economy many years sooner.

In fact, to not accelerate students can cause serious damage.

“Dr. Julian Stanley, Director of the Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth at The Johns Hopkins University, believes that adhering to conventional academic timetables can compromise the futures of highly able students. 

While the accelerants with whom Dr. Stanley works have almost all enjoyed very successful college careers, talented students who complete high school entirely in step with their age-peers may have more trouble in college. One possible explanation: academic boredom at a young age can lead to lack of motivation and less developed work habits, traits that pose problems as students mature and face tougher academic challenges.” (Academic Acceleration: Knowing Your Options - pages 1-2 © 1995. Publications & Resources, Center for Talented Youth, The Johns Hopkins University. Baltimore, Maryland.)

Solution Six

Place the role of identification, and monitoring of gifted students back in the psychological realm where it belongs. Just as severely intellectually disabled students have comprehensive and ongoing evaluation by experts in the field, and programs are written and delivered by educators with special expertise, so too should this be a mandatory requisite for gifted children in any properly functioning education system.

Giftedness is a psychological phenomenon, it should be taken from the purview of the educators and placed back in the realm of psychology to ensure that gifted children are given the best possible chance of developing fully. For those that are identified in the exceptionally gifted range, this is even more significant as they are so different from even their gifted peers as to need a greater degree of educational intervention, monitoring and mentoring. It is especially important that psychologists with expertise in the area of identifying giftedness assess children that may be exceptionally gifted.

Once identified, exceptionally gifted students should not be able to be removed from programs due to non-performance. Issues of underachievement need to be addressed and support provided rather than the threat of program withdrawal being a constant sword hanging over the head of the student further diminishing their self esteem and belief in their own ability. Research has shown that once the issues behind underachievement have been addressed, exceptionally gifted children can begin to perform at the level that their potential would suggest. The repair process can take significant amounts of time—from months to years. These children must be able to remain in their programs if they are to have any chance of meeting their potential.

Ongoing monitoring by specialists in the field of gifted education and identification must be a requisite part of any program for the exceptionally gifted child.

How do we implement the solutions

Many programs and initiatives for gifted students would require little increase in funding. What they do require is a willingness of all participants to accept the existence of gifted children within the population and to therefore accept that they require differentiated educational experiences. 

So many of these experiences can be implemented with little or no additional resources, such as accelerative practices and homogenous grouping of gifted children in special classes, either within a school or within a cluster of schools. By clustering these students together they would effectively not be costing the education system any additional funds. 

Where funding does need to be increased significantly is for programs for the exceptionally and profoundly gifted—children for whom standard educational programs—and even specialist programs for the gifted—are at a loss to cater for. Resources are needed to ensure that each and every exceptionally and profoundly gifted child is given the opportunity to contribute to our society at the performance level that their IQ would predict. We do not have a right to expect that these students WILL perform but by putting initiatives in place we can ensure that their quality of life will be significantly improved and thus lead to them being more able to make a useful contribution. Technically speaking, the funding allocated to these programs would be returned many-fold due to the ability of these children to make meaningful and significant contributions to our society if they are allowed to explore and develop their full potential in a safe and nurturing environment.
An exciting innovation in the area of education is online learning. The internet learning environment is gaining credibility as a viable alternative to the more traditional face-to-face learning areas such as schools and universities.

In Western Australia, education is delivered to isolated and rural gifted high school students in the form of Telematics. Two of the Academic Talent Program centres and the School of Isolated and Distance Education Technology in Schools Department have combined to provide approximately 100–200 students with access to similar educational opportunities as their city counterparts. 

Whilst the delivery is good— within the context of the limitations of the Academic Talent Program and once again due to a committed group of exceptional teachers—country schools that the students are attending have been known to be unsupportive and obstructive. That aside, this form of delivery has successfully demonstrated the educational opportunities that can be achieved in an online environment. 

Two exceptionally gifted students have been accelerated into this program on a trial basis with a high  degree of success. The ability of much younger children to appear ‘homogenous’ within the group by virtue of not being seen enables them to work with much older gifted peers at a pace commensurate with their ability. 

Interestingly, in some domains, these students have shown that they have even outpaced the learning ability of their gifted classmates that are approximately 4 years older than the two accelerants.

There are many, many more exceptionally gifted students that are either too young to enter the program, or have not been invited to participate for other reasons such as parents not being aware of the program or lack of opportunity to demonstrate significantly higher achievement levels that would enable them to show their ability to successfully enter and complete the program. 

Research shows that, to be effective, instruction must be individually tailored to meet the needs of each exceptionally and profoundly gifted student, as no one student has the same learning pace, style or areas of talent. Individual learning plans can be implemented through an online learning strategy, extending from pre-primary through secondary and on to tertiary levels of education. 

There are models currently available such as The Virtual School for the Gifted, TEdVEP and Online Learning Australia and many other online education ventures in other countries, some specifically catering for exceptionally and profoundly gifted students. It is important, however, that any initiative is widely affordable or subsidised to allow all eligible students equitable access. Currently, this is not always the case, with some programs in the US costing thousands of dollars.

Students could choose to stay with their physical peers or to have modest accelerations to meet their more advanced emotional and social needs whilst participating in the online learning program in a specially designated area of the school. If an education district has a number of identified exceptionally and profoundly gifted students, as is the case in the Joondalup Education District, then there is a need to provide a more permanent facility to house their online environment or perhaps to deliver some programs face-to-face.

Programs could be delivered and monitored centrally through an institution or organisation specifically set up to identify, monitor and provide appropriate educational, social and emotional resources to the most exceptional children. The program must be inclusive and must not discriminate on the basis of budget. All children that meet set criteria must have access to the program to ensure that there is true equity of access.

Implementation of strategies must be monitored by specialists, not left to educators that have no experience in the field. Policy, identification and programming must also be conducted by specialists, including psychologists that have specialist knowledge in the field of giftedness and educators that have degrees in gifted education. Parents must have input into all areas of planning, programming and implementation as they are most often the only people that know their child’s true strengths and weaknesses.

Conclusion
‘By age 12 children can take the SATs and may finally be able to work with people who have long known what to do for minds like theirs. But they have had to wait for too long and suffer far too much damage.” (Stuck in Another Dimension: The Exceptionally Gifted Child In School by Stephanie S. Tolan. Gifted Child Today Nov. Dec., 1985.)

In Australia we do not have a nationally recognised standardising test such as the SAT (United States) that is easily accessible. There are no such pathways for our exceptionally gifted children. Parents must individually advocate for provision, usually unsuccessfully. Many of the most gifted minds in our country go unrecognised, uneducated and unrewarded.

“There are young children out there about to embark on the same agonizing journey and parents who are going to have to learn the lessons for themselves, making the same mistakes the rest of us have made. It can't be said too often or too strongly that these children inhabit another dimension. They can't be allowed to be different only when their differences are convenient or safe. After six years, I know all too well that those who predicted catastrophe were closer to the truth than those who claimed our children could survive anything. No matter how strong or physically fit our astronauts are, we wouldn't send them naked to the moon; we protect them with space suits and oxygen. It's high time we provided protection and sustenance for our finest minds. We know how gravity limits the distance a man can jump on earth, but we don't expect the limits to be the same on the moon. It's high time we took the artificial limits off our children's minds.”

“The exceptionally gifted child is unique. What kind of educational adaptation each child needs must be decided after a careful study of that child's individuality. But the certainty that adaptations *must be made* can be based on what our children have in common, on the rules of their own special world. We must provide educators with maps and guidebooks of that world so they can begin, with a degree of confidence, to let go of the rules they have been taught to follow.”

 (Stuck in Another Dimension: The Exceptionally Gifted Child In School by Stephanie S. Tolan. Gifted Child Today Nov. Dec., 1985.)

I humbly ask the Committee to end the suffering being experienced by exceptionally gifted children in our education system. I further ask the Committee to recognise the need to recommend legislation at the Federal and State level that will lead to equitable educational provision for ALL gifted children. To ensure that this occurs, funding must be allocated specifically to invest in the untapped resource that is our nations intellectual capital. It is in the interest of the future of our Australian society to do so.
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