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ABSTRACT 

The underrepresentation of minority students in 

programs for the gifted is well documented, and is due, in 

large part, to limited definitions of giftedness and 

inadequate identification techniques. New methods of 

locating and identifying gifted minority students must be 

developed and tested. The peer referral procedure has been 

cited as one method for initially locating students who may 

be gifted but are overlooked by the most common referral 

source--classroom teachers, but researchers have not 

investigated directly ~he use of peer referral for locating 

minority students who may be gifted in any ethnic group. 

The subjects in this study were the fourth, fifth, and 

sixth grade students (N = 1564) and their teachers in nine 

selected schools, divided into three groups: (a) schools 

with a Hispanic population of over 75%, (b) schools with an 

equal proportion of Hispanics and Anglos, and (c) schools 

with less than 25% Hispanic students. All students 

completed a peer referral form designed to reflect traits 

of gifted Hispanic students. In addition, the number of 

teacher referrals using the traditional school district 

procedures was collected. 

Six research questions were investigated; primary 

areas of investigation included the (a) relationship 

between the ethnicity of the nominator and nominee, 

(b) relationship between the gender of the nominator and 
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nominee, (c) usefulness of peer referral to locate Hispanic 

students who may be gifted and (d) sensitivity of the peer 

referral instrument to Hispanic students. Both qualitative 

and quantitative statistical techniques were used, 

including stepwise logistic regression, cluster analyses, 

odds ratios, and content analysis. 

Findings indicated that peer referral was a useful 

technique for locating Hispanic and Anglo students that 

teachers did not refer; however, few differences were 

discovered between the two student groups on the peer 

referral instrument. Students referred peers who matched a 

stereotypical profile of the gifted student in school. In 

the balanced schools, Anglos tended to nominate other 

Anglos and Hispanics tended to nominate other Hispanics. 

Gender nomination patterns varied, depending on the focus 

of the question. 

The peer referral process is a promising practice for 

locating some Hispanic stUdents who may be gifted; however, 

if minority students who are different from the majority 

gifted student are going to be found, other methods of 

referral, besides teachers and peers, are needed. 

Researchers must continue to explore the differences and 

similarities between majority and minority children who are 

gifted. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

As the 21st century approaches, our society is under

going dramatic change in a variety of areas. One signifi

cant trend is the increasing ethnic and cultural diversity 

of the nation's population. Recent demographic figures 

paint a picture that differs dramatically from previous 

decades: we are rapidly becoming a multi-cultural society. 

Naisbitt (1982) predicted that by the year 2020 12% of the 

nation's population will be Hispanic: 13% will be Black. 

Both Black and Hispanic women have higher birth rates than 

white women. In addition, the average Black or Hispanic 

woman, because she is younger than the average whi te woman, 

is afforded a longer span of child rearing years (Naisbitt, 

1982). Consequently, the number of white births has 

decreased while the number of minority births is on the 

rise (Naisbitt, 1982). 

Growing social and cultural diversity carries with it 

serious implications for many different sectors of our 

society. Perhaps the greatest impact will be on our 

nation's schools. Cordova (1985) estimated that by the 

year 2,000 one-third of the students in the public schools 

will be minority students. Currently, minority student 

enrollment in schools grows rapidly. The Los Angeles Public 
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School District reported that over 70% of the school 

population is minority students (Los Angeles Public 

Schools, 1986). Other school districts, particularly in 

the western and southwestern part of the United states, 

have reported large increases in minority enrollment (Grant 

& Snyder, 1986). In short, minority students in many 

school districts are, or will soon be, the majority. 

The influx of minority students into the public 

schools has resulted in a multitude of challenges for 

educators. These challenges include such problems as 

assimilating students of various ethnic backgrounds and 

limited English proficiency into schools and society, 

stemming high dropout rates, and resolving conflicts 

between home, school, and cultural values. Schools are 

being forced to adapt to the demands of a multi-cultural 

society. 

The potential of gifted minority students must also be 

recognized. Educators of the gifted have a special 

responsibility. Programs for the gifted have long been 

considered to be the sole territory of upper middle class, 

white students. Yet, giftedness is not confined to one 

ethnic group; gifted individuals emerge from all ethnici

ties. The enrollment patterns in programs for the gifted 

do not reflect this fact. The underrepresentation of 

minority students in programs for the gifted is well docu

mented (De Leon, 1983; High & Udall, 1983; McKenzie, 1986). 
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Now, more than ever, program planners must examine 

critically their past practices in the light of changing 

demographics. A continued failure to identify and serve 

gifted minority students may not only damage, irreparably, 

the credibility of education for the gifted but also under

mine the ability of our society to function successfully 

(Bernal & Reyna, 1974; Passow, 1981; Renzulli, 1973). 

Moreover, gifted minority students have the right to an 

appropriate education for their own personal betterment. 

Placing minority students in programs for the gifted must 

become a high priority; locating these students is the 

first crucial step. 

Programs for the gifted are not devoid of minority 

participation. Minority students do attend gifted programs 

but in much smaller proportions than their non-minority 

counterparts. Rarely can programs for the gifted be found 

where the proportion of minority students in the program 

equals the proportion of minorities in the school district. 

Two explanations have been suggested to justify the lack of 

minority students in programs for the gifted; radically 

different assumptions underlie these explanations. 

The first justification offered for the lack of 

proportional minority representation in programs for the 

gifted is simple: a higher proportion of majority students 

than minority students is gifted. This statement is based 

on the assumption that the number of minority students in 
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programs for the gifted is a true reflection of the actual 

percentage of gifted minority students in the population. 

The second explanation is more complex: gifted minority 

students exist in equal proportion to gifted majority stu

dents and the lack of representation in programs for the 

gifted is a problem of definition and identification. This 

second interpretation is based on the assumption that 

gifted individuals can be found in equal proportions across 

all cultures, and that the inability to locate more gifted 

minority students results from current practices. 

The first assumption--that gifted minority students 

exist in smaller proportions than majority students-

suggests that the lack of minority students in programs for 

the gifted is not a problem. The latter assumption, 

however, that the lack of proportional representation is a 

problem of definition and identification, presumes a major 

problem. This study is based on the widely held premise 

that the lack of minority students in programs for the 

gifted is a serious concern that needs to be corrected 

through revisions in definition and new, non-traditional 

iden tif ica tion tec hniques. 

Background to the study 

Various definitions of giftedness, and concomitant 

identification procedures, have developed over the past 

century. Understanding the significant changes in both the 
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concept of giftedness and the major trends in identifica

tion practices provide critical background to this study. 

The purpose of this section is to discuss (a) the major 

definitions of giftedness that have shaped education for 

the gifted, (b) the characteristics of sound identification 

procedures and the major historical trends in 

identification practices, and (c) the specific issues that 

hamper the successful identification of minority students. 

Definitions of Giftedness 

Numerous definitions of giftedness have been proposed 

over the past sixty years. These definitions have always 

reflected the concepts of intelligence at the time the 

definition was introduced. Therefore, to understand the 

rationale behind a proposed definition of giftedness one 

must also understand the theories of intelligence that 

existed concurrently. Definitions of giftedness can be 

grouped into three chronological categories: (a) a narrow 

concept of giftedness, (b) a broad concept of giftedness, 

and (c) a culturally based definition of giftedness. 

Narrow Concept of Giftedness 

Although the nature of intelligence has been discussed 

for centuries, only in the 19th century were testable 

theories of intelligence proposed (Eysenck & Kamin, 1981). 

Sir Francis Galton, in his studies on genius in the late 

l800s, set the stage for the influential theories of Spear

man and others (Sattler, 1982). Galton proposed that 
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intelligence was composed of an encompassing general 

ability, with some special aptitudes (Sattler, 1982). 

Spearman applied the newly developed statistical technique 

of factor analysis to identify this general ability, which 

he labeled 'g' (Spearman, 1927). Thurstone, another major 

theorist during this time, disagreed with Spearman and 

stated that intelligence was composed of separate factors, 

or abilities; however, Thurstone's later research led him 

eventually to conclude that the major component of 

intelligence was an overall general ability (Sattler, 

1982). 

The simultaneous emergence of the psychometric field 

and testable theories of intelligence was not a 

coincidence. Numerous researchers in the new fields of 

measurement and statistics attempted to measure 'g' in a 

variety of ways. The most notable of these methods was the 

Binet Intelligence Scale, (Binet & Simon, 1905) developed 

in France by Alfred Binet to measure general ability; 

Terman later refined Binet's original test in the United 

States (Sattler, 1982). The final revision by Terman 

resulted in the now famous Stanford-Binet Intelligence 

Scale (Stanford-Binet) (Terman & Merrill, 1960). 

From this body of thought, the concept of a gifted 

person emerged naturally: an individual who scored at a 

high level on the newly introduced intelligence tests 

(F1ieg1er, 1961; Terman, 1925). Although numerous 
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individuals questioned an over-reliance on the IQ 

(Tannenbaum, 1983), the accepted definition of giftedness 

was not challenged until the 1960s when new concepts of 

intelligence evolved. 

Broader Definition of Giftedness 

New theories of intelligence emerged in the 1960s that 

made a significant impact on the definition of giftedness. 

Guilford (1967) reconceptualized intelligence with his 

structure of the Intellect Theory. In his theory Guilford 

dismissed the notion of 'g' by stating that intelligence 

was not composed of any unitary factor, but instead, that 

intelligence was comprised of 120 (later expanded to 150) 

separate abilities. Intelligence was now conceived of as 

multi-dimensional. Later theories presented by Cattell 

(1963), Sternberg (1977, 1981), and Gardner (1983) all 

contributed to a broader view of intelligence than 

originally was accepted. 

With radical thinking on intelligence occurring, 

alternate interpretations of giftedness were inevitable. 

Two new definitions were of particular importance. The 

first was developed by a team of experts and reported in a 

congressional report on education for the gifted by the 

united states Office of Education: 

Children capable of high performance include 

those with demonstrated achievement and/or potential 

ability in any of the following areas, singly or in 
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combination: 

1. general intellectual ability 

2. specific academic aptitude 

3. creative or productive think ing 

4. leadership ability 

5. visual and per fo rming arts 

6. psychomotor ability (Marland, 1972, p. 10) • 

This definition was notable because within it the 

notion of giftedness was expanded to include six categories 

of giftedness instead of the previously accepted single 

category. If the concept of intelligence was multi-faceted, 

then newer definitions of giftedness would be as well. 

The second major definition of giftedness that emerged 

during this time was formulated by Renzulli (1977). 

Renzulli reviewed the research on gifted individuals and 

determined that the three most important ingredients in 

giftedness were above average ability, high creativity, and 

high task commitment. Renzulli (1977) stated: "Giftedness 

consists of an interaction among three basic clusters of 

human traits--these clusters being above average general 

abilities, high levels of task commitment, and high levels 

of creativity" (p. 261). 

In keeping with the then current thinking about 

intelligence, the USOE and Renzulli definitions 

conceptualized giftedness in a broader, more complex way 

than earlier definitions. Now, other categories of 
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behavior were considered possible. Both the Renzulli and 

USOE definitions have impacted strongly on current prac

tices in defining giftedness in the United states (Wells, 

1982). 

Culturally Based Definition of Giftedness 

Proponents of the broader theories of intelligence 

argued that these newer interpretations were appropriate 

for all cultures. The Renzulli and USOE definitions of 

giftedness were considered more inclusive, encompassing 

students who would not qualify as gifted using earlier 

definitions. In theory, minority students were more likely 

to be included in programs when the broader definitions of 

giftedness were used. Yet, for some individuals, the 

broader definitions of giftedness were still too narrow. 

In the 1970s, a group of researchers and theorists began to 

criticize the broader conceptualizations of giftedness. 

Bernal (1976) contended that current definitions 

failed to take into account the strengths of the minority 

child. Hilliard (1976) claimed that ethnic groups had a 

different cognitive style from the majority culture and 

that prevalent conceptualizations of giftedness were based 

on the cognitive style of the dominant culture. Leung 

(198l) theorized about the absolute aspects and specific 

aspects of giftedness. The absolute aspects of giftedness 

were the underlying properties of giftedness that 

transcended historical time and cultural context. Specific 
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aspects of giftedness were the behavioral manifestations of 

giftedness appropriate for a particular time in history or 

to a particular ethnic group. Torrance (1977) introduced 

his seminal research and thought on the role of creativity 

and claimed that ethnic groups demonstrated their gifted

ness through many previously unrecognized creative 

behaviors. Researchers from the sociological and 

anthropological fields presented evidence that intelligence 

was defined differently in different cultures (i.e., 

Kleinfeld, 1973). 

Bernal, Leung, Hilliard, and Torrance have stated that 

current definitions, although broader, are still inter

preted in a limited way. This observation has led these 

same writers to claim that the strengths of different 

ethnic groups must be acknowledged in any definition of 

giftedness if more minority students are to be included in 

programs for the gifted. Although these individuals argue 

convincingly that current concepts of giftedness fail to 

include the specific strengths of the minority child, 

culturally based definitions of giftedness have not been 

proposed by many writers. A culturally based definition of 

giftedness would be based on the strengths of the minority 

child and would reflect valued traits of the particular 

culture. 

Some preliminary work in this area was done by Bernal 

& Reyna (1974) when they interviewed 300 Mexican-Americans 
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about a Hispanic conception of giftedness. ,Bernal and his 

associates then categorized responses to their questions 

and developed a checklist of traits believed to be 

possessed by gifted Hispanic students. More studies of 

this kind are essential if a culturally based definition of 

giftedness is to be developed. 

summary of pefinitions of Giftedness 

The definitions of giftedness proposed over the past 

century have reflected the accepteG thinking on 

intelligence at the time the definition was introduced. 

Theories of intelligence have ranged from restrictive to 

broad. The definitions of giftedness, as well, can be 

placed on a continuum from uni-dimensional to multi

dimensional. Today, giftedness is conceived as a malti

dimensional phenomenon, enveloping numerous abilities. Yet 

some theorists still claim even this conceptualization of 

giftedness is restrictive and excludes minority students 

from programs for the gifted. 

Identification Practices 

Identification practices should follow naturally from 

a definition of giftedness. The purpose of identification 

is " .. to find--in order !Q. serve--as many students as 

possible who need special programs to fully develop their 

exceptional abilities so they and society have access to 

their talents" (Richert, Alvino & McDonnel, 1982, p. 236). 

Justifiable, sound identification practices have three 



characteristics: consistency, comprehensiveness, and 

appropriateness. 

Consistency 
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Identification procedures need to be consistent with 

the definition of giftedness employed. For example, if a 

gifted student is defined as a person possessing above 

average ability, task commitment and creativity, then 

program planners should select techniques that identify 

these three traits in the student population. Placement in 

a special program would occur only when a student 

demonstrated all three kinds of abilities. A practice not 

consistent with this definition would be to measure only 

'ability' and place children into the program based on' high 

scores in this one area. Since the definition of 

giftedness forms the theoretical basis for program 

practices, students placed in programs can fail when 

definitions and identification practices are incompatible. 

When a narrow definition of giftedness was widely 

accepted, consistency with identification practices was 

fairly easy to maintain. In fact, Terman's definition of 

giftedness was narrow enough to contain the identification 

procedures within it. With the advent of broader, more 

complex definitions of giftedness, maintaining consistency 

became more difficult because the identification techniques 

were not as sophisticated as the new definitions. Although 

newer definitions of giftedness incorporated a wider range 
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of abilities, identification procedures failed to measure 

these talents and the reliance on standardized intelligence 

and achievement measures continued. Consistency between 

definition and identification practices was, and still is, 

hard to find. 

Comprehensiveness 

The second indicator that a sound identification 

process exists is comprehensiveness. To be comprehensive, 

an identification process must first be composed of three 

stages: nomination, assessment, and evaluation (Richert, 

et a1., 1982). The primary purpose of the nomination stage 

is to find an all inclusive group of students who may be 

gifted a~ defined by the program planners. The purpose of 

the assessment stage is to determine (a) which of the 

nominated students are gifted, (b) the specific learning 

needs of the students, and (c) whether the needs of 

students identified as gifted can be met through 

participation in the program. Students are then placed in 

programs. The primary purpose of the evaluation stage is 

to establish an ongoing identification procedure that can 

be used to assess previous decisions and provide continual 

data for refining nomination and assessment stages. Of 

particular importance to this discussion are the first two 

stages7 evaluation will not be discussed. 

Comprehensiveness also requires that a variety of data 

be collected about each child nominated. When 
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identification procedures are limited, information is 

confined to scores on one measure. In a comprehensive 

identification process, the focus is on the whole child and 

data are collected about all areas of functioning. 

Individuals knowledgeable about the students' behavior in a 

variety of settings are asked to provide evaluations. 

Ideally, information collected in the nomination stage is 

supported by additional information in the assessment 

stage. With multiple data, the strengths of the student 

have a better chance of being discovered. 

When educators used a narrow definition of giftedness, 

a comprehensive identification procedure was easy. Identi

fication practices were simple. Names of potentially 

gifted students were collected usually only from teachers. 

The precedent of relying on only teacher nominations was 

established by Terman (Terman & Cox, 1926) when he 

initially gathered names of potentially gifted students 

from classroom teachers. Following nominations from 

teachers, assessment data were collected, limited 

frequently to a single performance on a standardized test, 

usually an intelligence or achievement measure. 

As broader, more complex definitions of giftedness 

emerged, the nomination and assessment stages became more 

complex. At the nomination stage, teachers, parents, 

peers, and other individuals from the community submitted 

names of students they believed to be gifted. At the 
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assessment stage, both objective and subjective information 

was collected. Such information included scores from 

standardized tests, self-assessment measures, creativity 

measures, and product evaluation ratings. With a 

comprehensive identification procedure in place, fewer 

gifted students will be overlooked. Both the efficiency 

and effectiveness (see p. 44 for definitions of these 

terms) of the identification procedure will be improved. 

Broader, more complex definitions of giftedness led to 

the development of the 'matrix method' of identif ica tion 

(Kitano & Kirby, 1986). Using the matrix method, 

information collected during the assessment stage is en

tered on a form commonly called a matrix. A matrix is 

composed of two axes. On the vertical axis, assessment 

techniques are listed. On the horizontal axis, ratings on 

a scale of one to five are given for the scores on each 

assessment measure, depending on the level of the student's 

performance, with 1 for low ability and 5 for high ability. 

Individual ratings are added, resulting in an overall 

numerical score that usually determines placement in a 

program. The matrix can be adapted to any situation, and 

makes possible the comparison of a wide variety of 

in formati on. 

Comprehensive identification procedures are important 

when using a culturally based definition of giftedness that 

emphasi~es the strengths and talents of a particular cul-
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ture. Although such definitions are still in the embryonic 

stage of development, the need fo'r comprehensiveness is 

apparent. In a limited identification procedure, minority 

students may be overlooked because they possess talents not 

easily identified by traditional measures. Additional 

identification techniques would be necessary, such as 

measures of cultural traits, cognitive style, creativity, 

and non-verbal intelligence. 

Appropriateness 

Appropriate identification procedures meet acceptable 

standards of reliability and validity. procedures that are 

both reliable and valid will (a) assess the behaviors or 

traits they purport to measure, (b) be appropriate for the 

age group tested, and (c) yield a consistent score when a 

student takes the same measure twice. Identification 

procedures also can be considered appropriate when they 

demonstrate validity when used to assess traditionally 

underserved groups such as minorities, handicapped, and 

females. 

Appropriate identification procedures were lacking 

when narrow definitions of giftedness shaped programs. 

Although many assessment tools met reliability and validity 

standards when used with white, middle class, non

handicapped individuals, the traditionally under served were 

not identified. Even with the broader and culturally 

specific definitions of giftedness, appropriateness 
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remained a problem. The newly developed identification 

instruments lacked validity and reliability, so educators 

continued to depend on the more traditional standardized 

measures. The continued reliance on standardized testing 

excluded many minority students from participation in 

special programs since they performed poorly. 

Summary of Identification Practic~ 

The three characteristics of a sound identification 

procedure are consistency, comprehensiveness, and 

appropriateness. In theory, identification practices 

should (a) be consistent with the selected definition of 

giftedness; (b) include the three delineated stages of 

nomination, assessment, and evaluation; and (c) meet 

acceptable standards of reliability and validity, while 

encouraging the identification of traditionally underserved 

populations. In actuality many identification practices 

fail to meet these three criteria (Richert et al., 1982). 

The lack of sound, justifiable identif ica tion procedures is 

partly responsible for the low proportion of minority 

students in programs for the gifted. 

Identification of Gifted Minority Students 

The lack of minority representation in programs for 

the gifted and development of solutions for increasing 

minority participation have been issues of great concern 

(Baldwin, Gear, & Lucito, 1978; Bernal & Reyna, 1974; 

Maker, 1983; Masten, 1985). Concepts of giftedness and 

- -------------------------------
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prevailing identification practices have both been analyzed 

fo~ their contribution to the under representation of 

minority students in programs for the gifted (i.e., Bernal, 

1980; Hilliard, 1976; Richert et al., 1982). Several 

explanations for the inability to place more minority 

students in programs have been offered: (a) the 

limitations of a narrow conception of giftedness, (b) lack 

of consistency between a broad definition of giftedness and 

identification procedures, (c) inadequate delineation 

between the first two stages of identification, (d) the 

inappropriate use and selection of standardized tests, and 

(e) over-reliance on teacher nominations. 

Narrow Concept of ~ftedness 

Minority students have failed to qualify for programs 

because, in the past, the accepted concept of giftedness 

has been limited to high general intellectual ability and 

identified by a single score on an intelligence test 

(Richert, et a1., 1982; Wells, 1982). students who sco red 

130 or above on a standardized test of intelligence were 

labeled 'gifted' (Tannenbaum, 1983). Minority students 

score lower than white students on standardized 

intelligence and achievement tests (Anastasi, 1982; 

C1arizo, 1982; Loehlin, Lindzey, & Spuhler, 1975). Under

representation in programs for the gifted was the 

inevitable consequence for students from minority groups. 
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Giftedness And Identification Procedures 
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In part, the introduction of broader definitions of 

giftedness was a direct response to the problems resulting 

from the limitations of earlier definitions. Educators 

realized that a multi-dimensional concept of giftedness 

would enable them to include more minority students. 

Emphasis on a wide variety of talents works only if valid 

procedures exist to identify these talents. However, 

educators were unable to translate the theoretical concepts 

included in broader definitions into reliable and valid 

assessment tools. Few measures were developed that 

identified students other than those with high academic 

achievement or those who performed well on an intelligence 

measure. For example, identifying the gifted student with 

leadership ability or the gifted student with high task 

commitment was, and continues to be, problematic. 

Identifying cultural strengths is even more difficult due 

to our lack of adequate measurement tools. 

Inadequate pelineation ~ween the First T~ Identification 

stages 

The three identification stages--nomination, 

assessment, and evaluation--were developed to improve 

identification practices. Yet, the first two stages often 

were not delineated clearly by program planners. Often 

information collected in the first stage was the only data 
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used in the second stage. For example, students were 

referred to programs because of high scores on standardized 

testing; instead of collecting information about other 

abilities, only the original referral information--high 

test scores--was used in the assessment stage. This 

practice impacted on all students adversely, but minority 

students especially are affected by an identification 

procedure limited to only one type of information. 

The Inappropriate Use and Selection of Standardized Tests 

The over-reliance on standardized tests has also 

eliminated gifted minority students from consideration for 

programs. The differential performance of minority 

students on standardized measures has been well documented 

(Anastasi, 1982; Clarizo, 1983; Loehlin, et al., 1975). A 

variety of information must be gathered on these students 

because their strengths are not clearly detected on many 

standardized measures. Although efforts have been made to 

advocate the use of other assessment instruments such as 

non-verbal and developmental tests, and measures of 

cognitive style, actual practice is limited. 

Over-reliance ~ Teacher Nominations 

The inability of teachers to identify gifted minority 

students has been cited as a major reason for the lack of 

minority students in programs for the gifted (High & Udall, 

1983; Sullivan, 1973). The classroom teacher is the most 

common source for behavioral information about students 
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(Tuttle & Becker, 1983) and teachers provide the most names 

for the referral pool (Baldwin, Gear, & Lucito, 1978). 

Teachers have difficulty identifying all gifted 

students, regardless of cultural background. Gear (1978) 

and others (Clark, 1983; Cornish, 1968; Jacobs, 1971; 

Pegnato & Birch, 1959) discovered> that often teachers 

failed to identify gifted students because the perception 

of a gifted student was limited to high achievers. Marland 

(1972) stated that, if teacher nomination was the sole 

method of referral to programs for the gifted, 50% of all 

gifted students would remain undiscovered. High and Udall 

(1983) also discovered that teachers nominate 

disproportionate numbers of Anglo students, even in schools 

with high minority populations. 'Although Gear (1978) found 

that trained teachers increased in their ability to 

identify gifted students, a sizeable group of gifted 

students still goes undetected if teachers are the only 

referral source. One possible reason for the failure of 

teachers to nominate minority students may be that teachers 

have difficulty recognizing students who display their 

giftedness in ways not valued by the dominant culture. 

Summary of Identification of Minority Students 

If more gifted minority students are to be identified, 

many of the problems listed above must be solved. Of 

specific concern to this investigator are the limitations 

of teacher nomination in the referral stage of the 
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identification process. The composition of the referral 

pool is critical because, in most cases, all students 

identified as gifted will emerge eventually from this 

initial group. If adequate numbers of minority students 

are not included in the referral pool, their chances of 

being placed in programs for the gifted are greatly 

reduced. No determination has been made as to what 

percentage of the referral pool should be from cultural and 

ethnic groups to ensure their greater representation in 

programs. 

Teachers are the source of the largest number of names 

for the referral pool (Baldwin et al., 1978). The belief 

that minority students may demonstrate their giftedness in 

ways different from gifted majority students is a major 

reason additional methods of referral have been advocated. 

A hypothesis has been extended that the number of minority 

students identified as gifted may increase if referral 

sources other than teachers, including parents and peers, 

are used (Bernal, 1980; Richert, et al., 1982). Of these 

two sources, peers have received the most attention in the 

literature (e.g., Baldwin, 1977; Khatena, 1982; Lyon, 1976; 

Martinson, 1975; Renzulli & Smith, 1977; Richert et al., 

1982). Peer referral has been noted as a promising 

practice for locating gifted minority students (Clark, 

1983; Richert et al., 1982). 
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Peer Referral Research 

Peer referral is a sociometric technique used to 

obtain a student's estimate of the behavioral 

characteristics of his/her peers based on observation 

and/or interaction (Dove, 1986; Shipley, 1978). The use of 

peer referral as an additional nomination procedure is 

based on the rationale that students will notice 

characteristics of their classmates that teachers do not 

observe, and consequently, students whose strengths are 

overlooked by other referral sources will be noticed by 

their peers. This investigator further hypothesized that 

minority students would be more likely to be referred by 

peers if minority students make up over 50% of the 

classroom population. 

Even though peer referral is listed frequently as an 

alternative method for locating gifted minority students 

(Clark, 1983; Richert et al., 1982), surprisingly, few 

individuals have exa.mined peer referral of minority 

students through research. Instead, the relationship of 

peer referral to such variables as teacher nomination, 

friendship, gender, and subsequent placement and/or success 

in a special program was studied. The early research left 

many questions unanswered about the use of peer referral, 

particularly with regax:d to minority students. The 

subjects in most of these studies were not minority stu

dents, or when minority students were included, the 
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variable. 
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Only two recent studies have been reported in which 

the use of peer referral for locating gifted minority 

students was investigated (Harty, Adkins, & Sherwood, 1984; 

Udall, 1986). Although an extensive review of the peer 

referral research is contained in Chapter 2, the next 

section describes briefly the Harty et a1. (1984) and the 

Udall (1986) studies. 

Peer Referral with Gifted Minority Students 

Harty, et a1. (1984) compared 13 different 

identification procedures to determine which procedures 

differentiated best between gifted and non-gifted students 

and which methods discriminated least against minority or 

economically disadvantaged students. Methods included the 

collection of achievement and intelligence scores, teacher 

and parent judgment, student assessment of self-concept, 

and peer referral data for 118 students in the second and 

third grades. A definition of giftedness was not given in 

this study; the authors only stated that gifted students 

were placed in the program based on scores on group 

achievement and intelligence tests and teacher ratings. 

Peers did differentiate between gifted and non-gifted 

students, and scores were higher for minority students than 

for major i ty students. Since Harty and his colleagues were 

interested in methods that were equally appropriate for all 
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ethnic groups and socioeconomic classes, peer referral was 

rejected as an acceptable measure. 

In a pilot study conducted at an urban school in the 

southwest (Udall, 1986), students were asked to identify 

peers who demonstrated characteristics commonly indicative 

of giftedness in Hispanic students (See Appendix A for the 

form used). The hypothesis was that students would refer 

minority students who were overlooked by teachers~ the 

findings, however, did not support the hypothesis. 

In a school with a 60% minority population, the top 

three students referred in all classes across fourth, 

fifth, and sixth grade (with the exception of the bilingual 

classrooms) were Anglo students. The students from the 

school neighborhood, most of whom were from minority 

groups, were nominated less frequently than their Anglo 

peers. In addition, teachers and students were in 

agreement with each other on most of the nominees. In this 

study, peers failed to nominate minority students not 

located through traditional procedures. Evidence that 

minority students, even when in the majority, referred 

Anglo students rather than minority students was reported. 

Summary Qf ~eer Referral Research 

~ith Gifted Rinority Students 

Wi th the exception of the Harty et ale (1984) and the 

Udall studies (1986), the usefulness of a peer referral 

procedure to identify gifted minority students has not been 
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assessed empirically. The relationship of peer referral to 

the ethnic composition of a classroom has not been studied. 

Do minority students refer their minority peers or do they 

refer Anglo students, even when the minority students are 

in the major ity? Will students nominate as gifted minor ity 

students that teachers do not nominate? Finally, earlier 

researchers offered little justification for the various 

peer referral instruments they used. Only Dove (1986) gave 

a theoretical explanation for her instrument. Do students 

interpret a written questionnaire as it is intended? In 

other words, when interviewed following the paper and 

pencil peer referral task, what reasons do subjects use to 

justify their nominations? 

statement of Purpose 

Given the failure of early studies to demonstrate the 

usefulness of a procedure often cited as a partial answer 

to the problem of how to include more minority students in 

programs for the gifted, the purpose of this study was to 

assess the usefulness of a peer referral procedure for 

locating Hispanic students who may be gifted. The study 

was conducted in a district whose Hispanic population is 

over 40%. Because of this fact, the primary focus of the 

investigator was on the use of peer referral with Hispanic 

and Anglo studen ts. 
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Research Questions 

The following questions guided the investigation: 

1. Will the peer referral process increase the number 

of Hispanic students in the initial referral pool 

who may be identified later as gifted? 

From the -earliest stages of the identification 

procedure minority students are neglected. Traditional 

referral procedures have not led to an increase in the 

number of minority students in the referral pool; possibly 

peers will be able to locate more minority students who may 

be gifted. If minority students are to be identified as 

gifted, they must be included at the initial referral 

stage. The relationship of standard teacher referral to 

peer referral to determine if peers nominate students not 

nominated by their teachers was investigated. The 

relationship between standard teacher referral and peer 

referral in schools with different ethnic balances also was 

studied. 

2. What is the relationship of the ethnicity of the 

nominees to the ethnicity of the nominators? 

Peer referral has been used in schools with large 

Hispanic populations based on the belief that students of 

the same culture will identify each other. Findings from 

previous research (Udall, 1986) suggest that this 

assumption is not true, and that, instead, Hispanic 

students refer Anglo students before they refer students of 
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their own culture. The relationship between the percentage 

of Hispanic students in a school and the number of Hispanic 

students named by peer referral has not been explored. 

Investigating the use of peer referral in schools 

reflecting different demographic patterns also provided 

important information about the usefulness of peer referral 

in varied settings. 

3. What is the rela tionship of the sex of the nominees 

to the sex of the nominators? 

Friendship usually does not affect the nominations made 

by peers. Only one researcher (Norwood, 1977/1978) studied 

whether the gender of the nominators influenced the 

selection process. Further investigation of the 

relat.ionship between the sex of the nominees and the sex of 

the no minators is needed. 

4. What patterns emerge on the instrument that indicate 

differences among students referred by peers, students 

referred by teachers through standard procedures, and 

students referred by both teachers and peers? 

The peer referral instrument used in this study was 

carefully designed to reflect traits of Hispanic gifted 

students. Do patterns emerge on the instrument that 

indicate differences between students referred by peers and 

students referred by teachers through traditional methods? 

Are there discernable differences between Anglo and 

Hispanic students? 



5. What is the relationship between teacher choice and 

student choice on the peer referral instrument? 
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Research shows that teachers and students tend to 

nominate the same students on a peer referral instrument. 

Yet, a major rationale for using peer referral is the 

belief that the process offers an alternative. Although 

the focus of this study is a comparison between traditional 

methods of teacher referral and peer referral, teachers 

completed the peer referral form so that the degree of 

coherence between teacher and student choice could be 

assessed. 

6. Are student interpretations of the questions contained 

on the peer referral instrument concurrent with the 

researcher's rationale for including the questions on 

the instrument? 

A serious limitation of earlier research was the lack 

of theoretical justification for the selected peer referral 

instrument. Most often an instrument was chosen because it 

was employed in earlier research, rather than because of 

its usefulness in answering the research questions. In 

this study, student perceptions of the peer referral 

instrument were analyzed. Interviews with selected students 

following the administration of the paper and pencil 

instrument yielded valuable information about student 

perceptions of the questions, and provided insights into 

the rationale for students' nominations. 
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Gifted Student 
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In this study, a gifted student is any student who 

qualified for the school district's program for the gifted 

where the study was conducted. In this district students 

are identified as gifted using the matrix method (see page 

27 for description of the matrix method). Information 

displayed in the matrix included scores from the Iowa Test 

Qf Basic Skills (Hieronymous & Lindquist, 1972) the 

Developing Cognitive Abilities Test (Beggs, Mouw, Cawley, 

Wick, Smith, Cherkes, Fitzmaurice, & Cawley, 1981) and 

teacher recommendation. A cutoff score assigned by the 

district's program director determines placement. 

Early Teacher Rgferral 

An 'Early Teacher Referral' (noted as ER) is any 

student referred by teachers through the traditional 

district procedure. A student could be referred to the 

program for the gifted by any teacher; this procedure 

involved only the completion of a standard referral form. 

Most referrals are collected from teachers at the beginning 

of the year. 

Ls!~ Teacher Referral 

A 'Late Teacher Referral' (noted as LR) is any student 

referred by teachers during the data collection procedures 

for this study. Teachers were asked by the investigator to 
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refer additional students .to the district program for the 

gifted. 

~ Referral Process 

The peer referral process is a sociometric technique 

used to obtain a student's estimate of the behavioral 

characteristics of his/her peers based on observation 

and/or interaction (Dove, 1986). 

~ Referral 

For the purposes of this study, a 'Peer Referral' 

(noted as PR) is any student who obtained 18 or more votes 

across 12 of the 14 questions on the peer referral 

instrument. Any votes the student received on the 2 

questions that described non-gifted behaviors were not 

counted in the determination of aPR. 

Minorit!l Student 

For the purposes of this study, a minority student is 

any individual who is not a member of the Anglo/White 

Caucasian population. 

Hispanic Student 

For the purposes of this study, a Hispanic student is 

any student who identifies himself or herself as Hispanic 

in the school district where this study was conducted. 

Anglo Student 

For the purposes of this study, an Anglo student is 

any student who identifies himself or herself as a member 

of the Caucasian/non-Hispanic population. 
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Effectiveness of Identification 

Pegnato and Birch (1959) define the effectiveness of a 

screeni'ng procedure as the ability of the procedure to 

locate a high percentage of the students who are gifted. 

The most effective procedure would not allow ~ gifted 

students to be missed. The effectiveness formula for 

teacher nomination is as follows (cited in Gear, 1976): 

number correctly identified by teacher 
total number of confirmed gifted 

Efficiency of Identification 

Efficiency of a screening procedure, as defined by 

pegnato and Birch (1959), is the ratio of the total number 

of children referred by it to the number of gifted children 

found among those referred. The efficiency formula for 

teacher nomination is as follows (cited in Gear, 1976): 

number correctly identified by teacher 
total nunber nominated by teacher 

Significance of the Study 

The inability to locate and identify adequate numbers 

of gifted minority students is a serious problem for 

educators of the gifted. Giftedness is not limited to one 

culture; gifted individuals emerge from all cultures. As 

our country becomes increasingly diversified in its ethnic 

composition, educators of the gifted must respond to the 

challenge of serving a heterogeneous, multi-cultural 

population. Disproportional representation of minority 
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groups in programs for the gifted represents a failure, in 

large part, of definitions of giftedness and identification 

techniques to reflect this country's ethnic and cultural 

composition. Although in recent years, broader, more 

complex definitions of giftedness have been proposed and 

new methods of identification have been introduced, still 

too few minority students are participating in programs for 

the gifted (McKenzie, 1986). New methods of locating and 

identifying gifted minority students must be developed and 

tested. 

A number of reasons have been proposed to explain the 

lack of minority students in programs for the gifted. Peer 

referral is often cited as one method for locating gifted 

students (Khatena, 1982; Lyon, 1976; Renzulli & Smith, 

1977). Educators are encouraged to incorporate this 

procedure in their identification process (Clark, 1983; 

Richert et ale 1982). Yet, little data exist to support 

the use of peer referral. Researchers have indicated that 

teachers and peers tend to agree on nominations for gifted 

programs when teachers and students use a similar 

nomination form (Jenkins, 1979/1980; Norwood, 1977/1978), 

but a comparison of traditional teacher referral procedures 

with peer referral has not been done. Furthermore, 

researchers indicate that peer referral is not a useful 

method of locating minority students who may be gifted. 

with the exception of udall (1986), the use of peer 
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referral with minority students has not been investigated 

for any ethnic group. This present study yielded valuable 

data about the usefulnes,s of the peer referral procedure in 

locating Hispanic students who may be gifted. 

Little is known about the impact of the peer referral 

instrument. Investigators in previous peer referral 

studies offered little justification for the instrumen~ 

used. PossjblY, the failure to locate minority students 

who may be gifted lies in the composition of the 

instruments. A major premise underlying this study was 

that questions on a peer referral instrument should reflect 

known traits of gifted Hispanic students and consequently, 

the instrument would be sensitive to any unidentified 

gifted Hispanic students. The items on the peer referral 

instrument were developed based on existing research on 

gifted Hispanics. Data collected from student interviews 

following the peer referral process helped determine 

whether the instrument was interpreted as intended. 

Furthermore, peer referral may be useful in some 

school settings and not in others. McDermott (1974) 

indicated that even the most well-meaning teachers in 

schools with high minority populations reinforced the child 

from the majority culture more frequently and positively, 

thus maintaining racial and ethnic inequality found so 

often in our society. If teachers and students refer Anglo 

students in consistent numbers in schools with differing 
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ethnic compositions, even those with a high percentage of 

Hispanic students, then information gathered from peer 

referrals does not make a unique contribution to the 

referral process. Peers only provide program planners with 

the same type of information found through teacher 

referral. If, through using a culturally sensitive in

strument, teachers and peers refer minority students, not 

refer red by other methods, and in some schools but not in 

others, then the selective use of peer referral in 

appropriate settings can be re~ommended. If teachers and 

peers continue to refer the same types of students in 

different settings, even with a culturally sensitive 

instrument, then educators of the gifted must consider 

carefully the use of newer identification techniques such 

as peer referral. Regardless of the findings in the study 

reported here, an in-depth analysis of the use of peer 

referral for locating minority students who may be gifted 

is long ove rdue. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a review of 

research on the following topics: (a) the effectiveness 

and efficiency of teacher referral to identify gifted 

students; (b) the usefulness of peer refer ra1 for the 

identification of gifted students in general and gifted 

minority students in particular; and (c) the 

characteristics of gifted Hispanic students. 

Introduction 

With minority students projected to represent at least 

30%, and over 50% in many urban, southwestern, and southern 

cities of student population by the year 2000, educators 

can no longer treat this population as a secondary interest 

(Hodgkinson, 1987). Hispanic students are of particular 

concern in many southwestern school districts in the United 

states because of their growing numbers in the public 

schools. In fact, 63% of the nation's Hispanic population 

resides in the southwestern United states (Cattan, 1987). 

By the year 2,000, in Arizona alone, one out of every tQree 

students in the public schools will be Hispanic 

(Hodgkinson, 1987). Minority students continue to be 

underrepresented in programs for the gifted (High & Udall, 
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1983; Machado, 1987; McKe~zie, 1986). Bernal (1982) 

wondered if programs for the gifted were the last bastion 

of white segregation in public education. The ability of 

educators to identify and serve gifted minority students 

will determine whether programs for the. gifted continue to 

exist in any viable form. 

Educators must be able to locate more minority 

students for possible placement in programs for the gifted. 

The continued sole reliance on teacher referral and 

standardized test scores has limited the type of student 

referred to programs (Bernal, 1980; Bruch, 1971; Masten, 

1985). The recent development of more complex 

identification procedures indicates an interest by 

educators of the gifted to locate students other than those 

who score high on intelligence and/or achievement tests. 

Peer referral is one method of identification that has been 

advocated for minority students (Clark, 1983; Richert et 

a1., 1982). Because the study was conducted in a school 

district with a sizeable Hispanic population, this 

investigator focused on the usefulness of peer referral to 

locate Hispanic students who may be gifted. 

In this chapter, the research on the usefulness of 

teacher nominations will be reviewed first to highlight the 

limitations of teacher nominations and establish a 

rationale for the use of peer nominations. A review of the 

research on peer referral will follow this initial section. 
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The available research on the characteristics of gifted 

Hispanic students will be discussed in the final section to 

provide justification for the peer referral instrument used 

in this study. 

Teacher Nomination Studies 

Teachers provide more information on student behaviors 

than any other school personnel (Tuttle & Becker, 1983). 

Terman established the precedent of using teachers as the 

primary referral source in the 1920s when he solicited the 

names of students who may be gifted from classroom 

teachers. This practice was implemented widely following 

his initial research. A debate rages, however, as to the 

efficiency and effectiveness of teacher referral (see page 

43 for definitions of efficiency and effectiveness). 

Marland (1972) states that if teacher nominations provide 

the only source of potential participants for programs then 

50% of gifted students will remain unidentified. In 

contrast, Borland (1978) contends that teachers, when 

directed, are highly efficient and effective at nominating 

gifted students. 

Because teachers have a significant role in the 

identification process, their impact has been studied by a 

number of researchers (e. g., cornish, 1968; Gear, 1978). 

Studies on the accuracy of nominations made by teachers can 

be divided into two groups: (a) the effectiveness and 
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efficiency of teachers untrained in identifying the 

characteristics of gifted students; and (b) the 

effectiveness and efficiency of teachers, both trained and 

untrained, in identifying gifted students. 

Untrained Teacher Studies 

Pegnato and Birch (1959) studied how teacher 

nomination related to other identification measures. 

Junior high school students, totaling 1400, served as their 

subjects. The 39 teachers in one school were asked to 

nominate the students they considered to be intellectually 

gifted. Teachers were asked also to cite their reasons for 

nominating students. 

Students in the school were tested individually if 

they (a) were nominated by teachers, (b) scored 115 or 

above on a group administered intelligence test, (c) scored 

three years above grade level on a math or reading 

achievement test, or (d) were members of either the Honor 

Roll or the Student Council. The 781 students who 

qualified for testing based on these criteria were 

administered the Stanford-Binet (Terman & Merrill, 1960). 

Any student who scored 136 or above on the Stanford-Binet 

was designated' mentally gifted'. Ninety-one students were 

ident ified using this cut-of f scor e. Teacher ef fect i veness 

was 45%; teacher efficiency was 27%. By analyzing the 

reasons teachers cited for nominating students, Pegnato and 

Birch concluded that teachers based their selections on 
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educational achievement in the classroom. 

Baldwin (1962) studied the ability of teachers to 

identify gifted kindergarten children. The subjects 

consisted of 100 children. After six weeks of school, 12 

kindergarten teachers were asked to indicate the gifted 

students in their classrooms. Seven months later the 

teachers were asked the same question. Teachers w~re not 

given a definition of giftedness at either time. 

The criterion for determining giftedness in this study 

was an IQ of 130 or above on the Stanford-Binet (Terman & 

Merrill, 1960). All nominated students were given the 

Stanford-Binet; in addition, any kindergarten children who 

scored 125 or above on an earlier group administered 

intelligence test were given the Stanford-Binet. 

When comparing the teacher judgments with the 

Stanford-Binet scores, Baldwin found that teachers were 26% 

accurate in their first judgments and 38% accurate in their 

second judgments. Baldwin concluded that teachers were 

relatively poor at identifying gifted students, although 

their judgment improved as the school year progressed. 

Cornish (1968) used sixth grade students and 

teachers in his study on teacher nomination accuracy. Four 

teachers were asked to rate children according to their 

abilities (not according to their achievement) by assigning 

students to one of five categories of ability, ranging from 

gifted to retarded. Following this activity, all 86 
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students were administered either the stanford-Binet 

(Terman & Merrill, 1960) or the Wechsler Intelligence Scale 

i2x Children (WISe) (Wechsler, 1949). Students who scored 

132 or above on either measure were designated gifted. 

Student performances on the standardized tests were 

then compared to the nominations made by teachers. 

Teachers nominated five of the 16 who were identified 

gifted, resulting in a 31% effectiveness rating and a 42% 

efficiency rating. 

Poh1 (1970) studied the effectiveness and efficiency 

of teachers to nominate gifted first grade students. In 

this study, a 'confirmed' gifted student was any student 

who scored 130 or above on the WIse (Wechsler, 1949). 

Initially teachers were not notified of the WIse criterion; 

teachers were asked only to nominate students they 

considered gifted. No definition of giftedness was given. 

After this first round of nominations, teachers were given 

the mental age criterion and then asked to re-nominate 

students. 

When Pohl compared the nominated gifted to the 

confirmed gifted on the first trial, the teachers nominated 

30 of the 49 confirmed gifted. Teacher effectiveness was 

61.2%; teacher efficiency was 56%. Pohl did not report the 

results of the second round of nominations; he stated only 

that informing teachers about the mental age criterion had 
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rates. 
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Jacobs (1971) studied the ability of teachers to 

identify gifted students. A gifted student was any student 

who scored 125 or above on the Wechsler Preschool and 

primary Scale Qf Intelligence (WPPSI) (Wechsler, 1967). 

After mid-year, teachers were asked to nominate the gifted 

students in their classrooms. No definition of giftedness 

was given to the teachers. All students were then tested 

with the WPPSI. From the 654 tested kindergarteners, 19 

children were designated gifted. Of the 46 students 

nominated by teachers, only two were confirmed gifted by 

the criterion established in this study. Teacher 

effectiveness was 9.5%; teacher efficiency was 4.4%. 

Jacobs concluded that the non-gifted students, nominated by 

teachers, were "verbally adept children who were very 

cooperative and appeared to elicit teacher approval of 

their actions" (p. 141). 

Borland (1978) criticized the previous studies for 

their lack of directiveness and wondered if teachers might 

do better if they nominated students using a rating scale, 

instead of simply naming gifted students in their 

classrooms. The subjects were 195 gifted students in the 

third, fourth, and fifth grades. Students were placed in 

the gifted program on the basis of intelligence or achieve

ment scores, or teacher rating. Teacher efficiency was 



assessed by calculating the number of teacher referred 

students who obtained a cutoff score of 125 on the 

california Test of Mental Maturity (Sullivan, Clark, & 

Tiegs, 1965). Teacher efficiency was 47.4%. 
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In a recent study, Ashman & Vukelich (1983) assessed 

the effect of three different formats of the same rating 

scale on teachers' effectiveness and efficiency in the 

identification of gifted children. These researchers noted 

that earlier investigators had not suggested a definitive 

list of characteristics for a teacher nomination form. 

Since the Scale f2L Rating ~ ~avioral Characteristics 

of ~rior Students (SRBCSS) (Renzulli, Smith, white, 

Callahan, & Hartman, 1976) is the form most commonly used 

by teachers, the investigators selected this scale for 

their study. Three versions of the SRBCSS were designed, 

using the same 26 behavioral indicators in each version, 

but requesting the information from teachers in different 

ways. In addition, a comparison was made between the three 

different forms of the SRBCSS and nomination by teachers, 

using no form. 

The subjects of the study were 183 kindergarten 

through fifth grade children and 11 teachers in a private 

school. A score of 125 was defined as the cut-off point 

for identification as gifted, based on scores from the 

Otis-Lennon School Abilities Test (Otis & Lennon, 1979). 

Initially, teachers were asked to nominate students they 
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believed were intellectually gifted. No definition was 

given for this term. Teachers then completed the three 

types of forms on each student in their classrooms, as well 

as the original SRBCSS. Ashman and Vukelich reported that 

the form requiring teachers to simply circle a rating on a 

scale of 1 to 5 was the best; effectiveness rating was 

81.2% and efficiency x;ating was 55.2%. Teachers had an 

effectiveness rating of 32.9% and an efficiency rating of 

77.8% when they were asked simply to nominate students. 

Trained snQ Untrained Teacher Studies 

Gear (1975, 1978) conducted the study most cited as an 

example of the difference between trained and untrained 

teachers. Forty-eight teachers of the third through sixth 

grade served as subjects. Teachers were assigned randomly 

to a treatment and a control group. Teachers in the 

treatment group participated in a series of workshops on 

the characteristics and needs of gifted students. The 

control group received no treatment. Following the series 

of workshops, teachers in both groups were asked to 

nominate the students they considered gifted in their 

classrooms. Teachers did not use a rating scale or a 

checklist. 

Gifted students were defined as those students 

desi gnated gifted by a planning team that used a var iety of 

data to make its decisions, including group achievement 

scores and individual intelligence test scores. The mean 
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IQ score was 133 for the designated gifted group. Gear 

found that training did increase the effectiveness, but not 

the efficiency~ of teachers to identify gifted students. 

The treatment and control groups had no significant 

difference in their efficiency rates. In the experimental 

group the mean effectiveness rating was 85.5% and the mean 

efficiency rating was 18.6%. For the ,treatment group, the 

mean effectiveness rating was 40.3% and the mean efficiency 

rating was 23.8%. 

In a study designed to replicate Gear's original 

investigation, Smith (1980) tested the effects of Gear's 

inservice instruction program on identification accuracy. 

Thirty-two randomly selected high school classroom teachers 

served as Smith's subjects. Teachers were placed into 

control and treatment groups. The treatment group received 

six, three-hour training sessions on the characteristics 

and needs of gifted students. The control group received 

no instruction. Teachers were then asked to nominate their 

gifted students. 

Smith defined a gifted student as any student who 

scored in the top five percent at his or her grade level on 

the Structure 2i Intellect-Learning Abilities Test (SOl-LA) 

(Meeker & Meeker, 1975). No significant differences were 

found on efficiency and effectiveness rates between the 

control and treatment groups. The treatment group had an 

effectiveness rating of 38% and an efficiency rating of 
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48%. The control group had an effectiveness rating of 32% 

and an efficiency rating of 41%. 

Gainous (1985) was also interested in the impact of 

Gear's training program on teacher accuracy in identifying 

gifted students. Gifted children were defined as those 

children who obtained (a) a composite score of 60% or above 

on the Iowa Tests ~ Basic Skills (Hieronymus & Lindquist, 

1972), (b) an IQ score of 115 or above on a nationally 

recognized intelligence test, and (c) a high rating by the 

teacher. Her sample was composed of 48 teachers in the 

third through sixth grades. The treatment teachers 

received eight hours of workshop training; the control 

group received no treatment. After the training, teachers 

were asked to nominate the gifted students in their 

classrooms. 

Gainous reported a significant difference between 

control and treatment groups for identification 

effectiveness but no significant difference between the two 

groups for identification efficiency. Actual effectiveness 

and efficiency percentages were not reported in the study. 

Summary of Teac~ Nomination Studies 

Table 1 summarizes the teacher nomination studies. The 

studies are difficult to compare because of the differences 

in both the criteria used for determining giftedness and 

the age of the subjects. Researchers use varying designs 

and analyses. Moreover, these collected studies use a 



Table 1 

Summary of Teacher Nomination Studies: Trained and Untrained 

UNTRAINED 

Study N Age Ethnlclty Judgement CriterIon Analysls/ 

Measure Measure De.lgn 

Pegnoto .!Ie 1400 Jr. High Not Nomination 10 Effectiveness 

Birch, 1959 reported Efficiency 

Baldwin, 1962 100 K Not Nomination 10 Efficiency 

reported 

Cornish, 1968 86 6th grade Not Nomination 10 Effectiveness 

reported Efficiency 

Pohl, 1970 49 1 st grade Not Nomination 10 Effectiveness 

reported Efficiency 

Jacobs, 1971 654 K Not Nomination 10 Effectiveness 

reported Efficiency 

Borland, 1978 195 4th-6th "Some Rating 10/ 
grade Black .!Ie scale Achieve- Efficiency 

Hispanic" ment 

Ashman .!Ie 183 K-5th Not Rating Ie Effectiveness 

Vukelich, 1983 grade reported scale-4 Efficiency 

versions 

TRAINED VS UNTRAINED TEACHERS 

Gear, 1975, 48 3rd-6th Not Nomination Case Effectiveness 

1978 grade reported Study Efficiency 

teachers 

Smith, 1980 32 HS Not Nomination SOl-LA Effectiveness 

teochers reported test Efficiency 

Gainous, 1985 48 3rd-6th Not Nomination Matrix Effectiveness 

grade reported Method Efficiency 

teachers 

Results 

TraIned Untrained 

45~ 

27~ 

26~-387-

31~ 

42~ 

61~ 

56~ 

107-

4~ 

47~ 

32~ 

78~ . 

85~ 40~ 

17~ 24~ 

38~ 32~ 

48~ 41~ 

Actual 

figures not 

reported 

U1 
\0 
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limited definition of giftedness. In most studies, a 

cutoff score on an individual or group intelligence test 

differentiates a gifted student from a non-gifted student. 

Given these limitations, however, a few tentative 

conclusions can be reached about the accuracy of teacher 

identification. 

In studies where the teachers received no training or 

inservice about giftedness, effectiveness and efficiency 

rates vary widely. Effectiveness rates range from 9.5% to 

65% and efficiency rates range from 4.4% to 78%. The 

average effectiveness rate across the studies with 

untrained teachers is 35.8%; the average efficiency rate is 

42.3%. Even with such a wide continuum, teachers do not 

obtain ratings over 65%, except in the Ashman & Vukelich 

(1983) study. Clearly, some students are being overlooked 

by teachers in the nominating process. Both Jacob (1971) 

and pegnato and Birch (1959) suggest that a possible 

explanation for the failure of teachers to nominate more 

gifted students is related to the teacher's perception of 

giftedness. The investigators in both studies hypothesize 

that teachers are more likely to nominate the high 

achieving, verbal student in their classes. 

The three studies concerning differences between 

trained and untrained teachers are easier to compare 

because all three investigators use the same teacher 

training materials. Like the previous studies, however, 
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sample size, grade levels, and school district demographics 

differ from study to study. The findings are 

contradictory. Both Gear (1975) and Gainous (1985) found 

that training teachers improved their effectiveness, but 

not their efficiency, ability. Smith (1980) found no 

significant differences between trained and untrained 

teachers on either effectiveness or efficiency ratings. 

All three researchers agreed that teachers can improve 

their effectiveness, or the ability to pinpoint more 

accurately the gifted students in their classrooms, through 

training. Teachers, however, are unable to reduce the 

inefficiency of their nominations. Even with training, 

teachers still nominate too many students who are not 

identified as gifted. Even with higher effectiveness 

ratings, nominations by teachers are still limited. A 

percentage of gifted students is being overlooked if 

nomination by teachers is the sole referral source. 

Minority stUdents who may be gifteQ are likely to be 

overlooked by teachers in the nomination stage for several 

reasons. Researchers have noted that teachers tend to 

nominate students who demonstrate high verbal skills and 

'teacher pleasing' behavior (i.e., Jacobs, 1971). Minority 

students are less likely to display such behavior or 

actively solicit teacher approval (McDermott, 1974). 

Moreover, minority students are less likely to score high 

on the standardized tests that serve as the criterion for 
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being labeled gifted in the reviewed studies (Bruch; 1971; 

Masten, 1986). Other nomination methods need to be 

investigated if more gifted minority students are to be 

located. 

Peer Nomination Studies 

Because of the limitations of nominations by teachers, 

peer nomination has been suggested frequently as an 

alternative method. As early as 1957, De Haan stated: 

"Another source of systematic data for screening purposes 

is children's observations of one another" (p. 47). 

Information from peers can be collected in a variety of 

forms--through a simple questionnaire, role-playing, or 

interviews. The rationale for using the peer referral 

method varies, ranging from the belief that it is more cost 

effective than standardized tests (Granzin & Granzin, 1969) 

to the belief that peers see more types of behavior than 

teachers. and can, therefore, identify gifted students with 

a high degree of accuracy (De Haan, 1957). Peer nomination 

has been cited as a possible method for locating more 

gifted minority students (Lyon, 1976; Renzulli & Smith, 

1977; Richert et al., 1982) than relying solely on teacher , 

nomination. Gifted minority students, overlooked by 

teachers, may be noticed by their peers because students 

may observe culture specific behaviors that teachers do not 

have an opportunity to see during the day. 
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Although peer nomination is listed as an alternative 

referral technique when discussing gifted minority students 

(Lyon, 1976~ Renzulli & Smith, 1977~ Richert et al., 1982), 

by and large, the researchers concerned with peer 

nomination have not studied the usefulness of the technique 

with minority students. Instead, the primary research 

concerns have been the relationship of peer to teacher 

referral, and the influence of gender and sex on student 

choices. 

A comparison of the few existing peer studies is 

difficult for several reasons. First, the definitions of 

giftedness vary from study to study--a gifted student can 

be one that scor es high on an intelligence tes t (e. g., 

Granzin & Granzin, 1969) or one that qualifies based on 

mul tiple cri ter ia (e. g., Jenkins, 1979/1980). In 

addition, investigators use a variety of sociometric 

techniques including checklists, interviews, and simulation 

games. Other factors that influence a comparison of the 

findings include restricted sample size and uneven 

socioeconomic di str ibution. Dove (1986) stated: "Gi ven 

this situation [the differences in the various studies] it 

is probably safest to report that the evidence indicates 

peers are able to supply valuable information about their 

classmates' characteristics and abilities" (p. 44). 

For the purpose of this review, the peer nomination 

studies have been classified into four groups: (a) 
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comparison of the ability of teachers and peers to identify 

students who may be gifted in academic and/or intellectual 

talent, (b) comparison of the ability of teachers and peers 

to identify students potentially gifted based on multiple 

criteria, (c) a comparison of the ability of teachers and 

peers to identify students who have leadership potential, 

(d) studies of the use of peer referral for locating 

minority students who may be gifted. 

~eachers ~ Peers--Academic/Intellectual Ability 

Granzin and Granzin (1969) studied the ability of 

fourth graders to recognize characteristics of the gifted 

child, and whether both gifted and non-gifted students 

could associate identified traits with students who possess 

the traits. The authors made the assumption that peers 

could recognize traits of the intellectually gifted and 

that gifted peers could do so with better accuracy than 

their non-gifted peers. In this study a gifted student was 

identified as one who sco red 120 or above on a group 

administered intelligence test. Eighty-eight students 

participated in the study. Although the ethnicity of the 

students was not gi ven, the authors implied the sample was 

from a high socioeconomic, white school because they stated 

that the median IQ was 121 for all students in the sample. 

In the first stage of the study, students marked on a 

list the characteristics they perceived as most indicative 

of giftedness. A month later a peer nomination form was 
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completed by the same students. The peer nomination form 

contained the same 15 traits found on the first instrument. 

Students were asked to nominate peers who displayed these 

traits. Teachers completed the peer nomination form as 

well. 

For the fi{st task, Granzin and Granzin reported that 

all students were able to distinguish the gifted from the 

non-gifted traits and, furthermore, that gifted students 

were better at this task than were non-gifted students. 

When the student rankings on the peer nomination form were 

compared to both the teacher nominations and the student IQ 

rankings, a significant degree of correlation was found. 

Further interpretation of the results is limited because 

the authors did not report the items contained on their 

peer nomination instrument. 

Norwood (1977/1978) compared the effectiveness of 

students, both gifted and non-gifted, and teachers in 

identifying traits of intellectually gifted children. The 

influence of friendship on peer selection was also studied. 

Eight 5th grade classrooms of 186 students served as the 

subjects in this study. Three groups were designated: 

gifted (n=34), non-gifted (n=152), and teachers (N=7). A 

gifted student was defined as one who scored 115 or more on 

an intelligence test and also possessed achievement scores 

of a year or more above grade level. Both teachers and 

students completed the peer nomination form which contained 
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20 characteristics of gifted students. Individuals 

nominated as many students as they wished. On the same 

form, students were asked to name their classroom friends. 

Four proportion scores for each gifted student were 

calculated by counting the number of votes received divided 

by the number of votes cast by students in the gifted 

group, the non-gifted group, in both the gifted and non

gifted group (designated as 'peers'), and teachers. The 

proportion scores were tested for significant differences 

between the groups of (a) peers and teachers, (b) gifted 

students and teachers, and (c) gifted and non-gifted 

students. Norwood discovered that gifted students are 

better than non-gifted students at identifying gifted 

traits, and that gifted students are better than teachers 

as well. In short, the gifted students were able to 

identify gifted students with the most accuracy. 

Norwood also reported that gifted students tended to 

select other gifted students as friends. In addition, the 

data showed a clear male-female separation in the eight 

classrooms, indicating boys favored boys as friends and 

girls favored girls. 

Shipley (1978) studied the use of peer nomination with 

847 third, fourth, and fifth grade children. The 

efficiency of peer nomination was compared to the 

efficiency of teacher and parent nomination. A gifted 

student was identified as an individual possessing superior 
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general intellectual abil~ty as measured by a score of 125 

or higher on the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children

Revised (WISC-R) (Wechsler, 1974). 

In the first part of the study, students were referred 

by three sources: teachers, parents, or peers. If any 

referred student scored 120 on a group administered 

intelligence test, he or she was designated gifted. Before 

nominations were solicited, teachers participated in a 

short workshop on the characteristics of gifted students. 

Teachers and peers nominated 82 students, but 35 did not 

have the necessary intelligence score of 120. The 

remaining 47 were tested with the WISC-R and using the 

criterion score of 125, 43 students qualified for the 

program. 

The average nomination efficiency rate for all three 

groups was 83%, with peers averaging 78%, teachers 

averaging 84%, and parents averaging 88%. Shipley also 

found that efficiency among peers increased with grade 

1eve1--the third graders had an efficiency level of 69%, 

the fourth graders were 71% accurate, and the fifth graders 

were 94% accurate. 

Teacher ~ Peer--Matrix Method 

Blackshear (1979/1980) studied the relationship of 

peer nomination to teacher nomination but students in this 

study were identified as gifted by the matrix method. Five 

2nd grade classes participated, with a total of 121 
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students. The school had an all black, low socioeconomic 

population. The peer nomination process was designed to 

locate students with high academic performance and was 

accomplished through individual or small group interviews. 

On the peer nomination form, students were asked to 

nominate students who best matched five separate 

descriptors of giftedness. Teachers also completed the 

same form. 

A matrix was completed for each student listing the 

students' scores on (a) the Comprehensive Test Qf Basic 

Skills (1968), (b) an informal creativity test, (c) the 

school district's prescriptive math and reading test, and 

(d) the peer nomination form. After the matrices were 

completed, the students who scored in the top 20% of the 

matrix completed an interest inventory and an interview. 

The top 10% based on these two additional measures were 

confirmed gifted. 

A Chi-Square test of significance and the Contingency 

Coefficient were used to determine relationships among the 

variables. Results showed that teachers nominated seven 

students who were identified as gifted~ peers identified 

six. Teacher nominations had a higher effectiveness ratio, 

but Blackshear stated the difference between teachers and 

peers was not significant. Blackshear also found that 

peers were not influenced by friendship when making 

nominations and that the gender of the student making the 
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nominations did not affect the nomination results. 

Jenkins (1979/1980) studied the relationship of peer 

to teacher ratings and the relationship of program 

selection criteria to student success in the program. In 

addition, she explored whether peer nomination would add 

si.gnif icant info rmat ion to an assessm ent of student 

success. Success in the program was defined as the level of 

accomplishment of specified program goals such as the 

development of problem solving skills. A simulation game, 

Let's Make Be~ieve (Raider, 1975), was employed for the 

peer nomination instrument. Twenty four classrooms 

participated, resulting in a sample size of 572 students, 

first through fourth grades. Jenkins reported that a wide 

range of racial, ethnic, and religious groups was 

represented in her sample but specific percentages were not 

given. 

A matrix was completed for each student. Information 

on the matrix consisted of peer nomination ratings, 

intelligence and achievement test scores, teacher ratings, 

and creative thinking ratings. Based on their ratings 

compiled on a matrix, 48 students were selected from the 

original 572 students to participate in a pullout gifted 

program. Teachers also completed the peer referral form. 

In one aspect of her study, Jenkins compared the 

teacher ratings and the peer ratings of the identified 

gifted students and assessed the degree of coherence 
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between peers and teachers by computing the percent of 

overlap in nominations for each classroom. For example, if 

peers and teachers had nominated the same two students in a 

classroom, a 67% degree of coherence was obtained. Degrees 

of coherence for her study ranged from 16% to 78%. Jenkins 

concluded that " ••• percent of overlap is not great enough 

to permit conclusions that teachers and students have 

common criteria for identifying certain types of behaviors 

as gifted ••••• " (p. 65). 

In the second aspect of her research, a follow-up 

study was conducted after eight months of student 

attendance by obtaining ratings of student success from 

parents, teachers, and the students. Teachers, parents and 

peers were asked to rate the degree of accomplishment for 

each objective of the program. program goals included the 

development of (a) problem solving skills, (b) advanced 

research techniques, (c) independence, (d) creative 

thinking, (e) critical thinking, and (f) strong affective 

skills. Very little agreement existed among the three 

groups. A composite score from the three ratings formed 

the criterion variable for a stepwise regression analysis 

to determine the predictive ability of the identification 

measures on the matrix. Findings indicate a low to 

moderate degree of coherence between teacher and peer 

nominations. Peer nomination was the second best predictor 

of student success; however, Jenkins reported a lack of 
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stati stical sign ificance. 

Dove (1986) studied the contribution of the peer 

nominations to the identification of gifted third and 

fourth grade students. Her subjects were 568 students in 

the third and fourth grade in five schools. Ninety 

percent of her sample was Caucasian. 

A three stage identification process was used in the 

school district where the study was conducted. Initially, 

teachers nominate students and then, aptitude and 

achievement data are collected on the nominated students. 

Students qualify for the program if they score 125 or above 

on a group intelligence test and score in the 90th 

percentile or above on one or more of the subtests on a 

group achievement test. Using this method, 26 students 

were identified as gifted. 

All students completed the peer nomination form, which 

was based on Renzulli's (1977) conception of giftedness. 

One month later, the peer nomination form was re-given to 

20% of the students. 

Identified students received three times as many votes 

as non-identified students on the peer referral instrument. 

Dove also discovered that the most significant predictors 

for identifying students for placement in the programs was 

the peer nomination form and one subtest on the 

intelligence measure. The correlation between the group 

intelligence test and the peer nomination form was .40. 
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Dove. like Jenkins (1979/1980) also found a high degree of 

agreement between teachers and students on student 

nominations. Finally, Dove reported that the reliability 

coefficient on the peer referral instrument was .90, 

indicating a high degree of reliability. 

Teacher ~ Peer--Giftedness in Social and 

Leadership Areas 

In the earliest published peer nomination study with 

gifted students, Jarecky (1959) correlated teacher ratings 

and a peer nomination scale as procedures to identify the 

socially gifted. Social giftedness was defined as "an 

exceptional capacity for mature productive relationships 

with others-both peers and adults" (p. 415). Five measures 

of student social behavior were given. Seventy-eight high 

school freshmen students assessed each other with two 

sociometric devices--a group-mate selection questionnaire 

and a peer nomination form entitled "Guess Who". The 

group-mate selection questionnaire was designed to assess 

student preference for work partners in the classroom. The 

"Guess Who" form was or iginally used by Hartshorne, May and 

Maller (1929) in a study of the nature and development of 

character in children. Students also completed the 

Vineland Social Maturity Form (0011, 1935), a self-concept 

form, and an intelligence test. 

Teachers in the study completed two measures of social 

behavior for their students. Intercorrelations among the 
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seven test scores were performed. The highest correlations 

were among the instruments whose scores reflected actual 

behavior in classrooms. Teacher rankings of social 

behavior and the "Guess-Who" questionnaire were correlated 

at .74. A detailed discussion of the items on these two 

forms is not possible because both forms are no longer 

available for review. The broad conclusion, however, can 

be reached that teachers and students agreed on the 

students who displayed socially gifted behavior as defined 

on the instruments used in this study. 

The utility of peer nominations in locating students 

who demonstrated outstanding leadership talent was the 

focus of a study conducted by Friedman, Jenkins-Friedman, 

and Dyke (1984). The subjects were 83 students in the 

fourth and fifth grade and five teachers. The students 

were given a list of classmates and asked to circle the 

names of the three people they believed would make good 

leaders in the local enrichment program. The number of 

nominations each student received was tallied and the top 

25% of the students in each grade who received the most 

nominations were put into the 'peer nomination' pool. On 

the same form students rated their own leadership ability. 

Students who rated themselves highly were placed in the 

self-nomination pool. Teachers also rated the 83 students 

on their ability to participate as leaders in the local 

program; the teacher selections were placed in the teacher 
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nomination pool. Based on the self-, student, and teacher 

ratings, seven categories were formed: self-nomination 

only, peer nomination only, teacher nomination only, self

and peer nomination, self- and teacher nomination, peer and 

teacher nomination, and self-, peer, and teacher 

nomination. 

An overall "leadership giftedness score" was collected 

for each student. This composite score was composed of 

task commitment, creativity, and above average ability 

ratings. The "leadership giftedness score" for each 

student in the seven categories was compared. The four 

students who were nominated by all three sources had the 

highest mean leadership giftedness score, the students 

nominated by self and peers obtained the highest mean 

leadership giftedness score of the double nomination 

cluster, and the self-nominated students obtained a higher 

mean leadership giftedness score than did those students 

nominated by peers or teachers. The researchers reported 

that self-nomination was the best method of referral if 

only one method could be employed. The investigators 

stated, however, that if one wants to identify the most 

highly gifted in leadership, all three methods should be 

used. 

Peer Referral with Gifted Minority Students 

Harty et ale (1984) analyzed the usefulness of peer 

nomination as part of a larger study on identification of 
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gifted students. Thirteen identification measures were 

assessed as to their ability to differentiate between 

gifted and non-gifted students. The authors failed to 

define giftedness and only stated that the gifted students 

were in the program for the gifted where the study was 

conducted. A second question was of interest to t·he 

researchers: on which of the 13 measures did minority and 

majority students score similarly? The thirteen 

identification measures included teacher judgment ratings, 

student scholastic aptitude composite score, math 

achievement test score, learning potential score, 

motivation potential score, creativity potential score, 

student self-identification rating, peer identification 

score, locus of control score, and student self-concept 

rating. 

The subjects in the study were placed into three 

groups--a self-contained class of 45 gifted students, a one 

day a week pullout program with 42 students, and a non

gifted group of 31 randomly selected students from 15 

elementary schools. Within the second group, 12 students 

were identified as economically disadvantaged based on free 

lunch data, and 18 students were identified as minority 

students. Scores on the 13 identification measures were 

obtained for each student in all three groups. Data were 

analyzed using discriminant analysis. 

In response to the first question--the procedures that 



76 

best differentiated between the gifted and non-gifted 

students--the creativity measure, student peer 

identification test, student scholastic aptitude scores, 

learning measure, and locus of control assessment were the 

best discriminators. Only a few measures met the dual 

criteria of differentiating between gifted and non-gifted 

and yielding similar scores for the populations of 

economically disadvantaged and/or minorities and gifted 

majority students. The measures that met the second 

criterion were math achievement, learning potential, 

creativity potential and locus of control measure. 

Although peer referral was found to differentiate 

between gifted and non-gifted students, peers nominated 

minority students more frequently than majority students. 

Consequently, peer referral was rejected as an acceptable 

procedure. 

In a pilot study conducted at a magnet school in 

Tucson Unified School District in Arizona during the 1985-

86 school year (Udall, 1986), 260 students were asked to 

identify peers who demonstrated characteristics commonly 

believed to be indicative of giftedness in minority 

students (See Appendix A for the form used). The 

investigator hypothesized originally that students would 

refer minority students overlooked by teachers. The 

findings contrasted dramatically with the original 

hypothesis. In a school with a 60% Hispanic population, 
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the top three students referred in all classes across the 

fourth, fifth, and sixth grade (with the exception of the 

bilingual classrooms) were Anglo students. The students 

from the neighborhood, who were largely from minority 

groups, were nominated less frequently than their Anglo 

peers. In addition, teachers and students were largely in 

agreement on the names of the nominees. In this study some 

evidence was found that minority students, even when in the 

majority, preferred to nominate Anglo students rather than 

minority students as gifted. This finding was particularly 

disturbing because the school was established for the 

purpose of desegregation. A great deal of emphasis was 

given in this magnet school to equal access for all 

students to a variety of enrichment activities; also, 

teachers were trained to integrate minority and majority 

students in their classrooms. 

BYmm~ Qf Peer Referral Studies 

Table 2 summarizes the available research on peer 

referral. Each group of studies offers some insight into 

the usefulness of peer referral. In the three studies 

comparing the ability of teachers and peers to identify 

students gifted in academic and/or intellectual talent, 

some patterns can be perceived. Norwood (1977/1978) 

concurred with Granzin and Granzin (1969) that gifted 

students are better than non-gifted students at identifying 
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Summary of Research on Peer Referral Studies 
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Shipley, 847 3rd, 4th, 10 Nomination by 
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Blackshear, 121 2nd grade Matrix Nomination 
1979/1980 students method by interview 

Jenkins, 572 1 st-4th Matrix Simulation 
1979/1980 grade method game 

students 
Success in N/A 

proQram 
Jarecky, 78 HS 5 meesures Nomination 
1959 freshmen of social form 

behevior 
Friedman, 83 4th & Ratings Nomination 
Jenkins- 5th grade of leadership' form 
Friedman, stUdents by teechers 
& Dyke, 
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Oeslgn 
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coefficient 
Degree Df 

coherence between 
teachers/peers 

Stepwise 
reQression 

Correlations 

Comperison of 
teacher, peer, 
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78~ 
82~ 
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No significant 
differences between 
teachers and Deers 

1B~ - 78~ 

Peer nomination was 
second best prediction 
.74 between teachers 
and student ratings 

Self-nomination is 
best: all 3 in 
conjunction are 
recommended 

Peer nomination dts-
criminates between 
gifted & non-gifted: 
minority students 
score hiaher 
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agreed on nomina-
tions; minority 
students nominated 
meloritv 
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other gifted students. I~ addition, Norwood, Granzin and 

Granzin, and Shipley (1978) discovered that teachers and 

peers have shared perceptions of who is gifted when 

giftedness is defined as a high performance on intelligence 

and achievement measures. 

In the investigations of the ability of teachers and 

peers to identify students who are identified gifted based 

on multiple criteria, Jenkins, Dove, and Blackshear 

reported agreement between teachers and peers on which 

students are gifted. Both researchers also state that data 

gathered from a peer nomination can add valuable 

information to the identification process. 

Only two studies were conducted that explored the 

utility of peer nomination to identify the gifted student 

who demonstrated outstanding social or leadership skills. 

The researchers used different criteria to define their 

gifted population; therefore, a comparison between these 

two studies is not possible. Both Jarecky (1959) and 

Friedman et al. (1984) pointed out the usefulness of 

obtaining information from peers; however, these investi

gators also noted that combining peer information with 

teacher information is of greater benefit than using peer 

information alone. 

Based on these studies, several tentative conclusions 

can be made. Gifted students are better than non-gifted 

students at identifying gifted peers. The studies by 
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Granzin and Granzin (1969) and Norwood (1977/1978) support 

this statement. In addition, researchers indicate a high 

degree of agreement between teachers and peers on who is 

gifted and who is non-gifted in studies where the 

researchers defined giftedness as a single score on a 

standardized test as well as in studies where the 

researchers used multiple criteria to define a gifted 

student. This high percentage of agreement between 

teachers and students does not support the argument that 

peer referral is an effective additional technique to 

locate more gifted students. If the rationale behind using 

peer referral is the belief that students not nominated by 

teachers will be nominated by peers, yet peers and teachers 

agree on nominated students, then the use of peer referral 

only validates teacher perceptions and does not add 

information. 

Because many of the researchers defined giftedness as 

high achievement and/or high intelligence (i.e., Granzin & 

Granzin, 1969; Norwood, 1977/1978; Shipley, 1978), 

generalizing about the ability of peers to identify 

students who may be gifted by other criteria is difficult. 

The high degree of agreement between teachers and peers 

also implies that peers, like teachers, can identify those 

students who score high on achievement and/or intelligence 

tests. Based on these studies one could hypothesize that 

students can identify, as well as any teacher, the 
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academically achieving student in the classroom. 

The Udall (1986) and the Harty et ale (1984) studies 

had vastly different research questions. The former 

investigator was primarily interested in the use of peer 

referral with gifted minority students; the latter 

investigators were interested in peer referral only as part 

of a study on many identification methods. Harty et ale 

(1984) did offer support for the use of peers as an overall 

referral source, and noted that minority students scored 

higher on the peer referral instrument than majority 

students. Udall (1986) found peer referral to be 

unproductive in locating minority students who may be 

gifted but, like earlier researchers, udall offered more 

evidence to support the thesis that, teachers and peers more 

often agree than disagree on which students may be gifted. 

The methodology in the studies was strikingly similar. 

With the exception of the Udall (1986) and the Harty et. al 

(1984) studies, peer and teacher ability were compared on 

the same form. Some researchers used the effectiveness and 

efficiency ratios; others employed, related methods such as 

a degree of coherence or a nomination contingency score. 

Investigators did not attempt to discuss the peer referred 

student who was not also referred by teachers. The 

referral stage was of little interest; the focus in most 

stUdies was on the identification of the stUdents. 

The students who are referred by peers and not referred 
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by teachers are of most interest to this investigator 

because those students may be part of traditionally 

underserved populations, such as the minority or 

handicapped gifted. Instruments in earlier studies were 

not designed specifically for the population being 

investigated. steps were taken in this study to design an 

instrument that was sensitive to the population being 

studied. Thus, three important differences can be noted 

between this study and previous studies: (a) referral 

patterns will be analyzed, (b) an instrument, appropriate 

to the subjects, will be used and (c) traditIonal teacher 

referral methods and the peer referral process will be 

compared. 

Research on Gifted Hispanic Students 

The instrument employed is important in any peer 

referral study. Previous ~esearchers offered little 

rationale for their instruments. Using the peer referral 

instruments from studies focusing on non-minority students 

could restrict the number of gifted minority students 

located because the instrument items may not be culturally 

appropriate. Udall (1986) attempted to use an instrument 

that was culturally sensitive, but suitability was not 

determined prior to the study. possibly, the failure to 

locate a greater number of minority students who may be 

gifted in the Udall (1986) study was due to the 
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instrument's design. Therefore, a high priority in this 

study was the development of a peer referral instrument 

that met the following criteria: (a) contained items that 

reflected the traits associated with the behavior of gifted 

Hispanic students, and (b) contained items easily 

understood by peers who completed the form. 

The first step in developing a peer referral 

instrument for this study was to pinpoint the observable, 

behavioral characteristics of the gifted Hispanic student. 

Once these behaviors were identified, peers needed an 

understandable list of these traits in order to nominate 

Hispanic students believed to be gifted. 

The purpose of this section is to review the small 

body of existing research on the characteristics of gifted 

Hispanic students. The literature has three major 

limitations: (a) it focuses on minority students as a uni

dimensional group without a discussion of differences 

between ethnic groups, (b) it is descriptive in nature and 

lacks empirical support for observations, and (c) it is 

primarily concerned with identification methods and not 

characteristics. 

Given these limitations, information on the 

characteristics of gifted Hispanic students can be gleaned 

from two sources: (a) studies of identification using 

Hispanic subjects; and (b) the studies specifically 

focusing on the characteristics of gifted Hispanic 
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students. The identification studies will be discussed 

first because conclusions about characteristics often can 

be extrapolated from the findings on identification 

methods. The studies on characteristics will be presented 

in the second section. 

Identification Studies 

Chambers, Barron and Sprecher (1980) and Chambers and 

Barron. (1978) attempted to determine which of several 

methods of identifying gifted Mexican-American students 

could be used wtih large numbers at a low cost. The 

subjects were 298 students, possessing Spanish surnames, in 

the third, fourth, fifth, and sixth grades attending two 

public school districts in California. participating 

teachers were informed of the purpose of the study and 

provided with background information on giftedness. 

Teachers then rated each Mexican-American student in their 

classrooms on characteristics found to be indicative of 

intellectual and creative persons. Teachers were asked to 

rate Mexican-American students only in relation to other 

Mexican-American peers in the classroom. Students were 

placed into low, middle, or high groups based on teacher 

ratings. Teachers were then requested to describe one 

intellectual or creative product each student in the high 

group had created. 

In addition, the 298 students were administered the 

following tests: (a) the IPAT Culture Fair Intelligence 
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Test (Cattell, 1958), (b)t.he Wallach-Kogan Tests .o.f 

Creativity (Wallach & Kogan, 1965), (c) the Barron-welsh 

~ Scale (Barron & Welsh, 1963), (d) the Barron Symbol 

Equiya1ence Test (Barron, 1976a, 1976b) and (e) the 

personal Adjective ~heck1ist (Chambers & Barron, 1978). A 

t-test comparison was significant at the .05 level between 

the performance of the low and high groups on the measures 

listed above. Tests were not correlated with other 

measures of intelligence. The authors concluded that their 

method of identifying Mexican-American students was 

effecti ve and simple. When comparing Mexican-Amer icans 

with their peers, teachers were able to identify gifted 

students. Therefore, a further suggestion was made that 

teachers could nominate the top 5% of the Mexican-Americans 

in their classrooms who show the greatest potential for 

high intellectual and creative contributions but who did 

not qualify for programs based on high cutoff scores on 

intelligence tests. Chambers and Barrons' conclusions 

suggest that teachers can identify gifted minority students 

if told to compare Mexican-American students with their 

peers. Teachers may need specific directions to encourage 

the nomination of minority students. 

In a study analyzing the use of the Scales fQL Rating 

~ Behayioral Characteristics of Superior Students 

(SRBCSS) (Renzulli, et al., 1976), High and Udall (1983) 

found significant differences between 325 Hispanics and 
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Anglos on the Learning Scale. No· significant differences 

were found for ethnicity in ratings of Hispanic and Anglo 

students on the scales of motivation, creativity, and 

leadership_ High and Udall (1983) also discovered that 

teachers in schools with high Hispanic and low Hispanic 

populations nominated Anglos in disproportionate numbers. 

Argulewicz and Kush (1984) studied the concurrent 

validity of the creativity scales of the SRBCSS for 454 

gifted Anglo-American and Mexican-American students. 

Twenty-five students were Mexican-American and 429 were 

Anglo-American. In this study, a gifted student was 

defined as any individual who scored two standard 

deviations above the norm on an individual intelligence 

test and scored 95% in any two academic areas on an 

achievement test. The gifted students took the Torrance 

Test Qf ~reative Thinking (TTCT)--Verbal and Figural forms 

(Torrance, 1974) while teachers completed the creativity 

scale of the SRBCSS. An analysis of variance was performed 

with grade and ethnicity: no significant differences for 

ethnicity or grade on the SRBCSS or the Torrance Figural 

Form were uncovered. Significant main effects were found 

on the Verbal Form. 

A small group of researchers has investigated the 

differences in learning styles between the majority and 

minority cultures. Ramirez & Castaneda (1976) hypothesize 

that Hispanic students have learning styles different from 
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Anglo students and, furthermore, that tests commonly used 

in identification emphasize the majority culture's learning 

style. Consequently minority students do not perform well 

on such tests. These d ifferi~l learning styles have been 

labeled 'field dependent' and 'field independent' (Witkin, 

1978, 1979). Ramirez and Castaneda (1974) describe the 

differences between field dependent and field independent 

children in the following manner: 

"Field dependent children do best on verbal tasks of 

intelligence tests; learn materials more easily which 

have human social content, and which are characterized 

by fantasy and humor; are sensitive to the opinions of 

others; perform better when authority figures express 

confidence in their ability; and conversely, perform 

less well when authority figures doubt their ability. 

Field independent children do best on analytic tasks; 

learn material that is inanimate and impersonal more 

easily; and their performance is not greatly affected 

by the opinions of others" (p. 65). 

The differences between Anglo and minority students in 

learning styles have been documented by Buriel (1975), De 

Leon (1983), Kagan & Buriel (1977), and Ramirez & Castaneda 

(1974) • 

Only one researcher has studied the performances of 

gifted Hispanics and Anglos on measures of field dependence 

and independence. Mills (1984) tested the difference among 
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the proportions of field dependent learners (labeled field 

sensitive in her study) across Hispanic and Anglo learners 

in a program for the gifted, as well as the relationship 

between cognitive styles and ethnicit~ In addition, she 

studied the relationship of the cartoon Conservation Scales 

(CCS) (De Avila, 1980) to the WISC-R (Wechsler, 1974). 

Thirty-two students in the third and fourth grade, 

already identified as gifted, composed the major part of 

her sample--26 Anglo and six Mexican-American students. In 

addition, 10 students who were nominated by classroom 

teachers as possible candidates for the gifted program, but 

did not qualify, were included in the study. A gifted 

student was defined as any student scoring 128 or above on 

the WISC-R or the Expected Learning Potential (ELP) on the 

~MPA (Mercer, 1978). Field sensitivity was determined by 

the Children's Embedded Figu~ Test (Witkin, Oltman, 

Raskin & Karp, 1971) and a rating form developed by the 

author. The CCS was also given to each subject. T-tests 

were used on the collected data for the identified gifted 

students. The dependent variables were the CCS and the 

WISC-Ri independent variables included sex, grade level, 

ethnicity, and determination of field sensitivity. 

Mills reported a significant difference between Anglos 

and Mexican-Americans on tests of field dependence, with a 

high percentage of Anglos being identified as field 

independent and a high percentage of Mexican Americans 
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being identified as field dependent. Using Pearson's 

product-Moment, a significant correlation was found between 

the scor es on WISC-R and the CCS (r=. 64). 

In the second phase of the study, the 10 nominated 

students who did not qualify for the gifted program because 

of their WISC-R scores were rated by teachers on the 

measures of cognitive style. In addition, these students 

took the CCS. Nine of the students were Mexican-American. 

All 10 were rated as field sensitive. The performance of 

all students showed no ethnicity, grade, or sex effects on 

the CCS. Mills made the following conclusions: (a) 

Mexican-American students are field sensitive learners, (b) 

learning style preference is related to the low percentages 

of minority students in gifted programs, and (c) the CCS is 

better than the WISC-R for assessing the performance of 

gifted minority students. 

Summary Qf Resear~b Qn Identification of Hispanic Students 

These reviewed studies of identification processes can 

give some insight into the characteristics of gifted 

Hispanics. Hispanics are rated higher on behavioral scales 

of creativity, motivation, and leadership than on measures 

of academic performance. Hispanics are field dependent 

learners. Given this information, one possible hypothesis 

is that a peer referral instrument would be sensitive to 

gifted Hispanic students if it contained items describing 

(a) creative and leadership behavior and (b) field 
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dependent behavior. 

Research 2n ~ Characteristics 2t Gifted Hispanics 

The major assumption underlying studies of the 

characteristics of gifted Hispanic students was that the 

concept of giftedness had a cultural referent. In other 

words, gifted behaviors valued by one culture may not be 

valued by another culture. If the hypothesis of Bernal and 

Reyna .(1974) and Hilliard (1976) is true, then instruments 

that include only the valued behaviors of the dominant 

culture will be insensitive to gifted behaviors displayed 

in minority cultures, and subsequently, they will fail to 

identify minority students who may be gifted. 

In keeping with this hypothesis, Leung (1981) 

conceptualized both a global and culture specific 

definition of giftedness. Leung believes that the 

underlying cognitive properties of giftedness are generic 

~ to all cultures but that the behavioral manifestations of 

giftedness vary from culture to culture. Based on this 

theory, minority and majority students share similar 

cognitive abilities--but these abilities will be manifested 

in different manners across cultures. Therefore, an 

instrument used for the peer nomination of Hispanic 

students who may be gifted must be based on what is known 

about the behavioral manifestations of giftedness within 

the Hi spanic cul ture. 

Unfortunately, little research has been conducted on 
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the characteristics of gi~ted Hispanic students. The most 

often cited study is the work by Bernal and his associates 

(Bernal & Reyna, 1974) in which the concept of giftedness 

was explored from a Mexican-American perspective. In the 

barrios of San Antonio, Austin, and Dallas, 300 interviews 

were conducted with Mexican-Americans. Bernal and his 

colleagues interviewed individuals with varied educational 

backgrounds--6% had a college degree or were professionals, 

42% had a high school diploma, 37% had graduated from 

primary school, and 12% had little or no schooling. 

Individuals were asked about four areas: (a) the personal 

characteristics of the gifted and talented Mexican

American; (b) the way giftedness is revealed in school, 

home, and the community; (c) the relationship of giftedness 

to bilingualism; and (d) the kind of environment or 

background that best allows giftedness to flourish. These 

interviews were analyzed with both qualitative and 

quantitative statistics. 

In the qualitative analysis, the following 

characteristics or traits of a gifted Mexican-American were 

noted: Ca) possessed intelligence, as well as verve or 

style; (b) neglected friends to focus on talent; (c) was 

proud, but did not mentally show off; (d) was independent; 

(e) was imaginative; (f) was a leader; (g) did well in 

school; (h) knew how to make it in the Anglo world; (i) was 

helpful and respectful but was also willing to speak his or 
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her mind; and (j) enjoyed being around adults. 

The data were also analyzed to determine categories of 

responses. Based on these categories, both a behavioral 

and adjectival rating scale were developed. The behavioral 

scale was in a question format and focused on specific 

behaviors: i.e., Bow frequently does [name of student] do 

[the pa~ticular behavior]? The adjectival scale listed 

single word descriptors with a polar opposite word: i.e., 

creative--unoriginal. 

After the completion of the two rating scales, 

teachers participated in a training session. At one school 

they were then asked to nominate two gifted, two average, 

and two below average bilingual students from their 

classrooms. A total of 108 bilingual students were 

nominated by teachers. Each child was administered the 

WISC-R-Performance and Verbal Scale (Wecshler, 1974), the 

TTCT-Verbal and Figural Forms (Torrance, 1974) and the CCS 

(De Avila, 1980). Students were designated gifted if they 

obtained or surpassed an established cutoff score on any 

one of the five scales. Test scores served as the final 

criteria in determining giftedness; a student could be 

nominated by teachers in the average or below average 

category and qualify as gifted if his or her test score was 

sufficient. 

From the original 108, 34 students qualified as gifted 

and 32 qualified as average. The parents of these students 
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were interviewed using the behavioral and adjectival forms. 

The researchers then applied multiple discriminant analysis 

to see what items, if any, on either scale, discriminated 

between gifted and non-gifted Mexican Americans. 

The adjective ratings did not significantly 

discriminate between the two populations. The discriminant 

analysis on the behavioral scale revealed significant 

behaviors that discriminated between gifted and non-gifted 

Mexican-American students: (a) other children always 

looked for him/her and wanted to be around him/her; (b) 

understood and remembered detailed instructions when given 

the first time; (c) showed self-discipline in that he or 

she did not eat a snack right before a meal; and (d) made 

very high grades in school. Bernal & Reyna (1974) do note 

that " ••• items dealing with grades, a large vocabulary, and 

good grammar did not contribute heavily to the optimal 

discrimination between the two groups. If similar, future 

studies bore this out, these might be established as 

differences between how educators and the Mexican American 

community view giftedness." (p. 49). 

In a study conducted in a small town near the Ar izona

Mexico border, 37 parents and school personnel were asked 

to rate the importance of certain characteristics of gifted 

students (Laudenslager & Valdez, 1986). This community was 

composed primarily of first generation rural Mexican

Americans, with 5% of the population being Anglos. 
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Although the data were not statistically analyzed, certain 

patterns were identified when the responses of Anglo and 

Hispanic parents were compared. Both Anglo and Hispanic 

parents agreed that the following characteristics of gifted 

students were very important: (a) very involved in some 

projects or problems at home or school, (b) concerned with 

right or wrong, and (e) prefers to work alone. Traits that 

Hispanic parents determined were important but Anglo 

parents determined were unimportant included (a) easily 

adjusted to new situations, (b) not disturbed by a change 

in routine, and (c) asked questions about anything and 

everything. 

Although Cummings (1979) did not explore the cultural 

perceptions of giftedness, he did analyze the ratings of 

Hispanic students on the ~mings Checklist 2! 

Characteristics of Gifted and Talented Children (Cummings, 

1979). Gifted Hispanic students (labeled Spanish 

speaking/surname in this study) were compared to non-gifted 

Hispanic students on the Cummings Checklist. Cummings 

reported the items that discriminated between the two 

groups: (a) eager about discove ries, (b) inter rupts 

others, (c) possesses mature humor, (d) gives rapid 

answers, (e) is secure emotionally, (f) is resourceful, (e) 

has wide interests, (g) is individualistic, and (h) can be 

impatient. 
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These three studies (Bernal & Reyna, 1974; Cummings, 

1979; Laudenslager & Valdez, 1986) have some interesting 

similarities. The traits of independence, involvement in a 

project, ability to adjust, and frequent questioning emerge 

as important within the Hispanic culture. These 

characteristics reflect underlying cognitive traits 

commonly associated with giftedness including unusual 

curiosity, persistent goal directed behavior, ability to 

generate original ideas and solutions, unusual 

retentiveness, and flexible thought processes (Clark, 

1983). 

The problem of designing a peer referral instrument is 

defined simply: how does one translate cultural traits 

into questions that reflect both the identified cultural 

values and are easily understood by students? The 

questions contained on the peer referral questionnaire in 

this investigation were based on the cultural traits of the 

Hispanic culture as identified in this section. The actual 

questions on the peer referral instrument and a brief 

rationale for each question are given in Chapter 3. 

Chapter Summary and Conclusion 

The research reviewed in this chapter on teacher 

nomination, peer nomination, and characteristics of gifted 
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Hispanics points to the need for further investigation of 

the use of peer referral for identifying potentially gifted 

Hispanic students. Summaries of each section have been 

provided within the chapter, but the major points can be 

summarized: 

1. Teachers can locate some gifted students 

without training, and when given 

training on the characteristics of gifted 

students, do improve at nominating gifted 

students. Yet, 40% of students remain 

unidentified if teachers are the only referral 

source. 

2. Peers and teachers tend to agree on who is 

gifted when giftedness is defined as a single 

score on a standardized test as well as in 

studies where researchers used multiple 

criteria to identify students. Harty et al. 

(1984} found that minority students scored 

higher than Anglo students on peer 

referrals, which suggests the practice may 

be promising but the usefulness of peer 

nomination to locate minority students who 

may be gifted is still largely unexplored. 

3. Researchers have not analyzed the ability of 

peers to locate students NOT identified by 

teachers. Instead, the focus has been on the 
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degree of ag~eement between teachers and 

students on the identification of gifted 

students, using effectiveness and efficiency 

ratings. 

4. Hispanic students possess the traits of 

independence, involvement in a project, 

ability to adjust, and frequent questioning. 

The literature on teacher nomination indicates a need 

for other methods of referral. Peer nomination appears to 

be a promising new method of referral, but previous 

researchers have not been interested in either the patterns 

of peer referral or the students who are referred by peers 

and not referred by teachers. The need to compare teacher 

referral with peer referral have been ignored. Previous 

investigators have not offered theoretical justification for 

the questions on the peer referral instrument. presently we 

do not know if peers, using an instrument that reflects 

valued cultural traits of the Hispanic culture, can identify 

Hispanic students who may be gifted that teachers cannot 

identify. 

Given the focus and limitations of the previous 

studies, this researcher investigated the following topics: 

(a) the usefulness of peer referral to locate Hispanic 

students who may be gifted by using an instrument that 

reflects the valued cultural traits of the Hispanic 

culture; (b) the relationship of the ethnicity of 
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nominators to ethnicity of 'nominees; (c) the relationship 

of the gender of the nominators to the gender of the 

nominees; and Cd) the differences between students referred 

~ peers, students referred by teachers using traditional 

methods, and students referred by teachers and peers. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

The peer referral procedure is often cited as one 

method for initially locating students who may be gifted 

but are overlooked by the most common referral source-

classroom teachers (Renzulli & Smith, 19771 Richert et al., 
M 

1982). Educators are encouraged to use the peer referral 

procedure in their identification process (Clark, 19831 

Richert et al., 1982). yet, few studies exist to support 

the use of peer referral. Researchers have indicated that 

teachers and peers tend to agree on nominations for gifted 

programs (i.e., Granzin & Granzin, 19691 Jenkins, 

1979/19801 Norwood, 1977/1978) but only one investigator 

studied directly the use of peer referral with minority 

students (Udall, 1986). The present study yielded valuable 

data about the usefulness of the peer referral procedure in 

locating Hispanic students who may be gifted. 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the (a) 

selection of subjects, (b) data collection procedures ec) 

research design and data analyses, (d) peer referral 

instrument, and (e) methodological assumptions and 

limitations of the study. 
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Selection of the Subjects 

Fourth, fifth, and sixth grade students in nine 

schools in Tucson Unified School District (TUSD), the 

second largest school district in Arizona, were selected to 

participate in this study. The demographic composition of 

the elementary age population in TUSD is contained in Table 

3 (Tucson Unified School District, 1986a). The minority 

population in TUSD totals 45.1%, with the largest minority 

group being Hispanic. The ethnic representation of the 

elementary age population in TUSD's Gifted and Talented 

Program (referred to as GATE hereafter) is contained in 

Table 4 (TUcson Unified School District, 1986b). Hispanic 

students make up 25%; Anglo students compose 68.% of the 

program (See p. 43 for the definitions of Anglo, Hispanic 

and minority students). 

Selection Qt Schools 

Three schools were selected from each of three groups: 

(a) schools with a Hispanic population of over 75% 

(referred to as Type I schools hereafter); (b) schools with 

an equal balance of Hispanics and Anglos (referred to as 

Type II schools hereafter); and (c) schools with less than 

25% Hispanic students (referred to as Type III hereafter). 

The percentage of Hispanic, Anglo, and other minority 

students in each of the nine schools is listed in Table 5. 

Although socioeconomic data were not analyzed in this 

study, the percentage of students on free or reduced lunch 
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Table 3 

Percentage of Students of Each Ethnicity in Tucson Unified School District 

American Indian 3.1% 
Block 5.6% 
Asian 2.0% 
Hispanic 34.3% 
Anglo 54.9% 

Note. From Tucson Unified School District, Ethnic Comparison -
Students (October 1 Figures). Tucson, Az: Tucson Unified School 
District, 19860. 
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Table 4 

Percentage of Students of Each Ethnicity in Tucson Unified School District 
Program for the Gifted 

American Indian 1.5% 
Black 2.6% 
Asian 3.1% 
Hispanic 24.2% 
Anglo 68.4% 

Note. From Tucson Unified School District, Percentage of 
Students in the Gifted and Talented Program, 1985/86. Tucson, 
Az: Tucson Unified School District, 1986b. 
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Table 5 

Percentage of Students of Each Ethnicity in Selected Schools 

School School Hispanic Anglo Minority Percentage . 
Type Free/Reduced 

Lunch 
Type School 1 83.6% 11.1 % 5.3% 76% 

I School 2 90.0% 5.6% 4.5% 87% 
School 3 82.1% 9.2% 8.6% 72% 

Type School 4 48.2% 46.2% 5.5% 29% 
1\ School 5 48.1% 44.1% 8.3% 43% 

School 6 47.1% 49.4% 3.6% 54% 
Type School 7 9.8% 81.3% 8.7% 36% 

III School 8 12.0% 75.9% 8.8% 24% 
School 9 12.9% 77.1% 10 .. 0% 24% 

Note. From Tucson Unified School District, Ethnic Comparison - students 
(October 1 Figures). Tucson, Az: Tucson Unified School District, 19860. 
School Type I = schools with more than 75% Hispanics; School Type II = 
schools with an equol proportion of Anglos and Hispanics; School Type 
III = schools with less than 25% Hispanic students. 
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as defined by standard federal guidelines (Tucson Unified 

School District, 1986a) is included in Table 5. 

Selection of Classrooms 

In each school, all fourth, fifth, and sixth grade 

students and their teachers agreed to participate. The 

number of fourth, fifth, and sixth grade students in the 

nine schools totaled 1804; the total number of teachers was 

70. The ethnic composition of the fourth, fifth, and sixth 

grade classrooms in each category of school is presented in 

Table 6. However, four teachers were unable to complete 

the peer referral process before the end of the year and a 

number of students were absent from their respective 

classrooms on the days the peer referral process was 

completed. The final sample size was 1564 students and 66 

teachers. The number of participating students and 

teachers for each grade level in each school category is 

listed in Table 7. The ethnic composition of the final 

sample was 649 Anglos, 799 Hispanics and 116 students of 

other minority groups. 

Data Collection Procedures 

This study was comprised of four phases. Each phase 

is descr ibed below. 

fhase lL Design of the feer Referral Instrument 

The dissertation author designed the peer referral 

instrument and based it on the behavioral characteristics 
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Table 6 

Ethnic Composition of Student Sample in Each Category of School 

School Hispanic Anglo Minority 
Type 

Type I 89% 6% 5% 
Type II 53% 40% 7% 
Type III 15% 76% 9% 

Note. From Tucson Unified School District, Ethnic Comparison - Students 
(October 1 Figures). Tucson, Az: Tucson Unified School District, 19860. 
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Table 7 

Student and Teacher Sample Size 

School Students Teachers 
Type 4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade 

Type I 183 163 181 22 
Type II 197 170 207 23 
Type III 158 175 139 21 

Total of All 
School Types 526 496 515 66 
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of gifted Hispanic students determined through research 

reviewed in Chapter 2. Appendix B contains the peer 

referral instrument used in this study. Eleven individuals 

in the local Hispanic community were asked to review the 

initial draft of the instrument and suggest how its ability 

to locate Hispanic students who may be gifted could be 

improved. The eleven Hispanics were selected by the author 

because of their familiarity with both the Hispanic culture 

and the educational system. Specific questions asked of 

these individuals are included in Appendix C. Using the 

research on the characteristics of gifted Hispanics and the 

suggestions offered by the Hispanic reviewers, a 

description and justification Ior each item on the peer 

referral instrument is given in the next section. 

Description of the ~ Refe4ral Instrument 

The peer refer ral instrument was composed of 14 

questi ons and was pr in ted in Engl ish on one side of the 

page and Spanish on the other. The questions on the peer 

referral instrument were of two types: 1) twelve question'S 

required students to identify peers who demonstrated 

characteristics of gifted Hispanic students (referred to ~s 

'Gifted Behavior Questions' hereafter) and 2) two questiQns 

required students to identify students who exhibited 

characteristics not commonly associated with giftedness 

(ref erred to as 'Non-Gifted Behavior Questions' hereaftelI'). 

The 'Non-Gifted Behavior Questions' provided a validation 
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check for the instrument; the rationale behind including 

these questions was that the instrument should be sensitive 

enough to discriminate between students who exhibit 

behavior indicative of giftedness and those who exhibit 

other types of behavior. Since previous peer referral 

instruments lacked a justification for items, research on 

the characteristics of gifted Hispanic students, reviewed 

in Chapter 2, formed the rationale for the 'Gifted Behavior 

Questions'. In the following section, questions and the 

rationale for inclusion are given. The questions are 

listed in the order they appeared on the instrument; order 

of questions was determined by writing the numbers 1 to 14 

on individual slips of paper and selecting the numbers at 

random. 

1. What boy or girl learns guickly, hut doesn't speak YB 

in class very often? 

Teachers have a tendency to nominate verbal students 

for possible placement in programs for the gifted (Jacobs, 

1971; Pegnato & Birch, 1959). Although seme researchers 

have identified gifted Hispanic students as being verbal 

(Laudenslager & Valdez, 1986), such behavior may be 

situation-specific. Gifted Hispanic students may only be 

verbal in settings outside of school, particularly when a 

majority of the students are Anglo. The Hispanic 

individuals who reviewed the instrument noted that 

Hispanics in a school setting tend to be quieter than their 



109 

Anglo counterparts. This question was designed to locate 

the intelligent student in school who is not verbal. The 

wording of the question was intended to minimize the 

mention of behaviors stereotypically associated with 

giftedness, such as high grades. 

2. libat glll or hQ.y needs the ,most helJ2 }lith hi~ 2..t .hll 

school work? 

Question 2 and 10 were included in an effort to locate 

students who were not gifted. Bernal and Reyna (1974) 

discovered that gifted Hispanic students, like their Anglo 

counterparts, performed well in school. Therefore, the 

assumption was made that students nominated for Question 2 

would not be nominated for the questions about behaviors 

indicating giftedness. 

3. What bQy ~ girl would you choose to translate for ~ 

class visitor who spoke only Spanish? 

Fluency in two languages is indicative of high 

intelligence (Cummins, 1981; Lambert, 1977). Question 3 

was based on these data. Originally the question was 

phrased differently: what boy or girl is good in both 

English and Spanish? The Hispanic reviewers considered the 

original wording to be too vague. 

Bernal and Reyna (1974) found that gifted Hispanic 

students were able to 'make it' in the Anglo culture. The 

ability to understand the nuances of two cultures is implied 

in the wording of this question. A student nominated for 
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this question would need to possess the complex skills of a 

translator as well as speak two languages fluently. 

4. what sixl ~ bQy will ggt interested in s project and 

spend extra lim~ and take pride in .bi.§ OL hlllf.Q...[k? 

Gifted students have been shown to persevere on a task 

even after other students are finished (Clark, 1983; 

Renzulli, 1977). This task commitment was found in gifted 

Hispanic students by Bernal and Reyna (1974) and by 

Laudenslager and Valdez (1986). 

5. What ~ .QI.. girl has g good sense g.f humQU., and ~ 

make people laugh? 

Cummings (1976) and Bernal and Reyna (1974) discovered 

that gifted Hispanic students had a strong sense of humor. 

The addition of the phrase land can make people laugh' was 

intended to offer students an easily understandable concept 

concerning humor. 

6. What bQy ~ ~ would ~ ~ first if ~ needed 

help at hom~ or in ~he neighborhood? 

Some individuals have stated that gifted minority 

students may not display their talents at school, but will 

demonstrate exceptional ability in other settings (Bernal & 

Reyna, 1974; Mercer, 1980; Torrance, 1977). Originally the 

question also listed school as a setting but the suggestion 

was made by the Hispanic reviewers to form two questions. 

Question 12 is similar to Question 6 but concerns help at 

school. Question 6 was intended to give peers a chance to 
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nominate students who may be gifted in other settings 

besides school. For many Hispanics the school environment 

is less valued than the home or community environment 

(Laudenslager & Valdez, 1986; Ramirez & Castaneda, 1974). 

A gifted Hispanic student may be talented in the home or 

community environment. Fundamental to this question is 

also the belief that peers will seek out intelligent peers 

for assistance. 

7. What girl ru: ~ is clever gn.d ,:;.mart in schooL. .Ql.lt 

doesn't show gif about it? 

The word clever is used because in the Spanish 

language no equivalent is available for the word smart; 

furthermore the word 'clever' (in Spanish 'listo') is 

associated with high intelligence. Bernal and Reyna's (1974) 

findings support the use of the word 'listo'--his Mexican

Amer ican interv iewees often recited this wo rd when 

describing the gifted student in their cultur& 

Jacobs (1971) and pegna to and Birch (1959) 

hypothesized that teachers tended to nominate the highly 

verbal student in their classrooms. Like Question 1, the 

focus here was on the gifted student who was not highly 

verbal. 

8. What bQy ~ ~ hsa a gQQd imaginatio~ anQ thinks of 

the most unusual, differe~ ~ interesting ideas? 

The gifted child has been described as displaying 

creativity in all areas of endeavor (Clark, 1983). 
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Moreover, writer s such as. Bernal (1980), Tor ranee (1977), 

and Chambers et ale (1980) believe that minority students 

are strong in creative talent and furthermore, that 

identification techniques for minority students should 

include measures of creativity. ~rrance and Chambers et 

ale have found that minority students in general, and 

Hispanic students in particular, possessed creative 

strengths. Olestion 8 was designed to identify Hispanic 

students who display the creative behaviors listed in the 

question. 

9. What ~ QA hQy ~ really good at making things ~ 

like dances. games. music. and pictures? 

This question, like Question 8, describes students who 

possess creative talent. This question is different from 

the preceding one in that it describes certain types of 

creative products. Gifted minority students are capable of 

improvising with materials and can easily put varied items 

together (Torrance, 1977). 

10. :What l2.Qy or girl ~ill give UR guickly llhen w,QLking 

Qll a project? 

This question, like Question 2, was included on the 

instrument to identify students who are not gifted. 

Question 10 is the opposite of Question 1 and was included 

in the study for that reason. 

11. :What ~ QL QQy asks lots of interesting questions 

when the class is talking shout aomething? 
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Questions 1 and 7 were included to locate the non

verbal Hispanic student who may be gifted. Yet, 

Laudenslager and Valdez (1986) found that gifted Hispanic 

students asked numerous questions; Cummings (1976) found a 

similar characteristic and also discovered that gifted 

Hispanic students were curious. This question, therefore, 

is designed to locate the verbal Hispanic student who may be 

gifted. The word 'interesting' is included to suggest the 

trait of curiosity. 

12. What bQy or girl w~ you ask first if you needed 

any Js.i.n.Q Qf ~ at school? 

Originally, Questions 6 and 12 were written as one 

question. See the discussion concerning Question 6 for 

further explanation as to why the original question was 

divided into two. In addition, helpful behavior has been 

associated with field dependent individuals. 

13. Hha,t girl .Q.{ ~ .al~a~s trea.t.g his .Q.{ ~ ..f.gmily and 

school friends with respect? 

The Hispanic cultUre places a high value on the family 

(Ramirez & Castaneda, 1974). Bernal and Reyna (1974) found 

that one characteristic listed by Hispanics when describing 

gifted individuals in their culture was a high degree of 

respect for individuals around them. Field dependent 

individuals have been described as being considerate and 

caring for others (Witkin, 1978); this question is based 

also on this information. This question was written using 
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the words 'family' and 'school friends' because both words 

were considered by the Hispanic reviewers to be more 

culturally sensitive than the equivalent 'parents' and 

'classmates' used in the first draft. 

14. What boy~ girl getQ. along Wtl~llith sll dif.ferent 

kinds .Qf ki.Q.Q? 

Bernal and Reyna (1974) and Laudenslager and Valdez 

(1986) discovered that gifted Hispanic students have good 

social relationships with both their classmates and 

parents. This characteristic has been associated with 

field dependent individuals (Witkin, 1978). The Hispanic 

culture places a high value on social interaction (Ramirez 

& Castaneda, 1974). Bernal and Reyna (1974) noted the 

importance their Hispanic subjects placed on the ability of 

Hispanic students to succeed in the Anglo world. Bernal 

and Reyna also found leadership to be an important 

characteristic of gifted Hispanic students. Hispanic 

students who can 'get along' with all 'kinds of kids' may 

demonstrate the behaviors that Bernal and Reyna and 

Laudenslager and Valdez identified. 

Summary of Questions QD ~ Peer Referral Instrument 

The questions on the peer referral instrument can be 

grouped into five categories: (a) Questions 1, 4, 7, 11, 

and 12 are concerned with behavior that has been 

traditionally associated with giftedness, such as 

curiosity, intelligence, task commitment, and rapid 
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cognitive ability but may be manifested differently in 

gifted Hispanics; (b) Questions 2 and 10 are concerned with 

non-gifted behavior; (c) Questions 8 and 9 are concerned 

with creative behaviors; (d) Question 6 is concerned with 

giftedness outside of a school setting; and (e) Questions 5, 

3, 13, and 14. are concerned wi·1:h behaviors that. have been 

specifically identified in Gifted Hispanics. 

Phase lL Introduction Qf the Peer Referral Process 
I 

A time was ar ranged to explain to the facul ty and 

staff at all designated schools both the purpose and the 

steps of the peer referral process. Meetings were held 

during the month of April. Teachers were asked if they 

were willing to participate in the study, and all agreed. 

The peer referral process was described only in 

general terms; to minimize any possible bias, teachers were 

not informed that one purpose of the study was to locate 

Hispanic students who may be gifted. The Director of the 

GATE program had given permission to conduct the study 

under the auspices of his office, so teachers were told 

only that the GATE personnel were interested in locating 

more students who may be gifted. At the end of each 

presentation in the nine schools, teachers were asked to 

provide the following information on a written form: 

1. Please name the students in your class who 

are identif ied GATE students. 

2. Please state the size and grade level of your 
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class. 

3. Please name the students in your class whom you 

have formally referred to the GATE program this 

year. 

4. Please name any student in your class that you 

wish to refer to the GATE program at this time. 

This information was verified using the necessary 

records in the GATE office and in each school. 

Phase ~ Implementation 2f the Peer Referral Procedure 

At the teachers' meeting described above, instructions 

for implementing the peer referral procedure were outlined. 

Teachers were given an opportunity to ask questions and 

individual packets were distributed to each teacher at the 

meeting. These packets contained explicit written 

instructions for implementing the peer referral process, 

and the student peer referral forms. 

Appendix D contains a copy of the written instructions 

given to the teachers. Dove (1986) recommended the 

following procedures be incorporated into any peer referral 

process: (a) nominations should be conducted in the latter 

part of the year to ensure that students know each other, 

(b) students should be given full assurance that their 

responses are strictly confidential, (c) students should 

know that the peer referral is not a test, (d) students 

should be reminded to be objective, and (e) students should 

have help in spelling or in remember ing the names of 
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classmates. Dove's suggestions were incorporated into the 

directions that teachers were given. 

After the meeting, teachers in selected schools 

implemented the peer referral process in their classrooms. 

Teachers were asked to complete the peer referral form 

during the time students were filling out the form. The 

collection of the data occurred from mid-April until the 

end of the school year, in early June. 

Phase!L Interviews in Selected Classrooms 

In five classrooms, individual interviews with 

students were conducted for the purpose of assessing the 

reasoning underlying the student's responses on the peer 

referral form. In the original meetings with the selected 

schools' faculties, (see Phase 1) teachers were asked to 

volunteer their classrooms for the individual interviews. 

Students were interviewed in three classrooms from the Type 

III schools and in one Type I and one Type II classroom. 

Interviews were conducted by a bilingual interviewer 

at Type I and Type II schools and by the investigator at 

the Type III sites. Interviews took place immediately 

following the administration of the peer referral 

questionnaire. Each student brought his or her form to the 

interviewer. At this time, the student was asked a series 

of questions about his or her reasons for nominating 

individual students. The questions used by the two 

interviewers are contained in Appendix E. The interviews 
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were tape recorded and lasted a maximum of 10 minutes per 

student. 

BYmm~ Qi Data Collection Procedure§ 

The data collection procedures involved four phases: 

design of the peer referral instrument, introduction of the 

peer referral process to selected schools, implementation 

of the peer referral process, and interviews in selected 

classrooms. The design of the instrument occurred over a 

period of three months. The other three phrases were begun 

in April and completed at the end of the school year, early 

in June. 

Data Analyses 

The data analysis for each research question will be 

described in this section. 

Research Question 1 . 

Will the peer referral process increase the 

number of Hispanic students in the initial 

referral pool who may be identified later as 

gifted? 

Initially, students referred by teachers were 

classified into one of two categories: early teacher 

referral and late teacher referral (see p. 42 for 

definitions). Teachers were asked for additional referrals 

at the teacher meeting during Phase 2 of the study to 

determine whether this procedure would increase the number 
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of students referred to the GATE program by teachers and 

thereby reduce the need for peer nominations. Any student 

referred by a teacher at either time who was also in the 

GATE program was not counted as a teacher referral because 

a purpose of this study was to locate additional students 

who may be gifted. 

After early and late teacher referrals were 

identified, any student who qualified as 'a peer referred 

student' was designated. A 'peer referred student' 

(defined on p. 42 and referred to hereafter as a PR) was 

any student who received 18 or more votes across 12 of the 

14 questions on the peer referral instrument. Like the 

teacher referral procedure noted above, a peer referred 

student who was also in the GATE program was not counted as 

peer referral. votes received on the 'Non-Gifted Behavior 

Questions' were not counted in the determination of aPR. 

Therefore, any votes received on the 'Non-Gifted Behavior 

Questions' were not counted in the designation of aPR. 

The number of votes needed to qualify a student as a 

PR was determined by the following steps: 

1. calculate the probability (p) of a chance 

nomination on 1 question by 1 respondent in a 

class of 24 students (p = 1/24) 

2. calculate the expected number of chance 

nominations on the instrument for 1 subject by 1 

respondent in a class of 24 students (nq[number of 
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questions] x p = 12 x 1/24 = .5) 

3. calculate the number of chance nominations for 1 

subject over all respondents (E = nr[number of 

respondents] x (nq x p) = 24(.5) = 12 

4. calculate the standard deviation of the number of 

votes as s.d. = Jnp(l-p) = J24 (1/2) (1-1/*) = 
2.5 

5. calculate the upper bounds of the confidence 

interval as E + z.99 * s.d. = 12 + (2.33)(2.5) = 
18 

The probability of a student receiving 18 votes by chance 

over a total of 12 independent questions given the number 

of students in the classroom is 24 is less than .01. 

Using this calculated value of 18, the number of PR 

students was determined for each classroom. 

After early teacher, late teacher, and peer referrals 

were designated, referrals were separated by school 

category. within each school category, the following data 

were collected and reported: (a) the number of Hispanic, 

Anglo, and other minority students who met the criteria 

for a PR; (b) the number of Hispanic, Anglo, and other 

minority students who met the criteria for an ER; and (c) 

the number of Hispanic, Anglo, and other minority students 

who were referred by both teachers and students. This 

procedure was then repeated, but this time both early and 

late teacher referrals were counted together. No 
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statistical analysis was used to further analyze the data. 

Research Question 1 

What is the relationship of the ethnicity of the 

nominee to the ethnicity of the nominators? 

Although the primary focus of this question was the 

relationship between the ethnicity of the nominator and 

nominee, other variables such as sex of the nominator, type 

of school, and grade level, might have influenced this 

relationship. If only ethnicity of the nominator and 

ethnicity of the nominee were studied, the effects of other 

variables on the relationship of primary interest would be 

lost. In a loglinear analysis, the investigator attempts to 

find the most parsimonious model that satisfactorily 

explains the relationship between the different variables 

(Dillon & Goldstein, 1984). 

Stepwise logistic regression may be considered an 

alternative formulation of loglinear analysis. In a 

stepwise logistic regression analysis, the relationship 

between a categorical-dependent variable and a set of 

independent variables is investigated (Dixon, Brown, 

Engelman, Frane, Hill, Jennrich, & Toporek, 1985). The 

independent variables are entered into a regression 

equation in a stepwise manner to determine which variables 

significantly improve prediction. A stepwise logistic 

regression will identify the best model to explain the 

data. 
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Using the BMDP statistical software package (Dixon et 

al., 1985), a stepwise logistic regression was calculated 

for each question on the peer referral instrument with the 

dependent variable designated as the ethnicity of the 

nominee and the independent predictor variables designated 

as the ethnicity of the nominator, sex of the nominee, 

grade of the nominator and type of school. Because the 

major 'focus of this study was on Hispanic students, 

ethnicity of the nominator and nominee in the regression 

analysis was limited to Anglo and Hispanic. 

After the stepwise logistic regression was performed, 

significant effects were examined in follow-up analyses by 

computing the odds of Anglos and Hispanics nominating 

Hispanics for each question on the peer referral 

instrument. Minority students, other than Hispanics, were 

not considered in the determination of odds. Odds were 

r- computed by by calculating the ratio between the number of 

Anglos and Hispanics nominated by Anglos and calculating 

the ratio between the number of Anglos and Hispanics 

nominated by Hispanics for each question on the referral 

instrument. Odds were reported for each type of school. If 

the logistic regression identified interaction effects of 

grade and school, or grade and ethnicity, on any question, 

the odds for the question were reported by grade level. 

Research Question ~ 

What is the relationship of the sex of the nominees to 
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the sex of the nomina~ors? 

This question was also answered by using a stepwise 

logistic regression (Dixon et al., 1985). The dependent 

variable was the sex of the nominated student; the 

predictor variables were the sex of the nominator, the 

ethnicity (Anglo or Hispanic) of the nominator, and the 

grade of the nominator. School type was not used as an 

independent variable in this analysis because setting was 

considered only important when investigating the 

relationship between ethnicity of the nominator and 

ethnicity of the nominee. 

After the stepwise logistic regression was performed, 

significant effects were examined in follow-up analyses by 

computing the odds that females and males would nominate 

males. Odds were calculated by computing the ratio between 

the number of males and females nominated by females and 

computing the ratio between the number of males and females 

nominated by males for each question on the referral 

instrument. Odds were reported for each grade level. If 

the logistic regression identified interaction effects of 

ethnicity and sex on any question, the odds for the 

question were reported for Hispanic males and females and 

Anglo males and females. 

A calculation was also performed to determine the odds 

that would occur at a level significantly higher than a 

chance occurence. The following steps were used: 



124 

1. calculate the number of females in anyone grade 

(n = 256). 

2. calculate the probability (p) of either a male or 

female nomination (p = 1/2). 

3. calculate the probability (q) of not receiving a 

male or female nomination (q = 1/2). 

4. calculate the standard deviation (s. d.): 

In * p * q =J256 (1/2 * 1/2) =/64 = 8. 

5. calculate the upper bounds of the confidence 

interval as (n * p) + z.99 * s. d. = 
(256 * 1/2) + (2.58)(8) = 149. 

6. calculate the ratio of 149 to 107 (256 - 149)= 

7:5. 

Odds that were higher than 7:5 when calculating the 

odds of males nominating males or odds that were less than 

7:5 when calculating the odds of females nominating males 

was considered significant. significant. 

Research Question 4 

What patterns emerge on the peer referral instrument 

that indicate differences between among students 

referred by peers, students referred by teachers 

through standard procedures, and students referred by 

both teachers and peers? 

Cluster analysis, using the BMDP Statistical Software 

package of K-Means Clustering (Dixon, et al., 1985), was 

used to answer this question. Cluster analysis is a 
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technique that attempts to identify homogeneous subgroups of 

subjects within a heterogeneous population. Clusters are 

specified prior to the statistical analysis and the data are 

then analyzed to see if the clusters do exist. Cluster 

analysis was primarily used as an exploratory technique in 

this study. 

Scores on the peer referral instrument were recorded 

for twelve different types of students: (a) referred by 

peers, by an early teacher referral, and also in GATE {noted 

as PR/ER/GATE}; {b} referred by peers and an early teacher 

referral, but not in GATE {noted as PR/ER}; (c) referred 

early by teachers and in GATE {noted as ER/GATE}; {d} 

referred early by teachers and not in GATE {noted as 

ER/GATE}; (e) referred by peers, by a late teacher referral, 

and also in GATE (noted as PR/LR/GATE); (f) referred by 

peers, by a late teacher referral, but not in GATE {noted as 

PR/LR}; (g) referred late by teachers and in GATE (noted as 

LR/GATE); (h) referred late by teachers who were not in GATE 

(noted as LR); (i) referred' by peers who were in GATE (noted 

as PR/GATE); {j} referred by peers who were not in GATE 

{noted as PR}; {k} in GATE (noted as GATE); and (1) who 

scored the highest on Questions 2 and 10 in each of the 

participating classrooms (noted as HIGH 2/l0). 

Using these twelve student types, different cluster 

analyses were performed to ascertain whether any of these 

12 types formed distinct clusters: 



1. A comparison of all 12 types of students, 

using 12 clusters and 6 clusters. 

2. A comparison of students who scored high on 

Questions 2 and 10 (HIGH 2/10) with all other 

student types. 

3. A comparison of early teacher referrals (ER) 

and late teacher referrals (LR). 

4. A comparison of students referred only by their 

peers (PR) and ear 1y teacher referrals (ER). 

5. A comparison of students referred only by their 

peer s (PR) and late teacher referrals (LR). 

6. A comparison of students referred only by their 

peers (PR), early teacher referrals (ER), and 

late teacher referrals (LR). 

7. A comparison of students in GATE (GATE) and all 

other student types. 

8. A comparison of students in GATE (GATE) and 

students referred by peers (PR). 
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After these eight comparisons were made, further cluster 

analyses were performed to discover if distinctive patterns 

existed between the Hispanic and Anglo peer referred 

students. 

Research Question 5 

What is the relationship between teacher choice and 

student choice on the peer referral instrument? 

Teachers were asked to complete the peer referral form 
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in the same way the students did. Teacher choice was 

compared to student choices for each question on the 

instrument. Although the PRs were determined by counting 

the total number of votes across 12 of the 14 questions on 

the peer referral instrument, individual votes received on 

each question were also tabulated. If a student received 5 

or more votes on an individual question, consensus was 

considered to be achieved by the class peers on the best 

choice for that question. 

Five votes was calculated using the following steps: 

1. calculate the probability of chance nominations on 

one question by one respondent (p = 1/24). 

2. calculate the expected number of chance 

nominations on one question for one subject in a 

class of 24 students E = (nq x p) = 24 x 1/24 = 1. 

The standard deviation of the number of nominations on one 

question for one student in a class of 24 is then 

calculated as sd = Jnp(l-p) = J24 (1/24) (23/24) = .96. 

Since there are twelve questions, confidence intervals 

were established using the Bonferroni technique (Myers, 

1979) to protect the experimentwise alpha level (i. e., 
alpha = .01 was divided by 12 to give an alpha level for 

each test). Using alpha = .001, a z-value of 3.28 was 

required to calculate the upper interval boundary. Then 

the criterion score was calculated as s = E + z.OOl * s. d. 

= 1 + 3.28 * .96 = S. 
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If a teacher listed a student on his or her form who 

had received 5 or more votes from classmates, agreement 

existed between the teacher and students. If a teacher 

nominated a student who had not received 5 or more votes 

but another student in the classroom had received 5 or more 

votes, no agreement existed. If no student received 5 or 

more votes, the teacher's nomination was not counted 

because consensus did not exist among the students. Using 

this criteria, teacher and student agreement were 

calculated for each question in each classroom, and then 

the total number of agreements, no agreements, and no 

consensus by class were calculated for all teachers. 

Research Question [ 

Are student interpretations of the questions contained 

on the peer referral instrument concurrent with the 

researcher's rationale for including the questions on 

the instrument? 

Individual interviews with students in the five 

classrooms were transcribed and analyzed using the 

technique of clustering as described by Miles and Huberman 

(1984): "Clustering is a tactic that can be applied at 

many levels to qualitative data: at the level of events of 

acts, of individual actors, of processes, of 

settings/locales, of sites as wholes. In all instances, we 

are trying to understand a phenomenon better by grouping, 

then conceptualizing objects that have similar patterns or 
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characteristicsn (p. 219). In the first step of 

clustering, categories are formed and in the second step, 

responses are sorted into the designated categories. 

Cluster ing is a process of moving to a higher level of 

abstraction, by subsuming particulars into general groups. 

The qualitative analysis followed these steps: 

1. Interviews were transcribed for each school. 

2. Student responses to each question were 

grouped together. 

3. For each question, observable characteristics that 

students named as indicative of the nominated 

student were grouped into categories according to 

their character istics. 

4. These 'clusters' of characteristics were compared 

to the behavioral characteristics that supported 

the use of each question on the instrument. 

Two raters were used in the clustering analysis. 

Initially the investigator categorized the data following 

the steps listed above. To check interrater reliability, a 

second person was then asked to perform the following 

procedure. For each question, the list of categories and 

the student responses were given to the individual, and 

then, the individual was asked to classify the behaviors 

into the categories. If both raters agreed on the 

placement of a certain behavior into a designated category, 

the behavior was then counted as part of the category. 
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Appendix E contains the percentage of agreement between the 

two raters on each question. 

\ 

Assumptions and Methodological Limitations 

Assumptions ~ the Study 

The author made the following assumptions: 

1. Students in the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades 

are capable of reading and completing a peer 

referral form, without being prejudiced by 

friendship. 

2. Peers can recognize behaviors indicative of 

giftedness. 

3. Peers can provide useful information in the 

identification process. 

Methodological Limitation§ 

The conclusion that peer referral is a useful 

technique for locating Hispanic students who may be gifted 

is potentially threatened by the following limitations: 

1. The sample is limited to one particular 

geographical area and findings may not be 

generalizable to other Hispanic communities in the 

country. 

2. This investigator did not collect further data on 

the students referred by peers or teachers to 

determine if they would qualify as gifted in the 

district where the study was conducted. 
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Chapter Summary 

This study was des igned to test the usefulness of the 

peer referral procedure for locating Hispanic students who 

may be gifted. The subjects were all fourth, fifth, and 

sixth grade students and their teachers in nine selected 

schools. Sample size totaled 1564 students and 66 

teachers. The nine schools were divided into three groups: 

(a) schools with a Hispanic population of over 75%, (b) 

schools with an equal proportion of Hispanics and Anglos, 

and (c) schools with less than 25% Hispanic students. The 

peer referral instrument used was designed to reflect 

valued traits of the Hispanic culture. The instrument was 

completed by all teachers and students in the study. The 

design of the instrument took 3 months; the collection of 

data took approximately 3 months. Six research questions 

were analyzed by both qualitative and quantitative 

statistical techniques to determine the usefulness of the 

peer referral procedure in different settings. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Given the focus and limitations of the previous 

studies on peer referral, this researcher investigated the 

following areas: (a) the usefulness of peer referral to 

locate Hispanic students who may be gifted by using an 

instrument that reflects the valued cultural traits of the 

Hispanic culture; (b) the relationship of the ethnicity of 

nominators to the ethnicity of nominees; (c) the 

relationship of the gender of the nominators to the gender 

of the nominees; and (d) the differences between students 

referred by peers, students referred by teachers, and 

students referred by teachers and peers. 

Summary of Procedures 

The subjects were the fourth, fifth, and sixth grade 

students and their teachers in nine selected schools. The 

nine schools were divided into three groups: (a) Type I 

schools, with a Hispanic population of over 75%; (b) Type 

II schools, with an equal proportion of Hispanics and 

Anglos; and (c) Type III schools, with less than 25% 

Hispanic students. Although all students and teachers 

agreed to participate in the study, four classrooms were 

unable to complete the procedure before the end of the 

school year and 267 students were not present in the 
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classrooms when the peer referral procedure was completea 

Final sample size totaled 1564 students and 66 teachers. 

The peer referral instrument in this study was designed to 

reflect valued traits of the Hispanic culture. 

The data collection procedure involved four phases: 

(a) design of the peer ref~rral instrument, (b) 

introduction of the peer referral process to selected 

schools, (c) implementation of the peer referral process, 

and (d) interviews in selected classrooms. The design of 

the instrument occurred over a period of three months. The 

other three phrases were started in April and were 

completed at the end of the school year, in early June. 

The six research questions were analyzed by both 

qualitative and quantitative statistical techniques. 

Data Analyses 

The analysis of data for each research question will 

be reported separately. 

Rese~ Question 1 

Will the peer referral process increase the number of 

Hispanic students in the initial referral pool who may 

be identified later as gifted? 

This research question was analyzed in a number of steps. 

The data from each school category were separated. Within 

each school category, the following data were collected: 

(a) the number of Hispanic, Anglo, and other minority 
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students who met the criteria for a PR; (b) the number of 

Hispanic, Anglo, and other minority students who met the 

criteria for an early teacher referral; and (c) the number 

of Hispanic, Anglo, and other minority students who were 

referred by both teachers and students. This procedure was 

repeated a second time, counting the early and late teacher 

referrals together. students already enrolled in the GATE 

program were not counted as referrals in this analysis. 

These data are reported in Table 8. 

In schools with more than 75% Hispanic students (Type 

I schools), peers referred 70 Hispanic, four Anglo, and 

three 'other' students. Teachers, by comparison, ~id not 

nominate any students; peers and teachers combined 

nominated one Hispanic student. When counting early and 

late teacher referrals, the number of referrals changed. 

Peers referred 48 Hispanic, two Anglo, and two 'other' 

students. Teachers now nominated 15 Hispanic and three 

Anglo students. Peers and teachers combined nominated 24 

Hispanic and two 'other' students. 

In schools with balanced Hispanic and Anglo popula

tions (Type II schools), peers referred 32 Hispanic, 27 

Anglo and nine 'other' students. Teachers nominated nine 

Hispanic students and one Anglo student. Teachers and 

students together nominated four Hispanic and two Anglo 

students. When counting early and late teacher referrals, 

peers referred 25 Hispanic, 24 Anglo and three 'other' 



Table a 

A Comparison of Peer Referred. Teacher Referred. and Peer and Teacher 

Referred Students in Three Types of Schools 

School Referral Peer Teacher Peer and Total of All 
Type Type Referred Referred Teacher Referred Referral Source. 

H A 0 H A 0 H A 0 H A 0 
Type Early 70 4 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 71 4 3 

I Early & Late 48 2 2 15 3 0 24 0 2 87 5 4 
Type Early 32 27 9 9 1 0 4 2 0 45 30 9 

II Early & Late 25 24 3 11 10 2 8 3 2 44 37 7 
Type Early 16 45 2 0 18 3 3 13 0 19 76 5 

III Early & Late 17 37 2 3 20 4 5 18 1 20 82 8 
Total of all Early 118 76 14 9 19 3 8 15 0 135 110 17 

~c:hool Type. Early ~_hate 90 63 7 29 33 6 37 21 5 141 124 19 
---- -.-~- ------- - ---

Note. H=Hispanics. A=Anglos. and O=Other minority students. 

I-' 
W 
U'I 
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students. Teachers increased their nominations of both 

Hispanic and Anglo students--ll Hispanic, 10 Anglo and two 

'other' students were nominated. Peers and teachers 

together nominated eight Hispanic, three Anglo and two 

'other' students. 

In schools with less than 25% Hispanic students (Type 

III schools), peers nominated 16 Hispanic, 45 Anglo, and 

two 'other' stUdents. Teachers nominated 18 Anglo and 

three 'other' students. Teachers and peers together 

nominated three Hispanic and 13 Anglo students. When using 

both early and late referrals, peers nominated 17 Hispanic, 

37 Anglo, and two 'other' stUdents. In comparison, 

teachers nominated three Hispanic, 20 Anglo and four 

'other' students. Teachers and peers together nominated 

five Hispanic, 18 Anglo and one 'other' student. 

Table 9 displays the information from Table 8 in 

percentages of school population so that a comparison 

across schools is possible. In all three types of schools, 

peers referred approximately the same percentage of 

students during both early and late referral stages. 

Teacher referral patterns varied across type of school. In 

Type I schools teachers referred the least students; in 

Type III schools, they referred the most. When teachers 

are asked a second time for referrals, the percentage of 

referred students increased in all three types of schools, 

but most significantly in Type I schools. In Type I 



Table 9 

Percentage of Peer Referred. Teacher Referred. and Peer and Teacher Referred 

Students in Three Types of Schools ... 

Seheel Referral Peer Teacher Peer and Tetal of All 
Type Type Referred Referred Teacher Referred Referral Source. 

H A 0 T H A 0 T H A 0 T H A 0 T 
Type Early 11 .6 .4 12 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0.1 11 0.6 0.4 12 

I Early & Late 7 .3 .3 7.6 2 0.4 0 2.4 4 0 0.3 4.3 13 0.7 0.6 14.3 
Type Early 5 4 1 10 1 0.1 0 1.1 0.6 0.3 0 0.9 7 5 2 14 

II Early & Late 4 4 .4 8.4 2 2 0.3 4.3 1 0.4 0.3 1.7 7 6 1 14 
Type Early 3 9 .3 12.3 0 4 0.5 4.5 0.5 3 0 3.5 4 15 1 20 

III Early & Late 3 7 .3 10.3 0.5 4 0.7 5.2 1 4 0.1 5.1 4 16 2 22 
Total of Early 19 14 1.7 34.7 1 4.1 0.5 5.6 1.2 3.3 0 4.5 22 21 3.4 46.4 

all School Early & Late 14 11 1 26 4.5 6.4 1 11.9 6 4.4 0.7 , 1.1 24 23 3.6 50.6 
Type. 

--.---~- -- .. -~ -

Note. H=Hispanics. A=Anglos. O=Other minority students. and T = Total of 

Hispanic. Anglo and Other minority students. ... Reported numbers are 

percentages. 

I-' 
W 
-...J 
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schools, teachers did not refer any students early, but did 

refer 3% of the school population when asked inApri1 for 

additional names. 

The increase in teacher referrals due to the second 

request for nominations explains the increase in the 

category of peer and teacher referrals and the decrease in 

the peer referral category. When asked for late referrals, 

teachers tended to nominate students who had been nominated 

by peers during the peer referral procedure. 

Peers tended to refer students in ethnic proportions 

similar to the ethnic proportions in schools they attended. 

Although the data are not presented in Tables 8 or 9, the 

percentage of referrals for each group--peer, teacher, 

teacher and peer--can be easily calculated. In Type I 

schools, with the Hispanic sample equaling 89%, the Anglo 

sample equaling 6% and the minority population equaling 5%, 

peers referred 90% Hispanics, 5% Anglos, and 3% other 

minority students during the early referral stage. When 

teacher referrals are calculated, counting both early and 

late teacher referrals, the peer referral category changes 

to 92% Hispanics, 4% Anglos and 4% other minority students 

in the Type I schools. 

In Type II schools, the ethnic composition of the 

sample was 53% Hispanic, 40% Anglo, and 7% other minority 

students. Peers referred 47% Hispanics, 40% Anglos and 13% 

other minority students during the early referral stage. 
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When counting early and late teacher referrals together, 

peers referred 48% Hispanics, 46% Anglos and 6% other 

minority students. 

In Type III schools, the ethnic composition totaled 

15% Hispanic, 76% Anglo, and 9% other minority students. 

Peers referred" 25% Hispanics, 71% Anglos and 4% other 

minority students, using only the early teacher referrals. 

In the latter stage, peers referred 30% Hispanics, 66% 

Anglos, and 3% other minority students. 

Teacher nominations demonstrated a different pattern. 

In Type I schools, teachers did not refer any students 

during the early referral stage. The data from late 

teacher referrals indicates that teachers referred 83% 

Hispanics, 17% Anglos and no other minority students. In 

Type II schools, teachers referred 90% Hispanics, 10% 

Anglos and no other minority students during the early 

referral stage. Combining the data from both early and 

late teacher referrals, teachers referred 48% Hispanics, 

43% Anglos and 9% other minority students. In Type III 

schools, teachers referred no Hispanics, 85% Anglos and 15% 

other minority students, using only the early teacher 

referrals. In the latter stage, teachers referred 11% 

Hispanics, 74% Anglos, and 15% other minority students. 

Research Question 2 

What is the relationship of the ethnicity of the 

nominees to the ethnicity of the nominators"? 
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Using the BMDP statistical software package (Dixon et 

al., 1985), a stepwise logistic regression was calculated 

for each question on the peer referral instrument with the 

dependent variable designated as the ethnicity of the 

nominee and the independent predictor variables designated 

as the ethnicity of the nominator, sex of the nominator, 

grade of the nominator, and type of school. Because the 

major focus of this study was on Hispanic students, 

ethnicity of the nominator and nominee in the regression 

analysis was limited to Anglo and Hispanic. Data on 

minority students were not used. 

Table 10 displays the results from the stepwise 

regression analysis for each question on the peer referral 

instrument. P-values are reported for significant 

independent var iables ( p = .05). A dash indicates that 

the variable was not significant in the regression 

analysis. The sex of the nominator did not have an effect 

on the ethnicity of the nominated student for any of the 

twelve questions; consequently, any interactions with sex 

as an effect must also be eliminated from consideration. 

For all questions, the type of school had a 

significant effect on the ethnic selection of the nominated 

student. With the exception of Questions 2 and 3, the 

ethnicity of the nominator also had a significant effect on 

the dependent variable, the ethnicity of the nominee. In 

addition to the main effects of school and ethnicity of the 
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Table 10 

Stepwise Logistic Regression: Reported P-Values for Significant Independent 
Variables on Research Question 2 

Note. All non-significant two way interactions were omitted. Eth = Ethnicity 
of the nominated student, Ethr = ethnicity of the nominator, and Sch = type 
of school. The dependent variable is the ethnicity of the nominator on each 
question on the peer referral instrument. The dashes are placed in columns 
where there were no significant values to report. * = significant (p = .05) 
interaction terms imply lower order effects present in model. 
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nominator, interaction effects were present for five 

questions. On Questions 4 and 7, school type and grade 

interacted in their influence on the ethnicity of the 

nominee. On Questions 5 and 6, school tYPe and ethnicity 

of the nominator interacted in their influence on the 

dependent variable; Question 12 had three interactions-

school type and grade, school type and ethnicity of the 

nominator, and grade and ethnicity of the nominator. 

Table 11 displays the odds of Hispanics and Anglos 

nominating Hispanics for each question on the peer referral 

instrument in three types of schools. The odds provided 

additional insight into the ethnic prefierences of Anglos 

and Hispanics when nominating students. If the logistic 

regression identified interaction effects between grade and 

school, or between grade and ethnicity, the odds were 

reported for each grade level in each type of schooL 

In School Type I, with one exception, both Hispanics 

and Anglos nominated more Hispanics than Anglos. Only on 

Question 7, in the fourth grade, did Anglos nominate an 

equal number of Hispanics and Anglos. Although both 

Hispanics and Anglos nominated more Hispanics than Anglos, 

the odds were higher for Hispanics nominating Hispanics. 

In School Type II, on Questions 1, 2, 5,6, 8, 11, and 

13, Anglos preferred to nominate other Anglos and Hispanics 

preferred to nominate Hispanics. The odds were low for 

either group, not exceeding 2:1. On Question 3, both 



Table 11 

The Odds of Hispanics and Anglos Nominating Hispanics in Three Types of 
Schools 

School Type I School Type II School Type III 
Qun Grade H A H A H A 

1 All 22:1 6:1 6:5 2:3 1:6 . 1:7 

2 All 16:1 4:1 6:5 5:7 1:13 1:8 
3 All 221:1 27:0 18:1 13:1 1:9 1:7 
4· 4th 7:1 3:1 7:5 1 :1 2:5 1:5 

5th 12:1 11:1 5:6 1:4 1:12 1:20 
6th 12:1 8:0 1:2 1:3 1:9 1:21 

5 All 12:1 3:2 5:3 5:7 1:17 1:14 
6· All 11:1 3:1 4:3 1:2 1:6 1:5 
7· 4th 7:1 1:1 2:1 4:3 1:10 1:7 

5th 11 :1 12:1 4:3 1 :4 1:8 1:10 
6th 11 :1 7:1 3:5 1:3 1:3 1:6 

8 All 10:1 4:1 6:5 1:2 1:6 1:13 
9 All 14:1 3:1 2:1 1:1 1:9 1:9 
10 All 18:1 5:1 1:1 5:8 1:8 1:9 
11 All 12:1 3:1 1:1 1:2 1:4 1:7 
12· 4th 6:1 3:1 2:1 1:1 1:14 1:5 

5th 30:1 13:1 8:5 1:3 1:2 1:5 
6th 13:1 7:1 6:4 1:3 1:5 1:5 

13 All 14:1 4:1 3:2 2:3 1:3 1:8 ,.. All 12:1 3:1 9:5 2:3 1:6 1:9 

Note. H = Hispanic and A = Anglo. * = interaction effects were found 
on logistic regression analysis. 
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Anglos and Hispanics chose to nominate Hispanics in large 

numbers. On Question 4 in the fourth grade, Anglos evenly 

nominated Hispanics and Anglos while Hispanics favored 

other Hispanics. On Question 7, in Grade 4 Hispanics 

favored other Hispanics; in the fifth grade, Hispanics 

favored other Hispanics by a narrow margin, and by sixth 

grade, Hispanics are nominating more Anglos. In Grade 4, 

Anglos slightly favored Hispanics but in Grades 5 and 6 

they nominated other Anglos in 4:1 and 3:1 ratios 

respectively. On Question 9, Anglos nominated Hispanics and 

Anglos evenly, while Hispanics favored other Hispanics. On 

Question 10, Hispanics nominated Hispanics and Anglos 

equally, while Anglos barely favored other Anglos. On 

Question 12 in Grades 4, 5, and 6, Hispanics nominated 

other Hispanics; Anglos, on the other hand, evenly 

nominated Anglos and Hispanics in the fourth grade but 

preferred to nominate other Anglos in the two upper grades. 

In summary, in Type II schools, Anglos tended to 

nominate other Anglos and Hispanics tended to nominate 

other Hispanics. The 1a~est odds for Anglos nominating 

Anglos can be seen in Questions 4, 7, and 12. Even though 

Hispanics preferred to nominate other Hispanics, the odds 

were not above 2:1 in any of the questions, with the 

exception of Question 3. The exceptions to the trend of 

Anglos nominating Anglos and Hispanics nominating Hispanics 

can be seen in several questions. Hispanics preferred to 
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nominate Anglos on Question 4, in the sixth grade, and on 

Question 7, in the sixth grade. Anglos nominated Hispanics 

in greater odds than Anglos only on Question 3, and 

Question 7, in the fourth gr ade. 

In Type III schools, Anglos and Hispanics nominated 

Anglos in higher ratios than Hispanics. The exceptions to 

this pattern for Hispanic nominators can be seen on 

Question 4, in the fourth grade, Question 7, in the sixth 

grade, Question 12, in the fifth grade, and on Question 13. 

On these questions, Hispanics sti 11 nominated more Anglos 

than Hispanics, but the ratios are small. Anglos 

overwhelmingly nominated Anglos in Type III schools. The 

smallest odds for Anglos nominating Hispanics were 1:5 on 

Questions 4, (in the fourth grade), 6, and 12 in all 

grades. 

Research Question l 

What is the relationship of the sex of the nominees to 

the sex of the nominators? 

A stepwise logistic regression was calculated for each 

question on the peer referral instrument with the dependent 

var iab1e d esi gn ated as the sex of the nominee and the 

independent predictor variables designated as the sex of 

the nominator, ethnicity of the nominator, and grade of the 

nominator. Table 12 displays the results from the stepwise 

logistic regression analysis for each question on the peer 

referral instrument. P-va1ues are reported for significant 



Table 12 

Stepwise Logistic Regression: Reported P-Values for Significant Independent 
Variables on Research Question 3 

I Dependent Independent Variables 
Rsex*Thr I Variable Rsex Grade Thr Grade*Rsex 

Sex 1 .0000 .0000 .0213 I Sex 2 * .0041 * .0357 
Sex 3 .0000 .0192 
Sex 4 .0000 .0000 
Sex 5 * * .0021 
Sex 6 .0000 .0708 
Sex 7 .0000 .0000 
Sex 8 .0000 .0003 
Sex 9 .0000 .0000 

Sex 10 .0000 

i Sex 11 I .0000 
.0090 lE 12 * * 

Sex 13 .0000 .0000 
Sex 14 .0000 .0000 

Note. All non-significant two way interactions were omitted. Sex = Sex of 
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the nominated student, Rsex = sex of the nominator, and Thr = ethnicity of the 
nominator. The dependent variable is the gender of the nominator on each 
question on the peer referral instrument. The dashes are placed in columns 
where there were no significant values to report. * = significant (p = .05) 
interaction terms imply lower order effects present in model. 
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independent variables (p = .05). A dash indicates that the 

variable was not significant in the regression analysis. 

For all questions, grade level and sex of the 

nominator had a significant main effect on the gender of 

the nominated student. On Question 2, sex of the nominator 

interacted with ethnicitYi On Questions 5 and 12, sex of 

the nominator interacted with grade of the nominator. 

In Table 13, the odds for males and females nominating 

males for each question on the peer referral instrument are 

presented. The sample size was 736 males and 791 females. 

The odds provided additional information after the 

logistical regression was performed. If odds exceeded 7:5 

for males nominating males, or were less than 5:7 for 

females nominating males, the odds were considered signifi

cant (see p. 123-124 for descr ipt ion of calculat ions). 

Because a main effect for grade level existed across all 

questions, the odds for males and females nominating males 

were reported for each grade level. On Question 12, the 

logistic regression identified interaction effects between 

ethnicity of nominator and sex of nominator; therefore, the 

odds were reported for Hispanic males and females and Anglo 

males and females at each grade level. 

In the fourth grade, females preferred to nominate 

other females on Questions 1,4,5,6,7,9,12,13, and 

14. Hispanic females nominated the same number of males and 

females on Question 2. On Question 11, the odds for 



Table 13 

The Odds of Males and Females Nominating Males in the Fourth, 
Fifth, and Sixth Grades 
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Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 
Oues Ethnicity Uale Female Uale Female Uale ,. All 1:3 1:4 1:2 3:7 3:7 

2·· Hispanic 9:5 1:1 2:1 3:2 2:1 
Anglo 5:7 5:7 3:2 1: 1 4:3 

3 All 4:3 2:1 1: 1 1:3 3:2 

4 All 4:3 1:2 2:1 1:1 2:1 

5 All 6:1 5:8 35:1 5:2 14:1 

6 All 3:1 1:7 5:1 1:5 4:1 

7 All 5:9 1:3 6:5 3:5 1:1 

8 All 4:1 1:1 7:1 2:1 6:1 

9 All 4:3 1:2 2:1 5:6 7:5 

10· All 3:2 4:3 3:1 3:2 3:1 

11 All 2:1 1 :1 3:1 1:1 4:3 

12 All 3:2 1:6 2:1 1:3 3:1 

13 All 1:1 1 :9 5:2 1:3 4:3 

14 All 4:3 1:4 3:1 1:2 2:1 

Note. * = a main effect was found for ethnicity of the nominator. 
** = interaction effects were found between sex of the nominator 
and ethnicity of the nominator. 

Female 
1:4 

3:2 
1 :1 

2:3 

5:6 

7:5 

1 :10 

1 :2 

4:3 

1:3 

3:2 

6:5 

1 :6 

2:9 

1:3 



females nominating males was 1:1. Hispanic females 

nominating males or females was 1:1 on Question 11. On 

Question a, females evenly nominated males and females. 
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In the fourth grade, males significantly preferred to 

nominate other males on all but three questions. On 

Questions 1 and 7, males favored females. On Question 2, 

Anglo males preferred to nominate females. On Questions 3, 

4, 9, 13, and 14 males nominate females and males evenly. 

Odds that exceeded 7:5 for males nominating other males can 

be seen on Question 5 (6:1), Question 6 (3:1), Question a 
(4:1), Question 10 (3:2), Question 11 (2:1), and Question 

12 (3:2). 

Like the fourth grade females, both Hispanic and Anglo 

fifth grade females preferred to nominate their own sex for 

Questions 1, 3, 6, 7, 12, 13, and 14. However, on Question 2, 

Anglo females evenly nominated males and females, while 

Hispanic females preferred to nominate males. On Question 3, 

in the fifth grade, a more dramatic switch occurred. In 

the fourth grade, females nominated males 2:1; in the fifth 

grade they nominated females 3:1. Questions 4, 9, and 11 

had equal odds. Fifth grade girls, unlike fourth grade 

girls, preferred to nominate boys for Questions 10, a, and 

5. Female nominations had the highest odds on Question 6 

(5:1 in favor of females) and Questions 3 and 12 (3:1 in 

favor of femal es). 

In the fifth grade, like the fourth grade, males 
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preferred to nominate other males for most questions. 

Questions 1, 3, and 7 were the exception to this statement; 

males preferred to nominate females for Question 1 and 

evenly nominated males and females for Question 3 and 7. 

Sixth grade females showed the same patterns as fifth 

grade females, with two exceptions. On Question 8, sixth 

grade females nominated females and males evenly. On 

Question 9, sixth grade females, unlike fifth grade 

females, nominate females. Significant odds for females 

nominating females can be seen on Question 1 (4:1), Question 

3 (3:2), Question 6 (10:1), Question 7 (2:1), Question 9 

(3:1), Question 12 (6:1), and Question 13 (9:2). 

Sixth grade males continued the pattern set by fourth 

and fifth grade males. Males are nominated significantly 

more than females for each question, with the exception of 

Questions 1, 2, 7, and 14. On Question 1, sixth grade 

males, like fourth and fifth grade males, nominated 

females. On Question 2, Anglo males nominated the same 

number of males and females. On Questions 7, 11, and 14, 

males nominated males and females in even proportions. 

Another way to present the data is to identify those 

questions in which distinct patterns exist across grade 

levels. For Questions 1 and 7, females are nominated by 

both males and females at all three grade levels. pattern 

did not exist for Questions 2, 3, and 4. On Question 5, 

males overwhelming nominated other males while females in 
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the fifth and sixth grade also nominated males 

significantly, but with smaller odds. Males nominated 

males and females nominated females on Question 6. with 

the exception of fourth grade and sixth grade girls, 

Question 8 drew many more male nominations of boys than· 

girls. On Question 9, males nominated other males in 

Grades 5 and 6, and in Grades 4 and 6, females nominated 

other females. Questions 10 drew more male nominations 

than female nominations, with the exception of fourth grade 

females. Question 11 had 1:1 odds for females, but males 

chose to nominate maleso On Questions 12 and 14, females 

nominated each other and males did the same, with the 

exception of fourth grade males on Question 14 who evenly 

nominated males and females. 

In summary, for all questions, grade level and sex of 

the nominator had a significant main effect on the gender 

of the nominated students. On Question 2, a main effect 

existed for ethnicity of the nominator. Males tended to 

nominate males and females tended to nominate females on 

Questions 6, 9, 12, and 14. Questions 2, 5, 8, 10, and 11 

elicited more male than female nominations; males and 

females nominated more females for Questions 1 and 7. 

Research Question ! 

What patterns emerge on the peer referral instrument 

that indicate differences among students referred by 

peers, students referred by teachers through standard 
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procedures, and students referred by both teachers and 

peers? 

A K-Means cluster analysis (Dixon et al., 1985), which 

partitions a set of cases into clusters, was used to answer 

this question. The number of clusters is predetermined by 

the researcher. Scores were collected for all students in 

the 12 student type categories on the peer referral 

instrument; consequently, the' 14 questions on the peer 

referral instrument were designated as the variables. Four 

groups of cluster analyses were performed. Cluster 

analysis was primarily used as an exploratory technique in 

this study, so numerous analyses were conducted to answer 

this research question. Of greatest interest was whether 

the 12 types of students (see ~ 125 for description of 12 

types of students) formed distinct and different patterns 

on the peer referral instrument; analyses were performed to 

address this concern. Space does not permit a full 

reporting of all the cluster analyses, but the patterns 

discovered in four sets of cluster analyses will be 

presented and discussed. 

First Set of Cluster Analyses 

In the first cluster analysis, a comparison of all 12 

types of students was performed to ascertain whether any of 

these twelve types formed distinct clusters. Twelve 

clusters were requested based ,on the hypothesis that the 12 

types of students would form distinct groups. This initial 
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analysis revealed that the HIGH 2/10 group formed three 

clusters: one cluster highest on Question 2, high on 

Question 10, and low on all other questions, a second 

cluster high on Question 2 and 10 and low on other 

questions, and a third cluster high on Question 10 but low 

on all other questions. 

Other clusters were identified in this analysis. One 

cluster, with 83% of its membership being PR and PR/GATE, 

was high on Question 5. A second cluster, with 77% of its 

membership being PR and PR/GATE, was predominantly high on 

Question 3. Each of the remaining seven clusters contained 

various student types. 

A second cluster analysis was performed, comparing the 

HIGH 2/10 group with all other student types to verify the 

early findings. This analysis separated the HIGH 2/10 

members into one cluster of 99 members and a second cluster 

of 406 members. In the first cluster, only nine student 

types, besides HIGH 2/10, were found and only 10 HIGH 2/10 

members were placed in the second cluster. 

To reduce the number of student groups, a third 

analysis in this set was completed to determine whether 

placement in GATE was a distinguishing factor. A final 

cluster analysis compared students in GATE and all other 

students. Students in GATE did not form a separate cluster. 

Second ~ Qi Cluster Analyses 

A second set of cluster analyses was conducted, based 
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on the information discovered in the first set of analyses. 

Since the HIGH 2/10 type was shown to be a separate group, 

it was eliminated from further analysis. In addition, 

since placement in GATE was determined not to be a 

distinguishing factor, the remaining eleven student types 

were reduced to five by combining PR and PR/GATE, LR and 

LR/GATE, ER and ER/GATE, ER/PR and ER/PR/GATE, and LR/PR 

and LR/PR/GATE. Five clusters were designated in the 

analysis based on the rationale that each student type 

would form a distinct group. 

All five clusters contained various student types; no 

cluster contained only one type of student. However, three 

of the clusters had a PR membership of 85% or more, with an 

equal percentage of LR/PR and ER/PR. The first of these 

clusters was high on Question 5, the second was high on 

Question 3, and the third cluster was high on Questions 1 

and 13. The last two clusters contained only types ER and 

PR. Cluster Number 5 contained 196 cases, which was over 

half of the 370 originally analyzed. 

A second cluster analysis was performed with the same 

five student types listed above; however, Questions 2, 3, 

5, and 10 were removed as variables because early cluster 

analyses and student interviews indicated these questions 

were not useful for locating students who may be gifted. 

The only cluster that contained a predominant number of one 

student type was the first cluster. In this cluster, 87% 
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of the students were PR, 9% were ER/PR, and 4% were LR/PR. 

The students in this cluster were high on Questions 1, 13, 

and 14. The remaining four clusters had various 

proportions of each of the five student types; the fifth 

cluster had 182 cases out of the original 370. 

Third ~ Qf Cluster Analyses 

The first two sets of analyses indicated little 

difference between early and late teacher referral. This 

trend was studied further in a cluster analysis that 

compared ER and LR; all other student types were eliminated 

from the analysis. A total of 77 cases was studied with 

the preliminary hypothesis that two clusters would emerge. 

The fir st cluster contain.ed on ly thr ee member s; the 

remaining 74 cases were placed in the second cluster. 

Since this analysis indicated that ER and LR were not 

separate groups, ER and LR were collapsed into a category 

entitled TR, or teacher referral. In the last cluster 

analysis in this set, three groups were compared: TR/PR, 

TR, and PRe Three hundred and seventy cases were analyzed 

using all questions, except Questions 2, 3, 5, and 10. 

Three clusters were designated, based on the hypothesis 

that TR/PR, TR, and PR were three separate groups. 

In this analysis, TR/PR and PR students clustered 

together in the first two groups. The remaining TR/PR, TR, 

and PR students were placed in the final cluster, 

containing 250 cases. The first cluster of TR/PR and PR 
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students was high on Questions 1, 7, 12, 13, and 14, low on 

Questions 8, 9, and 11, and average on Questions 4 and 6. 

Cluster 2 was above the mean on Questions 4, 7, 12, 13, 6, 

14, and 11 and average on all other questions. 

Fourth Set Qf Cluster Analyses 

" Another set of cluster analyses was performed to 

investigate the differences between Hispanic and Anglo peer 

referrals. Given the information discovered in the earlier 

analyses, placement in GATE was not considered to be a 

differentiating variable; therefore peer referred students 

were divided into two groups: Hispanics and Anglos. A 

first cluster analysis was executed using all 14 questions 

on the peer referral instrument. Two clusters were 

requested, based on the hypothesis that Anglos and 

Hispanics would display different profiles on the peer 

refe r ral questions. 

In this analysis, the sample consisted of 110 

Hispanics and 87 Anglos, or 56% Hispanic and 44% Anglo. 

Two clusters were requested. The first cluster contained 

22 cases, all Hispanic. This cluster was high on Question 

3 of the peer referral. The second cluster contained the 

remaining 175 Anglos and Hispanics that were peer referred. 

A second cluster analysis was performed, but this time 

Questions 2, 3, 5, and 10 were omitted because earlier 

cluster analyses and student interviews indicated these 

questions were not indicative of gifted behaviors. Two 
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clusters were requested. The first cluster contained 51 

cases, 45% Hispanic and 55% Anglo. The percentages of 

Hispanic and Anglo students in this cluster were the 

opposite of the overall percentages of the two groups; 

therefore, Anglos were slightly favored in this cluster. 

The first cluster was high on Questions 1, 7, 13, and 12 

and low on Questions 8, 9, and 11. The second· cluster, 

containing the remaining 146 cases was slightly above the 

mean on Questions 8, 9, and 11, while slightly below on the 

other questions. 

Summary Qf ~ter anglysess 

In summary, cluster analysis is an exploratory 

technique used to discover the existence of patterns among 

designated cases. In this set of analyses different 

patterns were sought among twelve student types. A second 

set of analyses was performed to investigate the 

differences between Anglos and Hispanics on the peer 

referral instrument. Differences were found between the 

HIGH 2/10 and other student types, and the teacher referred 

and peer referred students, but very few differences were 

discovered between the Anglo and Hispanic peer referred 

students. Table 14 displays the findings from the cluster 

analysis. 

Research QuestiQn ~ 

What is the relationship between teacher choice and 
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student choice on the peer referral instrument? 

Table 15 contains the percentage of agreement between 

teachers and peers, no agreement between teachers and 

peers, and no consensus of teachers on the peer referral 

instrument for each school type. The percentage of 

agreement, no agreement and no consensus varies for each 

question across the three types of schools. Of particular 

interest in Table 15 were any percentages over 50. For all 

three types of schools, no consensus existed for Questions 

6 and 14 over 50% of the time. In Type I schools, in 85% 

of the classrooms, students did not reach a consensus on a 

nomination for Question 6. Students did not reach a 

consensus on Question 6 in 60% of the Type II schools; in 

Type III schools on Question 6, students in 90% of the 

classrooms were unable to reach a consensus. On Question 

14, students did not obtain consensus in 74% of the Type I 

classrooms, in 55% of the classrooms in Type II schools, 

and in 52% of the classrooms in Type III schools. 

In Type I schools, 'no agreement' above 50% was found 

on Questions 5 and 7. Agreement of 50% or more between 

Type II schools, agreement of 50% or more was found on 

Questions 2, 3 and 4. In the Type III schools, teachers 

and students did not agree on a choice 53% of the time on 

Question 12. On Questions 2, 3, 4, and 5 the students and 

teachers agree on the choice for the question in over 50% 

of the classroom. 



Table 14 

Summary of Cluster Analyses 

No. Purpo •• of Clust.rs P.rc.ntCig. of TotCiI 
Clu.t.r R.qu.sted ECich Stud.nt N 

4nCllv.l. Tvp. In SCimpl.-
1 To determine 12 ER/PR/GATE - .02 505 

If 12 distinct ER/PR - .06 
clusters exist ER/GATE - .01 

ER - .06 
LR/PR/GATE - .00 

LR/PR - .07 
LR/GATE - .01 

LR - .08 
PR - .34 

PR/GATE - .09 
GATE - .08 

HIGH 2/10 - .18 

2 To determine 2 HIGH 2/10 - .20 505 
If the HIGH All other 
2/10 students typ.s - .80 
form a dls-
tinct cluster 

3 To determine 2 GATE - .19 505 
If plac.m.nt All oth.r 
In GATE Is a students - .81 
critIcal factor 

. 

" To determIne 5 ER/PR - .11 370 
If ER/PR. ER - .10 
ER.LR/PR. LR/PR - .11 
LR. & PR LR - .11 
are distInct PR - .57 

. 

Clust.r Clu.t.r 
No. N 

1 31 
2 36 
3 38 
4 24 

5 40 

6 44 

7 30 

8 12 262 
1 99 

2 406 

1 103 

2 411 

1 31 

2 29 

.3 36 

4 78 

5 196 

R •• ult. 
Clu.t.r 

....mb.rahlp P.rc.ntCla •• 
98 - HIGH 2/10 
92 - HIGH 2/10 

.74 - HIGH 2/10 

.87 - PR 

.1 3 - LR/PR or E:R /PR 

.83 - PR 

.17 - LR/PR or E:R/PR 

.64 - PR 

.17 - ER/PR 

.11 - LR/PR 

.77 - PR 

.06 - LR/PR 

.06 - ER'/PR 
A vorletv of cercentaaes 
.93 - HIGH 2/10 
.07 All other tvce .. 
.96 - All other types 
.04 - HIGH 2/10 

.28 - GATE 

.72 - All oth.r. stud.nts _ 

.16 - GATE 

.84 All oth.r stud.nts 

.81 - PR 
19 - E:R/PR & LR/PR 

.83 - PR 

.1 7 - ER/PR & LR/PR 

.83 - PR 
17 - ER/PR & LR/PR 

.51 - PR 

.21 - ER/PR 

.21 - LR/PR 

.01 - LR 
01 - ER 

.45 - PR 

.08 - ER/PR 

.09 - LR/PR 

.19 - LR 

.19 - E:R 

DI.tlngulshlng 
Qu •• tlon. 

Hlah.st on 2 
Hlah on __ 2 _& 10 
Hlah on 2 & 1C 
High on 5 

High an 3 

High on e & 9 

High on 1, 7, 
12 & 13 

High on 2 & 10 

High on 1, 4. 
7, & 12 

No distInguishIng 
_ Cll.l •• tlons 
No dIstInguishing 
aLJ •• tlon .. 
HIghest on 5 

Highest on 1, 13. 
& 1_4 
No distinguishIng 
qu.stlons 

No distInguIshing 
que.tlons 

I 

I 

, 

I 

I 

..... 
U1 

'" 
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Tobie 14 (cont.) 

No. Purpoa. of Cluat.,.. P.rc.ntag. of Total R.aulta 
Cluat.r R.qu.at.d Each Stud.nt N Cluat.r Cluat.r Cluat.r 

Analysis TYD. In SamDI.· No. N .... mb.rahID P.rc.ntaCl •• 
S Some as 5 ER/PR - .11 370 1 23 .B7 = PR 

purpose of ER - .10 .09 - ER/PR 
no. 4. except LR/PR - .11 .04 - LR/PR 
Questions 2. LR - .11 2 43 .60 - PR 
3. 5. & 10 PR - .57 .23 - ER/PR 
were removed .02 - ER 

.14 - LR/PR 
3 59 .61 - PR 

.19 - ER/PR 

.19 - LR/PR 

.01 - LR" 
4 63 .67 "" PR 

.11 - ER/PR 

.07 - ER 

.17 ... LR/PR 
5 1B2 .4B - PR 

.05 - ER/PR 

.19 - ER 

.07 - LR/PR 
21 - LR 

6 To determine 2 ER - .49 77 1 3 .34 - ER 
If ER & LR LR - .51 .SS - LR 
were distInct 2 74 .51 - ER 

49 - PR 
7 To determine 3 TR - .21 370 1 47 . 23 - TR/PR 

If teacher TR/PR - .22 77 - PR 
referred (ER PR - .57 

. 
2 73 .41 - TR/PR 

& LR) students .56 - PR 
were distinct .03 - TR 
from PR and 3 250 .16 - TR/PR 
PR/TR students .54 - PR 

30 - TR 
IS To determIne 2 Hispanics - .56 197 1 22 100" HlsDanlc 

If differences Anglos - .44 2 175 .50 ... Anglo 
existed between .50 - HIspanic 
PR HIspanIcs 
& Analos 

9 Some as no. 2 HIspanics - .56 197 1 51 .45 - HIspanIc 
B. but QuestIons Anglos - .44 .55 - Analo 
2. 3. 5. & 10 2 146 .60 - Hispanic 
were omItted - .40 - Anglo 
from analysIs 

Note. • ... student types ore described os follows: ER/PR/GATE ... students 

DI.tlngulahlng 
(tu •• tlon • 

High on 1 & 13 

High on 4 & 11 

High on 7 & 12 

High on B & 9 

No distinguishing 
questions 

No distInguishIng, 
a\.estlons 
No dIstInguIshIng 
auestlons 
HIgh on 1. 7 • 

, 

& 13 
HIgh on 4 & 12 I 

No distinguishing' 
questions 

Hlah on 3 
No dIstinguishing I 

questions 

HIgh on 1. 7. 
1_3: . & 12 
No dIstInguIshIng' 
questions 

,.... 
0'1 
o 



Table 14 (cont.) 

referred by peers. by an early teacher referral and also in GATE; ER/PR = 
students referred by peers and an early teacher referral. but not in GATE; 
ER/GATE = students referred early by teacher and in GATE; ER = students 
referred early by teachers: LR/PR/GATE = students referred by peers. by a 
late teacher referral and also in GATE; LR/PR = students referred by peers, 
by a late teacher referral. but not in GATE; LR/GATE = students referred late 
by teachers and in GATE; LR = students referred late by teachers who were in 
GATE; PR = students referred by peers but not in GATE: PR/GATE = students 
referred by peers and in GATE; GATE = students in GATE and not referred by 
teachers or peers; HIGH 2/10 = students who scored the highest in Questions 
2 and 10 in. each of the participating classrooms. 

I-' 
0'\ 
I-' 



Table 15 

Percentage of Agreement, No Agreement, and No Consensus Between 
Peers and Teachers on the Peer Referral Instrument. 

School QuestIons on Pllr Referral Inslument 
, TYP_e 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

I No Agreement 26 42 42 47 53 05 58 42 47 37 26 47 
Agreement 68 47 58 32 21 05 42 16 21 47 53 37 

No Consensus 06 05 -- 11 26 85 -- 42 26 16 16 16 
No TeGche'" -- 06 -- 10 -- OS -- -- 06 -- OS --

II No Agreement 50 45 30 26 40 20 30 25 50 40 45 45 
Agreement 30 55 55 55 50 10 35 35 45 30 20 20 

No Consensus 20 -- -- 11 05 60 35 35 05 25 35 35 
No Teacher -- -- 15 08 05 10 -- 05 -- 05 -- --

III No Agreement 42 47 11 33 47 05 42 37 32 44 33 53 
Agreement 32 53 79 66 53 05 47 42 05 44 39 26 

No Consensus 21 -- OS -- -- 90 11 21 53 -- 22 21 
No Teacher 05 -- 05 -- -- -- -- -- 10 12 06 --
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13 14 
42 21 
32 05 
25 74 
-- --
25 35 
25 10 
50 55 
-- --
32 37 
32 11 
36 52 
-- --

Note. No Teacher = the percentage of classrooms in which teachers did not 
nominate a student. * = reported numbers are percentages. 
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The percentages of no agreement, agreement and no 

consensus varied for the rest of the questions in all types 

of schools. In Type I schools, teachers and students 

agreed in only 16% of the classrooms on Question 8. In 

TYpe II schools, teachers and students agreed in only 30% 

of the classrooms on Question 10 and 20% of the classrooms 

on Question 11. 

Fifty-nine teachers completed the peer referral form 

with their choices. Table 16 presents the average number 

of agreements, no agreements, no consensus, and no teacher 

nomination per teacher in the three types of schools. The 

averages for each category did not vary significantly 

across the three types of schools. On the average, the 

teachers in the study agreed with their students on 4.8 

questions, disagreed with their students on 5.2 questions, 

and did not make a choice on less than one question. 

Students were unable to reach a consensus on 3.3 questions. 

Research ouestion ~ 

Are student interpretations of the questions contained 

on the peer referral instrument concurrent with the 

researcher's rationale for including the questions on 

the instrument? 

Interviews with 90 students in five schools were 

qualitatively analyzed. Table 17 presents the top five 

reasons students gave for nominating peers; in addition, 
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Table 16 

Average Number of Questions Per Classroom for the Categories of No Agreement. 
Agreement. No Consensus. and No Teacher Nomination On All Questions 

School No Agreement No No 
Type Agreement Consensus Teoche'" 
Type I 5.3 4.6 3.5 .37 
Type II 5.3 4.8 3.3 .45 
Type III 5.1 5.2 3.1 .26 

Total of all 5.2 4.8 3.3 .36 
School Types 

Note. No Teacher = the percentage of classrooms in which teachers did not 
nominate a student. 
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Table 17 

Reasons Students Cite For Nominating Students and A Comparison With 
Research Rationale for the Questions on The Peer Referral Instrument 

Question No. of ~ Reasons for NomInation Research Rationale 
No. Reason~ 
1 239 28 Gets good grades; is intelligent Looking for the 

22 Doesn't speak up non-verbal, intelligent 
14 Displays other positive student behaviors student; wording 
10 Learns quickly and does work quickly minimizes the behaviors 
6 Learns and is quiet stereotypically associated 
5 Can't be cateQorized with giftedness. 

2 150 28 Requests and needs help Inlended to solicit 
14 Has trouble in academic areas nominations for 
13 Gets bad grades and gets things wrong students who did 
9 Displays off-task and inappropriate not perform well in 

classroom behavior school and who are 
9 Doesn't understand things probably not gifted. 
12 Can't be categorized 

3 103 66 Speaks or knows Spanish Question based on data 
17 Of Mexican/Spanish origin thal fluency in 2 lan-
8 Is bilingual guages is indicative of high 
1 Is monolingual intelligence - also, ability 
1 Is smart to successfully maneuver 
4 Can't be categorized throuJlh 2 cultures. 

4 149 30 Displays task commitment Gifted students, including 
19 Enjoys work and working Hispanics, have been 
17 Has good grades, is smart found to possess a 
13 Does good work high degree of task 
·9 Is creative and artistic commitment. 
8 Can't be categorized 

5 186 24 Makes people laugh Gifted Hispanic students 
16 Is funny have a strang sense 
15 Displays clownish behavior of humor. 
13 Makes jokes 
7 Makes faces 
1 Can't be categorized 
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Table 17 (cont.) 

QuaHon No. of X Rlalonl for Nomination Rltlarch Ratlonall 
No. Rlalons 
6 125 26 Uves nearby Gifted Hispanic sludenls 

22 Is helpful may demonstrate giftedness 
20 Is a best friend outside of school settings. 
16 Is smart/knowledgeable 

~ Is smart and lives close by 
9 Can'l be categorized 

7 164 33 Is smart; gets good grades The focus is on the bright 
21 Doesn't brag or show-off about student who is quiet and 

being smart less noticeable in the 
1 Is quiet, shy classroom. 
S Doesn'l pUl down people for being 

less smart 
S Doesn't act or appear smart 

10 Can't be cate~orized 
8 120 20 Has artistic ability Question was designed lo 

16 Makes up or thinks of weird things identify Hispanic sludents 
14 Has good, stronge or unusual ideas who display a good imagination 
8 Creoles unique things and thinks of unusual or 
8 Smart interesting ideas. 
6 Can't be categorized 

9 148 24 Creates dances and has dancing abifity Queslion describes sludent 
20 Creates and plays games who possesses creative talent, 
19 Has artistic ability but unlike Queslion 8, 
10 Makes up and creates things describes certain types of 
6 Ukes to do things creative behaviors. 
6 Can'l be categorized 

10 124 23 Quits easily or quickly Question was included to 
23 Doesn't do his work identify students who are not 
11 Doesn't like work or school gifted; question is the 
9 Displays emotion-cries or loses temper opposite of Question 4. 
9 Says aloud: "I can't do this" or 

"I won't do this" 
13 Can'l be cal~orized 
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Table 17 (cont.) 

QUlstlon No. of " Rlasons for NomInation ReslarchRatlonal1 
No. Reason! 
11 105 30 Asks interesting or good questions Research shows gifted Hispanic 

14 Asks questions for clarifications students ask numerous questions 
to understand and are curious. The question 

13 Always asking questions was designed to locate the 
10 Interrupts and is disruptive verbal Hispanic who may be 
10 Can't be categorized gifted. 

12 107 37 Is smart, intelligent Included to identify the 
. 

19 Is helpful gifted student at school, 
8 Is a friend as opposed to the gifted 
7 Is smart and helpful person outside of school. 
6 Explains clearly 
9 Can't be categorized 

13 157 34 Is well-mannered and well-behoved One characteristic of 
23 Is nice to people and friends gifted Hispanic students 
10 Treats family well and with respect is a 'high degree of 
6 Is helpful respect for individuals 
10 Can't be categorized around him or her. 1. 125 27 Gets along with and likes everybody Question was intended to 
12 Nice and kind to people identify leaders, and the 
9 Doesn't fight or is physically aggressive Hispanics who could 
8 Is popular easily move between 
7 Is helpful and nice to new students the two cultures. 
13 Can't be categorized 
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the original research rationale for including each question 

is juxtaposed next to students' reasoning. On Questions 2, 

4,7,10,11,12,13, and 14, agreement between the 

research rationale and student interpretation was obtained. 

On Questions 3, 5 and 6 the researcher and the students 

interpreted the intent of the question differently. 

Partial agreement between the researcher and students was 

obtained on Questions 1, 8, and 9. 

Two individuals categorized the student responses 

separately to check interrater reliability. The percentage 

of agreement between the two raters for each question is 

reported in Appendix F. Interrater reliability ranges from 

a low of .82 on Question 10 to a high of .94 on Question 1. 

Chapter SU mmary 

Results of this study support the use of peer referral 

for locating Hispanic students who may be gifted; however, 

an in-depth analysis of the instrument revealed that 

Questions 1, 4,7,9,11,12, and 13 on the peer referral 

instrument were more appropriate than the other questions, 

and furthermore, that some settings may be more conducive 

to peer referrals than other settings. The implications of 

these findings will be discussed in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The minority population in the United States is 

expanding rapidly; by the year 2000, 12% of the nation's 

population will be Hispanic and 13% ~ill be Black 

(Naisbitt, 1982). The growing heterogeneity of the coun

try's population will have a direct impact on our schools. 

Educators of the gifted have a special responsibility. 

Programs for the gifted have long been considered to be the 

sole territory of upper middle class, white students. Yet, 

giftedness is not confined to one ethnic group; gifted 

individuals emerge from all ethnicities, but the enrollment 

patterns in programs for the gifted do not reflect the 

multi-cultural fabric of our society. The underrepresenta

tion of minority students in programs for the gifted is 

well documented (De Leon, 1983; High & Udall, 1983; 

McKenzie, 1986). 

The low proportion of minority representation in 

programs for the gifted is due, in large part, to limited 

definitions of giftedness and identification techniques. 

Broader, more complex definitions of giftedness have been 

proposed and new methods of identification have been 

introduced, including, most notably, the matrix method. 

Still, the number of minority students in programs for the 



gifted has not increased significantly (Machado, 1987). 

New methods of locnting and identifying gifted minority 

students must be developed and tested. 
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The peer referral procedure has been cited often as 

one' method for initially locating students who may be 

gifted but are overlooked by the most common referral 

source--classroom teachers (Renzulli & Smith, 1977; Richert 

et al., 1982). Educators are encouraged to use this proce

dure in their identification process (Clark, 1983; Davis & 

Rimm, 1985; Richert et al., 1982). Yet, few studies have 

been done that support the giving of such advice. 

Researchers have indicated that teachers and peers tend to 

agree on nominations for gifted programs when using a peer 

nomination form (i.e., Granzin & Granzin, 1969; Jenkins, 

1979/1980; Norwood, 1977/1978) but researchers have not 

investigated directly the use of peer referral for locating 

minority students in any ethnic group who may be gifted. 

Summary of Procedures 

The subjects were the fourth, fifth, and sixth grade 

students and their teachers in nine selected schools. The 

nine schools were divided into three groups: (a) Type I 

schools, with a Hispanic population of over 75%; (b) Type 

II schools, with an equal proportion of Hispanics and 

Anglos; and (c) Type III schools, with less than 25% 

Hispanic students. Although all students and teachers 
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agreed to participate in the study, the procedure was not 

accomplished in four classrooms before the end of the 

school year and 267 students were not present in the 

classrooms when the peer referral procedure was completed. 

Final sample size totaled 1564 students and 66 teachers. 

The peer referral instrument in this study was designed to 

reflect traits of gifted Hispanic students. 

The data collection procedure involved four phases: 

(a) design of the peer referral instrument, (b) introduc

tion of the peer referral process to selected schools, (c) 

implementation of the peer referral process, and (d) 

interviews in selected classrooms. The design of the in

strument occurred over a period of three months. The other 

three phrases were started in April and were completed at 

the end of the school year, in early June. 

SUmmary of the Findings 

Both qualitative and quantitative statistical techni

ques were used to'analyze data collected to answer the six 

research questions that formed the basis of this study. 

Summaries of the findings for each research question are 

presented below. 

Research ~uestion l 

Will the peer referral process increase the number of 

Hispanic students in the initial referral pool who may 

be identified later as gifted? 
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Peers nominated 118 Hispanic students for possible 

placement in the program for the gifted. Seventy Hispanics 

were referred from Type I schools, 32 from balanced 

schools, and 16 from Type III schools. In addition, peers 

nominated four Anglo and three minority students from Type 

I schools, 27 Anglo and nine minority students from Type II 

schools, and 45 Anglos and two other minority students from 

Type III schools for further' testing. Peer nominations 

tended to represent the ethnic balance of the school. 

Teachers also nominated Hispanic, other minority, and 

Anglo students, but in lower numbers than di peers. 

Teachers in the Type III schools nominated more students 

than teachers in the two other types of schools. In the 

schools with a Hispanic population over 75% (Type I), 

teachers did not refer any students to the GATE program 

using the standard district procedures. Names were given 

by teachers only when asked by this investigator for 

additional nominations. In schools with a Hispanic 

population under 25% (Type III), teachers referred Anglo 

students using the district procedures early in the year, 

but only referred Hispanic students when asked a second 

time for nominations. In balanced schools (Type II), 

teachers nominated nine Hispanic and two Anglo students in 

the early referral stage, but when asked a second time for 

referrals teachers nominated more Anglo students. 



Research Question ~ 

What is the relationship of the ethnicity of the 

nominees to the ethnicity of the nominators? 
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Data were analyzed using a stepwise logistic regression 

with the dependent variable identified as the ethnicity of 

the nominee and the independent variables stipulated as 

type of school, and sex, grade, and ethnicity of the 

nominator. A relationship was discovered between the 

ethnicity of the student nominated and the ethnicity of the 

nominator on 12 of the 14 peer referral questions. In 

addition, the type of school had a significant effect on 

the ethnicity of the nominated student for all 14 

questions. The sex of the nominator was not significan~ 

Questions 4 and 7 on the instrument had interaction 

effects between type of school and grade; Questions 5 and 6 

had interaction effects between type of school and 

ethnicity of the nominator; and Question 12 had interaction 

effects between grade and ethnicity of the nominator, type 

of school and grade, and type of school and ethnicity of 

the nominator. 

Several patterns can be seen when analyzing the odds 

of Hispanics and Anglos nominating Hispanics for each ques

tion in the three types of schools, In School Type I, wlth 

one exception, both Hispanics and Anglos nominated more 

Hispanics than Anglos. The odds ratio varied for the 

question and for the ethnicity of the nominators. In 
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School Type II, Anglos tended to nominate Anglos and 

Hispanics tended to nominate Hispanics. The exceptions to 

thi s trend can be seen on Questions 4, 7, 10, and 11. In 

School Type III, with one exception, both Hispanics and 

Anglos nominated more ~nglos than Hispanics. 

Research Question 1 

What is the relationship of the sex of the nominees to 

the sex of the nominators? 

Data were analyzed using a stepwise logistic 

regression with the dependent variable identified as the 

sex of the nominee and the independent variables stipulated 

as the sex, grade, and ethnicity of the nominator. For all 

questions, grade level and sex of the nominator had a 

significant main effect on the gender of the nominated 

students. Qn Questions 2, a main effect existed for . 

ethnicity of the nominator. Males tended to nominate males 

and females tended to nominate females on Questions 6, 9, 

12 and 14. Questions 2, 5, 8, 10, and 11 drew more male 

nominations from both females and males. Males and females 

nominated more females for Questions 1 and 7. 

Research Question 4 

What patterns emerge on the peer referral instrument 

that indicate differences among students referred by 

peers, students referred by teachers through standard 

procedures, and students referred by both teachers and 

peers? 
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Four sets of cluster analyses were performed to 

determine whether different patterns existed among 12 

student types. In the first set, analyses revealed that 

students who scored high on Questions 2 and 10 clustered 

into a separate group. Another analysis revealed that 

placement in GATE was not a distinguishing factor. Based 

on the information from the first set of cluster analyses, 

student types were reduced to five groups--peer referred 

(PR), late teacher referral (LR), early teacher referral 

(ER), early teacher and peer referral (·ER/PR), and late 

teacher and peer referral (LR/PR). 

In the second set of analyses, these five groups were 

compared. Five clusters were requested for the analysis, 

based on the hypothesis that the five designated student 

groups would form separate clusters. Three clusters, com

posed of ER, ER/PR, and LR/PR students, Here discovered. 

Students referred only by teachers were not contained in 

the first three clusters but were categorized randomly into 

the two larger clusters that held the remaining students. 

A third set of analyses was performed in an attempt to 

ascertain whether there were differences between ER and LR 

students; this analysis indicated that the two types of 

teacher referrals were not separate groups. The ER and LR 

groups, therefore, were collapsed into one category-

teacher referral (TR). A comparison of TR/PR, TR, and PR 

was done, requesting three clusters. Membership in the two 
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smallest clusters was shared by TR/PR and PR members. 

Students referred only by teachers were contained in the 
• last cluster with the remaining TR/PR and PR members. 

In the final series of analyses, Hispanic and Anglo 

peer referrals were compared. Two clusters were requested, 

based on the, belief that Hispanic and Anglo students would 

form two distinctive groups. Using all 14 questions, 22 

out of 118 Hispanics clustered into one group that was 

high on Question 3. In a second analysis, Questions 2, 3, 

5, and 10 were removed and two clusters were requested. 

Both Anglo and Hispanic students were contained in the two 

clusters; however, the first, smaller cluster contained a 

slightly disproportionate number of Anglos. 

Research Ouestion 5 

What is the relationship between teacher choice and 

student choice on the peer referral instrument? 

For all three types of schools, no consensus existed 

for Questions 6 and 14 over 50% of the time. The 

percentage of agreement, no agreement, no consensus, and no 

teacher nomination varied for the rest of the questions in 

all types of schools. On the average, teachers agreed with 

their students on 4.8 questions, disagreed with their 

students on 5.2 questions, and did not make a choice on 

less than one question. Students were unable to reach a 

consensus on 3.3 questions. 
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Research ~uestion ~ 

Are student interpretations of the questions contained 

on the peer referral instrument concurrent with the 

researcher's rationale for including the questions on 

the instrument? 

Student interviews were conducted and analyzed, using 

qualitative statistical techniques. On Questions 2, 4, 7, 

10, 11, 12, 13 and 14, agreement between the research 

rationale and student rationale was obtained; on Questions 

3, 5, and 6, the researcher and students had different 

perceptions of the focus of the question. Partial 

agreement between teachers and students was obtained on 

Questions 1, 8, and 9. 

Discussion of Results 

The research questions in this study led to a wealth 

of data, reported in Chapter 4 and summarized in the 

preceding section. In this section, the results will not 

be discussed for each research question, but will instead 

be presented by major areas of concern. The first area of 

concern that was important to this investigator was the 

usefulness of peer referral to locate Hispanics who may be 

gifted. 

~ Usefulness of ~ Referral 

Previous researchers have not compared the traditional 

teacher referral process with the peer referral process--
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instead, only teacher choice and peer choice on a peer 

referral instrument have been compared. Researchers have 

not answered the question of interest to this investigator: 

Does peer referral provide a substitute for, or simply a 

supplement to, teacher referral? 

In three different types of schools, llB Hispanic 

students who may be gifted were located through peer 

referral. These llB Hispanics were not already in the 

district program for the gifted, nor had they been referred 

by teachers. Peers also referred 76 Anglo students for 

consideration. Using the school district's usual referral 

process, teachers referred nine Hispanic and 19 Anglo 

students for further consideration. When teachers were 

asked a second time for nominations, 20 additional 

Hispanics and 14 additional Anglos were referred. 

Teachers, using the district referral methods, and peers, 

using the peer referral instrument, together referred eight 

Hispanic and 15 Anglo students. When combining early and 

late referrals, teachers and peers together referred 29 

more Hispanic and six more Anglo students. Thus, the 

total number of students referred by all three sources was 

135 Hispanic and 110 Anglo students in the early referral 

stage and 141 Hispanic and 124 Anglo when the early and 

late referrals are counted together. 

The evidence is strong that the peer referral process 

can be used to locate a group of Hispanic and Anglo 
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students in three different settings who have not been 

referred by teachers. Peer referral patterns were uniform 

across the three types of schools in two important aspects: 

(a) peers nominated the same percentage of students, 

regardless of the type of school, and (b) referrals 

reflected the ethnic balance of the school. In classrooms 

or schools where teachers do not refer students, possibly 

because of personal or professional bias or lack of 

information, peers will refer students for further testing. 

In this study, schools with a high proportion of Hispanics 

had a smaller percentage of teacher referrals in comparison 

to schools with a low percentage of Hispanics. High and 

Udall (1983) found the same pattern when comparing referral 

patterns in schools with differing ethnic balances. In 

schools with a Hispanic population over 75%, the peer 

referral process may be the best method for locating 

minority stUdents who might be gifted. In classrooms or 

schools where teacher referral is high, such as settings 

with a small percentage of Hispanics, peers can offer 

important supplementary information. 

A second option for locating minority students who may 

be gifted is suggested by this study: requesting names of 

stUdents who may be gifted from teachers more than once' 

during the year. Data revealed that asking teachers a 

second time to nominate students can triple the number of 

Hispanic referrals and double the number of Anglo 



180 

referrals. Chambers et ale (1978) suggestion that teachers 

be asked specifically to nominate the gifted Mexican

American students in their classrooms also may increase 

nominations. 

Nominations by peers tended to reflect the ethnic 

balance of the school; teacher nominations did not, 

particularly in the balanced schools. In ethnically 

balanced schools, teachers favored Hispanics in the early 

referral stage but favored Anglos when asked a second 

time. Explaining this finding is not easy, since teachers 

have previously favored Anglo students when making 

nominations (High & Udall, 1983). Some efforts have been 

made in the balanced schools to increase the minority 

population in the GATE program and perhaps these teachers 

made an extra effort to nominate Hispanic student~. 

Jenkins (1979/1980), Blackshear (1977/1978) and Dove 

(1986) all concluded that peers offered important 

additional information to the identification process; 

Friedman et ale (1984) also advocated the use of both 

teachers and peers in the referral stage of identification. 

However, these previous researchers did not study the use 

of peer referral for locating minority students. Data 

gathered in this present study would support the contention 

that peers provide vital information about minority 

students who might be gifted and that teachers, when asked 

more than once, will nominate minority students. Using 
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both teachers and peers, as Friedman suggested, would 

increase the chances of locating minority students who may 

be gifted. 

Differences ~ Similaritiea Between Referred Students 

The cluster analyses provide some insight into the 

differences and similarities between the referred students 

on the peer referral instrument. When peer referred (PR), 

peer referred and teacher referred (PR/TR), and teacher 

referred (TR) students were compared, some patterns did 

emerge. Three clusters were requested. The first two 

clusters contained only those referred by peers and by 

both peers and teachers. The first cluster was above the 

mean on Questions 1, 7, 12, and 13, and below the mean on 

Questions 8 and 9. The second cluster was above the mean 

on Questions 4, 7, 12, and 130 With the exception of 

Question 13, the other questions (1, 4, 7, 12) focused on 

behaviors traditionally associated with giftedness, such 

as high intelligence, on-task behavior, and rapid 

cognitive processing. Question 13 was designed to 

identify the gifted Hispanic student who showed respect 

for family and friends. The last cluster, containing most 

of the members, showed no distinct pattern. 

This analysis indicated that a group of PR and PR/TR 

students was similar to each other and distinct from TR 

students. Teachers' referrals did not exhibit the 

behaviors cited in Questions 1, 4, 7, 12, and 13. No other 
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data were collected on teacher referrals besides the scores 

on the peer referral instrument, so conclusions about 

teacher reasoning are difficult to make. However, Jenkins 

(1979/1980) observed that teachers and students used 

different criteria when nominating students1 in this study, 

the teachers and peers did refer two distinct groups of 

students. 

When the Anglo and Hispanic peer referred students 

were compared, Question 3 was the only variable that 

distinguished the two groups. Questions 2, 3, 5, and 10 

were removed from a subsequent analysis because both the 

cluster analyses and student interviews indicated these 

questions did not concern behaviors associated with 

giftedness. In this analysis, Hispanics and Anglos did 

not cluster separately. Cluster 1 had a slightly 

disproportionate number of Anglos. Students in this 

cluster scored high on Questions 1, 7, 12, and 13 and low 

on 8, 9, and 11. 

Two conclusions can be reached from the data: (a) 

with the exception of Question 3, no question seemed to 

distinguish Anglos from Hispanics and (b) Anglos score 

higher than Hispanics on questions that concern behaviors 

associated with giftedness. However, the number of 

Hispanics was high enough to indicate that some Hispanics 

show similar patterns to Anglos on the peer referral 

instrument. 
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Etbnicity Qf ~ ~inators and HQm~~ 

A second area of concern was the relationship between 

the ethnicity of the nominators and nominees. The logistic 

regression demonstrated a relationship between the 

ethnicity of the nominee and the type of school and 

ethnicity of the nominator. Because the ethnic balance in 

each school type was very different, a relationship between 

type of school and ethnicity of nominee would be expected. 

Although an association was found between ethnicity of the 

nominator and nominee on 12 of the 14 questions, the nature 

of that relationship was not explained in the logistic 

analysis. Of particular interest was assessing the ethnic 

preferences of Anglos and Hispanics when nominating stu

dents on the peer referral instrument. The computations of 

odds for Anglos and Hispanics nominating Hispanics was not 

a test of significance, but clear patterns emerged. 

Discussion will center on these patterns; individual 

questions will be discussed later in the chapter. 

In schools with a Hispanic population over 75%, both 

Hispanics and Anglos had higher odds of nominating 

Hispanics than of nominating Anglos. This trend contra

dicts the trend found in the Udall (1986) study, where 

Hispanics tended to nominate Anglos even when a majority of 

the school was Hispanic. However, in the Udall study, the 

percentage of Hispanic students in the school was only 60%. 

In a school with a Hispanic population over 75%, the 
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Hispanic students may have a stronger sense of identity 

because they are in the overwhelming majority and 

subsequently, be less inclined to nominate Anglos. Anglo 

students, in the same setting, would most likely have a 

number of Hispanic friends, resulting in less bias and 

isolation. Anglos nominate Hispanics before nominating 

Anglos because in each classroom, a much smaller number of 

Anglos is available to nominate. 

One disturbing trend, however, can be noted in the 

odds for schools with a high Hispanic population (Type I). 

In all instances, higher odds exist for Hispanics 

nominating Hispanics than for Anglos nominating Hispanics. 

This trend indicates that Anglo students are less likely 

than Hispanic students to nominate Hispanic students. 

Anglo students may nominate Hispanic students in Type I 

schools because they have many Hispanic friends and fewer 

Anglos are available to choose, but the Anglo student may 

still identify enough with others from his or her own 

culture to reduce the odds of Anglos nominating Hispanics. 

In schools with a balanced majority and minority 

population, clear patterns can be discerned. The actual 

sample was 53% Hispanic and 40% Anglo. If ethnicity of the 

nominee were not important, one would expect to find Anglos 

and Hispanics nominating a higher percentage of Hispanics 

than Anglos, and odds would reflect the ethnic balance of 

the sample. In fact, Anglos did not have higher odds than 
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Hispanics for nominating Hispanics except on the question 

concerning the translation of Spanish (Question 3). Anglos 

nominated other Anglos. In a very few instances, the odds 

were equal. 

Hispanics, like Anglos, tended to nominate others of 

their own ethnicity, but on over half of the questions 

Hispanics had smaller odds than Anglos of nominating 

Hispanics. Furthermore, on three questions that focused on 

behaviors traditionally associated with giftedness 

(Question 1, 4, 7, 11, and 12), Hispanics nominated more 

Anglos with each successive grade level, resulting in 

increasingly lower odds for each question. In summary, 

Hispanics, although they tended to nominate other 

Hispanics, leaned more toward nominating Anglos than Anglos 

leaned toward nominating Hispanics, and this trend in

creased with age. 

The findings from schools with a balanced ethnic 

composition both contradict and support the Udall (1986) 

findings. Hispanics did not nominate more Anglos than 

Hispanics as the students did in the Udall study. However, 

Hispanics showed a preference toward nominating Anglos 

before Anglos showed a preference toward nominating 

Hispanics. In other words, Hispanics·will nominate each 

other, but the odds show a marked trend toward nominating 

Anglos; Anglos will nominate themselves but will not 

nominate Hispanics. This referral pattern for Anglos was 
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found in the Udall study (1986) as well. 

A school can be balanced demographically, and yet 

students may still identify strongly with their own ethnic 

group. Our society enforces segregation in many ways, and 

eliminating the barriers between ethnic groups will not be 

accomplished by simply balancing the ethnicity in schools.

In a desegregated environment, one would hope to find 

Hispanics and Anglos nominating Anglos and Hispanics 

randomly, and in proportion to the ethnic composition of 

the school. The findings from the schools in this study 

give a different picture: Anglos and Hispanics. maintain 

segregation within a desegregated environment, with only 

Hispanics moving toward a more random selection of 

students. The fact that Hispanics see themselves as dis

playing traits of giftedness is hopeful, yet the reverse is 

not true for Anglos. As long as Anglos remain unable to 

recognize the positive strengths of Hispanics, desegregated 

schools will be desegregated in numbers only. 

In schools with a Hispanic population under 25%, 

Hispanics and Anglos nominate more Anglos than Hispanics 

for every question. However, unlike the pattern in 

schools with a high Hispanic population, the odds were not 

always higher for Hispanics nominating Hispanics than for 

Anglos nominating Hispanics. The schools with a low 

Hispanic population had fewer free and reduced lunch 

students, suggesting that the environment was at a higher 
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socio-economic level than the other two types of schools. 

The Hispanic students may not identify as strongly with 

their culture as their Hispanic counterparts in the 

schools with the high Hispanic population. Furthermore, 

because of the high percentage of Anglo students in 

schools with a low Hispanic population, Hispanic students 

are likely to have a larger number of Anglo than Hispanic 

friends. 

A major purpose of this study was to design and use an 

instrument that was based on the values of the Hispanic 

culture. Particular care was taken to include questions 

that focused on the strengths of the Hispanic culture, 

including task commitment, good school performance, 

leadership, and ability to adapt to the Anglo culture. 

Assessing the ability of the peer referral instrument to 

identify Hispanic students who may be gifted is difficult. 

In schools with balanced ethnic compositions and with high 
' .. 

Hispanic populations, the questions on the instrument did 

not seem to elicit nominations of Hispanics by Anglos but 

Hispanics did nominate other Hispanics. However, one 

cannot conclude the instrument was either insensitive or 

sensitive, without a direct comparison to another 

instrument. In fact, the questionnaire may have solicited 

more nominations than another instrument not designed to 

reflect valued traits of the Hispanic culture, but such a 

conclusion is not possible without further study. 
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Gender Qf the Nominators and BQminees 

A third area of concern was the relationship between 

the gender of the nominators and the gender of the 

nominees. The logistic regression provided some informa

tion, by showing a relationship between the sex of the 

nominee and the sex and grade of the nominator. Norwood 

(1977/1978) stated that friendship did not influence 

selection of students, but that males and females tended to 

nominate their own gender. The findings from the logistic 

regression supported Norwood's findings about gender 

differences; however, a direct comparison of the results of 

the two studies is impossible because Norwood used a 

different statistical technique. 

The odds of males and females nominating males in the 

fourth, fifth, and sixth grades were computed to provide 

further information about the relationship between 

nominators and nominees. On Questions 2, 5, 8, 10, and 11 

more males than females were nominated. Questions 2 and 10 

were the 'Non-Gifted Behavior Questions', and the cluster 

analysis did support the original hypothesis that students 

nominated for these two questions would constitute a 

separate group. Student interviews identified the HIGH 

2/10 students as the slow learners in the classroom. Males 

are more frequently nominated for special help as evidenced 

by the high representation of males in learning disability 

and other special programs. 
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Question 5 concerned the student with a sense of 

humor; in the interviews, students noted clownish and off

task behavior repeatedly. Question 11 was concerned with 

the student who asked many questions. The verbal and 

clownish behavior noted in Questions 5 and 11 are more 

likely to be associated with males than with females. 

Students, at an early age, have already learned the 

traditional gender stereotypes. 

Question 8, concerning creative behavior" was the 

final question that drew more male than female nominations. 

Males are more likely than females to be noticed in the 

classroom for other behaviors discussed previously, and 

perhaps, males display their creative behavior in more 

obvious ways than females. Research does not exist that 

would suggest males are more creative than females, but the 

overt manifestation of creative behaviors may be different 

for males and females. 

More females than males were nominated for Questions 1 

and 7. The odds were particularly high for Question 1. 

Both questions focused on the non-verbal aspects of 

behavior. Question 1, however, included the student who 

"doesn't speak up", while Question 7 pinpointed the student 

who "doesn't show off". Students see females as 

demonstrating more non-verbal behavior than males, but 

"doesn't speak up" seemed to be interpreted as a more 

female behav ior than "doesn't show off". 
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On Questions 6, 9, 12, and 14, males preferred to 

nominate males and females preferred to nominate females. 

Questions 6 and 12 were designed to locate the student 

peers would ask for help. Males and females seemed to be 

more comfortable requesting help from a person of their own 

gender--not a surprising finding in the elementary grades, 

and corroborated by Norwood's (1977) study. Question 9 

concerned the creative individual, and interviews indicated 

that students were most interested in behavior such as 

creating games or dances. This behavior is likely to be 

demonstrated on the playground and during breaks, when 

girls and boys tend to become segregated. Girls seemed 

more likely to see other females creating games and 

dances, while males saw their own gender as demonstrating 

this behavior. 

Question 14 was about the student who gets along with 

others and was intended to identify leadership ability. 

students listed the trait of getting along with and liking 

people as the most important reason for nominating someone. 

Most students will see this behavior during breaks and 

recess, and boys and girls will be with others of their own 

sex. In filling out the forms, students would nominate 

someone they knew well for this question and therefore, 

since they tend to know their own gender better, boys would 

nominate boys and girls would nominate girls. 



191 

In summary, individuals interested in using the peer 

referral process should be aware of the influence of gender 

when students are completing forms. A relationship between 

the question focus and the gender nominated was found in 

this study~ peer referral questions should be analyzed 

carefully for any possible gender bias. However, if 

individuals are interested in locating more females or 

males 'for special programs, certain questions may be more 

appropriate than others. 

~ Peer Referral Instrument 

The final area of concern in this study was the peer 

referral instrument. In previous studies, instruments 

lacked a research rationale. The questions contained on 

this peer referral instrument were based on research 

concerning the characteristics of gifted Hispanic children; 

in addition, the instrument was screened and approved by 11 

members of the local Hispanic community for its ability to 

locate Hispanic students who may be gifted. Individual 

questions on the peer referral instrument,were analyzed in 

five of the six research questions. Using the accumulated 

data, a general discussion about the usefulness of each 

question on the peer referral instrument will be presented. 

In Chapter 3, on page 97, the questions on the peer 

referral instrument were grouped into five categories: (a) 

Questions 1, 4, 7, 11, and 12 were concerned with behaviors 

-------------------------------~---~-----
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traditionally associated with giftedness, such as 

curiosity, intelligence, task commitment, and rapid 

cognitive processing, that may be manifested differently in 

gifted Hispanics; (b) Questions 2 and 10 were concerned 

with non-gifted behaviors; (c) Questions 8 and 9 were 

concerned with creative behaviors; (d) Question 6 was 

concerned with giftedness outside a school setting; and (e) 

Questions 3, 5, 13, and 14 were concerned with behaviors 

that have been identified specifically in gifted Hispanics. 

Each category will be discussed separately. 

Questions Traditionally Associated With Giftedness 

In the first group of questions, agreement between the 

research rationale and student rationale was obtained, 

except for Question 1 in which partial agreement was found. 

Ques~ion 1 was intended to locate the non-verbal, 

intelligent student while minimizing the mention of 

behaviors stereotypically associated with giftedness. When 

interviewed, students mentioned high intelligence as the 

main criterion for nomination but frequently cited high 

grades and positive student behaviors as indicative of 

advanced cognitive ability. perhaps expecting students to 

see behaviors not associated with academic school 

performance as indicative of intelligence is unrealistic 

when the pubiic school system, and educators within it, 

equate high grades with high aptitude. Students learn 

quickly that 'smart kids' are the ones with high grades and 
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on-task behavior. Although many such students are gifted, 

broader, more complex definitions of giftedness have been 

of most interest in recent years. Yet, students have had 

few experiences outside the school environment that might 

help them recognize th~l .~~telligence can be multi-faceted. 

When looking at the computed odds for Anglos and 

Hispanics, information from schools with an equal ethnic 

balance is the most illuminating. On Question 1, Hispanics 

and Anglos favored their own ethnic groups but the odds 

were almost equal. On Question 4, Hispanics nominated 

other Hispanics in fourth grade, and then nominated 

increasingly higher numbers of Anglos in fifth and sixth 

grade. The pattern was similar for Question 7. Hispanics 

nominated other Hispanics in the fourth and fifth grade, 

but the odds of nominating other Hispanics decreased in the 

latter grade. By sixth grade Hispanics were favoring 

Anglos. Anglos nominated Hispanics and Anglos evenly in 

the fourth grade, but favored Anglos in the fifth and sixth 

grades. On Question 7, Anglos barely favored Hispanics in 

the fourth grade, but chose to nominate each other in the 

fifth and sixth grades. Thus, on Questions 4 and 7, 

nominations seemed to favor Anglo students in schools with 

an even ethnic balance. 

Hispanics nominated an even number of Hispanics and 

Anglos for Question 11, while Anglos continued their 

pattern of favoring other Anglos. Question 12 had the most 

....... _--_._---------------------
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complex results in the logistic regression analysis. Not 

only were main effects found for type of school, grade of 

nominator and ethnicity of nominator, but interaction 

effects also were found for grade and ethnicity, school and 

grade, and school and ethnicity. Hispanics and Anglos 

nominated their own ethnic peer~ at all grade levels, 

except for fourth grade Anglos, who nominated the same 

number of Anglos and Hispanics. Interviewees noted 

intelligence as the primary reason for nominating students, 

but friendship and helpfulness were also cited. Question 

12 elicited names of students who may be gifted, but other, 

more complex reasoning seemed to lie behind nominations. 

Students were strongly influenced by friendship, as well as 

by intelligence when naming the individual they would ask 

for help. 

More females than males were nominated for Question 1. 

The non-verbal behavior cited in Question 1, often noted as 

a characteristic of gifted minority students, also has been 

identified with female behavior. The odds for Question 7 

were closer to equal. Question 7 was designed to locate 

the student who was bright, but did not show off. 

Apparently, students did not interpret the phrase 'show

off' as being uniquely female. On Question 4 more males 

tended to be nominated by both males and females but the 

odds were not above 2:1. BOyS in Grades 4 and 5 favored 

their own gender for Question 11, but girls in all grades 
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and boys in Grade 6 nominated both sexes evenly. 

From a review of the data, Questions 1 and 7 seemed to 

elicit more nominations of Hispanics than Questions 4 and 

11; however, neither Anglos nor Hispanics in the balanced 

schools referred more Hispanics than Anglos on any of the 

four questions. In the cluster analyses, discussed in an 

earlier section, peer referred students scored high on 

Questions 1, 7, and 12. 

Questions 1, 4, 7, 11, and 12 listed behavior that 

commonly has been associated with giftedness--advanced 

cognitive ability, task commitment, and rapid assimilation 

of material. Early researchers (e.g., Jacobs, 1971; 

Pegnato & Birch, 1959) found that teachers tended to 

nominate the high achieving student. Students may also 

perceive of giftedness strictly in terms of school conduct, 

such as high grades, on-task behavior on projects, 

finishing work first, and 'getting all the answers right'. 

The gifted minority student, because of cultural or class 

differences, may not demonstrate such behavior as readily 

as Anglo students. Furthermore, the gifted student has 

been seen stereotypically as an Anglo, and such impressions 

may be ingrained deeply and difficult to change. For these 

reasons, Questions 1, 4, 7, 11, and 12 may elicit more 

Anglo than Hispanic nominations, regardless of the wording 

of the instrument. 
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Questions 2 and 10 were included to determine whether 

the instrument was sensitive to two populations in a 

classroom: (a) students who exhibited characteristics 

associated with giftedness, and (b) students who did not 

exhibit these behaviors. Interviews with the students 

showed strong consistency between students' rationale for 

choices and the research rationale for including the 

questions. In addition, two groups were identified clearly 

in the cluster analyses: (a) the students referred by 

teachers and/or peers and (b) the students who were highest 

in their classrooms on Questions 2 and 10. Thus, the peer 

referral instrument was sensitive to two groups of 

students. Peer referral may be a useful procedure for use 

by individuals interested in locating students who are not 

gifted and require help in the classroom. 

Questions Concerned with Creativity 

Questions 8 and 9 were included in a third group 

because both questions were concerned with creative 

behaviors. Students, ~n the interviews, identified some 

overlapping behaviors for each question; however, the odds 

computations indicate that the questions were perceived 

differently by students. In the schools with an even 

ethnic balance, Question 8 was more likely to elicit names 

of Anglo students, while Question 9 was more likely to 
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elicit names of Hispanic ~tudents. Interviewees identified 

having artistic ability, creating weird things, and having 

strange or unusual ideas as the reasons for nominations on 

Question 8. Two of these three behaviors are demonstrated 

verbally, and therefore, may be more identified with 

Anglos. Question 9 involved creative endeavors more often 

seen on playgrounds and outside the classroom. Bernal 

(1980) and Torrance (1977) have noted that minority 

students often display creative behaviors and can create 

masterpieces from few materials. Question 9 may have 

described this type of behavior. 

In the large cluster analysis, one cluster formed that 

was high on Questions 8 and 9, indicating that students who 

scored high on these questions clustered together, but 

further analyses did not reveal a group of peer referred, 

teacher referred, or peer and teacher referred students who 

scored high on the two questions. Furthermore, neither 

question was critical in the cluster analysis comparing 

Hispanics and Anglos. The fact that neither Question 8 or 

9 clustered with other questions may indicate that these 

questions identified another set of behaviors not 

associated with giftedness. In summary, both questions 

seemed to elicit nominations of the creative student, but 

Question 9 elicited more nominations of Hispanics. 

Questions Concerning Behavior ~ Gifted Hispanics 

Questions 3, 5, 13, and 14 were concerned with 
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behaviors identified in gifted Hispanics. Question 3, 

which was intended to locate the Hispanic student who was 

able to translate for a class visitor, was not interpreted 

by the students in the way intended by the researcher. The 

question was focused on the student who possessed the 

advanced cognitive skills to listen and translate Spanish 

to English. Instead, monolingual Spanish speakers tended 

to be nominated in schools with a high Hispanic or balanced 

population; in schools with a low Hispanic population, the 

students who knew some Spanish were nominated. In the 

cluster analysis, Question 3 was the only question that 

distinguished Hispanic peer referrals from Anglo peer 

referrals. Language, then, became the one factor that 

differentiated Anglos and Hispanics. 

Question 5 was also interpreted differently by stu

dents than intended by the researcher. Interviewees 

repeatedly described the class clown. Students did not 

list intelligence as a quality of the nominated students, 

but instead described someone who annoyed the teacher and 

disrupted the class. Males were nominated overwhelmingly 

for Question 5, with the exception of fourth grade females. 

In the fifth grade, the odds that males would nominate 

another male were 35 to l! Humor, as displayed by the 
• class clown, seems to be viewed as a male domain in the 

elementary school. The concept of humor may be interpreted 

differently by adults and students. Gifted students are 
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known to have a highly sophisticated sense of humor; 

perhaps adults appreciate the humor of a gifted child while 

children find the humor of the 'class clown' to be more 

understandable, and therefore, funny. 

Students seemed to interpret Question 13 as intended 

by the investigator. However, Question 13 did not elicit a 

large number of nominations of Hispanics, even though the 

behavior described is found in gifted Hispanic students. 

On Question 13, in the balanced schools, Hispanics and 

Anglos had close to equal odds of nominating Hispanics. 

When all 12 types of students were compared in the initial, 

large cluster analysis, one cluster of peer referred 

students scored high on Question 13 (and Questions 1, 7, 

and 12), but in the smaller analysis comparing only 

Hispanic and Anglo peer referrals, Question 13 did not 

differentiate between the two groups. 

Students seemed to interpret Question 14 partially as 

it was intended, but some ambivalence was apparent. 

Students did not obtain consensus on the best choice for 

the question in over 50% of the classrooms; in other words, 

students felt a number of peers fit the description. Few 

students mentioned the movement between cultures as an 

important behavior, even though the purpose of the question 

was to identify the Hispanic student who showed leadership 

ability by adapting successfully to both the Anglo and 

Hispanic cultures. To the students, Question 14 seemed to 
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be about friendship, not leadership. Children in 

elementary schools may not identify consciously with their 

own ethnic group, yet students seemed to be more 

comfortable with others from their own culture. Such 

informal segregation is reinforced in our society through 

subtle messages, given by the media, teachers, by 

neighborhood demographics, and by social interaction pat

terns. Expecting students to make overt cultural 

distinctions among themselves may be unrealistic. At this 

age, cultural identity may be acknowledged only through 

such unconscious acts as choosing a mate on the playground 

or nominating someone on a form. 

Questions 3, 5, 13, and 14 were designed to elicit a 

high proportion of Hispanic nominations; however, an 
\ 

analysis of the data indicates that these questions did not 

generate a disproportionate number of Hispanic referrals. 

Hispanic students who were monolingual, but not necessarily 

gifted, were nominated for Question 3. Students seemed to 

refer the class clown for Question 5, while Questions 14 

and 6 seemed to elicit the names of friends. Of all four 

questions, 13 seemed to be interpreted as intended by the 

researcher, and was the most sensitive to Hispanics while 

being the least sexist. 

~mm~ of Questions 2n the Peer Referral Instrument 

Without a comparison with another peer referral form, 

definitive statements cannot be made as to the ability of 



201 

this instrument to locate Hispanic students who may be 

gifted. However, the data do point to some tentative 

conclusions. The best questions for locating students who 

may be gifted, either Anglo or Hispanic, are questions 1, 

4, 7, 12, and 13. Questions 9 and 13 seemed to be better 

than other questions at identifying Hispanics who may be 

gifted. None of the 14 questions seemed particularly 

biased in favor of Hispanics, but, on the other hand, none 

of the questions seemed strongly biased against Hispanics. 

Implications 

This study was designed to test the effectiveness of a 

peer referral procedure to identify Hispanic students who 

may be gifted. The peer referral procedure can be used in 

schools where teacher refer ral is high or low; in the 

former setting, peers provide names of students that 

teachers overlook, and in the latter setting, the use of 

peer referral is crucial if gifted students are to be 

found. Like previous researchers, this investigator showed 

that teachers nominate fewer students in schools with large 

minority populations when compared with schools with small 

minority populations. Teachers in schools with high 

minority populations must be encouraged to nominate 

minority students. Chambers' et ale (1978) recommendation 

that teachers be asked specifically to nominate Mexican

American students should be heeded. Nominations should be 
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obtained throughout the year by systematic communication 

from administrators and teachers of the gifted. 

Data supported the use of the peer referral process to 

locate Hispanic, Anglo, and minority students not referred 

by teachers who may be gifted. Peers did add information 

to the nomination stage of the identification proces~. 

However, findings did not support the concept of a 

culturally based definition of giftedness, nor the ability 

of peers to perceive differences between Hispanics and 

Anglos who may be gifted. The 23 peer referred Hispanics 

who had a distinct profile on the peer referral instrument 

were not distinguishable from the the peer referred Anglos, 

even when using an instrument designed for gifted Hispanic 

students. Only the language question differentiated 

between Anglo and Hispanic students. The interviews did 

not uncover behaviors that might be unique to the Hispanic 

culture. Anglos and Hispanics perceived giftedness 

similarly. The student who had high grades and all the 

right answers, finished his or her work on time, and 

displayed task commitment was seen as intelligent by the 

interviewees. The data from this study shed little light 

on the distinguishing characteristics between the peer 

referred Hispanic and Anglo students, beyond the fact that 

no distinct profile occurred on the peer referral 

instrument. 

However, very few peer referred Hispanic students 
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showed a distinctive profile on the instrument. Previous 

researchers have indicated that teachers and peers agree on 

nominations, but a sizeable group of students was referred 

by peers only. What characteristics did these students 

have that prevented them from being referred by teachers to 

programs for the gifted? The Anglo students, refer red by 

peers, also remain an enigma. In the interviews, students 

noted behaviors that teachers have often cited as reasons 

for nominating students. Why, then, was a group of 

students nominated by peers, but not by teachers, if both 

teachers and peers cite similar reasoning for nominations? 

If a Hispanic concept of giftedness exists, it may 

consist of behaviors that students do not observe in a 

school setting. Bernal and Reyna's (1974) research was 

based on interviews with Mexican-American adults about 

children. Perhaps adults have a different perception of 

giftedness that develops over time and with experience. 

Asking Hispanic students about their perceptions of 

giftedness within the Hispanic culture may provide a 

different picture. Students did not cite non-school 

behaviors as reasons for making nominations. Describing 

manifestations of giftedness other than those that can be 

observed in school on a written form does not seem feasible 

for students. Students interpreted the form from their 

experience base, which is largely limited to school and 

home. within those limits, students were able to nominate 

--------------------------------------
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a group of Hispanic and Anglo students who may be gifted. 

Other methods of referral may be needed to find the 

Hispanic students who are gifted in non-academic areas. 

The referral patterns, particularly in the balanced 

schools, were disturbing. The peer referral process is 

only one small measure of the interaction patterns in a 

desegregated school, but the results indicated that Anglos 

and Hispanics segregated themselves. This finding has 

implications for school policy in areas other than 

referrals for special programs. Over the past 30 years, 

parents, legislators, and educators consistently have 

advocated desegregated environments as one method of 

promoting equality and equal access to educational 

opportunities. Yet, students did not seem to integrate 

easily in the balanced schools; in fact, in the schools 

with a large minority population, integration appeared to 

be easier than in the balanced schools. In the balanced 

schools, Anglos preferred to nominate students from their 

own ethnicity. In contrasts, Hispanics nominated Anglos, 

particularly when asked questions most associated with 

traditional concepts of giftedness. Hispanic and Anglo 

students must learn that giftedness is not limited to 

Anglos. Students will accept this belief only when their 

teachers and other educators accept it. 

A number of reasons have been cited for the small 

number of minority students in programs for the gifted: 
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the limitations of a narrow conception of giftedness, lack 

of consistency between a broad definition of giftedness and 

identification procedures, inadequate delineation between 

the first two stages of identification, the inappropriate 

use and selection of standardized tests, and the over

reliance on teacher nominations. The first reason has been 

addressed by numerous theorists, and many complex 

definitions are now available; however, further research 

and development is needed on the subject of how to create 

consistency between definitions and identification 

practices. Data from this, and other, studies would 

indicate that using a variety of referral sources would 

minimize the problems associa ted with over-reliance on 

teacher nominations. The use of both peers and teachers 

would also contribute to a clear delineation between the 

stages of nomination and assessment by ensuring a wider 

range of collected information. In addition, the use of 

the peer referral process will increase the minority 

population in the initial referral pool--the first step to 

increasing participation in programs. 

Perhaps another explanation can be offered for the 

lack of minority students in programs for the gifted. Once 

placed, minority students may not be staying in programs 

for the gifted for a number of reasons. The social 

atmosphere of the program may create a high level of 

discomfort. In addition, minority students may not have 
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the necessary skills to meet the academic requirements 

traditionally found in programs for the gifted. Program 

curriculum shapes our conceptions of giftedness more than 

definitions put forth by theorists. Program planners for 

the gifted have the responsibility to build into their 

programs components that ensure the academic success of 

gifted minority students who do not possess the necessary 

basic skills. Changing the emphasis in programs from 

academic to intellectual skills is not necessarily an easy, 

or clearly defined, task. 

Implications for Future Research 

Numerous directions for research are suggested by this 

investigation. The 118 peer referred Hispanic students are 

of particular importance. Insights were gained about the 

23 peer referred Hispanics who showed a distinctive profile 

in the cluster analysis, but little was learned about the 

remaining 95 Hispanic students. The 118 students should be 

tested, using the district criteria, and other, non

traditional criteria, to answer two questions: (a) are 

these students gifted by traditional criteria, and (b) are 

these students gifted on other measures that have been used 

to identify gifted minority students, such as assessments 

of developmental levels, creativity, and field dependence? 

Profiles then obtained on the 118 students must be examined 

to determine differences and similarities between the peer 

referred Hispanics, both gifted and non-gifted. Why were 
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these students referred by peers and not by teachers? Is 

peer referral an efficient and effective technique for 

locating gifted Hispanic students? Questions such as these 

can be answered only by future research. 

Other referral groups discovered in this study merit 

further investigation. The Anglo students who were peer 

referred should be tested, and the profiles of the Anglo 

and Hispanic students need to be compared. The teacher 

referred (TR) group differed from the peer and teacher 

referred (PR/TR) and peer referred (PR) groups on the 

cluster analysis. Reasons for the distinctions were not 

explored, but an additional investigation could be 

undertaken. 

A follow-up study, with a revised instrument, would be 

important. Questions 2,3,5,6,8,10, and 14 were not 

useful because they were either (a) interpreted by stUdents 

differently from the intent intended by the researcher or 

(b) constituted the 'Non-Gifted Questions'. Questions 1, 

4,7,9,11,12, and 13 seemed the best questions for 

finding students who may be gifted; a revised form should 

use these questions. What kind of students would be 

referred by these questions? Studies in which the revised 

instrument was compared with other peer referral forms 

would add needed information. A long term goal should be 

the design of a peer referral instrument that is both 

efficient and effective. GagnJ (1987) criticizes the lack 

----------------- --------------------------
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of reliability and validity data on peer referral 

instruments, and makes a strong plea for further research 

in this area. 

A final area of concern is the use of the peer referral 

process with other minority groups. Hispanic students 

constitute only one minority group in the united S.tates, 

and peer referral patterns may be different for other 

ethnic'ities. 

In sum, the entire referral process has not been 

studied adequately. Too often, researchers have been 

concerned with the goal of identification and not with the 

process of referral. Yet, increasing the percentage of 

minority students in the initial referral pool is the first 

'step to increasing minority representation in programs for 

the gifted. More indepth studies of the referral patterns 

of teachers and peers would provide valuable insights and 

answer needed questions. 

Conclusion 

Minority students in general, and Hispanic students in 

particular, are underrepresented in programs for the 

gifted. Educators of the gifted must locate and serve more 

minority students if programs for the· gifted are to 

continue to survive in any viable form. New methods of 

identification have been suggested by many individuals, but 

evidence to support the numerous ideas is difficult to 
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find. Peer referral has been advocated by many individuals 

as one method to locate minority students who may be 

gifted, but no prior research included investigating the 

usefulness of peer referral with minority students. 

Data revealed that peers referred a group of Hispanic 

students not referred by teachers, but this group was not 

uniquely different from its Anglo counterpart. still, 

peers did refer Hispanic and Anglo students that teachers 

overlooked, and this evidence lends weight to the arguments 

that peer referral is a good alternative referral source. 

However, to expect peers to have a sophisticated perception 

of giftedness is unrealistic. Students referred peers who 

matched a stereotypical profile of the gifted student in 

school--high achieving, making good grades, and on-task 

behavior. 

Educators and theorists speak frequently of the gifted 

minority student as exhibiting characteristics different 

from the student described above. Yet, this investigator 

found gifted minority students who were very similar to 

gifted majority students; also, students described a very 

traditional gifted student. possibly, peers can identify 

other types of gifted students, but evidence remains 

inconclusive. If minority students who are different from 

the majority gifted student are going to be found, other 

methods of referral, besides teachers and peers, are 

needed. Investigations into other possible reasons for the 
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further commitment to changing the curriculum focus of 

programs for the gifted must follow. 
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A small, but important, insight into the interaction 

patterns of minority and majority students was gained from 

this study. Society has come a long way from the Brown vs. 

Board of Education Supreme Court decision and the beginning 

of equal access to education, but students seem to be 

continuing to segregate themselves. If patterns of 

interaction cannot be changed at school, other areas of 

society will remain untouched. Educators must continue to 

make efforts to alter segregated patterns of interaction, 

and not only in the classroom. Behavior on the playground, 

and in other areas outside the classroom, can often 

reinforce cultural isolation. 

Solving the problem of under representation of minority 

students in programs for the gifted will not be easy. A 

failure to identify and specify the genuine differences 

between gifted minority and gifted majority students 

hinders the effort to locate more minority children for 

programs. Researchers must continue to explore the 

differences and similarities between majority and minority 

children who are gifted. Change must also occur in actual 

program practice. Actively seeking a large number of 

referrals from other sources, developing and using 

alternative means of assessment, and re-designing the 



211 

curr icu1um emphasis must happen in tandem. Simple answers 

are elusive; to locate and serve minority students 

effectively requires modifications in our research 

directions, our perceptions of giftedness, AND in our 

program practices. 
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APPENDIX A 

PEER REFERRAL FORM USED IN UDALL, 1986 STUDY 
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Grade ______________ _ Ethnic Code. ________ _ 

F __ Teacher ____________________ ___ 

I'm going to ask you to think of your classmates in a 

different way than you usually do. Read the questions 

below and try to think of which child in your class fi ts 

best each question. Think of the boys AND girls, quiet 

kids and noisy kids, best friends and those with whom you 

don't usually play. You may use one name mo re than once. 

you may leave a space blank. If you really think you are 

the best choice, you may use your own name. You may not 

use your teacher's name or the names of other adul ts. 

Please ~ first and ~ ngm~. You do not have to put 

you r name down on this fo rm so you can be complete ly . 
honest. Think carefully about your choices. 

1. what boy OR girl do other children always want to be 
around? 

2. What boy OR girl will get really involved and spend the 
most time working carefully on a project, even after 
everyone else is finished? 

3. What boy OR girl has a good imagination, and thinks of 
the most unusual, wild or fantastic ideas? 

4. What boy OR girl is really smart even if he or she 
doesn't get good grades? 

....••.. __ ........•... _.-.. _--------------------
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5. What boy OR girl remembers detailed instructions when 
given the first time? 

6. what boy OR girl has older playmates and gets along 
well with adults, including their parents? 

7. What boy OR girl is the best at organizing the class 
for a game or contest? 
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APPENDIX B 

PEER REFERRAL INSTRUMENT 
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Teacher's Name 

Please Circle: SEX: Boy Girl GRADE: " 5 6 Ethnic Code: 1 2 3 " 5 6 

I'm going to ask you to think of your classmates in a different 
way than you usually do. Read the questions below a'nd try to think 
of which child in your class fits best each question. Think of the boys 
.i!.D..d. girls, quiet kids and noisy kids, best friends and those with 
whom you don't usually play. You may only put down ONE name for 
each question. You may leave a space blank. You can use the same 
name for more than one question. You may not use your teacher's 
name or names of other adults. Please use first and last names. You 
do not have to put your name down on this form, so you can be 
completely honest. Think carefully about your choices. 

1. What boy OR girl learns quickly, but doesn't speak up in class very often? 

2. What girl OR boy needs the most help with his or her school work? 

3. What boy OR girl would you choose to translate for a class visitor who spoke 
only Spanish? 

--~~--------~--------~--------------4. What girl OR boy will get interested in a project, and spend extra time and take pride 
in his or her work? 

5. What boy OR girl has a good sense of humor, and can make people laugh? 

6. What girl OR boy would you ask first if you needed any kind of help at home 
or in the neighborhood? 

--~~--~--~~~~--~~--~~--7. What boy OR girl is clever and smart in school, but doesn't show offabout it? 

B. What girl OR boy has a good imagination and thinks of the most unusual, 
different, or interesting ideas? 

--------~------~--~---------9. What boy OR girl is really good at making things up, like dances, games, music, 
and pictures? 

------------~------~--------------------10. What girl OR boy will give up quickly on any class project? 

11. What boy OR girl asks lots of interesting questions when the class is talking 
about something? 

--~----~~~----~~--~~~~----~ 12. What girl OR boy would you ask first if you needed any kind of help at school? 

13. What boy OR girl always treats his or her family AND school friends with 
respect? 

--------------------~------~----~--~-------14. What girl OR boy gets along well with all different kinds of kids? 



Maestro(a) 

l Eres Niiia 0 Nino? GRADO: 4 5 6 Clave etnica: 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Voy a pedirte que yeas a lus compafieros de clase en una 
manera distinta a como los yes regularmente. Lee las pregunlas 
abajo y trata de pensar en el nifio 0 la nifia, de tu clase que mejor 
corresponda a cada pregunla. Piensa en los nifios y en las nifias, nifios 
calmados y nifios ruidosos, los mejores amigos y aquellos con quienes 

. no juegas de costumbre. Solamente puedes poner un nombre para 
cada pregunta. Puedes usar un nombre mas de una vez. Puedes dejar 
un espacio en blanco. No puedes usar el nombre de tu 
maestro/maeslra, ni los nombres de otros adultos. Por favor, escribe 
los nombres y los apellidos. No tienes que poner tu nombre al final 
de este cueslionario, as! que puedes ser completamenle honeslo(a). 
Piensa cuidadosamente en los nombres que escojas. 

1.l.Que nino 0 nina aprende r4pidamente, perc no habla en voz alta muchas 
veces en la clase? 

2.1. Que nina 0 nino necesita m4s ayuda con su trabajo escolar en clase? 

3.1. Que nino 0 nina escogenas como traduclor(a) en caso de una visits de alguien 
que s610 habla espanol? 
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4.1. Que nina 0 nino se interesa en proyeclos, pasando mucho tiempo en eUos y sintiendose 
orgulloso(a) de su trabajo? 

5.l. Que nino 0 nina tiene un buen sentido del humor, y puede hacer relr a la gente? 

6.l. A que nina 0 nino Ie pedirlas primero si necesitaras cualquier tipo de 
ayuda en casa 0 en la vecindad? 

7.1. Que nino 0 nina es inteligente y !islo(a) en clase sin ser presumido(a)? 

8.l. Que nina 0 nino tiene una buena imaginaci6n y piensa en las ideas m4s extranas, 
interesantes 0 diCerentes? 

9.l. Que nino 0 nina tiene la facilidad de inventar cosas, tal como bailes, juegos, mUsica 
y dibujos? 

~~------~~--------~~~------~~~ 10. l. Que nina 0 nino se cansa r4pidamente en eualquier proyeelo de elase? 

11. l. Que nino 0 nina haee preguntas interesantes cuando la clase habla acerea 
de algo? 

~~~~~------~--~--~--~~----~~~-12. l.A que nina 0 nino Ie preguntanas primero si necesitaras cualquier tipo 
de ayuda en la eseuela? 

--------~~~------~--~~--~ 13. l. Que nino 0 nina siempre trata a su familia y a sus amigos de la eseuela con respeto? 

14. l. Que nina 0 nino se lleva bien con todos tip as de niiios (en clase)? 

- ---------------------------------
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APPENDIX C 

EVALUATION QUESTIONS FOR REVIEW COMMITTEE 



Based on your experience and the enclosed information, 

please evaluate the peer referral instrument. 
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1. Is the vocabulary and tone of the peer referral 
instrument culturally biased in any way? What vocabulary 
would you change, and/or eliminate? For example, question 
i8 deliberately uses the English word 'clever' as opposed 
to the word 'smart' because Spanish contains no direct 
equivalent to the word 'smart'. The closest English 
translation to the Spanish meaning would be clever. Please 
look at the vocabulary and the tone of the instrument for 
this type of cultural sensitivity. 

2. Which questions are not culturally sensitive in terms 
of cultural behavior? In other words, based on your 
experience and the enclosed material, which questions are 
indicative of Anglo behavior and not Hispanic behavior? 
Would you eliminate any question(s)? How would you change 
the question(s) so that it would be more culturally 
sensitive? 

3. On the peer referral instrument, which questions do you 
believe would be most sensitive to locating gifted Hispanic 
students? 

4. What questions would you add to the peer referral 
instrument? For example, are there Hispanic behaviors 
which have been overlooked on this instrument that might 
indicate giftedness? 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR TEACHERS 
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Instructions ~ Peer Referral 

This packet contains Ca) a peer referral form for you, 
(b) a peer referral form for each student in your class, 
and (c) these instructions on how to implement the peer 
referral process in your classroom. please read through 
these instructions before proceeding with the peer referral 
process. 

If you have not done so already, please take a few 
minutes to fill in the peer referral form yourself. The 
form for you is labeled 'TEACHER'. Select the student you 
consider to best fit the description in each question. 
Please nominate only one student for each question. 

Students need only a pencil and clean desk. Explain 
that you are collecting information about student strengths 
and talents, and that you believe they know each other 
better than anyone else does, including yourself. They are 
going to get an opportunity to share anonymously what they 
know about each other. Please stress the anonymous aspect 
of the peer referral process. 

The referral process should only take about 15 
minutes. Pass out the forms. Have the students fill in 
the top information before continuing. It is extremely 
important that the students fill in this information. 
Under ethnic code' students should use the following 
information (you c'an put this on the board): 
6=Anglo 4=Mexican American 
3=Chinese 
2=Black l=Native American 

The instructions below should be read AND explained to 
your students. Please ~~mber a successful ~ referral 
process is based 2n your students understanding ~ they 
.su..g n2t. .t2 DQminate only their fr iends r but they are .t.Q 
consider everyone in ~ class. They are to nominate only 
one person for each question. Please point out that 
students will remain unidentified, and therefore, they can 
be completely honest. When we did this at Carrillo, 
students wrote their first and last names on the board 
before starting the activity so that all students could see 
how to spell everyone's name. 

Instr uctions to the Students (please read aloud to the 
students as they read with you): 

I'm going to ask you to think of your classmates in a 
different way than you usually do. Read the questions 
below and try to think of which child in your class best 
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fits each question. Think of all your classmates--all the 
boys AND girls, quiet kids and noisy kids, best friends and 
those with whom you don't usually play. You may only put 
down ONE name for each question. You may leave a space 
blank. You can use the same name for more than one 
question. You may not use your teacher's name or the names 
of other adults. ~ease use first ~ leet ns~. You do 
not have to put your name down on this form so you can be 
completely honest. Think carefully about your choices. 

Please read the questions to the students after 
reading the directions. This will help the students who 
may have difficulty with the reading. When the peer 
referral process is completed please collect all the sheets 
and put them into the envelope. Please include your form. 
Return to the office. If ,you have any questions, please 
call Anne Udall at Carrillo, 882-8773. Thank you for your 
time and cooperation. 
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APPENDIX E 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR STUDENTS 



1. You have written here on your form that [Student's 

name] is [state the focus of the question]. Why do 

you believe that [Student's name] is the best choice? 
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Follow up probes/questions to solicit necessary information 

will be: 

2. What does [Student's name] do which makes you think 

he/she is the best choice? 

3. Give me an example of something [Student's name] did 

which makes you think he/she is the best choice for 

the ques tion • 

4. Why do you believe that [Student's name] is the best 
choice? 

\ 

---=----------------------------_. -- -
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APPENDIX F 

INTERRATER RELIABILITY TABT.,ES 
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Table 18 

Classification of Categories by Two Raters on Question 1 

Rater 2 Rater 1 Categories Total of All 

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Categories 

1 62 . 2 64 

2 24 24 

3 49 2 51 

4 5 5 

5 2 9 11 

6 2 5 7 

7 4 4 

8 15 15 

9 2 9 9 

10 2 31 2 35 

11 1 1 12 14 

Total of All 66 26 52 5 9 5 4 17 10 29 16 239 

Categories 

Note. Total of diagonal entries (225 or 94%) indicates agreement between 

raters. Total of off-diagonal entries (14 or 6%) indicates lack of agreement 

between raters. 



Table 19 

Classification of Categories by Two Raters on Question 2 

Rater 2 Rater 1 Categories . Total of All 

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Categories 

1 11 2 13 

2 11 11 

3 16 16 

4 39 1 40 

5 1 18 1 20 

6 1 14 1 16 

7 7 7 

8 3 3 

9 1 1 1 17 20 

10 4 4 

Total of All 11 11 17 41 20 16 7 3 20 4 150 

Categories 

Note. Total of diagonal entries (140 or 93%) indicates agreement between 

raters. Total of off-diagonal entries (10 or 7%) indicates lack of 

agreement between raters. 
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Table 20 

Classification of Categories by Two Raters on Question 3 

Rater 2 Rater 1 Categories Total of All 

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 Categories 

1 63 2 2 2 2 71 

2 16 1 17 

3 8 8 

4 1 1 

5 1 1 

6 1 4 4 

Total of All 64 18 11 3 1 6 103 

Categories 

Note. Total of diagonal entries (96 or 88%) indicates agreement 

between raters. Total of off-diagonal entries (7 or 12%) indicates 

lack of agreement between raters. 
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Table 21 

Classification of Categories by Two Raters on Question 4 

Rater 2 Rater 1 Categories Total of All 

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Categories 

1 4 4 

2 16 2 18 

3 2 11 13 

4 6 38 2 2 48 

5 24 24 

6 2 2 21 25 

7 3 3 

8 2 2 10 14 

Total of All 4 18 23 42 26 23 3 10 149 

Categories 

Note. Total of diagonal entries (127 or 85%) indicates agreement 

between raters. Total of off-diagonal entries (22 or 15%) indicates 

lack of agreement between raters. 

229 



'230 

Table 22 

Classification of Categories by Two Raters on Question 5 

Rater 2 Rater 1 Categories Total of All 

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Categories 

1 22 22 

2 11 11 

3 1 39 2 42 

4 2 2 25 2 31 

5 2 12 14 

6 9 3 12 

7 2 2 26 28 

8 5 5 

9 6 6 

10 2 2 6 10 

11 2 2 

Total of All 27 13 43 27 12 13 28 5 6 11 2 186 

Categories 

Note. Total of diagonal entries (163 or 88%) indicates agreement between 

raters. Total of off-diagonal entries (23 or 12%) indicates lack of 

agreement between raters. 



Table 23 

Classification of Categories by Two Raters on Question 6 

Rater 2 Rater 1 Categories Total of All 

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Categories 

1 31 31 

2 26 1 1 27 

3 23 23 

4 19 2 21 

5 11 11 

6 2 2 4 8 

7 2 2 

8 1 1 

Total of All 33 28 24 19 13 5 2 1 125 

Categories 

Note. Total of diagonal entries (117 or 94%) indicates agreement 

between raters. Total of off-diagonal entries (8 or 6%) indicates 

lack of agreement between raters. 
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Table 24 

Classification of Categories by Two Raters on Question 7 

Rater 2 Rater 1 Cate'gories Total of All 

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Categories 

1 49 2 51 

2 40 4 44 

3 9 9 

4 9 9 

5 11 11 

6 6 6 

7 5 5 

8 3 3 

9 3 3 

10 2 2 2 2 15 23 

Total of All 51 40 9 11 15 6 7 5 5 15 164 

Categories 

Note. Total of diagonal entries (150 or 91 %) indicates agreement between 

raters. Total of off-diagonal entries (14 or 9%) indicates lock of 

agreement between raters. 
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Table 25 

Classification of Categories by Two Raters on Question 8 

Rater 2 Rater 1 Categories Total of All 

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Categories 

1 22 1 23 

2 6 6 

3 9 9 

4 15 15 

5 1 1 19 1 22 

6 2 2 

7 9 1 10 

8 2 2 

9 1 8 9 

10 3 3 

11 2 1 8 11 

12 1 1 6 B 
Total of All 22 6 10 18 21 3 10 2 10 3 8 6 120 

Categories 

Note. Total of diagonal entries (108 or 91 %) indicates agreement between 

raters. Total of off-diagonal entries (12 or 9%) indicates lock of 

agreement between raters. 



Table 26 

Classification of Categories by Two Raters on Question 9 

Rater 2 Rater 1 Categories Total of All 

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Categories 

1 26 2 2 30 

2 4 31 35 

3 24 24 

4 2 4 6 

5 4 2 1 7 

6 2 13 15 

7 3 3 

8 9 9 

9 2 2 9 2 17 

10 1 1 

11 3 3 

Total of All 32 33 24 4 4 17 5 9 14 3 3 148 

Categories 

Note. Total of diagonal entries (127 or 85%) indicates agreement between 

raters. Total of off-diagonal entries (21 or 15%) indicates lack of 

agreement between raters. 
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Table 27 

Classification of Categories by Two Raters on Question 1 0 

Rater 2 Rater 1 Categories Total of All 

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Categories 

1 23 2 25 

2 1 11 12 

3 9 1 2 12 

4 1 9 1 2 13 

5 1 24 25 

6 8 3 11 

7 2 2 2 5 2 13 

8 13 13 

Total of All 26 13 10 11 27 10 7 20 124 

Categories 

Note. Total of diagonal entries (102 or 82%) indicates agreement 

between raters. Total of off-diagonal entries (22 or 18%) indicates 

lack of agreement between raters. 
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Table 28 

Classification of Categories by Two Raters on Question 11 

Rater 2 Rater 1 Categories Total of All 

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Categories 

1 15 1 2 18 

2 3 3 

3 6 1 7 

4 14 14 

5 32 2 34 

6 2 2 14 16 

7 10 10 

8 4 11 15 

Total of All 17 3 6 17 36 14 13 13 119 

Categories 

Note. Total of diagonal entries (105 or 88%) indicates agreement 

between raters. Total of off-diagonal entries (14 or 12%) indicates 

lack of agreement between raters. 
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Table 29 

Classification of Categories by Two Raters on Question 12 

Rater 2 Rater 1 Categories Total of All 

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Categories 

1 35 2 2 39 

2 7 . 7 

3 18 18 

4 6 6 

5 2 2 

6 8 2 10 

7 3 3 

B 2 4 2 8 

9 . 3 3 

10 2 9 9 

Total of All 35 11 18 6 2 8 5 6 5 11 107 

Categories 

Note. Total of diagonal entries (95 or 89%) indicates agreement between 

raters. Total of off-diagonal entries (12 or 11 %) indicates lack of 

agreement between raters. 



Tabie 30 

Classification of Categories by Two Raters on Question 13 

Rater 2 Rater 1 Categories Total of All 

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Categories 

1 50 2 52 

2 1 34 2 2 39 

3 5 2 7 

4 3 1 4 

5 3 1 4 

6 9 1 10 

7 5 7 

8 4 4 

9 3 3 

10 15 14 

11 2 2 14 15 

Total of All 53 36 5 5 4 9 5 4 2 17 19 157 

Categories 

Note. Total of diagonal entries (145 or 92%) indicates agreement between 

raters. Total of off-diagonal entries (12 or 8%) indicates lack of 

agreement between raters. 
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Table 31 

Classification of Categories by Two Raters on Question 14 

Rater 2 Rater 1 Categories Totol of All 

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Categories 

1 8 8 

2 31 2 2 35 

3 9 2 11 

4 11 11 

5 7 7 

6 2 6 8 

7 5 5 

8 3 3 

9 14 
. 

2 16 

10 2 2 

11 2 2 

12 2 15 17 

Total of All 10 31 11 13 7 6 7 3 14 2 2 19 125 

Categories 

Note. Total of diagonal entries (113 or 90%) indicates agreement between 

raters. Total of off~diagonal entries (12 or 10%) indicates lack of 

agreement between raters. 
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