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INTRODUCTION DISCUSSION

 Teachers play a pivotal role in understanding children’s

. . . Individual teachers have different standards, even though all
development and helping students reach their potential.

1) How do teacher rating scores across experienced the same PL; this may contribute to the lack of
the four scales correlate? difference between intervention and control.

* Teachers act as gatekeepers for gifted programming,
and teacher nominations are widely used in gifted

2) How do teacher perceptions about

: o : e : _ : Considered strategies: decided Analyzed effect of time on all scores, _ . o
identification (acar etal., 2016; preiffer & Morris, 2002; Foreman and Gubbins, 2015). student creativity, academic ability, against normal linear regression and using time as both a fixed effect and Treatment group teachers gave higher ratings on Creativity
. . o . - . . . opted for multi-level analysis random effect 13 - -
* Classroom teachers have historically demonstrated limited intellectual ability, and motivation in ang :\jwsr Sf.oresport\ In:gl:ectulal A?lllty, AcaSer:hlctAPcFeg/er:ent,
. . i i and Motivation. Potential explanation may be tha abou
understanding about giftedness (Neumeister et al., 2007). schoolwork change in relation to THatis atexp y be i
professional learning? nitial data checks (e.g., norma Added Group as predictor, then recognizing high potential was focused on critical thinking and
* Professional Learning (PL) has a positive influence on teaching distribution); checked for wrong 2ﬁgcelfeghfe§;‘3‘;‘l’érgﬂgr'gfrrjsl"’”; creativity, which are not generalizable to Intellectual Ability,
practices and the recognition of student potentia| (Hamre et 3) Do teacher ratings about students coding distribution Academic Achievement, and Motivation.
al., 2012; Rodgers et al., 2022). differ based on students’ gender?
* Analyzed data from the Javits-funded Project LIFT (Learning . . Began with empty model; then ANOVA conducted to compare the _ _ _
Informs Eocused Teaching) which sought to enhance 4) Does Project LIFT professional compared one-level model with two- empty model, the Time-on-score Continued concern about the teacher rating scale. GRS still has
. y . level model del, and th -on-

oo - ’ 1 oract ated 1o ad ' learning positively influence teacher T g BTSRRI several drawbacks (see Benson & Kranzler, 2018). Generally,
prodesspna fref.alrz.a |on.an pracdlce related to advance perception of students (comparison these scales are ineffective for gifted nomination and
Acatemic potentialin primary srades. among the ratings of time 0, time 4, identification (Peters & Gentry, 2010). Our results suggest that

, S and time 7)? we need to further improve current scales in gifted education.
* Analyzed teacher perceptions of student potential with the

following Gifted Rating Scales (GRS; Jarosewich et al., 2003)
subscales:
o Creativity, Intellectual Ability, Academic Ability, Motivation

Administrators and teachers should consider when it is
appropriate to use teacher ratings scales for nomination
during the school year. Teacher ratings may change over time
as teachers get to know their students; ratings may be more

PA R I I ‘ I PA N I S ‘ accurate later in the school year as teachers gain familiarity.
Figure 1
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Creativity, Intellectual Ability, Academic Achievement and Motivation Changes over Time
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16 teachers across 5 elementary schools in northeastern and
northwestern U.S. M_Total
o 2 suburban schools; 2 smaller urban schools; 1 rural school
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o
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3 s * All six GRS constructs are highly correlated with each other;

* 868 K-3 students, 77 missing cases (8.87%) * Teacher ratings across Creativity, Intellectual Ability, 8 ratings might not provide a true picture of student abilities

o 391 female (49.4%) Academic Achievement, and Motivation for * across the dimensions (Benson & Kranzler, 2018)

o 400 male (50.6%) schoolwork were all highly correlated. )

 Small sample size

* Two cohorts * Astime went on, teacher rating scores increased on all : 2 e ; o _ _

o Cohort 3: 10 teachers, 525 students four subscales; all changes were statistically * District 6 had teachers in both treatment and control, making

o Cohort 4: 6 teachers, 343 students significant. it a potential confounder when comparing across districts

Regression of Time as a Predictor

m U E U N N * Teacher ratings did not differ by student gender. S oot sioe o . Wallace Research R EFERENCES
Creativity 54.04 0.96 0.18 D20T .
- As predictors, Group did not statistically e AR R T R Symposium on
NEAG SCHOOL OF EDUCATION significantly influence teacher ratings (both T/C); Nl\(ft‘:_ﬁa;zgmw”ySigm_ﬁcam 58.45 0.71 0.19 3.67* Talent Development,
likewise, no Time * Group interaction effect . May 2024




