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Equity through vouchers: the special case of gifted children.
Bruce D. Baker* & Craig E. Richards**

Abstract

The objective of this study was to determine the extent to which

policy-makers have shifted the burden of educating gifted children from

public schools to families. A second objective was to determine the result

of this externalization on different socioeconomic segments of the

population and to explore policy options for equalizing opportunities where

discrepancies exist. Analyses of state level spending trends and trends in

numbers of students served in public schools were performed. In addition,

analyses of the growth rates of major private providers of services for the

gifted were performed.  The results of the analyses were used to construct

simulations of policy options including “wealth-equalized talent-based

scholarships” distributed according to 1) district wealth and 2) family

income.  We then assessed the costs and relative effectiveness of each

option.

*Dr. Bruce D. Baker is an Assistant Professor in the Department of Teaching and

Leadership at The University of Kansas.

**Dr. Craig E. Richards is a Professor and Associate Chair of the Department of

Organization and Leadership at Teachers College, Columbia University.
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Introduction

Educational vouchers as an instrument of reform have lost considerable policy

momentum in recent years.  In the politics of educational markets, more moderate

measures including performance contracting of private providers, and charter school

programs with varying degrees of government constraint are on the upswing.  One

significant reason why vouchers have been unsuccessful is a strong counter argument: that

vouchers may ultimately “disequalize” educational opportunities.  In Public Dollars for

Private Schools, Henry Levin contended that to maintain democracy, our system of

education should be built on a common core, and that vouchers would tend to promote a

“democratic localism” that would undermine that commonality.1  Other concerns

regarding vouchers center on economic constraints that interfere with public education’s

ability to function as a free market.  Key to these arguments is the lack of perfect

information and perfect mobility among the parent/student consumer population required

to promote genuine competition.

What happens when Levin’s common core is not enough?  In the case of children

with disabilities, New Jersey’s Grossi Act of 1963 provided “quasi” vouchers for students

to pursue appropriate programming through accredited private institutions.2 On the

assumption that all students deserve a free and appropriate education, we contend that

similar measures should be available to students with high abilities. 3 It is rare, however, at

a state policy level that vertical equity arguments focus on the needs of the gifted.

One of Levin’s most recent efforts, the Accelerated Schools project, is based on

modifying the common core to focus on identifying student strengths and placing students

on accelerated programs of instruction.4  It seems logical that students should be given the
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opportunity to use their strengths in school, as much if not more than their weaknesses, on

the premise that effective use of individual strengths should ultimately lead to greater

overall success.  If we can apply this concept to poorly performing students in poorly

performing schools, why not apply the concept to all students, in all schools?

Unfortunately, our public education system continues to function primarily as a weakness-

based system rather than a strength-based system. For example, in New York City alone,

41.4% of all increases in education spending between 1989-1994 were a result of

increases in spending on teaching directly related to learning disabilities.5

Joseph Renzulli of the National Research Center on the Gifted and Talented has

repeatedly criticized the “dumbing down” of general education and its negative impact on

highly able children.6 As a result of this trend, and others we will address more

specifically, many high performing students are left unable to receive an appropriate

education. The analyses that follow indicate that increasingly, the families of gifted

students cannot afford to purchase an appropriate education on their own.  This provides

the foundation for our contention: for the gifted, vouchers or tuition scholarships may be

viable options for equalizing educational opportunity. Perhaps an appropriate euphemism

for these types of transfer payments would be “wealth-equalized talent-based scholarship”,

but for simplicity’s sake we shall continue to use the term “voucher”. To lay the

groundwork for our policy proposal, we should begin by examining the facts.
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Ten Year Trends in the Northeast

Over the past decade, policy-makers in public education have chosen to externalize

the education of the gifted.  The arguments for externalizing education of the gifted range

from the premise that gifted education is “elitist”, to the premise that gifted children will

“make it on their own.”  Those who wave the banner of elitism would have the American

public believe that to provide differentiated educational opportunities on the basis of

ability, or even intelligence, is somehow unethical.  As a result, however, the option to

make it on one’s own has, over time, become increasingly dependent on personal financial

capacity.  The following analyses suggest that policy-makers’ choice to externalize gifted

education on the premise of elitism may, in fact,  be resulting in the socio-economic

segregation of our best and brightest students.

The recent research of Jeanne Purcell in Connecticut indicates that many public

schools have cut back their programming for gifted students due to local fiscal constraints

in lower and middle wealth communities.7 One additional reason for the decrease in local

fiscal capacity, however, has been the dramatic decline in state support for gifted

education.  Of the three states in this study, Connecticut is the only state to have provided

wealth equalized distribution of funds for gifted education. Prior to school-year 1989-

1990, both special education and gifted and talented expenditures were reimbursed on a

30% to 70% sliding scale based on town wealth.  For school year 1989-1990 the range for

gifted and talented reimbursement dropped to a 5% to 35% scale. Gifted education

funding was eventually eliminated in school year 1992-1993.8 Although Connecticut

legislators claimed that the financial woes of the recession of the early 1990s were at the

root of the cuts, the first major reduction of funds (63%) for gifted education was levied
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against 6% increases in total education spending (State & Local, constant 1992-1993

dollars).9

Similarly, New Jersey levied it’s first round of major cuts to gifted education

(28%) against 6% increases in total spending, and later eliminated funding altogether

against a 5% increase in total spending. State funding for the gifted in New Jersey,

however, was only  $250,000 at its peak in 1983-84, and has been allocated to only a few

local districts through competitive grants. Of the states in the study, only New York has

retained per pupil allocations for the gifted.  New York’s per pupil allocation of $196 (per

3% FTE) and total budget of  approximately $13.3 million has remained constant (in

current dollars) for seven years but has eroded relative to other educational spending.  In

addition to the per pupil flat grant program, New York provides special legislative grants

for educational programs including gifted education.  These grants too, have dried up in

recent years, declining from $2.8 million in 1988 to approximately $545,000 in 1994.

Figure 1 displays the relative change in state funds to gifted education for Connecticut,

New Jersey and New York for the period from 1984 through 1994.

As might be expected, as state level funding for gifted education has been cut or

allowed to recede in recent years, fewer gifted and talented students are being served in

their local school districts.  Connecticut, again, provides the only reliable annual data to

support this claim.  Between 1986-87 and 1993-94, 1,283 fewer gifted and talented

students were served in Connecticut public schools.10  Although Susan Pearsall of the

New York Times recently claimed that the best students’ needs have been regaining

attention in Connecticut, noting that more students were being identified and served in

1993-94 than in the previous school year,  Pearsall failed to note that the increase of 275
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students served in 1993-94 represented an increase of only .01% (from 2.26% to 2.27%)

with regard to the statewide student population. 11

Figure 2 displays the number of pupils served in gifted and talented programs in

New York, Connecticut and New Jersey as a percent of statewide average daily

attendance from 1985-86 through 1993-94.12 Annual data from the Connecticut State

Department of Education reveals a gradual decline over the nine year period, with a

maximum of 2.74% in 1986-87 and minimum of 2.26% in 1992-93.  Estimates of students

served in New York  indicate a loss of 15,000 students served between 1988-89 and

1992-93, a decline from 6.71% to 5.75% of ADA.13  New Jersey’s apparently extreme

decline may be due in part to differing reporting sources. A 1990 New Jersey survey

indicated that 122,626 students were served in 1988-89.14  According to the survey, this

11.3% of the student population was a significant increase from the 9.9% served in 1986-

87.  Employing the measure of ADA previously used for New York and Connecticut, the

1988-89 proportion increases to 12.6%, but by 1992-1993, according to New Jersey’s

Education Information Resource Center the total number of gifted students served was

approximately 80,000, or 7.60% of ADA. 15

When state funds are cut, districts highly dependent on those funds are most likely

to reduce or eliminate programs.  In Connecticut, the retroactive cut had a severe impact

on middle to lower income communities. As indicated by John Curley, in New York where

aid is not equalized, significant discrepancies exist between high wealth and middle to low

wealth districts in the total dollars spent (state and local) on gifted education. In 1987-88

for example, above average wealth districts in New York state spent an average of $44.71

per FTE while below average wealth districts spent only $27.03 per FTE.16 The data
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suggests that bright students in lower wealth communities are less likely to receive

appropriate services. It is also reasonable to assume that the majority of students no longer

receiving services in Connecticut, New York and New Jersey over the past five years are

those who reside in lower wealth communities.  In short, the inequities of funding gifted

education in the public schools are increasing, not decreasing due to current policy.
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The Growth of Private Sector Programs

In The Effects of the Elimination of Gifted and Talented Programs on Participating

Students and their Parents Jeanne Purcell indicated that in a group of  parents surveyed,

more than half of them had considered alternative educational avenues for their children’s

remaining years in school.17  Today’s options range from year round private schooling to

home schooling to a small number of fast growing weekend and Summer programs

specializing in supplementary services for the gifted.  We have chosen to focus this study

on supplementary programs because 1) their cost is significantly less than that of year

round private schooling, 2) the supplementary programs identified provide enrichment and

accelerated programming and counseling support designed specifically to meet the needs

of gifted children and 3)  supplementary programs may ultimately work in partnerships

with the public schools to provide individualized vertical and lateral programming.

Figure 3 displays the growth, in pupils, of two of the larger private providers of

supplementary programming for the gifted.  Both offer three week Summer residential

programming at a variety of sites (College Campuses and Private Schools) throughout the

Northeast.  The larger of the two, The Johns Hopkins University Center for Talented

Youth offers primarily accelerative programming, including an individually paced math

curriculum for students in grades 7-11.  Due to an increase in demand, additional

programs providing enrichment for students in grades 4-6 were added in 1992.  The rapid

growth of the program resulting from the recent expansion is not included in Figure 3.

The Summer Institute for the Gifted is a private, for profit program run by College Gifted

Programs Inc., originally affiliated with Montclair State College in New Jersey.  SIG
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(Summer Institute for the Gifted) offers three week Summer sessions of primarily

enrichment courses for students in grades 4-11.

As can be seen in Figure 3, both programs have experienced significant growth

over the past ten years.  From 1988-1992, CTY (Center for Talented Youth) experienced

an average rate of growth of 6% per year, not including the addition of the Young

Students program (grades 4-6). Throughout the period (1982-1992, discounting year 1

start-up growth) CTY’s average rate of growth is 37% per year.  Between 1990 and

1994, SIG experienced an average rate of growth of 14% per year, and an average rate of

growth of 24% per year for the entire period (1984-1994, discounting year 1 start-up

growth).  What is most interesting about the growth rates of these programs is that both

were able to expand significantly between 1991 and 1994, a period of recession in the

Northeast and a time when special programs for the gifted were in decline.  During this

time (1992-1993) CTY added  two new campuses (Maryland and Connecticut) for

students in grades 4-6, and SIG (1991-1992) added two new sessions (New York and

Pennsylvania) achieving growth rates of 25% (1991) and 23% (1992).18

Both programs have relied heavily on growing attendance from the states in this

study.  For SIG, New Jersey, New York and Connecticut rank first, third and fifth

respectively as sending states (Pennsylvania is second) in recent years (1994-1995).19  In a

1992 report from CTY, Connecticut, New York and New Jersey ranked fourth, fifth and

sixth, respectively in percent increase in attendance (grades 7-11) from 1987-1992 with

increases ranging from 38% to 43% compared with the total rate of growth of 6% per

year for the same period.20  Quite simply, as the number of pupils served in public school
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programs for the gifted in the Northeast has declined sharply, the number of students

attending private programs for the gifted from the Northeast has risen dramatically.
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Increasing Inequities: Who’s left out?

The basic difference between public school programs and private programs is, of

course, that public school programs are free. The aforementioned private programs come

with an average cost of approximately $2,000 per three week residential session. Neither

CTY nor SIG provide significant financial aid.  Therefore we must assume that the

increases in attendance presented in Figure 3, reflect increases in students served from

only that proportion of the population with at least $2,000/year in disposable income (per

gifted child).

For the purpose of the following analyses, we will begin with the assumption that

giftedness is roughly proportionate across all segments of the population.21  We will

estimate this proportion to be approximately 5%, which, although higher than New York

State’s 3% FTE is somewhat pessimistic when considering that the weighted average

percent of students with disabilities in the three states was nearly 15% in 1989-1990.22

Table 1 applies these assumptions, with the additional assumption that a minimum family

income of $34,999 would be required to send one child for supplementary programming.

While for many, especially in the Northeast, this income estimate may seem low, it simply

serves as an arbitrary cut-off point for identifying those students with the least likelihood

of attending private programs and as a pricing point for the policy options that follow.

The estimates in the table are actually systematically low due to the oversimplified

assumption that family size (number of children) is proportionate across socio-economic

groups.  In addition, Connecticut, New York and New Jersey consistently rank among the

top states nationally in median family income, suggesting that for other states the

proportions below $34,999 would be significantly higher. Still, Table 1 indicates a
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potential pool of nearly 100,000 gifted students across the three states unable to pursue

challenging supplementary programming on their own.  There is likely to be significant

overlap between this pool of gifted students, and those no longer served in public school

gifted programs over the past five to seven years.
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Table 1: Numbers of gifted students lacking financial capacity to attend supplementary
programs for the gifted 23

State ADA (‘92-’93) Projected
Gifted

% Families
below $34,999

MFI

Potential
Losses in

Human Capital
Connecticut 468,992 23,450 41% 9,615

New Jersey 1,053,135 52,657 42.2% 22,221

New York 2,347,468 117,373 52.4% 61,503

Total 93,339
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Policy Options: Vouchers as an equalizer

Although some might disagree, we believe that it would be best for all students if

we were able to radically change the common core of education from a predominantly

“weakness based” model to a “strength based model.” The likelihood of such radical

change at this point in time, however, seems minimal. The longer we wait for such change,

the more bright, talented, low income students will be lost in the shuffle.  At present, and

for the foreseeable future, the trend continues to be the toward the socio-economic

stratification of our best and brightest students identified in the previous analyses.  If we

wish to continue to externalize direct services for gifted children from public education,

perhaps we should consider policy measures that will, at the very least, begin to equalize

access to the opportunities available in the private sector. One such policy measure would

be to provide wealth equalized vouchers for identified gifted pupils to attend

supplementary programs such as Johns Hopkins University’s Center for Talented Youth

or College Gifted Programs’ Summer Institute for the Gifted.  Many questions remain as

to exactly how to implement such a program, but certain basic premises may be

established.

1. Funding should be provided by the state and should be wealth equalized to

circumvent problems of local capacity, such as those which currently plague

New York’s flat grant aid.24

2. Research in the field of gifted education has consistently shown under-

identification of socio-economically disadvantaged students when employing

standard criteria of “giftedness”.25 Measures must be taken to alleviate this

inequity.26
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 Two options exist for the equalization of funds: 1) funds should be distributed to

local school districts on a sliding scale according to relative town wealth per 5% FTE or

2) vouchers should be allocated directly to parents based on a sliding scale according to a

relative measure of median family income. As an example Table 2 displays district

equalized voucher allocation for a sample of twenty Connecticut towns under the state’s

Education Cost Sharing formula.27 Table 3 displays the direct-to-family distribution of

wealth-equalized quasi-vouchers. Projected total budgets for each state represent a

maximum possible expenditure based on 100% consumption of vouchers. At the outset of

such a program, and for years to follow, costs would actually be significantly lower due to

the rate of information dissemination, and the inability of existing programs to fully absorb

the resulting student influx.28 The rapid increase in demand should, however, lead to the

addition of multiple competitors to the field.  We would encourage not only universities

and private providers to increase capacity, but public school districts and state supported

agencies such as New York’s BOCES to develop weekend and Summer opportunities.

Under both options, districts would bear the responsibility for the identification of

gifted students. Under the district wealth-equalized option, the district would provide

referral information for programs and allocate vouchers as necessary.  Under the direct

voucher allocation model, in order to promote perfect competition among providers, local

districts would retain responsibility for providing information to parents of identified

children regarding state approved voucher receiving programs. Information regarding

state approved voucher receiving programs would be compiled and published at the state

level. Whether a state mandate for identification would be effective is questionable, but we

believe that providing incentives to districts based on their level of participation in the
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program would make a significant difference. We suggest that districts receive incentive

funding at a rate of $100 dollars per voucher consumed (See Table 3).

Although the district equalized option may seem more practical to implement, and

clearly provides significant support to urban and poor rural districts, problems may arise

with the local allocation of vouchers.  One potential pitfall of the district level allocation

model is the district’s ability to divert funds to support other programs.  Income equalized

vouchers to parents ensure that 100% of the voucher value is allocated toward the

appropriate services and that low income students in wealthy communities and the lowest

income students in poor communities have equal access to opportunities. A potential

problem under either model is the under-representation of economically disadvantaged

gifted students. Carol Mills and Sherri Tissot of the Center for Talented Youth recently

addressed this issue in a study on the use of the Ravens Progressive Matrix  for identifying

academic potential in students from under-represented populations. Mills and Tissot’s

results indicated that the Ravens Advanced Progressive Matrix (APM) identified

minorities in more similar proportions to their sample than other standardized measures

(SCAT, School and College Ability Test).29 Under either model, the research of James

Borland and that of Mills and Tissot regarding the identification of  economically

disadvantaged gifted students should play a significant role in selecting the criteria for

voucher eligibility.30
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Conclusions

The data clearly indicate a disturbing trend of socio-economic divergence among

gifted and talented students in the Northeast over the past five to seven years.  Two key

trends support this contention:

1. Declining numbers of students served in public school gifted and

talented programs (primarily in middle to low wealth communities).

2. A dramatic increase in students attending private, tuition-based

programs for the gifted.

Interestingly, the growing inequities may be due, either passively or actively, to our desire

to reduce elitism in education. Although vouchers, for a variety of reasons, have been

frequently cited for their potential to disequalize, in the particular case of the gifted and

talented, “quasi-vouchers” for supplementary programs offer one strategy toward

equalizing educational opportunities. The most equitable approach for the distribution of

vouchers appears to be the direct allocation of income-equalized vouchers from the state

to parents of gifted children.  Such a step would require any of the three states in this

study to provide substantially greater support to gifted education than they have in recent

years. Decreasing inequities rooted in the economic diversity of our society by necessity

has its costs, but the costs incurred by the states in the options presented here-in are

relatively small given the ramifications of the current trends. Given our role in advancing

these inequities through recent policy decisions, attempts to equalize opportunities for the

gifted should be considered a societal responsibility.
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Figure 1: Changes in State Level Allocations to 
Gifted Education
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Figure 2: Gifted Pupils Served as a Percent 
of Average Daily Attendance
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Figure 3: Pupils Served by Major Private 
Providers
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Table 2: Wealth based (unit = district) distribution of vouchers
District  Pupils GT Pupils

(5% FTE)
 Equalized Net Grand

List per Pupil (3yr
Average)

 Per Capita
Income

 PCI Factor (Town
PCI / Highest

Town PCI)

 Town Wealth
(ENGL * PCI)

 State Guaranteed
Wealth

 State
Percent

 Voucher
Total Per

pupil

 State Share

Sterling          520                 26  $                         289,082  $          9,661                         0.23  $           66,496 $289,977 77%  $          2,000  $            40,076
Bridgeport     20,745            1,037  $                         313,022  $        10,534                         0.25  $           78,509 $289,977 73%  $          2,000  $       1,512,846
Hartford     26,176            1,309  $                         380,820  $          9,802                         0.23  $           88,876 $289,977 69%  $          2,000  $       1,815,322
New
Britain

      8,406               420  $                         384,393  $        12,139                         0.29  $         111,099 $289,977 62%  $          2,000  $          518,541

Mansfield       1,635                 82  $                         442,857  $        10,555                         0.25  $         111,294 $289,977 62%  $          2,000  $          100,748
Ansonia       2,386               119  $                         404,018  $        12,398                         0.30  $         119,262 $289,977 59%  $          2,000  $          140,468
Coventry       1,746                 87  $                         391,403  $        14,040                         0.33  $         130,840 $289,977 55%  $          2,000  $            95,819
Torrington       4,527               226  $                         462,813  $        13,710                         0.33  $         151,075 $289,977 48%  $          2,000  $          216,847
Danbury       8,628               431  $                         721,235  $        14,472                         0.34  $         248,517 $289,977 14%  $          2,000  $          123,360
Simsbury       3,946               197  $                         551,035  $        21,804                         0.52  $         286,066 $289,977 1%  $          2,000  $              5,322
Branford       3,405               170  $                         719,288  $        18,585                         0.44  $         318,285 $289,977 0%  $          2,000  $                    -
Bloomfield       2,489               124  $                         811,017  $        18,314                         0.44  $         353,642 $289,977 0%  $          2,000  $                    -
Norwalk       9,850               493  $                         835,171  $        18,356                         0.44  $         365,009 $289,977 0%  $          2,000  $                    -
Middlebur
y

         907                 45  $                         896,667  $        19,186                         0.46  $         409,606 $289,977 0%  $          2,000  $                    -

Kent          392                 20  $                         909,029  $        19,044                         0.45  $         412,180 $289,977 0%  $          2,000  $                    -
Lyme          239                 12  $                      1,378,039  $        24,836                         0.59  $         814,880 $289,977 0%  $          2,000  $                    -
Waterford       2,491               125  $                      2,640,398  $        15,532                         0.37  $         976,444 $289,977 0%  $          2,000  $                    -
Westport       3,353               168  $                      1,625,155  $        35,353                         0.84  $      1,367,955 $289,977 0%  $          2,000  $                    -
New
Canaan

      2,633               132  $                      1,420,507  $        42,000                         1.00  $      1,420,507 $289,977 0%  $          2,000  $                    -

Greenwich       6,849               342  $                      2,087,079  $        33,392                         0.80  $      1,659,327 $289,977 0%  $          2,000  $                    -

Totals   111,323            5,566  $       4,569,350

*Formula based on information from Connecticut State Department of Education 1994-1995
**State guaranteed wealth based on 1993-1994 ECS Fixed Grant Calculation Worksheet
***Local data based on 1993-1994 Fixed Grand Data Elements database, Bureau of Grants Services, CT Dept. of Education
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Table 3: Direct-to-family Wealth-Equalized Talent-Based Scholarships

CONNECTICUT  ADA('92-93)            468,992 Gifted (5% ADA)              23,450 Quasi-voucher
level

$2,000

Household Income
(1989)

Percent of
Population

Number of
Gifted Students/

Income Level

Bracket Midpoint *Quasi-
voucher Level

Incentive to
district/pupil

Maximum State
Expenditure

10,000 - 14,999 5.5%                1,290 $12,500 $1,901 $100 $2,580,464

15,000 - 24,999 12.2%                2,861 $20,000 $1,541 $100 $4,695,373

25,000 - 34,999 13.5%                3,166 $30,000 $1,062 $100 $3,678,144

35,000 - 49,999 18.9%                4,432 $42,500 $500 $100 $2,659,185

50,000 - 74,999 21.7%                5,089 $62,500 $500 $100 $3,053,138

75,000 - 99,000 9.2%                2,157 $87,500 $500 $100 $1,294,418

> 100,000 9.2%                2,157 - $500 $100 $1,294,418

MFI  $          41,721 Total Budget $19,255,139

NEW JERSEY  ADA('92-93)         1,053,135 Gifted (5% ADA)              52,657 Quasi-voucher
level

$2,000

Household Income
(1989)

Percent of
Population

Number of
Gifted Students/

Income Level

Bracket Midpoint *Quasi-
voucher Level

Incentive to
district/pupil

Maximum State
Expenditure

10,000 - 14,999 5.9%                3,107 $12,500 $1,889 $100 $6,179,808

15,000 - 24,999 12.6%                6,635 $20,000 $1,523 $100 $10,765,878

25,000 - 34,999 13.4%                7,056 $30,000 $1,034 $100 $8,001,334

35,000 - 49,999 18.6%                9,794 $42,500 $500 $100 $5,876,493

50,000 - 74,999 20.9%              11,005 $62,500 $500 $100 $6,603,156

75,000 - 99,000 9.5%                5,002 $87,500 $500 $100 $3,001,435

> 100,000 8.8%                4,634 - $500 $100 $2,780,276

MFI  $          40,927 Total Budget $43,208,381

NEW YORK  ADA('92-93)         2,347,468 Gifted (5% ADA)            117,373 Quasi-voucher
level

$2,000

Household Income
(1989)

Percent of
Population

Number of
Gifted Students/

Income Level

Bracket Midpoint *Quasi-
voucher Level

Incentive to
district/pupil

Maximum State
Expenditure

10,000 - 14,999 7.4%                8,686 $12,500 $1,742 $100 $15,995,632

15,000 - 24,999 15.1%              17,723 $20,000 $1,287 $100 $24,575,099

25,000 - 34,999 14.3%              16,784 $30,000 $680 $100 $13,089,945

35,000 - 49,999 17.3%              20,306 $42,500 $500 $100 $12,183,359

50,000 - 74,999 16.7%              19,601 $62,500 $500 $100 $11,760,815

75,000 - 99,000 6.9%                8,099 $87,500 $500 $100 $4,859,259

> 100,000 6.8%                7,981 - $500 $100 $4,788,835

MFI  $          32,965 Total Budget $87,252,943

*Quasi-voucher level determined by calculating bracket midpoint as a percent of MFI and then subtacting that percent of the quasi-
voucher
    maximum from the QV-max. This value was then added to a base of $500 (QV-min.)
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Endnotes

1 Levin (1983)

2 Richards & Smith (1989)

3 Unfortunately, in Broadly v. Board of Education, Meriden CT, 1994, Justice Palmer of

the State Supreme Court summarized with the statement “a gifted child’s right to free

public education did not include a right to special education.”

4 Levin, Henry (1994)

5 Lankford & Wykoff (1996)

6 Renzulli & Reis (1991)

7 Purcell, Jeanne. (1994)

8 Because the program was based on reimbursement, the timing of the removal of funds

left many districts with no reimbursement for funds already spent.

9 Although the state formula was adjusted to provide a 50% decrease in GT funding, the

outcome, based on numbers of schools continuing to receive funds, and dollar

adjustments to 1992-1993 dollars, is a 63% reduction.

10 White, Alan. Special Education Consultant. Connecticut State Department of

Education. Personal Communication. Spring, 1995

11 Pearsall, Susan. (1994)

12 average daily attendance (ADA) figures reported by the National Center for Education

Statistics, 1995

13 Council of State directors of Programs for the Gifted. (1987 & 1994)

14 Hess, Karen. (1990)
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15 Gourley, Ted. Education Information and Resource Center of New Jersey. Personal

Communication. May 1995.

16 Curley, John. (1991)

17 Purcell, Jeanne. (1993)

18 Zipse, Phil. Executive Director, College Gifted Programs. Personal Communication.

College Gifted Programs Inc. historical data files.  Fall 1995

19 Zipse, Phil. Executive Director, College Gifted Programs.  Personal Communication.

College Gifted Programs Inc. historical data files.   Fall 1995

20 Corazza, Luciano. (1992)

21 Borland, James. (1994)

22 Based on NCES estimates of IDEA/Chapter 1 pupils served and Average Daily

Attendance. NCES Historical Trends: State Education Facts 1969 to 1989.

23 Based on ADA figures provided by NCES and U.S. Census Bureau data, 1990 Census.

24 Curley, John. (1991)

25 Borland, James. (1994)

26 Mills & Tissot (1995)

27 Budget Brief: Connecticut State Department of Education. 1994

28 Both SIG and CTY programs are currently functioning at capacity, and turn away

applicants.

29 Mills & Tissot (1995)

30 Borland, James (1994)
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