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A B S T R AC T

Based on the general framework ofGardner's (1983) the-
ory of multiple intelligence and Maker's (1996) defmi-
tion of giftedness, the DISCOVER process is a
performnance-based assessment designed to identify gifted
students from culturally diverse groups. The process con-
sists of five activities through which linguistic, logical-
nathematical, and spatial intelligences are appraised. In
this review, I describe the assessment and review prelim-
inary studies on its reliability and validity. The DIS-
COVER assessment seems to be a promising alternative
technique through which the problem ofunderrepresen-
tation of gifted minorities in programs for the gifted
might be reduced. However, educators using the DIS-
COVER assessment for identification purposes must
make sure that a good match exists between the assess-
ment and the type of gifted program in which students
will be placed.

The problem of underrepresentation of minority stu-
dents in programs for the gifted and their overrepresenta-
tion in special education programs has attracted the
attention of researchers, educators, and policy makers
(Baker, 1996; Clasen, Middleton, & Connell, 1994;
Cummins, 1991; Maker, 1996; Plucker, Callahan, &
Tomchin, 1996). Definitions of giftedness and identifica-
tion procedures seem to be the most frequently cited bar-
riers to the identification and placement of culturally
diverse students in programs for the gifted (Clasen et al.,
1994; Maker, 1996). Most programs for the gifted are
designed with the underlying perception of giftedness as
merely outstanding academic achievement. Also, in most
states, traditional assessment measures ,such as achieve-
ment test scores and grades, are used for identification pur-
poses, a practice that not only excludes many minority
students, but also leaves their talents and abilities unde-
tected (Clasen et al., 1994; Griffin, 1992). This practice has

led many educators to call for the use of alternative assess-
ment techniques for identification purposes (Cummins,
1991; Gardner, 1992; Maker, 1993; Samuda, 1991).

The use of standardized IQ tests can be traced back to the
French psychologist Alfred Binet, who designed the first IQ
test in 1905 (Gardner, 1992). Binet's purpose was to create an
instrument to predict success in school, rather than a measure
of innate intelligence or "raw" genetically based potential.
However, almost a century later, many educators, psycholo-
gists, and lay people believe that IQ tests measure intelligence
and giftedness. Opponents of this view are skeptical about the
relevance of the scores yielded by IQ tests (Cummins, 1991;
Gardner, 1992; Maker, 1993). They argue that, through IQ
tests, linguistic and logical-mathematical abilities are assessed
to the exclusion of other abilities, such as spatial, personal, or
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musical intelligences (Gardner, 1992), and that standardized
tests do not take into account such factors as motivation,
effort, and creativity-factors deemed important in recent
definitions of giftedness (Maker, 1996; Renzulli, 1979).

Among minorities, the problem is even more pro-
nounced. The majority ofIQ tests adopted by school districts
in most states were normed and standardized on a sample of
White middle-class students. This practice renders their use
with minority students questionable (Samuda, 1991). A con-
stant source of dissatisfaction with these tests has been in the
domain of fairness. Several studies on standardized tests have
revealed gender, ethnic, and cultural bias (Baker, 1996).
Sources of unfairness were attributed to the norms used for
test interpretation, inadequacy offormats, bias in content, and
linguistically loaded items. Griffin (1992) posited that "multi-
ple assessment procedures, including objective and subjective
data from a variety of sources, must be used if one is sincerely
interested in identifying gifted minority children" (p. 129).

The field of intelligence assessment seems to be witness-
ing a reform, as evidenced by the emergence ofnontraditional
theories of intelligence and recent definitions of giftedness.
For example, with respect to alternative theories of intelli-
gence, Gardner (1983) defined intelligence as the multiple
abilities that permit an individual to solve a problem or create
a product that is valued within one or more cultural settings.
In his book, Frames ofMind, Gardner rejected the unitary con-
struct ofintelligence and espoused a multidimensional defin-
ition in which he identified seven discrete intelligences:
linguistic, logical-mathematical, spatial, interpersonal, intrap-
ersonal, bodily-kinesthetic, and musical. More recently,
Gardner (1997) added one and a half intelligences to the pre-
viously identified seven; the eighth intelligence he called the
"Naturalist" (sensitivity to the ecological environment) and
the half intelligence he identified as the "Moralist" (sensitiv-
ity to ethical concerns). Along the same lines, Sternberg
(1991) proposed three kinds of intelligence: analytic (abstract
reasoning), synthetic (creativity), and contextual (practical).

With respect to new definitions of giftedness, Renzulli
(1979) added a motivation component (task commitment) as
an important element in his definition of giftedness. More
recently, Maker (1996) defined giftedness as "the ability to
solve complex problems in effective, efficient, elegant, and
economical ways" (p. 44).

The lack of correspondence between IQ tests and the
new conceptions ofintelligence and definitions of giftedness
gave rise to alternative assessment methods, also called
authentic and performance-based assessments (Cummins,
1991; Gardner, 1992; Maker, 1993; Samuda, 1991). These
new techniques present a departure from the traditional mul-
tiple-choice test format by encompassing a wide variety of

activities, such as constructed-response, short answer, open-
ended and essay questions, performance tasks, portfolios, and
research projects (Frechtling, 1991). The desire to ensure that
students master more than basic skills, such as solving prob-
lems or synthesizing knowledge across disciplines, has fueled
interest in such instruments (O'Neil, 1992). The principal
goal ofalternative assessment is to evaluate higher order cog-
nitive skills involving problem solving, critical thinking, and
reasoning (Hambleton & Murphy, 1992). Advocates of these
new procedures attribute many advantages to the technique
(Frechtling, 1991), such as assessing students in life-like and
more complex situations and considering process and prod-
uct in the evaluation of their capabilities (Maker, 1993).
Another advantage is that the use of performance-based
assessments might reduce the gap between testing and
instruction because educators believe that the results are
more credible (Frechtling, 1991). Performance-based assess-
ments have been advocated for use with culturally diverse
groups (Baldwin, 1985; Maker, 1993). Often cited are the
arguments that nontraditional assessments are usually con-
ducted in the dominant language ofthe child and cover broad
and multiple areas of intelligence, such as those advocated by
Gardner (1983) and Sternberg (1991).

In this review, a relatively new performance-based assess-
ment, the DISCOVER process, is presented. The theoretical
framework of the assessment is explained, followed by a
delineation of the assessment process, the checklist character-
istics and development, and the tasks in the five different
activities. Finally, some preliminary studies on the validity
and reliability of the assessment are presented.

The DISCOVER Assessment:
Conceptual Framework

The DISCOVER assessment was developed by C. June
Maker, Judith A. Rogers, and Aleene B. Nielson at the
University of Arizona (1994). The acronym DISCOVER
stands for Discovering Intellectual Strengths and
Capabilities through Observation while allowing for Varied
Ethnic Responses. The assessment is based on Gardner's
(1983) theory of multiple intelligences and Maker's (1996)
definition ofgiftedness. The impact ofMaker's definition of
giftedness on the DISCOVER assessment is clearly seen
through the structure of the tasks: Students are presented
with problems that they are supposed to solve "efficiently"
(choice of best solution), "effectively" (choice of best strat-
egy), and "economically" (solution is reached within the
least amount of time). On the other hand, the impact of
Gardner's theory of multiple intelligences on the DIS-
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COVER assessment is mostly seen in the conception of
intelligence as multidimensional, rather than through the
assessment of the whole spectrum of intelligences. The
developers designed discrete activities to measure spatial,
logical-mathematical, and linguistic intelligences. Bodily-
kinesthetic, interpersonal, and intrapersonal intelligences
are not assessed through specific activities; rather, observers
note behaviors related to these intelligences while children
interact in groups during the activities of Pablo(®) (spatial),
Tangrams (spatial/logical-mathematical), and Storytelling
(linguistic). The rationale for the emphasis on spatial, logi-
cal-mathematical, and linguistic intelligences is that, at the
present time, the state of Arizona identification guidelines
recognize only verbal, quantitative, and nonverbal categories
of giftedness. Also, most schools actively develop only these
three categories or see them as being within the general
framework of the school's responsibility.

The rationale behind the DISCOVER assessment was
based on the observation that, if students from minority
groups usually score low on standardized IQ tests, a need
exists for a different kind of instrument that taps into their
abilities in a more faithful and valid way (Maker et al., 1994).
As a result, the DISCOVER assessment was intended to be
an alternative assessment, a culturally fair and bias-free
instrument for the purpose of identifying gifted students
among culturally diverse groups. One of the distinctive fea-
tures of the DISCOVER assessment is that all instructions
are given in the dominant language of the child. The sepa-
rate intelligences are appraised by using different variations
of similar activities across intelligences and age levels.
Different tasks are designed for grade levels from kinder-
garten through 2nd, 3rd through 5th, 6th through 8th, and
9th through 12th grades. Both convergent and divergent
thinking are measured through the DISCOVER assessment
by the tolerance of more than one way of solving problems
(process) in addition to the acceptance of multiple possible
correct answers (product).

Three sets of activities are performed in groups with
observers present in the classroom: Pablo(®) (spatial),
Tangrams (spatial/logical-mathematical), and Storytelling
(linguistic). Math and Storywriting are performed a day or
so preceding or following the group assessment. All tasks
are constructed according to problem types on a contin-
uum (see Table 1) ranging from Type I (highly structured)
to Type V (unstructured) problems. Getzels and
Csikszentmihalyi (1967) posited a continuum of problem
types, in which the type was determined by how clearly the
problem is defined and whether or not the methods and
solutions were known by the presenter. Problems identi-
fied as Types I, II, and IV were described by these

researchers; Maker and Schiever created Types III and V
"to provide a gradual progression of types between the two
extremes" (Maker, 1993, p. 70). (See examples ofproblem
types in the section on Activities on page 248.)

Process

The DISCOVER assessment is performance-based
(manipulatives), and the tasks require problem-solving
behaviors; tasks increase in complexity and openness as the
assessment progresses. Typically, the DISCOVER assess-
ment takes place in the classroom. As students work in
small groups, trained observers (with an approximate ratio
of one observer to five students) take notes and record all
observed behaviors on standard observation sheets while
the classroom teacher gives instructions. Observers pay
attention to the processes ofproblem solving (approaching
the problem, tackling the problem, and strategies chosen to
solve the problem) that students use, as well as their prod-
ucts. More often than not, pictures and videotapes of stu-
dents and their constructions are taken for optimal
accuracy in assessment. To avoid observer bias, observers
rotate at the completion of each activity; thus, students are
observed by at least two persons (usually three) during the
assessment. Observers are instructed to accept all products,
to adopt a nonjudgmental attitude throughout the assess-
ment, and to give clues (Maker, 1996). To avoid possible
bias, the only clues observers give are standard and pre-
specified statements read to all students equally. The length
of a typical group observation (one classroom) is approxi-
mately two and a half hours.

Following the assessment, all observers meet to discuss
the students' strengths and complete a behavior checklist on
each child. At first, observers classify students' strengths in
each activity into four different categories, ranging from
"no strength observed" to a "definite strength observed."
The rating categories are Unknown, Maybe, Probably, and
Definitely. The rating Definitely corresponds to a high ability
(i.e, an effective, efficient, or economical problem solver in
Maker's definition of giftedness); in other words, to gifted-
ness in the particular intelligence assessed by that corre-
sponding activity. Following every observation, students
are rated according to criteria that encompass, but are not
exclusive to, the superior problem-solving behaviors and
characteristics ofproducts listed in the checklist. Other cri-
teria are specific to each group of students assessed and
might encompass particular strengths exhibited by that
group, such as an outstanding quality of products or
unusual speed in finishing the tasks. A student who gets a
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Ta b le 1

Types ofProblems

Type Problem Method Solution

Presenter Solver Presenter Solver Presenter Solver

I K K K K K U
II K K K U K U
III K K R U R U
IV K K U U U U
V U U U U U U

K Known
U Unknown
R= Range

Note. From "Creativity, Intelligence, and Problem Solving: A Definition and Design for Cross-Cultural Research and Measurement Related to Giftedness," by C. J. Maker,
1993, Gifted Education International, 9, p. 70. Copyright 1993 by the A. B. Academic Publishers. Reprinted with permission of the author.

Definitely in at least two of the activities is considered a

superior problemsolver and referred for placement into a

program for gifted students, or for further testing as a pre-

requisite to placing him or her in a class for the gifted.

Problem-Solving Behavior Checklist

As the name suggests, the problem-solving behavior
checklist includes statements about superior problem-solving
behaviors and characteristics of products created by the stu-

dents. Observers check only those behaviors they have seen

the students exhibit during the assessment or characteristics
seen in the products created. Also, observers are encouraged
to add their own comments on behaviors observed, but not

stated in the checklist, provided these comments are positive

and add to the identification of students' strengths. A portion
of the checklist is completed by each observer, depending on

the activity he or she observed.
The DISCOVER assessment problem-solving behavior

checklist was developed following an assessment of approxi-
mately 5,000 students using the DISCOVER process

(Maker, 1996). After every classroom observation, observers
met and decided which students in their groups were effec-
tive, efficient, or economical problem solvers in that activ-
ity. They then described (rather than inferred) the behaviors
they had seen students exhibit; they also described the char-
acteristics of the products students had created that
observers considered effective (e.g., solving all six work-

sheets of the puzzle booklet), efficient (e.g., solving puzzles
using the best strategy without physically turning the pieces
to fit), or economical (e.g., solving problems in the least
amount of time compared to the rest of the group). The
original observers included individuals from the same cul-
tural and linguistic groups as the children as well as those
from other groups, and included those familiar with
Gardner's theory of multiple intelligences as well as those
unfamiliar with it. Three raters knowledgeable in Gardner's
theory of multiple intelligences accumulated the behaviors
from these initial observations and categorized them accord-
ing to the seven intelligences by paying attention to

Gardner's (1983) description of core capabilities in each intel-
ligence (Maker, 1996). Raters disagreed on the placement of
only three behaviors of the original 150 items. The three
items were revised until agreement was reached.

The DISCOVER assessment behavior checklist was

revised several times as more data were collected from obser-
vations. In its present form, the checklist consists of82 behav-
iors and 68 characteristics ofproducts (Maker, 1996). Some of
the behaviors can be observed in only one activity, but most

are relevant to two or more activities. This practice is consis-
tent with Gardner's belief that no human activity involves the
use of only one intelligence, and also with data from the
grounded research that formed the basis for the assessment

(Maker, 1996). Behaviors that apply to all activities were

aggregated and included in the last section of the checklist
labeled "General" (Maker, 1996).
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Activities

In the DISCOVER assessment, a set ofdifferent activities
is used (Maker, 1996) to assess spatial, linguistic, and logical-
mathematical intelligences. Within each activity, students are
required to perform certain tasks that increase in difficulty
and openness.

Spatial: Pablo®, art supplies, Capsela® and more. The first
series of problems presented to the students is spatial. The
material for this activity in grades K-8 consists of colored
cardboard pieces of different shapes, designs, and sizes called
Pablo(E). The tasks differ from one grade level to the next. For
example, in kindergarten, the observer holds a big square-
shaped piece, and children are requested to find a piece that is
shaped like it (Type I problem). Then, the observer holds a
picture of a rainbow, and again the children must find pieces
that look like a rainbow (Type II problem). Constructions of
mountains (Type III problem), animals (Type IV problem)
and anything they would like to make (Type V problem) fol-
low. In more advanced grades, students make more complex
constructions, such as "something that moves" (grades 3-5)
or a container (grades 6-8). Observers note the complexity of
the constructions, the extent to which they resemble the
designs the children are attempting to make, their symmetry
or asymmetry, the number ofconstructions, their uniqueness,
and whether they are two or three-dimensional. In grades 9
through 12, other materials are used, such as art supplies and
Capsela(®) (mechanical construction kit).

Logical-mathematical/Spatial: Tangrams. Each student is
given a set of Chinese tangrams (21 pieces of three different
shapes: triangles ofthree different sizes, squares and parallelo-
grams). Observers show students different ways to combine
the tangrams to make familiar shapes. Next, students make a
geometrical shape (a square for grades K-2, a triangle for
grades 3-5, a parallelogram for grades 6-8 and a rhombus for
grades 9-12) using as many tangram pieces as possible.
Observers note the shape and completeness of the construc-
tion, as well as the number ofpieces used.

Next, each student receives a booklet of six pages ofpuz-
zles arranged from easy to difficult. Students are instructed to
use their pieces to make the shapes on the worksheets. If stu-
dents complete all six pages of the puzzle booklet, they
receive a seventh page called the challenge sheet that is more dif-
ficult to complete than the puzzle booklet. Observers record
the order in which each student, in comparison to his or her
classmates, completes the worksheets and the amount oftime
taken on each. They also note behaviors such as making puz-
zles in different ways, choosing pieces that fit without physi-
cally turning them, taking apart a puzzle to try a different set
ofpieces, persisting in difficult tasks, learning from clues that

observers give, and showing enjoyment of the task. At first,
observers start by giving students general clues, which are fol-
lowed gradually by more specific clues after five minutes if
students are still unable to solve the puzzles and wish to be
given further assistance. Observers give clues to enable stu-
dents to finish the task and lessen feelings of failure; however,
students given specific clues do not get the Definitely rating in
tangrams even if they solve all puzzles of the booklet. Only
students who use efficient strategies on their own to solve
puzzle problems are considered superior problemsolvers and,
thus, get the Definitely rating.

Linguistic: Storytelling and Storywriting. In the linguistic
activities, students play with an array of toys that differ
according to the grade level. They group the items that are
alike in some way (grades K-2), or list as many descriptors
of the single item and multiple items as possible (grades
3-8). Observers record the items in each group and chil-
dren's reasons for putting them together (K-2) or they
note the descriptors and their characteristics as described
by students (grades 3-8). Students then tell a story involv-
ing some or all of the toys they played with. Observers
either record the stories verbatim or taperecord them
according to the students' preference. They note whether
stories have a beginning, middle, and end; a plot; the qual-
ity ofwords used; dialogues; unique ideas; and appropriate
sequence of events.

A day or so before or subsequent to the DISCOVER
assessment, students write a story on a subject of their choice
(in kindergarten, children make a drawing that tells a story).
Two members of the DISCOVER team separately evaluate
the written stories and, here too, they classify students in one
of the four categories mentioned above: Unknown, Maybe,
Probably, and Definitely. If the two evaluators disagree on their
assigned classification, they meet and discuss the product
characteristics until they reach a consensus. A third evaluator
might be consulted if consensus cannot be reached.
Evaluators look for originality ofproducts, complex ideas, and
cause-effect relationships, and they do not penalize the stu-
dents for spelling or grammatical errors.

Logical-Mathematical: Worksheets. Worksheets that
include written numerical problems are used to assess this
intelligence (in kindergarten, observers use tangram pieces
to assess the children's counting ability, as well as their grasp
of the concepts of more and less). The DISCOVER assess-
ment worksheet math problems differ in difficulty accord-
ing to grade levels. However, worksheets for all grades
include a total of 17 problems, with the last five having
open-ended possibilities (e.g., use of prespecified numbers
to write as many addition, subtraction, multiplication, and
division problems as possible). Observers note the number
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of correct problems, as well as the use of strategy, commuta-
tive properties, use of more than one operation, and evi-
dence of flexible or original thinking.

Interpersonal, Intrapersonal, and Bodily-Kinesthetic.
Although specific activities in the DISCOVER assessment
are not performed to assess these intelligences, observers
note behaviors that pertain to them while children are
engaged in small-group activities (Pablo(®), Tangrams, and
Storytelling). Observers look for behaviors that indicate
strengths in intrapersonal, interpersonal, and bodily-kines-
thetic abilities, such as the quality of interaction, cooperative
or competitive behaviors, self-oriented expressions, leader-
ship ability, and bodily movements that convey emotions,
add to a story, or demonstrate excellent coordination.

Reliability and Validity Research

Since the DISCOVER assessment is a relatively new
instrument, only a few studies have been conducted so far on
the reliability and validity of the assessment. At the time this
article was written, further empirical studies were under way.

Reliability Studies

Griffiths (1996) conducted two studies on the interob-
server reliability of the DISCOVER assessment. In the first
study, two observers separately watched videotapes of five
observation sessions of the Pablo(®) activity. Participants were
25 Navajo children ranging in age from 9 to 13 years. As they
viewed the tapes, the researchers sketched the children's con-
structions and took notes in much the same way as the origi-
nal observers in the tapes did. Then, each of the researchers
independently classified the children's problem-solving abil-
ity in Pablo(®) according to the four rating categories of
Unknown, Maybe, Probably, and Definitely. A correlation analy-
sis yielded positive and significant correlations, with the high-
est being 0.81, indicating a high agreement among the three
observers. Percentages of agreements using Cohen's Kappa
ranged from 75 to 100%. Griffiths concluded that the inter-
observer reliability of the DISCOVER assessment in the
Pablo(® activity was high. She attributed the differences in the
percentages ofagreements to differences in the two observers'
length of experience in the process.

In the second study, participants were observed in a live
setting. Six observers with different levels of experience
(novices, moderate experience, and experts) watched the stu-
dents perform three of the DISCOVER assessment activities
(Pablo(®), Tangrams, and Storytelling) and recorded separate
notes. Participants were 91 students ranging in age from 5 to

11 years. Cohen's Kappa indicated an agreement between the
researcher and all six observers ranging from 80 to 100%,
with the highest agreement being between the researcher and
the expert observers and the lowest between the researcher
and the novices. Also, the agreement among observers was 95
to 100% across all experience levels on the Definitely rating
category. The researcher concluded that the DISCOVER
assessment interobserver reliability was high and that levels of
observers' experience affected slightly, but not significantly,
their rating of students' problem-solving abilities.

Validity Studies

In a study conducted on the validity of the DISCOVER
assessment, Griffiths (1997) found evidence for comparative
validity of the assessment with the WISC-III. The rationale
for conducting this study was not to compare the overall
scores of students obtained through the use of both instru-
ments, but rather to examine the relationship between stu-
dents' ratings on each of the DISCOVER assessment
activities and their scores on the corresponding WISC-III
subtest. In other words, the comparison in Griffiths' study
focused on students' performance in each of the intelligences
as assessed in the DISCOVER assessment and the WISC-III.
Thirty Mexican-American and low income children (9-11
years) took both the WISC-III and the DISCOVER assess-
ment. Although overall ratings of students in the two assess-
ments were different (i.e., students identified as gifted
through the DISCOVER assessment did not necessarily have
IQ scores in the top 3% of the population), analyses of sepa-
rate activities corresponding to the different intelligences
(e.g., linguistic, mathematical, etc.) as revealed by the two
measures indicated close resemblance between the results of
the DISCOVER assessment and the WISC-III. The results
provide some evidence for the concurrent validity ofthe DIS-
COVER assessment; however, further validity studies with
larger samples are needed.

In another study, Sarouphim (1999) compared the con-
sistency between the DISCOVER assessment ratings and two
independent ratings (teacher, observer) in appraising students'
multiple intelligences through specific activities. Sarouphim
(1999) observed two students given respectively the ratings of
Definitely and Unknown in the DISCOVER assessment activ-
ities. She then interviewed the students' teacher and teacher
aide about their agreement with the DISCOVER assessment
ratings. The results showed that the three accounts (DIS-
COVER results, independent observer, and teachers)
depicted similar results concerning the participants' strengths
and weaknesses in spatial, logical-mathematical, and linguistic
intelligences, suggesting that when intelligences were assessed
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through specific activities, the DISCOVER assessment
observers were effective. However, the effectiveness of the
DISCOVER assessment observers was low in appraising the
intelligence not measured through specific tasks, namely
bodily-kinesthetic, intrapersonal, and interpersonal intelli-
gences. The researcher recommended that specific activities
to appraise those intelligences be devised for an effective and
credible assessment of students' intelligences throughout the
whole spectrum of intelligences.

Sarouphim (1998) examined the DISCOVER assessment
as a concurrent measure of the Raven Progressive Matrices.
The sample consisted of 257 kindergarten, second, fourth,
and fifth graders, predominantly Navajo Indians and Mexican
Americans. Kindergarten and second graders took the Raven
Coloured Progressive Matrices, whereas the fourth and fifth
graders took the Raven Standard Progressive matrices.
Participants' Raven scores were correlated with their DIS-
COVER assessment ratings. The results showed that the
highest correlations appeared between students' Raven scores
and their ratings in Pablo®) (r = .58, p < .01), Tangrams (r =
.39, p < .01), and Math (r = .35, p < .01), whereas the lowest
correlations appeared between students' Raven scores and
their ratings in Storytelling (r = .20, ns.) and Storywriting (r =
0.093, ns.). The author concluded that. even though the cor-
relations were not high, the statistically significant correla-
tions found between students' Raven scores and their
DISCOVER ratings provide evidence for the concurrent
validity of the assessment, since both the Raven test and the
three DISCOVER activities are measures of nonverbal rea-
soning abilities. Similarly, the low and nonsignificant correla-
tions that appeared between the Raven and the Storytelling
and Storywriting activities provide the same kind ofevidence
(divergent validity), since the Raven, unlike Storytelling and
Storywriting activities, is not a measure of linguistic intelli-
gence.

Im p ic a t i o n s

Historically, minority students have not been assessed
validly. Consequently they are underrepresented in programs
for the gifted. The DISCOVER assessment seems to be a
promising tool for the identification of gifted minority stu-
dents. The appealing tasks, dynamics of the process, and evi-
dence on the sound psychometric properties of the
instrument might encourage practitioners to adopt it for
identification purposes. However, increasing the number of
identified minority students must not be an aim in itself;
rather, providing them with opportunities for fair identifica-
tion and placing them in appropriate educational programs

should be the concern. At the present time, potential prob-
lems might arise from the placement of students identified
through the DISCOVER assessment in traditional programs
for the gifted. The focus in the DISCOVER assessment is on
solving problems efficiently, effectively, and economically in
spatial, mathematical, and linguistic intelligences. Unless the
programs for the gifted in which students are placed match
this focus, the students might not benefit from the special ser-
vices with which they are provided. Therefore, the develop-
ers of the DISCOVER assessment need to warn educators
who use the instrument for identification purposes of this
potential mismatch problem. Also, to reduce the gap between
assessment and instruction, the developers might suggest the
use of the DISCOVER assessment along with a curriculum
based on multiple intelligences.

Further research is needed on the effective use of the DIS-
COVER assessment with other minority and nonminority popula-
tions. Considering the scarcity of empirical research on
perfornnce-based assessment (Baker, O'Neil, & Linn, 1994), more
studies need to be conducted and reported in the literature for evi-
dence ofthe effectiveness ofsuch instruments. Perhaps future use of
performance-based assessments, such as the DISCOVER process,
along with monitored studies may demonstrate empirically the need
for a paradigm shift in the testing field. C1
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