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Abstract 
i 

I 
\. 

The effect of the mofhcr's use of the term "gified" \+as csarnined. Mothers who uscd gifted - 
t"l,scrs'*. n = 27). niothcrs w.ho akotded usingagifled (.-A\oiders". 11 - 2 I ). and theh schod aged chiidrcn 

i \{horn the! identilicd'as gtfted iscre compared \s.ith mothers ("Comparison". n = 20) and their non- 

id&itlfied sh~ldrc~i  ustng a st ruciurcd intenwu and questionnaires. .Mothers of gifted children belkvcd 
0 6 

kikdncss ran in farni1ii.s and caused m t a l  problems. Lscr rnothcrs \ai'ued intelligence higkl!. placcd 

ICSS emphasis on hard uork. wcrc less &isfwd with thetr chlld's school pcrfonnance: and bcl~c\.cd 

'-g~fted" descrikd their children A\oldcr.mothers rated the~r child's sc=lmol pcsfommce morc psittvel! 

and. emphasi/cd ;icadcnuc giftcdncss When compared to Cornpanson ch~ldren. .4\01der ch~ldrcn rated 
1 % 

. theniscl\cs as nlorc scholastical~ competent on the tiancr Sslf-Perccptton Profile for children uhlk  Uscr 
C I" # 

e 

chr idken rated scholastic sonip~'t~11cc loner on the lniporrancc Scale of that measure Ftndlngs arc 

. discusxd tn rclat~c+n to dlffcrences In the readth of rhk mothers' conccptlons of g~ftcdness and use d' 
* 

b 
-'gificd". the belief that g~ftcdricss causcs social problems. and tlic potentla1 for~usunderstandrng bct\teen 

I k r  mothers and chtldtcn A / % 
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THE LABEL "GIFTEDw: 
MOTHERS' BELIEFS, TRANSMISSlO-N OF BELIEFS AND IMPACT ON THE CHILD. . - 

t 

While the practlce of laklhng ch~ldren has been decried b! nunterous profcssior13ls. not all 

labels are negatiic The label -gifted". - for c-umple. ~ o u l d  seem to suggest desirable qualities and is 

therefore in contrast to labels such as"-delinquent". '-learning disabled" or "retarded". However. not only 

IS there alrajs  the rlsk that an! label. posith; or ncgati\e. s i l l  carry with it ass la ted  beliefs and 

$spectations that may o\~en~hclm the unique qualities of the ~ndicidual child. it is also not clear that the 

lakl  "gifted': is. i tsclf. m i r e  free of pcjorati\c connotations. Popular books on the subject of "gifted" 

c h ~ i d r h  such as The Gtficd Kids Sun-ival Guide senes (Galbraith. 1983. 1985) instruct youngsters on 

hou to copc with the social and emotional pitfalls of being "gifted" Books ainted at parents also idcntifj 

possible problems for the gifred child "A gifted child rarelj seems like much of a gift to his ( S I C )  parents" 
L 

(Kropp & Hodson. 1995.' p. 229). So begins a chaptcr on giftedness in a recent book for parents on 
g: , 

na, lgatlng thc Can;tdlan school s? stcn~ Tbc School m t l o n :  Cictt1n.e Canada's d i ~ m l s  to wor for \ow A 
L&J_~ goes on to rricntioli thc gifted chtld-s sense of   sol at ion. ostracism by peers. depression and 

borcdorn. Despite the prcwncc of popular books nhrch see~n to tell parcnts and cluldren that ~t is diflicult 

to be gifted. it is not clear I\ hat parents actually bclievc about giftedness or whether there are dtffercnccs 

ktucen the beliefs of those parents \\ho identify then children as gifted and those ~ h o  do not. Although 

rcscarch has been conducted owfs~ble effects on the child of being labelled *-g ift ed... this area has no1 

becn explored in sonno:tlon with parents' beliefs about 11r hat "gifted means. 

I 
-, - . 

I'uttlc and Corncll i 1997 t- in their stud! of the I m p d  of the labcl "gifted" on sibling 

relnttonships hen onl! onc ch11d is so labelled. have noted that prmious studies have tended to examme 

the tuuc of the labA -+gifted-. in isolation from the meaning of the label to parents andchildren The? 

co~~cludcd that "Parcntiil labeling dcsencs further study since @rental attitudes tovar'd gifiedness and 

thctr conccptjons of giftedness nu: mediate labeling effects" (p. 400) 



Labels. such as *'gyfted'-. are part of the larger area of prlretit'belrefs Parent beliefs arc presumed 

to affect p a r e n ~ l  bdxwiour and. thercb~. child beha\iour L'nfortunatef?. as Miller ( 1988) has noted. 

efforts to describe the rclatlonship bcttwen parent beliefs and child outcome have been disappointing and 

his pessimism has been borne out b? research into the impact of parental beliefs about giftedness on chdd 

betiaviour. There ha\c been cortflictmg reports about the impact on the child of bang labelled "gift& . 
and the relationship between the parcnr's beliefs about giftedness and child outcome remains virtuall? 

uncsamtned. Th1.s study exanirtttd parental beliefs.abou1 the label "gifted" and the impact of this label on . 4 

chl!dren Thc ih~ld's undcrstandtng of the label was explored as an ~ntcrmcdiate step betwen parental - 

. laklling and child kh;n lour 

1+ 
t 

Research from a number of :irctts is relevan1 to this toplc. These ~nclude thc nature of parcnt 

beliefs in general. the ctaractcnst~cs of '-giftedness" as a belief: what the parents bclieve about gifted 

chridrcn; the tr;tnmnsvon of beliefs from parcnt to chrld: and research on the impact of the label "gifted" 
i* 

The Nature of Parent Beliefs 

Conr~ect~ng parcnt b d r t f  and child outcome is difficult bocause culture. arbculture. social class. 

and personal qualities ntodcratc tht beliefs of each indi\idual niahing ~t difficuk to connect definiti\.el} ;In 

abstract belief w i t h  il parcnt behat lour Some of the diflicultles ma) also stem from the \vide \ . a r i c ~  of 

amtudcs subsumed undcr rhc nlbrlc of 3 --parent belicf'. D c ~ e l o p m t n ~ l  benchmarks. attitudes toward 

b a p l t n c .  mimatrons of .x=-tdcmk- ;ttrilir? and models ofthe nature of t k  chiM h e  all been ewnined 

u&r this umbrclb tern At one end of the continuurn are those beliefs M htch can be tenfted or refuted: 

facrual statements. such 3s -'Coqlpared to classmates. rn! ch~ld is short" or predictions. such as "XI! child 

till1 get 805G on t h ~  %lath IL%'- In contrast to these objecti\e or venfiable opinions are ve? subjectkc 

judgmtnls such as '.lf> chtld is good" or opinions such as "Children should never be punished" 
i 



Intermediate betwxn thew txio points are a number of judgments Ivhich hale both subjecriw and 
+ 

objective elements: Thtvc are judgmt'nts \shich refer to specific qwlities describing a relatively narrowly 

defined bcha\iour \t hich ma!. In fact. be expressed as a label. Ho\ve\,er. thc exact limits of the 

appljcatton of this Iiibel ma? bc unclear. and other qiialitres ntaj be lmphed in the label but not dircctl! 
5 

stated. "M. child is gifted" is a m~~riingfid statemerit about the child's bchaviour. However. unlike 
= 

purely objective statements. the limits of the application of the label may be uncertain. and unspoken 

attributes ma! accompany the labcl 'I 
X $ 

Rescarc h on p;trcnt~l tk-llcfs cot ers a conllnuum from rcsearch on purcl?. subjective bcllefs lo 

research w h ~ h  ewnincs thosc'kl~cfs of parents that can be conipared for accurac! with an csternal 

realit! The latter ma! be morc accurately described as predictions rather than beliefs. Studies asking 

parents to predict thcir child's iQ or scores on tests ~ o u l d  fall into this latter category (e.g . Miller. 

Yanhnl (l M&. 1991 ) -.rhdc studies askmg subjects about the nature of intelligence (Mugny 8. Canlgatl. 

19x9) would fall lnro tkc former criic?goq of purel! subjective bcllcfs. \Vhat nm.kes both \mctics of 

, 
parcnra I belrefs rnt:restieg 1s the nssunlpt~on~hat these bel~efs \i 111 be translated into choices or actlons on 

the pan of the bel~c\-er .ind that dtffcrcnt beliefs \till precipitate different actions 

There are a number of compl~cations that affect \I hether or how the parent acts on ;I particular 
I 

belicf There are substnnt~ril diffkrencrr bctwxn cuhures not onlj as to what beha\-iours arc desirable in a 

chid but also as to ttou parents can encourage their attainment {Hcss ct 31. 1986, White & L a h e .  1086; 

Hundcidc. I YC)Z :;. There are also sukvlturai ddTerences \\ ith~n communities (Goodnou. Cashmore. 

Colton. & Knight. 1984) Both gender differences in ho\s closely parents adhere to their stated beliefs 

(%fcG~lllcud!-DiLisi. 1982). and swrd class differences (Brooks K! Rcnnic 1962; Turkin & Cohler. 1973) 

in translating k l ~ e f s  into actions h a  e been documented. Differing scores on locus of control m s u r e s  

h a e  k e n  associated In m~ddlcclass pdients \tih differences in \+hat parents beiic\.c they should do to 



facriftatc their chi Id's development (Geiejs & Pcase. 1986). Finally. parents may be either unwittingly or 
1 

dci~beratcl\ incon~istent about their beliefs. On one hand. they may hwe assimilated codicting'beliefs 

a b u t  child-rearing and hold then1 without concern for the internal logical contradictions of such beliefs 
, 

(Palencios. Goniale~ artd hloreno. lW2). On the other hand. parents ma! consciously hold alternative 

esplanatlons to a particular bekf  arid usi  the competing belief when convenient to esplain an! 

inconsistency in tritnslatrng kt icfs Into actions (Goodnow and Delane! . 1989). At times. it ma? even bc 

I- unclear \\ hether stated bclicfs prcccdc and beget..or follow and explain. actions (Bugental. 1992). 
n 

Dcspitc thc aforementroned problems. parents do hold both general beliefs ;?bout how bcst to rarr  

ch! ldren and spccilic btlrefs about their children's devclopmcntal status. their personalities. and their 
f 

rno:nation Thcsc klrcfs may bc hcld w~th greater or lcsser intensity. ~ei icfs  held ~ i t h  less intensity are 

Ilk+ upped b:, studies \tliich ask parents to precfict hou w.sll their chlld will do on a particular test or at 

a particular skill. These peripheral beliefs likcft- hatc little inipact on parental behaviour unless they are 
-a. 

# 
reprcscntatix of more central klicfs. The more intensel\, hcld central beliefs would likely include%oth 

prcdmie oprnrons ;;boui a hetlicr the child is deleloping appropriately and more subjecti\.e as&sn~ents 

such as those relating to thc panicular chlld's specialness. the inlpact of \.arious child-rearing practices 

and the nature of chddrcn in general Goodnou and Collins ( 1990) have suggested some fatures of bel~ef , 

s!ucms that \\ottld cause parents to adhcrc to their kfiefs strong]! Strongl:, held beltefs are likely to be 

shared b! \-alucd others: ~dtntif! the holder as unique in a positive sense (e g. religious. ethnic. or social 

claq tdcntltresl. bc defensible. bc cureme or hale affectne Intenstt:,. and be central to one's bchef qstsm 

Thc bclicf that ot?c's child is gifted could readil? be identified as one \shich had these features. The 

importance or intensity of this klrcf ma! differ from parent to prent; however. parents spontaneously 

join associations for gifrcd children. suggesting that this belief is one \vhlch m~ght well be held with some 



Whether ths parent's bclicf bodes 111 or\vAl for the child ma? depend on the consequcnces of that 

bel~cf If the rcsull of the parent's belief IS pcrcened b the child as a scnes of new and burdensome 

espectations. the e%xi of k i n g  labclled "gifted" will be qu~tc different from the effect if the child 

per:et\cs the result ;is a sertcs oilriteresting and escitlng oppoitunrilcs. Goodnow and Collins (1990) 

suggest that the child. i n  order to kncfit from or fulfill the parent's bcl~sfs. must understand and accepl 
. 

them Beltcfs are of kaluc to thc chid to thc dcgrcc that inaccuraq represalts p s i t k e  bias and that the? 
% 

arc flexible In the l'ace of rcalit! 
Giftedness as a belief 

% .  

t 6; ; G ~  = ' The concept o i  "gificdness" has niost of the features that Goodnow and Collins ( 1930) predict 

\ i l l1  ~dertuf\ inlcnsei hcldbcllefs In light of thc critena that Ihc! propose. r t  apF i r s  that "glftedncss" 
i 

docs.fulfili the c.n~crion of k ing  shared 1~1th ~a lued  othcrs In panlcular. giftedness ma! be sccn as 

'-nmnlng In the f;rr~ul>" A l k n  c l OWa. I1)XOb. I904 ) has suggested that cllildrcn are rdentified as gifted 

tthcn thetr pmicti1;ir tal~nis. gcndcr. and birth ordo cotncids with hmil!. \dues and aspirations. ~ t h ~ l c  

UI~wni's c 1085) stud of talent de\clopment found that o u n g  peoplc tcnd to succeed in arcas in which 

their fitmil! IS alrc;id in\ ohed 

J 

Lanous slud~c. indtcate t h ~ t  parents of yficd childrcn arc ~ndced different from other parents 

Studies of thc parents of giftd children sugcst they arc bcttcr educated. more intelhgent. of higher SES. 

and more intellcct~~;lll! hontogcncoi~s than other families (Albert. l980a. 19XOb; Bcnbm Si Stanley. 1980; 

Bcnbm. SJanlc!. L ~ r k  K: Zondsrnian. 198.3. Colangclo dI: Ken. 19%)) Othcr studles ha1.o suggested 

pcrsonalit; dificrc~~ces':tnd dlffcrcnccs in famil! Lalues and parenting styles between parents of gifted 

chlidfcrl and parents of non-gifted children (Gockenbach. 1989: Landau,& Weissler. 1903: Cornell & 

Grossbcrg. 1987. Lirncs K Sf~rtedcl. I%:. Wctssler" C4 Landau. 1997 1 

e 



Titc fan~ilic-s tliemscltes ha\e been rtported as cohesit-c. etnotionaliy open. mutually supponive 
- I 

(Cornell & Grosskrg. 1987: Gockcnbach, 1989). flexible and prone to involvingtheir childrcn in 

decision-ntaklng (Landm and Wcissler). encouraging of independence. and verbally rather than 

ph>sicall~ commurtrzawe (Karncs and Shwedel.. 1987). Familics of gifted children-also report morc 

tcniion. and parcnis arc rcponcd to be morc critical and more denlanding of correct granilmr (Wcissler & 

Liirhu. 1997) Kot surpnstngl!. fanul! values are alleged to focus on cultural ~ a l u c s  and books (Corncil 
\ * -  

/ & Grossberg. 1987: Landau & h'crssler. 199;) The wide lariel! of find~ngs reported In the research ma! 

be ;i result of thc agc and the dcgrec of precocit? manifested by the children or of the cultural 1.alues of the 

parents rn the diTfcrcnt samples studied. Karncs and Schwedel ( 1987). for csamplc. reported on 
\ 

preschoolers rn North .41ilcrrca. whrlc 13'cissler and Landau ( 1993) reported on school children in lsriiel 
B 

Bloom ( IW5) rn his rctrospcctrtc stud! of the childhood of talented !oung adults descrrbed rhrcc stages of 

apprcnticc,ship rhe talcritcd children nent through, progressing from the child's initial. pleasurable 

tnrroduction to the ficfd to a final loc i  of intensite stud? under tllc tut&gc of 3 demanding master 
* 

practilioncr. hVhilc Bloom's respondents ncre describing different teachers \v$h differen! teaching st! Ies. 
' 

it is probablc that parcnrs also auroniaticall~ shift front a "fun" cmphas~s to a more rigourous and 

dcrnanding approach as the child matures 

G d n o v  and C'ollrns ( 1 W O )  also suggested that kliefs nhich are held intensely arc thosc whrch 

conve! a fa\oured status on thc holder Corncli (1984) noted that parents tvho believed their child to be 
* 

_gifted fclt grcatcr prtdc In and ilosllrtess to thcir child than did parents uho did nor belietee thcir equtall! 

able childreii to bc gifted Some studlcs of parcnrs u ho arc told b? others that thcir child is gifted suggest 
P 

that thcrc are parents \\ ho ma? be conccrned t Freeman. 1979: Kcirouz. 1 Y9l1): however. parenal pride 

and cnthus~asn~ are more comnion responses. A "gift", b? definibon. irnplics somcthmg dewable. and 

ts hate\-cr second t hougltts parents might haye about their child's abilities. it IS reasonable to assume that to 

be "grfted" rs a fonunatc statc 



h Whether parental kl isfs  a t children's giftedness are defensible might seem somewhat more 

* diflicult to argue. but pirents arc surpris b ly accurale in identif!-mg joung gifted children (Louis and 
. w 

I.et\is. 1902: Robinson. 1987). It nould appear. however. that thcy arc more accurate if the identification 
' 

C 

is spontaneous rather than in response to the bidcfing of professionals seeking to find gifted children 

Certain1 the bclicf'that o&'s child is \tithin the top 2-5% of intcllcctual abilih is an extreme belief. at 

"% 

Hou ~nter~scl! such a bcltcf is held is not clcar I t  1s not kno\\ n hon map! parents decidc t h w  

preschool child is gifted but reterse thcir decision durtng thcir child's school ytxrs. I t  is also not clear 

hou persistcntl! parents u111 maintain thcir belief in face of conflicting evidence. what qualities of the 

parent and the child contribute to persistence in holding to the belief that thc child is gifted. or what 

et iQnce parents !xlieve to Lx ulttmarcl~ disconftrming. Whether giftedness can be central to a belief 

system is also ICSS certain. hot$<\ cr. both A l k n  ( 1980a. 1 Y8Ob) and Cornell ( 1 %J) nould suggest it is 

important to the family's identit:. Popular books (e.g.. Smutne:,. Vcenlier. K: Veenker. 1979: Galbraith. 
h * ' 

19s;: Delisle B Gabraith 1087) as ttell as journal articles (Heller. 109j) about gifted children focus not 

onl! on thcir academic suczcss but also on their special emotional and social rids. Thls hints at thc 

possibitir that "gifiness" nia! bc scen b- parents and others as a central feature of the child's personalin 

k'hethcr this tclic(uill bc bcncfictal to the chtld. according to Goodnou and Colhns1 ( 1990) 
.-C9 

model. IS less clctr Although t h m  is -0 doubt that the designation "gifted" represents a gencrall! 

positiw bias. there is little information concerning t\ hethcr parents are flesible if their belief in them 

child's superiorit> 1s not confirmed b> others. As Robinson ( 1987) noted.,it IS not clear to what degree 

parents acti\.cl:, embarh upon a plan to create a glficd child. nor do \\.c k?\x an:, idea how many parents 

arc unsuccessful and g1i.c up the project. much less hov. this affects the child. 



The meanin& *"gifted 

The concept of the "gified c h ~ l d  is to some degree a creation of the educational system (Borlatld. 

, 19v6): ho\\mer. 11 is a concept \\ hich has k e n  widely accepted in popular culture. and identifying a child 

as -'gifted is more than just an arcane ~ntellcctual pursuit. Such identification benefits children bj 
.--* 

singling them out for access to spcciali~ed programs and to what has bcen described as "the pedagogy of 

privilege" (Margolin. 1996). .4ccess to such programs may be \.iewed as highly desirable bj parents. not 

on1 because of the natural pridc parcnts feel when their child is selected as having exceptional abilities. 

but also because of cducatlonal and potential career ad~mtages offered b, enrollment in such programs 

The,wgths to which some parents tiill go to obtain such ad~antages for them children are alluded to in 

Stone's ( 1992) hislon of the Hunter College Campus Schools for the Gifted. in which she suggests that 
* - 

s o n ~  parents who were teachers or ps~choIogists ma!. ha\-e primed their children for the entrance tests to 

onsnrc their admission. Ho\ic\ er. despite the readiness of educators arid parcnts to identify children iIS 
I 

gified. there is :I lack of precision 3s to exactly how to discriminate betaren a gified child and a non-gifted 

chi Id. 

Dcpcndiry on thetr conccptuall~ation of giftedness. educators ma! ~dentifi gifted children sold! 

I 

on the basis of IQ oi on a combination of measures including such criteria as creativity. teacher . 

recommendation. or personalit? traits. Feldhusen and Janvan (1993). in their discussion of \,arious 

approaches to dcfir~rng "giftedness". idenufji four areas of differentiation amongst them. At a basic level 

are differences rn the tem~inolog. such as whether talent and giftedness arc the same thing and issues 

such as whether crcat~vit!. is a nccessa? component of giftedness. A second basic difference is the degree 

of supenorit! and iniplicd rarit) required of a perfontlance for it to be considered "gifted". Eligibilih for 

programs ma? extend to t h ~  top 15-2M0 of children or be limited to the top 1%. A third but related 

diff'ercnce among theorists is the relationship bet\veen giftedness and potential giftedness and the degree . 
to iih~ch it is bclie,cd that gifiedntss can be detelupcd or enhanced. A final difference In thmries is rhc 



degree of breadth. At one estrcrnc are researchers such as those from the Study of Mathematically 

Precocious Youth (SXIPY) at Johns Hopkins. \tho foctis on a linlired donmi of esceptional abilip and on 

- copn!tne and educarronal ~ssucs \Yhilc rccogn~rrng the unlquc charactenstics of each cfi~ld. the] arc ' 

,plorc concerned with giftedness as an cducat~onal issue rather than as a ps!cholog~cal problem (for , 
Y ." 

exi~mplc. Bcnbo~.  10%~) At thi  other extreme are those theorists uho regard giftedness as a penasivt: . 
. , 

personal qual~t! \\ h~ch affcas 311 aspects of the ch~id's hfe Thc concept of o~cre \c i tab~l~t~ .  ra part~cular. 

- emotional. intellectual m d  imagmnti\.e overescitabil~ty has been posited as central to giftedness andas 

afkct~ng the ~ndi\.idur\l's personalit? and social realm. ..As pek.onal tqits. o\crescitabilities ate often not 

alued sociall! . bL.1 ng \ ictrcd 1nsrc;id as nenousncss. h!pcracti\.it!. neurotic temperament. esccssivi. 

crnottonalit! and cmot~onal intcnsit! that most pco& find uncon~fortablc. at close range'. cP~echo\\\sli~ t3 

t'olangclo. 1984 

0 

0 \ 
Gnen Ehc potc-ntial range of concept~ons of giftedness. ~t is not surpnslng that thcrc I S  no 

co~tmont  agreed upon nmns of rdcnnh Ing a chdd as g~ftcd Educators ma? rsf! on ribrlit! or- .. - 
0 

achict cmcnt tests aionc or on a hosr of measures including ctiecklists. cratiwly tests and peer or self 

nominations The rclfancc on I Q  tcsts alonc has been quest~oned not onl! because of possrblc cultural 

.blab. but also b c ~ i u x !  chrtdrcn 50 ~dcnt~ficd ma! be nc~thcr htghl?.~~l~tt \ i i t~d nor acadcmicall c\ccpt~onal 

' 

r g o l n .  1 On thc ot hcr hand. using a \.ariet! of nlcasures ma! compl~cate rather than stmpl~fj 

identificat~on An aria! of nmsurcs ma! funct~on as 3 s~rics of obstxle~ to identification rather than n 

rncans of identti? [rig promlslng ?oungstcrs. i r  h~ie at the same tmc a nunlbcr of ch~ldrcn ma! bc idernifid 

on .me measurc onl! 

Issuts surroundmg the conccptlon of giftedness are important to educators because the defin~tion 

of $icdntlss lads  to the ~dcnttficatlon of certain t]ps of children and ultimatcl! to pro\:idiag thosc 

idcntificd uith an :ippropnatc educational en\-ironmcnt Thus. what constitutes an appropriate 



a educational program for g~fted children depends on the prevail~ng model of grfiedness Programs based 

on a narrow conception of gifedness may take the form of acceleration or fast-paced academic programs 
'l 

such as the SMPY programs for highl! able math students (Stanlei & Benbow. 1987). More commonly. a 

Icss narrow defi~iitlon of the target population is used. and cll~ldren ~derltified as gifted are offered geiteral 

T 

enrichment programs (Southern. Jones. & Stanlq. 1993). Although these programs. which focus on such 
7 

-,~ 

issues as affecthe de\:elopmcnt. crcatni t~ and leadership skills. ha\x been criticized by some its 
, e 

ittti.llectuaIly triv~tl and academicall> irrele\ent (Sa\s?er. 1988). they remain popular. As Pendanis and 

Ho\\le (1996) not< "hl-lan! g~ftcd education programs are based on thc assumption that gifted children arc 

quAitati\-el diffcrcrit from othcr silildrcn" (p. 220) 

4 

I n  contrast lo the lntcrcst of professionals in defining g~ftcdness and the interest of parents in 

ha, Ing their children identified as *-gifted". there has been litile research to csaniinc csactly \\hat 

eiftedness mans  to parents. hlugn and Caiugati (1989) used thc term "gtfted child" to describe the 
L 

4 
factor that cxplaincd thc most \ariance in their factor anal!-tic stud!, of the beliefs of Swiss and Italian 

parcnts. teachers. and tc:icllcrs-~n-trairl~rig about the nature of intelligence 111 children. The gifted child. 

nho is niotivated. mature. ~ntelitgcnt. curious. articulate and possesses a host of other desirable qualities. 

was scen b! adults. In Mugn! and C'arugati's ( 1989) maS!sis. as a pioduct of innate and, in the q e s  of 

;parents. tinmodifiable b~ological mequalit!; They found that parents. especially those ~vho had morc than 

onc child. adhered mosr stronpl! to the model of the gi fied child. The? argued that this is bccousc \r hen 

paxnts arc faced lrh inerpl~c;~blt d~ffercnces between children. the! ha\.e nothing to fall back upon bm 

an mnatlst modcl The ulllntate rcsult. t h o  proposed. IS that parents are forced to adopt e~tlter a 1ar.s.w~- 
1 

t m w  attituje to their ch~ldren's cognltnc de\clopment or arc obliged to turn to experts Thus parents are 
L 

ult~matcl! somcv hat hclpless i n  the face of hat arc pcrccnxd as natural and immutable inequalities. 



a Mugn? and Carugati's 4 1989) stud!. howeirr. docs not tell us hot1 parents define a gifted chtld 

I t  is the researchers ah0  named the der~vcd factor as the ''fled chid" and parents themselves ma, not -., 

describe a gifted child as one who has the qdalitics u hich lie an that factor. I t  does seem likely though. 

t hat features such as I nnatencss and rrnn~u@bilit> are seen b> parents as features of giftedness. Feu would 

arguc that thc qiulities suggesting cogniti\.e superiority, ithich a l s g l a ~  on Mugny and Carugati's "gifted" 

factor. are contran to tlte.qua1itics of the child labclled "gifted" 

L .. 
4. 

Indeed. centrai to the term *-gifted is the idea that the child JS de\elopmentall~ rn adlance of his 
Ub 

or her peers. and 11 is thts judgincnt about their child's ability that parents make when labelling their child 

"elAed--. L In general. parents appcar to judge their childls success at mcetinp dcvelopn~en~d norms in 

accordance n ~ t h   cultural^> defined c~pectations. When the? deem the child read!. parents pro\.ide 

scnsiti\t and contingent responses to thc child's behaviour in order to facilitate thc acquisition of 

de\eloptnental skills (K~ndcrn~ann cYr Skinner. 1988). When children do not dex.clop at the espectcd rats. 

parents arc often the first to recognix the dela-. sometimes in the face of cspcn opinion to lhc contran 
r-' 

(Fumc~us.  1088). On the othcr hand. M hen parents judge their ch~ld to be in ad~ance of others the! ma! 

coricludc thcir chd3 is gifted 

P -  

Of course. parcnts do halt 3 posrti\c bras to~jard their own chrldren When asked ro predrct thsrr 

child's score on ;I test in comparison nlth that of a h!-pothcticai a\crage child. parents tend to o\.ercstm;ite 

thc~r 01% n child's scorc I klillsr. I W X .  Mtller. hlanhal & Mec. 199 1 1. It appcars that the parcnts of 

brighter children nuke nlorc accuratc abrlih judgments than the parents of slower children. h o w t ~  . thrs 

phcnomenon ma! bc a statlstiwl artifact (Miller. Mmhal & Mee. 1991; Miller & Davis. 1092) Mlller 

pomts out that bcx;tusc all parents o\ crestimatc their children's abilities. parents of high-scoring children 

appear more accurm bxausc the parent's eslimate and the child's performance arc: both close to thc 



- ' e l f id  - were ccrtaini~ bright or had areas of precocih t\ hich were not reflected by their IQ scores. Thcse 
4. 

ceihng of the test He beftew. ko~\ever. that there is e\ idence for greater accurac? on the part ofparenls 

of bright children c\en after these problems arc explained. 

: Besides the readif? undqstandabie enthusiasm p e n t s  h;ae for their own offspring, other sources 

of bias ma! Mkct parents' judgment of their child's ability and in particular. their child's giftedness. Thc 

parental tendenc! lo conclude that their child's better qualities are stable and internal and their less a 

desirable qu itics hnstrrble and situational (Dix. 1993; Ciretarson & Gelfand. 1988) ma? lead parents to 

lend greater k irnpo ancc to their chlld's achicvcments and lctd them to ovcrcstinlate their child's ability. 

Gcnder biases result in nmthers otcrrating their sons' compctencc and attributing their abilities to 

cognitne dct-clopn~cnt ishilc attributing their daughters' competence to.learning (Martin and Johnson. 

2 This may r m l t  in pbcnls presuming their sons arc gifted whilc their daughters are hard working 

The finding that p;ircnts uho  ~ c r c  high achiet.ers arc harshcr in Judging thcir children's abilit!. than 

parcats M ho had k e n  more atcrage students (Felson. 1990) might suggest that more successful p;irents 

should be less Ilkel! to k-lieye their children are gifted. 'Thus. although parents of gifted children are 

generall> reponed to be \ e n  .bright themsehcs. they ma! also judge their child'sachiet.ement bj harsher 

standards than less successful parcnts 

Dcspitc the= poss~ble sources of bias. parcnts q c  nlrprisingl~ accurate at nominating childrcn 

nho arc subscqucnil~ identified as "gftcd" b! IQ tcs~s. Louis and Let1.1~ (1992) found that t,1% of the 

three !car olds brought to thc'ir chnlc \\ere correctI~ identified b! thcir piients as gifted. This group of 

chi ldmn had 3 mean Stmford-Binet fQ of 149. Robinson ( 1987) found that 47% of the 5 0  preschoolers 
# 

examined at her clrnic usrc in t hc top 2% of thc population. Thew authors also pointed out that those 

children \tho w r c  identified h! parents as esceptioml but u.ho were not ultimately identified by testing as 

findings suggest that parents I\ ho spontaneousl> ~dentifi thelr children as esceptional are not blindcd b~ 



% parehtal pride. k t  are respodtng ro their chikfren's genuine taknts. 7ltose studies (e.g.. Burns. hktthews ' 

and Mason. 195x1: Hitchfield 1973) which base found parents to be less successful in identiezng sifted 

children have used questionable measures to co giftedness or have actwel~ solic~ted parental 
I 

nomination. a practice \\ hkh ma!-.lead to o\.er-referral. 

- 
Once parents belie~c that their child is gifted. they may become actively in\ol\,ed in promoting 

thc~r  child's gifted bchaviours Ra! mond and Benbou ( 1989) found that parents30f moderatel> and h~ghly 
.h 

gfted ch~ldren reported cncouraglng thcir child in the child's talent area Although fare&;lamed not to 

disorirninare by gender. ~ n o t k r s  ttere ntore involved ivhen the chlld was verbally talented and fathers. 

nhen the ch~ld \\as mathemat~call! talented. Actual parcnt behabiours were not defined nor was their , . 
4 

In\ ohement conmp;ued to that of parents of less g~fted children. Bloom's ( 1085) stud! of talent reported 
i" " 

Q 

Intense parental conirnilriltnt to the child's progress and pro\won of opporturutics for the ch~ld to = 

succeed. Although in thew t ~ o  stud~es it is not clear ii.11cther the parents' actions were sirnplj in response 

to the Child's beha\.iour or uerc ntoti\ated b! an underl>ing bclicf in thc child's giftedness. a study by 

Cornell ( I 989) fo~~nif that mot hers \\ ho used the tcmm "gifted in front of thcir otuld were more likel! to 
% 

enroll their child in special progranls for gifted children than wcrc motheq of gified children who did riot 

use rht: term. This suggests that i t  is their ackno\vledgcment that the child is "giftcd" that motivates 

mothers to seck out additional opponunitics for the child. 

\i'hat parents belic\.c about g~fted children 

J 

Parents of gifted chtldrcn ident~fi thcir chid's giftedness bj reference to the chld's superior 

mernoc and earl! langungc usc (Freeman. 1979: Louis Rc Lewis. lW2 f. abilih to think abstractly (Louis 

Kr Lewis. 1992) and earl? reading a b i l i ~  (Freeman. 1979). Parents ma?. identi6 different qualities in boys 

than in girls (Johnson X Lmman. 1990). Girls are rnorc likelj to be ideqified as gifted on the basis of 
I 

ha\ ing an unusual1 largc \ ocabula~.  \I, hile curiosih. problem solving and ability' to dunk abstractly have 
e 



been ii~ntioned as indicators of giftedness in m-s. Some parems (Freeman, 1979. Cornell, 1984) have 

suggested that the? werc able to recogni~e the child's superior abilities in early i n h n q .  These 

identifications sccrncd based on rnorc subjective criteria such as the infant's -'alertness" immediately after 

birth. 

I t  is inlcrcsting to note  hat Louis and Lctvis (1092) found that parents who incorrcctl\. identified 

their preschoolers ; I S  g~ftcd nient~oned traits related to, rote know kdge as indicators of their child's 
x, 

giftedness Parents I\ ho \+ere correa in their identification \we rnorc likcly to mention global attllbutes 

@ 
such as abstract thinking. creativit~ and imqination 

D .._ 

Freeman r 1979) found interesting diffcrenccs between parents whojdentificd their children as 
-.-. 

gifted and parcnts dcquali! bright children who did not lhirlk of them as gifted. She compared thrcc 

groups of childrcn. Thc g f k d  children were those w hose parents \\ere nicntbers of a British associntlon 

for gifted children. Like man? such associations. mentbcrship \\as based on self-referral and no 

dwun~entation that the chdd rnct some criteria itas required. For each gifted child. tuo childrcn of the 

santc scs \\ere selected front thc targcr child's classroom. onc matched for non-\rrbal 1Q and one sclcctcd " 

at random Thcsc groups of chddrcn formed the two control groups Because m a y  of her target chi!drcn 
1 

attended schools which sclccted ch~idrcn for abll~t!. Freentan fourid she had a nuinbcr of highly intelligent 

chlldren in all thrcc groups. The mcan Stanford Binct IQ score fo: the target gifted chldrcn \iqs 147. the 
C 

mcan IQ scorc for thc niatchcd control childrcn was 134 and the mean I() scorc for the rartdorn control 

chz ldren \\as I 1 0  Freclmn found that cornprod to parents of the control children. parents of gifted 

children described their childrcn as sleeping less. bang unwuallv active. ha\ing poor qcsight and 

coordination. \talking earl?. ha\ ing unusual pla? prefercnccs. and being more sensith-e. more readil! 

'4 bred.  and rnorc emotionall!, labile In order to segregate the effect of high intelligence from the effect of 

being labelled gifted. Frzcnm regrouped the children into high s. moderate IQ groups. The high IQ 



chi tdrerr (B = -2 1 had Stanford-Btnet 1Q scorer betwen 1 1  1 and 170 (_M = 155) . \t htle the nloderate 10 

children (& = 128) had scores ranging from 97 to 140 (!kt = 1120) Although the target children still 

cornprtscd o\cr hnlf of the htgh iQ group. when high and moderate 1Q clirldren \\ere compared. the 

abmc-mcntioncd unu~si~tial qualittes of the --@xi-' children disappeared. suggesting that they were nor 

causes b) the chddrcn's htgh 10 Freeman also noted all the high IQ children whose adjustment uas 

ratcd as 'pm" on thc fhstol Soctal Adjustment Gutde were ortglnall! n~embers of the targct group 

f- rccntan concliidss that rhc dtfli.renics in bcha tour and adjustrtlent were thcrcforc not caused b> high 

intclltgcncc but ni;l hat c k s n  it resuh. or a cause.. of the label ."gtftcd" Some parent tdenttfied 

Clcfta\~ours dt@ r s ~ ~ t i l i r i  \.ihi;h difkrcnted bewccn the target and control groups and also &tween thc htgh 

and modcrate IQ group, of chtldrcn High IQ chtldrcn \\ere more Ilhcl! to I m c  dlsplg!cd earl! \crbal 

prt;wth and rexitrig ;lbht?. ncre more ablc to focus on niorc than one thtng at a time. had escellcnl 

ittcntorm and good gradcs in school Thc onl! ncgawc difircnccs k tveen  htgh IQ and modcralc IQ 

chridren. accord~tirr to parcnts. scemcd to be that high IQ chtldrcn had poor haiidw-r~t!ng. fewer and older 

friends than other sittldrcn. and ncrc dcscrtbcd b) the parent as feeling -'diKcrcnt-. although the chtldrcn 

did not dsscnk  thcmssh es in thosc tcrnis 

- - 
~grental beliefs about g~ftcdncss Sumnmn 

P 

LC 

4 nunlkr of d1tEcit111~~ 1n1pcdc thc stud! of parent beliefs These iiucludc ihc broad spcctnlm of 

hcixfs that 611 undcr tltc categon of parent bclicfs. the \ arious parental attrtbutes \i htch ma tntcnxnc 

bcts.mn rhe parcnt's statcd beltsf and possible action on that bcltef, and the diffcnnp intensities with 

ithiih bclicfs nla, bL. hcld .4lthough 11 is not clear \+hat gificdness m a n s  to p&nls. t h ~ s  bclief can bc 

s e n  as Itax ins the qu31111cs \\ htch G d n o ~ i  and Colltns ( 1990) claim identif) strongl! tield beliefs 

Parents 3rc rcasonabl> xcuraw in rdcntif?~ng gifted h ld ren .  howel er. gificd chhdren ma? be seen to 

ha\c ditkcnt  qu~lltttes from Iskr briyht shtldrcn and from equall! brtght children \\ho are not ~denttfied 



Traasmivsian uf beliefs 

Parent Lk'licfs can influmcc chrld behasiour in two wajs: in the o\wl transrr~ission ofthc label 
- 

and accompan!ing beliefs ; h u t  the labcl or. more indircctl~. through parent beha\.iours In the 1;ttter 

cas:. the parcnt nu! harbour a bctrcf about a ch~fd and act on that bellsf \\-ithout direc* conveying the 

beltcf to the child. This failure to transmit the belief direct]! may occur for a number of reasons includiiig 

the Ransrcncc of~rhc sitilation rn \\ hich the parent acts. the limited imderstanding of the child. or the 
-x* 

nebulousnsss of the betisf. It IS also possible that the parent may not wish the child to adopt the belief, in 

particular if the parcnt feels the informaUon would be harmful to the child. If the parcnt docs not directly: 

conmunrcate a klicf to the chtld. the child.nra respond to the parent's actions. but not to the beltef' 
8 

klilnd those actloris The child nu; not constnrct an! belief in that particular area or. on thc contrar!. 

m a  formulate a belief ibhtch could be in harmony nith or at odds ~ ~ i t h  the parent's belief. 

On the orllcr hand. the pnrcnt's beltcf may be transmitted directly to the child. permitting the 

chtld to respond nett on!; to the parent's actions. but also to the belief guidmg those actions. Parents arc 

likd! to transmit actt\cl; tho= bcliefs which are lmporlant to them. which reprcscnt stable qualities in 

thc ch~ld. and tthich thq  bditxc. arc of \ due  for the child to undcrstai~d The child of course. must 
. 

understand the belrcfs \ihrch arc bang comniunicated and accept them. Labels ma! enhance 

transmission 

* The tcnn -.gified.. I S  a posrtite label and parents niay bc nlorc Ilkcly to tell the child specificall!. 

that he or she IS "g~ficd" than to tell the child he or she has a less positivs attribute Once the label is in 

place. it is relatncl! cas! to come! a number of accompan~ing beliefs about hat it nleans to be .-gifted' 

Thus. trmsmlssion of attttudcs from parent to child ma? be more direct. and pksibly. less subject to 

distortton than for kliet's ~ h t c h  do not fall as rea&l> inro a categon Giwn the somwhat subjective 



qurtlrh of the label, ho\sc\&. a tanet? of assocrated beliefs about the trat  ma! also be transrnltted from 
J 

parent to child Although iescarch has not focused on the transmission of the label "g~fted". research on 

c hlldren's beliefs about ihc~r  acadcnric compctcnce s~rggests that beliefs about conlpetence arc transm~tted 

dircctly from prircrti 19 i h l d  and that children make use ofvirious sources of information to form their 

o p ~  nions on their o\\ n academic competence 

As earl:, as kinderganen. chrld~cn can makc judgnlents about lheir abilities in academic areas 

( Arldcrson & Adams. t l?X5 J Tllerc arc sacral possible sources of informatton that children might use to 

formulate thc~r opiniorti. C'hildrcn could form thcir Judgments on the basis of test results. soC~al 

cornpanson. parental modelling of confidence in one's academic prowess. or parental beliefs about thc 
0 

chi Id Ph~llips' ( i 9 x 7 )  stud! of academtcall! conlpetcnt Grade 3 students pro\ rdcd rrnportaQt el ~dcnce 

that chlldrcn do delclop ihetr sense of compctcncc from {.heir parents' beliefs. although not n~cssarily by 

tncorprating thcsc bellcfs dircctl! The children. who were selected from I F  schools. mere all high 
* 

acttrct ing students \\ho h6N scored &me the 75th pcrcent~le on standardi~ed achie\cmcnl tests and who 

\uxe ranked In thc lop third of the c1s.s b> thc~r  teachers. The children were divided into high. a\,cragc 

and IOU competence groups based on their responses to questions aboul their academic competence. 
9 - 

I hcrc was no drffcrcncc 111 the m a n  rtchrst~cnient test scores of the three groups. The parcnls were also 

ashcd to csllniatc thar ch~ld's abriit! Children \\hose mothers rated thcm as low in conlpelcsnce judged 

themschc's to bc either loucr or hrghcr rn conlpetence than children \+hose mothers rated thcm as being of 

a\cragc comperencc Tllc fathers of chrldrcn uho falscl: bcl~eved themselves to be of Ion competence had 
JPf"k 

lorrcr cyxxtattons far tltcir chttdrw's success than drd fathers of chtldren who rated themsehes as bemg 

of n\.erage or hrgh acadcmri competence. A path analysis using onl? families in which both parents 
1 

partrc~pated throus w n ~ e  lisht on these findings. I t  rndicated that ch~ldren's conipetenq beliefs \ w e  

hascd on thcir undcrstandlng of ho\\ their niothcr judged them. which was tn turn related to h o ~  difficult 

the ~r mother belrct cd school u as Cornpetenq &liefs were also based drectl:, on both the chtld's 



* 

understanding of the father's judgment and the father's perception of the child's ability. Phillips found no 

relationship between thc parents' judgment of their o\+n competence and the chlld's judgment of his or her 

o ~ n  co&xtencc. suggesting that modelling \!-as not tile trhicle for transn~ission of competenq beliefs. 

Phillips su&cstd Illat the apparent-inconsistency between maternal judgment and child beltcf might be 

r~loderatcd by the reluctance of somc mothers to brag about their child in public. These mothers might 

conve! qum din'ercnt beliefs to the child in private. 

When thc bdicfs transmttted b? parents are accurate and real~stic the! a n  bc usehl to {he child. 
i 

If. howe\ er. the! arc ur,rsalist~c. and ~f the child has few other sources of intormation in the ar,ca. the 

chrid may be misguideci Nonh Amsriatn children are seldom told b! teaahors hon the! "rank" in the 

class compared ~ ~ l l t  other children ;md n w t  therefore rely on thc~r  parents' cstin~atcs of thcir ab~lilits to 

construct their schvlast~c sclfzonccpt MacI\.er (1987) in his stud? of 3.204 grade 5 and 6 students 

suggested that the children's optimistic self-assessment of their math abilih was the result of lack of 

objt.ctt\~e inforn~ation about their performance in conlparison with peers. '4 paucity of conlpeting sources 

of information ma!, tend to inagnif\ thc Impact of parental beliefs The child u.ho is told by parents that 

he or shc IS "gifted" and superior to may accept this information uncritically if there is no competing 

infomlation. and nra! construct an unrcalisticall positi\.e scholastic sclf-concept. As a result of k i n g  

lullcd into a falx sense of achic\ement. the child ma! expend less cffort In mastering schoolnork and fail 

4 

Stc\enson. Chcn and Lee ( 1993) compared glfted Asian and Anw~cari students wth  at'eragc 

Astan and .4mcricitn studcnts The! found that all parents rated thc~r  own chlldrcn as average or abo\.c 

a\erage. and glftcd students In all countries \\ere ratcd as more intelligent. All American children. gifted 

and aleragc. ratcd then~k-hes s~m~larl! while average Asian children rated themsel\.cs more modcstl! 
I 

than gifted Asian pccrs Stc'\enson. Lee. Chen Lummis. Stiegler. Fan. and Ge (19%)) also reported that 
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An~encan children were far more confident that the1 were rneettng the standards set b) thar parents arid 
- L w  = 

*_pS 

teachers and \\ere more Iikel> than were Astan chtldreille&lie\e they would be among the best students 

~n their nlath class fn fact. the optirn~sni of the Amenca n that they were meeting their parents' 

staifdards was \\ell-justified When asked to ind~cate a s f accomplishment below uhlch they 

\\odd be unhapp! \i.ith thetr child's pcrformmce. Altierican parents tended to choose a less stringent 

crircnon than A s m  parents 

Parental beliefj do appear to affect children's bclicfs. Parental judgments of abilih and 

espxtation for success iirc transmitted to children. One might speculate that. as a result of the lack of 

feedback rccei\.ed b! elementar! students about their accomplishnlcnts relative to their classmates. Nonh 

Anierica.1 children nitglit be panicufarl! susceptible to forming their judgments of their own abilit based 

on their parents' bcliefs The transmisston of these belicfs can be dlrect and it would seem reasonable to 

assume that the applic;%on of ;I label such as '-gifted" to a child ~ o u l d  facilitate the transmiss~on of the 

parent's beliefs. It  uould also seem Iikcl~ that any subsidian beliefs or behakioural espcctarions 

associated with the term "gtfted child" \vould be more likely to bc transnittcQ if the parent told the child 

d~rcctl! "l'ou arc glficd" Therr has becn sonic lnteresttng speculation on \\herher telling a child hc or 
r, 

she IS "gifted' 1s ulse c Shore. Corncll. Robinson (I Ward. 1 9 0 1  1. houc\cr. research 

clear guidelines 

The Impact of the Label "Gifted" on Children 

Labels function in educarlon as 'a means of delivering speciali~ed sen ices to identified students 

(Hickc! R Toth. IWO) and although some researchers exhe\\ the label "gifted' (e .g . .  Stanlcy. I984):it is 

u ide l~  used in the popular and professional Ittcraturc in pslcholom and education to describe adkanced 

academic performance or cogn~tiw development Shore. Cornell. Robinson and Ward ( 1991) in their 



critique of reconmended prrtctlccs in giftcd education listed the suggestion that "Gifted children should 
4. - f 

nor be labeled" as ;I rccommend3tion I\ ith "elements of both support and refutation" (p. 281 1. Cohen 

( 1996) in her discussioir of the domains of kno~lcdgc in gifted education also rrotes that there is 

conflicting a idencc as to \\ heiher lakllitlg gifted childrcn is beneficial. 

Studrcs of the impact on children of being labelled "giftof hhae suffered from three problems. 

Most san~plcs ha1.c bccn drau n from groups of children alrcad>- identilied b! the schools as gifted. I t  is 

so~netimcs not clear to \that degree the childrcn understand or agree with the litbe1 or to what degree thsir 

parcnts \ieu the chrld n i  a g~ftcd child. A second oiersight. which sometirnts appears in studies seeklng 

to ~dentif! the in1p;ict of thc labcl "giftcd", is the failure to ask uhat befalls the child as a result of such an 

t idcntilicatron It thcrefare becomcs unclear \\hethcr an!. satisfaction or dissatisfaction uhlcll the child 

feels as a result of such 3 label is due to the label or to changes in the cducatlonal cn\wonmcnt: whcther i t  

is ;I result of parent-child intcracrtons; or ~ihethcr. as a conquencc of the child's grcater rnrelligcnce. i t  is 

a functron of 3 greater scnsltn~t! and awareness on thc part of the child. 

Finall!. 11 IS not at all clcir what parents understand b! the label "gift& and I\ hat the! belie\.e 

thc tniplrcations of suih 3 1ak1 to bc Is there3 commonl~ held belief or do parents differ'? Do parents 

I\ hose children arc gifted hold ditTercnt ideas from parents \\hose children are not so identified'? The 

deprcc to trhich t11c rde~itified ihrldrcn understand and share thcrr parent's beliefs is also unknoun 

it is d & r .  h o ~ l a e r .  that some parcnls do not regard '-gifted" as a desirable label for therr child. 

and not all parents hose children arc identified as gifted use the term In front of the children. Sonle. in 

fact. actnzl! a\oid i t .  C'orncll ( 19X9) found that 25?b of parcnts of a group of children sclectcd for a 

sulumcr ennchmcr~t program axorded using the term "g~fted" He speculated that parents who avoided 

thrb tcrm might be \en. conscrcntrous and concerned nith possible damagng effects of labelling their 



ch~ld or that t h q  might be less crrtotionall~ in\.csted In their child's success than those parents wh 

usc the term; how\t'r. he did not acti\.el! pu'rsus why such differences exist. 

2 I 

lo dld 

Solou ( 1995) in hcr stud! of I 0  families with gifted childrcn mentioned that some "resisted. or 

sin~pl? chose not to use the gifted labcl" (p. 142): houever. she did not elaborate on their reasons. She \\as 

intcrcstcdin the parcnts' reasoning about their children's problems and devised a 4-loel lasonomy iihich 

catcgorixd part'nt;il reasoning At the los~est level. fam~lies had no theoretical context for gifted 

bchaiours. ti hilc at thc the highest IcvA families uscd csplanations which acknowledged certain traits 

and beha iours as npical of g~fted children. .4lthough she found no parents reasoning at the highest 

h c l .  it is interesting that shc presumed that a broader csplanation of giftedness nas highcr. and 

prcsumabl> bcttcr. Ic\c~ of reasoning than a narrow. more domain spccific one. 

Date? C'orricll ( 19X-l. IW). 1990) is collcagucs (Corncll & Grossberg. 1987: Cornell ct . 

19%). Cornell. D e l m n .  Goldberg cY1 Bland. -%uttlc & Corncll. 1993) sic among the feu rcscarchsrs , 

\i ho h a e  conccrncd themsel\.cs \\ ith both thc label and the sourcc of the labcl. In a study of childrcn \s ho 

had becn selcctcd for a sunmcr ennchmcnt program. Cornell (1989) noted tha! I O S l  of parents did not 

t?cl;e\c thew chdd to be gifted .4 lateistu4\ (Tuttlc and Corneli. 199;) studied 114 pairs of children to 

cxaminc the impxt of the labcl "gifted" on the unlabclled sibling Thc childrcn were first and second- 

\ 
horn siblings bcl\recn the agcs of i(i and 16. one of rrhorn had bcen selected to attend a summer 

enrichment program. I n  13% of tht cases. both childrcn in the sibling pair had been selected for the 

8 

program. R hllc 111 thc rsmarniiig 38'0 of the pars. on1  one child had been selected. Both the cluldrcn's 

parents and school represcntat~ics \\ere askcd shethtr or not the! believed each child in the sibling pair 

to be gflcd Parent and school ktgrccd on the label for about 7596 of the 288 childrcn &ndtng the 
1 .  

progmm Houc\cr. 17% of the attending children ucre identified b? the school as gifted but were not 



considered to be so by their parents. 1% hile 8% of the slblings of the children attending the program u ere 

identified as gifted by the parents but not by the school. 
* ~ a 

The impact of the -'gifted label on those children who are identified has bcen examined by 

numerous researchers. Differences in the source of the label has led to a dichotomy in studies of families 

of gificd chiidrcn and thc irnpact of gdkdness on their relationships. On one hand are those stubes 

\r h s h  ask \*hat hapdns within a famil) ahcn a child is selected by the school as a gifted child. These 

studies focus on arcas such as parental adjustment to the label. the impact of the label on relauonsh~ps 

betwen labelled and non-labellcd siblings, and possible differences in parent-child relationshps between 

labelled and unlabelled children and their parents (Grenier. 1985; Balking & Koch. 1984: Keirou~. 

1990). On the other hand are thosc studies which tn-  to determine the degree to which the child is 

nurtured into giftedness as a result of a fortuitous confluence of the child's natural abilio. birth order. and 

gender with the fmily's values and aspirations (Robinson. 1387; Albert. I980a. 1980b; Bloom. 1985: 

Rmm and Low. 1088) In the former case. a parent who may be relatisely naive about the child's talents 

must adjust to the ct~ild's identification, as must the entire fanlily ?stem. In the latter case. the formal 

idcntrfication b! the scl~ool stem s~mply ~alidatcs the parent's efforts and beliefs. Presurnabl F. ddferent 

d>namics would bc at work in fanlilies where the chld's precocity was a surprise as opposed to those 

Whether the label "g~fted" emanates from the school or parents it may affect both hmilial 
- 

rekltionships and peer relationships. It may also affect the child's sense of self-worth both directly and 

through the rcsponsc of others to thc label 

Within the domain of the famil!. some authors have suggested the potential for fnction between 

the labelled child and non-labelled siblings. Although small sample size and lack of control groups 



hamper some of thcse stud~cs. it appears that. at least initially. children labelled "gifted" are likely to have 

a closer relat~onsh~p isith parents (Balkring and Koch. 198.1) and a poorer relationship wtth siblings 

(Grenler. 1985. Ballcnl~g & Koch. 1984). Colangelo and Browcr ( l9X7) corrcluded that five )ears after 

the initial identification of one child as gifted there was no disadvantage to the non-identified sibling 

Alrhough the authors did not investigate the relationship between the siblings. they did conclude that any 

possible negati~x cffccts of laklltng on the non-gifted sibling were transiton. Chamrand. Robinso'n and 

Janos ( 1005) also found no d~ffcrcncc between gifted and non-gifted siblings in adjustment or problems. 

Tuitle and C o r d 1  ( 1993 1 sclcctcd a sample of gfted children and their siblmgs but focused on maternal 

iaklling of the child ratller than schml labelling Thcy found that birth order pla?ed a pivotal role in 

sibling relationships. \i1hcn thc eldest sibling \)as IaQclfed and the second \+as not. thi  sibling 

relationship \\as narmcr than whcn the second sibling %as labellcd and the clder was not. ' 

A second area of intcrcst has k e n  the impact of the label "giftcd" on the child's social. 

relr~tionkhips. Here a cji~est~on mscs as to whether any diEcultics thc child faces arc a result of the child's 

superior intclli_rencc and rcsultsnt inability to share similar tntcrcsts wit11 kcrs.  the singling out of thc 

chtid as "giftcd" b!. authorirtes and subsequent resentment by peers. or the isolation of the childfrotn 

aterage peers by placcnicnt tn a spcaal class It has bccn suggested (Hollingvorth. 19.12) that childrcn 

who are ertrernel! p rax ious  arc so dlffcrent from their agc peers that the!. become social isolates. 

Anrong giftcd childrcn of ntorc modcst IQ 1ci:cls. up to 170. there is no relat~onship bt'tueen academic 

achiel emcnt and ni,ll;ldjuani~~~$(Oram. Cornell. & Rutcmiller. 1995 1. 

It has k c n  suggested !hat gifted children feel different and that this sense of differentness ma! 

lead to alientation from peers Reaction to a sense of lffcrcntness might be pariicularl> damaging to - 

teenaged girls \i ho ma! be e\ccprlonall\ susceptible to peer pressure to conceal thcir academic precoclg 

in order to appcar ;i\.cragc and rhsrefore. sociall! acceptable c Kramer. 199 1 : Read 199 1 1 Read ( 199 1 ) 



noted that glfted teenaged glrls regarded intellectuall~ able teenaged boys as "nerds". Cross, Coleman and 
'& 

Steaan 11 993) claimed that ober half of the 1.465 gifted adolewen1 girls and boys they surveyed 

manipulated mformrition in order to downplay their academic success to ai.oid aliemting thcir peers. 

Howver. the tendency to deprecate one's talent may not be unique to gified students. Juvonen and 

Murdock ( 1993) asked students in regular classes to csplain success or failure on a test to a hjpothetical 

audience. variousl!. described as a teacher. parent or popular peers. Success as a result of high abdity and 

effon'. the hallnurli of the archet?.pical "nerd", was not socially desirable. Success was acceptable to peers 

if it was a result of high abillt! in combination with ION. effon or perceived low abilih and hard uork. 
# 

Students recogni~ed. furthermore. that effon and ability \\ere considered desirable to adults. I t  would 

appcar from this stud! that t t  uould be acceptable to be gifted. as long as one Has no! perceived as o\cr- 

mdous In the pursult of onc's stud~es Cole and Cllh (1090) found that wh;le Australian teenagers 

predicted a k~deotaped wbjcct labelled "gifted" ~ o u l d  do well in academic areas. the behaviour of the 

subject (e~ther competent or non-competent) had a greater effect on student judgments t@an &d the label 

Studcnts beltc\cd the competent student ~ o u l d  bc a better student. fr~endlicr and more of a leader than the 

-less competent stuticnt. tndcpendenr of the gifted labcl. 

Being in a special class for the gifted docs not seem to lflect the child's popularih cither. at least 

be\ ond elementap school Schneidcr. Clegg. Byrne. Ledinghanl and Crombie ( 1989) found that Grade 8 

and 1 0  students who \\ere In segregated classes were cquall~ well regarded by their peers iis comparably 

br~ght students n ho liere in ~ntegratcd classes. Onl, In Grade 5 w r e  integrated gifted students regarded 

as more sociall> adept than thctr segregated peers Whls segregated classes for the gifted po not appear 

to cause average students to reject their gifted peers. Goldring ( 1990). in a meta-anal!sis of the effect of 

\.arious programs on gifted children. concluded that segregated programs resulted in gified students 

ha\ ing a less fa~ourablc opinton of 3\ crage peers. I t  might be suggested that gifted children are more 

sensitive to social nuances than are thcir average classmates and arc. therefore. more aware of subtle 

\ 



fornis of rejection. Hone\.er. children identified as gifted have not been found to display higher le&s of 

interpersonal sensitivit! than control children (Ritchie. Bernard & Scherker. 1982). Thus. ~t appears that 

h~ le  g~fted students feel uncas! about the effect of the gifted label on peers. the peers are more likel!. at 

least b! adolescence. to judge the brlght student on kha\ioural competence and b!, the same standards as 

other students. Dcspitc f'hcsc fhdings. some researchers ha\e suggested thi~t there is. among the public. a 

geiwral suspicion of gifted chiidrcn. Sternberg ( 1996) describes the "constellation of emotions about the 

gifted. aamel, Distrust. En\!. Anwet! and Fear'. (p. 170). If thcsu beliefs arc communicaled to students. 
' # 

the? ma! develop b! adolescence a scnx of unease and of "delusions of ungrandcur" (Schneider. 1987. p. 

7 1 ) in the areas of st~i;il conqxlence and peer acceptance 

Schncidcr ( 1987) sumntarixd the research on the peer rclatioris of gifted children by concluding 

that "Ever! sociomctric stud! of pccr relations of the gifted child at thc elementag school le\,el indicatw 

the\ are better accepted than controti' (p 7 1 ) Holjever. it could be argued that studies finding 

wdesprcad acccpumce of gifted children bj then peers m a  be rnzwrd b) selection bias Intellectuall! 

gifted childrcn \vho arc identified 3s gifted and assigned to special progmms may bc selected from \vcll- 

adjusted childrcn. 11 hilc those gifted childrcn who are unpopular and nowconforming may be o~erlooked. 

Goitfried and his associates (Ciortfricd. Gottfried. Balhurst and Guerin. 1991) in their longitudinal study 

of a group of hcaltli~ middle-class children. \+horn-they followd from age I .  a\.oided this problem. 

Chlldren in their study were assessed on a number of cognitite and affectiw measures by assessors who 

were blrnd to pro  ious outconics. At  age 8. the childrcn (N  = 107) were tested on the WISC-R and 

designated as gifted. having an IQ of I30 or more. (N = 20) or non-gifted, having an IQ of lzss than 130 

(N = 87) The! found no difference bctneen the glfied and non-gifted childrcn on earlier measures of 

temperament. general persistence and moti\.ation. adjustment or peer relations. although they d ~ d  find 

consistent differences in test beha lour. in particular motil-ation and pcrsistcnce in test situations. There 



was however. no dlffe5cnce bctwecn groups on such a f l e g d l ~  "gified" behaviours as complaining of 

loneliness. preferring to pla! alone. or prefemng older playmates. 

Cornell ( 1090) examined the specific problenls of the un&pular gifted child. b~ exanlining wh;it 

ch;iracteristics uerc cornmon to gtfted children who were unpopular with other bright students in a 
I 

summer resrdent~at enrichment program He found that they dlffered from [heir peers nor in mtelligcncc 

or personal adjustnicnt (as ~ndicated measures of anxiety. nenfousncss. ar dependenq) but in having a 

lowr  socioeconomrc status. poorer social self-concept and lower teacher judgmenfof academic self- 

A thrrd arcs u p n  I\ hish the label gifted could have an impact is thc chid's self-image. Self- 

cstecni. in particu1;lr acadcrnic sclicsteeni and social self-csteem. is the area most frequentl!. examined by 

res~irchcrs. Hogc and Ren/ulli t 10!,1). in their review of the literature. suggested that gifted chitdren do 

nor stficr deficlts tn selicstecm compared arth a\erage ch~ldren The! cautroned that nicthodological 

f lms In some studics and confl~ctlng el  rdcnce among thcm uarranrcd cautlon In accepting thar 

conclus~ons ~ h o l e l ~ a r l e d l  Gified and non-gltied students m a  dlffer lrttle on global measures of self- 

esteem: howver. thc source of thar  self-north may differ (Hoge & McSlleffre!. 1991. Gararelli. 

Everhart. & Lester, 1093 1. Most e\.ldcnce suggests that gified children have higher scores on measures of 

academic selfesteem (Colangclo X: Broiver. 1987: Kcll) & Jorden. 1990. Li. 1088). An esception is the 

chlld In a segregated class for thc g~fted. Some studes have found that children in these classes tend to 

hale Iouer scores for acadcmic self-esteem than their intsllectual peers in integrated classes although 

these two groups da not d~ffer In other areas of self-esteem. Academic self-esteem is presumably affected 

becaw the segregated students arc comparing thernsehes with other h g h  abihh students (Schneider. 

Clcgg. B?me. Ledinghirrn. & Cromb~e. 1989: Cornell. Delcourt. Goldberg. & Bland 1992: Marsh 

Chcssor. CiaLen & Rochc. 1995) Thc finding of higher acsdemic selfesteem among non-segregated 



gifted students is so commonl~ accepted that when Gresham. Etans. and Elliott ( 1988) found no 
% 

difference in academic self-efficacy between gified and regular students, they admitted to some perplexity 

eyer their results. The! speculated that while self-esteem and self-efficaq are related concepts. there arc 

some differences. While gifted children may assess their academic abilih most positively than average 

ch~ldren. thej ma! not differ from other children in the dcgrec to which the! bclie~othey can cope with 

Some rcscarchcrs ha\re found gifted childre; to sc$re more highly on rneasures of behabioural 
* : 

selftoncept as well as ;lcadem~c self-concept (Li. 1988? Yong & McInh~e. 1991) and. since good 

classroom b~ha\~iour in the form of attending to the teacher. completing assigned work. and tqing hard is 

oftcn a prerequisite to academic success. this relationship is not surpris~ng. In the area of sociil xlf- 

estcem. hoirevcr. most rcscarchcrsih:n\e fmnd @at gifted children do not differ from students not labdlcd 
= r 

gified (KeH) & Jordcn. 1990: ti. 1 9 8 8 ~  H o ~ e ~ e r .  Gresham. El-ans and Elliott (1988) found that gded 
- * 

students scored ihen~selves nlorc poorlj on &id self-cficac~ t h a w  regular students. while Whalen 
.Q 

and Csiks~entmihalyi i 108')) suggested that gifted students are more uncertain of their social competence. 
e 

0 Of partrcular relei;tnce to the question of labelling is Cornell's (1989) finding that glfted students whose 
4* 5- 

n~others'iabclled [hem ' gifted" sat\ thcnlsehes as less ph)sic;rllj ;11@actnc and less popular than those 
f -  

C 
8, 

gifted studepts whose n~othcrs ;~\oidcd the term Cornell's firldmgs suggest that this sense of bang 
-Qx- 

different ma! affect pexr relations Janos. Fung and ~ob1nso*nc(1985) found that glfted ch~ldren vr ho 

belimed thcmsch es to be >e"different" felt the) had greater dificult? w t h  peers than s~rmiar abrlity students 
. * 

\tho did not fee1 different. Cross. Coleman. and Stewart ( 1903) found that of the 1465 adolescent students _+. _. - -  - 

the\ intenicwed a1 a sunner enrichment program. themxlves as intellectually different from & - 

/hew less able peers They felt that the! \\ere more seaous about Iearnmg and that the other students In 

the sunher program \ w e  more lrke themsehes than were their regular school peers Manor-Bullock. 

Lobk and Dison ( 1995) also found that while 65% of their subjects in a residental school forgifted 



students said the? felt sa'iall! differenj from students in their previous hlgh schools. a majoritj said the!, 

had had friends. The authors noted that the? had a low response rate and that students who chodse to 
.I 

1ea.e their home schools and attend a residential school may be &fierent from those who prefer to remain. 

Freeman ( 1991) follo\vcd up her study of gifted British children by inten.iew-ing the children again when 
9 

the? were in theif teciis She found that the ch'ildren 1% ith IQ's &tween 140 and 170 were more Ilkel! to 
4 

claim to feel diff'ercnt HOHC\CT. these students did not rcport this difference as affecting Lhcir social 

Of course. regarding oneself as socially competent is only important if one vnlucs social 
5 

competence. Thcrc is some suggestion that manting to be popular and socially adept may be unimportant 

or c\en deleterious to gifted studcnrs. Brody and Benbo\, ( 1986) &und that while highl? gifted stadcois 

percei\.c@ rhemseh es as lcss popular than less extremely gifted students. they did not suffer from lowcr 

self-cstecni or run an! grcatcr risk of depression. Within the high]! gifted group. ho\ve\er. those students 

~vho were wrbally gifted ucrc more Ilkel! to feel unpopular, and the authors suggcsted that thcx students. 

whom the! beliew to bc more like \.en high 1Q students of other studies. might be at greater risk for 

emotional and social problems than the students who uere mathematicall> gifted. Their subjects. 

hoiimsr. w r c  an estremely select group. The comparison group of students was drawn from the top 3O.b 

of students \\hilt thcir '-gifted" group represented the top .olt?/o of students. Extrapolation from this group 

to students in gencral. c\cn gifted srudcnts. may be difficult. Tomlinson-Kea~ and Little (1990) in a 

e study of 1069 of Tcrmnn's ( 1925) subjects. now in later adulthood. found to their surprise that children 

" who \#ere -ppul;ir. e;?iqed good h a l ~ h .  radiated ph>sical energ and maintained a checrful and 

optimistic attitude uere lcss I ~ k c l ~  to maintain their intellectual skill as adults. mhereas less popular 

chlldrcn ncre more likel! to c\ idcncc intellectual in tcre~t~as  adults.. (p. 1s2). 



0\erall. conflrct~ng msssagcs about the general smal  competence and iidjustmcnt of glfted 
rg 

ch~ldrcn are found throughout the literature. On one hand. ~ttuch information suggests that, in general. * 
gifted children do not diffcr from others in their Icvels of self-esteem or their social competence. and 

% 
possible difficulties \yith brothers and sistersapwar to be transient Gifted children ma! feel different. hut 

i t  is nor clear that this is inwriiibl! negatke. Houever. thcrc is ;tiso a trend withip the literature which 
i 

suggests that gifted cti~ldrcn fricc i~ni~sual dificulties I t  is not on]! Sternberg ( 1996) who is concerocd 

thal gifted chddrcn ;ire cduc:ttionnll! undcrsen,ed because they are resented. Other researchers also 
L 

suggest that giftedpchilclren arc ncglcctcd because thcir pedagogical n&ds arc different. Roeper (19%) 

has suggested that the!' " t i t  the norm ewn less than others" (p. 2 1 5 )  and that they ma? fall behind in basic 

skills of reading ar~d cornputatlon The! "are also often not good skill :lwrncrs. .. I'hcre is also a-current 
B 

tendenc! to belmc lhar g~ftcd chddren are prone to Itatng lcarn~ng d ~ s a b ~ l ~ ~ ~ e s "  (Rocper. 1996, p 1 2 5 )  

Furthcrmorc. she su:q&rs that the! arc seen by sonic as being more pqchologicall! cornples thari' aher  

ch~ldrcn. a trill1 ~hrcK IS sesn to 111;ihc l~fe  ntorc d~ficult for them 
.) 

Onc arcn IZ hlch has rccencd I~ttle nttcntlon IS the sptmfic Impact oPthe Iitbel "g~ited" on$ 
% 

childrcs's niot11at1311 and attrrbut~ons for succcss and failure Although $fled and non-giftrdech~ldres 

ha\ e been compmd on thcsc quallt~es. the mipact of bang labeled as "glfied" has seldom k e n  addressed 
b 

Diicch ( I 9 k )  ;lnd Ilcr ; I S S ~ ~ : I ~ ~ S  (Ell~otl 6t Dvcck. 108Y) hit! e suggested that the mdi\ ~dnal's niodcl of 

intclligencc. \\kcthcr inrelligertec IS b e l ~ c ~ ~ d  to be a product of incrcmntal learning or an innate. stable 

qu;dit\. \ \ i l l  affcct the indi\idualqs dccision ro pursue learning goals or perforniancc goals. Pursuing thC 

latter IS seen as polenball! handlcapp~ng as 11 can lead to an a~o~dancc  of chaliengc and. ~f combmed \ \~ th  

a bel~ef ~n stable. ~ntern;tl Ion a b ~ l ~ t > .  can lcad to learned helplessness Ha3m1ru and Welner ( 199 1 ) 

chborat~d on ~n .cd i ' s  proposal The! proposed that performance goals can be subd~vided into a set of 

goals $1 h~ch focus on pcrsonal :id\ ancement. such as getting Into un~versit!. and a set of goals \+ h~ch focus 

on \\inning the approwl of others and suggested that the former type of pcrtormance gods was more 



ronducttc to effort r h m  was the latter T h e  concfuded that a k l x f  in Icnt innate a b i l i ~  is ~n~mical to 

an! goals, either learning or performance The! did nor smptrasi~e the role of avoidance of challenge in 

their stud! 

If giftedness is *prccittd as tnrtate. will it rtffcct the child's preference for learning or 

performance goals') I t  iippears that gifted and non-gifted students ma? atu~butc thc~r jucci=ss to drfiercnt 

cause(. K u n ~  ;md Weincn ( 19881 found that intella%uall> pfied German children annbuted academic 

success tpbilit? hlle their alerage peers attributed such success to effort. They did not esplorc the 
4% . '  

children's prefcrcnccs for learning or performance goals. Awes and Archer (. 1'@8). using a North 

American sanlple of ac~demicall! ad\.anced studcnts. found that 11 hen comparcd with peeis who focused 

on learning goals. acadcnlicsll! ad\anccd studcnts \she focused on pcrformancc goals tended to underrate 

thcir abilit? and \\ crc more ilkel! to m ~ b u t c  failure to lack of abilit?.. Laffoon. Jenkins-Friedman and 

Tollcfson ( 1980). forrnd support for Dweck's model in their stud? of giflcd students. Moderately 
.&e 

undcrachic\.ing gifttd stt~dcnts tberc more likel\- than were ;tchic\,ing gificd students to avoid challenge 

and also to attribute the~r success to abilrt? and thsir failure to cltcrnal. uncontrollable causes such as 

luck. 

Robens and Lo\etr (lW4i. ;ilthough the! w r e  not specific all^ interested in labelling. conductd 

onc of the fetts~udics u hich has compxcd labelled gifted students uith unl;i&lled high achicxing 

studcnts and with thcir average pccrs The authors e~amincd thc \.arict? of pressures tshich arc said to 

con\crgc. on gifted students and uhich might make i t  \.cp inqxmmt for these children to achie~e The! 

\ w e  psnicularl! intcrcwd in the impact of failure on gifted studcnts. They found gifted students scored 

hlghcr than the t\\o control groups on a masure of irrat~onal belicfs and a measure of perfectionism. and 

had larger negati\ t: reactions to fa~lurc In an experimental failure situation. gifted students showed 

stgnificantl? morc ph~s1010gica1 stress as measured b\ d i g  slun temperaturs and a greater decrease in 



t 

p&ft\e and tncrcaw tn Itegarttlre affect than did the high ach~evers or the alerage students It mrght be 
-2 

&" - = = 

speculated that this increased perfcct~onism and reactivi~ to farlure could Icad these gifted studel~ts to 

atoid situations where the? might risk failure. They ma!. therefore. tend to a\-oid challenge and prefer 

perfomlance goals. The suggestion that being "gift&. and the increased expectations surrounding the 

label. can be highl:. stressful has found support in other research. Although there has been little research 

focusing on the i n ~ p x t  of the label "gifted" in the area of motivation and attributions. possible differences 

ma% occur in attnbutions for success and failure, preference for learningbt performance goals. and 

willingness to take risks and pursue challenges. 

Some researchers ha\x asked children directly whether the! liked being labelled gifted or 

\vhc.ther rhe l ak l  had precipitated a? problems. Hershey and Oli\er ( 1988) found that of the 600 
1 

ch~ldrcn they spoke \sith. 39% said the! might be happier withour the gifted label. Only 30% said the! 

had no problems as 3 result of bang labelled gifted. There is evidence suggesting that children identified 

as gifted feel that too much is expected of them (Delisle & Galbraith. 1987; Kaplan & Geoffro! . 1993). 

Robinson ( 19%)) asked 306 Anlcrican high school students ti ho had been selected to attend a spccial high 

school based on both thc~r  academic performance and cof~tributions to their schools how they felt about 

k i n g  labeled "gifted". Of these students. 28.6% felt that t h q  w r e  moderatcl!- or t e n  uncomfortable 

w ~ h  the label '-gifted". Comparing extreme groups. those \.cry happy or v e ~  unhapp! with the labcl. 

Robinson found that thc students siho \sere \eQ unhappy were lcss Ilksly to believe that their friends and 

farnil! agreed the! w r c  gifted. lcss l ikel~ to believe that their friends and family treated them differently. 

and less prone to like fwling d~fferent than \sere the students who were \.en happy with the label. 

Robinyn ( 19%)) attributed the difference in acceptance of the gifted label to whether the student had been 

identified b the school or b! parents He suggested that it was more desirable that the chld be identificd : 

b? parents. noting that onl! 14O.b of the uncomfortable students \.ersus 22Y0 of the comfortable students 

learned they were gifted from their parents. A chl-square on the data indicates. however. that the 



difference b ~ t ~ e e n  comfortable and uncomfortable audmts as a resdt of ~ h e t h e r  parents, duml 

prsonnel. or other. non-reported. s o u p s  first told them of tlieir gftedness was not signficml &2. N = 

15; )=204.p-=  62 

The impact of the label "r~ifted": S u m m a  

O\.ert parcrital labelling of the child as '+gifted m a  result both in less optimal sibling 

relationships arui lowered social self-cfficaq. Within the farnil!. difficulties seem to be minimized if it is 

/. 

While children of high academ~c abiliv a p p w  to have a more positive academic and perhaps 
f 

P 
khax toural self-concept than the~r less scadcmicall~ adept peers, the! ma? fall short of these peers in the 

J' 
are3 of social sclf-conctpt. Although some gi!&dchlldrcn may con~plain about the insensitivity of peers 

I 
(Amcncan Assa-labon for Cilfted-! 19%). 11 seems that these peers may not be as rejecting of the 

P 

g~fted child as the! ar to be Gifted chddren ma:, feel. however. that the! ha\e to manage their 
i _n i 

Image idorder rbkfdappear too bnght 

+r 

Freeman's i 1979) stud! suggested that parents who consider their child to be giftcd may idenufi 

their child as dlfftrent from non-gified children in emotional and bchavioural areas as well as in acsdenlic 

arms. perhaps leading the child to be o\crl! sensitive to possible peer rejection. Giftcd children who 

be1:cve themselves to be --d~ffcrent'~ ma? hm.e less satisfactoq peer relationships. A substantial minority of 

gifted ch~ldren ma:, regard the -'glftcd label as negative or problematic. 

-- \ 



Much of the revarch on the label .-gifted.. has focused on roclwmotiooal conse&mces of 

labelling and Imlc has been done on the impact of the label on attnbutions, preference for learning or 

perfornunce goals. and willingness to risk f?ilure. 

Some questions about the term "gifted" 

I t  is not clear how parental beliefs about labelling and the information conve!ed to the ,: ;Id 

about the label affect the child's feelings about the label or how this is related to some of the ncgatibc 

The rcscarch suggests that parents arc rmsonabl> good judges of their children's ability; howc\.er. 

it also suggests that parents arc morc than inipassi~e obscncrs of thcir children's development. Bloom 

( 1985) was not the first to hale noted thc in\.olvement of parents in the de\elopment of their childrcn's 

tali-nts. The beliefs of parents   bout their children's compctenq seems to have an effect on the child's 

bcl~cfs. although not rlcccssaril~ on the chld's behawour. If the parent belie\cs that the child is gifted, the 

parcnt may bchaxc difforcntl? tmard the child than ~f the paren1 believes the chlld is simp1 a good or 

a\crage student Funhcrnlorc. t h ~ s  bclicf that rhc ch11d is gifted nla? be transmitted to the child. Finall!.. 

the parent may think more deepl! on the meaning of "giftedness" and develop an understanding \vhich 

differs from that of parents \tho do not hold such a klief. 

f entral lo any considerations of thc effect the lakl  "gifted" might haw upon a child-is the 

question. "What docs "g~f t cd  incan'? In the Wcbster's New World Dictionall, (3rd ed. 1. a gft  is 

described ~nit~all!. as '-samething gkcn or besto~ved" and, as an alternate meanlng. "a natural abilih-; 

talsnt" (p. 6 1  1)  A gift comes from outside oneself. It is not earned. To bc gified is to be more than 

merel! intelligent. at least according to the dictidnan. which offers "smart" and "bright'.. but not "gifted' 



as synonyms for intelligent. "Gift" is defined as a talent and appears as a s)nonym for tafcm. These t w  

words are bstinguishcd from one another by the explanation that a talent, although native to the 

possessor. can bc cultivated: but a gift is "bestowed upon one as b~ nature and not acquired through effort" 

(p. 1186). *'Genius" also appears as a synon) m for talent. although it is defined as indicative of a 

phenomenal mcntal prowss. Thcsc definitions suggest that gifiedncss is innate and unearned and. 
\ 

perhaps. that it is a more pwcrful qualit? than simple intelligence. uhich is defined in terms of ability to 

learn and the posscsslon of kno\\lcdge. I t  is almost tempting to think In terms of mj~hological Muses or 

gifts from the gods. b'hcn a parent describes a child as gifted. does that parent intinute that the chdd is 

In possession of a po\verfui. innate. unearned quality? Docs the chtld understand these implications'? It 

might also be enquired Ivhethcr parents of gifted children understand the meaning of giftedness differently 

from thoseparcnts uho do not idcnrif! their children as gifted, and to w-hat degree parental beliefs about 

giftedness arc transmitted to children. Although many authors have attempted to define giftedness 

(Gagnc. 1985. Tanncnbauril. 1980: Jackson & Butterfield. 1986; Kcnrulli. 1984). a revieu, of the literaturc 

suggests that no onc has focused specifically on what the tenn means to parents. Onlx Gagne and his 

associates (Gagnc. Belanger 8: Motard. 1903 ). who haw theorized about the relationship betwen "talent" 

and "gificdncss". have approached the questions of meaning and la?pcrsons' predictions of prevalence. 

They fou~d that Quebec francophonc adults belie\.ed that there wcrc almost t ~ i c e  as man:, people who 

wcrc talented as people \\ho ucrc gifted. acra l l .  respondents belicred that of thc population was 

g~fted. Gagnc noted that respondents felt that. in comparison with talcnt. giftedness \\as rare. was 

rescncd for intcllcclud nb~l~tics. \\as an omnibus ab~lio. and was hereditan. while talent could be 

der eloped b) effon He d r c t  his saniple from widel> disparate groups and found. not surprisingly. large 

~ndividual differences. His research \\as done on a francophone population and it is not clear that 

giftedness has the u n ~ s  connotations in French as in English. 



'f PI 

A second cent r~ i~uenron  a h ~ h  arises is the impact on the ch~ld of the parents1 belief. The wlf- 

esteem and self-concept of gifted children has been examined E\en uhen it has been discussed in terms - 

of the labelling of Ihc chlld. hou.c\.cr. it has not been discussed in ternis of the chdd's understarding of the 

label 

One group of parcnts who believe that their child is gifted is those who join associations for 

gifted children on khaif of thetr chtldren. These parents share a bclicf that their child is advanced in 

comparison with agc peers. gcncrall? in cognitive areas. but sometimes in artistic areas as w l l .  The 

parent associi~tior~s pro\ide aluablc ad\.ocacy for education;~l iniprovcn~ent and disseminate informalion 
-a 

to the~r  n~embcrship on schooling and parenting. L'nl~kc associabons for high-IQ adults such as Mensa. 

associations for gifted children seldom require docunlcntation of the child's abilities. and parcnts ma! 

differ from one another in the amount of support thq  ha\,e from friends or professionals in their 

' assessment of thc child's cogniti\.c development. E3y joining an assoc~ation for gifted children. thesc 

parcnts can be seen to h a e  made a voluntar?.. public commitment to their belief in'their child's advanced 

cogniti\.e skills 

T h e .  ihereforc. form 3 uniquc and interesting group. quite unlike other parents who may come 

together as a result of a diagnosis that their child's dc\-elopmcnt is aberrant. Within samples of parcnts 

\vhosc children ha\x been diagnosed as learning disabled or ment311y or ph~sically challenged. indi~idual 

parents may differ from one another in the degree to \\ hich they understand and accept thc diagnosis of 

their child's special needs. These parents. unlike parents of gifted children. are throun together by a 

common fate rather than b? a shared belief. The hfference can !x seen by t q  ing to imagine a situation in 
* 

~ h i c h  parents might jol n an assoclat~on for mentallj handcapped children on behalf of their child as a 
, 

result of their o\vn assessment of their child's de\.elopment and without ha\-ing a professional d m  nt 4 
1 

that their child \,.as. indeed. mentail! handcapped. In contrast. because of the positne implications of 



giftednes~ parents m+ be quite willing to join m i a t i o n s  for gifted children without having had their 

ch~ld formalit tested. While parcnts of children in enrichment programs arc also be like!?. to be pleased . 

n-tth the child's sclcction for thcsc programs. selection is usu(11ly in the hands of educators. The voluntary 

nature of the parent group and the lack of reliance on professional diagnosis for membership means that 

thc parents who join associations for the gifted are an unusual and interesting group and one whose 

members might be espectcd ro hold strong and \+ell-;trticulated behefs on gifiedness. 

One \\a! to cwninc thc mpact of the concept of ginedncss on the chrld trould be to stud) gcoups 

of parents that 3 n  in Ihelr \r~llrngness to use the term "glfted". I e , to ha\e parents uho both bcl~eve that 

thc~r child is gifted and co~nmunicate that idea in those words to the child. and parents who belie\t that 

thar child is gifted but woid using that term. Cornell's (1989) study indicated that 22% of parents who 

bel:c\.ed their chilclrcri to be glftcd did. in fact. a\oid using that term. Cornell dreu his sample of children 

and therr parents from iamilics of children enrolled in camp for g~ftcd children in the eastern United 

States I t  IS intcrcstlng to ask I\ h! sonic of the parents of these clddren might actively aboid describing 

their child as "g~fted". .4 prdimina~ question is whether tus results'can be replicated in Canada or 

whether the reluctance to use this tcnn 1s unique to the specific historical and cultural contest of the 1 

United States Stud! 1 \\.as undcrtakcn to suney the members of the Gifted Children's Association of the 
'% 

Loner Mainland of Bnrtsh Columbm to examine nhcthcr parents do dif ir  in their willingness to use the 

term "gifted" Acti1.e a\.oidancc of this term by parents H ho ha\e joined the Gifted Children's Association 

nould suggest that this uord has connotauons with which parents arc uneas!. A second purpose of this 
* 

sune! lvas to establish a source of subjects for further research into this m a  

The British Colunlbia Giftcd Children's Association (GCA) pro\ides families of gifted children 

and other intereslcii indi\-iduals i r  ith information on giftedness through workshops. meetings. speahers 

and ne~slctters. and cncduragcs uidsr societal recognition of the needs of very able children. There are 



no qualifications for m&r&ip tn the K A :  no part~ular criteria are set to &fine gitkdmss; and no 

firoof is required that thc child mects some standard. Parents who ha\z enrolled on behalf of their 
w 

chlidrcn have nude a public commitment to their belief in their child's giftedness. If some of these 

- parents can be idcntifieci as a\oiding the use of the term "gifted". it would suggest that this term has 

connotations ~- i fh  \vhtch some parents are uncornfonablc. This might suggest possible problems. at least 

in the q c  of parents. wlth labelling children "gifted'. 
L 



STUDY 1 

Method 

Procedure - 
-4 sunc! and a co\.ering letrer (Appendix A)  was sent to each of 240 members of the GCA livlng 

on the Loner Mainland of Brit~sh Columbia in Januan of 1993. In order to protect the members' 

anon, nit\. . en~elojxs were addressed and surveys rniiiled by a member of the CiCA executive It is not 

known whether ihc tnvelope was addressed to the mother. the father. or both and respondents were not 

asked to   den ti& whcthcr the! nere the father or the mother of the gifted chlld. However. in almost half 

the suncjs  (54 out of 1 1  2). an examination of the wording of answers indicated which parent was 

responding. Of thcse sun,c!s. 3 (3s;)  appeared to have k e n  con~pleted by both as indicated by 

difl'cnng lutndnriting or b! both the father's and the mother's responses being worded in the first pcrsotr. 

Thc remaining 5 1 j u n q s  nerc completed b! the mother. In one case. the mother indicated that her 

husband \vould have nothing to do nith the Gifted Ch~ldren's Association. It could not be ascertained 

\tho co~npleted the remaining 52% of the suncys; howeker. In no case did the wording of answers suggest 

that the father alone had conlpletcd the suney. That mothers would be more in\.ol\td uith the 

identification of their child as "gifted" is suggested by Cornell's ( 1984) stud? of families of gifted 

ch~fdrcn. He reported that parents in I t  of the famil~cs in his stud!, disagreed as to u.hethcr or not a child 

was gified In 1.3 of thcse families. the mother belie\ed the child was gifted. ~vhile the father did not. 

"Cornell suggested that nhile thc mothers defined "giftedness" in terms of learning ability. the fathers felt 

giftedness Isas more akm to genius. I t  appears that tho among the parents in Stud! 1. the task of 

responding to ths sunc! fcll to the mothcr. 

Recipients were asked to complete and return the suney in the enclosed. stamped. addressed 

en\clope and to include their name. address and/or phone number if the\ lvould be interested in being 

contacted to discuss part~cipation in later research. Of thew families and ~n&\-iduals. 1 12 families with 



ochildrcn (-17%) repled, all of whom rncluried their namc. address andlor telephone number ~Mcating that 

the? might be ~ ~ l l i n g  to participate in further research These 1 12 families hved 111 the Vancouver school 

district or one of nme surround~ng suburban or smaller urban school districts. The student populations in 
5 

these districts ranged from 53.6 15 In Vancouver. the largest district. to approximate11 3.858 in New 

West minster. the sn~allcst district 

Results 

Total Sa"fil@le 

The responding families \ w e  well educated. with 67% of the fathers and 6 1% of the mothers 

holding ar least onc unitrrsih degree. On11 I3 ( 1 1.6% ) mothers and 13 ( 1 I .Y%) fathers had a high 

school degree or less. A total-of 2s fathers (22%) and 1 mothers (3.5?!&) had a Ph.D. or M.D. Parents had 

occupations comn~c.nsiitatc 1% ith their education. Only 7 fathers (6.1%) and 3 mot hers (2.6%) held jobs 

that could be classified as semi-skilled or unskilled. Of,t he 1 10 mothers responding. only 17 ( 15%) 

identified thernsd\-cs solel!. as ;t mother or homemaker. 

The I 12 O1n111ss thar rcspondcd had a total of 227 children. In 3 of these fmlies .  the 

respondent ~ndicatcd that rhc father d ~ d  not live in the home Faniilj she  ranged from 1 to 5 children 

with the mean family s i ~ c  being 2 . j  children (SJJ = . ' I ) .  There were 83 g~rls  and 144 bq\s in the sample, a 

7 
larger number of bo!s than mould tx cspected chmce ( 4  = 54 73. pc.01) @ is not clear from the 

information available \! hether families of b o ~ s  are more l~kclv to identif? thcir childrcn as gifled. whether 

more parents of b q \ s  joln the GC A or tthcther parents of bo>s are more likely to volunteer for research. 

Chilaen mentioned ranged in age from I to 37 e a r s  old with a me'aq age of 10.1 (SJ = 4.8). Parents 
i 

I. 
mentioned 8 children \tho were owr 19. Because the questions asked about gifted "children". these 8 

rndividuals. 6 males and 2 icmalcs. \\ere eliminated from further analysis. Without them. the mean age of 

the ch~ldren was 9.7 yxrs  (a = 3.X) 



Parents were asked to identify all chldren who were gifted or talented (Q1)and respond to a 

number of quest~ons a b u t  them This questionnaire is appended (Appendis A). Whcn pmnts  were k, - 
I 

unsure about the identification of onc of thcir children as gifted it was assumed that if they included the 
8 

possibly gdted child when answering the remaining questions. they did indecd think of that child as 

giftcd. If the parcrlt nlentioned onl) that another child might be gifted. but did not include that child in 
* 

anwering an! other qucstions..the child \\as categorized as .%on-gi fled... A total of 175 of the chldren. 

105 bo>s and 70 girls. werc identified as gifted. A ch-square of sex by grftedness was nowsignificant, 

$( 1. & = 2 19)=.0 I 1. ~ y . 9 1 .  In 2 1% of the families the child. ickntificd was an only child. while of the 

rcmaining 88 families who had morc than one child, full! 62.5% believed all their ch~ldren to be gifted. 

Elcnientarv School Agc Children 

Because the focus of the interest was parents and their elementary school age children. further 

discussion will consider onl! those children who would have been in elementary school. between 

Kirtdergartcn and Grad: 7. when thc suney was taken. Thesc are all children born between 1980 and 

19x7 and their fitmilies One child. born in January of 1988 and attending a private elementan. school 

and those childrcn born bctncen 1980 and 1987 who werc homc schooled were also included. There was 

a total of 159 elcnisntan school childrcn from 101 familics Of this total of 159 elementary school 

children. 136 (50 girls m d  86 bo!.s) \\ere identified as gifted 

Wh> \sere some childrcn less likel!- to be identified as gifted? A x L  was used to determine 

whcthcr the scx of the child influcnccd the likelihood of the child being identified&Lgi~ed. This pro\,ed to 

be non-signific301. 1 .  fi = 159) = ,027.  p =.87 A second poss~bilit): was the age of the child. There 

\\.as a difference in the age of thc gifted \\hen compared with the non-gifted chldren. the d t e d  children 



being significantl! older. The mean age of the gifted children was 9.8 years (Sg = 1.91) and that of the 

non-gifted. 8.71 Fears (a = 2.03) .  !( 159) = 2.31. Q .O5. 'C 

i 

There werc 20 onlv children and 65 firstborn children. Of these first-borns. 63 \#ere identified as 

gifted. Gified and non-gified children \\ere compared by birth order. first child v. second child v. third or 
I 

later child (Table I ) 

Tahte I 

Percenta~e of first-rsecond-. and later-born children identified as gifted and non-gifted - 

1 -I--Y.. PY-P-.-.Y-YYI...Y-Y ...- - ...-.--....--..I=. ------..- .-..--..* .lb.-..DfI-UIIB--*-Y--Y------e-..-*.-" 

Birth position n "% gi fied O/u non-gifted 
(n = 118) (n = 21) .... ... ...................... ,.. . . . ..... .. . ..... .. . .. ................. ..... ............ .... ........... ....... ...... ..... ............. 

O\cr all. birth order \\as sign~ficant x2 (2. N = 130) = 19.92. p.<.OOl. First-born children werc 

more Iikel! to be identified as gifted than secopd-born children x2 (1. = 127) = 14.79. p<.OUl; 
9 

houoer. second-born chlldren ucrc no more Itkcl! to be ~dc-ntiiicd than th~rd- or later-born ch~ldren z2 

* '  , 
( I .  N Z 7 4 ) =  1 5 6 . ~ =  21 

G ~ O L I P I I ~  of F a m ~ l m  b) the Parents' Use gf the Term "G~fied" 
e 

% 

Parents \+?re asked to check \\ hich of 10 terms ('-gifted" and nine synonyns) they used tb 
4 

describe their Children uhcn thc child vas not present (Q13). and \vhich of the same 10 t'ernls the? used to 

describe their cllild \\ hcn the chdd \\as prcserit'(Q1-l). 



Families wcre then di\.ided into three groups based on their use of the term "gifted" (Table 2). 
r, 

The first gioup. Users. \\as composed of those families who used the term "gifted in frontof thcir 

chlidrcn. Most of ~hese parents also uxd  the term in front oPotkrs: however. there was a small group of 
* 

parents (1 families with 6 gificd clen~+hool age children) who only used the term in front of their 
d 

Because the vdriable of interest 1s the impact of the term on the child. these fanulies \\ere . 

absorbed into the llser categon. The second group of parents were the Non-Users. who claimed not to use 

the term '-gifted" akail, either in front of their children or when speaking to other adults about their 

children. A third group of parents also emerged. These were the Partial Users. who said they did not use 

thc tern1 "g~fted" in front of thc~r  children. but claimcd to use it only in front of other adults to describe 

thcir children. Table 2 rcports the nunher of families and children in each group and the mean age 

chi Idren. 

Numbcr of childrcri~nd familics in each prouv and mean anc of children. - 
P 

Users Partial uscrs Yon-Users Tot a l . -.--. ~ ..... . . . . . . .. . . . .. . . . . . .. - .-.. ... ..... .. .. ...- .-.. . ..- 

% 

Nurnbcr of families S 1 19 3 1 101 

Number of childrcn hK 2 1  41 136 

Age of children 
IM - 

SD 
--,- 

I S )  ' 
--*-"------..--*----P 

1.9 --..-- 1.0 
N s  Means uith different subscripts differ signifkintly. 

The nuinkr ol.boys and girls in each group did not differ significantly among grdups. x2 (2. N = 

1 .ic,) = 3.41. p = . IX. however. an ANOVA indicated that the children did differ significantly in age. 
3 

F( i .  133) = i. 18. p = 0 17. A Tukc? HSD multiple comparison of means indicated that children of the -- 



parttal users \sere s~gnlficantf> !ounger than the children ofiilon-ttsers Parents were asked nhether thcir 
< 

chr id had ken tested for giftedness f one subject did riot respond). Users were more likely than non-users 

or panial users to reply that thcir child had been tested either by the school or another professional. X Z  = 

(2. 3 = 135) - 8.84;. p - .02. HotIc\.er. nhethcr or not the child Has tested was not related to the atwage 

age at I\ h~ch  the parent claimed thc child was initiallj rccognid  as gifted. (F = 1.133) = .74: E = .39. 

I 

It should tx rtoicd that the rcrrii --gifted was not alone in differcntiatir~g the thrcc groups. 

Parents AH) differed in thcir ~iillingnrss to use the terms "ulcnted", "areati\c" and "intelligent". Non- 

users w r e  also s~gnrfiwntl! less IrkcI! than etther users or partial users to refer to thetr chtld ns "talented" , 
7 

ti hcn spcaktng to :tdults ~ 2 I 2 .  I t j l )  = !, 28. p < 0 2 )  or rn front of thctr chtldrcn ~ " ( 2 ,  N = 1 0 1  ) = 

8 ( 1  I .  p 0 2  1Jscrs w r c  stgnrficantl? more Itlrcl> than ctthcr of the other groups to tell ~ h c  child Ite or 

7 she uas ~ntelltgent L- (2 .  5 = 1 0 1  1 = 7 71. p < 0 7  and more Itkci! than non-users to tell other adults that 

thcir child \\-as crc;itt\.c ~ ~ ( 2 .  > = 1t)i) = 7.60. p < . 0 3  Parlid uxrs  did not differ significantl. from 

7 uxrs. z2t 1. F1 = '(b) = :! 6%. p - Ioor non-users. x- ( I .  1 - 5 0 )  - 7 6 3 .  p > 9) tit thttr \~llrngntss to tell 

adlilts that thctr ch~ld 13 as crcah i. 

Parcnrs' .- -- Usc of the Term "GtficdW to DescnbeThcir Children 

Parents w r z  ask& to chcch I\ htch of ten ad j~c i t \~s .  s! non! nls of the term "glftcd" the! used to 

d e s d x  the chlld to others \\ hcn t hc chtld \\as not prcxnt and \I htch of rhe ten the? used M hen thc chlld 

1\35 present (.Appcndt\ A. Q 1 7 X: Q 1-I) The adjcctn e of Interest \$as thc term "glftcd". as the litcraturc 

!Corncll. 19%'). Fricnun. 1979) sueecsts L - that the term itself ma! h a e  an tntpact on hot\ chldrcn pcrcctvc 

thcn~wl\es or ari: pc . r~m cd b! thar parents 



Table 3 gi\ cs thc percentage of pcopie indicating the) used each term In front of others when the 

chtid uas  not prcsent and when the child tias present. Terms arc presented rn order of preference foT yse b 
within each situation. I'hc terms -'bright" and "intelltgent" were thc most frequently used terms both in 

front of the chid and to other peodc \\ hlle the terms. "precocious" and -*genius" \+ere seldom used. Thc 

tcrtus -'clever" and "smart" t w c  more frequcntlj used b! adults t\ hen speaklngto their children than 

M hen speaking to other adults T3ftcd.. \%as used 6 h  of parents \%hen speaking to others about therr 

child but b! onl:, 5 1'?4 of pxents in front of their child Parents were also asked \\hat other terms the) 

preferred wide tarlet? of adjectl~cs and phrases appeared. but nonc predominated The most comhon. 

"cunous". ".senstti\ e". hin ~ n g  a '-good brain". tierc each rncntioned about half a doxn  trmes 

i 



Percentage and number of mrc'nts choosing each term for use in front of their children and to adults whm 

to adults 
ahen child 
not present . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

brig hi 

jntclligent 

gift& 

creative 

snla rt 

talented 

clei ;r 

able 

precocious 

n* - 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

X 1 

6% 

66 

iti 

92 

1 2 

3 I 

2 9 

X 

In front of 
child 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

bright 

intelligent 

smart - 

creative 

gifted 

talented 

cle~.er 

able 

genius 

-56.4 

SO. 5 

42 . .6  

37.6 

26.7 

3 .o 

- "Gifted" is the th~rd mosr fa\.oured term for use In fron~ of adults but on!, the fifth most favoured 

for usc In front of children. "Sman" tias the only other term H ti .h showed such a discrepenq in rank 

but. in contrast to "giAcd'*. "smart'- \\as preferred for usc: in front of children rather than in front of adults. 

'*Bright" mas also a term \vh~ch h substantial number of parents claimed to usc more readilj to adults 

than to ctuldren. However. "bright-. remained the favourite term for both use in front of both children and 

adults. Because this pattern of responses suggested that parents maj be more circumspect in using 

--g~fted". further anal>sis of the terms \\as undertaken. The 20 responses for each indi\idual. 10 terms 

used in front of others and lo used in front of chldren. were scored either 1 or 0 depenlng on whether 



that p r m n  u s d  the term in a particufar contest or not. A sindam? matrix mas created [sing a 

Tanimoto's dichotomy cocflicicnt tGottcr. 1985). This method of creating a matrix of coefficients uxs 

the proportion of palrs \\here the \dues of both variables agree, standardized by all possible patterns of 

agreement and disagreenieai. 11 was chosen. in part. because it was deemed important to include 
-- 

inforntation iadicsling that the respondent did not ux ~ ~ ~ h e r  of a pair of terms (for example. "gifted to 

child" and '-gifted to adult"). Thc resulting matrix nas wed to plot the relationship between the terms 
% 

using monotonic multidimens~onal scal~ng in two dimensions using Guttntan's Smallest Space Anal~sis 

under the niultidmcnsionrd scaiing procedure of S!stat (Systat for Windo~vs. Version 5 Wtion. 1902). 

The Guttm~niLingocs cwfficicnt of alienation of thc final conit-guration. u.hich indicates the 

degree to 11 hich thc disranccs on the scale \an froni the oriynal correlation matrix %as 122. This 

~ndicates a closc correspondcncc bct\wen the final configuration and the oriijt~al data andsuggests that 

the scaling procedure d x s  accuratsl! represent the data 



t Able 

+-0 5 

m 

Clever 

0 5 .  Creabve 

Talent m 
0 .  . . 

0 0.5 1 

Intelligent 

-1 . 

Smart 

r x ~ i  TUO dtnl~ns~onnl plot of t c m s  used rn front of children and adults 

The results (Figure 1 ) indicr~ts that with the csception of "gifted". all adjecti\cs fall Into pairs. 

lnd~catlng that thc usc of the adjccti\c to adults is not subsL~ntrall? dtfferent from the use of the adjecmc 

to children. Althot~gh b t h  uses of -gifted" fall in the same quadranr. each nlernber of the paw is closer lo ) 
another adjcctne and t l~e adjest1 c pmr --creati\e" lies bctnoen then1 "Gifted". when used to adults. lies 

G ncm "~ntelltgcnt". "cre;itt\c"" IICS kttseci~ the tiso members of lhc gtfted par; and "gtfied when used to 

cluldrcn lies k!ond "cri.;tti\e" Each of the other adjecti\.es IS in closen proslmlh to the other membcr 

of the patr uith thc czccp&ion of *'genius" and -'precoctous". These latter two terms form a cluster and 

mditiduals using ctther term arc Irkel! to usc the othcr and to use the term to both children and adults. 

What is interesting about Figure I I S  that none of other pam of terms is as u-tdci- separated as "gifted". 



The vertical asis of this figure may be interpreted as a creativiq dimension. At one end is the 

ab11it~ to do wcil in schooi !-'smart". -*bright"). at the other, the abilitJ- to think or create in a notel and 

ohginal wa? ("creative". *'talented. "gifted*'. '*genius" and "precocious"). The interpretation of the 

horizontal dimension of (his figure is less clear. I t  may relate to thc wi!lingness of the responding parent 

to dcscribc thcir child mith a \vide nunlber of adjectitzs and ma! he a measure of'-effusiveness" vs. 

"restraint" on the part of the parent Parents who chose only a single term to describe their child tended 

to pick tcrn~s such as ~'iiitelligcnt" or -'brightw. while parents M%O used terms such as "able" or "gcnius" 

tended to ind~cate the? used a nun~ber of other terms to describe thcir chld ;IS uell. While the 

interpretation oithc hori~ontal dinlension ma! be temati~e, it  appears that -'gifted7 goes not behave l~kc  

the other ~ ~ J C C ~ I V C  pairs This supports the tiew that the term "g~ftcd" may have other co~motations 

nhtch lead parents to d~ffcrenttate bcttscen using the term to other adults and using the term 111 front of 

thcir childrcn 

Identification of the Child as Gifted 

Parents usre asked u hcn they first recognized that their chld was gifted tQ3) and who first 

alerted them (QJ ). The mean agc of tdcntificat~on uas 3.6 !cars of age (s 2.27) and the maJ0rih of 

children \\ere first recognrxd h! thelr parents. Three other categories of inditidmls besides parents w r e  

mentioned as hat-ing first idcntificd the child as gifted: teachers. professionills such as p~chologists. and 
i 

friends or rclatikcs Table 4 reports thc number of parents in each group indicating w-ho first identified 

thctr child as glftcd 



Table 4 

Perce&ge of c h i i d ~ ~ n  each goup first identified bv parents. teachers, professionals or friends and 

rel:rli\.es as clificd -- 

identified bt (n = 6 8 )  (n = 24) (n = 43)* 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

.f tcac hers 

professionals 

*&la for one subject ~ncon~plctc 

There was no diffcrericc between groups in the number of children idcntified b\.- parents and the 

1 number ident~ficd by non-parents. ~ - ( 2 .  &I= 135) = 1 9 1. p 3 .35 Furthermore. the three groups did no1 

-'t 

diff'cr In the a\.cragc agc at w h ~ h  the child was first identi6d. (2.  133) = 1.72. p > . I S .  .+ 

Discussion 

The purpose of t h ~ s  stud! \\as to gather information on famil~cs who are members of the British 

Columbia Gifted Children's As%-iat~on (GC.4) and to determine if. like the American parents studied by 

Cornell ( 1989). O<'A ~nember pre111s differed among thcmsel\cs in their \villingness to describe their 

chi ldrcn as "gifted" 

W~thin this sample. there ucre more bo!s than ~ o u l d  be espccted were the membershp 

rcprcsentatne of the population Results from studies of gender imbalance in school programs have been 

q u n W l  (Read. 1 49 1.  Cromh~e. Bouffard-Bouchard. & Schneider. 1992 1. suggesting that differences 111 



mrolfrnent favouring b q s  ma) relate to the tendenq of girts to drop out "of special programs, particdarlg: 

during high school. Sampler draan from schools maj reflect both the nature of the programs offer& and 

+ 
the conscious attempts b? administrators to avo~d gender and ethnic biases. The over-representation of 

bo?s in thls sample. ho\vwer. docs reflect the findings of researchers such as Slanle? and hts associates 

f Bcnbow & Stank!. l%O; Benbou. Stanley. Kirk, & Zonderrnan, 1983) who have drawn their samples 

from high scorers on the SAT. particularly the SAT-M. ~ h c h  is a measuk of me the ma tical proficienq 
- 

Thcy hatx tended to recruit a preponderance of boys and the reason for this imbalance has been debated 

The most like1 suplanation for the number of b o ~ s  tvithin the GCA may be drawn from the findngs of 
= 

Mlart~n and Johnson ( I Y t t ? ~ .  u ho noted that parents tended to attnbute their daughters' success to hard 

tsork and their s n s '  succcss to abiiir~. This sample had a greater number boys than girls than ~ o u l d  be 

expected. howe\,er within the families who belonged to the GC.4. daughters were as likely as sons to'bc 

labelled gifted. I t  is not clear from rhis survey whether boys are more likely to be deemed "gified" by thcir 

parents. Parents o i b y s  and glrls ma be equall,- likely to consider thcir child "g~fted", howver parents 

of bo>s may be more lihsl> to Join t4c GCA. or more likely to respond to the s u n q .  

Within t h ~ s  saniple. there was an ot cnvhelnting likelihood that the eldest child in the familj 
.. 

would be identified iIS gificd. Indeed. of the 65 families who had more than one elementav school child. 

in only one famil? was t l ~  eldest child not identified as gifted. It is l ikel~ that this has more to do with 

parental expectations than actual abilit!. &nbon and Stanley (1980) In their sample of intellcctuallj 

. ... 
talcntcd Grade 7 students noted that there was \ , en  lmle corrclarion between binh order and student .+ 

abil iQ.  Albert f I?Yffa. t 98%. 1994). hmrt-cr. has argued that spcaal family position, such as being the 

onh or eldest child. ts important in the dmelopmerrt of eminence and. indeed. within this sample, being 

the eldest stxmed to pla? an important role in being Identified as gifted. 



Various researchers (Freeman. 197 Y; Robinson. 1987; Louis & Lewis. 1 992) have suggested that 

parents are able to ideniifi gifted preschoolers. and in this sample. most children were identified by their 
+-q 

I parents The a\ crage age that parents claimed to recogni~e their chlld's ability was 3 112. Some parents 

indicated t h e  had rccognlzcd thcir child as gifted when the child was a young infant. Although parents 

arc apparent& not \+ait~ng for the school to identify their child as gifted, there is some suggestion that they . 

ma? ~ a i t  for c o n f i r d o n  front thc school before they tell the child he or she is gifted. Parents who used 

the term '-gifted" wcre morc likel! to sa! thcir child had been identified bj testing. B 

These C'anadisn subjects. like' f?ornell's ( 1989) American subjects. differed from one another in 

thcir nillingness to use the tcrni '.gified in front of their child. Cornell found that 25% of parents In his 

sar~iplc a\.oided thc mnm In this sanlplc of 10 l Canadian families. a full 3 I''%o of respondents claimed to 

atoid the tcrni cntircly, in spire of belonging to the Gifted Children's Association. Another 19% clairned 

to avoid using the term In front of their children. These partial users had jounger children and it is not 

clear whether they \sere marc circunlspect in thcir LU of the term - the! belicved the child was too 

o u n g  to understand thc term. or \\ hcthcr it u-as because thc children. being younger. had less opportunity 

to hate been recognlxd b! school authontics &xi the parcnts wcre. therefore. less sure of their 

The results of the mult~dimensional scaling suggest that. unlike the other nine terms. which 

sho\ted~l~ttlc difference bctuccn &rental use of the term to adults and children. using igifted.. to adults 

t ias dicerent from using "grftcd" in front of one's ch~ld. This suggcsts that the,tch "@fled" ma). have 

additional meanmg that the othc~ terms do no1 cam 

.1 

it is not clear if parents \\ ho tcll thcir children that the! are gifted hold the samebeliefs about 

giftcdnesr as do those prcnts s ho a\oid the term. nor is it clear how --gfied.- Bffcrs from other terms. 



"Glfte4-f' rn~ght bc a more posrtn-e term; it might be better to be gifted than to be simpIy mteHigent or 

bright Margoltn ( 1  99t) has argued that the concept of a gifted child is an esclusiona~ sacial category 

and used the term "goodness personified" to describe the concept of the gifted child. "Gifred" may 
I . 

also be a morc poderful tern1 than competing adjectises. with both the beneficial and dangerous qur~lities 
t 

that power brings. Comparing "gifted" with Tnonyrns using a semantic differential could clarifi whether 

parents consider connotations of goodness and powe;when thq  decide whelher or not to describe their - 
child as "gificd. Parents' beliefs about giftedness should also be compared lo determ~ne whether those - 

n ho avoid the term hold bei~cfs about giftedness which differ from the beliefs of parents H ho use the term. 

Whether parents choosc to use the tern1 "gifted" or not ma! simply be a matter of personal 

preference: howc\cr, it has been suggested (Freeman. 1979: C'ornell. 1989) that using the tern1 does affect 

the child. If the nlzaning of "g~fted" and the beliefs surrounding i t  can be clarified and the impact of the 

term on the child assessed. some advice can be @\.en parents and others as to whether or not they should 

usc or avoid the term. or \\.hat beliefs about giftedness they nay wish to emphasize or counter. In a 

broader sense. csatnining the lak l  "gifted" may shod some light on the morc general arcas of labels. 

b 

parcnts' beliefs and the~r Impact on children 



* 

la ordcr ro esanilne more full! the meaning of the term "gifted". beliefs about giftedness. the 

transnussion of bclicfs from parent ro child. and the impact of these beliefs on the chld. a second stud) 

\\as designed in\,ol\.ing the memkrs of the Gifted Ch~ldren's Association and thci r children. The fact the 

half of the members of 311 association for "gifted children claim to a\.oid using - the term "gifted in front 

of their children. in combination M ith the results of the multidimensional scaling suggested that the tcrm 

has connontions bc!.ond "inteiiigen~" or "smart". Funhermore. "gifted'. is tho term commonl? used to '. 

describc chi1dr.cn v, ith ccnain attnbutcs. including high intelligcncc and exceptional talents.   he tcrm 

appears in professional l~tcraturc and In reference to gifted ch~ldren's asxiat lons and program for gtftcd 

children and rhcrclorc. Its meaning dparents 1s worth eumlnlng Netther parental understanding of thts 

tcrm nor the dcgrcc to u h ~ h  parents transmlt thor understanding to f k ~ r  claldren has been c\anmed 

full: The relat~onsh~p bctueen the parent's use of the term and the chhd's self-concept. motnatlon and 

attribut~ons has also rc'cc'i\cd little swd!. 

Study t cxam~ned bei~efs of parents u ho ha1.e belonged to the Gifted Children's Association and 

therefore w r e  presumed to bel~c\.c that their chlld was g~fted. and the beliefs of parents who. when asked. . 
did not irr~tiall: ~dcntif! rhcir childrcn as gifted. The study focused on hom clearlj parent beliefs arc 

transmitted to the children. the meaning the term has to parents and children, and the,effect of parental 

use of the tcnn "gificd" on the self-concept. attributions and expectations for school success of the chrld. 

The o~crarching pi-oposttlon which \\as examined is that the tern1 "gifted" convps a number of bel~efs 

from parent to child and that thc use of this label enhances transmission of these beliefs from parent to 

chlld. Parents of g~fted children who do not use gifted wi l l  be less likely to convej their beliefs about 

giftedness to thc'ir childrcn and their children may h x e  different attitudes toward their idenufication as 



gifted. It is likcl? &at the label and accompanying beliefs. particularly those related to the innateness of 
* 

ability and possible probiems caused by giftedness. M-ill affect the child's attributions and beliefs about hlm 

or herself. and that the beliefs and attributions of tho.= gified children whose parents do not use the tern1 

should differ from thosc whose parents do. 

Specific hypotheses to be explored 

%lore parcnts w.ho belie\.e their child to be gifted hesitate to use the tern1 In front of their child 

than avo~d using it tn front of others. The results of Study 1 suggest that while "bright" is the most 

popular term for usc in front of both adults and children, "gifted" is the third most favoured term for use 

in fiont of other adults, ranking onl? slightly below '%~telligent'-. However. parents prefer not only 

"bright" and "intclligcnt" but also ..smart". and "creative" to "gifted" for usc in front of their children. 

Terms which are Icss faoured than -'gifted" are less used both in front of parerits and children. Parents' 

usc of '-gificd" differs from their use of other s\.non!ms. They appear to find it reasonably acceptable for 

use in front of adults. bit use it ntore cautiot~slfi. in front of their children. I t  is unlikely that they avoid 
I 

"ijfted" it comcys a negatnc stlgma. It ma) be. however. that parents feel that in coniparison 

\vith other terms. ..gifted" is a more poi\-erful word. ~isconlfort with the word ma! be related to its 

prcsumcd power. Sa>irtg tha~  one's child is gifted may have more ernotional impact on the listener. and 

ma? be morc ellreme. than s?.non!nlous tenns such as -.intelligent". Admittedlj. terms sudi as 

"prxocious" and "genius" nu! also be powerful: ho\vmer. few parents clainied to use these term under 

an: circumstances and. b u s c  the! arc not labels in common use. t h q  are of less interest. it is 

h!pothcs~/.cd that f 

1 .  .411 parent groups \\ill rate the term "gifted" as significantly more potent on a senantic 

differential than any of the following Snonyms: intelligent. bright. creative. smart and talented 

A11 thew tenns. ~ ~ t h  the exception of "talentcd. were used by morc than half the parents. 



Although -'talrntcd" MS used b~ onl) slightl? more than 4ibOh of parents, it was also indudad ., , 

because it 1s frcquentl? uxd in conjukion uith gifted (e.g.. ..gifi?d and talented) . 
* 

U - 
GCA n~cn~bers ma! bcliex -.gif&d is a more positi\r attribute than other parents ;lo. GCA 

* 

. * - I R 6 

rnembers ma? therefore be more eager to have their childten identified as "gifted". perceive "g'iftcd" to be 
I 

more psitibe than "intelligent" or '.bright". and prefer it to other terms. This positive e\%luation of 
u 

"gifted" may encourage them to hale their thild labelled "gifted". It is hypothesized % that: 

* 

2 .  The tern1 "gifted" \#ill  be pted more posititel? on the c\aluati\.e scale of a semsn4ic differential 
I 

b GCA mcmkrs than b? non-members. 

Whatevcr other attributes i t  m a  ha\.e. "gifted doubtless also mnyqs a gosit!vc qualih. .4s has 

been described b\ Dix ( 109; ). and Grettarsen and Gclfand ( I Y8Xj.  parents tend to see their child's 

positi\.e attnbutos as stable and internal and their negatiw attributes as temporq and situational. Parents 

should thcreforc see "gifiedncss" as a stable. intemal qualih of thc child As such. i t  should be seer1 as ;I 

result of natural abilit) rather than n result of potentiail> unslable sources such as the child's effort. 

.-Giftedness-, is not aholl) uithout pitfalls. however. 4 s  Freeman ( 1974) noted. British parents who 

identified their children as giftcd \\ere more likely to identifi thcir children as having emotional problems 

than were parenls of cquall? br~ghl children not identified as giftcd. Thc idea that the "gifi" is 

accompanicd b) a curse is also \\ idcsprcad in folklorc and popular culture: insanity and genius: ncar- 

immortalih and an .4cl1illcs hecl. blind scers; ro?al birth and a curse; beaut? and foolishness; and thc 

"poor little rich girl" Seldom in m!thofog! or folk lore is a giA gncn with no paFmcnt esacted. Eten 

nnhin the scientific communih-. thc relf ionship behvcen gifiedness and madness has been a source of 
* 



- -3 
Parents 14 ho are willing to  dent^ d j  their child as "gLfted" both publicly and to the child can be 

' ' - J . '  +A# : (preiumd to hold that belief strongly and. as Goodnow and Collins (1990) snggest. ~ t r o n ~ l ~ h e l d  beliefs - .. z ' 

% F are comparativcl! estren~e. Thus. one might expect that parents uho tell their children that they are gifted 
I 

nil1 believe morc firml? that their child% gifts spring from innatc. natural ability and will be more likely 

to believe that their child uill havc problems as a result of this giftedness. The follo\iing hypotheses \ r i l l  

be csamined !n regards to parents' be about the nature of giftedness: w 
e 

.;a. User members \\dl bc in greater agreement ~ ~ t h  belief statcments that support the idea that 

giftedness IS innate than \\.ill an! other parent group. 

;b User nlenlbers \\ill judge "natural a b i l i ~ "  as more important as a source of giftcdncss than will 

a n  othsr parent group 
'2 

5 c User nwnbers \\ill be In greater agreement with bcl~ef statements that support the idea that 

giftedness is problcmat~c than I\ ili an! other parent group , 

Goodnov and Collins ( l 9 i O  suggested that strongly held beliefs will be shared by \.slued others 

and that to bcnelit from the parents. beliefs. the children must understand them. I[ seems reasonable. 

therefore. that ctlildrcn whose parents use the term "gifted" in front of thcm \\.ill be morc likel! to 

undcrstand the term. to identie themselves as gifted and to understand their parents' beliefs. Because 

thelr parents ha\x told the child he or she is "gifted" and havc pro\ ided the child \\ith a label. the child 

will be morc likcl? to attend to and recall information about giftedness a11d more likely to discuss 

giftedness nith parents I t  IS hpothcsi~ed that: 

4 .  Children of uscr members \\ill bc more likely $0 correctly define the term "gifted" than w-ill 
% 

children cf other member groups and childrcnof non-members. 



Beliefs of children of user members \\ill be morc similar to the beliefs of their parents than will 

the beitefs of the chtidren in other groups to their respecin e parents 
f 

User nlernbers \ \ r I1  be morc Ilkel) to state that thcir childrcn bclimc themselves to bc gifted than 

\r t l l  other rncnjber parents 

Chddrcn of wr n~entkrs  will be morc likel? to ideatif! thenwlvcs as gifted than will children 

of other n.lemkr group. 

Childrcn of uscr menlbcrs and thcir parents are morc likely to be in agreement that the child 

bclicvcs hitn or hcrself to be gifted than \\-ill an? other mcmber gro~lp and thcir chldren. 

Mosr studics hat faund that gifted children rate tttemselvcs as academi~tlly more competent 

than non-g~fted chlldrcn Chlldrcn i thox  parents use the label ma! commurlrcate morc clearl? to the 

chtfd the e\pcctation that the chtld has more natural academic abilrt?. thsrcb! cnhancrng the child's sense 

of df-competcnce rn this area I 

There has k r t  somc contro\er% surrounding the likelthood that g~ficd chtldren fed less soc~oll! 

cornpctcnt than non-gifted childrcn Tc rmn  t 1925) and others suggcsttd that gifted children feel and 

aauall? arc at l as t  .is soctall? contpctcnt as other children: ho\\cvcr. other rcsearchcrs haie reported thitt 

gifted students fccl sociaif! altcnatcd. and certainly somi. of the popular literature for paren& of giftid 

chlfdren focuses on rhcs  ~ 0 ~ 1 3 1  probfcms Frctman ( 1979) found that nh ik  the high]! intelligent children 

in her stud? had fcv frimds. onl! labdlcd chtldren ncrc,describcd as having social and emotional 

problcrns Conxll ( f9W) suggcstcd that children ttttose mothers use the term -'gfted-' fir1 liss soc~all) 

competent. The diffcrenccs betuccn r~vearchers IW be a rctult of \\ hethcr the parent labels the child as 
i'b 

..gifted" rather tkm a rcsult of the child-s preternatural abilities. Childrcn who are &are of their parents' 
b 

bclicfs that the? arc gtftcd and t h t  this giftedness ts fnngte ma? feel more pressure ta Jitk up to the labc!. 



The label nm? conmbure to the child's sense of bang dlffcrent from hts or her peers It is hypothes~zed 

that 

7 Chtldlen of uscr rncrntxsrs ttlfl gtte thentselt'es a lotler rating on a measure of sad comptence 

than u 111 children in an! other group 

(3 Chiidrcn o f u x r  mcmkrs wi l i  rank scbiasttc competence as more trnportant than BIII childrcit 

of an! othcr group 

l? Chtldrcn of u s r  n~cntkrs  ~ t t l l  be more ltkei! to sa! the? fa1  dtfferent from other chtidrcn than 

11 111 children of an! other member group 

As Goodno\s and Colhns ( I W O )  h a ~ o  noted. a belief must be defensible to be held strongl!. 

Furthermore. to bcnefit the child. ti nwst be nithin thc child's abilit! to live up to the belief. Because 

chlldrcn of user members are tdcntlficd bv their parents as having innate academic ability, they will bc 

more likely to feel pressured to dcmonsrrate that ability. Hoti.evcr. it is also likely that as ii result of thc 

presurc thc? are under to Inc up to the label and because of the nicssage t h e  recei\e from their parents 

thai gtftedness is a problem. the? uill regard giftedness as a less desirable state It is hypothesi~ed that: 

I f )  Chtldren of u x r  nlcntbers w t l l  beltac that their parents sct htgller standards for them than \till 

children of an? other group 

1 1  Chtldrcn of u x r  mentbers 1\11! betme that t t  IS less destrable to be g~ftcd than \\dl children of 

othcr n~ember grolips 

.4@1n. bc~ausc parents bclic\e that gtftedness is innate and stable. the children who are labeled 

gifted \till be morc Itkci! to at~nbutc thcir success to innate abilih. As a result, accorhng to h e c k  and 

her assocraws ( D u x k .  1986. Ellrot & Khveck. 1988). t h e  will be more Ilkely to avoid risk and choose 

p-rformancc goals. and getung good marks. 01-er learning goals. I t  is h!pothesized that 
a' 



123. Children of uwr men~bcrs u i l l  rate abiiit:, more highly as a cause of academic success than will 

4% 
any othcr groups 

12h. Compared uith children of each of the other groups. children of uwr members wdl  be more 

Ilkel\. to choos: performance goals rather than learning goals 

12i Ch~ldren of 11sc.r-members \\ill  rate "lcarntng ncn things" less htghl? as a reason todo well at 

s h o o 1  ~han  \ r i l l  children of an! other group. 



Method 

Participants -- 

.Member - Parents 

Parents ir  ho nerc memkrs of the Gifted Children's Association were sclccted from volunteers 

fronl Stud, 1 .4 total of 8U fanirtics ha\ ing gifted children. aged 7 to 13 (born benvecn t 982 and 19871 

had indicated t h q  were billing to participate. These faniiiics \+ere dn.ided into three groups according to - 
thtir use of the term "gtftcd": tho= parents who responded that the! used the tern1 in front of their 

chttdrcn and to dclcribc thcir children to other adults (Clscrs. 39 families). those parents who responded 

that they did not use thc tern1 -'gifted*- at all (Non-users. 24 fhmilics). and those parents mho said the\ use 

the term to describe their ch~ldrcn to other adults but did not use i t  in front of their child (yart~al uwrs: 17 

Bccause of thc sniall nunikrs of families in the non-user and partial-user group. parents who had 

not been msmkrs of the association In 1OC13 uhen the Siudy 1 sun.c> was distributed wcrc also recruited 
Z 

from four actjvc Loucr Mamiand chapters of the association During the GCA monthly nieetiiig, parents 

\ w e  prr-ntcd n-ith a bncf csplanation of the study outlining an appropriately rndfied version of the 

same infwmation that 1~3s prescntcd to the original t.olunteers dunng the phone contact Interested 
. 

partnts \vir@had not ioluntccrcd prc\ ~ousl! x r e  asked to somplctc a truncated terslon of the orlgiilal 
i 

s u n q  f Appcndil B)  - The 3ddltionat I ciigibic famll~es recruit4 in this fashion %ere 7 Users. 7 non- 

Uscrs anif I Partial Uscr 
,- 

The rcirultmcnt of thc orrginal three GC.4 groupings and the ~ o n ~ ~ a r ~ s o n  group w111 be 

a 
desmbed at t h ~ s  potnt. as ncll as thc composmon of the three GCA groups The original three GCA 



groups \\ere reassigiled to two groups for Stud? 2. The criteria for and thc composition of the two groups . 

wi!l bc discussed i s  the Procedure =tion. 

Within each of thc three groups. subjects were ordered randoml?. and contacted b\ telephone 

01 er a 6 week pcntd. Thc tclephonc protocol can be found in Appendix C. This continued until a total of 

2 1 subjects were gathcrcd for each of the User and non-User groups and all 18 Partial-User subjects were 

contacted 

Table 5 p c s  the number of mother-child pairs contactcci from the init~al sample and the newly 

recru~ted subjects and tile number of participating motherchild pairs in cach group who could not be 
)L 

contacted or who rcfuscd lo participate. 

Table 5 

Number of memberp;ij!iclpants contxted. accepting and refusing. 

Number of participanrs 
atti-ntptcd contact .. 7 - F 28 

Original participar~ts 19/23 16/28 
accepred 

1 Ncu subjects 
accepted 

Could not contact 1 7 1 

Total hnilies 
in stud! 2 1 2 1 



OP the I2 subjects who refused to participate, 3 gave no reason for refusing and 2 said there had 

been a death or dilorcc in the famil?. Three subjects said that although they were willing to be invoked, 

their child \vas not mterested in participating: 3 subjects said they no longer belimed the child was gifted: 

and the remaining subject gave both of the preceding reasons for refusing. 

Table 6 gi\.es the sex distribution for each of the three groups 

Tittrk 5 

Number orbovs andai l s  in each of I& three member ProuDs 

Non-Users -. .--... Partial ~ Users 

-4 total of 30 b l s  (7  1%) and I6 girls (20%) participated. The mean age of the children was 

10 2 !ears. Therc \\as no difference between the bo!s' and girls' ages. 

Coni~arison group parents -. 

A comparison group of 20 non-member families who had children of elementan school age \+as 

selected from a group of parents \+ ho had completed a form uhen their child was born indicatmg that they 

might be interested in panicipating in further research. The mothers had received this form while in the 

hospital folio\ving the blnh of the child and these files had been kept by the Department of Psychology as 

a psstble source of subjccts Thcse families nere selected in the following fashion: Stud! 1 was usxi as a 
'/ 

_gwdeline to determine the ratio of bols to girls and the distribution of ages to select. The mean age of the 

children was 10.4. It  \\as dctcrniined that 12 boys and 8 girls should be selected. 

The families in the files were drawn from the same urban and suburban cornmumties as the 

members of the GCA: ho\ve\.er. for some birth ,ears certain comn~unities w r e  over-represented in the 



files Comparison group families were selected in the follo\ting hshion. Family information cards were 

di\.ided by sex and birth year of the target child. Each group was then dwided by location: 

urban centre and adjoining suburbs (Vancouver. Burnaby and kchmond). eastern suburbs (Goquitlam, 

Port C'oqu~tlam. Port Mood? and Ridge-Meado%ys area). southern suburbs (Surrey, Delta and Tsawassan) -- 
5 - 

and northern suburbs (Konh and West Vancout er. Lions Bay and Deep Cove). A subset of cards was 

rartdornl~ selected front each area to ensure that each area has equally represented in the selection 

process. This subgroup of cards \\-as randomlj ordered. Potential subjects \vere contacted by phone in 

that order until the required number of subjects had been obtained. 

Because many of thesc subjects had not been contacted since the birth of their child seven lo 

t\vclve years ago. some werc no longer at the same phone number Three attempts were made to contact 

each fa mil^. if thesc attmtpts itere unsuccessfui. that famil! uas dropped and the nest family on the list 

\\as added. This process \\;is continued until the required number of subjects of each iige and ses uilS 

obtained. A total of 71 fandin aas  called. Once familiea were contacted and the mother indicated she 
* 

might be interested in partic~pating. she was asked whether she was a member of the GCA. whether her 

ch~ld had been identified as '-gifted". and whether her cldd had been ident~fied by the school has having 

an) special educ3tional nceds. if the parent was a GC.4 member or said that the child had been identified 

as g i k d  it was esplained that non-gifted children were being sought for this study. If the parent said that 

the child had special educational necds he or she was asked to describe them. If these needs wcrc sacre or 

the child had a hkl of learning disabled it was explained that the research required children who had 

nmcr had an! educat~onnl label Ch~ldren \tho had attended short-term learn~ng assistance were not 

considered to hale spccinl nceds Table 7 describes the outcome of the phone recru~unent of non-member 

parents 



Table 7 

@tconle of phone =itment of nonmember Daren& 
F 

Could not Rcfuscd Not suitable Decc3sed Accepted Total 
contact ........ ..... . .. .... ... ........... .... .. .. ...... ..... . . ...... .. ........... ......................... ..................... ................. .................. .............. .... - .... 

The majority of families could not be contacted either because the rrumber was no longer in 
. > 

jenxe. the famil!. was no longer at that number, or there uas no answer. Two families who were 

contacted refused to panicipate. one parent did not want her child inten-iewd in pri\-ate. and the other 

could not gct her husband's agreement to participate Of thc families deemed rlot suitable, 4 were either 

members of the GCA or idcntificd thcir children as gifted and 2 had children with se\.ere learning 

disabiiitlcs. One targct child mas deceased. 

Sis of the 2 0  companson group mothers (all of \!horn had inittall! identified thcir child as not 

@fled) rcportcd during t hc inten icw that they believed their child was gifted. The responses of this group 

of parcnts were c o ~ n ~ r x i  with the remaining I4 and an! relevant differences bemeen them are notedp~d 

discussed. 

Instruments 

The instruments dcscr~bcd ucre used to attain three objectives. The stud! itself focused on 

describing the beirefs of thc parents. attcrnptmg to idcntifi similar beliefs in thcir children and exploring 

possible impact on the children The intenkw schedules also included questions uhich protided a fi~ller 

description of ths parents. thelr background and their beliefs This information was included in the study 

\i hen neccssan for csplanatorl, purposes. Addtional questions in the paren1 and child inte~iews rzlated 
2 



to motivation and attributions for success. as this is an area which ma! also be atTected be parental 

Parcnts: 

Parent's I_rmietv ( A ~ w n d i r  Dr; 

The intenim tsm a 40 minute structured inteniew sctmiuts. .4 priman goal of thts 

intcnm+ \\.as to pros.~de descripti\.c data about the parents of' gifted children. Questions 1-1 7 were askcd 

of :ill parcnts. These questions determined the respondent's age. gross family income. the nunlber of 

people the income supports (QI-Q?) and whether parents believe thcre is such a thing as a "gifted chld" 

(41 3). A series of quesuons (Q-I-Ql2. Q 14-Qi 5)  inquired about rhe amount and nature of the parent's 

education. the parent's attitude to that education, and whether the parent was cver identified as gifted. 
die 

Parcnts uerc askcd 10 provide information about their children. to identifi which. if any. were gifted. and 

the degree ofccrtainh the! felt about the identification. and to describe \vhat had led them to believe their 

chlid \\as gifted or not p~ftcd (Q17-QlX) Questions 19-24 repwt Q17 and (218 for subsequent children 

Members of t t~c  G t A  were also adnlinlstered the 59question GCA Member Inren.ie\s Schedule 

(Appendis E) Parents \\ere asked about the follo\ving areas: 

~dentifkation of thc child ;rs gifted. i.c.. age identified.- by whom. parental response. parental 

perception of kncfirs and d~sad\,antagcs of ident~fication as gifted (Q3-I - 436) 

Famil! \-alues. i c.. presence of other gifted famil! members. \.slue pfacd on intelligence and 

academic succcss (Q74-Q36 1. 

Lsc of the term "gilied" and des~rability of the term (Q374279). 

Judgment of \\ hcthcr or not the child thinlcs of him or lierself as "gifted" (Q-40). 

Chlld's school~ng (Q4 1-045 ) 



6. parent's judginent of child's ability. expectations for 6hild's success. child's motivation. peer 

relationships. beha\.iour. and prefcrencc for learmng \. s. performance goals. (Q46-Q56) 

7 .  Parents attributions for child's achievement and ability. (Q57-059) 

Non-members were administered the 5 I -item Non-member Interims Schedule (Appendis F). 

This schcdulc asks questions in tk following areas: 

I .  Identification of children as gifted. i.c.. age a child can be identified and by whom ( Q 2 5 q 2 6 )  

a 2 Famrl values. i.c., prcscncc of other grfted famil? members. d u e  placed on intelligence and 

3 .  Use of the term "gifted" and dcsirabilih of the term ( Q 3 0 4 3  1 ). 

4. Judgment of r\ hethcr or notl the child thinks of him or herself as "giAed" (Q32) 

5 Ch~ld's schooling ( Q 3 3 4 3 7 )  
* 

6 Parent's judgmcnt of child's abil~t? and parent's expectations for child's success. child's motnation. 

peer relationstlips. betraviour and preference for learning goals \ s &omiancc goals (Q.38-Q48). 

7 .  Parent's attributions for chlld's achic\cmcnt and ability (Q-IY-QS I )  @ 

Parents \vho \ w e  not n~embers of the Gifted Children's Association but who indcated during the 

intcn.icws that t ho  bclicved their child was gifted \tcre asked appropriate questions from the Men~ber '~  

Interview about their child 

in  reporting the results. qucstlons from the GC.4 Members' Inteniew ~ 1 4  be identrfied as MO. 
8 

\\hlle questions from the Companson Parents' Questionnaire \w11 be Identified as CQ 
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Beliefs A b a o  Giftedness Questionnaire (Appendix G )  
. . 

A total of 16 statements tapping beliefs about giftedness were presented to parents (Appendis 

G 1 r and children (Appcndiu GZ). The statements tapped five areas of beliefs about giftedness: giftedness 

is innate; giftedness runs in families: giftedness is rare; giftedness must be nurtured; giftedness causes 

w i a l  psoblen~s. Subjects rated statements on a -#-point agreedisagree Likert type scale. This scale was 

rncdified for children. 'Big ?es". "little yes". "big no" and " M e  no" rcplaced "agree stronglj". "agree". 

"disagree strongi: " and "d~sagrcc" to cnsure that the > ounger children in the audy understood the task 

C'hrldrcn ucrc also presented w ~ t h  a t isual a ~ d  consist~ng of 4 schematic faccs (Appendix GR, Figure 1 )  

THO faces \\ere smiling and t\\o frowning. The u.ord "yes" \,as written in large letters and followed nit11 
I .  

Y an erclan~ation mark abo\.e the face \\ith the bigger smile and it was explained to the child that this meant 

the? "really agreed" \ \ah what had b t ~ n  read. Above the second lacs\vas a sn~aller -->es" and it was 

explained that this mmnt the child '*son of agreed with \vhat had been read. The uord "no" was 

smilarly printed in sm~ller and larger lettering above the faces u.~th the moderate and glowering frowns 

respecti\cl\. Children ncre told the! ucre to select onc of these faces if the? did not agree or if t h q  i 

thought \that had h e n  read was urong. Again it \\as esplaned hot\ to choose depending on the intensih 

. qf ther  disagreement. In order lo xo id  offending older chddren \+ ho might find the visual aid childish. it 

was explained to all children that it \\as being used because it uas part of the study in case some ch~ldren. 

!oungcr than themsclvcs. nt~ght ha\e trouble answering the questions Although most chldren ga\e their 
5 

responses aloud. a feu simpl! panted to the appropr~atc facc In those c3scs. their response \%as read back . . 

to them to ensure that t t  was correct 

. I 

Adults werc given this questionnaire to complete on their own; houe\.er. the qtiestions were read 

to rhe children. Sl~ght modifications in wording uere also made on the children's questionnaire 

(Appendix C4) One additional qua ion  (Q2 I )  was also included (Appendn G 2 )  T h ~ s  question uas 



a n ~ ~ t r e d  using the same scale as the belief questions and was included with them to facilitate 

administration of the questions to the children. Questions arranged by categoq- are listed in Appendis 

G-l) Modifications lo questions'and questions shich were scored in rcversc are noted. 

i 

& { 
Osgood. SKI and Tanncnbaum (1957) asserted that an! concept can be measured along a 

nurnbcr of dirncnsions b? measuring the distance of that concept in semantic space from either pole of two 

opposlng adjectives (e.g . hot-cold. bad-good). A number of adjectit.e pairs are utilized and the target 

concept is measu~ed ona ?-poh~t scal;. anchored at either end by an adjecti~e and its opposite. creating a 

sen~antic di ffercnlial. [,'sing factor anal! sis. Osgood et a1 ( 1 957) found that the adjectives fell into t hrec 

main factors. \r kich appeared to be. rhc dimensions along which the target ~ o r d s  were being considcred. a= 

s 

Thcse dimensions \\ere oaiuation (t.g.. good-bad). potencj (e.g.. strong-wak) ,and activity ( e g .  fast- 

slou ). Other factors labellcd \.ariousl! as stability. tautness. novel? and aggressiveness contributed the 

remainder of the.\miancrz. The ctduative fador is the  prima^ factor. contributing half to threequarters 
*. 

*. 9 

of the \ariance. w hilc potent? 2nd activity account for at last half the remaining variance. Osgood ct a!. 

( 1057) suggested using ihrm scales for each factor selected. Cons~dcration should be ghen to the loadmg 

of the scale on the factor and the reie\.ance of the scale to the concept being judged 

Some caution has been ad\ isxi with regard lo the stability of the factors. Although the 

evaluation factor is stable. potenq and activit? may be less so (Emmerson &: Ned?. 1988) with  adjectives 

foading on one or the other factor dependmg on the concept being rated. However. Emmerson and Neely 

propbscd the semantic differential to clinicians as a \.slid and reliable method of data collection. Norman 

( IY69). while questioning its rcliabilit!- as an individual measure. argued that group means on scales of 

the semantic differentials are stable over time. Semantic differentials are reported to be less subject to 

social desirabilit! (Lawson. 1989) or response acquiescence bias (Ofir. Reddy & Bechtel. 1987) than are 

more &red measures of agreement or disagreement. Ofu. Red* and Bechtel( 1987) argued that the 



senlantic differential is a more vatid and reliable scale than single anchor or tikcrt scales and producs 
e 

high trait variance and Ion method variance. 

B 

C 

Semantic differentials are easy and quick to administer and appear to have reasonable test-retest 
P 

relrab~li?~ and some evidence for \ altdrh . Test-retest rei~abil i~ \ ;mes to some degree depending on the 

corlcept being measured For e\ample. "MJ Mood Todaj"  ill have less rehability than a more neutral 

* .-#;i uord such as -'Paper clip". In their initial stud! lthich used 100 subjects. Osgood et a1 ( 1957) repeated 

fort? items at the end of the measure. These items comprised 40 of the 50 scales used in the stud! and all 

tncntl concepts king rated Thc rmrncdiate tcst-retcst corr3at1on coefficient \,a 85. 

S 

Although \ alidity IS someu hai harder to ascertain.'the responses on the scrnantx d~ffercntial 

- -  were used to predict the actual \oting patterns of 11 of 16 American subjects it ho responded "Don't kno\v" 

a hen ashcd for hom the! were going to vote rn a presrdent~al clect~on B:, comprrng thsir responses on 

a scmantrc differenttal on tthich the candtdates were the concept to be rated utth the responses of tttofeof 

colnmltted \ o t e m c w a t c  prcdlcttons could be made (Osgood ct al. 1957) T h ~ s  suggests that semantlc 
.G. - 

diffcrentrals r e k 6  real ditTerences a hich can be used to predrct behat iow in sum. the selpantic 

differential appearst0 be a rcssonabl! rclrabie and valid measure of the meaning of concepts to 

-x 
i ndi, iduds, 

* .  

1 * 

- Thrs stud! dskd parents to rate words related to "grftedness" ("gifted". .'bright". "lntellrgent". 

'crcatifg~f. --smart*- irnd '-tafcntcd*') on a semantic drfferential consisting of 16 scales (Appembs H) 

Thcsc SIX tcrnls ncrc cfioxn because the:, mere all used b) more than -t(fo/~ of parents in Study I 
< 

Adjcctive pairs w r c  sclected from those found Osgood et a1 (1357) to lie on the factors identified as 

d e\aluation and potency Osgood ct al. suggencxl that an indvidual c m  complete 10 to 20 scales per 

minute. The semantic hfferentlal took approximatel,- 6 minutes lo complete. 
- 



Children's Inten'ie~v: (~vpendix  1) 

The basic inteniew was used for gifted children. Appropriate modifications in wording are 

indicated for children who are not identified as gifted. This inter\..iew took approximately 20 minutes. 

Chlldren were mked about the following areas: 

1 .  Child's understanding of term "gifted" and identification of self as gifted and attitudes to giftedness 

2. Child's attitude to school (Q4-Q7). 

3. Child's especulions for success in school (Q8, Q9) 

1. Child's moti\,ation (Q 12) 

5 .  Child's sense of parental pressure (Q 10-QI I. 413 ). 
J 

i 

i 

6. Child's peer relationships and social beha\iour (Q1-t. Ql5). 

7 .  Child's sense of being "different" (Q 16). 

8. Child's preference for learn \.s. performance goals (Q 1 7). 

9. Child's attributions for academic success or failure (Q19-QZO) 

1 Child's feelings about being gifted (Appendis G (b); Q2 I ). 

1 I Belief statcmcnLs. (-4ppend1s G(b). Q22-0-37). 
a 

In reporting the results. questions from the Children's I n t e m w  Schedules mill be ~dentificd as 

Ssl f-Perception Profile for Chddren (Harter. 1985) 

This is a -36-item insirument designed to measure children's beliefs about their &mpetence in 
a 

fivc areas and their belief about their overail self-worth. The measure pro~ides scores for Global Self- 

Worth and subscores in the domains of kholastic competence, social acceptance, physical appearance. 

athieuc competence. and behaloural conduct. Internal consistenq reliabilities range from 7 1 to .85 for 



dontam subssorcs arid .78 to .W for the global worth subscores. Factor analtsis indicates that the five 
3 

' s u b l c s  rcprescnt five rlnlque factors for children in Grade 4 orolder. Haner (1983) claimed that on& 

four factors emerge tn studies of ~ounger children. as thc factor for scholastic competence and that for 
- v' 

- 

belratjouraf conduct o w l a p  Ot hcr r~esarchcrs have suggested that the behavioural subsale 1s thc least 

stable. Van Dongen-bfclnlan. Koot. & Verhulst,( 1993). using a sample of Dutch elementary school 

students 8 - 12 years of age. found confirmation for Hancr's fixtor structure with the exception of the 

bclmvtoural scalc. -1ihich the! bcliae to be suspect. Granleesc and Joseph ( 1993. 1091) in two studies 

~ h ~ h  included o\cr 801) I ;-\ctr-old irish adolescents found support for Haner's factor structure 

. P C  
Gender d~n'ert.nccs ha\e k e n  found in mean scores Htgher scores odthc ph)sical attractivcncss 

P e. 

0 * 9 

and athlctrc cornpetcncc scales hate been reported for Irtsh boys than for ir~sh girls (Granlecs and Joseph. 

1 0 ~ 3 ,  1 991) Sin~ilarlv. htghtr scores on scholastic competence as well as ph~sical attractiveness and 

athlet~c compc'tcnc: ha\.c b a n  r c ~ n t d  for Dutch bq\s thm h! Dulch girls (van Dongen-Mclman. Koot 

Hartcr's (102151 finding that ph!sical attractlvcncss was high]? correlated with global self-\vorth 

has also becn suppsrted ( \an  Dongcn-Mclman. Koot. & Verhuist. I993 ). Because Harter ( 1985) 

suggested that self \tonh is dctclopd in pan through an inreract~on between how competent one bclisves 

o n ~ x l f  to k - t n  an arca and hou important that area is to the inditiduals. she also provided an Importance 

k11c \\ hich ratcs hot\ tmportant a s h  arca IS to thc child Hartcr's Self-Perccptlon Profile for Chrldrcn . 
(tC~ncr. 19351 IS gcncr;rll! fclt to bc n rci~able and rntcrnall~ \slid measure of self-concept. 

I 

H a n ~  suggestd that thc scale not be used for children under Grade 3 Howmer because man! of 

the children in this stud? ucre tden~tficd as "g&xY. because the scale was being administered on a one- 

t w n c  basts. and bxauie 11 was k i n g  adminrrtered at the end of the school )-ear. it was felt that the Grade 



2 children (4 gjftcd children and I comparison child) in the study would be able to answer this 

questionnaire appropriately 

Mothers \ w e  contacted b! phone as described in the Subjects section. A time and date was 
(r, 

arranged for the inlcn icm. or a time to call back and arrange an inten icw was agreed upon. In four cases. 

three fam~llcs from the CXA group and one family from the comparison group. the mother requested thirt 
3 

both the target ch~ld an3 a srblrng be ~nten.ie~ed In order to avo~d jealous, In these cases both children 
% 

were intenieued and administered the appropriate nieasures. 

311; 

Inten ~ c u s  w r c  conducted \\I& mothcrs and chlldrcn in the fanlilj home o w  a 10-~eek period 

in the Spring ol. 1995 Each fitmil! \\as visited once: ~ c l 8 r c  con~rncncing the intenleu. nlothers were 

read the consent protocol and asked to giye witten consent for themselves and their children to be 

intsn-iewd. Children acre also read a conseritprbtocol and askfd for their verbal agramsnt to be * 

tntcn-~e\red. The onscnt protocols arc contained J.  It was esplained to mothers that 
3 

corfidentialifi aould b: maintamed bk;ssigning each family a family number and identifying the 

schedufe and qucstionna~re onl! b? that number. At this time mothers ifere aw asked to complete a self- 

4 

addressed en\ elope ~f the? t\ [shed to receive the results of the stud?. All mothers were interested in 
..~ 

receiving a summap of the results 
a 

* 

b 
Parents and chldren \icre ~nteniewed separatclj in their homes. Parents were asked if their 

n 

responses and those of their &ldren could be record& on a tape iecorder. Lf the parent agreed to permit 

the chlld's response to be t 3 p d  the child was  asked for permission. Chldren's responses were only taped 
%. 



- 

lf both the) and ther r parents agreed Tapes were erased after data were transcribed. Due to somc 

d~fficulties with equipment. nor all families who agreed \sere taped In anticipation of possible 

mechanical problems. additional emphasis was placed on accurate transcription of the answers. Intewiews 

took-from I 1N hours tc oizi2 1/2 hours. large]! depending on the amount of dormation the parent 

* 
Children %,\ere intcnicued first. in a location in the honw separate from the parent. I t  was 

explained to parents that &cause I wished to learn more about how zwll children understood their 

parents' views. somc questions ~ o u l d b e  administered to both parents and children and it was important 

that the! not otcrhcar one another's answers. Parents wcre asked to suggest a place where the ch~ld could 

be ~nten~cwed whcrc thq nould not o~crhear their child's ans\\ers. Parents \ w e  offered the opportunity 

to look over the chlld iritt.n.iew schcdule if they \+ere concerned about what questions their child would be 

. asked Onl! one parcnt wished to do so Parenrs w r e  &en instructed on h o ~  to complete the semantic 

differential and the Rtrcnt Belief Questionnaire. While the parcnt completed these measures in another 

room, the chld Has ~ntcnicwd in twocascs. the child did not want the parent to leave the room during 

the i n t e n x u  i n  one of the tao cases. the clhd was willing to k t  the n~other leave after the first few 

questions: howcter. in the second cr~sc the mother remained for the entire intenieu-. This latter child also 

hesitated to be men-iwcd and had to be coaxed by her mother. For these reasons. and because of 

additional dificultik 111th responding to the questions. this family was dropped from the study. 

Two mothers. both GC.4 members. forgot to complete the semantic differential. In both cases. 

Ttie childrsn's inten-leu took appro xi mat el^ 20-25 minutes. Preliminary piloting of the chldren's 

~nt tn-~ew schcddc suggested th% children 1s ho were 1 1 or !ounger and who were not identified as giAed 



might not undcrsland the tcrm e\en after esplanattort In cases in which the chtld 

4 

- .  

1 ~ 1 t h  the tcrm. yucstlons using -'g~ftcd" \\ere rephrased as "g~fted or reall! s~nart" 

\ 
\ 

M c r  the child was read thc ~nstrunions to the Haner Self-Perception Profile for childrh. he or ' 

she was asked to rcad the first feu questions aloud. The child's ability to read the question fluently anti, 
\ 
'\ 

mark the r p o n s :  appropriatel~ a a s  o b u ~ e d .  If thc child had difficult> reading the questions or if there'\,, 
\ 

' < ~ ~  

was any doubt t!ut he or she could complete the quest~onnaire adequately thc questions were read aloud to ', . . 

thc child. If the child rcid flucritl! and demonstrated that the instructions were i indcrstd.  the measure \ 

was completed ~ ~ t h o u t  supenis~on- The Harter Self-Perception Profile for Children took approximatel:, 

2 0  minutes to completc 

.Mcr the child's inten is\\ \\as completed. the child was asked to fetch the mother. Mothers wcrc 

then intcnicwcd n h ~ l e  the child uas  contplcting thc Hartcr Self-Perception Profile for Children. or in the 

caw of a ! ounger Child or a poorer reader. after the child had cornpletcd this measure Children were .not 
r 

D 

present while thc niothcr \\as being intenie\ved. Thc parent inteniew usuali\- took 4 0 4 5  minutes. but a . 
fen took substantially longer. In trio families. one GCA famil? and one comparison family, the father 

was present for a Wief part of the m c n  iew with the mother and made a feu wmmenrs on the questions 

In neither case did the 1hthcr-s prcscnce appear to influence the nlother's rcpl:, and both parents tended to 

rcflm on the other's conments in a good-natured fashion. The father's comments were recorded but 

\ w c  not included ln thc rcsults. 

On complcrion of the qucst~onnaircs. childrcn and mothers ucrc thanked for their participation 

an@ mothers w r e  assured that t h c ~  nould be sent a summa? of results when they became available. 



Cfember parents and their children were origmajly selected b) thew response to a question on a 

wttten questlonnarrc as to 1% hether they used the term "@lfted" in front of their chldren and In front of 
8 

others. when parents acre inten~eued the? \rere again asked whether thf used the term @ed in fronl 

of the child (MQ~37) or in front of other adults (MQ38). and if they did not. why they did not do so. They 

\\ere also asked whether they believed. in general. that children should be told they are "gifted and the 

tcrrn explained to them (MQ.79) Because i t  seemed unreasonable to assume that "non-users" never used 

the tern1 "gifted" in from of thc~r  children. the term was felt to be misleadtng and w-as replaced with the 

term "A\,oiders" which more accurately reflected the mother's desire to avoid using the term. 

Parents were categoond as ..Users" If the! mdicated that the! at least sometimes used the 
F * 

to lhelr o& c h l l d 1 ~ i 7 )  A total of 27 fanulies met ihe crlterlon for a User. Tuenty-he of the 27 

parents_also a rcsjlonded ~ l t h  a categorical "~es" to the questlon of whether the? belimed children should . - 
- v 

be lold the! are "gifted" ( Q 3 9 ) .  and the other two gave somenhat ambiguous answers to the questlon. 

Parents n-crc catcgorixd 3s Avoiders if they 

a)  responded \\ith a -'no" to Question 37 ("Do you use the term gficd in front of 

(c hrld'.i nornt>) to describe hisher talents'?") OR 

b a \  c. a qualified "no". such as "w t? to avoid it-' to Question 37 & a 

categorical negative response to question 39 (" In general. do you 

belie\c that children should bc told t h e  are "gifted" or that children should not 

A total of 2 1 parents nlet the criteria for Avoider 



preference to use or avold the term. Some parents did not answer with a direct "yes" or "noq' but gave a 

qualified response such - as -'sorrtetimes". A response of "sometimes" Fvas considered to be a "yes". A list 

of qualified responses appeared in  Appendix K.  Tablc 8 givcs the pattern of responses (yes. no or 

qualified response) to the questions -'Do you use the term gificd.in front of your child?" (hlQ3 7) and "Do 

!on believe children should be :old they are girted using the term "gifted"?" (MQ39). . 

Table 8 
b 

R e s ~ s e s  of User-and .4\oider parcnts to the aucstion ~vhether they approve of using thc term "gifted" in -. 

front of their chi ldrn 

- . P P X . . , - " - . - " _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I _ - -  

Use gifted: Users Avoiders . 

(n=27) (n=2 1 ) 3 
. . . . - -  . ........... .-. ..~... . .- . .~ ... . .. . .. .. . ~- . .... .~... - 

Toownchild Ycs 2 2 
No (1 
Qualified response 5 

In general Yes 2 5 
to children No 0 

Quali hed response - 7 

Parents u ho could not bc assigned to a group based on these criteria uere classified as 

"undecided". I'tlcse parents seemcd to equhocate for one of three reasons:" they had changed their mind 

about using the term (h -.; ). the! wcrc new to the '-pfied" movement (N=2) or the, were concerned with 

sibling ri\.aIq (N=l I .  An csanlinatior~ of the demographic variables confirnied that the undecided parents 

nsrc wry similar to those parents in the study on age. income, family size and on parental educational 

\anables .4 hllcr discuss~on of these families and the probable reasons they uere unable to be 
0 

L categorized can be found ~n Appendix L 



Categon. changes from St* 1 
f 

Table 9 gives the catego? changes from the old "user". "non-user". '-partial user'" categories to 

the neu "user". "acoidei'. "undccidcd categories. 

Table 9 

&assignment of p;inicipants in old WOUD to new nroum. v 

--Y.IIILI-PYIUY--YY.Y.YI-Y,YIIYY...Y..-- ..-...-*- ~- - - - - - . - . . - . - . .~ - .~ -Y . - . . .Y I IPPUYI . -P IWI .PU. - .~ - - - . " . - " . -  

New group 
L'sers At oiders Undecided 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . .Drox!pe!!.. . . . . . !! . . !! . . . . . . . . . . 
Old Group 

Users (K= 2 I ) 17 -3 1 0 
Yon4 ccrs ( N z . 2  1 1 6 12 2 1 
Partial Uscrs ( N =  1.3) -I 6 3 0 

Wh? parents changed thcir mind 

Partial uscrs were identified as parents who did not use gifted in front of thcir children but did 
' 

use it to describe tltcir children ro others. Thus. the 6 who \\ere noit classified as Avoiders had not 

actuallt changed tlrcir pos~tiori on using the tcrm to lheir chddren. The three User parents who nou said 
1 

the? did not use thc tcnn \\we surprised that the? had ever sad the, did. and all three indmted that they 

did not b e b e  children should be told they are gifted using that tcrm. 

Ten parents who had prc\ iousi! ciri'imed not to have used the term now said the3 did. Parents 
1 

were not asked spc~fic;ill> w h  the! had changed thcir mind although some volunteered the information 

Table 10 s h o ~ s  reasons gi\ en and ocnts  occurring between the in1t1a1 stine! and the intervieu uhlch 

prompted the mothcr's decision to become a user of the term "g~ftsd" Children are divided Into those 7 

or !oungcr at the time or the initial suncy and those 7 or older. 



Table 10 

Evcnts Fvhich Dratwt ~nothi'r's decision to change from non- or mrtiai-user to user. Children divided& 

~&rid's age at tinlcof initial suncs L 

Reason 7 or j ounger 7 or older 

. - . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Formalf! identified or sclectcd 
for special prosramming 4 

Just tested at time of in~tlal survej 1 
Old enough to hndle term o 
No1 knou 11 ! 

I t  appears that the child's forn~d identifiatton or selection fo~special programming ma? prompt 

mothers to begin IO use the term "gifted' in front of the child. 

In Slud? 1. parents who used gftcd in front ofhother adults but not in front of their children were 

calegomed as Partial-users. In Stud? 2. ths group of parents was absorbed into the nem User and 

A~oider groups based on thcir use of "gifted" to their child. Ho~te~er .  in Study 2 were also asked 

'-Do ~ o u  use the tern1 "gifted" to.dcscribc ( c h ~ l d 3  name) to other people?" Table 1 I gives the pattern of 

responses t!es. no. or qualified response) of Users and A~oiders to the question -'Do )ou use the tenn 

"eftcd" to dacnbc (clirltl't n m c )  to other people3"(MQ3X). 



Table 11 

Responses of User and .4voider parenis to the auestion of whether they describe their child as nifted to 

other oeo~le. (MQ 38) 

Usc gifted Users Avoideis 
(n=27) (n=2 1 ) ...-.. ..... -...- .......... - ................ ............... .. .... - ......... - ........ 

To adults Ycs 18 2 
No 5 18 
Qualified responsc 1 1 

Parents wcre consistent in their preference to =aid or use "gifted''. While 66% of User parents 

used "gifted" in front of their children and to other adults to describe their children, only 10% of Avoider 

parents claimed to use it to describe their children to other adults. 

Demographic chamcteristlcs of thc User, Avoider and Comparison nrouu Darents 

+N 

General cqqxirison 

Table 12 ghcs the mean age of the mothers. mean family slze and mean gross and per pierson 

incomes for each thc three groups Also ~ncluded is the number of famllies in each group in u hich the 

father was not In lng in the honie 



Mean age of mothers. size of families. moss and oer Derson family incomes and Dresettce of father for 

user. avoider and comparison ~ O U D S .  

Mean age of mother in years 40.9 
Range (31 - 5 1 )  

Mean annual family income $79.35 1 $77.857 $74.250 
Range (S55-110.000) ($45-1 lO.OOt)) ($15 - 1  10.NtO) 

Mean number of famil) mcrnben 4 27 4.0, 4.65, 
Range (2  - 6 )  (3 - 5)  (3 - 7) 

-e 
Mean per person income $18.751 $19,524 $16.491 

Range (59-27.300) ($9-3 1,666) ($3,750-3 1.666) 
* 

Muthers did not differ significantly in age amongst the three groups. E (2 ,65)  = .13. p .a. 

nor did families diner signrficanti In their gross income lael. F ( 2 . 6 5 )  = .30. p = .75. or in their per 

person income. E(2 .65)  = 1.57. p =  .22. It shouldbe notedthat therewasaceilingeffectonincon~e 

la el since the highest categon recorded Has "over $100.000"; however a chi-square of number df 

fam~lics wth incomes mer %l(H) .O(X)  u group Mas nor significant. 2 ( 2. N = 68) = 1 32. p 05.  

There uas. howewr. a significant difference in family size. F (2.65) = 3 35. g. = .o.ll. A 

Tulrq comparison of means indicated a significant difference @ = ,033) between the Avoider group and 

the Comparison group with the -4voider group having smaller fagiilies. . . The User group was not 
. . %  

a 
significantly different from the other two groups. *. 



Parents' education 

.Mothers wcre asked how many years of education they had completed (not including preschool or 

kindergarten) and how man? years of education their spouse or partner had completed. They were also 

asked what was the highest degree they had attained 

Table 13 gives the mean number of years of education atmined since Grade 1 arid mean level of* 

education completed by mothers and father in each groups. 

Table 13 

Mean number of vcars of cducation attained by mothers and fathers in the three nrouDs. 

Users Avoiders Comparison 
N = 27 N =  21 N = 2 0  .,. ........ ...... . -.. .... . .... --.-- 

~Mothers' mean years of' education 16.13 17.3, 1 5.05b 
$ '. 
7,- 

+. Range (12 - 19) (13 - 27) ( 1  1 - 20) 
.:. P 

, i  + 

&Then' mean !cars of education 
- - 

17.40, 17.95, 15.32, 
- R a s  --- ....,..m____m____rr____l_____m____rr____l_____l-- 

(13 -21) (13 - 23) (12 - 20) - 
Note. Means with different subscripts differ signifi~antt!~. 

There was a significant difference between the mothcrs in the d&erent groups in the number of 

j a r s  they attended school. _F (2. 5 5 )  = 3.99.2 = ,023. A Ttlkey comparison of means indicated a 

significant lfference bct\veen the .A\-oider and the Companson group mothers, in the number of gears of 

education ( =.O 17). The User group did not differ from either of the other two groups. The m d a n  

letel of education lor User and At.oider mothers was a bachelors degree wiule the median level of 

education for Comparison mothers \$as a post-secondary diploma or trade ticket. 

The educarlowl le\d of the fathers in the three groups u as also compared. There was a 

significant Qfferencc bctiieen the groups in the mean number of years the fathers anended school. _F (2 ,  

P * 



63) 4 . 2 2 .  p = Oo? A Tukey comparison of m a n s  indicated the Comparison group had significantly 

fetier years of education than either the User group. e= .02 1 or the Avoider groip. p = .W1. Like the 

mothers. the mcdian level of education obtained by the fathers in the User and Avoider groups was a * 

t .  - 
bachelor's degree. tihils the mcdian level for fathers in the Comparison group was a post-secondaq 

diplonta or trade ticket. 
. - 

# 
Mothers viere asked if they had obtained all their elementan. and sgcondaq education in Canada 

and whether the! had a private or public school education. Mothers were also asked whether the! had 

been identified as gifted or whet her they had been offered any sort of special programming, such as being 

streamed into the top class in their grade. being offered out-of-school enrichment. or being allowed to take 

special progranls during their school !cars. Table 14 gi\xs the percentages of each group of parents 

indicating t hey had reccived all of their education in Canada. the percentage indicating they had attended 

private school. public school or both. th'e percentage identified as gifted and the percentage who were 

offcred special programming durr ng their school years. 



Table 11 

Percent of each r r t w  bv countn of education. @IX of education, u hethe'r they were identified as gifted 

and \t hether the mother was offered am suecia1 proaramminn. 

Country of education 
' Canada 

Other 

T>pe of educatiort 
Pub1 ic 
P n ~ a t e  
Both 

Identified as Giftctl 

Special programming 
Yes 

% Users 96 Avoiders % Comparison 
n = 2 7  n = 2 1  n = 30 

Five parems sad they had been identified as @ted when they w r e  children. All were members 

of the GCA: howewr. the differcnccs between the groups was not signrfisant, %' (2. N = 68) = 4.00. p - 
14 There was no difference among groups in the number of mothers reporting that they had recei\.ed 

special programming during thcir school years. %' (2. N = 68 ) = 5.46. p = 065. There mas also no 
f 

difference among thc three groups in the likelihood that they had attended private school. public school or 

both. %' ( 4 . 3  = 6s) = 2 . 5 0 ~  = 66. or in the likelihood that they were educated outside of Canada. %' (2. 

N-68)=4.18. p = . l ? .  - 

Parents were asked to indicate ho%they felt about the qualie of their own schooling by rating it 

on a 5-point scale from \-en. poor ( I )  to v q  good ( 5 ) .  They  also asked to rate themselves on how 

well did they d ~ d  in xhool academic all^ on a similar 6-point scale from "a poor student" ( I )  to "an 



excellent student" (6) Table 15 &.es the mean rating given by e x h  group of their education and the 

mean rating of themsehes as students. 

Table 15 

Mean rat inqsh User. Aboider and Commrison groups of thelr education and of their achiaement as - 

students. 

I 

---.*.-P-.-.-..V.-..." ......... a-."." ...... - ..-...... - ....... ------.--""..- .... ......-.--.-..-"-.'"-. 
User A\ oider Comparison 
t N =  t 7 i  (N = 21) (N = 20) ......................................................................................................................................................................... 

Rating of own education 3.2, J.Ot, 3.8 

R a t s o f  self as student -. 4 4 -.-.-*--.--- 5.0, 4.Q, -- 
Now Means H ith different subscripts differ significantl!.. -- 

There \sere significant difTerences in {he mean scores among parent groups in ~ O M  good they felt 

their own education was. _F (2. 65)  = 4.44, e = 416. The Avoider group gave heir  own education a 

rating of - . g d .  whdc the User group rated their education as closc'r to ..average". A Tukq cornpa&on 

of rncans indicates that the difference between the Users and the Avoiders is significant. p = .0 17 

Although most parents rated themselves as ha\-ing k e n  good or veq  good students. there were also 

significant differences in ho\s positivel:, they rated themscl\cs. I('. 65) = 3.25 . g = ,045. A Tukey 

conlparison of means indicated that the parents in (he Avoider group rated themselves as significantly 

better students than did parents in the Comparison group. e = ,033. Parents in the User group chd not 

diner significantly from either of the other two groups. There were no significant differences between - - 

t h o r  parents in the Comparison group ,;ho indicated during the inteniea that t h q  thought their children 

were gifted and those ho did not identifi their children as such. 



1 
% 

1 85 

C * 
- P 

Summan of wren& 
* - 

- 3  

The-fanltlies in thts stud) can be characterized as middle-class. ;telleducated two parent 

families .4soider group familis were slightly sn~aller than Comparison boup families. Most mdthers 

w r c  in their lhinies and forties and had been educated in the Canadian public school syste=m.. W e  most 
4 - 

had not been idcntlfied i3s gifted during their school years. almost half indicated t h t  at some point they 

had been offered some form of modifications. such as subjea acceleration. Differences 'E- 

bcrwcn parent groups w r c  pnntani? In the area of education. Comparison fathers had fewer !ears of 

rducamn than had G C ~  niemM fathers and Comparison n~others had less education than .4vorder 

mothcrs In general. . i&der mothcrs had the most poslu& &uc;ltlonal experiences. rating themsel\ es as 

hctrei students that1 Comparison mothcrs and rating their schooling more positivel~ than User mothcrs. 

The Children 

Table 16 gives the drs~ribution of bo!s and girls. the mian age of the children. and the pcrcentagc 

E1 
of first-born and onl? cluldrcn 111 each group. 

. 

Number of boys a n w r l s  aifd mean ape of children in each group 

Number of bo:, s 1 X ' 16 12 
2' 

Number of girls 9 5 8 " 

- 
X4can age of chtldren lo I I  10.39 10.45 

" tSD 34) (SD 39) (SD .?9) 



~~ 
= 58) = 1 2 5 . 2  = 54. and no stgnificant groups difference in mean &e, F (2.65) = , 2 2 4  = -8 1. .Boys 

* * 4 .  
and grrls did not dlffei significantl) in mean age. i(67) = .?4. p = .74. There was also no significant 

difference among the groups In the nitmber of chlldrfi who were first born or only children vkrsus the - - 

number ofchildren \tho were second or later-born childrsn. %' (2. N = 68) = 1.78, p = .56. 

Table 17 gives the percentage of ch~ldren in each group going to public schkl. prhVate school 

and being home schooled. 
w 
i a 

Table 17 ' 

Percentage of chi ldreri aticn&nP each hw of schoolin? bv''~wmp. 

-Pf-.--P--..P .................. U...... ............ -._.---.----- .......... ................---.. MM..N.. 

, UC Users 96 Avitide~s Companson . - 

(N = 27) ih' = i i  ) (N = 20) ................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

Table 18 glves the percentage of publlc school ctuldren in each group receiving regular. French 
a. 

lm~nersion or specla1 programming 
? 



P 

Percentaix of pub1 I children in each groui, attending rew Iar, French Immersion and a1 ternate - / * 
programme classes, , 

- 4 '  
'-% 

s-urtu-u.*rruu--.--.->-.-- - . - - - - I u P k r - - - - - - . ^ - - - - - _ - - ~  --- 
% Users 4'0 Avoid& ' Comparison 

- 
Regular stream 67 

French immcrston 24 

There was no s~gnificant d~ffe~cnce among the three groups In the number of children attending 
* 

regular Lcrsus rton-regi~lar programs. %' (2. 3 = 53) = I 91 4 > 05 TMO of the children (one from each 

GCA group) u hb acre attendrng alternate programs were enrolled in spec~al segregated programs for tlie 

gifted \vhile the remaining child itas attendrng a '-noncoerci\t" school which focused on individual 

programming and follo~ing the child's interests. 

Parents \ w e  asked hou nlan? schools their chld had attended sincc entering Grade 1 .  The 

mean number of schools attended b? the children was 1.57. (Home schooling was not counfed as a school 

attended). Thcre isas no signifmnt difference amongst. the three groups. _F (2.65) = 625. g. = 3.4. 

. . 

Identification by thcdtoo1 as viftcd and pro\.ision of m i a l  vroriramming a 
- - 

J 6. 

Parents w r e  asked \\ hethcr the teachers or school authorities at their htld's s&ml had 

indicated in an? \\i1!. h a t  t h q  bclle\cd the child to be glficd or esccptio~lly able and. if yes. h o ~  

Responses indmting that school personnel had told parents in words or by actions such as placing the 

c h ~  Id In a spectal progrrim. \%ere acccptcd as tndicaoons that the schbol belimed the child was f l ed  

~hlldi$n who sere homeschooled ucre eliminated from tius analysis. 



schools and 45'6 of the comparison group indicated that teachers &id their child %\as gifted or 
, 

e ~ c c ~ t i o n a l ~ ~  able or said their child attended a private school specifically for &i&ed children and yas. 
Y 

C 

Ir 

therefore, recogru~cd as gifted b! the school.. Four parents. three Users and one A ~ o ~ d e r .  claim-ed that 

the:, had told the schools and thc schools had. s i th  var)lng degrecs of reluctance. agr~xd that the child 

I C  
was gifted 

411 the GC.4 nlembcrs 1% hox  children had been identified b! the schod were receiving or had 

rewit-d some t y x  of spcral xn~iccs .  Parents aere asked what hpe of sen-ices their children had 

rcretvcd. Table I!, gnes the number of children receiving spccial services and the percentage r ~ e i v i n g  

each iao l  of scn.lces Smcc some ch~ldren \ w e  reported as recehmg more 1h;)n one tntewntlon. onlj 
?I 

\ 

the most cstrenlc \%as reported Thc 4 CCA children who aere bang home schooled havepeen ecludcd 
1 ' &  

Number of children in  sach yroup idcntlfied b\ the school as being gifted or esce~tionalh able and 
C 

of soecial sen ices proudtxi 

-. -...- . . - .  . . . .....- .. . ...... . ..... ... .? .................................... ..,.......... .. ........ ................ ........ .. 
Users A\ oiders Comparison 

?.i'ulnber of childrsn 
identified b! schools 

?,a Special placement 42 30 1 1  
(acceieration. s p a x i  classes 1 

% Special short-tcm~ programs 45 
(challenge c l a s s .  enr~chmeni) 

O h  In class enr~chnicnt 18 
: ( e  g subject acceicr;rt~on) 



their child was esceptionafh abie. all Comparison parents. when recruited for the study. had said the 
% =  

schools had not ~dcntified their children as "gifted" When asked in person. all six Comparison parents 

whose Children were ram\ Ing sen ices from the school sai'd that they kl lewd their child to bc gjfted 
P 

, A 

C 
& 

*, 
Surnman Cluldrg -. 

- 
The childrcn In thc three groups were similar in age, sex distribution and birth order. Most 

chrldrcn (79%) ttcnt to public school. A similar number of public school students in each group attended 

specialixd programs nich as French Immersion. and 95% percent of GCA children and 3006 of 

Cornpar~sori children h ~ d  k e n  rccognircd bv their school as exceptionally able and were recehing somc 

form ofqxcial progranlm&rtg .* 



The current stu& is esploraton. and a large number of anabses have been conducted. A 

probabilih level of 0 5  \till kconsidered sigmficanl When families of dam are bemg co~isldered a 
I 

a 

Bonferroni correction will be used All tests uere also performed compahng sex mfferences. Only ahen 

' 
difkrences betiteen bo! s and girls are found is the test reported. Diffmences between Comparison 

0 

parcnts who lden~ificd iheir.chll&en as gifted and other Comparison pagnts wil l  berepond when . 
significant. 

In addl11011 to the stated h!potheses. other differences. for ithlch there were no h!potheses. \\ere 
Y 

tested These I\ i l l  bc reported under "Further Analyses" iminedlatel follou ing the relevant h!pothesis 
6 

t-p~htsis l arid 2. Potcnq- and Ei.aluati\.e Oualities of the Term "Gifted:' 

The potcnq and ci.aluation scores for "gifted' and fi\re q n o n n l s  were measured using a 

scrimtic differential. To c.\amine the tshether parents r&ed""gifted" as more potent than other terms. a 

dift'crenct: score ttas comput&$or each parent b! calculating the difference on the potency scale bel~eclt  

'-grftdm and each of the other terms. The mean dfierencc score for each of the f i ~  e pairs of terms was 

tsicd usmg a one4irect1onal one-group !-test to-determine lvhether that mean was grater or less than o 

It was h>pothesired that the term "gified vr~uld bc rated as significanth more potent on a 

sentantic differential bj all groups than i~ould any of the folio\\-ing vnonyms: "intelligent". "bright'.. 

"crmtit c" "smart" or "t;~lented" 

Thc m a n  potcnq score gii-en by parents to each term and the"d~fi'erence score of that term from 



% 
4 - 

Table 20 

0 
Mean score and d~fferetge score for each term on the potency factor of the semantic dtffcrcntial. 

- . - -  . .~ - .  
U P Y . Y U Y Y . P Y Y I I I Y I " - - L I . . I - . I I I O . . . I I Y . - . Y . . _ . ~ ~ - ~ . ~ - - . - - - - ~ . - ~  . A 1 

Term M a n  Gore on potena factor Difference score , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  $ . .* ............. - ..................... .- ............ *$; 
L % C .  

4 
i : 

Talented 6.0-3., -6.25 ; 6' 
intelligent ;.%a 4 .63  
( ; i f id  5.93, 8.00 
Smarf 5.93,, 0 58 
Bnght 5 . 8 6 ,  1 70 
Creative 5.2% 

- I W I I ~ - - I I , Z I U Y - - Y I . - I ~ ~ - - . - - - I I - - . . .  

44 25 ---. 
~ojg Means u ith different subscripts d~ffer signifi~~ntly. 

Bccausc of the number of tcsts used to compare gifted to the other terms. a Bonferroni qxreclion 

nas utilized. The ;djusicd alpha le \d \\.as ,004. The t8m -.gifted was not significantl!, different from 

"talented". 1 ( 66) = .05. p > .004; --snla'rt". ~ ( 6 6 )  = .08. > .004: "bnght". (66) = .67. p > .OW; or 

"intelligent-. J ( 66) = OOO I .  p 2 .  004. ' It was significantly more potent. houever. than "creative". I (66) 

0 

The term "creati\e:- was also compared with the other tcmms using a d~fferencc score. "Creati\c" 

\\as rated b! parents as also bang significantl! less potent than '-talenkd". j (66) = 7.25. p <. .004; 

3 tmn" .  It661 = -1 83;  g< .#)04: -'bright" t(66) = 1.83 g <.004; and "intelligent". ! (66) = 5.45. g.c 0114: 

is tvell as *'gifted". No other pairs of terms jvere tested. & 

I t  was also h>pothcsi~cd that "gfied" would be rated more positively on the mallaative scak of 

the semantic diffcrcntial by Gifted Chiidren's Association (GCA) nltmbcrs than b~ non-me~nbers. Table 

2 1 contains the mean ortluatlon scores given b! each group of parents and the combined GCA menlbers 

to cach term. Thc number in brackets kside the term' is the rank order of the term within each group. 



Mean score for each term on tbe matuation factor ofthe semantlc differentiat as m e n  bv member groups 

and non-member (Cornwinson) m o u ~ .  

0 
---AP--uIY-..._x__- .-- -.-------11~1. 

Term LIscrs Avoiders All GCA Members Comparison - 
(N - 27) (3 = 21) (N = 48) (w = 20) .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . .. . ,.-. -. . . ... . . -. . .... - . ...- . . . - -. - .-. . . .. .. . . - .- ... . .. . . .---. --- . .- .. 

. lnt@ligent 6.21 (2) 5 99 ( 3 )  6.1 l ( 1 )  5.90 (5) 
Creative 6.12 ( I )  5.93 (4) 6.09 (2) 5.98 (3) 
Gifted 6.06 (1) . . 6.12 ( I )  6.08 (3)  - 6.09'(1) i. 

Smart. 6.19 ( 3 ) '  5.91 (5) 6.07 (4) 6.06. (2) 
Talented 6 . 0  (5) 6 1J1 (2) 6.03 (5) 5.(>2 (4) 
B r i L  -. 6.05 (5) 

--__Yu,--,P- 

5 81 (6) 5.96 (6) 5.75 (6) - 

There was no diffcrcncc in the m a n  scores betyeen members and non-members in their 

c%aluation of the icrm '.gifted'--1 (66) = 94. p = -99. A rcpeatd measures analysisof the rating: by all 

thrcc groups (User .4\.oidcrs and Comparison) on all sis terms indicated thcre was no o\.erall difference 

among the threc groups. .' ( 2 .  b5) = 1.45. p = .61, among the six terms. F (5, 325) = 1.45. p= .21. or 

among groups on terms. E ( lo. -325) = 7 2 .  g = . 7 0  

Further Anal\=-s 

N'h\ Darcnts uwd or did not use "gifted- 
e 

Parents w r e  asked ~thethcr they believed there nas such a thrng as a "gifted child (PQI 3 1. All 
e 

CC'A parents.(N = 48) and 19 of the 20 Comparison parents said the! belio-ed some children were gifted. 

The lone Comparison parent ho questioned whether "giftedness" esisted. attributed it to hxd work and 

opponunit!. She Idler described her child as *'gifted" 

~ c n t b c r  parents w r c  asked their reasons for their decision to use or avoid the term --gifted.' 

(itfQ37. CQ28) All pirents M crc also asked ( MQ 39. CQ 3 0 )  whethcr they belie\cd it uas wise or 

unuise. in general. for parents to explain to a chdd, using the term "gihed". tha~ he or she was gified. 1n' 

addition. t h q  n crc asked to esplain u h! the?- felt that u-a? . %\.era1 themes prwailed and not 

surpris~ngly. the% thentes related to thc parent's willingness to use the term. Tablc 22 describes the main 



categories of responses of User and Avoider parents as to wh, they did or did not feel that "gifted" w a s  a= 

desirable term. Snce som; parents gave more than one reason. total responses exceixfTthe number of 

respondents 

Table 22 

f:- - 
Reasons m e m ~ f r e n t s  gave for using or not using the term "gifted in front of their children. . - - 

- - _ I -  --- 
Users Avoiders .... .-. .... ............... .. ... .. .. . . .. .... . . .. .. . ................ .. . . .. ..... .......... ...,....... .. .......... ........ ..... ... ........ ...... ... ....... .... ... ........... ..... ..,..... ... ...,....... . .. .... . .... ... * 

W~I! term is uscd: 
, 

=3=3 

It's the tn~th/corrcct term 15 
Esplams dlfferenccs to child .P 12 
Encour:qp child to tp hard - - 7 

Prevents concelt/cncouragcs responsibility 4 

Why term is a\.oidcd: 

Label ~naccuratc 0 11  
Causes conceib'demotit ates - 7 6 
*'Gifted" has nqytive connotations 0 ci 

-*..- 
.Miscellanzous ntlgatl\e ----- --- 1 8 

.m_C_l_-.&-m__l_.m_c_l___l___m__l__l______.._________.m_c_l___l___m__l__l______.._________.m_c_l___l___m__l__l______.._________.m_c_l___l___m__l__l______.._________.m_c_l___l___m__l__l______.._________--- 

The tern] .'g~fii.d" \\as s t r n  b? Users to be acceptable not only because it was the tnith and 

described thejr child accvratcl but also becauseit helped the child understand why he or she was d~tierent- 

from peers. A few suggested thrtt ~t encourages responsibilit? and might rnoti~ate the child 
Pi$ - 

The Avoiders. In contras; disliked the term because they felt the label did not acc$atelv describe 

thcir child. Avoidt'r parents also felt --gifted" had negative connotations which set the child apart and 

susgested the the ch~ld was d~ffercnt from peen. had problems. or was gnen to \\'hat one parent described 

as -bizarre. off rhe \\all bchavtours'- Parents from both groups also mentioned saeral miscelhneous 

reasons for a\otd~ng thc term. such as fhat it \\as of little interest to other people. it was ummportant. i t  

set up unrealiitic expectations or it required ad8tional~tedio~e~~lanations (.*Eve? time 1 say he's gified. 

I have to remlnd him of h ~ s  responslbhtles to hls feltsss over \\ horn he might have an advantage") 



1 

Parents w r e  also asked 1s hether the! used the teminl '-gifted to describe their child to others and 

if i hq  die not. \vh> the? chose to avoid it (MQ38). The reasons parents gabe for not using to 

describe their child 10 other'ttdults appear in Table 23. . 

Table 23 
4 

Reasons member parcnts a\ c for not usinn Lhe tcrnt "plfted" in front sf olhers 

--.--.--...-.-......,... ...-...... - ....................-. --.---.-. "-..-"..."-.%---.-.---...-.-'".---.--.--- 
.4. Users . . . - . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  Avoiders ................................................................ 

* .+, 

+**- e - 
Bah  Lscr and A\.o~der parents cautioned againn using the term in front of others'but @r * 

% +  
% 

r * 
d~fferent reasons User parents felt that the term \\as misunderstood b! others "You sa! 'gified'but other 

people hear 'bet~cr"'. Avoider parents believed the term was. in fact. offensive to others because i t  was 

pretentious and "scmdc cd) like bragging" 

C o m p ; t ~ i ~ ~ n  pirents uerc asked whether t h e  belie\ed gifted children should be told t h e  arc 
Z 

gifted. using thc term "gtfted" (CQ3k) Sis believed t h y  should be told and mentioned that it would 

csplain to the child \vh he or she Itas different or would enhance the child's self-esteem. Fourteen 

parcnts s a d  childrco should not be told. The! argued that it might make thc child conceited. put too 

much pressure on the child. or impalr peer relationships. Fke of the six Comparison parents who later 

said t h q  betie\.ed ihclr child might be gifted did not bc1ia.e children should be told t h e  are gficd. 

Comparison pirents ucre also asked \\hat the) would do if the school phoned and said the child 

\\as gifted (Cg.3 1 ). Thq  \\ere offered the options of csplaining to tfie child that the school believed he or 

she itas 'gifted '. mlommp the child the call but not using the term *'sifted'. or sayng nothing 



9 

U&r thss sccnano. s a x n  of the 20 comparison parents said they uould use ttrr terrn2'@fied". eight said 
- + the? would Il the child about the call but not use '*gifted, ar~d five said they would say notlung. 

Howmer. the unreliabilit? of ask~ng people to predict their behaviour was illuminated b) one telling ' 

- 
response from a parent 15 ho answered that she \iould take the sgcond optlon and tell the child about tho 

call wh~lc not ustrig the term - .g~f id ' .  Later In the i l l t e n x ~  she nientioned that bc t~een  the time she was . 
0- 

- recruited for t hc stud! and the actual intervie\\. her son's" sehool had phonedand said he had been 

nornmated for the g~ft&i program 31 the lun~or Hgh he would bc attendmg the following year When 

asked what she had actuall! done. she admitted. \vryl~. that she had in fact. said nothing to her son. 

Parents \rc're also asked \\ hethcr their child was gificd (PQ17) and how certain t h e  were of their 

asscssmcnt that th&r child \\as gifted or not gifted (PQ18). All GCA parents belitxed their child was 
e 

g~fted tN - 48) Onc A\o~dcr parent t n q a l l  said she nas not ccnain her child uas  giftcd. bul later 

ch;tngd her mind and &id she felt he \\as at the lower range of giftedness. Six of'thc 2 0  Coinparison 

parents said the! k l n c d  rhcir child \\as @ftd .  There Mas a difference among the three groups as to the 

degree ofcerta~nt! the! felr about the~r  asse'ssnient of thc~r  cl~rld's abilmcs. ): (2.65) = 4.9 I. p = .01 A 

Tuke! coniparison of means ind~catcd that User parents (a - 3.8) \\ere significant1 more certain than 

Cornpanson parems (M = 3 .  I )  of t h m  asscssmcnt. g = .008. A\-oidcr parents (M = 3.6) were not 

significantl~ differcnt from c~thcr group 

GCA ~ncnlber parcnts and thosc Coniparlson parcnts I\ ho responded that their child \+as g~fied . 

\\ere asked whether their child had b c ~ n  form all^ tested (MQ26) Fort!-fi1.c of the 48 chddren of GCA 

members had k c a  fonnall! testcd for $tedncss. *Of the 45 GC.4 ch~ldren \ \ l o  had been tested. 42% ((h = 

19) had been testccl b? the school and 5 i 0 6  (N = 24) b~ prlvate ps~oholog~sts. The remaining two 

chlldren had been testcd b! health unlts or clinrcs. None of the Comparison parents ~ndia tcd  that the~r 

child had been tcstcd 



f 

e 

+ Hpothesls ; D~fferences Betwen User-Members and Other Parents in Bel~efs About - 

- - 
Glfiedncss -- 

*r 

H> pothescs 3a and 3.b concerned the degree to -A hich the three parent groups agreed in ihelr 

beliefs about giftedness Parents responded to J6 be11ef statements (Appcndis G )  which tapped five beficfs 

about g&cdnt"ss Ttlcse beliefs wrc -  giftedness causes problems. gtfiainess a innate. giftedness is rare. 

giftedness runs in flimilics: g~ticdncss needs nurturing The relationship amongst behef statements \\as - - 
* " 

t c u m i n d  usmg multi-dimensional scaling to confirn~ that each group of statemcnrs 111decd reflected the 
31 

belief that it was dcslgncd to tap The multld~menslonal scaling of all responses of the three parent groups 
e 

together is shoun in Figure -3. The alienation of this configuration is ,202 and it explains 81% of the 

1 ai-rance As can 5c xcn. thc qucstlons are ciustcred accordmg to the belief h~ch  the! address. ' 

t 

a 

Rare 

, m Rare 

A Innate 
1 

l 5  x f a m  

hnate 

Figure 3 -  Multid~mcns~onal scaling of parents' responses to belicf questions 



The tnten~al-coiiststgnq of the five subscales Bas evamlried The Cronbach alpha for the 
* 

subscales uere as folloas problems ( 693, innate ( 55) .  rare ( 52).  runs in fam~lies ( 72) and nurture ( 50). 
I - 

These scores$uggest a moderatb degree of internal cdnsistency within the subsales. 

Table 24 gnes tile mean scorc for the statements in each belief category for each parent g r ~ u p  

Each statement u3s rated from 1 ("srronglj disagree") to 4 ("strongly agree"). 



k- 
Mean scores f m ? R  c i l tegonf  bcl kfs  for User, A\ oider and Com~arison parents. -- 

w 

--.*- . ,. 
- . - C ^ I X . . ~ . - * - - ~ ~  --_I.. 

Csers CAII A\ oiders Parents 
I _ tftedness: . ... ... _ . . _ _ _ . , . . . . . (Pi . = 27) _ .... ( ~ 2 2 1 )  ...... _ _ =. . -. - - - . . . . . . -. (N - . . - - = . . . 20) .- - - . - - - . . - - . . - - . .- (N - = . . 68) . .. . .- . . -. . . - . 

t 'tr - 
Is Innate 

-•÷=w 

3 14 7 18 294  - f 3 1  
Q 

4 

- Causes problems 3 We 7 16, 2 (,fit, I 3 0 
0 

5 

Is rare 2 0 6 .  . 2 13 " 2 23 2 1 . - 
Runs I R  fanlil~es 2 91 2 71, 2 IT,,  2 6 

iMust be nurtured 

It  was h!pothes~c.ed that User members would be in greater agreement ~vith (rate more highlj) 

statenlents suggesting that giftedness was innate than \+,auld an! other parent group. Mean scores fdr 

Uxr  members on the categon of statements wh~ch suggcst that giftedness IS lnnate &ere compared with 
* 

the mean score of each of the o!her parent groups usmg &&nnett rnultlple c o n ~ ~ a r ~ s o n  of meiins. T h ~ s  - 
hjpthcsis was not supported The difference between Users and Aboiders \\as not's~gnificant. ! (39) = 

6 ; .  p = .47. The difference betwen Users and the ~ o m ~ a r i s o n  group was also not dgnlfiant. 1 (45) = 

I t  was also hypothesi/ed that User parents would be in greater agreement with those s t i e k n t s  

S 
supporting the idea that g~ftedness \\as problematic than nould any other parent group. Mean sco& for 

the User group on the catcgon of statements uhich suggests that gifiedncss IS problemattc were compared 

u-iih the mean score of a c h  of the other parent groups using a Dunnett multiple comparison of means. 

There Itas no significant d~fferencc between the User and thc A\.oider group70n this nmstire. ! (39) = 

1 . ( I6  p = . 2 J  Houa.cr. u&rs \+ere sigmficantl! more likely to rate giftedness as problematic than \vere 

members of the Coniparison group. I (45) = 6 46. p < ( H I 1  The mean scorcs for the Abo~der group and 

Z 



the Cornpansan group %+ere a h  campwed wing a 1-test The Avoider group was also more likely to rak 
- . < 

giftedness as problematic than tias the Comparison group. (39) - 3.45. p = ,001 
r - * 

< 
3%; catcgor) Xhftedrtess caurs  problems.. consisted of four statements Mean scores on each 

staicment for each parerlt group appear in Table 25 .  
$ 

* > 

Tablc 2 5  % 

* 0 

Mcan - rcorcs for e a c h ~ m m  group lor four s l a t e n ~ h t ~  in the P r o b l e m ~ e g o n  of the Parent Belief 

----..-....---..--.--..-......... "-2." ..,.....---.--.-.*.-. * ...-.-.-----u------.------ ~~~ *--. __- .2.-&.... 

Sir? tcn~cnt S6Uscrs . Asoiders Comparison - 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

(N = 27j (N = 21) (N = 20) 
.. .. .. . ...... . .. ...... .. ......... . . ........ . . .. . ... . ..-.. ...... .. .. ... . .. .. ..... ..... . .. .............. . .... . . 

2.6 t'hldrcn \tho are gifted must make a s w i a l  2.9 -3.0 
effort to understand and gct along \\ irh children 

- tzho are not gified. (Q2) 

When a ch~ld is glficd. he or shc secs the world 3.7, 3 5, 2 7, 
dlffercntl\ from 0 t h  c;hlldrc.n (Q t 2 )  

- 

Rctng grfied can somctimes bnng ;I tot of - - 
-% ?L 3 4  3 0 

problems. (Q 1 ) 

f hlfdrcn who are gifted find it harder 10 make 3 . -  2 7  2.& ' 
fricnds than chlldrcn who arc not g~fied. (QfO) 

.4 Bonfenon: prcrscdurc tias wtxl to correst for mult~pfe comparisons and thc srgruficance le\d 

uas adjusted to . ( ) I .  There was no symficant difference among parent groups on Question 2. F (2.65) = 

2-  1 %. E = i 3 f k r c  \\as a s~gritfrant differenre among the groups of parents in their rating of Question 

12. E(2.65) = 14.88. Q .: .W 1 .4 Tukq cornpanson of means indicated that Cornpanson parents a g e d  

~ ~ r h  this statement less strongl! than &d either User parents. g < (# ) I  or Axolder parents. p = 001 

There twrc a h  srgnlficanl dlffcrtrms among parent groups for both Quest~on 1. E( 2. 65 r = 4 99. p = 

01 and Quat~on I t ) .  F ( 2 . 6 i )  = 5 27 .  p = (K)8 .4 Tukq companson of mans  in&cated that the User 



. A 

D - 
parents agreed nme strong& with hot-uion I. p = .OW. and Question 10. p - .006 than did the 

t 

Cornpanson group Thc A\oider group was not srgnificantly different from either of the other parent 
- 

groups. 

Further cxploratron of thc chta compared the three groups of parents on the remaining categories 

of belief statements ("rare.'. -'runs rn famdres". "must be nurtured") There was asignificant bfferencc 

F r 4- 130) - 3 4  1 .  p = .o l I Funhtr csamination of differences 2 parent groups indicated that there %as 

no difference among thc groups in their beliefs about the importance of nununng giftedness. F (2. 65) = 

2.74. p = 07. or tlic rarit? of g~ftcdncss . F (2.65) = 1.03. e = .36. There was. however, a significant 

drEerencc. among thc three groups In their agreement with the belief that glkdness runs In fanulres. F 1 

1 2 .  ( $ 5  t = lo 60. p -: -ot) l A Tuke? comparison of means indicated that the Comparison group w s  *- 

significantly less likel\ lo b c l i e ~  that giftedness ran in families than either the User group. g < .001. or 

A final belief s~ttcmcnt (Parents' Intentew MQ59 and CQ5 1 ) asked parents to allot a possible 

totnl of lo pornts amongst three attributes for giftedness in children (natural abilie. farnrly environlnenr. 

and hard workf. B ~ a u w  of the problent of covariance in the data. i t  was decided prior to data collection 

that the attribute %mily environment" ~ o u l d  be dropped pnor to analyis and only the atvibutes-'naturalT 

abiirt?.' and ..hard uork'. cxnnlutcc. 

It was h>potherwcd that U r r  mernbcn would judp  "natural abi l~ t~- .  to be a more important 

sortrct of giftedaers than t\ouId either of the other parent groups This hypothesis was supported. Table 

26 s u m m r ~ m  thc mean number of points allocated by a c h  parent group to '-natural abilih" and to "hard 



Mean scores awarded bv each parent nrouv to each emlanation as a source of gifted b e h  iour 

_ _ _ _ 1 _ 1 _ _ _ 1 ~ ^ - - - .  

Users Asoiders Companson 
Giftedness is -. a -. result of: . .  . ....................... ........ ............... . . . . . . .  . . . 

tN = 27) .-.~. (N=21) (N = 20) .-.- -- 

Natural abiiih 6 jd  5.2:, 4.9, 
Hard nork 

-#.-----I-- 

1.3, 2 . 3 ,  ' ---- 2.4, --- - 
Note. Means \A ith different subscripts dlffer significantly. -- - 

Mean scores for the User group on the attribute "natural abili?" were compared with the mean 

scores of each of the other parent group's using a Dunnett multiple comparison of means. Results of the 

Dunnctt multiple comparison of means indicated that ihc User group rated abilih significantb higher 
... - 

than did the .4\oider group. t (46) = 2.15.3 = ,033. or thc Comparison group, ! (AS) = 2 58. e = 0 1 2 .  The 

A\o~der and Comparison groups- scores were not significantly different 

Funhcr examination indlcatca&&re was also a srgnificant difference amongst the three groups 
p* " 

A!@-5 
on ihc attrtbutc -.hard uork''. _F (f- 65) = 6 91. p = 002 A Tukc! compansolt of means tndicatd that the 

User group rated hard uork as stgnificantl less Important in producing glftedncss than did elther the 

A\ older group. p = 0 1  I .  or the Con~par~son group. p = MIS The A ~ o ~ d e r  and Comparison groups did 

nor differ significnnlly 

bther Anah scs 

Parents w r e  also asked ~ a c r a l  other questions to determine the degree to mhich the believcd 
i- 

their famlh mcmkrs Here @A& Mothers \\ere asked if they believed t h q  or their child's father \YaS 

erfkd (MQ34!CQ27) Tablt 2' gncs the percentage of each group of mothers responding that t h q  were 
L 

gified and the peremage rcspond~ng that their husbands were gifted 



~erccnt  of mothers ineach nrouD identihug self as gifted and child's father as nifid - - 
P 

%Users OfAvoiders ~ i o ~ o r n p k i  son 
(N = 27) = (N = 21) (N = 20) .. .... .. . ... ......... .. .......... .... .... . ... ... ...... . ..... ..... .... ... ....... .,. .. ... . ...... . ...... . . ... ...... .............. ............. ...... ...... ... ... ...... ... ....... ..- ... ....... 

t 

Percent zdenttfj ~n self as grfied $2, 38, 1 0, 
Percent tdentifr tne father asxfted 

- . . . . . . . w - "  u .  .-" ....-..".-. PP 93, 6 7 b  3 5, , " ~ - . . ~ - ~ - " . - ~ - . - - - ~ - * .  rm 

r \ ( i  Percentages wtth d~fferent subscnpts d~ffer significantl~. 

There u-as a sign~ficant difference among the three groups in the number of mothers identifying 

themscfves as gifted. (2.68)  = 8.9!.p = . O l f .  Although there uas  no significant diffcrence between' 
i- d 

thc Uxrs and Avoiders. %' ( 1. 48) = .90. p = -31. there waj  a sig~lificanadifference betwen the Avoiders 

and the Companson group. 2- ( 1. 4 I ) = 4.39, p = ,036 and between the Users and the Comparison group 

%' ( 1.17) = 17 51. p < ( X I  I The Comparison &hers \rere less likel? to beline themrlves to be gificd 

Onlj 2 of the 2 0  Cornpinson nlothers bellmed them'sel\cr to be g~fted and both these mothers also 

k i~cved  their child to be gifted - P 

There \+xi i11w 3 significant difference in the numbcr of mothers identifying the chdd's fathcr as 

gifted. %' (1.68 = 17.43. g < .(HI l User parents were significantly more likely to Identify the father as 

gtftcd than wrc' A\ older parents. (1.18) = s 21. p = 022. and Aiotder parents were s~gnificantl> more 

fthcl! to ~dcntif! the fathcr as gtfted than ncrc Comparison parents. 2 ( 1.11 ) = 1 .1 .  p = 043 Withtn the 

Comparison group. 5 of the 6 mothers uho believed their children 10 be gified also belimed the chi1d.s 

father \\as gifted. hercas on]! 2 of the other Companson parents did 

-% 

Mothers wrc. .ilso aslid hon man! of the ch~ld's grandparents were fled and ho~r many other 

rel.lti\cs the? k l ~ e \ c d  ncrc gift& (MQ34iCQ27). The number of gifted familj members identified by the 

mother (excluding the target child and hls or her siblings) \\.as calculated. Table 28 gives the mean 



number of grandparents tdentlfied bj each group of mothers and the mean number of famil, members in 
, %+*, 

tdtal tdenQfied b! each group of mothers. - 
Y 

- 
Table 2 8 - . 

?Jean number of aifted relames identified bv each parent grouo 

Users Avoidcrs Comparison 
(N = 27) ( N = 2 l j  (N = 30) . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

.Mean number of gfrcd grandparents 1 .t$ 1.7, 0.7b . 

. % 
8 

- - k .  

There aaS ;I significant difference among groups in the mean number of grandparents identified 
* - 9 I 

8- 

as gifted. E (2 .68)  = 9 05 .  p < 00 1 .&A Tukcy comparison of means indi~?t&4hat~~e . PC . "2; - \ Comparison group 

identified significantly fewer iiftcd grandparents than did either the User group, E = . O O l .  or the Avoider 

group. p = 002. The diffcrencc bt.r\reen the A\.oider and User groups was not significant 

I i 

There ncrc significant differences among the tlirce groups in the mean total number of gified 

indii-iduals per estended farnil! as identified by the mother. F (2. 65) = 7.57. p = .001. A Tiikey 

comparison of means itidlcated that the number of gifted family members identified b?- the User group nas 

s~gnificantl? higher than the number tdenttfied b> the Comparison group. p = ( 0 1  The Avoider group 
. * 

~ 3 5  not significantl! different from e~thcr of the other tuo groups The Cornpanson parents who belie~ed 

thc~r child to be gtiied identified more people (M = 1.3) than did the Comparison parents who did not 

believe their child \\as gftcd (.i = l.4)._t ( 18) = 3 . 3 0 . 1  = . O W  

Parents \ w e  ilso asked further questions relatmg to the associalion of problems with gftedness. 

Of interest tvas 11 hcther parents of gifted children in t h s  sample. like Freeman's ( 1  975) British parents of 

gifted chlldrcn. uould be more Ilkel! than other parents to repon unusual diff~culties or problematic 

-P 
beha\ lour in their childwn Parcnts \sere asked to rats their child's ability to get along aith peers from 



I .-atmost never gets along aah pews- to 4. --~lrndsl always gets along with peers'. (MQSNCQ-46). 

Parents \bere also asked to rate the~r chlldren's adjustmcnt and bchaviour from I. "Has had major 

adjustment or bchaviour probierns" to 1. "Has had no adjustment or behaviour problems." (MQ55/C'Q47). 

T h e e  two questiora measured related. but not identical, aspects of the child's social and emotional 

dr\elopmcnt and the correlation betwen them was 363. p = ,003. Scores on the tno questions were 
4 

summed to create a soctal-adjustment score. This score measured the parent's concern about the child's 
4 - 

social and behatloural adjustment Hrgh scores (rnawnum = 8 )  represented the parent's positne c 

asstlssmcnt of thc cli~ld's soclal skills. adjustmcnt and behavour. w hde lo\% scores represent4 parental - 

colicern about the chdd's soc~al sk~lis or adjustment and behaviour A cornpanson of the three parent 

groups on this ovcclll social-adjuslnicnl score indicated a sigriificnnl v r e n c e  amongst the tl~ree groups. 

f.: (2.  04) = 5.06,-p = .of)6. A Tukq comparison of nlcans indicatd that the social-adjustment score for - 

the User parents (M = 4.9) \\as'significantl\ lower than the social-adjustment score for the Companson 

parents (!vJ = 6.7) g=. .006. The A\.oider parents tM = -5.5) were not significantl~ d~ffercnt from either 

of the other groups. The niean score for each parent groups on each question (MQS-IKQ46 arid 

U<)S?/CQ46) indis.idu;ill\ is g m n  In Table 29. 

The childrcn were also asked to a t e  on a scale of 1 to 4 how well they got along with the 

ch~ldreri in their class (K014) and hot\ well the! behaved in school (KQI 5 ) .  High scores indicated 

positiic rcsponss. Tablc 29  p c s  the mean respon for each group of children. 
, 



Mean rating by -parents' and children's grouvs of ctuld's behaviourlad~ustrnent and abilirv to get along 

--*P-",*-----.-,----P----- 

User Avoider Comparison . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . = 

Gets along with pkcrs 
Parent's rating of chdd 
Child's rating of self 

Behaviour/adjustmcnt 
Parent's ratinsof child 2 5 2.6 
Child's rating of self ?.t 3.4 

There was no signifiant difference among the User, Avoider, and Comparison childTen for 

either question. It should be noted that utule the parents were asked whether their child had had an! 

beliaviour or adjustment problems. the children were only asked to report on the amount of trouble they 

go1 Into at school Thus. oni! current csternall~ing problems were Ilkel) to be reported b> children. 

making the parent and duldren's questions not strictly comparable. The difference among the means of 

the three parent groups \\as no1 s~gwficant for their rating of the child's adjuslment/beha\iour. F (2 .64)  = 
* 

2.92. p = 06 or thc child's peer relationships. F (2.65) = 2.54. p - 086. 

-D 

Parents w r e  also asked to rate on a 5-point scale how satisfied the! \ w e  with thcir child's 
% 

school (MQ 45I'CQ37). .4llhough User  parents were slighrly less satisfied ih.i = 3.6) than Avoider parents 

(It = 4 1 ) or Cornpapson parents (M= t 1 ). the difference among the three groups was not significmt. F 



Hwotheses 4 and 5: Tratlsrnission of the Tern1 "Gifted" 

Children x r c  asked H hethcrthey had ever heard the term "gifted" ( K Q I ) .  Those children who - 

had heard the'tcrm \wrc askcd to csplain what gfted means (KQ2). Children who could adequately 

define the term were considered to understand it. An adequate definition mentioned such qualities as 

being smarter in gcnenl. being more competent in specific areas than other children: or doing better at 

school. 
. . 

* 

It was h!pothesl/ed that children of Users ~ o u l d  be more likely to be able to define adequately 

thc tern1 -.glfied" than nould children of either of the other groups Thls h!pothesis was 4 parttall) 

r;onfirmcd There \\as no difference bet\vccn thc two GCA member groups . Within the Uxr and 

A\oider groups. thcre was ont! one Avoidcr child who could nor define the term. Four of the 20 

Comparison group children were unable to dcfine gifted adequately. Thcre was a significant difference 

belwec?n the Con~parisorl group and the User group in their ability to define the term .'gifted" ( I .  8 =: 

47) = 5.91. I= . 0 ! 5 .  

Of thc cllildrcr~ uho could dcfine gift& 21 of the 27 children of thc User group and 15 of the 16 

chrldren of the Cornprison group defined gificd in tcrms of general abillo. ic.. being smal. clever or 

crecitn e. Only 55'?4 ( I 1 out of 20) of the A~oider group defined it in general terms of being smartcr than 

others Sir of the ;i\,oiders described -'giftedness'- specificall!. in terms of school performance while the 

remaining ch~ldren e m p h a w d  \\orking hard or being elig~bie for a gtfted program "It means that if >OU 

Lnou a lot ?ou can be In a proggarn higher than \our grade level" 

Parents \isre not asked to define "gifted"; hou-mcr. the!. \\ere asked if t h ~  belimed there was 
9 

such a thing as a '-g~fted child- and to gi\-e a reason for their answer. All GC.4 members agreed there 



%as such a thmg as a "giftcd ehW. The nwst p p h r  reasons given referred to giftedness as a natural or 

innate qwl io  ( 2 5  responses). and e i t k r  related it to early, . Beep learning or general intelligence (17 

responses) or insisted that giftedness H a s  more than Iearntng ( 1  5 responses). Other responses were 

mtntloned b! 6 or fewer mothers These tncluded references to personallh characterfstics (6). unspecified 

Cornpanson parent said the! beIie\ed there was such a thtng as giftedness The pnyt who drd not agree 

attributed giftedness to hard work. However, she later described her child as '-gifted'". .. . . . .. :f , omparison 
: l 

mothers believed that there \+ere children nho were gifted and referred to their early, easy. deep learning 

or general intelligence ( 10) .  Comparison parents also mentioned that grftedness was innate or natural (4). 

and referred to acadcmic achlcwntcnt (3) .  quality of product (2). and personalih characteristics (2)  as 

c\idence of the existence of giftcd chrldren. Unlike GCA parents. 3 Comparison parents described 

giftedness solel! as dcn~onstrated b! unusual talent in a spectfic area and 3 mentioned media reports of 

gifted children as a sourcc of information about giftedness. S o  komparison parent claimed that gifted 
G 

chl ldren Here generallj -.dlfferen<. or that giftedness was more than intelligence 
0 

h 

Children nerc adnlinistercd the Children's Belief Questionnaire. This qucs~ionnaire was 

idcnttcal to the Parent's Belief Qucstionnairc with the exception of slight modifications of wording of 

some of the questions. Appendix Chi) .  reports all nmdlfications to the questions which appear on the 

('hr Idren's Bcl~cf Qucst ionnrltrc 

No h?pothcscs \\ere made about thc responses of the chtidren to thc Children's Belief 

Questionnaire. LPhc ~nternal constdcnc\ of the subscales using Cronbach's alpha was as follows: innate 

consistent\ for thc subscales n11h thc csceptlon of the "runs in families" subscale. .4s a result. onc of the 

t u  qucslions \\as clirntnatcd from the this subscale. k x r a l  chldren asked for clarification of the 

statemsnt. "No one reall! knows ~ h !  a gifted cfuld nil1 turn up n a family" and it may have been 



confusing for them. Efmination of this question I d  not alter the oseratl difTerenccs and similarities, 

among the tluec groups of children. and therefore onlt the statement "Giftedness runs in families", uhich 

espresm the gist of the subxale. \%-as utilized. 

The rllean scores on the statements in each of the belief categories for each of the children's 

groups are giver, in Tabldt) 

Mean scores for each c;ttwon of bclicfs for User, A\-oidcr and Comparison children 

Users Akotders Compart son 
G~ficdness (N = 27) .-- - - (! = 20)  (N - - = 20) ---- 

Is lnnate 236 2.05 1.95 

Causes problems 

:.ore. Mans  ~ i t h  dtfferenl subscrtpts d~ffcr signifi~tntb . ' -- 

Because there ncrc differcnccs among groups on thc Parcnt Belief Scale on the "runs in families" 

and "problcm" subsc..dlr.s. thcw werc cramined first. Thcre was a significant difference among the groups 

of children regarding the bclief that giftedness ran in families. E (2. 64) = 5 16. p = .008. A Tukeq 

comparison of means irtdicated that the User group \\as more likel! to belie~e that giftedness ran in 
- 

familiss than was the Comparison group. p = .t106. The A~.oider group \+as not significantly different 

from either of the other t\\o groups There uas no sigruficant difference among the children's groups on 

I the "problcm" s a k .  F t 2. 64) = l .Z2 .  p = .27. A repeated measures analysis of variance was done on.the 

remaining three scales Tkerr. \\as a significant cfiffcrence among the o\.erall ratings gi\.en the sisbscalcs. 



F (2.128) = 26.19. p < .W I .  but there was no s~gnificant difference among the groups. F(2.64) = 1.57. g 
e 

- '= 22 and no srgmficant group .i subscale d~fference. F (4. 128) = 68. p = 59 
t 

- - It was hypothesired that children of Users and their parents would be more likeli'.to agree on 

thew beliefs than would children and parents of either of the other groups. The responses of parents and 

chlldrcn t w c  recoded from a four-point scale to a di,chotomous yes-no variable depending on whether the 

respondent agreed or d~sagrccd wrth the bclref statenlent. Parent and child responses to the statement "No 

onc real ll; knows wh. a gifted child ill turn up in a family" were not included. Each parent-child pair 
1 

was treated as a single unit and assigned a score based on the number of questions on whch they both 

responded "yes" or "no". Table 3 I gives the mean number of questions to which the patent and child 

agreed (both g i~ ing  a "y" or :I "no") for each group. 
% 

Table 3 1 

Mean number of questions mrcnr-child mirs in each group a~reed  on * 

--------- 
L'scrs At oiders Comparison . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

1 
Mean # of queitions agreed on 9. 2d 8.8, 7.3,, 

Note. Mcans \+ ith different subscripts differ significantly 

There \Vi*s ;i significant hfference among the three groups on the number of questions on H hich 

there \$as agreement between parent and chlld F(2. 64) = 5.52. p < .006 A  Tukq companson of m a n s  

-; . ,- indicated that  parcnrs and children rn the User group ( p  = .OO6) &d the .4\.oidcr group (p = .019) agreed , 

o? a significantl? larger numbcr of questions than d ~ d  the parents and children of the Comparison group. 

.G;' 
A t-test \+as uscd to determine 1s hether the l e ~ e l  of agreement between parents 2nd children 

dtffered slgntftcantl! from chance The mean scores of the User group. i(26i = 4.29. p < .001. and the 

Awider group. !( 13) = 2 -4):~ < Us. \\.ere significantly differsnt from chance. The mean score of the 

Conlpanson group did not differ significantl) from chance. i( 19) = .48, p > .OS 



= 

H1wthcsis 6: Chtld's Understanding th;fLHe or She Is Labelled "Gifted" 
2 ,  

I t  was hyothesimi that User parents would be more likely than the Avoider parents to sa>thal 

thelr chtid beliotd hurt or herself to be gtfted. This h!pothests was not supported, 1, N = 48) = .20. p 'i 
9 

= 5 .  A total of 10 of the 18 member parents (2 1%). five in each group. belie\ed that 
I 

not think of thetnsclves as gifted. In contraq. 15 of the 2 0  Compartso$garents (73% said their children 
2s 

P" dtd not think of thcmsch es as glfted 

It  was hypothesixd that childrcn of Users would be more likely than children of Avoidersto 

 denti if:. ihemselvcs as ..giftd-. This h!pothesis was supponed. Although all but three of the children 

hgse parents \wrc members of the GCA identified themselws as "giftd". the three children who d ~ d  

no1 respond '.?es" lo tlus question \\ere all children gf Avoidcrs. x' ( 1. \ = 48) = 4.1 1 e = .043. 
. 

Children of the A\.oidcr groups \tere. however. significantly more likely to iderrtic them&\.es as glfied 

than \ ~ e r c  the children tn the Comparison group. ( 1 .  i\; = 41) = 6 03. p = 014 It Bas, however. 
$4 

tntcrestmg that 10 of the ZU Compar~son group childrcn ~dentificd themsel\cs as grftcd. and of the 10 \rho 

said they ucrc not giftd. .? felt thc? \\ere '*not sitre". 

It \\as h ~ p t t i c . s l ~ d  that chrldren of i ' x r  mcmbers and thetr parents uould be rn greater 

agrecmcnt that thc ch&i uas gtftcd than \touM ctthtr of the 0 t h  parcnt-chrkt groups The child's 

r e q n s c  to uhcthtr hc or s k  \bas g~fted Bas compared tttth the parent's response to \+&her the! 

belmcd thclr child thought of hrm or herself as gfied Responses parrs of -'yes" and -'not sure". and "no" 

and -'not sure". wcrc countd as -.disagrees". The number of parentchild pairs in each group agreeing 

and d~sa~rce in ia re  found I R  Table 7 2 .  



Number of parent-child Dam In each grow ttgrecing and diagrwing that the child believes he or she is - 

gifted. 

.---..--....-....---.-*- .-...... -A-. ",-- ..-* -.*-.------.--.----..- a--*-"--...-----.-----.-.. 

Users A\ oidcrs Comparison 

Number agreeing - 7 -.* 7 15 - o b  

The cbffercncc' bct\iccn thc User and A\o~der groups was not s~gnificant. x- ( 1. _h = 48) - 8 t5. h 

:. 0 5 .  However. the dlf'ferencc bct\\een the User and the Companson group was significant. x' ( I .  & = 

47)  = 5 .25 .  p < ,025. A nondtrectional test comparing the A\.oider and Comparison groups inditatcd 

that the difference \\as not s~gnificanr. x2 ( 1. N = 41) = 1.97.2 > . I O .  Among.the parentchild dyads 

who agreed with onc another. all of the 22 User parenrscorrcctl!- predicted thcir children thought they 

\yere gifted t*hils one Avoider parent and six of the Con~parison parents correctly peedicted their child 

thought he or she eik not gifted Among the parentshild d!ads a h o  disagreed. 16 of the parents ( h e  

Users. four .4voiders and sewn Conlparison parents) incorrectl~ belie~ed that their child did not think of 

him or herself as gifted Tnd A\-oidcr parents thought thcir chddrcn knew they were g&d but the 

chlldrcn s a d  the! \\ere not Thc remaining 4 Comparison parents and children were unsure to some 6 

Further Anahsc~ 

When asked if their p m m s  had told them the\- were gificd. 7X0/o of the User children. 7696 of 

the .4\oidcr children and 3596 of the Comparison ch~ldren ansuered "yes". The two GCA childreil's 

groups \sere combined The GCA member children were sigxuficantly more llliely than the Comparison 

chlldrcri to report thcir parents telling them thq  were glfted, ( 1. N = 68) = 10.95. g < .OO I .  . 



i 

Children were asked what 11 was they did that nught make people describe them as ''gifted" 

Responses w r c  organized into Tour categones These \\.ere "success at school",Lwhich included refereaces 

to getting good marks or do~ng uell at particiu~ar subjects; "crea~i \h~/~ood ideas". which included . 

m 
% 

references to haihg untisual ideas. bcingTa good problem solver. ha\.ing a g& ~mag~nation: 

.~anistic/athletic talents.. . Bhich included dance, singing.&ming, playing an instrument or athletic 

pro\bess; and "miscellaneousidon 'I know". The miscellaneous heading covered comments such as being 

smart. uorking hard or attending gifted programs. Three GCA children who identified thernscLves as 

gificd sad the! did not kno\\ \sh> people might believe that of  then^. Table 3.7 gibes thc peramage of 

ckldrcn In each group I\ ho responded In the four major categones. Sincc some children gave more than 
1 + 

onc cxaniple of an arcn bf giftedness. the number of responses ntq total to more than 1(M)% Only the 

ten conip~&o@roup ch~ldrch u ho responded that t l q  believed thq  were gified ,sere included 
D 

Table 3 3  
* 

Percenta~e of chi1drcnfrorn'~ach group giving each of the four maior explanations of wh~people mi~hI  
-$ 

mlk thev 1s ere &i_d - - 
w 

* 

--,__l-.X-̂ ---X^v^__X-..X -I-p. --- -. -. 

** Cser %A\  oider ' 9b Comparison 
. .  - . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

ili = 27) 
. . - .  - - ........................ .- ........................... - .............-. - - ....... - -............ -. ( N  = 21) (N = 10) 

Suxcss at school . i? 75, 20t. 

Anistic/athletic talents 7 

Ncztc. p&ccntages \iith different subscripts differ significantl?. -- 
:u 

The n u ~ i i k r  ofch~ldrcn in each group giving each explanation was compared. %' (6. N = 58)  - 
7 1 .58. p c (H'1 The numbcr of responses of .-success at school" as opposed to other responses \\-& 



compared for the three groups There was a difference amongst the three groups. %' (2. :V = 582 = 6 22. p 

.- 115 A\otder ch~ldren trerc srgn~ficantl) more I~kely than Comparison chlldren to believe that their 

success rn school was the r e a m  people identified thcm as gifted. %' ( 2. = 3 1 ) = 6.08, p *: .US. The 

diff'erencc between the lfscr and f ompanson groups was not significant. ( 2 .  N= 37) = 3 61. g > .05 

t'lsual inspcctlon mdiated t h a t  ifte User and Axoidcr groups d ~ d  not differ stgntficantlj While all the 

chiidrcn in tho Cornpiirtson group mcntroned athletic or artistic gifts as a reason people might think they 

% 
ucrc gifted. onij 0 of thi- 48 GCA chlldren mentioned ha\.ing such talcnrs 

\ 
Member pnrcnrs \\ere asked at what age therr chlld was ldcnt~ficd as gifted IMQ26) and who 

~denttficd the chdd (hlQt7) Parents claimed to have identified lhc~r child as gifted at a mc;m age of 3.9 

!ears (SD 2 S car!;). Half rhc parents (21 out of 48) said thq  had first identified their chld as gifted and 

- - , I ,  
:.$ ,O (16 out of 4%) said ;t teacher had first identified their chlld. 

Parents \rsrc asked t\ hcihcr or not their child was gifted or had cxccptlonal abdities in an) of 111c 

foltox+mg areas. genccti academic abtftt?. language arts in particular. math in particular. music. art. 

athfettcs. leadership. generat cream it? or other (MQSBCQJ1). Parents were asked to list the "other" 

abrhtics and thc rtumkr of e\cspt~onnl abilities identified b! parents \\as summed to create a total number --,, - $' /-@q - - 
of talents f o i a c h  ch~ld There nas no d1ffer6ke antong the groups in the number of talents psents -- *.& _- - 
attributed to their child LsCr pxcnts identified their children as havins from 3 to X (M = $8) areas of 

6. 

talent and A\.oidcr parents ident ified their children as ha  ing from 3 to 9 (.M = -I.')+artas of talent. 

Comparison group parents tdentificd their child as k i n g  esceptional in from I to 9 (M = 5 . 0 )  areas. 

I 

Within thc Compar~son group. howo-er. those parents who believed their child to be gifted identifted a 

me-n of 7.7 areas of talcni while those parents uho  did not klie\*e their child to k*gifted identified a 

m a n  of .; .8 arcas of talenl This difference was significant. ( 18) = 5.8 I .p < .OO 1. 



ab~ltt?" tn each talent area for each group. Since parents ma:, have identified their child as having 

exceptional abilit~- in more than one area, columns do not add up to 1W. 

Table 34 - 
Perccntacle of childrcn In cach woup tdcntificd as having escmtional abilitt in the follouin~j areas. - 

User Avoider Comparison 
(N = 27) (N = 2 1 )  ( N  -= 2 0 )  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Ac:idemic abili!!. 75 8, 3 5 ,  

language arts 71 1 

?&sic 

A n  

Leadership 

Differcnccs in areas of exceptional ability were examined. A Bonferroni correction was used to 
b 

set the significant: Icccl of .(K%. There was a significant difference amongst the three groups in the area 

of general academic abilit?. %' i l .  3 = 68) = 1 1.19.4 = 004. The At-oider children were significantly 

more I~kcl> to be ~dcntlfied as h a  mg cvscpt~onal acadenuc abil~h than w r c  the Comparison children. %' 

(1.3 = 41) = 8 91. p = .(HI.; The L'scr group \<as not significantly different from either. All 6 

Campanson group parents who beliemi their children to bc gifted identified "general academic abilih" as 

an x e a  of talent. while onl! one of the remaining Comparison children was so identified. The* was also 

a significant differences among3 rhc three groups in the likelihood of being identified @ parents as 

ha ing  exceptional athletic abiiih. (2. N = 68) = 10.41. p = .005. Comparison children were more 

IlkAy than thc User childrcn to bc identified as haing esceptional athletic ability. (1. N = 47) = 8.54. 
* 



e = .Wi3.  A\oider ch~fdrcn dzd not d ~ a r  from erther group. There mere no significant di~erenccs' 

betueen the groitps In the any of the other areas . - 

- , 
-- -/ . , 

Htpotheses 7: 8.  .O-Dc  hpact'of Parental Use of the Label '.C~fied'. on the Child: C'hildren's-~erce~tion - 
-a of Themselves 

The Hancr Self-Perception Profile for Cluldren \\as admi~iistcred to the children in each group 

Questions on th~s masure are scored on a four-point scalc \s ith 1 indicating a self perception of low 

competence and 4 indicating a self perception of high competence. ~ucsbonnaires for three children. 
* 

one from -ch ~ ~ o I I ~ .  were elini~mted from the data as the! were not completed correctl? or the child 
t 

refilsed to ansucr a number of the questtpns Ten of the remaining chlldren (1 user chlldren. 4 molder 
I) 

ch~idrcrl and 2 cornpartson children) made minor errors in completing the questionnaire or refused to 

anwer a particular question. The aterage age of the children who had minor dificulties was 10.2 years 

of age (ranging front 8 to I3 !cjrs). suggesting that their difficulties were not a result oftheir being too 

)omg to complctc the questionnaire correctly. Rather than eliminate these children from the analysis. the - 
mean score for each subscale raihcr ~han the toral score for the subscale was &. The mean scores for 

i. 

quislions on cach subscrlle for each group arc gi\m i n  Table -35 Each subscalc represents an area of 

perceived competence. 



Table 35 

Mean scores of each group on each subscale of the ~ + e r  Self-Perce~t~o~&ofiIe for Childre! -- 

It was h!pthesmd that the chtldren of User members would gtve themsehes a lower ratlng on 

social acceptance than would the ths chtldren In the other groups. This h.vpothcs~s nas not supponed. A 

Dunnett multrple comp.mson of means was used to compare the scores of children of User n~embers with 

chrfdren of Avoiders and with chtldrcn in the Comparison group on the Social Acceptance subscalc- 

Thcre was no stgnificant dlffercncc betwen the ciuldren of Users and Asoiders.j (44) = .18 p > 0 5  or 

betwen chtldrcit of the Uscrs and Comparison group. ! (37 )  =- 1.36. p ; .W. 

.4 group K mean score repeated measures anal~sis of the remaining file subscales inacated there 

\\as no o\eralrdifTcrence bmccn groups of children on the overall mean score for the remaining 

qwstions. F (2.62 r = 41. Q = 65 There \\ere stgnificant differences anlong the mean scores for chffercnt 

suhscaIcs E(4. 248) = I 1 76. p .. ( H ) I  and s~gntficant dtfferences among the three groups on the mean 

score for differcnt subscales. E ( 8 .  2.18) = 3.96. p <-irC)l -There \\as a significant difference among groups 

in their ranking of scholnsttc competence. _F (2.62) = 6 07. p = ,004 . A Tuk- multiple comparison of 

means indicated that chlldren in the Comparison group belie\zd themselves to be less scholasticall? 

competent than dtd the children of the .4\oider group. p. = .OW. The User group dtd not differ from 
a 

;pr' 



either of the other ruo groups. There was also a significant diaerence among the three groups in their* 
A, 4F 

ratmg of their athletic competence. F (2. 62)  = 3 19. e = h 3 f * f i d g e n  in the Comparison group rated 
* 

themseltes as more athleticafl? competent than did the ch~ldr QCA groups. 1(63) = 2 66. e =z  01 

.$;'*I 

There w r c  no other sign~ficant drffcrenccs betwen groups on the subsales. 

Children were also comparcd on the lmporhncc scale of the Harter Self-Perception Profile for 

Children Questions on this scde ask the child how important they believe doing well in each of these = 

arcas is Table 3 6  gi\rs the mean score for each group on each area of the lmpokartce scale. One child in 

the contpartson grot~p d ~ d  riot cornpi'=,& this part of the quesiionnaire 
& 

Table 7 6  e 

.F 

Mean importance ratings for each area as aixen bv each group of chldree 

".*-..---.---...-..---.--- ....--. -...--..-...-- .... ---------.-----...-.- .... -.-.*----.---".*-.--."... 
Users A\ o~ders Comparison 
(N = 26). (N = 20) (N = 18) . - . , . ....... . .. . . .. . . . .  ... . ... . . ... . . . ............ ........ .... .......................... ... ..... ... ........... ....... ...... ................ . 

Scholastic 2 7., 3 .  I 3 3,, 
SmaI acceptance 2 4  * 2 X u 3 - ? 

i\thIetir I 9  3 7 . 2 4  
Appearance L 0 -.. ? i 1 ' X  
B e h  tour ; 2 7 4 ? ?  .* 3 

It was h>pthr.si~ed that stholastic competence nould be rated as more important by User 
v 

children than b! an! other group The h?pothcsis was not co ~rmcd. Although there \\as a significant 9 
difference amongst the three groups. E (2. 62)  = 3 1l.p" 039. the Comparison group rated xholastlc 

X 
J@ 

compemcc as s~gr~ificanti> more lntportant than did the User group.& = . 0.1. The Avoider group d ~ d  not 

differ significantl! from cither of the other two groups. A group s mtzm score repeated measures analysis 

of the remaintrig four subscales of the Inlportance s a l e  indicated that there was no overall difference * 

beiwxn groups of children on t he ox crall mean score for the remning questions. _F (2. 6 1 ) = 2.62. e = 

0% There ncrc signifrant differences among the mean scores for different subscales _F(?. 183) = 40.87. 



p 00 1 but no significant differences among the three groups on the mean score for Merent  subscalcs. 

F (ti. 183) = 1.45. p = 20. - 
m 

Children mere also asked nhether they felt different from other children their age, and if so, what 
t 

i t  was about them that tvas different (KQI6). I t  was h>pothesized that children of Users would be more 
% 

t~kcl> to sa! the> felt din'crent from other children their age than would athr"! of the oth'cfg$oups of 

ch~ldre?. Low scores on this question ifidicated feeling different from other children. while h g h  scores 

indicated feeling simi1:tr to othcr chtldren. .4 Dunnett comparison of means was used to compare the 

Uscr group with each of the othcr two groups. There was no significant difference between the L'ser 

group (M = 2 3 2 )  and 41 older ( M = 2.29). ! (46) = 18 p > 0 .  However. the User group did feel 

significantly less sin~ilar to othcr childrcn than did the Comparison group ( M  = 2.83). I (J5)  = 3.05. p < 

- .-. -- -- t* -' -- . .o1 The Atoider group childrcn also rated Ihcmsel\cs as less similar to othcr childrcn than did the 
7 .  * 

--'- * Comparison group t (39 )  = -2.36.  p = 02.1. 

The children's responses to 16 hy they felt different \yere also esamined. Of 3 5  children u ho siiid 

the? felt different. 3-4 w r c  able to gn.c a reason \shy. 'The most frequently mentioned differences In all 

groups \sere acaden~ic (c.g . "I knou more and I ha\e a different brain"). Smdler numbers of children 

1 me~tioncd ph)sical dlfirences ( e p .  - 1  harr different colour hair" or '-1 tend to like unusual spons like 

\taler polo"). social differences (e.g.. 'They don't accept me in thcir kind of group") and a few mentioned 

miscellaneous differences such its having ADD or hming unusual pets. Of the childrcn who gate a 

reason why the! fclt difkent. t2'b gave reasons that were wholly p s i t i l t  (e.g.. '-I'm taller and I'm better 

in math") or neutral (e g.. "I'm grou n-up looking and 1 ha\e lfferent interests". "I have a Merent  
' 

name") Thc remaining ?X06 ga\e m~sed positive and negative leasons (e.g.. "I can do so many h n g s  - 

people don't accept me") or onl! negative reasons (e.g.. "They're better at sports". "I don't fir in"). Table 



37 gkes the number of children in each group giving poslti\c. neutral. mixed or negative reasons for 

feeling drffcrcnt 

Table 3 7 

Number of c h i l d r c ~ w j p n  positive and neutral or mixed and neniitibe reasons for feellnn different from 

-.-.A.m........-- - -.-.----- ,-..- . ......-...- ".--.-..----------.-- .... -...--.- ...-. "---...-".. 
Cfer A~~oiddr Comparison 

~ e P, 
-= - {N = 13) (N = 13) .......................................................................................................................... (N = 8) 

- ~ 

Posi ti~cineutral 7 
I 7 7 

A comparison of the number of cllildren in each group giving positive or neutral responses 

1\11 h the number gi\ ~ n g  rnised or negative responses indicated there \+as no significant difference among 

the three groups. %' (3. =: 34) = 2.91. p > . 05 .  

Livpothesis 10. T ' n n a a  of Parental Use of the Label "Gifted" on the Child: Parents' and Children'? 

Expectations for Sclmol Success. 

Children -A \sre asked to imaginc a h>pothet~cal acllievement test, and to estimate \+hat score they 
4 

befia~cd thcy would get (KQ'I). M hat score their parents nould c s p ~ t  them to get (KQlO) and what would 

he the lowest score the parent nould accept without beconling concerned (KQI 1). Parents were also asked 

\I hat score t hq  thought thcir child might achieve (MQ48 X Q l O )  and what would be the lowest score that 

uould satisf? them (b1QJ1).'CQ41 ) TNO User parents and 5 children ( 3  User. 1 Avoider. and I 

Contpanson) w r e  elintinatcdSrom one or more of the analyses. Two User mothers and their chldren 

said thcy could not ansvsr because rhe child was not in a traditional school setting. One Akoider child 

and one Comparison child responded to KQIO or KQI 1 b) indicating tl~?t their parents simply wanted 

them to do thelr bca. The remaining User child gave unusable answers. Table 78 gives the mean of the 

estimated scores for cach group of children and parents. 



Table 38 

Mean of childre.!> and ~arents' est~rnations of ~erformance and wrformance exmtations. - 

....... . - -  ........... .......... .................. .... 
Child's estimate of: 

N Users . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Avoiders Comparison . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

parent -s eyxctauons 66 89 5 88.5 85.6 
louest xore parents would accept 61 66 6, 66.6, 49.4b 
OM n score 68 83 5 79. Y 75.4 

Parent's &mate. 
Of child's score 67 90 2, 88.5 82.25 

-4 Bonferroni correction mas used to correci for multiple comparisons. A significance level of 

0 1  2 uas used for the questions asked of the children regarding their cspecL~tions for their own 

perfomlance and others- cxpcctatrons on the imaginary test. It lvas h?pothesir.ed that User chddrcn \vould 

kl le\c  their parents especred h~gher marks from them. This h!pothesis Has not supported. There was no 

dtffcrenct among t h s  three groups in the children's estimate of 1% hat their parents would expect them to 

get on a h>pothetical achmcment test. _F (2.63) = .65. p = ,527. I t  uas also hj-potheslzed that User 

children youid Eytlmatc a h~ghcr "lomest score parents would accept" than would either of the other 

groups. The h>pothesis \vas onl! partially supported. The Avoider and User groups did not differ but a 

Dunnelt compansc.n of mans lnd~catcd that the User group chose a significantl! higher --lowest 
-4 

acceptable scorc" than did the Coniparison group.j(42) = 2.73. p = -005. ~ u n h e r  analysis indicated that 

the A\-oider group children also estimated that their parents would be satisfied uith a significantly higher 

-lowen acceptable scorc" than the Con~panson group. (34) = 3 45. p = .(H)1. 

There \ w e  no specific h!pothcsis made about the scores for an! of the three groups for the 

renmnlng quest~on The drffcrcnce betwen the groups of children in their estrmation of what xore they 

belimed the? \souid get \\as not s~gmficant. F (2. 65) = '1.16. p = 019. Within the Comparison group. 

the difference bettiecn the mean xorcr expected b> those children whose parents belimed thq were gifted 



(&j = 112.8) and those 1% hose parenis did not beiiew they were gified (M = 72.2) was not significant 
, '. 

significant. 1 (18) - 2.32. p = .032. H - -  
.. 

The difference among the three parent groups on the score they estlrnated thcir child would get 

was significant. F 12. 6.5) = 5.33. p = .007. A Tukq comparison of means indicated that the Comprtrison 

group estima~ed .a significantly lower mean score than the User group. p = .007. Avoider parents did not 

differ from the other ttto groups. Parent groups a h  differed in the Istt~ept mre they would accept 

\vllhout conccrn. _F (2.63) - 3.59. p = . 0 3 3 .  A Tukq coniparison of means indicated that parents of'thc 

llscr group mould b~collle conccrncd at a significantly higher "lowcst acceptable score" than Companson 

parents. p = .044. The Avoider group did not differ significantly from either the User or Companson 

group. 

Further Anah xs -. 

Parcnls scrc asked to es~in,atc their child's intcllipnce on a scale of I to I00 if 50 were the 

a\crage for all children and 100 uas as smart as anyone could get (MQ47KQ39). Parent groups'differed 

significantly in their csrimation of [heir child's intelligence. F (2. 65)  = 17.63, p < ,001. A Tukcy 

cornparison of means indicated that parents in the User group (M = Y I .4) gave a sigruficantly higher 

estimate of their children's intelligence than &d Comparison group (M=76.9), g<.001. The 

Aloider group (M - 87.4) also ga\c a significantly higher estimale than Comparison group parents. p - 
(U) I. but did not dr ffcr significantl! from User parents 

Table 39 gives the mean scores for each group of children for the chld's rating on a 7-point scale 

of his or her own school performance (KQS). the child's rating on a 4-point scale of his or her motivation 

(KQI 2). and the child's estimation on a &point scale of how satisfied the parents are with that 

performance (KQ 1 :) 



Table 39 a 

C1.llId.s ratma of own performance. rnotikatlon and parent's satisfaction blean for each group. 

f - 
Mean performance in school 5.5 5.8, 5.0b 
Mean motivation 3 .O 3.2 3.3 
Mean estimation of parent's satisfaction 3.5 3.7 3.6 

-------.---- is 
U_-__.u_____.___u__________u_____.___u__________.,A..-.-- 

No~e. Mean scores with different subscripts differ significantly. A. 

Children u.ere asked to rate their own performance in class in cornpanson with their peers on a 

scale from '-1.' (-'the worst student in the class'*) to "7" ( " the best student in the class"). The differe~ice 

betiseen groups on the rating of thcir own performance was significant. _F (2. 64) = 1.97. p = .011. A 

Tukey compa json o l  rneansindicated the Avoider group gake them~elves a significantly higher rating 

than did the Comparison group, p = ,009. The User group was not significantly different from either of 

the other .two groups. Children \\erg also asked to rate on &point stales how hard t h q  tried in school 

and h o ~  happ! thew parents \\ere \t ith the child's performance in school. There were no significant 

dtfferehces among any of the groups in their rating of their own motivation. F (2.65) = 1.3 1: p = .33 .  or on 

thcir raiing of how happ their parents \we .  _F (2. 65) = 1.17, p = .32. 

Parents w r e  asked to rate their child's perfommce in school. their child's motivation in 

schooI.and their satisfaction wth  thcir child's performance. Table 40 gives the mean rating on an 8-point * 

scale for each, group of the chtld's performance in school (MQSOfCQ42). the nzean rating on a 5-point 

s a l e  of the chld's rnotn.ation (MQ53/CQlj). and the mean rating on a 5-point scale of the parent's own 

satisfacuon uith the chdd's performance (MQjI/CQ43). 



9 

Mean parental rat&& child's school oerformance and nwtivation and uarcnt ' s satisfaction. 

Y I I I - - ~ ~ - - ~ - - . . - . - - - - . - I - -  

User Avoider Cornpan son ..... -... ....... ..... ....... - .... -.............. ..... ................................... ............ ... .......................................... ...,.............. ............. ..... 

Mean rating of child's performance 6.8 6.9 6.3 . 
Mean.rating of child's motivation - 3.6 4.1 4.2  
%lean-satisfaction with 
Note. Mean scores with different subscripts differ significantly. 

Parents wsre asked to rate thcir child's performance in companson with his or her peers on a 8 > 

'E I 

point scale from ' -1" ("!he uorst student in the class") to "8" ("the best student in the class"). There were . 
no s~gn~ficant d i ~ e r c k s  ambng the groups in theif ratmg of their childas school perfonnahce. _F ( 2 . 6 5 )  

= I .  58. p =. 2 1. Parents Here also asked to rate their child's motivation on a 5-point scale. There were. 

again. no significant difiercnces among groups. F (2 .  6 5 )  = 2 . 3 8 . 1  = . I0  However. when parents were 

asked to rate on I-point xalcs. how satisfied they Here ~s i th  their child's school performance. there were 

: significant differences among groups. F ( 2 .  65) = 3.61.p = 0 3 3 .  The Uxr  group wassignificantl~ less 

satisfied wi!h thcir ch~ldren's performance than \\as the Airolder group. p = 026. The C'omparison group 

did not differ from e~thcr of the othcr groups 

Parents w r e  asked to rate ho\\ highly their famil? valued intelligence (MQ36fCQ29) and how 

important they3fclt good grades in school were (MQ35fCQ28). The importance of each was rated on a 

scale from "I-'   no^ at all lnprtant)  to "4" ( l e q  important). Table 41 gi\es the mean ratings for each 

parent group. 



Tabfe $1 

Mean rating given bv e x h  parent clroup for the e\.aluation of intelligence and good ~rades  

.-... .... -..--..-"--..,- ....... "c.*..-- ...... -.. .................. *-.--. "*".-.-m.*~,-.--..-~*...-.".u..-..v~..~*-.--.--..m----.-...-- 
User Avoider Comparison 
(N = 27) (.h = 2 1) ( N  - 20) ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 

8 '  

Values intelligence 3 7, 3.4 3.11, 

There was a signrficant drfference bet\%ecn the groups in how highij- t h e  rated intelligence-F 

(2.63) = 3.93. p = .021. .4 Tube! comparison of means incficated that the User group fated intelligence 

morc highly than aid the Comparison group. p = .029 The Avoider group was not significantly different 

from either of thc other tuo groups Thou: Comparison group parents who bclleved their children were 

gifted rated intelligence as morc important (M = -3.8) than did those v ho did not believe their children 

were gifted (&I - 2.8) .  I ( 18) = 3 40. p = 003. r' 

D 

!a % 

. . 
There uas also a srgnificanr d~fference among the groups In hot\ highly rhcj ~a lued  good 

grades. E(2.64) - 748. p = 0 3 7  Thc User goup  rated grades as less important than did the Comparison 

group. p - .OM. &The A~oldcr group was not signlficantlj differcnt from either 

H?pothes~s 1 1 : Impact of Parental Use of the Label "Gified" : Children's Satisfaction 

nith Being Idcntificd as G i f i d  

User and .4voider children w r c  asked to rate the sentence '-1 lxke being g~fted"tKQZI f on a J- 

point scale from 1 (strongl~ disagree) to J (strongly agree). Those Cornparison children who said they * 

were gifted wcrc asked !he question. while those who said they \\ere not gfted were asked to 

repond to the altcrnati\c wording "I would like to bc gifted. it was hypothesized that children of User 

members would belime i t  1s less desirable to be gifted than would the Akoider chddren. Tlus h ~ p t h e s i s  



was noi confirn~ed Thare aas no s~gnificant difference b&een the Users (@ = 3.4) and the Avoiden (M - 
C - 3.2) .  1 (44) = O?. p = . -33. There was no significant difference between the Companson children (h.I = 

7.4) and the other L\\O groups. F (2. 64) = 36, = 70. All children said the! agreed or strong& agreed 

that they liked being. or would iikc to be. gifted, with the exception of tmo C X A  c t w e n .  One child from 

the User group and one from the A\oider group said the! &d not like being gifted. 

Further Anah scs -- 
+f .c .** 

Mcntbcr parents were ashed hat \,ere the benefits (MQ3% ) arid d~sad\ antages(MQ33) to thcir 

ch:ld of k ing  gifted. Tabk 41 gi\es the number of parents mentioning various benefits and 

disitd\ antages of g~ftccfilcss 

Table 1 2  

Numbcr of w r e n ~ s  rnentioninr \arious benefits and_disadvantaaes that beintz g~fted has for their child 

Users . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Bcnefi ts 
Makes learning casicr 10 
Future potential I 1  
Psrsonal sadsfaction/recogn~ tion T 

I 

Social kr~efits 5 
Other 

Total benefits 

Total GCA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

D w d \  antages 
Brmgs social  problem^   sol at ion 17 17 - .  3 4 
School problcmdboredon~ 9 4 13 
Ch crsens~tn 11: -, 3 4 10 
Pressure from othcrs 5 1 6 
Perfccrronrsm I 4 z 
Cau-ses concertilamess I 3 4 
Lack of athletic abrlit! I 0 5. 

4 1 ---,.- 13 
--7- 

7 3 -- 
r 



User and .4voider parents agreed on the benefits and disadvantages. "Social benefits" included 

opponunities to help others. increased empathy toward others. or specific benefits such as achmced skdis 

at games "Other txncfits included admission to special programs. abillh to do a number of things at 

once. wisdom, and compensation for disabilities. 'One person felt there were.no benefits to being gifted 

. and one felt there \\ere no disad\antages. Both parent groups emphasized the possibilih of social 

problcn~s. 

H \p thes~s  12. The Impact of Parental U s c t h e  Label "G&d" on the Cluld - 
d' 

Children's ~ttribut!ons and G A S  
&$ p:- . 

Ch~ldrcn u crc akcd to rate the importance of fi\:ctittributions far academic success: effort. 

ab~iit!. test diflicult!~. luck and tc:tchcr favouritism (KQI9). Mean scores for tach group of chilck<n on 

7- 

I able 47 

Mean scorcsgl~c'n b{ c x h  group of children to five attribut~ons for success In school tests 

- Attnbut  on L'scrs 
(N .- 2 7 )  

- - 

.4\ oiders Companson 
(N - 21)  (N = 10) 

It \\as h!pothest/cd that ch~ldrcn of User mcrnbers would rank "abllih" more hi@:, than would 

either of rhc other youps of chlldrcn A Dunnet1 comparison of m a n s  indicated that there \\-as no 

ci_gn~ficant difference bc.t\wcn the User children and the .4voider chldren (46) = .76.p > .05.  There was 

also no d~ffercncc ktwrten the Lscr and Companson groups A repeated measures test of group b! 



attribution indicated that the three groups did not ddTer on thesc attributes F (2.65) = 2.41, = .OW The 

scores for the attribution did differ significantl> from one another. F (3. 195) = 177.6. p < .001. There 

wre. houecr. no s~gn~ficantgroltp \ attribution differences E (6.195 ) = 93. Q =. 47 All groups of 

chlidrcri rated efforl as the most inlponant attribute for succcss 

. . T'he thrcc &ups of children \wrc also asked to rate the same fitc attributions for lack of success 
b 

on school tcsts ( K Q N ) .  The mean scores for each group of children are gitcn in Table 44. 

>lean scores @cn b, each croup of children to \*arious attnbut~ons for lack of success in school tests. 
? ----..- -* ..---.. ***-..* ..-- * .......,.....--,..F-.-...-.. * -.--..-. * ...,... .,*.-- *,.-*. -- +..-.-+-.*---...-"-*--.-.--"--.--.--.-.- 

Atrribulion Users A~oiders Comparison 
(N  = 2 7 )  (N = 21) (N = 20)  . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. .. . . . . ............ ...*.. ... .. .......... . ..... . .. . .. .. .......... .. ... . . .. 

- . . - -  I 5 -  

A repcatcd nicasurcs tcst of group u attr1bulib"n 1&1catcd that there \sere no o~erall differences - 
1 

among thc threc childrcn's groups. although there were significant differences between the attributions in 

the ratings given to them b! thc ch~ldren (4. 2 6 )  = 43 17. p < 001 How\cr. there were no 

significant poup u attribution ratings. F (8. 256) = .48. p = 87. All groups of khildrcn rated "lack of 

eff~rt" as the nmt  i~nportant c~plmiitlon for lack of success on school tests - 

Childrcn ucrc prc'scntcd nlrh a sccnano i n ~ o h  Ing two h!potlletical chldrea and asked to decide 

uhrch gods the children should choose 0;QI 7) Respctnses were rated from 1 (strongl? prefer the 

performance goal) to 4 (strongll, prefer the learning goal,. The hypothesis that children of Users \sould 

be more likel? to prcfcr pcrfornmncc _goals oxer learning goals uas not supported. A Dunnett comparison 

of means indicated thcrc \gas no significant &ffcrcncc between the Comparison group (h.I = 3.35) and the 



Uwr group (M - = 3 . 0 ) .  t (45)  = I 2 5 . 4  > 0 5  The User group and the Ahoider group @ - 3.0) did not 

Children were asked to rate 5 possible reasons why the  might want to do urll at school. I t  was 

h>-pothesizcd that children of the user group would~rrtte "I llke to learn new things" as a less important 

reason for \+anling to do uell at school than would either of the other groups of children (KQ18). Table 
1 

45 gi\cs'the mean scorcs on a :-point Liken scale for each of fiw reasons 11 h> childrcn might want to do 

w l l  in school 

Table 45 
I * 

.Mean ratings b\ each grow of children for each esplanation of wh.c the, minhr want to do well in schooL 

Reason. User A\oider Com~arison 
.. ............ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .............. ... .....- .. 

1 like to learn ncn thlngs 5 6 5 4 6 2 
1 \i ant to get good mar1.s 5 4 3. I 5 9 - -, 
I \I ant to make m parents proud 5 4 5.4 5 5 
I have to. i 9 -* ,> 4 5 

- - 
I want to t n E s  rn) frmds --.-- : 7 7 0 3 7 ....... ..."..am"... ,,,.,,.--v-*-.-.,-" . m.rrrmr.mrrr---~~-,-. 

B 

A Dunnett multiple compnnson of means was used to compare mean scores of chddren of Lser 

mcmbcrs to Comparison children. The difference was not significant, (45) = 1.82. p = .078. There were 

no other significant difirences among the three groups on an:, of the reasons. A repeated measures 
- 

antl1:-sis was uwd to co:npare the remaining four reasons. The difference among the three groups was not 

s ignr f ran t .  ( 2 . 0 5  ) = .91. p = 4 I .  although the diffcrence among the four reasons was significant E (3.6) 

= 42 38. p < .(to I The group \ reason rnteraction was not significant. F(6. 19.5) = .8Y, ~ = = . 4 9 .  



Discussion 

Why mothers use "gifted': 

The results of Stud! 1 indicatcd that parents differentiated between using the term "gifted" to 

describe their children to other adults and using it in front of their children. This was urilike their use of 

other 9nonymous terms. One possible explanation was that "gifted" was semantically different from 

these other terms. I t  was hj-pothesixd that parents \vho identified their children as gfted would see the 

term as more highly evriluative than uould other parents. It was also hjpothesized that "gifted was 

perceived b? all parents as more po\\crfid than other synonymous terms. The results. &\ma. indicated 
b 

th;!t the term . ' & i d  was not c\.aluatcd more positi\ely b? GCA member parents. nor was it found to be 

inorc poucrful in thc qc's of parents than \+ere other synonjnious terms, ~ i t h  the exceplion of "creative". 

nhich uas seen as less p w r f u l  than any of the other qnonj-ms. Thus, parental decisions to use or avoid 

the term "gifted" do no; seem to be based on semantic differcnccs in the power or evaluative impl~c;itlons 

a-e 
of the word --gifted" itsxlf. 

An altern;lti\.c explanation uas that the parcnt's decision to use or a\.oid "gifted" was based on 

their certaint or unccnaint! that the ch~ld was gifted. If this were so. parents who were less certain that 

their child \vas gifted ould be less likely to use the tern1 in front of the child. c his explanation was also 

rcjxtcd. Thc mothers' decisions to use or avoid "gifted" were not based on their degree of certainty that 
C 

thttr children couiii be described that \\a\. All GCA parents agreed that their child was gifted; all but 

three GCA children \ w c  reponcd to ha\z been tested fornlally to determine giftedness; and both User and 

Awlder groups rated thcmsclws as equall! certain that their children were gifted. 
1 

While neither semantics nor certainty explained w h  parents wd or avoided "grfted''. when 

parents were asked u h! the! preferred use or a\.oidance. their responses suggested a dflcrence in the 



interpretation of the tcrm. The responses of the Avoiders were similar to the responses of some of the 
- - 

parents In Cornell's (1984) stud? of the families of gifted children. In his study of 53 parents who 
- 

commented on the term "gifted". 6Z04 (3 3 parents) expressed a negative opinion about the term. Thesc 

parents were concerned that the tcrm was a "label", that it sounded elitist. or that it was associated with 

emotional dysf~~naion. In the present stud?.. the most frequent reason gven by Avoiders for not using the 

term was that "gifted" w.as an inaccurate "label-'. This esplanation was ofired by 52% of A\-oider 

parents ( I I parents) who esplamd that "gified was was too broad ("sounds like he's gifted in 
" 

etcr?thing"). too nanoxb ( "a little brain sitting in a chair")..& meaningless ( "we are all gifted in 

different \cays" ). 
-9 

In contrast to the .4\.oider parents. \vho saw "gifted" as limiting. User parents regarded it as the 

truth. a broader description of thcir child which explained the child's uniqueness and problems. This 

justification fbr its use was offered b! r50h of User parents ( I5 parents). These User parents pointed out 

"It's the accepted terminolog?" and said they used it "Because it's being u d  and she fits" or "Because 

it's a fact or at least it's a rmltstic nskssment". One parent added. "(It's the, tcrm used In most of thc 

literature. might as \&I use the correct termlnolog. Ob\iously. they're going to read the pqchologist's 

report" and another notcd that not tclhng children they are glfted is "almost like I! ing to them'' 

L'ser parents not onl! p~rccived "gifted" to be an accurate description of their child. but some 

also assumed that gifted ch~ldren \\ere different from their peers. Cornell ( 1981) noted that some of the 

parents in his study bclicmi that giftedness implied emotional problems and regarded this implication as 

undesirable. User parents in this stud!. howmer. wcre more anlbiguous about "differentness" and seemed 

to consider being different to be an intrinsic pan of being gIft&. In the opinion of the 44% of User 

parents ( 1  2 pxents). eqlaining to their children that the! wcre "gfted" would enable the children to 

understand wh! thcy wcre different. In the e!es of these parents. the label "gified" might be seen as a waj- 

of avoiding the emotional problems nhich Cornell's parents mentioned. These User parents suggested it 



was important to tell children the!. were gifted "Because they're going to notice .. .yousre trying to describe 

someone and the ways the;\ 're behaving. the things they're doing.. this is pan of it" . "Thq knou they're 

different and they see tfiey'rc different from the other children and if it-s not explained to them the) think 

thtre's something nrong with rhcnl" Some felt i t  \+ould&elp the child mercome problems. "I think it 

l a d s  them to understand thenischcs a lot better. Girt& chlldrcn often feel they are inferior because they 

arc different". "(Hc's) anarc he's different and the d~ffersncc frightens him" Their attitude was 

suinmari~ed b! the parent 1t ho argued ".At an ca r1  age. I bclievc they knou thilt they are ditrerent. and I 

beltc\.c you havc to help them realixe \s hy the! are different" The one lJser parent who referred to 

academic differcnccs and who suggested that using "gified" ". . clears up a lot of things about w h ~  other 

kids niake so man! mistakcs 11 hen the! think it's so cav" had just jc?incd thc CiCA and had onl!. attended 

onc meet i ng. 

For man! /Jser parents. giftedness explained not onl> their child's school performance. but 

c-\cr?lhing from ii child's social difficulties to a teen-ager's fashion prcfercnccs. and some parents were 
, ' 

quite opal 3bo~1t imng wch attnbut~ons in from of their ch~ldrcn Solow ( 1995) suggested that such 

attributions reflect a higher Ie\cl of r~asoning about the child's behinxm on thc part of the parent. Shc 

rat& prents in I0 fiiniilies on a &point scale based o : ~  tl~eir h e 1  of rasonlng about thcir gified child's 

beluv~our. She argued that those parents \\ ho cspla~ned the child's bclm iotir in tcrnls of "giftedness" 

w r c  using a higher lt\cl of rcxoning than isere those pilrertts who did not ~ncludc the child's gifted 

qwlities ir? their explanations. Shc assumes that giftedness IS a qualit?. hich penndes the child's 

personalit! rather than a descnpt~on of supkont! in a Iini~ted donlain. such as a a d e m ~ c  achic\ement 

While her findrngs on how parents reason about thcir gifted children's bchatiour are Intsresting. hcr 

rat~onalc for rankins them 1s suspect Solo\\'s conclusions abo~ t~~aren ta l  reasorling on gfiedness ~ e f e  

drawn from the \ e n  small sample \\ hich consisted of famllles of school-ident~fied chddren. some of 

whom did not accept the ldent~ficat~on of the~r  ch~ld as "gifted Such familes ma? seek out less 

inforrnat~on on n~fiedncss and ma\ w e  less thought to the naturc of af tdncss  than do farmlics In mhlch 



the parents have identified the'children. Within the present sample, there is no indication that Avoider 
P 

pareas were using lower levels of reasoning about their children's behaviour than were User parents. 

A\oider parents also appeared to be aware that some other parents belieted that giftedness had a pervasive 

effect on p€!~-~nalih. A few mentioned darkly that "gifted" implied "off the wall behaviour". "It sounds 

l i k  he might have some problems.. .people. when kids are a mess. like to have a label." Some specificall? 

mentioned that their child was unlike other gifted children because he or she had no problems. This 
.I 

distaste for the tcrrn was not a denial of their child's intelligence or precocit!, in companson with peers. 

but it did reflcct a discomfon with the broader implications about the child's personality that accompany 

the term. Users, in contrast. appear to accept the broader meaning as applicable to their chdd and'saw 

"g~ftedness" as an explanation for a wide spectrum of behaviours 

This procli\.itj to extend --giftedness" beyond the range of academic prowess to amas of personal 

adjustment is not unique to User parents. but reflccls the conlinuum of belief found within the literature 

on giftedness. Parcnts have embraced the concept of the "gifted chi ld and. with it. the unresolved 

questions as to the degree to which a child gifis or abiliues in a particular domain versus the degree to 

u hich the child gifted and therefore qualitatively different from other chddren. Fcldhusen and Janven 

( 1993) have noted the &ffercnces in con~prehensiveness of various conceptions of giftedness. "At one 

ext rcme arc definitions lvith a single variable or domain such as mathematical aputude or creativitj. At 

the other extreme are niuitivariate definitions that include a wide range of traits in addition to cognitive 

\-ariables" (p. 235) .  Like professionals. User and Avoider parents arc arrayed along a continuum of bel~ef. 

from those who fclt eflednsss described uhx their child was "so much Merent  from an intelligent child" 
- 

to those 14 ho felt it simp]! meant one was "in the top 2% of an ability" Uscr parents were more likely to 

hold a multivariate definition of gifiedncss. --Gifted is not only an explanation of ahpica] or precocious 

cogniti\.e de\.elopnient. but also of &fferences in social and emotional development ~ h l c h  may make the 

chid's life more difficult. One User parent described the non-gifted sibling of the target child sa)ing 

"Hc's not gifted. tie's happy". User parents referred to general. penasive "lfferences" and 



I 

mentioned "difictilties". and "sensitivity". -'In grade 1, he was different and that (i.e., "gifted) was the 

term . I had to get off the denial that he was going to cope. because he wasn't" User parents identified 

differences between gified and non-gifted children as: going beyond academic. Parents' responses to the 

Belief Statements. \\.hich will be later discussed in more detail. also reflected the difference between 

A~oider and U r r  &,rents in the degree to which rhq  emphasized the differences between glfted children 

and non-gifted chi!dren. User parcnts tended to agree more strongly than Con~parison parents with iterns 

stressing the'association of gifiedriess with problems and the dificultics gfted children have getting along 

\vilh Of nine parents uho clearl> statcd during the intenieu, in strong terms. that their child was 

emotionall! or soclall> different from other children because he or she was gifted. eight were User parents. 

These parcnts. who spoke in terms of "ps\chological differences". "en~otional tunnoil"."never going to fit 

in". "alwa~s going to have difficub at school". clearly indicated that they believed "giftedness" was as 

much an affliction as a bcnefit One User parent. speaking of wh? she would tell a child he or she was 

gifted said -- I f  somebod) had cancer would i tell them'? I think they need to know \$here they stand." 

User parents seemed rrtorc Iikcl) to describe the~r chldren's talents. temperaments ahd social difficulties 

in cwetnc tcmls. and to connect thcse to giftedness 

While not totall! immune to this. -4voiders w r c  more likely to emphasize that their child had not 

had problems or that problems had k e n  overcome or mmimi/.ed; that the~child was "normal": or that 

giftedness itas o\crcn~phas~~ed ('-to be outstanding in elcn~cntan school does not mean you're 

outstanding in life"). Like Cornell's (1984) parents, Avo~der parents in this study seemed less 

co~nfoflable with the broader lmpl~cations of gified and sau it as a label which is perhaps inappropriate. 
0 

and potentially offensi\e to othcrs. Those parents who clearly indicated during the inteniew that their 

child had no problems relating to g~ftedness were identified. Of eight parents who held this view. seven 

were Avoider prlrcnts A n  difficulties mentioned b! parents were attributed to other causes ("problems . 

are more related to attention problems and allergxi') . One parent felt that giftedness had no 

disxh.antages and thow parents u ho belie\.ed that gftedness might hm.e disadvantages emphasized that 



w 

\heir children had not had an!. One Avo~der mother. H ho had attended GCA meetings In her role as a 
Y 

teacher. acknou ledged that g~fted chlldren had problem and addcd "I donat know if nly kids ore gifted 

M! kids h e  a h a \  s been rociall) adapted". A\,oider parents appeared to be anare of the broader 

definition of giftedness. but unnilling to acknowledge that their child could be described by that broader 

label. Some sa~d the! ~ o u l d  on1 use the  tern^ in front of their child d the  child was ha\ ing &ficulties. 

but emphasi~ed that the child was -ell adjusted. The, seemed to prefer to a\oid the implication of 

' dtffcrentncss" and to focus on intsll~gcncc. or more narrowly. scllool performance. as the defining feature 
;Y, 

of the ch~ld's "glli''. I t  appears that for Avoider parents. "gifted ma. esprcss what the child ciors whlk 

for User parent it cxpresscs I\ hat thc child i.s 

Kot on11 c;~n "giftcd" be seen as a broad or narrow descriptor but Margolin (1993) suggested that 

"glfied" is also an :sclttsionrtn social categoc. There is some suggestion among the responses of the 

parents that t h e  rccognixd this e\clusivin and that it m a  affect their willingness to use the term In 

front of others. Sapon-Shet.in r 1994) also found that while parcnts of students selected for a gifted 

program \\ere proud of thcir child. the, also felt uncomfortable \ \ ~ t h  the issues of fairness and equality 

tbh~ch such programs raised. Shc cla~med that in the snlall American cornmunit? she studied. ~ i o s t  

parents. teachers and chilatrcn responded to thcse issues b~ avoiding mention of thc program. A number 

of Xvoidcr and Uscr parents in the currcnt stud! agreed that the? did hcsitatc to describe their child as 

"@fled" when speaking to other people. Howver. I\ hen esplaining I\ hy , Avo~der and User parents 

re\ =led definite differences in thcir reasons. Avoiders tended to agree with Cornell's ( 1983) parents 

tvho felt "gifted" \\as "snobb!" A\oidcr parents offered reasons for a\.oiding the term such as "It's kind 

of conceited from a parcnt's p i n t  of vim. "It implies one kid is better than another. It has the ring of 

!uppie 19 w n t  their child to be 'grfied' ". '.Often parents who use it are blowing their own horn". "It 

$\ 

% 

smacks of pretension". "11's sort of boastful". -'presumptuous". or "snobby". The parent who said "It 

sounds like bragging. l~ke  i: ~ o u l d  be sa~ing hc's special*' reflected thc wews of =era1 parents who 

spccificall~ used "bragging" to dcscnbe the tenor of the term 



Those Uscrs uho said the! a\oided using "gifted in front of others seemed to accept the labe? as 

e s c l u s i o ~ .  but to hestitate to use it bccausc of possible problems due to the misunderstanding of others 

One Cser mother. explaining w h  she onl> used the rerm to o k r  parents of gillcd children, added. "If 

I'm speaking to non-believers I get "Oh. you believe thiit1". Thq're stumped. Non-believers think I'm 

bs t fu l .  snobbi They change the subject. The)'ll give meachke like 'you realize. they're only 

chiidrcn' " Another parent summari~ed the pro&lem as "The! don't like the idea I would think hc was 
* 

more intellcctuall~ rap;~ble than their children" . 

The answcr to the first question of wh>- parents use or avoid the word "gifted" appears to relate 

riot to the scnlantic qualities of the term or necessarilx to parental certalnh that the child desen,es the 

term. but to the parent's preference for a narrow or multi~wiate definmon of grfiedness. It  scTms that 

parents who emph;~si~e theu child's differences on a r~uniber of qualities are more comfortable with using 

'~giftcd to the child. uhile tho% \\ ho see giftedness as limited to a particular domain and who wish to 

emphasve the~r child's o\crall s~mtl:~rities to peers. tend to at.oid it. 

It is not clear wh! parents lean toward one particular approach or the other. Cornell ( 1984) 

suggested that an clement of narcissism. resulting from their own frustrated aspirations. \+as present In 

parents who used the tam. This particular issue was not addressed in this study: ho\tever, there is some 

support for the belief that pareiits might be. if not frustrated. at least dissatisificd. Although Lser mothers 

in the current stud attained a Ic\cl of education similar to that of A\.oidcr mothers. the  rated themsehcs 

as  less satisfied uith their o m  schooling. While this dissatisfaction ma\ not be narcissistic. it may 

motivate them to ensure that their child's abilities are recognized and needs met. User parents may also 

be correct in claiming that the icrm '-gifted" describes their child. Ho~taer .  it is not clear to what degree 

parents seek out and encourage beha\iours whch conform to their n~odei of "giftedness'.. 



What mothers believe about nifiedness 

believe that giftedness runs in families. Indeed this was found. GCA parents were more likely to belieye 

The role of hard work and natural a b m  -- 

The second question asked \!as \\hat parents believe about giftedness. The first area in which 

parents differed v as in response to the questlon of whether giftedness uas a qualib which was inqttc or 

he loped User. Avoider and Contpanson parents all iigrccd that giftedness is an innate quality and all 

ratcd -.natural ability" as the most importad source of gifted behaviour. ~esp i l e  this general agreement. 

Uscr parents diffmd from both Avoider and Comparibn parents by placing comparatively more 4 

emphasis on "natural ability" as the source of gifted beha~iours. and less on "hard work". This emphasis 

is congruent with the Uscrs' focus on "giftedness" as a central feature of the child's personalih. The 

relati\e importance of "hard \tork'- to Ai.oider and Conlparison parents would seem to put more 

responsibilit! on the child for making an effort to be successful and to place the manifestation of the gift 

more uithin the child's control An emphasis on --hard work" also suggests that there must be a product or 

achievement which confirms or alidates the gift. In order to be recogni~ed as "gifted" one must not only 

gifted. one n u t  & something gifted. Furthermore, the parent's sense of efficacy in promoting the 

child's academlc success ma! be influenced by the parent's adoption of the belief that intelligence can be 

influenced b> hard \\.ark (Bandura ct at. 1996) 

Doc~f iedness  mixin families'? - 

Innate qu;llities may be seen as occurring randomly and. perhaps. inexplicably, or as qualities 

passed from parenl to child. The issue of whether giftedness runs in families is tho second area of 

difftrence among the three parcnt groups Alben (198Oa; 1980b) has argued that eminence is developed 

in familles in \I hich prodigious performance is seen as a family trait. and that gifted children are 

nominated by their fantilies for this role. This would suggest that GCA parents might bc more likely to 

that giftedness ran in families. and in pamcular. in their famil>. Furthermore. GCA mothers were more 



Irkcly than Comparison mothers to ~dentifi thenlselves and their ch~ld's father as gifted. apd to idontie 

more of the child's grandparents as gifted. This propcnsih to see giftedness as running in the family was 

most marked among Uscr mothers. who were e\en more likely than Avo~der mothers to identifj their 

ch~ld's father as gifted Escr mothers. but not A\.oider mothers. also listed a larger mean numberof 
fi 

farriil mcntbers as gifted than did thc Conlparison n~othcrs. When asked to uhat degree intelligence \\as 

a balued trait in ihcir family, User n~others rated it more highly than Comparison mothers. Avoider 

molhcrs did not di&r from eirltcr group. Ebth groups of GCA parents tend ro regard giftedness as a trait 

which runs in their I'am~lies. It is likely. houevcr. that haring a gifted child is more important to Uscr 

rnothers. who valuc intelligence more higN. than Comparison parents and are even more likely than 

* * - 

As Goodnon ( 1990 ) has pointed out, psiti\-e beliefs shared by valued others are likelj to be held 

finnl!.. I t  is not surprising. thercforc. to find that GCA pmnts verc more certain of their child's 

identification as gifted than the Comparison parents tvere about thelr ~dentification of their child as e~ther 

gifted or not gifted.. The belief that ~nteliectual brilliance or giftedness runs in one's family and is 

manifested in one' 5 child has undeniable appeal for some parents. espcciallythose who blue  intelligcnce 

high]!. Cornell ( 1984) rugges~cd that the transmission from generation to generation of fhmily rn)~hs and 

beliefs about rhc "giftedness" of the fanlil~ may be a ccntral feature in families with gifted children and 

that this belief pro\.ide, a po~vcrftrl impetus to ensure that one's children maintain the family's tradition 

of intellectual or crcati1.e superrorit>. Parental comnlittnent to the belief in family gftedness may be 

qu:tc unshakcablc. particular1 among Lser parents. Three mothers. all from the User group, identified 

sibllngs of target chlldren as "giftcd" but described the school as not aware of the'sibling's abilities and 

assc~sed the sibling-s s c h d  performance as 3ightl j"  or .'definitel~ below average.' Descriptions 

of fmd by parents siiggcstcd these -.gifted" siblings were ha\ing some drfficulties. for c.uample: havmg 

-'problems putting sentences togsthcr ..loses his train of thought"; "doesn't talk a lot but uhen she spcaks 



it is with a purpose ... not motivami b! people or things": "(language) disabilities (which) counter 

gifiedness and cloak giftedness .. .it's confusing for the teacher." 
L 

In contrast. the bellef that giftedness runs in families is less attractive to Comparison parents 

since a non-gifierl child in~plies a non-gifted parent and._in turn. ha\.ing a non-gifted parent condcnlns the 

chlld to non-gftedncss Some Conlparison parents may also be less optimistic than GCA parents about 

finding gifiedncss in thsir farnib. A striking example of seeing the glass as half-empty rather than half- 

full was a Comparison mother ~ h o .  rn response to a question about the bcademic abilih of the child's 

classmates. replied that she felt the other children in her child's class Here not veq bright. Her 

reasoning was that her son was one of only three children in his grade lo be auarded honour roll status. 

Rather than see her son as unusuall! capable. she assunled the other children were unusually slow. Tht~s. 
* 

i t  appears that some Comparison parents may be lcss likelj to look for signs of unusual intelligence. N W  

on; !. are Comparison parents lcss likely to acknowledge intelligence as an important family value than are 

User parcnts. the! are also less certain than GCA prents nhethsr thsir child is or is not gifted. suggesting 

that they do nor partic~tlarl~ concern themselves with the question 

The belief that giftedness runs in families \\as also the only belief on which the groups of 

children differed. Uscr children wcrc more likelj than Comparison children to belleke that glfiedness ran 

in San~ilics. Avoidcr chlldren did not differ from either group. Although both User and Avoider mothcrs 

bellevcd that gifiedness ran in families. User mothers hffered from Comparison mothers in the number of 

other famil? members idetltified as gifted. It may be that this greater emphasis on familial pftedness is 

transmitted to the children of Users In general. the belief that the family is gifted may be readily accepted 

by children becaw it is flattering. readily understandable. and central to tho concept of gftcdness as 

understood b! their famillcs. 



Despite differences in emphasis between the GCA parent groups as to whether giftedness ran in 

fantilies. the! agreed on how and when the! knew the child was "gifted". GCA parents tended to iden@. 

their children at a mean age of 3 9 years (S.D. 2.3 )ears). qlthough a few parents claimed t h y  reali~ed the 

child \+as gifted \sl~cn he or she \+as still an infant and one parent claintd.<&ve recognized the child's 
f =- 

ab~litles at birth Clams of unusuall~ earl) recognttion ha\e also been-reported b! other researchers 

(Comtll. 1984. Freeman. 1979 1 and Soh of the GCA parcnts said they believed that it was possible to 
< 

tdentlf! gified children at bmh For the majorlt! of parcnts I n  the current studv, ho\vcvcr, the two 

bchav~ours most fr:qucntl\ mentimed as alerting them to their child's abilities were early realling ability 

and a large \.ocabulan. 

Qftcdness as a S O U L L K I ~  social and emotional ~robtenls 

The third area of beliefs in \\ hich parents IfTered was the questions of u hether giftedness 

brought problems. Thcrc are tuo stereohpes. probabl~ equally unhelpful. of the "gifted child. On one 

hand is the "gifted child" as a paragon of virtue. as described b> Mugns and Carugati's ( 1989) subjects 

On the other hand is thc archel\-pal association of genius rind madness (Yehwehich. 1995). In general. 

parents in the current study were pleased to have a gifted child. and all but one rated themselves as 

some\+ hat or vcn happj to find out their child \\as gifted. GCA parcnts. ho\vever. w r e  also more likely 

to hcl~ew that gificdness caused problems than \\ere Comparison parents. Cornell (1984) suggested that 
8 

this asmiation bct\vceil -'g~ftcdncss" and problems was the reason some parents in his sample were 
8 

reluctant to ackno\\ledge their child as gifted. His Pcrccl\.ers (parents who agreed their child was gifted) 

had a more positi\c vie\\ of giftedness than the non-Perceikers (parents ~vho I d  not agree the child was 

gifted). The latter were more Ilkel> to associate giftedness ~ i t h  social and emotional &shction.  In 

Cornell's opinion. ttus negati1.e \ie\+ of giftednes \\as a reflection of societal attitudes in ~ e ~ n i t e d  Statzs 

toward academic c~cellcnce Hc a1.m reported that thc gifted children in lus study were Idenhied as a 

result of school problcnts. and suggested this association of giftedness and school difftculbes should be 

cairninsd further He d ~ d  not elaborate on whether the parents agreed that the.cluld das having problems.* 



Again. Cornell's s;tnlple differs from the current sample in being drawn from school-identified rather than 

parent-identified children. Ho\re\er. while the d>-namics of'~dentification and labelling may have been - ' 

difrerent within hi!; sanlple. his finding of a connection bet\\ een giftedness and perceived problems is 

sinlilar to findings of other resarchcrs. Freeman ( i979) .  using an English parent-identified sample. 

found a similar relationship bctnccn percei\zd problzms and "giftedness". Howeyer. in h- tudy. i t  was ; r b  
parents \vho,labelled thzir children "gifted" uho perceked their children as having more sa-ial and 

'emotional dif l i~t~l t~es than parents of cquiill! bright childrcn who w,erc not identified as -'gifted" 
L 

I t  is peculiar tllat parenfS ~ o u l d  readil! agree w ~ t h  the sonieuhat negative assertion that 

giftedness causes problcins. particularly when there is much evidence that gifted children are well- 

adjustd. Although both groups of GCA parents differed from the Comparison parents on the overall 

score on the Problcnl S I I ~ S C ~ ~ C .  nhcn the responses to cach question in the cluster \+ere examined. it 

appeared that Uxr  parcnts \\.ere most strongly in agreement with the assertion of problems. The three 

parcnt groups did not differ on thc question of whether giftcd childrcn had to nlake1an effort to get :dong 

u ~ t h  non-gtfted chridrcn. and both GC.4 groups agreed more strongl! than the Comparison parcnts that 

gifted chddren sec the \vorld dlfferentl~ from other childrcn. However. onl! User parcnts differed from 

Coniprmson parents on the renlarning tiro statements. that gifted childrcn had more difficuh rnakrng 

i 

fricnds. and that giftedl~ess brought problems. The A\.oidcr parcnts did not differ from cilher group 

Thls suggests that the o\er:ill diffcrcncc between the GC.4 and Conlparison parents may conceal a 

different cnlphas~s betusen the two GC.4 member groups 

T h ~ s  cori&rn on the p:m of VQr parents about m1a1 and emotional problems Has also reflected 
i. 

in the~r responses to questions ;h3q1 thar'chi1d.s current peer relntionsh~ps and current or past adjustment 

or-beha\.ioi~r problms 3s mcasurcd b! their &at-adjustment scorc. Not only did User parents belie\.e 
.a 

that g~ftedness tms. in theon.. problematic but they also rated their child as ha\.ing more problems either 
m- 

in adjusthlcnt and ,bcha\.lour and/or tilth peers thah did Comparison parcnts. Again. A\oider parents did 



no1 differ from either group During the mntcn.icws. however. both GCA parent groups indicated 

sensitisit! toward possible sctciaf-en~otiond adjustmat problem. W k n  asked about thc disad\.-ank~ge:es of , 

being gifted. 34 of the 48 GCA parents mentioned social alienation. Parents varied in intensity when 

iolunteering this information from "I t  =n be lonely, sometinies" to "Trem~adous (disadvantages).. Lack 

of peers is greatest and lack of acceptance and understanding from adults. There's a lack of s)n~pa~hy 

from an>onc". I t  appears that both Avotder and User parents agree that bei~ig gifted ma,; precipitate 

social and emotional problems. Thc results of the Problem subscafe of the Parent Belief Scilc and the- 

.- response to soc~al-adjustment scale, as \~e l l  as the intenie\t. ho\ve\.er. indicate that User parents rmry hold 
,.IL 
-< r- 

this ICH more intcnseh than Aioider parents This ma> be bccausc the! ~dcntifi these problems In their - 

own ch~ldren. 

In conrr;~st to ~hclr parents. the groups of children did not differ from one another either on ihe 

question of i s  hether gifxdness causes problems or on the measures of social competence and peer 

rclationshlps. A11 groups of children felt they got along equally uell with thcir peers. Likc subjects in 

othcr studxs (Kcll:, d jordcn. 1990. LI. 1988). gifted and non-gifted children also rated themsches as 
# - 

cqt;all> conqxtcnt 111 sccial rnatlcrs on the Harter Self-Perception Profile for Children. In total. onlj ti\c 

ch~ldren (three GCA"and t\to Comparison) admitted to having dificultm with peers and one Comparison 

ch~id said he nas often in troublc at school. it is intcrest~ng to note that on1 two of these children's 

parents identified thcir chld as having difficulties wth peers. 

Euking ch~idren to rats their o\\n popularit! ma! bc less accurate than having them rated by thcir 

pecrs. and it mtght he sprulaicd that a ch~ld's own ratings of how uell he or she gcts along with pcers 

ma? be closer to 3 ratt ng of ioncli n m  than to a rating of socd competence Howxer. self-raungs of 

popularih gi1.e an appropnate measure of social competence for the c u n m  study. Aith0ug.h more 

chfdren are identificd as unpopular than identifi themselves as I 
r 
i a r p l ~ t  ( 1YI-t) has suggestd that loneliness and poor peer relationships are closel? related. Margalit's A 



ret tew of stud- of children's lowltness reported that befwen If%i iind 22% of sehaol chiidren agreed 

that the3 Celt km!? Thus. although peer dlficul ties ma! be slight15 t t ~ i m &  td the atrrcnt study. 

the three groups did not d~fler from one another In the~r  rating of how tvell they got along with 

classmates Sincc 9;% of the children felt t h e  got along u lth their classmates. it appears that neither 

GC'A nor Comparison chtldren iicre al~cnated from t b i r  pccrs 

This finding confirms thc rcsults of others (Oram, Cornell. B Rutemiller. 1995: Charnrand. 

Robinson & Janos. 1995: Hogc and McScheffrey. I99 l :  H o g  & Ren~ulli. 1991 ) who have reported that at 

modest l a c k  of g~ficdn~ss. childrcn's social adjustment is not negathely mflucnced by their ability 

Furthermore. unhke Cornell's t Ic1X9) &dents. in, the p r ~ x n t  sample pirental use of the term "gifted d ~ d  

no! result in less pos~tis c self-pcrccpt~ons of attractk eness. 1 t could be suggested that sonte qf these 

prctious studies n q  kttx had an unusuaH5 tiell-adjusted selection of gifted children because of selection 

bias rather than bccausc. most @fwd children are tvell-adjusted.. This selcction bias could have been 

cattscd by tho poss~bi l i~  that gtfted children who were poorl! adjusted might not be identified as gifted or 

selected for those special programs from which the samples were drawn. The children in the present 

sample \sere parent-ldctttified rather than school idenlified, thereb) reducing the possibility of such a bias 

Despite the fact that 40% of the GCA children were identified by their prireltts as having social 

dhcultles. GC.4 children ratcd t h c m r l ~ c s  sinlilarl, socially competent to their non-identified peers. 

Whle these results s u p p n  other rcmrchers who haw reported that g i ~ s b  children are not sociallj 

handicapped. it appears h t  parents of gifted children reman concerned about their children's social and 

Ant cm~lusisrts dra in  from these f i d n g s  must be limited to elementary school subjects. In  

general. those studies n hich reported social d~ficul t~es or IOU social sclf~on~petence tended to lye * 
adelcsccnt subjects. ( Krrtmer. 199 I. Reid. 199 1 ; Cross. Coleman & Stewart. 1993). These stules  have 

dso tended use intsniew techniques (Kramer. 199 I ). and to use either no control groups (Kramer. 199 1 ; 



Robtnwn. 1990) or p u b l ?  non-comparabk control groups (Gresham. Evans and Elliot. 1988). The 
- 

lark of approprntc comrol group is p;trticuhrly trwblcsonu: as it IS not clear to what degree the students' 

rerponses-age hplca! of their age group or reflect some peculiarities of the method of grouping children in - 
the school which-niay contribute to thcir sense of alienation. For esarnple. Gresham . Evans and Elliot 

, . 

( 1988) compared a~srage. specla1 class and gifted students on a self-concept measure. However. while the 

a\crage and spccial class students were 60% black,mld 40% white. the grfted group was 80% white and 

2(% black. Hollingworth's ( 1 O-I? classic study in ~vhich she reported social difficulties among gifted 

\oilth IS not coniparablc to the current stud?. because her subjects \\ere an estremely select group of high 

abllitj stuCtents. and it 1s unlrkcl? that the A en[ sample was sinlilarl~ cxccptlonat. 

Although they d ~ d  not d~ffer from Companson children in thcir assessment of their social 

cornpctcncc. GCA children were more likely than Comparison children to s3y they felt "cfifferent" from 

othcr children. \Vhcn askedj \h the? fclt this tva?. the! \sere not significantl!, more likely to givc 

rtegatlw reasons for feeling different Furthermore. all but two GCA children agreed that the!, liked being 

gifted. That "differentniss'~ docs not neccssaril~ imply loneliness \\.as also noted by Freeman (1993) who 

found that while the brightest of her more than'l0 adolescent subjects were more likely to say they fclt 

different. only 8 of them rcponcd that giftedness was a barrier to relationships. in thc current stud?. 
0 

although the GCA children wcrc more likely to feel different. they did not. during elementap school. 

appear to bcl~e\e that the difference was negat~ve. belic\.c thcmsches to be alienated from p r s .  or resent 

ktng identified as gifted 

Obviwd!. son= indit dual gifted children have social or ,adjustment proMems or are subject to 
\ 

pn.r rqection. I t  has been noted t h ~  certain subgroups of gifted children. such as ggiAed girls (Kramer. 

IWI)  or students li\.ing in thosc social m~lieus in which school achiazment is not valued. may face 

ostracisn~ b> peers. Gifted children ma! also face stultifying classrooms and unqmpathetic teachers and 

rt would seem both unjtrst and fool~sh to dcn? academically ahanced students an education commensur;lte 



tvirh their abilities. The children in the current study were not likely to be snbject to the pressures facing 

some students front kss enrichcd cnt ironments and most parents itwe sttisfied with the child's schooling. 

I t  s x m s  somewhat surprising that while the vast majority of children assessed their sacial situation 

positi\.ely. almost half the GCA member parents identified their children as having past or current 

difficulties with adjustment. beha\iour. or peers. Cornell (1984) Jso found that some of his subjects 

associated giftedness w th  soc~al and emotional dj-sfunction and Freeman (1979) reported that '-giftedw 

children \yere more liket! than cquall! bright non-idzntlfied children to be reported by parents as having 

unusual play preferences. needing M e  sleep. and being esceptiorrally sensitky. Comparison parents. in 

contrast. agreed oierall with their children's own positive assessnlent of peer relationships and saii few 

k i ~ v t o u r a l  difficulties 

Why GC.4 parents would bcl~eve their children had peer difficulties when the children did not 

do so themseh~cs is not clear. but there are several possible explanations. While it seems ~mlikely that the 

gifted children \vere sociall! obtuw and did not reali~c they were haling difliculh getting along with 

others. it is poss~ble that they wcrc presenting themsel\.cs to the inten.iewr as more sociall? comptent 

than the! 11 ere. This. hone\ er. s c ~ m s  a less than satisfacton solution since measurements on the Haner 

Self-Perception Profile for Children. \+ hich did not rc\.eal differences in social self-competencc. did reveal 

differences anlong groups in sclf-pcrcei\-ed competence in academic and athletic abilih3uggesting that 
* 

the children were responding in a fonhnght fashion. A second possib~litv IS that parcnts of gifted 

chtldrcn ma! bc more demanding and perfectionistic in both academic and social areas. and thus. an 

o r d i n q  social life ma! be interprctcd b? the parent as unsatisfacton and the chlld described as ha~ ing  

peer probtems. Hotwcr.  the correlation kwcm the parent's satisfaction Ivith the chid's school 

performance and the p.mnt's judgment of the child's peer relationships was a non-sipftcant .26, 

suggesting that the parcnts \ m e  not simply hgercrirical In all areas. A third possibilih may relate to the 

degree of parental irnntment In the child and an accompan?.ing increased perception of the child's neecls 

uhlch mas make the parent more scnsltiw to possible social problems Parental sens~titity to the child. 



I 

nhlch has been assoclatt?d \\ith enhanced intellectual developmep. may also make the parent more aware 

of the chdd's social and entotional de\elopment The earher behavioral and adjustment problem *P 
reported bj  GCA mothers may ha\ e further sensiti~ed them to poss~ble soc~al problen~s. As the child 

gren older. he or she. bang brlght and \ erbal. may have volunteered more informat~on about the soc~al 

world of school. This ma? ha\ t  made the parent mot$ aware of any social difficuliies and mused the 

J;r 
parent to place undue emphasis on the da?-to-cia! vagancs of elcntentaq school social life and to mabmifi. 

ordinan dificulties. 

If the :hove scnano  IS accurate. Comparison parents, \\ho tend to agree with their child's more 

rle 
sartgulne approach. ma! bc simpl!- lcss attuned to thcir child's development or more \+illing to accept a 

, 
lcss than perfect oritconic. The!. ma! thcreforc ignorc m~ld social problems. The Comparison children 

ma:, also hat a broader social network. Although they were as likely as the GCA children to be first-born 

or only children. thcir self-report& and parent-reported athletic ab~ht? nta? gam them asier  access to . 
x - *  2 

soctal groups and. ~f thc! pla? team sports. an extended range of acquaintances. Their parents may sce 

them. thcreforc.'as more k i a N ! -  contpeteftt. Although then: is no direct evidertce in this stud!. it might 

be speculated that Conlpanson parents ma! also im-cst more energ! in ensuring that the~r  child has a 

smootftf hinctioning social life. They ma? also bc more eager to portray their child in a positive light. 

Not having the excuse of giftedness to explain their child's difficulties. they ma) be more motivated to 

poflray the child as \\.ell-gdjusted and "normal". 

A fin$ pos~ibilih. and onc that has somc support. is that the parental concerns of the CCA 

membcrs ma> be exacerbated b membershp in the GC.4 and by their assoc~atih with other parents of 

_@led children. Parents of bright children who are concerned about their child's development may 

gal-itate to the association which offers to parents a possible remedy by pro\.i&ng an information and 

support network. Parents of gifted children are the intended recipients of books and articles \vhich focus 

on the difficulties of thew children (e.g.. Smutne?. qqenker & Ireenker. 1979; Calbraith. 1983. 1985; 



# ". 
Kropp and Hodson. 1995) Parent self-help groups are reconlmendcd by some as an opportunity for 

parents to share ad\ Ice and informat~on about their glfted children (Goldstem Kr Wagner, 1093). * 
a 

I 

Howxer. such groups ma! contribute to the parents' perceptions of problems by emphasizing the 

difkrences of gifted chldrcn from thcir non-gfted peers and by providing a milieu in which bright 

children who h a ~ e  problcms arc o\.cr-represented. As one parent noted wryly "You don't join a group 

unless you hasz a problem". Sonlc parents mentioned they had dropped out of the GCA because their 

chlldrcn did not ha\x social or behaviournl problems and-therefore they were not like most gifted children. 

That social difficulties ma! be Ken as cnidence of giftedness was hinted at two n~others who criticized 

other GCA parents for p i n g  to make their child "as different as possible" and also by the response of one 

Uscr mother who refused to answr the question of w heilier her child had had a n  adjustment or 

belia\~~oulnl difficulties This mother insisted that. although the child had not had any difficulties. it was 
II 

bccauw the parents had adapted to the child and that the child was. in fact. "one of the few children uith 

a diffic111t tenlpcramenl" and \!as not at all adaptable. 

Some of the literature urittcn for parent about gifted children focuscs on thcir social problems. 

\th~ch ma- suggest an c\planation of the contrast bcnveen the mothers' \iews and the children's vicws of 

thc children's peer relationships. While 40% of the GCA mothers indicated they believed their child had 

sotile difficulties nith peers. onl! hob of the GCA chldren admitted to ha\.ing social dfficulties. Of these 

thrcu: children. onlj. onc was identified b! the mothcr as ha\ing social problems. ~ h i k  the other two w.cr.e 

identified by their mothers as usuall! or always getting along with peers. Furthermore. 70% of GCA - 

mothcrs mcntioncd alienation from peers as a disadvantage of glfiedness. Wh) tttis archeope of the gifted 

child as a social misfit persists so intransigently is not clear. Houever. the acceptance and perpetuation of 

the "m~sunderstood genius" model ma! be supported b\. two processes in education. Educators sewing 

gifted studentsare faced uith the ncd'to justif?. program funding. and the need to defend potentiall) 

contentious methods of dividing the gifted f r m  the non-gifted. The parents in this study agree with 

educators that thcrc 1s such a thmg as a gfted child. The purpose of labelling a chlld "gifted". howe\cr. is 



to stream identified children into speciali~ed programs. The assumption that the selected children itre 

essentially different from non-identified peers is common to many programs (Pcndanis and Howley, 

1996) and the existence of this difference may be used to ~ustifj. continued funding when such programs 

arc in jeopardy. Large scale sune? s of American taxpayers haw found that whle there is general 

support for programs for g~fted children. there is less support for increasing funding to such program. 

While 45% of the general public is willing to increase funding to programs for children with learning 

difiicultics. onl! 16% '/of;i\.ours increasing funding for gifted and talented programs (Larscn, Griffen, & 

L a r n  1 )  Parents of gifted children. howe~cr, are contniitted to specialized programs. Purcell 

( 1993) i&n.ieaed parcntJ of identified cluldren and their teachers about the effects on the children of . 
f 

'9 the cancellation of a school Gifted and Talented Program and found tha~  81% reported negative 

bel~aviours. such as frustration. boredom and und~r~chievemcnt. on the pan of the children. ~ a l f  the 

parents said they were no\+ considering lea13ng the public school ?stem Given the parents' , 

co~umittment to thcse programs and the general public's lukewarm support for funding then). it may be 

important to supporters to demonstrate that programs for the gifted are a necessary senice to childrerl in 

net'd rather than the "p'dagog! of pri\ilege" (Margolin, lW6) for an elite ntinorit?. Thus. there m*,%j be a 

tendcnc? to overeniphasi~c possible social and adjustment difficulties of children who are denied these 

opportunities. 

A second reason for the persistence of the belief in the ..n~isunderstmd genius.. ha? relate to h e  

problem of identifj ing gift ed children. Identification is plagued by the problem of who is gifted. how they 

should be selected and h o ~  this process can be justified. Because most school programs for gifted 

children are ltn~ttcd in iixe. some assessment will be done and some chilcfreri will be esciuded. On one 

hand educators bndk at the idea of selmng chldren esclusivel~ on achie~cment tests results. Thc use 

of the mildly pejoratnc term --schoolhouse gifted" (Rew.ulli. 1986) to refer to those children who do 

est rcmely \\-ell in school but M ho do not ha.e other "gifted qualities hints at the &fkulties some feel are 

inherent in selecting onl? top academic studem while ignoring other students uho seem nnusually bright . 
d; 



but who are less acaden~ically inclined. However. if non-academic measures are used. children will be- 

included who niay be irtdistinguishable in m a n  ways from non-identified peers. Parents in the present 

study alluded to the difliculty of identification. While some straightfonvardly said they recognized gifted 

children by their .'natural ability" and because they were ..supr.>r acadcmicaily" or "able to prduce high 

qwlif! \\orkv. others referred to thc gifted child as one \tho has '.natural gifts that are opposed.to a sman 

1, 

kid who works hard" arid suggested the? are -.different from high achievers" . '-so much different than an 

intelligent chi ld  As one parcnt put it -'You'd have to \trite a book to describe thc difference betwen her 

\\a? of thinking and the average child's \va> of th~nking-. while another parent added giftzdness was 

"ofien mixed up \\.ith a lot of other problems. attention deficit or a learning problem-'. One parent 

succinctly described her child as standing out "like a sunflower in a field of \.iolets" and later added,. "He's 

no: ewr going to f i t  in nicely and nail!-". Thus. the suggestion that giftedness is more than academic 

achic~ement. and that it  ma! elen bc a handicap. may makc it  easier to justiF? the label "gifted" when a 

chlld's performance dmsaot stand out from that of non-identified peers. I t  may also allay any en\?. or 

sense of injustice on the pan of those H ho are excluded. The necessity of setting arbitrary boundries to 

discriminate between g~fted and non-gifted. in addition to attempting to justifi the allocation of limited 

resources anlong. for example. children who do vciy \\ell at school. children who have specific 

exceptional talents. and children \tho have high IQs but \vho are desultoq students. tries the nisdo~n of 
f 

both professional arid parent alike. If gifted students are percei\cd as having dfl~culty in the regular 

school qstem or as misunderstood b! less able peers. then they can be seen as having a need which must 

k met. and the allxation of s r n ~ c c s  can be more radily justified. Schneidcr (1987) alluded to this 

age& when he ackno\r lcdgcd that his book on the peer relations of glftd children might be 

disappointing to those who itished 11s would "provids more ammunition to those who promote special 

programs for the gifted" b! portria! ing giRed children as under the "incessant attacks of hostile childhood 

pecrs" (p. 107) 



The prov;jiling ethos. dri\.cn in pan by limits on funding of special programs, may. therefore, 

support or encourage parents in then suspicions that their child has social difficulties. in spite of the fact 
i?r 

that their children are satisfied N ith their social standmg. Schneidcr ( 1987) had suggested that gftd 

children may incorrectly assume that the! are less wdl accepted than they actually are, a phenomenon he 

describes as social "delusions of ungrandeur" (p. 7 I ). It is possible that parental expectations of social 

dilliculties m a  result during adolescence in h!persessitivity to social ;lights. e&ctations that peers will 

not like them. and a perception of peer rejection 

Thc transmission of beliefs about giftedness 

Obviousl!. if children are to come to believe their peers may reject them, they must understand 

that they are gifted and that this qualit? ma\.. lead to rejection. This leads to the third question of whether 

parental use of thc label "gifted" enhances transmiss~on of the parent's beliefs to the child. Indeed. GCA 

children did understand 11 hat '-gift~d"~meant and identificd themselves as gifted. GCA children were 

more likely to identifi thcmscl\cs as gifted than werc Comparison children. probabiy because more GCA 

mothers than Comparison mothers told their children they were gifted. Slightly over 75% of GCA 

chldrcn in both groups said the~r  parents told them they \+ere gifted. T h s  is somewhat surprising. 

because onc might espcct the User children to be more likel: than Avoidcr children to say their parents 

told them thq  were gifted. The children were not asked how often their parents used the term or the 

contest in which the term nas used. The parent's self-adnutted n.iilingness of use the term may indmtc a 

'i 
greater acceptance of tho term and its attendant implications as descriptive of their child. CiCA chldren 

appear to have understood their parents' beliefs about giftedness and were more Irkel! to agree \+ith these 

behefs about giftedness than were Comparison cluldren. whoseagreemenl with their parents was at a 

c h m x  lmci. Thus. it is likci!. that parental beliefs about the potential problems of giftedness, the relative 

1-a!ue of intelligence and good grades or the role of hard work in gifted performance are. to some degree, 

being conwyd to children. Using "gfted" ma! have also enabled mothers ro better understand whether 
4 



150 

their child belic\~cd he or she was gifted. User mothers were more aware thirn Comparison mothers of 

whether their children would identify themselves as gifted. Akoider mothers did not differ from either 

group. 

One unexpected result Mas that 50% of the comparison children also identified themsehes as 

gifted when asked. Furthermore. during the intervie\+, six of the Comparis6n parents (30•‹h) identified 

thetr child as glftsd. Because the parents were reponding to an inteniew. t h e  were probably more like 

those parents \\ho rcspond to c;ills to identify gifted children (HitchIield. lC)V: Bums. Mathews. I% 

.Mason. 1990) than Me the parents \\ ho spontaneously seek confirnlation of thcir chdd's abilities 

(Robin* 1987, L.ouis Kr Lcn~s. 1992) Howe\er. these parents \sere not ncxc'ssanl:, incorrect In the~r - 

assessment. as thc intervie\\s rcvealed that some of the Conipansoil children ucre similar in their 

achiewmenk to the GCA children. attending academic pri\,ate schools, achieving honour roll status. 

being selected for enrichment programs or recommended for acceleration and ma) well ha\.e been equally 

dcscn ing of the labcl "gifted'. I t  nould seem, hotveler, that the parent's identification was an ad hoc 

response rather than a fimll! held belief. Among these six Comparison mother-chtld pairs. the beliefs of 

the parent and thc child about gshether the child was gified and whether the chdd knew. i t  indicated littlc 

understandmg ktwm parent and child about each other's kliefs. Parentchild agreement about the 

belief statements nas at 3 chance l a  el. The children's self-identification reflects their coilfidence that 

the? have special talents. and thls confidence ma! be well-placed. Howvcr: it may also reflect the 

findings of rcsearchcrs (Mncl\w-. 1987: Ste\.cnson. Chen 8r Lee. 1903: Stasenson et 31. 1996) who h v r :  

suggested that Nonh .4mcncan children ma!. ha\c feu guidelines to estimate their own abilih and may 

therefore ma? 01 ercstmatc their pctcnce Sldeen of the 20 Cornpanson chlldrcn were able to 

define "gifted" but 1t IS not clear ~f t h~s  level of understanding of the tern1 is reflectne of most non- 

rdendfied children That some of the Comparison children may have W n  told the meaning of the word 
-4 

b? parents ~mnledialely prior to the intcnieu is suggested b! the remark of one child who said. -1 know 

u hat it means. I've just nc\ er heard an!.one use it." 
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Despite assertions by parents during the intcmieu that there were many ~ p e s  of giftedness. in the 

eyes df many parents. scholastic achic\.ement was the benchmark of giftedness. .4\.oider parents and 

ch~ldren paid partixlar interest to scholastic achieven~ent. Avoider children uere more likel) to be 

identified by their parents as ha\.ing csccptional academic abilih than wsrc Comparison children. and 

A\oider children. u-hen asked I\ hat the! did that made them gifted, identified themselves as doing well at 

school. Avoider cl~ildrclt were also more l ike l~  to rate themselves as scholastically competent than were 

Comparison ch~ldrcn on the Harter Self- Perception Profile for Children ( 1985). User children were 

~ntcrnmediatc. The focus of A\.oidcr parents and children on academic achievement is consistent with ths 

parent's \ICW of g~ftcdness as being w~thin limited academic domains as opposed to being a pervasive 

quiilit! \shich affects nlan! aspems of the child's personality. 

The findmg of clcvated scholastic self-esteem anlong Avoider students corresponds to the 

4 findings of most other research (Keli! d Jorden. 1990 : Hoge & Renmlli. 1991: Colangelo & Brower. 

19x7 1. however. IJser children werc not significantly different from either Avoiders or Coniparison 

ch~idren. While they might be cspccted to be similar to Avoider children. it would be expected. based on 

the resmrch. that LJscr children ~ o u l d  have higher scholastic selfesteem than Comparison children. This 

anornA? may. in part. reflect the high le\.el of achie~ement of Comparison children, some of whom 

attcnded enrichment programs in their own school and ma! also have unusually high scholastic self- 

esteem. Had a less accomplished Coniparison group been usCd. the Users and the Comparison group 

m~ght have differed sigrtifirantl! 

I n d d .  \ w e  thls sample drawn from school-identified children rather than parent ~dcntified 

chlldrm it is likel! that some of the Comparison ctuldren would be in the "gifted" group. Of the seven 

Companson children I\ ho \\ere identified as by parents as having esceptional academic ability. sis werc 

also identified by parents during the ~ntcn ieu  as +'gift&. suggesting that Companson parents also view 

. . 



academic accompl~shm~nts as  a badge of g~fiedness. Houever, the 50% of Comparison children who 

identified themsel\.es as gifted were more likely to say they \sere gifted at sports or artistic pursu~ts. 

. Comparison children's responses on the Harter Self-Perception Profile for Children ( 1985) firther 

confirmed that the! rated thcmsehes as significanuy more competent in athletics than User children. 

Comparison parerlts were also more likely than User parents ro identifj their child as having exceptional 

athletic abilih: how.e\w. this d ~ d  not lead them to identify their child as fled. Karncs and Swede1 

f 1987) noted that fathers of non-gificd prcschuokrs were more likely to hav(r: n d e  wre that children had 

playground equipment than were fathers of gifted preschoolers; suggesting that acti\.e physical pursuits 

m a  be more inlponant to the Comparison parents.. It is interesting to speculate on the emphasis on 

"doing" giflcd things iersus *'beingv gifted with respect to both parents' and chddren's claims of 

superiorih. Aioidcr chddren and parents both asserted the child's academic superiority. while 

Comparison parents and children identified the ctuld's athletic abilities. User and A\ oider parents appcar 

to communicate their specific beliefs about giftedness effectively. Hoaever. not onlj Avoider. but also 

Coinparison parenrs were able to communicate to their children the area of the child's accomplishments. 

s 

Nothers' and children's eswctatiotis for ;scademic success 

Since giftedness was pcrcc~\ed b? parents to be manifested b~ acadcmlc ability. one uould espect 
t 

those \vho belie\cd their children to be gifted to predict that their children would do better on abiliQ ;~nd  

acllieiement tests. Indeed. both GCA groups gave a higher estimate of their child's intelhgence than did 

the Comparison group. Howe\cr. it IS not clear to what degree their responses were influenced b! their 

know ledge of the~r child's actual IQ score. A few GCA parents indicated their estimate was the child's 

actual percentile rank from an IQ test. information H hich the C parison parents would not have. That 

parents tend to overestirna~e their children's scores on aihie,&ent tests has been reported other 

researchers ( M~ller. 1 988: bIillcr. Manhai & Mee. 199 I ). In the area of academic achievement. User 

parents did appcar to have higher espcctations than Comparison parents User parents tended to estimate 
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h~gher scores than Companson parents, both \+hen asked how well their child mould do on an 
- 

achieienient test. and when askcd what ~ o u l d  be the lowest score they would accept w~thout concern 

8 Aioidcr parents u-cre intermediate. While this suggests thit User parents \ w e  putting more pressure on 

thc~r  children than were Cornpanson parents. it is not clear that User chldren felt this pressure. Hershc! 

and O h m  ( 1988) found that almost half of their grade -1- 12 subjects complained that a disad\aktagaof 

bemg g~fted was that parents and teachers put unreasonable perfornzance dernands on them. However. 

had no comparison groups In this stud?. children ucre not asked how much pressure t h ~  felt. but it 

\tould be useful to determine in future studies if User children. like Hershey and Oliver's students. fell 

the! nerc unreasonabl pressured. 

The children's groups did not differ from or~e another in their estimalion of how high a s e 'cpr 
thcrr parcnts were czpecting. and although when asked what the! thought they actuall!, would get. User 

children gave the highcst mark and Comparison childrcn. the lowest. these differences were not 

significant. Although GCA and Comparison children all felt their parents \+ere expecting scores in the 

nlid to high 80s. Comp:irison children estimated a subst&allj. lower mark than either of the GC.4 

chrldrcis groups \\hen asked to estimate the lows: score their parents would tolerate. 'Illis difference in 

the "lowest acccptablc score" parents \\.ill tolerate m y  reflect the pressure that gifted children sometimes 

complarn the! xre under. It may not be that the'parent's cxpectatio~s arc too high. but that tho children 

bet ~ c v t  their parsnls arc less tolemnt of an a\erage perfomlance 

User parcnts appear to hrl1.e the highest espcxtations for their child's success and Comparison 

parents the lo\\'cst. Afoider parents are intermediate. haling expectations similar to those of the Users. 
f 

bur being u-illing t& accept a lowest score more similar to the Comparison group. The children's 

espectations for success \\ere s~milar to their parents' prediction. All groups of cluldren were similar lo 

onc another in csti mating that thq  \+ ould do more poorll; than their parents expected. but would,esceed 

the minimum scorc the parcnts nould accept. 



/ - 
When &rents and chi4drcrt were asked to turn from estinlat& how well the; hild was e ~ i e d -  

. ' , 
to do-and rate the child's cunenl perfonnance in &hool and,the parenk's saiisfachocA different picture . ' . 

i " 0  8 - emerged ?hc A\oider hddren rated themselves more passively than the ComparironAchildren. both 
P - 

when asked dirstl)  ho\\ good.a nu&( t h e  were in con~paWm uith clbsmates an3 when asked to rate 
T 

the~r  scholastic cornpctcilce on the H a r p  self-~ercej&on Profile for Children ( 1985). Cser children d ~ d  
L 1  I P 

not differ from either group Because ch~ldren were, drawn from elemenlap schools in sc\wal different ' 
h I 

1 
sEhooi dtstrtcts and because lhcre \+a$ no consistent \taj to n:eaSu$e actual academlc ach~evement. 

acl~~c\ement was assessed b! ask~ng each mother and her child d r a t e  the ;htld9s achlevcmncnt in 
b 

cdrnparison with classroom peers. I t  was a s s u n ~ ~ t h a t  mothers would be familiar with the grading 

practices of their ch~ld's teacher Since the inten iews for this research were conducted at the end of the 

-B c 

school !cart i t  was also cspcctcd that mothers would have had opportu~ities o\er the school year to ~ p e i ~ k  
. . 

Ivirh the teacher about their child-s performance and to derke an accurate estimation of~hei r  chrld's 

performance rclatn c to classn~ntcs Somewhat surprisingly. there was no difference among the three 
k 

parent groups \\hen t h e  \\ere asked hou \\ell their child dld rn school In comparison to ciassmates ~ o s t  

f - 
parents belie\.ed the~r  children to be "good:' to "yep good" students. How\.er. when parents were ;isked 

hou ssttlsficd the! \+ere ~ r t h  this performance. User parents rated themselves as signrficantlj less 

satisfied than A\.oidcr parents uith their child's performance. Comparison parents dtd not differ from 

either group. Thew uncspccted results suggest that User parents do havc high expectations and'that their - 
children ma) not be li\wg up to these espectations. I t  has been suggested that individuals holding an 

enrit? theon of intclligcr!cc place more emphasis on perfonnance goals and performance maluatior! 

(Stlpek & Gralinski. 1996). which may explain the parents' discomfiture. User parents place more 

emphasis onrnatural abdit? as a source of giftedness and may be more likely to hold an entih theon of 

intelligence. This \vould suggest that they may be more concerned about performance gods and 

e\aluation and thus bc prone to dissatisfaction with their child's grades. However. User parents szemcd to 

I alue intclligcncc more highly than grades. Avoider parents in contrast. place more emphasis on hard 



. 
work as a partial soitrcc of giftcdncss than do User parents. Thq nlay bc expected to hold an incremental 

the95 of inteIlig,encc and place less emphasis on e\aluation. It is not clear tthether the Avoider parents 

do emphasizr evaluation less. \%'hen asked to estimate how well their chldren would do on a hypothetic4 
C 

test. and what was the lotvest mark the? would be happ!, with. the A\.oider parents' responses uefe not 

significantlj different from either User or Comparison parents. They arc also not signifiantl! different 

from Companson ;tnd Avoider parents on their rating of thc imponancc in their family of good grades. 

Howe\.cr. they :ire satisfied tt i th their child's actual perfoqancc ;it school. 

Since thcrc was no difference among the three groups of children in the rat~ng of hou satisfied 
-, 

thq thmk their parcnts \\ere. i t  w m s  that the children may be unaware of these differences. I t  is not 

clear from the present s~ud? if the positive view the  hider children ha1.e of their scholastic competence 

is  ;I reflection of rcaiitv (the parent-s satisfaction is caused by the child's good perfomlance) or whether 

thc parents hm.e more attainabic cqxxtations (the child's assessment of his performance is a reflection of 

the parent's sat~sfactiot~) 

The relati\ c immnance of intellinerice and good grades 

Because no dara on the ch~ldren's a~rual achc\.crnent were collccte& it  is not clear whethcr somc 

c h  ldrcn \\ere urtderachte\ ~ n g  or n hat their le\ els of achic\.ement were relalnc to then classmates or lo 

each othcr Perhaps some Cser children ttcre undmchm~ng  and this IS reflected m their parents' 
/ 

dwat~sfxtton wtth their chtldren's performance Thts seems d~fficult to reconctle with the findlng that. 
Ld-' 

of ik three pmnt  groups. the Lwr parents rated grades as last tmportant Children of the User group. 
'r 

.f 

howxer. also rated scholasttc competence as less importmt on the Importance Scale of the Harter Self- 

Perception Profile for C hildren ( 1%;) than &d children of the Comparison group. If User chldren did 

riot rate scholastic competence as important to thernsehes. n ma) be that some mere underachiaing and 

this ma? explain their parents' m i s f a c t i o n .  I t  was Companson children who gave the highest rating to 



the importance of scholastic competence . while the Avoider group was intermediate. Given the high 

espectations of User parents and chtldren for academic success. it seems strange. at first glance. that the 

chtldren would regard academic succcss as less important than did the Con~parison children. whose 

aspirations were more ~riodcst The results are less surprising when one considers the parental response to 

qu~rtions about the importance to the family of intelligence and good marks. While User parents w e  the 

highcst rating to the importance of tnteiligence. they gave the lowst rating to the importance of good 

m d e s  in school Comparison parents rated good marks as important to {heir famly and intelligence as - 
less important. In realit!-. each group has effectively communicated its evaluation of the importance of 

gond grades to thci r children. 

There is. howebcr. an area of possible parcntchild conflict. On one hand User parents appear to 

place less importance on good marks. yet on the other they are also least satisfied with their children's 

. school pcrformancc and cspcct the htghest marl&. Felson ( 1990) found that parents uho were academic 

high achiaers had hjgltcr standards for their children than parents who had achieted less. However. 

L ' s r  mothers are not better ducat& than mothers in the other parents groups. and the, &d not ratc their 

own school achiacrncnt more highf? than did either of the other parent groups so this does not seem to 

caplan nh? they have set such h~gh standards. Then dsmissal of good grades is not linked to any 

hostiliry toward thcir cldd's school All parent groups rated their chidren's schools equally favourably 

Part of their dismissal of good grades may be linked, howacr. to their own schooling. User parents rated 

thtmsett-es as less satisfied with their own schooling than wcre Avoider parents. and perhaps the? have a 

Iingenng sense of having been cheated during their oun school years 

I- 
Anothcr possible explanation of t h s  seeming contradiction of high expectations for good grades 

* 

4 combined with a d~smissal of good grades as important m g  lie in the conception of "@led" as defining 

nihAt the child rr rather than nmpl? ahat the child cbes If User parents believe that gifkdms explains 

n h j  &err chld IS different from other children then @&ess. although it 1s related to intelllgencc, is 

.* i 
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much more than good inarks at school. Parental remarks that giftedness was more than good grades, and 

comments about -sensitivit,". *'awarenessT' and "psychological differences" as defining a gifted child. 

suggest that their emphasis is on a more pervasive qualitj than the ability to t;et good grades in 

elementary school. Despite this. intelligence is highly valued by User parents. presumably because it is 3 

defining feature of giftedness and good grades are generall~ seen as a by-product of intelligence. As h?s 

been noted. User parents emphasize "natural ability" as a source of giftedness. and the adoption of entity 

rcrlels of intcllicncc focus attcntlon on pedormance gads. Furthenore. the> are least likely-of the 

parent groups to acknowledge '-hard work" as a source of @fled bchaviours. Thus. User parents are 

caught in a conundrum While expecting their children to get good grades because the> are gifted. t h e  

also place less importance on good grades because they are seen as a mere bq-product of giftedness and 

not a defining fcattire. Furthermore. they are less likely than other parent groups to beliae giftedness can 

be created by hard work. and more likely to belime that it is simpl! a natural quality. The children. ~ h o  

know they are identified as gifted. presumably recognize that good grades are not important to their 

identification as gifted ;md thcrcfore consider them relatively unimportant. The parents are. howvmer. 
4 

dissatisfied H ith t hc ctuld's school performance because gifted chddren should get good grades. It is 
$ 

possible that this nrtsunderstanding of espectations ~vill lead to further W~culties when the child is older. 

and it would be useful to esarmne such conflict in belief with relation to undcrachiewmcnt or 

dizsatisiact~on in later school years. the child's sense of differentness, and the parent's concern about the 

chid's adjustment Thc dificulties Cornell ( 1989) noticed in children %hose mothers used -'gifted" in 

front of them ma! not stem s~mpl! from the use of the term. but from such conllicting messages 

surrounding adtie\.emnl and \t hat 11 nlcans to be gifted. Cornell's students were somewhat older that 

the current sample. with a mean age of 12.1 years. Thus they ma? havc become. as Schneider ( 1987) 

suggested. morc prone to feeling disliked b! the~r pecrs. 

The relati\e sausfaaon of Avoider parents and their children ma? be in part exphned by the 

Awoider mothers' own satisfaction with the quality of their own schooling and nith their personal 



*>+ ;,,aclimemcnt during then x h w l  pars .  It is possible that their oan  experience has nude them more 
.e- " " 9  

< 

tolecht of a less-than-exempfac performance on the part of their own children. Furthemlore. they are 
- i 2. I 

% . 'ri~clre ilkel! than User parents to allou "hard work'- a role In creating gifiedt~css. T h s  m y  both 

encourage them to demand a degree of effort from thcir child and pcrmit thcm to excuse their child's 
+ 

faiSgs more readily. Should ihc child falter. it can bc n m e  readily ascribed to a lack of effort rather than 

a dtminishing of the -.gift'- Their view of giftedness a; limited to academic achievement rather than as a 

defining f a e  of their child and thcir sornmhat reduced idmificrltion of gifiedness as a fanlily trait 

tnaj dampen the intensity of thcir concern about thcir child's perfomartce. It  is also possible that 

chl ldrcu entifisd by parents \\ ho hold a more limited \.icw of what gificdncss is ma) be children 1% ho zre I I ,  
doing ven \\ell in schwl and ~ h o  \\.ill continue to do \.en well 

- /+i 

Differences In mributions for succcss and failure and oreferencc for learning or ucrformance no& 

/ 

Dcspits diffcrsnces in parental expectations and satisfaction. 9096 of thc children believed the, 

"alu!s" or "usi;~ll~" tried to do their best in school and 973'0 of children sad  that thcir parents were 

'-usually" or "alrnosl ahsay<' happ! 111th thcir schoo!\vork. Differences in attribution for success or filil~~re 

found by other researchers !Kurt/ & Weinert. 1989: Laffoon. Jenkins-Fnednun. 8: Tollefson. 1989 1 were 

no: found in the currenL stud? Howeter, the children were grouped not by their own beha\iour or 

att~tudes but by thcir parents' bchaviour and beliefs As Miller ( 1988) noted the path from parent bellsf' 
. . 

to child outcome i s  tentrous. thus the parents' decision to use or avoid gifted may be too distant from tho.::. 
, . $ , : 

child's attitudes toitard school success or attributions. The children's groups did not differ In their 

attributions for success or fdurc.  gcnerall> favouring hard work and abilih as the reasons for successon 

tests at school and lack of effort as the reason for failure. "Learn~ng neu thmgs" and "getting good 

marks-' were the main reasons chlldrcn chose for wanting to do well in school. When children were given 
i - 

a hpthet ical  sitmtion and asiced to choose bemeen a performance goal and a learning goals. all g a p s  

of childrtn preferred thc learning goal. In contrast. all parent groups believed their children would prekr 



performance goals. Why this difference betwen parents and cluldren occurred is not clear; however, a 

number of parents indicated their chiid would Rant to do what was "easiest". while children were equally ' 

convinckd that it %as better tg learn romethmg new than to get go& marks The most obvious possibility 

is that children were responding \\ith ;,hat they felt was the "correct" alewcr while parents were. 

responlng from a cynicism born of csperiencc. Perhaps more generally, children arc not highly 

nlotivated by marks. Thus. to the children.*risking good inarks for an interesting projdct is a small 

sacrifice. T h ~ s  lack of Interest in marks may be demonstrated to the parents by what is seen by thcnt as 

* 
~'lariness" in schoolwork. Thus the! may interpret the question a3 o w  of whether the child would be 

wl ling to learn somethmg new and perhaps more difficult or do something they would find eaq. 

Conclusion 

e 
An underl! Ing question of this &id\ aas whether parents should teil their chlldren they are 

gifted. The answer appears  to^ be mo n a simple yes or no. Parents who use the tenn gifted, appear to 

place a different emphasis on the attrlbutcs of giftedness than thosc who avoid the term. Ultimately, the 

decision to use gifted does not rest on the semantics of the word. but on the belief that the word dexrlbcs 
* 

what the child is. Feldhuscn and Janicn (1993) have described professio~ls as adopting a univariate or 

multivariate model of giftedness and the beliefs of the mothers in the currcnt sample can be seen as 

arranged along thls continuum. Mothers who adopt the unhanats model tend to a\.oid ''gifted" and may 

actively reject the implication that giftedness implies personal or social mculdes.g Mot hers who adopt 

the multivariate model agree that their child biferent from other children both cognitively and 

emationally and are ntore wAling to describe these differences as part of being "gitied". The belief that 

@fled children arc subject to rejestion by peers is supported in part by professionals and expens writing 

for these parents 



The Users' conflict between the parental &s~re for escepional acadelnrc achievement on the 
6 

part of the child a id  thc shared par_ent-child de-emphasimg of the importance of good-grades might also 

be explored, pamcularly with reference to underachio\ement Howe\er. be!ond this as a potential source 
5- . 

of parent-child misuidcrstanding. and the greatei understanding of parent beliefs by ciuldren of Users. 

there appeared to be litlie impact of using "gifted "in front of the child on the child's atttibufionsTor 

success or failure or attitudes to\~ard learning. The results of t h ~ s  study also confirm those of other 

studiei uhich founh that gifted children did nM see ihomsclves as socially less competent than other 
* 

chlldrcn (Schncider. 1987; Kellj- &.~or&n. 1990; hckey & Toth, 1990). but that they do report feeling 

..diEferent'. ( ~ r e f k m .  197")) The lack of substantial impact on other meas the children's fimctioning 
- , 

* 
ma! be attritiuted to the varict! of nioderating influences which accompany ;my parent belief. 

Q . . 

Many cfucsr'ions arise \\hlctia\we not addressed in this study.. It would be us&l to know whether' 

i 
Ilscr children are indc~d undcrachicving or \\hcther this is simplj. their parents' perception., I t  appcars 

that some A\.oider parents ~na! be anare of the multiwiate conception of giftedness and acti\.ely reject it. 

and i t  would k useful to know the degree to which ppents have accumulated their beliefs about gifiedness 
t 

1 

from books and professionals and the degree to which thcy rcprexnt "folk wisdom". Further study might 
3. 

also addreis the issue of \\hcthcr User children do begin to feel less accepted by peers during their 
* 

adolescence. Adolcscencc is a lime of increasing social awuencss and abstract reasoning abilities. 
' * 

Chrldren who have becn told b! thclr parents that the! arc different from pqers and ay be misunderstood /" 
h! them. ma? become more sensitnc to peer relationships arid they ma!. correctly or incorrectlj'. attribute - 

peer dificulties to "giftdncss" Furthcrmorc. they niay begin to question the personal meaning that their 
e 

identification "gifted" has for them. This ma? be an rmportant issue in the developmenf of those children 
. - 

\\.hose parents ha\v b c ~ n  intcnsclj in\,ol\-ed In identif~ing their child as "gifted". O 
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Appendix A 

Initial sunq and covering letter 



Famil? Namc: 

Mailing Address: 

Phone Number 

Father's Name: 

Mother's Name 

Number of$hiWren In fanid>. 

m ~ l d ' s  Namc 

Occupation: 

Occupation : 

Birth Date Gender (M/F) 

(Please atrach additional shcets ~f ncccssag) 

Important: To maid awkwardness. thc following questlLons ask about ">our ch i ld  in the singular. We 
arc aware. however. that some families will have more than one child tsho is gifted or talented. If a 
qucstion can a p p l ~  to more than one of >our children. please answer separate11 for each child and $lease 
identify the child to H hom !ou are rcfcmng. 

I .  For 1% hich of thc above children hay 1ou sought out the Gifted Children's Association'? 

z 7 -. In which areais) is !our child gifted'? For example: gcneral academic. specific academic. such 
as 

mths .  arts'music. athletics. c ra tnc ,  etc. Please be specific. Please respond for each chid you 
consider gificd. 

Child's Name Area(s) of giftedness 

NOTE. Please do not forget to ansuer questions on the other side of this sheet. 

PLEASE TURN OVER. 



3 . . At i j  hat age did you first recognize your child was gifted? What age was your child when you 
joined the GCA'I Please respond for each child jou consider gifted. 

Child's name A u , ~  when recognized Ape when loininn GCA 

1 P Who first alerted o u  to o u r  chlld's abil~ties'' (c.g self. psycholog~st. teacher) Please respond 
for cach child !ou conslder gifted 

Child's l ~ r s  Recognized bv 

5 - .  Have jou had ?our child tested because of their exceptional abilities:' If yes, please describe (e.g. 
IQ tcsl by scho01 pnchologist). Please Rspond for each child you considcr gifiod. 

Child's n m c  Tested'? Describe the testing 
(Yes or no) 

6. Is )our child-s school nuking an) special prov~sions for your child because of his or her spcciirl 
talents'? I f  so. please describe. Please respond for each child you consider.gi!ied. 

Child's Name Pro\-isions being made 

-! 
I -  In your opinion. how good arc thew provisions'.' (circle one) 

excellent good fair 



NOTE: The next question is question 8. Have you,answercd both sides of the first sheet? 

8. What features are adequate and which could use some improvement'? Please respond for each 
child you consider gifted. 

9. What is the highest icvcl of schooling attained b> you the parents? 

Mother --- Father 

10 Please dcscribc an! trrlining ~ o u  have had in education or child dc\cloprnent (e.g. parenting 
courses. tcachcr training. othcr professional rraming. undcrgsaduate courses. etc ) 

Mother 

Fat hcr 

I 1  Looking back nt !our o\\n Education. and considering >our Lalcnts. do ~ o u  bclieve ,our o m  

p- education \\as (circle one): 
, 7 4  ,. 

srccllcnt. p rod. fair. or poor'? - 

12 Docs an>thing stand out about !our education that >ou belime has influenced how you have 
raised and cduatcd !our g~ftcd child'? 

NOTE: Please do not forgct to answer questions on the other side of this shcet 

PLEASE TURN OC'ER 

.. 



What tcrnls do you use to describe ,our child's (or children's) abilities lo other people when vow 
child is not present (please check as many as apply). If you have more than one child whom you 
believe to bc g~lted. please indicate if there arc some terms you use to describe one child that you 
do not use to dcscribe the other. . 

eifted -- - smart - 

able - P 
clever 

eenius - .. - intelligent 

-- other (please specify): 

7 .  What tcrnis do you use in front of vour child (or children) to describe or esplain their abilities a 

(please check as ntan! as appl! ). If you h a ~ c  more than onc child whom you believe to be gifted. 
plcasc indicate if thcrc arc somc terms you use to dcscribe one child that yw do not use to 
describe the other. % 

able - 
* 

bright 

clever - 

talented - 

ecnius - .. - intclligcnt 

other (please spec~fy): - 

Thank you for completing the s u n q .  Please fecl free to add ad&tionalsheets to comment on 
ny issues regarding your experience in identi@~ng and fostering )-our child's abilities. We would 
appreciate an? cornments o u  might have.which you think may be of \slue to researchers or 
n h c h  o u  feel may been overlooked in the p r e c h g  questions. 



% Appendix B 

Second sunq" 



This s u n q  is ad abridged version of one sent to members of the GCA in 1693. If you completed 
that suwey. please do not fill out this one. The purpose of this s u m  is to recruit possible subjects for a 
further research project. If you provide your name. address and phone number. you m a y b  contacted at 
which time fhe research project will be described and you will  be asked if you would like to participate. If 
?ou do not wish tcrparticipate. your name will be dropped from the list and >ou will not be contacted 
again. All information in this sune j  will be held in confidence. Please complete b6th sides of ths sheet. 

Mother's Name: * 

Mailing Address: 

Father's Name- . 

Number of childrsn in famii! : 

CJlld's Name I Birth Date Gender (ME) 

a)  

(To at oid at\ kuardness. tltc follot\ irig questions ask about ">our child". Hpvaer.  ~f more than one of 
)our children is gified. please respond for each child ) 

I .  In s~hich itrca(s) is o u r  chdd gifted (q.g. general academic. math. creativity. music. etc.)'? 
ChiIdds Namg Area(s) of giftedness 

7 - .  .4t \\h;~t age did !ou rccogni~e !our child was gifted? Who first identified Four ch11d as gifted 
(parent. reacher. profcsstonal or friend,relati\ej? Has your child been formally tested (e.g. IQ " 

est ) 'l 

Child's Name Age recognized Rccoanired b l  Tested(Y RQ 



3.  Is the school ~naking an? special provisions for your child'? Please describe these provisions. 

Child's Name Provisions being made 

i 

1. In your opinion. how good are these proiisions'l (circle one) 

escellent good fa~r 

5 - .  Looking back at your onn education. and considering !our talents. do you believe \.our own 
education \ ias (circle one): 

escellcnt. good- fair. or poor'? 



6 What terms do jou use to describe !our child's (or children's) abllltics to other people when vour 
chdd 1s not Dresent (please check as man) as apph). If you have more than one ch~ld whom you 
belleve to be g~fted. pleasc indmte d there are some t e rm ~ o u  use to descnbe one child that jou 
do not use to descrlbe the other 

-P * 
c 

n~fied - smart 
P 

a 

able - cle~er 

b;gh( -- talented 

creatit e - precocious 
B 

gcnlrr s - intelligent 

other (plcasc specif! ): . ----- 

7.  What ternls do you use w o n t  of \our child (or children) lo dexribc or esplain their abilities 
(please check ;is nlitn\ as appl! ). If jou ha\-c more than one child whom ~ o u  believe to be giftcd. 
plcasc indicate if lherc are some temts you use to describe one child that ?ou do not use to 
describe the other 

I 
"\ 

gifted 

bright -- talented 

crcntilc -- precocious 

L'CI~IUS - intelhgent 

t 
other c please speclf! 1.- ----- 

Thank ?I for o u r  help. Please return suney as dmcted. Plcax: feel free to add ;In! additional 
conlmcnts >ou feel I\-ould uscful which we have o~erlooked. 



Appendix C 
/ 

Tclephonc protocols 



PEone Prot&ol for Members 

Hello (MA! I speak 40 ) 

Mrs . I'm call~ng from %man Frase~ Un~vcrs~ty M? nanfe ts Heather W~ngcri andS1'm a 
0 

a 
doctoral student it1 Devslopnlental Pqchology Two !ears ago, :,ou filled out a sun.e> about glfied 

ch~ldren that was sent to nicmbers of the Gifted Children's Assoc~ation. 0; that suney. I asked parents to 

fill In thqr name and phone number if thc:, ~ t i i h i  be ~nterestcd in partlclpatmg In further rpearch -1 ha\e 
/ 

:,our name herc ; ~ n d  as i t  happens. I currcntl? ~ e e d  parents of gifted chddrcn 1, ho are members of the 
. 

GC'A. ho hake n bo\./g~rl _ ____ 's age I'd hke to isk ~ o u  and --- 10 par(~c~pate in m! re$?irch Do 
3 

E t -  

:,ou have a couplc of minutes no\\ and I can tell ?ou about it'] . . 
--. , 

1 f 

d L\>: Li'hcp aould ~t th. con\miep to call you back.' (.Vote nmr on ,nr.nrd) c- 

ILIL? OK I'll go a e r  the ~nformatton.and ~f jou have an:, questlons. feel free to Interrupt 

~i;st: I'd like to assure you that this research has the appro\'al ofthe University and I'm working - 
7 

In cooperatlor1 ~ ~ t h  Dr. Elinor .Anm who 1s a professor in the Ps!cholog:, Department in the area of Chdd 

Dqelopmcnt 
< 

The rcscarch 1 an1 do~ng \\dl take about an hour to an hour and a half altogether I mould \ l s ~ t  

?our house once - I\ hen ~t IS con\cn~cnt for !ou - and ~ntenle\\  o u  and and ha\e jou both fill out 

questlonnalrcs Flrst 1'11 hmc !ou f i l l  out n quc~tionrialrc about g~ftedness 111 ch~ldren nhlle I'm 

intcn.ie\ring . Thcn I'll intcn i c ~  \oil. mainl? about !our school~ng and 's schooling \\ hik 

I -- fills out a qucstio~u~airc. . - . . 
-3 * - - T& question's 1 jsk tllc ch~ldrcn jrc hbout schooling and success in school. I would like to 

. . 
~ntcn.ii\ \  . E!. h~ndher. &lf nherc hctshc feels comfortable that hislhcr ambers won't be overheard. 

houe~.er. you arc \vclconte ro rcnd o\cr the questions i'll be asRing himher beforehag. I 

P 

~lfc~.vXet/ clhoul tntc1n'wb!rtg c hrlti nlonc2) None of the questlons is f a l l j  personal. however some 
1, 

children may answer more honcstly if the, are sure their parents or brothers or sisters can't overhear. For 
b 1  

example. (this isn't a11 actual qucsrion but it is a good csample), iF I asked a,child "How often do >ou fool . 
- .  f 



'around In class \then !OII should be It.stening to the ta~chcr"". sonic ch~ldren niight answer "Absolutetj 
* 

ne\cr" @he! t!iought the~r  rnonl w s  l~stenlng but gne  a sonlc~hat more truthful answer if thcj thought 

(L . no one could hear 
J 

4, 

. - .--. Naturall! . ! ou and - 111 rcmaln absolutelj anon~mous 

I hope you arc able to partic~pate. Finding gifted children and their parents is somenhat dificult. 

sD e \ c n  parent and c\wy child 1s important 

hulnc and hale an hour and a half that would be reiat~~el!-~~n~ntcrmpted' 

Put name and time on calendar. 

,. the re'? 

So I'll scc \ ou on . .. ;it I ' l l  gi\c you a call (thr c l r g  h e f i w ~  to confirm this with .ou .  , 
Q 

T h a d  o i l  \ e n  niuch 1'111 looking fonbard to talk~ng to !ou and - -_  If you ha\c an! othcr 
4 

questions or \k~sti to gel In coritnct tilth nie !ou can call me at 109-0671 Tlrerc 1s an ansnering maclilne 

on this nunibcr so ~f'l 'ni not here. \oil can leave a message! Thanks again. good-by 

i l / . w h , c ~  t wnn1.s to l , r ~ , ~  tbr ph,p,u, ( , / the .stuchr: I an1 intererted in parents* beliefs about giftedness and 
. 

a 
\\ hcthcr these bciicfs affect children's beliefs and attitudes to\vard school I want to coniparc- parents 

- t -. \\hose ch~ldren arc yftcd n ~ l h  parcnts I\ hose chrldren are not ~dcntrficd as glfted and see  hat ~deas ~ h c  

parents share and u hcrc the! differ 

IJ \lrhlrct rr l /uy \  OK that's fine I'd hke to ask o u  one more questlon I'm mulous to get subjects. so . 

natu;all? I'd he ten intcrestcd to tno\ \ i f  there is anylhing about ahat I said. or ahat'l didn't saj) that 



Phone Protocol for Non-Membes t - -- 
Hello (Md! I speak to ) 

Mrs 
e 

. I'm catling from Simon Fraser Imlnrtersir) M! name is Heather W~ngeri ar,d I'm a 

doctoral student in Devslopmental Psycholog(.. When was born. you contpreted a form saying you 

would be ~till ing~to participate in research. That was quite a long time ago. but your name is still on fi 

and I am looking for parents and children to participate ima research project. I've called.joi~ because j 

and seem to match I\ hat I am looking for. I'd like to ask !oil and -_ to participate in In! reseirch. 

Do o u  haw a couple of niinutcs now and I can tell IOU about' it'? 

When uould 11 bc con\.colcnt to call !.ou back'? (.\'otr trmc on card) 

'tri!wr i r ~ t e n ~ s r d  Would )ou Iikc me to lake )our name ofttic lln. so )ou aon't be called again') 
t 

OK. 1'11 go o\cr the information and if !ou hale an) questions. feel Sree lo interrupt. 
5 ' 

. . 
.. . First. I'd lihc to assure yo1 that this research has the approval of thc Univers~ty and I'm working 'rs 

. in cooperation i\ith Dr. Elinor Anics \\ho is a professor in the Ps)chology Department in the area of Ch~ld 
% 

Dcwlopnlcnt ' 
. . 4 

/ 

I'm intcrcstcd in parents' bclicfs about "gifted" clnldren. I hin.c selcct a number of parents \tho 

belong to i111 assomtion for g~ficd children arid I an1 tr\.~ug to match 1hc11i ~ 1 1 1 1  parcnts and ch~ldren ~ + h o  

' 
do nor belong to such an association 

Before 1 titkc up too much of lour time. I'd 11he to ask jou it few quostlons - 
I Has - _ ctcr bccn ~dentllicd as "gifted"') 1' N 

-?. - 
7 Do !OII belong to the Glftcd Ch~ldrcn's Assoc~ation') Y N h 

I fc~krlrl mPed and motho- riot ~~rc~ttrher. r.vplarn: Actuall). I'm looking for children 1% ho are not gifted. so 

-- nouldn't qu;ilif\ for thc stud! Thank >ou for your time though. Sorr! to ha\c bothered you. 

iIj'chrld,q~lietl qncl rtrofhcr n t~rcwrher, ask' $she had rc~cci\.e(l a .sunvi>?. ficvo ?,cln,:v ago. I / 'nol nsk !J'.shc> 

, . . Has e\.er been ident~ficd by thc school as ha\.e special educational needs? 



ufpy. Could !ou tell me n ha 11 those needs \sere? ( I f  mild rrtnedrnl help. con&u'e. 

~.\k  Has _ ever been labelled b! the school as learning disabled'? Y ' N  - 
# r ,  

& htki ko.5 mrm ~ ~ ~ r r i r .  tr l l /~nrcvs ~ c t u a l b .  one df the lh~ngs h i  lmklng at 1s "labellmg*' The glfied , . 
chrldren are the "labelled" chddren 111 nij sludj and \\hat I'm look~ng for no\\ !s ch~l'dren who have ReXr 

been grken an educat~onal label Thank jou for >our tlnlc though Sorry to I m e  bothered vou 

The research I am doing wI1 take about an hour to an hour and a half altogether. I ~ o u l d  \.isit 

!our house once - 1% hen it is con\cnient for jou - and interview -ou,and _- and have jou both fill out 

questionna~rcs. Frrst I ' l l  ha\c !oil f i l l  out a questiorulaire about giftedncss III children whle l'm 

i nlcn~teu ing -_ - Thcn I' l l  inten ic\* >ou. rnainl! about !our schooling and _- 's schooling while 

fills out a qucslio~lnairc. 

The qucstlons 1 ask tile children are about schooling and success In school I wotdd like lo 

~ntcn,ic\r b! hlndhcr self \\ here he/she feels con~fonablc that hisher answrs won't be overheard. 

houc\cr. ,ou arc \;clconlc to read o\cr the questions I'll be asking hmlhcr beforehand. 

It . / o  I I  / / I  I  None of the questions is reall! personal. ho\ve\cr sonic chlldrcn 

ma! ansner more Iioncsll\ I T  lhq  x c  sure thcir parents or brothers or sisters can't o\trhear. For example. 

(this isn't an nclual quesllon hut 11 IS a good example!. d I asked a child "Hou often do you fool around in 

class nhcn !ou should be Iistcning lo the teacher"". some ch~ldrcn might answer "Absolutel! nck,cr" if 
P 

the! thought thcir nloru \*as listcn~iig but giw a sonic\shat more truthful answer if they thought,no one 
- 

could h c x  

Naturall!. !oil and \\111 rcnisin absolutel! anonynous 

Do ! ou think !on rnigllt bc interested in participating'? 

Great Can lie sct up 3 tlmc no\\ for the 1 n t e n . i ~ ~  - some tmc  \\hen j.ou and wdl both bc 

home and hn\c an hour and a half that would be relativcl! unintcrn~pted" 
h 

, - Put name and time on calendar. 



. > 
*on hci;~ t o - jnd  rh(~f atlilrc..s.s. n.\k anti wcord on b r t l : )  Could you give nlr some directions how to get 

/ .  
U 

there? 
&q ...: 

So l'lt&ee !ou on $ ,  . at . I'll gi\e C.ou a'call (the riq11 hefiwr) to confirm this with you 
8 .  

Thank you vcn. much, I'm looking forward to talking to !ou and If you ha\c an! other 

questions or wish to get in contact I\ ith me you* call me at -169667 1. There is an answering nuthine 

on thls number so lf I'm not hue.  \OU can 1eavc:a niessagc Thanks agaln. good-b!c 'a 
. .d ' 

If whjetr  ,I (JW\ fo h w ,  !he prrtpo\c, of th srtrT{v I am raterested 111 parents' bel~efs about glfttvlness and X 
\;.hcther these belicfs affect children's beliefs and attitudes toward school 1 want to comfi~rc parents 

\I hose chi1dren are giftcd I\ ith parents hose hildren arc not identified as giflcd and see what i dgs  the 
1 . . 

parents share arid \r hcrc they dlffcr. 

Ifsrrhjr~ I rc(/ji.scls: O K .  that's fine I'd like to ask !ou one more question. I'm anxious to get subjects. so 
'. 

naturally I'd he \,cr! intcr&stcd to lino~s ~f there is an\.thing about whet 1 said. or what I didn't s a  that 



~ppendix D 

Parent Inteniew 



INTERVIEW SCHEDULE: PARENTS 

FAMILY NUMBER 

Mother Father 

I am icterested in exactly what people believe by the term 
"gifted", such as when people speak about a "gifted child". I am also 
interested i~ knowing how different experiences in your own schooling 
and with your children's schooling might affect your beliefs. 

I'd like to start by asking you some questions about yourself and 
about your own education. 

1. How old are you? 

2. Can you please estimate your annual gross family income. Is it: 

below $20,000 $60,000-$70,000 

- $20,000-$30,000 $70,000-$80,000 

$30,000-$40,000 $80,000-$90,000 

- $40,000-$50,000 $90,000-$100,000 

$50,000-$60,000 more than $100,000 

3. How many people does this income support? people. 

4 .  How many years of education have you completed? When counting the 
number of years, please include elementary, secondary, and post- 
secondary schooling as well as any college, university, technical 
school, and apprenticeship training you have acquired. 

5. What is the most advanced degree or accreditation you have 
achieved? 



6. How many years of education has your spouse or partner completed? 
Again, please include elementary, secondary, and post-secondary 
schooling, as well as any college, university, technical school 
and apprenticeship training he/she has undertaken. 

7. What is the most advanced degree or accreditation your spouse or 
partner has achieved? 

8. Did you acquire all of your elementary and secondary education in 
Canada? 

Yes N o 

If No: In which country or countries did you get your 
schooling? 

If more t h a n  one c o u n t r y  named: When you look back on your 
education, is there one of those places which stands out in your 
mind as more important than the others in shaping your thoughts 
about schooling? 

9. Did you attend: 

public school, 

private school, 

or both? - 

I f p r i v a t e  school: What sort of a private school was this? 



If more than  one type o f  school  mentioned: When you t h i n k  back on 
them, which one s t ands  o u t  i n  your mind a s  having had a  g r e a t e r  
i n f lueLce  on how you t h i n k  about s choo l s  and school ing? 

p u b l i c  

p r i v a t e  

bo th  equa l ly .  

1 0 .  Is t h e r e  anyth ing  about your own educa t ion  t h a t  you f e e l  has  
a f f e c t e d  your a t t i t u d e s  toward your c h i l d ' s  educat ion? 

11. Overa l l ,  looking  back a t  your own formal educat ion,  do you t h i n k  
it would b e s t  be  desc r ibed  a s :  

ve ry  good, 

good, 

- average,  

r o t  very  good, o r  

12 .  Overa l l ,  looking  back a t  yourse l f  i n  your school  years ,  would you 
d e s c r i b e  you r se l f  a s  having been: 

an e x c e l l e n t  s t u d e n t ,  

a  v e r y  good s tuden t ,  

i 
a good s tuden t ,  

F 
an average s tuden t ,  

a  n o t  very  good s tuden t ,  o r  

a poor  s tuden t?  



(If respondent  does no t  b e l i e v e  t h e r e  is such a  th ing ,  expla in :  
This  ques t i onna i r e  has  been des igned  p a r t l y  t o  t r y  t o  understand what 
people  mean when they  say  a c h i l d  i s  " g i f t e d " .  Some people,  l i k e  
y o u r s e l f ,  do n o t  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  t e r m  " g i f t e d "  has any r e a l  meaning. I 
would l i k e  you t r y  t o  answer t h e  ques t i ons ,  however, even though some of  
them w i l l  use  t h e  t e r m  "g i f t ed" .  S u b s t i t u t e ,  f o r  yourse l f ,  any term you 
f e e l  i s  s u i t a b l e ,  b u t  which r e f e r s  t o  c h i l d r e n  who a r e  unusua l ly  
advanced i n  t h e i r  t h ink ing ,  t h e i r  s p e c i f i c  a b i l i t i e s ,  t h e i r  op in ions  o r  
t h e i r  understanding when compared wi th  o t h e r  c h i l d r e n  of t h e  same age. 
Feel  f r e e  t o  e l a b o r a t e  and c l a r i f y  your answers a t  any p o i n t .  If 
respondent  o f f e r s  an o b j e c t i o n  which can be expla ined  o r  c l a r i f i e d ,  n o t e  
bo th  t h e  ob j ec t ion  and t h e  verba t im c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  

14. A t  any t i n e  du r ing  your school  yea r s ,  were you i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  
school  as  "g i f t ed"?  

Yes No 

F 
1 1 5 .  Whether o r  no t  your school  fo rma l ly  gave you a  l a b e l ,  were you 

I ever  given any s p e c i a l  programming, enrichment,  o r  s u b j e c t  o r  
grade a c c e l e r a t i o n ?  

Yes No 

If Y e s :  P lease  d e s c r i b e  i t ?  

(If respondent  answers e i t h e r  o f  t h e  two p rev ious  ques t i ons  with an 
equivoca l  answer, r e c o r d  t h e  in format ion  and then r epea t ,  "But OVERALL, 
which o f  t h e s e  f i v e  c a t e g o r i e s  would b e s t  d e s c r i b e  your schooling/you 
d u r i n g  your  school  y e a r s  ? I r  and r e p e a t  t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  . ) 

13. Sometimes t h e  t e r m  " g i f t e d "  i s  used t o  d e s c r i b e  c h i l d r e n  of  high 
i n t e l l e c t u a l  a b i l i t y  o r  achievement.  Do you b e l i e v e  t h e r e  
a c t u a l l y  i s  such a  t h i n g  a s  a  " g i f t e d  ch i ld"?  

Yes N o  

Why? 



16. I'd like to turn now to your children. First, would you tell me 
the names and ages and grade levels of all the children living in 
your household? 

Name Age Grade 

If more than one child named: 
Are any of the children you have named NOT long-term permanent 
residects of your household, for example, short term foster 
children or step-children who only visit occasionally? 

Yes No 

If Yes and if information not volunteered: 

Which children are these? 

How locg has this child/these children lived with your family? 

What proportion of the time does the child live here rather than 
at his/her other home? 

(If more than one child) I'd like to ask you now about each child 
separately. Let's start with (target child) . 
(If only one child) Now I'd like to ask you about . 

TARGET CHILD 

17. Would you describe - as intellectually gifted? 
Yes No 



18. I would l i k e  you t o  rank how c e r t a i n  you a r e  t h a t  i s / i s  n o t  
g i f t e d .  Would you s a y  you a r e :  

- very  c e r t a i n ,  

somewhat c e r t a i n ,  

somewhat u n c e r t a i n ,  o r  

- very  unce r t a in?  
If somewhat o r  ve ry  unce r t a in :  

I ' d  l i k e  t o  know why you a r e  u n c e r t a i n .  

What would have t o  happen t o  make you dec ide  f o r  s u r e  t h a t  
(child's name) i s  o r  i s  no t  g i f t e d ?  

Continue with c h i l d r e n  i n  descending o r d e r  o f  age .  

SECOND CHILD 

19.  Would you d e s c r i b e  as i n t e l l e c t u a l l y  g i f t e d ?  

Yes No 

2 0 .  I would l i k e  you t o  rank how c e r t a i n  you a r e  t h a t  i s / i s  n o t  
g i f t e d .  Would you s a y  you a r e :  

very  c e r t a i n ,  

- somewhat c e r t a i n ,  

somewhat unce r t a in ,  o r  

very  unce r t a in?  



If somewhat o r  very unce r t a in :  
I ' d  l i k e  t o  know why you a r e  unce r t a in .  

What would have t o  happen t o  make you dec ide  f o r  s u r e  t h a t  
( c h i l d ' s  name) i s  o r  i s  n o t  g i f t e d ?  

THIRD CHILD 

21.  Would you d e s c r i b e  a s  i n t e l l e c t u a l l y  g i f t e d ?  

Y e s  No 

22. I would l i k e  you t o  rank how c e r t a i n  you a r e  t h a t  i s / i s  no t  
g i f t e d .  Would you say  you a r e :  

very  c e r t a i n ,  

- somewhat c e r t a i n ,  

somewhat unce r t a in ,  

very unce r t a in?  - 

If somewhat o r  very unce r t a in :  
I ' d  l i k e  t o  know why you a r e  unce r t a in .  



What would have t o  happen t o  make you dec ide  f o r  s u r e  t h a t  
(child's name) i s  o r  i s  no t  g i f t e d ?  

FOURTH CHILD 

23.  Would you d e s c r i b e  a s  i n t e l l e c t u a l l y  g i f t e d ?  

Y e s  No 

24.  I would l i k e  you t o  rank how c e r t a i n  you a r e  t h a t  - i s / i s  no t  
g i f t e d .  Would you s a y  you a r e :  

- very  c e r t a i n ,  

somewhat c e r t a i n ,  

somewhat unce r t a in ,  o r  

very  unce r t a in?  

If somewhat or very uncertain: 
I ' d  l i k e  t o  know why you a r e  unce r t a in .  

What would have t o  happen t o  make you dec ide  f o r  s u r e  t h a t  
(child's name) i s  o r  i s  no t  g i f t e d ?  



Appendix E 

Interview schedule for member parents (GCA) 



INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR MEMBER PARENTS 

FAMILY NUMBER: 

If more c.!lan one c h i l d  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  g i f t e d :  

25.  Which one of your c h i l d r e n  was i d e n t i f i e d  a s  g i f t e d  f i r s t ?  

If more than two c h i l d r e n  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  g i f t e d :  

And a f t e r  , who was t h e  nex t  t o  be  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  g i f t e d ?  

If more than one c h i l d :  I ' d  l i k e  t o  a s k  you about ( t a r g e t  c h i l d )  f i r s t .  
Then I ' l l  go back and ask you some of t h e  ques t ions  aga in  about  
and r 

26.  How o l d  was ( t a r g e t  ch i ld )  when you f i r s t  r e a l i z e d  he /she  was 
g i f t e d ?  

Has undergone any formal t e s t i n g  f o r  g i f t e d n e s s ?  

Yes No 

If Yes: Could you d e s c r i b e  i t ?  
. .  . 

27. Who f i r s t  i d e n t i f i e d  (ch i ld)  a s  g i f t e d ?  

If s e l f  o r  spouse mentioned: What was it about  t h a t  t i pped  
you o f f ?  



If s e l f  o r  spouse no t  mentioned: Did you have any i d e a  b e f o r e  
mentioned it t h a t  (ch i ld)  was g i f t e d ?  

Y e s  No 

Do you t h i n k  t h a t  g e n e r a l l y  it i s  p a r e n t s  who f i r s t  recognize  t h a t  
t h e i r  c h i l d  i s  g i f t e d ?  

Y e s  No 

29 I n  your opinion,  what i s  t h e  e a r l i e s t  age a  c h i l d  can be  
i d e n t i f i e d  a s  g i f t e d ?  

30. When you r e a l i z e d  t h a t  was g i f t e d ,  would you d e s c r i b e  
you r se l f  a s :  

very  s u r p r i s e d ,  

somewhat s u r p r i s e d ,  

n o t  very  s u r p r i s e d ,  o r  

F 
n o t  a t  a l l  s u r p r i s e d  t o  have a  g i f t e d  c h i l d ?  

31. How happy were you wi th  t h i s  news about ( ch i ld )?  Would you 
d e s c r i b e  you r se l f  a s :  

somewhat happy, 

somewhat unhappy, o r  

- very  unhappy t o  f i n d  ou t  t h a t  your c h i l d  was g i f t e d ?  

32. What b e n e f i t s  do you th ink  being g i f t e d  has f o r  your c h i l d ?  



What disadvantages do you think being gifted has for your child? 

Are there any people in your family or your husband's family who 
are gifted, either people who have been formally identified as 
gifted or people who you think would be considered gifted if they 
had attended school today? 

Yes No 

I f  Y e s :  Which of the following people in the family do you think 
is probably gifted? 

yourself, ( c h i l d ' s  m o t h e r )  

( c h i l d ' s )  father, 

( c h i l d ' s )  grandparents, (If Y e s :  How many of - ' s 
qrandparents?) 

or other relatives? 

Overall, would you describe your family as one in which doing well 
in school is: 

very important, 

somewhat important, 

somewhat unimportant, or 

cot at all important? 

I f  a s k e d  f o r  the meaning of " f a m i l y "  r e p l y ,  "Your immediate nuclear 
family" . 



36.  Overa l l ,  would you d e s c r i b e  your family a s  one i n  which being 
i n t e l l i g e n t  i s  a  t r a i t  which is :  

h igh1  y valued,  

somewhat valued,  

n o t  valued more o r  less than  any o t h e r  p o s i t i v e  q u a l i t i e s ,  
o r  

- c o t  valued a t  a l l ?  

Now I would l i k e  t o  ask you about  t h e  term "g i f t ed" .  

37. Do you use  t h e  t e r m  " g i f t e d "  i n  f r o n t  of (child) t o  d e s c r i b e  
h i s / h e r  t a l e n t s ?  

Y e s  No 

If No: Why d o n ' t  you use  " g i f t e d "  i n  f r o n t  of him/her? 

Can  yo^ f o r e s e e  any circumstances under which you would change 
your n i n d  and begin t o  use t h e  term i n  f r o n t  of  (child)? 

You a r e  a  member of  t h e  GCA. How do you e x p l a i n  your membership 
i n  t h i s  a s s o c i a t i o n  t o  your c h i l d ?  

Some chap te r s  of t h e  GCA o f f e r  c h i l d r e n ' s  programs. Does 
ever  a t t e n d  these?  

Y e s  No 
38. Do you use  t h e  t e r m  " g i f t e d "  t o  d e s c r i b e  (child) t o  o t h e r  people? 

Y e s  No 



If No 2nd n o t  obvious from p rev ious  explana t ion:  Why? 

39 .  Some p a r e n t s  be l i eve  t h a t  it i s  n o t  a  good idea  t o  t e l l  a  c h i l d  he 
o r  she i s  "g i f t ed" ,  while  o t h e r  p a r e n t s  b e l i e v e  t h e  c h i l d  should 
be t o l d  and t h e  term " g i f t e d "  expla ined  t o  them. I n  gene ra l ,  do 
you b e l i e v e  t h a t  

c h i l d r e n  should be t o l d  t h a t  t hey  a r e  "g i f ted" ,  o r  t h a t  

c h i l d r e n  should not  be t o l d  t h a t  they  a r e  g i f t e d ?  

( I f  no t  obvious from p rev ious  explana t ions)  Why do you f e e l  t h i s  
way? 

4 0 .  Do you t h i n k  (chi ld)  t h inks  of him/herself  a s  "g i f t ed"?  

Yes No 

If No: Do you th ink  he/she t h i n k s  of him/herself  a s  more a b l e  
than  h i s / h e r  c lassmates? 

Yes No 

Now I ' d  l i k e  t o  a sk  you a  few ques t ions  about  ( ch i ld ' s )  school .  

4 1 .  How many d i f f e r e n t  schools  has (chi ld)  a t tended  s i n c e  e n t e r i n g  
f i r s t  grade? 

If more than 1, f o r  each change: Why d i d  he/she change 
schools  (add a s  appropr ia te )  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t ime/second t ime/  ... ? 

42.  Does (ch i ld)  p r e s e n t l y  a t t e n d  

p u b l i c  school o r  

p r i v a t e  school? 



I f  pub l i c  school: Which of the following public school programs 
does he/she attend 

the regular program, 

French immersion, 

Montessori, 

some other program? 

I f  "some other" and in format ion  not  volunteered: Could you 
describe the program he/she attends? 

I f  p r i v a t e  school: What school does ( c h i l d )  attend? (Ask f o r  
c l a r i f i c a t i o n  i f  t h e  nature o f  t h e  school i s  not  c l ear ,  e - g .  
Cathol ic ,  conservative Chr i s t ian ,  prep school) 

What is the primary reason for sending him/her to this private 
school? 
Use l i s t  below t o  categor ize  t h e  respondent 's  reason. I f  
" s p e c i a l t y  school " or "other",  descr ibe .  

h igher  academic standards 

d i s c i p l i n e  

r e l i g i o u s  

school for  g i f t e d  

s p e c i a l t y  school (descr ibe)  

c lose  t o  home 

other  (descr ibe)  

I f  more than one reason i s  mentioned, ask:  "You said you 
sent ( c h i l d )  to private school because ( l i s t  reasons g i v e n ) .  Which 
of these is the most important reason? 



Have t h e  t eache r s  o r  school  a u t h o r i t i e s  a t  t h e  school  (ch i ld)  
c u r r e n t l y  a t t e n d s  i n d i c a t e d  i n  any way t h a t  t hey  b e l i e v e  he /she  i s  
g i f t e d  o r  e x c e p t i o n a l l y  ab l e?  

Yes N o  

If Yes: How? 

Have t h e  t eache r s  o r  schooi  a u t h o r i t i e s  o f f e r e d  ( c h i l d )  any 
s p e c i a l  educa t iona l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s ?  

Y e s  No 

If Y e s :  What have they  o f f e r e d ?  
U s e  list below t o  i n d i c a t e  t h e  ca t ego ry  i n t o  which t h e  
respondent  's reason f a l l s .  

e n r i  chmen t 

s u b j e c t  a c c e l e r a t i o n  

i n d i v i d u a l i z e d  educat ion program (IEP) 

grade a  ccel e r a  t i  on 

o t h e r  (descr ibe)  

If Yes: Does (ch i ld)  p a r t i c i p a t e ?  

Yes No 

I 0 why? 



4 5 .  Would you say  t h e  school  your c h i l d  i s  a t t e n d i n g  now i s  responding 
t o  your c h i l d ' s  academic a b i l i t i e s  and t a l e n t s  

very  wel l ,  - 
f a i r l y  we l l ,  

n o t  very  wel l ,  

poor ly ,  o r  

very  poorly? 

If t h e  c h i l d  has  a t t e n d e d  more than one school :  Thinking back 
over  a l l  t h e  schools  (ch i ld)  has  a t t ended ,  would you say,  i n  
gene ra l ,  t h a t  t hey  have responded t o  your c h i l d ' s  academic 
a b i l i t i e s  and t a l e n t s  

very  wel l ,  

f a i r l y  w e l l ,  

c o t  very  w e l l ,  

poorly,  o r  

very  poorly? 

46 .  Compared t o  t h e  gene ra l  popu la t i on  of  c h i l d r e n  i n  B . C . ,  would you 
d e s c r i b e  t h e  academic a b i l i t y  of  t h e  o t h e r  ch i ld ren  i n  your 
c h i l d ' s  c l a s s  a s :  

much above average,  
i 

above average, 

average, 

below average, o r  

I much below average? 
i 

4 7 .  L e t ' s  s ay  t h a t  (ch i ld)  were g iven  a  t es t  of  i n t e l l i g e n c e  f o r  
! c h i l d r e n  h i s / h e r  age wi th  a  maximum of 1 0 0  p o i n t s .  The average  
@ s c o r e  i s  5 0 .  What s c o r e  do you t h i n k  he /she  would g e t ?  
t 



48. Now let's say that ( c h i l d )  took a test at the end of the year on 
what the class had learned in school that year. The test was out 
of 100 and the average score is 70. What score do you think 
he/she would get? 

49. If the average on the test is 70 and the test is out of 100, what 
is the lowest score ( c h i l d )  could get that you would be satisfied 
with? 

50. Compared with classmates, would you describe your child's 
performance at school as 

truly excellent, 

very good, 

qood, 

slightly above average, 

average, 

slightly below average, 

definitely below average, or 

very poor? 

51. How satisfied are you with ( c h i l d ' s )  performance in school? Would 
you describe yourself as : 

very satisfied, 

somewhat satisfied, 

somewhat dissatisfied, or 

very dissatisfied? 



52.  Do you b e l i e v e  your c h i l d  demonstrates  excep t iona l  a b i l i t y  i n  any 
of t h e  fo l lowing  a r ea s :  

o v e r a l l  academic a b i l i t y ,  - 

language a r t s ,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  

math, i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  

music, - 

a r t ,  - 
a t h l e t i c s ,  - 
l e a d e r s h i p  s k i l l s .  - 

c r e a t i v i t y ,  o r  - 

some o t h e r  a rea?  - 
If "other": Could you d e s c r i b e  what o t h e r  a r e a s  your c h i l d  exce l s  
i n ?  

53. Would you d e s c r i b e  your c h i l d  a s  

a lmost  always motivated t o  do we l l ,  - 

u s u a l l y  motivated t o  do w e l l ,  

sometimes motivated t o  do w e l l ,  

o c c a s i o n a l l y  motivated t o  do w e l l ,  o r  

seldom motivated t o  do we l l ?  - 

5 4 .  How w e l l  would you say  (child) g e t s  a long  w i t h  o t h e r  ch i ld ren?  
Would you say  he/she 

always g e t s  a long w e l l  wi th  h i s / h e r  pee r s ,  

u s u a l l y  g e t s  a long wel l  wi th  h i s / h e r  pee r s ,  

has  some d i f f i c u l t y  g e t t i n g  a long  w i t h  h i s / h e r  peers ,  o r  

has  many d i f f i c u l t i e s  g e t t i n g  a long  wi th  h i s / h e r  pee r s?  



How adap tab l e  and easy t o  d e a l  w i t h  i s  (ch i ld )?  Would you 
d e s c r i b e  him/her a s  one who 

has  never  had any adjustment  o r  behaviour  problems, 

has  had only  minor adjustment  o r  behaviour  problems, 

has  had moderate adjustment  o r  behaviour problems, o r  

has  had major adjustment  o r  behaviour  problems? 

Imagine your c h i l d  were r equ i r ed  t o  choose a  p r o j e c t  t o  do which 
would be  d i s p l a y e d  a t  a  School Open House o r  o t h e r  p u b l i c  a r e a .  
Both t h e  p r o j e c t  and t h e  grade on t h e  p r o j e c t  would be  made 
p u b l i c .  There a r e  two equa l ly  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o p i c s .  He/she knows a  
g r e a t  d e a l  about  one t o p i c  and w i l l  l e a r n  l i t t l e  t h a t  i s  new, bu t  
w i l l  b e  guaran teed  t o  g e t  a  t o p  mark. He/she knows very  l i t t l e  
about  t h e  o t h e r  t o p i c  bu t  w i l l  l e a r n  a  g r e a t  d e a l .  However, 
he/she i s  n o t  l i k e l y  t o  g e t  a  t o p  mark on t h e  p r o j e c t .  Do you 
t h i n k  (ch i ld )  would 

d e f i n i t e l y  p r e f e r  t h e  f a m i l i a r  t o p i c ,  

p robably  p r e f e r  t h e  f a m i l i a r  t o p i c ,  

p robably  p r e f e r  t h e  new t o p i c ,  o r  

d e f i n i t e l y  p r e f e r  t h e  new t o p i c ?  

Now I ' m  going t o  g i v e  you a  shee t  wi th  two s ta tements  on it about  
success  o r  f a i l u r e  i n  school .  Each s ta tement  has  s e v e r a l  reasons 
underneath.  I want you t o  r a t e  each s ta tement  on t h e  s c a l e  by c i r c l i n g  
a  number from 1 t o  7 depending on how impor tan t  you t h i n k  t h a t  reason i s  
f o r  doing w e l l  o r  poo r ly  on a  t e s t .  "1" means you t h i n k  t h e  reason  i s  
very  unimportant ,  whi le  "7" means you t h i n k  it i s  very  impor tan t .  (Give 
parent sheet and have them complete and return.  Attach t o  interview) 

Now I ' m  going t o  g i v e  you a  shee t  t h a t  has  a  s ta tement  on it about  what 
makes a  c h i l d  g i f t e d .  (Give parent sheet .) There a r e  t h r e e  p o s s i b l e  
reasons.  I want you t o  d i s t r i b u t e  10 p o i n t s  amongst t h e s e  t h r e e  reasons 
depending on how impor tan t  you t h i n k  each  reason i s .  You may award them 
i n  any f a sh ion  you wish. You can have any whole number from 0 t o  10 i n  
a  space a s  long  a s  t h e  t o t a l  of t h e  numbers i n  t h e  spaces  adds up t o  10. 
Decide how many p o i n t s  you wish t o  award t o  each reason and I ' l l  w r i t e  
i t  on my s h e e t .  

59. Gi f tedness  i n  a  c h i l d  i s  a  r e s u l t  o f :  

+ + 
The c h i l d ' s  The c h i l d ' s  
n a t u r a l  a b i l i t y  e f f o r t  

= 10 
The fami ly  
environment 



57. When a child gets a good mark in school, it is because: 

a 1 t h e  c h i l d  has  n a t u r a l  a b i l i t y  i n  t h a t  s u b j e c t  

no t  a t  a l l  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very  
important  important  

b) t h e  c h i l d  has  worked hard a t  l e a r n i n g  t h a t  s u b j e c t  

no t  a t  a l l  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very  
impor tan t  impor tan t  

c 1 t h e  t eache r  has  expla ined  t h e  s u b j e c t  w e l l  

no t  a t  a l l  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ve ry  
important  impor tan t  

d )  t h e  ques t i ons  on t h e  t e s t  w e r e  easy 

n o t  a t  a l l  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very  
important  impor tan t  

e )  t h e  c h i l d  was lucky  

n o t  a t  a l l  1 2 
impor tan t  

3 4 5 6 7 very  
impor tan t  



58.  When a chi ld gets a poor mark on a test a school, it is because: 

a) the child does not have natural ability in that subject 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important important 

b) the child has not worked hard at learning that subject 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important important 

C) the teacher has not explained the subject well 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important important 

d) the questions on the test were hard 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important important 

e) the child was lucky 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important important 

59. Giftedness in a child is a result of 

The child's The chld's 
natural ability. effort. 

The family 
environment. 



AppendixF 

Comparison group interview 



NTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR NON-MEMBER PARENTS 

FAMILY NUMBER : 

If m o r e  t h a n  o n e  c n i l d :  I ' l l  be ask ing  you about ( t a r g e t  child) f i r s t .  
Then, I ' l l  a s k  you about your o t h e r  ch i ld ren .  

2 5 .  D o  you t h i n k  g e n e r a l l y  t h a t  pa ren t s  can recognize whether o r  no t  
t h e i r  c h i l d  i s  g i f t e d ?  

Yes No 

26  I n  your opinion,  what i s  t h e  e a r l i e s t  age a c h i l d  can be 
i d e n t i f i e d  a s  g i f t e d ?  

Are t h e r e  any people  i n  your family o r  your husband's family who 
a r e  g i f t e d ,  e i t h e r  people who have been formal ly  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  
g i f t e d  o r  people who you t h i n k  would be considered g i f t e d  i f  t hey  
had a t t ended  school  today.  

Y e s  No 

If Yes: Which of t h e  fo l lowing  people i n  t h e  fami ly  do you t h i n k  
i s  probably g i f t e d ?  

your se l f ,  (child 's  m o t h e r )  

(child ' s )  f a t h e r ,  

(ch i ld ' s )  grandparents ,  (If Y e s :  How many of ' s  
g randparents?)  

o r  o t h e r  r e l a t i v e s ?  



28.  Overa l l ,  would you d e s c r i b e  your fami ly  a s  one i n  which doing 
wel l  i n  school  i s :  

very  impor tan t ,  

somewhat important ,  

somewhat unimportant,  

no t  a t  a l l  important?  

If asked f o r  t h e  meaning o f  "familyN reply, "Your immediate nuc l ea r  
family".  

29 .  Overa l l ,  would you d e s c r i b e  your fami ly  a s  one i n  which be ing  
i n t e l l i g e n t  i s  a  t r a i t  which i s :  

- t i g h l  y  valued,  

somewhat valued, 

- riot va lued  more o r  less than  any o t h e r  p o s i t i v e  q u a l i t i e s ,  

a o t  va lued  a t  a l l ?  

Now I would l i k e  t o  ask  you about  t h e  t e r m  "g i f t ed" .  

3 0 .  Some p a r e n t s  b e l i e v e  t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  a  good i d e a  t o  t e l l  a  c h i l d  
he o r  she  i s  "g i f t ed" ,  whi le  o t h e r  p a r e n t s  b e l i e v e  t h e  c h i l d  
should be t o l d  and t h e  term " g i f t e d "  expla ined  t o  them. I n  
gene ra l ,  do you b e l i e v e  t h a t  

- c h i l d r e n  should be  t o l d  t h a t  t hey  a r e  "g i f ted" ,  o r  t h a t  

- c h i l d r e n  should n o t  be  t o l d  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  g i f t e d ?  

Why do you f e e l  t h i s  way? 



31. If someone from your child's school called and told you the 
school believed your child was gifted, do you would 

tell your child why the school called and 
explain to term "gifted" 

tell your child why the school called but avoid using the 
term "gifted", or, 

say nothing to your child abou the call? 

I f  n o t  o b v i o u s  from Q30: Why do you feel this way? 

32. Do you think ( c h i l d )  thinks of him/herself as "gifted"? 

Yes No 

If No: Do you think he/she thinks of him/herself as more able 
than his/her classmates? 

Yes No 

Now I'd like to ask you a few questions about ( c h i l d ' s )  school. 

33. How rnar.y different schools has ( c h i l d )  attended since entering 
first grade? 

I f  more t h a n  1 ,  f o r  each  change:  Why did he/she change 
schools (add as a p p r o p r i a t e )  for the first time/second time/ ... ? 



34. Does ( c h i l d )  presently attend 

public school or 

private school? - 
I f  pub l i c  school: Which of the following public school programs 
does he/she attend 

the regular program, 

French immersion, 

Montessori, - 
some other program? 

I f  "some other" and information not  volunteered: Could you 
describe the program he/she attends? 

I f  p r i va te  school: What school does ( c h i l d )  attend? (Ask f o r  
c l a r i f i c a t i o n  i f  t he  nature o f  t h e  school i s  not  c l e a r ,  e .g.  
Cathol ic ,  conservative Chris t ian ,  prep school)  

What is the primary reason for sending him/her to this private 
school'? 
Use l i s t  below t o  categor ize  the  respondent ' s  reason. I f  
" s p e c i a l t y  school" or  "other",  descr ibe .  

higher academic standards 

d i s c i p l i n e  

r e l i g i o u s  

school fo r  g i f t e d  

s p e c i a l t y  school (describe)  

c lose  t o  home 

other  (descr ibe)  



If more than one reason i s  mentioned, ask:  "You s a i d  you 
s e n t  ( c h i l d )  t o  p r i v a t e  school  because ( l i s t  reasons g iven) .  
Which of  t h e s e  i s  t h e  most impor tan t  reason? 

35. Have t h e  t eache r s  o r  school  a u t h o r i t i e s  a t  t h e  school  ( c h i l d )  
c u r r e n t l y  a t t e n d s  i n d i c a t e d  i n  any way t h a t  t hey  b e l i e v e  he/she 
i s  g i f t e d  o r  e x c e p t i o n a l l y  ab l e?  

Yes No 

If Yes: How? 

36.  Have t h e  t eache r s  o r  school  a u t h o r i t i e s  o f f e r e d  ( c h i l d )  any 
s p e c i a l  educa t iona l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s ?  

Yes No 

If Y e s :  What have t h e y  o f f e r ed?  
Use l i s t  below t o  i n d i c a t e  the  category i n t o  ivhich the  
respondent ' s  reason f a l l s .  

- e n r i  chmen t 

subjec t  acce lerat ion  

ind iv idua l i zed  education program ( I E P )  

grade  accelerat ion  

- o ther  (descr ibe)  

If Yes:  Does ( c h i l d )  p a r t i c i p a t e ?  

Yes No 

I f  Il'o: Why? 



37.  Would you say  t h e  school  your c h i l d  i s  a t t e n d i n g  now i s  
responding t o  your c h i l d ' s  academic a b i l i t i e s  and t a l e n t s  

ve ry  w e l l ,  

f a i r l y  wel l ,  

n o t  very  wel l ,  

poor ly ,  o r  

v e r y  poorly? 

If t h e  c h i l d  has  a t t ended  more than one school :  Thinking back 
over  a l l  t h e  schools  (ch i ld)  has a t tended ,  would you say,  i n  
gene ra l ,  t h a t  t hey  have responded t o  your c h i l d ' s  academic 
a b i l i t i e s  and t a l e n t s  

very  wel l ,  

f a i r l y  w e l l ,  

no t  very  wel l ,  

poor ly ,  o r  

very  poorly? 

3 8 .  Compared t o  t h e  gene ra l  popu la t i on  of  c h i l d r e n  i n  B . C . ,  would you 
d e s c r i b e  t h e  academic a b i l i t y  of t h e  o t h e r  c h i l d r e n  i n  your 
c h i l d ' s  c l a s s  a s :  

much above average, 

above average, 

average,  

below average, o r  

much below average? 

3 9 .  L e t ' s  s a y  t h a t  (chi ld)  w e r e  g iven a  t e s t  of i n t e l l i g e n c e  f o r  
c h i l d r e n  h i s / h e r  age wi th  a  maximum of 1 0 0  p o i n t s .  The average 
s c o r e  i s  5 0 .  What s co re  do you t h i n k  he/she would g e t ?  



Now let's say that (chi ld)  took a test at the end of the year on 
what the class had learned in school that year. The test was out 
of 100 and the average score is 70. What score do you think 
he/she would get? 

If the average on the test is 70 and the test is out of 100, what 
is the lowest score (chi ld)  could get that you would be satisfied 
with? 

Compared with classmates, would you describe your child's 
performance at school as 

truly excellent, 

very good, 

- slightly above average, 
average, 

slightly below average, 

definitely below average, or 

very poor? 

How satisfied are you with ( ch i ld ' s )  performance in school? 
Would you describe yourself as: 

very satisfied, 

somewhat satisfied, 

somewhat dissatisfied, or 

very dissatisfied? 



52. Do you believe your child demonstrates exceptional ability in any 
of the following areas: 

overall academic ability, 

language arts, in particular, 

math, in particular, 

- music, 
art, 

athletics, 

- leadership skills. 
creativity, or 

some other area? 

If "other": Could you describe what other areas your child 
excels in? 

53. Would you describe your child as 

almost always motivated to do well, 

mually motivated to do well, 

sometimes motivated to do well, 

occasionally motivated to do well, or 

seldom motivated to do well. 

54. How well would you say (child) gets along with other children? 
Would you say he/she 

always gets along well with his/her peers, 

usually gets along well with his/her peers, 

has some difficulty getting along with his/her peers, or 

has many difficulties getting along with his/her peers? 



55. How adap tab l e  and easy  t o  d e a l  wi th  i s  (child)? Would you 
d e s c r i b e  h i d h e r  a s  one who 

has  never  had any adjustment  o r  behaviour  problems, 

has  had only  minor adjustment  o r  behaviour  problems, 

has  had moderate adjustment  o r  behaviour  problems, o r  

has  had major adjustment  o r  behaviour  problems? 

56.  Imagine your c h i l d  were r equ i r ed  t o  choose a p r o j e c t  t o  do which 
would be  d i sp l ayed  a t  a School Open House o r  o t h e r  p u b l i c  a r e a .  
Both t h e  p r o j e c t  and t h e  grade on t h e  p r o j e c t  would be  made 
pub l i c .  There a r e  two equa l ly  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o p i c s .  He/she knows 
a g r e a t  d e a l  about  one t o p i c  and w i l l  l e a r n  l i t t l e  t h a t  i s  new, 
b u t  w i l l  be guaranteed t o  g e t  a t o p  mark. He/she knows ve ry  
l i t t l e  about t h e  o t h e r  t o p i c  bu t  w i l l  l e a r n  a g r e a t  d e a l .  
However, he/she i s  n o t  l i k e l y  t o  g e t  a t o p  mark on t h e  p r o j e c t .  
Do you t h i n k  (child) would 

d e f i n i t e l y  p r e f e r  t h e  f a m i l i a r  t o p i c ,  

p rabably  p r e f e r  t h e  f a m i l i a r  t o p i c ,  

probably p r e f e r  t h e  new t o p i c ,  o r  

d e f i n i t e l y  p r e f e r  t h e  new t o p i c ?  

Now I ' m  going t o  g ive  you a s h e e t  wi th  two s t a t emen t s  on it about  
success  o r  f a i l u r e  i n  school .  Each s ta tement  has  s e v e r a l  reasons  
underneath.  I want you t o  r a t e  each s t a t emen t  on t h e  s c a l e  by c i r c l i n g  
a number from 1 t o  7 depending on how impor tan t  you t h i n k  t h a t  reason i s  
f o r  doing wel l  o r  poo r ly  on a t e s t .  "1" means you t h i n k  t h e  reason  i s  
ve ry  unimportant,  whi le  "7" means you t h i n k  it i s  very  impor tan t .  (Give 
parent sheet and have them complete and return. Attach to icterview) 

Now I ' m  going t o  g ive  you a s h e e t  t h a t  has  a s ta tement  on it about  what 
makes a c h i l d  g i f t e d  (Give parent sheet) . There a r e  t h r e e  p o s s i b l e  
reasons .  I want you t o  d i s t r i b u t e  10 p o i n t s  amongst t h e s e  t h r e e  reasons 
depending on how important  you t h i n k  each reason  i s .  You may award them 
i n  any f a sh ion  you wish. You can have any whole number from 0 t o  1 0  i n  
a space  a s  long a s  t h e  t o t a l  of  t h e  numbers i n  t h e  spaces  adds up t o  1 0 .  
Decide how many p o i n t s  you wish t o  award t o  each reason and I ' l l  w r i t e  
i t  on my s h e e t .  

59.  Gi f tedness  i n  a c h i l d  i s  a r e s u l t  o f :  

+ + 
The c h i l d ' s  The c h i l d ' s  
n a t u r a l  a b i l i t y  e f f o r t  

= 10 
The fami ly  
environment 



57. When a child gets a good mark in school, it is because: 

a) the child has natural ability in that subject 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important important 

b) the child has worked hard at learning that subject 

not at ail 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important important 

C) the teacher has explained the subject well 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important important 

d) the questions on the test were easy 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important important 

e the child was lucky 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important important 



5 8 .  When a child gets a poor mark on a test a school, it is because: 

a) the child does not have natural ability in that subject 

not -at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important im2ortant 

b the child has not worked hard at learning that subject 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important important 

C) the teacher has not explained the subject well 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important important 

d) the questions on the test were hard 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important important 

e) the child was lucky 

not at all 1 2 
important 

3 4 5 6 7 very 
important 

59. GiRedness in a chld is a result of: 

The chdd's The child's 
natural ability. effort. 

The family 
environment. 



AppendixG 

Beliefs about giftedness 



APPENDIX GI: BELIEFS ABOUT GIFTEDNESS QUESTIONNAIRE 

Here a r e  s i x t e e n  s ta tements  about i n t e i l e c t u a l  "g i f t ednes s "  i n  c h i l d r e n .  
P l ea se  read  each sen tence  and dec ide  whether o r  n o t  you ag ree  wi th  it 
and then  c i r c l e  "agree s t rongly" ,  "agree",  "d i sagree"  o r  "d i sag ree  
s t rong ly" .  P l ea se  answer every ques t i on  and only  c i r c l e  one answer p e r  
ques t i on .  

1. Being g i f t e d  can sometimes b r i n g  a l o t  of problems. Do you 

ag ree  s t r o n g l y ,  

agree ,  

d i s ag ree ,  o r  

d i s a g r e e  s t rong ly?  

Children who a r e  g i f t e d  must make a s p e c i a l  e f f o r t  t o  understand 
and g e t  a long  wi th  ch i ld ren  who a r e  n o t  g i f t e d .  Do you 

ag ree  s t r o n g l y ,  

agree ,  

d i s a g r e e ,  o r  

d i s a g r e e  s t rong ly?  

There a r e  more ch i ld ren  who a r e  g i f t e d  t han  most people  t h i n k .  Do 
YOU 

ag ree  s t r o n g l y ,  

agree ,  

d i s ag ree ,  o r  

d i s a g r e e  s t rong ly?  

Being g i f t e d  i s  more r e s u l t  of  hard  work than  of n a t u r a l  a b i l i t y .  
Do you 

ag ree  s t r o n g l y ,  

agree ,  - 
d i sag ree ,  o r  

d i s a g r e e  s t rong ly?  



5. You can make any o r d i n a r y  c h i l d  g i f t e d  i f  you provide  t h e  r i g h t  
envirorment .  Do you 

ag ree  s t r o n g l y ,  

ag ree ,  

d i s ag ree ,  o r  

d i s a g r e e  s t r o n g l y ?  

6 .  There a.re many g i f t e d  c h i l d r e n  who a r e  never  picked a s  g i f t e d .  Do 
YOU 

ag ree  s t r o n g l y ,  

- agree ,  

d i s ag ree ,  o r  

d i s a g r e e  s t r o n g l y ?  

7 .  The main t h i n g  t h a t  makes g i f t e d  c h i l d r e n  d i f f e r e n t  from o t h e r  
c h i l d r e n  i s  t h a t  t hey  have more n a t u r a l  a b i l i t y .  Do you 

ag ree  s t r o n g l y ,  

agree ,  

- d i sag ree ,  o r  

d i s a g r e e  s t r o n g l y ?  

8 .  No one r e a l l y  knows why a  g i f t e d  c h i l d  w i l l  t u r n  up i n  a family.  
Do you 

ag ree  s t r o n g l y ,  

ag ree ,  

d i s ag ree ,  o r  

d i s a g r e e  s t r o n g l y ?  



9. Very few c h i l d r e n  a r e  r e a l l y  g i f t e d .  Do you 

agree  s t r o n g l y ,  

agree,  

d i s ag ree ,  o r  

d i s a g r e e  s t rong ly?  - 

1 0 .  Chi ldren  who a r e  g i f t e d  f i n d  it harder  t o  make f r i e n d s  t han  
c h i l d r e n  who a r e  n o t  g i f t e d .  Do you 

agree  s t r o n g l y ,  

agree ,  

d i s ag ree ,  o r  

d i s a g r e e  s t rong ly?  

11. G i f t e d  c h i l d r e n  can succeed without  much work. Do you 

agree  s t rong ly ,  

agree,  - 
d i sag ree ,  o r  

d i s a g r e e  s t rong ly?  

12 .  When a  c h i l d  i s  g i f t e d ,  he o r  she  s e e s  t h e  world d i f f e r e n t l y  from 
o t h e r  c h i l d r e n .  Do you 

agree  s t r o n g l y ,  - 
agree,  - 
d i sag ree ,  o r  

d i s a g r e e  s t rong ly?  - 

13. Gi f tedness  u s u a l l y  runs i n  f a m i l i e s .  Do you 

agree  s t rong1  y, - 
agree ,  

d i s ag ree ,  o r  

d i s a g r e e  s t rong ly?  



1 4 .  Giftedr:ess can be  l o s t  i f  it i s  n o t  nu r tu red .  Do you 

ag ree  s t rong ly ,  

agree ,  

- d i s a g r e e ,  o r  

- d i s a g r e e  s t rong ly?  

15.  You have t o  work hard  t o  develop your g i f t s .  Do you 

ag ree  s t rong ly ,  

agree ,  

d i s a g r e e ,  o r  

d i s a g r e e  s t r o n g l y ?  - 

16. The reason g i f t e d  c h i l d r e n  do wel l  a t  school  i s  because t h e i r  
pa ren t s  t e a c h  them a t  home. Do you 

- ag ree  s t rong ly ,  

agree ,  

d i s ag ree ,  o r  

d i s a g r e e  s t rong ly?  



APPENDIX G 2 :  BELIEFS ABOUT GIFTEDNESS QUESTIONNAIRE 

Now I ' m  going t o  r ead  you some t h i n g s  about be ing  " g i f t e d "  o r  " r e a l l y  
smzrt" .  I want you t o  t e l l  me whether you ag ree  wi th  what I s a i d .  
There a r e  no r i g h t  o r  wrong answers. I want t o  know what you t h i n k .  
(Show c h i l d  v i s u a l  a i d ) .  A f t e r  I read  t h e  ques t ion ,  dec ide  whether i t s  

a "yes" ques t i on  t h a t  you ag ree  wi th  o r  a "no" ques t ion ,  t h a t  you d o n ' t  
ag ree  w i th .  Then dec ide  i f  i t ' s  a "b ig  yes" ( p o i n t  t o  v i s u a l  a i d )  - you 
r e a l l y  t h i n k  i t ' s  t r u e  - o r  a l i t t l e  yes - you t h i n k  i t s  kind of  true. 
I f  you d o n ' t  ag ree  wi th  t h e  sen tence  and th ink  i t  i s  a "no", you dec ide  
i f  i t ' s  a "b ig  no" - you r e a l l y  d o n ' t  agree  - o r  a " l i t t l e  no", you 
t h i n k  i t ' s  kind of  wrong. (Mark c h i l d ' s  r e s p o n s e  on answer s h e e t ) .  

21.  I l i k e  be ing  g i f t e d / I  would l i k e  t o  be g i f t e d .  (Use a p p r o p r i a t e  
q u e s t i o n  depend ing  on whether  c h i l d  h a s  b e e n  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  
g i f t e d . )  Is t h a t  

a b i g  yes,  

a l i t t l e  yes,  

a l i t t l e  no, o r  

a b i g  no? 

2 2 .  Being q i f t e d  can sometimes b r i n g  a l o t  o f  problems. Is t h a t  

a b i g  yes,  

a l i t t l e  yes,  

a l i t t l e  no, o r  

- a b i g  no? 

23. Chi ldren  who a r e  g i f t e d  must make a s p e c i a l  e f f o r t  t o  understand 
and g e t  a long  wi th  c h i l d r e n  who a r e  no t  g i f t e d .  Is  t h a t  

a b i g  yes,  

a l i t t l e  yes, 

a l i t t l e  no, o r  

a b i g  no? 



2 4 .  There a r e  more c h i l d r e n  who a r e  g i f t e d  t han  most people  t h ink .  Is  
t h a t  

a  b i g  yes,  

a l i t t l e  yes ,  

a l i t t l e  no, o r  

a  b i g  no? - 

25.  Being g i f t e d  i s  more r e s u l t  of ha rd  work than  of  j u s t  be ing  born 
smart.  Do you 

a b i g  yes,  

a  l i t t l e  yes,  

a l i t t l e  no, o r  

a b i g  no? 

26.  You can make any o rd ina ry  c h i l d  g i f t e d  i f  you provide  t h e  r i g h t  
toys ,  books and chances t o  l e a r n  t h i n g s .  Is t h a t  a  

a b i g  yes ,  

a l i t t l e  yes,  

a  l i t t l e  no, o r  

a b i g  no? 

27 .  There a r e  many g i f t e d  c h i l d r e n  who a r e  never  p icked  a s  g i f t e d .  Is  
t h a t  a  

a  b i g  yes,  

a  l i t t l e  yes,  

a  l i t t l e  no, o r  

a  b i g  no? 



28. The main t h i n g  t h a t  makes g i f t e d  c h i l d r e n  d i f f e r e n t  from o t h e r  
c h i l d r e n  i s  t h a t  t hey  were born smar te r .  Is  t h a t  a  

a  b i g  yes ,  

a  l i t t l e  yes,  - 
a l i t t l e  no, o r  

a b i g  no? 

29.  No one r e a l l y  knows why a  g i f t e d  c h i l d  w i l l  t u r n  up i n  a family.  
Is t h a t  a  

a b i g  yes ,  

a  l i t t l e  yes,  

a  l i t t l e  no, o r  

a  b i g  no? 

30.  Very few c h i l d r e n  a r e  r e a l l y  g i f t e d .  Is t h a t  a 

a  b i g  yes ,  

a l i t t l e  yes,  

a  l i t t l e  no, o r  

a  b i g  no? 

31. Chi ldren  who a r e  g i f t e d  f i n d  it ha rde r  t o  make f r i e n d s  t han  
c h i l d r e n  who a r e  no t  g i f t e d .  Is t h a t  a  

a  b i g  yes ,  

a  l i t t l e  yes ,  

a l i t t l e  no, o r  

a  b i g  no? 



32. G i f t e d  c h i l d r e n  can succeed without  much work. Is  t h a t  a  

a b i g  yes, 

a  l i t t l e  yes,  

a  l i t t l e  no, o r  

a b i g  no? 

33. When a c h i l d  i s  g i f t e d ,  he o r  she  s e e s  t h e  world d i f f e r e n t l y  from 
o t h e r  c h i l d r e n .  Is t h a t  a  

a  b i g  yes, 

a l i t t l e  yes,  

a  l i t t l e  no, o r  

a b i g  no? 

3 4 .  Gi f tedness  u s u a l l y  runs i n  f a m i l i e s .  Is t h a t  a  

a b i g  yes, 

a  l i t t l e  yes,  

a  l i t t l e  no, o r  

a. b i g  no? 

35. Gi f tedness  can be  l o s t  i f  it i s  ignored .  Is t h a t  a  

a b i g  yes,  

a l i t t l e  yes,  

a l i t t l e  no, o r  

a b i g  no? 



36. You have to work hard to develop your gifts. Is that 

a big yes, 

a little yes, 

a little no, 

a big no? 

37. The reason gifted children do well at school is because their 
parents teach them ak home. Is that 

a big yes, 

a little yes, 

a little no, 

a big no? 



APPENDIX G3 

Figure 1: Visual aid for Children's Belief Questionnaire 



APPENDIX G 4 :  BELIEFS ABOUT GIFTEDNESS BY CATEGORY 

( a l t e r n a t e  wording f o r  c h i l d r e n ' s  ques t ionna i r e  i n  b racke t s )  
As ter ixed  i tems scored  i n  r eve r se .  

GIFTEDNESS CAUSES PROBLEMS 

1. Being q i f t e d  can sometimes b r i n g  a  l o t  of problems. 

2 .  Children who a r e  g i f t e d  must make a  s p e c i a l  e f f o r t  t o  understand 
and ye t  a long  with c h i l d r e n  who a r e  no t  g i f t e d .  

10. Children who a r e  g i f t e d  f i n d  i t  ha rde r  t o  make f r i e n d s  than 
c h i l d r e n  who a r e  no t  g i f t e d .  

12. When a  c h i l d  i s  g i f t e d ,  he o r  she  s e e s  t h e  world d i f f e r e n t l y  from 
o t h e r  c h i l d r e n .  

GIFTEDNESS I S  RARE 

3.* There a r e  more c h i l d r e n  who a r e  g i f t e d  than  most people t h i n k .  

6.* There a r e  many g i f t e d  c h i l d r e n  who a r e  never picked a s  g i f t e d .  

9 .  Very few c h i l d r e n  a r e  r e a l l y  g i f t e d .  

GIFTEDNESS IS INNATE 

4 .*  Being g i f t e d  i s  more r e s u l t  of hard  work than  of n a t u r a l  a b i l i t y  
(than o f  j u s t  be ing  born smar t ) .  

5.* You can make any o rd ina ry  c h i l d  g i f t e d  i f  you provide  t h e  r i g h t  
environment ( r i g h t  toys,  books and chances t o  l e a r n  t h i n g s ) .  

7 .  The main t h i n g  t h a t  makes g i f t e d  c h i l d r e n  d i f f e r e n t  from o t h e r  
c h i l d r e n  i s  t h a t  t hey  have more n a t u r a l  a b i l i t y ( a r e  born smar t e r ) .  

GIFTEDNESS RUNS I N  FAMILIES 

8 .*  No one r e a l l y  knows why a  g i f t e d  c h i l d  w i l l  t u r n  up i n  a  family.  

13. Gif tedness  u sua l ly  runs i n  f a m i l i e s .  



GIFTEDNESS N-ST BE NURTURED 

11.* Gif t ed  c h i l d r e n  can succeed without  much work. 

1 4 .  Gi f tedness  can be l o s t  i f  it i s  n o t  nu r tu red  ( i t  is ignored). 

15. You have t o  work hard  t o  develop your g i f t s .  

1 6 .  The reason g i f t e d  c h i l d r e n  do w e l l  a t  school  i s  because t h e i r  
p a r e n t s  t e ach  them a t  home. 



Appendix H 

Semantic differential 



Evaluation: 

healthy - - - - - - - - -  sick 

happy - - - - - - - - - sad 

Potency: 

tenacious - - - - - - - - -  yielding 

masculine- - - - - - - - -  feminine 

brave - - - - - - - - -  scared 

capable - - - - - - - - -  fumbling 



On t h e  nex t  s i x  pages i s  a  l i s t  of p a i r e d  a d j e c t i v e s  t h a t  can be 
used t o  d e s c r i b e  people,  animals  o r  i d e a s .  At t h e  t o p  of each of  t h e  
fol lowing s i x  pages i s  phrase .  I would l i k e  you t o  r a t e  how much one 
a d j e c t i v e  of  t h e  o t h e r  d e s c r i b e s  t h e  ph ra se  a t  t h e  t o p  of t h e  page by 
p u t t i n g  an  "X" on t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  l i n e .  

For example, imagine t h e  term i s  "ca t "  and you l i k e  c a t s .  I f  you 
t h i n k  c a t s  a r e  very  c lean  and somewhat kind,  you might mark: 

c l ean  2 - - - - - - - -  d i r t y  

Of course ,  i f  you do n o t  l i k e  c a t s  a t  a l l ,  you might ag ree  t h a t  
c a t s  a r e  moderately c l ean  bu t  ve ry  c r u e l .  Therefore  you might na rk  t h e  
a d j e c t i v e s  as  fo l lows .  

On t h e  next  s i x  pages, you w i l l  be  asked  t o  r a t e  s i x  phrases .  
Think b r i e f l y  about  what t h a t  ph ra se  con ju re s  up i n  your mind and mark 
you response accord ing  t o  your f e e l i n g s  about  t h e  term you a r e  r a t i n g .  
There a r e  no r i g h t  o r  wrong answers. 



"A GIFTED CHILD" 

bad - 

h e l p l e s s  - 

optimistic-. 

hard  

s i c k  

brave  

mascul ine 

t enac ious  

kind 

ugly  - 
d i r t y  

s ad  

l e n i e n t  

fumbling 

s t r o n g  

f o o l i s h  

- - good 

- - power•’ u l  

p e s s i m i s t i c  - - 

- s o f t  

hea l thy  - 

- sca red  

feminine - 

- y ie ld ing  

c r u e l  - 

good-looking 

- c l ean  

- seve re  

- capable  

- weak 

- wise 



"A TALENTED CHILD" 

bad - 
h e l p l e s s  - 
opt imis t ic -  

ha rd  

s i c k  

brave  

mascul ine 

t enac ious  

kind 

ug ly  - 
d i r t y  

s a d  

l e n i e n t  

fumbling 

s t r o n g  

f o o l i s h  

- good 

- powerful 

p e s s i m i s t i c  - 

- s o f t  

- healthy 

sca red  

- feminine 

- y i e l d i n g  

- c r u e l  

- good-looking 

- - c l ean  

- - seve re  

- - capable  

- - weak 

- - wise 



"A SMART CHILD" 

good - 

- powerful h e l p l e s s  - 

p e s s i m i s t i c  - 

- s o f t  

hea l thy  - 

sca red  - 

hard 

s i c k  

brave 

masculine 

tenac ious  

kind 

ugly - 
d i r t y  

sad 

l e n i e n t  

f  urnbling 

s t rong  

f o o l i s h  

- feminine 

- y i e l d i n g  

- c rue l  

good-looking 

- c l ean  

happy - 

seve re  

- capable  

weak - 

- wise 



"A CREATIVE CHILD" 

bad - 
helpless - 

optimistic- 

hard 

sick 

brave 

masculine 

tenacious 

kind 

ugly - 
dirty 

sad 

lenient 

fumbling 

strong 

foolish 

- good 

powerful - 
pessimistic - 

- soft 

- healthy 

- scared 

- feminine 

yielding - 

- cruel 

good-looking 

- clean 

- happy 

severe 

- capable 

- weak 

- wise 



"A BRIGHT CHILD" 

bad - 
helpless - 

optimistic -- 

hard 

sick 

brave 

masculine 

tenacious 

kind 

ugly - 
dirty 

sad 

lenient 

fumbling 

strong 

foolish 

- good 

pessimistic - 

- soft 

- healthy 

- scared 

- feminine 
- yielding 

- cruel 

- clean 

- severe 

- capable 

- wise 



bad - 

h e l p l e s s  - 

optimist ic-  

hard  

s i c k  

brave  

masculine 

tenac ious  

kind 

ugly  - 
d i r t y  

s ad  

l e n i e n t  

f urnbling 

s t r o n g  

f o o l i s h  

"AN INTELLIGENT CHILD" 

- good 

powerful - 

p e s s i m i s t i c  - 

- s o f t  

- h e a l t h y  

- s c a r e d  

- feminine 

- y i e l d i n g  

- c r u e l  

good-looking 

- c l e a n  

- s e v e r e  

capable  - 

weak - 



Appendix I 

Children's interview 



INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR CHILDREN 

FAKILY NUMBER CHILD'S NAME 

I am i n t e r e s t e d  i n  what p a r e n t s  and k ids  t h i n k  i t  means when t h e y  hear  a 
boy o r  g i r l s  de sc r ibed  a s  a " g i f t e d  ch i ld" .  Teachers and sometimes 
p a r e n t s  use  t h e  word " g i f t e d "  and I want t o  know i f  k ids  have heard t h e  
word and what t hey  t h i n k  i t  means. 

1. Have you every  heard people  d e s c r i b e  a k i d  a s  "g i f t ed"?  

Y e s  No 

I f  YES: What do you t h i n k  they  mean by that term? 

I f  NO: Can you guess what it means? 

( I f  c h i l d  d o e s  n o t  know  what " g i f t e d "  m e a n s ,  e x p l a i n :  "Some t imes  
when k i d s  a r e  r e a l l y  good a t  their s c h o o l w o r k  o r  m u s i c  o r  a r t  o r  
a r e  j u s t  r e a l l y  s m a r t ,  p e o p l e  s a y  t h e y  a r e  " g i f t e d " .  Some s c h o o l s  
h a v e  s p e c i a l  c l a s s e s  c a l l e d  " e n r i c h m e n t  c l a s s e s  " o r  " c h a l l e n g e  
c l a s s e s "  and  s o m e t i m e s ,  some o f  the k i d s  who go t o  these c l a s s e s  
a r e  " g i f t e d " .  S o  c a n  you  e x p l a i n  what " g i f t e d "  means  now?) 

(Record  a n s w e r .  I f  c h i l d  s t i l l  s eems  u n c l e a r ,  u s e  " r e a l l y  smar t "  
i n  p l a c e  o f  " g i f t e d " . )  



2 .  Do you know anyone who you t h i n k  i s  g i f t e d ?  ( I f  child does not 
rep ly  or understand, ask " I s  there anyone i n  your c lass  who does 
much b e t t e r  i n  school than everyone e l s e  or know a l o t  more?) 

Y e s  No 

I f  Yes: What do they  do t h a t  makes you p i ck  them a s  be ing  g i f t e d ?  

3 .  Do you t h i n k  you a r e  g i f t e d ?  

Y e s  No Not s u r e  

I f  "not sure": I f  you had t o  make a  b e t  and you would win a  p r i z e  
i f  you were r i g h t ,  would you b e t  you were g i f t e d  o r  would you b e t  
you weren ' t  g i f t e d ?  

G i f t ed  (YES)  Not g i f t e d  ( N O )  

I f  Yes: 

Eave your p a r e n t s  eve r  t o l d  you t h a t  you were g i f t e d ?  

Eave your t e a c h e r s  eve r  t o l d  you t h a t  you were g i f t e d ?  

Eas anyone e l s e  e v e r  t o l d  you t h a t  you were g i f t e d ?  

Do you go t o  a  school  f o r  g i f t e d  ch i ld ren?  

What do you t h i n k  it i s  t h a t  you do t h a t  makes people  d e s c r i b e  you 
a s  "g i f t ed"?  

- 

4 .  What school  do you go t o ?  

5. What grade a r e  you i n ?  



6.  How w e l l  do you l i k e  school?  Would you say  you: 

almost always l i k e  school ,  

c s u a l l y  l i k e  school ,  

u s u a l l y  d o n ' t  l i k e  school ,  

d o n ' t  l i k e  school  a t  a l l ?  

7 .  Compared t o  o t h e r  k ids ,  how smart do you t h i n k  t h e  k id s  i n  your 
c l a s s  a r e ?  Do you t h i n k  they  a r e :  

a l o t  smar te r  t han  most k ids ,  

a  b i t  smar te r  t han  most k id s ,  

j u s t  t h e  same as most k ids ,  

c o t  q u i t e  a s  smart  a s  most k ids ,  

a  l o t  l e s s  smart t han  most k ids?  

8 .  Compared wi th  t h e  o t h e r  k id s  i n  your c l a s s ,  how w e l l  do you do i n  
school .  Are you 

t h e  very  b e s t  s t u d e n t  i n  t h e  c l a s s ,  

one of t h e  very  b e s t  s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  c l a s s ,  

b e t t e r  t han  most of  t h e  s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  c l a s s ,  

about  average, 

c o t  a s  good a s  most of t h e  s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  c l a s s ,  

one of t h e  poo re s t  s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  c l a s s ,  o r  

t h e  worst  s t uden t  i n  t h e  c l a s s ?  

9 .  L e t ' s  r a y  a t  t h e  end of  t h e  year  t h e r e  i s  a  t e s t  of eve ry th ing  you 
l e a r n e d  i n  school  t h a t  year .  The t e s t  i s  o u t  of 1 0 0  p o i n t s .  Most 
k id s  i n  t h e  c l a s s  g e t  around 70.  What do you th ink  you would g e t ?  



1 0 .  What score do you think your parents would want you to get? 

11. What score is the lowest score you could get without having your 
parents be disappointed or upset with you? 

12. How hard do you try in school? Do you think you 

always try to do your best, 

csually try to do your best, 

sometimes try to do your best, 

almost never try to do your best? 

13. How happy are your parents with your schoolwork? 

almost always happy, 

usually happy, 

usually unhappy, 

almost always unhappy? 

14. How well do you get along with most of the children in your class? 
Do you 

usually get along well with them, 

usually don't get along well with them, 

almost never get along well with them? 

almost always get along well with them, 



15. How w e l l  do you u s u a l l y  behave i n  c l a s s ?  Are you 

almost  never  i n  t r o u b l e ,  

- c s u a l l y  n o t  i n  t roub le ,  

u s u a l l y  i n  t roub le ,  

a lmost  always i n  t r o u b l e ?  

1 6 .  When you compare yourse l f  wi th  o t h e r  k id s  your age, do you 

always f e e l  you a r e  j u s t  l i k e  most o t h e r  kids ,  

u s u a l l y  f e e l  you a r e  l i k e  most o t h e r  k ids ,  

sometimes f e e l  you a r e  d i f f e r e n t  from o t h e r  k i d s ,  

always f e e l  you a r e  d i f f e r e n t  from o t h e r  k ids?  

If "sometimes" o r  " a l w a y s "  d i f f e r e n t :  What do you t h i n k  i s  
d i f f e r e n t  about you compared t o  most o t h e r  k id s  your age?  



Let's imagine two kids, Kris and Jamie. They are in the same 
class, they are good friends and they almost always get the same mark in 
everything. The teacher told them they have to work together to do a 
project for the school Open House. This project is going to be marked 
and all the parents and all the other kids will be able to see the 
project and the mark. 

The teacher has told them they can do a project on dinosaurs or a 
project on space. They both know a lot about dinosauxs but not much 
about space. Both of them watch Star Trek on TV and they think the 
project on space would be really interesting but both of them know they 
will get a better mark on a project on dinosaurs. They can't make up 
their mind which one to do. 

Kris says, "We should do the project on dinosaurs because we'd be 
sure to do 3 good job and get a good mark on this project. After all, 
everyone is qoing to see it at the Open House and they'd see what a 
great job we did. 

Jamie says, "We should do the project on space because we'd learn 
lots of neat stuff. I'd rather learn something new and interesting even 
if we don't get such a good mark. It doesn't matter that much what our 
mark is if we learn something new. 

17. What would you tell them to do? 

They should do the project on dinosaurs and get a good mark. 

- They should do the project on space because they'd learn 
interesting new stuff. 

Would you tell them: 

that you were absolutely sure that they should (state 
choice) or 

that you aren't sure, but you think they should (state 
choice) . 



I am going to ask you some questions about school. On this first 
sheet are reasons why someone might want to do well at school and I want 
you to tell me how important each reason is. Here's the first sentence. 
(Show subject  shee t . )  I'd like you to read it to me. (If subject  cannot 
read sentence, read i t  t o  him/her.) If you think that is a really 
important reason why someone would want to do well in school, you give 
it a big number " 7 " .  If you think it is not important at all, you give 
it a little number "1''. If you think it is somewhat in between, you 
should pick one of the numbers between "1" and "7". Remember, the 
bigger the number is, the more important the reason is. The smaller the 
number is, the less important the reason is. 

Now I'd like you to read each sentence out loud to me and then 
tell me what number you want to give it. (If child cannot read well 
enough, read sentence t o  him/her. Mark subject  response on response 
sheet .  ) 

18. I would like to do well in schooi because: 

I like to learn new things, 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I want to get good marks, 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I want my parents to be proud of me, 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I want my friends to think I'm smart, 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I have to. 

1 2 3 



Now here is a sentence about why someone might do well in school. I 
want you to decide how important each reason is. 

19 When I get a good mark on a test in school, iz is because: 

I am naturally good at that subject, 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I have worked hard to learn what the teacher taught, 

1 - 3 3 4 5 6 7 

The teacher likes me, 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The questions on the test are easy, 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I was lucky. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Now here's a question about why someone might do poorly on a test at 
school. 

20. When I get a poor mark on a test in school, it is because: 

I'm just not any good at that subject, 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I haven't tried hard enough to learn what the teacher taught, 

1 2 3 4 

The teacher doesn't like me, 

1 2 3 4 

The questions were too hard, 

1 - 3 3 4 

I wasn't lucky. 

1 2 3 4 



Now here are the same reasons why someone might want to do well on a 
test in school. This time, I'd like you to number rhem from 1 to 7 in 
order of how you think they are. Number 1 is the most important and 
number 7 is the least important. 

22. When I get a good mark on a test in school, it is because: 

I art. naturally good at that subject, 

- I have worked hard to learn what the teacher taught, 

- The teacher likes me, 

- The questions on the test are easy, 

- I was lucky. 

Now here are the same reasons again about why someone might do poorly on 
a test at school. This time, I'd like you to number them from 1 to 7 in 
order of how important you think they are. Number 1 is the most 
important and number 7 is the least important. 

23. When I get a poor mark on a test in school, it is because: 

I'm just not any good at that subject, 

I haven't tried hard enough to learn what the teacher 
taught, 

- The teacher doesn't like me, 

- The questions were too hard, 

- I wasn' t lucky. 



Appendix J 

Consent forms 



CONSENT FORM FOR PARENTS 
INFORMED CONSENT BY SUBJECTS TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH PROJECT. 

The university and those conducting this project subscribe to the 
ethical conduct of research and to the protection at all times of the 
interests, comfort, and safety of subjects. This form and the 
information it contains are given to you for your own protection and 
full understanding of the procedures, risks and benefits of this 
research. Your signature on this form will signify that you have 
received a document which describes the procedures, possible risks, and 
benefits of this research project, that you have received an adequate 
opportunity to consider the information in the document and that you 
voluntarily agree to participate in this project. 

Having been asked by Heather Wingert of the Psychology Department of 
Simon Fraser University to participate in a research project, I have 
read the procedures specified in the document. 

I understand the procedures used involved and I understand that I may 
withdraw my participation at any time. 

I also understand that I may register any complaint I might have about 
the experiment with the chief researcher named above or with Dr. Chris 
Webster, Chair of the Department of Psychology, Simon Fraser University 
at 291-3358. 

I may obtain copies of the results of this study upon its completion, by 
contacting Heather Wingert, Department of Psychology, Simon Fraser 
University. 

I have been informed that the research material will be held 
confidential by the principal investigator. 

I agree to complete the two questionnaires and to be interviewed by the 
researcher as described on at my home . 
NAME (please print) 

S I GNATURE : WITNESS 

DATE : 

A copy of this consent form and a subject feedback form should be 
provided to you. 



INFORMATION SHEET 

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h i s  r e sea rch  w i l l  c o n s i s t  of agree ing  t o  be 
in te rv iewed about  your views on "gif tedness" ,  your school ing  and your 
c h i l d ' s  school ing .  I t  w i l l  a l s o  r e q u i r e  t h a t  you complete two opin ion  
q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  on g i f t e d n e s s .  This  w i l l  t a k e  approximately one t o  one 
and a h a l f  hours of your t ime. P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h i s  p r o j e c t  involves  
no f o r e s e e a b l e  r i s k s  o r  b e n e f i t s .  

You a r e  f r e e  t o  withdraw a t  any t i m e  o r  t o  r e fuse  t o  answer any 
ques t i ons .  

Your aconymity w i l l  be maintained i n  t h e  fo l lowing  fash ion:  

A mas t e r  l i s t  has been compiled which i n c l u d e s  your name, add re s s  and 
s u b j e c t  number. Only your s u b j e c t  number appears  on t h e  ques t i onna i r e s  
and i n t e r v i e w  form. A f t e r  t h e  i n t e r v i e w  has  been completed and t h e  d a t a  
en t e r ed ,  your s u b j e c t  number w i l l  be removed from t h e  mas te r  l i s t .  
Should you wish t o  be  informed of t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  s tudy,  p l e a s e  f i l l  
o u t  your narne and address  on t h e  envelope provided.  This  envelope does 
n o t  have your s u b j e c t  number on it and i t  w i l l  be  kept  s e p a r a t e  from 
your i n t e rv i ews .  Completed i n t e rv i ews  w i l l  be  kept  i n  a locked  cab ine t  

c e  . a t  my r e s id ,  , 

The i n t e r v i e w  wi th  you w i l l  be  taped ,  should you agree .  Tapes 
w i l l  b e  t r a n s c r i b e d  promptly, any i d e n t i f y i n g  informat ion  d e l e t e d  o r  
a l t e r e d ,  and t h e  t a p e  w i l l  be e rased .  

No i d e n t i f y i n g  informat ion  conta ined  w i t h i n  i n t e rv i ews  w i l l  be 
made p u b l i c .  Should s u b j e c t s  be  quoted, pseudonyms w i l l  be  used o r  
p l a c e s  o r  i n s t i t u t i o n s  desc r ibed  i n  g e n e r a l  terms r a t h e r  t han  i d e n t i f i e d  
(e .g .  "a suburb of  Vancouver" o r  'a non-sec ta r ian  p r i v a t e  school" ) .  

Can I t a p e  your answers on a t a p e  recorder?  

YES NO 



SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY 

INFORMED CONSENT FOR MINORS BY PARENTS OR GUARDIAN TO PARTICIPATE IN 
RESEARCH. 

The university and those conducting this project subscribe to the 
ethical conduct of research and to the protection at all times of the 
interests, comfort, and safety of subjects. This form and the 
information it contains are given to you for your own protection and 
full understanding of the procedures, risks and benefits of this 
research. Your signature on this form will signify that you have 
received a document which describes the procedures, possible risks, and 
benefits of this research project, that you have received an adequate 
opportunity to consider the information in the document and that you 
voluntarily agree to have your child participate in this project. 

As parent of , I consent to the above named 
engaging in the procedures specified in the document titled "Information 
for Parents" to be carried out at my home at the following time 

in a research project supervised by Heather 
Wingert of the Psychology Department of Simon Fraser University. 

I certify that I understand the procedures to be used and have fully 
explained them to . I have been present 
while the researcher has explained the document "Information for 
Children" t~ my child. 

In particular, my child knows that he/she has the right to withdraw from 
the project at any time. Any complaint about the research may be 
brought to the chief researcher named above or to Dr. Chris Webster, 
Chair, Psychology Department, Simon Fraser University at 291-3358. 

NAME (please print) 

ADDRESS 

SIGNATURE : WITNESS 

DATE : 

Once signed, a copy of this consent form and a subject feedback form 
should be provided to you. 



INFORMATI ON FOR PARENTS 

Participation in this research will consist of agreeing that your 
child be interviewed about his/her views on "giftedness" and school 
achievement and expectations. It will also require that he/she complete 
one questionnaire about his/her feelings of competence in academic and 
social areas. The interview and questionnaire will take approximately 
45 minutes of his /her time. Participation in this project involves no 
foreseeable risks or benefits. Children will be interviewed in private 
and should both the parent and child agree, the interviews will be taped 
to ensure that the child's answers are recorded accurately. 

Either you or your child are free to withdraw at any time or to 
refuse to answer any questions. 

Your child's anonymity will be maintained in the following 
fashion: 

A master list has been compiled which includes your name, address and 
subject number. Only your subject number appears on the forms. After 
the interview has been completed and the data entered, your subject 
number will be removed from the master list. Completed interviews will 
be kept in a locked cabinet at my residence. 

Should the interview with you be taped, it will be transcribed 
promptly and any identifying information deleted or altered. The tape 
will then be erased. 

No information which would identify your child or your family will 
be made public. Should subjects be quoted, pseudonyms will be used or 
places or institutions described in general terms rather than identified 
(e.g. 'a suburb of Vancouver" or 'a non-sectarian private school"). 

Can I tape your child's answers on a tape recorder? 

YES NO 



Thank you f o r  t a k i n g  time t o  he lp  me wi th  my r e s e a r c h  p r o j e c t .  Your mom 
says  she t h i c k s  you might l i k e  t o  be  p a r t  of t h i s  r e sea rch  p r o j e c t ,  b u t  
f i r s t  I would l i k e  t o  exp la in  t o  you what e x a c t l y  I want you t o  do s o  
you can dec ide  f o r  yourse l f  i f  you do want t o  be  p a r t  of  it o r  no t .  

This  i s  what w i l l  happen. I am going t o  a sk  you some ques t i ons  about 
school  and how you f e e l  about school  work. I a l s o  want you t o  f i l l  i n  a  
ques t i onna i r e .  This  whole t h i n g  i s  going t o  t a k e  about  4 5  minutes.  

There a r e  no r i g h t  o r  wrong answers t o  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s .  I j u s t  want t o  
know what c h i l d r e n  l i k e  yourse l f  t h i n k .  No one w i l l  know how you have 
answered. Your name i s n ' t  on any of  t h e  q u e s t i o n  s h e e t s ,  j u s t  a  number. 
I f  you mention anyth ing  l i k e  t h e  name of  your school  o r  your t eache r ,  
I ' l l  change t h e  name when I w r i t e  up my r e s e a r c h  s o  no one w i l l  know. 

I f  you agree  t o  be p a r t  of t h i s  r e sea rch  p r o j e c t  b u t  a f t e r  a  while  you 
dec ide  t h e r e  a r e  some ques t i ons  t h a t  you don ' t  want t o  answer, you don ' t  
have t o .  J u s t  t e l l  me t h a t  you don ' t  want t o  answer them and t h a t  w i l l  
be  OK. We'll s k i p  t h a t  ques t i on  o r  ques t i ons .  I f  you change your mind 
about  being i n  t h i s  r e sea rch  p r o j e c t  and you d o n ' t  want t o  answer any 
more ques t ions ,  you can t e l l  me and we can s t o p  a t  any t i m e .  

I ' d  l i k e  t o  t a p e  your answers t o  make s u r e  I w r i t e  them down c o r r e c t l y ,  
i f  t h a t ' s  OK wi th  you. I f  I do, I w i l l  e r a s e  t h e  t a p e  a s  soon a s  I have 
w r i t t e n  ou t  your answers. 

Can I t a p e  your answers on a  t a p e  r eco rde r?  

YES NO 

Do you have any ques t i ons?  

Do you want t o  be  p a r t  of t h i s  research?  

YES NO 



SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY 
UNIVERSITY RESEARCH ETHICS REVIEW COMMITTEE 

SUBJECT FEEDBACK FORM 

Completion of this form is OPTIONAL, and not a requirement of participation in this project. However, 
if you have served as a subject in a project and would care to comment on the procedures, you may 
complete the following form and send it to the Chair, University Research Ethics Review Committee. All 
information received will be treated in a strictly confidential manner. 

Name of Principal Investigator: Heather Winnert 

Title of Project: The Label "Gifted": Parent beliefs. transmission of beliefs and im~act on the child. 

Did you sign an Informed Consent Form before participating in the project? 

Were there si,pificant deviations fiom the originally stated procedures? 

I wish to comment on my involvement in the above project which took place: 

(Date) (Place) (Time) 

Comments 

Com~letion of this section is o~tional 

Your name: 

Address: 

This form should be sent to the Chair, University Ethics Review Committee. c/o Vice-president, Research, 
Simon Fraser University, Burnaby, BC, V5A 1 S6. 



Appendix K 

Unclassified parents 



Unclassified Parents 

Six parents could not be classified as "users" or "avoiders" either because they had changed their 

position on the use of the term, they were new to the gifted movement, or they were concerned about 

sibling rivalry. 

Three parents (1-12, 3-3, and 3-6) were changing their position on the use of "gifted*. Two 

parents (3-3 and 3-6) indicated that they had previously avoided the term "grft f l  even though both had 

had their sons formally tested several years earlier and were aware that their children were intellectually 

able. One child, currently in Grade 6, had been identified by the school district as gifted during the 

previous six months, while the other child had recently been accelerated from Grade 6 to Grade 7. Both 

parents felt their sons were now old enough to be exposed to the term "gifted", however both had some 

doubts about the wisdom of using the word in general. The other parent (1-12) had previously used the 

term ~ l t h  reference to her son who had been selected for an enrichment program, however now she felt 

she should not have used the term. This mother felt the identification as gifted put too much pressure on 

the child and that it was resented by some teachers. Her son was currently underachieving and the mother 

felt the school was trying to "lower her expectations" and renege on the identification. In contrast to the 

other two parents, she felt children should be told they are Med,  although she said she no longer used the 

term to her son. 

Two parents (2-21 and 2-10) were drawn from the group of parents who had not completed the 

original survey but were recruited from the GCA monthly meetings. One parent (2-21) said that she had 

only recently joined the GCA and that her 8-year old boy had not been formally tested or forrnally 

identified by the school as gifted. The other parent (2-10) did not indicate when she joined the GCA, 

however, her 10 year old boy had been identified by the school within the previous several months. Both 

parents felt children should be bold they are @ed but both were unclear as to whether they told their sons 



they were N e d .  One (2-10) responded "More no than yes"; the other (2-21) related that when her son 

asked "Auntie M. says I'm m e d ,  what does that mean?,,, she replied, "It doesn't mean a heck of a lot". 

It is likely that these mothers have not yet clarified in their own minds what or whether they should tell 

their children about being "gifted". 

The remaining parent (3-9) had two daughters who had been tested privately in early elementary 

school and had received what she described as "similar" tests scores. Unfortunately, the school district 

had recently tested both children and had identified only the elder as eligible for their g&d program. 

The mother was sensitive to the possibility that the younger child might feel left out and asked that both 

children be interviewed for the study. The younger, non-identified child, when asked if she thought she 

was ' 'fled" replied. "There's this program at school - it had these tests to find out if they were fled. 

Then I wasn't". This mother did not use the term "gifted' in front of her children, however, she 

responded equivocally to the question on whether the term should be used in general. It is likely that her 

responses were based on her sensitivity to her children's feelings. 



Appendix L 

Qualified responses 



Qualified Responses 

Qualifiers used to respond to 437,438 and 439 by each group of parents (family number given in 
brackets) 

Used gifted to child Users More now (3-13) 
Sometimes (3-7) 
Not very often (1 - 1 5) 
Sometimes, more or less (2-8) 

Avoiders Rarely (3-5) 
Try to avoid it (3 - 12) 
Not really (3-10) 

Used @ed to adults Users Gifted is loaded word.. . sometimes (1 -1 8) 
Only to parents of @ed children (2-1 1) 
Not to describe him. When. .friends..ask about the kids (2-17) 
Rarely - unless it has to do with..summer school. (1-1) 

Avoiders 

Should you use fled Users 

Avoiders 

Mentioned it once to grandparenkvery very close friends, 
one friend who had a m e d  child. (2-16) 

Only to establish services. Actively avoid it (3-5) 

Loaded term - a lot of soul-searching to use it (1-19) 
Doesn't matter as long as you have a term (1-18) 
If it comes up (2-8) 

They should be told, but use sparingly (2-16) 
Depends on..age, school..in a m e d  program (2-13) 
I wouldn't say "You are Med". (2-20) 
Should be told but you don't need to throw (it) around (2-4) 


