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Abstract
3 i

+ -
A

The effect of the mother’s use of the term “gifted” was cxamined. Mothers who used gifted

("Users™. n = 27). mothers who avoided using"gifted ("Avoiders™. n = 21). and their school aged children

v -

\'\'hom they identiticd as gifted were compared with mothers (“Comparison™. n = 20) and their non-
identificd children using a structured interview and questionnaires. Mothers of gifted children believed

giftedness ran 1n familics and caused social problems. User mothers valued intelligence highly. placed
less emphasis on hard work. were less satisfied with their child’s school performance. and belicved
“gifted” described their children.  Avoider mothers rated their child’s school performance more positively

and %mpl_msl/cd dcadenuc giftedness  When compared to Comparison children. Avoider children rated
lhcgicl\'cs as more scholastically competent on the Harter Self-Perception Profile for children while User

g - 9 B
chiid¥en rated scholastic competence lower on the Importance Scale of that measure. Findings arc

discussed in relation to differences in lhc%raldlh of the mothers™ conceptions of giftedness and usc of
L2

“gifted”. the belicf that giftedness causes social problems. and the potential forsisunderstanding between

-

User mothers and childien i ‘ % ’
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THE LABEL “GIFTED™: .
MOTHERS' BELIEFS, TRANSMISSION OF BELIEFS AND IMPACT ON THE CHILD.

-

1 °

While the practice of Iabclling children has been decried by numerous professionals. not all
labels are negaliyc The label "gil}f:d"‘ for example, would seem 10 suggest desirable qualitics and is
therefore in contrast to labels such as“delinquent”, "léarning disabled™” or “retarded”. However. not only
is there alwnays the nisk that any label. posili\'é or ncgative. will carry with 1t associated béliefs and
gxpcctaﬁons that may overw helm the unique qualities of the individual child, it is also not clear that the

| labc‘l "giftcd'? ﬁis. nsclf. entiredy free of pejorative connotations. Popular books on the subject of “giflg:d"

childrén such as The Gifted Kids Survival Guide series (Galbraith. 1983. 1985) instruct youngsters on

how to cope with the social and emotional pitfalls of being “gifted” Books ainted at parents also tdentify

possible problems for the gifted child. A gifted child rarely seems like much of a gift to his (sic) parents™

(Kropp & Hodson. 1993." p. 229). So begins a chziplcr on giftedness in a recent book for parents on
‘ a,
navigating the Canadian school ssstem. The School Solution; Getting Canada’s sé}iools 10 work{gr your

child goes on to mention the gifted child’s sense of 1solation. ostracism by peers. depression and

borcdom. Despite the presence of popular books which seem to .tcll parcnts and children that 1t is difTicult
to be gifted. 1t 1s not clear what parents actually believe about giftedness or w I;clher there are differences
between the beliefs of those parents who identify their children as gified and those who do not. Although
rescarch has been conducted omf§il§ic effects on the child of being labelled "gifléd". this area has not
becn cxplored in connection with parents” beliefs about what ~gified” means.

-3

-
)
-

— Tuttle and Cornell (1993). in their study of the impact of the label “gifted” on sibling
rclaﬂlionships when only one child 1s so labelled. have noted that previous studies have tended to examine
Vthe issuc of the label ;‘giftcd" in isolation from the mcaniné of the label to parents and children. They
concluded that “Parental labeling deserves further study since parental attitudes toward giftedness and

their conceptions of giftedness may mediate labeling effects™ (p. 409)



‘Labels. such as “gifted”. are part of the larger area of parem'béliefs. Parent beliefs are presumed
to ai;cct parental bzhaviour and. thereby. child behaviour. Unfonun?tel_\f. as Millér (1988) has noted.
cflorts to describe the rcl;monship between parent beliefs and child outcome have been disapﬁoiming a;\d
his pessimism has becn borne out by research into the impact of parental beliefs about giftedness on child
behaviour. Therc have been conflicting reports about the impaél on the child of being labelled ~gifted”.
and lhc; relau’onshig; between the parent’s beliefs about gificdness and child outcome remains virtually
uncxamined. This studv exanuuned parental beliefs,about the label "giﬁod" and the impact of this label on .
children. The child’s understanding of the label was explored as an intermediate step between parental
labelling ;\x}d ch:la behaviour

¥
Research from a number of arcas is ;clcvam to this topic. These include: the nature of parent

beliefs in general. the charactenistics of “giftedness™ as a belicf. what the parents believe about gifted

children: the transmission of beliefs from parcnt to chuld: and research on the impact of the label “gifted™.

W

The Nature of Parent Beliefs

Connecting parcnt behef and child outcome is difficult because culture. subculture, social class.
and personal qualitics moderate the beliefs of each indiv idual making i1t difficult to connect deﬁnili\'el) an
abstract bclicf with a parent behaviour. Some of the difficulties may also stem from the wide variety of
attitudes subsumcd under the rubric of a “parent belief”. Developmental benchmarks. attitudes toward
discipline. estimations of academic abihity and mode!'s of the nature of the child have all been examined
under this umbrella term. At one end of the continuum are those beliefs which can be verified or refuted:
factual slalcmcnts.»such as “Comparcd to classmates. my child is short™ or predictions. such as "My child |
will get 80% on that Math test™  In contrast to these objective or verifiable opinions are very subjective

Judegments such as “My chiid 1s good™ or opinions such as “Children should never be puni‘shod".



- ’

Intermediate between these two points are a number of judgments which have both subjective and
objective clements. These arc judgments which refer lo:speciﬁc qualitics describing a-rclalivcly narrowly
defined behaviour which may. in fact. be expressed as a label.  However. the exact limits of the
appljcalion,of this label may be unclear. and other qualiués may be implied in the label but not dirccll_i'

I

stated. "My child 1s gifted”™ 1s a meaningful statement about the child's behaviour. However. unlike

-

purely objective statements. the limits of the application of the label may be uncertain. and'unspokcn
attributes may accbmpan_v the Iabclf . .
Rescarch on parenigl beliefs covers a continuum from rescarch on purely subjective beliefs to
rescarch which examines those beliefs of parents that can be compared for accuracy with an external
reaiity. The latier may be more accurately described as predictions rather than beliefs. Studies asking
parents to predict their child's IQ or scores on tests v«oulci fall into this latter category (¢.g . Miller.
Manhal & Mce. 1991 ) while sluditcs asking subjects about the nature of intelligence (Mugny & Carugati,
1959) would fall into tke former category of purely subjective beliefs. What makes both vanetics of
parental beliefs intzresting is the assumption that these beliefs will be translated into choices or actions on

the pant of the believer and that different beliefs will preéipilalc different actions.

i a
'

There arc a number of complications that affect ‘\\ hether or how the parent acts on a particular
belicf Therc arc subsmnu;;l diffcrences between cultures not only as to what behaviours are desirable in a
child but also as 10 how parcnts can encourage their atainment (Hess et al. 1986, White & Levine. 1986;
Hundeide. 1992 There arc also subcultural differences \\ithmr communities (Goodnow. Cashmore.
Cotton. & Knight. 19834). Both gender differences in how closely parents adhere to their stated beliefs
(McGillicudy -DiLisi. 1982). and social class differences (Brooks & Rennie. 1962: Turkin & Cohler. 1973)

in translating behefs into actions have been documented. Differing scores on locus of control measures

have been associated tn middle<class pasents with differences in what parents believe they should do to



-

3

faciitate their child’s development (Gelejs & Pease, 1986). Finally. parents may be either unwittingl}i or
\

dehberately inconsistent about their beliefs. On one hahd. lhc,\"ma_v have assimilated conflicting beliefs
about child-rearing and hold them without concern for the internal logical conlmdiclions of such beliefs
(Palcncios; Gonvales and Moreno. 1992). On the other hand. parents mav consciously hold alternative
explanations to a particular behief and use the competing belief when convenient to explain any
inconsistency 1n translating beliefs into actions {Goodnow and Delaney, 1989). At times. it may even be
uncicar whether slqlcd beliefs precede and beget..or follow and cxplain. actions (Bugental. 1992).

J .

Despite the aforementioned problems. parerils do hold both general beliefs about liow best to raise
children and specific beliefs about their children's developmental status. lhci( personalities, and their
motnation. These belicfs may be held with greater or lesser intensity. Bciiéfs held with Ics's intensity are
l;ka'r) tapped by studics which ask parents to predict inox\ well their child will do on a particular test or at
a particular skill. These penipheral beliefs likely have little impact on parental behaviour unless they are

[

representative of more central beliefs. The more intensely held central beliefs would likely include'bolh
predictive opinions about whether the child is dcx'éloping appropriatcly and more subjective assessments
such as those relating to the particular child's specialness. the impact of various child-rearing practices
and the nature of childsen 1n general  Goodnow and Collins ( 1990) have suggested some features of behef
svsiems that would cause parents to adhere to their beliefs strongly. Strongly held bcliefs’are likely to be
sharcd by valued others: identify the holder as unique in a positive sense (¢ g. religious. cthnic. or social
class identities). be defensible. be extreme or have affective intensity: and be central to one’s belief system.
The belief that onc's child isigiftcd could readily be identificd as one which had these features. The
importance or mtensity of this behief may differ from parent to f)afcnl.: howcver, parents spdnlaneousl_v

Jon associations for gifted children. suggesting that this belief is one which might well be held with some

Intensity

’



Whether the parent's belief bodes 1l orwell for Lhe child maj' depend on the consequences of that

beliel. I the result of the parent’s belief is perceived by the child as a series of new and burdensome
expectations. the etfect of being labelled ~gifted™ will be quite different from the effect if the child

perceives the result as a series ol interesting and exciting opportunitics. Goodnow and Collins (1990)

-~
-

suggest that the child. in order to benefit from or fulfill the parent's beliefs. must underétand and accept
ll‘lcm: Beliefs are of value to the child to the degree 1h‘at Lnaccuracy rc;)rcscms positive bias and that they
arc flexible in the face of realits.
; Gifedness as a beliel
The concept of “giftedness™ has most of the features that Goodnm’v and Collins (1990) predict

will idenufv intensely held beliefs.  In light of the cﬁtcna that they proposc. it appears that “giftedness™
docs fulfill l-hc criterion of being shared with valued others. In panticular. giftedness may be scen as
“running in the fanily™  Albert (1980a. 1980b. 1994) has suggested that él:ildrcn are idcnﬁﬁcd as giflc:d
when their particular talents. gender. and birth order coincide with family valucs and aspirations. w hllC'
Bleom's (1985) study of talent development found that young people tend to succeed in areas in which

" therr fzimil) 1S al.rc:ld.\ involved

Various studies indicate that parents of gifted children are indeed different from other parents.
Studics oflh; parcats of gifted children suggest they are better educated. more intelhgent. of highcr SES.
and more mtellectually homogenceous than other familics (Albert. 1980a. 1980b; Benbow & Stanley. 1980:
Benbow. Stanley. Kirk & Zonderman. 1983: Colangelo & Kerr, 1990). Other studics have suggested
pcrsonahl_c differences™and differences in family values and parenting styles between parents of gifted

chiidren and parents of non-gifted children (Gockenbach. 1989. Landau & Weissler. 1993 Comnell &

Grossberg. 1987 karnes & Shwedel. 1987, Weissler & Landau. 1993).

.

»



The familics themselves have been reported as cohesive. cmotionally open. mutually supportive
L]

(Cornell & Gf'o‘ssb(:rg. 1987. Gockenbach, 1989). flexible and prone to involviﬁg'théir children in
decision-making (Landau and Weissler). encouraging of independence. and verbally rather than
ph)'sicall)' communicauve (Karnes and Shwedel.. 1987). Famili.cs of gifted childrén-also report more
ension. and. parcnts arc reporicd to be more cril@cal and more ;icnmnding of correct grammar (Weissler &
Landau. 19‘:\) Not surpnsingly. family values arc alleged to focus on cultural values and book',s (Corncll
& ‘Grossbcrgv. 1987 Landau & Weissler. 1993). The wide \-aricﬁ ot: findings reported n lhe‘rcsearch may
be a result of the age and the degree of precocity manifested by the children or of the culluréll values of the
parents in the different samiples studied. Karnes and Sch“edc\l (1987). for example. reported on

t

preschoolers in North America. while Weissler and Landau (1993) reported on school children in Isracel

4 2

Bloom (1983) in his retrospective study of the childhood of talented voung adults describcd three stages of
'apprcnlicc’ship the talented c’hildrcn went through, progressing from the child’s initial. pleasurable
infroduction to the ficld to a final level of intensive study under the luléiagc of a demanding master
practitioncr. LVhi‘lc Blo\){n»‘s rcspdnd(cnls were descnbing different teachers with different teaching styles,
1t 1s probable that parcnts also automatically Si’lifl from a “fun” cmphaSis 10 4 more rigourous zu;d
aCInanding approach as the child maturcs.

| Goodnow and Collins (1990) also suggested that bc!iefs \;'hich arc held intensely are those which
convey a favoured status on the holder. Com‘ell (1984) noted that parents who believed their child to be "
eifted felt greater pride i and closcn;ss to their child than did pa}'cnls who did not believe their equally
able children to be gified. Some studies of parcnts who are told by others that their child is gifted suggest
lﬁal there are parents who may be concerned (Freeman, 1979: Keirouz. 1991): however. parcﬁlal p:’ide
and cnthusiasm are more common rcs.ponscs. A “gift”, by defimuon. implics something desirable. and

whatever second thoughts parents might have about their child's abihitics. it 1s reasonable to assume that to

be “gifted” 1s a foriunate state



Whether parental belicfs aboyt children's gifiedness are defensible might scem somewhat more

difficult to argue. but parents arc surprisgly accurate in identifving young gified children (Louis and

v

Lewis. 1992: Robinson. 1987). It would appear. however. that they arec more accurate if the identification
<

is spontaneous rather than in response to the bidding of professionals seeking to find gified children.
Cenainly the belief that onc's child is within the top 2-5% of intellectual ability is an extreme belief. at

g

cast staustically speaking.
-

How intenscly such a belief is held is not clcar. 1t is not known how mahy parents decide their
preschool child is gifted but reverse their decision duning their child's school vears. It is also not clear
how persistently parcnts will maintain their belief in fa;c of conﬂicting evidence. what quahtics Qf the
parc;lt and the child contribute to persistence in holding to the belief that the child is éiﬁcd. or w hat
cvidence parents believe to be ulumately disconfirming.  Whether giftedness can be central to a belief
svstem 1s also less certain. however. both Albert (1980a. 1980b) and‘Comell (1984) would suggest it is
important to the familv's idenuity . Popular books (e.g.. Smutney. Veenker. & Veenker. 1979: Galbrasilh.
1953. Delisle & Gabraith. 1987) as well as journal aniélcs (Heller. 1993) about gifted children focus not
only on their academic success but also on their special emotional and social nceds.  This hints at the
possib‘ilil_\ that “gifiness™ may be seen by parents and others as a central feature of the child's personality.

¢

Whether this tcliel;:tili be beneficial to the child. according to Goodnow and Collins' (1990) -
model. is less clear. Although there 1s ~o doubt that the designation “gifted” represents a generally
positive bias. there is ittle information concerning w hether parents are flexible if their belief in their
‘chiid's superiority is not cpnﬁrmcd by others. As Robinson (1987) noted. it 1s not clear (o what degree

parents actively embark upon a plan 10 create a gifted child. nor do we have any idea how many parents

arc unsuccessful and give up the project. much less how this affects the child.



The meaning of “gifted”

Thc concept of the ~gifted child™ is to some degree a creation of the educational system (Bofland.
1996). hO\;e\'er, it is a concept which has been widely accepted in popular culture. and identifying a child
ai;'giflcd" is maore than just an arcanc 1ntellectual pursuit. Such ide_nliﬁcalion bencfits Childrcﬁ by
singling them out for access to specialized programs and to what has been described as “the pedagogy of
prix'ilcgc"’ (Margolin. 1996). "Access to such programs may be. viewed as highlv desirable by parents, not
only because of the natural pride parents feel when their child is sclected as having exceptional abilitics.
bul>also becausc of cducational and potential career advidntages offered by enrollment in such programs.
The.lgngths to which some parcnts will go to obtain such advantages for their children are alluded 10 in .
Stone’s (1992) history of the Hunter College Campus Schools for thc; Gifted. in which she suggests that
some parents who were teachers or psychologists ma_vyha\'é‘primed their children for the entrance tests to
ensure their admission. However. dcspi!c the readiness of educators and parents to identify children as
gifed. there 1s a lack of precision as to exactly how to discrniminate between a gifted child and a non-gifted
child.

e o

Depending on therr conccpluali/,atign of giftedness. educators may identify gifted children solely

on the basis of 1Q or on a combination qf mcasurcs including su‘ch criteria as creativity. teacher '
recommendation. or personality traits. Feldhusen and Jarwan (1993). in their discussion of various
approaches l<; defining “giftedness™. identify four areas of differcntiation amongst them. At a basic level
are differences in the terminology. such as whether talent and giftedness are the same thing and issues
such as whether creativity s a ncécssary component of giftedness. A second basic difference is the degree
of supcrnionity and implied rarity required of a perforinance for it to be considered “gifted”. Eligibility for
programs may cxtend to the top 15-20% of children or be limited to the top 1%. A third but related

difference among theorssts is the relationship between giftedness and potential gificdness and the degree

to which it is believed that gifiedness can be developed or enhanced. A final difference in theories is the



degree of breadth. At onc extreme are rescarchers such as those from the Studv of Mathematically
Precocious Youth (SMPY) at Johns Hopkins. who focus on a limited domain of exceptional ability and on
cognitive and educational issucs. While recognizing the unique characteristics of cach child. they are

- Jnore concerned with gifiedness as an educational issue rather than as a psyvchological problem (for

& >

Lo °

-ei;nmplc. Benbow. 1986). At lhéVOIhcr extreme are those theorists who regard giftedness as a pervasive
éc?sonal quality which affects all aspects of the child’s life. The concept of mérexcilabilily, in particular.

- emotional, imcllcctua_l and imaginative ovércxcilabilily has been posited as central 10 giftedness and as ,
affecting the individual’s personality and social realm‘. “As pcfsonal traits. overexcitabilities are ofien not
valued socially. being viewed instead as nch ousness. hyperactivity. ncurotic temperament. €XCessive

- emotionality and emotional intensity that most p-coﬁic find uncomfortable at close range” (Picchowsk: &

Colangclo. l‘)84%p 81

_Gi\'cnouhc potenuial range of conceptions of giftedness. it 1s not surpnising that :hcrc 15 N0
commoniy agrecd upon means of rdentifying a child as gified. Educators may reh on abll.it‘}' 6rg ‘
achicvement tests atone or on a host of measures including checklists, Ac;eali\'ll__\' tests and peer or sclf
norminations. The rehance on 1Q tests alone has been questioned not only because of possible cultural

:,bias. but also because children so 1dentified may be ncilhc‘r mghly-motivated nor academically exceptional
(Maré,olin. I*);)())_ On the other hand. using a variety of measures may complicate rather than simplhify
identificanon  An array of mcasures may function as a serics of obstacles to identification rather lhavn a

mcans of identify ing promising youngsters. while at the same time a number of children may be idemified

on dn¢ measurc only .

Issucs surrounding the conception of giftedness arc important to educators because the defimition
of giftedness leads to the identification of certain tvpes of children and ultimately to providing those

identified with an appropnate cducational environment. Thus. what constitutes an appropriate
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educational program for gifted children depends on the prcvéiling model of giftedness. Programs based
on a narrow conception of gifiedness may take the form of acceleration or fast-paced acadcl;lic programs
sul'h as the SMPY programs for highly able math sludeﬁls (Stanlev & Benbow. 1983). More commonly, a
less narrow definition of the target population is used. and children identified as gifted are offered general
cnrichment programs (Soulﬂcrn. Jones. & Slanlc; 1993). Although these programs. which focus on such

1ssues as affective development. creativity and leadership skills. have been criticized by some as
intellectually trivial and academically irrclevent (Sa\\j’er. 1988). they remain popular.  As Pendarvis and

Howley (1996) note “Many gifted cducation programs are based on the assumption that gifted children are

qualitauvely different from other children™ (p. 220).

'3 - .8 -

.
In contrast 1o the interest of professionals in defining gificdness and the interest of parents in

haxing their children identified as “gifted”. there has been little rescarch to examine ciacll_\' w hat
giﬂcdncs; mcans to parents. Mugny and Carugati (1989) used the term "gif}cd child” 1o descnbe the
factor that explained the most variance in their factor analvtic study oflhc; beliefs of S\t\'iss and Itahan
parcnts. teachers. and teachers-in-training about the nature of intelligence in children. The gified child.
who 1s motivated. mature. intelhigent. curious. articulate and posscsses a host of other desirable qualities,
was scen by adults. in Mugny and Carugati's (1989) analysis. as a product of innate and. in the eves of
,parcnts. unmodifiable brological incquality. They fou;ld that parents. especially those who had more than
one child. adhered most strongly to the model of the gifted child.  They argued that this is Bccausc when
parcnts are faced with inexplicable differences between children. they have nothing to fall back upon but
an mnatist modcl. The ultimate result. they proposcd.iis that pa;enls are forced to adopt either a /aissez-

-~ r?z’f

Jaire attude to thgir children’s cognitive development or are obliged to turn to experts. Thus parents are

&=

ulumately somewhat helpless in the face of what are perceived as natural and immutable inequalities.
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Mugny and Carugati's (1989) study. however. does not tell us how pél-rems define a gified child
It is the researchers who named the derived factor as the gtfted child” and parents themselves may not |
describe a gified child as one who has the qualities which lie on that factor. 1t does seem likely though,
that features such as innatencss and immutability are seen by parents as features of giftedness: Few would
arguc that the qualities suggesting cognitive superiority, which alsq layv on Mugny and Carugali's ~gifted”
factor. are contrany to the-gualities of the child labelled “gifted™.

( . s

Indecd. central to the lcrrﬁ “gifted” is the idea that the child is developmentally in advance of his
or her pccfs. and 1t 1s this judgment about their child’s ability that parents make when labelling their child
“gifted”. In general. parents appear to judge their child's success at meeting developmental norms in
accordance with culturally defined expectations. When they deem the child reads. parents provide
sensitive and contingent responses to the child’s behaviour in order to facilitate the acquisition of
dey clopmental skills (Kindenﬁann & Skinner. 1988). When children do not develop at the expected rate.
parents are often the first lro recogni@ the delav. sometimes in the face of expert opinion to the contrary

(Furncaux. 1988). On the other hand. when parents judge their child to be in advance of others they may

conclude their child is gifted.

s Idenufy ing giftedness in children

e

. Of coursc. parents do have a positive bias toward lheir’o;vn children. When asked to predict ihcir
child's score on a test in comparison with that of a hypothetical average child. parents tend to overestimate
their own child's score «Miller. 1988: Miller. Manhal & Mec. 1991). It appears that the parents of
brighter children make more accurate ability judgments than the parents of slower children: howeve . this
phcnomenon may be a staustical antifact (Miller. Manhal & Mce. 1991: Miller & Davis. 1992). Milier

points out that because all parents ov erestimate their children’s abilities. parents of high-scoring children

appear more accurile because the parent's estimate and the child's performance are both close to the
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cetling of the test. He believes. however. that there is evidence for greater accuracy on the part of parents
of bright children even after these problems are explained.

Besides the readily understandable enthusiasm parents have for their own offspring, other sources
of bias may affect parents’ judgment of their child's ability and in parucular, their child’s giftedness. The
parental tendency 10 conclude that their child's better qualitizs are stable and internal and their less  ®

itics unstable and situational (Dix. 1993; Gretarson & Gelfand. 1988) may lead parcnts to

lend greater impottance to their child’s achievements and lead them to ovcrcslimaté their child's ability.
Gender biases result in mothers overrating their sons' competence and attributing their Zlbill:liCS 10
cognitive development while attributing their daughters' competence to .'Ieaming (Martin aﬁd Johnson.
1992). This may result in pz'lréms presuming their sons are gifted while their daughters are hard working.
The finding that parents who were high achievers are harsher in judging their children's ability than
parcats who had been more average students (Felson. 1990) might suggest that more successful parents
should be less likely to believe therr children are giftcd: Thus. although parents of gifted children are
generally reported to be vens ‘bright themselves. they may also judge their child's achievement by harsher

standards than less successful parents.

Despite these possible sources of bias. parents age surprisingly accurate at nominating children
who are subscquently identified as “gifted” by 1Q tests. Louis and Lewis (1992) found that 61% of the
three year olds brought to their clinic were correctly identificd by their parents as gified. This group of
children had a mean Stanford-Binet 1Q of ‘149_ Robinson (1987) found that 47% of the 350 preschoolers
¢oxamined at her cln’nc were in the top 2% of the population. These aulilors also pointed out that those
children who were identified by parents as exceptional but \\'hd were not ulumately identified by testing as
“gifted” were certainly bright or had areas of precocity which were not reflected by their IQ scores. These

-~

findings suggest that parcnis who spontancously identifv their cluldren as exceptional are not blinded by



parental pride.-but are responding to their children’s genuine talents. Those studies (e.g.. Burns. Mathews -

and Mason_‘l‘)‘)«): Hitchfield. 1973) which have found parents to be less successful in identifving gifted
children have used questionable measures to comax giftedness or have actively solicited parental

¥

nomination. a practice which mav.lead to over-referral.

Once parents believe that their child is gifted. they may become actively involved in promoting
their child's gifted behaviours. Rayvmond and Benbow (1989) found that parentsof moderately and highly
gifted children reported encouraging their child in the child's talent area. Although pﬁre;ﬁs%laimcd not to

discriminate by gender. mothers were more involved when the child was verbally talented and fathers.

when the child was mathematically talented. Actual parent behaviours were not defined nor was their

im olvement compared to that of parents of less gifted children. Bloom's (1985) siud.\ of talent repoqgcﬁi
intense parental commitment to the child's progress and provision of opportunitics for the child to .
S}lCCCCd. Although 1n these two studigs it is not clear whether the parents' ;iclions werc simply 1n responsc
to the ¢hild's behaviour or were motivated by an underlving belief in the child's giftedness. a study by
Cc;mell ( I989) found that mothers w h? used the term “gifted” in front of their child were more likely to
v-enroll their child m special programs’for gifted childrén than were mothers of gifted children who did not

usc the term. This suggests that it 1s their acknowledgement that the child is “gificd™ that motivates

mothers to seck out additional opportunitics for the child.

What parents believe about gifted children

-

Parents of gifted children identify their child's giftedness by reference to the child's suberior
mémor_\' and carly language use (Freeman. 1979: Louis & Lewis. 1992), ability to think abstractly (Louis
& Lewis. 1992) and early reading abilit}ﬁ(F reeman. 1979). Parents may identify different qualities in boys
than in girls (Johnson & Lewman. 1990). Girls arc more likely to be identified as gified on the basis of

Y
having an unusually large vocabulary. while curiosity. problem solving and ability to think abstractly have

&



been mentioned as indicators of gifledness in boys. Some parents (Freeman. 1979. Comnell, 1984) have
suggested that they were able to recognize the child's superior abilities in early infancy. These
identifications secrned based on more subjective criteria §uch as the infant’s "alertness™ immediately after

birth.

It is interesting to note that Louis and Lewis (1992) found that parents who incorrectly identified

their preschoolers as gifted mentioned traits related to rote knowledge as indicators of their child's
o .

giftedness. Parents who were correct in their identification were mnore likely to mention global'allr'ibules .

such as abstract thinking. creativity and imap;inalion

‘

o

Freeman (1979) found interesting differences between parents who identified their children as

gifted and parents of equally bright children who did not think of them as gified. She compared three ‘
groups of children. The gifted children were those w hose parents were menibers of a British association
for gified children. Like many such assuciations. membership was based on self-referral and no
documentation that the child et some criteria was required. For cach gifted child. two children of the
same sex were sclected from the target child's classro;)m. one matched for non-verbal 1Q and one selected
at random. These groups of children formed the two control groups. Because many of her target children
attended schools which scicclcd children for ability. Freeman found she had a number of highly intclligent
chuldren in all three groups. The mean Stanford Binet IQ svore for the target gifted children was 147, the
mcan 1Q score for the matched control children was 134 and the mean 1Q score for the random control
children was 119 Freeman found that comparcd to parents of the control children. parents of gifted
children described their children as sleeping less. being unusually active. having poor evesight and
coordination. walking early. haying unusual play preferences. and being morc sensitive. more readily
bored. and morc emotionally labile  In order to segregate the cﬁécl of high intelligence from the effect of

-

being labelled gificd. Freeman regrouped the children into high vs. moderate 1Q groups. The high 1Q
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children (N = 82) had Stanford-Binet IQ scores between l-il and 170 (M"'—' 153) . while the moderate [Q
ctinidrcn (N = 128) had scores ranging from 97 to 140 (M = 120). Although the target children still
comprised over half of the mgh Q group. when high and moderate 1Q children were co_mparcd. the
above-mentioned unusual qualities of the ~gifted™ children disappeared. suggesting that they were not
causes by the children’s high 1Q. Freeman also noted all the high 1Q children whose adjustment was
rated as “poor” on the Bnistol Social Adjusiﬁilcnt Guide werc originallv members of the target group.
Freeman concludes thar the differences in behav iour and adjustment were therefore not caused by high
mtelligence but may have been a resubt. or a causc. of the label “gifted”.  Some parent iden‘liﬁcdr
behaviours did remann which differented between the target and conm;l groups and also between the high
and moderate 1Q groups of children High IQ children were more likely to hav c."djspla.\'cdg:carl.\ verbal
precocity and reading ability . were morc ablc 1o foéus on morc than onc thing at a ime. had excellent
mcmorics and good grades 1n school. The only negative differences between high 1Q and moderate 1Q
chiidren. according to parents. scemied to be that high 1Q children had poor handwriting. fci\er and older

fricnds than other ctuldren. and were described by the parent as feeling ~different”. although the children

did not describe themselyes in those terms

Parental behefs about gifiedness: Summary

e

A number of ditficultics impede the study of parent beliefs These include the broad spectrum of
belicfs that fall under the categon of parent beliefs. the vanous parental attnibutes which may internvene
betaeen the parent's stated belief and possible action on that bclic‘f. and the differing intensities with
which behefs miay be held  Although 1t 1s not clear what gifiedness means to pa;enlg. this belief can be
scen as having the quahities which Goodnow and Colliﬁs {1990) claim identifs slrongl:\ held beliefs -
Parents are reasonably accurate in identifving gified children: however. gifted children may be seen to

*

hav¢ different qualities from less bright children and from equally bright children who are not identified

"

as gified

L

P
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Transmission of beliefs

Paremt beliefs can influence child behaviour in two ways: in the overt transmission of the label )
and accompany ing belicfs about the label or. more indirectly, through parent behaviours  In the latter
cas2. the parent may harbour a behief about a child and act on that behief without directly conveying the
belief 1o the child. This failure to transmit the belief directly may occur for a number of reasons including
the wansience ol”thc situation 1n which the parent acts. the limited understanding of the child. or the
nebulousness of the behef 1t 1s also possible that the parent may not wish the child 10 adopt the belief, in.
particular if the parcnt feels the informaton would be harmful to the child. If the parent docs not direclly{;
communicate a belicf to the child. the child HMmay respond 1o the parcnt's actions. but not 10 the behef
behind those actions. The chuld may not construct any belief in that particular area or. on the contrary.”

may formulate a belief which could be in harmony with or at odds with the parent's belief.

On the oth'cr hand the parent’s belief may be lransmillca dircctly 10 the child. permitting the
child 10 respond not oniy to the parent's actions. but also to the belief guiding those actions. Parents are
likely to transmiut activeh 'lhOSC belicfs which are important to them. which represent stable qualiticps in
the child. and which they believe arc of value for the child to understand  The child. of course. must
understand the behiefs which are being communicated and accept them. Labels may ¢cnhance

transmission

*  The term “gified” 1s a posttine label and parents may be more Likely to tell the child specifically
that he or she is “gifted” than 10 1l the child he or she has a less positive attribute. Once the label is in
place. it1s relatnely casy 1o convey a number of accompanying beliefs about glx hat 1t means to be “gified”.
Thus. transmussion of attitudes from parent to child may be more direct. and pbssibl_v. less subject to

distortion than for beliefs which do not fall as readsly 1nto a categonn  Given the somewhat subjective



qualitv-of the label, hoﬁicx:’ér. a vanety of a;ssocizilcd belhiefs about the trait mayv also be lransrﬂilled from
parent to child.  Although r‘cscarch has not focused on the transmission ;f the label "gifled". ;csearcll on
children's beliefs.about their acadeniic competence suggests that beliefs about competence are transnutted
dirccll_v from parcnt to child anﬁd that children make use of various sources of information to form their
opinions on their own academic competence

As carly as kinderganen. children can mz;kc judgments about their abilitics in academic areas
(Andcrson & Adams. 1985) There arc several possible sources of information that children might usc to
formulate thetr opinions. Children could form their judgments on the basis of test results. social
comparison. parcnial modelling of confidence in one’s academic prowess. or parcntal bclicfs about the
child Phullips’ (1987) study of academically competent Grade 3 students provided importagt evidence
that childr;:n do dey clop their sensc of competence from their parents’ behefs. although not necessariiy by

incorporating these behiefs directly. The children. who were selected from 15 schools. were all high
achiev ing students who has scored above the 75th percentile on slandardi/.pd achicvement tests and who
were ranked in the 1op third of the class by their teachers. The children were divided into high. average

and low competcnce groups bzlscd on their responses to questions about their academic competence.

*
There was no differcnce in the mean ;1c11ie\'cnicnl test scorcs of the three groups. The parents were also
asked to cstimate their child's ability . Children whose mothers rated them as low 1n competence judged
themselves to be cither lower or higher 1n competence than children whose mothers rated them as being of
average competence The fathers of children who falsg!;‘ believed themselves to be of low competence had
lower expectations for their chuldren’s success than did fathers of children who rated themselves as being
of ;n‘cragc or high academic competence. A path analvsis using only familics in which both parents
participated throws sonie light on thesc findings. It indicated that children's competency beliefs were

bascd on their understanding of how their mother judged them. which was 1n turn related to how difficult

their mother behieved school was. Competency béliefs were also based directly on both the child's
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understanding of the father’s judgment and the father's perception of the child's ability. Phillips found no
rclationship between the parents’ judgmem of their own competence and the child's judgment of his or her
own cor?lpelencc. suggesling lha; modelling was not the \'chicié for transmission of competency beliefs.
Phillipg suggcstcd that the apparcnt inconsistency between maternal judgment and child belief might be
moderated by the reluctance of some mothers to brag about their child in public. These mothers might

convey quite different beliefs to the child in private.

When the belicfs transmitted by parents are accurate and realistic lhe_\iean be useful to the child.
If. however. they arc unrcalistic. and if the child has few other sources of information tn the arca. the
child may be misguided. North American children are scldom told by teachers how they “rank™ in the
class compared with other children and must therefore rely on their parents” estimates of their abilitics to
construct their scholastic self-concept. Maclver (1987) 1n his study of 3.204 grade 5 and 6 students
suggested that the children’s optimistic self-assessment of their math ability was the result of lack of -
objective information about their performance in comparison with peers. A paucity of competing sources
of information may tend 10 magnify the ﬁnpacl of parental belicfs  The child who 1s told by parents that
he or she 1s “gifted” and superior o peers may aécepl this information uncritically if there i1s no competing
information. and may construct an unrealistically positive scholastic sclf-concept. As a result of being
lulled 1nto a false sense of achievement. the child may expend less effort in mastering schoolwork and fail
10 l1ve up to expectations.

8

Stevenson. Chen and Lee (1993) compared gifted Asian and American students with average
Asian and American students.  They found that all parents rated their own children as average or above
avcerage. and gifted students in all countries were rated as more intelligent. All American childrer;. gifted
and average. rated themselves similarly while average Asian children rated themselves more modestly

i

than gifted Asian peers Stevenson. Lee. Chen. Lummis. Sticgler. Fan. and Ge (1990) also reported that
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American children were far more confident that they were meeting the standards set by their parents and
gL =
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e _gotw .

teachers and were more likely than were Asian childrertabelieve they would be among the best students

o B .

in their math class In fact, the optimism of the Ameﬁcan& tiren that they were mecting their parents’

staridards was well-justified. When asked to indicate a standard of accomphishment below which they
would be unhappy with their child's performance. American parents tended to choose a less stringent

criterion than Asian parents

Parcntal beliefs do appear to affect children's beliefs. Parental judgments of ability and
expectation for success are transnfitted to children. Onc might speculate that. as a result of the lack of
fécdback received by elementan students about their accomplishments relative to their classmates. North
Americaa children nught be particularly susceptible to forming their judgments of their own ability based
on ihcir parents’ beliefs. The transmission of these belicfs can be direct and it would seem reasonable to
assume that the applicdtion of a label such as “gifted” to a child would facilitatc the transmission of the
parent's beliefs. 1t would also scem likely that any subsidiar}' belicfs or behavioural expectations
associated with the term “gifted child™ would be more likely to be lransmillc;l if the parent told the child
directly “You are gifted”. There has been some interesting speculation on whether telling a child he or

-

she 1s “gifted” i1s wise (Shore. Cornell. Robinson & Ward. 1991). however. rescarch %nol provided any

clear guidelines.

The Impact of the Label "Gifted" on Children

Labels function in education as'a means of delivering specialized senvices to identified students
. (Hickey & Toth. 1990) and although some researchers cschew the label “gifted” (e.g.. Stanley. 1984).it is
widely used in the popular and professional literature in psychology and education to describe advanced

academic performance or cognitive development. Shore. Cornell, Robinson and Ward (1991) in their
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critique of recommended practices in gifted education listed the suggestion that “Gifted children should
L F
not be labeled™ as a reccommendation with “clements of both support and refutation” (p. 281). Cohen
~{1996) 1n her discussion of the domains of knowledge in gified education also notes that there is

conflicting evidence as to whether labelling gifted children is beneficial.

Studics of the impact on children of be-ing labelled “gifted” have suf‘fered from three problems.
Mosl- samples have bccn‘dra\\'n from groups of children alrcady identified by the schools as gifted. 1t1s
sometimes not clear to what degree the children understand or agree with the label or to what dcgrz:c their
parents view the child as a gifted child. A sccond oversight. which sometimes appears in studies seeking
to identify the impact of the label ~gifted™. is the failure to ask what befalls the child as a result of such an
identification It therefore becomes unclear whether any satisfaction or dissatisfaction which the child
feels as a result of such a label 1s due to the label or 1o changes in the educational environment. w hthr it
1s a result of parent-child interactions: or whether. as a consequencce of the child's greater intelligence. it s

a function of a greater sensitivity and awarcness on the part of the child.

Finally . 1t 15 not at all clear what parents understand by the label “gifted™ and what they believe
the implications of such a label to be  Is therea commonly held belief or do parents differ? Do parents
whose children are gifted hold ditferent ideas from parents whose children are not so identified” The

degree 1o which the identified children understand and share their parent's beliefs is also unknown.

It is clear. however. that some parents do not rebgar'd “gifted” as a desirable labet for their child.
and not all parcents whose children are identified as gifted use the term in front of the childllcn_ Sonie. in
fact. actively avoid it. Cornell (1989) found that 25% of parcnts of a gr(;up of children s:clecled fora
summer enrichment program avoided using the term “gifted”. He speculated that parents who avoided

this term might be very conscientious and concerned with possible damaging effects of labelling their
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child or that they might be less cmotionally invested in their child's success than those parents who did

usc the term: however, he did not actively pursue why such differences exist.

Solow (1995) in her studyv of 10 families with gifted children mentioned that some “resisted. or
simply chosec not to use the gifted label™ (p.142). however. she did not elaborate on their reasons. She was
intcrested in the parents™ reasoning about their children’s problems and devised a 4~lcvcl. taxonomy which
catcgornzed parcnl:xl reasoning At the lowest level, families had no theoretical context for gifted
behaviours. while at the the highest level families used explanations which acknowledged certain traits
and behaviours as tvpical of gifted children. Although she found no parents réasoning at the highest
level. 1t 1s interesting that she presumed that a broader explanation of giftedness was higher. and

presumably better. level of reasoning than a narrow. more doinain specific onc.

Dewey Cornell (1984, 1989, 1990) ;md":ftfis collcagues (Cornell & Gros_sbcrg. 1987; Cornell ct al..
1990; Cornell. Delcourt. Goldberg & Bland. 1i)‘)§f§Tulllc & Cornell. 1993) are among the few rescarchers
who have concerned themsclves with both the label and the source of the label  In a study of children who
had been sclected for a summer ennchment program. Cornell (1989) noted that 10% of parents did not
behieve their child to be gifted. A later study (Tuttle and Cornell. 1993) studied 144 pairs of children 10
exiamine the impact of the label “gifted” on the unlabelled sibling. The children were first and second-
born siblings between the ages of 10 and 16. one of whom had been selgcled to attend a summer
cnrichn:cnﬁ program. [n 12% of the cases. both children in the sibling pair had been selected for the
progran;. while in the rcméining 38%¢ of the pairs. only one child had been selected. Both the children's
parents and school representatives were asked whether or not they believed cach child in the sibling pair
1o be gifted. Parent and school agreed on the label for about 75% of the 288 children zﬁwnding the

program. Howcver. 17% of the auending children were identified by the school as gifted but were not



considered to be so by their parents. while 8% of the siblings of the children attending the program werc

identified as gifted by the parents but not by the school.

-

The impécl of the ~gifted” label on those children who are identified has been examined by
numerous researchers. Differences in the source of the label has led to a dichotomy in studics of familics
of gifted children and the impact of giftedness on their relationships. On one hand are those smdie_g
which ask \\.hal happ’éns within a family when a child is selected by the school as a gified child. These
* studies focus on arcas such as parental adjustment to the label. the impact of the label on relauonships
between labelled and non-labelled siblings. and possible differences in parent-child relationships between
labelled and unlabelled children and their parents (Grenier, 1985; Ballering & Koch, 1984; Keirouz,
1990). On the other hand arc those studies which try to determine the degree to which the child is
nurtured into giftedness as a result of a fortuitous confluence of the child's natural ability, birth order, and
gender with the family’s values and aspirations (Robinson. 1987: Albert, 1980a, 1980b; Bloom. 1985:
Rimm and Lowe. 1988) In the former case. a parent who may be relatively naive about the child's talents
must adjust to the child's identification. as must the entire family system. In the latter case. the formal
identification by the schiool system simply validates the parent's efforts and beliefs. Presumably. different
dvnamics would be at work in families where the child's precocity was a surprise as opposed to those

families in which 1t was expected.

Whether the label ~gifted” emanates from the school or parents it may affect both familial

relattonships and peer relationships. 1t may also affect the child's scnse of self-worth both directly and

through the response of others to the label.

L3
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Within the domain of the family. some authors have suggested the potential for friction between

-

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



hamper some of these studies. 1t appears that. at least initially. children labelled ~gifted” are likely to have
a closer relationship with parents (Ballcrihg and Koch. 1984) and a poorer relationship with siblings
(Gremier. 1985: Ballering & Koch. 1984). Colangelo and Brower (1987) concluded that five years after
the initial identification of one child as gifted there was no disadvantage to the non-identified sibling.
Although the authors did not investigate the relationship between the siblings. they did conclude that any
possiblc negative cffects of labelling on the non-gified sibling were transitory. Chamrand. Robinson and
Janos (1995) also found no difference between gifted and non-gifted siblings in adjustment or problems.
Tuttle and Corneit (1993) sclected a sample of gifted children and their siblings but focused on maternal
labelling of the child rather than school labelling. They found that birth order plaved a pivotal role in
sibling rclationships. When the eldest sibling was labelled and the sccond was not. the sibling

relationship was warmer than when the second sibling was labelled and the clder was not.

A sccond arca of interest has been the impact of the label “gifted™ on the child's social
relanionships. Here a question anses as to whether any difficulties the child faces are a result of the child's
superior intelligence and resultant inability to share similar interests with peers. the singling out of the
chiid as"'giftcd" by authorities and subsequent resentment by peers. or the 1solation of the child fromn
average peers by placement in a special class. It has been suggested (Hollingworth. 1942) that children
who are extremely precocious are so different from their age peers that thev become social isolates.
Aniong gifted children of more modgest 1Q levels. up to 170. there 1s no relationship between academic

achievement and nmlnd)usm\an(Orzlm. Cornell. & Rutemiller. 1995).

It has been suggested that gified children fecl different and that this sense of differentness may
lead to alicntation from peers  Reaction to a sense of differentness might be particularly damaging to
teenaged girls who may be exceptionally susceptible to peer pressure to conceal their academic precocity

in order 1o appear average and therefore. socially acceptable (Kramer. 1991: Read. 1991). Read (1991)



noted that gified tcenaged girls regarded intellectually able teenaged boys as “nerds”. Cross, Coleman and
Stewart (1993) claimed lha: over half of lhe 1.465 giﬂe(f adolescent girls and bovs they surveyed
manipulaled information in order to downplay their academic success to avoid alienating their peers.
However. the tendency to deprecate onc's talent may not be unique to gifted students. JU\'oncn and
Murdock (1993) asked students in regular classes to explain success or failurc on a ;est to a hypothetical
audience. variously described as a teacher, parent or popular peers. Success as a result of high ability and
effort, the hallmark of the archetypical “nerd™, ;"as not socially desirable. Success was acceptable to peers
if it was a result of high ability in combination with low gtTon or perccived low ability and hard work.
Slu&cnls recognized. furthermore. that effort and ab’ility were considered desirable to adults. 1t would
appear from this study that it would be acceptable to be gifted, as long as on¢ was not perceived as over-
scalous in the pursuit of on¢'s studies. Cole and Cilia (1990) found that w hile Australian teenagers
predicted a videotaped subject labelled “gifted™ would do well in academic areas. the behaviour of the
subject (cither competent or non-competent) had a greater eﬁ‘ecl on student judgments than did the label.
Students belicved the competent student would be a better student. friendlier and more of a leader than the
less competent student. independent of the gifted label.

t

Being in a special class for the gified does not seem to affect the child's popularity cither. at least

3

bevond clementary school. Schneider. Clegg. Byrne. Ledingham and Crombie (1989) found that Grade 8
and 10 students who were in scgregated classes were cqually well regarded by their peers as comparably
bright students who were in integrated classes. Only in Grade 5 were integrated gifted students regarded
as morc socially adept than their segregated peers. While segregated classes for the gifted do not appear
to cause average students 1o reject their gifted peers. Goldring (1990). ina mc;a-anal_\ sis of the effect of
various programs on gifted children. concluded that segregated programs resulted in gified students
having a less favourablc opimon of average peers. It might be suggested that gified children z;re mor¢

sensitive 1o social nuances than arc their average classmates and arce. therefore. more aware of subtle
\



forms of rejection. However. children identified as gifted have not been found to display hiéher levels of
interpersonal sensitivity than control childrén (Ritchie, Bernard & Schertzer. 1982). Thus. it appears that
while gifted students feel uncasy about the effect of the gifted label on peers. the pe<;rs arc more like’l_\. at
least by adolescence. to judge the bright student on behavioural competence and by llhc same standards as
other students, Despite these findings. some rescarchers have suggested that there is. among the public. a
general suspicion of gified children. Slcrnbergr( 1996) describes the “constellation of emolioﬁs about the
gifted. nachly Dsislnlft. Envy, Anxiety and Fear”™ (p.170). If these beliefs are communicated to students.

they may develop by adolescence a sense of uncase and of “delusions of ungrandeur™ (Schneider. 1987. p.

71) 1n the arcas of social competence and peer acceptance.

Schneider (1987) summarized the rescarch on the peer relations of gifted children by concluding
that "Every sociometric study of peer rclations of the gifted child at the elementany school level indicatas
theyv are better accepted than controls™ (p. 71 ). However. it could be argued that st_udies finding
widespread acceptance ()E gifted children by their peers may be marrcfc!:f by selection bias. Intellectually
gifted children who are identified as gifted and assigned to special proérams may be selected from well-
adjusted children. while those gifted children who are unpopular and non-confonning may be overlooked.
Gottfried and his associates (Gotifried. Gottfried. Bathurst and Guerin. 1994) in their longitudinal study
of u group of healthy middle-class children. whont they followed from age 1. ;1\'oided this problem.
Children in their study were assessed on a number of cognitive and affective measures by assessors who
were blind to previous outcomes. At age 8. the children (N = 107) were tested on the WISC-R and
designated as gifted. having an 1Q of 130 or more. (N = 20) or non-gifted, having an IQ of Iess than 130
(N = 87). They found no difference between the gified and non-gifted children on earlier measures of°

temiperament. general persistence and motivation. adjustment or peer relations. although they did find

consistent differences in test behaviour. in particular motivation and persistence in test situations. There
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was however. no difference between groups on such allegedly “gifted” behaviours as complaining of
loneliness. preferring to play alone. or preferring older playmates.

Cornell ¢ 1990) examined the specific problems of the un;}opular gifted child. by examining what
characteristics were common to gifted children who were unpopular with other bright sl}xdems ina
summer rcsidemial enrichment program.  He found that they differed from their peers not in inlelligchcc
or personal adjustment (as indicated bn measures of anxiety, nervousncss, ar dependency ) but in having a
lower socio-economic status. poorer social self-concept and lower tcacher judgmen( of academic self-

csteem.

A third area upon‘\\hich the label gifted could have an impact is the child's self-image. Self-
esteem. 1n particular academic sclf<csteem and social self-esteem. is the area most frequently examined by
rescarchers. Hoge and chmlﬁ (1991). in their review of the literature, suggested that gified children do
not suffer deficits in self esteem compared with average children. They cautioned that mc;thodological

‘ﬂzm's in some studics and conflicting evidence among them war;anlcd cal:nion in accepting their
conclusions wholehcartedly.  Gifted and ﬁon-giftcd students may differ little on global measures of sclf-
cslccm;)houcvcr. the source of their self-worth may differ (Hoge & McSheffrey. 1991, Garzarelli.
FE\-'crharL & Lester, 1993). Most evidence suggests that gifted children have higher scores on measures of
academic self-esteem (Colangelo & Brower. 1987 Kelly & Jorden. 1990, Ll 1988). An exception is the
child in a segregated class for the giﬂ»cd. Somc studics have found that children in these classes tend to
hav e lower scores for acadcm;c sclf-csteem than their intellectual pecrs in integrated classes although
these two groups do not differ in other areas of sclf-esicem. Academic self-estcem is presumably affected
because the segregated students are comparing themselves with other high ability students (Schneider.

Clegg. Byvrne. Ledingham. & Crombie. 1989. Cornell. Delcourt. Goldberg. & Bland. 1992 Marsh,

Chessor. Craven & Roche. 1993) The finding of higher academic self-esteem among non-scgregated
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.gifled stuciems is 50 commonly accepted that when Gresham. Evans. and Elliott (1988) found no
difference in academic self-cfficacy between gifted and regular students. they admitted to some perplexity
over their results. They speculated that w"hilc self-esteem ahd self-efficacy are related concepts. there are
some differences. While giﬂed children may assess their academic ability most positively than average
children, they may not differ from OlilCl' children in the degree to which they bciigv&lhey can cope with

academic challenges.

.

Some rescarchers have found gifted children to score more highly on measures of behavioural
7 L4 L1
self-concept as well as academic sclf-concept (Li. 1988 Yong & Mclntyre. 1991) and. since good
classroom behaviour in the forin of attending to the teacher. completing assigned work. and trying hard is

“oftcn a prerequusite to academic success. this relationship is not surprising. In the area of socid! s¢lf-

esteem. however. most rcscarchcrs‘h;n'c found that gifted children do not differ from students not labelled

-

gifted (Kelly & Jorden, 1990: Li. l98é)f‘ However. Gresham, Evans and Elliott (1988) found that gifted

* £

students scored themselves morc poorly on soaal self-cfficacy thap did regular students. while Whalen

and Csikszentmihalyi (1989) suggested that jﬁed students arc more uncertain of their social competence.

Of particular relevance to the question éf labelling is Cornell's (1989) finding thalitgffled students whose
T, 3 -

mo{ilcr;;‘lilbelled them “gifted” saw thenisclves as less ph_\*éicall_\' atiractive and less popular than thosc

. ) . ) - - . f“, - .
gifted students whose mothers avoided the term. Cornell’s findings suggest that this sensc of being
B e,

different may affect peer relations. Janos. Fung and Robinséﬁ(l985) found that gifted children who
. g - . g .

beheved themselves to be “different” felt they had greater difficulty with peers than similar ability students

who did not feel different. Cross. Coleman. and Stewart (1993) found that of the 1465 adolescent students

, %hcy interviewed at a summer enrichment program. moslﬁ» themselves as intellectually different from

4hcir lcss able pecrs. They felt that they were more setious al30ul lecarning and that the other students in
the sun‘mer program wcre more like themselves than were their regular school peers. Manor-Bullock.
Look and Dixon (1995) also found that while 65% of their subjects in a residental school for-gifted

o e
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students said they felt socially different from students in their previous high schools, a majority said they
had had friends. The authors noted that lhe)"had a low response rate and that students who choose to
leave their home schools and attend a residential school may be different from those who prefer to remain.
Freeman (1994) followed up her study of gified British children by interviewing the children again when
they were in their teens She found that the children with 1Q’s between 140 and 11\7() were more likely to

claim to feel different. However. these students did not report this difference as affecting their social

relationships.

L 3
Of course. regarding oneself as sociallv competent is only important if one values social
* t
competence. There is some suggestion that wanting to be popular and socially adept may be unimportant
‘ 3 ki . . .
or even deleterious to gifted students. Brody and Benbow (1986) found that while highly gifted stadents

perceived themselves as less popular than less extremely gifted students. they did not suffer from lower

»
*

self-cstcem or run any greater risk of déprcssion. Within the highly gifted group. however, those students
who were verbally gifted were more likely to feel unpopular, and the authors suggested that these students.
whom they believe to be more like very high 1Q stuéems of other studies. might be at greater risk for
cmotional and social problems than the students who were mathematically gifted. Their subjects.
however. were an extremely sclect group. The cdmparison group of students was dra\m-from the top 3%
of students while their “gifted™ group represented the top .01% of students. Extrapolation from this group
to students in gencral. even gifted students. may be difficult. Tomlinson-Keasy and Little (1990) in a
,slud_\' ol 1069 of Terman's (1925) subjects. now in later adulthood. foung to their surprise that children
who were “popular, c'njo,\'cd good health. radiated physical cnergy and maintained a checrful and
optimustic attitude were less likcly to maintain their intellectual skill as adults. whereas less popular

children were more likcly to evidence intcllectual interests as adults™ (p. 432).
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Onverall. conflicting messages about the general social competence and adjustment of gified
Pt ]

chuldren are found throughout the literature. On one hand, much information suggests that, in general,
gifted children do not differ from others in their levels of self-esteem or their social competence. and

Y ,
possible difficultics with brothers and sisters appear to be transient. Gified children may feel different. but

it 15 not clear that this is invariably ncgative. However. there is also a trend within the literature which
suggests that gified children face unusual difficulties 1t is not only Sternberg (1996) who is concerncd

°

that gifted children are educationally underserved because they are resented.  Other researchers also
L)

suggest that gi%lcdechilclrcn arc neglected because their pedagogical needs are different, Roeper (1996)
has suggested that they' “fit the norm cven less than others™ (p. 225) and that they may fall behind in basic
skills ?f rcading and computation. They “are also often not good skill learners... There is also a.current
tendency to believe that gifted children are prone to having learning disabilines™ (Roeper., l‘)‘)fx p. 225)

Furthcrmore. she sug,geSls that they are secn by some as being more psvchologically complex than other

chiidren, a trait which 1s se¢en to make life more difficult for them.
*

One arca +which has reccived litde attention is the specific impact of the label “gifted” on?

8

- . . . . ) - . * .
children's motivation and attributions for success and failure. Although gifted and non-gifted children

have been compared on these qualities. the impact of being labeled as “gifted™ has scldom been addressed.
%

.

Diveck (1986) and her associates (Elliott & Dweck. 1983%) have suggested that the individual's model of

intclligence. whether intelligenee is believed to be a product of incremental learning or an innate, stable

3

quality. will affect the individual's decision to pursue learning goals or performance goals. Pursuing the

latter 1s seen as potentially handicapping as it can lead to an avoidance of challenge and. if combined with

a beliefl in stable. internal low ability. can lead to learned helplessness. Hayamizu and Weiner (1991)
claborated on Dweck's proposal. They proposcd that performance goals can be subdivided into a set of
goals which focus on personal advancement. such as getting into university. and a set of goals which focus

on winning the approval of others and suggested that the former tvpe of performance goals was more
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conducive to effort thar was the latter. They concluded that a belief in low innate ability is immical to
any goals. cither learning or performance. They did not emphasize the role of avoidance of challenge in

thetr study.

If giftedness is perceived as innate. will it affect the child's preference for learning or
performance goals? 1t appears that gified and non-gified students may attribute their success to different
canse;. Kurt/ and Weincert (1988) found that intcllectualiy gafted German children attributed academic
success ’l?.iabilil) w hile their average peers attributed such success to effort. They did not explore the
children’s preferences for learning or performance goals. Ames and Archer (1988). using a North
American sample of academically advanced students, found that when comparced with peers who lbcuscdq
on learning goals. acadcmically advanced students who focuscd on performance goals lched to underrate
their ability and were more hikeh to allriﬁulc failure to lack of ability. Laffoon. Jenkins-Friedman and
Tollefson (1989). found supporn for Dweck’s model in their study of gificd students. Moderately

T
undcrachieving gifted students were more likely than were achieving gified students to avoid challenge

and also to attribute their success to ability and their failure to external. uncontrollable causes such as

luck.

Roberts and Lovett (1994). although they were not specifically interested in labelling. conducted
onc of the few-studics w hich has compared labelled gifted students with unlabelled high achieving
students and with their average peers  The authors examined the varnicty of pressures which are said to
converge on gifted students and which nught make it very important for these children to achieve  They
were particularly iterested 1n the impact ol: failure on gifted students. They found gifted students scored
higher than the two control groups on a measure of irrational beliefs and a measure of perfectionism. and
had larger negative reactions to failure. In an experimental failure situation. gifted students showed

significantly morc physiological stress as measured by digit skin temperature and a greater decrease in

~
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positive and increase in negative affect than did the high achievers or the average students. It might be

EX

&

“speculated that this increased perfectionism and reactivity to failure could lcad these gifted \studcnls o
avoid situations where they rﬂight ﬁsk failure. They may. therefore, tend to avoid challenge and prefer
performance goals. The suggestion that being “gifted”. and the increased expectations surrounding the
label. can be highly stressful has found support in other research. Although there has been lite research
focusing on the impact of the label “gifted™ in the arca of motivation and anribulipns. possit;le differences
ma$ occur in attributions for success aﬁd failure, preference for lcarning or performance goals, and

willingness to take risks and pursuc challenges.

Some rescarchers have asked children directly whether fhc_\ liked being labelled gifted or
whether the label had precipitated aﬁy problems. ;ershc_\‘ and Oliver (1988) found that of the 600
chiidren they spol;c/\\ith__ 39%% said they might be happier without the gified label. Only 30% said tl‘m)
had no problems as a result of being labelled gifted. There is evidence suggesting that children identified
| as gifted feel that too much is expected of them (Delisle & Galbraith, 1987: Kaplan & Geoffrov. 1993).
Robinson (1990) asked 396 Amenican high school students who had been selected to attend a sp.ccial high
school based on both their academic performance and cofitributions to their schools how they felt about
being labeled ~gifted”. Of these students. 28.6% felt that they were moderately or very uncomfortable |
with the label “gifted”. Comparing extreme groups. those very happy or very unhappy with the label.
Robinson found that the students who were very unhappy were less likely to believe that their fricnds and
family agreed lhe_\‘ werce gifted. less likely to believe that their friends and family trcated them differently.
and less prone to like fecling different than were the students who were very happy with the label.
Robinson (1990} attnibuted the difference in acceptance of the giﬂcd label to whether the student had been
identified by the school or by parents  He suggested that it was more desirable that the child be identified |

by parents. noting that only 14% of the uncomfortable students versus 22% of the comfortable students

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



difference between comfortable and uncomfortable students as a result of whether parents, school
personnel. or other. non-reported. sources first told them of thieir gifiedness was not significant. x2(2. N =

155)=2.04.p= 62

The impact of the label “gifted”: Summary

Overt parcntal labelling of the child as “gifted” may result both in lcss optimal sibling
relationships and lowered social self-cfficacy. Within the familyv. difficultics scem to be minimized if it is

the cldest child who is labelled.

While children of high academic ability app&?«'tfr to have a more positive academic and perhaps
behavioural self-concept than their less acadcmlcall)f ad\.pl peers. they may fall short of these peers in the
area of social sclf<oncept. Although some glfpd/ hildren may complain about the insensitivity of peers

(American Association for Gified Childres. l978). it seems that these peers may not be as rejecting of the

gified child as they are/perceived to be. Gifted children may feel. however. that they have to manage their

image in order netd appear oo bright

Freeman's {1979) study suggested that parents who consider their child to be gifted ;a_\' idenufyv
their child as different from non-gified children in emotional and behavioural areas as well as in academic
arcas. perhaps leading the child to be overly sensitive to possible peer rejection.  Gifted children who
belicve themselves to be “different”™ may have less satisfactory peer relationships. A substantial munority of

gifted children may rcgard the ~gifted™ label as negative or problematic.

\
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Much of the research on the label “gifted” has focused on socio-cmotional conse?]uenccs of
labelling. and hinile has been done on the impact of the label on attributions, preference for learning or

rformance goals. and willingness to risk failure.
g

Some questions about the term "gifted"

It is not clcar how parental beliefs about labelling and the information conveved to the oo -1d
about the label affect the child's feelings about the label or how this is related to someé of the negative
outcomes. )

The rescarch suggests that parents are reasonably good judges of their children's ability: however.
1t also suggests that parents are more than impassive observers of their children's development. Bloom
(1985) was not the first to have noted the involvement of parents in the dc;\'elopmenl of their children's
talents. The beliefs of parents about their children’s competency seems io have an effect on the child's
beliefs. although not necessarily on the child's behaviour. If the parent believes that the child is gified, the
parcnt may behave differently toward the child than if the parent believes the child is simply a good or
avcrage student. Furthermore. this belief that the child is gifted may be transmitted to the child. Finally,

the parent may think more deeply on the meaning of “giftedness™ and develop an understanding which

differs from that of parcnts who do not hold such a belief.

Central to any considerations of the effect the label “gifted™ might have upon a child.is the
question. “What docs “gifted” mean”” In the Webster's New World Dictionany (3rd ed.). a gift 1s
described minally as “something given or bestowed™ and. as an alternate meaming. ~a natural ability.
talent” (p. 611) A gift comes from outside oneself 1t is not carned. To be gifted is to be more than

merely intefligent. at least according to the dictionary. which offers “smart™ and “bright™. but not “gifted”
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as synonyms for intclligent. ~Gift” is defined as a talent and appears as a synonym for talent. These two
words are distinguished from one another by the explanation that a talent, although native to the
possessor. can be cultivated: but a gift is "bestowed upon one as by nature and not acquired through effort”
(p. 1486). ~Genius™ also appears as a synonvmn for lale’m. although it is defined as indicative of a \
phcnomenal mental prowess. These definitions suggest that giftedness is innate and unearned and.

perhaps. that 1t is a more powerful quality lhan simple intelligence. which 1s defined in terms of ability to
“learn and the possession of knowledge. 1t is almost lcmplingrld think in terms of mythological Muses or
gifts from the gods. When a parent describes a child as gifted, does that parent intimate that the child is

in possession of a powerful. innate. unearned quality? Doces the child understand these implications? It
might also be enquired wh-clhcr parents of gifted children understand the meaning of giftedness differently
from those parents who do not identifv their children as gified, and to what degree parental beliefs about
giftcdncss are transmitted to children.  Although many authors hévc attempted to define gificdness

(Gagne. 1985. Tannenbaum. 19386: Jackson & Butterfield. 1986. Renzulli. 1984). a review of the literaturce
suggests that no onc has focused specifically on what the term means to parents. Only Gagne and his
associates (Gagne. Belanger & Motard. 1993). who have theorized about the relationship between “talent™
and “giftedness”. have approached the questions of meaning and lavpersons' predictions of prevalence.

Thev found that Quebec francophone adults believed that there were almost twice as many people who

were talented as people who were gifted. Overall. respondents believed that 17% of the population was
gifted. Gagne noted that respondents felt that. in comparison with talent. giftedness was rare. was

reserved for intellectual abihitics. was an omnibus ability and was hereditary while talent could be

devcloped by effort. He drew his sample from widely disparate groups and found. not surprisingly. largc

individual differences. His rescarch was done on a francophone population and it 1s not clear that

giftedness has the same connotations in French as in English.
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A second ccn}rafquesuon which arises s the impact on ihe child of the parents’ belief. The seif-
esteem and self-concept of giftéd children has been examined Even when it has been discussed in terms -
of the labelling of the child. however. it has not been discussed in terms of the child's understanding of the
label. ' k\ '
One group of parents who believe that their child is gifted is those who join associations for
gifted children on behalf of their children. These parents share a belicf that their child is advanced in
comparison with agc peers. generally in cognitive arcas, but sometimes in artistic areas as well. The
parent associations provide \'aluabl'é advocacy for educational improvement and dissecminate information
to their membership on schooling and parenting. Unlike assoziau'ons for high-1Q adults such as Mensa.
associations for gifted children seldom require documentation of the child's abilitics. and parents may
differ from onc another in the amount of support they have from friends or professionals in their
assessment of the child's cognitive development. By joiningvan association for gifted children. these

parents can be seen 1o have made a voluntary. public commitment to their belief in'their child's advanced

cognitive skills

They. therefore. form a unique and interesting group. quite unlike other parents who mav comc
together as a result of a diagnosis that their child's development is aberrant. Within samples of parents
whose children have been diagnosed as learning disabled or mentally or physically challenged. individual
parents may differ from onc another in the degree to which they understand and accept the diagnosis of
their child's special needs. These parents. unlike parents of gifted children. are thrown together by a
common fate ralhér than by a shared belief. The difference can be secn by trying to imagine a situation in

.
which parents might join an association for mentally handicapped children on behalf of their child as a

result of their own assessment of their child's development and without having a professional docun}Fm

that their child was. indeed. mcma"_x handicapped. In contrast. because of the positive implications of
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giftedness. parents may be quite willing to join associations for gifted children wilhouf having had their
child formally tested. While parents of children in enrichment programs are also be likely to be pleased
with the child's sclection for these programs, selection is usually in the hands of educators. The voluntary
nature of the parent group and the lack of reliance on professional diagnosis for membership means that
the parents who join associations for the gifted are an unusual and interesting group and one whose

members might be expected to hold strong and well-articulated beliefs on giftedness.

Onc way to examine the impact of the concept of gifiedness on the child would be to study groups
of parcnts that vary in their \\'illiqgncss to usc the term “gifted”. i ¢ . to have parents who both behieve that
their child is gifted and communicate that idea in those words to the child. and parents who believe that
therr child 1s gifted but avoid using that term. Cornell’s (1989) .slud_v indicated that 25% of parents who
believed their children o be gified did. in facgl. avoid using that term. Corncll drew his sample of children
and therr parents from familics of children enrolled in camp for gifted children in the eastern United
States It1s i:ncrcsli’ng to ask why somc of the parents of these children might actively avoid descnbing
their child as “gifted”. A preliminan question is whether his results can be replicated in Canada or
whether the reluctance to use this term s ﬁniquc to the specific historical and cultural context of the
United States  Study | was undertaken to survey the members of the Gifted Children's Association of the
Lower Mainland of British Columbia to examine whether parents do differ in their willingness to use the
term “gifted”. Active avoidance of this term by parents who have joined the Gifted Children's Association

would suggest that this word has connotations with which parents arc uneasy. A second purpose of this

sun ey was to establish a source of subjects for further research into this area.

The British Columbia Gifted Children's Association (GCA) provides families of gifted children
and other interested individuals with information on giftedness through workshops. meetings. speakers

and newsletters. and encourages wider societal recognition of the needs of very able children. There arc
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no qqaliﬁcations for membership 1n the GCA: no panicul‘ér criteria are set to déﬁne giftedness; and no
proof 1s required that the child meets some standard. Parents who La\'e enrolled on behalf of their
children have made a public commitment to their belief in their child's giftedncss. lqu%mc of these
parenls can be 1dentified as avoiding the usc of the term “gifted™. it \»ou;d suggest that this term has

connotations with which some parents are uncomforiable. This might suggest possible problems. at least

in the eye of parents, with labelling children ~gified”.



STUDY 1
Method

Procedure

——
\

A suney and a covenng letier (Appendix A) was sent to each of 240 mcmbers of the GCA living
on the Lower Mainland of British Columbia in January of 1993. In order to protect the members'
anony muty, envelopes were addressed and surveys mailed by a member of the GCA cxecutive It is not
known whether the envelope was addressed 1o the mother. the father. or both and resbondems were nol
asked to ldcmiL;_\'thclhcr they were the father or the mother of the gifted child.  However. in almost half
the sunveys (54 out of 112). an examination of the wording of answers indicated which parent was
responding. Of these surveys. 3 (3%0) appeared to have been completed by both pa\rents as indicated by
diffenng handwriting or by both the father’s and the mother’s responses being worded in the first person.
The remaining 51 suncys were completed by the mother. In one case, the mother indicated that her
husband would have nothing to do with the Gifted Children’s Association. 1t could not be ascertained
who completed the remaining 52% of the survevs: however. in no case did the wording of answers suggest
that the father alonc had conipleted the survey. That mothers would be more involved with the
identification of their child as “"gifted” is suggested by Cornell’s (1984) study of families of gifted
children. Hc reported that parents in 14 of the families in his study disagreed as to whether or not a child
was gified. In 13 of these familics. the mother believed the child was gifted. while the father did not.
“Cornell suggested that while the mothers defined “giftedness™ in terms of learning ability, the fathers felt
giftedness was more akin to genius. 1t appears that the among the parents in Study 1. the task of

responding to the survey fell 10 the mother.

Recipients were asked to complete and return the survev in the enclosed. stamped. addressed
em clope and 1o include their name. address and/or phone number if they would be intercsted in being

contacted to discuss parucipation in later rescarch. Of these families and individuals. 112 families with
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. Children (47%) replied, all of \;'hom included their name. address and/or telephone number indicating that

they might be willing to participate in further rescarch. These 112 families lived in the Vancouver school

district or onc of nine surrounding suburban or smaller urban school districts. The student populations in
L]

these districts ranged from 53.615 in Vancouver. the largest district. to approximately 3.838 in New

Westminster. the smallest district.

Results

Total Sé‘i‘n‘glc

The responding familics were well educated. with 67% of the fathers and 6 1% of the mothers
holding at least onc university degree. Onl,\'Jl.’»' (11.6% ) mothers and 13 (11.9%) fathers had a high
school degree or less. A total of 25 fathers (22%) and 4 mothers (3.5%) had .a Ph.D. or M.D. Parents had
occupations commensurate with their education. Only 7 fathers (6.4%) and 3 mothers (2.6%) held jobs
that could be classified as semi-skilled or unskilled. Of,the 110 mothers responding. only 17 (15%)

identified themselves solely as a mother or homemaker.

The 112 families that responded had a total of 227 children. In 3 of these families. the
respondent indicated that the father did not live in the home  Family size ranged from | to 5 children
with the mean famiiy' sizc being 2 3 children (SD =.9). There were 83 girls and 144 boys in the sample. a
larger number of boys than would be expected by chance (2 = +4.33, p<_()l).?{ is not clear from the

i .
information available whether familics of boys are more hkely to identify their children as gifted, whether
morc parents of bovs join the GCA or whether parents of boys are more likely to volunteer for research.

Chuldren mentioned ranged in age from 1 to 33 years old with a mé’aq ageof 10.1 (SD = 4.8). Parents
3 .
mentioned 8 children who werc over 19. Because the questions asked about gificd “children™., these ¥

individuals. 6 males and 2 femalcs. were eliminated from further analysis. Without them. the mean age of

the children was 9.7 vears (SD = 3 8).
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Parents were asked to identifv all children who were gifted or talented (Q1)and respond (o a
number of questions about them. This questionnaire is appended (Appendix A). When parents were '\

7

unsure about the identification of onc of their children as gifted. it was assumed that if they included the
possibly gifted chuld when answcringﬂ the remairﬁng questions, they d;d indeed think of that child as
gifted. If the parcnt mentioned only that another child might be giﬁed, but did not include that child in
answering anv other questions. the child was categorized as "non-giﬁéd". A total of 175 of the children,
105 bovs and 70 girls. were identificd as gifted. A chi-square of sex by giftedness was non-significant,

12( 1.N =219)=011.p=91 In 21% of the families the child identificd was an only child. while of the

remaining 88 familics who had more than one child, fully 62.5% belicved all their children to be gifted.

Elementarv School Age Children

<
3

Because the fo:ué of the interest was parents and their clementary school age children. further
discussion will consider only those children who would have been in elementary school. between
. Kindergarten and Grad: 7. when the survey was taken. These are all children born between 1980 and
19¥7 and their f:imil;cs One child. born in January of 1988 and attending a private elementary school
and those children born between 1980 and 1987 who were home schooled were also included. There was
a total of 15~9 clementary school children from 101 families. Of this total of 159 elementary school

children. 136 (50 girls and 86 bovs) were identified as gifted.

Why were some children less likely to be identified as gified”? A y# was used to determine
whether the sex of the child influenced the likelihood of the child being identified.a$ gified. This proved to
be non-significant. xz(l. § =159) = 027.p=.87 A second possibility was the age of the child. There

was a difference in the age of the gificd when compared with the non-gifted children. the gifted children
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being s;gniﬁcanlly older. The mean age of the gified children was 9.8 years (SD = 1.91) and that of the

non-gified. 8.71 vears (SD = 2.03). 159) =2.31.p < .05

There were 20 only children and 65 firstborn children. Of these first-borns. 64 were identified as
gifted. Gified and non-gifted children were compared by birth order. {irst child v. second child v. third or

o : <

later child (Table 1)

y

Table | .
Percentage of first-, second-. and later-born children identified as gified and non-gifted

/ .

Birth position  n % gifted " % non-gifted
...................................... = A8 AT ) e
First-born 65 98, ' 2.
Sccond-born 62 76, 24
Later-bomn 12 S8, 42.

s anamans.

Nojg. Percentages with different subscripts differ significantly.

Over all. birth order was significant ;42 (2. N =139)= 1992, p.<.001. First-born children were

more likely to be identified as gified than second-born children ;1_2 (I.N=127)= 1479, p.<.00I;

" however. second-born children were no morc likely to be identified than third- or later-born children 12

W

(ILN=74)=156.p= 21 ‘ '

~ ]

Grouping of Familigs by the Parents' Use gf the Term "“Gifled”

»

* - N
A ’ s

r Al

Parents wzre asked to check which of 10 terms (“gifted” and nine synonyms) they used 1o
3 N . N

describe their children when the child was not present (Q13). and which of the same 10 terms they uséd to

descnbe their child when the child was present (Q14).



Fa;nilics were then divided into three groups.based on their use of the term “gificd” (Table 2).
The first group. Users, was composed of those families who used the term “gifted” in l'rontfof their
chiidren. Most of ;hese parents also used the term in front of others: however. therc was a small group of
parents (4 families wivlh 6 gified clemsatap~$chool age children) who only used the term in fro;ll of their
c“ﬁdrcn. Because the variable of interest is the impact of the term on the child. these families \\fe:'é '
absorbed into the User categons. The sccondvgroup of parcnts were the Non-Users. who claimed not to use
the term “gifted”™ at-all, either in front of their children or when speaking to other adults about their
children. A third group of parcnts also emerged. These were the F"anial Users. who said theyv did not use
the term “gifted™ n front of their children. but claimed to use it only in front of other adults to dcécribe
their children. Table 2 reports the number of familics and children in each group and the mcan age &
children. |

Table 2

Number of children and familics in cach group and mean age of children.

rsmrnrs.
»

o Users - Partalusers Non-Users  Total
Number of familics 51 19 Y3 101
Number of children 68 24 44 136
Age of children .
M ©98 89, 10.3,, 9.7
SD 19 -~ 19 21 4 1.0

Note. Mcans with different subscripts differ significantly.

a
-
&

The number of boys and girls in each group did not differ significantly among grc;ups. 7_2 (2.N=
136) = 3.41. p = .18, however. an ANOVA indicated that the children did differ significantly in age.

F(i.133) = 118 p=.017. A Tukey HSD multiplc comparison of means indicated that children of the



partial users were significantly yvounger than the children ofhon-users. Parents were asked whether their
child had been tested for giftedness (one subject did not respond). Users were more likely than non-users
or partial users to reply that their child had been tested either by the school or another professional. 2=

(2. N = [35) = 8.86. p = .02. However. whether or not the child was tested was not related to the average

”

age at which the parent claimed the child was initially recognized as gifted. (F = 1.133) = 74, p= 39,
1t should b¢ noted that the term —gifted”™ \\asi not alone in differentiating the three group;.
Parents also differed ‘in their \\illing,ness to use the terms “talented™, “creative” and “intelligent”™. Non-
uscrs \\érc also sign\xﬁcam!_\ less Iikelv than cither users or panial users to refer to their child as “talented”™
when speaking 10 adults 72(2. N = 101) = 9 28. p <.02) or in front of their children ',(2(2. N=101)=
KOl p< 02 Uscr-s were sngniﬁcanll_\v.morc likely than cither of the other groups to tell the child he or
shc was intelligent, '/?(2. N =101 =771 p < .03 and more likcly than non-users 1o tell other adults that
their chald was creative 22¢2. N = 101y = 7.60. p < .03. Partial users did not differ significantly from
uscrs. 751 N = 70y = 2.6%.p - 10 of non-users. '/_2 (l: N =30)= 363.p> *U in their willingness to tell

adults that their child was credine

Parcnis’ Use of the Term ~Gifted” 1o Descnibe Their Children

.

Parents were asked 1o check which of ten adjectives. synonvms of the term “gifted” they used 10
descnibe the child to others when the child was not present and which of the ten they used when the child
was present (Appendix A: Q13 & QI4). The adjective of interest was the term “gifted”. as the literature
(Comnell, 1989, Frecman. 1979) suggests lh’al the term illsclf mav have an impact on how children perceive

themsehes or are percened by their parents.
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Table 3 gives the percentage of people indicating they used each term in front of others when thé"
chiid was not present and when the child was present. ferms arc presented in order of preference To“;' use ‘
within each situation. The terms “bnight™ and “intelhigent”™ were the most frequently used terms both in
front of the child.and to other peonle while the terms. “precocious™ and “genius™ were seldom used. The
terms “clever” and “smart” were more frequently used by adults when speaking to their children than
when speaking to other aduits. ~Gifted™ was used by 65% of parents when épeuking to others about their
child but by only 51% of parents in front of their child. Pare¢nts were also asked what other terms they
preferred. wide variety of adjectives and phrases appeared. but none predominated. The most common,

“curious”. “seasitive”. having a “good brain”. were each mentioned about half a dozen times



Table 3 -

Percentage and number of parents choosing each term for use in front of their children and to adults when

child not present. <

Term uscd - Term uscd

1o adults % n* in front of % n*
when child child

B et
bright 80.2 81 bnght 653 66
intelligent 673 638 intelligent 62.4 63
gifted 653 66 smart - 58.4 39
creative 355 56 creative 56.4 57
smart 51S 52 gifted 50.5 51
talented 416 42 ~ 1alented 2.6 42
clever 30.7 3l clever 37.6 38
able 277 29 able 26.7 27
precocious 7.9 8 genius 3.0 3
genius S0 5 precocious 1.0 |

*N = 101

- ~Gifted” is the third most fa\';mred term for usc in front of adults but only the fifth most favoured
for use 1n front of children. “Sman™ was the only other term wh -k showed such a discrepency in rank
but. in contrast to "giﬁcdf'. “sman~ was preferred for usc in front of children rather than in front of adults.
“Bright” was also a term which a substantial number of parents claimed to usc morc readily to adults
than to chuldren. However. “bright” remained the favourite term for both usc in front of both children and
adults. Becausc this pattern of responses suggested that parents may be more circumspect in using
“gifted”. further analysis of the terms was undertaken. Tﬁe 20 responses for cach individual. 10 terms

used in front of others and 10 used in front of children. were scored cither 1 or 0 depending on whether



that person used the term in a particular context or not. A similanty matrix was created using a
Tamimoto’s dichotomy coefficicnt (Gower. 1983). This method of creating a matrix of coefficients uses
the proportion of pairs where the values of both variables agree, standardized by all possible patterns of
agreement and disagreement. It was chosen. in part. because it was deemed important to include
information indicaling that the respondent did not use cither of a pair of terins (for example. “gified to
child™ and “gifted 1o adult™). The resulting matrix was used to plot the relationship between the terms

- . . . - v k .
using monotonic multidimensional scaling in two dimensions using Guttman's Smallest Space Analysis

under the multidimensional scaling procedurce of Svstat (Svstat for Windows. Version 5 Edition, 1992).

The Guttman/Lingoes cocfficient of alienation of the final configuration. which indicates the
degree to which the distances on the scale vary from the original correlation matrix was 122, This

indicales a closc correspondence between the final configuration and the original data and-suggests that

the scaling procedure does accurately represent the data.

46
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Figure 1: Two dimensional plot of terms used in front of children and adults .

The resuls (Figurc’l ) indicate that with the exception of “gifted”. all adjectives fall into pairs.
indicating that the use of the adjective to adults is not substantially different from the usc of the adjeciive
to children.  Although both uscs of ['gifted™ fall in the same quadrant. each member of the pair is closer to
ancther adjective and the adjecufc pair “creative” lies between them. ~Gifted™. when used to adults. lies
near “intelligent™. “creative” lies between the two members of the gifted pair: and “gifted”™ when used to
chridren hies bevond “creatine”™  Each of the other adjectives is 1n closest proximity to the other member
of the pair with the exception of “genius™ and ~precocious”™. These latter two terms form a cluster and
individuals using either term are likeh to use the other and to use the term to both children and adults.

What 1s interesting about Figure 1 1s that nonc of other pairs of terms is as widelv separated as “gifted ™.
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The vertical axis of this figure may be inlerpre;cd as a creativity dimension. At one énd is the
ability to do well in school ("smart”. “bright”™). at the other, the ability to think or create in a novel and ’
o'rjginal way (“creative”. “talented™. “gifted”. “genius™ and “precocious”). The interpretation of the
horizontal dimension of this figure is less clear. It ma;\' relate to lhc.wi!lingness of the responding parent

| to describe their child with a wide number of adjectives and may be a measure of “effusiveness™ vs. '
"rcslrainl': on the pant of the parent. Parents who chose only a single term to describe their child tended
to pick terms such as “intelligent” c;r “bright”. whilc parents w‘ﬁo used terms such as ~able™ or “genius”
tended to indicate they used a number of other terms to describe their child as well.  While the
iterpretation of the horizontal dimension may be tentative, it appears that ~gified” does not behave like
the other adjective pairs. This suppon§ the view that the term “gified™ may have other connotations
which lcafj parents to differentiate between using the term to other 5dulls and using the term in from of

the:r children.

Identification of the Child as Gifted

Parents were asked when they first recognized that their child was gified (Q3) and who first
alerted them (Q4). The mean age of identification was 3.6 vears of age (SD 2.27) and the majority of
children were first recogmized by their parents. Three other categories of individuals besides parents were
mentioned as having first identified the child as gified: teachers. professionals such as ps_\‘chologisl§. and
fricnds or relatives. Table 4 reports the number of parents in cach group indicating who ﬁrsi identified

their child as gifted
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Table 4

Percerftage of children i1n each group first identified by parents, teachers, professionals or friends and

relatives as gified " ) ’ .

Child first Users Partial Users Non-Users
_identifiedby (n=068) =) (n=43)*

parents A 83.3 698

lca;hcrs | 25 | 8.3 ’ 11.6

professionals ‘ 29 83 4.7

fnends/relatives - | 29 0 ‘ 139

*data for one subject incomplete.

There was no difference between groups in the number of children identified by parents and the
number identificd by non-parents. '/_2(2. N=135) =1 91, p > .35 Furthermore. the three groups did not

differ in the average age at which the child was first identified. E (2. 133) = 1.72.p > .15 R

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to gather information on families who are members of the British
Columbia Gifted Children’s Association (GCA) and to determine if. like the American parents studied by
Cornell (1989). GCA member parents differed among themselves in their willingness to describe their

children as “gifted ™

> Within this sample. there were more boys than would be expected were the membership

representative of the population  Results from studies of gender imbalance in school programs have been

equivocal (Read. 1991. Crombie. Bouffard-Bouchard. & Schneider. 1992). suggesting that differences in
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enrollment fa;'011ring bovs mav relate 1o lﬁé tendency of girls to drop out of special programs, particularly
during high school. Samples drawn from schools may reflect both the natﬁre of the programs offered and
the conscious attempts by administrators to avoid gender and ethnic biases. The over-representation of
boys in this sample. however. docs reflect the findings of researchers sucffas Stanley and his associates
(Benbow & Stanley. 1980; Benbow. S[anle_i’. Kirk, & Zonderman, 1983) who have drawn their samplc§
from high scorers on the SAT. particularly the SAT-M. whichis a measure of mathematical pfoﬁcienc_v '
They have tended to recruit a preponderance of boys and ;hc reason for this imbalance has been dcba:cd. ‘
The most likely explanation for the number of boys within the GCA may be drawn from the findings of
Martin and Johnson (1992). who noted that pérents tended to attnibute their daughters' success to hard
work and their sons' success to ability. This sample had a greater number boys than girls than would be
expcc;lcd. however within the families who belonged to the GCA. daughters were as likely as sons 1o be
labelled gifted. It is not clear from this sunvey whether bovs are more Iikgl_\' 1o be deemed “gifted” by their

parents. Parents of bovs and girls may be equally likely to consider their child “gifted”, however parents

of boys may be morc likely 10 join the GCA. or more likely to respond to the suncy.

Within this sample. there was an overwhelming likelihood that the cldest child in the family
would be identificd as gifted. Indeed. of the 65 famities who had more than one elementary school child.
wm only on¢ family was the cldest child not idcniiﬁed as gifted. It1s likely that this has more to do with
parental expectations than actual abilitv. Benbow and Stanley (1980) in their sample of intellectually
talcnted Grade 7 students noted that there was very htle correlation bel;\feéll birth order and student ™
ability. Albert (1930a. 1980b. 1994). however. has argued that special family position, such as being the
onlv or ¢ldest child. 1s imponam iri the development of eminence and. indef:d. within this sample, being .

the eldest scemed to play an important role in being identified as gifted.
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Various rcsearchcr; (Freeman. 1979: Robinson. 1987 Louis & Lewis. 1992) have suggested that
parents are able to ideniify gifted preschoolers. and in this sample, most children were identified by their
parents. The average age that parents claimed to recognize their child's ability ;?as 312 Sbme parents
indicaled they had recognized their child as gifted when the child was a young infant. Although parents
arc apparcntly not waiting for the school to identify their child as gifted. there is some suggestion that they
may wait for cdnﬁrmaljon from the school before they tell the child he or she is gifted. Parents who used

the term “gified” were more likely to say their child had been identified by testing. :

These Canadian subjects. liké Cornell's (1989) American subjects. differed from one another in
their willingness to usc the term “gified™ in front of their child. Corncll-found that 25% of parents in his
saniple avoided the term  In this sample of 101 Canadian famihes, a full 31% of respondents claimed to
avoid the term entirely, in spite of belonging to the Gified Children's Association. Another 19% claimed
to avoid using the term in front of their children. These partial users had younger children and it is not
clear whether they were more circumspect in their use of the term because they believed the child was too
voung to understand the term. or w hc‘thcr‘ it was because the children. being vounger. had less opportunity
to have been recognized by school authorities and the parents were. therefore. less sure of their

assessment.

The results of the multidimensional scaling suggest that. unlike the other nine terms, which
showed httle difference between Sérental use of the term to adults and children, using :‘gifled“ to adults
was different from using “gified” in front of one's child. This suggests that the terrh ~gifted” may have

additional meamrg that the other terms do not carry

13
2

It 1s not clcar if parents who tell their children that they are gifted hold the same beliefs about

giftedness as do those parents who avoid the term. nor is it clear how “gified” differs from other terms.



“Gifted” might be a more positive term: it might be better to be gified than to be simply intelligent or
bright. Margolin (1993) has argued that the concept of a gifted child is an exclusionary social category
and has used the term “goodncss personified” to describe the concept of the gifted child. “Gifted” may
also bc a more powerful term than competing adjectives. with both the beneficial and déngerous qualitics
that power brings. Comparing “gifted” with svnonyms using a sen:anlic differcnlialrcould clarify whether
parents consider connotations of goodness and power when they decide whether or not to descriiw their

child as “gifted”. Parents' belicfs about giftedness should also be compared (o determine whether those

who avoid the term hold beliefs about gifiedness which differ from the beliefs of parents who use the term.

Whether parents choose to use the term “gifted™ or not may simply be a matter of personal
preference; howey cr it has been suggested (Freeman. 1979: Cornell. 1989) that using the term does affect
the child. If the meaning of “gifted” and the beliefs surrounding it can be clanfied and the impact of the
term on the child assessed. some advice can be given parents and others as to whether or not they should
use or avoid the term. or what beliefs about giftedness they may wish to emphasize or counter. In a
broader sense. examining the label “gifted™ may shed some light on the more general arcas of labels.

L]
parents” beliefs and their impact on children
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STUDY 2

in order 1o examine more fully the meaning of the term “gifted™. beliefs about giftedness. the
transnmussion of belicfs from parent to child. and the impact of these beliefs on the child. a second study
was designed involving the members of the Gifted Children’s Association and their children. The fact the
half of the members of an association for “gified” children claim to avoid using the term “gifted™ in front
of their children. in combination with the resull§ of the multidimensional scaling suggested that the tcrm
has connotations bevond “mtelligent”™ or “smart”. Furthcrmore. “gifted”™ 1s lhé term commonly used to
describe children with certain attributes. including high intelligence and exceptional talents. The term
appears in professional hiterature an(;‘ in reference to gifted children’s associations and programs for gifted
chuldren and theretore. 1ts meaning Ld*'{parenls 1s worth examining. Neither parental understanding of l’his
term nor the degree to which parents transmit their understanding to lhanr children Mas been cxamined
fully. ‘The relationship between the parent’s use of the term and the child's self-concep}. motivation and

attributions has also received little study.

Study 2 examined belicfs of parents who have belonged to the Gifted Children's Association and
therefore were presumed to belicve that their child was gifted. and the beliefs of parents who. whén asl‘(cd.
did not imuially identify their children as gifted. The study focused on how clearly parent beliefs are
transmutted to the children. the meaning the term has to parents and children, and the,effect of parental
usc of the term “gifted™ on the self-concept. attributions and expectations for school success of the child.
The overarching proposition which was examined is that the term “gifted” cénvcys a number of behicfs
from parent to child and that the use of this label enhances transmission of these beliefs from parent to
child. Parents of gifted children who do not use gifted will be less likely to convey their beliefs about

giftedness to their children and their children mayv have different attitudes toward their identification as
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gifted. It is likely that the label and accompanying beliefs, particularly those related to the innateness of
ability and possible problems caused by giftedness. will affect the child's attributions and beliefs about him
or herself, and that the belicfs and attributions of those gifted children whose parents do not use the term

should differ from thosc whose parents do.
Specific hypotheses to be explored

More parents who behieve their child to be gifted hesitate to usc the term in front of their child
than avoid using it in 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, “gified” is the third most favoured term for use
in front of other adults, ranking only stightly below “intelligent”. However. parents prefer not only
“bright” and “intelligent” but also “smart”. and “creative” to "gified” for usc in front of their children.
Terms which are less favoured than ~gifted™ arc less used both in front of parents>and children. Parents’
usc of ~gifted” differs from their use of other svnonyms. They appear to find it reasonably acceptablc for
usc in front of adults. but usc it more cautiously in front of their children. 1t is unlikely that they avoid
“gifted” because it comvevs a negative sigma. It may be. however. that parents feel that in comparison
with other terms, “gifted” is a more powerful word. Discomfort with the word may be related to its
prcsumed power. Saving that one’s child is gifted may have more cmotional impact on the listencr. and
may be more extreme. than synony mous terms such as “intelligent”. Admittedly. terms such as
“pracocious” and “genius” may also be powerful: however. few parents claimed to use these term under
any circumstances and, becausc they are not labels in common use. they are of less interest. It is

hypothesized that ’

1. All parent groups will ratc the term "gifted” as significantly more potent on a semantic
differential than any of the following synonvms: intelligent. bright. creative. smarnt and talented.

All these terms. with the exception of “talented™. were used by more than half the parents.
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Although “talented™ was uscd by only slightly more than 40% of parents, it waé also included

becausc it is frequently used in conjuﬁction with gifted (e:. g.. “gified and talented”) .

- o -

GCA members may believe "giﬁ-ed" is a more positive attribute than other parents do. \GCA

LY

members may therefore be more cager to have their childten identified as “gifted”. perceive ~gifted” to be

Y

more positive than “intelligent™ or “bright”. and prefer it to other terms. This positive evaluation of

~gifted” may encourage them 1o have their thild labelled ~gifted”. [t is hypothesized that:

o

2. The term “gifted” will be gated more positively on the evaluative scale of a semantic differential

i

by GCA miecmbers than by non-members. )

Y

Whatever other attributes 1t may have. “gifted” doubtless also conveys a positive quality.  As has

a

been described by Dix (1993). and Grettarsen and Gelfand (1988). parents tend to see their child’s

positive attributes as stable and internal and their negative attributes as temporary and situational. Parents

should therefore see “gificdness™ as a stable. internal quality of the child. As such. it should be seen as
result of natural ability rather than a result of potentially unstable sources such as IEIC child’s effort.
“Giftedness™ is not wholly “iihout pitfalls. however. As Freeman (197‘5 ) noted. British parents who
identified their children as gifted were more likely to identify their children as having emotional problems
than were parents of equallh bright children not identified as gifted. The idea that the “gifi” is
accompanicd by a curse 1s also widcespread in folklore and popular culture: insanity and genius: near-
immortality and an Achuilles heel: blind seers: roval birth and a curse: beauty and foolishness; and the
~poor little rich girl”™. Seldom 1n myvthology or folk lore is a gifi given with no pavment exacted. Even
within the scientific community. the relationship between giftedness and madness has been a source of

controversy_(Yewchick. 1993).

L X"
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Parents who are willing to identify théir child as gnﬁed both publicly and to the child can be
-presumed to hold that belief strongly and, as Goodnow and Collins (1990) suggest. strongld\:j held beticfs
are comparatively extremc. Thus. onc might expect ihal parcnts who tell their children that they are gifted
will believe more firmly that their child’s gifts spring from innate. naturat ability and will be more likely
10 believe that their child will have problems as a result of this giftedness. The following hypotheses will

be examined 1n regards te parents’ bc%[s about the nature of giftedness:

ja. Uscr members will be in greater agreement with belief statements that support the idea that
giftedness 1s innate than will any other parent group.
3b User members will judge “natural abilin™ as more important as a sourcc of giftedness than will

a

-any other parent group .

3c. User members will be in greater agreement with belief statements that support the idca that

giftedness is problematic than will any other parcnt group

Goodnow and Collins (1970) suggested that strongly held beliefs will be shared by valued others
and that to benefit from the parents’ beliefs. the children must understand them. It scems reasonable.

therefore. that children whose parents use the term “gifted” in front of them will be more likely to

- understand the term. 1o identify themselves as gified and to understand their parents” beliefs. Because

their parents have told the child he or she is ~gifted™ and have provided the child with a label. the child
will be more hkely to attend 1o and recall information about giftedness and more likely to discuss

giftedness with parents. 1t 1s hyvpothesized that:

1 Children of user members will be more likely fo correctly define the term “gifted™ than will

-

children cf other member groups and children of non-members.

N



5 Belicfs of children of user members will be more similar to the belicfs of their parents than will
the belicfs ef the children in other groups to their respective parents.

6a. User members will be more likely to state that their children-believe themselves to be gified than -

will other member parents.

6b Children of uscr members will be more likely to identify themselves as gifted than will children
of other member groups.
6c. Children of user members and their parents are more likely to be in agreement that the child

behieves him or herself to be gifted than will any other member group and their children.

Most studics have found that gifted children rate themselves as academically more competent
than non-gifted children  Children whose parents use the label may communicate more clearly to the
chitd the expectation that the child has more natural academic ability. thereby enhancing the child's sense

of sclf-compctence in this area.

There has been some controversy surrounding the likelihood that gifted children feel less socially
compcetent than non-gifted children Terman (19235) and others suggested that gifted children fecl and

actually are at lcast 4s socially competent as other children: however. other rescarchers have reported that

Fe
-

gifted students feel socially al;cn;nlcd. and centainly some of the popular hterature for parents of gifted
children focuses on these social problems. Freeman (1979) found that while the highly intelligent children
in her study had few fricnds. only labelled children were described as having social and emotional
problems. Cornell (1989) suggested that children \xlwsé mothers use the term “gifted” feel less socially
competent. The differences between rcscarchc‘rs mayv be a result of whether the parent iabels the child as

@ =

o are awarc of their parents’

, . :
beliefs that they are gified and that this giftedness is innate may feel more pressure ta live up to the label.

“gifted” rather than a result of the child’s preternatural abilities. Children wh



The label may contribute to the child’s sense of being different from his or her peers. It is hypothesized

that;

Childyen of uscr members will give themselves a lower rating on a measure of social competence
than will children in any other group. )

Children of user members will rank scholastic competence as more ilﬁponant than will children
of any othcr group.

Children of user members will be more likely to say they feel different from other children than

will children of any other member group.

As Goodnow and Collins (1990) have noted. a belief must be defensible to be held strongly.

Furthcrmore. 1o benefit the child. it must be within the child’s ability to live up to the belicf. Because

children of user members arc 1dentified by their parents as having innate academic ability, they will be

more likely to feel pressured to demonstrate that ability. However. it is also likely that as a result of the

pressure they are under to Ive up to the label and because of the message they receive from their parents

that giftedness is a problem. they will regard giftedness as a less desirable state. 1t is hypothesized that:

10

11

Children of user members will believe that their parents sct higher standards for them than will
children of anv other group.
Children of user members will believe that it is less desirable to be gifted than will children of

other member groups.

Again. because parents beliese that giftedness is innate and stable. the children who are labeled

gifted will be more likely to attnbute their success to innate ability. As a result, according to Dweck and

her associates (Dweck. 1986 Elliot & Dweck. 1988). they will be more likely to avord risk and choose

performance goals. and getting good marks. over learning goals. It is hvpothesized that:
/
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124, Children of user members will rate ability more highly as a cause of academic success than will
any other groups

12b. Compared with children of cach of the other groups. children of uscr members will be more
likelv to choosc performance goals rather than learning goals.

12¢. Children of uscr-members will rate “lcaring new things™ less highly as a reason todo well at

.school than will children of any other group.
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Method

Participants

Mcmber Parents

Parents who werc members of the Gifted Children’s Association were selected from volunteers
from Study 1. A total of 80 familics having gifted children. aged 7 to 13 (born Vbetwecn 1982 and 1987)
had indicated they were willing to participate. These families were divided into three groups according to
their use o} the terin “gifted”: those parents who respondcéd that they used the term in front of their
chitdren and 1o describe their children to other adults (Users: 39 families). those parents who responded
that they did not usc the term “gifted” at all (Non-users: 24 familics), a’nd those parents who said they use

the term to describe their children to other adults but did not use it in front of their child (l"amal users: 17

fannlies).

Because of the small numbers of families in the non-user and partial-user group, parents w hovhad

not been members of the association 1in 1993 when the Study 1 survey was distributed were also recruited
p

from four active Lower Mainland chapters of the association. During the GCA monthly meeting. parcnts
were préscmcd with a brief explanation of the study outlining an appropriately modified version of the
sanie infommlion that was presented to the original volunteers duning the phone contact  Interested
parents “hcrhad not voluntcered previously were asked to complete a truncated version of the original

I

suney {Appendin By The additional 15 eligible famihes recruited in this fashion were 7 Users. 7 non-

Users and | Partial User.

The recruitment of the oniginal three GCA groupings and the Comparison group will be

.. ,
described at this point. as well as the composition of the three GCA groups. The oniginal three GCA
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groups were reassigned to two groups for Study 2. The cniteria for and the composition of the two. groups
will be discussed in the Procedure section.

Within each of the three groups. subjects were ordered randomly. and contacted by telephone
over a 6 week period. The telephone protocol can be found in Appendix C. This continued until a total of
21 subjects were gathered for each of the User and non-User groups and all 18 Partial-User subjects were

comacted.

Table 5 gives the number of mother-child pairs contacted from the imuial sample and the newly
recruited subjects and the number of participating mother~child pairs in each group who could not be
contacted or who refused to participate.

Table 5

Number of member participants contacted. accepting and refusing.

Users Non-Uscrs Partial Users
Number of participants
attempted contact 25 28 18
Onginal participants 19725 16/28 12/18
accepted
New subjects 212 5/5 1/1
accepted
Could not contact 1 2 1
Refused 3 5 4

Total fanilies
in study 21 21 13




Of the 12 subjects who refused to participate, 3 gave no reason for refusing and 2 said there had
been a death or divorce in the family. Three subjects said that although they were willing to be involved,
their child was not interested in participating: 3 subjects said they no longer believed the child was gifted:

and the remaining subject gave both of the preceding reasons for refusing.

Table 6 gives the sex distribution for cach of the three groups.
Table 6

Number of bovs and girls in each of the three member groups

) " Users _Non-Users ___Partial Users
By 5 15 9
Gisls 6 6 4

A 1otal of 39 bovs (71%) and 16 girls (29%) participated. The mean age of the children was

10 2 vears. Therc was no difference between the bovs™ and girls™ ages.

Comparison group parents

A comparison group of 20 non-member families who had children of elementary school age was
selected from a group of parents who had completed a form when their child was born indicating that they
might be interested 1n participating in further research. The mc;lhers had received this form while in the
hospital following lhc{bmh of the child and these aﬁlcs had been kept by the Department of Psycholbgy as
a pogsible source of subjects. These families were selected in the following fashion: Study | was used as a

guideline to determine the ratio of bovs 10 girls and the distribution of ages to select. The mean age of the

children was 10.4. It was determined that 12 bovs and 8 girls should be sclected.

The families in the files were drawn from the same urban and suburban communitics as the

members of the GCA: however. for some birth vears cenain communities were over-represented in the



files. Comparison group families were sclected in the following fashion‘. Family information cards werc
divided by sex and birth vear of the target child. Each group was then divided by geogféphical location:
urban centre and adjoining suburbs (Vancouver. Bu-fnab)' and Richmond), eastern suburbs (Goquitlam,
Port Coquitlam. Port Moody and Ridge~l\§!ea;jogs arca). southern suburbs (Surrey, Delta and Tsawassan)
and northern suburbs (Nonh and West Vanconf\fer. Lions Bay and Decp Cove). A subset of cards was
randomly selected from cach arca to cnsure that each arca was cqually represented in the selection
process. This subgroup of cards was randomly ordcred. Potential subjects were contacted by phone in

that order until the required number of subjects had been obtained.

Because many of these subjects had not been contacted since the birth of their child scven to
twelve vears ago, some were no lbngcr al the same phone number Three attempts were made (o contact
cach family. If these atiempts were unsuccessful. that family was dropped and the next family on the list
was added. This process was continued until the required number of subjects of each age and sex was
obtained. A total of 71 families was called. Once familic§ were ionlacted and the mother indicated she
might be interested in participating. she was asked whether she was a member of the GCA, whether her
child had been ideniified as “gifted”. and whether her child had been identified by the school has having
am special educational needs. If the parent was a GCA member or said that the child had been identified
as gificd it was explained that non-gifted children were being sought for this study. If the parent said that
the child had special educational nceds he or she was asked to describe them. If these needs were severe or
the child had a label of lcarning disabled it was explained that the research required children who had
never had én_v educational label  Children who had mteqded short-term learning assistance were not |

considered to have special needs. Table 7 describes the outcome of the phong recruitment of non-meinber

parents.
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Table 7

Outcome of phone recruitment of non-member parents
L 3

Could not Refused Not suitable Deccased Accepted Total
O et e e e oo
12 ) 4 6 e 1 20 71

The majority of families could not be contacted either because the number was no longer in
service. the family was no longer at lhz;l nusmber. or therc was no answer. Two families who were
contacted retused to participate: onc parent did not want her child inlcr;‘ie“ed in private, and the other
could not get her husband’s agreement to participate. Of the families deemed not suitable, 4 were either

members of the GCA or identified their children as gifted and 2 had children with severe learming

disabilitics. Onc target child was deceased.

Six of the 20 companison group mothers (all of whom had iniunally identified their child as not
gifted) reported during the mtenview that they believed their child was gifted. The responses of this group
of parcnts were compared with the remaining 14 and any relevant differences between them are noted and

discussed.

Instruments

The instruments described were used to attain three objectives. The study itself focused on
describing the belicfs of the parents. attempting to identify similar beliefs in their children and exploring
possible impact on the children. The interview schedules also included questions which provided a fuller
description of the parents. their background and their beliefs. This information was included in the study

when necessany for explanaton purposes. Additional questions in the parent and child interviews related



to motivation and attributions for success. as this is an area which may also be affected be parental

labelling. -

Parents:

Parent's Interview (Appendix D):

The parent interview was a 40 minute structured interview schedule. A pnimary goal of this
interview was to provide descriptive data about the parents of gifted children. Questions 1-17 were asked

~of all parents. These questions determined the respondent's age. gross family income. the number of

people the income supports (Q1-Q3) and whether parcnts believe there is such a thing as a “gi’fted child™
(Q13). A scries of quesuons (QJ-QIZ. Q14-Q15) inquired about the amount and nature of the parent's
education. the parent's attitude to that education, and whether the parent was ever identificd as gifted.
Parcnts were askéd to provide information about their children. to idc'ntify which, if any. ‘\Terc gifted. and

the degree of certainty they felt about the identification. and to describe what had led them to belicve their

child was gifted or not gifted (Q17-Q18). Questions 19-24 repeat Q17 and Q18 for subscquent children.

Members of the GCA were also administered the 59-question GCA Member Interview Schedule
(Appendi'.\' E). Parcnts were asked about the following arcas:
1= ldentification of the child as gifted. i.e.. age identified. by whom. parental response. parental
perception of benefits and disadvantages of identification as gifted (Q34 - Q36)

Family values. i ¢.. presence of other gifted familv members. value placed on intelligence and

~J

academic success (Q34-Q36).

‘ad

Use of the term “gifted” and desirability of the term (Q37-Q39).

4. Judgment of w hether or not the child thinks of him or herself as “gifted” (Q40).

h

Chuld’s schooling (Q41-Q43)



6. Parent’s judgmcm of child's ability. expectations for child's success. child's motivation. peer
relationships, behaviour. and preference for learning vs. performance goals. (Q46-Q56)
7. Parcmsl attributions for child's achievement and abiity. (Q37-Q39) |
Non-members were.administered the 51-item Non-member Interview Schedule (Appendix F).
This schedule asks questions in the following areas:
1. Identification of children as gifted. i.c.. age a child can be identified and by whom (Q25-Q26).
2. Family values. i.c., presence of other gifted family members. value placed on intelligence and

S

academyc success (Q27-Q29).

‘e

Use of the term “gified™ and desirability of the term (Q30-Q31).
4. Judgment of whether or not, the child thinks of him or hersclf as “gifted” (Q32).
5. Child's schooling (Q33-Q37).

6. Parent's judgment of child's ability and parent’s expectations for child’s success. child's motivation.

peer relationships. behaviour and preference for learning goals vs. bcrfomlancc goals (Q38-Q48).

7. Parent's attributions for child's achicvement and ability (Q49-Q51) ’
Parents who were not members of the Gifted Children's Association but who indicated during the N
intcrviews that they belicved their child was gifted were asked appropriate questions from the Member's:

Interview about their child.

In reporting the results. questions from the GCA Members'™ Interview will be identified as MQ,

v
while questiong from the Comparison Parents” Questionnaire will be identified as CQ.

3
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Beliefs About Giftedness Questionnaire (Appendix G)

A total of 16 sitatements tapping belicfs about gifiedness were presented to parents (Appendix
G1) and children (Appendix G2). The statements tapped five arcas of beliefs about gifiedness: giftedness
1s innate: giftedness runs in families: giftedness is rare; giftedness must be nurtured: gifiedness causes
social prqblems. Subjects rated statcments on a 4-poinl agree-disagree Likert type scale. This scale was
modified for childien. “Big ves™. “little ves™. “big no™ and ~little no™ replaced “agree strongly™. "agree™.
“disagree strongh " and “disagree” to ensure that the younger children in the study understood the task.
Children were also presented with a visual aid consisting of 4 schematic faces (Appendix G3. Figure 1)
Two faces were smiling and two frowning. The word “ves™ was written in large letters and followed with
an exclamation mark above the face with the bigger smile and it was explained to the child that this meant
thev “really agreed™ with what had been read. Above the second face was a smaller “ves™ and it was
explained that this meant the child “sort of agreed™ with what had been read. The word “no™ was
similarly printed in smaller and larger letiering above the faces with the moderate and glowerning frowns
respectively. Children were told they were to select one of these faces if they did not agree or if they s
thought what had been read was wrong.  Again it was explained how to choose depending on the intensity
of their disagreement. In order to avoid offending older children who might find the visual aid childish. it
was explained to all children that it was being used because it was part of the study in case some children.
- vounger than themsclves. mught hayve trouble answering the questions.  Although most children gave their

responses aloud. a few simply pointed to the appropriate face. In those cases. their response was rcad back

to them to ensure that 1t was correct.

Adults were given this questionnaire to complete on their own: however. the questions were read
to the children. Shght modifications in wording werc also madc on the children's questionnaire.

(Appendix G4) Onc additional question (Q21) was also included (Appendix G2) This question was
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answered 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 category are listed in Appendix

G4) Modifications 1o guestions'and questions which were scored in reverse are noted.

Semantic Diﬁ”cgfénlial {Appendix H)

i

Osggdd. Suci .:Ind Tannenbaum (1957) asserted that any concept can be measured along a
number of dimensions by measuring the distance of that concept in semantic space from either pole of two
opposing adjectives (¢.g . hot-cold. bad-good). A number of adjective pairs are utilized and the target
concept is measured on-a 7-pc;im scale. anchored at cither end by an adjective and its opposite. creating a
semantic differential. Using factor analysis. Osgood et al (1957) found that the adjectives fell into three
main factors. which appearcd to be the dimensions along which the target words were betng considered.
These dimensions were evaluation (¢.g.. good-bad)., potency (e.g.. strong-weak) and activity e g.. fast-
slow). Other factors labelled variously as stability, tautness. novelty and aggressiveness comribl;tcd the
remainder of the-variance. The cvaluative factor is the primary factor._hcomribul'ing half to lhree-q;lariers
of the vanance. while potency and acuivity account for at lcast half the remaining vanance. Osgood et a?-. '
(1957) suggested using three scales for cach factor selected. Consideration should be given 16 the loading
of the scale on the factor and the relevance of the scale to the concept being judged. -

Some caution has been advised with regard to the stability of the factors. Although the
evalualiop factor is stable. potency and activity may be less so (Emmerson & Neelv. 1988) with adjectives
loading on one or the other factor depending on the concept being rated. However. Emmerson and Neely
propbsed the semantic differenual to clinicians as a valid and reliable method of data collection. Norman
(1969). while questioning its reliability as an individual méasure. argued that group means on scales of
the semantic diffcrentials are stable over time. Semantic differentials are reported to be less subject 10

social desirability (Lawson. 1989) or response acquiescence bias (Ofir. Reddv & Bechtel. 1987) than are

more direct measures of agreement or disagreement. Ofir, Reddy and Bechtel (1987) argued that the
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semantic differential is a more valid and reliable scale than single anchor or Likcr't scales and produce
high trait vanance and low method variance.

Semantic differentials are easy and quick 1o administer and appear to have reasonable test-retest
rehiability and some evidence for validity. Test-retest reiiability varies Lo some dégree depending on the
concept being measured. For example. "My Mood Today™ will have less reliability than a more neutral
word such as “Paper clip™. In their initial study which used 100 subjects, Osgood et al (1957) repeated
forty items at the end of the measure. These items comprised 40 of the 50 scales used in the study and all

twenty concepts being rated. The immediate test-retest correlation cocfficient was 85,

Although vahdity 1s somewhat harder to ascertain.‘the responses on the semantic differential
werc used to predict the actual voting patterns of 14 of 16 American subjects who responded “Don't know™
when asked for whom they were going to vote in a presidential clection. By comparing their responscs on
‘a scmantic differential on which the candidates were the concept to be rated with the responses of those of
cbmmiucd voters~accurale predictions could be made (Osgood ct al. 1957). This suggests that semantic
ciiffcrénlials reflect real differences which can be used l; predict behaviour. In suin, the semantic

differcntial appears-to be a reasonably reliable and valid measure of the meaning of concepts (o

indi\iduiusn

) . ' S

o

This study asked parents to rate words related to “giftedness™ (“gifted”. “bright”. “intelligent”,
creative”. “smart” and “talented™) on a semantic differential consisting of 16 scales (Appendix H).
These six tc?mls were chosen because they were all used by more than 40% of parents in Study 1.

« Adjective pairs were sclected from those found by Osgood et al (1957) to lic on the factors identified as
evulugtion and potency. Osgood ct al. suggested that an individual can complete 10 to 20 scales per

minutc. The semantic differential took approximately 6 minutes to complete.



Children:

Children's Inten'icwrz (Achddix D

The basic interview was used for gifted children. Appropnate modifications in wording are
indicated for children who are not identified as gifted. This interview took approximately 20 minutes.
Children were asked about the following areas:

1. Child's understanding of term “gifted” and identification of sclf as gifted and attitudes to giftedness
(Q1-Q3, Q21)

2. Child's attitude to school (Q4-Q7).

‘sl

Child's expectations for success in school (Q8, Q9).

4. Child's motivation (Q12).

N

Child's sense of parental pressure (Q10-Q11. Q13).

4

6. Child's peer relationships and social behaviour (Q14, bl 3).

-4

Child's sense of being ~“different™ (Q16).
8. Child's preference for lcam% vs. performance goals (Q17).
9. Child's attributions for acadehic success or failurc (Q19-Q20). "
.10, Child's feelings about being gifted (Appendix G (b). Q21).
1 3 Belief statements. (Appendix G(b). Q22-Q37).
In reporting the results. questions from the Children’s Internview Schedulcs will be 1dentificd as

KQ.

Self-Perception Profile for Children (Harter. 1983)

This is a 36-1tcm 1nstrument designed to measure children's beliefs about their 'competence in
five areas and their belief about their overall self-worth. The mcasure provides scores for Global Self-
Worth and subscores in the domains of scholastic competencé:. social acceptance, physic:il appearance.

athletc competence. and behavioural conduct. Internal consistency reliabilities range from 71 to .85 for



domain subscores and .78 to .84 for the global worth subscores. Factor analysis indicates that the five
‘subscales represent five unique factors for children in Grade 4 or older. Harter (1983) claimed that only
four factors emerge in studies of younger children, as the factor for scholasfic competence and that for

-
behavjoural conduct overlap. Other rescarchers h;ve suggested that the behavioural subscale 1s the least
stable. Van Dongcn-Mclman. Kool.{& Verhulst,( 1993). using a sample of Dutch elementary school
students 8 - 12 vears of age. found confirmation for Haner's factor structure with the exception bf the

behavioural scale. which they believe to be suspect. Granleese and Joseph (1993, 1994) in two studies

which included over 800 13-vear-old Irish adolescents found support for Hanter's factor structure.

. k=
Gender differences have been found in mean scores. Higher scores orfthe physical attractivencss
Ll ph

LY - s
and athletic compeicence scales have been reported for Inish bovs than for Insh girls (Granlecs and Joseph.

1993, 1994). Similarly. higher scores on scholastic competence as well as physical attractiveness and
athleuc competencs have been reported for Dutch boys than for Dutch girls (van Dongen-Melman. Koot

& Verhuist. 1993). .

3

Hz;ncr's (1985) finding that physical attractiveness was Ahighl_\' corrclated with global self-worth
has also been supported (van Dongen-Melman. Koot. & Verhuist, 1993). Because Harter (1985)
suggested that self worth 1s developed in part through an interaction between how competent one believes -
oncself 1o be-1n an arca and how 1important that area is to the individuals. she also provided an Importance
Scale which rates how important cach area is to the child. Harter's Setf-Perception Profile for Children

(Harter. 1985) 1s generally felt 1o be a reliable and internally valid measure of self-concept.

Hang suggested that the scale not be used for children under Grade 3 However because many of
the children 1n this study were identified as “gifted”. becausce the scale was being administered on a one- ‘

to-onc basis. and bacause 1t was being administered at the end of the school vear. it was felt that the Grade

s {

P
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2 children (4 gifted children and 1 comparison child) in the study would be able to answer this

h 1

questionnaire appropriately.

Procedure

Mothers were contacted by phone as described tn the Subjects section. A time and date was

O

arranged for the interview. or a time to call back and arrange an interview was agreed upon. In four cascs.
three families from the GCA group and one family from the comparison group. the mother requested that
Ca

both the target child and a sibling be interviewed in order to avoid jealousy. In these cases both children

>

were interviewed and administered the appropriate measures.

Interviews were conducted with mothers and children in the family home over a 10-week period

in the Spring of 1995 Each family was visited onge: Before comn;cncing the interview. mothers were
rrcad the consent protocol and asked 1o give wrﬁlen cénscm for themselves and their children to be
interviewed. Children were also read a consenit: protocol and asked for their verbal agreement to be .
imtenviewed. The consent protocols are contained iKAppcndi.\' Jh was ex;plained to molhcn:s that
confidentiality would be maintained by _‘;ssigﬁing each féﬁil)’ a fafnily number and identifying the
schedule and questionnaire only by that ;umbcr. At this time mothers were also asked to complete a sell-

addressed envelope if they wished to receive the results of the study. All mothers were interested in

recciving a summary of the results. - )

; . .
Parents and children were interviewed separately in their homes. Parcnts were asked if their

responses and those of their children could be recorded on a tape recorder. If the parent agreed to permit

the child’s response to be taped. the child was asked for permission. Children's responses were only taped

LS

3



73

if both they and their p;nrc;lls z;greed. Tapes were erased after data were transcribed. Due to some
difficulties with equipment. not all families who agreed were taped. In anticipation of possible
mechanical problems, additional emphasis was placed on accurate transcription of the answers. Interviews
took from 1 1/4 hours t:; 6\'er'2 172 hours. largely depending on the amount of information the parent
voluntecred.

.

Children were interviewed first. in a location in the home scparate from the parent. It was '
explained to parents that because 1 wished to learn more about how well ghildrcn understood their
parcnts’ views. some questions would be administered to both parents and cﬁrildren and it was important
that they not overhear onc another’s answers. Parents were asked to suggest a place where the child could
be mterviewed where they would not overhear their child's answers. Parcnts were offered the opportunity
to ook over the child interview schedule if they were concerned about what guestions their child would be
. asked. Only one parent wished to do so. Parents were then instructed on how to complete the semantic
differenuial and the Parent Belief Questionnaire. While the parent completed these measures in another
room. the child was interviewed. In twocases. the child did not want the parent to leave the room during
the intenview. In one of the two cascs. the child was willing to lct the mother Icave after the first few i
qu;’stions; howcver. in the second case the mother remained for the enure interview. This latter child also

hesitated to be inteniewed and had to be coaxed by her mother. For these reasons. and because of

additional difficulties with responding to the questions. this family was dropped from the study.

x

Two mothers. both GCA members. forgot to complete the semantic differential. In both cases.

they returned it by mail.

The children's interview took approximately 20-25 minutes. Preliminary piloting of the children's

interview schedule suggested that children who were 11 or vounger and who were not identified as gified
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might not understand the term even after explanation. In cases in which the child dié\ ot seem familiar

with the term. questions using “gified” were rephrased as “gifted or really smart” in the itterview.
’ \

\

Afier the child was read the instructions to the Harter Self-Perception Profile for Cl‘)ildre\\, he or

she was asked to read the first few questions aloud. The child’s ability to read the question fluently anii\

N\
N\

mark the responsc appropriately was observed. [f the child had difficulty reading the questions or if there\\

N
\
\\

was any doubt that he or she could complete the questionnaire adequately the questions were read aloud to
the child. If the child rcad fluently and demonstrated that the instructions were understood. the measure
was completed without supervision The Harer Seif-Perception Profile for Children took approximately

20 minutcs to complete

After the child's inteniew was completed. the child was asked to fetch the mother. Mothers were
then interviewed while the child was completing the Harter Self-Perception Profile for Children. or in the
cas< of a vounger ¢hild or a poorer rcader. after the child had completed this measure. Children wercr-not
~ present while the mother was being interviewed. The parent inlcn'icpv» usually took 40-45 minutes. but a -
few took substantially longer. In two families, one GCA family and onc comparison family, the fatlfer
was present for a Bict part of the interview with the mqlher and made a few comments on the questions
In neither case did the father’s presence appear to influence the mother’s reply and both parents tended 1o

reflect on the other’s comments in a good-natured fashion. The father’s comments were recorded but

“were not included 1n the results.

On completion of the questionnaires. children and mothers were thanked for their participation

and mothers were assured that they would be sent a summary of results when they became available.
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Re-grofiping of Member Parents

LS

\d‘émbcr parénts and their children were originally selected by their response (o a question on a
written questionnaire as to whether they used the term “gified” in front of their children and in ffonl of
: .
others. \thn parents were interviewed they were again askcd whether Lhct used the term giﬁed in front
of the child (MQ37) or in front of other adults (MQ38). and if they did not. why they did not do so. They
were also asked whether they believed. in genéral. tha chil&ren should be told they are “gifted” and the
crm explained to them (N1Q39) Because it scemed unreasonable to assume that “non-users” never used

the term “gifted” i front of their children. the term was felt to be misleading and was replaced with the

term ~Avoiders” which more accurately reflected the mother’s desire to avoid using the term.

)

¥
L3

Par{s:ms were categortzed as “Users™ if they indigaled that thev at least sometimes used lhg len,n'
to their oi:fn chnf& {Q37). Atotal of 27 families met the criterion for a User. Twenty-five /’of the 2f
. parcnis also rcsponfied with a categorical “ves™ 1o the question of whether they believed childfen should

be told ithc_\' are “gitfted” (Q39). anci the other two gave somewhat ambiguous answers to the question.

& Parents were categorized as Avoiders if they:
& a) responded “ithL a "no” to Question 37 ("Do vou use the term gifted in front of
(child’s name) 10 describe his/her talents””) OR
b) gave a qualified "no”. such as “we trv to avoid it” to Question 37 and a
categorical negative response to question 39 ( In general. do you

belicve that children should be told they are “gifted” or that children should not

be told they are “gifted”")

A total of 21 parents mct the critena for Avoider.
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“The parents” initial ~Yes™ or "No™ to Question 37 was odusidered to be a reflection of their

preference to use or avoid the term. Some parents did not answer with a direct “yes” or “no” but gavc a
qualified responsc such as “somectimes™. A response of “sometimes™ was considered to be a“yes”. A list
of qualified responscs appeared in Appendix K. Table 8 gives the pattern of responses (ves. no or
qualified response) to the questions “Do vou use the term gified in front of your child”” (MQ37) and “Do
you believe children should be 1old they are gifted using the lcnﬁ ~gifted””” (MQ39).

Table 8 |

»

Responses of User and Avoider parents to the question whether they approve of using the term “gified” 1n

+

front of their children.

“Use gifted: Usess Avoiders
oo w2y
To own child Yes 22 0
No 0 18
Qualified response 5 3
In general Yes 25 4
to children No 0 14
) Qualified response 2 3

Parents who could not be assigned 1o a group bascd on these criteria were classified as
“undecided”. These parents scemed to equivocate for one of three reasons:* they had changed their mind
about using the term (N =3). they were new to the ~gifted” movement (N=2) or they were concerncd with
sibling rivalny (N=1). An exanunation of the demographic variables confirmed that the undecided parents
Q\grc very similar to l‘hose_parems in the study on age. income, family size and on parental educational
\‘ariabl'cs, A fuller discussion of these families and the probable reasons they were unable to be

catecgorized can be found in Appendix L.
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Category changes from Study |
F

Table 9 gives the category changes from the old “user”. “non-user”, “partial user” categories to

-

the new “user”. "avoider”. “undeccided” categories.

Table 9
Reassignment of participants in old group to new groups. '
New group
..................................................................... Users Avoiders Undecided  Dropped

0Old Group .

Users (N=21) 17 3 1 0

Non-Users (N==21) 6 12 2 1

Partial Users (N=13) 4 6 3 0
Total 1n cach ncw group 27 21 - 6 ]

Why parcnts changed their imind.

Partial uscrs were identificd as parents who did not use gifted in front of their children but did
usc it 1o describe their children to others. Thus. the 6 who were now classified as Avoiders had not
actually changed their position on using the term to their children. The three User parents who now said
they did not use the term were sumri;cd that they had ever said they did. and all three inldncalcd that they

did not believe children should be told thev are gifted using that term.

Ten parents who had prc:'iousl}' claimed not to have used the term now said they did. Parents
were not asked specifically why they had changed their mind although some volunteered the information.
Table 10 shows reasons given and events occurring bel“:ccn the initial survey and the interview which
prompted the molhér‘s decision to become a user of the lerm"‘gifted'f Children are divided into those 7

or vounger at the ume or the 1nital survev and those 7 or older.
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Table 10

Events which prompt mother’s decision to change from non- or partial-user 1o user. Children divided by

*

child’s age at time of imitial survey.

Reason 7 or younger 7 or older
Formally identified or selected '

for special programming 4

Just tested at time of imual survey 1

Old enough to handle term 0

Not known !

— - B

It appcafs that the child’s formal identification or selection forspecial programming may prompt

mothers 1o begin o use the term “gifted” in front of the child.

In Study 1. parents who uscd gifted in front of other adults but not in front of their children were
categorized as Partial-users. In Study 2. this group of parents was absorbed into (hé new User and
Avoider groups based on their use of “gifted” to their child. However. parents in Study 2 were also asked
“Do you usc the term “gifted™ 1o describe (chuld s name) 10 other people?” Table 11 gives the pattern of
responscs (ves. no. or qualified response) of Users and Avoiders to the question “Do you use the term

“gifted” to descnibe (ckild s name) 1o other people? " (MQ38).
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Table 11

Responses of User and Avoider parents to the questior of whether they describe their child as gified 10

other people. (MQ 38)

S

Usc gifted Users Avoiders

To adults Yes 18 2
No - 5 18
Qualificd response 4 1

Parents were consistent in li\eir preference to avoid or use “gifted”. While 66% of Usecr parents
used “gifted” in front of their children and to other adults to describe their children. only 10% of Avoider

parents claimed to usc 1t to descnbe their children to other adults.

Demographic characteristics of the User, Avoider and Comparison group parents

r\g'"ﬂ

General comparison

Table 12 gives the mean age of the mothers. mcan family size and mé)n gross and per flerson
incomes for each the three groups. Also included is the number of families in each group in which the

father was not living in the home.



Table 12

Mean age of mothers, size of familics, gross and per person family incomes and presence of father for

user. avoider and comparison groups.

£

Mean age of mother in vears

Range

Mcan annual family income

Range

Mecan number of family members 427 4.0, 4.65

Range (2-6) 3-5) G-7
Mean per person income $18.751 $19,524 $16.491

Range | ($9-27.500) ($9-31,666) ($3.750-31.666)
Father absent 2 0 |

($35-110.000)

($45-110.000)

Users Avoiders Comparison
N=27 _N=21 N=20

409 405 41.25

(31-51) (30 - 48) (33 -49)

$79.351 $77.857 $74.250

(%15 -110.000)

Note. Means with different subscripts differ significantly.

Mothers did not differ significantly in age amongst the three groups. F (2, 65) =.13. p= §8.

nor did families differ sign#ficantly in their gross income level. F (2, 65) = .30. p = .75. or in their per

personincome . F (2. 63) = 1.57. p=.22. It should be noted that there was a ceilingveffect on income

level since the highest category recorded was “over $100.000”; however a chi-square of number of

families with incomes over $100.000 x group was not significant. 3~ ( 2. N = 68) = 1.32. p 3 05.

There was. however. a significant diﬂ'ertcnce in family size. F (2, 65) =335.p. = .041. A

Tukey comparison of means indicated a significant difference (p = .033) between the Avoider group and

the Comparison group with the Avoider group having smaller families. The User group was not

significantly different from the other two groups.

A

-

Bot
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Parents’ education

Mothers were asked how many vears of education they had completed (not including preschool or

kindergarten) and how many vears 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 attained since Grade 1 and mean level of

education completed by mothers and father in each groups.

Table 13

Mean number of vears of education attained by mothers and fathers in the three groups.

Users Avoiders Comparison
e e o N=27 N=21 O ON=2
Mothers™ mean years of education 16.13 17.3, 15.05,
Range (12-19) (13-27) (11-20)
;{;:Fq{hers‘ mean vears of education 17.40, 1795, 15.32,
= Range (13-21) (13 -23) (12-20)

Note. Means with different subscripts differ significantly.

*
7

. There was a significant difference i)t:lween the mothers in the different groups in othe number of
years they attended school. F (2. 65) = 3.99. p = .023. A Tukey comparison of means indicated a
significant differcnce between the Avoider and the Comparison group mothers, in the number of years of
education ( p =.017). The User group did not differ from either of the other two groups. The median
level of education for User and Avoider mothers was a bachelors degree while the median level of

education for Comparison mothers was a post-secondary diploma or trade ticket.

The educational level of the fathers in the three groups was also compared. There was a

significant difference between the groups in the mean number of years the fathers attended school. F (2,



63) =6.25. p= 003 A Tukey comparison of means indicated the Comparison group had significantly
fewer vears of education than either the User group. p = .021 or the Avoider grdflp. p =.004. Like the
mothers. the median level of education obtained by the fathers in the User and Avoider groups wasa  +

bachelor’s degree. while the median level for fathers in the Comparison group was a b&sl;sécondar)f

diploma or trade ticket.

’ -
Mothers were asked if they had obtained all their elementary and secondary cducation in Canada

and whether they had a private or public school education. Mothers were also asked whclhelj they had
becn identified as gifted or whether they had been offered any sdn of special programming, such as being
strcamed 1nto the top class in their grade. being offered out-of-school enrichment. or being allowed to take
' special programs during their school vears. Table 14 gives the percentages of each group of parents
indicating they had reccived dll of their education in Canada. the percentage in&icau'ng they had allcndéd
private school. public school or both. the percentage identified as gifted and the perccnlagc’who were

offcred special programming during their school vears.
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Table 14

Percent of each group by country of education, type of education, whether they were identified as gifted

and whether the mother was offered any special programming,

% Users . % Avoiders % Comparison
=27 n=21 n =20
Country of education _ B
* Canada 74 . 52 80
Other 26 48 20
‘Type of education
Public 81 72 80
Private + 14 . 5
Both 15 14 15
Identified as Gifted 15 5 0
Special programming ,
Yes 37 67 35
No. _ 63 33 65

Five parents said thev had been identified as gifted when they were children. All were members
of the GCA: however. the differences between the groups was not significant. ;;° (2. N = 68) = 4.00. p =
.14 There was no difference among groups in the number of mothers reporting that they had received
special programming during their school years. 7~ (2. N =68 ) = 5.46. _p = 065. There was also no
difference among the three grou;s in the likelihood that they had attended private school. public school or
béth. 2 (4. N =68) =2.40p = 66. or in the likelihood that they were educaled outside of Canada. %~ (2.

N=68)=418 p= .12

Parents were asked to indicate how they felt about the quality of their own schooling by rating it
on a 5-point scale from very poor (1) to very good (5). They wﬁcﬂalso asked to rate themselves on how

well did they did in school academically on a similar 6-point scale from “a poor student” (1) to “an
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- excellent student™ (6). Table 15 gives the 'm;:an rating given by each group of their education and the

mean rating of themselves as students.
-‘g

Table 15

N -

Mcan ratings by User. Avoider and Comparison groups of their education and of lh_eir achievement as

students.
User Avoider Comparison
s e ANE2T) (N=21) N=20)
Rating of own cducation 3.2, 4.0, 38
Rating of self as student , 4.4 . 5.0, 4.0,

Note. Means with different subscripts differ significantly.

There were significant differences in the mean scores among parent groups in how goodb they felt
their own education was. F (2. 65) =444, p = .016. The Avoider group gave their own education a
rating of “good ™~ whilc the User group rated their education as closer to “average”. A Tukey comparison
of means indicates that the diflcrence between the Users and the Avoiders is signiﬁcant; p = 017. |
Although most parcnts rated themselves as having been good or very good students. there were also
significant differences in how positively they rated themselves, F (2. 65) = 3.25 . p = .045. A Tukey
comparison of means indicated that the parents in the Avoider group rated themselves as sigmﬁcapll}'
betier students than did parents in the Compaﬁson group. p = .035. Parents in the User group did not
differ significantly from cither Sf the other two groups. There were no significant differcnces between
thosc parcnts in the Comparison group :\:ho indicated during the interview that they thought their children

- were gificd and those who did not identify their children as such.



Y ' ’ o . -
Summary of parents

The_families in this siudy can be charactéﬁzed as middle-class. well-educated. two parent
familics. Avoider group familes were slightly smaller than Comparison group families. Most mothers

were in their thirties and forties and had been cduéatéd in the Canadian public school system.. While most
had not been identified as gifted during their school vears. almost half indicated that at some point they

-

had been offered some form of programming modifications. such as subject acceleration. Differences
berween parent groups were primarily in the area of education. Comparison fathers had fewer vears of
education than had 'GCA: membe? fathers and Comparison mothers had less education than Avoider

mothers. In general. Avoider mothers had the most posiu'vi: educational experiences. rating themsehes as

betier students than Comparison mothers and rating their schoeling more positively than User mothers.

The Children

4

Table 16 gives the distribution of bovs and girls. the mcan age of the children. and the percentage

of first-born and only childr&cn 1 each group.

Table 16.

»

Number of boys and girls ard mean age of children in each group.

Users Avoiders Comparison
............................................................. MO=20) 02D e ARR20)
Number of boy s : 1% I [ 12
. {'-A
Number of girls 9 5 8 -
. g .
Mcan age of children. 10.11 10.29 10.45

(SD 34) (SD 39) : (SD .39)

% of furst-born or only children  39% - 67% 50%




There Was no signiﬁcaﬂi dxffefeﬂce%maﬁgthethrec.gfaﬁps in terms of sex distribution, % (2.
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Eﬁ

=68)= 125 p= 54 and no signiﬁcanl groups difference in mean ége. F{(2.65)= .22,_9 =.8L ‘Bovs

-
’

and girls did not differ significantly in mean age. 1 (67) = .34. p=.74. There was also no signiﬁéanl
difference among the groups in the number of childrc who were first born or only children vérsus the

numnber of'children who were second or later-born children. * (2. N = 68) = 1.78, p = .56.

Table 17 gives the percentage of childrgn in each group going to pilblic school. private school
and being home schoolc% | * )
’ )'“

Table 17

Percentage of children allénding cach bvpe of schoolingbvtj;roup.

. Y% Users % Avdiders Companson
Public school 78 ; 81 75 .
Private school 11 , - 14 25
Home schooling 1 5 T 0

e

The difference among the three groups was not significant. 3° (4. N = 68) = 3.96, p. = .41

»

Table 18 gives the percentage of public school children in each group receiving regular, French

Immersion or special programming.

[ TN



Table 18 - L Lt . ' ',“ 3w

Percentage of public school children i each group attending regular, Erench Immersion and alternate -

programme classes.

L% 5‘
% Users % Avoid®s * Comparison ‘
L NZE2D e NI NES) -
Regular stream - 67 53 Y
French Immérsion 24 ) 41 » 33
Alternate Program Y 6 L0

-

» - N 2

z Thére was no significant diﬁ"crcncc among the three groups in the number of children attending
regular vérs’hs non-regular programs. v (N = 5:"3) =191 p> .05. Two of the children (one from each
GCA groub) who were al;cnding alternate prograrr:; were cnrolled in special segregated programs er the
gifted while the remnaining child was attending a “non-coercive™ school which focuscd on individual

programming and following the child’s interests.

Parents were asked how many schools their child had attended since entering Grade 1. The
mean number of schools attended by the children was 1.57. (Home schooling was not counted as a school

attended). There was no significant difference amongst the three groups. F (2. 65) = 625, p. = 54.

Identification by the school as gificd and provision of special programming

Parents werc asked whether the teachers or school authorities at their éhrlds school had
indicated in any way that they believed the child 1o be gifted or exceptionally able and. if yes. how.
Responses indicating that school personnel had told parents in words or by actions such as placing the

child in a special program. were accepted as indications that the school believed the child was gifted.

Children who were homeschooled were climinated from this analysis.
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A total of 92% of thé User parents and 100% of the Avoider parcnts whose children atiended

schools and 43% of Athc comparison group indicated that teachers sdid their child was gifted or
exceptionally able or said their child attended a private school specifically for gif’ied children and was.

therefore, recognized as gifted b\ the school.. Four parents. three Users and one Avoider, clainied that

they had told the schools and the schools had. with varying degrecs of reluctance. agreed that the child

.

z C .
was gifted. :

- All the GCA members whosc children had been identificd by the school were receiving or had
reccived some type of special services. Parents were asked what type of services their children had
reccived. Table 1Y gives the nunﬁx:r of children receiving special services rand the percentage receiving
cach level of services. Since somé éhildren were reported as récc_iving more than one imcfysmion. only.

_ the most extreme was reported. The ; GCA children who were being homc‘schooléd ha\'g@c;n excluded.
v

*

Table 19 -

»

Number of children in cach group ideatified by the school as being gifted or exceptionally able and level

-

of special senvices provided. o7 ' \
S Users  Avoiders ‘Comparison

Number of children . -

identified by schools 22124 20/20 “ 9,20

% Special placement 42 - 30 11

(accelcration. special classes)

% Special short-tcrm programs 45 45 ' 33
(challenge classes. enrichment)

. %o Inclass enrichment I8 25 22
- (e.¢. subject acceleration)

-
‘*d

26 N0 SCTVICES {) 0
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It is interesting to note that although nine of the Comparison parents said the ;ChOOJ had said

lhciric]}ild was exceptionally able. all Comparison parents. when recruited for the study. had said the

schools had not identified their children as “gified”. When asked in person. all six Comparison parents

whose children were receiving services from the school said that they believed their child to be gjfted_ '

£

B N

-
_ s,
Suinmary: Children

The children in the three groups were simifar in age, sex distribution and birth order. Most
chiidren (79%) went to public school. A similar number of public school students in cach group attended
specialized programs such as French Immersion. and 95% percent of GCA children and 30% of

Comparison children had been recognized by their school as exceptionally able and were receiving somge

B

form ofsspecial programming .



A Results

The current stud? 1s exploratory and a' large number of analyses have been conducted. A

-

- probability level of 035 will bc'considcredmsiAgmﬁcam. When familics of dala'_aré being considered a
3 . . .

-

Bonferrom correclidn will be used - All tests were also Perfofmed comparing sex differences. Only when

differences between boys and girls are found is the test réported. Differences between Comparison

1] ' .
parents who identified their-children as gifted and other Comparison pargnts will be reported when

”

significant.

In addition to the stated hypotheses. other differences. for which there were no hypotheses. were

tested. These will be reported under “Further Analyses™ imimediately following the relevant hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1 and 2. Potency and Evaluative Qualities of the Term ~Gified”

The potency and cvaluation scores fo! ~gifted” and five synonyms were measured using a
scmantic differential. To examine the whether parents raed™ gifted” as more potent than other terms. a
difference score was computedsfor cach parent by calculating the difference on the potency scale between
“gifted” and cach of the other terms. The mean difference score for each of the five pairs of terms was
tested using a one-directional one-group t-test fﬁ‘delcrminc whether that mcan was greater or less than 0.

It was hypothesized that the term “gifted”™ wauld be rated as significantly more potent on a
scmantic differential by all groups than would any of the following synonyms: “intelligent”. “bright”. A

“creatine” “smart” or “talented”

The mean potency score given by parents 1o each term and the difference score of that term from

“gifted” 1s presented in Table 20, &
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Table 20 - : -

Mean score and difference score for cach term on the potency factor of the semantic differential. < ,

=, [N
Term  Mean $¢?F¢.,Q“.PQ?%',‘F}L&!EI_Q[,-,_M.‘ Difference score C
Talented 6.03, . 625 = C
Intelligent - 394, -0.63 : ‘

Gifted 5.93, 0.00 - )

Smart 593, . 0.58

Bright 5.86, _, 479 (
Creative 528, 44 25

Note. Means with different subscripts differ significantly.

Becausc of the number of tests used to compare gifted to the olhe'r.lenns. a Bonferroni correction
was utilized. The adjusted alpha level \\‘as‘.()()-l. The t6Tm “gifted” was not si;;niﬁcanll_\' different from
“talented”. L ( 66) = 95, p > 004; “snfdn”. { (66) = 08, p > 004: "bn‘ghl_". 1(66) = .67.p> 004, or
“intelligent™. 1 (66) = 0001, p # 004" It was significantly more potent. however. than “creative™. { (66)
=3.56.p < .004.

The term “‘cremivc;j was also compared with the other terms using a Jiffercncc score. “Creative™
was rated by parents as also being significantly less potent than “talented™. 1 (66) = 7.25. p < .004;

“smart”. 1 (66) = 4 83 p< .004: "bright” t (66) = 4.83 p <.004; and “intelligent”. 1 (66) = 5.45. p.< GO4:

~as well as “gifted”. No other pairs of terms were tested. =

It was also hypothesized that “gifted” would be rated more positively on the evaluative scale of
the semantic differcntial by Gifted C hildren’s Association (GCA) members than by non-members. Table
21 contains the mean evaluation scorcs given by each group of parents and the combined GCA members

to cach term. The numbgr in brackets beside the term is the rank order of the term within each group.

Table 21
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Mcan score for each term on the evaluation factor of the semantic differential as given by member groups

and non-member (Comparison) group.

. ®
Term Users Avoiders All GCA Members Comparison
N=27) - (N=2)  (N=48) o (IN=20)

~_Ingglligent 621(2) 599 (3) 6.11 (1) 5.90 (5)

Creative 6.22 (1) 593 (4) 6.09 (2) 598 (3)

Gifted C606(4) S 6.12(1) 6.08 (3) C6.09(1) '

Smart. 6.19(3) 591 (5) 6.07(4) 6.06. (2)

Talented 6.05 (5) 601 (2) 6.03 (5) 592 (4)

Bright 6.05 (5) 5 84 (6) 5.96 (6) 575 (6)

There was no difference in the mean scores between members and non-members in their
¢valuation of the lcfm “gifted” 1(66) = 94.p = 99. A repeatéd measures analvsis of the ratings by all
three groups (L's;:r‘:. Avoiders and C‘omparison) on all six terms indicated there was no overall diﬂ"crcncl‘
‘ amoﬁg the threc groups.‘ F(2.63)=145.p= 61, ambng the six terms. F (5.325)=145, p= 2l.0or

among groups on terms. F (10, 325) = 72 p= .70.

Further Analvses

« .
Why parents used or did not use “gifted”

Parents were asked whether they believed there was such a thing as a “gifted child™ (PQ13). All

e

GCA parents (N = 48) and 1Y of the 2i) Comparison parents said they belicved some children were gifted.
The lone Companson parent who questioned whether “giftedness™ existed. attributed it to hard work and
~ opportunity. She later described her child as “gifted”.

Mcmber parcm; were asked their reasons for their decision to use or avoid the term “gifted”
(MQ37. CQ28). All parents were also asked ( MQ 39, CQ 30) whether they believed it was wise or
unwise, in general. for parents to explain to a child. using the term “gifted”. that he or she was gified. In’
addition. they were asked to explain why thev felt that wav.  Several themes prevailed and. not

surpnsingly. thesc themes related to the parent’s willingness to use the term. Table 22 describes the main
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categories of responses of User and Avoider parents as to why they did or did not feel that “gifted” was a-

desirable term. Since some parents gave more than onc reason. total responses exceed'the number of

respondents.
Table 22
Recasons mcmbef%érénts gave for using or not using the term “gified” in front of their children. .o
............................................................................................................................... Users ... Avoders
Why term is used:
' T
It’s the truth/correct term . 15 0
’ Explains differences to child e 12° - 0
Encourages child to tn hard o .2 ]
Prevents conccit/encourages responsibility 4 0
Why term is avoided:
Label maccuraie 0 11
Causes conceit/demotiyvates 2 6

~Gifted” has ncgative connotations 0 6
Miscellancous ncgative 8

The term “gifted” was seen by Users to be acceptable not only because it was the truth and
described thejr child acéuratcl_\ but also because-it helped the child understand why he or she was different

from peers. A few suggested that it encourages résponsibility and might motivate the child.
N @i =

The Avoiders. in contrast. disliked the tcnn‘ becauscllhcy felt the label did not accufalely describe
their chilq. Avoider parents also felt ~gifted” had negative connotations which set the child apart and
suggested the the child was different from peers. had problems. or was given to what one parent described
as “bizarre. off the wall behaviours™. Parents frbm both groups also memioncd scv‘eral miscelkaneous
reasons for avoiding the term. such as [hat |l \;as of li;ﬂe inferesl to other people. it was unimportant. it

set up unrealistic expectations or it required addilional'lediou"f explanations ("Every time [ say he’s gifted.

I have 10 remind him of his responsibilities to his fellows over whom he might have an advantage™).
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Parents were also asked whether they used the tefm “gified” to describe their child to others and
if they did, not. why they chose to avoid it (MQ38). The reasons parents gave for not using "éiﬁed“ 1o
describe their child 1o other adults appear in Table 23.

Table 23

. €
Reasons member parents gave for not using the term “gifted”"in front of others

Users Avoiders B
e e e - - e . P L T prpenaay n._A..v e e e avean B L I T T T T B Ty - #T'i‘
Otners resent/misunderstand it 11 2 o
Sounds like braggimg. elitist. competitive 0 . 13 L * S
Both User and Avoider parcnts cautioned against using the term in front of others but for . %

o

? - . . '"":-. .
different reasons. User parents felt that the term was misunderstood by others: ~“You say “gifted” but other
people hear “better’™. Avoider parcnts believed the term was. in fact. offensive to others because it was

pretentious and “soundicd) hike bragging™.

I
-

Companison parents were asked whether they believed gified children should be told they arc‘ /
gifted. using the hlcrm “aifted” (CQ30). Six believed they should be told and mentioned that it would
cxplain to the child why he or she was different or would enhanc.e the child’s sclf-csteem. Fourteen
parcnts said children should not be told. They argued that it might make the child conceited. put 0o
much pressure on the child. or impair peer relationships. Five of the six Comparison parents who later

#*

said thev believed their child mi ght be gifted did not believe children should be told lile} are gifted.

Companison parents were also asked what they would do if the school phoned and said the child
was gifted (CQ‘\ 1. They were offered the options of explaining to the child that the schoot believed he or

she was “gifted . mformung the child ab%l the call but not using the term “gifted”. or saving nothing.
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Under this scenario. seven of the 20 comparison parents said they would usc the term-"gifted”. eight said

they would 2\11 the child about the call but not use “gifted”. and five said they would say nothing.

However. the unreliability of asking pcopic to predict their behaviour was illuminated by one telling

- x

response from a parent who answered that she would laice' the sgcond option and lcll& the child abOm the
call while not using the lén’n “gifted”. Later in the inlcrv:icw she mentioned that bi:lween‘l‘hc time she was .
- recruited fdr lilc study 'andjthc actual interview. her son s school had phoned-and said he had bcen

norniné;cd for the gifted program at the Junior High he would be alie;ld}ng the following vear. When

-

. asked what she had actually done. she admitted. wryly. that she had in fact. said nothing to her son.

*

:“ *
L .
- .
i % £

Parents were also asked whether their child was gified (PQ17) and how certain thev were of "thei;r
assessment that therr chuld was gified or not gifted (PQ18).  All GCA parents believed their child was
g’iﬂcd (N = 48). Ohc Avoider parent iniially said she was not certain her child was gﬁﬁcd. but later
éhzmgcd her mnind and said she felt he was at the lower range of gji‘ledness. Six of the 20 Comparison
parents said they believed their child was gifted. There was a’diffcrcncc among the three group; as to the
degree of certainty they felt about their asséssment of their child’s abilities. F(2.65=491.p = 0l A
Tukey comparison of mcans indicated that User parents (M = 3.8) ;\ere significantly more certain than

Companison parents (M = 3 1) of thair assessment. p = 008. Avoider parents (M = 3.6) were not

significantly different from either group.

GCA mcmber parcnts and those Comparison parents who responded that their child was gified -
were asked whether their child had been fonnzlll_v tested (MQ26). Forty-five of the 48 children of GCA
members had been formally tested for gifiedness. 4Of the 45 GC A children who had been tested. 42% (N =
19) had becn tested by the school and 53% (N - 24) by private pS)'chologiéls. The remaining two

children had been tested by health units or clinics. None of the Comparison parents indicated that their

chiid had been tested .
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. Hypothesis 3: Differences Bel\v{écn User-Members and Other Parents in Beliefs About -

-

- Giftedness. ] - -

Hypotheses 3a and 3b concerned the degree to which the threc parent groups agreed in their
belicfs about giftedness Parents responded to 16 belief statements (Appendix G) which tapped five beliefs
about giﬁédn€ss Thesc beliefs were= -giftedness causes problems: gifiedness is innate: gifiedness is rare.

giftedness runs in familics: gifiedness needs nurturing.  The relationship amongst belief statements was

cxamined using multi-dimenisional scaling to confirm that cach group of statements indeed reflected the

belicf that it was designed to tap. The multidimensional scaliﬁg of all responses of the three parent groups

-

* together is shown in Figure 3. The alicnation of this configuration is .202 and it explains 81% of the

variance.  As can be secn. the questions are clustered according to the belief which they address.

*

X x 1
(-]
08 -
’ Murture - ' Rare
x .
g6 -
04 . .
=)
02 - . ¢ Problem
X PN - =
. .@ Rare
0 A nnate
15 1 - 5
. 05 0 05 1 15 x Famb
» 02 - mikes
x Nurture -
> Problem A -
-04
B X
]
. 06
x Innate
Runs n -08 A A

Farbes

Figure 3 Multidimensional scaling of parents” responses to belief questions



ve subscales was examined. The Cronbach alpha for the

-

The internal consistency of the fi

subscales were as follows: problems (.6Y). innate (.55). rare (.52). runs in families (.72) and nurture (.50).

These scores’suggest a moderata degree of internal consistency within the subscales.

Table 24 gives the mean scorc fer the statements in cach belief category for each parent greup .

Each statement was rated from | (“strongly disagree™) to 4 (“strongly agree™).

Eid

it
:

o



Table 24

8

ot

TN

;:::S =l

Mean scores f&rgi‘lﬁ categon of beliefs for User, Avoider and Comparison parents.

®Gifiedness:

Is 1nnate

Causes problems

Is rarc

Runs in families

Must be nurtured

Users

AIN=27)

314

3 30,

279

Avoiders

LANZ=20)

o AN=20)

Comparison

294 -

“" All Parents
(N=68)

3.1

3.0

2.1

26

27

Note. Means with different subscripts differ significantly.

" 1t was hypothesized that User members would be inv greater agreement with (rate more highiy)

statements suggesting that giftedness was innate than would any other parent group. Mean scores {or

Uscr members on the category of statements which suggest that giftedness is innate were compared with
the mcan score of each of the other parent groups using .iDunncll multiple comparison of means. This
hypothesis was not supported. The difference between Users and Avoiders was not significant. t (39) =

65.p=47. The difference between Users and the Comparison group was also not sigmficant. {(45) =

1.

n

S.p=.12.

It was also hypothesized that User parents would be 1n greater agrecment with those statements

supporting the idea that gifiedness was problematic than would any 6lhe_r parent group. Mean scores for

the User group on the category of statements which suggests that giftedness 1s problematic were compared

with the mcan score of cach of the other parent groups using a Dunnett multiple comparison of means..

There was no significant difference between the User and the Avoider group on this measure. t (39) =

1.6.p =24 Howcver. Users were significanth more likely 1o rate giftedness as problematic than were

members of the Coniparison group. 1 (45) = 6.46. p < 001 The mean scores for the Avoider group and
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_the Comparison group were also compared using a t-test. The Avoider group was also more likely to rate

giftedness as problematic than was the Comparison group. t (39) =3.49. p= .00].

+

* \- - * - ’ . . i
The category "Giftedness causes problems™ consisted of four statements. Mean scores on each

statcment for each parent group appear in Table 25.
. L
Table 25 ' .

Mean scorcs for each parent group for four statements in the Problem category of the Parent Belief

L4

Statements | -
Statement %Uscrs Avoiders Comparison -
Children who are gifted must make a special 2.9 3.0 26

cffort to understand and get along with children
who are not gifted. (Q2) ' .

When a child is gified. »hc or she secs the world 3.7, 35, 2.7,
differently from other ghildren (Q12) -

Being glﬁcd can sometimes bring a lot of 33 3.4 3.0.
problems. (Q1) - ‘

Children who are gifted find it harder 1o make 3, - - 27 24

fricnds than children who are not gifted. (Q10)

Note. Means with different subscripts differ significantly.

A Bonferrom procedurc was used to correct for muluple comparnisons and the significance level
was adjusted to 01 There was no sigmificant difference among parent groups on Question 2. F (2.65) =
S 205 g = |3 There was a significant difference among the groups of parents in their rating of Question
;2- F(2.65) = 1488 p < .001 A Tukev comparison of means indicated that Companison parents agreed
with this statement less strongly than did cither User parents. p < (01 or Avoider parer;ls. p = 001
There were also significant differences among parent groups for both Question 1. F(2. 65)=4.99.p =

01 and Question 10 F (2.65) =323 p= 008 A Tukev comparison of means indicated that the User
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parents agreed more strongly with bolh‘hngsuon 1. p=.009. and Question 10 P = .006 than did the

Comparison group. The Avoider group was not significantly different from either of the other parent

Further cxplorauon of the data compared the three groups of parents on the remaining categorics

of behief statements ('rare”. “runs 1n famihies”. “must bernunuréd"). There was arsigxiiﬁcanl difference

among the three parent groups F (2. 65)=4.42. p= 016. and a significant group X category interaction.
F(4.130) =341 p= 011 Funher cxamination of differences in parent groups indicated that these was
no difference among the groups in lhc"u beliefs about the imporlance of nurtuning giftedness. F (2. 65) =
2.74.p = 07.0r theranty of giftedness . F (2. 63)=1.03.p= 36 There was, howc‘ver, a significant
diffcrence among the three groups 1n their agreement with the belief that giﬂedneés runs 1n fanulies. F ¢

2.65)= 10 6Y. p-< 001 A Tukey comparison of means indicated that the Comparison group was

- significantly less likely 1o believe that giftedness ran in families than either the User group. p < .001. or

the Avoider group. p = 006

ey,

=y,

A final behief statement (Parents” Interview MQ59 and CQS1) asked parents 1o allot a possible
total of 10 points amongst threc attributes for gifiedness in children (natural ability. fanuly environiment,
and hard work) Because of the problem of covariance in the data. it was decided prior to data collection
that the attnibute “family environment™ would be dropped pﬁor to analysis and only the attributes “natural

abihin” and “hard work™ exanuned.

It was hvpothesized that User members would judge “natural Elbilil)*'" to b¢e a more important
source of giftedness than would cither of the other parent groups.  This hyvpothesis was supporicd. Table
26 summarizes the mean number of points allocated by each parent group to “natural ability™ and to “hard

»
work™ as sources of gificdness.
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Table 26 ' ..

Mean scores awarded by each parent group to each explanation as a source of gified behaviour -

Users Avoiders Comparison
Giftedness isa resultof: — (N=27)  (N=20)  (NZ20)
Natural ability - 6.3, 5.2, 4.9,
Hard work 1.3, 2.3, 2.4

Notc. Means with different subscripts differ significantly.

Mean scores for the User group on the attribute “natural ability™ were compared v»-'ilh the mean
scores of cach of the other parent groups using a Dunnett multiple comparison of means. Results of the
Dunnctt muluple comparnison of means indicated that the User group falcd ability significantly higher
than did the Avoider group. t (46) = 2. 15.1 = (H? or the Comparison group. 1 (43) =2.58. p= 012. The

Avoider and Comparison groups™ scores were not significantly different.

Further cxamination indica!"d%i%re was also a significant difference amongst the three groups

on the attribute “hard work™. F (3765) = 6.91. p= 002 A Tukev comparison of means indicated that the

Uscr group rated hard work as sigmficantly less important in producing g:iflcdncss than did either the
Avoider group. p = 01 1. or the Companson group. p = 003. The Avoider and Comparison groups did

not differ significantly.

Further Analvses

Parents were also asked sexcral other questions to determine the degree to which they believed
their family members were gifted. . Mothers were asked if they believed thev or their child’s father was
gified (MQ34/CQ27). Table 27 gives the percentage of cach group of mothers responding that they were

gifted and the percentage responding that their husbands were gified.
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Table 27
Percent of mothers in-each group identifving self as gified and child's father as gifted
‘ . #
: %Users %Avoiders %Comparison
.......................................................................................................... N=27) - .AN=2D) (N=200
Percent idenufy ing self as gified ‘52, . 38, 10y,
Percent identify ing father as gified 93, - 67, 35,

Note. Percentages with different subscripts differ significantly.

There was a significant difference among the three g?oups in the number of mothers identifying
themselves as gified. y (2. 68) = x_()g. p = .012. Although therc was no significant difference between’
the Users and Avoiders. y~ (1. 48) = 90. p= .34, ihcre was a significant. difference between the Avoiders
and the Companson gro;p. 4~ (1. 41)= 439, p = .036 and between the Users and the Comparison group
¥~ (1.47)=17 34, p < 001 The Comparison mothers were less likely to believe themselves to be gifted.
Only 2 of the 20 Comparison mothers believed lhcm‘;el\ es 10 be gifted and both these mothers also

behieved their child to be gifted. u - v

There was also a significant diﬂcren,éc in the number of mothers identifving the child’s father as

- gifted. ¥~ (2.68) = l7A43.' p<.001 User pércnls were significantly more likely to identify the father as
gifted than were Avoider parents: 7~ (1.48) = 321, p = 022, and Avoider parents were significantly more
hikcly to identify the father as gifted than were Comparison par;nts. ¥ (141)=4.1.p= 043 Within the

Comparison group. 5 of the 6 mothers who believed their children to be gified also believed the child's

father was gifted. whercas only 2 of the other Comparison parents did.

Mothers werg also asked how many of the child’s grandparents were gifted and how many other
relatives they believed were gifted (MQ34/CQ27). The number of gified family members identified by the -

mother (excluding the target child and his or her siblings) was calculated. Table 28 gives the mean
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number of grandparents identified by each group of mothers and the mean number of family members in

I

-

" 1dtal identified by each group of mothers.

Sy

Table 28~

Mecan number of gified relatives identified by each parent group

Users Avoiders “7 Comparison
..................................................................................... (N=271 N=2h) o NEI0
Mcan number of gifted grandparcnts 1.8, 1.7, 0.7,
Mcan number of gified relatives 6.0, R % 2.3,

Notc. Means with different subscripts differ significantly.

There was a significant difference arﬁong groups in the m;annlln}ber of ganparenls idcnliﬁe(;
as gified. F (2. 68) = 9.05. p< 001 A Tukey compan';on of means'}indicg&éﬁﬂgt"tﬁe Comparisog group
identified significantly fewer g‘mcd grandpafents than did either the User vgfo-‘up. p =.001, or the Avoider
group. p = 002. The difference between the Avoider and User groups was not significant.

’ : :

There were significant differences among the three groups in the mean total number of gified
individuals per exlended family as identified by the mother. F (2. 65) = 7.57. p = .001. A Tukey
con;parison of mcans indicated that the number of gifted family ﬁembers identified by the User group was
sigmificantly higher than the number idcnliﬁeci by the Comparison group. p = .001. The Avoider group
was not significantly diifcrcnl from cither of the other two groups. The Companson parcnts who believed

their child to be gifted identified more people (M = 4.3) than did the Comparison parents who did not

believe their child was gifted (M = 1.4).1 (18) = 3.30. p = .004.

Parents were also asked further questions relating to the association of problems with giftedness.
Of interest was whether parents of gifted children in this éamplc. like Freeman's (1975) British parents of
gifted children. would be more likely than other parents to report unusual difficulties or problematic

A
behaviour in their childsen. Parents were asked to rate their child's ability to get along with peers from
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1.~ Almost never gets along with pecrs™ lo” 4. ~Almost alwa);s gets along with peers” (MQ54/CQ46).
Parents were also asked to rate their children’s adjustmeni and behaviour from 1, “Has had major
adjustment or behaviour problems™ to 4. “Has had no e;djuslmenl or behaviour problems.” (MQSS/(‘Q47).
These two questions measured related. lbut not identical. aspects of the child’s social and-emotional

development and the correlation between them was 363. p =.003. Scores on the two questions were

summed to create a soc:al-afjustmcm score. This score’ measured the parent’s concern about the child's =
sécial and behavioural adjustment. High scores (maximum = 8) represented the parent’s positive
assessment of the cluld's social skills. adjustment and behaviour. whilc% low scorcs represented parental -
concern about the child’s social skills or adjustment and behaviour A comparison of the three parent
groups on this overall social-adjustment score indicated a significant d'ngrcncc amongst the thréc groups,
F (2. ()jl) =5.06,p = .006. A Tukev comparison of mecans Vindicalcd that the social-adjuslmeni score for
the User pdrents (M = 4 9) was significantly lower than the social-adjustment score fér the Comparison

_ parents (M =6.23) p=.006. The Avoider parents (M = 5.5) were not significantly different from eilhcr

of the other groups. The mean score for cach parent groups on cach question (MQ34/CQ46 and

MQ35/CQ46) mmdividualls 1s given in Table 29,

The children were also asked to fate on a scale of 1 to 4 how well thev got along with the
children in their class (KQ14) and how well they behaved in school (KQ13). High scores indicated

positive responses. Table 29 gives the mean rcspon%for cach group of children.

F
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Tahle 29 y/ ' .

Mean rating by parents’ and children’s groups of child’s behaviour/adjustment and ability to get along

with peers.
................................................................................... User ... Avoider ~ Comparison
Gets along with péers
Parent’s rating of ch:ld 2.6 2.8 3.2
Child’s rating of self 32 33 © ‘32
Behaviour/adjustment ‘
Parcnt’s rating of child 25 26 KN

Child’s rating of self 34 3.4 34

There was no significant difference among the User,  Avoider, and Comparison children fot‘
either question. 1t should be ﬁolcd that while the parents were asked whether thci‘r child had had any
behaviour or édjusimcnl prbblcmsf the children were only asked to report on the amount of trouble they
got into at school. 1"hus. only cﬁqcm externalizing problems \\;cre likely to be reported by children.
making the parcn‘l and children’s questions not strictly comparable. The difference among the means of
. the three parent groups was not significant for their rating of the child's adjustment/behaviour. F (2. 64) =

2.92.p = .06 or the child’s peer relationships. F (2. 65) = 2.34, p = .086.

=

Parents were also asked 1o rate on a 5-point scale how satisfied thev were with their child’s
schoolA(MQ 45/CQ37). Although User parents were slightly less satisfied (M = 3.6) than Avoider parents
(M = 4.1) or Comparison parents (M= 4.1). the diffcrencc among the three groups was not significant. F

(2.65) =2.00.p= .14,



Hyvpotheses 4 and 5. Transmission of the Term ~Gifted”

Children were asked whether they had ever heard the term “gifted” (KQ!1). Those children who
had heard the term were asked to explain what gified means (KQ2). Children who could adequately
define the terin werce considered to understand it. An adequate dcfinition mentioned such qualities as

being smarter in gencral. being more competent in specific areas than other children. or doing better at

school.

It was hypothesized that children of Users would be morc likely to be able to define adequately
the term “gifted” than would children of either of the other groups. This hypothesis was offl\ partially
confirmed.  There was ﬁo difference between the two GCA member groups | Within the User and
Avoider groups. there was only one Avoider child who could not define the term.  Four of the 20
Comparison group children were unable to flcﬁnc gifted adequately. There was a significant difference
between the Comparison group and the User group in their ability to define the term “gifted” 7 (LN

47)=591. p= 05,

Of the children who could define gifted. 24 of the 27 children of the User group and 15 of the 16
children of the Comparison group defined gified in terms of gencral ability. 1.c.. being smart. clever or
creative.  Only 55% (11 out of 20) of the Avoider group defined it in general terms of being smarter than
others  Six of the avoiders descnbed ;‘giﬁedness" specifically in terms of school performance while the
remaining childrc}nv cmphasized working hard or being cligible for a gifted program “It means that if you

know a lot vou can be i a program higher than vour grade level”

Parents were not asked to define “gifted™. however. thev were asked if they belicved therc was

such a thing as a “gifted child™ and to give a rcason for their answer. All GCA members agreed there
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was such a thing as a “gifted child”. The most popular reasons given referred 1o giftedness as a natural or

innate quality (25 responses). and cither related it to early, casy . deep learning or general intelligence (17

responses) or insisted that giftedness was more than learning (15 responses). Other responses were

ES

mentioned by 6 or fewer mothers. These included rebfercnccs‘lo pcr;onalit)' characteristics (6). unspecified
differences (6). academic achievement (5). quality of product 22) and creativity (1). All but one
Comparison parent said they believed there-was such a thing as giftedness. The pareﬁt who did not agree
attributed giftedncss to hard work. However. she later described her child as gnftcd iﬂi'g‘ompaﬁson.
mothers believed that there were children who were gifted and referred to their early, casw decp learning
or general intelligence 110). Comparison parents also mentioned that giftedness \\'aé {nnale or r]alural .
and referred to academic achievement (3). quahty of product (2). and rpcrsonality characteristics (2) as
evidence of the existence of gifted children. Unlike GCA parents. 3 Comparison parents described
giftedness solelv as demonstrated by unusual talent in a specific area and 3 mentioned media reports of :
gifted children as a source of information about giftedness. No '&Comparison parent claimed that gified®
chiidren were generally “different” or that giflcciness was more than intelligence. G

Children were administered the Children’s Belief Questionnaire. This questionnaire was
identical to the Parent’s Belief Questionnaire with the exception of slight modifications of wording of
somge of the questions. Appcndi\ G(4). reports all modifications to the questions which appear on the
Chtldren’s Behief Questionnaire

No hypotheses were madce about the responscs of the children to the C hildren“s Belief
Qucstionnairc.v The internal consistency of the subscales using Cronbach's alpha was as follows: innate
( 74). problems ( 36). rare (. 36). runs n familics (.24) nurwured (.61). This suggests moderate internal
cdnsistcnc_\ for the subscales with the exception of the “runs in families” subscale. As a result. onc of the

two questions was climinated from the this subscale.  Several children asked for clarification of the

statement. “No onc really knows why a gifted child will turn up 1n a family™ and 1t may have been
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confusing for them. Elmination of this question did not alter the overall differences and similarities .

among the threc groups of chiidren. and thercfore only the statement “Giftedness runs in families™, which

expresses the gist of the subscale. was utilized.

The mean scores on the stateiments in cach of the belief categories for each of the children’s

groups are given in Table30.

Table 30

Mcan scores for each categon of beliefs for User, Avoider and Comparison children

Users ¢ Avoiders Comparison
Giftedness: oo N=27y o IN=20) 0 (N=20)
Is nnate : 236 2.05 1.95.
Causes ﬁroblcms 275 2.67 243
Is rare ‘ 1.93 1.93 2.00. *
Runs in families / 281, 2.55 205,

_Must be nurtured . 290 2.7‘)% 2.81
-vole. Means with different subscripts differ signiﬁc:mlp'. ' '

Because lﬁcre were differences among groups on the Parent Belief Scale on the “runs in familics™
and “problem™ subscales. these were examined first. Thcrc' was a significant difference among the groups
of children regarding the belief that giftedness ran in families. F (2. 64) = 5 16. p = .008. A Tukey
comparison of means indicated that the User group was more likely to belicve that giftedness ran in
familics than was the Comparison group. p = .006. The Avoider group was not significantly different
from cither of the other two groups There was no sigm’ﬁcanf difference among the children’s groups on

. the “problem” scalz. F (2. 64) = 1.52. p = .23, A repeated measures analysis of vanance was dor;e on the

remaining three scales.  There was a significant difference among the overall ratings given the sabscales.
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F (2.128) = 26.19. p < .001. but there was no significant difference among the groups. F(2.64)=1.57.p
&

3.

= 22 and no significant group x subsealé difference. F (4. 128) = .68. p = .39.
4 .

: i I; was hvpothesized that children of i)sers and.their parents »;'ould be more liliel'y"to agree on
therr beliefs than would children and parents of either of the other groups. The responses of parents and
7 children were recoded from a four-point scale to a di‘cholobmous ves-no variable depenciiﬁg on whether the
" respondent agreed or disagreed with the belief statement. Parent and child responses to the statement “No
onc reallv knows why a gifted child will turn up in a family™ were not included. Each parent-child pair
“was treated as a sing;,le unit and assigned a sc;)re based on the numbe( of questions on which they both
responded “ves” or “no”. Table 31 gives the mean number of questions to which the pafent and child
| agreed (both giving a ™ves” ora"no’) t;(ir cach group. |
Table 31

Mcan number of questions parent-child pairs in each group agreed on

3

Mecan # of qucéiions agreed on 92, 8.8, 7.3,

Note. Means with different subscripts differ significantly

There was a significant difference among the three groups on the number of questions on which
there was agreement between parent and child F(2. 64) = 5.52. p < .006 A Tukey comparison of means
.

indicated that parents and children i the User group (p = .006) and the Avoider group (p = .049) agreed

on a significantly larger number of questions than did the parenlsr and children of the Comparison group.

_ ~ :
A t-test was uscd to determine whether the level of agreement between parents and children
differcd significantly from chance. The mean scores of the User group. 1(26) = 4.29. p < .001. and the
Avoider group. 1(19) = 2.40.p < .05, were significantly different from chance. The mean scorc of the

Companson group did not differ significantly from chance. (19) = 48, p> .05.

5
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Hs pothesis 6: Child's Understanding that He or She Is Labelled "Gifted”
- : .

s e

It was hypothesized that User parents would be more likely than the Avoider parents (o say “that

2

their child believed him <;r herself to be gifted. This hyvpothesis was not supported, 7_%8) =.20.p

. * .

= 65. A total of 10 of the 48 member parents (21%). five in each group. believed that their Children did
, . - ) )

not think of themsclves as gifted. 1n contragl. 15 of the 20 Comparisogsparents (75%) said their children

S

did not think of themsclves as gifted.

It was hyvpothesized that children of Users would be more likely than children of Avoiders to
ideniif_\' themselves as “gifted”. This hypothesis was supported. Although all but three of the children
whose parents were members of the GCA identified themselves as “gifted”. the three children who did
not respond “yes” to this question were all children of Avoiders. ¢~ (1. N = 48) = 4.11 p=.043.

-

Children of the Avoider groups were. however. significantly more likely to identify themselves as gifted

than were the children in the Comparison group. %~ (1. N =41)=6.03. p= 014. It was, however.

interesting that 10 of the 20 Comparison group children identificd themscelves as giﬁcd. and of the 10 who

said they werc not gifted. 3 felt they were “not sure™.

It was hypothesized that children éf User members and their parents would be in greater
agreement that the child was gifted than would either of the other parent-child groups. The child’s
responsc to whether he or she was gifted was compared with the parent’s response to whether they
believed their child thought of him or herself as gifted. Responses pairs of “ves™ and “not sure”. and “no”
and “not sure”. were counted as ~disagrees”. The number of parent-child pairs in cach group agreeing

and dlsagrceinkg* are found in Tablc 32.
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Table 32 - .

Number of parcnt-child pairs in each group agreeing and disagreeing that the child believes he or she is

gifted.
Users Avoiders Comparison
..................................................................... INZ2D) e ANZ2D L NE20)

Number agrecing 22, 15 %

Number disagreeing 5 ) 6 | 1

Note. Scores with different subscripts differ significantly ,,,g.& o
.
i

The diffcrcncc between the User and Avoider groups was not significant. L LN=48)= 8 HQ’
> 05, However. the difference between the User and the Comparison group was significant. 7~ (1. N =
47) =525 p < .025 A non-directional test comparing the Avoider and Comparison groups indi¢ated
that the difference was not significant. 7” (1. N=41)=197.p> 10.  Among the parént-child dyads
who agreed with onc another. all of the 22 User parents correctly predicted their children thought they
were gifted while one Avoider parent and six of the Comparison parents coqcctly bsedicled theirchild ~
thought he or she w as not gifted. Among the parent-child dvads who disagreed. 16 of the parents (five
Uscrs. four Avoiders and seven C ompar;son parents) incorrectly believed that their child did not think of
him or herself as gifted T;\'d Avoider parents thought their children knew they were gifted but th.c

children said they were not. The remaining 4 Comparison parents and children were unsure to some

deprec.

Further Analvscs

When asked if their parents had told them they were gifted. 78% of the User children. 76% of
the Avoider children and 35% of the Comparison children answered “ves™. The two GCA children’s
groups were combined The GCA member children were significantly more likely than the Comparison

children to report their parents telling them they were gifted. 3~ (1. N = 68) = 10.95. p < .001. .



Fy

Children were asked what it was they did th;n might make people describe them as “gifted”.
R‘csponscs were organized into four categories. These were “success at school™; which included references
to getting good marks c-r. doing well at particular subjects: “creativity/good glggas". which in_cluded
references to having unusual ideas. being a good problem solver. having a ;03d imagiﬂalion:
"anis}ic/allﬂctic talents”. €hich included dance. singing. drawing, playing an instrument or athletic

prowess. and “miscellancous/don’t know™. The miscellancous heading covered comments such as being

'

smart. working hard or attending gified programs. Three GCA children who identificd themselves as
gifted said they did not know why people might believe that of them. Table 33 gives the percentage of

children in cach group who responded in the four major categories.  Since some children gave more than
L] ’
onc ¢xample of an arca f giftedness. the number of responses may total to more than 100%. Only the

P

ten conlpagéonﬁ;roup childfgh who responded that they believed they were gifted were included

Table33 - .

Percentage of children from’ each group giving each of the four major explanations of why people might

S
think they were gifted - )
- - A# %o User % Avoider % Comparison -
Success at school 52 75, 20,
Crcativity. good idcas 22 10 0
Anislic/athlclic. talents 7 . 20 100
Miscellancous/don’t know 26 ' 20 \ » 0

Note. Percentages with different subscripts differ significantly.
N

The number of children in cach group giving each cxplanation was compared. ;. *(6.N=358)=

31 58.p < .001. The number of responses of “success at school™ as opposed to other responses was
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compared for the three groups. There was a difference amongst lhcAthr_ec groups, ¢~ (2. N = 58y = 622 p
< .05. Avoider children were significantly more likely than Qompatimn children 1o believe that their
success in school was the reason people identified them as g‘iftéd, ¥ (2.N=31)=6.08,p <.05. The

| differcace between the User and Comparison groups was not sigmificant, 3~ (2. N.=37) =3.61.p > .05.
Visual inspection indicated that the User and Avoider groups did not differ significantly. While all the
chiidren 1n the Comparison group mcntioned athletic or artistic 'glfts as a reason people might t'hink thev

wcre gifted. only 6 of the 48 GCA children mentioned having such talents.

Member parcnts were asked at what age their child was identified as gifted (MQ26) and who
identificd the child (MQ27)  Parents claimed to have identified their child as gifted at a mean age of 3.9
vears {SD 2.5 ycars). Half the parénls (24 out of 48) said they had first identified their child as gifted and

33%% (16 out of 48) said a tcacher had first identified their child.

Parcnts were asked whether or not their child was gified or had exceptional abilitics in any of the
following areas: gencral academic ability. language arts in particular. math in particular. music. art.
athleucs. leadership. general creativity or other (MQ32/C'Q44). Parcnts were asked to list the “other”

abihities and the number of exceptional abilities identified by parents was summed to create a total number -, &'

g 1’? .

of talents for cach child. Therc was no dlﬁeré‘ﬁcc among the groups in the number of lalcpgts ngﬁhls '
attributed to thcilt child Usér parcnts identified their childrc;l as having from 3 to 8 (M = 54%) areas of
lafcnl and Avoider parents identified their children as having from 3109 (M= 4.9+are;; of talent.
Comparison group parents identificd their child as being exceptional in from | to 9 (M = 5.0) areas.
Within the C'ompan'son group. however. those parents who belicved their child to be gified identified a

mean of 7.7 areas of talent while those parents who did not belicve their child to be gifted identified a

mean of 3.8 arcas of talent  This difference was significant. t (18) = 5.81. p < .001.

'
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Table 34 gives the percentage of children identified by parents as “gified” or “having exceptional
abiiity” in cach talent arca for cach group. Since parents may have identified their child as having
exceptional ability 1n more than one area. columns do not add up to 100.

Table 34 -

Percentage of children in cach group identified as having exceptional ability in the following areas.

User Avoider Comparison
.......... (N=27) IN=2D) N e
Academic ability 24 s, 35,
Athiletics Is, 19 s, %
Language arts 70 67 50
Math . 78 76 ‘ 7 ’ 50
Music 63 33 45
Ant | 41 43 70
Leadership ; 44 . L 29 60
* Creativiny 78 76 85 -

Note. Percentages with different subscripts differ significantly.

Differcnces in arcas of exceptional ability were cxamined. A Bonferroni correction was used to
set the significance level of .006. There was a significant differencé ambngst the three groups in the arez:f
of zencral academic ability. 4~ (2. N =68)=11.19, p = 004, The Avoider children were significantly
more likely to be idcntiﬁc;i as having exceptional academic ability than were the Comparison children. o
(I.N=41)=891.p= 003 The User group was not significantly different from cither. All 6
Companison group parents who belicved their children to be gified identified “general academic ability™ as
an area of talent. whilc only ognc éf the remaining Comparison children was so identified. Thel was also
a sigmficant differcnces amongst the three groups in the likelihood of being identificd by parents as -

~ having exceptional athletic abitit. 7~ (2. N = 68) = 10.41. p = .005. Comparison childrcn were more

likcly than the User children to be identified as having exceptional athletic ability, '/_: (I.N=47)= 854,

»
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p= .}(ﬁ)E. Avoider ctildren did not differ from cither group. There were no significant differences

between the groups in the any of the other areas. -

o . e

.o

Hy potheses 7-K..9: _I_hc lmpact mof Parental Use of the Label “Gifted™ on the Child: C:hildren’s‘Percebiion

- - of rThemgcﬁgg

The Harter Self-Perception Profile for Children was administered to the children in each group
Questions on this measure are scored on a four-point scale'with 1 indicating a self perception of low

cotilpclcncc and 4 indicating a self perception of high competence. Questionnaires for three children.

=

onc from each group. were climinated from the data as they were not completed correctly or the child

¥

refused to answer a number of the questions. Ten of the remaining éhildrcn (4 user children. 4 avoider
chiidren and 2 comnparison children) made minor errors in completing the questionnaire or refused to
answer a particular question. The average age of the children who had minor difficulties was 10.2 vears
of age (ranging from 8 1o 13 vears). suggesting that their difficultics were not a result of their bci;lg 100
young to completc the questionnaire correctly. Rather than climinate these children from the analysis, the
mean score for each subscale rather than the total score for the subscale was used. The mean scores for

qucstions on cach subscale for each group are given in Table 35. Each subscale represents an area of

perceived competence.
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Table 35 s - .

Mecan scores of each group on cach subscale of the Haﬁér Sclf-Pérceptioh Profile for Children.

»

Comparison

Users " Avoiders ‘
Scholastic 32 R .29,
Social acceptance 26 26 29 .
Athletic 2.6, 2.6 G I
Appearance 32 32 29
Behaviour 3.0 A . 20
Self-worth - 35 33 _ 32

Note. Mean scores with diftferent subscripts differ significantly.

It was h_\'pothesized that the childrcn‘ of User members wouuld give themselves a lower rating on
social acceptance than would the the children in the other groups. This&h;rpomcsis was not supported. A
Dunnett multiple companson of means was used to compare the scores of children of User members with
children of Avoiders and with children in the Comparison group on the Social Acceptance subscale.
There was no significant difference between the children of Users and Avoiders. t (44) = .18 p> 05 of
between children of the Users and Coﬁmﬁmn gr;)up;g (37 =136, p> .05

A group \ mean score rcpcatc:d measures analysis of lhé remaining five subscal?s indicated lhérc,
was no ovcralfditTérencc between groups of children on the overall mean score for the rcn;aining
questions. F (2. 62) = 44.p =65 There were significant differences among the m:ez;n scores for different
subscales F(4. 248) = 11.76. p -* 001 an?d significant differences among the three groups on the mean
score for differcnt subscales. F (8. 248) = 3.96. p <001. Therc was a significant difference amohg groups
in their ranking of scholastic competence. F (2. 62) = 6 07. p=.004 . A Tukey multiple comparison of
means indicated that children in the C omparison group believed themsclves to be less scholastically
competent than did the children of the Avoider group. p = 003. The User group did not differ from

£
*
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either of the other two groups. There was also a significant difference among the three groups in their,

: - S
rating of their athletic competence. F (2. 62) =349 p= I)Bfﬂt"l‘ald;cn,in the Comparison group rated
pe GCA groups. ((63) = 2.66.p= 01.

w
EL 3

themselves as more athietically competent than did the childre

=

There were no other significant differences between groups on the subscales.

-

Children were also comp-arcd on the lﬁ}poriancc scale of the Harter Sclf-f’erécplion Profile for
Children Quesiions on this scale ask the child how important thev believe doing well in each of these
garéas is Table 36 gives the mean score for each group on cach area of the lnlporiallcc scale. One chil;i mn
the comparison group did not compicte this part of the questionnaire. '

Table 36 - v

Mecan imporntance ratings for each arca as given by each group of children

Users Avoiders Companson
........ (N=200 o NE20) o N8
Scholastic ’ 27, 2 33,
Social acceptance AN 2¥ 2.2
Athlectic 19 23 2.4
Appearance 20 23 18
4 33

Behaviour 32

Note. Mcan scores with difterent subscripts differ significantly.

It was hypothesized that scholastic competence would be rated as more important by User

chuldren than by any other group. The hypothesis was not coﬂnflnncd. Although there was a significant

e
T

differcnce amongst the three groups. F (2. 62); 3.41.p= 039. the Comparison group rated scholastic

: -
competence as significantly more impontant than did the User group. p = . 03. The Avoider group did not

differ significantly from cither of the other two groups. A group x mean score repeated measures analysis
of the remaining four subscales of the Importance scale indicated that there was no overall difference
betwecn groups of children on the overall mean score for the remaining questions. F (2. 61)=2.62. p =

0% There were signmificant differences among the mean scores for different subscales F(5. 183) = 40.87,
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p < .001 but no significant differences among the three groups on the mean score for different subscalcs.

F (6. 183)= 145 p= 20.

Children were also asked whether they felt different from other children their age. and 1if so. what

®

il was about lher;l that was different (KQ16). It was hvpothesized tha} children of Users would be more
likcly to say they felt diffcrent from other children their age‘l,han wguld either of the olh*c(r‘ groups of -

- children. Low scorcs on this qu‘cslion indicated feeling different from other children. while high scores
indicated feeling similar to other children. A Dunnett comparison of means was used to comparc the
User group with cach of the other two groups. There was no significant difference between the User
group (M = 2.32) and A'\'oidcr gr6up (M=229), t#6)= .13.4p > .05. However. the User group did feel
significantly less simelar to other children than did the Comparison group (M = 2.83). 1(45)=3.05. p <

01 The Avoider group children also rated themselves as less similar to other children than did the .

Companson group t (39) = -2.36.p = 023,

The children’s responses to why they f;:Il different were also ¢xamined. Of 35 children who said
they felt different. 34 werce able to give a reason why.  The most frequently mentioned differences in all
groups were acadenic (c.g. I kno“r rﬁorc and I have a diffcrent brain™). Smallgr numbers of children
mentioned physical differences (¢ g.. "1 have different célour hair” or I tend to like unusual sports like
water polo™). socia; differences (c.g.. “They don’t accept me in their kind of group™) and a few mentioned
miscellaneous differences such as having ADD or having unusual pets. Of the children who gave a
reason why they felt different. 62° gave rcasons that were w hol.l_v positive (c.vg‘. “1"'m taller and 1'm better
in math™) or ncutral (¢.g.. "I'm grown-up looking and | ha\'e’diﬂ’erenl interests”. “I have a different

name”) The remaimng 38% gave mixed positive and negative reasons (c.g.. ~1 can do so many things -

people don’t accept me™) or only  ncgative reasons (¢.g.. “They re better at sports™. “I don’t fit in”). Table

e
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37 gives the number of children in each group giving positive, neutral. mixed or negative reasons for
fecling different.

Table 37

Number of children giving positive and neutral or mixed and negative reasons for fecling different from

other children (N = 34).

User Avoidér Comparison

........................................ (N=13) (N=13)  (N=8)
Positive/neutral 7 7 7
Mixed/ncgative 6 } 6 ' 1

A companson of the number of children in each group giving positive or neutral responses
with the number giving mixed or negative responses indicated there was no sigmficant difference among

the three groups. 7~ (2. N = 34)=291.p> 05.

Hypothesis 10 The Impact of Parental Use of the Label “Gifted” on the Child: Parents’ and Children’s

.Expectations for School Success.

Children were asked to iﬁ\aginc a hy))othellcal achicvement test, and to estimate what score they
believed they would get (KQY). what score their parents would expect them to get (KQ10) and what would
be the lowest score the parent would accept without becoming concerned (KQI11). Parents were also asked
what score they thought their child might achieve (MQ48 /CQ40) and what would be the Jowest score that
would sausfy them (MQ49/CQ41) Two User parents and 5 children (3 Uscr. 1 Avoider. and ]
Companson) were climinated4rom one or more of the analvses. Two User mothers and their children
said they could not answer becausc the child was not in a traditional school setting. One Avoider child
and onc Comparison child responded to KQ10 or KQ11 by indicating that their parents simply wanted
them to do their best. The remaining User child gave unusable answers. Table 38 gives the mean of the

estimated scores for cach group of children and parents.
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Table 38

Mean of children’s and parents” estimations of performnance and performance expectations.

................................. e N Users L Avoiders  Comparison
Child’s estimate of: * i
parent’s expectations 66 89.5 83.5 . 856
lowest score parents would accept 64 66.6, 66.6, 194,
owWn score 68 &35 79.9 75.4
Parent’s estimate:
Of child’s score 67 90 2, 88.5 82.2,
Of lowest they would accept 66 78 4, 71.7 70.3, n

Note. Mcan scores with different subscripts differ significantly.

A Bonferroni correction was used to correct for multiple comparisons. A significance level of

012 was used for the questions asked of the children regarding their expectations for their own
performance and others’ cxpectationsv on the imaginary test. It was hy pothesized that User children would
behieve their parents expected higher marks from them. This hy pothesis was not supported. There was no
difference among the three groups in the children’s estimate of what their parents would expect them to
get on a hypothetical achicvement test. F (2.63) = .65. p = .527. It was also hypothesized that User
children would estimate a higher “lowest score parents would accept™ than would either of the other
groups. The hypothesis was only panially supported. The Avoider and User groups did not differ but a
Dunnett compariscn of means indicated that the User group chose a significantly higher ~“lowest

~ .
acceptable score™ than did the Comparison group. t (42) = 2.73. p = .005. Further analysis indicated that

the Avoider group children also estimated that their parents would be satisfied with a significantlv higher

“lowest acceptable score™ than the Comparison group. t (38) = 345, p = .001.

There were no specific hypothesis made about the scores for any of the three groups for the
remaining question. The difference between the groups of children in their estimation of what score they
belicved they would get was not significant. F (2. 65) = 3.16. p= 049. Within the Comparison group.

the difference between the mean scores expected by those children whose parents belicved they were gifted
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(M = 82.8) and thosc whose parents did not believe they were gifted (M = 72.2) was not significant

e o

significant, t (18) = 2.32. p = .032. ’7

The difference among the three parent groups on the score they estimated their child would get
was significant. F (2. 65) = 5.33. p = .007. A Tukey comparison of means indicated that the Comparison
group estimated a significantly lower mean score than'the User group. p = .007. Avoider parents did not
differ from the other two groups. Parent groups alsé differed in the lowest score they would accept
without concern. F (2.63) = 3.59. p = .033. A Tukey cqmparison of means indicated that parents of the
Uscr group would become concerned at a significantly higher “lowest acceptable score™ than Comparison

parents. p = .044. The Avoider group did not differ significantly from cither the User or Comparison

group.

Furthcr Analvses

Parents were asked (o estimate their child's intelligence on a scale of 1 to 100 if 50 were the
average for all children and 100 was as smart as anyone could get (MQ47/CQ39). Parent groups differed
significantly 1n their cstimation of their child’s intelligence. F (2. 65) = 17.63, p < .001. A Tukey
comparison of means indicated that parents in the ther group (M = 91.4) gave a significantly higher
estimate of their children’s intelligence than did Comparison group parents (M=76.9), p<.001. The
Avoider group (M = 87.4) also gave a significantly higher estimate than Comparison group parents. p =

001, but did not differ significantly from User parents.

Table 39 gives the mean scores for each group of children for the child’s rating on a 7-point scale
of his or her own school performance (KQ8). the child’s rating on a 4-point scale of his or her motivation
(KQI2). and the child’s estimation on a 4-point scale of how satisfied the parents are with that

performance (KQ13)



Table 39 : .

Child’s rating of own performance, motivation and parent’s satisfaction: Mean for each group.

User Avoider _ Comparison
Mecan performance in school 55 5.8, 5.0,
Mean motivation 3.0 32 . 3.3
Mean estimation of parent’s satisfaction 35 3.7 .36
. . ;
Note. Mean scores with different subscripts differ significantly. - ) o .

Children were asked to ratc their own performance in class in comparison with thczir péers ona
scale from 1" (“the worst student in the class™) to 7" (" the best §ludcm in the ciass"). The difference
between groups on the rating of their own pcrforman,cc was signiﬁcanl.’E 2.6H)=497.p= 011. A
Tukey éomparjson of means indicated the Avoider group gave themselves 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 were also asked to rate on 4-point s¢ales how hard they tried in school
and how happy their parents were \'\ilh the‘ chjid‘s performance in school. There were no significant
differences among any of the groups in their rating of their own motivation. F (2,65) = 1.31. p=.33. oron

their rating of how happy their parents were. F (2. 65)=1.17. p= 32

Parents w:rc‘askcd to rate their child's penifom1f1ncc in school. their child’s motivation in
school.and their satisfaction with their child’s pen;formancc. Table 40 gives the mean rating on an 8-point
scale for each group of the child’s pcrffmnance in school (MQ50/CQ42), the mean rating on a S-point
scale of the child’'s motivation (MQ53/CQ45). and the mean rating on a 5-point scale of the parent’s own

satisfaction with the child’s performance (MQ51/CQ43).



Table 40 .

Mcan parental raiyng of child's school performance and motivation and parent’s satisfaction.

User Avoider - Comparison

Mean rating of child’s performance - 68 69 63
Mean-rating of child’s motivation - 3.6 4.1 4.2
Mecan satisfaction with child’s performance 3.2, 3.7 34

Note. Mean scores with different subscripts difler significantly. .

Parents were asked 10 rate their child's performance in comparison with his or her pcersona 8

point scale from 1" (“the worst siudcnl in the class™) to “8" (“the best s?udenl i-n the class™). Therc wé"re N

no significant differences among the groups in theit rating of their-child's school performahcg. F (‘72. 65)
= 1.58.p =. 21. Parents were also asked to rate their child's motivation on a S-poi;n scale. There were,
again. no signi.ﬁcam differcnces among groups.A;-‘ (2. 65) =2.38. p= .10 However. when parents were

asked to rate on 4-point scales. how satisfied they were with their child’s school performance. there were
signiftcant differences among groups. F (2. 63) =3.61.p= 033 The Us;:r group was significantly less

satisfied with therr children’s pé:rformance than was the Avoider group. p = 026. The Comparison group

did not differ from either of the other groups.

Parents were asked to rate how highly their family valued intelligence (MQ36/CQ29) and how
important they felt good grades in school were (MQ35/CQ28). The importance of each was rated on a

scale from 17 (not at all important) 1o "4~ (very important). Table 41 gives the mean ratings for each

parent group.
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Table ]

- Mcan rating given by each parent group for the evaluation of intelligence and _good grades

User o Avoider : Comparison
....................................... oo AN=2D L N=2) L IN=20
Values intelligence 37, , 34 3l
Values grades 3.5, 38 ° 39, .

Note. Mean scorcs with different subscripts differ significantly.

There was a significant difference between the groups in-how highiy they rated imelligence.'_ff
(2.65) = 3.‘)3..9 = 024. A Tukey comparison of means indicated that the User group rated intelligence
more highly than aid the Comparison group. p = .029. The Avoider group was not significantly different
from cither of the other two groups. Thosc Comparison group parents who believed their childrenr were
gifted rated intelligence as more important (M = 3 8) than did thosc who did not believe their children
were gifted (M = 2.8). 1 (18) =340, p =003 ‘ : :

°4
-

There was also a significant difference among the groups in how highly they valued good
grades. F(2.65) = 2.48. p= 037 The User group rated grades as less important than did the Comparison

group. p = .036.  The Avouder group was not significantly different from either

Hypothesis 11 Impact of Parental Usc of the Label “Gifted” ; Children’s Satjsfacu'on

with Being ldentified as Gifted.

User and Avoider children were asked to rate the sentence ~'1 like being gifted”(KQ21) ona 4-
point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Those Comparison children who said they #
were gifted were asked the same question. while those who said they were not gifted were asked to
respond to the alternative wording ~I would like to be gifted”. It was hyvpothesized that children of User

members would beheve it 1s less desirable to be gified than would the Avoider children. This hypothesis
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was not confirmed. There was no significant difference between the Users (hj =3 .4) and the Avoiders (M

= 3.92). 1(44)= 97.p = 33 There was no significant difference bciwccn the Comparison children (M =
3.4) and the other two groups. F (2. 64) = 36 p=.70. All child;cn éxlid they agreed or strongly agreed
thal they liked being. or would like to be. gified. with the exception of two GCA chijdren. One child from
the User group and one from the Avoider group said they did ;10[ like being gif@_ed. 2

q

Further Analvscs

Lt
A

Member parents were asked what were the benefits (MQ32) and disad\'anlages(MQ}.?) to their
ch:ld of being gified. Tablc 42 gives the number of parents mentioning various benefits and

disadyantages of giftcdness

Table 32

Number of parents mentioning various benefits and disadvantages that being gifted has for their child

e Users Avoiders Total GCA
Benefits .
Makes lcarning casier 10 8 18 .
Future potential 11 6 17
Personal sausfaction/recognition 7 9 6 =
Social benefits 5 6 11
Total bencfits 39 3l ) 70
Disadvantages
Brings social problems/isolation 17 17 34
School problems/boredom 9 4 13
Oversensitivity 7 3 % 10
Pressure from others 5 1 6
Perfectionism | 4 5
Causes conceit/laziness ] 3 4
Lack of athletic ability 1 0 >
Total disadvantages 41 ' ‘ 32 73
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User and Avoider parents agreed on the benefits and disadvantages. “Social benefits™ included

opportunitics to help others. increased empathy toward others. or specific benefits such as advanced skills

at games. “Other” bencfits included admission to spcéial programs. ability 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 were no disadvantages. Both parent groups emphasized the possibility of social

problems.

Hvpothesis 12: The Impact of Parental Use of the Label "Gifted” on the Child.

Children's Attributions and Goals

R

ability. test difficulty. luck and teacher favountism (KQ1Y). Mean scores for cach group of childrc;n on

cach of the five attabutes arc given in Table 43

Table 43

Mcan scores given by cach_group of children to five attributions for success in school tests
§

§
- Attnbution Users Avoiders Comparison
(N =27 o N2 AN=20
™ Abulity 52 49 53
Efornt 57 6.0 6.3
Test difficulty 43 43 44
Good luck 29 22 34
Favountism 26 B 1.9 30

i

Children were asked to rate the importance of five attributions for academic success: cffort.

It was hypothesizcd that children of User members would rank “ability™ more highly than would

cither of the other groups of children. A Dunnett comparison of means indicated that there was no

significant difference between the User children and the Avoider children t (46) = 76_p > 05, Therc was

also no differcnce between the User and Companson groups. A repeated measures test of group by
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attnbution indicated that the three groups did not differ on thesc attributes F(2.65)=241,p=.098. The

scores for the attribution did differ significantly: from one another. F (3. 195) = 177.6. p < .001. There

were. however. no significant group x attribution differences F (6.195) = 93. p=47.  All groups of

»

children rated effort as the most important attribute for success.

.

The three groups of children were also asked to rate the same five attributions for lack of success

Y

on school tests (KQ20). The mean scores for each group of children are given in Table 44.

Table 44 : F

—

Mcan scores given by cach _group of children to various attributions for lack of success in school tests.

¥

Attnibution Users Avoiders Comparison
CN=2 o IN=2h (N=200
Lack of ability 38 33 38
Lack of cffort 46 44 4.7
Test difficulty 34 33 39
Bad luck 23 2 1.4 2:0
Fa\ouritism 1y = 17 20

. = _ )

- T

A repeated measures test of group x attribution indicated that there were no overall differences

a

among the three children’s groups. although there were significant differences between the attributions in
the ratings given to'them by the children. F (4. 256) = 43.17. p < 001. However. there were no
significant group « attribution ratings. F (8. 256) = 48, p =87. All groups of children rated “lack of

effort” as the most important explanation for lack of success on school tests. -

-

Children were presented with a scenario im olving two hvpothetical children and asked to decide

which goals the children should choosc (KQ17).  Responses were rated from 1 (strongly prefer the
performance goal) to 4 (strongly prefer the learning goal). The hypothesis that children of Users would
be more likely to prefer performance goals over learning goals was not supported. A Dunnett comparison

8

of means indicated there was no significant difference between the Comparison group (M = 3.35) and the
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User group (M = 3.0). 1(45) =125, p > 05. The User group and the Avoider group (M = 3.0) did not

differ.

Children were asked to ratc 3 possiﬁlc reasons why theyv might want to do well at school. 1t was
hypothesized that children of the user group would rate 1 like to learn new things™ as a less important
reason for wanting to do wel! at school than would either of the other groups of children (KQI18). Table

45 gives the mean scores on a 7-point Likert scale for each of five reasons why children might want to do

-

well 1n school. !

Table 45

. . ) ) ) .
Mcan ratings by cach group of children for each explanation of why they might want to do well in school.

Reason. ... bser  Avoider Comparison
I like to learn new things 56 54 6.2
I want to get good marl.s sS4 57 59
1 want to make my parents proud 3.4 54 535
[ have to. KR 35 435
I want to impress my fricnds 3.7 3.0 3.7

A Dunnctt muluple comparison of means was used to compare mean scores of children of User
members to Comparison children. The difference was not significant, t (45) = 1.82. p = .078. There were
no other significant differences among the three groups on any of the reasons. A repeated measures
analysis was uscd to compare the remaining four reasons. The difference among the three groups “—'as not

significant. F (2.65) = 91. p = 41. although the diffcrence among the four rcasons was significant F (3.6)

= 42.38. p <.001. The group \ rcason interaction was not significant. F(6. 195) = .89, p =.49.
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e Discussion

Why mothers use “gifted”

The results of Studv | indicated that parents differentiated between using the term “gifted” to
describe therr children to other adrulls and using it in front of their children. This was unlike their use of
other synonvmous terms. One possible explanation was that “gifted” was semantically d‘ifferenl from
lhcscv other terms. It was hypothesized that parents who identified their childrer; as gifted would sec the
term as more highly evaluative than would other parents. It was also hypothesized that “gifted™ was
perceived by all parents as'more powcrful than other synonvmous terms. The results, however. indicated
that the term “gifted” was not cvaluated more positively by GCA member parents, nor was it found to be
more powerful 1n the eves of parents than were other synonymous terms, with the exception of “creative ™,
which was scen as less powerful than any of the other synonyms. Thus, parcntal decisions 1o use or avoid
the term “gifted™ do not seem to be based on semantic differcnces in the power or evaluative implications

257
of the word “gifted” itself.

An alternative explanation was that the parent’s decision to use or avoid “gifted” was based on
their certainty or uncertainty that the child was gifted. If this were so. parents who were less certain that
their child was gifted would be less likely 10 use the term in front of the child. This explanation was also
rcjeclcd. The mothevrs' dccisions to use or avoid “gifted”™ were not based on their degreé of centainty that
their children could be described that w al_\. All GCA parents agreed that their child was gified; all but
three GCA children were reported to have been tested formally to determine giftedness: and both User and

Avoider groups rated themselves as equally certain that their children were gifted.

While neither semantics nor centainty explained why parents used or avoided “gifted”. when

parcnts were asked why they preferred use or avoidance. their responses suggested a difference in the
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interpretation of the terin.  The responses of the Avoiders were similar to the responses of some of the.

parents in Cornell’s (1984) study of the families of gifted children. In his study of 53 parents who Y

commented on the t&m “gifted”. 62% (33 parents) expressed a negative opinion about the term.  These
parents were concerned that the term was a “label™, that it sounded elitist, or that it wa:s associated with
‘emotional dyvsfunction. In the present study. the most frequent reason given by Avoiders for not using the
term was that “gifted” was an naccurate "label”. This explanation was offered by 52% of Avoider

7

parents (11 parents) who explained that “gifted™ was was too brogd ("sounds like he’s gifted in

evenvthing™). 100 narrow ( “a little brain sitting in a chair”)..0r meaningless ( “we are all gified in

different ways™).

¢
N

In contrast to the Avoider parents. who saw “gified” as limiting. User parents rcgarded it as the
truth. a broader description of their child which explained the child’s uniqueness and problems. This
justification for its use was offered by 55% of User parents (15 parents). These User parents pointed out
“It’s the accepted terminology ™ and said thev used it “Because it’s being used and she fits™ or “Because
it’s a fact or at Ica;xl it’s a realistic asscssment”. One parent added. “(It’s the) term used in most of the
litcrau;re. might as well use the correct terminology. Obviously. they re going to read the psychologist's

7

report” and another noted that not telling children they arc gifted is “almost like lving to them™ .

User parents not onl_\‘ perceived “gifted” to be an accurate description of their child. but some
also assumed that gifted children were different from their peers.  Cornell (1984) noted that some of the
parents in his study behieved that gifiedness implied emotional problems and regarded Lhié implication as
undesirable. User parents in this studv. however. were more ambiguous about “differentness™ and seemed
to consider being different to be an intrinsic part of being gifted. In the opipion of the 44% of User
parents (12 parents). explaining to their children that they were “gifted” would enable the children to
understand why they were different. In the eves of these parents. the label “gifted” might be seen as a way

of avoiding the ecmotional problems which Cornell’s parents mentioned. These User parents suggested it
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was important to tell childrcr; they were gified ~“Because thev're going to notice...you're trying to describe
someone and the ways they 're behaving, the things they're doing..this is part of it” . “They know they're
different and they sce lllc_\"r? different from the other children and if it’s not explained to them they think
there's something wrong with them”™ Some felt it wouldclp the child ovcfcomc problénls. 1 think it
lC;idS them to understand themselves a lot better. Gifted children often feel they are inferior because they
arc different”. “(He's) aware he's different and the difference frightens him™  Their attitude was
swinmarized by the parent who argued At an carlv age. | believe they knoy\' that they are different. and |
belweve vou have to help them realize why they are different”™.  The one User parent who referred to
academic differences and who suggested that using “gified” ~.. clcars up a lot of things about why other
kids make so many mistakes when they think it’s so casy™ had just jeined the GCA and had only mlcndcd

onc meeting.

For many Uscr parents. giftedness explained not only their child’s school performance. but

cvenything from a child’s social difficultics to a teen-ager’s fashion preferences. and some parents were

>

quuc open about using such attributions in fromt of their children.  Solow (1995) suggested that such
attributions reflect a higher leve! of reasoning about the child's behaviour on the part of the parent. She
rated parents in 10 famulies on a 4-point scale based on their level of reasoning about their gified child’s
behaviour. She argued that those parents who explained the child’s behaviour in terms of "giftcdncss‘f
werc using a higher level of reasoning than were those parents who did not include the child’s gifted /
qualitics ir their cxplanations. She assumés that giftedness i1s a quality which pervades the child’'s /
personality rather than a description of s;pE:rionl)' in a limited domain. such as academic achievement.
While her findings on how parents reason about their gifted children’s behaviour are interesting, her !
rationale for ranking them 1s suspect. Solow 's conclusions about parental reasoning on gﬁmess we”ri/:
drawn from the very small sample which consisted of families of school-identified children. some ol/"//

whom did not accept the identification of their child as ~gifted”. Such familes mav seck out less

information on gifiedness and may give less thought to the nature of giftedness than do familics in which



lhg parents have identificd the children. Within the present sample, there is no indication that Avoider
parcrits werc using lower levels of rcasoning about their children’s behaviour than were User parents.
Avoider parents also appeared to be aware that some other parents believed that giftedness had a pervasive
effcct on personality. A few mentioned darkly that “gifted” implied “off the wall behaviour”. It sounds
like he might have some problems . people. when kids are a mess. like to have a label.™ Some specifically
memioned that their child was unlike other gifted children because he or she had no problems. This

“a

distaste for the terin was not a denial of their child’s intelligence or precocity in comparison with peers.
bul\il did reflect a discomfort 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 child and saw
~giftedness™ as an explanation for a wide spectrum of behaviours.

This proclivity to extend “giftedness” bevond the range of academic prowess to areas of personal
adjustment is not unique to User parents. but reflects the continuum of belief found within the literature
on giftedness. Parents have embraced the concept of the “gifted child™ and. with it. the unresolved
questions as 1o the degree to which achild @éiﬁs or abilities in a particular domain versus the &egree 10
which the child is gifted and therefore qualitatively different from other children. Feldhusen and Jarwen
(1993) have noted the differences in comprehensiveness of various conceptions of gifiedness. At one
extreme are definitions with a single variable or domain such as mathematical aptitude or creativity. At
the other extreme are multivariate definitions that include a wide range of traits in addition to cognitive

variables™ (p. 235). Like professionals. User and Avoider parents are arrayed along a continuum of belief.

from those who felt gifiedness described why their child was “so much different from an intelligent child”™ -

to those who felt 1t simply meant one was “in lhé top 2% of an ability™. User parents were more likely to
hold a multivariatc definition of giftedness. ~Gified™ is not only an explanation of atypical or precocious

cognitive development, but also of differences in social and cimotional development which may make the

child’s life more difficult. One User parent described the non-gified sibling of the target child saving

“He's not gifted. He's happy™. User parents referred to general. pervasive “differences™ and
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mentioned “difficulties”. and “sensitivity”™. “In grade 1, he was different and that (i.c.. “gi?ted") was the
term...1 had to get ofT the denial that he was going to cope. because he wasn’t”. User parents identified
differences between gified and non¥giﬂed children as going beyond academic. Parents’ responses lo‘lhc
Belief Statements. which will be later discussed in more dgtail, also reflected the difference between
Avoider and Uscr &lrems in the degree to which they emphasized the differences between gifted children
and non-gifted children. *Uscr parents teﬁded to agree 'mo,re strongly than Comparison parents with items
stressing the association of giftedness with problc'ms and the difficultics gifted children have getting along
with peers. Of nine parents who clearly stated during the interview, in strong terms. that their child was
cmotionally or socially different from other children because he of she was gifted. cight were User parents.
These parents, who spoke in terms of “psychological diffcrences”. “emotional turmoil™."never going to fit
in”, "‘alwa_\'s going to have difficulty at school”, clearly indicated that thev believed “giftedness™ was as
much an affliction as a benefit. One User parent, speaking of why she would tell a child he or she was
gifted said ~ If somebody had cancc; would 1 tell them? 1 think thev nced to know _\\he;c they stand.”

Jscr parents secmed more likely to describe their children’s talents. temperaments and social difficultics *

in extreme terms. and to connect these to giftedness.

\\’hilé not totally immunc to this, Avoiders were more likely to emphasize that their child had not
had problems or that problems had been overcome or minimized. that the child was “normal™. or that
giftedness was overcmphasized (to be outstanding in clementary school does not mean vou re
outstanding in life™). Like Cornell’s (1984) parents, Avoider parents in'trhis study seemed less
comfortable with the broader implications of gifted and saw it as a label which is perhaps inappropriate,
and potentially offensive to others. Thosze parents who clearly indicated during the interview that their
child had no problems relating to giftedness were identified. Of eight parents who held this view. seven
were Avoider parents  Any difficultics mentioned by parents were attributed to other causes (“problems .

arc more related to attenuon problems and allergies™) . One parent felt that giftedness had no

disadvantages and thosc parcnts who believed that giftedness might have disadvantages emphasized that
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jheir children had not had any. Onc Avoider mother. who had attended GCA meetings in her role as a
teacher. acknowledged that gifted children had prpblcm,s and addcd 1 don’t know if my kids are gifted. |
M_\"kids have alwz{vs been socially adaptcd".; Avoider parents appeared to be aware of the broader
definition of giftedness. but unw ﬂling to acknowledge that their child could be described by that broader
label. Some said they would only usc the term in front of their child 1f the child was having difficulties.
but emphasizcd that the child was well adjusted. They seemed to prefer to avoid the implication of
“differentness™ and to focus on intélligcncc. or more narrowly, school performance. as the defining feature
of the child’s “gift”. 1t appears that for Avoider parents. “gifted” may express what the child does while

for User parent it expresses what the child is.

Not only can “gifted” be seen as a broad or narrow descriptor but Margolin (1993) sugéeslcd that
~gifted” is also an 2xclusionany social category.  There is some suggestion among the responses of the
parents that they recognized this exclusivity and that it may affect their willingness to use the term in
front of others.  Sapon-Shevin (1994) also found that while parcnts of students selected for a gifted
program were proud of their child. they also felt uncomf(;nablc with the issues of fairness and equality
which such programs raised. She claimed that in the small American community she studied. most
parcnts. teachers and children rcspondcd to these issucs by avoiding mention of the program. A number
of Avoider and User parents in the current study agreed that they did hesitate to describe their child as
“gifted” when speaking to other people. However, when cxplaining why . Avoider and User parents
revealed definite differences in their rcasons. Avoiders tended to agrec with Cornell’s (1984) parents
who felt "giﬂc;i" was “snobbv”  Avoider parents offered rcagons for avoiding the term such as “It’s kind
of conccited from a parcnl's‘ point of vicw. "1t implies one kid is better than another. It has the ring of
vuppics “‘he want their child to be “gifted” ™. “Often parents who use it are blowing their own horn™, "It

N,
- smacks of prg‘tcnsion". “It’s sort of boastful”. "pres;mpluous". or “snobby”. The parent who said "It

sounds like bragging. like | would be saving he's special™ reflected the views of several parents who

specifically used “bragging™ to descnbe the tenor of the term.
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Those Usecrs who said they avoided using “gifted™ in front of others seemed to accept the labek as
exclusionary. but to hestitate to use it because of possible problems due to the nzisundcrslanding of others.
One User mother. explaining why she only used the term to other parents of gitied children, added. “If
I'm speaking to non-believers 1 get “Oh. vou believe that?”. They ‘re slumpcd.' Non-believers think I'm
boastful. snobby. Thev change the subject. They 1l give me-advice like ‘yop realize. they re only
children” . Another parent summarized the problem as “They don't like the idea I would think he was
mnore intellectually capable than their children™ .

" The answer to the first question of why parents use or avoid the word “gifted” appears lo‘ relate
not to the semantic qualitics of the term or necessarily to parental certainty that the child desenves the
terin. but to the parent’s preference for a narrow or multivariate definition of giftedness. 1t scems that
parents who emphasize their child’s differences on a number of qualities arec more comfortable with using
“gifted” to the child. while thosc who see giftedness as limited to a particular domain and who wish to

emphasize their child’s overall similaritics to peers. tend to avoid it.

It 1s not clear why parents Ican toward one particular approach or the other. Corncll (1984)
suggested that an clement of narcissism. resulting from their own frustrated a‘spirations. was present 1n
parents who uscd the term. This particular issuc was not addressed in this study: however, there is some
support for the belief that parerits might be. if not frustrated. at lcast dissatisified. Although User mothers
in the current study attained a level of education simular to that of Avoider mothers. they rated themsclves
as less satisfied with their own schooling. While this dissatisfaction may 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 1n claiming that the term ~gifted™ describes their child. However. it 1s not clear to what degree

parents seek out and encourage behaviours which conform to their model of “giftedness™.
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What mothers belicve about gifiedness

3

The role of hard work and natural ability

x

The second question asked was what parents believe about giflednfss. The first area in which
parcnts diffcred was in rcspon:se to the question of whether giftedness was a quality which was innatc or
developed. Uscr, Avoider and Comparison parents all agreed that giflgdncsé is an innate quality and all
rated “natural abilitv™” as the most important sourée of gifted behaviour. Des;iile this general agreement,
Uscr parents éiﬂ‘crcd from both Avoider and Comparison parents by placing comparatively more %
emphasis on “natural ability™ as the source of gifted behaviours, and less on “hard work™. This emphasis
is congruent with the Users™ focus on “giftedness™ as 3 central feature of the child’s personality. The
relative importance of “hard work™ to Avoider and Comparison parents would secm to put more
resbonsibilil_\' on the child for making an effort to be successful and to place the manifestation of the gift
more within the child’s control. An emphasis on “hard work” also suggests that there must be a product or
achievement which confirms or validates the gift. In order to be rccognizcd as “gifted” one must not only
be gifted. one must do somcthing gified. Furthermore. the parent’s sensc of efficacy in promoting the
child’s academic success may be influenced by the parent’s adoption of the belief that intetligence can be
influenced by hard work (Bandura ct al. 1996).

Does giftedness run in families?

0

Innate qualities may be seen as occurring randomly and. perhaps. inexplicably. or as qualities
passed from parent to child. The issuc of whether giftedness runs in families is the second area of
differcnce among the three parent groups.  Albert (1980a: 1980b) has argued that emincnce is developed
in familics in which prodigious performance is scen as a family trait. and that gifted children are
nominated by their families for this role. This would suggest that GCA parents might be more likely to
believe that giftedness runs in familics. Indeed. this was found. GCA parents were more likely to believe

that gifiedness ran in families. and in particular. in their family. Furthermore. GCA mothers were more
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likely than Comparison mothers to identify themselves and their child’s father as gifted. apd to identify
more of the child's grandparents as gifted. This propensity to see giftedness as running in the family was
most lparkcd“among User mothers. who were even more likely than Avoider mothers to identify their

child’s father as gifted. User mothers. but not Avoider mothers. also listed a larger mean number of

*

family members as gifted than did the Comparison mothers. When asked to what degree intelligence was
a valued trait in heir family, User mothers rated it more highly than Comparison mothers. Avoider
mothers did not differ from cither group. Both groups of GCA parents tend to regard gifiedness as a trait
which runs in their families. It is likely. however. that having a gifted child is more important to Uscr
mothers. who value intelligence more highly than Comparison parcnts and are even more likcly than
Avoiders 10 identify other family members as gifted.

As Goodnow (1996 ) has pointed out. positive belicfs sllarcd‘i;)‘ valucd others are likely to be held
firmly. 1t is not surprising. therefore. to find that GCA parents were more certain of their child's
identification as gifted than the Comparison parents were about tl;eir identification of their child as cither
gifted or not gifted.. The belief that intellectual brilliance or giftedness runs in one’s family and is
manifested in onc’s child has undeniable appeal for some parents. especially. those who value intelligence
highl_\. Cornell (1984) suggesied that the lranémission from geheratjon to gencration of family m_\ihs and
beliefs about the “giftedness™ of the family may be a central feature in familics with gifted children and
that this belief provides a powerful impetus to ensure that one’s children maintain the family s tradition
of intellectual or creative superiority . Parental committment 0 the belicf in family giftedness may be
quite unshakeablc. particularly among User parents. Three mothers. all from the User group. identified
siblings of target children as “gified” but described the school as not aware of the sibling s abilities and
assessed lh;: sibling’s scheol performance as “slightly ™ or “definitely below average™ Descriptions
offcred by parents suggested these “gifted” siblings were having some difficulties. for example: ﬂaving

“problems putting sentences together . loses his train of thought™; “docsn’t talk a lot but when she speaks
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it is with a purpose...not motivaled by people or things™. “(language) disabilities (which) counter

giftedness and cloak gifiedness .. it’s confusing for the teacher.”

In contrast. the belief that giftedness runs in families is less attractive to Comparison parents
since a non-gified child implies a non-gifted parent and. in turn. having a non-gifted parent condemns the
child to non-giftedness. Some Comparison parents may also be.less optimistic than GCA parents about
finding giftedncss in their family. A stnking example o} seeing the glass as half-empty rather than half-
full was a Comparison mother who. 1n response to a question ab(;ul the academic ability of the child’s
classmates. replied that she felt the other children in her child’s class were not very bright.  Her
rcasoning was that her son was one of only three children in his grade to be awarded honour roll status.
Rather than sce her son as unusually capable. she assumed the other children were unusually slow. Thus.
it appears that some éomparison parents may be less likely to look for signs of unusual intelligence. Not
oniyv arc Comparison parents less likely to acknowledge intelligence as an important family value than are
User parents, they are also less certain than GCA parents whether their child is or is not gifted. suggesting

that they do not particularly concern themselves with the question.

The belicf that giftedness runs in families was also the only belief on which lhc: groups of
chuldren differed. User children were more hikely than Comparison children to believe that gifiedness ran
in families. Avoider children did not differ froh either group. Alithough both User and Avoider mothers
believed that giftedness ran in families. User mothers differed from Comparison mothers in the number of
other family members identificd as gifted. 1t may be that this greater emphasis on familial giftedness 1s

transmitted to the children of Users. In general. the belief that the family is gifted may be readily accepted
by children bccau»; it 1s flattening. readily understandable. and central to the concept of giftedness as

B

understood by their familics.
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Despite differences in cmphasis between the GCA parent groups as to whether giftcdnes§ ran in
familics. they agreed on how and when they knew the child was “gifted”. GCA parents tended to identify.
their children at a mean age of 3.9 years (S.D. 2.5 years). 3lthough a few parents claiimed they reatized the
child was gifted when he or she was still an infant and onc parent claimeiﬁiﬁ%vc recognized the child’s
abilities at birth. Claims of unusually early recognition have also bee;‘ rc}oned by other researchers
(Comell. 1 98_4; Freeman. 1979) and 8% of the GCA parcnts said they believed that it was possible to
ideniif_\' gifted chuldren at birth. For the majority of parents in the currcpl'shfdy, however, the two

behaviours most frequently mentioned as alerting them to their child’s abilities were carly rcading ability

and a large vocabulary.

Giftedness as a source of social and emotional problems

The third arca of belicfs in which parents differed was the questions of whether giftedness
brought problems. There arc two stercotypes. probably equally unhelpful. of the “gified c;hild". On one
hand 1s the “gifted child™ as a paragon of virtue. as described by Mugny and Carugati’s (1989) subjects.
On the other hand is the archetvpal association of genius and madness (Ychwehich, 1995). In general.
parents in the current study were pleased to have a gifted child. and all but one rated themselves as
somew hat or very happy 1o find out their child was gifted. GCA parents. however, wcre'also more likelv
to believe that gificdness caused problems than were Comparison parents. Cornell (1984) suggestcd that

R -
this association between “giftedness™ and problems was the reason some parents in his sample were
reluctant to acknowledge their child as gified. His Perceivers (parents who agreed their child was gifted)
had a more positive view of giftedness than the non-Perceivers (parents who did not agree the child was
gifted). The latter were more hkél_\' 1o associate giftedness with social and emotional dysfunction. In
’ ’VComell’s opinion. this ncgative view of gifiednes was a reflection of societal attitudes in Lhe'l,'niled States
toward academic excellence. He also reported that the gifted children in his study were identified as a

result of school problems. and suggested this association of gifiedness and school difficulues should be

examined further. He did not elaborate on whether the parents agreed that the-child was having problems.‘
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Again. Cornell’s sample differs from the current sample in being‘drawn from school-identified rather than
parent-idenfified children. However. while the dvnamics of identification and labelling may havebeen - °
different within his sample. his finding of a connection between giftedness and perceived problems is
sirmular to findings of other researchers. Freecman (]979), using an English parent-identified sample.

found a similar relationship between perceived problems and “gifiedness™. However. in hei_;udy. it was
parents who_labelled thzir children ~gifted” who percei§ ed their children as having morc social and

*emotional difficultics than parents of equally bright children who were not identified as “gifted”.

&

It is peculiar that parenfs would rcad;ly agree with the somewhat ncgative assertion that
giftedness causcs problems. particularly when there 1s much evidence that gifted children are well- .
adjusted. Allho{lgh both groups of GCA parents differed fro.m the Corﬁpan’ son parcnts on the overall
score on the Problem subscale. when —thc responses 1o cach question in the cluster were examined. it
appeared that User parents werce most strongly in agreement with the assertion of problems. The three
parent groups did not diffcr on the question of whether gifted children had to make an effort o get along
with non-gified children. and both GCA groups agreed niorc strongly than the Comparison parents that
gifted children sec the world differently from other children. H})WC\'CL only User parents differed from
Cbmparison paﬂ‘ms on the remaining two statements: that gifted children had more difficulty making

fricnds. and that gifiedness brought problems. The Avoider parents did not differ from cither group.

This suggests that the overall difference bétween the GCA and Comparison parents may conccal a

different emphasis between the two GCA member groups.

. -

This coniczrn on the part of User parents about social and cmotional problems was also reflected .

in their responscs 10 questions about their child's current peer relationships and current or past adjustment

-

or-behaviour probleins as measured by their social-adjustment score. Not only did User parents believe

“

that gifiedness was. in theory. problematic but they also rated their child as having more problems cither

-

in adjustment and behaviour and/or with peers thah did Comparison parents. Again. Avoider parents did

a
> ~
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not differ from either group. During the interviews. ho“_'cver. both GCA parent groups indicated
sensitivity toward possible social-emotional adjustment problems. When asked about the disadvantages of
being gifted. 34 of the 48 GCA parents mentioned social alienation. Parents varied in intensity when
volunteering this information from “It can be lonely, sometifﬁes" 1o "Trem¢ndous (disadvantages).. Lack
of peers is greatest and lack of acceptance and understanding from adults. There's a lack of sympathy
from anyonc™. It appears that both Avoider and User parents agree that being gifted may precipitate
social and emotional problems. The results of the Problem subsca!e of the Parent Belief Scale and the?
responsc 1o social-adjustment scale. as well as the interview. however. indicate that User parents may hold
~ this view more intcnsels than Avoider parents. This may be because they idémif_f these problems 1n thetr

own children.

In contrast to their parents. the groups of children did not differ from one another either on the
question of whether gifiedness causes problems or on the measures of social competence and peer
rclationships.  All groups of chiidren felt they got élong equally well with their peers. Like subjects in
other studies (Kelly & Jorden. 1990: Li. 1988). gifted and {!prl-giftcd children also rated themselves as
cqually competent in sccial mauters on the Harter Self-Perception Profile for Children. In total. only five
children (three GCAand two Comparison) admitted to having difficultics with peers and one Comparison
child said he was often in trouble at school. It is interesting to note that only two of these children’s

parents identified their child as having difficulties wath peers.

Asking children to rate their own popularity mas be less accuraie than having them rated by their
pecers. and it might be speculated that a chuld’s own ratings of how well he or she gets along with peers
mayv be closer to a rating of loncliness than 1o a rating of social competence. However. self-ratings of
populanity grve an appropnate measure of social competence for lhc current study. Although more
children arc identified as unpopular than identify lhemselﬂ'es as |¥nely (Sanderson & Siegal. 1995).

fargalit (1994) has suggested that loneliness and poor peer relationships are closely related. Margalit’s
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review of studies of children’s loncliness reported that between 10% and 22% of school children agreed
that they felt lonely. Thus. although peer difficultics may be slightly underreported in the current study,
the three groups did nﬁoz differ fron; one another in their rating of how well thev got along with
classmates. Since 93% of the children felt they got along with their classmates, it appears that neither

GCA nor Comparison children were alicnated from their peers.

This finding confirms the results of others (Oram, Cornell. & Rutemiller, 1995; Chamrand.
Robinson & Janos. 1995: Hoge and McScheffrev. 1991; Hoge & Renzulli. 1991) who have rcponcd that at
modest levels of gifiedness. childrcn’é social a(?juslmenl is not negatively influenced by their ability.
Furthermore. unlike Cornell's { 1989) students. in the present sample parental use of the term ~gifted” did
not result 1n less positive sclf-perceptions of attractiveness. It could be suggested that some of these
prcvio.us studies may have hadAan unusually well-adjusted selection of gifted children because of selection
bias ralh‘cr lhén because most gifted c'hildrcn are well-adjusted.. This selection bias could have been
causcd by the possibility that gifted children who were poorly adjusted might not be identificd as gificd or
selected for those special programs from which the samples were drawn. The children in the present
sample were parent-identificd rather than séhool identified, thereby reducing tfle possibility of such a bias.
Despite the fact that 40% of the GCA children were identified by their parents as having social
difficultics. GCA childrcn rated themselves similarly socially competent to their non-identified peers.
While these results suppon Olh;tl' rescarchers who have reported that giﬁe& children are not socially
handicapped. 1t appears that parents of gifted children remain concerned about their children’s social and

behavioural adjustment.

Any conclusions drawn from these findings must be limited to elementary school subjects. In
general. those studics which reported social difficulties or low social sclf-<competence tended to yse
*

-adolescent subjects. (Kramer. 1991, Reid. 1991 Cross. Coleman & Stewan. 1993). These studies have

also tended use interview techmques (Kramer. 1991). and to use either no control groups (Kramer. 1991
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Robinson. 1990) or possibly non-comparable control groups (Gresham, Evans and Elliot. 1988). The

lack of approprimg control groups is particularly troublesome as it is not clear to what degree the students’
responses.are typical of their age group or reflect some peculiarities of the method of grouping children in -
the school which-may contribute to their sense of alicnation. For example. Gfesham - Evans and Elliol
(1988) cdmparcd average. special class and gifted students on a sclf-concept measure. However. while the
avcrage and special class students were 60% black and 40% white. the gifted group was 80% white and
20% black. Holling“on‘h's (1942) classic study in which she reported social difficulties among gifted
vouth 1s not comparat;lc to the current study. because her subjects were an extrcmely select group of high

ability students. and it is unlikely that the cﬁrcm sample was similarly exceptional.

Although they did not differ from Companson children in their assecssment of their social
competence. GCA children were more likely than Comparison children to say they felt “different” from
other children. When asked why they felt this way. they were not signiﬁcanll) more likely to give
ncgative reasons for fecling different. Furthermore. éll bu'l two GCA children agreed that lth' liked being
gifted. That "dichrénlnéss" docs not necessarily imply loncliness was also noted by Freeman (1993) who
found that while the brightest of her more than 100 adolescent subjects were more likely to sayv they felt
different. only 8 of them reported that gificdness was a barrier to relationships. In the current study.
although the GCA children were more likely to feel different. they did not. dguring clementary school.
appear to believe that the difference was negative. believe themselves to be alienated from peers, or resent
being identified as gifted

Obviously. some individual gifted children ha‘\‘c social or adjustment problems or are subject to
peur rejection. It has been noted that certain subgroups of gifted children. such as gifted girls (Kramer.
1991) or students living in those social milieus in which school achievement is not valued. may face

ostracism by peers. Gifted children may also face stultifving classrooms and unsympathetic teachers and

it would secm both unjust and foolish to deny academically advanced students an education commensurate
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with their abilities. The children in the current study were not likely to be subject to the pressures facing
some students from less enniched cnvironments and most parents were satisfied with the child’s schooling.
It scems somewhat surprising that while the vast majority of children assessed their social situation
positively. almost half the GCA member parents identified their children as having past or current
difficulties with adjustment. behaviour. or peers. Comell (1984) also found that some of his subjects
associated giftedness with social and emotional dysfunction and Freeman (1979) reported that ~gifted”
children were more Itkely than cquall_\'v bright non-identified children to be reported by parents as having
unusual plav preferences. needing little slecp. and being exceptionally sensitive. Comparison parents, in
contrast. agreed overall with their children’s own positive assessment of peer}rclationships and saw few

behavioural difficulties

Why GC A parents would believe their children had pecr difficultics when the children did not
do so themsclves is not clear. but there are scveral possible explanations. While it scems unlikely that the
gifted children were socially obtuse and did not realize they were having difficulty getting along with *//
others. it is possible that they were presenting themselves to the intervigwer as more socially competent
than they were. This. however. seems a less than satisfactory solution since mcasurements on the Harter
Self-Perception Profile for Children. which did not reveal differences in social self-competence. did reveal
differences among groups in self-perceived competence iq academic and athletic ability? suggesting that
the children were responding in a forthright fashion. A sccond possibility is that parents of gifted
;hnldrcn may bc more demanding and perfectionistic in both academic and social areas. and thus. an
ordinary social life may be interpreted by the parent as unsatisfactory and the child described as having
pecr problems. -However. the correlation between the parent’s satisfaction with the child’s school
performance and the parent’s judgment of the child's peer relationships was a non-significant .26,
suggesting that the parcnts were not simply hvpercritical in all areas. A third possibility may relate to the

depree of parcntal investment in the child and an accompanying increased perception of the child's needs

which may make the parent more sensitive to possible social problems. Parental sensitivity to the child.
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which has becn associatéd with enhanced intellectual dC\'elopmelpii/ may also make the parent more aware
of the child’s social and emotional development. The earlicrﬁbe’/ha\'ioral and adjustment problcn:‘
reported by GCA mothers may ha\'c_ further sensitized them 0 possible social problems. As the child
grew older. he or she. being bright and verbal. may have Q'olunleercd more information about the social
world of school. This may have made the parent mon;év awarc of any social difficulties and caused the
parent to place unduc emphasis on the dav-to-day w'égancs of elemcntary» school social life and to magnify

ordinany difficultics.

If the above scenano 1s accurate. Comparison parents, who tend to agree with their child’s more
sanguine approach. may be simply less attuned to their child's development or more \n'llil%to accept a
less than perfect outcome. They may therefore ignore mild social probicms. The Comparison children
may also ha\'c.a broader social network. Although ihcy were as likely as the GCA children to be first-born
or only children. their sclf-rcpone:i and parent-reported athl;ztic ability may gain them casier acce's/g' lo P
social groups and. if they play team sports. an extended range of acquaintances. Their parents may gce
them. therefore. as more socially competent. Although there is no direct evidence in this study. it might
be speculated that Companson parents may also invest tnore energy in ensuring that their child has a
smoothly functioning social life. They may also be more eager to portray their child in a positive light.
Not having the excuse of giftedness to explain their child’s difficultics. they may be more motivated to

portray the child as well-adjusted and “normal™.

A final possibility. and onc that has some support. is that the parental concerns of the GCA
members may be exacerbated by membership in the GCA and by their association with other parents of
gifted children. Parents of bright children who are concerned about their child’s development may
gravitate (o the association which offers to parents a possible remedy by providing an information and
support network. Parents of gified children are the intended recipients of books and articles which focus

on the difficulties of these children (e.g.. Smutney. Veenker & Veenker. 1979; Galbraith. 1983. 1985;

“,
o
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Kropp and Hc;;son. 1995).  Parent self-help groups are recommended by some as an ropportunity for
parents to share ady ice and information about their gifted children (‘(j}oldsiefm & Wag'ner. 1993). .
However. such groups may contribute to the parents’ perceptions of problems by emphasizing the

" differences of gified children from their non-gifted peers and by providing a milieu in which bright
children who have problems arc over-represcnted. As one parent noted wryly “You don’t join a group
unless vou have a problem™ Somic parents mentioned they had dropped out of the GCA because their
children did not have social or behavioural problems and therefore they were not like most gifted ch;Idrcn.
That social difficultics may be secn as evidence of giftedness was hinted at by two mothers who criticized
other GCA parents for trving to make their child “as different as possible” and also by the response of one
Uscr mother who refused to answer the question of whether her child had had any adjustment or
behaviousal difficultics. This mother insisted that. although the child had not had any difficultics. it was

because the parents had adapted to the child and that the child was, in fact. “onc of the few children with

a difficult temperament™ and was not at all adaptable.

Some of the Inerature wnitien for parent about gifted children focuses on their social problems.
which may suggest an explanation of the contrast between the mothers™ views and the children’s views of
the children’s peer relationships. While 40% of the GCA mothers indicated they believed their child had
some difficulties with peers. only 6% of the GCA children admitted to having social difficulties. Of these
three children. only onc was identified by thc mother as having social problems. while the other two were
idc‘nliﬁcd by their mothers as usually or always getting along with peers. Furthermore. 70% of GCA
mothers mentioned alicnation from peers as a disadvantage of gifiedness. Why ll;-is archetype of the gified
child as a social nusfit persists so intransigently is not clear. However. the acceptance and perpelu;ilion of
the “misunderstood genius™ model may be supported by two processes in education. Educators scrving
gifted students-arc faced with the need 10 justify progrz;m funding. and the need to defend potentially
contentious methods of dividing the gified from the non-gifted. Thé parents in this study agree with

educators that there is such a thing as a gifted child. The purpose of labelling a child “gifted”. however. is
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to stream 1dentified children into specialized programs. The assumption that the selected children are
essentially different from non-identified peers is common to many programs (Pcndarvis aﬁd Howley,
1996) and the existence of this difference may be used to justify continued funding when such programs
arc in jeopardv. Large scale survess of American taxpayers have found (hél \w:hjlc there is general
support for programs for gifted children. there is less support for increasing funding to such prograins.
While 43% of the general public is willing to increase fuhding to programs for children with learning
difficultics. only 16% favours increasing funding for gifted and talented programs (Larsen. Griffen, &
Larsen. 1994). Parents of gifted children. however, are committed to specialized programs. Pur.cell
(1993) interviewed parents of identified chuldren and their teachers about the effects on the children of
‘> the cancellation of a school Gifted and Talented Program and found that 84% reported negative
behaviours. such as frustration. boredom and undcr;achiévement. on the part of the éhildrcn. Half the
pércms said they were now considering leaving the public school system. Given the parents’ .
committment to thcsﬁ programs and the general public’s lukewarm support for funding tl{enl. it mav be
important o supporters to demonstrate lha} programs for the gifted are a necessary service 1o children in
nced rather than the “pedagogy of pri\'i]ege'" (Margolin, 1996) for an elite minority. Thus. there may be a

tendency to overemphasize possibie social and adjustment difficultics ol children who are denied these

opportunitics.

A sceond reason for the persistence of the belicf in the “misunderstood genil‘Js" may relate to the
problem of identifving gifted children. ldentification 1s plagued by the problem of who is gifted. how the;'
should be selected and how this process can be justified. Because most school programs for gifted
chuldren are limited in size. some assessment will be done and some children will be excluded. On one
hand. educators bridle at the idea of selecting children exclusively on achievement tests results. The use
of the mildly pejorative term “schoolhouse gifted™ (Renzulli. 1986) to refer to those children who do
extremely well in school but who do not have other ~gified” qualities hints at the difficulties some feel arc

inherent in selecting only top academic students hh;ilg ignoring other students who seem unusually bright
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but who are less academically inclined. However. if non-academic measures are used. children will be.
included who may be indistinguishable in many ways from non-identified peérs.  Parents in the present
study alluded to the difficulty of identification. While some slraightfdnvardly said theyv recognized gifted
children by their “natural ability™ and bef:ause they were “supe-.or academical I_\""or able to produce high
quality work™. othcr; referred to the gifted child as one who has “natural gifis that are opposed to a smart
kid who works hard~ and suggested they are “different from high achievers™. “so much different than an
intelligent child™  As one parent put 1t “You'd have to write a book to describe the difference between her
way of thinking and the average child’s wav of thinking™. while another parent added gifiedness was
“often mixed up with a lot of other problems. attention def;'lcil or a learning problem™. One parent
succinctly described her child as standing out “like a sunﬂ0\vcr in a ficld of violets™ and later added, "He's
not cver going to fit in micely and neatly”™. Thus, the suggestion that giftedness 1s more than academic
achievement. and that it mav cven be a handicap. may make it easier (o justify the label “giﬁed;; when a
child’s performance does-not stand out from that of non-identificd peers. [t may also allay any envy or
sense of injustice on the part of those who arc excluded. The necessity of setting arbitrary boundrics to
discniminate between gifted and non-gifted. in addition to attempting to justify the allocation of limited
rcsources among. for éxamplc. children who do very well at school. children \\‘h;) have specific
exceptional talents, and children who have high IQs but who are desultory students. tries the wisdom of
both professional and parent alike. If gifted sludcn(ls are perceived as having difficulty ;n the regular
school system or as misunderstood by less able peers. then they can be seen as having a need which must
be met. and the allocation of services can be more readily justified. Schneider (1987) alluded to this
agenda when he acknowledged that his book on the peer relations of gifted children ﬁlighl be

disappointing to those who wished he would “provide more ammunition to those who promote special

programs for the gifted” by portraying gifted children as under the “incessant attacks of hostile childhood

peers” (p. 107)
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The prevailing ethos. driven in part by limits on funding of special programs, may. therefore,
support or encourage parcnts in their suspi;ions that lhcirr child has social difﬁcu]tics. in spite of the fact
thal their chiis:ircn are s;flisﬁed with their social slan&ing. Schneider (1987) had suggested that gifted
children may incorrectly assume that lhq are less wéll accepted than they actually are, a phenomenon he

— describes as social ~delusions of ungrandeur” (p. 71). It is possible that parental expectations of social
difficultics may result during adolescence in hypersensitivity to social ‘slighls. eipcclal;ons that peers will
not like them. and a perception of peer rejection .

The transmission of belicfs about giftedness

Obviously, if children are to come (o believe their peers may reject them., they must understand
that they are g;;ifted and that this quality may lead to rejection. This lcads to the third question gf \)'llclllcr
parcmal use of the label “gifted” enhances transmission of the parent’s beliefs to the chi'ld. Indeed. GCA
children did understand what “gifted” meant and identified themselves as gified. GCA children were
more likely to identify themselves as gifted than were Companison children. probably because more GCA
mothers than Comparison mothers told their children they were gifted. VSlighUy over 75% of GCA
children in both groups said their parents told them they were gifted. ‘:This 1s somew hat surprising,
because onc might expect the User children to be more likely than Avoider children to say their parents
told them thev were gified. The children were not asked how often their parents used the term or the
context in which the term was used. The parent’s self-admitted \\'illingncss of use the term may indicate a
greater acccplé;Zc of the term and its attendant implications as descriptive of their child. GCA children
appear to have understood their parents’ beliefs about giﬂednéss and were more likely to agrec with these
beliefs about giﬂcdncss than were Comparison children. \\'ﬁogb.-agreemenl with their parents was at a
chance level. Thus. it is likely that parental beliefs about the p.otcmial problems of giftedness, the relative

value of intelligence and good grades or the role of hard work in gified performance are. to some degree,

being conveyed 1o children. Using “gifted” may have also enabled mothers to better understand whether

4
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their child believed he or she was gifted. User mothers were more aware than Comparison mothers of
whether ;hcir children would identify themselves as gifted. Avoider mothers did not differ from either
group.

One unexpected result was that 50% of the Comparison children also identified themselves as
gifted when asked. Furthermore. during the interview. six of the Comparison parents (30%) identified
their child as gifted.  Because the parents were reponding to an interview. they were probably more like
those parents who respond to calls to identify gifted children (Hilchﬁcld..l‘ﬁ}: Burns. Mathews. &
Mason. 1990) than like the parents who spontancously scek confirmation of their child’s abilities
(Robinsa’i;;'? | 987%5vl,ouis & Lewis. 1992). However. these parents were not ncccssariltincorrecl in their
asscssmeﬂl. as ihc interviews revealed that some of the Comparison children were similar in their
achievements to the GC'A children. attending academic private schools, achieving honour roll status.
being selected for enrichment programs or reccommended for acceleration and may well have been equally
deserving of the label “gifted™. It would seem. however. that the parent’s identification was an ad hoc
response rather than a firmly held belief. Among these six Comparison mother-child pairs. the l‘)elicfs of
the parent and the child about whether the child was gifted and whether the child knew it indicated hittle
understanding between parent and child about cach other’s beliefs.  Parent-child agreement about the’
behef statements was at a chance level. The children’s self-idcr;tiﬁcalion reflects their confidence that
they have special talents. and this confidence may be well-placed. However. it may also reflect the
findings of researchers (Maclver. 1987: Stevenson. Chen & Lee. 1993: Stevenson et al. 1996) who have
suggested that North American children may have few guidelines to estimate their own ability and may
. therefore mav overestimate thetr o%mlcncc. Sixteen of the 20 Companson children were able to
define “gifted” but 1t 1s not clear if ;his level of understanding of the term is reflective of most non-
idgnﬁﬁcd children That some of the Comparison children may have been told the meaning of the word

by parents immediately prior to the interview is suggested by the remark of one child who said. ~1 know

what it means. 1've just never heard anvone use it.”

-y
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Despite assertions by parents during the interview that there wefe many types of giftedness. in the

eves of many parents. scholastic achievement was the benchmark of giftedness. Avoider parents and
children paid péni:ular interest to scholastic achievement. Avoider children were more likely tobe
identified by their parents as having exceptional acadcmic ability than were Comparison children. and
Avoider children. when asked what they did that madce them gifted. identified themselves as doing well at
school. Avoider children were also more likelv to rate themselves as scholastically competent than were
Comparison children on the Harter Self- Perception Profile for Children (1985). User children were
intermediate. The focus of Avoider parents and children on academic achievement is consistent with the
parcnt’s view of giftedness as being within limited academic domains as ::)pposed 1o being a pervasive
quality which affects many aspects of the child’s personality.

The finding of clcvz;led scholastic self-csteem among Avoider students corresponds to the
ﬁndin:gs of most other rescarch (Kelly & Jorden. 1990 : Hoge & Renzulli. 1991: Colangelo & Brower,
1987 ). however. User children were not significantly different from cither Avoiders or Comparison
chitldren. While thev might be expected to be similar to Avoider children, it would be expected. based on
the rescarch, that User children would have higher scholastic sclf-estcem than Comparison children. This
anomaly may. in part. reflect the high level of achievement of Comparison children. some of whom
attcnded enrichment programs in their own school and may also have unusually high scholastic self-

estecm. Had a less accomplished Comparison group been used. the Users and the Comparison group

might have differed significantly.

Indeed. were this sample drawn from school-identified children rather than parent i1dentificd
children. 1t s likels that some of the Comparison children would be in the “gifted” group. Of the seven
Comparison children who were identified as by parents as having exceptional academic ability. six were

also identified by parents during the interview as “gified”. suggesting that Comparison parents also view



academic accomplishments as a badge of giftedness. However. the 50% of Comparison children who
identified themselves as gifted were more likely to say they were gified at sports or artistic pursuits.

. Comparison children’s responses on the Harter Self-Perception Profile for Children (1985) further
confirmed that they rated themselves as significantly more competent ir; athletics than User children.
Comparison parents were also more likely than User parents to identify their child as having exceptional
athletic ability: however. this did not lead them to idémify their child as gifted. Karnes and Swedel
(1987) noted that fathers of ndn-giﬁcd preschoolers were more likely to have made sure that children had
playground equipment than were fathers of gifted preschoolers: suggesting that active physical pursuits
may be more im"ponanl.lo the Comparison parents.. It is interesting to speculate on the emphasis on
“doing” gifted things versus “being™ gifted with respect to both parents’ and children’s claims of
superiority. Avoider ;:hnldrcn and parents both asserted the child’s academic superiority. while
Comparison barcms and children identiﬁed the child’s athletic abilitics. User and Avoider parents appear

to communicate their specific beliefs about giftedness effectively. However, not only Avoider, but also

Comparison parents were able to communicate to their children the area of the child’s accomplishments.

-

Mothers™ and children’s expectations for academic success

Since giftedness was perceived by parents to be man’i,feslcdl by acadcmic ability. one woulci expect
those who believed their children to be gifted to predic;l that their children would do better on ability and
achievement tests. Indced. both GCA groups gave a higher estimate of their child's in;ellngencc than did
the Comparison group. Howeser. it i1s not clear to what degree their responses were influenced by their
knowledge of their child’s actual 1Q score. A few GCA parents indicated their estimate was the child’s
actual percentile rank from an IQ test. information which the thparison parents would not have. That
parents tend to overestimate their children’s scores on achievgé;ent tests has been reported by other

rescarchers ( Miller. 1988: Miller. Manhal & Mee. 1991). [n the area of academic achievement. User

parents did appear to have higher expectations than Comparison parents User parents tended to estimate



higher scores than Companson parents, bol;i when asked how well their child would do on an
achievement test. anii wlncni asked what would be the lowest score they would accept without concern.
Avoider parents were intermediate. While: this suggests that User parents were putting more pressﬁre on
their children than were Comparison parents. it is not clear that User children felt this pressur;. Hershey
and Oliver (1988) found that almost half of their grade 4-12 subjc;:ls comblaincd thata disad\a;na’ge.of
being gifted was that parents and teachers put unreasonable performance demands on them. However, she
had no comparison groups. In this study. children were not asked how much pressure they felt. but it

would be uscful to determine in future studies if User children, like Hershey and Oliver’s students. felt

they were unreasonably pressured.

The children’s groups di(i not diffe; from onc another in ih;ir estimation of how high é séaic
their parcnts w ere oxpecting. and although when asked what they thought they actually would gel. User
children gave the highest lﬁark and Comparison chil‘drcn. the lowest. these differences were not
significant. Although GCA and Comparison children all felt their parents were expecting scores in the
mid to high 80s. Comparison children estimated a substantially lower mark than cither of the GCA
children’s groups when asked to cslir;alc the lowest score their parents would tolerate. This difference in
the “lowest acceptable score™ parents will .loleré(e may reflect the pressure that gifted children sometimes
complain thev are under. It ma_\“ ﬁol be that the parent’s cxpeclalioils are 100 high. but that the children

believe their parents are less tolerant of an average performance.

User parents appear to have the highest expectations for their child’s success and Comparison
parents the lowest. Avoider parents are intermediate. having expccla(iops similar to those of the Users.
but being willing 1o accept a lowest score more similar to the Comparison group. The children’s
expectations for success were sumilar to their parents’ prediction. All groups of children were similar to
onc another in estimating that they would do more poorly than their parents expected. but would,exceed

the minimum score the parents would accept.
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ng how well the Thild was expected

v

When parents and children were asked to turn from estimati

‘ ’ T e " e N .
todoand rate the child’s current performance in school and the parent’s satisfaction. a different picture
N . L. . . f
emerged. The Avoider c¢hildren rated themselves more positively than the Comparison children, both

when asked directly how good.a slu&c_m thev were in comparison with cldssmates and when asked to rate

L4

-

their scholastic competence on the Harfr Sclf-PerccpI{Aion Profile for Children (1985). User children did

not differ from cither group. Because children were drawn from elementary schools in several different

. h
school districts and because there was no consistent way to measure actual academic achievement,

-
« =
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achievement was assessed by asking cach mother and her child to rate the child’s achievement in

2
-

comparison with classroom peers. It was assumed that mothers would be familiar with the grading

practices of their child’s tcacher. Since the interviews for this rescarch were conducted at the end of the
. ,

. . T \
school vear: it was also expected that mothers would have had opportunities over the school year to speak

Ly

with lhé teacher about their child’s pcrfomu;ncc and to derive an acéurate estimation of their child’s
performance relative to classmates. Somewhat surprisingly. there was no difference an’iéng the three
parent groups when lhey were asked how well their Child did in school in comparison to cla%smales Most
parents belicved their children 10 be “good” fé “very good” stuants. However. when parents were asked
how satisfied they were with this performance. User parents rated themselves as significantly less |
satisfied than Avoider parents with their child’s performémcc. Comparison parents did not differ from
cither group. Th7csc uncxpected results suggest that User parents do have high expectations and-that their
children may not be living up to these expectations. It has been suggested that individuals holding an
entity theory of intelligence place more emphasis on performance goals and performance evaluation
(Stipek & Gralinski. 1996). which may cxplain the parents’ discomfiture. User parents place more
emphasis on natural abn!il_\ as a source of giftedness and mav be more likely to hold an entity theory of
intelligence. This would suggest that they may be more concerned about performance goals and

evaluation and thus be pronc to dissatisfaction with their child’s grades. However. User parents scemed to

value intelligence more highly than grades. Avoider parents in contrast. place more emphasis on hard
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work as‘a partial source of gificdness than do User parents. They may be expected to hold an incremental
theory of intelligence and placé less emphasis on evaluation. ll‘is not clear whether the Avoider parents
do emphasize evaluation less. When asked 10 estimate how well their children would do on a hypothetical
test. and what was the lowest mark they would be happy with. the Avoider parents’ résponscs wefe not
significantly different from cither User or Comparison parents. They are also not significantly different

from Comparison and Avoider parcnts on their rating of the imponiance in their family of good grades.

However. they are satisfied with their child's actual performgance at school.

Since there was no difference among the three groups of children in the rating of how satisfied

they think their parcnts werc. it scems that the children mayv be unawarc of these differences. 1t is not

clear from the present study if the positive view the Avoider children have of their scholastic competence

15 a reflection of reality (the parent’s satisfaction is caused by the child’s good performance) or whether

the parents have more attainabic expectations (the child’s assessment of his performance is a reflection of

the parent’s satisfactior:).

The relatne importance of intelligence and good grades

o

Becausc no data on the children’s actual achievement were collected. 1t is not clear whether some
children were undcerachieving or what their levels of achievement were relative to their classmates or to
each othcr. Perhaps some User children were underachieving and this is reflected in their parents’

;!issalisfaclion with their children’s performance.  This seems difficult to reconcile with the finding that.

of the three parent groups. the User parents rated grades as least important.  Children of the User group.

Y
24

however. also rated scholastic competence as less important on the Importance Scale of the Harter Sclf-
Perception Profiic for Children (1983) than did children of the Comparison group. If User children did
not rate scholastic competence as important 1o themselves. it may be that some were underachieving and

this may explain their parents’ dissatisfaction. It was Comparison children who gave the highest rating to
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the importance of scholastic competence . while the Avoider group was intermediate. Given the high
expectations of User parents and children for academic success. it seems strange, at first glance. that the
children would regard academic success as less important than did the Comparison children, whose
aspirations werc more modest. The results are less surpri'sing when one considers the parental response to'
qucstions about the importance to the family of intelligence and good marks. While User parents gave the
highest rating to the importance of intelligence. they gave the lowest rating to the importance of good
grades in school Comparison parents rated good marks as important to their famuly and intelligence as
less important. In reality. cach group has effectively communicated its evaluation of the importance of

good grades to their children.

There 1s. however. an area of possible parent-child conflict. On onc hand User parents appear to
place less importance on good marks. vet on the other they are also least satisfied with their children’s
-school performance and expect the highcsi marks. Felson (1990) found that parents wilo werc academic
high achievers had higher standards for their children than parents who had achieved less. However, '
User mothers arc not better educated than mothers in the other parents groups. and they did not ratc their

own school achicvement more highly than did either of the other parent groups so this does not seem to

- explain why thev have set such high standards. Their dismissal of good grades is not linked to any

hostility toward their child’s school All parent groups rated their children’s schools equally favourably
Pait of their disrmissal of good grades may be linked. however. to their own schooling.  User parents rated
themsclves as less satisfied with their own schooling than were Avoider parents. and perhaps they have a
lingering sensc of having been cheated during their own school years.

Anothcer possible explanation of this seeming contradiction of high expectations for good grades
cc;mbined with a dismissal of good grades as important may lie in the conception of ~gifted” as defining
\;h‘;‘zn thc‘child ts rather than simply what the child does. 1f User parents believe that giftedness explains

why therr child 1s different from other children. then giftedness. although it 1s related to intelligence, is

2
= =
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much more than good marks at school. Parental remarks that gifiedness was more than good grades, and
comments about “sensitivity”. “awarcness” and “psychological differences™ as defining a gified child.
suggest that their emphasis is on a more pervasive quality than the ability 10 >gel good grades in
elementary school. Despite this. intelligence is highly valued by User parents. presumably because it is a
defining feature of gifiedness and good grades are generally seen as a by-product of intelligence. As has
been noted. bscr parents emphasize “natural ability™ as a source of giftedness, and the adoption of entity
models of intclligence focus attention on performance goals. Furthermore. they are least likely of the
parent groups to acknowledge ~“hard work™ as a source of gified behaviours.  Thus. User parents are
caught in a conundrum  While expecting their children to get good grades because they are giﬂeq. they
also place less importance on good grades because they are seen as a mere bv-product of giftedness and
not a defining feature. Furthermore. they are less likely than other parent groups to belicve giftedncss can
be created by hard work. and more likely to believe that it is simply a natural quality. The children. who
know they are identified as gifted. presumably recognize that good grades are not important to their
identification as gifted and therefore consider them relatively unimportant. The parcnts are. however,
dissatisfied with the child’s school pcrfonflance because gifted children shquld get good grades. It1s
possible that this nusunderstanding of expectations will lead to further difficulties when the child is older.
and it would be uscful to examune such conflict in belief with relation to underachievement or
dissatisfaction in later school vears. the child's sense of differentness, and the parent’s concern about the
child’s adjustment. The difTiculties Cornell {(1989) noticed in children whose mothers used “gifted™ in
front of them may not stem simply from the use of the term. but from such conflicting messages
surrounding achicvement and what it means to be gifted. Cornell’s students were somewhat ilder that
the current sample. with a mean age of 12.1 vears. Thus thev may have become. as Schneridcr ('l987)

suggested. more 'prone 1o feeling disliked by their pecrs.

The relative sausfaction of Avoider parents and their children may be in part explained by the

Avoider mothers’ own satisfaction with the quality of their own schooling and with their personal



s q);,.,.:wachie\'emcm.dun'ng their school vears. It is possible that their own experience has made them more

e

lolerﬁnt of a less-than-exemplary performance on the part of their own children. Furthermore. thev are
o

T )

'r:llC.lI’C likely than User parents to allow “hard work™ a role in creating gifiedness. This may both
encourage them to demand a degree of effort from their child and permit them to excuse their child’s
fai’ﬁgs more r::adil_v. Should the child falter. it can be more readily ascribed to a lack of effort rather than
a diminishing of the “gift” Their view of giftedness as limited to academic achievement rather than as a
defining featurc of their child and their somewhat reduced identification of giftedness as a family trait
may dampen the intensity of their concern about their child’s performance. 1t is also possible that
children lcm;ﬁcd bv parcr-ns who hold a more limited view of what giftedness is may be children“ who are

B Fi . R
do:ng very well in school and who will continue to do very well

e

Differcnces 1n attributions for success and failure and preference for learning or performance goals.

/

Despite differences in parental expectations and satisfaction. 90% of the children believed they
“alwavs” or "usually " tried to do their best in school and 97% of children said that their parents were
“usually” or "almost alwavs™ happy with their schoolwork. Differences in allrjbulion for success or failure
found by other rescarchers (Kurtz & Weinert. 1989 Laffoon. Jenkins-Fnedman. & Tollefson. 1989) were
not found in the current study  However, the children were grouped not by their own behaviour or |
attitudes but by their parents” behaviour and beliefs. As Miller (1988) noted. the path from parent beliet”
to child outcome is tenuous. thus the parents” decision to use or avoid gifted may be too distant from lhc .
child’s attitudes toward school success or attributions. The children’s groups did not differ in their -
attributions for success or failure. generally favouring hard work and ability as the reasons for sﬁcces'% on

tests at school and lack of cffort as the reason for failure. ~Lcarning new things™ and “getting good

marks™ were the main reasons children chose for wanting to do well in school. When children were given

7
-

a hypothetical situation and asked to choose between a performance goal and a learning goals. all grdps

of children preferred the learning goal. In contrast, all parent groups believed their children would prefer

e

o

pa
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performance goals. Why this difference between parents and children occurred is not ;lear; however, a
number of parents indicated their child would want to do what was “easiest”, while children were equally
convinced that it was better 10 learn something new than to get good marks. The most obvious possibility
is that children were responding with what they felt was the “correct™ answer while parents \\V'cree
responding from a cynicism born of cxpericnce. Pcrfmpsi moré gencrally, children ar¢ not highly
motivated by marks. Thus. to the children. risking good marks for an interesting project is a small
sacrifice. This lack of intercst 1m marks may be demonstrated to_the paréﬁls by what is seen by them as
“laziness™ 1n schoolwork. Thus they may interpret the question as ong of wﬁ?lhcr the child would be

willing to learn something new and perhaps more difficult or do something they would find easy.

Conclusion
An underlving question of this.sgﬁld}' was whelhcrﬁ parents should tell their children they are

gfifted‘ The answer appears t0.be mo“rc%}\ a simple ves or no. Parents who use the tern gifted appear to
_ place a differcent cmpflasis on the attributes of giftedness than lhos;: who avoid the term. Uhimately, the
defision to use gifted docs not rest c;n the semantics of the word. but on the belief that the word descnibes
what the child 1s. Feldhusen and Jarwen (1993) havé described professionals as adopting a univariate or
multivanate model of giftedness and the belicfs of the mothers in the current sample can be seen as
arranged along this continuum. Mothers who adopt the univaniate model tend to avoid “gified” and mav
actively reject the implication that giftedness impligs personal or social difﬁcqlties.’f Mothers who adopt
the multivanate model agree lhal their child different from other children both cognitively and
cmotionally and are more willing to describe these differences as part of being “gified”. The belief that
gifted children are subjcct 10 fcjcclion by peers is supported in part by professionals and experts writing

for these parents.
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The Users™ conflict between the parental desire for exceptional academic achievement on the

-

part of the child aﬁd the sharcé parcnt-child de-emphasizing of the impénahce of good grades might alsob
be.cxplorcd, particularly wj_lh refcrer}ce to underachicvement. However. beyénd this as a potential source
of parent-child misuﬁdcrstgn(ﬁng. and the greater .underslanding of parém beliefs by children of Users,
there appeared 1o be little impact 6( using “gifted “in front of the child on the chi’ld'; attributions for ;
success or failure cr attitudes toward learning. The results of this study also confirm lhosé of other

studies which found that gified children did no'l see themselves as socially Iess competent than other

-

chaldren (Schneider. 1987 Kelly & Jordan. 1990; Hickey & Toth, 1990). but that they do report feeling

“different” (Freeman. 1979). The lack of substantial impact on other areas the children’s functioning

may be attributed to the varicty of moderating influences which accompany any parent belief.

:

<
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Many Eucét'ions asise which were not addressed in this studv. . It would be uscful to know whether

| . . ' <
‘User children are indeed underachicving or whether this is simply their parents’ perception. 1t appears

v

that some Avoider parents may be awarc of the multivariate conception of gificdness and actively reject it.

a

and it would be useful to know the degree to which parents have accumulated their beliefs about giftedness
from books and profcssionals and the Eiegrec to which they represent “folk w isdom™. Further study might

’ ? )
also address the issue of whether User children do begin to feel less accepted by peers during their

adolescence.  Adolescence is a ime of increasing social awarencss and abstract reasoning abilities.

[}

Chuldren who have been told by their parents that they are different from pqers_ancjina)' be misunderstood
by them. may become more sensitive 1o peer relationships and they may. correctly or incorrectly, attribute

pecr difficulties to “giftedness™. Furthermore. they may begin to question the personal meaning that their

identification “gifted” has for them. This may be an important issuc in the developmeny of those children '

whosc parents have been intenscly involved in identifving their child as “gifted”. . »

>
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Appendix A

Inminal survey and covering letter - - ,

G



SURVEY OF GIFTED CHILDREN'S ASSOCIATION MEMBERS

Family Namc:
Mailing Address:

Phone Number:
Father’s Name: Occupation:
Mother’s Name: Occupation:

Number of ¢hildren in family:

Child's Name Birth Date Gender (M/F)
a)
b)
C)

(Plcasc attach additional sheets 1f necessary)

Important: To avoid awkwardness. the following questions ask about “vour child™ in the singular. We
arc aware. however. that some familics will have more than one child who is gified or talented. If a
question can apply to more than onc of yvour children. please answer separatcly for each child and flease
identify the child to whom you are referring. ’

l. For which of the above children hav you sought out the Gifted Children’s Association”

In which area(s) is vour child gifted” For examplc: general academic. specific academic. such

%4

as
maths. arts/music. athletics. creative, ctc. Please be specific. Please respond for each child vou
consider gifted.
Child's Name Area(s) of giftedness

NOTE: Please do not forget to answer questions on the other side of this sheet.

PLEASE TURN OVER.
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At what age did vou first recognize vour child was gifted? What age was your child when you
Joined the GCA? Please respond for each child you consider gified.

Child's name Age when recognized - Age when joining GCA

Who first alerted vou to }oﬁf child’s abilities” (e.g. self. psychologist, tcacher). Plcase respond
for cach child vou consider gifted.

Child’s name Recognized by

Havc you had your child tested because of their exceptional abilities? If yes, please describe (€.8.
1Q test by school psychologist). Please Espond for cach child vou consider gifted.

Child's name Tested? Describe the testing .
(Yes or no)

Is vour child’s school making any special provisions for vour child because of his or her special
talents”? If so. plcase describe. Please respond for each child vou consider gifted.

Child's Name Provisions being made.

In your opinion. how good arc these provisions? (circle one)

excellent ood fair poor.

us
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NOTE: The next question is question 8. Have vou-answered both sides of the first sheet?

10

What features are adequate and which could usc some improvement? Please respond for each
child vou consider gifted.

What is the highest level of schooling attained by vou. the parents?

Mother Father

Plcase describe any training you have had in education or child devclopment (e.g. parenting
courses. teacher training. other professional tramning. undergraduate courses. etc.)

Mother.
Father: niTe o B
2 4

Looking back at vour own education. and considering vour talents. do you belicve your own
cducation was (circle one):

excellent. good. : fair, or poor”?

b=

Docs amvthing stand out about vour education that you believe has influenced how vou have
raised and educated your gifted child?

NOTE: Please do not forget to answer questions on the other side of this sheet

PLEASE TURN OVER
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What terms do vou use to describe vour child’s (or children’s) abilities to other people when your
child is not present (pleasc check as many as apply). If vou have more than one child whom vou
believe to be gifted. please indicate if there are some terms vou usc to describe one child that you
do not use to describe the other.

_ gified ___ smart
___able w__ clever
__ bnght o talented
. <realive _____ precocious
genius ___ intcligent

other (pleasc specify):

What terms do you usc in front of your child (or children) to describe or explain their abilitics
(pleasc check as many as apply). If you have more than one child whom yvou believe to be gifted.
plcasc indicate if there arc some terms you usc to describe one child that yvou do not use to

describe the other. .
. eifed ) ___ smar
7 b 3
____ able _ clever -
-
____ bnght ___ talented
creative precocious
genius intelligent

other (please specifv):

Thank vou for completing the survey. Please fecl free to add additional sheets to comment on

ny issucs rcgarding vour cxperience in identifying and fostering your child’s abilitiecs. We would
appreciate any comments yvou might have avhich you think may be of value to researchers or
which vou fecl mav have been overlooked in the preceding questions.

-
P
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Second sunvey”
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SURVEY OF GIFTED L 'HILDRE.’V S ASSOCLITION MEABERS

This survey is an abridged version of one sent to members of the GCA in 1993. If vou completed
that survey. pleasc do not fill out this one. The purpose of this survey is to recruit possible subjects for a
~ further research project. If you provide vour name, address and phone number. you may be contacted at
which time the rescarch project will be described and vou will be asked if you would like to participate. If
you do not wish ta participate. vour name will be dropped from the list and vou will not be contacted
again. All information in this survey will be held in confidence. Please complete both sides of this sheet.

Family Name:

o

Mother's Name: = Father’s Namc:
Mailing Address:
-Phone Number:

Number of children in famly: -

Chid's Name | Birth Datc  Gender (MFF)
a) )

b)

<)

(To avoid awkwardness. the following questions ask about “vour child”. Howcver. if more than one of
your children is gifted. please respond for each child )

). In which area(s) is vour child gifted (¢ g. gencral academic. math. creativity. music. etc.)?
Child's Name Area(s) of giftedness )

-

At what age did you recognize vour child was gifted” Who first identified vour child as gifted
(parent. teacher. profcssional or friend/relative)”’ Has your child been formally tested (¢.g. 1Q
est)? oo :

o

Child's Name Age recognized Recognized by Tested(Y/N)

-



N

Is the school making any special provisions for vour child? Please describe these provisions.

Child’s Name Provisions being made.

In vour opinion. how good are these provisions? (circle one)

excellent good fair Ppoor.

Looking back at vour own cducation. and considering vour talents, do you believe your own
cducation was (circle onc):

“excellent, , good. fair. or poor”’

181
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a

What terms do you use to describe your child’s (or children’s) abilitics to'other people when vour
child is not present (please check as many as apply). If vou have more than one child-whom vou
believe to be gifted. please indicatg if there are some terms vou use to describe one child that you
do not use to describe the other. ... ‘ .

h
gifted o smart
____ able — . clever
bright B talented
creative precocious
L4
genius intclligent

other (please specify):

What terms do vou usc in front of vour child (or children) to describe or explain their abilitics
(plcasc check as mamy as apply).  If you have more than one child whom you believe to be gifted.
please indicate if there arc some terms you use to describe one child that vou do not usc to
descnibe the other

7

. pified |  sman
____ ablke ' ) | __ clever
____ bnght o talented
_creative T ' ____ precocious
gcnius intelligent

other (plcasc spectfy):

Thank you for vour help. Plcase return sunvey as directed.  Please feel free to add any additional
comments vou feel would uscful which we have overlooked.
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Phone P[otoi:ol for Members .

Hello. (Mayv [ speak 10...)

‘ =

Mrs. . I'mcalling from Simon Fraser University. My nanfe is Heather Wingert and 'm a
- doctoral student in Developmental Ps;"choiog}é', Two years ago. vou filled out a survey about giﬁed :
children that was sent to members of the Gifted Children's Association. On that survey. 1 asked parents to

fill in their name and phone number 1if they might be interested in participating in further research. -1 have

vour name here and as it happens. 1 currcnlli\ need parents of gified children who are members of the

EXY

GCA. who havcabov/girl  ‘sage I'dlikctoask youand ___ to par[gcipate in my rese_é"rch. Do
7 : o oy
-you have a couple of minutes now and | can tell you about it? . .

If No: Wheqg would 1t be convenient to call you back” (Note fime on card)

L[_)c_\ OK. T'll go aner the information-and if vou have any questions, feel free to interrupt.

. First. I'd like to assure vou that this research has the approval of the Universitv and I'm working

- B

in cooperation with Dr. Elinor Ames who is a professor in the Psychology Department in the area of Child-

Deyelopment.

I's

The research 1 am doing will take about an hour to an hour and a half altogether. 1 would visit

vour house once - when 1t is convement for _Qou - and interview youand ____ and have you both fill out
questionnaires. First I'll have vou fill out a qucstionn;i’irc ab(;ul giﬂe,dncﬂss in children while I'm
interviewing .. Then I'll interview _;'ou. mainly about your schooling anci '_;_R's schooling while
o fllls out ‘amques(iom‘mirc, T ’

-+ . The questions 1 ask the children arc about schooling and success in school. 1 would like to

~

1ntervicw . By hinvher self where he/she feels comfortable that his/her answers won't be overheard.

, however. you are welcome to read over the questions I'l be asKing him/her beforehand. "

(If asked about interviewing child alone): None of the questions is really personal. however some

. ’
children may answer more honestly if they are sure their parents or brothers or sisters can't overhear. For

\ N

example. (this isn't an actual question but it 1s a good example), if I asked a.child "How often do you fool

»
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e Naturally. vou and will remain absolutely anonvmous.
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“around in class when you should be listening to the teacher””, some children might answer "Absolutely
. o

never” j{"thcy thought thetr mom was listening but give a somewhat more truthful answer if they thoughl

-
-

no onc ¢could hear. ) ‘ .

-

I hope you are ablc to participate. Finding gifted children and their parents is somewhat difficult.

.
- .
.

so every parent and cvery child is imporntant.
It Yes. Great. Can we set up a time now for the interview <g6me time when you and will both bc
LY . ° i

horne and have an hour and a half that would be relatively=uninterrupted”?

Put name and time on calendar. ’

.

Arcvoustillat _:  (Check address. If not correct. put new address on card. [f any question

on how to find that address. ask and record on card:) Could you give me some directions how 1o get

v

-there? A :
So I'll sce vou on . at . ['ll give you a call (the dayv before 1o confirm this with you.
& ~ .
Thank you vers much I'mi looking forward to talking tovou and _ . If vou have any other

questions or wish 1o get in contact with me vou can call me at 469-6671. There is an answering machine
on this number so 11""1'm not here. vou can leave a message:  Thanks again. good-byc.

A subject wants to know the p\ﬁrpu.\(’ of the studhy: 1 am interested in parents’ beliefs about giftedness and
whether these belicfs affect children's belicfs and attitudes toward school 1 want to comparc: parents

whose children arc gifted with parents whose children are fiot identified as gified and sec what ideas the

®

parcnts share and wherc they differ.

If subgect refuses: OK that's fine. I'd like 1o ask vou one more question. I'm anxious to get subjects, so

naturally I'd be very interested 10 know if there is anvthing about what | said. or what I didn't say) that

discouraged vou [rom participating” (Note any recurring reasons and modifyv presentation if necessary.
Correct any nusconceptions subject may have ) Thank yvou very much for your time. Good bye.
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: Phone Protocol for Non-Members , g

b

Hello. (May [ speak to...)
Mrs. . I'mcalhing from Simon Fraser Wniversity. My name 1s Heather Wingert and I'm a

doctoral student in Developmental Psvchology. When was born. vou completed a form saying you -

would be willing to parucipate in research. That was quite a long time ago. but your name is still on file | .

and | am looking for parents and children to participate ima research project. I've calledvon because vou

»

2

Do vou have a couple of minutes now and 1 can tell you about it?

P

“If No: When would it be convenient 1o call vou back”? (Note time on card)

zqﬁml interested: Would vou like me to take your name of the list. so vou won't be called again”

* -

< Q_)fv__\-: OK. I'll go over the information and if you have any questions, fecl frec to interrupt.
: First. I'd like to assure _\'ou.ihal this research has the approval of the University and I'm working

. 1ncooperation with Dr. Elinor Ames who is a professor in the Psychology Department in the area of Child

- .
Devielopment. *

-

I'm i;llCl’t;Sléd in parents' betiefs abo(n "gifted" chaldren. 1 hine select a number of parents ;\ ho
~ belong to an nssocizmou for gifted children and | a;n trving to match them with parents and children who
~do not belong to such an association. |

Before 1 take up t0o much of your time. I'd like to ask you a few questions.
1 Has ___ cver been identified as “gifted”? Y N
42. Do you belong to the Gifted Children's Association” Y N
It chuld gifted and mother not member. explain:  Actually. I'm looking for children who are not gifted. so
___wouldn't qualify for the study. Thank vou for vour time though. Sofry to have bothered vou.
(f child gified and mother a member. ask'if she had received a surveyv two vears ago. [f not ask if she
would fill one out. Consider for member pool.)

N
i

kS Has _ cverbeen identified by the school as have special educational needs?
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»
)

I Yes: Could you tell me what those needs were? (If mild remedial heip., contintle. If not clear,

ask: Has __ cver been labelled by the school as learning disabled? Y SN -

» 3

If child has speciai needs. tell parent Actually. one of the things I'm looking at is "labelling”. The gifted . _ .

~

children arc the "labelled” children in my study and what I'm looking for now is children who have never

N .+

becn given an educational label. Thank vou for vour timie though. Sorry to have bothered vou.

,e

The research 1 am doing will take about an hour to an hour and-a halfalloge'rher. [ would visit
vour house once - when 1t is convenient for you - and interview vowand  and have you both fill out
questionnaires. First I'll have vou fill out a qucs(i;)mlairc about giftedncss in children while I'm
interviewing . Then I'll interview you. mainly about your schooling and _ 's schooling while
77777 fills out a questionnaire.

The questions 1 ask the children are about schooling and success in school 1 would like to
interview by lum/her self where he/she feels comfortable that his/her answérs won't be overheard.
howcver. you are welcomie to read over the questions I'll be asking hinvher beforchand.

If asked about interviewmy child alone: None of the questions is really personal, however somg children
may answcr more honcstly if they are sure their parents or brothers or sisters can't overhear. For example.
(this isn't an actual question but 1t is a good example). 1f | asked a child "How often do vou fool around in
class when you should be listening to the teacher””. some children might answer "Absolutely never” if

' Y
~ they thought their mom was listening but give a somewhat more truthful answer if they thought no one
could hear. ) | -

Naturally youand __ will remain absolutely anonvmous.

Do you think you might be interested in participating”?

I Yes. Great. Caniwe sct up a time now for the intervicw - some time when vouand _ will both be
home and have an hour and a half that would be relatively uninterrupted?

Ry

Put name and time on calendar. -
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v

* Are vou still at (Check address. If not correct. put new address on card.” If any question
. c . '—?'1*‘ 3 " - v- L4

 on how to find that address. ask and record on-card:) Could you give me some directions how to get

- i
f
&

there?
Sol'lksccyouon *. a . I'll give you a call (the dav before) 1o confirm this with you.
Thank vou very much. I'm looking forward to talking toyou and __ . If vou have any other

~

questions or wish (o get in contact with me _\'Qu*@i‘ call me at 469-6671. There is an answering machine

on this number so1f I'nt not here. vou can leave a més‘sagc Thanks again. good-byc. : e
S S ’
If subject wants to know the purpose Q/'r/_}g%m?{v: [ am imterested in parents’ beliefs about giftedness and

whether these beliefs affect children's beliefs and attitudes toward school | want to compare parents

whosc children are gifted with parents whose children are not identified as gified and sec what ideas the

.
¥

parents share and where thev differ.

If subject refuses: OK. that's fine. 1'd like to ask vou one more question. I'm anxious to get subjects. so

T, »
.

naturally I'd be very interested to know if there is anything about what 1 said. or what I didn't say that
discouraged vou from participating” Note any recurring reasons and modifv presentation 1f necessary.

Correct any misconceptions subject mayv have.) Thank vou ven much for vour time. Good bye.

» - .
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Appendix D

Parent Interview
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE: PARENTS

FAMILY NUMBER

Mother Father

I am irnterested in exactly what people believe by the term

"gifted”, such as when people speak about a "gifted child"”. I am also
interested irn knowing how different experiences in your own schooling
and with your children's schooling might affect your beliefs.

about

1.

I'd like to start by asking you some questions about yourself and
your own education.

How old are you?

Can you please estimate your annual gross family income. Is it:

_____ below $20,000 _____ $860,000-$70,000
______ $20,000-830,000 _____ 870,000-$80,000
____ $30,000-s40,000 _____ $80,000-$90,000
____ $40,000-s%50,000 ___ $90,000-8100,000
____ $50,000-$60,000 ____ more than $100,000
How many people does this income support? pecople.

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.

What is the most advanced degree or accreditation you have
achieved?
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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.

What is the most advanced degree or accreditation your spouse or
partner has achieved?

Did you acquire all of your elementary and secondary education in
Canada?

Yes No

If No: In which country or countries did you get your
schooling?

If more than one country 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?

Did you attend:
public schoeol,
private schocl,

or both?

If private school: What sort of a private school was this?




10.

11.

12.
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If more than one type of school mentioned: When you think back on
them, which one stands out in your mind as having had a greater
influerce on how you think about schools and schooling?

public

private

both equally.

Is there anything about your own education that you feel has
affected your attitudes toward your child's education?

Overall, looking back at your own formal education, do you think
it would best be described as:

very good,

good,

average,

rot very good, or

poor?

Overall, looking back at yourself in your school years, would you
describe yourself as having been:

an excellent student,

a very good student,

a good student,

an average student,

a not very good student, or

a poor student?
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(If respondent answers either of the two previous questions with an
equivocal answer, record the information and then repeat, "But OVERALL,
which of these five categories would best describe your schooling/you
during your school years?” and repeat the categories.)

13. Sometimes the term "gifted" is used to describe children of high
intellectual ability or achievement. Do you believe there
actually is such a thing as a "gifted child"?

Yes No

Why?

(If respondent does not believe there is such a thing, explain:
This questionnaire has been designed partly to try to understand what
people mean when they say a child is "gifted". Some people, like
yourself, do not think that the term "gifted" has any real meaning. I
would like you try to answer the questions, however, even though some of
them will use the term "gifted". Substitute, for yourself, any term you
feel is suitable, but which refers to children who are unusually
advanced in their thinking, their specific abilities, their opinions or
their understanding when compared with other children of the same age.
Feel free to elaborate and clarify your answers at any point. If
respondent offers an objection which can be explained or clarified, note
both the objection and the verbatim clarification.

14. At any time during your school years, were you identified by the
school as "gifted"?

Yes No
15. Whether or not your school formally gave you a label, were you
ever given any special programming, enrichment, or subject or
grade acceleration?

Yes No

If Yes: Please describe it?
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le6. 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
residerts 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:

i Which children are these?

How lorg 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

s s
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18. I would like you to rank how certain you are that is/is not
gifted. Would you say you are:

very certain,
somewhat certain,

somewhat uncertain, or

very uncertain?
If somewhat or very uncertain:
I'd like to know why you are uncertain.

What would have to happen to make you decide for sure that
(child's name) is or is not gifted?

3 Continue with children in descending order of age.

SECOND CHILD

19. Would you describe as intellectually gifted?
Yes No
20. I would like you to rank how certain you are that is/is not

gifted. Would you say you are:

very certain,

somewhat certain,

somewhat uncertain, or

very uncertain?
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If somewhat or very uncertain:
I'd like to know why you are uncertain.

What would have to happen to make you decide for sure that
(child’s name) is or is not gifted?

THIRD CHILD

21. Would you describe as intellectually gifted?
Yes No
22. I would like you to rank how certain you are that is/is not

gifted. Would you say you are:
very certain,
somewhat certain,
somewhat uncertain, or
very uncertain?

If somewhat or very uncertain:
I'd like to know why you are uncertain.
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What would have to happen to make you decide for sure that
(child's name) is or is not gifteq?

FOQURTH CHILD

23. Would you describe as intellectually gifted?
Yes No
24. I would like you to rank how certain you are that is/is not

gifted. Would you say you are:
very certain,
somewhat certain,
somewhat uncertain, or

very uncertain?

If somewhat or very uncertain:
I'd like to know why you are uncertain.

What would have to happen to make you decide for sure that
(child's name) is or is not gifted?
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Appendix E

Interview schedule for member parents (GCA)
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR MEMBER PARENTS

FAMILY NUMBER:

If more than one child identified as gifted:

25. Which one of your children was identified as gifted first?

If more than two children identified as gifted:
And after , who was the next to be identified as gifted?
If more than one child: 1I'd like to ask you about (target child) first.

Then I'll go back and ask you some of the questions again about
and ’

26. How old was (target child) when you first realized he/she was
gifted?
Has undergone any formal testing for giftedness?
Yes No

If Yes: Could you describe it?

27. Who first identified (child) as gifted?

If self or spouse mentioned: What was it about that tipped
you off?
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If self or spouse not mentioned: Did you have any idea before
mentioned it that (child) was gifted?

Yes No

Do you think that generally it is parents who first recognize that
their child is gifted?

Yes No

29 In your opinion, what is the earliest age a child can be
identified as gifted?

30. When you realized that was gifted, would you describe
yourself as:

very surprised,
somewhat surprised,
not very surprised, or
not at all surprised to have a gifted child?
31. How happy were you with this news about (child)? Would you
describe yourself as:
very happy,
somewhat happy,
somewhat unhappy, or

very unhappy to find out that your child was gifted?

32. What benefits do you think being gifted has for your child?
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33. What disadvantages do you think being gifted has for your child?

34. 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
If Yes: Which of the following people in the family do you think
is probably gifted?

yourself, (child's mother)

(child's) father,

(child's) grandparents, (If Yes: How many of 's
crandparents?)

or other relatives?
35. Overall, would you describe your family as one in which doing well
in school is:
very important,
somewhat important,
somewhat unimportant, or

rot at all important?

If asked for the meaning of "family" reply, "Your immediate nuclear
family™.
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36. Overall, would you describe your family as one in which being
intelligent is a trait which is:

highly valued,
somewhat valued,

not valued more or less than any other positive qualities,
or

not valued at all?

Now I would like to ask you about the term "gifted".

37. Do you use the term "gifted"™ in front of (child) to describe
his/her talents?

Yes No

If No: Why don't you use "gifted" in front of him/her?

Can you foresee any circumstances under which you would change
your mind and begin to use the term in front of (child)?

You are a member of the GCA. How do you explain your membership
in this association to your child?

Some chapters of the GCA offer children's programs. Does
ever attend these?

Yes No
38. Do you use the term "gifted" to describe (child) to other people?

Yes No




39.

40.
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If No and not obvious from previous explanation: Why?

Some parents believe that it is not a good idea to tell a child he
or she is "gifted", while other parents believe the child should
be told and the term "gifted" explained to them. In general, do
you believe that

children should be told that they are "gifted"”, or that
children should not be told that they are gifted?

(If not obvious from previous explanations) Why do you feel this
way?

Do you think (child) 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 (child’s) school.

41.

42.

How many different schools has (child) attended since entering
first grade?

If more than 1, for each change: Why did he/she change
schools (add as appropriate) for the first time/second time/...?

Does (child) presently attend

public schocl or

private school?
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If public school: Which of the following public school programs
does he/she attend

the regular program,
French immersion,
Montessori,

some other program?

If "some other"” and information not volunteered: Could you
describe the program he/she attends?

If private school: What school does (child) attend? (Ask for
clarification if the nature of the school is not clear, e.g.
Catholic, conservative Christian, prep school)

What is the primary reason for sending him/her to this private
school?

Use list below to categorize the respondent’s reason. If
"specialty school" or "other", describe.

higher academic standards

discipline

religious

school for gifted

specialty school (describe)

close to home

other (describe)

If more than one reason 1s mentioned, ask: "You said you
sent (child) to private school because (list reasons given). Which
of these is the most important reason?
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44.

Have the teachers or school authorities at the school (child)
currently attends indicated in any way that they believe he/she is

gifted or exceptionally able?
Yes No

If Yes: BHow?

Have the teachers or school authorities offered (child)
special educational opportunities?

Yes No
If Yes: What have they offered?
Use list below to indicate the category into which the
respondent's reason falls.
enrichment
subject acceleration
individualized education program (IEP)

grade acceleration

other (describe)

If Yes: Does (child) participate?
Yes No

If No: Why?

any

205
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45. Would you say the school your child is attending now is responding
to your child's academic abilities and talents

very well,

fairly well,

not very well,

poorly, or

very poorly?

If the child has attended more than one school: Thinking back
over all the schools (child) has attended, would you say, in
general, that they have responded to your child's academic
abilities and talents

very well,

fairly well,

r.ot very well,

poorly, or

very poorly?

46. Compared to the general population of children in B.C., would you
describe the academic ability of the other children in your
child's class as:

much above average,

above average,

average,

below average, or

much below average?

47. Let's say that (child) were given a test of intelligence for

children his/her age with a maximum of 100 points. The average
score is 50. What score do you think he/she would get?
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48. Now let's say that (child) 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 (child) 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,
cood,
slightly above average,
average,
slightly below average,
definitely below average, or
very poor?
51. How satisfied are you with (child’s) performance in school? Would
you describe yourself as:
very satisfied,
somewhat satisfied,
somewhat dissatisfied, or

very dissatisfied?
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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,

rmusic,

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,

usually 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?

!
i
i
|
E
|
|
|
|
i
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55. How adaptable and easy to deal with is (child)? Would you
describe him/her as one who

has never had any adjustment or behaviour problems,
has had only minor adjustment or behaviour problems,
has had moderate adjustment or behaviour problems, or

kas had major adjustment or behaviour problems?

56. Imagine your child were required to choose a project to do which
would be displayed at a School Open House or other public area.
Both the project and the grade on the project would be made
public. There are two equally interesting topics. He/she knows a
great deal about one topic and will learn little that is new, but
will be guaranteed to get a top mark. He/she knows very little
about the other topic but will learn a great deal. However,
he/she is not likely to get a top mark on the project. Do you
think (child) would

definitely prefer the familiar topic,
probably prefer the familiar topic,
probably prefer the new topic, or

definitely prefer the new topic?

Now I'm going to give you a sheet with two statements on it about
success or failure in school. Each statement has several reasons
underneath. I want you to rate each statement on the scale by circling
a number from 1 to 7 depending on how important you think that reason is
for doing well or poorly on a test. "1" means you think the reason is
very unimportant, while "7" means you think it is very important. (Give
parent sheet and have them complete and return. Attach to interview)

Now I'm going to give you a sheet that has a statement on it about what
makes a child gifted. (Give parent sheet.) There are three possible
reasons. I want you to distribute 10 points amongst these three reasons
depending on how important you think each reason is. You may award them
in any fashion you wish. You can have any whole number from 0 to 10 in
a space as long as the total of the numbers in the spaces adds up to 10.
Decide how many points you wish to award to each reason and I'll write
it on my sheet.

59. Giftedness in a child is a result of:

-_ + . + - 10
The child's The child's The family

natural ability effort environment
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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 ) 6 7 very
important important
b) the child has worked hard at learning that subject

not at all 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
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58. 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 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

nct 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 child's
natural ability. effort.

=10

The family
environment.
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AppendixF

Comparison group interview
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NTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR NON-MEMBER PARENTS

FAMILY NUMBER:

If more than one child: 1'll be asking you about (target child) first.
Then, I'll ask you about your other children.

25. Do you think generally that parents can recognize whether or not
their child is gifted?
Yes No
26 In your opinion, what is the earliest age a child can be
identified as gifted?
27. 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

If Yes: Which of the following people in the family do you think
is probably gifted?

yourself, (child's mother)

(child's) father,

(child's) grandparents, (If Yes: How many of 's
grandparents?)

or other relatives?




28.

Overall, would you describe your family as one in which doing
well in school is:

very important,
somewhat important,
somewhat unimportant,

not at all important?

If asked for the meaning of "family" reply, “Your immediate nuclear
family".

29.

Now I

30.

Overall, would you describe your family as one in which being
intelligent is a trait which is:

kighly wvalued,
somewhat valued,
not valued more or less than any other positive qualities,

not valued at all?

would like to ask you about the term "gifted"”.

Some parents believe that it is not a good idea to tell a child
he or she is "gifted", while other parents believe the child
should be told and the term "gifted” explained to them. In
general, do you believe that
children should be told that they are "gifted", or that
children should not be told that they are gifted?

Why do you feel this way?

214
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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?

If not obvious from 030: Why do you feel this way?

32. Do you think (child) 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 (child’s) school.

33. How many different schools has (child) attended since entering
first grade?

If more than 1, for each change: Why did he/she change
schools (add as appropriate) for the first time/second time/...?
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34. Does (child) presently attend
public school or
private school?

If public school: Which of the following public school programs
does he/she attend

the regular program,
French immersion,
Montessori,

some other program?

If "some other" and information not volunteered: Could you
describe the program he/she attends?

If private school: What school does (child) attend? (Ask for
clarification if the nature of the school is not clear, e.g.
Catholic, conservative Christian, prep school)

What is the primary reason for sending him/her to this private
school?
Use list below to categorize the respondent's reason. If
"specialty school” or "other"”, describe.

higher academic standards

discipline

religious

school for gifted

specialty school (describe)

close to home

other (describe)
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If more than one reason is mentioned, ask: "You said you
sent (child) to private school because (list reasons given).

Which of these is the most important reason?

Have the teachers or school authorities at the school (child)
currently attends indicated in any way that they believe he/she

is gifted or exceptionally able?
Yes No

If Yes: How?

Have the teachers or school authorities offered (child)
special educational opportunities?

Yes No

If Yes: What have they offered?

Use list below to indicate the category into which the
respondent's reason falls.

enrichment

subject acceleration

individualized education program (IEP)

grade acceleration

other (describe)

any

If Yes: Does (child) participate?
Yes No

If No: Why?
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37. Would you say the school your child is attending now is
responding to your child's academic abilities and talents

very well,

fairly well,

not very well,

poorly, or

very poorly?

If the child has attended more than one school: Thinking back

over all the schools (child) has attended, would you say, in

general, that they have responded to your child's academic
abilities and talents

very well,

fairly well,

not very well,

poorly, or

very poorly?

38. Compared to the general population of children in B.C., would you
describe the academic ability of the other children in your
child's class as:

much above average,

above average,

average,

below average, or

much below average?

39. Let's say that (child) were given a test of intelligence for

children his/her age with a maximum of 100 points. The average
score is 50. What score do you think he/she would get?




40.

41.

42.

51.

219

Now let's say that (child) 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 (child) 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,
good,

slightly above average,
average,

slightly below average,
definitely below average, or

very poor?

How satisfied are you with (child’s) performance in school?
Would you describe yourself as:

very satisfied,
somewhat satisfied,
somewhat dissatisfied, or

very dissatisfied?
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53.

54.
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Do you believe your child demonstrates exceptional ébility 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?

Would

you describe your child as

almost always motivated to do well,
usually motivated to do well,
sometimes motivated to do well,
occasionally motivated to do well, or

seldom motivated to do well.

How well would yoﬁ say (child) gets along with other children?

Would

you say he/she

always gets along well with hi§/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?
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55. How adaptable and easy to deal with is (child)? Would you
describe him/her as one who

has never had any adjustment or behaviour problems,
has had only minor adjustment or behaviour problems,
has had moderate adjustment or behaviour problems, or

has had major adjustment or behaviour problems?

56. Imagine your child were required to choose a project to do which
would be displayed at a School Open House or other public area.
Both the project and the grade on the project would be made
public. There are two equally interesting topics. He/she knows
a great deal about one topic and will learn little that is new,
but will be guaranteed to get a top mark. He/she knows very
little about the other topic but will learn a great deal.
However, he/she is not likely to get a top mark on the project.
Do you think (child) would

definitely prefer the familiar topic,
probably prefer the familiar topic,
probably prefer the new topic, or

definitely prefer the new topic?

Now I'm going to give you a sheet with two statements on it about
success or failure in school. Each statement has several reasons
underneath. I want you to rate each statement on the scale by circling
a number from 1 to 7 depending on how important you think that reason is
for doing well or poorly on a test. "1" means you think the reason is
very unimportant, while "7" means you think it is very important. (Give
parent sheet and have them complete and return. Attach to interview)

Now I'm going to give you a sheet that has a statement on it about what
makes a child gifted (Give parent sheet) . There are three possible
reasons. I want you to distribute 10 points amongst these three reasons
depending on how important you think each reason is. You may award them
in any fashion you wish. You can have any whole number from 0 to 10 in
a space as long as the total of the numbers in the spaces adds up to 10.
Decide how many points you wish to award to each reason and I'll write
it on my sheet.

59. Giftedress in a child is a result of:

o + - + - 10
The child's The child's The family

natural ability effort environment
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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 all 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




223

58. 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 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:

+ + 10

The child's The child's The family
natural ability. effort. environment.
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AppendixG

Beliefs about giftedness
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APPENDIX Gl: BELIEFS ABOUT GIFTEDNESS QUESTIONNAIRE

Here are sixteen statements about intellectual "giftedness" in children.
Please read each sentence and decide whether or not you agree with it
and then circle "agree strongly", "agree", "disagree" or "disagree

strongly". Please answer every question and only circle one answer per
question.
1. Being gifted can sometimes bring a lot of problems. Do you

agree strongly,

agree,

disagree, or

disagree strongly?

2. Children who are gifted must make a special effort to understand
and get along with children who are not gifted. Do you

agree strongly,

agree,

disagree, or

disagree strongly?’

3. There are more children who are gifted than most people think. Do
you

agree strongly,

agree,

disagree, or

disagree strongly?

4. Being gifted is more result of hard work than of natural ability.
Do you

agree strongly,
agree,
disagree, or

disagree strongly?
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S. You can make any ordinary child gifted if you provide the right
envirorment. Do you

agree strongly,
agree,
disagree, or

disagree strongly?

6. There are many gifted children who are never picked as gifted. Do
you

agree strongly,
agree,
disagree, or

disagree strongly?

7. The main thing that makes gifted children different from other
children is that they have more natural ability. Do you

agree strongly,
agree,
disagree, or

disagree strongly?

8. No one really knows why a gifted child will turn up in a family.
Do you

agree strongly,
agree,
disagree, or

disagree strongly?
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S. Very few children are really gifted. Do you

agree strongly,

agree,

disagree, or

disagree strongly?

10. Children who are gifted find it harder to make friends than
children who are not gifted. Do you

agree strongly,

agree,

disagree, or

disagree strongly?

11. Gifted children can succeed without much work. Do you

agree strongly,

agree,

disagree, or

disagree strongly?

12. When a child is gifted, he or she sees the world differently from
other children. Do you

agree strongly,

agree,

disagree, or

disagree strongly?

13. Giftedness usually runs in families. Do you
agree strongly,

agree,

disagree, or

disagree strongly?




14,

15.

l6.

Giftedress can be lost if it is not nurtured. Do you
agree strongly,

agree,

disagree, or

disagree strongly?

You have to work hard to develop your gifts. Do you
agree strongly,

agree,

disagree, or

disagree strongly?

The reason gifted children do well at school is because their
parents teach them at home. Do you

agree strongly,
agree,
disagree, or

disagree strongly?
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APPENDIX G2: BELIEFS ABOUT GIFTEDNESS QUESTIONNAIRE
Now I'm going to read you some things about being "gifted" or "really
smart”. I want you to tell me whether you agree with what I said.
There are no right or wrong answers. I want to know what you think.
(Show child visual aid). After I read the question, decide whether its
a "yes" question that you agree with or a "no"™ question, that you don't
agree with. Then decide if it's a "big yes" (point to visual aid) - you
really think it's true - or a little yes - you think its kind of true.
If you don't agree with the sentence and think it is a "no", you decide
if it's a "big no" - you really don't agree - or a "little no", you
think it's kind of wrong. (Mark child's response on answer sheet).

21. I like being gifted/I would like to be gifted. (Use appropriate
guestion depending on whether child has been identified as
gifted.) Is that

a big yes,
a little yes,

2 little no, or

2 big no?

22. Being cifted can sometimes bring a lot of problems. Is that
a big yes,
a little yes,
2 little no, or

a big no?

23. Children who are gifted must make a special effort to understand
and get along with children who are not gifted. Is that

a big yes,
a little vyes,
a little no, or

a big no?
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24. There are more children who are gifted than most people think. 1Is
that

big yes,

[\

2 little yes,
a little no, or

a big no?

25. Being gifted is more result of hard work than of just being born
smart. Do you

a big yes,

v

little yes,
a little no, or

big no?

A1)

26. You can make any ordinary child gifted if you provide the right
toys, books and chances to learn things. Is that a

a big yes,
2 little yes,
a little no, or

big no?

m

27. There are many gifted children who are never picked as gifted. 1Is
that a

a big yes,
a little yes,
a little no, or

a big no?




28.

29.

30.

31.
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The main thing that makes gifted children different from other
children is that they were born smarter. Is that a

a big yes,
a little yes,
a little no, or

big no?

[\l]

No one really knows why a gifted child will turn up in a family.
Is that a

a big yes,
a little yes,
a little no, or

a big no?

Very few children are really gifted. 1Is that a
a big yes,
a little yes,

a little no, or

a big no?

Children who are gifted find it harder to make friends than
children who are not gifted. Is that a

a big yes,

a little yes,

a little no, or

a big no?




32.

33.

34.

35.

Gifted children can succeed without much work.

2 big yes,

a little yes,

a little no, or

a big no?
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Is that a

When a child is gifted, he or she sees the world differently from

other children. Is that a
a big yes,
a little yes,
a little no, or

2 big no?

Giftedness usually runs in families.

a big yes,
a little yes,
a little no, or

8 big no?

Giftedness can be lost if it is ignored.

big yes,

m

a little yes,
a little no, or

2 big no?

Is that a

Is that a




36.

37.

You have to work hard to develop your gifts. Is that

big ves,

(]

v

little yes,

2 little no,

a big no?
The reason gifted children do well at school is because their
parents teach them at home. Is that

big yes,

n

a little yes,
a little no,

a big no?
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APPENDIX G3

Figure 1: Visual aid for Children’s Belief Questionnaire
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APPENDIX G4: BELIEFS ABOUT GIFTEDNESS BY CATEGORY

(alternate wording for children’'s questionnaire in brackets)
Asterixed items scored in reverse.

GIFTEDNESS CAUSES PROBLEMS
1. Being c¢ifted can sometimes bring a lot of problems.

2. Children who are gifted must make a special effort to understand
and get along with children who are not gifted.

10. Children who are gifted find it harder to make friends than
children who are not gifted.

12. When a child is gifted, he or she sees the world differently from
other children.

GIFTEDNESS IS RARE

3.* There are more children who are gifted than most people think.

6.* There are many gifted children who are never picked as gifted.

9. Very few children are really gifted.

GIFTEDNESS IS INNATE

4.* Being gifted is more result of hard work than of natural ability
(than of just being born smart).

5.* You can make any ordinary child gifted if you provide the right
environment (right toys, books and chances to learn things).

7. The main thing that makes gifted children different from other
children is that they have more natural ability(are born smarter).

GIFTEDNESS RUNS IN FAMILIES

g.* No one really knows why a gifted child will turn up in a family.

13. Giftedness usually runs in families.
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GIFTEDNESS MUST BE NURTURED

11.* Gifted children can succeed without much work.

14. Giftedness can be lost if it is not nurtured (it is ignored).
15. You have to work hard to develop your gifts.

le. The rezson gifted children do well at school is because their
parents teach them at home.
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Appendix H

Semantic differential




Evaluation:

good

wise

good-looking

kind
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bad

foolish

ugly

optimistic

clean

healthy

cruel
pessimistic
dirty

sick

happy

Potency:
hard

strong

severe

tenacious
masculine

pcweful

sad

soft
weak
lenient

yielding

feminine

brave

helpless

scared

capable

fumbling
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On the next six pages is a list of paired adjectives that can be
used to describe people, animals or ideas. At the top of each of the
following six pages is phrase. I would like you to rate how much one
adjective of the other describes the phrase at the top of the page by
putting an "X" on the appropriate line.

For example, imagine the term is "cat" and you like cats. If you
think cats are very clean and somewhat kind, you might mark:

clean X dirty

kind X cruel.

Of course, if you do not like cats at all, you might agree that
cats are moderately clean but very cruel. Therefore you might mark the
adjectives as follows.

clean X dirty

kind X cruel.

On the next six pages, you will be asked to rate six phrases.
Think briefly about what that phrase conjures up in your mind and mark
you response according to your feelings about the term you are rating.
There are no right or wrong answers.




240

"A GIFTED CHILD"

bad good
helpless powerful
optimistic__ ___ ___pessimistic
hard soft
sick healthy
brave scared
masculine feminine
tenacious yvielding
kind cruel
ugly good-looking
dirty clean
sad happy
lenient severe
fumbling capable
strong weak

foolish wise




bad

"A TALENTED CHILD"™
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good

helpless

powerful

optimistic

hard

pessimistic

soft

sick

healthy

brave

scared

masculine

feminine

tenacious

yielding

kind

cruel

ugly

good-looking

dirty

clean

sad

happy

lenient

severe

fumbling

capable

strong

weak

foolish

wise
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"A SMART CHILD"

bad good
helpless powerful
optimistic__ __pessimistic
hard soft
sick healthy
brave scared
masculine feminine
tenacious yielding
kind cruel
ugly good-looking
dirty clean
sad happy
lenient severe
fumbling capable
strong weak

foolish wise
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"A CREATIVE CHILD"

bad good
helpless powerful
optimistic__ __pessimistic
hard soft
sick healthy
brave scared
masculine feminine
tenacious yielding
kind cruel
ugly good-looking
dirty clean
sad happy
lenient severe
fumbling capable
strong weak
foolish wise
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"A BRIGHT CHILD"

bad good
helpless powerful
optimistic __pessimistic
hard soft
sick healthy
brave scared
masculine feminine
tenacious yielding
kind ' cruel
ugly good-looking
dirty clean
sad happy
lenient severe
fumbling capable
strong weak
foolish wise




bad

helpless

optimistic

hard

sick
brave
masculine
tenacious
kind

ugly

"AN INTELLIGENT CHILD"
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good

powerful

__pessimistic

soft

healthy

scared

feminine

yielding

cruel

dirty
sad
lenient
fumbling
strong

foolish

good-looking

clean

happy

severe

capable

weak

wise
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Appendix I

Children’s interview




FAMILY NUMBER CHILD'S NAME
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR CHILDREN

I am interested in what parents and kids think it means when they hear a
boy or girls described as a "gifted child". Teachers and scmetimes
parents use the word "gifted" and I want to know if kids have heard the
word and what they think it means.

1.

Have you every heard people describe a kid as "gifted"?
Yes No

If YES: What do you think they mean by that term?

If NO: Can you guess what it means?

(If child does not know what "gifted" means, explain: "Sometimes
when kids are really good at their schoolwork or music or art or
are just really smart, people say they are "gifted”. Some schools

have special classes called "enrichment classes” or "challenge
classes”" and sometimes, some of the kids who go to these classes
are "gifted”. So can you explain what "gifted"” means now?)

(Record answer. If child still seems unclear, use "really smart”
in place of "gifted".)
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Do you know anyone who you think is gifted? (If child does not
reply or understand, ask '"Is there anyone in your class who does
much better in school than everyone else or know a lot more?)

Yes No

If Yes: What do they do that makes you pick them as being gifted?

Do you think you are gifted?

Yes No Not sure
If "not sure”: If you had to make a bet and you would win a prize
if you were right, would you bet you were gifted or would you bet
you weren't gifted?

Gifted (YES) Not gifted (NO)
If Yes:

Eave your parents ever told you that you were gifted?

Eave your teachers ever told you that you were gifted?

Has anyone else ever told you that you were gifted?

Do you go to a school for gifted children?

What do you think it is that you do that makes people describe you
as "gifted"?

What school do you go to?

What grade are you in?
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How well do you like school? Would you say you:
almost always like school,
tsually like school,
usually don't like school,
don't like school at all?
Compared to other kids, how smart do you think the kids in your
class are? Do you think they are:
2 lot smarter than most kids,
a bit smarter than most kids,
just the same as most kids,
rnot quite as smart as most kids,
a lot less smart than most kids?
Compared with the other kids in your class, how well do you do in
school. Are you
the very best student in the class,
one of the very best students in the class,
better than most of the students in the class,
about average,
not as good as most of the students in the class,
one of the poorest students in the class, or
the worst student in the class?
Let’'s say at the end of the year there is a test of everything you

learned in school that year. The test is out of 100 points. Most
kids in the class get around 70. What do you think you would get?
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10. 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,

usually 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,
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15. How well do you usually behave in class? Are you
almost never in trouble,

tsually not in trouble,

usually in trouble,

almost always in trouble?

16. When yocu compare yourself with other kids your age, do you

always feel you are just like most other kids,
usually feel you are like most other kids,
sometimes feel you are different from other kids,
always feel you are different from other kids?

If "sometimes" or "always" different: What do you think is
different about you compared to most other kids your age?
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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 dinosaurs 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 whkich one to do.

Kris says, "We should do the project on dinosaurs because we'd be
sure to do a good job and get a good mark on this project. After all,
everyone is coing 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. 1I'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).
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I am going to ask you some questions about schoocl. On this first
sheet are reasons why somecne 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 sheet.) I'd like you to read it to me. (If subject cannot
read sentence, read it to him/her.) 1If you think that is a really
important reason why someone would want to do well in school, you give

it a big number "7". 1If 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 to him/her. Mark subject response on response
sheet.)

18. I would like to do well in school because:

I like to learn new things,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I want to get good marks,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I want my parents to be proud of me,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I want my friends to think I'm smart,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I have to.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7




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, it 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 2 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 5 6 7
The tesacher doesn't like me,
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The questions were too hard,
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I wasn't lucky.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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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 them 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 am 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.
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Appendix J

Consent forms




257

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 proiject, 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, 1 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)

ADDRESS:

SIGNATURE: WITNESS

DATE:

A copy of this consent form and a subject feedback form should be
provided to you.
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INFORMATION SHEET

Participation in this research will consist of agreeing to be
interviewed about your views on “giftedness”, your schooling and your
child’s schooling. It will also require that you complete two opinion
questionnaires on giftedness. This will take approximately one to one
and a half hours of your time. Participation in this project involves
no foreseeable risks or benefits.

You are free to withdraw at any time or to refuse to answer any
questions.

Your aronymity 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 questionnaires
and interview form. After the interview has been completed and the data
entered, your subject number will be removed from the master list.
Should you wish to be informed of the results of the study, please fill
out your name and address on the envelope provided. This envelope does
not have your subject number on it and it will be kept separate from
your interviews. Completed interviews will be kept in a locked cabinet
at my residernce.

The interview with you will be taped, should you agree. Tapes
will be transcribed promptly, any identifying information deleted or
altered, and the tape will be erased.

No identifying information contained within interviews 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 answers on a tape recorder?

YES NO
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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 cn 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” to 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.




260

INFORMATION 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 guestions.

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
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INFORMATION FOR CHILDREN

Thank you for taking time to help me with my research project. Your mom
says she thirks you might like to be part of this research project, but
first I would like to explain to you what exactly I want you to do so
you can decide for yourself if you do want to be part of it or not.

This is what will happen. I am going to ask you some questions about
school and how you feel about school work. I also want you to fill in a
questionnaire. This whole thing is going to take about 45 minutes.

There are no right or wrong answers to these questions. I just want to
know what children like yourself think. No one will know how you have
answered. Your name isn’t on any of the question sheets, just a number.
If you mention anything like the name of your school or your teacher,
I’1]l change the name when I write up my research so no one will know.

If you agree to be part of this research project but after a while you
decide there are some questions that you don’t want to answer, you don’t
have to. Just tell me that you don’t want to answer them and that will
be OK. We’ll skip that question or questions. If you change your mind
about being in this research project and you don’t want to answer any
more questions, you can tell me and we can stop at any time.

I'd like to tape your answers to make sure I write them down correctly,
if that’s OK with you. If I do, I will erase the tape as soon as I have
written out your answers.
Can I tape your answers on a tape recorder?

YES NO
Do you have any gquestions?

Do you want to be part of this research?

YES NO
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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 Wingert

Title of Project: The Label “Gifted”: Parent beliefs, transmission of beliefs and impact on the child.

Dept./School/Faculty: Psychology
Did you sign an Informed Consent Form before participating in the project?
Were there significant deviations from the originally stated procedures?

I wish to comment on my involvement in the above project which took place:

(Date) (Place) (Time)

Comments

Completion of this section is optional

Your name:

Address:

Telephone: w) )

This form should be sent to the Chair, University Ethics Review Committee, ¢/o Vice-President, Research,
Simon Fraser University, Burnaby, BC, V5A 1S6.
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Appendix K

Unclassified parents
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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 “gifted” 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 with 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 gifted, 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 formally
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 gifted but both were unclear as to whether they told their sons
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they were gifted. One (2-10) responded “More no than yes”; the other (2-21) related that when her son
asked “Auntie M. says I’m gifted, 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 gifted 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 vounger, non-identified child, when asked if she thought she
was “gifted” replied, “There’s this program at school - it had these tests to find out if they were gifted.
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. '
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Appendix L

Qualified responses
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Qualified Responses

Qualifiers used to respond to Q37, Q38 and Q39 by each group of parents (family number given in

brackets)

Used gifted to child Users

Avoiders

Used gifted to adults Users

Avoiders

Should you use gifted Users

Avoiders

More now (3-13)

Sometimes (3-7)

Not very often (1-15)
Sometimes, more or less (2-8)

Rarely (3-5)
Try to avoid it (3-12)
Not really (3-10)

Gifted is loaded word...sometimes (1-18)

Only to parents of gifted children (2-11)

Not to describe him. When..friends..ask about the kids (2-17)
Rarely - unless it has to do with..summer school. (1-1)

Mentioned it once to grandparents.. Very very close friends,
one friend who had a gifted 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 gifted program (2-13)

I wouldn’t say “You are gifted”. (2-20)

Should be told but you don’t need to throw (it) around (2-4)




