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1  meeumEnT tac A
.t n 4 , THI5S DOCUMENT HAS BEEN RZPRO-
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The JD}mS Hﬂpkins Uﬂivérsity STATED DO NOT NECESSATILY REPHE-
SR S e R . SENT OFFICIAL HATIONAL 1HSTITUTE OF
"EDULATION POSITION OR POLICY

In the nineteenth and early twentieth century, the gifted child was

communly seen as socially iﬂépt_and isolated from his age-mates by his

precocious ability. In 1925; vhen Lewis Terman planned his large-scale

not this image was égrréct- USiﬂg the Stanfard-Eine; iﬁﬁelligéﬂce test,
he {ééntifigd 1528 California séhﬂﬁl children with IQ's above 140. fﬁe
then obtained information concerning the gocial 1life of these giftéd
children from their teachers and parents. His-data shéwed‘that these’
highly able youths were perceived by thg adults who knew them as mature,
emotionally stable, and popular with their peeré. !

-éinze Terman's time, considerable resea:ch has also been done on
the attitudes of averaéeéability students toward gifﬁad children. Since
this group forms a large part of the social milieu for a gifted child,
their attitudes atggquité impaftant; Studies such aé those done by
Barbe in 1954 aﬁd Gallagher in 1958 have shown that gifted students aré
indeed well liked by'theiﬁ age—ﬁaﬁés and socially.well inﬁegréﬁed, Both
of the studies mentioned used sociometric measures for determining the
popularity of parﬁigular é@fted,éhildren,
| The current’resea:;h;;hﬁwave:,'is not concérned witﬁ:ﬁéﬁ peers aﬁi

educators percelve individual precocious yaﬁths; but rather with thgif;

a contrast between "in-fact" and "in-principle" attitudes, to use
7

Ichheiser's terms. -An example would be liking Mary who is the top stu-
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ééﬂt in the class which is an in-fact attitude, but disliking smart girls
in general which is an in-principle attitude. Besides studying the atti-

tudes of peers and educators, two other points are also investigated.

$2

The first one is whether or not there is & difference in attitudey toward s

gifted boysz and_gifte& girls. HMuch of the research in the Past;has
‘either lumped the two sexes t@géther or has é;udied only attitudes toward
‘boys. Secondly, the effects of an intervention iechﬁique’ﬁesigned_tﬂ im—
é:ayé‘attitudeé toward gifted children is studied. |
P é}géaup-@f giftéd children was needed to provide a constant stimu;
lus for the attitudes elicited from the avarage“%bility peers and educa-
tors. The gifted children used were selected frém EEE,Harylgna Mathema=
tics Talent Searches run by the Study of ﬁathémaﬁicailyvErecaéiﬁua Youth

‘or SMPY. Tﬁis study is ﬁanductga.at The Johns Hopkins University and is
directed by Professor Julian C. Stanley. 1In 1973 and 1974, SMPY ran

’ tgient searchgs to idéﬂtify‘mathematically_highiy able seventh and
eighth graders. To qualiiy for the talent search, stﬁdénts were re-
quired to have scored in the 98th or 99th percentile éﬁ.hatienal norms
of an in—gtada mathematics test, such as the Iowa Test of Basic Skiilsi
Those quélifyimg wa%é then given the mathematizél section of the Scho-
lastic Aptitude Test or SAT-M. This difficult test of mathematical |
reasoning is normally administered to high school juniors and seniors.
To score well as a junior high school student, therefore, required great
mathematical ability. The h;ghest scorers ﬁn»thE SAT-M were deslguated
tgé winners group. Forty-seven boys fa:med the male winners. group. To
qualify, Ehéy had to héve scored at léastfégﬂ on %he SAT=M Q? at  the
Qéth pércenﬁile of high school juniors ﬂﬁi‘ééﬁiﬂtég Fifty-one girls e

formed the female winners group; each had scored at least 600 éﬁ the

3 .
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S5AT-M, or at the 98th percentile for female juniors and seniors.

The personality inventory used Ehtcughauﬁ these studies for measur-
ing attitudes was the Adjective Checklist (ACL) developed by Gough and
Hei;bréﬁi This form consists of 300G pérsaﬁalityarelevant édjegtivas
arranged in alphabetical order. ' The subject checks off the édjecﬁives
thét he or she feels apply to whatever person is being rated; From the
ACL, a score can be obtained for favorability and unfavorability of.
;gtitudeg Seventy-five adjectives cansgitﬁ;e the favorable scale and
75 different ones the uﬂfavgrable Scaleiv'The raw score. for eaeh_scalE ~
i1s the number of adjéétives checked. Raw scores are éaﬁvartéd to Sﬁa;—
dard scores to avcid response set problems. fIﬂ this manner, éhg mean
favorability ané ﬁﬁfavgiaﬁility can be determined for each group of re~

spondents. . N,

Dnérma” also consider separately the masg frequently checked ad-
jectives fram the favgrable and unfavorable scales, and from the remain-
" ing group of 15@_neutr%l adjectivesi Since social desirability iﬁflu—
énées the choice Sf adjectives, different criteria are used in=gelé§tiﬂg

the most frequently checked adjectives for each tfgei Chnsen'ta char-

acterize each responding gruup were favorable adje:tiVEs checked by at‘
least 757 of the group, uafavorable ddjertives selected by at least 502
.of the grﬂup, and neutral adjectives chosen by no 1255 than 25% qf the

group.

In the first study, the attitudes of averageéaﬁility students
toward themselves and toward giftgé girls and boys was 5Eﬁdieéi The
self concept of average-ability students was sampled by asking‘twa Jun~
lor high school classes in Baltimore City to fillkﬁut the ACL. Thirty-— '

six girls and 40 boys participated, or 76 in all,
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The attltudas ‘of a sabillty students tawazd gifted ghildfen
was ab;a;ned hy hav1ng three other eighth and ninth gradé cla%s es in
Baltimore City f£ill out the ACL. To provide a constant - stimulus, the
R sgudenés were asked to read either a male or female case sheet based on
the SMPY winners groups. The male case sheét was develﬂped by selecting
four boys from the SMPY male winners grcupi The winne:s acadamig ;
‘achisvements sugh as cullage‘cﬁurses and test results were then written

.up. Similarly, four girls were .chosen from the SMPY fgmale winners

group for fhe gifted girls case sheet. The QVETEEE ability studentg

were then asked to fill out the ACL for what thhy conceived glftaﬂ ghil—

dren to be.like, Eighteen girls and 25 béys fil]ed out the fgrm for

gifted girls, ﬂr-&B total. Twentyseight glrls and 24 bnys, or 42 dif-

ferent students, filled out tha ACi Fcr giitaﬂ b@ys..

Combiningz male and female peer attitudes wculd siﬁglify‘the presen-

tation of the data. A check showed that there wWere no signifiﬂant gif=

ferences between the aititude; of male ?nd femala raters toward them—~

selves, toward gifted baysg or tgwafd glfted girlsi An aﬁalysié of vari- "

ance was run separately for the fava;ablg and fn: Lhe unfavafable scales.

On the tavarabie scale, there was no. aignﬂfiﬂan? difference between

the

‘W

elf concept of avgrage=ability students and their attitudés teoward
gifted bu;s,r This 'was also true for the uﬂfavcfable sgale. -The peers
eviégntly perceive the gifted boys as belng nelther hetter nox warse_‘
than themselives. | |

In regard to the most frequently checked adjecﬁivesg thé peers saw
themselves as friendly and active on the fgvarsblé scale. The gifted
bays; thnugh were seen as highly intellectual with alert, clgver, iﬁs_

.telligent, dependable, and cléar=th1nking beiﬁg chnsgn. On the neutral
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adjectives, the contrast was between determined, civilized, anxious,

talkative, and cautious far the averaé2aability studentslaﬂd determined,

self=confident, saphistlﬁated, sharp-witted, seriaus, and cautious. for
the gifted youths. The negative adjectives also showed a difference
between the two groups. The peers rated themselves as impatient, argu—

mentative, complaining, careless, and loud, whereas the gifted boys were

w

een as dull, opinionated, conceited, self-centered, and boastful. An

interpretation of these data is tbat while Eﬁg‘averagEJabiiity students

. consider gifted bsys as equals Gﬂ-favarablenesé?'thefe are still quali-

3

tative differences in the content of their attitudes.
For the gifted gifls, there was also no significant diffe;ence Eéﬁ
tween attitudes toward them and the average—ability gLudents gelf con-

ﬁeptsi_ On the unfavorable scale, hDWEVEI; the gifted firls w%re seen
' gL.001

much more negatively snd the difference was significant., Indeed, giftéd
_ (p 4.05) A
ifls were judged signifieantly less favorably Ehan were the gifted

o ®

gifted girls appear to be disliked by thair peers.

I

oys. < Th

The favorable adjectives chosen for the gifted girls were similar

_ to those chosen for fhe gifted bnys, e.g., intelligenc, clever, and

elear thiﬂking, The neutral and unfavorable adjectives selected, though,

show the negativity of the peers' attitudes. The most frééuéntly chosen

Aieutféi adjective was aggréssivé and the unfavarablﬂ ones were aloof,

bnssy, carglgss, zaﬂceited, snabbish shnw=aff dull apathetic, galf-

Eeﬂtered and fi:kleg Ihese ware muah mare négative Ehan the uniavgf=

" able ‘adjectives used to describe the giftgd boys.

' In the second study,. the attitudes of eguzatgzs who are unfamiliar
with gifted children weré compared with those of educators who deal fre-

quently with?gifﬁadlghilden. Hereafter, these two groups will be re-
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,ferred ta -as the unfamiliar and familiar educat@:s, resgeztivelyE

i The edu:aturs familiar w;th glfted bﬁys were 137 teachers, guidance
zauns&lcrs, and prinéipals gf the SHPY male winners gfoup, They were

requ&sted to fiil out the ACL fer the gifted student of their aﬂguain—

‘\

tance. ‘Tha educatgrs unfamiliar with the gifted boys were 151 Pennsyl=

vania mathématigs teachers, guidanee cﬂunsglars,rand principalsi Théae;,im

persons wa*e fram Junior high schcals similar to thgse Schaals whieh EhEA

male uinnars aﬁtenﬂed. " The, unfamiliaf eduaatars from Pennaylvagig ugsed =

the male case sheet as a sttmulus when £illing out the ACL.

The familiar and! unfamiliar educatars fnr thé gifted girls vere all],'if,f

 from the Philadelphia area. Ihe familiar educatﬁrs for the gifted girlazii,f

WEIE 27 teachers wha taught classes for gifted Ehilﬂréﬂ- Ihe unfamiliar K

Kieducatars were 30 teachg:s and sahgal administratars far the same scha@ll

-system with no afficial cantagt with gifted girls. They ﬁ',, askgd’tﬂ

£111 cut the ACL uﬂing the female case Eheet as‘a Etimulus.

Dﬁ the favarable scale, the unfémilisr educatgrs rated the gifted

- (ps08)

boys significantly less pgsitively than did the familiar ﬂnesi\rﬂn ‘the
c?"%!ﬁe

unfavcrable Ecale the unfamilia? Educatazs ware significaﬂtlyfparg negai
tjva than the familiar ones. The data indicate that educators who dg
nat know giited boys have an uﬂfavarable,imagé of them that is not

agreed ko by thnse educators who are pazsanally aequainted with them. -

The familiar and nﬂfamiliat educatarg selected very Eimilar favgr—

. able adjectives far the giited bgys. Ihey agreed on the=intell* '”al

ability of *hese Etudénts, cheasing such adjggtives as’ ;ntelligent, ca=-

: ;,- . . St
pable, alert, canfident, and ccnsaieatiaus‘ h : "
. . /
= / .
S ‘ .
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The familiar group did not select anyAunfévafable~adj32tiv55“fréquently :
enough fﬂr\}hem to méet the 25% Efiterlén. The unfamiliar educatﬁ:s,
éthgugh did - EElEEE the adjecﬁives argumentative, Qpinianated lﬁpatientg’

and itgerests narrawi

N
5,

For thg giftgd girls, familiarity did not make any difference in
the ratings on tﬁe\favcfablé scale. Inte%fstingly, the familiar educa-
R CE’ 0%

the unfamiliar ormes. This would indicate that among the unfamiliar.

‘teachers and administzatgrs there is not a negative attitude toward

gifted girls, but one may dévélgp on personal ¢ontact. This_result is
quite different from that obtained for gifcéd boys.

< As with the gifted boys, the-favﬁrable adjectiVEs selected by the

fgg;liar and uniamilia: educatars far the gifted girls'wére vary simila:.:

The adjectives chosen emphasized thé superior ability of thg gifted

girls with words such as aierﬁ; ambitious, and intelligent. f the neu-

- , /

tral adjectives, both groups selected self-confident, detgrﬁiﬁéd,'amd
individualistic. The unfamiliar gducétazs, howevex, did add aggreséive‘
Neither group chose any unfavorable adjeztive:ffequently enough to meet

the 25% eriterien.

In the final study an attempt was mada:tc reproduce the effegts'cfli h

familiarity on the attitudes of educators. A course on the ﬁsyﬂhalggy’

and education of the gifted child was used as ghe'intarventiuﬁ=teghhique

}
§

. to acquaint Eduéatnrs with the chara:teristiﬂs uf such students,k It was
J— . \ ‘ N !\
‘demonstrated previnusly that attitudes tnward gifted boys were more pasiéf

tive if educatgts knew such a boy persanally.' The hypuchesis is that

more favarablé attitudes on the part gf the educatars tawa ﬂ gifted bgys

would occur as a result of the course. Since the edugatafg of the "gif-

]

T

,‘ ‘
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" please the teacher by producing favorable sﬁtiéudes,,étudénts were

an increasa in unfavarable attitudes taward them might be a consequence

of a class on gifted children. . Pre and post measures were used to de-

termine 1f the knowledge gained from the class altered attitudes toward

giftédé;ﬁildrgni ; S
In 1975 and 1976 six courses on the gifted child were taught in the B

Baltimére area. Five were ét The Johns ﬁgpkigs Uailversity and one was | |

ar Tﬁwsan State Univérsiﬁy_ -Hast of the class members were teachers

ggikiﬂg toward their master of education degreas;m@Farty—éeven persons

were éivgn the male case sheet and ACL both Eeféfe aqd after the course.

Fifty-one different class members were given;the ACL ani:femalengﬁse_

sheet both before and after the class. To ava;& subjects trying to

assured that the course instructer did not seg the results of the testing.
Using a dépendent-means t-test for the ptgéand‘past measures, it
éas'fauné igf the giftéd_béys that thenéduéatﬁrs were signifizantlj more
favurable‘:;gis{iha course than they had been before it. Alsa, the mean
n - (pe Dn) , _,

score on the unfavorable scale dféppedﬁgfter the gaurs§; _Hé:e again,
familiarity had the éffagt of improving the attitudes éf ed&eat@fs
tovard gifted bgjs; |

| The adjectives chosen by the class members for gifted bgys béfare
and afﬁaf the course were quite similar to the ones selectgd by the un-
familiar and familiar educators. The favorable adjectives emphasized
the iﬁtéllectuél dature of the students. The neutral aéjéetives cen—

tered on thelr determination and individualism.'_The unfavorable adjec-

tive-chésen in both the pre and post condition was a:gumentatiﬁe, though

. the frequency of selection had dropped in_thé pcst condition..

9
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For the gifted girls, the educators became sign ficant 1y Jnore favor-

able in attitu%e afier tﬁe gaursag  fhefg was. no sigﬁifigantediff2fen¢e
on the unfavorable scale beigeené;hg ?re:gﬁi gés; ﬁééﬂs.: The g@gfge,
therefore, appears to have héﬁ:ataifgérent effect than did actual-gég%

- taét,ﬁiﬁh gifted girls. The impliéaéipgg:étégthat_généralizeﬂ knowledge
of such girls ﬁféduéeé a peéitivé imég;%qi them, but pe:éﬂnal knaéiéégazz

_adds unfavgrabla elemants,

Y
it

The adjectives chécked fér the gifted girls were similar in the pfe ’
ana post conditions and similaf to uniamiliar and familiar educaturs
ehaicas; The favarﬂble adje:tives deszribed the intelligenge and abil-zkﬁ‘

ity of the gifted gir%s_ In bgth the pre and_yast ratings. the class

membérs EElEEtEd aggrjssive fram the neutral sgale, as did tha unfamil—

“dar educators. Only the familiar edugatars did not see these girls as
: |

aggressive. Students’ in %Ee gifted :hild Elass frequently selected ar-

gumentative from the unfava:able scale bﬁth befﬁre End after the eaurEEf

Some statements may now be made cangerning,general attitudes tnwafd. 

gifted Ehildren.

- sidering tﬁgm neither bettet 10T worse thaﬁ thémgelves. Eleménts of a
negative attitude are present in the edu:atﬁrs image af gifted bnys.

Tbié negative image, hnwevar, digsipates with familiarity with such

boys. ( ' :
Gifted girls face a different set of attitudes. Whereas average-
$ . S =i ot at es.. A

"”ébiii;y’ﬁegrs have no gbjéet;ﬂns'ia}giftéd'béys, theyxﬂafe~éuite nega-

tive feelingsbtawgtd gifted girls. The Eduzaturs of highly able girls _
1f start off with a favorable attitude toward them. Ihis attitude was im- ' T_éif

: ' ’ : e
proved still more when supported by course matetial; Actual.aantacg-

. oEEL




10
with gifted girls, however, seems to lower this positive estimation.

One ean say, theﬁ,_thaz thérg exists a negativa_féelingitﬁﬁar§
gifted chi;dfén Eut that-ié:émaﬁates from differantlélaces-farggifted )
F}yybgggjaﬁa:gifls; It wau1d~be interesting to know if.teaghe:si;attiﬁudes |
toward gifted girls is ;Eé-sage'iﬁ high éghaal as-iﬁ is_%§¥jggiar@§igh{~«*f““‘;‘é
school. Conceivably, gifﬁedgéss becomes less accégtaﬁla‘in girls.as |
’ they become older tﬁanbitbiseiﬂ‘thé lower school grades. Finally, it
. would appear that attitudes
‘educational intgfvéntian as

1

toward gifted children can be affected by
highly abie,studen?s. This

well as by difEEE;pE?S§ﬂa1!E§DEEQE with

information would be relevant for a school
Sjstem‘desiriﬂg:Eﬂ\ensure pagiﬁive‘attitudes in educators iﬁvélﬁed with
pragrams'ga: gifted children.
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. Ajectives

T

i

Peer Self
CAttitude

"R
4

/f G. B Selane = Ieeeher end Pupil Stereetypee ef Giftei Girls aid Beye ’

‘Peef Attitude

Gifted Girls.

Eeer Attitude
Gifted Boys

Femilier Edue.

Gifted Gifle

Fevereble, Neutril and Unfevereble Adjeetivee Arreeged in Decreasing Or er of ?requeney

Unfemilier Educe

Gifted Girls

. friendly -
aetlve o
Selected by
At Teast 757

“j
e

i 7
¢
./ K

. ;f

 intelligent

clever

cleef thinking

rvelert
clever

intelligent
dependable

: eetive

alert

- anbitious

| - capable "

clear thinking ,

T " independent . -

- industriocs
“organized -

intelligent

adaptable

i intelligent oL

~ consclentious

/i energetie:

©alet
¢lear thinking

. anbitious

. confident

Neuttal
Adjectives
" Selected by

" deternined
civilized
anxlous

—

At Least 50% talkative

N

of the Group. cautious

J

.

aggressive .

gerious’
eivilized

determined
‘methodical - -
trusting

cautious

ieteimieed
self-confident

sophisticated

sharp-vitted
serious #

determined
individualistic
methodical -
-precise

. thorough

initiative -

‘ ﬂ?ﬁifégﬁﬂfiﬂéﬂﬁ |

"~ self-confident

deternined

Andividualistic .

aggredsive

~ asgertive.
Cquick. .

thorogh_

Unfavorable  fmpatient

Adjectives
Selected by

argumentative
complaining

" At Least 257 lareless

- Fevereble I 40.3 K

~ “of the Group loud

N %

nfevereble X 49,3

K
) 42:7 .. . o fd,

aloof
bossy
careless
concelted
snobbish
show=off
dull 1 |

apathetic
' eelfeeEntered

fekle .

dll
opinionated
concelted
gelf-centered
boastful -




~ Panilar Biue,
o GlftedBoys

Unfamiliar Educ.;
) L'Gifted Girls Giftad Girla

Gif;gg ‘Boya

iPré""t :Pnst

Gifted Clasa ,,Giftéd‘ Class ’

Favorable . intelligent
Adjectives capable'
Selected by - alert

At Least 7153 :ﬂnfiden;
of the Group dependable
S cnnseientiaus
gaope.rative

\-

' eler thinking
logleal.
. confldent - |

calert - .
Antelligent
edpable

ambitious

{ndustrions ©

coﬂscientinus

independEﬂt

‘_canfidant"“

ambitiaus
«:capable

,alert

clear’ mﬂﬂng :

Teutral

" Selected by meanerly |
~-At least S0% - determined |-

' of the Grop  civillzed |  thorou

. serlous

&

L

detemined

. Adjectives self-egnfident individualistigf ’ gelf-confident 8élf
/" persistent .4
) faggressive
Cquick

serinus
precise

i a'g/ressive

persietent‘
assartive

,détsminedi; o
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