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study exam1ned the extent te which parents of~ 

gifted children have the concerns chronicled in the litera- , 

ture., The poss l.bili ty that there may be twe systema tlcally 
~ 

different po~latlons was investigated: Parents who initl.-

ated the1r ch1ldren!s enrollment Ln a 91fted program and 

those who responded to the school's inv1tation. A~ origlnal 

questl.Onna1re was deve10ped ànd data were obtalned from the 

parents of 291 g1fted chl.ldren fram 247 familles. 

The parents ln thlS study expressed far less coqcern 

than w&s ant1c l.pated ln' the areas of. famlly re la tions, 

affectLve Skllls~ and parent-school relatlons. Parents of 

school-nomin~ted chlldren expressed the need for lnformat10n 

o~ character1stl.CS and l.dent1f1càtl.on of the glfted. 

Parents of parent-nom1nated chlldren fe1t responsl.b1e for 

1dent1fying t.he1r. children as gifted and for fLndlng them 

sU1table schoo1s. 

Overall, the results of thl.S study suggest that gen-

erallzatLons about parents' concerns may be premature. The 

focus of fut4re research'should shlft to under~tand1ng the 

causes of parental concerns rather than ~mply attempt10-g to 

catalog them. 
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RESUME 

La présente étude ava~t pour but d'exam~ner jusqu'à 

quel point les' inquiatudes d'un échanti llon de pa,rents des 

enfants doués correspond.a~ent à celles trouvées dans la 

littérature. La p'oss~bilité qu' il ex~ste deüx populatlons 

de parents qui d~ffèrent systématiquement fut investigée: 

ceux qui avaient proposé l' lnscrlpt-~on de leurs enfants dans 

un programme adressé aux enfants doués, et ceux qUl avalent 

accepté l'invltat~on de l'école. Un question~a~re or~g~na~ 

fut développé et des données furent olÙ.enqes des parents de 

291 enfants de 24 7 fam~ lles d~fféren tés. 

,~es parents de cette étude mani festa:;.ent be~ucoup mo~ns 

. ct' il'lqll,~~tudes que l' on ava~t prévues dans les ca't;égor~es de 

relat~ons famili~les'! de compétences affectives 1 et de rela-

, ~ 4 , 

t~ons entre les parents et l' ecore. Les parents des enfants 

~~vl,tés "expr~ma1.ent' le ,beso~n de r~~:se~gnements sur les 

caFact~rlstiques et sur l' ldentl.fLCa t1.c:m de l' enfànce douée. , , .r 

Le .... S parents qt.li avaient proposé l'inscrl.ptl.on se sentalent 
., 

responsable's- qe ' l' identll:lcat:ion de, leurs 
, 

enfants comme 

doués, et de la recherche d'une école qui- leur '.convlent:.. 

~ ~es résultats ~e la ~r~sente étude'sug~èrent qu' ~l est 

prématu~~ de faire des gén~r~ll.sa;tions sur les l,nqul,études 
l it~1 

des parents de$ enfants doués., , Les recherches subséquentes 
, \ 

'devra~ent être ax-ées sur la compréhension de$ motifs dè ces 

lnqul.~tudes plutôt. que sur des 'simpl~s -inventalres 'de 

r:éponses. 
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INTRODUCT 1 ON 

p~rentini'-books have been he Ipful 
1 

in describing the 

needs of gifted chi Idren, but sur p ris i n 9 l'y little formaI 

study has been made of the concerns of their parents. 

"p~.renting' 'thesè (gifted] children can be,i in a short period 
J,. 

~f time, interestiI1g, frightening, ditficult, and very sat­
\ 

isfying" (French & Murphy, 1983) • This study was concelved 
. 

ta determi ne whether parents of gi ft, ed ch i Idren do 'ha ve the 
Il. 
'1 

concerns chrenicled in the literature. 

Celéman (1982) conjectured that parents ef gifted chi~-

dren have the same concerns as ethers, 
l 

except in the areas 

where their children differ frem the norme "It seems reason~ 

able ta expect that the parents of gifted children fice a 

\~ 

whole host of problems arising from the particular char- .,':: 

acteristics of their children" (Stanhope & Bell, 1981, p. 

701). '. parenqng gifted children involves aIL the stresses 

of raising any child but with 'the added pressure of coplng 

with the child's dlfferent value system, school problems 

rela ted to boredom and want,i ng ta have more input i n fam~ 1y 

decisions (Coleman, 1982). "1 feel parents need a place ta 

vent their feellngs, fears and· frustrations first, and then 

receive sorne help to understand their personal relationships 

with their children better -- a form qf specia1ized parent-

ing" (McClain, 19813, p. 46, quoting a parent) • , 

As suggested above, much of the litera ture on the 

• . 
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concerrys of parents of the g~fted is anecdotal (Colangelo & 

Dettman, 1983). lt cannot be evaluated by the sarne cr~ter~a 

as- .... experimental and ernp1.rical research, but does prov1.de a 

useful backgro~nd for shap1.ng research quest~ons. lt 1.S 

often based on the personal and profess1.onal exper1.encès of 

the wr1.ters paren~s, teachers, educat1.onal and cll.nl.cal 

psychologists. "Wh1.1e research ~n th~s area 1.S sorely lac~-

,ing 1 there are numerous accounts based on cl1.n~cal ~mpres-

sions wh1.ch are he1pful ~n yl.eldl.ng s6me 1.dea of parental 
, 

conce,rns' in. this area '.'. (Stanhope & Bell, 1981, p. 701). 

Schetky (1981), a child psych1.atr1st and parent of a 
, 1 

'. gifted child, writes that many parents of the g1.fted are 

concerned that they do not have the capability or resources 

'to s,upport the~r ch1.1dren. . "the parent of the gifted ch1.1d 

ii faced wl.th rnon1.tor1.ng a del~cate balance. The task 1.S 

not e~sy and 1S compounded by the fact that these chlldren 

-
do not f~t the'b09ks that most parents turn to for advlce on 

Chl1d rear 1.ng Il (Sche,tky, 1981). Most parents are not pre-
~ 

pared to ral.se g1.fted cJllldren because the1.r exper~ences and 
, ' 

expectat~ons ar~ based on the average ch1.1d (Malone, 1975: 

Ross, A.0.,'1979). f'isher (1981) l~sts two groups of'I1,ar-

entaI concerns that surround child~rearl.ng 1.ssues: (a) Par-

ents may feel l.nadequate to rear ,a g~fted chlld because of a 

percel.v~d 1ack of ~xperl.ence w~th gl.ftedn~ss, and (b) a 

chl.ld rnay develop skl.lls before the parents are read~ to 

deal Wl. th them causl.ng frictlon or "wearl.ng-'Out Il the par-

ents. 
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Tht;!re., Çire no soci'etal modals for parent~ng g~fted 

~h~ldren (Malone, 1975) and ,~t may be d~ff~cult, for parents 

to rece~ve support in meet~ng the~r ch~ldren's spec~flc 

needs. Pam~ly, fr~ends and ne~ghbors may not understand the 

problems and may feel that parents are bragg~ng or exagger-

a t~ng (Webb, Meckstroth & Tolan, 1982), thereby creat~ng a 

feellng of ~solat~on (Lester & Anderson,'1981). 

"For many fam~l~es the 'g~fteâ' often meant heavy obl~-

gat~Çfns, emot~onal and econom~c dra~n, and ~n sorne cases, 

the faml1y structure was skewed by the cond~t~on" (Hackney, 

~ 981) • Parents may feel a certaln'pr~de ~n,the~r ch~ld's 
, . 

abll~ty, but w~th ~t cornes the worry of not be~ng able to 

meet the ch~ld's special needs (Dembenski & ~auser, 1978~ 

Schetky, 1981). They are sens~t~ve to the fact that thls 

ch~1d may have h~gh potent~al (Malone, 1975), and_th~s may 

bft perce~ved as a burdensome respons~b~~~ty . (Freeman, 

1<j79) . Those parents who are not secure ln the~r own 

ab~1~ t~es al1d acrüevements may not fe'el competent ln thelr 
1 • 

ch~1d-r~arlng pract~ces, and are often overwhelmed (Lester & 
<1;" .' 

Anderson, 1981) and~, soncerned that they m~ght do someth~ng 

'N'rong ( Dlshart, 1983): Added to aIl thls lS the dra1n of 

phYS1C~1 and e~ot16nal energy ~hat can he requ~red to care 

for a Chlld wlth a h1gh act1vlty level (Moore, 1982; Par~er, . ", 

1 1975 ; 1981). an average ch~ld lS a "Par~ntlng Schetky, 

fuli-tlme- posltlon. ,Parentlng a gifted Chlld demands abQut 

150% of one's tlme"' (Çbleman, 1982, p. 47). 

, ' 
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• CON.cERNS OF PARENTS 

Am l doin9 the right thing for my child? 

Ts the teacher dOlng the rlght thlng for my child? 

What school should my Chlld attend to help hlm develop 

his potentlals? 

What program would be best for my Chlld? 

Why does my child seem to be under a straln? 

Why does my child seem to be irresponslble? 

Why doesn' t anybody do anythlng about my chi1d? 

Why is my child bored? 

'Why is my child involved ln 50 many things that he 

doesn't have time for essentlals? 

'" 
Why do~s my child have a one track mind, and 19nores 

anything that isn't in 1ine wlth hlS specla1ty? 

(Gens1ey, 1975, p. 96-97). 

"In genera1, research on the impact of llving with a 

702). Parents' concerns are mentioned throughout the Iltera-

ture but little empirical work has been reported in thlS 

area. Only flve artlcles have speciflcally and systematl-

cally undertaken to catalog and categorlze parents' con-

cerns. ~hese reports are based on elther parent surveys 

and lnterviews -- Malone(~ (J,.975), Hackney (1981) , Coleman 

(1982), and Braggett, Ashman & Noble (1983) or on a 

review of the literature (Dettman & Colangelo, 198,0). 

, 
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Malone (1975) surve~ed fifty-five (55) parents of s~ 
enty-seven (77 ) gifted children from a wide mix of socio-

economlc backgrounds. The parents were attending an adult 

educatIon program for parents of the gifted. The firs~ 

section of a two-part questionnaire attempte9 tb identify 

sorne of the parents' and chlldren's characteristics, whether 

or nat the parents felt thelr chlldren were gifted and the 

ages and schaol pragram placeme9t of their glfted children. 

The second section examlned the parents' reactlons ta' IQ 

tests, thelr chlldren's behavior, and whether or nat they 

percelved their chlldren as happy.' 

Expressed needs of the parents were more caunsel-

ing and a knowledge of teachlng methods. C,oun-

seling was belng requested ln the areas of 

dIsciplIne, developing strengths, guiding sensi-

tivlty, and determlnlng the rights of parents. 

Teachlng methadology was requested so that parents 

could flll areas ln which they felt the sc/oo ls 

were nat succeedlng. The par~nts recognlzed t~at 

children have d~erent kinds of learning styles 

and hoped to provide facllitles and a proper atmo-
, , 

sphere ln thelr homes so that their chîldren could 

develop individual styles df learning. (p. 225) 

Another project was undertaken at Purdue unIversity in 

the sprlng of 198~ ta explore the complernentary effects of 

famlly members withln the family systems framework (Hackney, 

." 

1 -
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1981). Chl1dren who were lntellectually within' the top 5% 

(the number of participants was not given) of the general 

populatl0n were recommended by their teachers to participate 

in the project. Chl1dren and parents attend~d tandem activ-

ities; the chl1dren were involved in enrichment activities 

~nd the parents wlth a dlScussion group. The parents ex-
p 

pressed concern, ln written observations as well as ~n 

dlScuSSlons, that thelr gifted chl1dren had affected the 

family ln flve areas: changlng the accepted famlly role~, 

lnfluenclng the parents' perceptlon of self, necessitating 
, ~ 

llfe-style accomodatl0ns, raislng frlction ln family-nelgh-

borhood relatl0nships, and, creatlng famlly-school concerns. 

Coleman (1982) deve10ped a questl0nnalre to examine the 

~pecific concerns of parents of the glfted. ThlS questl0n-

naire was sent to parents of the students she taught ln the 

"Prlmary-level gifted and talented resource room." Question-

nalre ltems were deslgned to lnvestlgate the Chlld's level 

of activlty, lnterests, attitudes toward school, impact on 

the famlly and any problems of dlsclp11ne the parents mlght 

have experlenced. Of the flfty (50) parents polled, fort y 

(40) responded. 

The parental concerns expressed in thé responses 

fell under three maln headlngs -- recognizlng 

giftedness in the very young Chl1d, ways of stlm-

ulating and fostering emerging talent, and prob-

lems related to dlscipllne, soclal lnteraction, 
~ 

and allowlng ~ child to live his/her own 11fe 

(Colenan, 1982, p.47). 
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At the Univ~rsity of Newcastle, New South Wales, Aus-

tralia, 'Braggett et al. (1983) used a workshop format to 

explore the perceived needs of parents of the glfted. Twen-

ty parents representing eleven families particlpated ln ,four 

workshop sessions lastIng a total of fifteen hours. Nine 

famllies had more than one child. The crIterIa for attend-. 

ing were: (a) the children had to be under twelve,years of , 

age, (b) parents had to show sorne proof of a Chlld's gifted-

ness, and (c) both parents were expected ta attend atl four 

sessions~ The workshops were organlzed around different 

aspects of giftedness. Parents were asked to select those 

aspects that they were most lnterested ln pursulng, . ta ask 

questIons, and to contact the workshop leaders 'between ses-

sions. The parents' perceived needs fell into three cate-

gcrries. : ( a) understanding the glfted chi Id, ( b) school-

related Issues, and (c) ~ultable enrlchment actIvltles for 

the chi1d and the family. "In short, the ma]Orlty of parents 

realized that the home has to share the responsibillty of 

providing for gifted children, and they were seeking assis-

tance to fulfill an, obllgatlon which they. had already accep-... 
ted Il ( p. 83). 

After reviewing the llterature, Dettman and Colangelo 

(19~0) and Colengelo and Dettman (in press) describe four 

areas of parents' concerns: (a) paren ts' ro le ln the l den t i-

ficatlon process, (b) the Chlld's achlevemeDt and develop-

met) t, (c) famlly relationships, and (d) school relatlon-

ships. 
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Reader confidence in these articles is limited by the 

fact that methods and instruments are not fully described. 

Analysis and synthesis are difficult because terms labeling 

concerns are not clearly defined and because the categorIes 

of concerns appear to be loosely and arbitrarily derlved. 

Table l summarizes the expressed concerns as reported 

in the five seminal articles ln this area and Table 2 com-

pares the major flndings. The authors concur lhat parents 
", 

expressed concern about discipljne, nurturlng children's 
. 

strengths, helping them develop affective skills, and the 

area of family relationships. Beyond discussing communlca-

tion difficulties, parent-child discipline issues are not 

discussed by Braggett et al. (1983). Coleman (1982) does 

not report any school-related concerns. ThlS may be attri-

buted to the ~act bhat the author was also the teacher of 

the respondents' children -- parents may have felt that It 

would -not be dIplomatie to mention this type of· concerne 

Dettman and cOlangeio (1980) report that parents are con-

cerned about what their role is ln the process of Identi-

fying their 'chi1dren as glfted. In contrast, the other 

authors were dealing with respondents whose children had 

already been identified as gifted. 
5 

The issue recognlzing giftedness in pre-schoolers lS 

reported only by Coleman (1982). Perhaps the parents were 

looking for informati~n 50 that thêy might identify younger 

children in their fami lies. Hackney (1981) found that 

parents in the Purdue study re"port'ed Impact on the fami ly in 

two areas that were not mentioned in the other four arti-

.' 
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cles: (a) life-style accomodations, and (bl family-neighbor-

hood issues. This may be explained by the use of the dlS-

cusslon-group format in Hackney's study, as concerns expres-

sed were not Ilmlted to items listed in a questIonnaire. 

Malone (1975) is the only author to mention that 

parents are concerned about teachlng methods. The parents 

~n the study group were aIl attendlng a program on educatlng 

the gifted. It can therefore be inferred that these parents 

had a strong Interest in educatlonal matters. 

Items of c~ncern elaborated by Braggett et al. 

include the nature of various types of glftedness~ 

(1983) 

Chlld 

development, motivation, and types ,of intellectual ablllty. 

Parents in thlS group not only1met in the workshops but~were 
~ ~ -- --- -~ -----------

encouraged to telephone the staff between sessions~ This 

may have allowed for more inslght by the parents. 0 

• 

-,------ ---------

\ 
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Table 1. Summaiy. of concerns ~ of parents of the gifted as 

enunciated by Malone '(1975)~ Hackney (19ffl), Coleman (1982), 

Dettman & Colangelo (l9~O), and Braggett et al. (1983). l 
-----------------------------------------------------------------~ 

Malone (1975): survey-questionnaire 

1. Counseling for: 

(a) discipline 

(b) nurturing of strengths and affective skills 

(c) clarifying the parents' rights 

2. Knowledge ~ teaching methods: to fill in gaps 

\ 
Hackney (1981): discussion and written reports 

1. Changing the accepted family roles 

2. Influen~n~the-parents' perception of self 

3. Necessitating life-style accomodations 

4. Friction in family-neighborhood relationships 

5.' Creating family-school concerns 

Coleman(1982): questi~nnaire 

<> 1. Recognizing g:lftedness in pre-schoolers 

2. Nurturing streggths 

3. Parenting skills to deal with discipline, social1zing, 

and the need for independence 
( 

Dettman & Colangelo (1980J: literature review 

1. Parents' role in the identification process 

2. Child,'g achievement and development 

( 3. Family relationships 

4. School re1ationships 

, 
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Table 1 (continuedl) 

Braggett et "al. (1983): workshops 
• 

1. Understanding ~ individual child: 

(a) Nature of giftedness in the Individual 

(b) Child' s specifie intelleetual abiLLties; 

"' 
(i) Problem-solving pracess 

(ii) Communication 

(c) Social needs of the child 

(d) Enviranment ta maintain motivation 

(e) Comparing child'g development with others' 

• School issues: .. 
(a) Problems,arising fram indlvidual needs 

• (i) Level of program 

(li) Teaehers' inability ta deal with child's needs 

(b) Boredom leadlng ta behavioral prablems 

(c) Teachers' unwill~ngness tO pravide programs 

( (-d) Understanding sehoal organizatian 

3. Enrichment issues 

(a) Supplement ~chool programs in maths and reading 

Cb) Providing stimulating activities 

(e) Resources and materials for the gifted 

(d) Organization of parent groups 

( 

, 
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Table 2. Contrast of concerna of parents of the gifted as 
enumerated by Malone (1975), Hackney (1981), Coleman (1982), 
Dettman & Colangel0 (1980), and Braggett et al. (1983). 
---------------------------------------------------------------~-, 
Author Malone Hackney Coleman Dettman Braggett 
----------------------------------------------------------------­. 
Concerns: 

Discipline 
(B)* 

Nurturing 
strengths (C) 

Affective 
Skills (G) 

Family Rela­
tions (B) 

la** 

lb 

lb 

lc 

Parent-School lc,2 
issues (0) 

Parent role in 
ident. (A) 

Ident. of pre­
schoolers CA) 

Lifèstyle 
changes (B) 

Family-Neigh­
bor issues (B) 

, Teaching 2 
methods (0) 

Nature of 
giftedness (A) 

'Child devel­
opment (C) 

- Motivation (C) 

Intellectual 
ability (C) 

1 3 3 

3 2 2 3b 

1 3 2 le 

1,2,3 3 3 Ibii 

5 4 2 

1 

1 

3 

4 

la 

le 

'- id 

lb 

* Categories for the present study: A) Characteristics and ident. 
B) Family relationahips C) Achievement, social and athletic de­
ve~Qpment D) Parent-School relationships. 
** The authors' categories as listed in Table l 
-----------------------------------------~-----------------------

, ! \ 

--f.J ~\ J 

Ir./' 
\' 
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Specifie ReV1ew of the L1~erature of Parents' Concerns 

Due to the paucl.ty of empl.rl.cally deriv'ed data, thlS, 

sectl.on reviews the literature that reports, in'an anecdotal 

format, on parents' concerns. These sources provl.de valu-

able in~l.ghts lnto expressed concerns of parents as reported 

bYe parents themselves, teachers, psychologlstS an? coun-

selors. 
, 

This reV1ew of the literature groups parents' con­
~ 

cerns 1nto four categorl.es: (a) characterl.stlcs and l.dentl-

f1catlon, (b) family relatl.onshl.ps, ,( c) achlevement, sOcl.al _______ ------
----~ 

and athletl.c development ~~4+--parent-school relatl.on-

/ ----------~ps-~--

The categorl.es were derived in the followlng manner: ln 

Table l each reported parental concern was matched to th~ 

, ./ 

category used by each of the four authors (as reported on 

pages 4-7) • Based on ao examlnatlon of these concerns and' 

categorles and other artlcles, four categorles were devel-

oped. As a prellmlnary exercise in collecting neew data, 

each of the reported concerns l.S 11sted ln Table land is 
. > 

schema t1cally represented in Table 2. Table 2 also relates 

each of the reported concerns to the sets of categories 

suggested by the five authors. é-
'0;. 

Characteristics and 1dentification. Parents are often 

uncertain about what part they tshould plax in the l.dentifl-

cation of the glf~ed (Dettman & Colange10, 1980, based on a 

revlew of the' literatùre). Is lt their respons1bllltY to 

, 1 app'roach the school? ' What eVldence do they need to present? 

Parents may sense-that a Chlld is bright but may not have 
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the skLlls to identLfy the ch~ld's specifie strengths (Dun-

1ap, 1958). Sorne pare~ts f~e1 that they 1ack_know1edge of 

-
the characterlstLcs of giftedness (Dettman & Co1angelo, 

J980) needed to make an accürat~ i~entificatlon. Further-

more, there are schools that disregard parents' observat10ns 
< , 

as exaggerations of tne Chlld!s 
~ 

abil1t1es (Ginsberg & Har-
"''; , 

rLson, 1977) . Numerous' -studies (Ciha et al.-, 1974; ErlLCh, 

-------1978;~o~!981; Jacobs, 1971;'Mar1and, 1972) report teacher 
, ----- 1 

___ ----~~accuracies 10 the ~dentiflcation of the gifted~ Parents, 

in fact, were more,accurate than teachers. In two stlld les 

(Clha et.a1., 1974;- Jacobs, ,1971) _on ldentifYLng glft~d 
,-

kindergarteners, ?arents were shown to be more accurat,e Ln 
, 

theif ab11Lty to ident1fy glftedness. Iq the former study 

parents ldentlfled 67% of the chi1dren a['!d -_teachers on_1y 

22%. In the latter, parents were "correct" (accordlng to 

the crl ter1.a se1ected) in 61 % of the cases and teachers' .1n 

4.3%. /-

Parents want ta be Lnvolved in the Lden~1flcatlon pro-

cess but many feel they have l.nsuffic1ent experience and 

knowledge (Dettman & Co1ange~o, 1980) • TheLr effectLveness 

can increase "when educators provide them Wl th specif1c 

crl ter1.a -that can be used for identlf1cation" (Dettman & 

Colange10, 1983, p. 24). Paren~ educatl0n programs should 

r~spond to this need, andACharacterlstlcs and ldent1fLcatl0n 

procedures ~hould' be dis-cussed because parents have such 

strong concerns 1n this area (Ness, 1979). Webb, Meckstroth, 

& Tolan (1982) remlnd parents that ~here are professlonals 

outside the school 9ystem who are capable ôf LdentifYLng 

,-
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the gift:-ed., ~esting can be ve~y posit~ve as it can give an~ 

'Obj~ definition' of sorne of the child's ~trengths 

(Moore, 1982). 

The definition of giftedness in the literature has 

ex~anded' beyond the stmple concept of high IQ sçores (Mar-

land, 1972; 'Ren~ulli, 1978; Colangel0 & Dettman, 1983). 

Parents observe their children outside the school environ-

,. ment and can note evidence of g~ftedness' that might not 

.... (' 

o 

appear in the classroom setting (Colangel0 & Dettman, 1983). 

Family relationships. A second maJor area of concern. 
1 

o 

deals with the impact of the child's giftedness on family 

relat~onships. "For many fami~ies, the 'gift' often meant 

heavy obl·igations, emotional and economic drain, and ~n sorne 

,cases, the family structure was skewed by the 'condition" 

(Hac~ney , 1981, p" 51). Pa.rents are concerned about what 

occurs within the family: competition between family members 

-,(P'eterson,o 1977}, 
. . 

~~bling rivalry and )ealousy (Dettman & 

Colange10,. 1980i Parker, 1975; Peterson, 1977; Webb et al.,' 
, 1 

1982), insensitivity ta each other's strengths and talents 

(Pete'rson, 1977), and lack of respect for each other 

(PeoI7erson, 1977; Lester & Anderson, 1981).(, The extent of 

~he problem depends on how different' the ch~ld is 'from the 
\ \ /~ 

ô~~~r fam~ly mem~rs. The more diffe~nt the child ~s, 

~i~~e intense ~s the impact on the flmilY (Ross, A. 

the 

O. , 

-1979) • Parents' fe~lings about themselves can be affected 

(,Araoi, 1977i Hackney, 1981) and this can cause problems 

between parents, petween parent and child, and between sib-

- ~i' .--------'-.---.,.----~-----------~-----

'. 
, l 

\ 
\ 

l' 

/ 
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lings,. Parents maY' feel they ha ve ta di fferentia te thei r 

parenting style because of the chiJd' s giftedness in much, 
, .. 

the same way that curricula are differentiated (Kranz, 1982; 

Moore, 1982; Parker, 1977). Parents have "a nagging kind of, 

worry" (Hackney, 1981, p. 52) .over not doïng enough for 

their ,child. They feel a burden of responsibility. Added 

to this is the concern over finding a balance between en-

couraging and supporting a child, and not sacriflcing the 

needs of the other fami1y members (Parker, 1975; Peterson, 

1977). Araoz (1977) presents a clinica1 case study in which 

a child's artistic and intellectual talents are stressing 
Cl 

the fami ly. The .chi Id no longer furictions well in school 
/ 

and has become the fami ly scapegoa t. The mother claims t~ .~ 

father spoils the éhild and the father says the mother is 

obsessed wi th the chi Id and neg lects the rest of the famiJy. 

This child can be viewe~ as "unexpected~ because her beha­
i: 

,vior ïs dlfferent from the other mèmbers of the fami 1r, 

different from what the parents expect •. 
o 

There can be thè' 'predicament of maintaining a normal 

parent-chi1d re1ationship (Bridges, 1973; Fine, 1977). 
1 

"Being brjght, ~ensi~ive, and clever, ~t is possible for the 

19ifte~ child ta a~/sume a more controlling and authoritative 
,\ , ' 

rol.e, 'be~omin~ a _' third parent' in the fami1y system" (Hack-

ney, 19,81\ p. 52). 

A " fa\miJ.y is an interactive system and what affects one 
, 

member o,f the fartti 1y has an ef;,ect on a Il the other members 

as well '~Hackney, 1981; Kranz, 1982; Minuchin, 1974). The 

\ " 

\ ' 
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impact ,on the fami 1y can be heightened when a chi Id is 

1abe1ed as gifted by parents, schaols or nelghbors (Cornell, 

1983 ; Fisher, 1981; Freeman, 1979). ThlS label may change 

the way the chi Id is percei ved by tami ly members. The 

degree of impact of the label depends on the paren ts' views. 

of giftedness, whether bath parents percelve the child as 

g i gted, wfie.ther the labe 1 changes the pa rents' per cept Ion of 

the child, and whether the child's giftedness becomes the 

focus of the family (Cornell, 1983). Many authors (Coleman, 

198.2; Dettman & Colangelo, 1980; F;Lne, 1977; Hackney, 1981; 

,Hunt, 1982; Malane, 1975; Parker, 1975; Schetky, 1981; Webb 

e't al., 1982) report parental eoncerns in the ,area of disci-

pli ne: talking back 1 manipu1ative behavior, and differing 

va lues. 

area 

Aehievement, social and athletic development. 

of concer~~ of the gifted IS the .. 

A pr ime 

child's 

intelleetual achievement, particularly ln reachlng their 

potential in the academic arena, a "deep concern and anxlety 

, parents have wlth thelr gifted Chlld's achievement" (Dettman 

& Co lange 10, 1980, p. 159). Coleman' 5 (1982)' survey found 

that parents are concerned with " s timulatlng and fostering 

emerging tale.nt" (p. 47). Fine (1977) states that a "chron-

ie" parental concern is that of encouraglng and supporting 

the devEdopment of the child's gift. Malone (1975) found 

that parents want dIrection ta aSslst their ch11dren in 

developing " s trengths." "The typica 1 formula for parents 

includes expandlng reading and extracurrlcu1ar activities 

1 

, 
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for the child, as weIl as the very generai admon1t10n to be 

involved with the child at . ..home. 
• <--

The prob1em w1th these 
1 

kinds, of resources lS that they do not provlde substantlal 

informat10n for parents, nor do they a"ddress the comp1exi-

ties and subtletles of the farn11y lnteractlons inv01ved wlth 

a glfted Chl1d" (Dettman & Colange10, 1980, p. 159). Ad-

junct to achlevement is the questlon and concern of under-

achlevement. Parents fee1 that thelr child 1 s reaching hlS 

or her potentlal is their responsibi1ity and they worry 

about "parental effects" in underachlevement; (.Colangel0 & 

Dettman, 1983). Concerns are to what lengths must parents 

go to support and encourage achievement (Hackney, 19B1 ) , 

and how parents can motivate a child (Lester fx Anderson, 

1981 ) • 

Children with strong abilities ln one area -- intel-

lectual skil1s -- are not necessarl1y skillful ln soclal or 

phl'S ical areas. "Dlscrepancles between physlca.l, emotional 

anà lnte11ectua1 maturatlon are common but may be even more 

exaggerated , ~ the glfted" (Schetky, 1981, p. 2). Some 

glfted chlldren dlsp1ay decalage: sorne ab111ty areas rnay be 

notlceab1y more deve10ped than others. Sorne chi Idren may be 

dlssynchronlc ln social or physlcal Skllls. Chlldren may 

feel inferlor or uncomfortable because they are used to 

excel llng (Stanhope & Bell, 1981). The need to be ~ellent 

mal' be 50 5trong that a ch11d becomes a poor rlsk taker 

(Webb et al., 1982). Parents' are concerned about these 

dls::::repancles. 
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It is in the area of social sk~J1s that parents express 

concern that their chl1dren have speclal needs due to their 

giftedness. Parents may fee1 Il confllcted about [the ChlldJ 

not partlclpatlng ln the usual soclal or athletic activl-

tles Il (Ross, A. O., 1979, p. 406). Chlldren may be loners, 
, 

have lmaglnary frlends, feel re]ected by nelghborhood Chl1d-

'. ren. or have frlends that parents may be uncomfortab1è about 

(Webb et al. 1982). Il It 15 heartrendlng for parents to 

watch thelr Chlld experlence the hurts other chlldren can 

. inf 11Ct, to know the sensltlve Chlld wlthln thelr Chl1d" 

'(Hackney, 19ÈH ) • Parents want thelr chl1dren to have 

frl.ends, to "flt ln." ThlS may be dlfflcult for a Chl1d 

who, because of h16 or her hlgh level of cognltlve develop~ 

ment, seeks out adults or much older chlldren (Ross, A. O., 

1979). They may flnd lt onerous to find acceptance wlth 

thel.r chrono1ogl.cal peers (Lester & Anderson, 1981 ) • They 

may not partlclpate ln the soclal actlvitles that allow for 

the development of the requlred Skliis for ·satlsfYlng peer 

relatlonshlps (Hackney, 1981) . AlI children are inexperl-

enced and may have difflcultles ln acceptl.ng those who are 

different. ThlS works bath ways. Hackney (1981) report~ on 

an extreme case where a father would llke to move because 

hlS two sons are not accepted by the nelghborhood chl1dren. 

ThlS type of thlnking may lead to faml1les lsolatl.ng them-

selves from the communl.ty by claiming they are superior to 

( neighbors. 

Glfted chl1dren need each other (Ross, L., & Shore, 

198~) . Dlshart ( 1983 ) descrl.bes four reasons why these 

) 
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children need g~fted peers for cont~nued person~l and intel~ 

lectual growth: "real i ty ver~ fl.ca tl.on," "communl.ca tl. ve feed-~ 

back,oli "self .... 1mage," and toto learn contexts, relationshl.ps 

and appll.cations for their capaCl.t1es as weli as what they 

know. " Parents are encouraged to help the1r ch11dren de-. 
velop networks of fr~endsh~ps (Webb et al,! 1982) by provl.d-

~ng opportun1t1es and setting an example. "Part1c1pation l.n 

athlet~cs ~s part of the soc~all.Zat10n process and can help 

a chl.ld make frl.ends and develop soc~al skl.lls (Schetky, 

1981: Strang, 1967). 

Parent-school relatl.onshl.ps. "It 1S not easy to defl.ne 

the specl.al re1atl.onshl.p that eXl.st~ between the ch11d, the 

fam~ly, and the school. Thl.s 15 particularly true when the 

chl.ld 1S class1fl.ed as gl.fted. Havl.ng so labelled the 

chl.ld, l.t 1S a1most as though aIl the respCnSl.b111t1es of 

the school and home are l.ntensl.fl.ed, magnl.f1ed and made more 

crl.tical" (Hackney, 1981, p. 53). 

Both l.ndl.vl.dua1 parents and parent organl.zat~ons con-

sistently express concerns about their role l.n fostering 

thel.r chl.ldren's talents and creat1Vl.ty and about gettl.ng 

school systems to deal w1th thel.r ch1.1d~en's needs (F~ne, 

1977). ThlS sectl.on w11l explore these two ma1n concerns l.n, 

the parent-school relat~onships category. 

It appears that for glfted chl.ldren the "maJor' enVl.ron-

mental modlfica t10n must be 1n the area of educa t10n" (Ross, 

A. O., 1979, p. Parents are the prl.me educators and 

chief advocates for their gifted chlldren (Moore, 
'?' 

1982) and 

-
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the bes t resu 1 ts are rea 1 i zed when pa rents and schoo 15 work 

together to provide the appropriate educational exper ience 

(Sanborn, 1979). Parents may be unsure of the l r ro le in 

their chi Id' s education (Bndges, 1973; Dc.ttman & Colangelo, 

1980; Fine, 1977; Hackney, 1981). Il A eommon concern among 

. /' 

p~rents y~Ow they can eneou r age and enr 1 ch the educa t 10n -of thelr gifted child" (Colangelo & Dettman, 1983, p. 24,). 

They want to particlpate ln the eduèat10nal process but they 

do not know what to expeet from the -sencpo ls 
! 

(Dettman & 

Colangelo, 1980) . They may feel that 
:/ 

senoo ls are not pro-

viding their chi Idren wlth adequate serV1ces • "Parental 

concerns about a school system's efforts are often well-

founded" (Stanhope & Bell, 1981, p. 701). Some parents may 

expect the school to take the responsibility for education 

and then are not satlsfied, and others may be very aggres­
r 

sive ln taking respons1bl11ty (Dettman & Colange10, 1980). 

There are parents who fee1 that it is thelr responsibllity 

to fill ln "gaps," as the school cannot operate ln 1solation 

or attend to each student' s part1cular interests (Braggett 

et aL, 1983; Freeman, 1979; Malone, 1975). 

Boredom and unhapplness in sehoo1 are two cond1tions 

that worry parents (Coleman, 1982; Treffinger & Fine, 1979). 

Parents want to participat~ in deve10ping educat10nal pro-

grams to meet their ch11dren's needs (Colangelo &- Dettman, 

1983). They want schoo11ng to be a positlve experience for 

their ch1ldren (Ginsberg, 1978), and they want the school to 

value their chi1dren and to be receptive t~ their particular 

\ 

f -
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needs (Fine, 1977 ) • M~ny parents feel an uneasiness over 

approaching the school system to deal Wl th these concerns. 

They feel that the school wlll not deal with their Chlld's 

glftedness or that the system lS tao lnf1exible to provlde 

the requued resources (Treffinger & Fine, 1979) • Sorne 

parents are apprehenslve that they will appear to be "pushy" 

\ , 
or overly demandlng (jrefflnger & Flne, 1979) . They have 

'. qualms that l f they l.ntercede on the chl.ld 1 s behalf 1 the 

teacher will becomè angry and Il take l tout" on the Chlld 

(Webb et al., 1982) • These perceptlons cause parents to be 

unha~py wlth the school (Freeman, 1979) and put them ln the 

predl.cament of always looking for the rlght school (Bridges, 

1973; Gogel & McCumsey, 1983; Moore, 1982). 

Research Questlons 

1. The 11 tera ture on parentl.ng gi fted chl.ldren is 1argely 

anecdotal and prescript1ve. It presumes that the concerns of 

these 'pat-ents are known or, at best, bases J udgement of 

these concerns on clin1cal experlences of lndlVldual psych-

OlOglStS. 
. 

The first purpose of thlS study lS to lnvestlgate 

the extent to Wh1Ch parents of glfted chlldren actually 

share the concerns as expressed ln the four categorles 

deri ved above. It would be premature ta state preclsely 

formal hypotheses in Vlew of the general or cllnlcal nature 

of the literature. The followlng antlcipated results may, 

( 
however, be reasonable •. There lS strong agreement among the 

reports on the nature of parental concerns. A category 

system der1ved from such work should not result in drastic 

, 
-
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\ 

deviation from previous observations. It is therefore ex-

pected that this consensus will be maintained in the results 

of the present study. Except for one study by a teacher of 

parents of her own pup 115 (Co leman, 1982), the presen t study 

is the first known to the author to review the 11 tera ture , 

systematically der ive a syntheslzed set of parental con-

cerns, and collect empirical data to validate the set. 
\ 

Whatever the outcome, the cstudy wlll contrib~te to the 

knowledge base in this area. 

2. The second issue deals with the possiblllty that there 

may be two systematically different populati~ns of parents 

in the study group -- those who inltiated their children's 

enrollment in a. glfted program, and thQse who re~ponded to 

the school's invItation. These two groups may be different 

as the la t ter group may not be as aware of 9 l ftedness ln 

their chlldren or of the nature of giftedness. 

investigated whether the two groups of~arents 

concerns, by recording frequencles of ;'reement 

ment with questionnaire items •. 

The study 

had similar 

or dl sagree-

.> 

,------' 
f 
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CHAPTER ,2 

METHODS 
,( 

Subjects 

from the parents 291 gifted ~ata were obtained 

9f1ildr~~ \in 247 familles. AU children were attending one 

lOf, two su~er schoo l programs for the 9 1 fted 
(~~ \ 

during Ju ly', . 
" 

r1982:, the MCGlll-PSBGM Glfted ,Summer School 

\ \ 
Westmount Par\k S choo l) 

\ 

( loc,a te~ at 

and the Laurenva l Summer Schoo 1 (loc-
( 

\ated at Irving Bregman Memorial School). In the" McGill-

P~BGM Summer School "children are admltted on any one of 

three cr i ter ia: be 1 ng ln a recogn i zed schoo l pr og'ram for the 

gifted, having been identified as eliglble for such a pro-

gram but not presently served by one, or havlng been nom-

inated by parents, this nomlnatlon belng supported by a 

letter from a teacher, prIncipal or other adul t who knows' 

the child" (Ross, L. , & Shore, 1984, p. 134). Laurenval 

students are admitted on the recommendatlon of the prln-

cipals in the Laurenval School Board. The recommendations 

are based on achievement and aptitude tests. 

,'Each child was glven an envelope contalnlng two copies 

of a questionnaire, one for each paren t to complete (see 

Appendi xl) • The overaU return rate was 76.58% for both 

sites, a total of 465 questIonnaires. The return rate for 

Westmount Park was 77 .19% by at least one parent, represent-

lng 247 children ln 206 famllies. In 145 ëases both parents 

answered. The return rate for Laurenva l was 73.33% by at 

least one paren t. There were 44 children in 41 fami lies, 
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and in 34 cases both parents answered. S1X 'questionna1res 

were discarded because the respondents were neither the 

child's rnother nor the father. Tables 3 and 4 g1ve a 

breakdown of respondents. 

Table 3. Breakdown of number of respondents by site. 

Westmount Park Laurerrval 

Individua1 children 247 
.J 

Families 206 

Bath Parents 145 

/- Table 4. Breakdown of number of questionnaires 
answered by mothers and fathers by site. 

Wes tmount Park Laurenval) 

Mothers 220 
f 

41 

Fathers· 167 37 

44 

41 

34 

/. . 
• 

~' 
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Instruments 

Four categories ~r. parent concerns are indicated in the 

,literature: characteristics and identiflcation; famlly rela-
. .~ 

.~ 

/ 

tionships; achievement, social and athletic development; and ~ 

parent-school relatlonships. 
, t~ 

wi thHl these categorIes 21 

speclfie coneerns were chosen fram the litera~ure and 9X-

-
plored wlth an origlnal questIonnaIre (AppendlX I). Part A . 

of the questionnaire examlned these concerns. Six Items (l,' 

2, 3, 4, 5 and 12) explored the area of characteristies and 

~ identificatlon of gifted chlldren, for example "It lS the, 

. ----------- -parents'--tesponsl-bil_I!=3 to ldentlfy a gifted Chlld."; "1 am 

familiar with the characterlstics of gIftea~ch-i1-d~eQ." 
---------------l ' ~ 

Items 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 and Il examined concerns ln the sphere 

of famlly relatlonshlps, for examp le, "Glfted children are 

more dlfficult to discIpline than most chlldren" and "There 

is a lot of competItIon in our fam1ly." Concerns about the 

child's ach1evement, soclal and athietic development were 

explored by items 13, 14, 15 and 16, for example, "1 provlde 

my child wlth the approprlate educat10nal opportunlt1es" and 

"1 am sat1sfied with my Chlld's social development." The 

final items, 17, 18, 19, 20 and 21, fo~ussed on concerns 

about parent-school relationshlps, for examp1e, "1 fI nd i t 

easy to approach my child's school" and "1 am uns ure wh.;it my 

role 15 ln my Ch1ld's educatIon." The rationale for each 

quest10n can be found in Appendix II. 

Part B of the questionnalre sought information about 
-\ 

the child's family. The intent was to gather informatIon to 

\ 

\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

\ 
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assist in developing a future longitudinal study ~n the 

gifted and their famllies. 

Questionnaires were sent to parents via each Chlld 

attending the summer schools. A covering letter (see Appen-

dl xl) ,instructed the parents to complete the forms ~ndepen-.. 

dent ly' ,and to return them to the schoo l wi th l n fou r dâys. 

Scoring 

Each question had five response categories: (1) strong-

ly agreei (2) agreei (3) no opinion; (4 ) disagreei ( 5 ) 

strongly disagree. Subjects were asked to answer each ques-

tion or to indlcate NIA (not applIcable). Three ques t ions 

were recoded Slnce the concerns were negatively stated. 

---=-===--==The-se~--a~jdentified in Appendlx II. ---- ~n ~he analysis the ------
response categories were first collapsed to (1) AGREE, -(3_) 

NO OPINION and (5) DISAGREE, and then further to (1) AGREE 

and (5) DISAGREE. A'lower score indicates more agreement 

and, conversely, a hlgher score me~ns less agreement wlth an 

item statement. 

Analysls of the Data 

The questionnaires were coded using the system listed 

in Appe.ndix IV, and a re.spondent-by-response dat-a matrix was 

entered lnto a computer file (Appendlx 1110. The data 

matrix was analyzed with the followlng statlstical pro-
1 

cedures: frequency scores, confidence intervals, Spearman 

rank-order correlatIon, analysis of varIance, chi-square and 

fac!=:or analysis. The reasons for the use of each procedure 

" 

, 
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Frequencies. The .'first step in thé analysis- was a 

simple fabulation of the answers given-to the ,questionnaire 

items by the var ious subgroups of parents: 

(NÏe et al., '1975) subprogram FREQUENCIES, 

Using the 'SPSS 

the percentages .' 

of agreement, no opinion and disagreement were listed for 

questions l through 21 for the following respondent groups: 
\ 

a 11. respondents, aIL mothers, all fathers, aIl, Westmount 

Park rsspondents,. aIl LaurenviH respondents, Westmount Park 

mothers,' Westmount Pa rk fa t<hèrs, 
, " 

Lauranva l mÇ>ther s, and 

Laurenval fathers. The frequencies were also listed fbr the 

que s t ion "Wh 0 f i r s t Ide n t if l e d th" e chi Ida s 9 i f t ad? " 

4 

ConfIdence intervals. ConfIdence Intervals were exam-

--------------ined as a baSlS for testIng for signiflcan't differences 

between response frequencies for' the 21 quest l onnal re items. 

Using the data set where ~esponses were col1apsed ta two 
-" 

categorie~ (agfeement and disagreement) , the standard error 

of the percentage frequency..___flf agreement was ca lcula ted for 

each item (Feiguson, 1966, p. 158). The resu1ting standard 

"errors were, mu1tiplied by 1.96 to generate 95% confidence 

i ntfe-T vals for use in compar i sons between Items. 

Rank-order corre la t ions. Ta campa re response patter ns 

between subgroups, the ra nk ing of items by frequency 9f 

agreement was compared for aIl subsets of the samp1e (a 11 

{ 
respo.ndents ,...:.,.,mothers, fathers, Westmount Park, Laurenva1, 

Westm()"ünt Park mothers, Westmount Park fathers, Laurenval 

----._--

, 
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mothers, 'and fathers) using a series of Spearman 
.., ~~ { 

(Ferguson, -.l.-9-6-6~ =t;.,. 21'71"'. . . rank-order corr lations 

/ 

Analysis of~variance, 
""> The SPSS subprogram ANOVA (Nie 

et al., 01975) wa~ used to determine whether the site (West-, 

mount Park or Lau~envall a~d respondent (mother or' father) 

had a significant effect on the responses to each of the 21 

items. \ 
\ , 

Chi~uat:e. TheO, chi-square test was performed to help 

" determine whether there were any systematic relationships 

between the res~onse to'an item and the site (Westmount Park 
r 

or Laurenval) or thë'respondent (mother o~ father). For 

this" analysis the response NO OPINION was discarded and the 

analysis done on the basis of agreement or disagreement 
a 

f requen ci es. The SPSS subprog~am CROSSTABS (Nie<et aL, 

1975) was~employed. 

'Facto~, analysis. To assess the vllidity of -the four 

~~~~t~gOrieS ~f par~nta1 c~ncerns (identification and charac-

teristics; family re1ationships; achievement, soda 1 and 

athlet:ic development; -and parent-:-schÇ>ol relationships), a 

factor analysis was performed on the response freque~cies 

for aIl respondents ta items 1 through 21. The SPSS subpro-

gram FACTOR with VARIMAX rotation (Nie et al., 1975) was 

used and the resulting factor, compared to the ot~9inal four 

categories of questionnaire items (see Appendix II). 

'~--~ ...... ....--.-..- ---- - ......... _--

\ 

" 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESQLTS ANn INTERPRETATION 

Frequencies 

,T~ble 5 l,ists responses to tl)e ques~ion u\fuo first 

ident1fied this child as gifted?U tabulated as percentages. 

Two items emerge that bear examination. The ch~ldren ~at 

'li 

We$tmount Park are most often !identified by the mother 

(46.5%) while those at Laurenval were most often identified 

by a teacher (59.2%). The h1gh rate of Ldent1f~cation by 

Westmount Park mothers 1S interesting in 11ght of 'the fact 

that 80.1% of the mothers agree that they need more informa-

tion on the characterist~cs of g~fted children (although 

68.1% agree that they ~re familiar w1th the characteristics 

of the g1fted). The inference seems to be that mothers who 

have sorne knowledge about g1ftedness fee1 that they, st1ll 

need more information, perhaps to conf1rm their eva1uatLon. 

Laurenv~l parents reported that'mothers had first iden-

tified the child as gifted in 15.8% o~~the cases and fathers 

in 7.9%, while teachers were respons1p1~ for 59.2% of fLrst 

identifications. Westmount Park mothers identif1ed first in 

46.5% of the cases, fathers,in 6.4% a?~teaéhers ~n 37.1% • 

An e~amination of the data shows that 84.1% of the Laurenval 

fathers returned the questionnaire wh1le only 67.6% of West-

mount Park father~ d1d. Cornell (1983) states that parents 

can disagree on the identLficatLon of a chLld as glfted. 

Generally it lS the mother who ~irst 1dent1fies the Chlld 

and the father choose~ not to be lnvolved, leaving the child 

.. ~,.., 

1 
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to the mother. Perhaps when a child is first identified as 

gifted by the mother, the father does indeed pull back. It 

is difficult to attribute between-sit~ differences to soéio­
P' 

economic factors, as both the Westmount Park and Laurenval 

summer ,schools serve a wide range of neighborhoods and 

backgrounds. 

categories. for different sub-groups of the samp1e population, 

given as frequencies (%). 

Su~group Ident1fied ~ 

Mother Father Teacher Psychologist Other 

AlI respondents 41.2 6.6 41.0 3.2 8.0 
'1 

AH WSMT PK 46.5 6.4 37.1 3.9 6.1 
- ". 
t' 

IAlI Laurenval 15.8 7.9 59.2 0.0 17.1 .1 • 

AlI Hothers 44.3 5.3 38.9 3.7 7.8 

'("-. 
AlI Fathers 38.1 8.5 43.4 2.6 7.1 

WSMT PK Hothers 49.8 5.4 35.0 4.4 5.4 

WSMT PK Fathers 43.5 7.8 3~.6 3.2 5.8 

Laurenval Hothers 17.1 4.9 58.5 0.0 19.5 

Laurènval Fathers 14.3 11.4 60.0 0.0 14.3 

--------------------------------------------------.,.--

\ 
,1 

, ; 
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Table 6 shows the frequency of agreement (%) with the 

21 questionnaire items for all respondants (~= 465). Item . 
19 sho~ed the highest frequency of agreement (92.8%) and 

item 11 the lowest (1.7%). The Spearman rank-order correla-

tion (Table 7) illustrates the d~gree to which sub-groups of 

the whole sample show similar patterns of response. Table-8 

gives the 95% confidence intervals for the frequency percen-

tages. Using these confidence intervals, Table 9 summarizes 

the significant differences (E < 0.~5) between items. It 

shauld be noted that items 15 and 20 changed rank-order 
,1' 

between Table 6 and Tables 8-9, because the resp~nse "NO 

OPINION was dropped from the analysis in the latter two' 

tables. 

As there is su ch a high degree of rank-arder correla-
, / 

tion (Table 7) between al~ subgroups, it is appropriate to 

examine the response frequencles for the entire group. The 

respanse frequencles for the sub-groups wlll be referred ta 

only ta dlSCUSS lmportant differences, and these data appear 

in AppendlX V. 

Item 19 ("It lS my reponslbllity ta flll ln the gaps 

that .the school mIsses.") and ltem 4 ("Glfted children do 

not need spec la l he lp because they can make 1 t on the 1 r 

own." , recoded' because lt Js a negatlve statement) showed 

the hlghest frequencies of agreement by parents (Table 6). 

The frequencles of agreement for these two ltems (92.8% and 

9~. 7%, respectlvely) were not slgnlflcantly dlfferent, but 

both were slgniflcantly different from aIl other items 

(Table 9). Parents show that they recognize that the glfted 
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Tilble 6. Rank order o~ frequency of agreement with stated 

concerna. 
• ----------------------------------------------------------------

AlI respondents (!-465) 
\ 

Rank. 
\ . 

Question\Number Frequency of agreement (%) 

1 19 92.8 

2 4 90.7 

3 12 81.1 

4 14 79.0 

5 15 74.4 ~ 
6 '20 ' 72.4 

7 21 63.8 

8 2 63.1 

9 5 62.1 

10 l 59.3 

11 10 52.8 

12 13 51.9 

13 6 45.1 

14 18 41.6 

," 
15 - 3 38.4 

16 7 31.8 

17 8 24.2 

18 16 20.0 

19 17 19.0. 

20 9 15.5 

( 21 
CI 

1.7 11 
-------- -------------------

, 
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Table 7. Spearman rank-order correlation coefficients for 

different sample sub-groups based on ranking of questions by 

frequency of agreement. 

-----------------------------------------------------------------

, Comparison Spearman coefficient (rho) 

l. AlI vs. AlI Mothers 0.995** 

2. AlI vs. AlI Fathers 0.992** 

3. AlI vs. AlI Westmount Parlt 1.000** 

4. AlI vs. AlI Laurenval 0.906** 

5. AlI vs. westmo):"t Park Mothers 0.994** , 
6. AlI vs. Westmount Park Fathers - 0.991*1k 

7. AlI vs. Laurenval Mothers 0.938** 
~ 

8. AlI vs. Laurenval Fathers 0.825** 

9.' AlI Mothers vs. AlI Fathers 0.981** 

10. AlI Westmount vs. AlI Laurenval 0.906** 

Il. We~tmo'unt : Mothers vs. Fathers' 0.977** 

12. Laurenval: Mothers vs. Fathers 0.806** 

13. Mothers: Westmount vs. Laurenval 0.943** 
1 

14. Fa thers: Westmount vs. Laurenvs-l iJJ 0.809** 

** .e. < 0.01 1 

1 -----------------------------------------------------------------

( 
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{ Table 8. 95% confidence Intervals for frequencies of' agreement, 
. 

based on aU respondents (!-465) • AU frequencies expressed as , 

%, NO OPINION deleted. 

-----------------------------------------------------------------

Question number Lower limit ;!requency ~ limit 

19 94.? 96.3 98.1 

4 91.5 93.9 96.1 

12 83.0 86.2 89.4 

14 78.0 84.8 88.2 

20 76.7 80.5 .84.3 

15 76.1 79.9 83.7 

21 67.6 72.0 76.4 

2 67.0 71.4 75.8 

5 63.5 68.0 72.5 

1 60.0, 64.6 69.2 ." 

.' la 53.8 58.6 63.4 

13 49.7 54.3 58.9 

6 44.7 49.5 54.3 

18 39.3 44.0 48.7 

3 37.8 42.6 47.4 
~ 

-
7 35.2 40.0 44.8 

8 22.2 26.4 30:6 
, 

16 17.3 21.3 25.3 

17 16.4 20.2 24.0 

1} 15.3 19.6 23.9 

1l 0.6 1.8 3.0 

--------------------------------------------------------

,----~----------_._-----
.J 



... 

( 

41 

Table 9. Schematic of significant differences (~ <0.05) based on 

the frequencies of agreement for aIl respondents (~-465). NO 

OPINION deleted. In each row. aIl 

line are significantly different from 

line. 

items under one conti?Uous 

a11 item'~~h~other 

Question numbers 

19 04 12 14 20 15 21 02 05 01 10 13 06 18 03 07 08 16 17 09 Il 

19 04 12 14 20 15 21 02 05 01 la 13 06 18 03 07 08 16 17 09 11 

-. ~ ... ~.~----
f 
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need special support by registering in these summer pro-

grams. They also accept the responsibility by paylng the 

requlred tUltlon. 

Laurenval mothers dld not have item 4 i n the f i r 5 t' 

group (Appendix V). In,this sub-group item 12 ("I need more 

informatlon on the characteristlcs of glfted chlldren.") 

showed the 11lghest agreement frequency for this subgroup 

(92.7%) • For a11 other subgroups thlS Item ranked ln the 

'" 
second group of 5 i 9 nif l'C an t l Y different items. 

For the entire respondent group, Items 12, 14 ( Il l 

provide my child wlth the approprlate educatiohal opportuni-

t i es. "), 2 ~ ( Il l fin dit e a 5 y t 0 ~p r 0 a ch m y chi 1 d ' S 
/ 

school."), and 15 ("I am satisfled with my child's soclal 

deve1opment. ") fa11 in the second group (Table 9). The need 

for more InformatIon on the characteristics of glftedness 

agrees wlth the assertlOnj of Glnsberg & Harrison (1977) and 

Hitchfle1d (1973) that parents are lookIng for speclflc 

crlterla and gUI de Il ne s . Parents may feel they provlde-, 
approprlate educatlonal opportunltles because they do send 

thelr chlldren to the summer programs. The response to Item. 

2~, deallng wlth the approachabllity of schools, is Inter-

estlng because the Ilterature states that parents, do not 

feel It lS easy to approach the school (Demblnskl & Mauser, 

1978) • The leve1 of agreement by parents ln the present 

study (74.4%) wIth Item 15, suggestlng that they are happy 

wlth the SOCIal development of theIr children, can be Inter-

preted ln two ways. The children in these two populatIons 

may be soclally adept, or parents may not expect anything 

/ 
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more from their children as long as they achieve a~ademical-

ly. Parents may not value social or athletic ( 1 tem 16) 

development. 

The third maJor slgnificance grouping (Table 9) i5 21, 

2, 5 and 1. Item 21 (nI am always looklng for the right' 
~ 

school for my Chlld.") is of speclal Interest because of the 

wide discrepancy between Westmount Park respondents (68.9% 

agreement) and~ose from Laurenval (38.7%). The Laurenval 

School Board is located north of the urban agglomeratlon of 

Montreal ln a mix of suburban"and rural communltles. Laur-

enval parents may feel that the y have little cholce as to 

the schools their children attend. Alternatively, they may 

feel that the school board has identlfied thelr chlldren as 

gifted and is therefore provid1ng the necessary serVlces. 

Item 5 ("Gifted children are not aware of being dlfferent.") 

underwent recodlng to make ~t a positlvely-stated concern 
\ 

and produced moder a te agreement (62. 1 %) • Freeman (1979) 

reported that "the most distlnguishing feature of the high 

abil1ty child 1S that he or she 'feels di fferent '. The 

child says so, as do the parents and teachers" (p. 38) • 

Parents showed only moderate agreement wlth item 2 ("I am 

fam111ar with the character1stlcs of glfted chlldren."), 

Wh1Ch lS understandable Slnce they have indlcated a need for 

more information (ltem 12). 

Items l, 1@, 13 and 6 indicate a range of agreement 

from neutral (about as many agreed as dlsagreed) to a slight 

ma]Or1ty of disagreelng parents. Item 1 (tilt 1S the 
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parents' responsibility to identify a gifted Chlld.") brlngs 

out a difference between the two sltes, as would be expec~ed 

when one group has ldentifled their children as glfted more 

frequently than the other group (Table 5). Item 10 ("Glfted 

children are different from other children.") is ln the same 

slgnlficance range as Item 1, and parents were almost neut-

rai on thlS Item (52.8% agreement). 

On Item 13 ("I am concerned' that l do not provlde my 

child with enough Intellectual stimulatlon.") and 1 tem 6 

("Glfted chlldren need more parental attentlon than other 

children."), about as many parents agr~ed as dlsagreed. 

Cole (1982), FIne (1977) and Malone (1.975) reported that 

parents are concerned about how to stimulate and support 

thelr children. Several authors (Kranz, ~1982; Moore, 1982; 

Parker, 1975) have found that parents may feel that they 

have to differentiate thelr parental style because of their 

chlldren's giftedness and~that thelr chlldren requlre more 

attentlon. 

A fifth group of Items -- 18, 3 and 7 -- show moderate 

'disagreement wlth the statements of concerns. 
,,-"" 

The pa ren ts 

response to Item 18 ("The school 1S responslble for my 

Chlld's education.") lS understandable, conslderlng the 

strong support' for It-em 19 (parents are responslble for 

filllng gaps). Item 3 ("S c hools, not parents, 'should Iden-

tif Y glfted ch1ldren.") 1S the converse of 1tem l, and the 

expected high correlatloon appeared after recod1ng. Parents 

ln the study dlsagreed wlth the statement ln item 7 ("There 

1S a lot of compet1tion ln our family."), although many 

... . , 

\ 

'/ 
1 
l 



45 

authors (Dettman & Co1ange10, 1980; Parker, 1975; Petersen, 

1977; Webb et aL, 1982) list this as an area of concerne 

The frequencies of agreement were low for Items 8 

(24.2%), 16 (20.0%), 17 (19.0%), and 9 (15.5%). Items 8 

("Glfted children are more difficult ta discipline than most 

children.") and 9 ("Slb1ing rlvalry lS ;nore Intense ln my 

famlly than ln other famllles.") deal wlth the area of 

famlly re1ationships and the low agreement contradicts a 
.... 

basic theme ln the Ilterature (Dettman & Calange16, 1980; 

Parker, 1975; petersen, 1977; Ross, A.O., 1979; Strang, 

1960; Webb et al., 1982) regardlng these statements. Item 

16 ("I am concerned that my Chlld does not partlclpate in 

athletlc actlvltles.") may have recelved 1aw agreement be-

cause of the amblgulty of the· wordlng -- parents may ln fact 

not be concerned, or they may feel that thelr Chlld does 

partlclpate at an approprlate level. Low agreement on Item· 

17 ("1 am' unsure what :ny role lS ln my Chlld's educatIon.") 

Indlcates that parents are nct unsure of thelr raIe. 

Item Il ("I feel threatened by my Chlld's ablllty.") lS 

alone ln the last conf1dence-lnterval group1ng wlth an 

agreement frequency of only 1.7%. Greenstadt (1981) reports 

that competItIve parents may feel threatened by thelr glfted 

children. Parents ln the two groups of the present study 

'reglstered low agreement wlth Item 7, deallng Wlth competl-

tion wlth1n the fam11y. Perhaps the parents ln thls popula-

tion are' not competltlve, or perhaps the wordlng of the 

statement was threatenlng to the respondents. One method to 

... _~ .. -, 
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determine this might be to interview parents separately to 

learn whether or not they.do feel threatened by their Chlld­

ren's abilities. Table 10 summarizes concerns (items) with 

high frequencies of agreement, whi le Table 11 does the same 

for items that produced low agreement. 

-

/ 
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Table 10. 
~------­

Items wl.th high fr,7Quencles of '-:~f;'!..me-rrt"'(%). 

;T 
------------------------~~--~--------------------------------------

1 

1 Item 1 Agreement 1 Concern 1 Category 
1 1 1 1 
1------1-----------1----------------------------1-----------------
1 1 1 1 
1 19 1 92.8% 1 Parents are resp-onslble 1 Parent-School 
1 1 1 for hll1ng in the gaps 1 relatlÏ:mshlp, 
1 1 1 that the school ml.sses. 1 
1 1 1 1 
1------1-----------1----------------------------1-----------------
1 1 1 1 
1 4 1 90. TI. 1 Gifted children need 1 Charac tenst:tcs 
1 1 1 special help-. 1 and 
1 1 1 1 ident:tflcatl.On. 

1 1 1 1 1 
I------I-----------I----------------~-----------I-----------------1 

1 l ' l ' 1 
\ 

12 1 81.1% Parents need more inform- 1 CharacterHtics 1 

1 ation on the character- 1 and 1 

1 istics of g:tfted childn~n: 1 identiflCat10n. 1 

1 1 1 1 
------1-----------1----------------------------1-----------------1 

1 1 1 1 
'14 1 79.01. 1 Parents provide their 1 Ach:tevement, 1 

1 1 children wi th the appro- 1 soc:tal and 1 

1/ 1 priate, educat:tonal oppor- 1 athletic, 1 
/1'> 1 tunlties. development. 1 

1 1 1 

-----~-----------I-------------~-------------- -----------------1 
l '- 1 

J 

.. 15" 1 74.41. Parents are satisfied w:Lth Achievement. 1 

1 1 their children's social social and 1 
1 1 deveiopment. athletlC 1 

1 1 development. 1 
1 1 1 1 
I------I-----------j-----------------------·---- -----------------1 
JI' '" 1 

r, i 20 1 72.47. 1 Parents find it easy ta Parent-School 1 
t] 1 1 approach their clllidren' s 1 relationshlp. 1 
1 1 1 schools. J 1 
1 1 1 1 1 

,----~._--

--
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Table Il. Items with Iow frequencies of agreement. 

----------------------------------~--------------------------------' 
1 1 

1 Item 1 Agre~lI1ent 1 Conc.ern 1 U eategory 1 
1 1 1 1 
I------I--------~--I---------------------------- -----------------1 
1 1 1 1 
1 11 1 1'.7% 1 Parents -do 'not feel Family 1 
1 1 1 threatened by their child- relationships. 1 
1 1 1 ren's ability. 1 
1 1 1 1 
1------1-----------1---------------------------- -----------------1 
1 1 1 f 
l ,9 1 15.5~" 1 Parents do not feel 'sib- Family 

~I 1 1 ling ri vairy is more in- relationships. 
1 1 1 tense in their families. 
1 1 1 1 1 
I------l-----------I----------------------------I---------~-------1 
1" 1 l' I/'I 
1 17 1. 19.0% 1 Parents are not unsure of 1 Parent-School 1 
1 1 1 their role in their child- 1 relati~nships. 1 

1 1 ren 1 s education. 1 1 
1 1 1 1 

------L-----------I----------------------------t-----------------t 
1 1 1 1 

16 1 20.0% 1 Parents are satisfled with 1 Achievement, t 
1 1 their children 1 s levei of 1 social and 1 
1 1 athletic participation. 1 athletic 1 
1 1 1 development. 1 

1 1 1 1 
------1'---------1-------------------- 1---------------/1 

1 1 1 ___ 1 
8 1 24.4% 1 Parents do not feel that 1 Family 1 

1 1 gifted children are more 1 relationships. 1 
1 1 diff,icult to discipline. 1 1 
1 1 1 1 , 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------

( 

r, 
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Analysis of Var'iance 

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) determined six instances 

wherè site, res[)ondent, or bath were significantly related 

ta the responses to statements in questicnnaire items 1 

through 21. The six items showing such effects were l, 4, , G 
5, 7, 213, and 21, and these effects are shown ln Table 12. 

Table 12. Summary of significant effects of SITE or 

RESPONDENT as datermined by analysis of variance Ce.<O. 05) • 

-" ------------------------------------------------------------------

Item Concern 

1 1 
I----I--~-------
1 1 
1 Parents responSlbi li cy. to 
1 identify a gifted child. 

1 
1 Dif ference 10 agreement 
1 (SITE or RESPONDENT) 
1 1 

1-------------------------1 
1 

WESTMOUNT 
agreement. 

PARK: more , 

1 1 1 
1----1-----------------
1 1 
1 4 1 _ Gif ted children need special MOTHERS:\ more agréement. 
1. 1 help. 
1 1 
1-- ---------- ------- ----------------------
1 
1 
1 
1 

5 Gifted children are aware of 
being different. 

MQTHERS: more agreement. 

J-- ,----- ------------------1 
1 , 
1 7 There is a lot of competition WESTMOUNT PARK: more 1-
, in the fallÙly. disagreement. 1 
l , 

1-- --------,-------- ----------------1 
, 1 
'20 It is easy to approach the LAURENVAL: more agree- 1 
l ,- child' s sehaol. ment. 1 
l , 1 1 
1 --- 1_' ------- - - 1----------------- 1 
1 l' 1 1 
, 21 1 Parents are always looking 1 WESTHOUNT PARK: more 1 
, 1 for the right school. 1 agreement. 1 
1 1 1 LAURENVAL FATHERS: more' 
, 1 1 disagreement. 1 

--------------~------------- ---------------

\ 

\ 

'" 

, 
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Ï'lestmount Park site parents indicated more --agreement. 

(61.8% to 46.8%) w~th the statement that ~t ~s the parènts' 

responsibility to ~dent~fy a g~ft:ed child. This lS 

accord with expectatlons, as more mothers (46. 5%) f~rst 

identif~ed the~r ch~ldren as gifted at Westmount Park. 
~ 

Westmount Park fathers f~rst identlfied 6.4% of the Chlld-

ren. At the Laurenval slte chi1dren were first ~dent~fled 

as glfted by only 15.8% of the mothers and 7.9% of the 

fathers. 

The literature says that mothers have a di~ferent 
-- J 

perceptlon of giftedness than fathers (Corne1l, 1983; Free-

man, 1979). CorneI1 (1983) reports that for mothers "glf-

tedness can become the explanatlon for the chlld' s total 

personallty and behavior" (p. 45). Mothers at bath s~tes 

agree more than fathers (94.0% vs. 86.4%) that glfted Ch11d-

ren rieed speclal heIp, tha t they cannat "make l t on thelr 

own" (item 4), although both groups show rel~tlvely hlgh 

agreement. Parents ~n the study have reglstered the~r 

chi1dren at a summeI' act~vity which costs money and requlres 

transporta tlon , and may necessitate changlng hol~day plans, 

which would seem to .conf~rm thelr recognl t~on of specla1 

néeds. Reg~rding item 5 (g~fted chlldren aware of belng 

dl fferent) , Freeman (1979) found that glfted ch~ldren-- and 

the~r parents say that tne ch~.ld does feel d~fferent from 

others. 

In the matter of compet~tlon wlthln the fam~ly (ltem 

7) , Westmount Park- -parents agreed less than Laurenval 

. , 

: 
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parents (36.5% vs. 44.0%). Families are not larger in 

Laurenva 1 than in Westmoun t pa-rT,--so i t iS ___ l..!nJike ly tha t the. 

observed effect is due to increased frIction due to family 

si zee It is possible that Laurenval parents felt less 

threatened l by the question (agreement could be seen as 

negati ve sta tement ab~l one' s own fami ly) than did 

a 

the 

\ 
Westmount Park parents. 

Laurenval pa'.ts found it easier to approach\ their 

children's schools than dld Westmount Park parents (item 20, 

84.4% vs. 70.0% agreement). The Laul!'enval summer program is 
, 1 

sponsored and part ia lly fi nanced by Laur'enva 1 Schoo 1 Board, 

and the chi ldren have been identlfled and selected by the 

particlpating schools. Parents of the glfted may find it 

easler to approach schools that appear to be 50 actively 

Involved ln provldlng serVlces for the glfted (a hypothesis 

that could be tested ln future research). 

"" -! Westmount Park parents reglstered more agreement than 

Laurenval parents w~th the statement that they were always 

looklng for the right school (item 21, 68.9% vs 38.7%). 

Laurenval fathers showed even less agreement (30.6%). The 

Laurenval parents may be satlsfied with thelr children',s 

schools because the chlldren are provided wlth servi~es. 

The Westmount Park parents have had to look for these ser-

vices for thelr chlldren. Another explanatlon, as stated 

above (frequencles section), would be the lack of alterna-
1 

tlves ln the cholce of schools due to the geographical 

locatIon of the Laurenval board. 
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The Analysis of Variance showed slgnificant dlfferences 
1 

on six"items in three categories: characteristlcs and iden-

tifica~n; 

tionships. 

tics and 

family relationshlps; ~nd ~arent-school rela-

The differences in opinlons about characterls-

identification are supported by the fact that 

Westmount Park mothers ~lrst identlfied.thelr chlldren as 

gifted more often than any other group of parents in the 

study. Both groups of mothers, however, agree that gifted 

children need special help and are aware of being dlfferent. 

" Perhaps mothers still d~ spend more tlme with thelr chl1pren 

and are more sensltlve to thelr needs and feellngs. The 
. 1 

differences between the two sites in perceived co~petitl0n 

wlthin the famlly requires further research to determlne the 

reason --- whether there are sorne differences wlthin the 
-J..., 

family constellation WhlCh produce competltion, or whether 

the Laurenval parents are less defenslve about revealing 

personal lnformatl0n. Dlfferences of agreement or. ltems 20 

and 21 are expected ln Vlew of the fact that the Laurenval 

School Board provldes the summer school experlence for lts 

students. Laurenval' fathers may not be looklng for the 

rlght school because they are satls1fed wlth thelr sltua-

tl0n, or because they are realistic ln acceptlng that there 

are few chOlces ln thelr area. 

\ , 
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Chi-s«iuarè ~alyses .~ \ 
Chi-square tests determined that there were ~yslematic 

relationships between the response ta an item and the s~te 

\ 
of the • summer program (Westmount Park or 

respondent (mother or father) for six items: ,,-

Laur/nval) 

1./4. 12. 
20 and 21. Table 13 summarizes these relatlonships. 

" 1 

Table. 13. Summary of significant chi-square tests (~<O.05). 

------------------------------------------------------~----------

Item 1. 
parents' 

Westmount Park mothers agree more that 
responsibility to identify gifted children. 

It is the 

Item 4. WestlJlount Park mothers 
need special help to reach thelr 

agree more that gifted children 
potentia1. 

Item 12. Laurenva1 mothers agree more that they need more 
information on the characteristics of gifted çhildren. 

Item 19. WestmOunt Park fa~hers agree more that It ls thelr 
responsibility to fill in the gaps in their children' s education 
chat the school misses. 

Item 20. Laurenval mothers and Laurenval fathers flnd their 
children's schools easier to approach. 

Item 21. Westmount Park fathers agree more that they are a1ways 
looking for the right S1~001. 

-----------------------------------------------------------------

Westmount Park mothers agreed most that parents are 

responslble for ldent1fy1ng g1fted chl1dren. T~is to be 

expected as they were the parent group'that had m8st fre-

quently be.en the f~rst to l.denti fy the ch1ldren as g1fted: 

( 

/ 

t 

-
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Westmount Park mothers: 49.8% 

Westmount Park fathers: 7.8% 

Laurenval mothers: 17.1% 

Laurenval fa thers : 11. 4% 

Similarly, ~'lestmount Park mothers feel that g~ fted 

ch~ldren need speclal help ta ach~eve thelr potent~al. T~e 

children at the Westmount Park s~te are pr~mar~ly parent-

nom~na,ted, wh~ch means that the parents have act~vely sought 

out a spec~al program for thelr ch~1dren. 

Laurenval mothers agree that they need more informat~on 

on the character ~stics of gifted children. Perhaps lf they 

had been more fam~l~ar wlth the characterlstlcs they would 

have been more often been the flrst to identify thelr child­

ren. 

Westmount Park fathers agree more strongly"that lt 15 

thelr responslbllity ta f111 ln the gaps that the school 

misses. ThlS may explaln why these fathers agree more that 

that they are always looklng for the rlght schoel. Further-

more, many of these fathers have already chosen alternatlve 

schools (prlvate, parochlal, publlC "magnet" sChools). 

( 
At Laurenval both methers and fathers flnd lt easy te 

approach thelr chlldren '5 schools. The students attend~ng 

the \Vestmount Park program come from varlOUS school boards 

.and prlvate schools ln the Greater Montreal area, whlle 

Laurenval 

mentloned 

students are all from that one board and, 

abeve, th~s board lS actlvely lnvolved ln 

summer program. 

as 

the 

-
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Factor Analysis 

Factor ana lysi s was used to ass~s~ the val idi ty and the 

coherence of the four categories of parental concerns (iderr-

tification and characteristics; fami ly relationships; 

achievement, social and athletic development; and paz::ent-

school relationships) • Of the 7 resulting factors (Table 

14) three had eigenvalues greater than 1.13, explainlng 65.2% 

of the variance between them. Two other factors had eigen-

~ .. 
values greater than 0.79 and each explained a further 10% of 

the variance. 

Factor lis' almost entirely determined by items in the 

Family Rela t i onships category, showing high ( >0.3 ) load-

ings for items 6, 7, 8 and 9 and a fair1y strong (0.28) 

!'oad i ng for item 10 (Table 15). AIl other questionnaire 

items had loadlngs of less than 0.25 on thlS factor. The two, 

items dealing with competltion within the famlly (7 and 9) 

had particular ly hlgh 10aGwgs ( > \3.71 ). The Fami ly 

Relatlonships items emerge as a distinct group when Factor l 

is plotted against other factors (FIgures 1 and 2). 

Slmilarly, Factor 2 was strongly assoclated with a 

category, in thlS case the characteristics and Identifica-

tian items. Items l, 2 and 3, aIl Inv,olved wlth Identifica-

tian, had loadings greater than 0.35, and form coherent 

groupings ln FIgures land 3. A third factor had hlgh 

loadings >0.35 ) for items 13, 14 and 15 ln tFte Achleve-

ment, SocIal ~and Athletic development category. Item 16, 

r' 
however, has virtually no Influence on thlS factor, suggest-

1 1 
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ing that concerns about athlet~c ach~evement are not c10sely 

related to concerns about academ1c and soc1al progresse The 

group1ng of these three ~ tems ~s apparent when one rernember9 

that 1tem 13 19 a negat1ve 9taternent wh11e 14 and 15 are 

pos~t1ve, wh1ch places 13 on the oppos~te end of the ord1n-

ate (F1g. 3). Two other ltems, 17 (role of parent ~n 

chiId's educat10n) and 20 (approachab1l1ty of the scheol) 

aiso f~gure prom1nently ~n Factor 3, suggest1ng an associa-

tion between achievement concerns and Parent-Scheol 

Relationstü.ps (Table 13). • 

Table 14. Eigenvalues and pereentages of explained variance 

for seven factors generated by Factor Analysis using Varimax 

rotation of the factor matrix. 

Factor Eigenvalue i- of Variance Cumulative r. of Variance 

---- ---------- ------------- ------------------------
1 2.07117 26.0 26.0 

2 
1 

1. 76889 22.2 48.1 '" 
3 1.36158 17. l 65.2 

4 0.86268 10.~ 76:0 

5 0.79508 10.0 85.9 

6 0.62608 7.8 93.8 

7 0.49524 6.2 100.0 
------------------------- -------~--------
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Table 15. Loadings for al! 21 questionnaire items on 3 factors 

(factor analysis, varimax rotation). Loadings > 0.3 in bo1dface. 

ITEH LOADINGS 

.' 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor l 

------- ---------- ----------

// 
,- QI -0.01624 0.80018 0.02408 

•• Q2 0.07621 0.53348 -0.00629 

Q3 -0.02867 0.36325 -0.08935 
~ 

Q4 0.05082 0.12406 0.03561 

Q5 0.05083 0.18612 -0.20205 

QI2 -0.03792 -0.17098 '-0.00621 - ( 

.. 
Q6 0.32777 0.09339 -0.10153 

Q7 0.71658 0.04382 0.01714 

Q8 0.49651 -0.00517 -0.06341 

Q9 0.74036 -0.07786 0.05322 

QIO 0.28477 0.22394 ..,,0.05481 

Qll 0.17286 0.07282 -0.08901 

Q13 0.21547 0.04002 -0.38365 

Q14 -0.02108 0.03440 0.79876 

Q15 -0.12486 0.09029 0.35820 

Q16 0.01769 '0.05825 0.01590 

Q17 0.0784'1 -0.14334 , -0.30788 

Q18 0.07743 0.03491 -0.04815 

--- --» ----- --~ - -- -- -- Ql9------------e.-t3700-- --&oH956 O.mw 

Q20 0.07020 -0.20531 0.42574 

( 
Q21 0.11445 0.19672 -0.10164 

/ 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Comparison of Parents' Conceins 

The parents of gifted children in this ,s'tudy generally 

expressed far less concern that tam1ly relat1ons~ the 

child's affective skills, and the parents' ,relat1onships .. 
with the school wy:re problem5 than 15 !?ugg~sted ln earl1er 0,' V,\,,-_ 

research. Contrary to the reviewed Ilterature, the parents 

in th15 study answered that th~y: 

(1 ) are sure of their role in their child'~ education~ . 
(2 ) find it easy to approach the school, 

(3) provide appropriate ~al opportunltleS'~ 

(4) feel the1r ch1ldren have appropr1ate affectlve Skllls, 

\ (5)\ are sat1sf.,l~d w1th thelr ch1ldren's athletlclsm, 

(6) are not threatened by thelr chlldren's abll1t1e5, 

(7) do not feel there 15 an unusual amount of slbllng rlval-

ry ln their famIlles, and, 
\ ..... 

(8) do not f1nd that glfted chlldren are more ,',d1ff1cult to! 
! , 

discipllne. 
\ 

These parents dld agree w1th prevlous studles ln that: 

(1) 1t i5 the parents' responslbllity ta, Elil ln the gaps 

that the school mlsse~, 

(2) gifted chlldren need specIal help, and, 

(3) the parents need more informatIon on the' characterlp-

tics of glfted children. 
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There 15 no ObVl0US explanatlon for these conflictlng 

results. The Australlan paper by Braggett, Ashman and Noble 

(1983) aiso does not mentl0n any concerns that deal wlth 

famlly relatl0nshlps. There may be cultural dlfferences 

between Canadlan and Australlan parents, on one hand, and 

most of thelr Unlted States counterparts on the other, 
\ 

whereby these are not concerns for the former, or at least 

not for dlscu SSlon outSlde the famll y. Only, one Amerlcan 

study was found that ~upports the present concluslons. 

Co1ema~ (1982) ln her study ln the Mid-West, does note that 

the forty-two parents ln ~er study dld not feel that thelr 

glfted chlldren.had a negatlve impact 9n thelr famliles. 

cerns of parents of glft~ children •. The results obtalned 

lndlcate that there 1S dlsagreement wlth the prlmarlly 

Amerlcan 11 terature. It should not be eoncluded that Can-

adlan parents ... share the s~me eoncerns wlthout verlfylng 

whether Montre~l-area parents are dlfferent from those ln 

other reglons of Canada, or whether the questIonnaIre Itself 

or the method of It5 presentatIon need to be re-examlned. 

A second posslble explanatlon may be that Items deallng 

~ Wlth these toples may have been pereelved as threatening and 

that concern was therefore denled. Slnce aIl parents were 

asked to flll ln biographical InformatIon, they may not have 

wanted to be forthrlght about thelr feelIngs. 

f1nally, there remalns the posslbllity that the differ-

ences observed may refleet dlfferences ln the desIgn of the 
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studies. Paren ts l n' the present resea rch genera lly sen t 

their children only to a Summer School for gifted children, 

relfltively little specIal help being available in regular 

schools. This potential effect remains to be tested as 

schoo~ programs for the gifted develop during the next few 

years. 

Involvement in Identi-fication 
,:; 

Two systematically different groups of paren ts were 

identified ln the study: parents of primarily parent~ldenti­

f ied 9 i fted ch11dren, and pa rents of pr imari ly schoo 1- iderf-

tifled gifted children. 'though they viewed most of the 

concerns 11 sted ln the quest i onna} re in the same way, di f­

ferences between the two groups can be seen in two ca te:' 

concerns -- IdentifIcation and Characterlstics, 

Dlfferences were also found 

between mothers and fathers in both groups. 

,1 
are summarlzed in Table 16. 

1 
1 
1 

1 
\/ 

These results 

-' 
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Table 16. Comparison of d:lE!ering concerns of the two groups of 

parents in the study. 

Parent-indentified gifted children 

"Mothers: 
, 

(1 ) It is the parents' responsibility to identify gifted children. 

(2 ) 
{. 

Gifted children need· special help to achieve their potential. 

(3) *Gifted chi1dren are aware of being different. 

Fathers: 

(1) Are always 100kiIrg for' the right school for their child. 

(2) It is the parents' responsibi~ity to fiU in the gaps that the 

school misses. 

Mother and Fathers: 

(1) Disagree more that there is more competition in their families 

than in other families. , \ 
\ 

School-iden~ified gifted chi1dren 

Mothers: 

(1) Need more information on the charaeteristics of gifted children. 

(2) *Gifted children are a"Ware of being different. 

( 
.J 

Fathers: 

, 

, . 
(1) Disagreed most °that they are always loaking for the right sehaol 

Q 

Mothers and Fathers: 

(1) Find it easy to approaeh their child's school. 

*Both groups of mothers shared this concern. 

, , 

f 
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Implicat~ons for Educators 

The parents ~n th~s study do'/not appear to be concerned 

about their parent~ng skil1s, ,but they do have needs that 

can be met by teachers and adm~n~strators: 

(1) recognit~on of parents' sense of re~pons~~il~ty for 

the~r g~fted ch~ldren's educatl0n; 

(2) acknowledgement of the leadersh~p role parents want to 

play ~n the~r ch~ldren's educet~on; 

(3) acceptance~bf thelr chlldren's spec~al needsi 

(~), informatlon on the character~stlcs of the glfted. Even 

if parents have f~rst ldent~f~ed a Chl1d as gifted 1 they 

still want lnformat~on on these charaaerlst~'cS as a con-

flrmation of thelr. judgement. 

Pr~ncipals and teachers should also be aware that there 

may be two ,popu1at~ons of parents of the g~fted -- ldentl-

'fiers and non-ldentif~ers. Approaches ta these t:wo groups, 

should be modified sa that all parents' concerns ahd appre-

hens~ons can be addressed. Profess~onals' awareness of 

parental concerns ~n the educat~on of the glfted can be 

invaluable ~n forging a cooperat~ve atmosphere ~n the ser-

vice of the ch~ldren's needs. 

Overall, the results of th~s study suggest that gen-

eralizations about parents' concerns may be premature. The 

focus of future research should sh~ft to understand~ng the 

causes of parental concerns rather than· slmply attempting to 

catalog them. 

, " 

:r 

\ 
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HOIIZONTAL fACTOR 1 VERTICAL fACTOR 2 
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Figure 2. The responses to 21 questionnaire items 

plotted in a reduced space defined by Factor l, WhlCh 
\ 

explained 26.0% of the variance, and Factor 3, which 

explained 17.1'. 
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Figure 3. The responses to 21 quest10nnaire items 
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plotted in a reduced space ~efined by Factor 2, which 

.( 
explained 22.2% 'of the variance, and Factor 3, which 

explained 17.1%. 
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APPENDIX 1. 
, 

Questionnaire ansvered by parents ~n the study 

(JuIy, 1983). 
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.... ,:- University 
t rte .;1\, )1 flJU':'dl1un 

"Uml'Tlt'r SL lIool for Gifted and Talented Chlldren 

July ll, 1'J83 

Dear Parents: 

'::ft''' 

One of the functlons of the MCG111 Summer School for Gl.f~-eù 
, .... 7" , , 

Ch~ldren 15 research lnto the nature and needs of ,the gi fted ~:I" 

The attached 5urvey 'N111 form a data base for a study on the 

concerns of parents of glfted chlldren.The plan lS ta use these 

data ta deslgn future courses and programs ta support these 

p'~r,ents . 

lll<.e each parent ta flll out a form for each ch11d 

attendlng the Summer School. All lnformatlon wlll be held ln the 

strlctest confldence. It 15 very lmportant that thlS survey be 

'returned r;.o your chl.ld's Surruner S'choal teacher by July 15, 1983, 

at the latest. 

We hope to have the resu1ts of thlS study avallable by Late 

autumn of thlS year. ThanKlng you for your cooperat1an, we wlsh 

yau and your chlldren a pleasant and fulfliling summer. 

Ll nda Ross, 

i"l -1\. Studen t 

~Vi' A/) 
~'rV()jt~ 
Bruce ~L Shore 

,;0, 

", -, .• sr. S'r,..e' "1on!'eal PO Canada rl3A (Y2 

.\=_. 

/, 

, 
OVER. PU-:ASE 

, Î 
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• PARENT SURVEY 

McGill Summer School for Gifted Children 1983. 

THIS SURVEY ts TO BE COKPLETED BY PARENTS 

Rach parent should cômplete, .independently, a form for each child in" the 
MeGill Summer School. 

Return this survey ta your child's teacher by July 15, 1983. 

AlI information will be held in strictest confidence. 

Part A CONCERNS OF PARENTS OF GIFTED CHILDREN 

, 
In the following section statements are made. Please indicate your 
opinion by circling the apprppriate~response: 

.. <ft 

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Please answer eaeh question or answer N/A-not applicable. 

1. It 1s the parents' responsibility to identify a gifted child. 
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPI~ION DISAGP~E STRONGLY DISAGREE 

2. l am familiar \Jith the characteristics of gifted children._ 
STRONGLY AGREE- AGREE NO OPI~ION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISA~REE 

3. Schools, not parents, should ~dentify gifted children. 
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPI~ION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

4.\ Gifted children do not need special he1p because they cau make it on 
their own. 

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

5. Gifted children are Qot aware of being dlfferent. 
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPI~ION DISAGREE STKONGLY DISAGREE 

6. Gifted children need more parental attention than other children. 
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPI~ION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

7. There i5 a lot of competition in our family. 
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

8. Gifted chi1dren are 'more difficult to discipline than most children. 
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPI~ION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

... /2 

~ .~-- ---.. 

- 1 
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9. Sib1ing rivalry is more intense in my family than in other families. 
STRONGtY AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGRÉE 

10. Gifted chi1dren are different from othe~ children. 
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Il. l feel threatened by my child's ability. 
STRONGLY, AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

.. 
12. l need more information on the characteristics of gifted children. 
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

13. l am cbncerned that l do not provide my child wi th enough 
intellectuai stimulation. 

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

14. l provide my child with the appropriate educational opportunities. 
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

15. l am sattsfied with my child's social development. 
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

16. l am concerned that my child does 
activities. 

not participate in athletic 

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STR9~GLY DISAGREE 

17. l am unsure what @y role is in my child's education. 
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

18. The school is responsible for my child's education. 
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

19. It is my responsiblity to fill in the gaps that the school misses. 
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

20.' l find it easy ta approach my child' s school. 
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

21. l am always looking for the right school for my child.' 
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE NO OPINION DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

22. What is your 'main concern about your child? Please use the space 
provided. 

-------------------------------------------
------------------------------- ---------------

23. Comments: 

... /3 , 

1 
I~, 
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Part B FAKILY INFORMATION / 

, 
PLEASE PRINT Please answer all questio~s or answer N/A-not applicable. 

Name of parent/guardian Surname: --------- First name: , --------
Relationship to child (check one): 
Mothlij':__ Father Other (specify) ___ _ 

Marital Status Occupation· 
.~------------------- -----------------

. Address ------------------ ----------------------------
Telephone: Home: 

postal ocod~ 
--------------W~o-r~k~·: ----------

, t'li 
Name of child in Summer ,School ----- Séx 

Date of birth: Day___ Month 

eSchool. 

Year Last grad~ completed ____ _ 

School Board 
.~----------------- ---------------------

Who first identified this child as gifted? (check one): 
Mother Father Teacher Psycho1ogist_. Other( specify) ___ _ 

-, 
, ' 

Other childr~:r( ~n the family: 
Name Birth Date: Da y_ M. Yr. Sex 
Name Birth Date: DaY_ M. "I.i.-- Sex 
Name Birth Date: Day M. Yr. 'Sex - --Name Birth Date: Day M. Yr. Sex • 
Name . Birth Date: Day M. Yr. Sex , - - -'--

gift'ëd:" Place an x beside the names of those children you feel may be 

Have you ever participated in a program on parenting gifted children? 
Yes No 

Do you feel that- you were a gifted child? Yes No, 
Does your chi!d's other parent fee! that he or-sne was-a gifted child? 
Yes No Don' t know -' 

) 

P!ease return this survey to your chi!d's McGil1 Summer School teacher 
by July 15, 1983. 

Thank you for your cooperation. .: 

\ \ 

--~--------_.----'--.------

l' 

.. 

" 
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APPE~DIX II 

/ ' rrem-bY-ltem ratlonale of the questlonnalr~ 
• 

Characterlstics and ldentlflcatlon of glftedn~ss. 
"J 

P.arents want to be lnvolved ln the Identlflcatlon process but many 
teel they have insufficient expenence and knowledge (Dettman il 
Colange 10, 1980). 

Item Rationale 

I------------------------------�--------~--------------------------I 1 1. Lt 15 the parents' respon- 1 Parents are often uncertaln about 
slbillty to identlfy a pfted thelr responsiblllty ln the Iden-

t Child. tl.fIcatlon of the gtfted (LJett.:nan 1 

, , 

j 1':;' Colangelo, 1980). 

1-------------------------------1-----------------------------------1 
J 2. r am faml.llar wah the 1 Parent.s have st,rang concerns ln 
J characterisitlcs of glfted 1 the area of characteristic5 and 
1 children. 1 ider1>tiflcatlon prodec'Ures (~ess, 

1 1 1979). 1 
1 ---------------------------- 1-------------------------------1 
13. Schools, not parents, 1 Parent's'rnay sense that a child lS 1 
1 should Identlfy gifted chil- bright. but may not have the' 1 

1 dren.* Skllls ta identify the chlld's 1 
1 1 speciflc strengths (Dunlap,o 1958).1 

1------------------------------1-----------------------------------1 
1 4. Gifted chlldren do not 1 v"Cor1trary to what most people be- 1 

1 need specIal help because 1 lieve. a gifted mlnd lS not ne- 1 

1 they can rnake it on their cessanly able to 'flnd its own 1 

" own.* way." (Webb', ~leckstroth &. Tolan, 1 

1 1 1982, p. 10). 1 

1------------------------------1----------------------------------1 
f S. Gifted children are not 1 Parents report that gifred child- 1 

f'aware of being different.* 1 ren feel different (Freeman, 1 

1 1 1979). 1 
1-------------------------------1----------------------------------1 
1 12. 1 need more information 1 Many parents do not know what 1 
1 on the characteristics of characteristics to look for (Gin- 1 

, 1 gifted chlldren. sberg &. Harnson, 1977). There 1 
1 are also difficulties for parents 1 
1 due ta a lack of speci fl.e cri - 1 
1 teria (Hitchfield, 1973). 1 

'1 , ____________________________________________________________________ _ 

*This item· underwent'-"a reversal in codl.ng in the statistlcal 
analysis. " 



r Family relatlonships 

Ross, A. O. (1979) states that the extent of the problem depends on 
how dlff,erent the chlld lS trom tne other famlly members. The more 
different the child 15 the more lntense the lmpact on t'"le faml.!.Y· 

, -'---'---
Item Ra tlonale 

!------~------------------------,-----------------------------------l 
b. GHteq chlldren need more 
parental attentlon than other 1 

Chl.ldren. 

Parents :aay :èel they have to 
dlfferentlate thelr 'pare:1tlng 
style because of the Chlld' s glf- 1 

tedness 0Kranz, 1982; ~oore, 1982 
J Pa rke r, 1975). 

1-------------------------------1------------------------------------
7. There lS a lot of competi­
tion l~ our faml.ly. 

9. Sibling nvalry lS more 
intense ~n my family than in 
other families. 

Competitlon and slbllîg rlvalrv 
are issues of concern to parents­
Dettman é. Colangelo, 1980; Par­
ker, 1975; Petersen, 1977; Ross, 
1979; Strang. 1967; W.ebb, :1eck- 1 

stroth é. Tolan, 1982.). 

----------------I-~-------------------------------I 
8. Gifted chl1dren are more 1 Webb, Meckstroth 0. Tolan (1982) 
dtffIcult to dlSCl.pllne than report parents' de'"Scnptions of 
most chlldren. the dlfflculties in dlSClpll.r1lng 

their gl.fted chlldren. 1 

1-----------------------------1---------------------------------1 1 10. Gifted children are dif- 1 The more dlfferent the chi Id the 1 
1 ferent from other children. 1 more intense the l:npact on the 1 

1 1 famlly (Ross, A.O. 1979). Freeman 1 

1 1 (1979) states that a feeling of 1 

1 1 dlfferentness is a characte'ristic 1 
1 1 of giftedness. 1 

1----- . -----1---------------------------------- 1 
1 11. l feel threatened by my 1 Competitive pa,rents may feel 1 
1 child's ability. 1 threafened by thei., gifted child- 1 

1 1 ~Greenstadt, 1981). 1 

, . 

1 
1 

, 
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Achievement, social ~ athletic development 

Parents are profoundly concerned and often anxious about a gifted 
child' s achievement; parents want thel r child to maximize talents and 
reach their iPotential (Dettman & Colangelo, 1980). Ross. A. o. 
(1979) adds that parents feel theu children have special needs in 
the areas of social and athletic development. 

1 Item Ra ttonale 1 
~----------------I------------------------I 

13. 1 am concerned that l do 
not provide my child with 
enough lntellectual stlmula-
tl0n. 

14. l provide 
the appropriate 
opportunl t ies. 

my child with 
educational 

Coleman' s (1982) survey f ound 
Ibhat parents are concerned wlth 
"stimulating and fostering emerg­
lng talent" (p. 47). Parents ask 
what they can do ta suppor't thelr 
children's glfts (flne, t977) and 1 

how to contlnue developlng 
1 strengths Ulalone, t975). 1 

1- - 1 ----------------------------- 1 
15. l am satisfted with my Chlldren may be loners, have lm- 1 
child's social development. aglnary friends, feel reJected by 1 

neighborhood chlldren, or have 1 
fnends that parents may be un- 1 
comfortable about (Webb, 'ieck-

'l' 1 stroth & Tolan, 1982). 1 

I----------------------------~--------------------------------1 
1 16. l am concerned that my Parents may expenence conf lict- 1 
1 child does not partlclpate ln ing feelings about theu Chlld's 1 
1 athletic activities. level of participation in athlet- 1 
1 ies (Ross, A. o. 1979). 1 

/1 
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Parent/School relationship 

'1 Item Rat ionale 

I-------~---------------·------/-----------------------------------I 1 17. l am uns ure wl;lat my role Parents want ta be involved l.n 
ls in my child' s education. their chl.ldren' s education but 

are utlsure what their role should 
be (Brldges, 1973; Dettman & Col­
angelo, 1980; Fine, 1977; Hack­
ney, 1981). Bot.h l.ndl.lJldual ?ar­
ents and parent organizations 
consistently express concerns 

/ about getting school systems ta 
1 deal with their children's needs 
1 a' and about their own role ln fost-
1 erl.ng their chlldren's talents 
1 and creatllJuy (Fl.ne, 1977). 
1 / ------------------------------- / 

1 18. The school is responsible 1 ~Parents somet unes place a11 t.he 1 

1 for my child's education. 1 responsibllity with the schools / 
1 1 yet are dl.S5atl.sfied with t,he 1 

1 result" (Det tman & Colangelo, 1 

1 1 1980, p. 159). 1 

1-------------------------------/-----------------------------------1 
1 19. It l.5 my respons'iblllty 1 Parents feel that it lS their 1 

1 to fill ln the gaps that the 1 responslbllity ta hll ln "gaps" 1 

1 school misses. 1 (Freeman, 1979; :1alone, 1975). 1 

1 ------:-------,,~-------------- 1 ----------------------------------- 1 

I.ZO. l find lt easy ta app- Dem~l.nskl & ~lauser (1973) report 1 
1 roach my ct1l.1d's school. 1 parents may feel uneasy about 1 

t 1 approaching schools. 1 

/-------------------------------1----------------------------------1 
-<t> 121. l am always looking for 1 The l1.terature ha5 examples of 1 

/ the nght school for my 1 parents lQoking for a 5uitable 1 

1 child. 1 school ) for their glfted ch1.ld 1 

1 1 (Bridges, 1973; Gogel & r1cCurnsey, 1 

1 1 1983; Moore, 1982). 1 

--------------------------------1----------------------------------
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\ APPENDIX III. Coded data from responses to the quest~on-

naire. 
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2 l 12106 3111 1213 222222 144 25 4223 44224 2 l 
2 l 21 1221 223123 1'55344 5122 44224 2 
2 2 22116 3221 32 3 434232 444324 3234 43222 2 l 
2 2 12 32 3 434232 444324 3234 43222 9 2 
2 3 31146 6311 32 3 234122 444445 4224 32132 10 1 
2 3 21 3223 134242 443435 4224 41232 5 2 
2 4 42129 4211 3221 234122 414124 4324 45123 3 1 
2 4 21 5222 442241 222324 1326 24333 5 2 
i 5 51146 6211 3223 222124 444544 2214 44214 1 1 
2 5 21 3233 21222-4 544445 2124 44222 1 2 
2 7 71151 6214 5222 414113 424425' 2445 55123 1 
2 7 2 2 
2 8 81118 4311 3222 224242 244424 2225 42124 2 1 
2 8 21 3222 224222 244435 4215 42224 23 2 
2 9 91107 421 1 3211· 452221 435445 " 1222 24214 17 1 
2 9 21 2213 242111 32441 5 2542 24123 17 2 
2 10 102138 5211 3213 434442 441353 311 5 22221 12 1 
2 10 21 3221 424442 442444 2224 2222 2 
2 Il 111139 5211 3222 224222 424444 2425 44222 7 1 
2 11 21 }222 234222 445444 2424 44232 7 2 
2 l2 121135 5211 3212 442222 44444"4 '4224 55221 2 l 
2 12 21 221 42222 444444 4224 45221 4 , 2 
2 13 132157 7111 1121 22 112 224424 1446 44226 42 1 
2 13 21 3112 222222 424415 2255 5 125 3 2 
2 14 131118 4211 3121 22 ] 12 224424 2226 44224 41 1 
2 14, 21 3112 222222 424414 ' 2225, 4 1] 5 "} 

2 15 141117 4111 1222 222222 414244 5114 54 22 1 
2 15 21 1222 232222 212224 2323, 44223 2 
2 16 152113 3211 2221 222242 422424 2224 42222 18 1 
2 16 21 2222 242231 213224 2222 42121 21 2 
2 17 162114 3111 3221 434221 112545 1435 44221 2 1 
2 l7 21 3212 465121 124455 1224 45121 2 2 
2 18 172151 6111 3·211 425441 344323 2222 21222 2 1 

, '2 18 21 3211 235241 444323 ll22 22223 ] 2 2 
2 19 182147 6 Il 5223 443232 222223 2333 23133 5 ] 

2 19 21 1222 422214 211124 2224 42214 5 2 
2 20 191131 5111 3212 222124 24~424 4225 45122 42 1 

1 2 20 21 3222, 242222 222224 2324 22224 53 2 
2 21 202111 3221 3222 215251 442425 4124 42211 1 
2 21 1 2 
2 22 211124 4221 3213 324543 422344 3224 42324 13 1 
2. 22 1 2 
2 23 222136 5211 3222 444342 261644 2244 22224 5 1 
2, 23 21 32 3 444342 2 1 44 2244 222 5 , - 2 
2 24 232138 521] 3222 224242 l454 3 22.13 42114 2 l 
2 24 21 3223 224224 244545 2213 52124 2 2 
2 2'5 242122 4511 3221 424242 244444 5222 32221 1 1 
2 25 2 2 
2 26 252134 5211 3222 444242 4~4445 4215 42112 3 1 
2 26 21 5222 324223 3 3445 4224 42233 0 2 
2 27 261166 7111 5223 442242 444424 2224 44222 2 l 

.~ 
2 27 21 222242 244444 4242 44222 3 2 
2 28 27213 Q 5 fi l 1 3222 445121 121344 2244 34343 6 ] 

2 28 21 3222 435124 211344 2 45 55233 6 2 
2 29 281129 4411 3222 434442 434334 2224 22123 ] 

2 29 21 3222 435124 211344 2 45 55233 6 2 
2 30 291154 7217 1211 22 112 444445 ~424 24424 1 
2 30 2 2 

\ 
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2 31 302140 5311 ]221 222112 214321 4115 44221 1 / l 

2 31 21 1212 122222 222324 4224 44222 1 2 
2 32 311148 6221 3211 424224 224444 2211 44114 1 l 
2 32 1 2 
2 33 322 99 2211 5111 2]2132 324425 5124 53213 l 
2 33 2 .... 2 
2 34 -322134 5111 5111- 212132 324425 5114 53213 l 
2 34 2 2 
2 35 331114 3211 3221 444111 244425 2222 44223 2 l 
2 35 2 2 

2 36 341150 11111 2223 442122 444424 2224 44132 1 1 
2 36 21 2222 222224 444455 4214 44124 CS 2 
2 37 352108 3411 3222 444232- 444444 3324 32333 1 
2 37 21 2213 444222 444424 4224 42234 2 
2 38 362148 6111 5223 442242 412244 4224 44112 136 1 
2 3B 21 5222 442141 111225 2244 42224 13, 2 
2 39 362148 Fi III 5223 442242 414244 4224 44212 1 
2 39 21 5222 444141 414225 2224 42224 1) 2 
2 40 371128 52ll 121 242121 444424 2424 45122 1 1 

2 40 21 1211 224244 141425 1425 44124 ] 2 
2 41 382106 31ll 5221 414112 2444 4' 4243 44114 3 1 
2 41 21 5212 425222 224224 4243 52224 2 
2 42 392146 6211 ~Q22 434542 445545 2114 24113 2 1 
2 42 21 3222 444142 444445 2224 24224 2 2 
2 43 401130 5211 3222 424242 444445 2224 42214 5 1 

~ 
2 43 21 3223 444242 444344 4224 32224 4 ,2 

2 44 411144 61ll 3222 424242 444445 2224 42214 3 1 
2 44 21 3223 444242 444344 4222· 22224 4 2 
1 1 11134 5221 3212 222222 242445 2224 32222 163 1 
1 1 1 2 
1 2 21 80 1621 2223 122222 4,44334 4222 44222 q 1 
1 2 1 2 
1 3 31138 5211 3221 444111 ] 44444 . 2424 14224 1 
1 3 2 2 
1 4 42158 7111 3122 224112 ,224425 1241 25123 141 1 
1 4 21 21 1 121112 124425 2222 4 122 153 2 
1 5 4110Q 3211 3122 222112 224436 1442 45123 Il 1 

0 

1 5 21 21 1 121112 124425 2222 441.2-2 13 2 
-1 6 52 75 0613 1223 323131 364335 2 15 5511 1 l 

1 6 2 2 
1 7 61135 5611 3222 334242 265644 2224 432 2 1 
1 7 21 3222 333222 264644 4224 43223 2 2 
1 8 71119 4611 2211 222224 422444 6246 44121 2 1 
1 8 2 2 
1 9 82116 3321 5213 544224 444444 5232 42224 l 
1 9 11 3211 434223 354435 4323 42224 2 2 
1 10 92 98 3613 3212 224142 264645 4122 45112 1 
1 10 2 
1 11 112154 7111 222 424442 244424 42·44 24222 3 l 
1 11 21 1212 322222 242424 2254 22242 3 2 
1 12 112140 6211 5223 322124 -424325 4226 42244 13 1 
1 12 21 5223 422224 444324 4224 42224 1 2 
l 13 121 94 3112 1114 122111 441312 1225 52131 l 1 
1 13 2 2 
1 14 131 73 0211 3222 224142 245442 2224 44242 121 l 
1 14 2 2 
l 15 141140 5111 123 444222 444334 2324 22224 l l 
1 15 21 3112 442422 323444 2444 42222 1 2 
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----l 16 152106 3111 1è21 222 21132 2 25 44122 16 1 
1 16 21 1213 ê-.4-43_2 234345 4224 42242 l 2 
1 17 162 q3 1311 1222 22422r'-4454.25 4225 42424 '2 l 
1 17 ~143 2 

- ,2 
1 -18 15 611 321 22222 454 r 
1 18 21 222 222222 444424 2222 44222 1 2 
1 19 182128 5111 1211 222122 154514 2124 24121 4 l 
1 19 21 1211 122242 154525 4115 54211 4 2 
1 20 192141 5612 1222 425242 2 2624 2422 22222 13 ....... 
l 20 2 2 
1 21 201118 4621 3222 424244 452345 5224 54122 2 ' l 
1 21 1 '2 
l 22 211139 5111 1212 224222 444344 1425 53111 1 1 
1 22 21 1212 223223 434444 4224 44222 1 2 
1 23 222165 8617 1211 313115 253315 5124 53113 1 
1 23 2 2 
1 24 231136 5111 1233 22 122 4242 4 2222 42111 12 1 
1 24 21 12 3 22 222 424244 1222 24211 1 2 
1 25 241110 3314 1211 325222 222314 4224 34221 III 1 
1 25 2 2 

-# 
1 26 252 73 0211 4221 222222 242444 4233 44232 2 , 
1 26 2l 4212 222242 242424 4233 42223 2 2 
1 27 262158 7117 3211 424112 422224 4125 42222 1 1 
1 27 27 3213 424212 222224 4135 44222 2 2 
1 28 272115 3111 3222 111112 124224 2214 2212 ] 54 1 
1 28 21 3222 235111 424235 231,4 42114 14 2 \ 
1 29 282137 5311 1213 224624 424425 4224 54123 5 

, 
1 

l 29 2 2 
1 30 291159 7117 Il 1 222122 323232 2444 34243 l 
1 30 2 

''''' 
2 

1 31 292144 '5517 1111 222122 323234 2424 442,22 3 1 
l 31 2 2 
1 32 301 73 0611 1211 242231 424325 1415 24151 1 ) 

1 32 2 \ 2 
1 ~3 312157 7111 1216 223111 225535 22 5 45111 1 1 , 
1 33 21 12 6 2 2 22 444424 4224 4 2 l 2 
1 34 311124 4211 1216 223112 225565 2115 44111 l 1 
1 34 21 12 6 2 2 22 444424 4224 4 2' 1 2 
1 35 322 82 III 1121 2 424 1424 1121 1 1 
1 35 2 2 

l~ 
332105 3311 1221 222142 224424 2324 53212 1 1 

1 3 2 2 
1 7 342117 3111 1222 424152 111115 1554 21313 1 l 
1 37 21 1222 444121 121225 2441 24233 2 2 
1 38 351 91 1211 1111 212222 442445 2226 44222 2 l 

,1 38 21 1111 223121 122344 4424 44231 1 2 
1 39 362115 3211 32 224241 444444 2214 22214 l 
1 39 21 3222 212222 444444 4215 54222 2 2 
1 40 371126 4621 1211 224232 423344 4225 42224 2 1 '-

,'1 40 1 2 
1 41 381147 6111 3213 3 3~222 464335 2326 44223 1 1 
1 41 2 2 
1 42 391 82 1321 1211 224212 224425 4215 34222 5 1 
1 42 1 2 
1 43 392 96 2221 1211 224212 224425 4224 24222 13 1 
1- 43 1 2 
l 44 392142 6121 1211 224212 224425 4234 54122 13 1 
1 44 r 2 

1 .. -------,- ------



, , , \ 
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1 45 401179 8611 1122 212122 454625 5244 54222 13 1 
1 45 2 2 
1 46 411109 3611 1211 123323 253524 1443 34151 17 1 
1 46 2 

. 2 
1 47 421115 4211 1222 4~4-±22 'j45545 3526 4S131 1 l 
l 47 21 1222 322222 '445444 1226 44232 2 
l 48 432110 3611 1222 213125 44"3625 5115 54332 1 
l 48 21 1222 223242 344424" 4225 44224 ,2 
1 49 441154 7111 lll1 212212 224425 5122 45212 15 1 
1 49 21 1111 121151 111315 2122 44221 1 2 
1 50 45117C; 8211 1221 222142 242444 2224 44224 241 '1 
1 50 21 1213 223132 222445 2224 34222 1 2 
1 51 "451 87 1411 1221 222142 242444 2224 44224 241 1 
1 51 21 12 3 223132 222445 2224 34222 1 2 
1 52 451103 2311 1221 222142 222444 2224 44224 241 1 
l 52 21 12 3 223132 222445 2224 34222 1 2 
l 53 461 99 3111 223 2 2222 254444 2245 22242 l " 1 
1 53 21 1223 244222 242444 2225 22224 2 
l 54 471154 7612 52 3 242212 244624 2442 42242 13 1 
1 54 2 2 
1 55 481143 5311 3213 134231 344323 3224 41222 1 
l' 55 21 3213 234232 424344 4224 42222 10 2 
1 56 492110 3612 1213 323112 333624 2222 43341 2 l 
1 56 2 2 
1 57 501122 4111 3222 454141 244435 2214 55115 1 1 

1 57 21 3222 >444241 444425 2224 45224 15 2 
l 58 501108 4211 3222 454141 244435 2224 55115 l 1 
1 58 21 3222 444241 444425 2224 45224 1 2 
1 59 502 85 1311 3222 454141 244435 2224 '55115 6 1 
1 59 21 3222 444241 444425 2244 45224 1 2 
1 60 512115 3112 3213 424123 453425 4124 44124 1 
1 60 ' -, 2 2 
1 61 522143,6611 3222 434142 262623 2242 22242 1531 1 
1 61 

5 3 1.11 5 ) 3 2 i 1 
2 

'1 62 1211 424112 222424 2225 45111 2 1 
1 62 / 21 1211 225114 224324 4223 44224 3 2 
l 63 541 80 0211 1223 4~4122 245525 5115 52115 4 1 
1 63 21 1222 333122 244525 4215 44414 2 
1 64 552120 4111 1222 422112 224324 2324 42423 1 1 
1 64 21 31 2 434222 355525 423 44 24 1 2 • 
l 65 561117 4623 3223 224442 564645 4224 44122 10 1 
l 65 1 2 
l 66 572135 5311 31 2 2 425 4324 44244 13 1 
l 66 2 2 
l 67 582 93 1~1 1222 2442 2 444434 2226 44222 21 1 
l 67 1 2 
l 68 591134 5111 2211 424124 244425 4244 44222 2 1 
l 68 21 2222 222212 422455 4224 54222 63 2 
l 69 602 94 2611 2111 224242 362624 4224 42242 173 ] 

1 69 2 2 
1 70 612108 3612 422222 364625 4222 44224 2 1 
l 70 2 2 
l 71 621119 4211 3121 222212 243534 4242 45114 3 1 
1 71 21 222 444222 444444 2424 45126 1 2 
l 72 621140 5111 3121 222212 243534 4242 45114 3 ] 

1 72 21 3222 444222 444444 2444 45226 13 2 
1 73 631131 5311 2123 224122 444424 4224 22223 3 1 
1 73 21 2112 2241,.22 443425 2424 22242 2 2 

- ... --..-





~/ 
1 

87 
/ 

f 
1 

1 

1103 882146 t; 111 1111 .' 224224 242334 2224 43222 l 
1103 2 

...... J 
2 

1104 892111 3321 3122 232242 422224 2224 22222 1 1 
1104 1 2 
1105 901114 3111 3222 224222 424424 2224 42222 162 1 
1105 21 3222 325321 422124 1224 44111 162 2 
1106 912 71 0617 3213 322221 444343 2324 44322 l 
11:06 2 2 
1107 922103 3311 1113 222422 424424 2224 42242 1 1 

'1107 21 1221 444222 424424 2 24 42242 1 2 
1108 922148 6211 1113 22422 424424 2224 42242 12 1 
1108 21 1221 444222 424424 2224 42242 1 2 
110~ 932116 4111 1221 222221 444245 2224 44114 1 
1109 21 1221 122222 444444 2224 44224 2 
1110 941100 2111 3211 222142 442325 4214 42224 1 
1110 ' 21 3221 241232 2,42435 4224 44134 2 
1111 952105 3211 3222 244222 444444 4115 42224 2 l 
1111 1 21 3222 244242 454545 4215 42211 2 " 2 
1112 951133 5111 3222 244222 444445 5115 42224 2 l 
1112 21 3222 244242 454545 4215 42211 2 2 
1113 q62125 4111 3212 124432 444444 2234 22222 l 
1113 21 3222 242241 545445 4334 52223 2 
1114 971114 3211 3222 444242 442444 2224 44212 l <-

1114 2 2 
1115 q72126 4111 1222 444222 442444 1224 44212 1 
1115 2 2 
1116 982138 5211 1211 224123 224424 1424 42251 1 1 
1116 2 2 
1117 982173 7111 1211 224112 224423 1445 42241 531 1 
1117 2 2 
1118 991158 7311 1211 125111 11411.5 51°21 52121 2 1 
1118 2 2 
11191001187 9111 1213 242222 224424 4224 442 4 36 1 
1119 21 2211 232223 324424 4214 44224 3 2 
11201002136 5211 3213 242222 224424 4224 44144 36 1 
1120 21 3211 232223 324424 4224 44224 3 2 

.. ~ 't.','" , _ 11211012156 7211 3222 445442 445545 4242 22232 1 .. ' 1121 21 3222 444424 244'444 4221 32222 2 
(" 

," 11221022122 4111 3222 234222 324245 1224 32232 1 1 
1122 21 3222 224232 424234 2 243 3 2131 2 
11231032 97 2111 3222 444122 455524 4224 44142 2 1 
1123 21 3222 34422,2 354325 4215 55114 2 2 
11241041148 6111 3223 345242 434344 2125 34221 2 1 

1124 21 3223 445342 434344 2114 33221 2 2 
11251042121 4211 3223 345242 434344 2125 34221 2 1 
1125 21 3223 445342 434344 2115 33221 2 2 
11261052135 5111 2221 232231 424325 1324 22222 12 1 
1126 21 2212 222233 424425 2424 22242 1 2 
11271062134 5611 1221 424121 121214 2251 22211 1 1 
1127 21 3213 244 22 2636 4 42 4 42 22 l 2 
11281071116 31n 1211 121122 34552 2225 54121 2 1 
1128 2 2 
11291082108 3211 3213 444241 221225 5225 44211 1 1 
1129 21 3221 425242 123225 422 22111 151 2 
11301092 68 0111 4222 415122 142525 5544 315 2 1 l 
1130 2 2 
11311102119 4231 3222 222224 412424 4241 42224 5 l 
1131 21 3222 424522 214124 4325 42224 1 2 

f -_.--- - ,. . 



, : 

88 

11321111 82 1211 1222 4 4232 244444 4224 44222 1 1 
1132 21 3223 424442 444244 2424 24242 1 2 
11331112112 3111 3222 425232 244444 4224 44222 1 1 
1133 21 3222 424442 444242 2224 24242 13 2· 
11341121 93 2111 1211 112114 111225 4225 42242 111 1 
1134 21 1211 224114 211215 4224 45142 14 2 
11351132145 6211 2211 224341 25H24 4214 21121 1 
1135 21 3211 224221 242424 4224 42122 1 2 
11361141147 6111 1121 323223 424235 2233 44222 l 
1136 21 1212 224222 414145 5133 4 111 6 2 
11371152124 532l 3222 334222 244424 2444 24222 1 
1137 1 " 

2 
11381161145 6611 3223 342242 343624 2234 03222 1 
1138 21 3223 442342 344444 3234 43222 2 
11391171 99 2111 3221 444221 222425 2224 52222 23 1 
1139 21 3212 344342 442345 2234 43232 2, 

v 
11401171 99 2111 3221 444222 222425 224 52222 3 1 . 
1140 21 3212 344322 442345 2234 43232 2 
11411181 84 1121 3224 264232 263624 4224 42231 12 1 
1141 1 2 
11421191 96 2211 222 224244 444444 4224 4 224 1 
1142 2 2 
11431202 95 2211 1222 422123 444445 4224 54233 1 1 
1143 2 2 
11441201140 SHI 1222 422123 444445 4224 54243 1 ] 

1144 2 2 f • -;.'1 ~, .~t/o 

11451212114 3211 3121 442222 444424 2324 24242 191 1 
1145 21 3112 222222 444424 2324 44233 191 2 
1146121Q145 6111 5121 442122 444423 2334 24242 42 1 
1146 21 5112 223222 444443 2334 44242, 1 2 
11471222127 4211 3122 115124 542424 4124 52124 13 1 
1147 2 2 
11481221177 9111 1122 225124 542424 4124 52124 l 1 1 
1148 2 2-' 
11491232 73 0111 1213 224112 443424 4242 42242 2 1 
1149 21 1221 122122 344425 2224 44242 2 
11501242115 3115 1222 245241 443345 4115 41121 1 1 
1150 25 1222 245242 554345 5115 42222 1 2 
11511251103 2613 1213 222242 244644 2224 44224 2 1 
1151 2 .-" 2 
11521262 94 2211 1221 222222' 4244 2 4222 5551 S 2 1 
1152 21 1213 223243 444424 4322 43212 10 ·2 
11531271158 7611 3213 223232 252324 1431 41231 1 l 
1153 2 2 
11541282 64 0111 12 2 233222 222344 2425 44241 42 1 
1154 21 1211 434442 322234 3325 23223 2 
11551242 89 1215 1222 245241 443345 4115 41 12 l 1 
1155 25 1 245242 5 4345 5115 42222 1 2 
11561292137 6311 1226 424122 244444 4224 ,44124 12 1 
1156 21 1212 424112 224424 2224 4222 23 2 
11571302100 2611 5211 3222 2 2416 4 4224 44222 234 1 
1157 21 5213 331242 232635 4235 44231 263 2 
11581311 80 1611 3223 234131 355645 4122 44142 2 1 
1158 2 2 
11591321 94 2611 3221 444222 222324 4222 44222 l 1 
1159 2 2 
11601331130 5212 1221 422222 224224 2215 44422 10 1 -1160 2 2 

l 
-,_2_ 
• ! 

-------- ----------
-~----



'<, 89 

11611342 94 2222 3233 442221 245425 2524 24226 1 1 " 
, .. 

1161 1 2 
11621351170 8111 3211 424122 254445 4442 42224 161 1 
1162 2 2 
11631351103 2211 3211 424122 254445 4442 42224 1 l 

- 1163 2 2 
11641362115 3211 3223 445221 455545 2314 45125 23 1 
1164 21 3222 4442,,22 424424 4223 34222 2 . , 
11651371182 9313 3213 233222 534425 2325 54112 211 1 
1165 2 2 
11661382130 6611 1211 122114, 165624 2226 41121 2 1 -_/ 

1166 21 211 222225' 264625 2236 44222 2 
1115'71392113 3112 1222 222122 245425 421 42222 2 1 
1167 2 2 
11681401129 5614 3222 445524 263322 2\214 41314 2 1 

.. 
1168 2 2. 
11691411140 6112 1113 222224 244424 2424 44223 51 1 
1169 2" 2 ,0 
11701421118 4111 222 223232 344'44'3 2222 44244 1 
1170 2 2-
117114J1152 5311 3221 425135 453335 5113 44311 24 1 if 1171 2 2· .... 

1. 11721442 BI 1111 4223 442121 12~424 2244 22221 53 1 
1 1172 2 2 
11731451166 8622 3223 242 42 264644 2242 4266 1 
1173 1 2 
11741462181 9111 2 234232 343434 2242 22232 1 
1174 

1 
21 3213 334232 244443 2242 24222 2 

11751472180 9212 1221 224122 344524 2242 42154 2 l 
1175 22 1213 124122 244425 4222 45124 4 2 
11761482 89 1211 2111 222112 225425 2225 42222 5 l 
1176 21 1112 122121 444425 ·4424 42122 25 2 
11771482108 3111 1111 222112 225'425 4425 42122 1 1 
1177 21 2112 222222 444424 2444 42222 5 2 
11781491138 5611 1222 222112 165625 4224 52221 12 1 
1178 21 1222 222122 264625 4222 52221 22 2 
11791501 84 1211 1111 224222 244244 2222 44241 2 1 
1179 21 1211 222222 22332 2423 44241 2 2 .,.. 
11801512 75 0611 1223 424221 454625 4224 42211 4 1 
1180 21 22 211122 444625 4224 42211 49 2 
11811522 94 2621 2211 224243 362624 4224 42242 7 1 
1181 1 2 

,-""" 11821531125 5111 1121 1141] l 111224 2246 54515 13 1 
1182 21 1112 422124 412225 4224 222]4 1 2 
11831532 88 1211 1121 614115 111114 2246 54515 3 l 
] 183 21 1112 422124 412225 4252 22214 173 2 
11841542152 6211 3213 424222 444444 2224 24222 1 
1184 21 213 444242 244224 2224 24222 2 
11851551 94 2111 4111 422122 424545 4224 44242 l 1 
1185 21 4223 334232 343444 4222 34222 42 2 
11861562111 2211 222 442124 424424 2425 44224 5 1 
1186 21 222 212242 444444 4225 44222 10 2 
11871572175 9111 1112 226126 645424 2242 43143 3 :,,1 -( 
1187 2 2 
118815;72160 7211 5112 221122 645424 2216 43152 1 1] 
1188 2 12 
11891572120 4311 1112 113126 645424 4216 43141 1 Il 
1189 2 12 /) 

- -,,---- - -----



'~ 

90 

1 .. 
11901581134 -5211 1212 2221'21 225224 1222 24222 1 
1190 21 1223 224222 444324 2221 42234 2 
11911592150 7217 1213 223245 224225 2435 23443 20 1 
1191 27 211 125121 212445 4215 44132 1 2 
:p921602 86 1611 3211 342151 254525 2124 55111 4 1 
1192 21 3211 452122 153325 1123 31121 2 
11931611126 5411 5223 2-33242 424424 4234 44224 1 
1193 21 5223 234343 334434 4223 44243 2 
11941621 80 0111 2222 222232 244434 3224 44223 l 
1194 21 2112 214124 144424 4224 e 44222 13 2 
11951631111 3111 1222 112112 444415 2424 'l)4141 l l 
1195 21 1122 ~24122 245325 2224 55132 1 2 <:" 

11961642103 2211 5221 222224 424425 4244 44252 171 l 
1196 21 1212 233322 445525 2343 22243 17 2 
11971641147 6111 1221 222224 '444425 4224 54152 1 1 
1197 21, 1212 224332 555525 3243 44243 1 2 
11981652148 6311 1123 223242 444225 4224 42222 l 
1198 21 3121 222242 224445 4225 42222 2 
11991662118 5111 1211 212n4 442414 2542 42251 13 1 
1199 . 21 12 1 323422 2514 3 5 3424 22232 1 2 
12001662 87 2211 1211 222224 442424 2524 44252 1 l 
1200 21 12 1 323422 242424 2,324 43232 1 2 

( 
12021681169 8211 1221 455151 430325 4 2 22442 4 l 
1202 21 1222 324222 333325 4215 5215 4 2 
12031692127 4211 3223 222244 444444 2224 42232 l 
1203 21 321 224222 244444 4225 42332 2 
1204170117910111 1212 424222 444445 2422 2244 1 

~, 1204 21 1221 442222 244444 2222 44223 2 
12051712103 2111 5212 222222 434324 4224 42224 4 1 
1205 21 5223 242232 433624 4224 42224 2 
12061721128 4111 3222 214244 443444 4224 42222 1 l 

, C;) 1206 21 3223 414224 434444 4224 42222 1 2 
12091752 92 1612 1213 112144 455615 4114 54125 12 1 
1209 2 2 
12101762 98 2511 4111 422112 141425 1543 42441 1 1 
121·0 21 4211 224121 121225 2444 42,241 l 2 
1211177219410111 5113 323243 324444 2432 45124 2 l 
1211 21 1111 442223 324445 4122 44154 21 2 
12121781137 6612 III 15221 121112 3222 31221 20 l 
1212 2 2 J 

'-12131791 98 2111 222 333122 234424 4233 44222 19 1 1 

1213 21 5222 124142 243344 1424 12] 41 4 2 .\ 
1 

12141791 77 0211 222 l 2 4 4 42 4222 1 
1214 21 5222 124142 243344 1424 52141 4 2 
12151802137 5211 3221 432242 443434 2244 44222 l 
1215. 21, 3223 444242 424245 4242 22242 5 2 
12161801169 8111 522 432242 443434 2244 44222 1\ 
1216 21 1223 444242 424244 2242 22242 3 2 
12171811173 8211 1212 224222 122124 2325 32513 2 l 
1217 21 1221 222222 224224 2224 44222 4 2 
12181821 86 1211 1222 424122 445425 5115 42221 18 1 
1218 21 1 2 234242 224344 2244 24242 5 2 

( 12191822139 5111 3222 424122 445425 5115 42221 181 1 
1219 21 3211 222442 223344 2244 24242 5 2 
12201832134 5311 1211 124122 424425 5115 52111 1 l 
1220 21 1211 222242 444424 4215 44121 2 
12211842117 311 12 ] 114114 564644 6226 44122 12 1 
1221 . 2 1221 222222 444445 3223 44222 13 2 

, 1 
- -'-_.- -----



12221851162 8611 1211 
1222 21 1211 
12231862120 4111 3223 
1223 21 3223 
12241862102 2211 3223 
1224 21 3222 
12251872123 4111 1223 
1225 2 

" 12261871102 2211 4223 
1226 \ 2 • 
12271882117 4111 4223 
1227 21 4213 
12281892137 5613 1213 
1228 . 2 
12291901117 4613 1221 
1229 2 
12301911119 C?4 1 3211 
1230 ~1 3211 
12311922104 III 1222 
1231 21 222 

l 12321932168 841 3223 
1232 2 3223 
12331941159 7111 3211 
1233 21 3213 
12341951157 7612 2223 
1234 2 2222 
1 23 5 t9 6 2 112 3612 4223 
1235 2 
12361972 99 1311 3222 
1236 2 
12371981 98 2311 1211 
1237 21 1211 
12381992 88 1111 1113 
1238 21 1111 
12392001142 5621 1122 
1239 1 
12402012154 7611 1223 
1240 21 Il 3 
12412021 82 1221 2 3 
1241 1 
12422032 q4 2111 1222 
1242 21 1223 
12432042135 5111 3221 
1243 2 
12442042118 3211 2221 
1244 2 
12452052133 5111 3211 
1245 21 3'222 
12462052118 4211 3211 
1246 21 3222 
12472062120 4111 3213 
1247 21 3221 

91 

115224 444625 4224 54126 1 
224234 342625 5214 54223 10 
334 34 2 232333 32 3 f43 22 
222144 124445 5122 52122 1 
334342 232'333 3223 43322 
222144 124445 5122 52122 1 
222222 244424 4244 44222 

222222 244424 4224 44222 

223222 222324 4244 43233 2 
223222 222325 4224 43232 2 

1 344 2144 22222 5 

224122 364624 4226 44234 133 

2 24 2 2 4 \~ 4 44 4 4 4 4124 42224 
224224 \ 444444 4224 42234 
242222 454455 2225 44122 l 
242222 454455 2225 44122 1 
323123 245445 5224 54422 1 
232143 344443 3224 44322 1 
323243 435555 2233 4422 
333443 444444 4232 22322 10 
222242 444644 4224 44222 134 
22 222 444524 4224 42222 24 
442122 455644 2244 45224 ,1 

442121 "455555 4215 5412 1 

214125 414225 4224 52144 4 
224113 22242; 22~4 22222 l 
116122 24141 1241 51152 l 2 
121122 241525 2242 22142 23 
412114 354624 4244 22241 1 

244242 262624 2224 42241 2 
222222 264634 3222 22241 3 
444231 243334 2132 42111 2 

222112 242415 4252 54212 1743 
223222 424425 5142 42134 5 
445222 -444425 5555 55221 1 

444211 444424 4125 44122 2 

444242 424225 2225 44221 3 
424242 244344 2142, 22222 
444232 424235 4215 45221 3 ' 
425252 254355 1142 24222 _ 13

1 

424122 242425 2445 22132 6 
535211 134244 1445 41234 2 

.h 

----------- ,------

1 
2 
1 

~ 2 
1 

' 2 
l 
2 
1 
2 
l 
2 
1 
2 
1· 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
l 
2 
1 
2 
l 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
l 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
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Col. ,: 

1 Site' 

2 Child IDI 

3 

4 

5 Family IDI 

6 

7 ,'. 

8 Gender 

9 Age ln months 

10 

12 Grade in school 

13 

14 Birth order 

15 Respondent 

APP&NDIX IV 
Coding System" 

Laurenval a 2 

1-44 

.. 

1-40 

Female - 1 

92 

WSM'l: pI( - 1 

1-247 

1-206 

Hale • 2 

l a fi.rst; 2 - second; etc. only chlld - 6 

"Mother - 1; Father - 2; Other -a 3 

\ 
16 Marital status: Harried· 1 

17 Left blank 

18 ' 

19 

20 Who ID' ed chlld 

Divorced a 2 
Single - 3 
Widowed • 4 
Other - 5 
Blank • 6 
Separated a 7 

Kother • 1 
Father • 2 
Teacher • 3 
Psychologist • 4 
Other - 5 
Blank - blank 

-- J"~. 1 .. _ .......... ~ .. __ ,_* .... """' .. _"' ... ________________ _ 

, 
---------. 
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APPENDIX IV (continued). 

,', 

Col. 1: 

46 Blank ~ 

47 Blank 

48 Item 17 Parent/School Relat1onah1pa 

49 Item 18 ~ 

50 Item 19 Blank 1 2 3 4 5 ~ (NIA) "-

51 Item 20 

52 I~em 21 

53-59 BIank 'tI' 

60 Cardl 1 - Firet re.pondent; 2 - Second re.pondent 

~ 

/ 

, , 

( 

J 
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APPENDIX V 

Rank order ,of frequency of agreement wlth stated ,cOncerna ... o 

-----------------------------------------------------1t----, , 
\ 

//Q2 .. tlon 

AU Hochers (li-2b1 ) 

Rank number Frequency of agreement ill. - ., 
c 

l 4 94.0 

2 19- 90.2 

3 "'" , 
12 82.1 

4 14 77.7 " 
5 15 74 .. 2 

6. 20 73.4 
'} 

7 2 65.4 
.D, 

S 5 65.4 

9 21 62.2 

10 l 57.5 

11 10 55.4 

12 13 53.9 

13 6 44.7 

14 3 39.4 

15 18 37.2 

.16 7 35.6 

17 8 23.4 
~ 

18 16 1 
17.8' 

1 

19 11 17.2 

20 9. /0 14.4 
/ 

/ 

( 
21 Il' 2.3 

/ 
/ 

.---1 

/. 

1 

"'~""" __ 'a __ """"""'~ • ___ -...,..~.~ _ .. ____ 
jil; 

l' 
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1 
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, 
.l-

i ~ 
~ 

'Il", 
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\ 

~ 

APPENDIX V (continu@ 

-------------------------------------------~--------

2 
, , 

3 

4 

5 
) 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

~ 13 

14, 
15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

, 
'1> 

. All Fa thers (!!-Z04) 

Q'!estion nU1l1ber 

19 

4 

14 

12 

15 

20 

21 

1 

2 

5 
v 

10 

13 

18 

6 

7 

j 

8' 

16 

17 

9 

11 

Frequency of agreement .ill.. 

96.5 

86.4 

80.4 

74.9 

70.8 

66.-3 

60.4 

59.3 

'J7.6 

50.7 

50.0 

46.5' 

45.3 

40.4 

36.8 

25.0 , 
22.3 

21.3 

17.1 

1.0 

-----..-----._----------._----------_._------------------

/ 

---~--_.~_. _.----'-_ .. _-----_._---------------

" 
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APPENDIX V (corltinued) 

----------------------,-.------------------------ " 

AlI WestlllCunt Park respondents (N-387 ) 
, j 

'1 
( 

Rank Question nUlIIber Freq.uency .2f Agreement ill - \ 

1 l\ 19 92.7 

2 4 90.9 

3 12 " 80.9 

4 14 78.8 

5· 15 73.6 

" \ 
6 20 70.0 

" "- '\ y, 21 68.9 

"" 8 " 2 65.9 

9 5 &3.8' 

10 1 61.8 
", 

11 10 53.9 

12 1l J " ... 50.5 

13 6 46.0 -- , -, 
14 18 1 '41.7 " 

15 3 38.1 

16 1 36.5 " '----" j 

17 8 23.7 

18· 16 21.1 

19 17 18.9 

20 9 
, 

'lS.3 
, , 

21 II 2.1 

- -- - -- '-

-- ~-~"'-_"'_t ,.~~ ~ .... _-~.--..~-_ .............. t---........ --•• -------------------



J 
98 

APPENDIX,V (continued) 
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APPENDIX V (eon tinued ) 

. 
----------------------------------------~-----------------------

Westmount Park Hochera (!:!.-Z20) 

Rank Question number Frequency ~ agreement fi 

4 95.3 

, 2 19 89.7 

3 1 12 80.1 

4 14 77.7 

5 15 73.0 

6 20 70.7 

1 2 68.1 
~/\ 

8 5 68.1 

9 21 ~ 65.2 

10 '1 60.2 

11, 10 56.6 

12 13 G 53.0 

13 
1

6 46.7 

14 3 38.9 

15 18 38.2 

16 7 35.5, 

17 8 24.2 

18 16 19.2 

19 17 16.7 .,. 

20 9 14.7 

21 11 2.8 
( 

-- --- .. 
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APPENDIX V (continùed) 

, 

----------------------------------------------. - . 

Laurenval Mothers (~-41 ) 

Rank Question number Frequency of agreement (~) 

1 12 92.7 

2 19 92.5 

3 20 87.8 

4 4 87.8 

<, 5 15 80.5 
v 

6 14 78.0 
" 

7 13 58.5 

8 2 51.2 

9 5 51.2 

10 10 48.7 
\ 

11 21 46.2 

12 1 43.9 

13 3 42.1 

14 7 41.0 
i , 

15 6 34.1 ' 

16 18 31.7 

17 17 19.5 
r:~ 

18 ~ 19.5 

~~:~'h '. 19 9 13.2 
" --' 

20 -, 16 10.3 

v 

C 
21 .11 9.8 

" 

---~/-·---
l 
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APPENDIX V (cont1nued) 

, Laurenval Fathers (B.-37 ) 

Rank Question number Frequency of agreemen,t ( %) 

l 19 94.6 

2 4 91.9 ", 
! 

3 14 82.9 

4 20 80.6 

5 15 .75.7 

6 12 70.3 

7 13 59.5 

8 5 56.8 

9 18 51.4 

10 1 50.0 

11 6 48.6 

12 2 47.2 

13 7 47.2 

14 3 37.8 

" IS 8 35.1 

16 21 30.6 

17 9 19.4 • 

18 16 19.4 

19 17 \ 19.4 
\ 
\ 

20 10 \ 15.9 ' 

21 Il 0.0 

(' 

-" ---- ~ __ ~~~W _____ ~._~"~"~'~~~-~-~"~'"~'~~'~~~~ ________ __ 
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APPEND\X VI 

\ 

Frequency of agreement with items by category for each sub-group. expressed 

1n percentages. 

C~aracteristics and identification. 

" , 
Parents wanc Co be involved in tbe idencification process but many feel they 
have insufficient experience and knowledge (Dectman & ColangeIo, 1980). 

-------------------------------------------------~--------------------------o .. 

1 . 1 
Item WSMT PK 1 WSMT PK LAURENVAL LAURENVAL 1 

1 1 HOTHERS 1 FATHERS 1 MOTHERS 1 FATHERS 1 
l " 1 1 1 1 1 

,4 e 
1 ---------------------------- 1---------'1-------1-------1---1---------- 1 
1 0 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1. It 1s the parents' res,pon- <lI 60.2 1 62.7 1 43.9 1 50.0 1 
1 sibility to identify a gHted .! 1 1 1 1 1 

1 child. 1 1 1 1 1 
1-------------------------------1---------1---------1-----------1-----------1 
1 2. ;1:' am familiar with the 1 68.1 1 62.0 1 51.2 1 47.2 / 1 
1 characterisitics of gHted 1 1 1 l, , 1 
~ children. 1 l '1 1 ~ 1 
I------------------------------I------r--I---------I-----------1-----------1 
1 3. Schools, noC parents, 1 38.9 1 36.6 1 42.1 1 37.8'> 1 
1 should ~dentify gifted chil- 1 1 1 1 1 
Idreu.* 1 1 1 1 j 

1------------------------------1---------1--------1-----------I--~-------I 

l' 4. Gifted children do not 1 95 .. 3 1 85.2 1 87.8 1 " 91.9 -- 1 
1 need special help because 1 1 l "" 1 1 
1 they can make it on their 1 1 1 1 1 
1 own.* 1 1 1 1 1 
1-------------------------------1---------1--------1-----------1-----------1 
1 5. Gifted children are not 1 68.1 1 57.8 1 51.'2 1 56.8 1 
1 aware of being different.* 1 1 1 1 1 
1------------------------------1---------1---------1-----------1-----------1 
1 12. l need more information 1 80.1 1 82.6 1 92.7 1 70.3' 1 
1 gn the characteristics of 1 1 1 1 l ' 

~:::=~~-~~=:~~~~~--------------~~----~~---------~-----------~--~-------~ 
"*This item underwent a reversaI in coding in the statistical 
"analysis. 

\' 

• 
.. 
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Family relationships 

Ross, A. o. (1979) states that the extent of the problem .depends on how 
different the chlld 1s from the ,other family members. The more different the 
child is the more intense the impact on the family. 

o \ \l 1 
Item WSMT PK WSMT ~K LAURENVAL LAURENVAL 1 

MOTHERS FATHERS MOT HERS FATHERS 1 

1 \, 1 1 1 1 10 
I~----------------------------I---------I---------I-----------�-----------� 
1 6. Gifted children need more 1 46.7 1 44.6 1 34.1 1 48.6 1 
1 parental attention than other 1 1 1 1 1 
1 children. 1 1 1 1 1 
1-------------------------------1---------1---------1-----------1-----------1 
17. There 1s a lot of competi- 1 35.5 1 38.9 1 41.0 1 47.2 1 
1 tion in our family. 1 1 1 1 1 
1 ------------------------------I---------I------~--I-----------I-----------1 
1 8. Gifted chlldren are more 1 24.2 1 22.8 1 19.5 1 35.1 1 
1 diff icult ta discipline than 1 1 1 1 1 
t Most chlldren. 1 1 1 1 1 
1-------------------------------1---------1---------1-----------1-----------1 
1 9. Sibling rivalry i8 more 1 14.7 1 16.6 r 13.2 1 19.4 1 
1 intense in my family than in 1 1 1 1 1 
1 other faml.lies. 1 1 1 1 1 
1-------------------------------1---------1---------1-----------1-----------1 
110. GHted children are dif- 1 56.6 1 51.8 1 48.7 1 45.9 1 
1 ferent fram other chlldren. 1 1 1 1 1 
1-------------------------------1---------1---------1-----------I~----------I 

f .1 'li. l feel threatened by my 1 2.8 1 1.2 1 9.8 1 0.0 1 
1 child' s abi 11 ty. 1 1 1 1 

\ . 
/~---_....-'"-\, 

j 

"~ 

------,---------~--_.------*._.*---------------------------------------
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Achievement. social and, athletic development 

-Parents are profoundly concerned and often anxious about a gifted child's 
achievement; parents want their child to maximize talents and reach their 
potential (Dettman & Colangelo, 1980). Ross, A. O. (1979) adds that parents 
feel their children have special needs in the areas of social and athletic 
development. 

1 
, Item WSMT PK WSHT PK LAURENV AL LAURENV AL 1 

MOTHERS FATHERS MOTHERS FATHERS 1 
l , 1 1 1 1 1 
1-------------------------------1---------�---------1-----------1-----------1 

/ 13. l am concernedrthat l do 1 53.0 1 47.9 1 58.5 1 59.5 1 
/ not provide )DY child with 1 l 1 1 1 
1 enough intellectual stimula- 1 1 1 1 1 
/ tion. 1 1 / 1 1 
/-------------------------------/---------1---------1-----------1-----------1 
/ 14. l provide my child with 1 - 77.7 1 80.7 1 78.0 1 82.9 1 
1 the appropriate educational 1 1 1 1 1 
/ opportunities. 1 1 1 1 1 
l----------------------------~--I---------I---------I-----------I----------~I 
1 15. l am satisfied with my 1 73.0 1 74.7 1 80.5 1 75.7 1 
1 child's social development. 1 1 1 1 1 
1-------------------------------1---------1---------1-----------1-----------1 
1 16. l am concerned that my 1 19.2 1 23.0 1 10.3 1 19.4 1 
1 child does not participate in 1 1 1 1 1 
1 athletic actlvlties. 1 1 1 1 1 

) 

, 
-
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Parent/School relationship 

1 
Item WSMT PK WSMT PK LAURENVAL LAURENVAL 1 

MOTHERS FATHERS MOTHERS F ATliERS 1 
1 1 1 1 1 

---------~---------------------I---------I---------I-----------I~----------I 
17. l am unsure what my raIe 1 16.7 1 21.7 1 19.5 1 19.4 1 
is in my child's education. 1 1 1 1 1 

-------------------------------1---------1---------1-----------1-----------1 
18. The school is responsible 1 38.2 l "45.4 1 31.7 1 51.4 1 
for my child's education. 1 1 1 1 

-------------------------------1---------1---------1----------- -----------1 
19. It is my responsibility 1 89.7 1 96.9 1 92.5 94.6 1 
ta fill in the gaps that the 1 1 1 1 
school misses. 1 1 1 1 

-------------------------------1---------1---------1----------- -----------1 
1 20. l find it easy ta app- 1 70.7 1 68.7 1 87.8 80.6 1 
1 roach my child's school. 1 1 1 1 
1-------------------------------1---------1---------1----------- -----------1 
1 21. l am always looking for 1 65.2 1 74.5 1 46.2 30.6 1 
1 the right school for my 1 1 l '1 
1 child. 1 1 1 1 
--------------------------------I------~-------------------------------------\ 

\ 

, 

1 
'\ 

- - -------- ... 


