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GIFTED CHILBDREN: Their Relative Levels
N
of Scholastic Achievement and Interests;

\
Teachers'! Views on\Their Educational Needs

by FRIEDA PAINTER

ABSTRACT

The study compares the attainments and other characteristics of
73 Gifted and 64 Average-Bright Control primary schoolchildren, selected
on the basis of a Stanford-Binet Intélligence Scale score of 140 and over,
and 130 and under; also of two Sub~Groups obtaining I.Q. 160 and over,
and 120 and under. Questionnaires were designed for and completgd by
the sample pupils, their parents and teachers in respect of physical,
eduéa¥ional and social development, and home interests. A fourth
questionnaire, requesting the views of 149 Head Teachers of primary
schools on the educatidnal needs of children in the top 1% - 2% of

intellectual ability, was distributed with the assistance of the Chief

Education Officer in a separate geographical areae '

The methodology used in the study is described. The major result
found is that for many of the comparisons made the levels of attainment '
of the Control Group and the Low I.Qe. Sub=Group, relative to théir
measured ability, are higher than thosé recorded for the Gifted Groupse.
The questionnaires completed for the sample pupils show greater variations
in levels of attainment and in width of interests for the Gifted as
compared with the Control Group. The teachers originally nominated 15%
of the Giftted sample as Controls and classified only 27% as having an
attainmen¥ level one year or morevabove the class average. The majority
view of 80% of the separate group of Head Teachers circulated was that

gifted children had special needs which could be catered for in primary

schoolse




Teacher and parent nomination has produced a biased sample of
gifted children as in other studies. This might be avoided by a random
‘selection of schools and group test screening of all pupils. No
attainment tests have been found specifically for testing the achievement
levels of children of I.Q. 140 and over. In seeking the views of Head

Teachers bias was avoided as all schools were oirculated in the area

concerned, ...

October 1975.




CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The paucity of information on the situation of intellectually
'gifted' children, through the absence of any comprehensive British
study as regards their distribution in primary schools and their

academic and social needs, has resulted in a lack of discussion based
on research findings and consequently little illumination both to
assist the practising teacher and the Local BEducation Anthorities
regarding the educational requirements of this category of children.
An empirical need was seen for the collection of data relating to
'gifted' children during the course of work in a voluntary capacity
for the National Association for Gifted Children in Britain from the

period of its foundation in 1967. Educational research, at any time,

is fraught with problems>of definition and measurement but when dealing
with the highly intelligent the unknown delineations are even greater.
Accordingly, since the difficulties involved .n studying 'gifted?
children are so considerable, the only contribution this modest project
can make is to high-~light some.aspects of children in the top one +o %wo
per cent of the intelligencé continuum in their school enviromment. The

work was undertaken in sgpite of the problems involved because it was felt

to be of importance. Great talents, in whatever field, may reach

7.h»._ .




of great importance, breadth, complexity and difficulty. Its aim is

to give some form to the actual problems of research at the higher end

of the intelligence continuum by studying a group of highly intellectual .
pupils‘in comparison with a second group of average-bright children.

It is believed, too, that it will assist in showing some of the
possibilities of carrying out future work with tgifted! children and
indicate within this field possible areas of‘study which might reward

investigatione

Talents vary in type and since the amount possessed by individuals
différé‘there is no clear-cut line of demarcation between talented
children and others - yet if two individuals are compared, the one
well—endowed with a particular ability and the second peréohrpossessing
such attribute only to a limited extent, the difference between them is
revealedo The selected feature to be studied here will be that of high
intellectual ability since, without denying the importance of the
contributions made by other gifts, it is believed that those children
capable of depth and quality in thought have an important role to play

in our complex technological periode.

For the purpose of this study, the term 'gifted' will be applied
4o those children able to score an intelligence quotient of 141 or more
on the Terman-Merrill (1960) Revision of the Stanford-Binet Intelligence
Scalee It has been decided not to adopt the wider view of talents
which is embraced_in reCent‘yo:gs in the United States (Torrance, 1971;

French, 1964) and in this country (Ogilvie, 1973; Hitchfield, 1973)




statistical reliability and validity is more open to question at the
extreme upper end of the distribution of ability than at the more
intermediate levels. Tests have been selected for use here on the basis
that they are at least well-established and well-recognised so they are
likely to be more acéeptable as instruments for the purpose of obtaining

approximate mental measurements for pupils of superior intelligencee.

Recent Literature: British work includes that undertaken by Bridges (1969)

who refers to low parental expectations of 'gifted' children leading to
péor habits of worke He has found that they might set themselves a
's4int ! sufficient to satisfy the adult world but which allowed them to
'coast' without making any great effort. He considered that under—
_achievement was present when a bright child had powers much in excess of
those he was called upon to use in school. Ogilvie (1973) studied the
attitudes of teachers and repprts thét a section of them believed a
: proportion'of 'gifted' children passed through school unrecognised, that
some anti-intellectualism was present in schools'and that low expectations
wére probably a powerful brake on the rate at which the children progressed.
The latter conclusion appears to be supported by Tempest's experiment with
fifteen pupils with a mean I.Q. 130 (WISC) (1971, 1974) who showed the
levels of attainment which might be reached by highly-intellectual children

and provided for the production of work cards for use by teachers.

litchfield (1973) in her study of 'gifted' children, drawn from the 1958
Cohort of 17,000 births, shows under-achievement by 11.4% of those with

I.Q's. 130 and over (WISC)e
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14% of his age as compared with unselected children but that he was

'48% of his age above the norm in intelligence. Teking the 34%, the
difference between these two values, he commented that from one point

of view it might be said that "the gifted child is under-promcted to

the extent of 34% or approximately one-~third of his age'. He recognised
that %here were other considerations to be taken into account but
continued, '"as far as mere ability to accomplish, it will be shown

. that some two~thirds of the under-promotion found with this group is
unjustified". Finding that the gifted group scored more highly on
General Knowledge than other school subjects, Terman surmises that this
is "prbbably due to the fact that the child's stock of information is
more dependent upon intellectual initiative and less upon formal school
instruction", Terman's research shows that the teachers under—estimated
the children's levels of achievement. Subsequent follow-ups showed that
the intellectual superiority of the children had been maintained, the

ma jority remaining close to the 99th percentile of the generality in
mental ability. This was found to be true of those who did not go
beyond .igh School as weli as for those who were candidates for advanced
degrees, The report continues, "the data indicate not only do the
mentally superior hold their own, but they actually increase in

intellectual capacity".

Pegnatc and Birch shed light on the comparative reliability of

methods of identification of gifted children. They found that teachers'

10



The research project undertaken by Jarbe has points of similarity
to the present .study both in its design and its findings, although it
does not specifically investigate the children's standards of attainment
relative to their measured potential and it refers to the American scene.
'"The study compared 65 paired children in two groups, one composed of
highly-gifted-and the other of moderately-gifted children in respect
ot 1) the presence and extent of educational differences; 2) their

personal characteristics and adjustments; 3) their family background.
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The aims of this study have becn limited by the small resources
available as well as by the imperfect nature of the tests. The purpose

of this project has been to:-

1) identify a group of 25 gifted infants and 25 gifted juniors
in primary schools and for them to be paired by control
children of average ability.

2) compare standards of scholastic attainment by the two
groups relative to their measured ability.

3) obtain and compare data relating to the physical
characteristics, social relationships, interests and
background of the two groups in order to give a generalised
picture of features of %he two groups, primarily in the
school setting,.

4) seek the opinions of the head teachers of all the primary
schools in a selected Local Education Authority area as
regards the existence of gifted children in their échools

and whether or not they consider them to have special needs,

II  METHODOLOGY

The methodology used in the pfoject has involved the following:—
1) The discovery of the sample of 'gifted' children and the
selection of the corresponding pairing'controls, and
obtaining permission for their participation in the study.
2)  'The selection of appropriate tests for:-

(a) assessment of the intellectual potential of the sample pupils,




poteﬁfial.

3) Examination of each child with an individual intelligence test
and the use and scering of group attainment tests in Reading,
English and Mathemetics; Reletive values were calculated from-
the scores obteined for the purpose of making a comparison of
the measures recorded of the relative abilities and attainments
of ihe two groups bf children.

.4)- The deeign of‘three questionmnaires for completion by the sample
children themeelves, their parents and teachers as regards
selected features relating to the pupils, theirvscholastie

environment and their preferred activities in school and at

i

home;l the collection of the completed forms and their examihation
for patterns in the replies and noteworthy differences and
similarities in the ahseeis given for the two groups, whether
"between the responses of the children themselves, their parente
or theip teachers.
5) The design of a questiegnei£e~§qgressed to primary school head
| teachers of one Local Education Authority area regarding the
gifted childienvin their schools - a random 10% of the forms to
be completed during the course of a personal interview with the
ead Teacher and the investigator, the remaining 90% being sent
by poste. The subsequent examination of the replies received
vf:om the ilead Te;cher to discern to what extent they believed gifted

children were present in their schools and the measures they

;,i,iiﬂmiiconsiderediappnopriatemtowheetmtheirueducaiionalmneeds,.uvn~mmw e o




An assessment of the children's intellectual potential was made
on the Stanford—3inet Intelligence Scale by one of three independent
psychologistse. A measure of the pupils'® levels of scholastic
attainment was obtained by the use of the N.F.E.R. tests .in Reading,
English and Mathematics, and also by teachers' ratings of the relative
levels of the sample children's classwork by comparison with the
average standards of attainment of the main body of pupils in the

same school classes.

IIT THE SAMPLE

For the purposes of this study 174 children, 116 boys and 58 girls,
were tested, or a pre-exiéting test score was obtained for them, on the
Terman—-Merrill Intelligence Scale (1960) Revision.  The procedure
adopted was to obtaiﬁ the nomination of a gifted child and then to seek
a pairing céntrol pupil in the same school class. TFigure 2/1 gives

the distribution of I.Q's obtained.

The Gifted Group: 97 children were nominated as probably having an

I.Q. of 140 or over, of whom 61 have been included in the present sample.
At the time of their inclusion the pupils were aged from 5 yrs. Tme to
11 yrs. 8m. and the group consisted of 32 infants and 41 juniors.  The
children were not selected from a particular year—group because of the
expected scarcity of children in +the top 2% of intellectual ability and
the consequential increase in the number of schools it would have been

'necessary to visit to discover the requisite number of pupils.

The children initially included in the sample were those of members

e,

of the National Association for Gifted Children and agreement for a

iéﬁiid:élpéffiéiﬁé%idh was sought and obtained from +he child's parents

14 )



FIGURE 2/1
DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL OF 174 INTELLIGENCE
QUOTIENTS OBTAINED ON STANFORD-BINET SCALE
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and subsequeptly'from the school. Some parenfs were reluctant to give
permission for the school to be contacted lest by taking the initiative
in allowing their off-spring to be included among a sample of gifted
children resentment was céused at the school, which in turn, might be
reflected in the teacher's treatment of their child. Reassurance was
given to them on this issue and although it became apparent that in a
.minority of cases a state of tension did exist between the parents and

the school, in no case was consent with-held.  The parents werc asked




10
{o complete a questionnaire addressed to themselves and were assured
that all the completed questionnaires would be treated in strict
confidence and that no information they gave would be passed to the
'school; nor would any comments made by the school be conveyed in the
reverse direction. A guarantee was given that strict anonymity would
be observed concerning all those who participated in the study. The
_children's attendance during the discussions was avoided as it was

considered to be undesirable.

TABLE 2/1 SOURCES OF NOMINATIONS QOF GIFTED CHILﬁREN

Nomination by:- SAMPLE TOTAL
Included Not Included

Parents 13 8 21
“'eachers 37 16 : 53
Psychologists 12 - 10
isc. 1 - 1
TOTAL . 61 24 85

Several Child Guidance Clinics and.individual psychologists were
gsked to nominate gifted children, and as a result ten children were
included in the sample after the parents had agreed and had given
permission for thé relevant intelligence test scores-to be made available

for this purpose. Tahle 2/1 shows the nominating agents of.the 85

randidate gifted children.

As the Stanford-Binet Intelligence quotients were of fundamcntal

importance for this project and would involve scores over two standard

PR
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11
deviations from the mean, it was decided this testing should be
undertaken independently. For over half the gifted and over three—
quarters of the Control children the examination was conducted by
Mr. M.Argent, from thc Department of Psychology at Imperial College,
the remainder of the sample being tested by two other expcrienced
psychologists. With isolated exceptions the testing was conducted
in the children's schools and in most cases the pairs consisting of
one gifted and one control child were eiamined by the same psychologist.

FIGURE 2/2 85 CHILDREN NOMINATED AS GIFTED
DISTRIBUTION OF I.Qs. (Stanford-Binet)

No. of children

17
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15
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13
12
11
10

9

N WAooy~ @

T.Q

96-100
101-105
106-110
111-115
116-120
121125
126-130
131-135
136-139
140-144
150-154
155-159
160-164
165-169

170

145-149

Figure 2/2 shows the distribution of the I.Qs. obtained for the

85 candidate gifted children: 22 pupils were omitted as they failed to




12
regch the 140 cut-off point, three gaining an I.Q. of between 110-119
and one an I.Q. of 100. Two children with I.Qs. of 140 and 165 were
excluded as their‘schools were unwilling to co-operate and this
precluded the selection of a suitable control child to make the pair.

The distribution of these 24 children is shown in Figure 2/3.

FIGURE 2/3 DISTRIBUTION OF I.Q@s. of 24 CANDIDATES
GIFTED CHILDREN EXCLUDED FROM SAMPLE

o. of 8]
ohildren7

N WA o

The Schools: A description of the project and a request for their

co—operation was made to the ‘lead Teachers of the schools named by the

parents during a personal visit by the investigator. Most of the Heads
enquired why their school had been selected for inclusibn in the. study

and were interested to know that a candidate gifted pupil attended for

whom the parents had already given permission for participation in the

18



project. he request made to the school was for the Teachers'
Questionnaire to be completed for the child concerned, it being made
clear that no information from the form would be conveyed to the
parents, and similarly, that comments on the Parents' Questionnaire
would not be passed to the school. The great majority of the Heads
were quite willing to co-operate in this way. othing further was

asked from the first few schools approached and the interview

terminated with an expression of appreciation for the school's

co—operation. During the discussion, almost without exception the
Heads expressed interest in the study, a number of them remarking that

investigation was needed into the progress of the brighter children.

As the research proceeded, it was necessary to ask the schools

for more extensive co-operation as follows:—

1) To select a pairing contro} child of average ability who
matched the gifted pupil for:-— |
(1) Sex,
(ii) Same school class teacher and/or teaching unit,
(iii) Similar social status of parents,
(iv) Comparable economic background,

°

(v) Chronological age.

2) To obtain the control child's parents' permission for their
off-spring's participation in the study.

3) To despatch the rélevant questionnaire to the parent with an
envelope addressed to the author for the form's return. This
procedure enabled the completed questionnaire to be received
without its contents being communicated to the school and

relieved the éuthor of direct contact with those parents

involved through the school.
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4) To allow the psychologist to £est the children concerned at
school.
5) To permit the researcher to gi.vle the children the apprbpria.te

YFPER attainment testse.

Fifteen of the nineteen schools approached via the parents of
presumed gifted children agreed to this procedure, both the :lead
Teachers and their staffs being most co-operative, In six cases the
lHeads expressed surprise at the names of the candidate gifted pupils
and in seven schools one or more additional children were nominated,

the candidature of whom was accepted without hesitation.

‘A standard letter was sent to all the parents whose children were
to be invited to participate in the project, no indication Eeing given
that the study was concerned specifically with gifted children so that
it was unnecessary to say whether a pupil was to be included as‘one of
the gifted or pairing children. Similarly, no distinction was made

between the two groups of children during the testing.

Ten schools were contacted as a result of an initial introduction
from a teacher and the procedure was similar to that already outlined.
Of these, two wére infant schools suggested by the [eads of the Junior
Schools with which they were associated; two other Junior Schools into
which pupils had passed from the feeder infant school before testing
had been completed; one was contacted through a lecturer in higher
education and one — sited in the Midlands — was introduced through the

good offices of a primary school head in that area.

The Local Child Guidaﬁcé Clinic was the channel through which the
link was established for four schools and a fifth, in Wales, was involved

through the good auspices of a psychologist. This latter school, and

20
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the one in the Midlands, were the only ones in which the work was not
carried out personally by the researcher. Three*schools were named
by a local branch of the Mational Association for Gifted Children and.

three were already known to the investigator.

Altogether 40 primary schools were contacted of which 33 co-operated
fully; in addition three secondary schools as sample children passed

into them before completing all the tests and worked these during the

-

first weeks of the Autumn term.

Seven primary schools visited, situated in six different Local
Authority areas, declined to participate. In two of these, where a
gifted pupil was already known, the ileads agreed to éo—operate but
permission for them to do so was withheld by their Local Education
Office. Elsewhere, a Head Teacher agreed to participate providing all.
the pupils were involved in any ocne school class but would not agree
to the selection of two or four children according to the specified
requirements of this research._ Since the resources available Wefe
not sufficient to fulfii this condition, the school's offer had regrettably
t0 be declined. In a further school the Head agreed fo,complete the
Teachers! Questionnaire buﬁ was not willing to select a pairing pupil.

The parents of this child were among those early involved and the

Terman-Merrill test had already been given at home before the school was

contacted; the pupil was not included in the sample as there was no
pairing child. A similar situation arose in another area with a further
pupil. Here the Head expressed strong opposition to the whole concept

of the research study; it was the only school where such a view was

stated among the total of 43 approached.

The Head Teachers of two of the participating schools changed while

the field-work was in progress. In one the new Head expressed willingness

21
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to continue with the project and like his predecessor rendered all

possible help.

In the second, the new :lead Teacher refused even to

grant the researcher an interview although work with children in the

school was in progress and information regarding it had been passed on

by the previous Head. In this case arrangements were made for the

children to work the remaining attainment tests in the home of one of

the participants.

The above procedures resulted in 61 gifted children being included

in the sample,

The Control Group:

The thirty-three participating schools nominated

98 control children between them, the form of whose involvemer+ is shown

in Table 2/2.

The distribution of.the I.Qs. gained by.the 89 chfldren

who were tested (nine omitted, see Table 2/2), is given in Figure 2/4. .

DISTRIBUTION OF I.Qs. OF 89 CONTROL

CHILDREN NOMINATED AS OF AVERAGE ABILITY

FIGURE 2/4
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FIGURE 2/5 13 NOMINEES EXCLUDED FROM CONTROL GROUP
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The high I.Q. values scored by a large proportion of the pupils
selected by their teachers as of average ability was unexpected. Thirteen
éhildrgn shown in Figure 2/5 gaining I.Qs. from 131-139 inclusively were
excluded from the sample so as to increase the contrast Between the two
groups. Twelve Ex~Control children.obtained an 1.Q. of over 140 and
accordingly have been included in the gifted sample; thé distribution of

their I.Qs. is shown separately in Figure 2/6.

TABLE 2/2 COMPOSITION OF GROUP OF 98 NOMINATED
CONTROL CHILDREN
E.
Nominated Controls in sample erserseeeessevevsesessssresnee 55
Nominated Controls scoring I.Q. 130-139 (inclusive)
- Not included in SamPle seveeecovoesesees 13
Replacement Controls in SAMPLE sueeecessescononvenconnonn. .. 9
Controls not tested as candidate gifted partner below
. - . ‘ ‘I.Q. 140 cut-off p01n’t LA AN N N I I BN RN e Y 9
Ex-Controls included in gifted BAMPlE  ceevvsvccecvovscecsss 12
- [¥Control excluded as rairing candidate gifted I.Q.
) . Score below 140 .........I............... l
TOTAL 99

- '* Not tested
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FIGURE 2/6 I.Q. DISTRIBUTION OF 12 EX-CONTROL GIFTED
CHILDREN
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Replacement Control pupils were sought, for the twenty-five
excluded by fﬁrther visits to the schools concerned. A'pairing control
child was not found for a number of the Ex-Control children but it was
considered important to retain the latter as they had been discovéfed
éccidentally. Mfﬁé; was a replacement partner.found for several other

gifted-children already in the sample who were retained. As a result

73 gifted and 64 control children have been included in the study. The

mean I.Q. for the control group is 116 and not 100 as intended.

The happenings in three schools are recounted asexamples of those

which led to this position.

The participation of two pairs of children in an infant school had

been agreed but when the psycﬁdlogist tested the proposed control pupils

e 24
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both obtained I.Qs. above the 140 cut—off point, one obtaining an I.Q.

of 1]O+. Before further testing could be undertaken the children moved
to the Junior School where ‘the head was subsequently approached. ‘lere,
thé reéﬁéét was only for four control children to be selected from the
school classes into which the four gifted children hgd been placed.

‘pon festing, one of the four pupils so nominated scored above 1.Q, 140
and was transferred to the gifted group. The head was then asked to
provide two more control children. The final position was that five
pairs of children haﬁe been included in the sample, drawn from two school

classes. Mo attempt was made to find other gifted children in this school.

A similar situation arose where the testing was undertaken by a
different psychologist in the second school. Four pairs of children
were nominated but when the children were tested on the Stanford-linet
it was found.that one of the gifted children obtained an I.Q. of only
128 while the pairing control child scored 143. Accordingly, the two
children were changed round and added to the appropriate groups. In
a second pair, the control child scored in the 130s. and”a replacement
pupil was requégted. When this latter child was tested he obtained
an I.Q. of 146 so that he too was added to the gifted group and the liead
was asked for two more control children. There were no more children
available in the school class who matched on all the pairing points so
a child was included_of a different sex. This was the only occasion

when the sexes were mixed in the pairing arrangements.

In the third school there were two pairs of children, one of whom
had already been shown to be gifted. When the psychologist tested the

"~ remaining ‘three all obtained I.Qs. in the 130s. The school was askad

25
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fo find -a replacement control c£ild for the known gifted-pupil - this
lafter child obtained an I.Q. of 141 and became one of the Ex-Controls
in the gifted group. It was not possible to obtain further replacement
control partners as term had ended and the éhildren from this classr;Ould

be dispersed into various secondary schools the following term. The

I.Q. distribution of the 137 children included finally in the éample is

shown in Figure 2/7.

FIGURE 2/7 I.Q. DISTRIBUTION OF GIFTED AND CONTROL GROUPS
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The complications that ensued as a result of participation in this

study involved some of the schools in far more extensive and protracted

arrangements than had originally been anticipated. " The tremendous

contribution that has been made to this work by the patience and unlimited

help given by the schools is worthy of special note.
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Chronological Age of Sample:

at the time of their inclusion are shown in Figure 2/8, the mean for the

-21 -
The final numbers for the sample are:~-

Glfted Group: Boys 00000049 ) — 73
Girls 0000024 )

Control Group: Boys seeeeedl ) 64
Girls' X XY 023 )

Thé pupils were drawn from a total roll of approximately 8,500 but the
search for gifted children was not exhaustive among this school population

and it is to be expected that there were other gifted children among them

who were not-identified..

v Gifted. Group being 8 yrse 6me and for the Control‘Gfoup 8 yrse. 8 me

'FIGURE 2/8 CHRONOLOGICAL AGE DISTRIBUTION OF 131

CHILDREN IN~ SAMPLE

CHRONOLOGICAL AGE NO. OF CHIIDREN
IN YEARS/MONTHS ‘

5.9 = 5.11

GIFTED
CONTROL

6.0 = 6.11

7.0 - T.11

8.0 - 8.11

9.0 —.9.11

The chronological ages of the-sample children =~~~

©10.0 - 10.11

11.9 »
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Parental Occﬁpations: Information regarding parental occupations wag

not found to be reédily available from the schools as in_spme cases the
lilcad T'cachers were hesitant to subply it or the school record was often
Qague and gave no indication of the responsibility level involved while
in one school details were said to be unknown as the schqol did not
require the information. Where occupations wére supélied the current
blurring of social class distinctions and the emergence of new skills
and areas of technical knowledge has made it difficult to categorise the
positions held. Notwithstanding the foregoing an attempt has been made
in Figure 2/9 to show the socio—~economic background of the sample using
the Standard Classification of occupations adopted by David Glass.

IF'IGURE 2 SOCIAL CATEGORIES OF SAMPLE PARENTAL
OCCUPATIONS ON GL315S'S STANDARD CLASSIFICATION

OCCUPATIONAL - GIFTED GROUP CONTROL GROUP
CATEGORY

1. High Admin.
& Prof.

2. Managerial :
& Exec. 24 - ' e o %

3. Inspectorial

& Supervis. . ‘ . —
Higher Grade 13 s

4. Inspectorial
& Supervis. .
Lower Grade , t 8

"5, Skilled Man.
& Routine
Nor -Manual

nf |
w

Manual

bk
n

T. Unskilled
Manual

No Information

—t

18”7 19
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An attempt was made to increase the number of working—class
children_in the sample by the inclusion of two schools catering mainly
for such pupils. Four children were nominated gifted in one school,
including a pupil who was a disciplinary problem (he participated with
zeal in the research tests) but all scored I.Qs. of oniy between 125
and 129, An opportunity was taken to involve a school in an industrial
area and arrangements were made with the Local Child Guidance Clinic to
test one pair of children. The psychologist assessed the candidate
gifted child as having an I.Q. of 100 and cémmented in his report:-

"I am at a loss to discover why this child was thought to be

of superior intellectual function, except perhaps that he is

a conforming and rather polite boy in a school where such
children are at a premium".

Sample Distribution in Schools: The sample was distributgg)among the

participating schools as shown in Table 2/3 from which it can be seen

that there is a large variation in the number of children contributed

per school.

TABLE 2/3 ~ SPREAD OF SAMPLE AMONG PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS

No. of Sample Children No. of Schools

Contributed Contributing
15 - 16 Ceerevevessssscesssenvereresnranaents 1
L -
11 - 12 Ceeenseseessesctesererers s et eanenes -
9 - 10 Pecesveesveeseeveesecesararersanconee’ 1
7- 8 Ceveeeesesvaccotseseeseres st eaaaanene 3
5- 6 N I e 7
3~ 4 Gt eceseseseseasescrrrcrcnt ateasnnnns 7
L o 2 eveiececcctecnieeserernccacesecnsnns 10
None - ° R R R I R 2
$;E;I_T§7 Total 31

"~ [ Note: Wo. of schools two less than
33 involved as pupils changed schools.
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Table 2/4 shows the status of the rarticipating schools!

organisation.

Voluntéry Controlled Schools were included in the study.

TABLE“EZQ

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS

BY SCHOOL STATUS

Both Protestant and Catholic Voluntary Aided and

School Status No. of | No. of Gifted| No. of Control | Approx. Yo.
Schools Children Children on Roll

County Pr.Sch. 27 60 51 6,770

Voluntary Aided

or Controlled: ,

(i) Protestant 4 8 8 790

(ii) Catholic 2 5 : 5 440
TOTAL 33 73 64 8,000

estimate.

The urban or rural setting of the schools is shown in Table 2/5.
About the same proportion of gifted children relative to the number of

schools participating, were identified in the rural as in the urban areas.

TABLE 2 SETTING OF PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS
Setting: No. of No. of Gifted No. of Control
v Schools in Sample Children
Urban or 27 : 63 55
suburban
Semi~Rural 4 6 -5
Rural 2 4 4
TOTAL 33 73 64

The sizes of the participating schools and the numbers of gifted

children identified in them is shown in Table 2/6. No screening device

was adopted aimed at identifying all the gifted children in a P5rti9Pi§r..

e it e e e et ey e o e

schooi, with one exception.

30
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TABLE 2/6 SIZE OF PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS AND
NUMBER OF GIFTED CHILDREN IDENTIFIED

No. of | School Total|No. in Sample | No. of (Gifted | Ratio: Nom.
Schools Pupil Roll|Pupil{Gifted Control| in Sample Gifted/Roll
Roll Teacher Nom.
2 0-100 152 4 4 2 1: 76
6 101-200 (1,051} = 8 8 7 1 : 150
16 201-300 4,179 47 43 23 1: 181
5 301-400 |1,820 6 5 1 : 1820
2 Over 400 806 8 4 5 1 : 161
TOTALS -
31 8,008{ 73 64 38
Note: No. of schools two less than 33 involved &s pupils
changed schools.

IV TEST PROCEDURES

Stanford—Binet Intelligence Test: The 1960 Terman-Merrill Revision of

the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale has been adopted as the instrument
for measuring the children's ability since it is well-recognised; it is
a measure of general rather than specific performance and has been used

for previous studies of gifted children.

Table 2/7 shows the conditions under which the intelligence values
were obtained. 60 gifted and 64 control children were examined for
general ability solely for the purposes of this study over a period of
eighteen months. Fifty-five of the gifted sample and all.64 control
children were tested in school. Pive children were tested at home ofi
whom twé were among the early parent-nominees examined for giftedness

before their schools were approached while for the other fhree it was

31
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because of the scaool vacation. These five examinations were carried
out by two of th: psychologists involved in-the main testing programme.
Pre-existing tes: scores were obtained for thirteén of the gifted group,

details are given in the 'note' to Table 2/7.

. TABLE 2 MANNER IN WHICH STANFORD-BINET
INTELLIGENCE SCORES OBTAINED

IQ Score Obtained: Gifted Group Control Group
At home ' 5 -
At school 55 64
Previous score 13 -
utilised
TOTAL 73 64

Note: 13 test figures obtained as follows:-
6 from psychologists who performed main testing in this study.

4 from Educ. Psy. attached to four different Child Guidance Clinics.

3 from two consultant psychologists.

Simplex Group Intelligence Test Screening: __Scpeening on the Simplex

Test was carried out in one junior school. The head requested the class

teachers to nominate candidates for inclusion in the gifted group and a
pairing con‘rol child of average ability. Where there was doubt as to
which pupil to select both children were included in the screening group
which finally totalled 31, the pupils being drawn from most of the school's
classes. The test was given to the selected children as a group, no

distinction being made between them according to their candidature as

gifted or control children.
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‘'he results of the Simplex screening in relation to the
Stanford~-"iinet score are given in Figure 2/10 for the nine children
tested on both instruments. The continuous spread of the IQ.scores
was unexpected as the pupils had been chosen as being of either

superior or of average intelligence, The number of control children

FIGURE 2/10 COMPARISON OF I.Q. SCORES OF 9 CHILDREN
ON_TERMAN-MERRILL AND SIMPLEX INTELLIGENCE SCALES

TISRMAN-MJSRRILL
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classified by their class teachers as of average ability who scored
1Qs in the 120s and 130s was surprising. Althoﬁgh there were large
discrepancies between the intelligence quotients from the Simplex and
the subsequent Stanford-Binet examination, the group test aided the

selection of children to be tested individually.

Attainment Tests: A series of National Foundation of Educational

Research untimed English and Mathematics tests and a Reading test
were used, all of which were given by the investigator with the
exception of those to the two pairs of chiidren in Wales and the
fidlands. The booklets were worked under standard test cqnditions
and were subsequently marked by the investigator. Table 2/8 shows
the distribution of the completed tests. | A greater number of

scripts were worked by the gifted as compared with the control

TABLE 2/8 MARKED ATTATNMENT TESTS
Test Title Number Worked by:~ Unused TOTAL
Gifted Control Scripts No.
ENGLISH
Reading Test 'A’ 17 15 12 ' 44
English A.2 32 34 10 ) 76
" B.2 17 11 4 32
" c.2 13 8 13 34
" D.2 18 13 10 41
" E.2 5 1 2 8
" F.3 1 - - —~
MATHEMATICS
Basic Maths 'A' (oral)] 32 30 14 76
" " IB' " 12 lo - 22
" " 1o 31 17 7 45
Maths 'DE! 25 14 11 50
" PG 10 2 2 ‘ 14
Secondary Maths 1 - - 1
TOTAL ‘ 204 155 85 444

34
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pupils since:-

(1) There were 73 gifted and only 64 control children,

(2) Where gifted children obtained a raw score three points
or less than the maximum obtainable, they worked

additional tests intended for older children,

The 73 unused scripts were those completed by pupils subsequently

excluded from the sample for reasons previously mentioned (p.ll &

p.18).

V___ QUESTIONNAIRES

The questionnaires were distributed in the participating scho;ls;
the parents' questionnaires for appropriate forwarding together with
a stamped addressed envelope for the return of the completed form direct
to the investigator, and the teachers' questionnaires for completion by
either the head or class teacher, in respect of the sample pupils. The
children's questibnnairgs were completed by the children while at school.
The investigator supervised the junior pupils' completion of their forms
and normally conducted individual structured interviews with the infants
to obtain their answers - exceptionally and alternativeiy the teacher

aided an infant. A digest of the views expressed in the questionnaires

will be found in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS 1 — INTELLIGENCE AND ATTAINMENT TESTS
NULL HYPOTHESES

The Null Hypotheses tested were that, in respect of performances
in Reading, English and Mathematics:- .

'There is no significant difference between the mean

values obtained for the relationships between the levels
of ability and performance of the gifted group and those
of the control group of children, according to the iests

used’,
The fore-going hypotheses have been tested as:—

(a) a ratio between mental age and educational age —
subsequently to be referred to as the "achievement

ratio" ,

(b) a difference between mental age and educational age -
subsequently to be referred to as the "index of achievement',

The sample groups tested were:-

(i) The entirety of those parts of the sample groups who
worked each of the individual NFER tests (subsequently
to be known as the 'Main Group') in Reading, English
or .athematics, taken separately.

(i1) As for (i) but in respect of two sub-groups of the

. samples only, consisting of those of the gifted
group obtaining an I.Q. of 160 or over, and of the
Control Group 120 or under — subsequently to be known
as the 'High IQ Sub-Group' and the 'Low 1@ Sub-Group',

(iii)For the Main Groups for.each of the combined English
and llathematics, the test series being taken as a unit.

(iv) 4s for (iii) but for the High and Low Sub-Groups only.
(v) Three sub-groups of the gifted group distinguished
according to the manner of their nomination, separate

consideration being given to the values obtained on
each of the NFER tests used.

The data upon which the above have been tested were derived from

the children's performances according to the Stanford-Binet Intelligence

1—;.»—:!213.3'9.—_,.&:}41_41\-;_1.“&}3‘5;U““ '}.Ti‘ﬁuef HPOT tHe Wﬁéﬁ&ar&ise&{;aﬁi es—. . For- e
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each of the groups mentioned and in respect of both methods of
examination, the distribution of the achievement quotients and indices
have been compared by obtaining 't' ratios. The calculations have

been carried out by computer at Hatfield Polytechnic.

TEST RESULTS

Reading and English - Mental Age to Educational Age

The Reading test was given to the younger infants as some of the
control children were unable to obtain a séofe on the English A.2 test.
The published tables for Reading Ages had to be, extrapolated as the
tests were designed for 1lst year juniors, resulting inAén'iﬁcfeasé{in
the probable degree of statistical error. The Q;luéé are giﬁen in
Table B/l,1* from which it will be seen that there is no significant
difference in the relative values obtained for Reading, whether the
achievement quotients or indices are considered, and whether the lain

Groups are compared or the lligh and Low IQ Groups. When the achievement

quotients are calculated the gifted infants are shown to be relatively
more advanced at Reading; when the index is calculated fhere is little
difference between the values for the Main Groups but the gaf: between
mental age and reading age is shown to be larger for the gifted children

when the High IQ and Low IQ Sub-Groups are compared.

English educational ages have been obtained from the printed tables
of NFER standardised scores, or in a minority of cases for both the
gifted and control children, have been extrapolated from these. This

has been necessary, a) for the younger infants as no NFER attainment

~tests are designed for the 5 yrs. — Tyrs. age group and it was deemed

1%*"  The suffix 'B' denotes an Appendix 'B' table.
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preferable to the alternative of introducing other tests from a
different source and b) as some gifted children obtained a raw score

at, or within three points of, the ceiling of the test designed for

- their own group and consequently were given thq next more advanced test

in the series. The latter procedure, togethef with the larger size of
the gifted group, accounts for the greater number of worked tests by
this group as compared with the control children. The extrapolations
undertaken have increased thé statistical error in the values obtained
but the alternative would have meant the scores of some gifted children
being artificially held down on account of the limited age span of the

individual tests, and consequently an underestimation of their possible

attainment level.

' Tables B/1, B/2, B/4 and B/5 show, for comparisons firstly between
the Main Groups and secondly the High and Low I.Q. Sub-Groups, the
quotients and indices for the relative levels of achievement obtained
on English A.2, B.2, C.2 and D.2. As may be seen there are no
significant differences between the means of the distributions of the
achievement quotients for the Main Groups, although the values are lower
for the gifted group in each of the four English tests. When the data
for the High and Low I1.Q. Sub-Croups only areviewed, the performances
of the gifted group relative to their ability are significantly lower
than in the case of the control group, (p.< 1, 01, <Ol and «05). The

latter outcome is found also when the means of the achievement indices

"are considered where the differences for these comparisons are for the

Main Groups p.< +05, *02, +01 and +10 levels respectively, while for the

iiigh and Low I1.Q. Sub-"roups they are at the p.<-0l, <001, +001l and °Ol

level. “

,_HMT_wTakingmthe_Englishmtestsuindividually.has.resulted_ianQublq:

counting since some gifted children. worked more than one test, (see

QQ
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p.31). Accordingly, in Table B/3 the values are derived from only
one test score per child, that for the highest ievel test which the
individual pupil performed and the mean quotients have been calculated
from the combined scores obtained in the English test series. As may
be seen, the differences between the mean achievement quotients for the
Main Groups and for the High and Low I.Q. Sub-Groups are significant

at the p< 05 and 001 levels. Table B/6 shows differences between
the indices derived from similarly combined English test scores to be

significant at the p< -001 level for both the Main and High and Low
Sub-CGroups.

Mathematics — Mental Age to Educational Age

The achievement quotients and indices of the levels of attainment
relative to ability calculated from the scores obtained are shown in
Tables B/7 and B/8. 1In the case of Basic Maths 'A' there are significant
differences at the +001 level between the values obtained for the two
lMain Groups and for the High and Low I.Q. Sub-Groups whether the
achievement quotients or indices are compared. For Basic Maths.'B'
and Maths 'DE', the differences are not significant either for the iain
Groups or for the Sub-Groups by either method of calculation. Ilowever,
for Basic Maths 'B', in all four instances the values show the gap
bgtween mental age and mathematical educational age to be greater for
the gifted Main and Sub;Group as compared with the corresponding control
groups. For Maths 'DE' the results differ according to the method of
calculation. When the mean achievement quotients are compared for the
Main Groups, that for the Gifted Group is higher than for the Control

Group and the excess increases further when the High I.Q. and Low I.Q.

Sub~Groups are compared, lowever, the reverse is found for the mean
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achievement indices the gaps between these being three months less for
both the Control Main Group and Low I.Q. Sub-Group than is the case

with the corresponding gifted groups.

Whé values for the achievement quotients for Uasic Maths 'C' again
indicate that the Main Gifted Group have attained at a level relative
to their ability above that reached by the hbig Control Group and for
this instance the difference is significant at the p<«<05 level; the
same result is found when the High and Low I.Q. Sub-Groups are compared
but the excess value of the gifted Sub-Group has been reduced so that
it ig nearer to that obtained by thé Low I.Q. Sub=Group and it is not
significant. The outcome is similar for the achievement indices when

° #athematical Educational Age is subtracted from Mental Age, the gap
between the two measurements being smaller for the Gifted Main Group
than for the Cpntrol Main Group; when the High and Low I.Q. Sub-Groups
are compared the gap between mental age and mathematical age is reduced

to the extent that the values for the two Sub-Groups here equate.

In Table B/6'the mean achievement quotients have been calculated
from the combined scores, only one value per child being included -
(that for the most advanced test) for the Mathematics Test series. A
comparlson of the differences betweeen the mean achlevement quotients
for the Main Groups and for the High and Low I.Q. Sub=Groups showsthat
by this method of calculation there is no significant difference between
them, although fhe achievément quotient value is lower for the Main
Gifted Group and falls further for the High I.Q. Sub-Group while remaining

the same for the Low I.Q. Sub-Group.

The results obtained by the second method of calculation are shown
in “able B/12. When Mathematical Educational Age is subtracted from

__.Mental Age the differences between the two pairs of achievement indices

40
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are significantly larger for the Gifted Main and High I.Q. Sub-Groups
as compared with those in the cases of the Control Main and Low I.Q.

Sub—~Group at the p<005 and p<-.001 levels respectively,

v Comparison of the Relative levels of Performance of “hree
Gifted Sub—-Groups formed According to the Nominating Agents.

.mThe giftea sahple of 73 ﬁﬁpris has been formed into three
sub—groups according to whether the child's'nomination for inclusion
was by:-

(a) his/her teacherH '~ 37 pupils,
() " " parents, Child CGuidance Clinics, etc. — 24 pupils,

or

(¢c) accident ~ these nominated by their teachers as of average
ability to be Controls but who subsequently obtained an _
I.Q. of 141:or over and are now referred to as 'Ex~Controls' -

12 pupils,
The performances of the- three sub-groups in Reading, English and
Mathemetics have beeh compared in respect cf the achievement quotients
’and indices obtained. The results show that there is no significant .
difference between the three sub-groups,vnor‘is there any obviously
diecernible pattern even in the direction of such differences as are

feund, but the answers obtained are unreliable as the numbers involved

were small.

REJECTION AND RETENTION OF NULL HYPOTHESES

Reading and English

No differences bestween the achievement quotients and indices of
the gifted and control children were found for Reading for either the

comparieons between the Main Groups or the Sub—Groups.

In reépect of the English tests, the results are as shown in
' Table:B/3.: Table 3/6 gives the corresponding results for the second

“method of caloulation using the same data;.fhat is for the achievement
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indices obtained by subtracting English educational age from mental
age. The Null Hypothesis-is rejected in all four cases when the‘scores
for the English test series are combined, there being a significant
difference between the achievement quotients at the .05 and .00l levels
for the Main Groups and the High and Low Sub-Groups respectively, and

for both cases at the p< .00l level for the achievement indices.

Mathematics

The results show no significant difference between the achievement
quotients and indices of the gifted and control children for Bamic Maths
'B! or‘Maths 'DE' for either the comparisons between the Main Groups or
the Sub-Groups, but in the éase of Basic Maths 'A' in all four instances

since the achievement quotients and indices differ significantly at the
p< .001 level.

The reverse position is found with regard to the achievement quotients
of the Main Groups for Basic Maths 'C' where the Control Group has been
found to perform relative to their ability at a significantly lower level
(p< .05) than the Gif£ed Group. The Null Hypothesis is rejected here
for the opposite reason to that found with Basic Maths 'A'. In the
remaining three cases for Test 'C', limited differences were found between
the achievement quotients fo£ tﬁe'High and Fow Sub-Groups and £he twé

comparisons in the case of the achievement indices.

When the comparisons are made for the combined Mathemati.:s scores
the Nulerypotheses must be retained with respect to differences between

the achievement quotients of both the Main and Sub-Groups. However,

~when the calculation is made between thé achievement indices for both

the comparisons between the Main Groups and the High and Low Sub—-Groups

there are significant differences in these values at the p<<.005 and

.00l levels respectively. o
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Thrée.Gifted Sub-Groups Accbrdingkto Mode of Child's Nomination

The Null Hypotheses cannot be rejected for any of the comparisons
made here, the difference between the achievement quotients and indices

obtained by the separate sub-groups being insignificant.

A%




" 38

CHAPTER 4

RESULTS II ~ THE QUESTIONNAIRES

(1) Children's Questionnaires

Of the sample children, 69 éifted (93.5%) and 63 control pupils
(98.4%)'completed a questionnaire. The responses have been analysed
under four headings:-

(1)  Attitude to school and the school-day,

(2)  Preferred curriculum areas,

(3)' Relationships with the peer gronp,

(4) Choice of home occupations.

Tables C/l - C/6 relating to the children's replies may be found

in Appendlx C. 1

1)  Attitude to School and the School-day

55% each of the Gifted and Control Groups 1ndlcated that they liked .

. 8chool 'Very Much', while & quarter of the former Group and over one-third
of the latter chose the optlon '"Quite a Lot' The re11ab111ty of the
foreg01ng was checked by a later response of the’ junior pupils as to |
. hether in term-time they preferred to be 'At Home', 'At School' or
'Somewhere Else'. The Gifted Group's ansﬁers were in close agreement
with their previous responses, 56% (as agalnst 55%) chose school while
49% (as against 55%) of the control pupils made the same cholce. 9.5%
of the gifted and 29% of the control chlldren chose home as their first

option.

_Question 2 asked the children which part of the school-day they .
preferred most, to which the highest proportion of both Groups, 38% of

the gifted and 45% of the control puplls rep11ed 'Play—tlme' : However,

1% Tables with the Sufflx 1Ct relate to Appendlx C

IC oA
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it is perhaps surprising to find that a quarter of the Gifted and

almost a fifth of the Control Group answered 'Being in the Classroom'.

In reply to the third question, over 40%.of the (ifted and a third
of the Control pupils chose working on their own in the classroom as
their preferred manner of learning. That such large proportions of
both Groups of children elected this option, placed fourth in the list
of alternatives, may be considered surprising. Twenty-four of the
sample gave their reasons for this choice and these are quoted in full
in Appendix 'C', Section 2. A supplementary question was addressed
'fo the juniors.as to whether they preferred working singly for part or
most of the time and here the great majority (Gifted 74%, Controls 66%)
selected the alternative 'Some of the Time' which suggests the children
understood the implicatioﬁs of the questioﬁ on their preferred manner
of working. Only a quarter of the Gifted and 37% of the Control pupils
chose learning at a table with one or more other éhildren, while 16%

of the former and a quarter of the latter preferred the class to be

taught as a unit.

2) Preferred Curriculum Areas

| In order that their responses should not be inhibited, the children
were not restricted on the questionnaire as to the number of preferred
curriculum areas they might name but this has led to considerable
.variation from child to child in the quantity of choices made. So
that the likings of a few should not be disproportionately reflebted
in the nominal values the choices included from each questionnaire have
been.limited to three. The infants were asked to rank their first three
choices dufing the structured interview: where their selection exceeded

this amount; where juniors have selected more than three options those
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for Reading, Creative Writing and Mathematics have been included in the
nominal values rather than any other additiopal choices they made. This
procedure has resulted in some under-representation of the children's
liking, particularly in the caée of the Control Group, for the craft

subjects. - Table C/4 sets out values for the children's three preferred

‘curriculum areas and Table C/3 the values for their first choices where

these have been indicated.

Approximately 80% of the three choices allowed were utilised by
both Groups of children. Reading and Pottery & Qraf% were the two
subjept areas the relative popularity of which varied the most between
the two Groups, Reading being selected sigﬁificantly more frequently by
the Gifted children (p< .O1). Pottery & Craft received few choices
from either Group but it received-7% of the options by the Control -
children as compared with 2% from the Gifted, (p< .05). When the other
sevén curriculum areas are compared no marked differeﬁces were found
aithough the Gifted children named Mathematicé and Creative Writing
proportionateiy more frequently than the Control Group agd the reverse

was the position for Nature Study, Project, etc. and Painting & Drawing.

A similar picture is presented by Table C/3 depicting for 57 of the

Cifted and 52 of the Control children the pupild most—favoured single

choices. A third of the Gifted as compared with just under one-seventh

- of the Control Group selected Reading, a difference significant at the

.OOl level. Pottery & Craf%.are again shown to be more‘populér-with the
Contrél Group (p<.05) and here, in addition, Painting & Drawing are
shown to be more favoured by the Control as éompared with the Giftéd
pupils in fhe»ratio 1: 8. An almost identical percentage of children

(5.5%) selected Music & Singing from both Groups. An interesting
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alteration in the.disfribution of the choices made by the sample
childrén occurs when the three options allowed are reduced to one.
In the first case Mathematics was chosen most frequently by the Gifted

children, 17.4%, (Controls 14.7%), (Table C/4), but in the second case

the Control Group's choice of Mathematics was the larger percentage,
(Controls 18.8%, Cifted 17.8%), (Table C/3).  Nevertheless, the

selections shown in the two tables present very similar patterns.

Junior Projects: The juniors alone were asked a) whether they were

working on a project and b) if so, the extent to which they liked doing
S0, To the former question two-thirds of the Gifted juhiors and
three—quarters of the Control pﬁpils replie& in the affirmative; to
the second, the largest proportions of both Groups (Gifted 36%,
Controls 43%) replied 'Quite 2 Lot'. A little under one-third of the
Gifted and under one-qﬁarter of the Control pupils engaged upon project
work indicated that they liked this activity '"Very Much' -~ these
fractions represented similar proportions of_the total Gifted and
Control juniors (i.e., including those not engaged upon a project).

The children's answers to this question are set out in Table C/2.

3) Social Relationships

Question 7 asked whgther the pupils preferred the company of
children, their parents or other adults. Over half of the sample in
both Groups (Gifted‘52%, Control 57%) elected to be with their peers.
'Other grown-up people' was favoﬁred by almost one—quarter of both
éroups while only 8% of the Gifted and 15% of the Control children
admitted to a preference for being with their parents. .The differences
in thé proportions were not significant although the percentage of the
Gifted was lower in respect of both being with other children and in

the company of their parents. There was a rather ;arger variation

| . 4 7
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between the number of the Gifted (16%) and the Controls (5%) who gave

no reply to this question. One Gifted child wrote in 'On my Own'.

The next question related to the children's friends and over.half
of the sample divided equally hetween botp“Groﬁps (Gifted 57.5%,
Controls 57%) replied that they had a special friend in their school
class but comparatively fewer of the Gifted children indicated that they
were one of several friends (19% as against 27%). Al£hough the numbers
are small (six and one) the proportion of gifted children who believed
they have 'No special friends among children' was considerabiy larger
than for the Control children and this difference between the %wo Gfoups

might bear further investigation.

The friends of over 60% of both Groubs were of the samé sex as
themselves, but a small number of the children (Gifted seven, Controls
two) replied that they had friends of the opposite-sex. The larger
proportion of Gifted children found in the latter instance (8% as
against 3%) may be-due to the importance of mutually shared common
interests overriding the more usual pattern of likes basgd on the child's

S€X. Additionally, the infants' questionnaire enquired whether the

child's friend was at school or elsewhere and in response four of the

Gifted but none of the Control Group indicated that this was the case,

From the foregoing it appears that-5% — 10% of the Gifted children
as compared with l% - 3% of the Control Group for social relationships

were at variance with the expected pattern.

4) Home Interests

When the sample pupils were asked to select their three preferred
home occupations, 'Watching TV!' received the largest proportion of

choices from both Groups. The options 'Reading', 'Writing Stories',
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'Maths & Puzzles' ahd ;Making Somethihg' were selected proportionately
more frequently by the Gifted as compéréd with the Control chiidren but
the percentage of the latter selecéing 'Drawing & Painting' was twice
that for the Gifted Group, the difference here being statistically
significant at the p< .05 level. 'Swimming & Outdoor Games' and
'Looking After Pets' were both rather more popular occupations with the
Control children. Few of either Group (Gifted five, Control three)
chose 'Writing Stories'. The children's choices of home occupations
are shown in Table 4/1 and more fully in Table C/6.

TABLE 4/1 CHILDREN'S_QUESTIONNAIRE -

THREE . PREFERRED HOME OCCUPATIONS
(A1l values are percentages)

Watch,.| Read~ Writ.]Draw. | Maths|Music| Swim.} Look.|Make |Just }Max.

GROUP 1"y | ing | Stor-| & & % Out|After|Some-|Play |Poss—
ies |[Paint-| Puzz~| - door | Pets|thinglor no}ible
ing les Games Info.

Gifted |21.2 }[13.4] 2.3 | 2.3 6.0 |6.0 16.1] 6.0 | 6.5 j20.3 [100

Control{23.4 T7.31 1.6 | 6.3 1.6 {6.3 20.8| 7.8 | 4.2 |20.8 | 100

There is consistency in the children's answers as to the popularity
or unpopularity of particular curriculum areas in school and corresponding
hohe occupations. The Gifted children chose 'Reading' and the'pairs
"Creative Writing' and 'Writing Stories', and 'Maths. & Science' and
Maths & Puzzles' in both contexts more frequently than did the'Confrol

pupils; conversely, 'Drawing & Painting? was'selected less frequently

in either situation and 'Swimming & Outdoor Games' marginally so, by the

Gifted Group as compared with the Control Group. Among both sample
Groups 'Swimming & Outdoor GCames' received greater favour at home than
at school while 'Drawing & Painting' was _preferred at school than as a

home occupation.
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(II) PARENTS' QUESTIONNAIRES

Pérent questionnaire forms were compléted for 98% of the Gifted
and 92% of the Control Group. The original form was redesigned and
in four cases compietion or the revised version could”not be obtained -
hence information from the first edition has been included in the

" statistics. Copies of both questionnaires are in Appendix 'E’,

The aspects of the child covered by the parents' gquestionnaire

will be examired under the following headings:-

(1) Physical Facts Regarding the Child,
(2)  Parents' Opinions of their Child's Attitudes to School Life,
(3) Parental Views on the Child's Friendship Pattern,

(4) Tre Child's Chosen Home Activities.

(;l;ﬁ?hysical Facts Regarding the Child

The birth positions of 96% of the Gifted and 87.5% of the Control
children revealed a significant difference (p‘k.OS) in the proportions
of firsti-born children in the two Groups; 55% of the Gifted as against
35% of the Control Group being in this category. The percentages of

gecond—.and third-borns among the Gifted children were smaller than

those for the Control Group. 0

The parents' replies indicated the health of the Gifted to have
been superior to that of the Ceontrol Group since 60% were said to enjoy
"Very good health' as against 1% of the latter Group. None of the

sample children were shown 0 have either 'Fair or 'Poor' health.

The school attendance levels of both sample Groups were shown to
be very good although that of the Gifted pupils was superior to the level
for the Controul children. The relative amounts of absence of the two

Groups are chown in Table 4/2.
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TABLE CHILDREN'S SCHOOL ATTENDANCE ACCORDING TO PARENTS
(A1l Values %s) '
' Absence During Three School Terms
GROUP Up to Up to Over No
TOTAL
None one one One Inform- 7
Week Month Month ation °
GIFTED 18 45 29 4 4 100
CONTROL 22 36 34 - 8 100

(2) Parental Views on their Child's Attitudes to School.
Of the parents returning.qpmpleééd questibhnaires almost fwo-thirds
of those referring to the 71 Gifted pupils believed their children liked
séhool 'Very Much' whilst nearly a half of the parents of the 59 Control
children did so, the difference between the two Groups being significant
at the p«.0l level. The position of.the two Groups was reversed as
regards the parents answers for the alternative 'Fairly Well' as only
just over one quarter of the Gifted parents selected this optién while
over one-~third of the Control parents did so. Theré was a small
difference between the 7% for the Gifted and 9% for the Control Group who

selected 'Not Much'. The two distributions of parental replies differed

significantly at the p< .0l level.

The parents were asked to name the parts of the school-day they
believed their child liked from a list of alternatives and a sub-section
inviféd“them to specify from among their selections the one or more parts-
of the day their child preferred most. The ﬁhrasing of the question
avoided the parents being restricted to one choice. Where a parent
named more than one part of the school-day a 'unit of choice' which had

been allocated to each child, was divided into fractions of a unit.

The choice units recorded under the sub-section have been totalled
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separately in addition to being included in the overall values for
preferences for each particular part of the day under the separate

headings.

According to their parents, as will be seen from Table C/9,
'Working in the classpoom' was the most-favoured part bf the school-day
for - the Gifted Group (31%) while the largest single proportion of the
Control Group (34%) were said to prefer 'play~time?. These two options
were reversed for the second largest proportions, play-time! having
been named by 25% of the parents of the Gifted and 'Working in the
Classroom' by 25% of the parenfs of_the Confrol Group. Few children
in either'category_were thought fo favour after-school clubs in school
_but choice units in a ratio of approximately 3 : 1 were specified on
behalf of the Giftted children as compared with the Control pupils.
Althoﬁgh the differences in the sizes of the pfoportions involved was
n;t great, that for being in the hall. for music, drama, etc. was
relatively larger for the Gifted, and relatively smallér for 'Sport
énd/or sgimming' and for 'Play-time! than the corresponding values

for the Control Group.

I Curriculum Preférences: From a list of activities believed to

embrace most of the curriculum covered by the majority of primary schools
during their school—day the parents indicated the areas they believed
their children normally preferred. The respbnses have been examined

in order to:-

(a) compare the replies of the parents of the two Groups
of children, and :

(b) to see to what extent the tenor of the parents' answers
‘varied from, or were in line with, similar questions on
the children's questionnaire.

The latter comparison is considered in the discussion on the content

of the questionnaires in Part II of Chapter 6.
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Parents' replies regarding those of a iist of twelve activities
they considered their child normally p;eferred, and from among the
alternatives the options they believed their off-spring faQoured most,
are shown in Table ¢/10. The ratio of possibié to stated 'likes' in
respect of the Gifted Group was 1 : 18 while for the Control Group
the ratio was 1 : 2+0, indicating that the parents of the Gifted pupils
believed their children had more 'likes' among the‘curriculum activities
than did those of the Control Group. This finding ig in line with a
fbrmef one where a laréer proportion of the parents of the Gifted
children considered thaf tﬁeir off-spring liked school 'Very much !

compared with the views of the Control children's parents.

The 'emphatic likes' named relative to the total possible on the
form were in the ratio of 1 : 67 for the Gifted and 1 : T-6 for the
Control Group, showing that in their parents' views the Gifted children
had pfoportionately more ‘'emphatic lik;s' to0, thén did the Control

children.

'Reading' and 'Mathematics' were thought by their parents to be the
main 'emphatic likes' of the Gifted children -~ followed after an interval

" by 'Creative Writing', 'Outdoor Games & Sport' and 'Project' in descending
order of popularity. The least-favoured curriculum activities with the

Gifted Group were thought to be 'Craft and Needlework' and 'Social Studies'.

'"Outdoor Games & Sport' and 'Reading' were reported as the chief
temphatic likes' of the Control Group, and to a lesser extent, 'Project’
. and 'Music & Singing'. Their least-favoured activities were thought to

be 'Social Studies', 'Free Activity' and 'Craft & Needlework'.

A comparison of the patterns of the 'emphatic likes' in the curriculum

areas considered showed that the 'Three R's! and in particular tMathematics!
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were thought to be held in greater favour by the Gifted Group while
'*Outdoor Games & Sporf' was believed to be the main choice of the
Control Group. The chief contrast between the curriculum area thought
to be the lesser favoured was for 'Free Activity' which was named in
six inétances in connection with fﬁe Gifted childreﬁ but only once for

the Control Group.

Considering the children's reported 1total likes' ('emphatic' and
tother likes' combined) there are noteworthy differences between the
percentages thought to have favoured 'Mathematics' (Gifted 12.3%,
Control 8.4%), 'Painting & Drawing' (Giftéd 9.3%, Control 124) and for

1Craft & Needlework' (Gifted 3.4%, Control 5.7%).

The parents' estimates.of tﬁe degree of.pépularity of the 'Three R's'
combined for the two categories of children, have been examined'separately.
When the wvalues for the stated 'likes' and the unused options were tested;
parenté of Gifted children were shown to name one of these three subject
areas siénificantly more frequently (pe .0l) than did the Control parents.
 If the values for ‘emphatic likes' for the 'Three R's' solely.are tested,

the difference between the percentage of the options utilised by the two

Groups of parents is again significant at the p<.0l level., . Cne may.. ... . .....

conclude that the 'Three R's' were thought to have been more popular with

the Gifted as compared to the Control children.

II Parental Assistance with School-work: The parents! replies regarding

the amount of additional instruction their children received is set out in
Appendix 'C', Tables 1l(a) and 11(b).

The Gifted children's parents indicated that their children were
taught 5% of the regular weekly hours the questionnaire allowed while the

corresponding percentage for the Control pupils was 17.3% For the
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'Occasional monthly half-hour' the Gifted pupils were shown as receiving
8.5% of the total possible and the Control children»21.7%. The
differences in respect of both the amounts of regular weekly teaching
and of the occasional instruction received by the two Groups of children
were each such as to be gignificant at the p<.001 level.

The gaps between the percentages of thé utilised as against possible
teaching time were similar:-— |

Regular Weekly Instruction:

Gifted Groub 5.1% ) ) :
Control " 17.3% ) difference 1202%

Occasional Monthly Instruction:

Gifted Group 8.5% ) .
Control "  21.7% ) dlffgrence 13.2%

It is difficult to explain the closeness of the gaps between the

percentage values here unless they were the result of chance,

The five subjects listed on the questionnaire were:—
Reading
Handwriting
Composition or stories
Spelling
Maths.

In respect of both a regular weekly hour or for an occasional
monthly half-hour, for each of the options the percentage of the possible
teaching periods stated by the parents to have been utilised was in all
cases smaller for the Gifted than for the Control Group. Tables C/11(a)
and C/11(b) set out the respective values obtained. The results of
statistical tests show that for each of the five subjects there is a
difference between the two Groups for regular weekly teaching at the

P< .05 level of significance; for the two distributions formed by the

two sets of five values for the ﬁive subjects there is a difference
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between the Gifted and Control Group significant at the p« .001 level.
As regards the occasional half-hour per month, the differences between
the Groups in respect of 'Reading' and 'Spelling' were at the p.: .001
and p<= .05 levels respecfively. "Here the differences between the two
sets of five values for the teaching periods utilised By the respective
Groups of parents as against the residuél number of periods possible

on the form, is significant at the p< .00l level.

The parents' responses regarding 'other help' with their off-springs'
school-work showed the reverse pattern - 85.9% of the replies referring
to Gifted pupils being in the affirmative as against 64.5% for the
Control Group; the corresponding negative replies were 8.5% and 22.0%
respectively. The difference here between the two Groups is significant

at the p< .0l level.

The parents' rcplies coversd a wide range when asked what form their
aséistance %ook with their children's Pchool—work. About two-thirds of
the Gifted children's parents indicated that they gave their off-spring
general help and encouragement, particularly with the use of a library,
by assisting them with the collection of material for projects and by .
answering the children's questions. About a fifth of the parents gave
more specific help with the pupils' school-work while only 8.5% did not
aésist.

Two—thirds.of the Control children's parents too replied that they
provided general assistance with their children's school-work by answering
their questions and supplying general encouragement and help with project
work. 10% of the parents provided aid; the form of which was unclear,
and 9% supervised home-work, etc. Over a fifth of the Control children's

parents, a proportion twice as great as in the case of the Gifted children,
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gave a negative reply to this question.

The responses of the two sets of parents on additional teaching
and other assistance with their off-spring's learning indicated an
_unexpected difference in appfoach to their children's school-work,
which is supported by the statistical evidence. The reasons for such
variation are unclear; i may be that the two Groups of parents were
drawn from'populations with varying sub—cultures in respect of education
in spite of the efforts made to obtain children fof the Gifted and
Control samples. paired on socio-economic background. Alternatively,
and perhaps more probably, the Gifted children may evoke from their

parents different responses than do their average-bright contemporaries.

(3) Parental Views on their Children's Social Relationships

. Approximately equal“prgpoftions of the parentsAqf both Groups
indicated that they believed their child to be:~

(a) one of several friends at school
(60% approximately), or that

(b) their child had a spe01al friend at
school (22%) . ‘

" The main difference found here was between the 7.5% of the Gifted
pupils' parents as compared with the.B% of those of thé Control Group
who considered that their off—spring had no particular friend. While
the number of children here was small (Gifted five, ébntrol two) the

proportions of apparent isolates found among the two..Groups-werein the

ratio of 2.5 : 1.0, a difference which might be worthy of further
investigation in a subsequent enquiry.
The majority of both Groups of parents (61.5% Gifted, Control 66%)

were of the opinion that their off-spring preferred the company of other

children rather than that of adults - but over twice as many Gifted
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children's parents as compared with those of the Control pupils believed
that their off-spring preferred the company of peers a year or more older
than themselves (p< .05). Doubt as to the company preferred by their
off-spring was expressed for,30% of the Gifted and 20% of the Control
children, a variation between the two Groups which seems noteworthy.

Only one Gifted and two Control children were thought byltheir parents

to prefer adult company.

(4) Parents' Replies on Children's Home Intefésts

Thé children's general and special home interests as revealed by
their parents are set out in fiables C/15 and C/l6; types of pl#y and
the parents' general remarks are presented separgtely in Tables C17 and
C/18 respectively. As may be seen the difference between the two
Groups of childreﬁ in respect of their special interests was greater
than for general interests -‘the explanation of the variation here is

partly statistical as when the special interests have been extracted

the residual options are less numerous.

According to the parents the four special interests of both Groups

of children were 'Watching TV', 'Redding', 'Making Something' and 'Swimming

& Outdoor Games', but the order of populérify in which these were specified

differed between the two Groups. 'Reading' has been named‘significantly
”"_r'n'b'i'ﬁéwf;év&{i‘énfnll.}”"v(H;;::.V.Ol) by the parents of the Gifted than of the Control

children, whereas 'Swimming & Outdoor Games' were reporﬁed as the more

favoured by the Control parents, the difference between the two Groups

here being at the p;f.05 level, 'Making Something' was rated third and

'"Watching TV' fourth in order of importance by the Gifted children's

parents. For the Control children the first and second most important

occupations named were 'Swimming & Outdoor Games' and "Watching TV'; +third

and fourth place were taken by 'Reading' and 'Making Something'.
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The ofher home activities shown as being more favoured by the
Gifted than the Control childrgn were:—~ 'Doing Puzzles' together with
'Mathematical Puzzles' where, although the absolute numbers were small,

the differqnce between 7.3% and l% for the respective Groups was marked.

Few barents showed either tMusic' (Gifted three, Controls six) or
'Dancing' (Gifted one, Controls three) as a main interest but although
the numbers involved were very small it may be noted that the proportions
of Gifted children to Control pupils thought to have a special interest
in these occupations was in the ratio of 1 : 2 and 1 : 3 fespectively.
For the remaining occupations listed, 'Creative Writing', 'Drawing &
Painting', 'Looking After Pets' and 'Drama' - the valueg were all ~mall

and there was little difference between them for the two Groups.

No information was obtained as to the types of television programme
preferred by the sample children, nor as to the type of music or dancing
in which the children were believed to be interested, nor whether they

practised or merely appreciated the perforsances of others in these arts.

The general interests the parents thought were held by their off-
spring were named from the residual list of occupations after the main

interests had been removed.

The chief difference between the two Groups according to the parental

- selections of 'General Interests' were that 'Musgic ' received twice the

percentage of nominations for the Gifted as for the Control Group. At
the same time, ‘Watching TV? was shown as the most popular 'General
Interest' held by the Gifted Group followed by 'Reading' and 'Making
Something'. For the Control Gréup the three largest selections in
decreasing order of importance were 'Making Something', 'Watching TV' and

'Reading?’. Although more popular than with the Control Group, 'Drama’
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was the most rarely named occupation for the Gifted Group -~ likewise,
'Music' was the least~favoured for the Control children. The values

for the occupations named by the parents as being of 'General Interest'

are set out in Table C/15.

The parents of the Gifted children utilised 54% of the total options
of home pursuits provided on the questionnaire wheréas for the Control
Group the value was 49%, revealing a greater breadth of reported
interests for the Gifted as compared with the Control children, the
difference here being significant at the p<.0l level. The difference
may also be expressed as a ratio of stated to total recordable 'intﬁresés;

for the Gifted of 1 : 1.84 and for the Control children of 1 : 2.13.

As shown on Table C/15 the quotients of the stated to the total
recordable 'main interegts' for the Gifted and Control Groups are

1 :7.74 and 1 : 8.42 respactively.

The data on the children's home interests'are considered from an
alternative viewﬁoint in Table C/l6. Taking as a maximum the nomination

of all the listed occnpations as a home activity for the total sample,

percentage values are given for each of'the Iisted occupdtions—representing——

the frequency with which the acfivity was named by thc parents. Such an
examination of the data reveals that 94.4% of the Gifted ac compared with
72.9% of the Control childrem were saﬁd to read at home, a difference
between the two Grouﬁs sign;Zicant at the p<.001 level; the gap tetween
the values for the children in the two Groups said to engage in mathematical
puzzles was at the same level of significance. The reported greater
popularity of both 'Drama' and 'Music' with the Gifted Group as compared

with the Control Group was significant at the p«<.05 level. There were

~
only small variations between the frequencies with whizh the other home

activitiazs were named by the two differ. sets of parents.




55
Play: According to their parents the play of both sample Groups covered
a wide spectrum of activities which have been classified in Table c/17.
There was a general similarity in the play patterns displayed, the chief
differences being in the intellectual quality of the play and of emphasis
within the classifications listed. Contrasts were found in categories
(8) and (9) where interests such as 'Debating Society', etc., and
'Reading, studying and thinking' were not matched by similar mental
reflections on the part of the Control Group. The latter Group's
reported interest in 'Making little books' and '"Writing stories' appeared
to indicate less intellectual perspicacity but the Control children seem
to have been more practical and helpful in undertaking small jobs either
voluntarily or for pay. Under the heading 'Technical' the Gifted
children's pre-~occupation with time-~tables and maps might be construed
as haviné éréater intellectual content than similar activities on the
part of the dontwol pupils. In other occupations such as imaginary
games, interest in the environment, music, indodr and outdoor games,

there appears little difference between the nature of the interest

ascribed to the two Groups of children.

Parents General Comments: The diverse observations made by the parents

indicated that Gifted children were not a 'type' but varied widely.

Table 4/3 attempts to classify the parents' contributions into continuums
relating to introvert-extrovert personality type, the degree of social and
psychological adjustment and according to the extent of physical disgbilities.
Observations covering a number of topics have.been divided between the
appropriate headings althoﬁgh concerning a particular child, Frequencies

for repeated remarks have not been given because of the difficulty of

interpreting and classifying exactly the parents' meaning in their comments -

" with the exception of the comments relating to isolates and preferred

teaching method which are shown in Table C/18,
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TABLE 4/3 ’ _PARENTS' COMMENTS

(1) Child's Personality and General Characteristics

GIFTED GROUP CONTROL GROUP

Extrovert, boss&, rérely bored. Talks readily to herself and
. . . strangers. Expressive in

Very sociable with all ages: movement and music.

likes conversation. ‘

An all-round personality with a Ma}nly interested in playing
. - . . with cthers.

lively interest in most things.

' N t
Enjoys most things, very helpful Weeds cther's company.

Likes afternoons and evenings

at home.
. b i fri .
Enthusiastic about everything dzzz :z:hlf;:ugegi ;izzgs’
undertaken. g ¢
. . Has great ability to concentrate -~

Lovable, demanding, excitable, impatient with those who are not
agile, sleepless. quick.

AMlways occupied, reliable. Thoroughly enjoys all aspects cf
Likes tc organise. life,

Enquiring disposition. Friendly nature, gets on with all

ages.

Fnjoys 'research'.
Likes activity.

Impatient of expression in

practical form. Untidy. .
Likes to be on his own — gets Reads sports! pages of newspaper.
on with people of all ages. Likes doing mothing specific;
Capable, very critical of others., prefers children one year older.
Home and schocl kept separate, Seldom initiates play, but is
parents told little of school an enthusiastic follower.
interests. ' Quiet and self-contained; does
Basgically a lcner, but not tell about school.
flexible. A quiet child with plenty of
A quiet, serious child. patience.
Prefers own companye. Enjoys his own company.
Slightly introverted. A shy boy who needs pushing.
Easily bored. Reticient and dreamy.

Ne class friends,
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YABLE 4/3 continued PARENTS ! COMMENTS

(2) _ Social and Psychological Adjustment

GIFTED GROUP CONTROL GROUP
Likes helping at home, Settling down after frequent
. ) changes in school - parents
School best part of day. in Forces.
Wiiwu;:appy at school, but Likes teacher's individual

Ppy. attention.
Content to go to school, . . . .
but usually would prefer ‘lolds back if not sure }s right.
to stay at home. A feeling that the teacher picks
o . on him has deterred him from

- School curriculum comes .
going to school. .
nowhere near needs, ‘
Regular tantrums. Likes to work on his own.
Likes to play alone.

(3) Physical Circumstances

GIFTED GROUP " | CONTROL GROUP

Fats and drinks well. Adopted.

Adopted. Diabetic,

One parent. ‘ Asthma. .
isually clumsy - difficulty Grandparent dying in house with
in co-ordinating hands and terminal disease,

eye,

Physical action of writing
difficult.

Brain damage at birth.
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The Giftéd—designated isolates consisted of five juniors and one
infant. In most cases the parents also stated that their child related
well with people. Two Control infants were said by their parents to
have favoured working on their own while another was reported as having
liked to play alone. Nine of the Control children's parents held that
their children preferred the teacher addressing the class as a unit as a
method of learning - no such remark was made regarding any of the Gifted
children,

‘'he parents volunteered their remarks regarding teaching and working
methods there being no question on these on the éuéstionnaire. Accordingly,
it is surprising that thirteen parents (Gifted two, Controls eleven)
clected to make comments on these points. The children's questionnaire
which did include a question upon the pupils' preferred method of working,

was completed in school and was not seen by the pérents.

IIT - TEACHERS' QUESTIONNAIRE

The generous help contributed by the childrén's teachers resulted
in Ibo% completed questionnaires being returned for the sample; The
replies are considered in sequence under five headings and refer to the
child'é:-

(1)  Physical circumstances relative to that of the
school class,

(2) Physical development, health and school attendance,
(3) Standard and nature of performance in school-work.
(4) Social relationships within the school class,

(5) Teachers' general comments.

A copy of the questionnaire used will be found in Appendix 'E!,
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(1) Chiid's physical Circumstances

Confirmatory data were requested on the child's sex and chronological
age. ‘he latter for over half the sample ((ifted 56%, Control 59%) was
reported as being average for the school classes invoived while similar
proportions of both Groups (Gifted 12%, Controls 14%) were about six
months older, or six months younger (Cifted 18%, Controls 17%). Seven
of the Gifted children (9.6%) but only -one Control child (1.6%), were a
year or more below the class average. No reply was given here for

eight Gifted and three Control children.

A comparisan of the heights of the sample children with the avefages
for their school.classes'showed the Gifted to be shorter than the Control
Group - a fact partially explained by the larger number of Gifted childrep
below the average class age. There was little difference between the
reported weights for the two Groups of children but no reply was given
here for 14% of the Gifted and 6% of the Control children. Table C/21

gives comparisons between the sample's physical development with that of
their peers.

The teachers' replies showed similarity between the physical
characteristics of the Gifted and Control Groups, the chief contrasts
being that seven Gifted as against one Control child were a year or more
below the average class age and the mean height of the Gifted children
was less than that of the Control Group. Data regarding the children's
actual heights and weights were not available as the majority of the
SChools.invoived did not keep records of these measurements. A proportion
of the children were weighed and measured in the scliools by the investigator

but the data has not been included as it is incomplete.
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(2) Physical Developmsnt, :lealth and School Attendance
The teachers reported the health of the sample children as 'good'

or 'very good' and only two Gifted and three Control pupils were shown
to have had 'poor! or 'very poor' health.

The school attendance levels were high for the majority of the

sample. The ratio of 1 : 2 for the percentage of the Gifted as compared

with that of the Control children shown as having had full attendance

is noteworthy.

'ABLE SCHOOL ATTENDANCE
Absence during Gifted Gp. Control Gpe % %
previous 12 months Noe No. Gifted Gpe Control Gpe
None 5 8 6.8 12.5
One week or less 42 32 57«5 50.0
One month or less 21 20 28.8 . 3l.2
Up to one term - l.4 ' -
No information 4 .4 5e¢5 6.3
TOTAL 73 64 100.0 100.0

(2) sStandard and Nature of Performance in School-work

The main emphasis in the teachers' questionnaire was on various
aspects of the children's school~worke. The responses have been examined

under the following headings:-—

(i) classroom organisation and the modes in
which the pupils were taught;

(ii) degree of attentiveness in class;
(iii) average levels of the sample's achievements

in class-work and variation in performances
with subject matter;
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(iv) classroom activities at which the children
performed 'best' and 'poorest ';

(v) standards of achievement at games and swimminge

(i) Classroom organisation and the modes in which the pupils were taught:

Distributions of the modes in which the children learnt in the classroom
are shown in Table 4/5. The values showed 40% of the Gifted and 64% of
the Control pupils worked at a table with four or five others, the
difference between the Groups being significant at the p< .0l levele. By
contrast, a larger section of the Gifted, 53% , studied on his/her own
compared with 30% of the Control Group, the variation in these proportions
being significant at the p <.05 level. For both Groups the percentages

of pupils working with the class as a single unit was small (Gifted %,

Controls 5%)

TABLE ' CLASS—ROOM MODE OF WORKING
CLASS GIFTED GP. | CONTROL GP. % % CHI- | SIGNIF
ORGANISATION No. No. GIFTED | CONTROL| SQ. ICANCE

GP. GP. .
Wor:ir - as a 5 3 T 5 «03 -
nirzle unit
4 or 5 children| 29.5 41 40 64 6.72 p<
at a table : «01
Working on own 38.5 19 53 30 6452 p<
, .02

No information - 1 - 1 - -

TOTAL 73 64 100 100

(ii) Degree of. Attentiveness in Class: Over half the Gifted children, a

proportion twice that recorded for the Control Group, were reported as being
rvery attentive® in class while larger'percentages of the Control children

were shown as being of 'average' attentiveness and, for the much smaller
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sections involved, more were recorded as 'inattentive!
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For

three of the comparisons set out in Table 4/6 the differences between

the Groups are significant at the P< .01, p< .0l and P<«05 levels

respectively.
T'ABLE 6 DEGREE OF ATTENTIVENESS IN CLASS
BIHAVIOUR GIFTED GP. | CONTROL GP. % % CHI- | SIGNIF-
NO. Nc. GIFT CONTROL | SQ. ICANCE
GROUP | GROUP
Very attentive 47 .5 19 65 30 15.70] p-.01
Average 23 37 31.5 58 8.55 p< .01
attentiveness .
Inattentive 1 8 1.25 12 5.19] p<.05
Disciplinary 5 - 1 - - -
problem
No information 1 - 1.25 - - -
TOTAL 73 64 100.0 100.0

(iii) Average levels of the Sample's Achievements in Class—-work and

Variations in Performance with Subject !Matter:

teachers"

children in comparison with their peers are shown in Table 4/7.

Values in respect of the

replies regarding the standards of work reached by the sample

The

considerable variation in the distributions of the rerformances of the

two Groups is discussed in Chapter 6, (Page 115).

TABLE STANDARDS OF WORK OF SAMPLE GROQUPS RELATIVE
TO THAT OF THEIR SCHOOL CLASSES
GROUP [NO.|  NUMBER OF CHILDREN PERCENTAGES
Below|Average Above|{One |Below Average[Above | One
Aver, Aver. (Yr & | Aver, Aver. | Year &
Over Over
GIFTED |73 2 4 45 22 2.7 545 61.6 30.1
CONTROL{ 64 12 36 15 1 18.8 56.3 23.4 1.6
HIGH IQf31 2 1 17 11 6.5 342 54.8 35.5
ﬁUB—GP , ,
LOW 1IQ {41 12 25 4 - 29.2] 61.0 9.8 -
SUB-GP ‘
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of the Control Group's standards of work being judged'on a level while for
20% of the Gifted and 22% of the Control Group these were considered to be

uneven. Answers were omitted for 2% of the Control children.

(iv) Classroom Activities at which the Children Performed 'Best' and 'Poorest':

The resultant distributions of the frequencies of the alternative curriculum
areas named by the teachers from the list provided'as being performed 'best?
and 'poorest' by the sample pupils are given in Tables C/22 and C/23.
Profiles of standards of performance depicting the percentage valués for each
of the selected subiect aieas, and the proportions of the Groups for which no

information was supplied, are shown in Figures 4/1 (a) and 4/1 (b).

'he profile for the Gifted Group indi : s great variation between the

percentage values for the different subject areas., 32% and 30% respectively

of the Gifted children were reported to have 'Maths & Science' and 'Reading?

as their 'best' performed subject areas; while for each of ’Social'Studies',

'Painting', 'Pottery, Craft & Needlework', and 'Music & Movement' such was the

case for 1% or less of the Gifted pupils. 14%, 6% and 2% of the Gifted sample

were stated to achieve 'best' in !Creative Writing', 'Project'! and 'Music &

Singing' respectively.

FIGURE 4/1 (a) PROFILE OF 'BEST!' PERFORMED CLASSROOM SUBJECT AREAS
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There was far less variation betwéen the percentages of the Control
pupils said to perform 'best' in particular subject areas, For three
of the nine values there was 5% or less difference in the number of
the Control children stated b& their teachers to héve performed 'best!
in each of the specific subject areas — while 6% — 10% inclusive of the
Control Group were reported to have performed"besv in five further
subject areas. "Maths & Science'! was the exception as 24% of the Control

children were said to produce their best work in this area.

'Reading' was pronounced by the teachers as the 'best' performed
classroom subject area for a significantly larger proportion (p< .0l)
of the Gifted as compared with the Control pupils - conversely, for the

craft subjects combined a significantly smaller proportion of the Gifted

Group is mentioned.

FIGURE 4/1 (b) PROFILE OF 'POOREST' PERFORMED CLASSROOM
' SUBJECT AREAS
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'Praject' was named as the,'bes;' performed subject area for similar
percentages of both Groups; for each of 'Social Studies', 'Music &
Movemert' and 'Mus.c & Singing' the proportions ﬁf the sample Groups
were small but‘fo£~all thres cases the number of the Gifted pupils

said to be 'best' at one of these subject areas fell below that for
the Control Group.

The teachers reported that larger fractions of the Gifted Group
compared to the section of the Control Group had as their ‘'best!'
subject area 'Maths & Science! or 'Creative Writing', The frequencies
for the 'Three R's' combined represented the 'best' subject areas fof
75% of the Gifted and 42% of the Control pﬁpils;_tﬁere being a stat-

istically significant difference here at the p«.0l level.

o The distributions formed by the two sets of values in respect of
the numbers in each Group pronounced to have performed 'best' in the
separate subject areas have been examined by use of the"chi-square test
and the difference between them was found to be significant at the p<:;05
level. Other subject areas represented by small values were combined

as shown in Table C/22.

A smaller proportion of the Gifted children as compared with the
Control Group was found to have as:their most poorly performed subject

areas the following:-

Reading

Creative Writing
Arithmetic
Project

Social Studies
Music & Movement.,

The difference between the values for the two Groups was sufficient to

be of statistical significance at the P<.05 level for 'Music & Movement!
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For both sample Groups 'Creative Writing' was the subject area which
obtained the largest frequencies as the most 'poorly!' performed, it

being named as such for 14% of the Gifted and 27% of the Control Group.

When the values for the most poorly performed subject areas were
combined for related parts of the curriculum, the gaps between values
for the proportions in the two Groups increased. Accordingly, for the
Gifted Group the combined value for the 'Three R's' was significantly
lower at the p .0l level than for the Control Group, as it was too for

the values for the combination 'Project' and 'Social Studies'.

Conversely, relatively larger proportions of the Gif%éd as compared
with the Control Group were shown to perform most poorly at the combined
subject areas:-—

(a) = 'Painting' and 'Pottéry, Craft & Needlework', and

(b) "Music & Movement' and 'Music & Singing!t,
for both of which the gap between the two Groubs was significant at the

p< .05 level,

The §alues for the 'poorest' performed subject areas by tﬁe two
Groups respectively are shown in Table C/23 and Figure 4/1 (b) shows
the corresponding profiles. There was less variation for the Gifted
pupils across the curriculum than was the case for their 'best' performed
subject areas; the reverse situation appeared for the Control Group
where there was a large variation due to 27% of the Control pupils being
reported 'poorest' at 'Creative Writing'. For 23% of the Gifted and
17% of the Control Group the teachers omitted to answer the less usual

question regarding the 'poorest' level of classroom attainment.

There was considerable consistency between the two profiles of the

'best ' and 'poorest' subject areas. For the Gifted Group a large
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proportion were shown to perform 'best' in one of the 'Three R's' while
small percentages were shown to have attained poorly in this curriculum
area. Likewise,‘few of the Gifted were shown as performing 'best' at
the craft subjects while the profile for their lowest levels of achievement
showed a relatively large proportion of the Gifted Group. There was

consistency too for the 'best' and 'poorest' subject area profiles of

the Control Group.

(v) Standards of Achievement at 'Games & Swimming's The teachers

rated relatively fewer of the Gifted children as 'very good' at 'Games &
Swimming' and a larger proportion, and in comparison with the Control

Group a greater percentage, as being 'poor' at such activities, the latter
difference being significant at the p< .0l level. The- difference

between the distribution of quotients for the two Groups was also calculated
to be at the same level of probability. The teachers' replies are tabulated

in Table 4/8.

TABLE 4/8 TEACHERS ' RATINGS OF SAMPLE CHILDREN'S
RELATIVE AGHIEVEMENTS IN 'GAMES & SWIMMING'

STANDARD AT BOTH |Gifted Control Gifted | Control Chi- SIGNIFAH
'"GAMES & SWIMMING!®|Gp.No. Gp. No. Group Group Square ICANCE

% % = p<
Very Good 14 19 19 30 2.06 -
Average 36.5 40.5 50 63 2.44 -
Poor 18.5 4.5 25 , 7 6.93 0.01
No information 4 - 5.5 - - -

TOTAL 73 64 99.5 100

Comparison of distributions:-—

Gifted Group: .14, 36.5, 18.5, 4 g 12,95 p«
: with 0.01
Control Group: 19, 40.5, 4.5, 0 ) 3d.of f,
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(4) Social Relationships in Schonl

The teacher:' replies regariing the Gifted children's popularity
within their scheol classes showed these pupils to have been leés favoured
than were the Control Gruup - relatively smzller pexientages being ‘'very
popular' or of ‘average popularity' whereas the fraction described as
'net very popular' or as 'isolates' was greatsr vhan fer the Control Group.
When the latter two cétegories were combined the difference between the
Gifted and Control Jroups was significant at the p< .05 level, The
teachers' responses are set out in Table 4/9.

The majority of the Gifted and Control children were shown to be one
of a group of friends in their respective school classes but the percentage
was less for the Gifed Group. More limited sections of the sample
children were said to have one special friend among their peers and here
the Gifted proportion was of the two relatively the larger. The
percentages 6% and 3% of the Gifted and Control Groups respectively shown
to have no friends were small but the proportion of Gifted to Control
children which walen the ratlo of 2 : 1 is noteworthy.

TABLE 4/9 TEACHERS' RATINGS OF SAMPLE CHILDREN'S POPULARITY

Combined Values

POPULARITY -GIFTED CONTROL || GIFTED CONTROL | CHI, SIGNIF-
GRADING iGP., NO. | GP. NO. | GROUP GROUP SQe= | ICANCE
% %

Very Popular 17 17 23 27 0.20 -
Average . 44 45 60 70 1.51 . -
Popularity

Mot very Popular 10 2 14 3 3.54 -

An isolate 2 - 3 - - -

TOTAL 64

'Not very popular 12 2 17 3 4.94 0.05
& 'Isolate’ _ '

Comparison of Distributions:—

Gifted Group: 17, 4, 10, 2 )

Chi-s re with Not
Control Group: 17, 45, 2, 0 )3d. o?’?, = 6,777 Signifiecant
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There were no marked differences between the two sample Groups in
respect of the proporticns of the children said tc he one of several
~ friends or to have a special friend in a higher or lower class — the
chief difference was between the 45% of the Gifted and 34% of the
Control pupils said to have no friends in such school claéses. Details
of such friends reported are given in Table C/24. No answers were
given for 18% of the Gifted and 23% of the Control Group. The
information regarding the children's friends in other school classes

may not have been available to their own class teachers.

{(5) Teachers' General Comments

The teachers made remarks for 34 of the Gifted and 25 of the
Control children, that is for less than 50% of either Group. They

referred to proportionately more boys as cdmpared to girls in beth Groups.

A wide range of matters connected with the children concerned were
contained in the teachers' comments and these - as with the parents?'
remarks - underlined the fact that intellectu;lly gifted children vary
considerably in their other characteristics. For purposes of examination
the comments have been ..ubsumeil for each Group separately un&er five
headings in Table C/20. “lasalfication of the material has necessitated
comments relating to some individual children being divided so as to

include the relevant parts in the appropriate section of the table.

(i) Physical handicaps: The Gifted pupils were shown as having

rather more physical handicaps fhan did the Control Group. 'Spastic!
and 'asthma' are conditions which might be expected to impinge

considerably upon a child's life style.

(ii) Personality: Comments under 'General Personality Characteristics

and Adjustment' related to seventeen children in each Group. The diverse
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features mentioned varied in the extent to which they nofmally received
social approbafion., The teachers seem to have suggested that six of the
Gifted pupils were very likeable or helpful. Among the Control children
" seven appeared to have been happy and friendly and another five were
considered to be pleasant although possibly quieter. The foregoing
comments on the part of the teachers seemed to suggest positive approval

for six of the Gifted as compared with twelve of the Control children.

» A neutral remark was appended to four of the Gifted; for a further
child complexity was indicated in that the boy was saidlto have been both
a bully and to have helped his classmates while he himself.tended to be
of a nervous disposition. For the remaining five Control children the
comment about éne was neutral but for the other four the implication was
" that there"éppeared t0 be an adjustment problem such as immafurity, |
moodiness, timidity, etc. The teachers' conclusions were unfavourable
for four of the Gifted children who were;considered to be 'precocious’,

'self-centred', 'withdrawn' and 'worried’.

(iii) School-work: The teachers' comments on performance in

school-work covered 31% of the Gifted Group as compared with 19% of the
Control pupils. The observations referred to twenty-six children for
eleven of whom their school-work was said to ﬂe markedly superior to that
of their peers, the terms 'excellent®, 'exceptional' and 'enthusiastic'
appearing in the comments; two of the eleven were said to be original
thinkers and one to have been particularly interested in problem-solving.
"he standards of work»of six mofe of the Gifted pupils were reported as
'good' or 'very good' and the children were said to have had a mature
vocabulary, a broad general knowledge background, etc. A further three

were recorded as having an interest or ability in 'music', 'Drama’ and/or
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'Sport' while a musical child, with poor health, worked in the classroom
during playtime. One Gifted girl was said to have liked working with a
'high I.Q. friend'; an unexﬁected remark relating to another CGifted
child was that she was "average but worked hard in class", The teacher
of'a Gifted boy seemed dissatisfied with him when she commented that he
had to be interested "to put a lot into his school-work" — as did the
teachers of the last two individuals among the twenty-six who described
two Gifted pupils as an 'underachiever' and as 'lazy, making a minimum

amount of effort', respectively.

No brilliance was indicated by the teachers among the Control Group
but two of the pupils were considered creatiﬁe, one in project work and
the other in 'writing stories' - two other children were thought to have
Eeen 'good all-rounders'. One Control boy was described as 'good at
needlework', For sia .ontrol pupils th2e teachers' comments éuggested
some dissatisfaction, the children Being said to have been 'inattentive',
‘'careless', 'Making insﬁfficiént effort with their work', efc. and for
one further pupil disapproval appeared implied by the remark 'he prefers

football to academic work?'.

(iv) Popularity: The teachers estimated the children's popularity

With_theif school peer ngi _or'only six of the Gifted and four of the -
-Control Group. Of the Gified pupils, one child was described as
'sociable', two as having few friends, while the remaining three appear
to have been without friends. By contrast, three out of the four Control

children were said to be well-liked and sociable, only one preferring

his own company.

(v) Parents; The teachers commented upon the extent of parental

support for six of the Gifted pupils. The home backgrounds of two of
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these children were thought to be good, for three more the parents were
said to have a particular interest in the child's education and for only
one Gifted child was the home background though to be deficient — the
teacher added that the child's intelligence was revealed nevertheless.
Reference was made to the backgrounds of only two of the Control children,
for one of‘whom it was described as being 'very good' while the second

referred to a handicapped sister and resultant pressures in the home.

-

78



73

CHAPTER 5

HEAD TEACHERS' VIEWS ON THE INTELLECTUALLY
ABLE CHILD

The subjective views of head teachers were sought regarding the
existence and needs of those children they considered to be the
intellectually most able 1% ~ 2% in general ability, without taking

into account other specific. talents.

A Local Bducation Authority area of limited size was selected such
that, with the small resources available, all the primary schools within
it might be approached so that, apart from the initial selection of the
area gtself, subjective choice of the schools to be involved and the

views to be expressed would be avoided.

The assistance of the Chief Education Officer concerned, his Chief
Advisor for Primary Schools and staffs in the Education Office and in
his schools is greatly appreciated, without which this part of the study
could not have been undertaken. In consultation with the Chief Advisor
a questionnaire addressed to the head teachers was drawn up ;nd was sent
to the schools tk gh the Education Office together with a letter from
the investigator explaining the purpose of the enquiry and expressing
the inﬁerest of the Chief Adviser in its outcome. 149 schools were
approached of which 134 were asked to complete and réturn the questionnaire
by post and 15 schools, a random 10% sample of the total, were sent a

variously worded letter, without the questionnaire, in which they were

8gked to grant the.investigator an interview. This procedure was
adopted since it was to be expected that a proportion of the circulated.

-questionnaires would not be returned and by comparing the 10% replies of -
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the schools visi*ed to those received by post it would be possible to
estimate whether the viewpoints of the head teachers not returning the

postal questionnaires were likely to differ markedly from those which

did so. The response is shown in Table 5/1.

TABLE 5/1 RESPONSES OF HEAD TEACHERS REGARDING
TOP 1%-2% OF INTELLECTUALLY ABLE CHILDREN

REQUEST FOR: No. Approached | No. of % of Total
Replies

Completion of

postal ‘ 134 105 78.4%
questionnaire

Interviews » 15 No.agreed 100%

15
Total Requests 149 120 81%

The questionnaire distributed was designed with three objectives
in mind:
(a) Obtaining a maximum response,

(b) Elucidation of information in a statistically
viable form, and

(c) Open—endedness so that teachers might express
their views as they wished.

The form is composed of seven questions the first of which requests
factual information about the school concerned. The remaining questions

sought the numbers of children in the top l% - 2% of general intellectual

ability thought to be in the school in quesfion, the head's views as to

whether such pupils have special needs and if so, whether these were,

or would be, adequately catered for.

The Questionnaire: Facts supplied in answer to Quéstion 1 by 120

respondent schools with a total pupil roll of 20,403 are set out in

Table 5/2; Primary‘schools catering for all different combinations
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of age levels are included, schools with less than 50 to over 600 on
their pupil rolls and those of different status. One head teacher
replied only that his school was not yet open; this form will be

excluded from further consideration.

TABLE 5/2 DETAILS OF RESPONDENT SCHOOLS
SIZE: Pupils on Rolls No. of Schools

Under 100 ceevcvccoosovavse 47
100 = 199 ceveececvoscassves 32
200 = 299 cecevvovocscncess 17
300 = 399 ceveeccveveseseces 14

400 and Over ® 0 000 00O OO OIPODS 9

Total 119
AGH LEVEL Type No. of Schools
Infant 20 00 0O OGO OO OO OPSe s 17

JMI PP PP OPIOSPIOSIOOEBSIOEIOECOTOIOSDS 87

Junior LR N BN BN B BB BB B B BB B B B ll

Lower LRI BB I R Y I B I A ] 4

Total 119
TYPE OF No. of Schools

SCHOOL
County eevevecvecevevsveeance 87
Voluntary Controlled ...... 17
Voluntary Alded eeeceveccss 15

Total 119

Question 23 Do you consider that you have any children in your school
in the top 1%-2% of general intellectual ability’ ...YES/NO

Equal proportions of the 119 respondinghschools (49.5%) replied
- in the affirmative as in the negative and only one gave no reply to this
question as shown in Table 5/3. A lesser proportion of the small
schools (42%) than was the case with those having a pupil roll of over
400 (75%) repl;ed in the affirmative. . The small schools involved a

tot .l pupil roll of only 2,378 whereas the pupil roll of the large schools

was 4,277.
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TABLE 5/3 HEAD TEACHERS REPLIES TO QUESTION 2

Size of REPLY Total No.
Pupil Roll Yes No None Schools

0- 99 19 28 - 47
100 ~ 199 16 16 - 32
200 - 299 9 8 - 17
300 - 399 9 5 - 14
400 and over 6 -2 1 9

TOTAL 59 59 1 119

1

Question 3: Do you think the top 1%-2% of children in

Tntellectual ability would be, or are,
catered for adequately in your own school:
(a) as regards the development of their

' Tnfellectual potential? eeesessesse+ YES/NO
(b) Social development? teceesesssss YES/NO
(c) Physical development? «ceevceccesecs YES/NO
Other Comments:

The replies of the 119 head teachers to the three aspects of
the above question are .set out in Table 5/4. The great majority of the
replies, irrespective of the size of the pupil roll, are in the affirmative
indicating that most of the head teachers believed that such children were,
or would be, adequately catered for in their schools, the proportions being
approximately 80% in respect of intellectual and physical requirements and

an even larger section as regards their social development.

TABLE 5/4  HEAD TEACHERS' REPLIES TO QUESTION 3(a) (b) and (c)

| o se of REPLIES
Pupil Roll | (a) Intellectual | (b) Social (c) Physical
Yes  No None i} Yes | No None Yes | No None
0- 99 37 5 5 38 5 4 34 9 4
100 - 199 26 5 - 1 31 - 1 30 1 1
200 - 299 15 2 - 16 1 - 15 2 -
300 - 399 10 3 1 10 2 2 8 3 3
400 and over| 6 2 1 8 - 1 7 1 1
Total 94 17 8 103 8 8 94 16 9
;O 79.0 14.3 6.7 86.6 6.7 6.7 79.0 13u5 7.5
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The smallest and largest pupil rolls of the 119 schools numbered 9

and 958 respectively. ~Since the schools differ so greatly in pupil roll
it seemed possible that there might be a marked difference between the
viewpoints of the head teachers of the small as”compared with the large
schools. Turthermore, the head teachers with a pupil roll of 400 or over
as against those with less than 100 were responsible for a far larger
number of pupils so that their views might be considered to be of greater
relative importance. For these two reasons the head teachers! replies have
been examined additionally, weighted for the size of the pupil roll, the

weights being devised as shown in Table 5/5.

TABLE WELIGHTS FOR HEAD TEACHERS' REPLIES
ACCORDING TO PUPILS ON ROLL

Pupil Roll No. of .. Category Weight

Category Schools , Mean

0- 99 47 50.6 1
100 - 199 32 149.7 3.0
200 - 299 17 242.8 4.0
300 - 399 14 345.1 6.8
400 & Over 9 475.2 9.4

TOTAL 199

The values for the weighted replies are shown in Table 5/6, and it may

TABLE 5/6 REPLIES OF 114 HEAD TEACHERS TO QUESTION 3
) WEIGHTED FOR PUPIL ROLL SIZE
Pupil Roll — CATERED FOR
Intellectuall (. Socially Physically
Weight{ Yes | No | No Repd| Yes | No |No Repd| Yes No {No Rep.

0 - 99 1 37.07 5.0 55.0 38.0{ 5.0 4.0 34.0} 9.0 4.0
100 - 199 3.0 78.0115.0 3.0 93.0 - 3.0 90.0} 3.0 3.0
200 - 299 4.0 60.0} 8.0 - 64.0] 4.0 - 60.0| 8.0 -
300 - 399 6.8 68.01(20.4 6.8 68.0113.6 |13.6 54.4120.4 20.4
400 & Qver 9.4 56.4118.8 9.4 75.2 - - 65.8| 9.4 -
Total Repii - 6 > 8 - 6
Weighted epiies )299.4(67.2 24. 338.222.6 {20, 304.2(49.8 27.4
Weighted 76.7 |17.01 6.3 | 88.7] 5.9 | 5.4 [79.8|13.0 | 7.2
Replies % ~.100% = . ~_. -100%__~ ~_100% . .~
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be seen that there is no change in the pattern, the great majority of
the responses being in the affirmative for the * .1 2e aspects of Question 3.

The weighted replies have been percentaged and they are compared with the

percentage distributions of the raw responses in Tal ' 5/7. ‘temarkably
little difference in the two distributions is sho: - :'ndicating a
hcmogeneity in the patterns of the head teachers' r¢,..uvs whether they

are in charg: of a schcoi = *h a large, medium-sized or small pupil roll.

TABLE 5/7 COMP - . JF PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF
RAW Ri .5+ TO QUESTION 3 BY 114 HEAD TEACHERS
WITH PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF REPLIES
WEIGHTED FOR SIZE OF PUPIL ROLL

CATERED FOR

intellectually Socially Physically
Raw Zes | No No Rep.| Yes No No Rep.| Yes | No No Rep.
Replies 79.0 | 14.3 6.7 | 86.6 6.7 6.7 79.0| 13.5 7.5
100% 100% 100%

|
Weighted 7.7 |11.4 | 4.9 | 88.5]6.2 5.3 | 79.8] 13.¢c] 7.2
Replies 100% ; 100% 100%

Question 4: Do you consider the "top 1% — 2%" children have any
special needs as is the case with the+low ability
children at the other end of the scale? ..eeceveree YES/NO
General CommentsS: ceeeececccrosevsosonncsoscooorssane

‘'ne great majority, 90%, of the head teachers, replied in the
“affirmative to this question. The responses were:—

YES ® 0 000000000 }_06 e 9 ® 0 0gp00geee 89-0
NO  veesoreeesee 2 cesveeenesss 1.8

"o RePly weeveoee 1l cevcoveveasse 9.2

Total 119 100%
Two negative replies were given one each f:om a school with = pil roll

of 0 - 99 and 200 - 299,

It is difficult to analyse the unstructured material supplied under

'"General Comments', An attempt has been made to categorise it in Table 5/8
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CABLE 5/8 SUPPLISMENTARY REMARKS IN REPLY TOQ QUESTION 4.

A. Children's Needs: ) School Roll
0- 100- 200~ 300- 400 Total

9 199 299 399 & Over| Remarks

1. As‘mgny 2s with children of low 3 - 2 3 o 10
ability. .

2. More advanced creative and
intellectual work to stimulate . 6 5 3 1 1 16

and stretch, programmes
specially as for less able,

3. Special efforts for them to
develop at their own rate,
realige their potential and é 4 2 2 2 16
avold frustration. !

4. Opportunities for leadership. - - - - 1 1

5. Intellectual environment, similar 3 - _ 4 _ T
peers and in-depth work. -

€. An intelligent teacher. 1 - - 1 - 2

7. Opportunity for social development
as emotionzl stages may be missed .
in an intellectual environment - 1 3 1 2 - T
encouragement as temperamental
like low ability pupils.

8. No sr cial social needs. - 1 - - - 1
9. Less icpendent on teacher — self-

- X . . 1 - 2 - - 2
motivating so can-work in library.

10. More equipment and/or books. 1 2 - - - 3

11. ‘lone - classes under 30 and good > 1 o 4 _ 9

teachers enough.

B. Children thems.!ves should:

1. Accept and adj =+ to their special 2 T _ _ _ 5
abilities.

C. Current Classroom Situation:

1. Taught partly in own group — some- 1 2 _ 1 4
tines with visiting “eacher. “ -

2. In large classes virtually impossiblg = _' 'l _ 1
to give attention needed.

3, If dissatisfied through under-
achievement can be disciplinary 2 - - - - 2
problem.

4. ‘lave social problems with envious 1 1 5
peécr group.

5« Lack competition in small school. 2 - - - - 2

6. All work at own rate in wide 5 3 1 _ _ 9
ability range classes. ?

7. Some resentment of teachers 1 _ _ _ 1

for their intellectual matches.
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and to crder it under headings in an approximate continuum. It may be
seen that the great majority of the head teachers helieve such children
have a need for more advanced intellectual work, planned on an “ndividual
basis but that consideration should also be given to the pupils' emotional
and social development. Only one head comments that pupils in the top

1% = 2 of intellectual ability should be given opportunities for leadership.

Question : 1f you consider the "top 1% — 2%" children have no
special needs, can you give your reasons?

Onl:; seven entries have been made in response to this question - two
of" which state 'None' and two heads have nisreaé the question. Only
three head teachers, two of small schools and one with a pupil roll of
?00-299 have given an answer to this enquiry, the reasons given being
that:—~

(a) physical and emotional development may not keep pace

with that of the intellect,

(b) all the children are members of the school family,
although extr3: responsibility might be given to such

children in helping the others, at dinner table, etc.

(c) it is important for clever children to mix with all

ability groups as it is for the less able pupils t¢ do so.
Accordingly it may be seen that there is no contradiction between the

patterns of the head teachers' responses to Questions 4 : 4 5.

Question " If you < unsider *he "™top 1% - 29" children do have
special needs, can you give your reasons.

Here 88 (759, of the head teachers have responded, many of them
uliy. An attempt has been mace o order this unstructured material
into a continuum of classified reasons in Table 5/9. A number of the
heads have dealt with several aspects of the children's needs, ir whirh
case their comments have been compounded into more than one of the 114

stgtl »monts listed.
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The need for 's*retching! che intellectual child or recognition of
such pupils  speed nf 1earniﬁg and their need for practice in academic
skills, accounts "or one-third of the reasons enumerated for speéial
provisions to be made for them. The opposing view thzt such pupils
have no special needs is expressed in 7% of the responseu. A mirncoity
view of 10, is concerned with emotional and related problems and the
possibility that th- may lead to malad justment. Another 7% each refer
to dangers that such children may hide their talents and show behavioural
difticulties. Where classes are large, the teacher's difficulties in
giving adequate attention to the two extremes of ability is mentioned
in 6% of the answers. "he pattern of the replies varies little with
the size of the pupil roll - with the possible ekception of references

to personality difficulties.

‘’he reasons for special consideration to be given to highly
intellectual children in answers to Question 6 overlap gonsiderably with
the added comments in Question 4 and general remarks given in the las®
section. In order to present the material as_clearly as poss: ., tle
viewpeints have been  tabulated here under whichever heading number the

- eacners have made their remarks on the questionnaire form.

miBLE /9  REACONS GIVEN BY 88 HEAD TEACHERS IN ANSWER TO
QUESTION 6

PUPILS ON ROLL

0- 100-]200~| 300-]400 &| Total
REASONS 99 199 {299 {399 |Over |No.
Mean |Mean|Mean|{ Mean|Mear. |of

50 (148 |243 393 (472 Reasons

1. The future leaders — neced stretching 1 1 1 3
for their own and society’s benefit. - -
?, Need individual attentiori-low ' .
: 2 |1 |- |- 4
ability groups.
'3, Learn quickly yet need an intellectual
environment and practice with such 6 6 2 2 3 19
skills.
o cont'de OVET.esee




TARLE 5/9 contd.

~ PUPILS ON ROLL
: 0- | 100-[200-] 300~| 400 &| Total
REASONS 99 199 [299 | 300 |Over | No.
Mean, ilean|Mean| MeanjMean | of

50 1148 1243 |393 [472 | Reasons

4. To be stretched and to work with
tasks difficult enough to avoid i
bordeom. @y not be enough 4 B ] 2T
competition in a small school.
Y. Difficult for class teacher with
extremes in classes of 30, 40 or 1
more so such pupils may be negl:- ted.

PO
no
[
-
-3

6. If not catered for may become
mentally lazy or hide talents to 5 5 1 5 1 8
avoid isolation and so not be
recognised.

7. Dored if work set at same level as '
age group — behavioural problems if 3 2| 2 - 1 8
stimulation lacking.

8. Personality type varies — tempera-—
me: tal, nervous cisposition, dis-
satisfaction, communication 5 4 | - 2 - 11
difficulties — may lead to malad-
justment.

9. Social adjustment problems if no
suitable equal companions — may - 3] - - - 3
become dgolates.,

10. .cacher more emotionally involved
with less able to whom more - 1 - - - 1
attention given.

11. ‘ieed a quict place to work away from 1 _ _ 1
integrated children. -

12. Given extra music tuition, books to
find things cut. Jood at craft, 1 1 - 1 - 3

_ sport, etc. s

1). Fxperienced teachers can reach 1 1 1 1 _ 3
tl.ir wave-length.

14. “leed closer parent—teacher reiation- 1 1

chip ontside school. '

15. Should not 2 segregated - social )
group work so that the, appreciate 1 34 = - -
others!' difficulties

i 16. May be.'cocky' annoying othc.s - or

Jon

f:el infe.ior as less capable with - 1 - - - 1
hands. - )
17. !lo special needs — all should be
challenged - any school should be 3.0 2|~ 2 1 8
able to cater for intellectual needs.
TOT AL 37 1 41 {13 |13 8 114

2K
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Question [: Any other general comments you may wish to make

The wide ranging and conflicting remarks made by the head teachers

are summarised under five headings as follows:-

(a)

(a) Characteristics of gifted children,

(b) Txisting classroom and school environment, or
that thought to be desirable for gifted children,

(¢) Teacher approach and teaching method currently
practised or suggested as a future development,

(d) esearch requirements,

(e) Relationship of society and gifted children.

Characteristics of the gifted child:

The majority of the head teachers responded with one or more of
the following remarks. Giftéd children may appear average or
below average and under—-achicve deliberately to win acceptance by
their peers. They may be unco-operative from frustration and be
labclled 'slow' or 'switch—off' and appear silly. Boredom with
their peers, teache;. and the material is their worst enemy. They
are ofien tolerant of the teacher's dnficiencies in not demanding
~n agh work from them. It is difficult to recognise gifted
chiidrern aand tliey may have to conform to the average particularly

in an infant zchool,

Several heads stated that a child of high intellectual capacity
tends to be lonely and may have social and communication problems
resulting in isolation and neuroticism. A bright 9 year old may
talk like an adult but needs to be integrated into the school class.
Another head believed the majority of 'high-fliers' adjust well to
non—academic aspects of school life. Otner remarks pointed out
that much depends on the sire of the school and the individual
character of the child, some pupils earning the respect and some

the jealousy of their peers. One bri 1t child promoted to a

- sy e TN L. f L2dl dlim mmntal nmmchTame dAnuralwved



(b)
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but a second child not succeed in doing so. One head remarked

that in spite of the efforts of teachers to assist less able children

they would never reach a high standard.

Contradictory view. were expressed with regards to physical
ability, one head commenting that 'top' children usually do weli
in football, etc., while ancther stated it was rare to find
academic aptitude and physical ability in one pupil; a third

head said they had lcss practical ability.

About one—quarter of the children were said to be in the 1IQ group

135-140 in a school in a largely affluent area.

Existing classroom and school environment, or that thought to

be desirable for gifted children.

Several heads stated that when staff and accommodation wr
available the bright pupils were given attention in their own group,
that they needed carefully selected teachers lest they suffer, or

tlat class teaching might be detrimental to clever children should

they be intelledtually isolated among average peers.

4 number of heads expressed the views that in small éhild—centred
schools each pupil could receive individual a:~ention, have an
opportunity to work near to capacity and mix with older pupils
arthout being different as classes had an age rarge of five year: ~
Fut that they mighi benefit from more competition. Such conclusions
were drawn partly from experience with backward children. In
larger schools the open-plan technic:», - -2rk.ng in small groups
was sSaid to provide for the use of individual courses baszd on a
child's learning style. Other comments were that inc:scased
staffirg, building and equipment would allow provision to be made

for gitted children in a normal school situation and that ability
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to £ind o child suitably inspiring work rests with the
environment of the school as well as with the teaching staff
and methods practised. The head of one large séhool stated
that the clever children could forge ahead as books were
available (esigned for the *t:uzlve plus age group. Another
view was that gifted childrer needed a free environment in which
all lLevcls of ability could find mental and social stimulation
and the companionship of 'all;ability' groups, providing they
had stimulating teaching; another head said that 'top' pupils

tenefit from contact with those able in music, art or P.E.

The problems facing teachers as regards recognition and of
approprilatc action is shown in the comments of two heads. One
that children ahead in reading, perception and logical reasoning
might be so because of their home background and the attentions of
an experienced teacher or because of thei: intellectual ability;
the second that one child put forward two terms might work well

but another be unhappy because of the jealousy of his peers.

Two other remarks on different topi.:s were that if “here is little
play-space phy.ical development is difficult and that the school

was bottom-heary with infants through the sudden growih of the
village.

Tecacher approach and teaching method currently practised

or suggested as a future develcpment.

The view wa= expressed that gifted children need special technicues,

Stimulating apparatus and surroundings, and understanding. Schemes
involving Colleges of Education and the part-time withdrawal of

gifted children from schools for teaching, it was thought, might be
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investigated, In recent years, it was held by one head, the
emphasis in the Training Colleges had been on special education
for the retarded with little att~ntion to the highly intelligent,
whilc another commented that logically we should make adequate
provision for all ranges of ability and the "top' children probably
necded more advanced work. One head said the teacher must act as
a whetting-stone as gifted children wouid Aot obtain this type of
help from their peers, and a second that it was easier to provide
help for the bottom 2%, but a conscious effort was needed to give a
fair share of time to the clc-cr children. In one favourably-
situated school 1t was stated staff had had to make special efforts
to obtain success — failures could have been far more calamitious
than &i¥h ESl children, Another head believed that there was
wastc of valuable learning time when 'top' children did not have
an opportunity to develop if much of the teachcr's 4ime was spunt
on the backward. 1t was remarked that specialist high I.Q.
tcachers were needed as currently many gifted children moved outside
the state system. Peripatetic help was suggested as a possibility
although it gave less opportunity for a stimulating environment and
educational visitse. I a special post were created similar -.c
that of a remedial teacher stimulus could be given after school
hours. It was ‘elt that in some schools the needs of the gifted
might have beeﬁ neglected anc’ it was important fé;‘them to be

stretched and challenged.

Some he- ended to adopt other views — that all children could
be caterzd for so that they progress as speedily as possible at

4
their .wn level but ihey must not become precocious and blase.
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1f the work was individually programmed this could be achieved -
but that an extra teacher, classroom and facilities would assist
to this end. It was said, too, that periodic 'sessions' could
help in the latter stages of education but special catering for
such a small group at all times would be impossib.i=z. One head
held that all children were different and clever children should
have an opportunity to develop to the fullest their abilities
being 'pushed' to greater standards than pupils of average ability.
A zecond cautious head remarked that the 'top' children should be
'stretched! but not ‘'pushed! as there is often too much of this at
home. Another respondent believed that the great drawback of
mixed ability classes was that the teacher had to choose between
using a simple vocabulary for the less able or one more advanced
and concise to suil the above-average children. The giftec pupils

vy

often need encouragement to experiment was the remark of a
di{ferent head.

Commenys of heads regarding the social development of an intellectﬁal
child Qére that he must be watched as he might become an isolate in
a mixed ability class yet to separate completely bright children

and their specialis® teacher would be anti-social and devisive.
Another reply in agreement said intellectually-advanced children
might have a low social age and should not te isolated from the
average child. One hega commented that they should not be with-
drawn as it was damaging for either gifted or remedial pupils to

be segregated but that the 'top' pupils needed more social education

than the ‘bottom' as the _rmer often have rroblems with relatiorn-

ships.
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(d) Research Requirements:

Here only four heads commented, two of whom felt resocarch was
required to ac st in the recognition and early diagnosis of .
gifted children. An opposite view suggested thét research
results often caused ignorant laymen (i.e. parents) to bring
pres.ure which is educationally unsound. One head felt that

the criteria for determining the 'top 1%—2%' on the questionnaire
were inadequate. Several heads extended an invitation to the
investigator to visit their schools so that their views could be

more fully expressed and additional information supplied.

(¢) Relationship of Society and Gifted Children:

The opinion was expressed by three heads that society's future
leaders will come from top ability children and that they should
accordingly be given every possible assistance. A fourth head
pointed out that, as all children will be bound by society and
its conventions, if gifted rhildren are segregated from average

children they will find it difficult to associate with tuem as
adults.

“he opinions expressed by the heads show that they believe gifted
chiiaren to be difficult to recognise as they may under-achieve
deliherately to win acceptance by ‘their peers to avoid encountering
social protulems. There is general agreement that gifted children
should he enabled to progres: at a pace commensurate with their ability
and that they can be adzquately catered Tor in the schools although
additional provisions for this purpose are desirable. The heads are
almost unanimous in their view that gifted children should not be wholly

segregated from other pupils but they are divided in their opinions as
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to whether they should be taught in special groups for part of the time.

TheAviews expressed under Question 7 are in accord with responses giver.
to the earlier questions and supply a framework within whfch +the
categorical replies may be interpreted.
INTERVIEWS
The replies of the random 10% sample of the flead Teachers interviewed

for the completion of the questionnaire are shown in Tablie 5/10. The

TABLE 5/10  INTERVIEWS: REPLILS OF HEAD TEACHERS
TO QUESTIONNAIRE

No. of Schools with Pupil Roll: Total
0-99 100-199 200-299 300-399 400 & Over Schools
. 6 4 1 1 15
Question 1 40% 2€.7T% 6.7% 6.7% 20% 100%
No. of Cty. Prim. Vol. Cont. Vol, Aid.
Status: 11 1 3 15
73.3% 6.7% 20% 100%
Question 2 Yes No
12 3 15
80% 20% 100%
Question 3(a, Yes No
10 5 15
66% 34% 100%
3(b) 14 1 15
93% 7% 100%
3(c) 12 3 15
80% 20% 100%
Question 4 Yes -~ No
15 - 15
100% - 100%
Remarks: Total %
Remarxs
a. Like low ability may become a social problem. 1 6.7
b. Veed individual attention as the backward. 2 13.3
c. Must be stimulated by experienced teachers. 4 26.7
d. eed competition from their edquals. 1 6.7
e. Taught part of time as a group on their own. 2 13.3
f. Slow adequately catered for but not the very 1 6.7
bright.
g. Can be disciplinary problems. 1 6.7
h. All have individual attention. 3 20
Total: 15 100.2
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Total %

Remarks
Question 4% - 8. No speccial needs as catercd for in 1 6.7
family grouping - given extra
responsibility.
b. ‘lo intellectual needs because of 1 6.7
immaturity and home background,
c. 'lo comment. ' 13 86.7

Total: 15 100.1

Question O a. ‘lced to be stretched for own and
) . 1 6.7
society's benefit.
b. Differ markedly from other children. 1 6.7
c. Can be catered for in small school

but need more attention in a large 1 6.7

one,
d. lack comprtition in small schools. 2 13.3
e. Car bico-~ isolates, 1 6.7
o " sty and bored if not full

s: “cge;i / 5 33.3
g« .« ' morc involived with backward

1t tend to be left to free- 1 6.7

N 4 parent/teacher relationship

and re out of school activities 1 6.7
necded,

i. ™lents such as music. singing and
£rnz3 catered for but no special 1 CoT
provision for very aole.

Je Jo comment. 1 6.7

Total: 15 100.2

Question 7 a. Given some teaching separately 5 13.3
in own group. °
b. Additional teacher and classroom 5 13.3

facilities needed,
c. In small child-centred school each
child catered for but may be some 2 13,3
| neglect of gifted elsewhere.
d. A great need for highly-intelligent 1 6
! to be fully stretched. -7
i e. Society’'s future leaders will come 1 6
from top ability children. -1
l f'. Yraining Colleges give too much
I

emphasis on backward and little 1 6.7
on highly-intells gent,
g. In terms of atta:ment those of low

ability respond luss to teacher's 1 6.7
! efforts.
| h. Tend to be lonely. 1 6.7

+ 1. Books fur 12+ age-group so top

children may forge ahead - peers may 1 6.7
f be jealous if promoted,

J. “ocial development differs so one 6
child may be promoted but not another. -7
i k. School has a disproportionate number . 6.7

i of infants. * ‘
1. o comment. 1 6.7
Total: 15 100.2

o —y
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proportion of small schools among the main body of the respondents as
well as those in the sample is approximately 40% but sampling variation
has resulted in the inclusion in the latter of a larger percentage of
schools with a pupil roll of 400 and over. As regards status, the
questionnaires completed as an interview include the same proportion
of County Primary Schools, but relatively more voluntary aided schools
than do the main body of the forms. - However, the composition of the
10% sample sqhools visited may be said to approximate that of the 78%

of the total population of schools in the Local Education Authority area

concerned which completed the questionnaire.

The only marked difference between the.pattern of replies among
the interviewees and those returning the postal forms is that of
Question 2, 86% of the head teachers interviewed as compared with
49.5% of the postal responses replying 'Yes'.1* In answer to Question 3,
there is variation in the percentage for affirmative replies for sections
(a) and (b) between the sample and the main ﬁopulation but this may be

accounted for by sampling variation. The same may be said of the

- regponses to the first part of Qﬁestion (4) where the affirmative replies

total 100% in the sample and 90% in the main body of the responses, the

" general tenor of the remarks made in the second part of the question also

being in agreement. In both groups of answers the great majority of

the “ead Te;chers make no reply to Question 5, while élthough fuller and
more varied, the tenor of the 114 remarks made by the schools in answer
to Queétibn 6 and of the general comments in response to Question 7, are

in both cases approximately in line with those made by the Head Teachers

1* May be partly accounted for proportionately more large schools
in 10% sample.
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Since completed questionnaires were obtained from all the schools

in the 10% sample, it seems likely that the 78% of the responses from

the total population of 134 schools circulated might be expected to be

representative of the Head Teachers? expressed opinions in the Local

Education Authority area concerned,
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CHAPTER 6

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This study has examined 73 gifted pupils to find whethér 'under-
achievement' appears to be occurring and to ascertain the children'é
general“characteristics in the school setting. The problems associated
with the discovery of pupils within the top l% - 2% of intellectual
ability has meant that a random sample of such children has not been
obtained. Before proceeding to the main topic of under-achievement:
the identification. and classification of gifted ghi;dren will be

discussed as this impinges upon the interpretation of the results

obtained.

1) IDENTIFICATION OF GIFTED CHILDREN

Whereas physically handicapped and many of the mentally backward
children afe usually easily recogniéable, “:-e discovery of intellectually
- gifted éhilﬁren present specizl difficulties since their unusual qualities
may not be reflected in their scﬂolastic performance. It is suggested-
here that gifted children may be classif;ed"as those who:~

1) have ahnormally high attainment records in scholastic
work and are easily recognisable - the successful,

2) present disciplinary problems in school and/or are
otherwise maladjusted — identified when tested at

Child Guidance Clinics, and
3) pupils appearing to be merely bright or even average
as their scholastic performance does not-indicate
them to have exceptional intellectual talent. These
children will be designated the 'covertly gifted’.
Although not previously formulated as above, the existence of

exceptionally intellectually able children in each of these three
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categories has received past recognition in various contexts. The
high-achieving gifted child has been awarded scholarships and other
prizes. Regarding the second category, a special study was made by
Pringle (1970) of clever problem children. She reports ('Able Misfits"',
1970, p.75) that between one quarter to a half of the pupils studied
obtained scholastic attainment test scores which were one or two yearé
below their actual age. The Plowdep Report too (1967) draws attention
to the existence of problem able childrenibﬂ p. 306, stating:

'One must not restrict the search for the highly-gifted

to children who are doing well in school to the 'good';
one must look at the 'difficult’' one as well.'

Turning to the third category named above, the covertly gifted
children, one finds it is for the very reason of théir covertness that
they are frequently unrecognised and hence information about them is
scanty. Nevertheless, there is research evidence that such pupils
exist. ~ An American study by Pegnato & Birch (1959) inwolving 1,400
Junior High School children found thgt their teachers nominated only
45.1%vof the children who subsequently obtained a Stanford-Binet
Intelligence Quotient of 136 or above. 92.3% of such children were
identified on a Group I.Q. test with a cut—off point of 115 and by the
use of other methods such as Achievemgnt Tests and the school records.
Similarly, the Ohio study (Barbe, 1964) of 65 highly-intellectual
children (I.Q. base 148 on the Stanford-Binet) reported that 25% of _
the group were not included by their teachers as being the most
intelligent children. 1In this country, the Oxford study (1967) of
64 secondary 'High I.Q.; pupils identified the children with the aid
of 1l1-plus selection data. The report quotes from the comments of the
secondary schools involved such remarks ag:—

"The pupils chosen have not so far shown themselves as
able as several others in their year", and

"These are not the most intelligent ones in their
respective classes". 100
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The present findings are in line with themfpregoing. Twelve of
the seventy-three gifted pupils were nominated by their teachers as
control children of average ability to be paired with the gifted pupils
in the =ame school classes. As the teachers nominated only 37 of the
present group, (the remainder being named by their parents or
educational psychqlogistg),_thentwelve unrecognised as gifted represents

a third, This unidentified proportion is'larger than the 25% found in
the Ohio study.

Over-estimation on the part of the schools of the ability of
normal-bright children has been found too. Pegnato & Birch (1959)
state that almost a third (31.4%) of the children chosen by their
teachers as 'gifted' were in the average range of intelligence according
to the Stanford-Binet test and obtained an 1.Q. score of less than 136.
In this country Tempest (1971) reports that of 72 seven-year—olds
nominated by their teachers as 'gifted', 39 scored below 127 on the
W.I.S.C. when tested individually, and of these seven scored below 110.
In the present study, sixteen failed to score an I.Q. of 140 on the
Stanford-linet from among the fifty-three nominated as .'gifted' by
their teachers, representing 30.1%. The percentages found in the

American and the current project are unexpectedly close.

fn recent years the existence of covert highly-intellectual children,
although not so named, has been acknowledged in this country by teachers
and others. Ogilvie (1973, p.42) comments that about-half of the
teachers agreed that many 'gifted' children are probably unidentified
in the schools. A few lines further on he states:-

" «e... in the professional opinion of most ‘teachers there

is a risk that intellectual giftedness will remain
unrecognised unless great care is taken",
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Similarly, Proctor, (1966), said when discussing very able children,

"Their needs are as important as those of backward children
but may be overlooked because they are less obvious'".

Lord Reeching, when Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State at the
Department of Education and Science, has heen reported by the 'New
Scientist' (28.12.1972) as admitting that:—

"There is no doubt that sdhe”giffed children are missed in
the schools at both the primary and the secondary levels",

Where there is failure to recognise an intellectually 'gifted' child,
it follows that there will also be a lack of appreciation of the high

achievement levels which such a pupil might attain.

2) The Gifted Sample in the Present and Other Studies

The present study had as its original aim the discovery of fifty
pupils in Local Authority primary schools able to score above 140 on
the Stanford—"inet Intelligence Scale in order to study certain of their
features; in the event seventy-three were found. Yo exhaustive search

for these children in the top 2% of the intelligence continuum in the

participating schools was undertaken.

‘1alf the children in the 'gifted' sample were nominated by their
teachers and it seems likely that the majority of their nominees were
children in the firs@wéétegoryfof 1gifted! pupils listed the 1successful’,
since the most usualaériterion upon which teachers grade their pupils is
the manner in which they perform their school~work. The minority of
malad justed children, who fall into the second category, have usually
attended a Child Guidance Clinic where close examination has revealed
their potential ability and the children's test scores wili in turn have
been reported to their schools. It may be deduced that it will be the

third group, the covert 'gifted'children, who are unnamed by their teachers

as their scholastic standards are about the class average.
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Tt follows that the majority of the covert 'gifted' children are
likely to have a lower mean attainment 1e§el with their school-work
so that their inclusion into a group of highly-intellectual children
under study would reduce the mean level of attainmwent. A corollar&
is that whatever degree of under-achievement may be found to he present
among a g1oup of 'glfted' children will understate the true position

unless all the covertly glfted' have been 1nrluded

In the present study the twelve ex—control children are- considered

to have been covert 'gifted' pupils. Taking as the criterion of under-

achievement a gap of two years or more between mean educational attainment
and mental age, there appears to have been under—achievemenf on the part
of the twelve children concerned. The teachers' rated the classroom
standards of work of the covert 'gifted' children as follows:-

10 pupils up to one year above the class average and

2 " about the class average |

whereas the gap between the mean mental and chronological ages of these

twelve children was 4yrs. 5m., their mean I.Q. being 150.

Secondly it follows that the standards bf clagsroom performance of
* .
the thirty—seven1 pupils identified by the teachers was above that of
the covert 'gifted' children since the teachers rated these thirty-seven:-—

11 - one year or over above the class average,

" " " "

25 — up to one year
1 - about t:e class average.
It may be deduced that the inclusion of the twelve brings down the

mean level of .the classroom attainment rating of the full seventy-three

children in the sample (the remaining twenty-four took an intermediate

1* Seventy-three less the twelve. covert and twenty-four
parent and psycholog1st nomlnated tgifted' children.
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position. It seems probable too that the degree of under-achievement

found by other researchers may also have understated its true extent

where teacher nomination has played an important part in the selection
of the children studied.

Attempts have rarely been made to identify all the highly-
intellectual children on a given criterion except as part of a general
survey of the child population in a particular geographical area such
as those made by Burt in 1917, Wiseman (1951 and 1957), Pidgeon (NFER,‘
1955), Wright (1963 and Yule et al. (1973). Among the foregoing only
Burt appears to have followed-up the 'super-normal' children identified

in his London Surveys (Y¥r.Bk. of Ed. 1962, p.24-25). .

The National Children's Bureau has underbaken a longitudinal study
of 17,000 children being the total number born during one week in England,
Scotland and Wales. The follow-up of specificélly able children was
undertaken by Hitchfield (1973) whose objective was not to obtain a
ran&omised sample of talented pupils since she adjusted the composition
of her selection according to the social class background of the childfen
(ibid. p.8). Nor was the selection of her sample from the 1958 Cohort
limited to children of high intellectual ability but included those-
talented in physical skills such as swimming (ibid.p.79). The group of
238 pupils chosen for study was drawn from 500 names selected on the
basis of a 'Draw-a-Man' test perfofmed ét the age of seven years and
subsequent teacher and/or parent nomination when the children were eleven
years old. In spite of the impartiality bf the total population the
methods by which the choices were made was likely to have led to bias
in the sample_drawn. On the basis of the findings referred to above,
it is unlikely.that_the teachers would have recognised all the covertly

gifted children.while the comprehensiveness of the parental nominations
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made as a result of‘a letter "published in scveral magaziﬁes and’?he
national press" was questionable (ibid.p.8). Of the 238 selected'it
is stated (ibid.p.ZOO) that 48% scored an 1.Q. over two standard deviations
from the mean. From this value it may be calculated that only 114
children obtained an 1.Q. of over 136, that~is about one~third of the
number who might have been expected to occur in a population of 15,640

*
children1 among whom intelligence was normally distributed.

Other British studies of 'gifted' children by Lovell & Shields
(1966) and Tempest (1974) did ndt have the objective of identifying as
many intellectually talented pupils as possible, or of obtaining a

randomised sample, in a given school population.

The most.widely recognised work on gifted children is the classic
study nade by Terman (1925). However, in spite of over 600 children
being identified with a Stanford-Binet I.Q. of 140 or over, the purpose
of the project was not to identify all the children in the relevant school
population who might have obtained such an I1.Q. but to make the study
"as representative as possible of all gifted children in the territory
covered". (ibid. p.20 VolI)The initial selection was by subjective
teacher ratings as well as by age, the youngest child in a class being
selected. Accidental discoveries of additional pupils having an I.Q.
of 140 or over led to a scrutiny of all chiidren in seven schools leading

to the discovery of three additional pupils, representing 25% of the

1* 1958 Cohort — original population 17,000, of whom 92% were said
to have survived at aged seven years — that is, 15,640 children.
If an I.Q. score of over two standard deviations from the mean
is taken as the criterion of intellectual giftedness, among a
population of 15,640, the number of intelleciually gifted
children might be expected to be 313,000. On this calculation
31.9% of the intellectually gifted children in the population
‘were included among the sample of 238 pupils studied.
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nominations there, who would have been missed by the other methods

of search. Terman went so far as to state:-
",,.., 1if one would identify the brightest child in a class

of 30 — 50 pupils it is better to consult the birth records
in the class register than to ask the teacher's opinion.

(ibid. p.33).
He continued, commenting that this finding had high reliability as it
was based on ihe nominations wade by approximately 6,000 teachers. It

does, of course, refer only to the situation in the Californian schools
in the 1920s.

Two other American studies regarding 'gifted' children already
mentioned (Pegnato & Birch, 1959; Barbe, 1964), seem likely to have
discovered a very high proportion of the pupils of supericr intelligence
in the school populations reviewed, the one as a result of the

comprehensive test procedures adopted and the other through the efforts

of thirty-five school Psychology Interns.

No recent British attempt to obtain as nearly as possible a random
sample of all the 'g?fted' pupils in a given school population in order
té study their characteristics is known to the .investigator.  The
majority of studies, includihg the-present one, have sought merely to
discover a sample of 'gifted' children, relying in some degree upon
teacher nomination and in so doing have obtained a biased sample since
the covert 'gifted' .children have been under-represented. The three e
Americén studies referred to above and the mis-n:mination of the twelve
ex~control children in the current work suggest that at least a quarter
or a third of highly iﬁtellectual children are probably in the covert

category. Considerations of the results of the present study given

below must be made against the background of this bias inherent in the

sample.

106



101

%
3) Relationship etween Mantal and Educational Ages !

The correlations between English Educational Age and Mental Age
are lower for the Gifted Main and Sub~CGroups than for the corresponding
Control Groups, a result which was to be expected as the scores of the
Cifted children were at the extreme ends of the distributions of both

measured ability and attainment.

A surprising outcome was found for Mathematics where the pattern
is reversed and 'r' was 0.908 for the Gifted Main Grqup, higher still
at 0.913 for the iligh I.Q. Sub-Group which included pupiis having an
I.Q. of 160 — 213, even though considerable extrapolation of the NFER
tests was necessary. There was a decrease in 'r' to 0.854 for the

Control ¥ain and to 0.821 for the Low I.Q. Sub-Group.

The statistics afe imperfect but if the values obtained do have
validity they appear to be indicating that the correlation between
ﬁental'Age and Mathematical Educational Age is higher for the Gifted
than for the Control children. This phenomenon may be the result
partly of overlap betweenlthe tests used; the Mathematical Attainment
Tests are largely concerned with testing the degree tn which the basic
concepts have been grasped, whereas the Intelligence Tests seeks among
other things to measure the ability to recognise relationships. If
such facility is possessed by an individual to a high degree, it might
be expected that such mental attributes would also be applied to the
manipulation of mathematical concepts and the high correlation may be

due to the two tests measuring similar properties.

1* Additional statistical note in Appendix D,
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‘Should the latter conclusion be correct it gives rise to a further
question: to what degrée is the high attainment in mathematics the
product of the exceptional intellectual capacity of the children concerned
and their ability to learn from their environment and to what extent is
it the product of the conscious teaching and stimulation given by the

schools.

4) Achievement Dividends ~ Mean Standardised Scores : Mean I.Q.

The mean Achjevement Ratios for Reading, English and Mathematics
give Dividends ranging from 74.4 to 92.9 for the two sample Groups
(Table B/22). Since the NFER Attainment Tests and the Revised Terman—
Merrill Intelligence Scale utilised standardised scores with a mean of
100 and have similar standard deviations, it might have been expected
that the mean of the Dividends aerived from the two measurements would
be distributed around 100 for both sample Groups. A partial explanation
of the shortfall found may be differences in the school population upon
which the two tests were standardised and the effect of regression.
There is more reason to expect an approximate co-incidence.between the
theoretical and obtained Achievement Dividends for the Control children

gince their mean I.Q. was 116 so that the regression effect is less with

this Group.

It would probably be incorrect to attribute all the differences
between the theoretical and observed Achievement Dividends of 21.6 and
15.3 for the Gifted Groups and 15.5 and 3.1 for the Control Group to
the fore-going statistical consgiderations. The gap between the
theoretical and obtained Dividend for the Gifted Group extends upwards
from the upper limit for the Control Group so it appears there may have

been relative under-achievement by the Gifted as compared with the

Control Group. 1 0 8
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5) Attainment Test Performances

The Attainment Test performances of ths two sample Groups, relative

to their measured ability have been compared for Reading, English and

Mathematics.

i. Reading: Three out of four of the compariéons made for the younger
infants show the Gifted children to have had a higher Reading Age, even
" relative to their measured.potential than the Control infants. The
gap is not large but the regression effect might ha#é been expected to
- bring the Gifted.infants' Reading Age below that of their Mental Age.
Possiﬁle explanations of this anomaly are that in spite of the high f.Q.
scores gained (160-213) these under-stated the infants' true potential
and/or that although the children were paired for.socio—economi; back=
. ground the number of Gifted infénts drawn from families in the higher
occupational categoriés was proportionately greater for the Gifted as
compared with the Control children (see Figure 1/7), and that these
differences in family background may have led to the infants' advanced

performances.

ii. Englishs. A reversal is seen in the relative achievemeni positions

of the Gifted and Control children when the results of twenty comparisons
v for English language are examined, in which the corresbonding level of-
_attainment of the Gifted Group is found to be below that of the Control
Group, the gaps being sufficient to be of statistical significance in
fourteen casés. The finding here is that in comparison with the Control
Group there appears to be under-achievement in Engiish language by the

Gifted Group relative to their measured ability.

~

If the explanations put forward above for the advanced Reading Ages

of the Gifted children are accepted then the same considevations of
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under—estimation of potential and preferential family background should
be taken into consideration here too, in which dase the reversal in the
trend of levels of relative attainment may be gre;ter than depicted by
the calculated values. A suggested reason for the apparent relative
decline in performance is that teacher expectations.for the Gifted
children have not been high enough dgring the greater part of the time
spent in the Erimary school so that there has been a gradual widening of
the gap between the level indicated by their mental age and that shown

by their attainment test scores. The results found here are in line

with conclusions on the 'Brentwood Experiment' (Bridges; 1969, p.24).

"Our finding has been that under-achievement can occur
where a bright child has powers much in excess of what
he is called on to use in schoolj such a child may be
first in his class and still, from the viewpoint of his
intellectual gifts, be under-achieving".
A proportion of the fourth-year Gifted juniors were facing entrance’
and scholarship examinations into Direct—Grant or Public “'schools which

may account for the partial recovery in the comparative attainment

level among this set.of Gifted pupils.

iii. Mathematics: Fourteen of the twenty comparisons made for Mathematics

showed the Gifted children to have a lower relative level of achievement,
the difference in six cases being sufficient to be of statistical
gsignificance. In parficﬁlar the younger‘infants displayed a markedly
lower level of relative achievement in Mathematics than‘did the Control
children, the gap being largest between the digh and Low I.Q. Sub-Groups.
It is possible that the explanation of this finding is that the highly
intellectual children encompassing a greater degree of mental development
found the exper;eﬁce of entering school more traumatic than their

'nearer-to—the—average' peers and that resultant learning difficulties
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impeded their early progress. The contrast of the Gifted infants'
performance in Mathematics with that previously noted in Reading might
be the result of reading skills often being acquired in the pre-school
environment but such learning of mathematical concepts occurring more

rarely.

“he position is reversed for the third and fourth—yeaf juniors where
the mean Attainment Quotient and Indices are relatively higher for the
Gifted children. In the case of Basic Maths 'C' designed for third-year
juﬁiors, the Gifted Group obtained Achievement'Qﬁotients and Indices

relatively higher than did the Control Group.:

Since the performance level of the Control Group has been adopted
here ;s a base line for consideration as to whether or not under-
achievement is occurring among the Gifted Group, the results show such
under—-achievement is absent. waé&er, the validity of the criterion

adopted is Questionnable_in this case since the performance level of the

Control children on Rasic Maths. fC' is 2yrs. 9m. and lyr. 2m. below

their mental and chronological ages respectively. Turning to the
attainment levelé of the fourth—&ear juniors on Maths. 'DE', the
narrowness.of the gap between the relative perfofmances'of the Gifted
and Control Groups by comparison ﬁith the separation found between the
two Groups of infants might be partially accounted for by increased
motivatior as a number of the pupils were prepariﬁg for entrance

examinations into selective schools and/or sampling variation,

Mathematical ages of l6yrs., 17yrs., etc. gained by Gifted juniors
may have shown 'over-learning' since the curriculum content from which

the vaIﬁés.havq'been derived was not that of secondary school level.

When such material was presented to a few of the fourth-year juniors

they were able to score only a few points as they had not learnt the
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academic material covered. Since it is unusual for Mathematics at an
Intermediate level to be introduced into junior schools it seems unlikely
that the high levels of performznne on the N.,F.E.R. tests were reflecting
‘more advanced learning although the scores may have signified greater °
thoroughness in mastering the basic material which was covered. Some

of the third and fourth year Gifted and Control juniors obtained Mathematics
test scores in line with their mental ages but a concealed form of 'under-
achievement' may nevertheless havé been present among thé Gifted pubils
since their Mathematical ages were much higher than those of the Control
children and as their scores were not based upon secondary schooi
curricglums but only upon extrapolated scores on'the.N.F.E.R. fourth-year

junior Attainment Tests.

6) Comparison of Tea: ..+, Parent and Ex-Teacher Control

Nominated Children. . .

‘No pattern of differences in the mean Achievement Quotients and
Indices obtained by the threes. Sub~Groups of thé Gifted sample classified

‘according to their form of nomination has been found.

It was expected that the teacher and parent nominated Gifted children
‘would obtain higher mean att;inment values than the Ex-Control pupils
but the results were variable, It has been seen *hat the teachers have
nominafed children as Gifted at least partly upon,thé basis of classroom
attainment (see p. 97) and it was asstumed that parents who brought forward
their children as fgifted' might be specifically interested in education

and likely to have provided extra encouragement and/or assistance with

their children's school-work.

There were lower attainment values for the Ex-Control children

'obtained:generally for Reading and English language but not Mathematics
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compared with the remainder of the Gifted Group but i£ might be that
these twelve covert Gifted pupils.on the occasion of participating in
a research study were motivated to complete the attainment tests as
well as they were able so achieving at a higher level than in their
nofmal classroom work. Only two of the covert Gifted pupils scored
below 100 (93, and 98) while two others gained Raw Scores within three
points of the ceiling of the appropriate Mathematics Test and were

given the next more advanced test in the series,

"he term 'classroom under-achievement' may be adopted when the
regular standard of work performed in the classroom by a group of pupils
is graded by their teacher as being a year or more below that which the

group of children have otherwise shown themselves capable of producing.

“he mean Standardised Score for the combined English and Mathematicé
Test series for the covert Gifted Sub-Group was 116 and on the tests
used about eight points of Standardised Score represented a difference
of one chronological year.  The mean Standardised Score for the Control
Group was approximately 100 and this may be taken as a rough measure of
the average performance levels of the sgmple pupils!' school classes
(the teachers were originally asked to select average children as
Controls), It is seen then that even allowing for statistical errors
of measurement among the covert Gifted' Sub-Group there was probably

'classroom under—achievement' upon the criterion stated above,

7) __ Range of Achievement Levels

i, ‘Over—-Achievers': The term 'over-achievers' will be used to refer to

those children whose calculated Mathematical op English Educational Age

exceeds that of their measured Mental Age on the Stanford Binet test.

12.4% of the Gifted sample obtained English or Mathematical Ages
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(five and four pupils respectively) which was above that of their
§tanford-Binet Mental Age.1* ‘This result was unexpected. Pidgeon
(1961, p.3§) states that if thehscales of two mental tegts are the same
and the means are 100 then an equal number of ‘'over—achievers' as
tunder—achievers' may be anticipated and he argues (ibid. p.39) that
where two tests are given theAresultant score of the second test is
likely to be nearer to the test mean when the first value was in the
tail of the distribution.  1In the present study the nine children
jnvolved had a mean I.Q. score of 156, over three stendard deviations
from the mean while their subsequent ettainment“test scores represented
even greater deviations from the respective means. = Less surprising
wes the 'over-achievement'of six Control children with a mean I.Q. of
117.2%

Possible circumstances responsible for the high attainment scores
reached by the nine Gifted pupils, one of whom was originally nominated
by his teacher as an average pupil for inclusion in the Control Group,

are:-

(1) particularly_favourable home environments providing
encouragement from parents and exceptional facilities
for learning; .

(2) stimulation and stretching at school through an
enriched curriculum and/or acceleration;

1* Pidgeon (Educ. Research, Vol. IV, No.l, Nov. 1961) has shown how,
when the scores from two tests involving mental measurements are
used, and "if the tintelligence' test is regarded as measuring

. capacity”, an approximately e 1 number of 'over-achievers' as
'‘under-achievers' is implied p.35-36). However, it seems
probable that Pngedn had in mind scores within two standard
deviations of a test mean, viz. his illustration with scores on a
Test 'A' and 'B' ranging from 70 to 130 (ibid.p.37) and that he is
not considering an attainment score indicating 'over-achievement'
when the mean I.Q. score is 156.3 '

2%  Four Control pupiis tover—-achieved' in English, two in Mathematice
and none in both subject areas.
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(3) harmony between home and school environments giving
a high degree of emotional security; and

’5:‘

(4) statistical errors.

A study of beneficial or detrimental effects of affluence,
deprivation or other environmental circumstances uﬁon the scholastic
achicvement of the Gifted pupils has not been undertaken here but

appears to be an area for future investigation.

Examples of the fictitious educational ages Gifted pupils obtained

are:- CA MA - ' Eng.EA
Child 'A’ 6y. 10m. 9y. 9m. © 10y. 3m.
Child 'B' 1ly. Om. 19y. 1llm. 2ly. 6m.

CA MA Maths.EA
Child 'C' 9y. 4m. 14y. 1lm. 71,4y. 10m.
Child 'D’ 1lly. 5m. 17y. 5m. 18y. 9m.

The above calculated values appear to pose a challenge for suitable

curriculum stimulation to be provided for such Gifted children within

the primaryschool.

ii. 'Under-Achievers':s An Attainment Quotient of 65 or less and/or a

gap of four years between Educational Age-and Mental Age in either
English or Mathematics have been taken as the criteria for under-
achievement by individuals in this study. The cut—off point has been
selected well be;ow the theoretical values since alléﬁance must be made
for errors of measurement and for the effect of regréssion. It is
hoped that it is sufficienfly low for the majority of educationalists

" to agree that under-achievement has occurred, for whatever reason,
since the gap taken is twice that frequently used as a criterion of
retardation on échonell's recommendation (Revised Edition 1958, p.64)

and as it exceeds considerably the 2yr. 4m. taken by Yule as a criterion
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for retardation in reading . (1973). .

Twenty Gifted children with an I.Q. mean of 174 scored below the
above cut —off point in either Engliéh, Mathematics or both. The
attainment of several of the Gifted pupils was six years below their
méntal age. Upon the same criteria six Control children under-achieved,
five in Vathematics and one in English. The proportional occurrence of
'under-achievement ' amongst the Gifted children is significantly greater

than that found for the Control pupils (p <.01).

iii. 'Over-~ and 'Under-Achievement' Considered: The question arises as

-to why there should be such a great variation in the relative achievements

of the Gifted pupils., It may be that since these children are by

definition more mentally developed the span in achievement levels indicates

that the Gifted are more susceptible to psychological and emotional
influences in their environment in comparison with children of: more
average ability. Burt, (Yr. Bk. of Educ. 1962, p. 42 ) has drawn attention
to the great psychological stresses under which such children may suffer.
In this sample all the Gifted children enjoyed affluent home backgrounds
being drawn from the middle—clésses and embourgeoised working-class in

a period of prbsperity. Nearly all the children attended modern primary

schools of a high material quality.

8) Teachers' Opinions

i, Estimates of Classroom Performance: There were marked differences

between the leveis of acﬁié&ément of the Gifted children on the N.F.E,R.‘
Attainment Tests and the teachers! estimates of the pupils' standards

of work compared to the average class performances in the school classes
of which the children were members. Figure 6/1 (a2) has been drawn on
the assumption that the level of attainment in such classes on the

Y.F.E.,R. tests would not differ to any great extent from those on which
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the tests were standardised. .= Since there are considerable differences
between the compared scores and ratings it seems probable that some
incongruity between the means of the N.F.E.R. tests and of those of the
school class performances in question would not alter the extent of the

variation between the two markedly.

In considering the approximations of the levels of scholastic
achievement reached by the Gifted Group made by the Attainment Tests and
the teachers' ratings respectively, one may exclude the 27% of the

Gifted Group (20 children) who obfained,the highest combined Attainment

Test scores, this being the proportion of the Gifted Group the teachers

have indicated to be 'at least one year above the class average! and the
11% lowest scores. .The remaining 62% of the Gifted sample achieved a
combined attainment score. showing them as having had an:educational age
of ly. Om. to 3y. 9m. above their chronological age and that for the
median child as 2y. 3m. The teachers showed. the work of this 62% to

have been less than one year in advance of the school class mean.

Thé teachers' estimates_of the Control pupils' school atfainment
levels also differ in two respects from those shown by their attainment
test scores; the teachérs graded more of the Group as average whereas
the pupils' test scores showed larger portions as aochieving both above

and below the average category.

A marked discrepancy has been found betwegn the estimates of the
classroom performance of the Gifted children b; their teachers and the
pupils' actual’behaviour on the N,F.E.R. Aitainment:Tests, whereas there
is some similarity between the two, approximations in respect of the

Control children, It must. be pointed out that the teachers were asked

to grade the sample children's performance as a whole whereas the ¥.F.E.R.
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tests were'given in English lanéuage and Mathemafics only but since

the teachers have indicated elsewhere (p.65) that for 75% of the Gifted
sample one of the Three R's represented their bést-performed subject
area, it is unlikely that this discrepancy accounts for the differences
between the Attainment Tests and the teacher estimates of the Gifted
pupils' scholastic levels of attainment.  Accordingly, it is suggested
that there was classroom under-achievement (as defined on p..107) by the

Gifted Group.

A possible explanation of the relatively high mean V.F.E.R.
Attainment Test scores gained by the Gif%éd Group, compared with their
teachers! estimates of the children's normal clasaréom»standards of work,
is that the pupils were more strongly motivated to perform at a high
level in a test situation of a research project when they formed a smallv
group separated from their classroom peers than when they were part of

the usual larger classroom group.

ii. Teacher Expectatiohs: It has been said that objective attainment

test scores are likely to be a superior estimate of children's‘actual
current capabilities as compared with their teachers' opinioﬁé of their
normal classroom wbik (Pegnato & Birch, 1959). It seems probable, too,
that in this study the relatively higher N.F.E.R. Attainment scores are
likely to have been the more accurate since the children did in fact
produce work scoring at the higher level, although due allowance must be

made for statistical errors.

Pidgeon (N.F.E.R. 1970) has shown the great importance of teacher

expectations on the standard of work produced by pupils. Figure 6/1(8)

and (b) show that according to_the Gifted Group's attainment test scoreg
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teachers.1 This textra' learning may have taken place outside the
school setting or, if a proportion was within the classroom, it apparently
occurred to some extent at least without the conscious knowledge of the
teachers concerned. It is also probable that the children's higher
level performances could be raised still further if teacher expectations
resulted in greater demands being made upon them in terms of both
quality and level of difficulty of output. Such a view is in agreement
with that put forward by Bridges (1969, p.5) who referring to a group
' of very intelligent children at Brentwood says:- '

WThe children had loﬁg éiﬁée become accustomed to a certain

level of expectation on the part of their teachers and also

probably of their parents. The result was that on the whole

their level of aspiration or demand upon themselves was

relatively low. For years they had mostly been coasting

because they had found it easy with a certain amount of effort

to maintain a good position in the class, and since the position

‘proved satisfactory to both school and home they were satisfied".
later, Bridges referred to the tgtint', a certain level of output with

which the children had become accustomed to respondihg_to adult.

expectations.

9) 'Educational Age' Relative to Curriculum Content

A Mathematical Educational Age of say 17y. 6m. is not a measure of
a child's tactual! level of mathematical ability, since the value has
been obtained by extrapolation on the basis'of tests of a relatively low
gtandard. Nevertheless, it seems reasonable %o suggest that given the
stimulation and teaching provisions at a higher level these children
would be able to attain”a standard in their normal school work which was

at some intermediate position between that estimated by their teachers

'*i#w”'%hé”diffE?SﬁZE”EE?ﬁSZﬁ+{HEEE’§ESffﬁ"ﬁgﬁa“ié%éﬁ*aﬁé”ﬁﬁéfﬁaﬁg?é“:”“*”w
the school class average: 89% - 27% = 62% plus 3% rated as
below average = 65%. ) . o
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to be their current level and that shown by the extrapolated W.F.E.R.

score to have been their contemporary attainment age.

The manner in which more advanced teaching could be implemented
in primary school has been investigated by Tempest”(l974)., He showed

that clever children may receive additional challenge by curriculum

enrichment such as:-

(1) The use of new work—cards devised by his team involving
more diversified and advanced material than has been

customary,

(2) The introduction of German as a Second language for
eight-year-olds.

(3) The conduct of scientific investigations (ibid. p.43)
and the communication of the results, _

(4) iore advanced Mathematics,.inclﬁding Algebré, practical
Geometry, programming on calculating-machines and for

fourth—-year juniors, some experience with programmes of
trigonometry, the use of a slide rule, and by working
through "a large part of the companion exercises to
F.W.land, 'The Language of Mathematics". (p. 64).
Other teaching materials designed_specifically for use with Gifted primary

school children are in course of preparation by Ogilvie.

The implementation of an enriched curriculum for .Gifted pupils in
primary schools is assisted by the provision of new teaching materials
but appropriate practicgl application of these presupposes the prior ‘

identification of the Gifted pupils by their teachers.
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CHAPTER 6 PART II,

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS — THE QUESTIONNAIRES

a) Physical Considerations

Over a half of the Gifted and a third of the Control pupils were
first-bornlchildren., Pidgeon (1969) has shown the -importance of
birth position in language development and a question which might bear
fu:ther investigation is the relationship'betweeg high intellectual
ability to position in and the size of family. There was little
difference between the Gifted and the Control Groups in physiqal size

and in health recofd.

The infofmation from the teachers on the relative sizes of the
.sample children in their school élasses was requested to discern whether,
if it beﬁame normal practice to accelerate Gifted children to school
classes a year senior in‘order that they might have additional stimulation
in their school work, they would be at a comparatiQeAdiSadvantage in
respect of their physical size. Considering Gifted childggnvgs a group
it seems such would be the case but this generalisation shquld_be taken
against the wide variation in size existing betweenAindividual Gif%ed

children.

The school attendance rates of both the Gifted and Control Groups
have been shown to be high. Apart from eliciting information on this
point, since absence from schodl would affect the results on relative
stan&ards of scholastic perférmance,_this question was deéigned to indicate
the accurgcy with which the questionnaire forms were completed by the
parents 5nd teachiers. The remarkable coincidence ofltheArepliéé from

ﬁthsh#WETSGEFEEE”f€fié&fﬁ*ﬁh@”ﬁéfé”wifhmﬁﬁiéﬁu¥héwf€éﬁaﬁéghfé"cbmpleted

the forms. ' 125
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b) School Situation

i. Liking for School: A cheefful and pleasant environment was found

in the participating schools and the great majority of the sample
children were shown by the responses to like school, A measure of the
reliability of the children's replies is given by the answers to a
subsequent check question whe:e_almost the same prcportions of both
Groups as had previously .shown mafked favour for school choee to be at

school during term~time rather than at home or somewhere else,

As regards the remaining minority of the Gifted Group, tﬁé 1§%
shown in the results as having reservation regarding their apprecietion
of school may understate the number of children involved since, when the
individual questionnaires were examined, aboutvhelf of this set of
parent forms failed to agree with those of their off-spring so that the
-total number of pupils associated with a negative reply exceeded the
15% found among either the parents' or child;en's responses, It seems
possible that some of the pupils may have hesitated to admit an'atti%ude
not in accord with the majority of their peers. The main difference
between the two sa.mple Groups on the supplementary question was that most
of the Gifted minority section stated a prefereﬁce for being 'Somewhere
else' while the Control children's choice was to be fAi.hqme': - Tt may
be that the replies of the Gifted children reflect the wider span in
their interests coinciding as it does with the greater vista shown in
the spread of their activities elsewhere on the questionnaire. It
seems that school may be less poﬁﬁler wi%h the Gifted as compared with
the Control children because replies eleewhere on the questionnaires

suggest that some of the less intellectual activities in the curriculum

receive less favour with the Gifted Group since the level to which they

W o A A T o e a e mm e y mn

may pursue par¢1cular 1nterests is to some extent llmlted they have
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less opportunity to follow one of their preferred occupations, the
noise interrupts them when they wish to read quietly and they are

rather less popular with their peers.

A comparison of the parents' responses with those of their off-spring
showed that thé Gifted children's parents over—estimated their off-springs'
favourable feelings towards school and under-rated their negative
reactions: the converse was thg case with the Control pupils' parents.

A proportion of the Gifted_chiidren’s parents appear to have been able to
gauge approximately the levels of their children's intellectugl capacity
but were less correct in associating a given degree of ability with a

corresponding measure of liking for school.

ii. School—day: For the majo;ity of the_Gif%éd children play-time was

the most favoured part of the school-day although a proportion‘preferred.
being in the classroom. The parents of both Gifted and Control Groups
under-estimated their children's stated liking for béing in the hall for
music, films, etc. . |

The difference in emphasis regarding the preferred parts of the
school-day as between children and parents is rather greater for the
Gifted Group. Possibly it indicétes that the parents of the Gifted
have s;ightly less understanding of their off—springs; childish interests, .
appreciating rather more their intellectual perspicacity. There is a -
tendency, too, among the Control children's pareﬁts to over-state their
off-springs' interest in the classroom - perhaps a reflection of a wish

e

on their own part.

iii. Classroom Work: It was surprising to find that the largest

proportion of the total sample of children preferred to work on their own

nmin. the elagaream__a numher elaharating hy giving such reagons. &Bs........ .o

==y
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'Tt's quieter! aﬂd 'Because noise interrupts me' (p.184 of Appendix c,
Section 2). Some suﬁporting evidence as to tﬁe ohildren's feelings upon
classroom organisation is provided in the spontaneous remarks by four
parents, three of the Gifted and one of a Control child, who volunteered
the information that their off-spring preferred to work alone. It was
aiso surprising to find that a quarter of the Control Group and a sixth
of the Gifted pupils preferréd the more traditional form of classroom
organisation. It may be that when the teacher addressed the class as

a single unit there was more order and quiet and that it was for such
conditions that the children expressed a preference as was explicitly
stated by some of the pupils preferring to work on their own. The
juniors were asked a supplementary question as to whether fhéy preferred
to work all the time or only some of it in the manner they had previously
selected to which only 14% of.each Group chose the first option. Since
one would not expect a set of children to wish fo.work on their own for
the whol: of the time their replies seemed to indicate they understood

both the main and supplementary questions.

The teachers organised their classes in modes and in proportions
which coincided approximately with the children's stated preferences,
the chief differences being'for the sixth of the Gifted and the quar%er
of the Control children who said they preferred classes td be taught as
a unit whereas only 5% and 7% of the Groups respéctively were taught in
this manner.

As regards the large proportion of the mample children who both ;
preferred to work on thei{ own and were s0 arranged that they did so, F
it is'suggested that classroom organisation for the bfighter child is an

area which would reward further inquiry. . The main reasons for the

a2 00
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There may be a correlation between the desire for such conditions of work
and the intellectual ability to study, since a wish for such facilities
was mainly found in the Gifted Group and was discovered, to a lesser
extent, in the Control Group which included 'bright' pupils who had
scored an 1.Q, between 115 to 130, Why a noteworthy minority of both
sample Groups preferred the class to be taught as a unit also appears to

be a question worthy of further investigation.

The greater attentiveness,of the Giftéd children as compared with
the Control Group -found in this study, is in line with the earlier finding
that‘most.of the sample liked school (p. 38). It is of interest t6 note
that pupiis scoring very highly on intelligence tests are reported by

their teachers as showing greater powers of concentration in the classroom.

iv. Classroom Preferences and Performances: The parents of the Gifted

accurately estimated their off—spfings' cﬁrriculum preferences as being
Reading and Mathematics and that Pottery & Craft and Music & Movement had
least popularify although these were included in.the wide spread of
interests enjoyed by their children. . Similarly, the same curriculum
areas, Reading and Mathematics & Science, are named by the fé;chers as
being the best performed by the largest proportions of the Gifted Group
while an intermediate position is taken by Creative Writing and Project
and the most rarely named are Painting, Pottéry & Craft and Music &

Movement.

The classroom preferences and performances df the Control children
were far more evenly distributed over the curriculum. Reading and
Mathematics & Science obtained the largest percentages of choices by the

children but the proportions of their total selections were smaller than

a}
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frequently named. The parents of the Control pupils diagnosed their
off-springs' preferences less accurately for although the& correctly
included Reading as among their children's 'Emphatic Likes' and Project
in an intermediéte position, they under-estimated seriousl& their-
off-springs' liking for Mathematics & Science and to a lesser extent

the popularity of Painting and Drawing.

Mathematics was named by the teachers as the subject area in which
almost a quarter of the Control children performed best but this
.proportion was still lower than in the case of the Gifted Grbup. The
percentages of the Control Group rated as performing best in Creati&e
Writing and Reading were almost the same as in the case of Painting and
lPottefy & Craf% so that it appears that the application of the Control
children's agilities was more spread and that their performances reached

a relatively higher level in the less intellectually—-demanding areas of

the curriculum as well as in Mathematics.

The teachers failed to name a curriculum area in which the Gifted
children's classroom performances were weakest for almost a quarter of
the Grouﬁ. Conversations with some teachers suggested that fhe success
of the Gifted pupils in producing work of a good éuality over most areas
of the curriculum was the explanatioh_for thg omissioné here. Music &
Movement, Painting and Creative Writing were the three subject areas in
diminishing order of frequency for which the responses for three-quarters

of the Gifted Group showed them to bé weakest.

Over a quarter of the Control children weredipéoreét' in Créative
Writing and half of this Group 'were weakest in one of the 'Three R's'.

Each of the other parts of the curriculum were shown to be an area for

.which 10%. - 12% of .the Group had the lowest attainment level. This . . . . ..
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result was in accord to a similar spread of those subject areas which the

teachers selected as being the ones in which the Control children performed
'best!.

There is a considerable degree of agreement between the three sets
of questionnaires regarding the classroom activities of the Gifted Group,

the teachers indicating that the pupils executed their best work in the

'Three R's' while the best preferred subject areas were shown by the

children and their parents to be Reading and Mathematics & Science, although’

the children awarded less favour to Creative Writing and the parents under-
estimated their off-springs' pleasure in Reading and over—estimated their
liking for Creative Writing. The lower popularity of Pottery & Craft

and of Music & Movement was matched by relatively lower performance levels.

Creative Writing and Mathematics & Science were quofed‘by all three
respondents to the cuestionnaires as being of intermed}ate and most
frequent occurrence respectively as the Gifted pupiisi?best—performed or
preferred subject areas. The English and Mathematicé attainment tests
fall within the same subject areas as the above and have been uséd to
obtain é measure of the levels of the Giftgd‘children's achie&ements in
them. To the extent that an extrapolation from perfoimance in Mathematics
and English to levels of échievement in other academic curriculum areas
is justified, the sample of the Gifted children's schooliﬁork provided
by these tests is likely to have over-stated rather than under-estimated
their relative levels of achievement as compared with the Control
children. It may be that the under-achievement found in Mathematics
and English is-presént to a greater extent in other curriculum areas,

including those which are creative, and it seems that hypotheses to this

effect would be worthy of investigation. Nevertheless, for the majority



of the Gifted Group the classroom performances were both all-round and

above the averages for their school classes.

‘"he patterns which have emerged from the three sets of forms regarding
the Control children's preferences and their.school class performances
were less ciear-cut but relative to their ability there was a tendency
for the Control pupils to have a ratﬁer stronger leaning towards that
part of the curriculum concerned with arts and crafts as compared with

the Gifted Group.

V. Outdoor Games & Swimming; It appears that the level of interest

and performance of the Gifted Group was about average, or slightly below,
in attainment in school physiﬁal activities while that of the Control
Group was rather above the average in their school classes., There is
closer agreement between the parent and teacher questionnaires as to the
parents' views on the popularity of outdoor games -and on the teachers!
ratings of the pupils' standards of performance. The low values of 4%
for Gifted and 6% for the Control children's own stated preferences for
this side of the cufriculum as compared to that taking place inside the
classroom may have resulted from the children not considering to the same
extent as the ?dults that outdoor games and swimming were an integral

part of the curriculum and accordingly did not name it as one of their
favoured pursuits.

From the 1nformatlon supplied the Gifted pupils appeared poorer at
physical activities than the Control Group and attained standards r«ther
below the averages for those school classes of which they were members

while the Control children's levels were above such means.

Considering the overall curriculum and comparing the two sample

Groups this study has found that in relation to both interest and
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performance the Gifted pupils were relatively more orientated towards

classroom study and by comparison the Control Group leaned more towards

physical activities.

¢) Additional Teaching

Almost twice as many of the Control children's parents as compared
ﬁith those of the Gifted Group were found in this.study to have been
involved directly with their children's education. In addition, large
proportions of the parents of the Gifted (85%) and of the Control
children (60%) were making a direct or indirect contribution to their
children's school learning. It seems probable that the parents undefé
stated rather than exaggerated the additional teaching provisions they
made since some may have believed that such measures would not have met

~with the approval of the schools concerned.

Possible explanations pf the difference between the two sets of
parents are that the Gifted children learnt more rapidly without the
gpecific teaching than did the Control pupils and that although relative
to their ability the gap between what they ﬁight have been able to attain
and what they did in fact learn might havé been greater, nevertheless,
they came up to a standard satisfactory to the parents and accordingiy'
the latter did not take additional measures aiméd at assisting their
children's school progress. This deduction is in line with the ﬁiewpoint
expressed by both Tempest (1971) and Bridges (1969) in whose opinion
rgifted! children are able to satisfy both their pareﬁts.and teachers in
the level of work which they produce without.exerting tﬁemselves to use
their capabilities to the full. It follows that if the level of parent}
expectations is roughly on'a bar for children as -a whole in‘th;,same

o -

gocio-economic group, it may be expected that where there are average or
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bright-average children whose work is below such a parental threshhold
level, then the latter children may receive extra stimulation and
teaching, whereas the Gifted Group do not do so as the work which they
perform satisfies parental demands. Such children may be performing

at a level below the standard of which they are capable but this fact

passes unnoticed.

If Gifted children received additional stimulation equivalent in
extent to that afforded to the Control Group, but iﬁ accord with their R
particular circumstances, one might expect that their levels of attainme;t
would be raised. Were additional resources to be allocated to the
development of intellectual talent in proportions corresﬁonding to those
justifiably provided for less able children, standards of achievement
might be expected to be raised still further. Hunt (1961, ed. Wiseman,
p.338) supports this view stating that it is unlikely that education in

any society maximises the potential of the individuals of which it is

composed and continues:-

"In view of the interaction between genotype and environment
it would be probable that individual differences would be
increased and that the biggest gains would occur in those
‘genotypes with the highest hypothetical potential".

d) PFriendships

More than half of both sample Groﬁps show a preference for other‘
children, most of them replying that they have a friend or friends at
school which claim was confirmed by their parents. The chief difference
between the Gifted and Control children was that of the remainder, whereas
over a third of the Control pupils chose to be with their parents, a
smaller percentage of the Gifted children selected this option, the other

proportion either not replying or choosing to be with adults.
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“wice as many of the parents of the Gifted Group compared to those
of the Control children believed their offéspring preferred the company
of older children. If, as it appears, the out-of-school associates of
a majority of the Gifted Group afe those senior to themselves the question
arises as to whether they might be assimilated into an older age group
in school which might not only provide learning conditions more suitable
for their mental development but also be giving them a more amenable
social environment. This possibility must be weighed against the effects

of' smaller physical size due to lower chronological age (p.59).

The teachers showed the majority of the sample to.be of average
popularity in their school classes, the main‘difference between the
Groups being the 17% of the Gifted but only-3% of the Control Group
described as not popular with the peer Group. There is only partial
agreement between the queétionnaires completed by the sample_qhildren,
their parents and teachers as to those individuals not popular with their
peers, since, of the thirteen names mentioned, only four appear on two
of the three forms. Accordingly, the validity of the replies in this

respect must be considered doubtful.

The sets of responses an social relationships for the Control Group
overall were largely in accord but there were agaié differences regarding
those few (four) individuals who were not well-adjusted with their
peer groups.

On average the Giftéd Group were found to have been less populér
than the Control children and among them a larger propbrtion tended to
have péor social relationships with their peer group. For both Groups
there w;s inconsiétencies between the set of three replies concerning

those children fhought to suffer a degree of unpopularity. It seems



possible that there was an element of understatement here, one or other

of tho throe parties hesitating to describe a child as friendless lest

it showed the individual in an unfavourable light. It is suggested

hcre that the most likely explanation as to why the Gifted children tended
to be less popular with their peers was due to their greater interest in
intellectual pursuits, their desire to probe more deeply or their wish

to study at a more advanced level, as was indicated by the general

remarks made by their parents and teachers. The three sets of respondents
were agreed regarding the Gifted children's greater pleasure in reading,

the very nature of which is anti-social.

e) Home Interests -

The parents were in a position to observe their children's preferred
home occupations. The replies of the children.and the”parenfs were
roughly in agreement but both sets of parents showed inaccuracies in
judging their off-springs' stated likes since they over-estimated their
interest in reading and sport and undér—estimated their pleasure in
watching TV, As the parents may have felt less épproval for TV viewing

than for the other two occupations, it seems possible that their own

wishes coloured their stated opinions.

The popularity of Outdoor Games & Swimming with the Gifted Group
reiterates their juvenility and enjoyment of childish activities. This
finding is in agreement with observations made on 'gifted' children during
the course of the 'Brentwood Experiment' (Bridges,-l969, P.32-33). The
favour accorded to watching TV by the Gifted Group may be a pointer in
the same direction but since no information is available as to the type
of programmes viewed it,caﬁnot be assumed to be the case. Nevertheless,

the high intellectualism of this exceptional set of children was shown by
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their extensive interest in reading and their lesser but gtill
" noteworthy preoccupation with problem-solving activities such as

those involved in the ‘solution of mathematical problems.

f) Parents' and Teachers' Remarks

The parents' remarks suggested that characteristics otherwise
similar within the two sample Groups weré held to more' extreme degrees
among the Gifted children; the teachers' comments, too, seemed to have
implied a tendency for the Gifted pupils to have possessed particular
feétures with greater intensity than was the case with the Control
pupils. There appears to have been no correspondence between high
intellectual ability and particular personality characteristics in this

sample of exceptional children.

The superior intelligence of thé Gifted pupils was seen during the
course of.their day-to-day activities whether by their speed and intellectua
competence in the schoo; clasérooms.or in their greater interest in
thought—prdvoking actiﬁities at home. The Control children appearéd

to have been more popular with their peer groups in school and_to have

‘had a general interest in a wide variety of occupations at.home but where

intellectual processes were-involved frequently to have engaged upon them

at a more superficial level by comparison with the Gifted.Group.
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CHAPTER 6 =~ PART III

HEAD TEACHERS' OPINIONS

A measure of the interest of Héad Teachers in the education of the
intellectually.éble was afforded by the 79%vresponse tq postal
questionhaires and by the 100% of the fifteen Head Teachers forming a -
10% random sample in the population of schoéls in the Locai Education
Authority area examined. The term 'hié‘h—-flyers' was used on the
questionnaires as being a térm used by %he teaching profession and as a

synonym for the intellectually 'gifted' having less emotive connotations,

Just over one half the responding schoolé_believed they had one
or more ‘'high-flyers' in attendance. The Head Teachers were nof asked
to estimate the number of pupils in this category but one of the larger
schools volunteered the number as eighteen ;nd a second suggested about
25% of the school's pupils fell within this classification. By contrast,
the ilead Teachers of fifty-nine schools considered_thaf‘they4hadnnot.”w e s
'hi gh-flyers"® attending. It seems likely, as was found by Pegnafo & .
Birch (1959), that errors are made in the identification of gifted children
both by‘claSsifying those in this category who do not have exceptional
intellectual ability and by omittiné to include others who do so. While
accepting that the distribution of inéellectﬁally able children is spread
unevenly between schools.it seems unlikely that a primary school with
several hundred unselected pupils had 25% in the top 1% - 2% .of intellectual
ability and it is suggested here that error of the firét.type was present,
Errof of the secphd type appears to occur amoné those Head Teachers in
fiftyhninénsgpqglg who believed no 'high—fiyerg' were in attendance. The

pupil roll in these latter schools totalled 8,918 children gnd it is
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improbable that among such a very large number of children, pupils in
the top 1% - 2% of intellectual ability were not present. It may be
that most of the children.invq%ved were the 'covert' gifted (p.93 ),
&
since they were not identifiedfby teachers, many of whom in a later part

of the questionnaire showed their concern for the intellectual development
of the 'high-flyers'.

TABLE 6/1 Schools Identifying and Not Identifying
'‘High—Flyers' classified According to

Size of Pupil Roll

Roll High-Flyers Identified High-Flyers - None—
Size Identified
No. of Schools | Total Pupils No. of Schools | Total Pupil§
on Roll on Roll
0- 99 20 1,091 27 1,287
100 -~ 199 16 2,207 16 2,582
200 ~ 299 9 2,180 8 1,948
300 -~ 399 10 3,074 5 1,757 -~
400 % Over 5 2,433 3 - 1,344
TOTALS | 60 10,515 59 8,918
TABLE 6/2 Head Teachers' Replies on Schools' Ability
Roll Total No. of Schools Affirmative Replies
Size , in Category from:- %
0 - 99 47 78.7%
100 ~ 199 32 81.3%
200 - 299 17 88.2%
300 - 399 15 73.3%
400 & Over 8 . - 66.6%
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Among the four-fifths of the Head Teachefs who were of the opinion
that they would be able to cater for the needs of highly-able pupils
was'one who said that the childrén could 'forge ahead' since books for
the 12-plus age group were available. This remark appears to have
reflected too low a level of expectancy from gifted juniors, a deduction
in line with the level at which many teachers rated the standard of work
of the present sample of'gifted pupils which for many was below both the
children's educational age on ﬁ.F.E.R. tests (p.110) and their mental

age on the Stanford Tinet scale.

The'lafgesf proportion of affirmative responses ;egarding abilify
to educate 'high-flyers' were received from the medium—sized schools
(Table 6/1) of which the largest proportion, as compared with schools
of other sizes, believed they had no exceptionally intellectual children
in attendance, The few large schools affirmed proportionately least
frequently their ability to cater for the gifted. Whether or not this
latter position is the case, and if so, why ~ are questions which might

bear further investigation.

The need to 'stretch' gifted children was specified the mbst
frequently by Heads among the 90% replying 'Yes' to the question on
whether the 'high-flyers' had special educafional needs. A few Heads
reported that attention was being given to the intellectually able on
paraliel lines to that afforded to 'slow' learnefs. However, it is
disturbing to find that under their general remarks the majority of lleads
refer in one way or another to deliberate unde?—achievement on the part
of gifted children in order to gain acceptance by their peers and the

difficulty faced by teachers in identifying such pupils.
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In their comments the Heads have shown themselves primarily concerned
with the optimum development of their pupils as individuals, an expression
of the current child—centred philosophy and in itself desirable but the
place in society that today's children will later fill is a question of
major importance which effects both the gifted pupils and the other
children in the benefits which nill be derived by all in the future. ‘lhe
development of qualities of leadership among the gifted, of ethical
standards and of attitudes of social responsibility has received very

little attention in the Head Teachers' remarks apart from the implication
that such matters are of importance in respect of sll children., .There

is little discussion or consideration of the fact that gifted children by
their very nature have within themselves the needs of greater oenefit or

greater damage to the welfare of their fellows..

Two problems emerge requiring discussion regarding pupils with the
top 1% - 2% of intellectual ability in primary schools - first, how may
identification be improved - apparently among almost 9,000 children none
were identified, Secondly, once’the children are identified, what are
their educational needs, If it is to belstretched', what"form should

this take and what curriculum should be’ devised for them.
i

"
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

The distinguishing feature of gifted children as defined in this
study is their superior intellectual qualities., = Such pupils present
a problem not found in their less-able contemporarieé ~ that the high
‘level reasoning powers which they possess may'well excééd those 6f the
adult'in whose charge and under whose authority they have been placed.
The children's superior intellectual ability is gensrally not matched
by knowledge és they have had insufficient time to make their own the
diétilled wisdom of previous generations. Frictions may arise betwéen
a frustrated highly intelligent but inexperienced child and a competent

and experienced but otherwisge unexceptional parent or teacher.

.

Gifted children may use the great qualities of learning and
reasoning they possess for objectives different from those considered
to be socially desirable by their elders since there is no reason to.
. aséume the children's current aspirations may be necessarily those of
the adult world in which they live any more than is the case with other
.children., The difféf;hce between the gifted and their less able peers
is that the former have the ability to use their intellectual talents’
“in their own immediate interests and have mental skills such that they
may deceive the person in whose charge they are placed whereas ather’
children have not such capabilities. The problems associated with
covert gifted children are not new - they were alreaéy recogniged by
Rousseau (1762, Everyman ed. pP.70=71):-

"As a child the young Cato was taken for an idiot by his

parents; he was obstinate and silent, and that was all
they could see in him".,
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Rousseau continues recounting that the Abbe de Condillac was "reckoned
a fool by his family".

o In‘the presenf enquiry, a number of the Head Teachers referred to
the-dmportance of peer groups in the scholastic attainment of hignly-
~intellectual pupils and,one_may add that the standards set by child
peers may not conform toﬁthose held by parents and teachers. Such
difficulties exist irrespecfively of intelligence, the diféerence being
with the intellectually abie that such irregularities as do occur are

likely to be more difficult to detect and control.

The present study hae been ccncerned with the schclastic attainment
levels, relativeito their measured ability, of two groups of children
botk being drawn from .the middle classes and the embourgeoised working-
class so that differences found between the two.sets of pupile cannot-
be ascribed to social deprination. Reading attainnentdwas similar for
the two groups but the Gifted infants were less advanced than the Control
chlldren for Mathematics whlle the Glf%ed Group as a .whole attalned at
a relat;vely lower level~1n?Engllsh,language. The null_hypothesls '

' that there was no difference between the relative performance'levels of
the two Groups, even where it has had to be regected, cannot be equated

7w1th a posltlve acceptance of the- hypothesls of under-achievement.

Addltlonal requlrements whlch would be needed prlor to0 the
establlshment of criteria within which under—achlevement might be sald
to occur generally would include:-

a) a randomised sample of gifted chlldren which has not
been avallable in this nor in previousg studles, and

‘b) ,'statlstlcally rellable tests for assessing the scholastic
attainment levels of chlldren in the top 2% of the
] 1ntelllgence continuum.
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" As regards an improved instrument for the ‘assessment of measured
ability it is anticipated that this will be provided by the new

British Intelligence Test currently in its final stages of development.

Knowledg‘= of the characterlstlce and distribution of intellectually
'g1fted children might be obtained from a random sample of such children
covering the three categories named ~ the successful, the malaajusted

and the covert. An unbiased sample might be identified by the selection
of several Local Education Authority areas chosen so as to provide a |
‘balance for social class composition, economic standards and emigrant
population. In these areas a 10% random gelection of the prlmary schools
might be taken and their Junior pupils be screened with - ‘a group
intelligence test. Those children scoring above a low cut—off point
might then be examined further by a battery of tests similar to those
devised by Pegnato and Birch (1959).

As regards the scholastic achievement levels of high-ability pupils
assessment of their standards of attalnment would be facilitated by the
production of tests encompassing a greater range of dlfflculty in"the
test items. In this way a ceiling might be prov1ded for the gifted
children, yet control children would be able to score on the same test
so that comparative standards of achievement might be gauged on a single
instrument,

The present project claims only to be a pilot study with the limited
objective of throwing added light on some features of gifted pupils. It
' has been established that highly-intellectual children are to be found
in Local Authority primary schools and that a number of them are

unrecognised by -their teachers. Within the limits mentioned above,
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there appears also to be reasonable grounds_to suggest that the
capabilities of some such children were so superior that even where
they were recognised by their teachers the pupils were not attaining up
" to the levels of which they were capable. According to the attainment
test scores obtained, a éreat spread was found between the apparent high
and low standards of achievement of individual Gifted pupils although
of similar measured intelligence. This finding raises the question as
to why this should ha&e been the case. It séems,_too, that the majority
of the parents of both Groups of children assistéd their off-spring
with their school-work — either directly or indirectly. It would.be
interesting to know to what extent this.practice has become general
among other social classes as a result of the raised educational standards

of parents within the country.

A great deal of work needs to be done to confirm or refute some of
the possibilities and probabilities that have been found in this study
and particularly to give consideration to the scholastic environment of
intellectually gifted ;hildren among the leés favoured social and
economic classes and where schools are less forward-looking and less
well-staffed compared with those covered by this study. It is sdggested
that any shortcomings which have beep found to exist in the environment
of gifted pupil; here are likely to be found to a greater degree in lesé

well—-favoured socio—economic conditions.

The growing recognition of the importance of the full educational,
moral and social development of intellectually gifted children has been
underlined by the recent 'World Conference on Gifted_Childrenf held in
London which was attended by delegates from fifty-five states, including

-
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industrial and under-developed countries and‘yhpse with different
political systems and religions. Among the peoples represented were:—
the U.S.A., Brazil, Chana, Bulgaria, India, Kuwait, Israel, New Zealand,
etc. United Kingdom representatives.included those from the Department
of Education & Science, Local Education Authorities, universities,

institutes and colleges of education, schools, professional organisations

of medical personnel, psychiatrists, psychologists, teachers, social and

welfare services.

Reporfs given from a number of the foreign @elegates showed the
increased intereét and concern about gifted children ourrent in theif
respective countries. The United States'uGavernment has appointed a
Director for the Education of the Gifted and Talented, excluding physical
gkills, and leaders to develop work with gifted dhildren are being
trained in fortyheigﬁt St;tes. In Israel experiments are in progress
with special classes for the gifted in seiected primary schools. In
India teams are seeking out talented youth in the provinces. A second
world conference will be held in California in 1977 and an international
committee has been set up to co-ordinate research and other endeavours

on behalf of gifted children.

In a recent letter in the 'Times' (20.9.19?5) a Soviet official .
referred to special schools in the U.S.S.R. for the academically gifted
ingégﬁhgmatiqs, science, languages and for the cultural arts. He
explained thgt children were selected as a result of three rounds of
Olympiads and special studies for three weeks in a summer camp, solely

upon the "gifts of a child" since, he adds later, "such youth is the

golden fund of any State".
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It is to be hoped that the renewed world-wide interest in the
fuil development of intellectually and creatively gifted children may
promote benefits for all and that this country can confribute to
knowledge so that theltalents of the gifted may be brought to fruition

for their own benefit and that of society.

147



APPENDIX A

TABLE 1 73 EXFERIMENTAL GROUP CHILDREN
CHRONOLOGICAL AGE AND STANFORD BINET SCORE
IDENT CHRON MENTAL IQ IDENT CHRON MENTAL IQ
NO. AGE AGE NO. AGE AGE
1. 4yrs Tm 8yrs 4m | 184 48 9yrs 1m | llyrs 8m | 147
i _ 49 9yrs 1m | 14yrs 8m | 158
2 ! 5yrs 6m 8yrs 10m | 168 50 9yrs 4m | l4yrs 4m | 149
3 ! Syrs Tm 8yrs 6m {159 51 9yrs 4m | 13yrs 6m | 141
4 P 5yrs  9m 9yrs 2Zm | 167 52 9yrs 6m | 16yrs 10m | 177
5 ‘. 5yrs 9m | 10yrs Om |183 53 9yrs Tm | 15yrs 4m | 156
6 © 5yrs 10m 8yrs Om | 142 54 9yrs Tm | l4yrs 8m | 148
7 : S5yrs 10m 8yrs Om | 142 155 9yrs 10m | 17yrs 1m | 167
8 ! Syrs 1llm 8yrs 2m | 143 :
: 56 10yrs 1m | 1l7yrs 8m | 168
9 ¢ 6yrs  4m 9yrs 2m | 149 57 10yrs 1m | léyrs Om | 153
10 ! 6yrs 5m 9yrs 8m | 155 58 10yrs 3m | 15yrs 4m | 144
11 6yrs 6m 9yrs Om | 142 59 10yrs 6m | 19yrs On | 173
12 6yrs 8m | llyrs 4m | 176 60 10yrs. 8m | 16yrs 8m | 149
13 6yrs 8m 9yrs 6m | 146 61 10yrs 8m | 18yrs 5m | 165
14 . byrs 1lm | 1llyrs 6m ;170 62 10yrs 9m | l6yrs 2m | 144
15 - 6yrs 1lm | llyrs Om | 163 63 10yrs 10m | 16yrs 5Sm | 145
16 6yrs 1lm | 10yrs 6m | 155 64 10yrs 11m | léyrs 9m | 147
; 65 10yrs 1lm | 16yrs 4m | 143
17 { " Tyrs Om | 10yrs 4m | 150 66 10yrs 11m | 18yrs 6m | 161
18 Tyrs 1m | 12yrs Tm | 182
19 i Tyrs 2m | 10yrs 4m | 143 67 llyrs 1m | 2lyrs 1m | 190
20 ! 7yrs 2m | llyrs Om | 156 68 llyrs 5m | 17yrs 1m | 143
21 { 7yrs 3m | 10yrs 4m |144 69 llyrs 6m | 17yrs 6m | 145
22 Tyrs 4m | 12yrs 6m |174 70 llyrs 7m | 18yrs 5m | 151
23 i Tyrs 4m | 12yrs Om | 166 71 llyrs Tm [ 17yrs 5m | 143
24 *Tyrs 5m | 10yrs 8m | 145 72 llyrs 8m | 19yrs 2m | 156
25 Tyrs 6m | 10yrs 8m | 143
26 Tyrs 6m | llyrs 8m {157 73 12yrs 10m | 18yrs 10m | 141
27 Tyrs Tm 14yrs 2m | 201 . |
28 Tyrs Tm | llyrs 6m | 153
29 Tyrs 9m | 12yrs 8m | 164
30 Tyrs 9m | llyrs 4m | 146
31 Tyrs 1lm | 12yrs 10m | 162
32 Tyrs 1llm 13yrs 10m 175
33 8yrs Om | llyrs 10m | 147
34 8yrs Om | llyrs 8m |145
35 8yrs 2m | 13yrs 10m | 168
36 8yrs 3m | 12yrs 8m |152
37 8yrs 4m | l4yrs 4m {171
38 8yrs 4m [15yrs 2m |181
39 8yrs 5m | 1l6yrs 5m |193
40 8yrs 5m™-14yrs 6m {170
41 8yrs 6m | 12yrs 6m |145
42 8yrs 6m | 17yrs 9m |207
43 8yrs Tm | 17yrs 1m |196
44 8yrs 8m | 14yrs 10m |168
45 8yrs 9m | l4yrs 10m |166
46 8yrs 10m | 19yrs- 2m |213
47 8yrs 1lm | 13yrs 2m |144
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64 CONTROL GROUP CHILDREN

TABLE A/2 : -
CHRONOLOGICAL AGE AND STANFORD BINET SCORE

IDENT }— CHRON ] MENTAL IQ ITENT CHRON MENTAL IQ
No. , AGE AGE No. AGE AGE

la 5yrs Tm 7yrs-70m 129 383 None None None

2a | S5yrs 9m Tyrs 10m | 102 39a 9yrs 8m | 10yrs 8m 107

3a S5yrs 10m | 6yrs 9m | 118 40a None None None |
4a Tyrs 1lm 9yrs 4m | 116 4la 9yrs 5m | 12yrs 8m 130
5a ;. Syrs 8m éyrs 4m | 113 42a None None None

6a | 6yrs 2m Tyrs 6m | 124 43a ‘8yrs Om 9yrs 3m 114
Ta 6yrs 10m | Tyrs 2m | 105 44a 8yrs 10m | llyrs 6m 127

8a 6yrs 5m | 8yrs 2m| 130 45a 8yrs 1lm | 10yrs 4m 113

9a 6yrs 4m | Tyrs 8m| 123 46a 9yrs Om | loyrs 6m| 114
10a Vone None None 47a 10yrs Tm | l2yrs 8m 116
lla 6yrs 1Om Tyrs 10m | 115 48a 8yrs 8m | llyrs Sm 129
1l2a Tyrs 6m 8yrs 8m| 115 49a 9yrs 1lm | 10yrs 4m 111
13a Tyrs 3m | Tyrs 4m| 100 50a | 10yrs 5m |13yrs 2m| 122
ida Tyrs Tm 8yrs 8m | 113 5la 9yrs Tm | 1llyrs Om 111
15a Tyrs 3m 8yrs 8m| 120 52a 9yrs 6m | llyrs Om 113
16a 6yrs 1llm 8yrs 10m | 129 53a 10yrs 8m | l4yrs 5Sm 130
17a | 8yrs’ 1m | 8yrs 10m| 107 54a | 10yrs 1lm | 1lyrs 10m | 106
18a 9yrs 1lm |[10yrs 6m| 113 55a llyrs 6m | 13yrs 8m 115
19a Tyrs 6m 8yrs Om| 106 56a 10yrs 2m | 13yrs 8m 130
20a 7yrs 3m | 8yrs 4m| 115 57a | 10yrs Om | llyrs 4m| 110
2la Tyrs Om 8yrs 4m| 120 58a 10yTs Omi _8yré 6m 83
22a 8yrs Om 9yrs 6m| 117 .59 None None None
23a None None None 60a 1lyrs 4m‘ 15yrs 3m 129
24a Tyrs 5m | 8yrs 4m} 112 6la |12yrs 1m |12yrs 6m| 102
25a 8yrs 4m 9yrs 10m | 116 62a llyrs 8m | 12yrs 8m 106
26a Tyrs 2m 9yrs 2m| 129 63a None None None
27a Tyrs 9m | 9yrs 8m| 124 64a | 10yrs 1lm | 13yrs 2m | 117
28a Tyrs 5m | 9yrs 4m| 126 65a 1lyrs 4m | l4yrs Om| 119
29a Tyrs 4m 9yrs 2m | 125 66a llyrs Tm 9yrs 2m 80
30a Tyrs 9m | 8yrs 6m| 108 67a |llyrs Om |13yrs 10m [ 121
3la Tyrs 9m 9yrs Om | 115 68a Wone None None
32a | Tyrs 1m | 8yrs 10m{ 125 69a llyrs 6m |13yrs 4m | 113
33a | 8yrs 1lm | 9yrs 2m| 100 70a llyrs 5m | 13yrs 2m 112
34a 8yrs 2m |1lOyrs Om| 121 7la  |1llyrs 3m | l4yrs 10m | 127
35a Tyrs 6m | 9yrs 8m| 129 72a  |llyrs 8m | l4yrs 1lm | 123
36a 8yrs Tm |10yrs 2m| 116 T3a None None None
37a 8yrs 5m |10yrs 8m| 125
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APPENDIX B

MREB ALY CROURS |
TCATION GUOIES R EADIG A1 LIS VAR (B4, o
)
GROP | TEST | N, | B4V | BN | MEAWNWER | EAY 4MID | STOFICANE
' TSI CRO, | SUIB | DNC, 4B (B
M| e i
AT
GIFED |Reading | 17 | 6yTn.| 10y0n | Gy o 873 |
CONIROL | 1 ey Ty 6y 5m. i | L8| ot Sign
G | A2 | M | TyOm| 0yl &l | 8)
(ONTROL | " 2\ Tran | byt Ty In 84% L) ot Sign
(TR | B2 17 | b b | Uy fm| ly bu 80%
(RO | v | 0| Yylm| 1y | 9 ln 4 Lt 2
GIFTED | (.2 13| 9yém| 16y 3m| Ly 3me 8
omg | 8 0yon| Uy fu oy 5 | (| 28 !
(T | D2 19 [0y 1y M Uy n. & )
R | 3 Uy Ly | 1y o 85; 0y Tt Sign
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4BLE B2 HIGE 41D LOW 19 SUB-GAQUPS
EDUCATIONAL QUOTTENTS FOR RRADING
AD ENGLISH (R4

it 100)

BOP | WS |N. | My |0 | e 1 RTT0 | SINTRICANE
| TSUD | CHRON, | SOAB | EDUG, 4 | WY
O A "

A e

CFED | Beading | 5 | by W [W0y b | & % B ..

B |0 | Gy g | & | MO Tt e

CIFTRD | 4,2 B[ Ty In [ Uyl | 9y on 76 |

oL | B |y Yy |y | g [T

GFED | B2 S By aym | ) |

Ll v | 8 | Gm ya|yuw | ; ME|

o | oo B lym|{ymiyya | 7

R | oy w Wy myw | g ||

GFD | 22 Ty 3 |y % |l 6|

OO | |9 Uy |y [yl | & g |

‘ Note:  High T4 Children scoring I 160 or over on Stanford Binet,
1 52 ‘ : Low 1,4, Children scoring 1§ 120 or under on Stanford Binet,
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TABLE B/3 EDUCATIONAL QUOTIENTS (E4 _ 100)
MA
FOR COMBINED SCORES FOR ENGLISH
SERIES A.2, B.2, C.2, D.2 & E.2
GROUP NO. | MEAN MEAN MEAN MEAN 1 SIGNIF-
CHRON. | MENTAL NFER RATIO | RATIO | ICANCE
AGE AGE ENG, ENG p<
' AGE '
_ %%?100
GIFTED 73 8y. 8m.| 14y. Om. | lly. Sm. 81.58 3
-2.20 | .05
CONTROL 64 8y. 9m. | 10y. 4m. 8y.10m. 85.50 |)
HIGH IQ 31 8y. 5m. | 14y. 11lm. 1lly. .5m. T77.06
SUB GP. -3.82 | .001
LOW IQ 41 8y.10m. | 9y. llm. 8y. €n. 86.04
SUB GRP.
TABLE B MAIN GROUPS
ACHIEVEMENT INDICES FOR READING AND ENGLISH
LANGUAGE (MENTAL AGE- LESS EDUCATIONAL AGE)
GROUP NO. | TEST |MEAN MEAN MEAN - o SIGNIF~
MENTAL | EDUC. DIFFE- | RATIO | ICANCE
AGE AGE RENCE - :
P<
MA~EA
GIFTED 17 Reading]10y. Om. | 8y. 9m.} ly. 3m.
Test A 0.20 Not
CONTROL 16 " Ty. 8me| 6y. 5mef ly. 4m. Sign.
GIFTED 34 | A.2 10y.1lm. | 8y.llm.} 2y. 1m. ; ' N
* 2-26 0.05
CONTROL 32 " 8y. 6m. | 7y. Im.} ly. 5m.|)
GIFTED 17 B.2 14y. 6m. | 11y, 6m.{ 3y. Om. g
2.69 0.02
CONTROL 11 " 10y. 9me { 9y. lm.| ly. 8m.])
GIFTED 13 c.2 16y. 8m. | 13y. 2m.| 3y. 1m.|)
3.33 0.01
CONTROL 8 " }ly. 6m. | 10y. 5m.{ ly. 1m.
GIFTED 19 |Db.2 17y.9m. | lay.lom.| 2y. 1im.|)
. ) )1.68 0.10
CONTROL 13 " 13y. 3me | 11y. 3m.{ 2y. Om.|)
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HIGH AND LOW IQ SUB-GROUPS

TABLE B
’ ACHIEVEMENT INDICES. FOR. READING AND
ENGLISH (MENTAL AGE LESS EDUCATIONAL AGE)
SUB-GROUP | NO, | TEST MEAN MEAN ENG.| MEAN g SIGNIF-
MENTAL | EDUC. AGE| DIFFER- | RATIO [ ICANCE
AGE ' ENCE p<
MA-EA
GIFTED 5 | Reading| 10y. 6m. | 8y. 9m. ly. 9m. | )
Test A L ) 0.76 Not
CONTROL 10 " Ty. Tm. | 6y. 2m. ly. Sm. | ) Sign.
GIFTED 15 A.2 1ly.1llm. | 9y. 1m. 2y.10m. | )
) 3.51 0.01
CONTROL 19 " 8y. 2m. | 6y.10m. ly. 4m.
GIFTED 9 | B.2 15y. 3m. | 11y.10m. | 3y. 5m. | )
g 4. 0.001
CONTROL 8 " 10y. 2m. | 9y. 1m. ly. 1lm. - ‘
GIFTED 8 .2 17y. 4m. | 13y.2m. 4y. 2m. | ) _ :
: 4.90 0.001
CONTROL 6 " 1ly. 3m. | 10y.3m. ly. Om.
GIFTED 7 | D.2 18y. 9m. | 14y.3n. | 4y. 6m. | )
. ) 3.99 0.01
CONTROL " 12y. Tm. { 10y.10m. | i1y. 9m. | )
TABLE B/6 ACE.[EVEMENT INDICES FOR COMBINED FNGLISH
SCORES A.2, B.2, C.2, D,2, — MENTAL AGE
LESS EDUCATIONAL AGE .
GROUP NO.| HFAN MEAN | MEAN MEAN 5 SIGNIF-
CHRON. | MENTAL ‘| EDUC DIFFER- ! RATIO | ICANCE
AGE AGE AGE ENCE p<
MA-EA
ALL GIFIED {73 | 8y. 8m.| 1l4y. Om. | 1ly. Sm. | 2y. m. | ) ,
- : 4.67 .001
ALL CONTROL|64 |8y. 9m.| 10y. 2m.| 8y. 9m. ly. 6m. ‘
dIGH 1Q SUB(31 |8y. Sm.| 14y.1lm. [ 1ly. Tm. | 3y. 4m. ;
CRCUP }
: ] o 6.61 .001
LOW IQ 3UB |41 |8y.10m.| 9y.1llm. | 8y. 6m. | ly. 4m. g
CROUP .
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TABLE B MAIN GROUPS — MATHEMATICS
EDUCATIONAL QUOTIENTS E'ME'.% x 100)
GROUP | TEST NO.| MEAN - = | MEAN MEAN MEAN "o SIGN- |-
CHRON. STAN-B | NFER EA . oo| RATIO | IFIC-
AGE MENTAL | EDUC. MA . ANCE -
' AGE AGE ¢, p<.
| GIFTED. | Basic'A'| 32 | 6y.llm.| 10y.10m.| 8y. om.| 75.13 |)
: . | ' )-3.53 | 0,001 | . -
CONTROL " 30 Ty. 1m.| 8y. 3m.| 6y. 9m.| 82.40 |) :
GIFTED | Basic'B'( 12 | 8y. lm.| 13y. Om.| 11y, 3m.| 86.58
. , : : _ -0.20 -
CONTROL " 10 8y. 3m.| 10y. 1lm.| 8y.10m.| 87.5 :
GIFTED |Basic'C'| 21 | 9y. 2m.| 15y. 6m.| 13y. 3m.| 86.6 )
+2.35 | +0.05
CONTROL | " 17 9y. 6m.| lly. lm.| ‘8y. 4m.| 74.9 °|)
GIFTED DE 25 | 10y. 6m.| 17y. 6m.| 15y. 6m.| 88.36 |)
‘ ' . | )+0.74 -
CONTROL " 14 | 1ly. 1m.| 13y. Om.| 1ly. 3m.| 85.21 |)
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HATHEMATTCS

TABLE B/8
HIGH AND LOW IQ.SUB-GROUPS
EDUCATIONAL QUOTIENTS (EA
(i * 100)
GROUP | TEST NO. | MEAN MEAN MEAN MEAN | 't' | SIGN-
CHRON, | STAN-B | NFER EA .ol RATIO [ IFIC-
AGE MENTAL | EDUC. MA ANCE
AGE AGE pe
GIFTED | BASIC'A' {14 | Ty. Om. | 1ly.10m.| 8y. 3m.| 70.21 3_5.43 0.001
CONTROL " 19 | 7y. 3m | 8y. 2m. | 6y.10m.| 83.42 )
CIFTED | BASIC'B' | 7 | 7y.llm. | 13y. 5m. | 1ly. 3m.| 84.4 ) o o | _
CONTROL " 6 8y. 2m. 9y. Tm. 8y. ‘8m.| 90.0 %
GIFTED | BASIC'C' {12 | 8y.1lm. | 16y. 2m. | 13y. 9m.| 87.6 |)
' )+1.79 | +0.10
CONTROL " 12 | 9y. Tm. |10y. Tm.| 8y. 3m.| 77.0 })
GIFTED | DE 11 | 10y. Om. |18y. 5m. | 16y.1lm.| 86.18 |)
+1.11] -
CONTROL " 10 |1ly. 1lm. |12y. Sm. | 10y. 2m.| 80.80
TABLE B/9 MATHEMATICS
EDUCATIONAL QUOTIENTS ég x 100)
MA *.
FOR_COMBINED SCORES, BASIC 'A', 'B!, 'C' & 'DE'
GROUP  [No. | MEAN MEAN | MEAN " MEAN . SIGNIF-
CHRON., | MENTAL | NFER RATIO | pimpo | ICANCE
AGE AGE AGE BA 100 p<
o
GIFTED (72 8y. 9m.| 14y. 2m. | 11y. 8m.| 81.86 ;-0.20 -
CONTROL {64 | 8y. 8m.|10y. 3m. | 8y. 5m.| 82.12 )
HIGH Iq :
suB cp. |31 8y. 6m.|15y. 2m. |12y. Om.| 78.83 ; - ,
LOW Iq f41 | 9y.1llm.{ 9y.1lm. | 8y. 1m.|. 81.87 |)
SUB GP.
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TABLE B/10 MAIN GROUPS — MATHEMATICS
ACHIEVEMENT INDICES (MENTAL AGE LESS
EDUCATIONAL AGE)
GROUP NO. | TEST 'MEAN MEAN MEAN 1! SIGNIF-
MENTAL EDUC. DIFFER- |[RATIO | ICANCE
AGE AGE ENCE pe
MA-EA
GIFTED | 32 |Basic'a' | 10y.10m. |~ 8y. Om. | 2y. 1lOm. g
; 5.16 | 0.001
CONTROL | 30 " 8y. 3m. | 6y. 9m. | ly. 6m. |) ’
"GIFTED | 12 |Basic'B' |13y. Om. | 1ly. 3m. | ly. 9m. g
‘ 0.95 -
CONTROL | 10 " 10y. 1lm. 8y.10m. | 1y. 3m. |)
GIFTED | 21 |Basic'c' |{15y. 6m. | 13y. 3m. | 2y. 3m. ;
. -0.71| -
CONTROL | 17 " 1ly. Om. 8y. 4m. | 2y. 8m. |)
GIFTED | 25 DE 17y. 6m. | 15y. 6m. | 2y. Om. ;
oo 46 bt
CONTROL | 14 " 13y. Om. | 1ly. 3m. | ly. 9m. |)

158




141

TABLE B/11 MATH EMATICS
HIGH AND LOW IQ. SUB~-GROUPS
ACHIEVEMENT INDICES (MENTAL AGE LESS EDUCATIONAL AGE)
SUB- NO. | TEST MEAN MEAN MEAN "o SIGNIF-
GROUP MENTAL EDUC. DIFFER- | RATIO ICANCE
AGE AGE ENCE p<
MA~EA
GIFTED |14 | Basic'A'| 11y.10m.| 8y. 3m. 3y. Tm. ;
6.75 0.001
CONTROL | 19 " 8y. 2m.| 6y.10m. | 1ly. 4m.| )
GIFTED 7 | Basic'B'f 13y. 5m. | 1ly. 4m.| 2y. 1m. 3
1.72 -
CONTROL | 6 " 9y. Tm.| 8y. 8m. 1im. ]| )
GIFTED [12 | Basic'C'| 16y. 2m. 13y.10m. | 2y. 4m. ;
_ -0.01 -
CONTROL | 12 " -10y. Tm. | 8y. 3m.| 2y. 4m.
GIFTED |11 DE 18y. 5m. | 16y.1lm. | 2y. 6m. g
0.42 -
CONTROL |10 " 12y. 5m. | 10y. 2m. | 2y. 3m.| )
TABLE B/12 MATHEMATICS

ACHIEVEMENT INDICES FOR COMBINED SCORES BASIC 'A',

'B', 'C' & DE (MENTAL AGE LESS EDUCATIONAL AGE)

GROUP | NO. | MEAN MEAN MEAN MEAN 't SIGNIF-
CHRON. | MENTAL | EDUC, DIFFER- | RATIO | ICANCE
AGE AGE AGE ENCE P~
MA-EA
ALL 72 | 8y. 9m. | 14y. 2m. 1ly. 8m. | 2y. 6m. )
m T
“GFLTED | )3.14 .005
ALL 64 | 8y. 8m. 10y. 3m. 8y. 5m. | 1y. 9m. )
CONTROL
HIGH IQ| 31 | 8y. 6m. |15y. 2m. 12y. Om. | 3y. 2m. | )
SUB GP. - : :
: )4.37 .001
LOW IQ | 41 19y. 2m. | 9y.1lm. | 8y. 1m. ly. 9m. | )
-SUB GP, '




TABLE B/13 SULDIARY

READING AYD ANCLISE
TEST NATN GROUPS UB-GROUPS
1 (STGTIFICANGE] DIRECTION | 4 | SIGNIFICANGE | DIRECTION
RATI0 OF DIFFER, | RATI0 (F DIFFER,
O it ) 0gp| | v |00 | - | st
WS laats g | gy | L | g (1 | pel |t
BOLSER: " e | La6| pe2 | " || 0l |
W@ v [ ped | Ay md |
WOUSED: v v [ o) - | ATl el |
| »
RNGLISH SERIES 42,82,(2,02, %
v'r . "
& mcm}gﬁm WOLEES g | pet| v |3E | wdr|
~- 1 100 .
4
READING: (Tndices MA less EA) | 0.0 - Positive | 0,76 . Negative
ENGLISH A2: (Indices M4 less BAY 2.26 pe5 | Negtive 31 .p<.'0'l "
BOIER: vov oo 2| pe@| v | o]
MOLISH 2 v oo | 33| pedl| v R0 petdl|
MU vof o LB ped | 3B Rl |
NGLISH SERTES 42,82,02,00 |
& B2 COUBIVED TIOICGES M less | 467 | 30l ' 661 pel|
EA - B
161

160 e wowmoge  w-momowas  p-mRSLT




D4B18 B/ SMRY
VATRENATICS
18] AT GROURS - SB-CROIPS
) | SIGNTFICANCE | DIRECTION | 4" |SIGNIFICANCE | DIREGTION
RTI0 OF DIFFER, | RATIO (F DIFRER,
BASTC WATHS 14"+ Quotients
EA S5 pe00  (legtive | 543 | 00l | Yegative
M-A-xIOO)
BASIC DS 131 v 40,0 - " 0.9 - "
BASIC MATHS 'G's """ |42, pi0y  |Positive | #1791 " pQil | Positive
HATHS DE: LA - " .1 - "
NATREMATICS SERTES BASIC
ATHS 4", 1B, 101 4 MATHS |
I8 B COBIUD QUOTIRVES (0.2 | - [Wegtive [ -Ll4 | p02 | Vegstiw
h A
Mx 100
BASIC MATHS 'A':(lndices (5,06 | pe0l | " 475 | petil !
MBS B) |
BASIC ATHS Bty v v 0,95 - U I . "
BASIC MATHS 'Cte v ™ {0,7) - Pogitive | 40,01 - Positive
(HESIE 0 - |Vemtive | .2 - | Yegative
MATHENATTCS SERIES BASIC
HATHS 4", 1B, 0" & HATES ,, ] ,,
prmommpm |l | R0 Wit el
MA LESS B4 [

&etT
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TABLE B/15 GIFTED SUB—GROUPS ACCORDING TO NOMINATION
' EDUCATIONAL QUOTIENTS FOR READING AND
ENGLISH LANGUAGE (EA x 100)
MA
SUB~GROUP NO. | TEST | MEAN MEAN MEAN Y SIGNIF-
NOMINATED BY: . MENTAL | EDUC EA 0| RATIO. ICANCE
AGE ' AGE | ME p=
1) Teachers 19 | A2 1ly. Om, | 8y.10m.| 81 1} -0.69 -
2) gz;‘fnts " g | » 11y. 2m. | 9y. 4m.| 84.1 |2 é} 0.23 -
3) Ex-—Controls " 10y. 6m. 8y. Sm. | T79.7 2 =0.73 -
1) Teacher 5 { B2 13y. 9m. | 1ly. 5m.| 82 1} 40.68
oo > .68 -
2) PZ;‘?“ s & 9 | 15y. Om. | 11y. 9m.| 78.4 5,4,33 -
3) Ex—Controls | 2 | " 13y. 9m. | 10y. Tm.| 76.5 3 0.46 -
1) Teachers 7 |:c2 15y. S5m.{ 13y. 6m.| 87.1 1} +2.31 _
2) Parents: 2 .
) porents:® |5 | v |27y, 3m| 13y, 3m.] 75.6 B0 -
3) Ex-Controls | 1 | " 16y.10m. | 12y. Om.| 71.0 §} 0 -
1) Teachers 12 | Read | 10y. 2m.| 9y. Om.| 88 1} 0.1
ing 2 -14 -
2) Parents & 3 " 9y. 8m.| 8y. 5m.| 87 131 72
Psy. ‘ . ’ 3)L- -
3) Ex-~Controls | 2 n 9y. 5m. Ty. 8m.| & 3} 0.68 -
i
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TABLE B/ 16 CIFTED SUB-GROUPS ACCORDING TO NOMINATION
ACHIEVEMENT . QUOTIENTS FOR MATHEMATICS
g% x 100
SUB-GROUP NO. | TEST MEAN MEAN MEAN 't DIRECT-
NOMINATED BY: MENTAL | EDUC, E-AIIOO RATIO ION OF
AGE AGE MA (Not DIFFER,
‘ Sign.)
1) Teachers 17 | BASIC 10y. 9m.| 8y. Om.| 76 l} _ _
MATHS'A! 2 1
2) i:;ents & 8 w  wl 1ly. 4m.| 8y. 6m.| 76 ) 33+1.4% Positive
c 41.11 "
3) Ex-Controls w v | 10y. 6m.| Ty. 6m.| 72 3} +
1) Teachers 5 | BASIC 12y.10m.}10y. 5m.| 82 1} Hepmti
. MATHS 'B* > . -0.97 egative
2) Parents & 4 "o 13y, 2m.|12y. Om.| 91 -0.66 "
Psy. 2} .
3) Ex-Controls | 3 oo 13y, Im.}1ly. 6m. 88 |3 +0.55 | Positive
1) Teachers 7 | BASIC 15y. 9m.[12y.1lm.| 82 |1} _ .
MATHS ' C ! Bt 2}1 1.02 | Negative
"
2) i:;ents & 111 | v | 15y, 6m.|13y. 1m.| 87 3}’0'97
3) Ex-Controls | 2 n w15y, Om.{1l4y. 1lm.| 93 2 -0.52 "
1) Teachers 12 | MATHS DE| 17y. 7m.[15y. 5m.| 87 1} 0.38 Negative
4 2 .
2) i:;ents & 8 w18y, 2m.{1l6y. 2m.}| 89 i}—0.22 "
3) Ex~Controls | 4 m nt 16y. 9m.|15y. Om. 89 g} - -
1) Teachers 3 | MATHS FG{ 19y. Tm.|{17y. lm.| &8 %} +1.05 | Positive
. 2 i
2) ﬁ:;‘fnts & 5 w o |.18y.11m.|{15y. 8m.| 83 :133-0 35 | Vegative
3) Ex-Controls | 2 v o1l 17y. 8Bm.|16y. 3m. Q2 g} -1.13 "
b

165




TABLS B/17

152

GIFTED SUB-GROUPS ACCORDING TO NOMINATION

ACHIEVEMENT INDICES FOR READING AND ENGLISH

LANGUAGE (MA less.EA)

! SUB-GROUP NO. | TEST |MEAN  |MEAN | MEaN g DIRECT-
f NOMINATED BY: MENTAL EDucC, DIFFER RATIO ION OF
| AGE A7% . | MA-EA DIFFER,
1) Teéchers 19 | A2 1ly. Om.| 8y.10m.| 2y. 2m. é} +0.51| Positive
2) g:;ents & 8 " 1ly. 2m.| 9y. 4m.| 1y.10m. 1 +0.08 "
3) Ex-Controls " 10y. ém.| 8y. 5m.] 2y. 1m. §} - .4l{Negative]
1) Teachers 5 | B2 13y. 9m.|1ly. S5m.| 2y. 4m. é} - .90| Megative
2
) g:;ents & 9 [n 15y. Om.|1ly. 9m.| 3y. 3m. ;}-1.19 "
3) Ex-Controls| 2 | » 13y. 9m.|10y. Tm.| 3y. 2m. §} + .05| Positive
1) T 2 |15y. Sm.|13y. 6m.| 1y.1llm.
) Teachers 7 | c2 15y. 5m.(13y. 6ém.| 1ly.llm ;} ~2.41| Vegative
2) P
) P:;‘fnts & 5 | n 17y. 3m.{13y. 1m.| 4y. 2m. 5 - -
3) Ex-Controls 1 " 16y.10m.| 12y.0m. 4y.10m. 2} - -
1) Teach . :
2) eachers 10 | D2 17y. 8m.|14y. 8m.| 3y. Om.|1 -0.43| Vegative
P t
) P:;?n s & 6 | " 18y. 2m.|14y. 8m.| 3y. 6m. .§}+1.28 Positive
3) Ex-Controls| 3 | m 16y.10m.[15y. Om.| 1y. 2m. §} 41,67/ w
1) Teachers 12 i Oy. . . .
) Tea er Reading| 10y. 2m.{ 9y Om.| ly. 2m.|1 -0.17|Negative
2) Parents & " 1
Psy. Sy. 8m.| 8y. 5m.| ly. 3m. 3i—l.43 "
3) Ex-Controls " 9y. 5m.| Ty. 8m. ly. 9m. i} - .56 "
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TABLE B/ 18 GIFTED SUB-GROUPS ACCORDING TO NOMINATION
-ACHIEVEMENT INDICES FOR MATHEMATICS.
(MA less EA)
SUB-GRCUP NO. | TEST | MEAN MEAN MEAN 4! DIRECT-
NOMINATED BY: MENTAL |(EDUC. DIFFER~ | RATIO ION OF
AGE AGE ENCE DIFFER.,
MA-EA
1 o
1) Teachers 17 Basic | 10y. 9m.| 8y. Om.| 2y. 9m. ‘;f -0.29 | Negative
IAI
2) g:i?nts & 8 o 1ly. 4m.| 8y. 6m.[ 2y.1Om. 5 3 ~0.62 !
3) Ex~Controls | 7 " 10y. 6m.{ Ty. 6m.| 3y. Om. -0.23
1) Teachers 5 Bagic 12y.10m.|10y. 5m.| 2y. Sm. é} +1.03 | Positive
1R ‘

\ 1} s
2) rlfz;e“ts & 14 v |13y 2m|12y. Oml1y. 2m. gy 3370002 | Tegative
3) Ex-Controls | 3 " 13y. 1m.|1ly. 6m. ly. 7m. 3} +0.72 | Positive
1) Teachers 7 | Basic| 15y. 9m.|12y.11lm.| 2y.10m. 1} +0.54 | Positive

¢ 2 ‘
2) porSE n | sy 6m|13y. 1n. 25, 5m. ‘:,33“‘1'21 "
3) Ex-Controls 2 " 15y. Om.{1l4y. 1lm. 1lm. 53 +0.91 "
) Teachers 12 | DE 17y. Tm.|15y. 5m.| 2y. 2m. é} +0.21 "
\ : . .
27 If:;ents & 8 m 118y, 2m.|16y. 2m.| 2y. Om. | 3 +0.31 "
3) Ex—-Controls 4 " 16y. 9m.|15y. Om.| 1y. 9m. 2 +0.17 n
1) Teachers 3 FG 19y. Tme{17y. 1lm.| 2y. 6m. 19 0.64 | Megative
. > .
2) Parents & »

: Psy. 5 " 18y.1lm.|15y. 8m.! 3y. 3m. L +0.49 | Positive

3).Ex—CJntrols 2 " 17y. 8m.|[16y. 3m.| ly. 5m. §} +1.33 "
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TABLE B/19 SUMMARY

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE QUOTIENTS AND
INDICES FOR-SUB-GROUPS NOMINATED BY:

1). TEACHERS:
2) PARENTS:
3) EX-TEACHER-NOMINATED CONTROLS.

TEST 1) TEA%HER 2) PA%ENT 1) TEA%HER
2) PARENT 3) EX-CONTROL | 3) EX—-CONTROL
Quotient|{ Differ. Quotient|Differ. Quotient | Differd
EA |MA-EA EA  |MA-EA LA MA-EA
MA MA . MA
READING P N P N P. N 3P:3N
ENGLISH A2 N P N N - P P 3P: 3N
ENGLISH B2 P N : P P P N 4P:2N
ENGLISH G2 P N - ] - - - |ipan
ENGLISH D2 P N . N P , N P 3B:3N
BAS?X'MATHS _ N P N P N 2P:3N
BASIC MATHS B :
B N P P P N N - [3P:3N
BASIC MATHS
e N P N P : N P |3P:3N
MATHS DE N P © - P N P 3P:2N
P N N P N P 3P:3N
TOTALS 5P:4N | 4P:6N  4P:4N | 6P:3N 4P:5N 5P:4N
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© TABLE B/20

135

SUMKARY

VALIDITY OF NULL HYPOTHESES FOR

READING AND ENGLISH.

GP3UPS

SUBRJECT AREA CALCULATLON OF VARIATION | NULL HYPOTHESES
: OF MEANS OF EAs AND MAs. | REJECTED p« .05
READINC MAIN QUOTIENTS NO
" " INDICES (MA~EA) "
READING HIGH & QUOTIENTS "
LOW IQ
" " INDICES (MA~EA) "
ENGLISH A2 MAIN QUOTIENTS "
" B2 1" 1" "
”" C2 ”" ”" "
" D2 ”" " ”
ENGLISE A2 " INDICES (MA-EA) YES
” B2 7" " n ”"
" c2 " [ " 1]
1" D2 1" " ”" . NO
ENGLISH A2 HIGH & QUOTIENTS - "
LOW 1IQ .
7" . . B2 ” . ”" YES
”" C2 ”" " ) 1 4]
" D2 1" 1] L1
ENGLISH A2 " INDICES (MA~EA) il
llk B2 1" 1" ”" [}
1 c2 " 1 " "
7" D2 1" " l.l "
ENGLISH SERIES | MAIN QUOTIENTS "
(COMBINED)
" " " INDICES (MA-EA) 1
i " HIGH & QUOTIENTS "
LOW IQ
" ] ] ] INDICRES (MA-EA) 1"

1RO
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TABLE B/21 SUMMARY
VALIDITY OF NULL HYPOTHESES FOR
MATHEMATICS
TEST GROUPS CALCULATION OF VARIATION | NULL HYPOTHESES
OF MEANS OF EAs AND MAs. | REJECTED p< .05
BASIC 'A' MATN QUOTTENTS YES
1" IB 1 " 1" No
1" ] C 1 1" ” "
1" 'DE' 1" " 1"
BASIC 'A! " INDICES (EA-MA) YES
1" .IB [} " (14 1" NO
1"t ] C ] 1" 1" l.l 1"
1" IDEI 1" " 1" 1"
BASIC 'A' HICH & QUOTIENTS YES
LOW IQ o
1" IB ] 1" 1" 1" No
1" ICY " 1" " 1"
1"t 'DE! " - n l_l " )
BASIC 'A! non INDICES (EA-#A) YES
" IBI 1] l'l 1" " No
1] ICI " " " " '"
1" IDE ] 1] " l_l " l.l
| MATHS SERIES |MAIN
{COMBINED) , QUOTIENTS NO
IAI ’ IB ' 1 C ] ’
IDE ] & IFGI .
" " v.v " INDICES (EA—-I'IA) YES
MATHS SERIES |HIGH &
(COMBINED) LOW IQ QUOTIENTS NO
1A', '3', 'C', ﬁ
'DE' & 'FG! ' '.
nooeloa " INDICES (EA-MA) YES
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TABLE B/22 DIVIDENDS from STANDARDISED ATTAINMENT SCORES
DIVIDED-BY 1.Qs x 100
for GIFTED and CONTROL GROUPS

GIFTED GROUP _ CONTROL GROUP
Test No.| Mean |s.d. | Mean| s.d.]| Mean [No.| Mean| s.d.| Mean |s.d. | Mean
’ 1Q S8 ’ Divi- I1Q SS Divi—
dend dend
x x
100 100

READ 17 | 154 |[10.2 | 121 [13.9 | 78.6 [f16 118| 9.5 97 [13.1} 82.2

~ING
ENGLISH] _

A.2 34 | 157 [10.9] 121 |14.1 | 77.1 §32 | 118} 8.5 | 100 |10.2| 84.8
B.2 17 | 160 |11.1} 127 [11.8 | 79.4 §11 | 115 9.0 { 100 | 3.9! 87.0
c.2 13 | 161 [12.3{128 | 8.5 | 79.5§ 8 | 112] 14.1] 104 | 3.2 92.9

D;2 19 | 15% ll.d 125 | 9.9 | 80.7 §13 114 13.0{ 101 8.3 88,6

wams
A 32 | 158" {10.9 | 121 [11.7 | 77.1 f30 | 118| 8.6{ 95 |14.4|80.5
1B 12 | 160 [10.6 {124 [12.4 | 77.5 §10 | 120| 6.3 104 | 7.0 86.7
e 21| 160 |1i.2|119 | 8.0 | 7402 [17 | 114] 12.7] 95 {10.0 | 83.3

'DE ! 25 | 157 |11.3]124 [10.2 | 79.0 {14 114} 12.5} 101 |13.3] 88.6
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-$APPENDIX C
TABLE C/1 CHILDREN'S QUESTIONNAIRE
' GENERAL ATTITUDES RELATING TO SCHOOL

(A1l figures are percentages of total
children in the appropriate Group)

g'l‘ .
Do you like school? Very Much | Quite a lot | Not Much [Not at allj No
'‘Hate it' | Infor
mation
_Replies:Gifted Gp. 55 32 8 - 5
Control Gp. 55 36 3 4.5 - 1.5
Q.2. ' ‘ ,
Do you like best? Being in | In hall for | Playtime After .| No
classroom | music, film, School | Infor
etc. Clubs mation
Replies:Gifted Gp. " | =~ 25 24 38 6 7
Control Gp. 19.5 26 45 5 5
Q.3. Do you like? Class— Table Gp. | Work with| Working | o
' teaching | of 4 or 5 one other| on your | Infor
child own mation
Replies:Gifted Gp. 16 : 18.5 16 42.5 7
Control Gp. 24 17 20 o34 5
Q.3(a) Do you like | All time | Some of A little | Wo Info
working so? time the time of the " rmation
JUNIORS ONLY » : time
Replies: Gifted Gp. 14 14 5 7
Control Gp. 14 66 11 9
i 524 In term-time do | At home At school Somewhere| Wo Info
i you prefer to be? else rmation
JUNIORS ONLY
Replies: Gifted Gp. 9.5 56 23 12
Control Gp. 29 49 20 3

Note 1: The figures given under the heading 'No Information' refer <o a
percentage of the whole sample of 73 Gifted Children, or 64 Average-Bright
Children. It is not a percentage of the 93.5% and 98.4% reépectively, i.e.
of those who actually completed questionnaires.

Note 2: Total Nos. of Juniors in the sample are: Gifted 42, Average-Bright
Controls 35.
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TABLE C/2 CHILDREN'S QUESTIONNAIRE 42 Juniors on Project
(All figures as percentages)
Total chii&féﬂ”inuéﬁpropriate Group:
Gifted: 42. Control: 35 ~ in first question only.

QUESTION: Are you workingﬁdn Project?
Yes No No informat?qn _
Gifted - 67 21 12
uroup:
Control T4 17 9
Group:
QUESTION: WORK ON PROJECT, DO YOU?
| Like it Quite | Not Not at [ Hate it | No information

Very Much {a Lot | Much all _
Gifted 29 | 36 7 o 0 29
Group: : '
Control 23 43 14 0 0 20
Group:
Note: All figures expressed as percentages of those in the

appropriate Groups who answered "Yes" in the first question.
TABLE C/3 CHILDREN'S QUESTIONNATRE — SCHOOL CURRICULUM

FIRST CHOICES ONLY FOR PREFERRED SUBJECT AREAS.

SUBJECT Read—|Creat— |Paint—| Music |Music |Maths|[Pott—|Nature |Swim—|No Inm Max.;
AREA ing ive |ing & & & & ery |Study ling & form— | Poss.
Writ- |Draw- | Sing-|Move—~|Sci- & |Proj. Ouf ation
ing ing ing |ment |ence |[Craft|Social a -
Stud- G:;:
jes [-20S8
School
™™V
Free
- _ Activ,
No. 24.5 {5 1 4 13 13 1.5 5 2 16 13
Gifted '
No. -
Control 9 3.5 8 3¢5 2 12 4 8 2 12 64
Group
% Gifted | 33.6 [6.8 le4 '|5.5 | 1.4 17.8 |2.1 6.8 2.7‘< 21.9 99,8
% Control 14.1 5.5 12.5 |5.5 3.1 ]18.8 [6.3 |12.5 (3.1 [18.8 |100.2
Note: Where two subjects were given the Results are expressed as
"0.5 of a child,
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COMBINED FIGURES

TABLE C CHILDREN'S QUESTIONNAIRES:
.FOR THREE SUBJECT AREAS MOST PREFERRED

SUBJZCT AREA Gifted Control Gifted Control

Group Group Group Group

NO. N’Ou % (]
Reading 52 30 23.7 15.7
Creative Writing 18 12 8.2 6.3
Painting & Drawing 16.5 20 T.5 10.5
Music & Singing 12 11 - 5.5 5.8
Music & Movement 3.5 6 1.6 3.1
Maths & Science 38 28 17.4 14.7
Pottery & Craft 3 13 2.3 6.8
Nature Study, Project,
Social Studies, School TV, 20.5 24 9.4 12.6
Free Activity.
Swimming & Outdoor Games 9.5 11 4.3 5.8
Total Choices Made 175 156 79.9 81.2
No Information 44 36 20.1 18.8

! Total Possible Choices 219 192 100 100
L
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TABLE C CHILDREN'S QUESTIONNAIRES
Replies Regarding Friends
QUESTION No. of.. .| No. of % of % of
Gifted Control Gifted Control
Group Group Group Group
Have you a
Special
Friend in 42 36.5 57.5 57
Your school
Class?
Have you a
Special
Friend Not 5.5 5¢5 Te5 9
In your
School class?
Are you one
Of a Group 14 17 19 27
of Friends? .
Have you no
Special
Friends among 6.5 1 9 1.6
Children?
No information o
Given 5 4 7 6
TOTALS 73 64 100 100.6
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TABLE C/6

CHILDREN'S QUESTIONNAIRE — Choice of Three Home

Occupations Preferred,

Watching | Reading | Writing | Drawing & | Maths & | Music | Swimm— | Looking | Making | No inform- | Max
TV Stories | Painting Puzzles ing & After Some~- ation & Poss,
Cutdoor | Pets thing | Just
Games v Playing
46 29 5 5 13 13 35 13 14 44 219
Ly s 14 3 12 3 12 40 15 8 40 192
21,2 13.4 2.3 2.3 6 6 16,1 6 6.5 20.3 100
Ll o3 1.3 1.6 6.3 1.6 6.3 | 20.8 7.8 4.2 | 20,8 100
ison: Almost identical between two groups. TV 46 and 45
Music 13 and 12
No., infor,. 44 and 40
Proportionately more Gifted Children, Reading 29 : 14
Writing Stories 5 3 3
Maths & Puzzles 13 5 3
Making Something 14 : 8
Proportionately Fewer Gifted Children, Drawing & Painting 5 : 12
Swimming & Outdoor 35 : 40
. Games
Looking After Pets 13 15

17



POSITION IN FAMILY

TABLE C
Pnsition cifted Control Gifted Control 't Signifi-
in family Croup Group Group Group Ratio cance
No. No. o % p<

First born 40 23 55 36 4.15 0.04
2nd born 20 19 27 30
3rd born 8 12 11 19
4th born 2 2 3 3
No information 3 8 4 12.5

TOTAL 73 64 10C V 100.5
TABLE C/8 PARENTS' VIEW OF CHILD'S LIKING FOR SCHOOL
Parental Gifted Control Gifted Control Chi Signifi—]
View Group Group Group Group Sq. cance

No. No. o o : p<

Very much 47 31 64 48 J{2.91613 0.1
Fairly well 19 22.5 26 35
Not much 5 5.5 7 9
Not at all 0 0 0 0
Hates it 0 0 0 0
Don't Know 0 0 0 0
No information 2 5 3 8

TOTAL 73 64 100 100
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TABLE /9 PARFMTS VIEWS: CHILD'S PREFERRED PART OF SCHOOL DAY
(in 'CHOICE-UNITS)

GIFTED GROUP Working ir ! flall for | Play- | Sport | After | Total
' 2oom i Music, Time |and/or| School| Choice
! Singing, swimm~ Clubs | Full
Drama, ing in Units
Film etc. School
e e
preferred part of 16.88 12,20 {15.25{11.90 | 3.73 59.96
i school day
. Most Preferred
part of school 4.71 1.03 2.08| 2.08 | 0.33 | 10.29
day
e e,
TOTAL OPTIQONS 21.65 13,23 17.33 ] 13.98 { 4.06 - | 70.25
e a————
CONTROL GROUP
Preferred part of 11.80 8.10 14.88] 9.13 | 1.10 45.01
s;hool day
Most Preferred '
part of school 2.42 1.25 3.83) 3.58 | 0 11.08
ddy
R e
TOTAL OPTIONS 14.22 © 9,35 18,711 12.71 | 1,10 56.09
GIFTED GROUP 30.81 18.83 24.661 19.90 | 5.77 |100
(e
CONT§OL GROUP 25,35 16.66 33,35 | 22.66 | 1.96 {100
Y ‘
——-——/\-..
Note: Missing Information

GIFTED GROUP: No Quest. returned for two children.
Vo reply to this question on one form.

AONTROL GROUP: No Quest. returned for five children.
No rep: - to this question on three forms.




" 1BLE (/10 CHILDREN'S CURRICULUM AREA LIKES ACCORDING TO JHEIR PARENTS

o | |

| CURRICULUM GIPTED GROUP | CONTROL GROUP ¢ GIFTED GROUP % CONTROL GRCUP
AREA Emphatic  Other |Total | Emphatic [Other |Total Dmphatic | Other | Total | Anphatic ' Other , Total
Likes Likes |Likes | Likes Likes |Likes j Likes likes | Likes | Likes Likes | Likes
Reading | 0 5 | & l R REE R 0 | 1.8 | 19 0 | 12.08
.| Creative ! . 5 |
Writing o0 : | 2 19U 50 %3 T3 9 | 8.2
. 1
Maths 2 2o 56 T 2 |29 | A 9 [ 1226 4 7.5 9 | 8.28
Pojt |13 W | 0| B3 RN 4|05 0 14| 143
I
Social ; | 1
Shudies L ? 12 i 13 1 0] U 1 14 A | 1) 4| i
! o
| Free fctivity 6 % ! 3l ] 7 1 28 5 T1 651 1 10.5] 8
Painting 6 { 1 % 14 b B LR 5 1] 93 | 65 14 |12
' !
Pottery ) ; /I I 6 1 20 | 3 125 63l 65 | 1B 5]
| ! 1
! | )
Craft & i ! ! .
Yeodlowurk ] } 16 | 17 | 2 18 | 20 ] 12,50 359 [ 6.5 13 | 5]
. i |
et TR T N O VI A B O 9 | 8. | 12 B | 8.8
Singing i | ‘
- | a |
Yusic & . i |
; 2 § | & 4
— } l 2 | 3 4 1l 1 D | 4 £ | 4.3
z [ |
Qutdoor | - |
Games ¢ 14 Wl 20 g U 10 | 10,14 | 20 9 112
| Sport, | | | : ; ‘ |
] ( !
Total 12§ Wwomp» &1 i H0 | 100 9.5 100§ 95 100.) ; 100




NOTES
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RELATING TO TABLE C/10

likes possible for Jifted Group: 71 x 12
" stat ed " 11 "

likes possible for Control Gimin: 59 x 12
" stated "n - " "

of stated to possible likes: Gifted Group:

" " " " " Control Group:

" emphatic "
" " " " " Control Group:

182

% Gifted Group:

N ST S gy W

852
473

= 708
350

1.80
2.01
6.66
7.61
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TABLE ¢/11 (a) PARENTAL ASSISTANCE WITH CHILD'S SCHOOL WORK

TEACHING TiACHING HOURS % TOTAL HOURS
OUTSIDE
SCHOOL - |GIF'ED GROUP | CONTROL GROUP ||GIFTED | CONTROL || CHI-Sq. | Signif—
ZRegularly Poss— Given | Poss— Given GROUP GRO''P Test icance
about one . . p
ible | ible
hour per i
week ) f
Reading 71 6.2 59 15 8.73 25.42 6.57 .05
Handwri 71 2.2 59 8 3.09 13,55 4.87 .05
Cor.. osition .
of Stories 71 .2 59 7 1 69 11.86 5.64 .05
Sp .ling 71 5.2 o9 12 7.32 20.33 4.75 1 .05
Maths 71 3.2 | 59 9 4.50 | 15.25 4.38 | .05
TOTAL 355 18 295 51 17.12 17.28 25.34 .001
TABLE ¢/11 (b) PARENTAL ASSISTANCE WITH CHILD'S SCHOOL WORK
TRACHING TEACHING & HOURS
OUTSI DI
SCHOOL GIFTED GROUP | CONTROL GROUP || GIFTED
Occasion— Poss— | Given | Poss— | Given }|GROUF
all about b1 b1
%+ hour 1h2e 1ole
per month)
Reading 7 ) 59 18 2.81 | 30.5 16.90 | .001
Hardwriting 71 6 59 9 8.45 15.25 1.46 | None
Composition R
of Shories 71 3 59 5 4.22 8.47 1.00 1one
Spelling 71 9 59 1, 12.67 28.81 5.24 | .0
M hs 71 10 1 59 15 14.08 25.42 266 | .15
TOTAL | 355 30 295 64 i 8. 45 21.69 21.788! .001
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TABLE C,'12
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PARENTAL HELP GIVEN ON SCHOOL WORK

(Other Than Teaching)

Specific Help: GIFTED CHILDREN Specific Help: CONTROL
CHILDREN
No % No. %
Reading 2 Reading 1
Spelling 3 Homework 4; 8.5
Maths & Science 3 Possibly Specific lelp:
Maths & Eng. : Help given when
= 1 6 10.2
Work-Books _ necessary
. (
Iatin 1 hour p.w. 1 i 18.3 General Help:
Stimulation for ' . .
School Entrance 1! Assistance with 12
| Projeot
Exam ' ,
Check omework 2/ ~elp when asked 9&
. Encouragement 2
Gene al Help: Fxplain things 1
General encouragement - . .
. . 22 Keep supplied with .
in school subjects ] reading and art 1745.8
Assistance with | equipment
Pros 11 !
roject s
i Visits to museums, 1
General advice and 6 } advice on bocks
encouragement : 61.6 Bed-time story )
“Mental Arithmetic 1 ' nightly
as a game j
Answer questions 3 j
Discussion 2 ;
‘lelp find out 3.}
No. of Parents No. of Parents’
providing help ...... 61 85.9 providing help eeeess 38 4.5
‘o, Replying 'No‘'.veeee. 6 3.5 No, Replying 'No' ...... 13 22.0
No. nnt replying ...... 4 5.6 No. not replying ...... 8 13.5
Ea
Total 71 100.0% Total 59  100.0%
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TABLE C/13 PARENT VIEWS ON THEIR CHILDREN'S SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS (1)

QUESTION

Is your child| Has he/
one of a she no
group of child
friends friends

No
In-
for-
mat-—
ion

Don't

Does your child
Know

have a partic-
ular f.iend

At school

=0

Elsewhere

e

G1FTED
GRCUP

Replies: 73

5.5 0 3

Ho.

CONTROL
GROUP
64

Replies: Vo.

GIFTED
CRCQUP

% 22 61 100

5.5

CONTROL
GROUP

% 22 6 59 3 p) 8

100

I

One parent ticked two opvions. -~ Accordingly . 5 has been entered

under each of the two headings concerned.

NOTE:

TABLE C/14 PARENT VIEWS ON THEIR CHILDREN 'S SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS (2)
B QUESTION
Does your chiid prefer to be with:
Children| Children | Children| Adults| Dont | Very |No T
of his/ | ona year | one year Know | Vari—{ In~ | O
her own | or more or more able | for—| T
age older younger mat—| A
ion L
GIFTED
GROUP ;
Replies: No. 21.5 | 20.% 3 1 4 |18 5 {73
CONTROL
GROUP .
Replies: No. 1”5 8.5 1.5 2 o |12.5 ' 64
= .= : '
GIFTED
GROUP ;
A 29.5 2% 4 1 5.5 |25 7 1100
CONTROL
GROUP
3 51 13 2 3 0] 19.5 1i 99.5

NOTE:

Where parents have ticked two options, 0.5 has been entered
‘under eash of the two headings concerned.
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TABLE C/1%5  PARENTS' RKPLLES CONCERNING CHTLDREN'S HOME OCCUPATIONS
GIFTED GROUP

ACTIVITY Mifii} Inter%st O;;I};.er Inte%est
Watching TV 16 14.5 50 14.6
Reading 30 27.3 37 10.48
Making Something 17 15.5 38 10.77
Mrzative Writing 3 2.7 23 6.57
Drawing & Painting 4 3.6 31 8.78
Looking After Pets 1 1.0 23 6.52
Doing Puzzles 4 N 33 9.35
Mathematical Puzzles 4 j 1.3 20 5.67
Music 3 2.7 34 9.63
Dancing 1 © 19 dheins. 38
Drama 2 B e 17 " 4.81
g L | | e o | 1o
TOTAL 110 100 383 100
COiTROL GROUP
ACTIVITY M;;? I“teyéﬁt | ng?r Intg%fst
Watching TV 17 20 : 38 15 ]
Rea’ing 11 13 32 13
Making Something S 9.5 39 16
Creative Writing 2 2 14 6
Drawing & Painting 3 4 27 11
Looking After Putis 2 2 26 10
Doing Puzzles 1 ) 22
Mathematical Puzzles 0 J ! 5 } t
Music 6 7 13 5
Dancin
Dramag é j 4 } ’
g s [ | s | 1
TOTAL 84 99.¢ 229 | 100 |

Note: Total Recordable 'Main Interest' for Gifted Group 71x12=852
"

Total Enumerated 1 " " n =110
Ratio of "numerated to Recordable 'Main Interests'
Yifted Group 1 : 7 .74
" " " " " 'Main Interests’
Control Group 1 : 8 .42
186
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TABLE C/16 PARENTS' REPLIES REGARDING EXTENT OF CHILDREN'S
HOME ACTIVITIES

No Undertaking ||% of Max |% of Max DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
‘ Activity of 71 05 59 PROPORTIONS OF MAX
ACTIVITY children |[children CHI-Sq. | Signif-
CIFTED|CONTROL GIFTED CONTROL Test X2= | icunce
GROUP |GROUP GROUP GROUP o]
Watching TV 66 | 55 92.6 93.2 0 -
Reading 67 43 94.36 72.9 11.12 .001
Making
Sometthg 55 47 77'5 79‘7 '09 -
Creative .
Writing 26 16 36,6 27.1 1.32 L -
Drawing & N
Fa- ting 35 30 49.3 50.8 .03 -
Looking after — -
Pets 24 28 33,43 47.5 2.5 -
Doing Puzzles 37 23 5241 39,0 2.5 -
Mathematical _
Puzzles 24 5 | 23.8 8.5 24.81 .001
Music 27 19 2.0 32.2 5.20 .05
Dancing 20 11 28.2 18.6 1.6 -
Drama 19 7 26.8 11.9 4.46 .05
Swimming &
Qutdoor Games 53 49 74.6 83.1 o 1.34 -
Spo.t
TOTAL 463 333 % of 852 | % of 708 R.26 .01
Total Max] Total Max
54.34 47.0
NOTE: Ratio of Enumerated tc Maximum Recordable Interssts:
Gifted Croup: 463 : 852 = 1: 1 . 84
Control Group: 333 : 708 = 1: 2 . 13
L
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TABLE C/17 TYPES Q1" PLAY
CATEGORY G IPRD GROUP CON''ROL _GROUP !

1) Imaginary

Dressing-up, “aking Playsg,
Hisntorical, Schools, 3hops,
Dolls, Toy Soldicrs.

Play Battles with Toy Soldierc
Dressing-up, Families, Schools,
Spies and Space, Inventing,
Talking with friends.

2) Environment

Cardening, Mature Study,
Feeding Birds Daily, Bird-
Watching, [nsects, Fishing,
Streams, Mossils.

Gardering, Bird-Watching,
Natural History, Fishing,
Walking and Fxploring, Care of
Dog, ilamstar, Tortoises.

3) Technical

Aircraft Mo.i~.s, Meccano,
Dynamic performance of
paper darts, Making Elec-
trical Gadgets, Making
Elaborate Road Systems,
Construction, Science and
Technology, Photography.

Model-aircroft.building,
Building with bricks, playing
with cars, lorries, road-
works, building sites.

4) Categor-

isation

Stamp-collecting with use
of Catalogues, Road Signs,
Intellectual use of Time-
tables and maps.

Collecting stamps, f[lowers,
stories, identification of
animals, birds, insecis,
bones. Drawing Maps.

5) Music

Playing Records.

Play Records, Singing,
Anyth:ag Musical.

6) lndoor
Games

Lego, Monopoly, Scrabble,
Chess, Draughts, Jig-Saws,
Origami, Spirography,
Playing cards, Drawing
Painting, Kit-painting,
Reading Comics, Table-
tennis.

Lego, :onopoly, Jig-Saws,
Cleud¢, Origami, Caid Games,
Drawing, Painting, Scrapbooks,
Using glue, Cardboard, Sello-
tape etc. Cutting—out, making
dolls clotunes, gymnastics,
Badminton.

7) Outdoor
Activities

Football, iree-Climbing,
Adventure Games, Scouts,
Guides, Tennis, Swimming,
Cycling, ‘iorse-riding.

Football, Tre=-Climbing,
Climbing-frame, Adventure Play-—
groud, Sand-pit, Scouts, Cubs,
Brownies, Swimming, Cricket,
Sports Activities, Ball Game-,
Chasing Games, Skipping, Bik.,
Horse-riding, Building Houses,
Camps % Dens, Camping, Boating.

8) Intell-
ectual

Debating Society, Discuss—
ion Group, Reading History
Looks, Reconstructing 2nd
World Jar Pattle Scenes.
"Yery little time playing.
Concentrating on thinking
on book he would like to
write"., '"Reading, studying
and thinking or his current
pet subjects".

llistorical things, Making
1. ttle books, Writing Stories.

9) I _king

Shopping.

Mending Eleciric Plugs, ‘ouse-
hold Maintenance, Looking after
small children, Cooking, !lelping
in ghop, Doing small jobs to

get money. A_J

1RK



TABLE C/18

VARLOUS COMMENTS BY PARENTSS

-

(1) Child's Personality and General Characteristics

GIPTID GROUP

Extrovert, bossy, rarely bored.

Vers soriable with all agos:
ii1knrs conversation.

An all-round personality with
a lively interest in most -
things. '

Fnjoys most things, very helpful
at l.ome.

Fnthusiastic about everything
undertaken.

Lovab.:, demanding, excitable,
agile, sleepless.

Always occupied, reliable.
Likes to organise.
Enquiring disposition.
Fnjoys 'research'.

Impatient of expression in
practical form.

likes to be on his own - gets
on with people of all ages.

Capable, very critical of
others.

Home and school kept separate,
parents told li“tle of
school interests.

Basically a loncr, but flexible.
A quiet, serious child.

Prefers own ~~mpany.

Slightiy introverted.

Dasily bored.

No class friends.

CONTROL GROUP

Talks readily to hersclf and
strangers. Ixpressive in
movement and music.

Mainly interested in playing
with others. : .

Needs other'c company.

Likes afternoons and evenings
best with group of friends;
does not like reing alone.

Has great ability to concentrate -
impatient with those who are
not cuick.

Thoroughly enjoys all aspects of
life.

Wriendly nature, gets on with
all ages.

Likes activity.
Untidy.
Reads sports' pages of newspaper.

Likes doing nothing specific;
prefers children one year
older.

Seldom initiates play, but is an
enthusiastic follower.

Qui~t and self-—contained; does
not tell about school.

A quiet child with plenty of patience.

Tujoys his own company.
A s Loy who needs pushing.

Reticent and dreamy.
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TABLE ¢/18 continucd.

(2) Social and Psychological Adjustment

G1FTiED GROUP

Likes helping at homec.
School best part of day.

Was unhappy at school, but now
happy.

Content to go to school but
usually would prefer to stay
at home.

School curriculum comes nowhere
ncar noeds.

Regular tantrums.

CONTROL GROGUP

Settling down after frequent
changes in school - parents
in Forces.

Likes teacher's individual
attention.

Holds back if not sure is right.

A feeling that the teacher
picks on him has deterred him
from going to school.

Likes to work on his own.

Likes to play alone.

(3). Physical Circumstances

GIFTED GROUP

Fats and drinks well.
Adopted.

Onc parent.

Astnma.

Unusually clumsy - difficulty in
co-ordinating hand and eye.

Physical action of writing
difficult.

Brain damage at birth.

CONTROL GRQUP

Adopted.
Diabetic.
Asthma.

Grandparent dying in house with
terminal disease.

TABLE C£18

PARENTS' UNSOLICITED COMMINTS ON CHILD'S

PREFERRED {ANNER (¢ WORKING (or PLAY

1) Isolates: GIFTED CONTROL
CHILDREN CHILDREN
Prefers to do school-work on own c...... 3 2
Profers OWn COMPANY secesooosovecccssosa 3 -
Prcfers 10 play 2lONC seeeeececcsococcses - 1
?) Teaching method:
Prefers teacher teaching whole class ,,, ~ 9

190

’




175

SUMMARY DIFFERENCES BETWEEN QUESTIONNAIRES RETURNED BY
TABLE C/19 PARENTS OF THE GIFTED AND CONTROL GROUPS
GIFTED CIILDREN CONTROL CHILDREN
Physical: 55% were first—born Physical: 36% and 30% respect—
children. 60% enjoyed very good ively were first-born and second
health and 63% were absent a born, and another 19% third-born
week or less during three school children, 31% had very good
terms. health and 58% were absent a
week or less during three school
terms.
School: 64% were reported to like School: 48% were said to like
school very wuch and another school very much and another 35%
26% fairly well. The most fairly well. 33% were said to
preferrcd part of the school day prefer play-time most during the
was said to be working in the school—-day, another 25% to favour
~lassroom for 31% and play-time working in the classroom and 23% |
Lor a further 25%. 6% enjoyed sport or swimming. Only 2% were ‘
after school clubs. reported to like after school

! clubs.

" Curriculum: One of the 3 R's was Curriculum: One of the 3 R's
named for 53% of thc 'emphatic was quoted as an 'emphatic like!
likes' of the children. All in 34% of the nominations. All
the other subject areas were named the remaining curriculum areas '
Lut the proportions were smaller were named proportionately more
than in the case of the Control frequently than in respect of
Group with the exception of Free the Gifted Group with the
Activity where the low figurs excepltion of Free Activity where
of 5% was the larger. the proportion was l%

For additional ‘'other likes' the Under 'other likes' the 3 R's

3 R's received 28% of the were also giver 28% of the

nominations. - nominations.

A1l the other alternatives are Painting is named most frequently

named, the proportions being with 13% of the nominations. Free

similar to those for the Control - Activity received 11%, Mucir &

Group with the exception of Movement obtained the low figure

Music & Movement which received of 4%. The proportions for the

8% of the nominations. remaining options are either
identical or similar for the two
groups. ‘

Home Teaching: Some home Home Teaching: 66% of the parents

teaching was provided on the 3 provided some extra teaching,

R's by 30% of the parents either on a regular or occasional

either regularly or oc:asion- basis for one or more of the

ally. 3 R's.

Other hzlp: 86% of the parents Other help: 65% of the parents

assisted their children with assisted their children with

projects, answcring questions, projects, answering questions,

books and visits. libraries, visits and homework.
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TABLE C/19 continued.

Friends: 60% of the children were
reported to be one of several
friends, another 22% to have

a special friend. 7.5% of the
Group were said to have no friends.

30% had friends of their own age,
28% were friends with elder
children, 4% preferred younger
children.

Home -Occupations: Of the
children's named 'Main Interests'
27% were for Reading, 23% for
Swimming & Outdcor Cames, 16%
Making Something, and 15%
Watching TV. . All the remaining
ligsted activities were included
as 'Main Interests' for a small
proportion, the largest of these
being 7% for puzzles.

14% for Watching TV was the

largest proportion listed addit-
ionally under 'other intéerests'.
11% each were recorded for Reading,
and Making Something, 10% for
Music and 9% for doing Puzzles.
‘The remaining alternatives each
took a small percentage of the
stated activities. .

Friends: 60% were said to be

- one of several, and a further

22%_to have a special friend.
2% of the parents did not know.
3% said their child had no friends.

The friends of 50% were their own
age, but 13% preferred older
children, 2% played with younger
children.

Home Occupations: Swimming &
Outdoor Games were given for
37% as the 'Main Interests’,
followed by 20% for Watching TV,
13% Reading, and 10% for Making
Something. The other listed
occupations were followed by -
small proportions of the Group,
the largest being 7% for Music.

16% for Making Something and

'15% for Watching TV were the

largest proportions of the
additional 'other interests'.
They were followed by 11%
Drawing and Painting and 10%
Looking After Pets. The other
options each-received a small
percentage of nominations.

The percentages of the childreh,_ﬁartiCipating out of school
in the following activities, is indicated by the proporticns

of the maximum number in the Group.

(Gifted 71 — 100%) ”

Reading lllllllllll.l.ﬂvlllll.l 94%
Wa’tchingTV Cess tasvactsteanoe 93%
Making Something eeeeeeeees.s. 78%
Swimming & Outdoor Games ..... 5%

PuzzleB ceececcee cescccccecane 52%
Music ..... tetessesscenecnanes 52%
Drawing & Painting ......ee... 49%

Creative Writing .eeeeeesssese 377
‘Mathematical Puzzles .e.eesee. 34%

Looking After Pets ...ecec.... 34%
Dancing .cecececvecoceancae ceees 289
"Drama sccoceccccsscnscananccns . 27%

Additional Volunteered Comments by

Six children préferred to do
school-work alone.

(Controls 59 — 100%)

Hatching TV veveeececocseease 93%
Swimming & Outdoor Games .... 83%
Making Something .eeeeecsece. 80%
REAAING eveecoarasseravsences T35
Drawing & Painting .......... 51%.
Looking After Pets .......... 48%
PUZZ1EE sevvveccnrncencceanes 39%
MUBIC ovennsonenarioasnsases 32%
Creative Writing eeceeeececes 27%
Dancing eceeceececcecsccaccons 19%
DIBMA «eeeecesssracscasssaase 12%
Mathematical Puzzles ........ 9% .

Parents:

Mine children preferred class
to be taught as.a unit. One
child preferred to work, and
one to play alone.




TABLE C/20

TEACHERS' COMMENTS ON SAMPLE CHILDREN

(Lines commenced with a capital letter
refer to a separate child)

GIFTED GROUP

"CONTROL GROUP

1. Physical Disadvantages and Circumstances

Adopted

Spastic

| Asthma - small for his age

Poor hand. control

Only child

Rheumatic Fever but phy81cal
and social development
unhindered.

Attractive but too tall and
over-developed for age

Diabetic A

A slight hesitation of speech
Left-handed

Twin brother in parallel class
Twin sister in parallel class

2. General Personallty Characterlstlcs

and Adjustment

A precocious child

| Appears to be aware he is capable
and airs his knowledge

Courteous and helpful

An individualist and self-.
centred

Inclined to bully those less .
able, but helps those who need
it. Reluctant to ask for help
-~ is rather nervous, Plays
normally.

Independent and religble

Even-tempered and reliable

Cannot compromise, aggressive if
thwarted - hcme problems -
eager to be liked

An individualist with gcod sense
of humour - sophlstlcated but
not precocious

Pleasant and helpful

Unassuming, appears unaware of
his good ability - very likeable

Appears to be well~adjusted now -

Sensitive and retiring but not
w1thdrawn - seems happy at
school

Very quiet disposition

Lives in his own. world

Yervous

Worried and needs constant re—

~ assurance - finds it difficult
to get down to work - dissat-—
isfied with herself.

A boisterous extrovert

Very friendly and out-going

Uninhibited and speaks freely,
happy

Enjoys life =~ charming and
popular with the girls - has
clever older brothers.

A highly-strung extrovert

lappy and confident ~ motherly
towards younger brother .

Very friendly and well-adjusted
in all his relationships '

Very pleasant child

A very pleasant child

Nice _

Quiet and pleasant .

Quiet and industrious, he always
does his best - great concen-
tration and a seénse of humour

Slightly attention seeking

Very demandlng of attention

Probably immature - lacks
ambition —-communicates poorly
with adults

Very timid and not really happy at
school. Mother injured in car

. accident,

Previously under psychiatric care
- remains nervous and moody.
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TABLE C/20 continued

GIFTED GROUP

3, Performance in school-work

CONTROL GROUP

Enthusiastic and capable with
almost all activities

Exceptional ability, a creative
original thinker - good
singing voice

Enthusiastic at problem-solving

Brief but perceptive, original
written work, completes work
started -~ conversation adult
in quality :

Very good attainment in verbal
and. number tests

Logical with almost an adult
power of reasoning

Well-spoken and well-informed,
intelligent grasp of anything

~ taught

{New ideas grasped rapidly -
excellent vocabulary

Quick and accurate - excellent
mechanical and scientific
general knowledge - very good

_-at spelling

Mature vocabulary and well read

Exceptlonal work showing a grasp
‘beyond years, but weak in
physical activity

Hard worker and achievement good

Superior in mathe oral work, but
. registant to writing. An
all—rounder - good at poetry,

. hlstory,'sport, etce

Grasps essentials - comprehension
- good

Joins in most activities and
produces good results

Good in music and drama

Vocabulary and work content
good - presentation and

- writing untidy

Good background oral knowledge

Good.in discussions on sport,
music and drama

Has to be interested to put a
lot into something — keen
on ‘nu Gure study ‘

‘Careless — not interested in work

Interested in everything and
works to capacity

A good all-round worker — difficult
to choose a 'poor! subject so not
indicated

Writes good stories —~ interested in
History - PE and Movement,
particularly interpretation are
very goode Takes a full part
in class activities

Creative on project and construct—
ional activities -

A boy — good at neediework

Seems capable but prefers football
to academic work

Sometimes inattentive -~ has
remained an extra ysar in
Primary School at parents'
request

Does not pay attention and work
not up to expected standard

for any length of time

Little effor: made with reading -
verbal and written communication
- preferred A

Performance generally below
suspected ability .

Rather poor =~ reading hesitant -
fair vocabularly spoiled by
inaccurate spelling




TABLE C/20 contd.
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GIFTED GROUP

3. continued

CONTROL GROUP

Works with one high I.Q. friend

Works in classroom during
play-time ~ musical

An average child who works hard
in class -

An active child who is keen on
gym

lazy - makes minimum amount of
effort

Underachiever

4. Popularity in School Class

Social (spastic)
One of a group of friends
when work finished
A few close friends
Does not mix well
No special friends (poor health)
No close friends

Popular and attractive

liked as gay and friendly

Popular with most of the
children

Prefers his own company but
is friendly with all when
he wishes for companionship

5e Parental'Support

Good home back—ground

Good parental support

Parents show great interest
in education

Ambitious parents

Week—~end classes attended as
a gifted child

Natural intelligence comes out
in spite of background -
little help from parents

Very good home

. Pressure from home on account

of handicapped sister who
needs much care and attention

19
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TABLE C/21 DISTRIBUTIONS OF GIFTED AND CONTROL CHILDREN
' IN RESPECT QF AGE, HEIGHT AND WEIGHT C OMPARED

WITH . AVERAGE FOR SCHOOL CLASS

' CHARACTERISTIC GIFTED CONTROL GIFTED CONTROL
GROUP GROUP GROUP GROU
No. No. % | %
YOUNGER About 13 11 18 17
6 months ,
1 year 5 20 1 12 - 7 28 2 19
Over 1 yr. 2 0 3 0
& . |
=| AVERAGE 41 38 | 56 59
OLDER  About
6 months - 9 9 12 14
‘| wo INFORMATION 3 . 5 I 4 8
N SHORTER 16 10 22 16
& | AVERAGE | 32 22 - 44 34
E TALLER 22 25 30 39
NO INFORMATION 3 T 4 11
LIGHTER * 1 15 .12 20 19
% AVERAGE 29 32 40 50
5 HEAVIER 19 16 26 " 25
NO INFORMATION 10 | -4 . 14 6
TOTAL NO. OF
. CHILDREN 73 64 100%i 100% |
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TEACHERS' REPLIES - SUBJECTS AT WHICH

SAMPLE CHILDREN PERFORMED BEST

GIFTED.

SUBJECT AREA GIFTED | CONTROL CONTROL || CHI- SIGNIF-
GROUP GROUP GROJP GRQUP SQUARE | ICANCE
No. No. % %
Reading 22 5.5 30 8.5 8.57 .01
Creative Writing 10 6 14 9 1.07 -~
Maths & Science 23.5 15.5 32 24 0.27 -
Three R's (i)
(Reading, Cr. '
Writing, Maths 55.5 27 76 41.5 8.11 .01
& Science)
Three R's (ii)
(Reading, Cr. _
Writing & 53 27 73 41.5 6.71 .01
Arithmetic)
*Project 9.5 0.27 -
*Social Studies 5
*Painting 0.5 5 1 8 _
*Pottery, Craft & 1 6 1 7.31 .01
Needlework ) 9
*Music & Movement 3 5
*Music & Singing 2 3 3 5 0.70 -
No information 7 11 10 17 1.73 -
TOTAL 13 64 100 100
Note: Subject areas marked * combined on account of smallness of number
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TABLE (/23 TEACHERS' REPLIES -~ SUBJECTS AT WHICH
SAMPLE CHILDREN PERFORM“POOREST
SUBJECT AREA GIFTED | CONTROL | GIFTED | CONTROL || CHI- |SIGNIF—
GROUP | GROUP GROUP | GROUP SQUARE | ICANCE
No. No. . % ‘ % P
Reading 0.5 4.5 1 T 2.31 -
Creative Writing 10.5 17 14 27 3.15 -
Arithmetic 4.5 9 6 14 1.59 -
Three R's | ‘ _
(Reading, Cr.
Writing & 15.5 30.5 21 48 7.99 .01
Arithmetic ,
Project 1 6 . 1 9.5 3,01 -
Social Studies 0 2 0 3 - e
Project &
Social Studies ; 8 1 12.5 5.01 .01
Painting 11 3 15 5 T 2.9 -
Pottery, Craft & -
| Painting & Pottery = :
Craft & Needlework | 10°° 6.5 21 10.5 5.44 | .05
Music & Movement 12 2 16 3 5.22 | .05
.Music & -Singing 8 6 11 9 0.99 -
Music.& Movement & . : '
Music & Singing 20 8 21 12 3.9 | 03
No information 17 11 23 17 0.90 -
TOTAL 73 64 I 99 100
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TABLE C/24 ~ TEACHERS' REPLIES ON SAMPLE CHILDREN 'S SCHOOL FRIENDS
GROUP ~ CATEGORY TOTAL
A Group of |One Special | No Friends
friends friend
No. % No. % No. % No. %
GIFTED
Having in "
own class 52 71 17 23 4 6 | 73 100
CONTROL
Having in 52 81 o | 16 | 2 |3 |6 | 100
own class ‘
- .
x 1.87 1.27 0.06
P= ~ - -
NO INFOR-
MATION
No. | %
GIFTED
| Having in a ‘ R
Higher/Lower | 10 25 9 12 33 45 | 73 100] 13 {-18
Class ' B
CONTROL
Having in a ' ‘
Higher/Lower | 21 33 6 9 22 34 | 64 99| 15 | 23
Class ‘ o
x° 1.11 .31 1.67 | 0.67

-
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Section 2

CHILDREN'S VERBATIM

REASQNS FOR PREFERRING TO WORK ON OWN

A.  Remarks made by the Gifted Group
Child No. 5 (Chron. Age 6 yrs. Om.)
Child No. 7 ( v " 6 yrs. Om.)
Child No. 14 ( " " 6 yrs. 10m.)
Child No. 15 ( " " 7 yrs. Om.)"
Child No. 18 ( " " 8 yrs. Om.)
Child No. 22 ( " " 7 yrs. llm.)
Child No. 28 ( » " 7 yrs. 6m.)
Child No. 30 ( " " 7 yrs. 1lm.)
Child No. 39 ( " " 9 yrs. 7Tm.)
B. Remarks made by the Control Group
Child No. 4a (Chron. Age 8"9%&)" Om. )
Child No. 11la ( " " 6 yrs. 9m.)
Child No. 26a ( " " 7 yrs. 2m.)
Child No. 27a ( " " 7 yrs. 2m.)
Child No, 28a ( " 7 yrs. 3m.)
Child No. 30a ( v 7 yrs. 9m.)
Child No. 31a ( " * 7 yrs. 9m.)
Child No. 46a ( v " 9 yrs. 9m.)
Child No, 66a ( " " 11 yrs. Tm.)
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"When I'm with somebody else
it puts me off my work".

"It is much more quieter".
"It's quieter",
"Because noise interrupts me".

"Because nearly everyone else
chats to me. I am working
myself and I like it best",

"Prefer by myself - yoﬁ can
choosekgnd‘do project work".

"Don't really know why".
"You have some peace and quiet".'

"Otherwise people chét too much",

"I can understand better".

"As toé much noise",

"Can get some péace'and quiet".
"I can get on with my work quickly".
"It's not so néisy". o
"No—one can bother me then,
"Get on better",

"Quieter and you can work more
.easily".

"It's much quieter. I can't get
on with other children whey they
talk". :



185

APPENDIX D

STATISTICAL NOTES

Variation in Mental Ages and Educational Ages

The degree of variability in mental age found within each of
the two m#in and two sub-groups was similar and limited in extent.
For the Attainment Test scores the coefficients of variation were
larger for both main and sﬁb-groups, the highest value being .32
for the gpread of Mathematical Ages for the control group. The
above finding may be due to the instability of the statistic used
or errors resulting from the extrapolations made; the effects of
regression to the means will have tended to reduce the dispérsion
in the Attainment Test scores. However, if the larger coefficients
of variation are truly reflecting a greater degree of variation in
levels of attainment as compared to mental age, they appear to be

pointing to aggregate effects of environmental influences.

Relationships between Mental and Educationél*éggg..

The eight values calculated for the coefficients of relisbility
between mental age and educational age for the groups and sﬁb-groups
in Mathematics and English varigd from 0.82 - 0.92. Considerable
extrapolation of the NFER tables of standardised scores was necessary
as the individual tests covered a cﬂfonological age span of only
one-and-a-half to two-and-a-half years so that statistidal errors
were likely to result from these procedures‘making the apparent
consistency of the results surprising. Correlations found between

mental age and educational age were:-

No. Eng. FA. & Math. E.A. &
M.A. 'r' M.A. 'r'
Gifted Group 73 0.82 0.908
Control Group 64 0.91 0.854 ‘
T UHigh 1@ Sub=Group 31 = = 0.86 - 0,913 R

Low 1Q Sub-Group 41 0.92 0.821
G nnl
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