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Self-concept of the Gifted: A Critique

Introduction

0Of concern to educational psychologists is the emotional
and social development of students, along with the traditional
development of cognition. Educational services need to be
developed that reflect this concern for students of all ability
levals., While it is bevond the scope of this paper to examine the
instruction of the gifted, the self-concept of the gifted does
reflect the attitude of teachers and the general population
to this matter. This paper examines the fissue of the Mealf-
congept of the gifted". To do so, necessitates a critical
examination of the construct walidity of the concepts "self-

concept” and "giftEd"ﬁ

Section 3 reportas on recent research bearing on the construct
validity of "salf-concept"; section 4 reports om the comnstruct
validity of "giftedness". Before that, section 2 sifts through
the empirical evidence relating self-concept to gifted behaviors.
Construct validity of these concepts would ensure that the
relational studies = self=-concept to giftedness - are measuring
what in theory they perport to measure,

As displaved in the bhiblography, most of the research reported
on has beean pub]iaheﬁ in journals dealing with education and
psychology. Unfortunately, only one study, that by Byrne (&),
is based on Canadian data im a suburban area of Ottawa as
published in the Canadian Journal of Behavioral Science.,

A major limitation of this paper is that the research of
gectlion 2 and section 3 is somewhat disparate. No publications
could be found that integrate these two frultful areas of
research. A cursory examination of the references suggest that
these two bodies of research have not yet merged, The research
relating self-concept to giftedness does not address itself to

the matter of comnstruct wvalidity.



Finally, the concluding section examines some of the
implications of these studies for special programs for the
gifted along with the possibility that school "gifted behaviors'
will tramslate into adult creative behavior., Again, it 1is

bevond the scope of this paper to comment on the efficacy of

guch programs, particwlarly im a local setting such as

British Columbia.



Self-Concept: Gifted

If self-concept influences behavior, the self=-concept of
gifted students is an important area of investigation. Imn this
section, recent research publications concerning the self-concept
or salf-esteem of the gifted are examined. No definite conclusions
are drawn. As discussed Iin the next two sections, difficulty im
reaching conclusions can be attributed to a large extent to the
uncertainty of the construct validity of both "self-concept" and
"gifted". Without construct validity, it is difficult to compare
research studies when different authors are measuring and comparing
different conceptual objects using different measurement instruments.
This can also explain why empirical evidence relating the causal
link of self-concept to educaticonal achievement is sparse, although
gelf-concept has been incorporated into educational theory and
interventions.

A group of 9-15 year old, academically gifted and artistically
talented students were asked (7,64), "How do other people such as
friends, teachers and parents treat you differently because of your
special abilicies?". Their response indicated that most students,
{86%) did not report any negative reaction. Another group of 500
middle grade gifted and talented childrem (6) displayed an over-
whelmingly positive response toward participation im special
academic programs. They appreciated such programs provided no
resultant conflict with regular class teachers or antagonism from
their friends.

Does self-concept of gifted children differ from the standard-
ized population? Does this depend on their participation in an
academically talented resource program? FKarnes and Wherry (11)
gtudied 77 girls and 76 bovs with am I.{. greater than 120,
(Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Revised or the Standford-
Binet, Form LM), who had completed grade & through 7. ©On the basis
of their examination using the Piera-Harris Children's Self-concept
gcale, they reported no significant differencesz were found among
grades, between sexes, or between students enrolled in gifted

programs and those net enrolled. However, gifted children had



significantly higher self-concept than their intellectually average
COUNEETPAYES.

In a gimilar study Bracken (1) examined B5 boys and girls with
I.Q0. in excess of 120 using three questiconnaires to measure self-
concept, attitude toward learning and peer relations. These
gelf report attitudinal questionnaires had heen developed and
normed by the Institute for Development of Educational Activities,
Inc. Unlike Karnes and Wherry, Bracken found that the gifted did
not differ appreciably on thelr self-concepts or peer relations
from a nonglifted normative sample. However, in the one area that
gseparates the two groups most directly, learning, significantly
more favourable attitudes were reported by the intellactually
superior children., Bracken concludes (1,717) “that a simplistic
relatlonship between intelligence and self-concept is non-eéxistant,
and generalizations about gifted ehildren's self=-concept cannot
eagily be made",

Are gifted children only different in terms of beatter
attitudes toward learning? Consider Lehman and Erdwins (13)
examination of the social and emotional adjustment of voung
intellectually gifted children. Gifted children have a higher
mental age than chromological age. Third grade students with an
I.Q. in the 141-165 range have a mental age comparable to sixth
grade students with an I.0. of 100. Are gifted students advanced
in other aspects also?! According to Lehman and Erdwins, gifted
students, "score consistently more positively on measures of social
and emotional adjustment. They report more positive feeling about
themse lves, more maturity inm interactions with others, and better
relations with others"™. In fact gifted children are asimilar to
thelr mental age mates on measures of nervous symptoms and
cooperation and like neither on measures of sense of personal
freedom, willingness to compromise, equality of participation
and self -esteem.

Belf descriptions are another means of gaining insight into
the self «concept of gifted students. Are academically gifted and
artistically talented studentas different im their self perception?



The following table displays the percentage of 9-15 year old
gtudents in each of these groups responding te a 13 item checklisc
as obtained by Guskin, et al (7,63)

Table ZX.1

Percentage of Academically Gifted and Artistically Talented
Students Agreeing to 13 Self Descriptive Adjectives

Adjective nGAl Gt Total

. (=242) (N=44) (¥=286)

1. bhrilliant 28.9 13.6 26.6

2. average 19.4 40.9 22,7

s success ful 69 .0 45 .3 63.4

4. outstanding 28.9 27.3 28.7

3. talented i2.3 86 .4 74.5

B . good in school 90, 5 7.3 28.5

7. BmaTrt 81.4 65,9 79.0

B, good in the arts 39.3 g1.8 45.8

9. gifted 64,0 65.9 64.3

10. intelligent 71.5 68.2 71.0
i | creativa 79.8 79.5 9.7
12. imaginative Bl.0 7.3 BO .4
13. special 53.7 50.0 53.1

(248 students attending the College for Gifted and Talented Youth,
Fall of 1982.)

On the basis of chi sgquare tests for academically gifted and
artistically gifcted, the significanctly different self descriptive
adjectives were "succesaful", "average" and "good in the arts".

In total, the academically gifted and artistically talented students
perceived themselves as "good in schoel™, "ecreative™, "imaginative",
"smart", "talented", "successful", "intelligent" and "gifted".

Apparently measuring self-concept iz a problematic and complex
task, given the differences between Karnes-Wherry and Lehman-
Erdwins. A solid theoretical basie as a framework for evaluation
is required to successfully correlate self-concept with giftedmess,
The next two sections examine the construct validiey of self-concept
and giftedness. Before that we consider the study by Brody and
Benbow (2). They examine the soecial and emotional adjustments of
adoelescents extremely talented in verbal or mathematical reasoning.
The previous study by Lehman and Erdwins provided evidence that
students with an I.Q. in the 141-165 range were more than satisfac-

tory on measures of social and emotiomnal adjustment. Im the



present study adolescents who represent the top 1 in 10,000 of
their age group were identified.

Beginning dn 1972, the Study of Mathematically Precoclous
Youth (S5MPY) at Johns Hepkins University used the Scholastic
Aptitude Test (5AT) to measure mathematieal (M} and verbal (V)
reasoning ability in young adolescents. Between 1980 and 1983,
SMPY soupght those vyouths who before age 13 scored at the 93th
percentile for college-bound male 12th graders on SAT-M and
BAT-V tests. The responses of these extremely gifted wouth to
a questionnaire designed to test self esteem, locus of control,
depression and popularity where compared to the responses of a

comparisen group. The results are summarized inm Table 2.2, (2,8).

Table 2.2

Means and Standard Deviatiens, by Group and Sex, of S5elf Esteem,
Loecus of Control, Fopularity and Depression Scales.

Self Esteem Locus of Fopularity Depression
Control
Mean 5D Mesn sD Mean sD Mean 5D

High SAT-M

Males 31.4 4.5 16.0 2.2 7.6 2.1 5.4 2.3

Females 32.3 G.4 15.5 2.3 3.0 2.2 6.0 2.8

Total 31.6 4.5 15.9 2.3 7.7 2.1 B 5 2.8
High SAT-V

Males 20.8 6.0 16.1 2,2 6.7 2.6 6.0 2.4

Females C29.2 5.1 16.5 2.5 7.0 2.4 6.3 2.5

Total 29.5 5 16.3 2.4 6.8 2.5 6.2 2.5
Total Glfred

Males 31.1 4.9 16.0 2,2 7.5 2.2 5.5 2.3

Females 30.8 5.0 16.1 2.4 7.4 2.4 6.2 2.6

Total 31.0 4.9 16.1 2.3 7.4 2.3 5.7 2.4
Comparison Group

Males 31.0 §.2 14.4 2.4 9.0 1.9 5.8 2.0

Females 30.2 5.1 15.0 2.6 9.3 2.0 B.6 2.2

Total 30.6 4.7 14.7 2.5 9.2 1.9 6.3 2.2
Scale 40 20 2 12



From these data, the following conclusions cam be made.
In relation to the comparison group, the highly gifted students
perceive themselves as less popular, no different in self-esteem
or depression, but report greater intermal locus of control.
Highly mathematical students perceive themselves as more popular
than the highly verbally talented students. The latter also

had greater social and emotional problems.
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Self-Concept: Construct Validitwy

In the new "humanistic" educationm philosophy, improvements of
A student 's self-concept is an educatienal cutcome in 1ltself. Self-
concept Iis often linked to academic achievement on the basis of
some empirical evidence (21). Either way self-concept 1z an
important variable in education and in educational evaluwation and
regearch. Unfortunately, the bulk of self-concept research untill

the last decade can be critidicized on the grounds that their

interpretations may not be valid. Self-concept research can be
criticized because (22, 408):
1. definitions of self-concept are imprecise and wvary

from one study te the next,

2. data are not readily available on the equivalence of
various self-concept measurement instruments,

3. data are not available to test rival counter inter-—
pretations.

In their seminal paper, Shavelsaon, et al conclude that

until 1976, (22, 410)

" it appears that self-concept research has addressed
itself to substantive proeblems before problems of
definition, measurement and interpretation have been
resolved. Until these problems have been dealt with
in a2 manner made possible by advances in construct
validation methodeology, the generalizability of
s@alf=concept findings will be severely limited, and
data on students' self-concepts will continue to be
ambiguous."

Intuitively, self-concept could be considered as our attempt
to bulld a scheme (in Plagett's terms) teo explain ourselves to
ourse lves . 4 scheme that organizes our impressions, feelings
and attitudes about ocurselves. However, this intuitive definition
iz not very helpful for scientific research. To this end
Shavelscen and his colleagues have supplied a model of the organization
of self-concept for individuals in the school vears.

The Shavelson model divides general self-concept. Academic
self-concept consists of four sub-areas:

1. English 2, History 3. Math 5. Science
Hon-Academie self-concept is further divided into three areas, each

of which consists of one or twoe sub-areas:
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Social Self-Concept: 1. peers 2. significanet others
Emotional Self-Concept: 1. particular emotiomal states

Physical Self-Concept: 1. physical ability 2. physical appearanc

These facets of self-concept form a hierarchy from individoal
experiences at the bottom to general self-concept at the top.
Although general self=-concept ia stable, the lower areas of the
gelf-concept hierarchy wvary greatly with variation in situations.
As children grow older, their self-concept differentiates into the
hierarchical structure, starting from a global, undifferentiaced,
and situvation-specifiec wview.

If we alsc admit that the individual evaluates himaelf in
given situations, the terms self-concept and self-esteem can be
used interchangeably.

On the basis of thelr own emplrical dinvestigations and a
critical review of existing self-concept research, Byrne and
Shavelson (4, 475) have recently concluded that:

"{a) SC is multidimensional, having facets that are
distinguishable from each other and that become
increasingly independent with age;

(b} SC is hierarchically corganized, although the
nature of this hierarchy has been debated in the
literature;

{(c) the hierarchical structure of 5C weakens with
increasing age; and

{d} S5C is distinguishable from academiec grades. "

Given the above, a teacher'a concerns with self-concept
become how self-concept affects a student's behavidor in school
and how 1life in scheol affects a student’'s zself-concept in
relation to these features., By guarding against a loss of self-
esteem, the teacher can prevent the establishment of a negative
identity and alienation from self.

Considering the importance of the construct validity of self-
concept, an examination of the preocedures invelved to establish
such validity is warranted. Self-concept is a hypothetical
construct. Validation requires the examination of construct

defimition, instrument development. and data collection.
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Five commonly used self-concept instruments are:

a) the Michigan State Self-Concept of Abllity Scale

b) the Self-Esteem Inventory

e} the How I See Myself Scale

d) the Piers=Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale, and

@) the Belf-Concept Inventory.

Recently, HMarsh and 0'¥eill (14) have introduced a new
instrument called the Self Description Questionnaire III (SDQIITI),
for the measurement of self=concept along multiple dimensions
gimilar te that proposed by Shavelson, et al.

Examples of SDQIII items are (14, 168=-172):

1. I find mathematical problems interesting and challenging,
2. I have & poor wocahulary,

3. I like most academic subjects,

4. I am anxious much of the time,

5. T like my parents.

The responses of students to these questionnalres are
tabulated and then related to the self-concept construct by
various statistical methods. Three correlational methods
frequently used are factor analysis, the multitrait - multimethod
matrix and path analysis.

Factor analvsis arranges a matrix of correlations dinto clusters
among test items. Test Iitems that measure "mathematics self-concept”
should converge together, separately from test items that measure
sav, "verbal self-conecept"™. Marsh and 0'Nelll's factor analysis
of 296, 1lth grede Australian girls responses to the SDOQIIL,
delineated 13 self-concept areas.

These areas were Mathematics (Math), Verbal {(Verb), Academic
{Acad), Problem Seolving/Creativity {(Prob), Physical Abilities/Sports
{Phys), Physical Appearance (Appr), Relations With Same Sex Pears
{(55Pr), HEelations With Opposite Sex Peers (05Fr), Relations with
Parents (Prmt), Relgion/Spirituality (5prt}, Honesty/Reliability
{Hust), Emotional Stability/Security (Emot), and General Self=
Concept (Gen).
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The abeove factors fit the structure of the Shavelson model
remarkably well. However, general-self factor i1s not substantially
correlated with other factors, supggesting that no strong hierarchiecal
structure underlieszs the 13 SDOIII factors.

These same students, after completimg the S5DOIII tests,
provided summary descriptions of themselves based on the firsc
12 of the SDQIII factors listed abaove.

Another statistical technique, the multltrait - multimethod
matrix, canm be used to compare correlations among factors, measured
by different metheods. Validity of the self-concept construct is
represented in the agreement between two methods to measure the
same factors through different methods. Correlations between the
12 self-concept factors obtained via factor analysis and the 12

summary descriptions are digplayed in Table 3.1, (14, 161).

Table 3.1

Multitrait = Multimethod Matrix of Correlations Between
Self=Concepts and Self-Descriptions

Self - Concepts
Math Verb Acad Prob Phys  Appr Ssex  Osex Prnt Sprt  Hust Emot

Math 76 05 24 16 04 04 04 =07 02 01 -06 00
Verb 06 47 25 46 03 19 25 12 05 08 0l 06
Acad 29 39 51 R 14 08 60 10 =03 04 =01
Prob &7 29 21 57 ol a0 16 21 04 11 -01 02
Phys 06 -05 =07 07 79 09 22 12 07 00 02 11
Appr 04 08 07 09 03 65 21 28 05 -0l -09 07
Ssex —01 15 17 16 05 08 46 14 08 07  -05 06
Osex -0 08 =07 24 19 19 a7 7% -05 =12 =10 18
Prnt 02 06 19 08 04 17 10 01 73 17 17 09
Spre 14 a0 27 15 00 03 =05 =10 17 73 0l 06
Hust 19 09 18 17 09 08 12 -01 17 13 33 02
Emot 05 06 05 18 11 09 24 13 20 22 06 47

Hote: Correlations (presented without decimal points) greater than .12 are
statistically significant. The diagponal elements are convergence or
validity coefficients.




The diagonal validity coefficients of Table 3,1, are substantially
in excess of the amount needed for them to be statistically
significant. The factor analysis method and the multitrait -
multimethod matrix method as uwsed above are sometimes called

within-network studies and can be said toe have identified a theoret-—

ical, consistent and distinguishable set of facets of self-concept.

When self-concept factors are correlated with external eriteria,

such empirical investigations are called between-network studies.
Marsh and 0'¥eill demonstrate that mathematics achievement is
substantisally correlated with Math self-concepts, less highly
correlated with other academic self-concepts and uncorrelated with
nonacademic factors. Similarly, language achievement is most highly
correlated wicth Verbal self-concept, less correlated with other
academic self-concepts and uncorrelated with self-concepts in
nonacademic areas. Student perceptions of the extent to which
parents are pleased with and interested in their schoel work
correlate with both the parent and academic scales. Because of the
obvious importance of these correlations for influencing students'
self-perceptions and perhaps academic achievement and intent,

Table 3.2, replicates part of that of Marsh and 0'Neill (14, 163).

Table 3,2

Cosffiolents of Corrulatlon Asong Beli-concest Scales and Cthter Critecia
£l f=Concept Scalex

CRITERIOH HEASURES. Magh Vert Aosd FTOD Mya  Appr  Ssex  Osax  Prnt Rgly  Wamg  Emgr  Owal
Soheal Cartifledts Bcdped Imc
ticm kN 1k 2f a3 =] (13 -0d -4 -OR ] =8 =3 LiH]
Engl ksh 19 42% HE 178 =1 ar =01 =) =1 oo -0 o 0e
Sslf Reéport Ceiterion |paraphraasd)
Bave besn happy at bome thie year Lo i2 1a+= o 00 =} ox ] &l 14 150 IT:H] Fg
Parente ploaded with sy dschosl weck ] iz e 0% o7 od % (/i e oy L a6 14
Farents interwsied in wy school work 05 1a+ kb 3 as =2} on oz qn 1 12 [ ] or
FareiLE dWpict ma &5 bo able atulant 1w 1] a? 0% =07 ] ar =12 &0 [ o6 ol o
Farsnte sxpect & U2 be Putier studsat than 1 em =190 B E] -m|* -0 -oe -11 o -0¥ L LI =05 =il =ifig
Farnts want me to go on o higher sducstion 13 13 110 ol =140 =ik =7 =0F [=41] -] =0% =-an o
I plan to go on to blghsr sduostbon 18 ] i+ 13 i} ] i1 a2 =1a 1] 1z .1 L 15
I ganerally work To By WUBOST abllity s scheol 160 ] LN o5 -01 -0l - -11 T 17 14 =07 &
I have anjoyed dclesce clsssos thie yest 21 1% s T+ ar ay L] =0} k] =] =0z L5 e
I Bave snjoyed Enqlish classes this pear i F--1 14 1 =03 oz o2 a¥ 200 of 1%*  -0F 05
T hive anjoyed history clasass this yesr =08 15 L =] ] =0z [ =14 ag 5 FEL] =] o?
I Bave snjoyed religlom olasses This yag @ =12 ar =3 o5 =14 -1ps -1a= ow lae o - =0
I bave snjoyed schiol Chis yoar 12 oE FL 4] o6 oz -7 -1 FiL 15% o5 ] iFe
" Pl 00

Eotay The oofvalition osmfficlestd APG POE BNl withoot declmal PoEnTE.

14
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The academic scale is highly correlated with plans to go to
higher education; self-concepts in the academic areas and in the
area of relations with parents, are highly correlated with enjoy-
ment im different academic classes.

While of utmost importance, the factor analytle techniques do
not establish causality. Does a change in self=concept cause changes
in achievenent? Or 1s the causality just the reverse? Shavelson
and Bolus (23, 7) after reviewing theory and empirical work up te
1982, concluded that "(n)either theorvy nor past research permits us
to formulate a hypothesis about the direction of causalicwy™.

This confirms Schierer and Krsut's (21), evaluation of educational
programs that have attempted to change self-concept. The programs
designed to change achievement by improving self-concept were not
guccaessful.

According to Shavelson and Bolus, te test for causality, a
theoretical model of the causal dominmance of self-concept or
achievement must be formulated. They used crosslagged models to
examine simultaneously the following competing causal explanations.

a) achlevement (grades) at Time 1 causes changes in
self-concept at Time 2;

b} gelf-concpet at Time 1 causes changes in grades at
Tima 2;

cl} subject matter self-concept at Time 1 causes changes in
academic self-concept or general self-concept.

Their results pointed to the causal predeoeminance of self-concept
cver achlevement.

However, in an attempt to replicate the Shavelseon and Bolus study,
Bvrne (3) could nmot establish the causal predomimance between self-
concept and academic achievement. Given the important of self-
concept in education; much more work needs to be done on the

matter of causality.
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Gifted: Construckt Validity

Giftedness 13 not easily measured. Educational Psvehologists
tend to distinguish between the academically gifted and "creative/
productive” gifted. Academically gifted students have high
1.3. and learn lessons easily and quickly. Creatively gifted
students do well Iin the solution of problemzs that regquire the
application of information in new and effective ways. Truly gifted
children produce work that is potentially of lasting importance.
While scores on creativiecy and I.0. tests are positively related,
some students with high I.0. do not score highly on creatdivicy
teats, (26, 494),

It is not the objective to examine the many definitionms and
waye of measuring dntelligence., The conécluding section will examine
evidence of the distinction between creative potential and its
actualization. Rather, in this section, we shall 2i1ft through
recant research that relates to the construct validity of labelling
a group of studenecs as "gifced".

A popular and widely used test of achievement is the Stanford
Achievement Tast (SAT). If the results of SAT, (or other similar
group tests) are used to stream students into a gifted program,

{or to identify potential problems), educatérs should be concerned
with the construct walidity of SAT. Watkins and Wiebe (25) report
thelr facter anmalytile investigation of the SAT with a group of

339 first grade pupils chosen from a suburban school district in
the Horth Texas area. Using procedures similar to the faetor
method described in the previous section, only one factor emerged.
The SAT consists of elght subtests: Vocabulary, Reading A, Eeading B,
Word Study Skills, Mathematies Concepts, Mathematics Computation
and Application, Listening Comprehension and Spelling,

Since only one factor was determined via factor analvsis, the
construct walidity of the SAT from first grade students must be
questioned. Since some educators identify gifted students as ecarly

s grade one, these results are important for educators in the

adelescent area. Watkins and Wiebe conclude that at best, SAT




could be measuring a general fluenecy or comprehension test factor
at this grade level.

A& popular method of establishing creative potential is with
divergent thinking tests. Do these tests exhibit construct validicy?
Runco and Albert (20) evaluated the reliability and convergent
validity of originality of several types of DT tests of gifted and
nonglfted ehildren. Thelr subjects were 240 students enrolled in
grades 5 to 8 aged 10 teo l4. These students had been divided into
three groups consisting of 97 "gifted", 53 "talented" and 90 "non-
glifted" children. The first twe groups had been formed on the
basis of their scores on the Teacher Indicator of Potential test (16},
with the giftd students also having I.Q. above 130, The divergent
tests {(DT) were scored on the basis of three indices:

a) fluency - number of distinet ideas

b) unusual = infrequency of other students who gave similar
responseas

) unigque - response just given by one individual,

The 240 students were divided inte two equal groups on the
basies of their scores on the Californfia Achilevement Test (CAT).
Each group was subdivided further into groups on the basis of each
students total unusual-original secore on five DT tests. Four groups
emerged: high achievement - high originality; high achievement =
low erviginality; low achievement — high criginality; and low achieve-
ment — loy ordginali€éy. All students were given two additieonal
creative tests, TESC - Teacher's Evaluation of Student'"s Creativicw(i)
and CAL - Creatdve Activities Checkliat (18),.

The means and standard deviations for each measure and each
group are displayed in Table 4.1, Entries of Table 4.1, suggest that
the High-High group was more reliably original than the Low-High
group and that the High-Low group was more reliably original than
the Low-Low graup} This refutes the "threshold hypothesis" of
intelligence which posits that creativity and intelligence are
independent only at upper levela of intelligence. (20, 440)

17
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Table 4.1

Means and Standard Deviations (in Parentheses) for Each Group
and Each Measure.

Measure Low-Low Luw—ﬁigh High-Low High=High Total
Fluency 2351 42(12. 7 20(8.2) 61(20.0) IB(19)
Unusual 13(3.7) 33013.2) 17(6.9) 63039,3) 31(28)
Unique 1{0.8) 4(2.3) Z(1.3) 11{9.%) 5(6)
CAT =.B2{.45) = 64400 B5(.45) LB LAL) 0.001.0)
CAL 1.79¢.30) 1.B6(.35) L.964.33) 1.97(.30) 1.92(.87)
TESC G.24(.87) 4.59(1.02) £.33(1.33) 4,69(1.47) 4.64(1.24)
Math % 67(22) TL(18) 90(11) 23(9) Bl{1%)
Language % 6716} ae(1l7} 82{17) B5(14) 75(18)
Reading % 67 (16) ToCLTY 83012y B5(1&) 7L

n=>5a n=57 n=56 n=34 n=225

Further statistical tests of these data led Runco and Albert
toe draw the following conclusions (20,483):

"in the nongifted population, ideational "originalitvy"and
"flexibilicy" were seriously confounded by ideational
"fluency", and hence were not rellable Indices of diver-
gent thinking.

the divergent thinking intericem and intertest
cnrrelatiuns of the gifted children were significantly
larger than those of the nongifted children. still,
ideational originality was adequately rellable after
flueney was controlled only in the figural {(nonverbal)
divergent thinking tests."

The results of Runco and Albert (20) do demonstrate that
ideational originality is determined to a large extent by the cognitive
ability of the subjects involwed.

¢n creativity tests, origimnality can be thought of as the number
of wunusual or unique ideas. Flexibility 1s defined as the number
of categories or themes in the responses. In his review of the
literature, Runco (12) concluded that the case against the discriminant
validity of fluency, origimality and flexibility is gquite stroeng,
based on research of the divergent thinking of non-gifted individuals.
Tahle 4.1 demonstrates that the ideation of gifted individuals

differs both quantitatively and gualitatively from that of
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nongifted individuals. They generate more ideas and have more
reliable divergent thinking =cores.

Parhaps gifted individual's fluency, originality and flexibilicy
gscores have more disecriminant validity than nongifted. FRunce tested
this hypothesis with 97 gifted echildren, I.0Q. with a range of 130
to 165, from an intermediate school in Southern California. Each
facet of divergent thinking, flueéncy, originality and flexibilicy
was Cested using two tests based onm verbal atimuli and two tests
based on figural gtimuli.

The divergent thinking indices again lacked discriminitive
validicy. Hewever, verbal and figural teste were clearly distinct,
consistent with Guilford's theory that wverbal and figural stimuli
represent different informaticnal contents.

A5 presently operaticonalized, originality and flexibildicy
are not useful Iindices of creativity as measured by divergent
thinking. Howewver, divergent thinking tests are indicators of
creativicy, albeit fluency alone 1s presently the only variable
that does the predicting.

To secreen students to determine the gifted should ke done by
tests that are based on a sound theoretical foundatieon. The
structure-of-intellect theoretical model of J. F. Guilford is
based on research findings from genetics, neuroleogy, the biclogical
sciences and experimental paychology. This research indicates three
“faces of intellect": mental operations, types of content and
different products.

The Structure of Intellect Learning Abilitdies (80I=1LA) test (153)
iz widely used by American acheool districts to screen the gifted.
Subtests of the S0I-LA are based on the three dimensions of the
Guilford model: operations - cognition, memery, evaluaticoen, convergent
preduction, and divergent production; content = figural, symbolic
and semantic; products = units, classes, relations, systems,
trangformations and implicatieons. Presently the 50I-LA subtests
measure 26, 3-way combinations {e.g. divergent production of

figural units, divergent productieon of semantic units).
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Apain the situatien is characterized by a lack of construct
validity investigations, particularly in the adolescent age group.
RBoid (17) used multiple - group confirmatory factor analysis of
26 subtests of the S0I-LA taken by a group of second grade students,
Evidently the content dimensien exhibited comstruct valldity, with
all three components - figural, symbolie, and semantic being confirmed.
Here again the figural component tended te predominate.

The debate on identifvying the gifted is far frem befng resolved.
Much more work needs to be done, particularly based on Guilford's

three dimensional model.



Summarg

Objectives of education are to develop positive self-concepts
and to increase "gifted behavior". To ensure that these goals
are being met by educational actiwvities necessitates that seli-
concept and gifted measurement techniques exhibit construct
valliditv. The evidence relating self-concept to "gifted behavior"™
iz somewvhat contradiceory. Most pgifted students might well have
gelf=concepts as high or higher than general students. Highly
mathematical students reveal themselves as more popular than
highly verbal students. Self-concept and "gifted" construct
validity must be established 1f programs to change achlevement
by improving self-concept are to be developed and evaluated,

The Bhavelson model of section 3, appears to exhibit
construct waliditw. Multdtrait - mulecimethod matrix technliques
indicate the 12 factors of the model are measured consistently.
While not settled, the evidence suggests that probably the line
of causality goes from self-concept to academic achievement.

Divergent thinking tests hased on the Guilford model appear
to be the most successful indicators of creativicy. However, all
divergent thinking tests examined in section 4 hoil down to one
variable, fluency, a3 originality and flexibilitvy are confounded
with fluency. Recent evidence refutes the "threshold hypothesis"
as creativity and intelligence are positively correlated.

The concluding section supplies evidence that academic
achievement is a good predictor for nonacademic achievement.
Gifted programs did not rank wvery high in relation to other

programs for one Junior High School examined.
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Conclusions

Measuring self-concept and giftedness 18 a problemactic task.
Admirable objectives of education are to develep positive self-
concepts and to Increase "gifted behavior" at all ability lewvels.
While each ohjective is desirahle as an independent ohjective, if
"gifted behaviour" 1is enhanced by improved self-concept., promoting

self-concept becomes a critical goal of education. Even 1f self-

concept just limits "gifted bhehavior", as indicated by the correlation

studies above, it's importance in education cannot be denied.

Does "measured gifted behavior" im children and adolescents
translate into creative performances outside of school and in the
"'real world' in later 1life? A detailed examination of the concurrent
and predictive validity of creativity as measured by divergent
thinking téste is beyond the scope of this research paper.

Various authors, E. F. Terrvance {24}, Kogan and Pankove (12}

and Howieson have addressed this guestion. Torrance himself

found that results on creativity tests during high scheool, did
predict creative achievement in adult life, Kogan and FPankove
found that imtellectual aptitude (I.0.) measures were a better
predictaor of nonacademic achievement than divergent thinking
productivity. Howileson's attempt (10, 132) to reconcile these
differences led him to substantiate the belief that "as 'creatives'
progress through the school svstem, their powers of divergent
thinking move closer to the norm." Further, that "it weuld appear
from the present data that selective procedures from special programs
on the basis of the early test batteries szhould be approached with
cavtion”.

This paper has stressed the construct validity of both seli-
concept and giftedness, If these concepts are used in educational
programs, 1f these concepts are used to predict effects In adult
l1ife, the first step is to ensure that researchers and educators
are all talking about the 'same thing. Construct validity means
that the explanatory ceonstructs im an zgreed upon psychological or
othar theory (here self-concept and creativity) are actually heing
measured and worked with in the establishment and operation of

educaticonal programs,
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The evidence from sectioms 3 and 4 indicates that muech more work
needs to be done on the construct validity of self-concept and
giftedness, When precise definitions for self-concept and gifted-
ness are established, that are acceptable to a majority of educational
regearchers, a better understanding of the zelf=concept of the
glfted and the predictors of non-academic ecreative behavior should
obtain.

Self-concept is often defined as an Iinddviduals' perception of
self. Pesvechologiste; . socioclopgists and other social scientists
have devoted much time and effort theorizing about self-concept
and relating it to other constructs, Sinece it iz not just used
by one discipline, establishing riger is more difficult, albeit
more important to promote transfer of knowledge across disciplines.

The Tesearch reviewed in section 2 ahowve indicates more
resources could be diverted to improving the self-concept of gifrced
children, While gifted students have more opportumnities than
others, greater demands are placed on the academically gifrted. If
these excessive demands occur at the formation stage of self-
concept, negative effects can persist throughout the individual's
life,

These davs, the trend iz to supply more gifted programs in
the schools, Can gifted programs be operated in the scheools =zo
that general students, teachers and pasrents have a positive attitude
toward bright students, Colangelo and Kelly (5) have devised a
simple procedure to help measure people's pearceptions of warious
activities at school; basketball, choirs, newspapers, football,
gifted program, track etc, They report that for one junior high
sc¢hool the gifted program was viewed on par with other academically-
oriented programs, but the academic program lagged behind other
Programs in perceptiun of impﬂrtance. Gifred students want to
participate in speclal programs. Attitudes should be developed
that encourage peer acceptance of gifted students and parental
acceptance of students having the opportunlty to participate in

guch programa.



In Britsh Columbia the Teacher's Federationm produces
the Journal of the Asscciation of Educators of Gifted,

Talented and Creative Ehilgten in British Columbia.

Along with other material, they present Information om the
metheds of instruction for the gifted. GSome rigorous testing
of the relationship between self-concept and the gifted in the
British Columbia educational environment would certainly be

weleome.

FOOTNOTES

More reliably original because thelr mean scores on
the unusual and unique indices are significantly
greater. When the DT indices and the CAT were
correlated, they were highly correlated in the
High-High group and unrelated in the Low-Low group.

The first part of these conclusions bear with those
of Hocevar (%) who found that the reliability and
convergent validity of the originality scores were
a function of individual differences in ideational
fluenﬂy rather than origimality,
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