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Abstract—This chapter reviews the empirical fiterature
selevani to the psychosoctal adjustment and maturity of
acasemicatly Wighly capable (scademically “gifted™) chil-
dren and adolescents. The predominant picture of such

_ groups i 4 positive one, in comparison with chifdeen of
average academic abifity, 4 finding perhaps not unrefuted
te the fact that the socioeconomic status of their famifies

- tends #lso to be mare fuvorable than average. Acadenti-
ally gified children tend 1o shaw gregter than average
.aaturity in psychosovial development und friendship put-
serns, high degrees of perseverence anud commitment, more
positive self-views, wid fewer béhavior problsms, Within
this generally encouraging framewosk, however, special
areas of vulnerability can be identified, including global/
social self~concept (especiatly during adolescence), compe-

titiveness, perfeetionism, dspression. notions of the nasure

of inteilipence which diminish achievement, and the exper
ience of giftedness us o social handicap, Special populs-
tiutis such as the highty gifted, females, and minority group
members each have their own issugs to face. Implivations
for teavhers and counsciors are discussed.

Introduction

in view of the long history of questions concerning the
social and atfective development and adjustment of gifted
children. it is-perhups surprising that there is so little
suphistivation in the queries which have been posed or
the answers which have been developed. Few invesli-
gators have progressed beyond the simplistic question:
Are pifted children less well-adjusted than their uge
peers? (Clearly they ure not} On the other hand, there

is 50 much concepival confusion in this field that one

must admire those hardy investigators who do chip away
-t more compiex issues. . _

One basic handicap to both theory and research in
this area is' the luck of a comprehensive, broadly
secepted. organizing theory of normai child development
in the social-affective reulm, a theory describing progres-

in capacity snd performance with increasing sge.
. . back is gritical in a Hetd such as giftedaéss; in which
rate of development is u central issue. Even in the cogni-
ive reabm. only a few such explicitly developmental
theories uxist, the most satient being that of Plaget. In

the aflective reakm, however, theories ténd to be specific
to a single transition, o represent basic processes which
are not eapected 1o vary systematically with age, or 1o
be shmust yupossible (o measure. L
Anuther byae handicap 1o research in (his area is the
existence of cantiicting deinitions of giltedness (Reis,
1989; Sternbuerg & Davidson, 1986), u muter discussed
by Feldbusen chewhere in this volume and theretore
omitted e The ressarch we report deals spevilically
with childrcn who bave been ideatified as intellectually
advanced through sheir performance on wsks related to
academ wibamment sucl as verbal reasoning, quantita-
tive reasoning, sidor measures of general intelligence.
We wvord relutively Hitle attention to those gifted in

_ othet sociadly vajuable domains such as the ans or inter-

personad skalls. twvouse the research about such children
is exthemiehy nicaeer. By restricting our definition to cog-
nitive uspecty of developmiental advancement, we huve
abso avoided issties inphied by the inclusion or exclusion
of creativity as a requisite component of giftedness and
by cunvepss such us “underichieving gifted.” or “learn-
ing disubled witted.” In othcr words, we are willing to
inciude chiliren who perform well enough in some cogti-
tive ureus (o be recogniced as unusuul, whether or not
they are simuitancoushy “creative.” wnd whether or pot
their schoul atlainment is high, Because VanTassel-
Baska discusses gifted students with low scademic per-
formance elsewhare in this volume we have omitied them
from this chapier. but this omission should ot be laken

s a dedinion stalement.

We are, however, limied by the assumiptions aad prac-
tices uf’ the investigutors whose work we review. A third
basivc handivap (v rescarch in this aren is 1hat the subjects
in most studics huve beerr chosen because of their pres-
ence in school programs, with all the issues of selectivity
which attend upon that fuct. Those who are selected for
programs tend tw be children whose school achievement
is high. whose chinsroom behuvior is elther exemplary
or stervoty pieally “gifted.” who may have sown speciul
evidence of creativity, und whose purents are knowledge-
able. assertive, und soviveconomically advantaged. The
several studics conduuted With sunumer prograr partici-
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pants in the multicenter seventh-grade Tualent Search
" (e.g.. Sawyer, 1984) aze. for example. of a highly select
group; Olszewski-Kubilius and Kulicke (19%9) report

that more than 60% of their suhjects came rom homes

with incomes exceeding 550.000. Many of 1he questions
a2bout psychological adjustment have heen directed at
the effects of contrasting educational medulities where
group membership acts as an independent variable, such
as siudies of acceleration and enrichimem r<ce chapters
by Benbow and Treffinger, respectiveiv:. ..r the effect
of summer programs, but almost never < tirere random
assignment which could diminish selective - oinrs.

Still further handicap derives from the o it investi-
gators often have used control groups thzt are poorly
matched on variabics other than intelligerce. Many stu-
dies have, for example, compared gifted ~rients 1o the
normative populations on whom a measure «was standar-
dized, or used convenience groups of childron presumed
to be “normal” but generally not of mawhed back-
ground. :

In fact, there has been little funding for =utres of isstes
related to giftedness, and investigators have - iron worked
with very limited budgets. Unfortunuic’s. in this Geld
as in any other you get what you pay for. Weil-designed
and well-executed research takes money. Mo principaf

avenues seem (o hold out hope: increased -t vral funding

. targeted on issues relevant to giftedness. :n:d meorpor-

ation'of these issues inlo mainstream develepmental psy-

- chology and education with their rnditi-nal funding
. sources. As we shall see. there is no dearth f worthy
research questions with direct relevance to i well-being
and development of gifted children and vouth.

Questions Guiding the Research Review

It is often difficult to discern the issucs sctuaily moti-
vating investigations of the social-emotionul develop-
ment and adjustment of gifted children. \mong such

issues are continuing concerns that cognilive precocity -

may. somehow tend to be accompanied by cirvctural
flaws of personality; that precocity may be the result
of distorted parenting: or. quite the oppo<ite. that even
those flaws which occur normally in all popuiations con-
stitute demerils against the “'specialness”™ vl gifted chil-
dren,

_This chapter will address issues of comparative devel-
opmental maturity in gilted children (does intelfectual

precocity extend to social and affective domains?), as

welt as global and specific issues of adjustment and psy-
chopathology. Vuinerable areas for specific groups such

. as very highly gifted children. females, members of .

minority groups, and children with disabilities will be
addressed as well. Educational implications und impli-
cations for teacher and counselor training constitute the
final topics of the chapter. :
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Information Base

Many of the topics pertinemt to the questions pose
here were reviewed five years eartier by Janos and Robir
son (1985); as a resull, our literature search focused o
the intervening period. A bibliographic computer searc
was conducted of material published in psychologic:
and educational journals. The most recent publication
were gieaned from perusal of specialized journals an
books. Of the 136 articles located by this search, on
a fraction reported research results, the remainder mainl
constituting case reports, impressionistic descriptions o
very small populations. reviews, and posilion papers. |
is primarily from the research reports and researc:
reviews that we draw the information for this discussion
In most of the succeeding sections, information fror
the Janos and Robinson (1985) article will be summar
ized. with mention of only the most significant earlic
publications, updated by the current review. Some ser
ments not covered by Janos and Robinson, notably thos
on gender and ethnic issues, constitute succinct review
focused on issues of psychosocial development. particu
larty during adolescence; for broader treatment, ' th
reader is referred to the chapter by VanTassel-Baska it
this volume, .

_ The Environmental Context: Family Background -

Converging evidence from many sources confirm
strong advantages in both intellectual status and menta
health for persons from favored environmental back
grounds (Gockenback, 1989; Olszewski, Kulieke, &
Buescher, 1987). Although neither of these association
is an appropriate topic of the current chapter, neithe
can they be ignored in discussion of the psychosocin
status of gifted children. Because of the strongiy positiv.
correfation between ability/achievement and socioecona
mic status, any study of intellectually gifted children wil
deal with a population weighted toward middle-cias
membership, middie-class childrearing practices anc
values, and the advantages of economic resources. mak
ing it diflicult to tease zpart characteristics associatec
with high ability from those simply reflecting famil-
background. : _

Terman's {1925-1959) monumental life-span study o
individuals identified as gifted during childhood ha
often been criticized for not having taken this factor intc

‘account, lor having focused on schools in advantage:
-neighborhoods, and having relied to a large extent o

teacher nominations which would tend to pick up chil
dren socialized to middle-class norms. Were such a stud:
to be undertaken today, no doubt the investigator woul
choose to overselect for disadvantaged populations anc
to treal background factors such asincome, parental edu
cation, and ethnicity as major independent variables, by
the fact is that no one is kikely to embark on such ar
undertaking, given current funding conditions and prior
ities. Readers need to keep in mind that few investigator:
{notably those discussed in the section on minority popy
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lagions) have tried (o disentangie background and psy-
chasocial funciioning. The most successful have been
those using controi groups chosen from the same schools
and/or classes as the gifted groups, although even with
such efforts, background factors cannot be compielely
controlled. _

In spite of these caveats, thers is some information
about the childrearing practices of parents of gifted chii-
dren which is pertinent to the current discussion. In this
section, we will describe only some of the generaj infor-
mation available, leaving further discussion 10 subse-
quenl sections dealing with specific topics. Note that we
do not discuss family faciors associated with high intelli-
gence, per se, but rather those asscciated with psychoso-
cial development, Even so, within the sizable literature,
there is much that we must omit.

Family Factors Associated with High Achievement
Patterns of achievement, independence, and perscver-

ance tend 10 be established early in life, and paremis of

gifted preschool children can be distinguished by child-
reating patterns which promote these qualities (Chamrad
& Robinson, 1936). Indeed, such attitudes may be inter-
p-~ ~d a1 an early age, making it more difficult to discern
¢ .nces in parental behavior luter on {Portes & Alsup,
1985). :
 Parents whose children achieve weil 'in school have
‘consistently been identified as active in their roles as par-
ents, fostering achievement motivation, language de-
velopment, and provisions for general learning (e.3.,
Troimaa, 1977). Morrow and Wilson (1961), for ex-
aniple, reviewing the literature to that point, suggested
that parents of high achievers praised and approved their
children's behavior, felt close to them, and conveyed a
sirong sense of belongingness. Whatever their children’s
ubility levels, parents who support their children’s inter-
ests with their own time and the provision of opportuni-
ties as well as a warm, supportive base for intellectual
exploration, are likely to facilitate achievement. On the
other hand, parents with authoritarian (high control,
high demand) patterns are fikely to produce children with
high achievement but also high degrees of conformity
und lack of originality (Nichols, 1964; Olszewski et al.,
1987}

A number of investigators have reported a high inci-
dence of homemaking mothers and a high ievel of paren-
fal invoivement with children (Kulicke & Olszewski-
Kubilius, 1989; Olszewski et al.. 1987; Silverman & Kear-
ney, 1989, leaving one to ponder both the cost to the
homemaking mothers' career goals and their emotional
weil-being, and the effect on other bright children of their
mothers’ increased participation in the work force, Other
positive childrearing practices include encouragement of
independence within the context of consistency of rules

Yiscipline, structure and organization of home fife,
v. .agcreative and intellectual endeavocs, and emotion-
al and verbal expressiveness {Gockenback, 1989; Ols-
zewski et al., 1987).

Aside from studies of the highly eminent. in whom
there is a high rate of parenial loss (sec below), we found
only one siudy examining the issue of the single-parent
family for gified children. Gelbrich and Hare {i989)

~ reported a négative relationship between living in.a single

parent home and school achievement in gifted children

. ages 10-16 attending a summer program,

Family Factors Associated with Creativity

“Creativity” has many meanings (Sterberg, 1988)
and, like gifiedness, is defined somewhat differently for
children and aduits. Generally speaking, creativity in

* children is 1aken to mean Ruidity in thinking processes,

escape from the conventional, and ability to come up
with criginat ideas and connections. The creative adult
is, on the other hand, expected to have produced original -

‘work worthy of note.

With regard (o children and youth who are regarded
as creative, family backgrounds show an interesting con-
trast with the backgrounds of children identified as bright
bui conventional. There is, {or example, evidence that
the parents of creative children pursue their own interests
and agendas (Albert, 1978), are less chiid-centered and
more accepling of children’s nonconventional behavior
{Gelzels & Juckson, 1961}, and more likely 1o exhibit
tense, distant, and less harmoanious relationships with
each other (Olszewski et al., 1987). Albert and Runco
{1986), summaurizing the origins of the creative person-
ality, cite early independence training, 4 sense of discon-
tent, a sense by one or both parents that the child is
“special,” and hostility or indifference between the par-
ents, with the result that the children have a wider variety
of models, or "*heros,” than those (rom more conventionl
familics. Creativity for males also appears 10 relate lo
mothers’ expectations of earlier independence attain-
ment by their sons (Albert & Runco, 1989). Perhaps crea-
tivity, for some of these children, also refiecls their
attempts to cope with dysfunciional family systems and
to channeél the resulting emotional stress inte more pro-
ductive or rewarding activities.

The Path to Eminence

There is evidence of (usther family factors in the lives
of persons who have achieved eminence in Lheir fields.
Among these lictors are high expeciations, parcnital
commilment, and, perhaps surprisingly, stressful matur-
ity demands of a kind usually thought negative, such
as birth order (first or only) and carly parental loss
{Albert, 1978, 1980; Albert & Runco, l9§6; VanTussel-
Baska, 1989). Families of the eminent aré characterized
by stuble homes in which tension is, nevertheless, high
(Albert, 1978; Goertzel & Goertzel, 1962), and in which
at least one parent {Bloom, 1985) or grandparent (Shel-
don, 1954} devoles emotional resources to the child and
maintsins high expectations, Kerr's study of eminenl
women indicated that "many had at least one incfiectual,
ubsent, deceased, or irresponsible parent,” and that their
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giftedness went “‘undiscovered and unnoticed as chil-
dren” (1985, p. 63). In view of conlemporary emphasis

on school programs, it is disturbing to consider how high

a proportion ol eminent people in history were home
tutored, with predominant exposure to adulis rather than
peers (Goértzel & Goertzel, 1962; McCurdy, 1960).
Bloom (1983} and his colleagues, in a provocative
study of young adults who were world-class achievers
as swimmers, tennis players. mathematicians, .research
neurologisis, sculptors, or pianists, gathered extensive
material {rom teachers and parents. Although their

report unfortunately includes few details of their find- -

ings. the general picture is ol a stable and generally cohes-
ive famiiy which centered its resources on the gilted child
{or, among siblings with potential, the child with the
highest motivation to succeed), which moved the child
through appropriate educational ‘paths and nurtured
taients that were generally compatible with the interests
of other family members.

Although Bloom™s study included women, most inves-
tigators have examined the lives of gifted men, there
being so many more of them. The path to eminence has
been much more difficult for women, given society’s and
families’ conflicting artitudes about what constitutes
appropriate and inappropriate achievement for females.
As Noble (1989a.b} reporis, most gilted lemales are
socialized to be dependent. to place attachment to others

_above attachment 1o seil’, to avoid entering a challenging

world and competing with men, and to substitute protec- -
“.tion from others for realization of potential. However .

Kerr. (1985) lound that eminent women r’nanagcd to

transcend these obstacles in large part by ignoring tradi- -

tional sex role limitations and refusing 1o acknuwladge
lhat gender would in any way limit their aspirations.

While there are cleariy other lactors. including tra-
ditions, resources, and values in the greater environment
and the family that determine the degree 10 which the
promise of the child is transiated into the eminence of
the adull {Feldman & Goldsmith, 1986}—to say nothing
of the child’s own level of ability--the role of the family
in the life of the gifted child is highlighied by the study
of those who have attained eminence.

Social-Emotional Maturity

Although IQs are no longer expressions of the ratio
of mental 1o chronological age. gifiedness carries clear
implications of usccelerated rate of cognitive develop-
ment. A recurring question of practical as well as theore-
tical interest is the extent to which cognilive precocity
is accompanied by precocity in the psychosocial sphere.
Research into psychosocial maturity is hampered by the
lack of measures demonstrating clear age progressions
which would permit calculutions of developmental rate.
Furthermore. most available measures refiect a heavy
cognitive component and may not be refiected in actual
behavior (Roedeil. 1978). The psychosocial maturity
dimension is of specianl relevance to gifted children
because of school placement questions which often weigh
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heavily the predicted ability of the child te function cor

fortably with older classmates. [ndeed, school personr

frequentiy assume that cognitive maturity is altogeth

unrelated to psychosocial maturity and for that reas:

they take a strong stand against acceierative optio

{Southern, fones, & Fiscus, 1989). Yet, most of the e
dence is to the contrary {see Southern & Jones, in pre:

Benbow, this volume}.

The review by Janos and Robinson (1985) conclud:
that, while evidence is generally sketchy. most of wh
is known indicates greater maturity of intefleciuai
gifted children than nongilted 2gemates in psychosac:
spheres such as frienidship patterns, play interests, soc:
knowledge, and personality. No recent study has to da
contradicted this conclusion.

Friendship patterns and play interests

Since Terman's classic study (1925), it has been kno
that gifted children prefer friends who are their intellc
tual peers, cither by reason of being older or brighte
Reviewing the literature, Gross (1989) underscores 1t
point, noting that mentat age stands out as the preen
nent factor determining friendship choices. Although t
phenomenon can be seen from eatly childhood onwas
the preference for older companions maintains even in-
coflege (Burks, Jepsen, & Terman, 1930). Especially dv
ing adolescence, strong conflicts often come into pl;
as the youngster attempts to resoive the demands of 1

.-social milieu with a need for intimate companionsk

with kindred spirits.: Even though gifted teenagers e

to regard themselves as happy, they simultaneously 12

fo view themselves as unpopular (Coleman & Cro-

1988; Kerr, Colangeio, & Gaeth, 1988; Tidwell. 19¢
* and girls, in particuiar, tend to see a social gap betwe

themseives and their classmates. Buescher, Olszews
and Higham (1987) observed that girls tended 10 hanc
this situation by giving up the equal-ability (riends th
had in early adolescence and shifting 1o more heter
gencous agemates, with “more risk for using strateg
that lead to dismissing the reality of their talents' (9!
p. 4).

Play interests are a major difference between gilt
children and their nongifted agemates. In this aren
normal age progression can be described. Termun (19
prepared a checklist of activities which was administe:
to gified children 9 1o 10 years of age and a comt
group; the gifted children were considerably m
mature, preferring activities such as puzzles and ch
1o guessing games or house or, as Gross (1989} descrit
it, intelicctual games “where ideas and strategies :
matched against each other™ {p. 192). Thorndike (19
1940) confirmed the maturity of gifted children's pi
interests as welt as a number of interests convergent w
agemaies.

In one of the very few observational studies avaifuk
Lupkowski (1989) compared the play behavior of m
dle-class gifted and nongifted children in a laboraic
preschool. Although their parents did not describe th:
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differently, the gified preschoolers actually engaged in
cansiderably more cooperative play than did the non-
ified group. It shouid be noted. however, that Roedell
{1978) did not observe socially more mature play in a
group of middle-class gifted children than in nongifted
children of similar backgrounds. -

-Another source of evidence for the social maturity of

gifted children and youth comes indirectly from reports
of their social adaptation o accelerative educational sura-
tegies (e.g., Benbow, this volume; Daurio, 1979; Janos
¢t al., 1988; Southern & Jones, in press). So long as chil-
dren are carefully selected, there is overwhelming evi-
dence that their social adjustment is as positive as that
of other students in their classes and/or of nonaccelerated
students. Because this aspect is treated in Benbow's
chapier, we omit discussion here, but we feel compelied
to emphasize the social adaptive ability of gilted chikdren
in accelerative programs as a salient feature of their capa-
bility.
. In contrast, parental perception measures tend not o
reveal social precocity.-In a study of linguistically pre-
cocious loddlers, - Robinson, Dale, and Landesman
{1990) asked parents to describe their children’s skiils,
using the interview schedule of the Revised Vineland
§~ ‘sl Maturity Scale. Only on the Commuaicution Scale
' : toddlers significantly exceed the scale’s normative
group, not in socialization, sell-help, or motor skills.
Similarly, in an unpubiished study by Janos, Fung, and
" Robinson of the responses of parents to a questionnaire
torm of the same scale, the socialization and self-help
skills of 8-10 year-old gifted children did not appear
advanced over the normative sample. Just what these
Bindings imply is puzzling in light of the children’s prefer-
~ence for older playmates, and the consistent findings of
social mastery in children who have been accelerated in
grade placement., Whether parents fail to perceive the
maturity of which their children are in fact capable, or
whether indeed they tend Lo restrict their gifted children
by adhering 1o norms determined by age or physical size
{Brackbill & Nevill, 1981} is not clear. There scems ample
reuson to suspect, however, that a degree of infantiliza-
tion is eccurring in families and perhaps in schools that
works 10 the detriment of gified children, parucul.zrly
gilted girls.

Social Knowledge and Social Reasoning

Siudies which have employed sociat knowledge 1asks
and tasks of moral reasoning have, not surprisingly, dis-
vuvered that gifted childeen show clear advancement on
these meusures, Such measures lend, in fact, 10 resenible
the kinds of 1asks of which intelligence tests are consti-
tuted. Junos and Robinson (1985) summarized studies
ol sovial problem solving; perceptual, conceptual, and
aliective perspective taking: social knowledge; gender

‘ancy; and morazl judgment, on all of wh:ch bright
. cals did well

For example, Janos, Robinson, and Lunneborg {1949}

sdministered the Defining Issues Test (Rest, 1979), a

group furm o} the Kuhiberg moral reasoning dilemmas,
10 two groups ol pified adolescents, one of Lhem in an
accelerated college enirunce program, as well as to col-
lege-uge National Merit Scholarship Finalists and other
students wha had cntered a lurge state university at the
erdinasy aye. Uhe adolescent gifted students responded
aL a level similur to these and other college samples and
a yeur later, scured al the level of graduate students in
Rest's (1979 siudy.

To whal cxtent this knowledge is pul into practice
is questivnabic (Roedell, 1989) bul there appears the
strong pussibility that conceprual understanding will be
put to use 1 chiidren are given a chance to learn and
practice the zocial shills 1o maich their understanding.

Personality ) uriables

The lack o 2 Jevelopmental paradigm in the area of
personality makes it very difficult to study maturity in
this nebulous wrca. Because development is not a salient
feature of pecsonality. theories, year-by-year age pro-
gressions are often ignored in developing objectwc
personality muusures. .

One arca in which’ -uge differences are r:l.nweiy eusy
to Tecognice is thut of children's lears, which havcaslgm»

. ficant cogniiive component. Here the evidence is clear

that wmi led children's fears tend to resemble those of older
children  (Muurer.  1965; Tharndlke. 1940). More
recently. Derovensky and Coleman (1989) compared the
respunses ol gitted children ages 8-13 with those of non-
gilted children 1o the yuestion, ““What are the things
to be airaid o7 The gifted children's responses were
simifar Lo those of oider children, were predominantly
realistic. and reveuled considerable frustration, helpless-
ness, and pussimism. Similarly, Klene (1988), who sur-
veyed parents of gitted children ages 5-13, found that
the fears reported resembled those of older children and
adults, with generally earlier onsel and more mention
of being critivized and making mistakes, as well as more
fears of vivlence and natural disasters, than expected
at the ages of vnser. The worrisomeness ol these fears
is exacerbuted by giited children’s greater involvement
with mediu sush us newspupers and television news and
the conseyuent awareness of serious world problems
{Clark & Hunkins, 1985; Galbraith, 1985).

Another urea in which maturity is reflected is that of
locus of cuntrul, the tendency lo view evenls and out-
comes as under ope's own conlrol versus the product
of circumstances or luck. Several siudies with gifted
elementary und junior-high sge children (e.g., Collier,
Jacobson, & Stuhl, 1987; Milgram & Milgram, 1976}
shiow a greater Lleridency toward internal 1dcus of control
than cxhibiled by agemates. Brody and Benbow (1987)
reported stronger internal locus of control in verbally
and/or mathematicatly very bright teenagers Lthan a com-
parison group who scored much lower on the Scholastic
Apmudc Tesl 15AT). Davis and Connell (1985) with stu-
dents in prades 4-6 in the United States, however,
reported higher autonomous judgment in E,sﬂcd children
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but similar internal (effort) explanations for academic
outcomnes in gifted and average groups.

In the larger sphere of. personality. evidence from
objective questionnaires does suggest advanced maturity,
at least among gified adolescents. in comparison with
norms {Janos & Rabinson, 1985). Lessinger and Martin-
son {1961), in a widely ciled study. uscit the California
Psychological [nventory (CPI) with sizublc samples of
gifted and nongifted junior and senir high school stu-
dents representative of the California rupil popuiation.
Gifted students of both sexes resemirie:t nlder nongifted

- students and aduits more closely than 'hev resembled
agemates, Janos et al. (1989), who admiiistered the CPL
to the gifted adolescents and college sronps noted above,
found no systemalic group ditfercncss in the Social

Maturity Index, which reflects dependabitity, foresigh-

tedness, and capability.

Summary

Are, then, gifted children, on averass. more mature
than their agemates? Most of the evidence points in that
direction; certainly in their choice of 1-onds. play inter-
ests, social understanding, fears. and world view. gified
chitdren consistently resemble older Jiiidren. Evidence
from personality questionnaires is generaiiv unsatisfying,
primarily becavse the dimensions o TuIturity are not
clearly defined. In actual social und i.iiiv living skills,
the evidence is equivocal, the suspicion beng riised that
too little is being expected, permiuc. .nd taught by
semewhal overprotective parents and ~v others who fail
to recognize the capacities of the childrern. C

Adjustment Issues: Global Asscssments

‘As noted by Janos and Rabinson 1145}, the assess-
ment of a global concept such as “adiusiment ™ is fraught
with conceptual problems about the nature of mental
health, optimal lifestyles, gender roics. und age-related
expeclations. Moreover. as we have mentioned. there
tends to be a confusion between gifi:dness and family
background, reflecting the positive correfation between
social status and life advantage.

Preadolescents

i1

Perusal of a large group of studies of p‘readolescem
children revealed not one in which o gified group
appeared globally less well-adjusted than nongified com-

parison groups and. in most of the studies. the gifted

subjects were superior in psvchosociul adjustment. The
measures used in such studies included seil-report instru-
ments, psychological scales. ratings by teachers and par-
ents, checklists, and the like. As a group. gifted children
were seen as maore trustworthy. honest. sociaily compe-

tent, assured and comfortable with selll courfeous. co-

operalive, stable, and humorous, whike they were also
seen as showing diminished tendencies 10 boast, to
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engage in delinquent activity, to aggress or with.
to be domineering, and so on.

Collaterai information of the same kind comes
follow-up studies of gifted children admitted ea
school. Despite fears by teachers that such childre
experience faiture in the social sphere, this has not pi
to be the case (see Proctor, Black, & Feldhysen.
Robinson & Weimer, in press. for reviews),

Indeed, these findings were so consistent and cor
ing that this kind of gtobal investigation with preac
cents has virtually come to a halt. Qur literature o
turned up very few studies of this nature since

- While continued research about specific issues is cf

warranted (for example, boys may be at greater risk
ing the 9-12 year range than girls [Loeb & Jay, It
the verdict would seem to be that as & group, gifted
dren tend to be well-adjusted, especiaily during
preadolescent years. '

Adolescents

The adolescent era may be somewhat more vulner
however. Both the Janos and Robinson (1985) re
and the more recent literature attest to the canti
general social competence and adjustment of gified
lescents (c.g.. Gallucci, 1988), but new [factors

_appear. Although the scores on self-report measures
~'to be well within the normal range for these groups,

are suggestions of stress from pressures Lo be fike |
of average ability when, in fact, the gifted adole:
is different in important dimensions. of which intelfe
maturity may be only one. Piechowski (1989), fo

- -ample, reported two distinct patterns of emotional «
_ lopment in a small group of adolescents. One pa

was characterized by responsibility, hard work.
atiruism, while the other (and more painful) was ch:
terized by sensitivity, intensity, and self-scrutiny ac
panied by behavior that was seemingly irrational
immature. but possibly destined for a2 more crucial
“in the greater scheme of the evolution of human p
tial™ (1989, p. 99). Underscoring the greater inte
expericnced by gifted adolescents, Mayer, Ca

_ Zigler. and Dryden (1989) report a high degree of abs

tion and pleasure, and a low degres of apathy, comp
with nongifted agemates and undergraduates at a s
tive college. _

Gifted adolescents face alt the devetopmental 1
faced by any young person in this transition period,
an added central issue which many define as a co
between acceptance in the social group and (ulfilly
of their academic talents, a dilemma which Gross (|
poscs as “‘the pursuit of excelience or the search for
macy” (p. 189). Buescher et al. (1987) and Buescher
Higham (1989), on the basis of questionnaires adm |
tered to a large group of participants in special prog:

‘of the Midwest Talent Search, identified four pos

strategies to cope with this dilemma: using their resot
to help others, acquiring a second label besides “ac
mically talented ™ in the school setting, cultivating ¢

¥
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relationships, and seeking opportunities to develop their
talents outside of schoolk. Sex differences were apparent,
with girls more likely to give up their academic-talent
_ideputy in favor of relationships with a wide range of
peers. (See later section of this chapter.) For both sexes,
the strategy of friendships with others of similar ability
weakened as the broader peer group became a higher
priority, while both before age 13 and after 15, the gificd
adolescents coped better with being seen as “different.”

Young Adults

Al college age, with increased autonomy and decreased
peer pressute for conformily, as well as access (o other
bright classmates, the situation changes. As Janos and

“Robinson (1985) concluded, studies of groups of college-
age students who are achieving at a high lével all show.
evidence of favorable adjustment. For exampie, Janos
et al. (1989) used 1wo college-age comparison groups in
a'study of adolescents acceleraled Lo the college level
ala large state university. As a group, the National Merit
Scholarship finalists had higher grades than an average
vollege groupand somewhat less conventional personali-
=+ but showed equally positive adjustment. A group

"~ it whom liule to nothing is known but where high
nsk is suspected. is young adults of high ability who
do not attend college, attend academically nonchalleng-
ing colleges, or otherwise fall out of the expected trajec
tory of high achievement. -

Adjustment and the Label

There is some evidence 1hat parents who use the label,
gifted," to describe their children 1end 1o have children

with sumewhat more problems. Cornelt (1989), for ex-
ample, found that, within a sample of 482 gifted children,

grades 5-11, enrolled in 2 summer program, the minority,
whose parents refrained {rom actively using the term,
were better adjusted on both self- and peer-report; the
fnding was replicated with a smaller, younger sample
using self- and parent-report (Cornell & Grossberg,
1989). All the parents ackmowledped thinking of their
children as gifted; ai! the children were enrolled in special
programs; and the groups did not differ in academic
achievement or intellectual ability. Freeman (1979) had
simitarly reported that children whose parents had joined

an organization for parents of gifted children, had more -

problems than a school control group (though the latter
were not, on the average, quite as bright). Yet, Corneli
11983} previousty had found that parents who thought
of one of their children as gifted were closer 10 that child
and viewed them more positively.
From the children's point of view, the label is some-
#mes burdensome, and adolescents will often go to great
ths to avoid recognition of their talent (Tidwell,
r260) or even school programs that would be appropriate
and interesting for them (Buescher & Higham, 1989).
The origins of this paradoxical finding are not im-

mediately obvious. Why should appropriate labeling not
help both children and adults to assess a situation realisti-
caily? Corneil (1989) suggests that use of the term is not
noxious in-itself but a marker variable. There may be
several factors at work here. First of all, confusion aboui
definilions of giftedness may make for confusing mess-
ages 1o the child, one parent perhaps defining giftedness
as “being bright” while the other reserves the term lor
“world-class genius,” It may also be that labels ténd to
deny \he significant individual differences within the
labeled group, and to create cxaggerated expectations
and inappropriale achicvement pressurcs. They may
also, depending on the circumstances, add to the child’s
feeling *differen1” lrom others, a fecling asseciated with
higher risk for maladjusiment (Freeman, 1979) even
when the dimension of difference is positive (Janos,
Fung, & Robinson, 1985). On the other hand, it may
be that parenis whe join organizations and use labels

“are secking ways 10 deal with problems 1hey perceive,

so that the Jabels and organizations are symploms, not
causes. At the other end of the intelleciual scale, there
is a lurge body of literature on the cffects of labeling
mentally retarded children which is equally unresolved.
The available evidence suggests that sensitivity is called
for, and Lhat labels are better applied to behaviors (Jack-
son & Butlerfield, 1986) and programs (A. Robinsen,
1986) thun children. '

Specific Areas of Vulneribility

Within this generally positive context, there are some
psychological areas worthy of specific attention. Most
of those listed here are relevant to the issue of giftedness
either because they potemtialiy relate to questions of edu-
cational programming or because bright youngslers
appear particularly at risk in these arcas. '

Self-Concept and Self-Esteem

GLOBAL SELF-ESTEEM

Int a general sense, the notion of seif-concept or self-
esteem (ransiates to self-estimation of adjustment or hup-
piness as well as competence, The several swudies
reviewed by Janos and Robinson (1985) suggested that
under most circumstances, groups of gifted children
iended to give more positive responses to globaj scales
measuring feelings of seif~worth such as the Piers-Harris
or Tennessee Self-Concept scales, especially when secn
in comparison with normative groups (bul not necessar-
ily middle-class groups) (e.g., Janos, 1983; Lehman &
Erdwins, 1981; Fidwelt, 1980). When suitable compari-
son groups are included, however, most investigators
have found gifted students not as much higher, bui no
lower, in global seif-esteem (¢.g., Coleman & Fults, 1982,
Janos et al., 1989; Maddux, Scheiber, & Bass, 1982).

63



Narncy M. Robinson and Kathieen D. Noble

SCHOLASTIC SELF-CONCEPT

Investigators are now more interested in specific
aspects of seif-concept than in global measures, Of parti-
cular interest (or a group of gifted individuals is Lheir
concept of themselves as scholars. Most investigators

have found that the academic seif-concept of inteltec- -

tually gifted students is, of several possible factors (e.g.,

social self, physical seif), typically highest. Fidwell -

(1980), for example, who surveyed nearly 1,600 10th
graders including large numbers of minority subjects,
found high seif-concept scores in general, but particularly
in the academic realm, despite general reluctance to ack-
nowledge their abilities.

A number of investigators have iooked at the academic
sell-concept of students in contrasting educational
environments. raising a series of questions outside the
scope of the current chapter. Most have found, not sur-
prisingly, that gifted children in special programs do see
themselves as academically moré competent than norm-
ing groups (e.g.. Olszewski-Kubilius & Kulieke, 1989)
or nongifted samples (e.g., Brounstein & Holahan, 1987;
Colangeio & Brower. 1987; Davis & Connelf, 1985:
Winne. Woodlands, & Wong, 1982), their academic self-
concept tending to exceed other aspects of their self- per-
ceptions such as the social self (Colangeio & Brower,
1987, Ross & Parker, 1980; Winne et al., 1982). Chil-

. dren’s academic self-concept derives in Jarge part from
comparison with their classmates {see, ¢.g.. Bourque &
~ Li,- 1987; Coleman & Fults, 1982; Kulik & Kulik, 1982: -

. Marsh, 1984). with those in regular classes tending to
“have somewhal higher academiic self-concepts than those

in'segregated classes. It has also been hypolhesized that

“it is not the social milieu but achiévement that is the
major vehicle for judging academic competence (Franks
& Dolan, 1982). presumably, a lower level of mastery

of more challenging work might produce a weaker fecling -

- of competence than full mastery of easier work.

It has been tacitly assumed that the higher the degree
of sell-confidence, the better, but that assumption may
“be worth challenging. If seif-esteem is derived from being
a big frog in a small pond. it may be fragile. Gifted stu-
dents may he in for 2 rade awakening when they
encounter unaccustomed challenges more approprizte to
their level of ability, suffer undue loss of esteem, and/or
employ defenses detrimental te their ultimate attainment.
A feeling of confidence derived from having coped with
the difficult rather than merely having excelled at the
easy may be betler preparation for fife’s challenges.

Attributes of achievement

Itis not.enough to be bright: as children mature, expec-
lations of achievement become increasingly salient in
conceptions of giftedness. In addition to opportunity and
encouragement (Feldman & Goldsmith, 1986) (and some
degree of luck), willingness for work and determination
to do one’s best (Bloom, 1982) largely determine the
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extent to which ability will be translated into aéhievc
of goals that are valued by the individual and by sax

ACHIEVEMENT MOTIVATION AND 175 DERIVATIO!

As Janos and Robinson (1985) pointed out, litile
nection has been made between theories of achieve
motivation (McCleiland, Atkinson, Clark, & L¢
1953) and achievement by gifted individuals. The the
suggest that parents who provide eariy opportunitie
independent attainment encourage motivation for a
ment and high standards of excellence. The evic
reviewed by Janos and Robinson confirmed that pa
and teachers see intellectually gified individuals as
self-sufficient, independent. autonomous, dominam
individualistic, scif-direcied, and nonconforming.
early socialization practices of parents of pifted chil
do tend to encourage carly attainment (Chamr:
Robinson, 1986}, but the evidence cited earlier-in
chapter about a lack of advancement in daily living :
suggests caution in generalization.

THEORIES OF INTELLIGENCE AND ASSESSMENT OF

COMPETENCE

Although very little has been done so far with g
children within mainstream developmental psycho:
recent research suggests important sources of indijvi
differences in academic motivation and children’s <
of their own abilities. Dweck and her colleagues (D
1986; Dweck & Eliott. 1983) have oullined a dew

- mental progression in children's sense of their own

ties, with young children thinking of ability, like ¢
skills. in an undifferentiated way as “instrumental-is

. meéntal,” subject to increase lthrough practice and ej

As they grow older, and especially for the brighter
dents, a more differentiated concept of ability a
“entity™ is thought to emerge. By upper eiemer.
school age, there are stable individual differences in-
dren’s concepts of entity versus incremenial theori
ability, dependent in part on abitity level but alse de
dent on the cducational context (Dweck & Leg
1988). Unfortunately, the more mature concept h:
pitfalls, for it carries with it the understanding that
a task with a given level of difficulty, effort and at
are inversely related {Nicholls, 1978). The more able
is, the less effort one should have 1o invest in atta;
goals or earning grades. In the adolescent culty
becomes important not 1o be a “nerd” or a “bookwe
but, rather, the person to whom academic attaim
seems effortless. Allthough some bright adolescents

tinue to see giftedness not as a trait but as “performa

-requiring sustained effort (Kerr, Colangelo, & G

[988), to other bright students, ability as an entity tr
lates into eschewing challenging opportunities suc
honors or Advanced Placement classes in favor of {
requiring minimal effort (Stipek, 1988).

Stipek and Mag Iver {1989) have reviewed the deve
mental [;’tera:ure on children’s assessment of intelle:
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competence. They find a consistent decline with age in
seif-perceived level of competence, with a shift from an
earty stage in which children are most affected by praise

- fur thetr own accomplishments, through a siage in which
eliort, sacial reinforcement, and mastery are the promi-
nent criteria, to a final stage in which normative inlor-
mation and a wide set of abjective crileria are employed.
We expect that future research will show that gified chil-
dren show advancement in both their concepts of intelli-
gence and their ability to use information to judge their
ewn abilities, and that it will be particutarly impoeriant
that adults are sensitive in giving them both useful infor-
nution and supportive feedback,

COMMITMENT AND PERSEVERANCE

Dedication and hard work are so necessary 1o high
altainment thal some theorists have included a sense of
commitment in a definition of giftedness (e.g., Renzuili,
1978), probably beginning at an earty age. There is evi-
dence that gifted students show greater tusk persistence
and choose more difficult tasks than do average students
{Bogle & Buckhalt, 1987) and thal they show high levels
of energy and of persistence, perseverance, and siriving
(rom preschool through college age (Janos & Robinson,
1985). )

Compelitiveness is sometimes assumed to be a compo-
nent of this picture, bul there is evidence that gifted ado-
lescents, even those who usually succeed in competitions,

‘perceive competilive siluations 1o breed less effective
molivational and learning situalions {(Clinkenbeard,
1989). Even upper-elementary students report not liking
competitions and fecling uncomfortable about compet-
ing with classmates who ore less bright (Ford, 1989).
This appears to be particularly true lor gifted girls and
Native Americans, who will oflen reject competition in
lavor of cooperation and preservation of relationships.

Performance Expectations: Perfectionism

Although perfectionism (very high standards {or one's
uwn auainment) has been described as a newrotic and
uegative fuctor in many maladaptive disorders, especially

“depression (Burns, 1980; Hamachek, 1978), it can have
us positive aspects as well (Hamachek, 1978). Several
mvestigators of gifted persons have called attention to
the role of very high siandards in groups such as success-
ful architects (MacKinnon, 1964), Nobel laureates
tZuckerman, 1979), and world-class pianists, sculptors,
lennis players, swimmers, mathematicians, and research
neuroiogists {Bloom, 1985). Indeed, without high stan-
dards for ene's own performance, attainment is very lik-
¢ly 1o suffer. Holding und attaining high standards leads
lo achievement, efficacy, and energy (Locke, Curilege,
& Koeppel,  1968), optimism and self-confirmation
{Dweck & Elliott, t983), high seif-esteem (Bandura,
1977) and of course the positive effects of altaining the
guul, be il a creative product, a new skill, or whaiever.
Much more attention his been given to negative conco-

mitanls ol perfectionism, such as depression, shame and
guilL. shviess und procrasuaation {Hamachek, 1978}, as
weld ua ot eremphasis on the future without appreciation
for one’s ua i progress, all-or-noae thinking, and rigidity
{Burrow & Moore, [983).

Parents ol gifled chiidren do céport a high incidence
of “pericetionism’™ on scales such as the Child Behavier
Checklist {Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1983). In 8- 1o 13-
year-old children described by their mothers in a study
currently under way by Chumrad, Robinson and Treder,
a third of gitted and nongifted samples received ratings
of | ron a scule of 0-2), but 13% of the gifted and only
334 ol tie nanuited received ratings of 2. Clinically, we
have et citted children exhibiting a broad specirum
of stundurd-seiung. Some children seem not 1o evaluaie
therr owa performance very seriously, apparently assum-
ing that they wili do well enough.” Among those with

Svery il standards, however, some are virtwally para-

Lyzed be those stundards (o Lhe extent that they cannot-
bear w turn in impertect papers andfor avoid trying out
new shall areas. Others with equally high swndacds are’
able 1o tahe more reasonable risks, to guin real pleasire

~{rom their own syecesses and toleraie 1heir misses.

While the Ulerature in this area is sparse, there are,
several redsons 1 expect that gifted children would de-
velop hich stundards. They are not only maore capable
than oiher children of meeting expected goails, but they
are also used: Lo doing so and therefore optimisiic uboul
futpre uttaniment. They are able to envision gouals which
are more compiex. detailed, matture, complete, and per-
haps more “oreative” than those of their age peers, and
are more likely to have older (riends with a more mature
and competent Trame of reference. Whether the conse-
guences ol high stundards are, on the whoig, positive
or negative lor children probably deperds in large part
on the child's temperument, and on experience within
the fumily. As yer, however, there is [ar 100 littk research
in this area to do more than guess. 1t is clear, however,
that ultimate attainment is closely tied lo goal-setting,
and that this area ts of considerable significance 10 gilted
children.

Peer Relutivns

Musi direct studies ol peer relations have been carried
oul with preadolescents and most of these show gified
children generully enjoying more positive sociomelric

. status us rated by peers, or at least, stalus which Is not
. significantly different from nongilted controls (Czeschlik

& Rost, 19838; Schneider, 1987), whilg ratings by teachers
and purents lend 1o be more mixed {Schneider, 1987).
The advantzge gifted children have in their peer relation-
ships during clementary school seems to disappear in
the later grades (Martyn, 1957, Schieider, Clegg, Byrne,
Ledingham. & Crombie, 1986}, but not to reverse itself,
Yet when gifted children are asked about their rela-
tionships, 4 slightly dilferent picture sometiines emerges,
with gified children reporuing o sense of gifiedness as
a soetul handicap (Kerr ot al., 1988), and soucial self-con-
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cept scores lagging behind either reports of global self-
concept or academic seif-concept (Schneider. [987), Even
the ultimately most successful adults in the Terman sam-
ple. with high ratings of friendliness and sociai relation-
ships. as young adolescents had rated 1hemselves as
having difficulty entering social activiiies and making
friends (Monks & Ferguson, 1983). Here. too. an age
factor may be at work. Janos, Marwond. and Robinson
(1985), for example, found that childeen & H) years old

with 1Qs 120-140, rcportcd overwhelnungly hat they.

had “just the right rumber™ of friends { "< 11 or too many
{20%41), while their parents. incontrast. rerorted that nnly
25% of the 6-8 year olds. but 60" of the £ 10 year olds
had fewer than two close friends, with a third of each
age group having no close friends at ull. \n imteresting
study by Schneider, Ledingham. Crompic. and Clegg
{1986) compared seli-reports of pified children in grades
5, 8, and 10 with their ratings by peers. and found a
clear tendency for the gifted swudents 1o report lower
social seil-perceptions than predicted trony peer ratings.’
Perhaps, as Roedell (1985) has suggested. iled children
have more malure and deeper concepts of friendship than
their peers and are more disappointed at the reahly of
their relationships than truly unpoputar.

Vulnerability to Depression or Suicide

MANIC-DEPRESSIVE Psvcuosrs
Although there does seem to be 4 link hetween creati-

vity and affective illness (particuliriy hipolar affective -

disorder) (Andreasen & Glick. 988}, tiie incidence and
prevalence among the young gilled population is not
known. Andreasen and Glick. having <ummarized the
research on the relationship between creativity and affec-
tive iliness, coneluded that many creative men in different
fields suffer from this disorder: unfortunatety, no infor-
mation about women or children is oifercd. They also
suggest that the persomality characteristies of creative
individuals appear consistent across a varicty of different
studies and include nonconforming. adventuresome, sen-
sitive, introspective, socially detached. self-assertive,
intelligent and independent. There is alse some evidence
that mood disturbances. whether manic or depressive,
enhance creativity, although not necessarily during the
periods of depression or hypomania, Interestingly, there
may also be a link between bipolar .Tective disorder
and high achievement, or a higher sociveconomic status
for families of patients with bipolar affective disorder
than families of patients with other affective disorders
(Coryell et al., 1989).

DEPRESSION AND SUICIDE

Suicide is the third leading cause 6l death among ado-
lescents and young adults in the United States. and its
incidence has risen steadily over the past 30 vears. Suicide
is generally underreported for all age groups. and conse-
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quently there is no accurate assessment of the num
of youth in the general population, or the gifted por
tion, who attempt and/or complete the act, Some exi:
data, however, tend to confirm the suspicion (Lajo
Shore, 1981) that young people who are gified ma
at greater risk for taking their own lives. Accordir
Farrell's (1989) review, researchers at the Universit
Calilornia at Berkeley reported that 67% of all stuc
who had committed suicide on that campus had al
averapge grades, while 91% of undergradunates who ¢
mitted suicide had above average grades. A 1984 s
by Sargent of 1,500 suicide completions also indic
that *‘better students made the mosi severe attemp
ending their lives” (p. 136).

Although the suicidal act is frequently an impu
one (or adolescents, multiple psychodynamic fa
invariably precede a suicide attempt. The most pow:
are the foss, through death, desertion, or separatio
a significant refationship with parents or peers. anc
structive parental attitudes which convey to the ¢
that she or he is unwanted and expendabie (McAnar
1979; Rosenkrantz. 1978). Others include dysfuncti
family retationships, inadequate social support,
ceived inadequacy of self, diminished problem.soi
capacity, perceptions of external rather than inte
control, and self-rejection or sell-derogation (Dul

-Kausch, Blum, Reed, & Bush, 1989; Kaplan & Pok¢

1976)
These factors might-well be present in the hist.
ot' gified chiidren who kiil themselves, but there are’

personality . characteristics associated with giftec
‘which could lead some young people to.contempta
complete the act of suicide. Farrell (1989} and Di

{1986) argued that perfectionism, stressful parenial
societal pressures to achieve, and the burden of mul
tentiality are factors which seriously stress gifled ad
cents' ability 1o cope, particularly when accomp:
by distorted perceptions of failure and what F:
{1989) describes as “success depression'™

Success depression is associated with continual
cess and the stress ol maintaining that continual
cess. Because their expetience with failure is ¢
s0 slight or nonexistent, their ability to deal
failure is often below average and sometimes
debilitating {p. 136).

Gifted young prople may experience a discrep
between their intellect and their maturity in «
domains. Some experience & severe conflict bet
doing well for parents and poorly flor peers, and 1
wrestle with their ability to understand adult situa
and world evenis but their inability to affect the oute
of those events, Many fecl lonely and isolated, and
the social support and social skills crucial to coping
stressful life evenis. Popularity is an important co
nent ogmost adolescents’ perception of emotional
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being, but, as we have seem, often diminishes after
dementary school,

. Leroux (1986) interviewad sight parents of gifted ado-
kscent sons who had comsnitted suicide, and found
several other explanations offered. Some parents sug-
gesied that there was no room in their children’s schools
for individuality or nonconformity, while others indi-
cated a disinterest in competitive sports, or proximity
ioa friend’s suicide. .

Gifted young peopie in an increasingly complex and
disorganized society, perhaps more than other children;
are clearly at risk for sliding into the cycle of depression,
heiplessness, and hopelessness which can all too easily
tesult in suicidal ideation or compigtion. The reinforce-
mest of family relutionships and social support
seiworks, particulariy for highly gifted adolescents who
at¢ most vulnerable to social isolation, and resources
w help young people cope with stress and strengthen
their sense of seil are strategies which all who work with
gified young people should be prepared to undertake.

Family Relations S

© \s we have seen, gifted children's relationships with
.utit parents tend, on the whole, to be more positive
and child-centered than those seen in control groups,

" sthough there is evidence that creative people may come
from homes charsclerized by somewhat more siress.
There is no doubl, too, that in some families Lhe focus
{and pressure} on intellectual development can become
srcessive, with negative cutcomes for children (Albert,
{978; Fowler, 1981; Montour, 1977). .

The single relationship within the family that may be
merz vuinerable in families with gifted children is that
with siblings. A number of studies have identified the
nongified member as vuingrable to maladjustment,
through a less favored position with the parents {Cornell,
1983), lower self-esteem (Plouts, 1976), competiliveness
iPeterson, 1977), having an cxcess “third parent” in the
gifted sibling (Hackney, 1981), violation of expectation
that the older will be more competent (Plouts, 1986),
and overvaluing the gifted child (Bailering & Koch,
1984). In families with two gified children, the sibling
relationships may, in fact, be most negalive, possibly
because of competition (Ballering & Koch, 1984). On
3 more positive note, Colangelo and Brower {1987)
report that the effect on the non-identified sibling's seil

concept was aot apparent in a group in which the gifted

sibling had entered a program at least five years eurlier.
An in-process study by Chamrad, Robinson and

" Treder supgests that the situation is far from simple..

There appear o be some advantages to having a gifted
sibling, and some disadvantages, with sex differences,
" rih order, and the cohesiveness of fuhily reiations pluy-

, critical roles. Moreover, many more effects of sib-
ungs’ gifiedness are apparent when parental perception
rather than school identification is the independent vari-
able, :

Summary

As we have seen in this section on vuinerabililies, even -
within the overail positive framework observed in gifted
children and their families, some characteristic pressure
points exist. Giftedness, while in many ways a “blessing,”

_ somctimes has its Habilities as well. School personnei

need to be aware of these issues—aot afraid of them—in
order to assist bright young people and their families
1o attain the high levels of competence and satisfaction
which ars potentialiy theirs.

- Psychosocial anaerability of Special Poyulatidas

The last several years have witnessed a growing con.
cerss about the needs of young gifled members of special
populations: children who are highly gified, children

" from racial minorities, and children who have disabili-

ties, or are economically disadvantaged, Aithough Van-
Tassel-Baska explores the characteristics  and
educationst needs: of these youth in her chapier, there

‘are a pumber of psychosocial issues which deserve special
.aitention in this section.

The Highly Gifted E
Within the gified population is a small subgroup of

extraordinarily advanced individuals with 1Qs more than

4 standard deviations above ‘the mesn (Wechsier IQ
160+ or Stanford—Binet {64 +), although with a poten-
tial §Q spread of 50 points or more {Kline & Meckstroth,
1985}, Since Terman's time, professionals (but not
necessarily the Jay public) have discarded their negative
stercotypes of gifted children as a group, indeed, perhaps
going too far in expecting outstanding mental heajth to
characterize every child of high intelligence. The question
is whether the brighter the child, the more positive the
adjustment, or whether there is some form of nonlinear
relationship, with the very brightest at risk for adjust-
ment problems.

Grossberg and Comell (1988) encapsulate the issue
as. “Termati versus Hollingwerth,” citing landmark
investigators whose research seemed 1o identify positive
versus negative conssquences for the brightest indi-
viduals. Both investigators knew their subjects very weil,
Hollingworth (193, 1942) had seen negalive conses
quences in general {or the small group of children she
studied with Qs above 188, largely because of social
isolation; Termaan {1925-1959) had secn high intelligence
as aa asset to adjustment, although he frequently cau-
tioned parents notl 1o negieel the sociul aspect of life
{Fanos, 1986). .

It has proved very difficult 10 draw a profile of this
population because these children and their families ™. ...
are as likely to violate stereotypes as they are to perpeiu-
ate them” (McGuifog, Feiring, & Lewis, 1987, p. 84}
The ubjective evidence about the adjustment of such
groups is equivocal, Most reports of highly gifted indi-
viduals {¢.g., Fekiman, 1984, Gallagher, 1958; Grossberg
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& Cornell. 1988: Janos, 1983; lanos et al., 1989} suggest
that highly intelligent individuals during and after school

show adjustment as positive as that of moderately inteili- -

gent subjects and normative samples. A minority of stu-

dies show somewhat lower seil-esteem or adjustment in

highly gifted than moderately gifted samples (e.z.,

Brounstein & Holaharn, 1987). A careful sxamination of

the reported data conducted by Janos and Robinson

. (1985) concluded, however, that within a generally posi-
tive context, there tends to exist in most samples & sub-
group of perhaps 20-25% with sericus maladjustment,
a praportion perhaps double that found in the *normal”
population. This is a subset which tends to be overlooked
in.group comparisons.

A number of siressors complicate life for highly gifted
children. even those who cope well, Hollingworth (1931,
1942) suggested that some were bullied by older class-

- mates, had play interests that agemates couid not share,
and were required to tolerate unreasonable restrictions.
The social stressors are likely to be acute with children
whose maturity differs so markedly from that of age-
mates. Albert and Runco (1987), reporting an in-depth
study of 12-13 year-old boys with [Qs of more than 150,
or exceptionaily high math SAT scores (M =635), or
nongilted scores, found both gifted groups to be socially
more isolated than the controls, the high-math group
the more so. Janos et al. (1985), comparing self-reports

- of highly gifted (1Q 163+) and moderately gifted (IQs
120-140) children ages 6-10, found significantly more
of the very bright children reporting older but “tgo few™
friends. a report confirmed by their parents (20% of the
group had no {riends at all). Highly gifted children tend
to vaitue close, intimate relationships yet have few
with whom they can share their interests, their level of
understanding, and their intense awareness, resulting in
feelings of isolation, alienation, and loneliness (Brody
& Benbow, 1987; Kerr, 1985: Kline & Meckstrath, 1985)
and greater dependence on their parents for companion-

- ship (Silverman & Kearney. 1989).

The tack of an appropriate school environment is also
most acutely feit by these children, whose rate of intellec-
tuat development so far outpaces the usuat curtienlum
(Ford, 1989). {See Benbow. this volume, for 2 discussion
of appropriate alternatives for children who need edu-
cational acceleration.)

Also potentially stressful is the expectation highly
gifled individuals experience. on their own or from
others, that they will live up to the promise of their high
potential. As Kline and Meckstroth comment, **. . . adults
. . . often respond with increased measures of control and
management to gratify their perception of what the child
should ‘be™ (1985, p. 126). Most highly gifled children
fail. in fact, to fulfill their potential, whether because
of unreasonable adult expectations, because withou
chailenge they have learned to coast along without invest-
ment or commitment, because their abilities do not trans-
late easily into measurable achievement, or because
opportunities are unavailable {Janos & Robinson, 1985).
This dilemma is particularly germane to highly gifted
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females, whose expression of ability is severely cor
promised by limited cuitural opportuanities and sex-ro:
stereotyping (Noble, 1987). (See discussion below.)

Silverman and Keamney (1989) interviewed parents «
38 children with IQs above |70 who participated in sur
port groups in Maine and Colorado. These parent
reporied extraordinary stresses involving overwhelmin
feelings of responsibility far their chiidren, often couple-
with feelings of their own inadequacy to deal with 1h
situation, extra costs which start sooner and are highe
than those for other children, and frustration wit
schools which do not begin to meet their chifdren’s need:
Most of the parents were closely invoived with their chi|
dren, with many of the mothers having opted to becom
“gifted nurturers” rather than to pursue their own goai:

Is there, then, such a thing as too much ability, a cut-o!
point beyond which risks of maladjustment increase? Th
empirical evidence is, as we have seen, contradicton
but when problems do appear, they probably lic primar
ity in the tack of maitch between the child and the environ
ment. Grossberg and Cornell {1988), whose own evidenc
from children with 1Qs 120-168 did not support Holi
ingworth's concerns, stil! concluded:

" Although high [Q appears to be associated witi
better adjustment, it clearly does not render the chil.
invulnerable to adjustment problems ... The child’
high- 1Q is such a remarkable attribute that it ma-
be falsely perceived as associated with any adjust
ment problems the child develops . .. High 1Q ma
place somie children at risk due to others’ jealousy
fear, negative attitudes, absence of apprepriat
school program, lack of intellectual peers ... No
high: inteiligence, but rather (its) consequences ..
may have a negative effect .., (pp. 270-271).

Females

The majority of gified females are at great risk of no
fulfilling their high potential. That is the conclusio
reached by several researchers who have investigate
both the causes and consequences of gifted females
underachicvement and underrepresentation in elemen
tary and secondary gifted programs. in postsecondan
educational and organizational environments and ir
higher-paying jobs (Ben-Dor, 1979; Clark, 1988: Kellian
1983; Kerr, 1985; Noble, 1987, 1989b: Reis & Callahan
1989; Silverman, 1986: Subotrik. Karp & Morgan. 1989)
Silverman (1986) described a decrease in the number o
girls in gifted programs from over 50% at the K.3 level
to less than 30% by junioc high school, while Reis anc
Callahan (1989) documented a2 continual erosion in the

.aspirations, ambitions, and attainment of bright female:

during and after secondary school despite consistenth

higher grades than males in school and college, and ;

shrinking gender gap in standardized achievement tes

scores. Discriminatory identification practices. sex-rol

socialization, lower adult expectations for femal

achievement, and fewer educational and occupationa
x.
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oppontunities certzinly contribute to the erosion of
female talent, but are insufficient 1o fully explain this
phesomenon. Noble (1989a) suggested that some girls
_ and women reject the challenge of being gified because
they perceive that developing their abilities may endanger
theic relalionships with parents or friends, or compro-
mise their sense of femininity and be!ongmg, or lhcnr
emotionsl well-being.

Clearly, a compiex interplay of interpersonal, familial,
sociocuitural, and intrapersonal factors contribute to the
crosion of gifted girls’ development and enjoyment of
their abilities, Familics- and teachers from chitdhood
through adulthood expect fur less from females 1han they
do {rom males, especially in regard to achievement in
math and science, an attitude which girls absorb very
curly in life. Cramer (1989), for example, interviewing
+ih grade gified girls, reported that ... most of the rea-
suns found in the literaiure 10 explain the male/icmale
disparity—conflicting expectations, lack of confidence,
fack of female role models, and especially sex roie siereo-
" 1yping—came to the surface™ {p. 128). Campbell, Con-
nolly, Lacattiva and -Pizzo (1985) collected data from
. 151 gifted white, black, Asian, and Hispanic 5th and

&h grade students and their parents, with particulur
* tion 1o student perceptions of adult attitudes and
captciations. Although distinct differences were found
among families in cach ethnic group, and each group
appedred lo exert [ar more pressure oa their sons Lo
achieve, while parents exerted significantly less pressure
on their daughters than did any other ethnic group,
" socialized themn away from more difficult technical fields,
and held significantly lower expectations for their
Jaughters’ productivity than did Asian parents.

Many gifted femaies are taught early in life that com-
petence and achievement will be accompanied by loneii-
ness and ostracism. Teachers appear to like gifted males
better, consider them more capable, and negatively per-
cerve in gifted females qualities that they positively per-
weive in gifted maules, qualities such as assertiveness,
originality, nontraditional approaches (o learning and
problem solving, and analytical skills (Belf, 1989; Blau-
bergs, 1980; Cooley, Chauvin, & Karnes, 1984; Fox,
1981} According 10 Reis and Callahan (1989), gified
girls receive the least amount of altention in classes,
whereas gifted boys are more often called upon, praised,
and given opportunitics (o participate in “hands-on™

activities crucial to future success in the sciences. In con--

trast. -girls are called upon if they sit in the froat row,
snd their work is rewarded for neatness and form rather
than for ideas and creativity. Most of the 109 gifted
women who participated in Noble's (1989b) study
cecalled painful experiences of being isolated or punished
as children for "nol being like everyone clse,” and the
majority hid their abilities 4t some point to be accepted
“eially.

«though gifted females are often drawn to nontradi-
uonal fiekds, many reachers and counselars, mirroring
sucietal awtitudes, view such careers as inuppropriate for
femades. Young gifled women often express doubt that

they can achicve their intetlectual potentiat while main-
taining reietionships with partners and raising children
(Rodenstéin, Plcger, & Colangelo, 1977). There is some
evidence thal this conflict is dissolving, at least for

" femuldes. Doty (1985), for example, with 228 gifted siu-

dents in grades 10-12, found no significant differences
between males’ and lemales’ aspirations to professional
careers or their pluns for marriage and children. How-
ever, althuueh female students foresaw no future work/
family conflici fur themselves, hall of the males expected
such cunflict lor their spouses. Leroux (1988} inlerview-
ing 12th praders and their teachers and guidance counse-
lors, reporicd thal ulthough gicls were more academically
oriented thun boys, they selected service careers more
often. perceived males to be more successful in math
and science, and thought themselves more likely to
temain single in the interest of pursuing careers. (Enterest-
i'ngiy. these voung women described - themselves as
“agpressive” and as leaders more often than did the boys,
and scored higher insell-perception ofcgo strenglh and
ability tovope and sidapt.)
Beginning in <lementary school - and coniinuing

© through college and graduate school, gified females lose

sell-conttdence { Arnotd & Denny, 1985; Noble, 19894.b),
doubt their inwilectual competence (Stipek & Mac lver,

C1989) perceive themselves as less capable than they

setually are tBell, 1989; Cramer, 1989), and believe that
boys have shidity- while they only work hard {Bell, 1989;
Cramer, 19589; Kramer, 1985; Reis & Calluhan, [989;
Subotnik. 19858). As previously mentioned, gicls oflen
belicve that achievement and affiliation are mutually
exclusive, and Lthat competition should be eschewed 1o
preserve rolationships, even il that means sacrificing or

- underutitizing their skills ( Bell, (989}, They choose more

often tv work m groups. are more concerned about
teacher resclions, more likely 1o adapt to adult expec-
tations, and less likely than boys to describe themselves
or be described as autonomous and independent (Ler-
oux, 1988). Bu gifted girls also use alfiliation 10 assess
their kevel of ability, and o achieve ul a higher level,
knowing that their grades will be higher il their eachers
like them (Betl. 1989: Kramer, 1985).

Finally, the tubel of “giltedness™ is especially proble-
malic lor females because of its adverse social conse-
quences, Kerr ¢t al. {1988) reported that the majority
of the gifted lemuale adolescents in their study felt gifted- .
ness (o be sucially disadviantugeous because it had a nega-
live or ambiguous effect upon others, Kramer's (1985)
young students deliberately underestimated their abilities
10 avoid being seen as physically unatiractive or lacking
in sovial competence. And Buescher et gl. (1987) found
gilled boys and girls more like each other than like peers
not wentificd ay gilted except in one critical area: the
recognition and acceplance of their own level of ability.

Gilled buys show a greater tendency lo cope with
leeling dilferent by acquiring additional recognized
“labels™ and staying in a set of equally taiemed
friends. Gifted girls ... (tend) 10 minimize the
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importance of their recognized 1alents, kcep their
accomplishments less visible, and move away from
equally capable peers as they proceed through ado-
lescence (1987, p. 5). :

Clearly an area of special vulnerability for gifted girls
is their fear of being rejected for being gified. and Lheir
tendency to hide, deny, or underdevelop thuir abilities
in order to be accepted by parents. teachers. and {ricnds.
But they do not do this in.a socioculiural vacuum. One
of 1he most tragic messages many gifled YOUBE women
receive is that society does not need or wint their gifts
and abilities, that the real work of the world is
accomplished by men. and that any contribution they
might make is peripheral or ancillary. It is titue wonder
that so few females reach maturity with their gilledness
intact.

Children from Minority Backgrounds

Unfortunately very little research addresses the psy- -

chosocial issues faced by gifted black. Hispanic. Asian,

and Native American children. Most of the existing liter-

. ature cxamines the reasons for the disproportionately
low representation of most ethnic minority childeen in

gifted programs. rather than how those chiliren who
. are identified as gifted cxperience and cope with their. -
giftedness. Two studies. however, suggest thai there are-
~ issues common among gifted minority children regard- -
. - less of their ethnic background (Baldwin. . 1987; Lind- -

strom -& Van Sant, 1986). According to these
_ Wwvestigators, many ethnic minority communities con-
sider gifted programs to be elitist. and consider it preten-
tious for children. especially females. 1o dcknoswledpe
their special abilities. Some held low cnitursi expec-
tations for achievement and consequently oifer gifted
children litile encouragement to pursus nontraditional
goals. These highly able minority siudents risk rejection
il they develop their cognitive abilities and suceced in
the majority culture. This is especially problematic for
inner-city black students, who ofien feel they must hide
their grades from peers and distract attention away from
their ability or achievement orientation by “acting ow™
in classes in a variety of ways (Fordham & Ogbhu. 1986).
Minority children from low socioeconomic homes may
not know how to make long-range career and life plans
becanse of their fzmilies’ focus on the immediate present
rather than on future planning, or because, as Mcintosh
and Greenlaw (1986) observed, these students recrive
achievement messages which devalue education and
stress the acquisition of a job rather than a career.
Racism certainly plays a role in minority students’
.aspirations. Bell (1989) found that 8-10 year oid female
students equated success with physical appearance. but

black and Hispanic girls frequently perceived “being.

white™ to be a major criterion of success. Further. hlack
or Hispanic gifted girls felt uncertain about competing
with males for teacher attention; while Hispanic girls
tended to withdraw, black girls preferred to fight back.

0

n'.sking teacher hostility and disciplinary action. With-
drawal had its own costs in lost opportunities {for class
participation. for self-detcrmination, and for having

" needs met.

Finally, some gifted minority youth express their
giftedness in forms for which appropriate educationai
programs do not exist because they are not valued by
the majority culture. Daniels (1988) and Tonemah (1987)
argued that fundamental differences in values between
white and Indian cultures work against Native American
students in the majority cducational setting. Preference
for cooperative rather than competitive activities, dig- -
comfort with destroying tife for the purpose of scientific
investigation, a high regard for the cxpianatory value
of cultural legends and folklere, and disregard for rigid
time schedules leave many Native American students at
a distinct . disadvantage in majority classrooms, In
addition, a substantial number of Native American, His-
panic, and Asian or Pacific American children are not
native English speakers; their difficulty in using the Eng-
lish language can result in fower test scores, lower sell-
esteem and lower sell-confidence in relation to non-ESL

- gifted students, and further compromise their ability to

utilize their high potentiai (de Bernard, 1985; Daniels,

" 1988). -

Yet, there are gifted students from low-income andfor
minority backgrounds, and some of these are doing well. -

- VanTassel-Baska (1987), who studied intensively a few - .
such promising young people, found in each case that -

- despite adversity, the student could count-on encourage-

- ment and close monitoring from an intact family. These

. high-achieving youngsters were also.somewhar distant s

~~from their neighborhood peers and ‘more focused on -
- school-refated interactions. in a pattern fikely to rein. -
. force their achievement. BN

' Underserved Populations

We found only a very small number of studies focusing
on the psychosocial experiences of gifted chiidren with
learning disabilities or physical handicaps. and none
which addressed those who are economicaily disadvan-
taged: thus. we can offer only a brief summary of the
issues which have been identified as salient for some of
these youth, Whitmore (1986) piaced the needs of these
youth in an important context:

Historically the common practice has been 10 ident-
iy and serve ... only the high academic achievers
- - - (due to widely held beliefs that) the “truly gified "
students excel academically in school and on tests.
.«. The principal consequence of these beliefs about
giftedness was the exclusion from programs of ali
but the highest and most mature academic achievers
fitting the stereotype shaped out of Terman's find-
ings (pp. 143-i44),

Because of these beliefs, teachers appear reluctamt to
identify as gifted students who deviate from this stereo-
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type, particularly those who are leamning disabled. A
secent study by Minner, Prater, Bloodworth, and Walker
{1987} found that teachers’ perceptions of students’
gifledness were significantly and negatively influenced
by the label “learning disabled,” though not by the label
“physically disabled.” The effect of such negative adult
perceptions on learning disabled children’s psychosocial
well-being can be devastating. Low self-esteem, passivity,

. isolation, poor sell-concept, and a sense of having disap-
pointed parents were some of the feelings which differen-
tiated gifted learning disabled from nonlearning disabled
8-i2 year old girls and boys in a siudy by Waldron,

Saphire, and Rosenblum (1987). Learning disabled chil-
dren were described by teachers as more asociul und less
popular, and by themselves as more anxious, less perso-
nally satisfied, and having significanily less intelligence
and social standing than their nonlabeled peers. _

Finally, some mention must be made of the critical
nature of socioeconomic status on the recognition of a
_<hild's gifledness, dnd, by extension, on his or her éxperi-
ence and expression of gifiedness. Willis and Olszewski
(1988) investigated. the demographic characteristics of
‘12428 participanis in the 1986-87 Midwest Talent
“earch Program, a group which consisted of roughly
. ivalent numbers of females and males, a very small
wumber of black and Hispanic students, and a pro-

. postional over-representation of Asian students. Of the
17,322 students who took Lthe SAT, 94% came from
middle to high-income families. Willis and Olszewski’s
major finding was that income determined both partici-
pation in the program and SAT scores, independent of
race, family size, and the number of parents in the house-
told. '

“Unfortunately, we could find no studies which
explored the psychosocial ramifications of economic dis-
advantage for this population. Thus we can only suspect
ihat the majority of children who come from poor and
lower-middle-class families will not see themselves or be
recognized by parents or teachers as capable of high
achievement. Those who do may have little idea how
to create opportunities to -develop und utilize their
talenls. As one respondent in Noble's (198%b) study
explained, " much of the privilege of high potential recog-
nition and development lies in the ability (o pay for the
nurlurance of thal developmeni—in time, in attention,
and in education™ (p. 72). The movic “Swand and
Deliver” poignantly examines this underserved group of
youth, and illustrates their critical need lor encourage-
ment by teachers and mentors. Without such support,
these children are at high risk for anger, {rustration,
hupelessness, despair, and even delinquency.

Summary

There are, then, a number of special populations
#hin the gifted group who need special attention from
professionals. Highly gified children, while on the whole
they do well, may be at somewhat increased risk of
maladjusiment. Girls, who constitute hall the gifted

group in the carly years, tend to disappear from the ranks
and to reduce their achievernent levels. And gifted groups
such as minority members, handicapped individuals, and
those from Jow-income familics ure not immune 1o the
barriers imposed by those factors, despite the advantage
of high intelligence.

Implications for Teachers and Counselors

Although there is much we still do not know about
the best ways lo promote psychosocial adjustment in
gifted children, the research summarized in this chapter
does hold some lessons for teachers and counselors as
weil as parents. :

1. One insight which ofien escapes notice ol both inves-
tigators and reviewers is the very wide range of individual -
differences in gifted children and their families, the vari-
ance in the data as opposed to-1he means. In oor search

' for commonatilies and guidelines, it is very easy to forget

how greaily these children differ among themselves.

. Indeed; it is probably not inaccurite to expect that the

more an individual differs from the mican in intclligence

" {or any othér characteristic), the kess our commoncexpec-
“tations upply. Schools are not generally well prepared

to deal with individuals, particularly those who are “dif-
ferent,” so that the sensitivity of teachers, counselors,

“and parents Lo this issue becomes even more critical.

2. Because of the heavy emphasis on programmatic
responses 1o the needs of gilted children, we are prone
to forget how school-oriented our definitions of gifted-
ness tend Lo be. In 4 school with a special program begin-
ning ut fourth grade, there may be no identified gifted
third-grade gifted children! We run the risk of meeting
institutional needs, nol children’s needs.

3. In working with Lumilies of gilted children, school

"personnel are likely to encounter parents who are them-

selves bright, verbal, highly chiid-centered, and vocal
advocates for their children. Establishing a relationship
with parents as pariners rather than as adversaries is
essential. Equally essential is the need to reach out to
parents of gified children from underserved populations
who may be less accustomed to working with the edu-
cational sysiem and often less effective in doing so.

4. Within the context of lamily relations that, on the
whole, are positive, educators will encounter some fami-
lies of gified children which are conflictful or even dys-
functional, ft is imporiant to remember that children
can be helped to cope with such situations and thai, in
the long run, these children may turn cul lo be the more
creative and exceptional.

5. Educators and parents need Lo be gware of the gifted
child’s poiential for maturily in many reaims aside from
the academic. Of course there will be differences in levels
of maturity within a given child, bul unless we give chil-

_ dren the room 10 grow we run the risk of infantilizing

them. Muny—cenainly not all—gified children will pro-
fit from some form of acceleration in their educational
careers because this will enhance their match with true
peers in social us well as intellectuul domains. Recogniz-
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ing this possibility expands the options available and
enhances flexibility of the system to provide an “optional
- match.”

6. After a satisfying social adjustment in elementary
school, many children—especially girls—are headed for
a more difficult time during adolescence. The support
of adults to help maintain integrity in the face of peer

© pressure can be an important asset to the gifted youngster
who risks hiding or combatting his or her own develop-
mental thrust in order to be accepted. Providing help
in ‘'understaading and mastering conflicting pressures,
models, and mentors who have coped successfully, and
the promise of a better future in college, can perhaps
mitigate an otherwise risky time.

7. We need to begin early to help children meet and
master real academic challenges so that they develop a
strong sense that true achievement comes only with
effort. Children who make a normal developmental shift
from an “incremental” to an “entity” theory of intelli-
gence without that kind of experience and commitment
are likely to avoid challenges such as honors or Advanced

Placement classes. Rather than “laziness,” it is more lik- .
ely that the student has adopted the prevailing view that -

one is “truly intetligent™ only if one accomplishes one’s

goals with ease. An early pattern of satisfying investment

is probably the best insurance.

8. Giris, particutarly adolescent girls, need strong

encouragement to maintain their autonomy and opti-
 mism, to repect their own talents and insights, and pursue
their goals however nontraditional they may be.

9. In one sense, special populations at risk for psycho-
social maladjustment include the majority of gifted chil-
dren and youth, if one includes females, those from
minority and/or socioeconomically disadvantaged fami-
lies, those with specific problems in reading or mathemat-
ics and those who are highly creative! Each of these

. groups has its specific vulnerabilities but at the same

time, each can enormously enrich the mix of children:

and youth whom we term “gifted.”
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